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3 Whereupon, 

4 

4 

P R O C E E D I N G S  

(Witness sworn.) 

JIM COURTER, 

5 residing at 1001 Route 517, Hackettstown, NJ 07840, phone 

6 (908) 852-2600, the witness herein, called for examination 

7 by counsel for Plaintiffs, having been first duly sworn by 

8 the Notary Public, was examined and testified as follows: 

EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFFS 

10 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

11 Q. Chairman Courter, is it true that closing the 

12 Philadelphia Naval Shipyard was an excruciatingly close 

'cCl~ 13 call? 

14 A. It was an excruciatingly difficult call, but it 

15 was not a particularly close one. 

16 Q. You were quoted in New York Times on July 1, 

17 1991, and I can give you a copy of the Lexis/Nexis reprint 

18 of the article which says - -  and I will show you a copy of 

19 it so you can read along with me, sir - -  at the last line 

20 of the second page, and I quote, llClosing the Philadelphia 

21 installations, said Jim Courter, the commission chairman, 

22 was 'an excruciatingly close call'll. 
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Did you say that? 

A. I might have said it. The emphasis right now, 

as I recall, was that it was an extraordinarily difficult 

call. It was not close. It was a 7-1 or 7-0 vote by the 

commission members, and as we started to go through the 

process getting data and information, it became abundantly 

clear to all the commissioners that it was the obviously 

correct decision, a very difficult one, a tortuous one for ' 

me personally because it is so near New Jersey. 

It impacted on jobs in New Jersey, and so it was 

a very unpleasant decision, but it was one that was very 

clear in the sense that we had to do it in order to comply 

with the statute, as difficult and.unpleasant as that 

decision was. 

Q. But you admit, sir, that you did say closing the 

Philadelphia Naval Yard was an excruciatingly close call? 

A .  I might have said that. There's no doubt that I 

might have said that. 

Q. Sir, on July 1st also as reported by the Federal 

Information Systems Corporation, Federal News Service, at 

page 45 - -  and forgive me. It's page 49 - -  about 

one-quarter of the page down, " M r .  Courter once again on 
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the merits and on the criteria and the fact that as I say 

there is a split in the politicians, that in itself is not 

crucial. What is crucial is the evidence and the facts 

and how that affects military value and what we actually 

need. So that really wasn't a factor. Philadelphia, as I 

mentioned last night, was one of the most difficult, 

excruciating, painful decisions that I have made in a very 

long period of time." 

MR. ANDERSON: Before you answer that, could we 

just say what this is from so it will be clear on the 

record? 

MR. KAUFF'MAN: I thought I did. 

MR. ANDERSON: Well, you said it is the Federal 

News Service, but it apparently is from some press 

conference, and I want to be clear before the Chairman 

answers. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I have no problem. 

THE WITNESS: I can tell you what it's from. We 

had a news conference immediately the day after our final 

decisions on June 30th, so this would be July lst, and we 

were at, I think, the National Press Building, and I was 

there for a couple of hours, I guess. 
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MR. KAUFFMAN: I would like to mark as Courter 1 

the story from the New York Times of July 1, 1991 from 

which I read at page 54. "Closing the Philadelphia 

installation, said Jim Courter, the commission chairman, 

was 'an excruciatingly close call1". 

MR. ANDERSON: Well, obviously you can mark 

anything you want. I do think it ought to be clear on the 

record that this on its face appears to be a partial quote 

and may or may not be out of context. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: You can say anything you want on 

the record. It's a document in writing, and it speaks for 

itself. It is a New York Times story. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 1 

for identification.) 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I would like to mark as Courter 2 

the second document to which I referred a moment ago, and 

that is the Federal News Service report of July 1, 1991 

from which I read at page 49, I believe. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 2 

for identification.) 
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BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. What efforts did your commission make, Mr. 

Chairman, to get the input of the testimony by the two men 

who had been the most recent chairmen of the Naval Sea 

Systems Command? 

A. Who are the gentlemen? 

You don't know? 

A. If you give me the name I probably would. 

Q. Do you know what the commander of Naval Sea 

System's job is? 

A. I think, and I don't know. Why don't you tell 

me? The name was Hekman, one of them, and there was 

another. If you give me the name, I will tell you. 

Q. Admiral Hekman was one, and Admiral Claman was 

the other. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know what the job of those gentlemen was? 

A. Yes. They were involved with the Navy Sea 

Systems Command. 

Q. Do you know what that included? 

Military installations. 

Q. Do you know that among other duties it includes 
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9 

'Cr 1 the division of naval shipyards throughout the country? 

2 A. Yes, I would assume so. 

3 Q. And so would you agree with me that those two 

4 admirals were the people most knowledgeable about naval 

5 shipyards in the country since it was under their command? 

6 A. No, I wouldn't agree with you at all. 

7 Q. You wouldnl t? 

8 A. No. There's lots of people extraordinarily 

9 familiar with base infrastructure in the Navy. They 

10 were - -  their recommendations obviously are part of the 
11 record. I would imagine if it isn't it will be. But they 

12 are two knowledgeable people, but the Navy has lots of 

13 knowledgeable people. 

14 Q. You wouldn't think the people directly in 

15 command of the Naval Sea Systems including the naval 

16 bases, the naval shipyards, would be the most 

17 knowledgeable? 

18 A. No, not at all. 

19 Q. But you do say they are knowledgeable? 

20 A. Yes, absolutely, among others. 

21 Q. Is there any reason why you didn't insist on 

22 hearing the testimony of either of those gentlemen? 
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A. We received all the testimony that we thought 

was appropriate. The information that we gathered was 

gathered, as you know, from lots of different sources. 

One obviously was members of Congress testifying. 

On two different or more occasions we had public 

hearings. 

We had base visits. 

We had telephonic communication with people that' 

advocated nonclosure of Philadelphia, including high 

elected officials. 

We had thousands of pieces of mail from the 

Philadelphia region. We received dozens of pieces of mail 

and backup data, information, reports from members of 

Congress both in Philadelphia and New Jersey. 

I met personally with a volunteer organization 

advocating Philadelphia be used as an aegis center of 

excellence in the office on at least two occasions, 

spending many minutes, probably hours, with them. 

I spoke on the telephone personally with 

advocates of those people that were biased in favor of 

keeping Philadelphia open. 

In order to make our decisions, making sure we 
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had all of the evidence, we continued to get evidence from 

multiple areas, from various sources, and that process 

continued frov the day Philadelphia was placed, in fact 

before because I met with a citizens group even before 

Philadelphia was placed formally on the list. That 

process continued right up until our final deliberations 

the last couple of days. 

Q. As Mr. Ted ~oppel' often says, Mr. Chairman, that 

was an excellent answer but not to the question which I 

asked. I would appreciate it if you would answer the 

questions which I ask. I know that you have a lot that 

you want to say, and you will have plenty of time to say 

it, but please answer the questions which I ask. 

I'm talking about Admiral Hekman and Admiral 

Claman now. I asked you why you made no effort to get 

them to testify. 

A. I don't think that was your question. That is 

ce.rtainly not my answer. 

The answer is that we invited, I know, Hekman to 

testify if he wanted to before the commission. He 

indicated to our lead staff member who is a civilian, who 

was the head of the review and analysis team for the Navy, 
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Alex Yellin, that he did not want to testify personally 

but he would be happy to discuss the entire process, his 

decision, his thinking with him. He did so, and so we 

have the benefit of his thinking through Alex Yellin. 

There was a long telephone conversation. 

Senator Arlen Specter spoke with Hekman at least 

on two occasions, and all that Admiral Hekman put in 

writing was given to the commission and, as a matter of 

fact, was a very interesting letter to the editor, I 

think, that Hekman subsequent to all of this published or 

had published in the Philadelphia Enquirer, which I read 

with great interest, by the way. 

Q. I'm sure you did. 

Didn't it disturb you when you learned that 

Admiral Hekman had intended to testify before the 

commission but had been asked by a senior Navy official 

not to? 

A. That is not - -  it is my understanding that is 

not Hekmanls recollection. The best thing to do, I guess, 

is to depose him. All I did was read his op ed or his 

letter to the editor, and he said it was his decision, and 

he gave us all the information he had. 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D . C .  20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO 



Q. Would it surprise you that that is not the 

recollection of your man Yellin? 

MR. ANDERSON: Object-on. You're asking him to 

speculate on the state of mind of somebody else. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. As Chairman of the commission, I'm sure you read 

memos to the commission by Mr. Yellin, didn't you? 

A. Sure. 

Q. I1m going to ask my question again. 

Would it surprise you to learn that Mr. Yellin 

had a different view of Admiral Hekmanls position than was 

expressed in that editorial? 

MR. ANDERSON: I'm going to object to that. I'm 

going to allow you to answer, but I think it's still 

calling for speculation and not based upon any facts that 

are in evidence. 

THE WITNESS: I wouldn't know what Alex Yellin 

has in his mind. 

MR, KAUFFMAN: Well, I will see if I can help 

you out. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I would like to mark as Courter 3 

a letter dated May 17, 1991 to the Honorable Jim Courter 
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from William Angus, Director, Chamber of Commerce of 

Southern New Jersey, which has attachments to it; a May 

20th letter from Mr. Angus to Lynn Schmidt, Executive 

Assistant to the Commission Chairman; and a memorandum 

from Lynn Schmidt to Congressman Courter; and a June 25, 

1991 letter from Chairman Courter to Senator Specter. And 

then attached to that is a memorandum for the record, 

subject phone conversation between Vice Admiral Peter 

Hartman. U.S. Navy Retired, and Alex Yellin on 18 June 

1991. 

This is. I guess it is a numbering system in 

discovery of the Base Closure Commission, your commission, 

sir, and the page that I'm referring you to particularly 

in this document is page 131. 

(The documents referred to 

were marked Courter Exhibit 

No. 3 for identification.) 

MR. ANDERSON: I do want to state my objection 

to any questions based on this document unless and until 

its authenticity is established. This is just an 

attachment to some private citizen's letter. 

MR. KAUFF'MAN: This is a document produced from 
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the files of the Base Closure Commission which the 

deponent is the chairman of. 

MR. ANDERSON: I'm not arguing that he didn't 

receive it. I'm just saying that unless and until there 

is some authentication of this memorandum that starts on 

page 131, I'm going to object to it. I'm not going to 

tell him not to answer. You can ask your questions if he 

knows anything about this. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Do you recognize Mr. Yellin1s signature, sir? 

And if you want to read the whole memorandum before you 

answer the question. 

A .  You just gave me a whole lot of documents here. 

I just want to familiarize myself. 

Q. The only one I'm going to ask you about at least 

at the moment is Mr. Yellin's memorandum at page 131 to 

132 signed by Mr. Yellin on page 132. 

A. I will get to that in a minute. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I assume you will produce the 

original at the appropriate time, sir, and if you're 

arguing about the authenticity, I would like to have the 

original produced now. You can call your office and have 
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it sent over here. 

MR. ANDERSON: Well, the commission produced 

this, but all I'm saying is that this memorandum is 

attached to a letter from some private citizen. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: It's attached to a letter from 

Jim Courter as I see it. 

MR. ANDERSON: It's to Jim Courter. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: This is a lot of documents that 

apparently the commission stapled together. We didn't. 

This is exactly as it came from the commission's files. 

It does contain a letter from Mr. Angus to Jim Courter, 

from Mr. Angus to Lynn Schmidt, a memo from Phil Angus to 

Congressman Courter, a letter from Chairman Courter to 

Senator Specter, and this memorandum by Mr. Yellin, for 

the record.131 and 132. I assume that for the record 

means for the record of the Base Closure Commission. 

Now if you're going to sit here and object to 

authenticity of documents which you produced from your own 

file, this case is going to go on for 16 years, which I 

suppose is your objective. 

MR. ANDERSON: I resent that implication. 

That's absolutely not true. You confused me by giving us 
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a whole bunch of letters stapled together. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: You caused the confusion 

yourself, sir, or your commission that you represent. 

MR. ANDERSON: Let's see if we can get past 

this. This apparently was attached to a letter that the 

Chairman - -  
MR. KAUFFMAN: Not apparently. What do you 

mean, apparently? 

MR. ANDERSON: I'm saying that is what you 

handed to us. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: They're numbered from 125 in 

order to 132 directly from the file of the commission. 

MR. ANDERSON: He can answer anything he knows 

about this communication. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I would like to have an original 

of it sent over here immediately, please, if you're 

objecting to authenticity. If you will agree to the 

authenticity, then I don't care about it. 

I am informed that we have an agreement with Mr. 

Battin that there's not going to be objections to 

authenticity on documents produced from ,your own file. 

MR. ANDERSON: I am prepared to stipulate that 
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'C, 
1 this was from the files of the commission and is the same 

2 as the original of the document. 

3 MR. KAUFFMAN: Very well. 

4 THE WITNESS: Now what's the question? 

5 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

6 Q. I didn't even ask one yet. 

7 A. I thought you had. 

Q. I would like you to look at page 131 of this 

exhibit, which is Courter No. 3,. and I direct you 

particularly to the second and third paragraphs which 

read, I1Hekman was head of the Naval Sea Systems Command, . 

NAVSEA. Until this spring, NAVSEA is responsible for the 

Naval Shipyards. Hekman was asked to retire early in 

part, he believes, because he persisted in disagreeing 

with the decision to close the Philadelphia Naval 

Shipyard, PNSY. Hekman had intended to testify at the 

Philadelphia regional ship hearing but had been asked by a 

senior Navy official not to testify. 

"Friends still with the Navy told him that he 

was being accused within the Navy of providing documents 

to Philadelphia officials that were critical of the 

proposed closure. He said this was not true but wanted to 
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further avoid this charge by limiting his contact with the 

commission to phone conversations. 

"He believed that his opposition to the proposed 

closure had and would continue to hurt his civilian 

employment opportunities. I told him that he was invited 

to contact the commission at any time to supply further 

information. Hekman said the commission could contact him 

at any time if there were further  question^.^ 

Did you ever see this document before? 

A. I might have. I'm not sure. 

Q. Did anybody tell you - -  

A. Let me go on. When you say "this documentfl, 

you're referring to page 131, or are you referring to 

Exhibit 3? 

Q. I'm referring to Mr. Yellin's memorandum to the 

record of your commission. 

A. Not the other documents? You're just referring 

to pages - -  
Q. 131 and 132, yes, sir. 

A. 131 and 132? 

Q. Yes, sir. 

A. I may have. I have no recollection right now. 
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QV 1 
Q. You did know, I ' m  sure, that Admiral H e w n  took 

2 the position that the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard should 

3 not be closed; is that correct? 

4 A. I was aware that he took the position that the 

5 Navy shipyard at Philadelphia should be dramatically 

6 downsized. 

7 Q. Would you answer my question, please? 

A. I'm trying to. 

Q. He did not want it closed; is that correct? 

10 A. Let me finish the answer. 

11 Q. If you would answer the question, you could give 

12 any explanation you want, sir. But please, so we get 

mv 13 along, answer the question and then give any explanation 

14 you like. That question is very easily answered by a yes 

15 or a no. 

16 MR. ANDERSON: Well, let him answer. He doesn't 

17 have to get along with you. That is not his primary 

18 obligation here. 

19 MR. KAUFFMAN: His primary obligation is to 

20 answer the question asked, and then if he wants to explain 

21 it he can. But that is a question easily answered by a 

22 yes or a no. 
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And I know that Chairman Courter has a lot he 

wants to say, and I'm not going to stop him from saying 

it. But I do want to get answers to my questions first. 

My question was a very simple one. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. You do know, sir, don1 t you, that Admiral 

Hekmanfs position was against the closure of the 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard? Isn't that true? 

A. I don't think in all honesty that can be 

answered by yes or no. I would never answer that question 

yes or no. You can get upset if you like. 

Q. I ' m  not upset. I just disagree with you. 

A. Well, then you can disagree. 

Q. But I will have to accept your answer at least 

for the moment, whatever you want to give. 

A. It was abundantly clear that Hekman when it came 

to Philadelphia, as in fact many people inside the Navy, 

in fact all of the Navy facilities that the commissioner 

went to or that the commissioners went to that were on the 

Pentagon list for closure, without exception, the highest 

commanding Naval officer vigorously fought the 

recommendations. 
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1 So this was not new. It was not surprising. 

2 There is a great deal of internal debate in the Navy on 

3 all these things, dissimilar to some of the other 

4 services. That's just the way they do business. 

5 When it comes specifically to Hekman, it became 

6 obvious that Hekman believed that the more prudent action 

7 was the severe downsizing of the shipyard in Philadelphia 

8 to low levels of employment, I believe around 1,200 or 

9 around that. 

10 It also was an understanding - -  and this could 

11 have been incorrect, and that's the reason I can't answer 

12 yes or no - -  that that 1991 or 1990 position of Hekman was 

13 a short-term position which may then after a year or two 

14 at the very low levels be converted to full closure. 

15 So that's why it's impossible to answer the 

16 question yes or no, because it would imply something that 

17 may not be true. 

18 Q. Tell me what other naval facilities Admiral 

19 Hekman fought the closure of. 

20 A. I don't know. I didn't say that. I said 

21 that - - 
22 Q. That is just what you said, that the commander 
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of the naval facilities fought the closure of all - -  

A. No, you didnr t understand what I said. 

Q. Why don1 t you clarify. 

.A. ~t was very clear. 

Q. I'm slow. 

A. What I said was the commanding officer I 

found - -  and I found this as a surprise, really, and I 
thought I knew the Navy after having been on the Armed 

Services Committee for 12 years dealing with these types 

of issues. I found that the commanding officer of the 

Navy, the highest ranking officer who was the commanding 

officer at the facility, whether it be in Orlando or 

whether it be Whidby Island, whether it be Philadelphia, 

whether it be anyplace else, always on the record 

disagreed vigorously with the decision to close. 

Q. What does that have to do with Admiral Hekman? 

Are you suggesting he was the commanding officer at 

Philadelphia? 

A. No, I didn't. That was part of my answer. 

How is that relevant to your answer? 

maybe you should have objected then. Well, 

mean, I gave the answer I thought in a complete way SO the 
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full flavor is part of the record. 

Q. I understand. You're not saying that you 

believe that Admiral Erkman was the commanding officer of 

the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard? 

A. No. 

Q. But he was commander of Naval Sea Systems 

Command; is that right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So you think that Admiral Hekman had some 

ulterior motive for arguing that the Philadelphia Naval 

Shipyard should not be closed? 

MR. ANDERSON: Objection. He can't possibly 

know what was in Admiral Hekman's mind. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: He seems to know what's in the 

minds of each of the commanding officers of each of the 

naval facilities. Maybe he does know. Let him answer the 

question himself. 

THE WITNESS: I know it is not a question, but I 

knew what was on their mind because they told me when I 

visited that they were against the closures. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. But you never got the chance to talk to Admiral 
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1 Hekman? 

2 A. No. 

3 Q. Whynot? 

4 A. Ask him. He was invited to testify. 

5 Q. I'm asking you. Mr. Yellin told you that he was 

6 told by a Navy senior official not to testify. Didn't 

7 that disturb you? 

8 A. Did it disturb me? What we wanted was to get 

9 all of the data so we could make an informed, unbiased 

decision. 

11 Q . Independent? 

12 A. Independent decision, absolutely. And we had 

13 access to Hekmanls statements when it came to 

14 Philadelphia. They were clear so anybody reading them 

15 would understand them. And in addition - -  and this is not 
16 something that we were required to do - -  I had our staff 
17 talk to him, and AlexYelLin spoke to him, I think, on 

18 various occasions more than once, reported back to the 

19 members of the comission. Senators spoke to Admiral 

20 Hekman, so the opinion of Hekman was part of the record 

21 and information we used in our deliberation. 

22 Q. Did you permit Senator Specter to testify at a 
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w)r I public hearing after he had obtained from the Navy Admiral 

Hekman's memorandum objecting to ' 

3 Philadelphia Navr'l Shipyard? 

4 A. We had - -  
5 Q. Answer that yes or no. 

6 A. Well, I can't. 

7 Q. Yes, youcan. 

8 A. Did I permit him to testify? 

9 Q. Did the commission permit? 

10 A. If I answered no. it will sound like - -  

Q. Like the facts? 

A. No, no. It will sound like we didn't permit 

w 13 people to testify. 

14 What we did - -  

Q. Counsel, would you instruct the witness to 

16 answer the question? 

17 MR. ANDERSON: Will you stop interrupting him 

18 and arguing with him? You ask the question and allow him 

19 to answer. 

20 MR. KAUFFMAN: That was a very simple question 

21 that can be answered with a yes or nol and I've stated for - 

22 the record that I will permit the Chairman to give any 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANYl INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 - - 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 
(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



27 

explanation he wants for as long as he wants. He can take 

all day if he wants, but I want my questions answered, and 

that is an easy question t t 3  answer yes or no. 

MR. ANDERSON: He can answer the question in any 

way that he wants to, and if you want further explanations 

you can ask for it. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: That's wrong, but I'm powerless 

at the moment. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. I'm asking you, sir, however, to please try to 

answer my question, and you can give me any explanation 

you want. 

A. Mr. Kauffman, I respect - -  

MR. ANDERSON: There's no question on the table. 

MR. KAUFEWAN: Yes, there-is. I will rephrase 

it. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. It is a fact, isn't it, that Senator Specter w a s  

not permitted to testify at a public hearing of your 

commission subsequent to the time that he obtained the 

memo from Admiral Hekman which disclosed that Admiral 

Hekman objected, opposed, disagreed with the closure of 
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the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard? 

A. In recognizing the wrath may come down upon my 

head, I want to answer the questio... in the following 

manner, and it's the only honest way to answer the 

question. 

And that is. the commission created an 

opportunity for all members of Congress to testify. We 

had two full days of hearings in Washington, D.C., I 

believe, for members of Congress. We had more than two 

full days of hearing, but we had two for members of 

Congress. We probably received the testimony of over 200 

members of Congress. 

Also, those members were permitted to testify 

during the base visits and the hearings that we had, the 

public hearings that we had out of Washington. D.C. There 

came a time when the public hearing, when the public 

hearing - -  when I talk about a public hearing I'm talking 

about appropriate public notice in the Federal Register so 

there would be a hearing that was publicized and broadcast 

on radio and television. 

There came a time when the commission had to 

move on and hear from other people besides members of 
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Congress, and that was very late in the process. 

Therefore, there came a time when members of Congress were 

urged to supply all additional information, evidence. 

documents, arguments, testimony, either verbally. 

telephonically or in writing. 

So the appropriate answer to the question was 

that Senator Arlen Specter, Congressman Kurt Weldon, and 

every member that represented people in South Jersey or 

the Philadelphia region in Pennsylvania continued to 

supply us with data and information which was in fact part 

of the official record which was read, digested and used 

by the commission in rendering its decision. 

Q. Do you deny. Mr. Chairman, that Senator Specter 

asked to appear at the public hearing of your commission 

after he received the memorandum from Admiral Hekman which 

the memorandum is dated 15 March 1991 which he didn't 

obtain or he didn't obtain it from the Navy incidentally, 

that he asked to appear and was refused? 

A. I remember - -  and I'm going to answer this in a 
yes or no as soon as I elaborate on it. 

I remember Arlen Specter calling me up a few 

times. We talked a number of times about this. He's a 
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wonderful advocate of his position and does a wonderful 

job, and he talked about in great detail the new data he 

said he got, the Admiral Hekman letter or information, and 

we gave him, I gave him an ample opportunity to explain it 

to me, and he did, as did many other members of Congress, 

not only he but many members redundantly reexplained as if 

it was brand new material, something that we had been 

looking at and studying for 20 days. 

Q. You had the Admiral Hekman memo for 20 days? 

A. Sure. By the time we rendered our decision, 

more than that. 

Q. For 20 days before Senator Specter said - -  
A. No, before we rendered our decision. There came 

a time, and I don't recall the dates, that we had set 

aside, the commission had set aside the last remaining 

days for decisions, deliberations and decisions. There 

had come a time just like in a court of law when you had 

to move on and deliberate and make a decision. 

And I remember Arlen Specter coming on one of 

those days that was not for purposes of testimony and 

sitting down in the witness chair and saying could he be 

recognized to testify, and I said no, we are here to make 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



decisions. We are voting today. And he quietly left. 

And that was very, very late. That could have 

been the Friday - -  let me see. We met on Friday and then 

on Sunday, the 30th, and so it was probably Friday the 

28th. But I ' m  guessing. It was very, very late that he 

asked. He came to the hearing when everybody knew, we had 

notified the Congress, everybody that the public hearing 

and the testimony ended, and we were there to now 

deliberate and make decisions, and the Senator asked to 

testify, and he was not provided that opportunity. 

Q. Would you identify.for me, sir, the data, all of 

the data that you or your commission received from Naval 

Sea Systems Command? 

A. Describe all the data? 

Q. Tell me what you got from them. You said you 

got all of that data that you needed from everybody. What 

did you get from Naval Sea Systems Command? You didn't 

get anything, did you? 

A. The best way to describe the data that we 

received is to show it to you, and we received a lot of 

data from the Navy, and I'm sure you have access to that 

data. 
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Lv 
1 Q. Well, I'm not so sure, if anything, when it 

2 comes to the Navy. You know that the Navy stonewalled the 

3 General Accounting Office, don't you? 

A. No. 

5 Q. You don't know that? 

6 A. 
Well, the answer is no because I don't know what 

7 you mean by stonewall. I donrt know where you mean it, 

8 when it occurred or the circumstances. I'm not sure what 

9 you're referring to. 

1 0  Q. You don't have any idea of anything like that 

11 happening in this matter, do you? 

1 2  A. Well, if you were a little bit more specific I 

1 3  could probably help you out. I think I know what you're 

1 4  referring to, but I would hardly say the Navy stonewalled 

15 GAO. That is not the way I would put it, and, therefore, 

1 6  I can't answer the question. 

17 I mean, if you want to characterize it that way 

1 8  you're free to, but you're not going to get the response 

19 that you want ,. I suppose. 

20 Q. YOU know that they consciously didn't give 

2 1  sufficient documentation or information to the General 

22 A c c o u n t i n g O f f i c e t o p e l m i t t h e G e n e r a l ~ c c o u n t i n g O f f i c e  
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to perform its statutory functions in this matter; isn't 

that correct? 

A. No. 

Q. You don't know that? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object to the question insofar 

as it talks about what the Navy consciously did or didn't 

know. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Forget consciously. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. You know that the Navy, whether they consciously 

did or didn't do it, did not provide sufficient 

documentation and information to the General Accounting 

Office for the General Accounting Office to perform its 

statutory functions in this matter. isn't that correct? 

A. It is impossible to answer yes or no, and I can 

explain everything as to what happened but I can't answer 

the question yes or no. 

Q. I would like a yes or no answer. 

A. I can't give it to you because it is not what 

you're implying whatsoever. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I would like to mark as Courter 4 

a memorandum dated March 15, 1991 from Commander, Naval 
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Sea Systems Command to Chief of Naval Operations, and a 

memo dated 19 December 1990 from Commander, Naval Sea 

Systems Command to Chief of Naval Operations. At that 

time, both those times, both of these memos are from 

Admiral Hekman. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 4 

for identification.) 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Did you ever see that before, sir? 

MR. ANDERSON: Can I get another copy, please? 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Of course. 

MR. ANDERSON: Thank you. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: You're welcome. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. You can't tell without reading the whole thing 

whether you saw it before? 

A. I would have to read it first, if that's okay. 

(Pause. ) 

May I ask, has this been marked? 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Yes, Courter 4. 

THE WITNESS: Your question has to do with - -  
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MR. ANDERSON: He just asked you if you ever saw 

it, ' I believe. 

THE WITNESS: Wha.t is he referring to? It's 

many, many pages. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Well, of course. Look at them, 

and if you can tell me without reading the whole thing 

whether youfve ever seen it before, tell me. If you 

can't, you can't. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you very much. Well, I 

would have to look at it because there are many pages here 

and, you see. I thought perhaps the question had to do 

with that one memo which is a page and a half, but if it 

has to do with all that is marked, I will let you know. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Well, let me ask the question in a different 

way. 

You didn't get Courter 4 from the Navy, did you? 

A. I don't know. I can't answer that question. 

Q. You don't know if you got it from Senator 

Specter? 

A. Honestly, I don't know. Did you get this from 

our office? I assume we got it, but I can't honestly tell 
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1 you where we got it from. 

Q. This was from the Navy. 

A. I don't know where it came from. 

Q. This was produced by the Navy. 

A. You have to understand our office. I don't 

6 necessarily know where we get data. 

7 Q. Well, we have one from your off ice. We will get 

8 it and mark it, but there was one in your file I am told, 

9 and so we will get that and mark it, too. 

10 But the point that I'm trying to get at is after 

11 a United States Senator produces documents from the Navy 

12 which are relevant to the matter which you are considering 

13 which had not been produced by the Navy and asked to be 

14 recognized at a public hearing of your commission, you 

15 turned him down; correct? 

16 A. No. I spoke with him on the phone. I wrote him 

17 saying to send me all information and data, whatever 

18 arguments you had. He spoke individually to other 

19 commissioners. And so I didn't turn him down in the sense 

that he was provided full opportunity to argue kis case 

21 and to present data and information, and he did. 

Q. At a public hearing? 
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3 7  

1 A. No, but our - -  
2 Q. So you turned him down for a public hearing? 

3 A. But you have to understand I went through that, 

4 and I explained it to you. It was very late in the 

5 process when testimony was over for everybody. 

6 Q. I just want to refresh your recollection, sir, 

7 that what he wanted to testify about was a relevant 

document from the Commander of the Naval Sea Systems 

Command which had not been turned over by the Navy to your 

commission. 

A. He had the opportunity to argue his case. He 

did so in person to me. He did so on the telephone to me. 

He wrote me letters. 

Q. All I'm trying to establish that you refused him 

the opportunity to testify at a public hearing. 

A. I already answered that question the best way I 

know how. It can't be answered b'y yes or no, and you have 

to accept the answer. 

Q. And that was after you knew that he had obtained 

20 from some source, not directly from the Navy, a document 

21 that the Navy had not seen fit to produce to this 

22 commission? 
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MR. ANDERSON: There's a lot in that question, a 

lot of parts to it that, as far as I'm concerned, are not 

of record. 

But to the extent that you know the answer, go 

ahead. 

THE WITNESS: I know the answer by saying that 

Arlen Specter, Kurt Weldon, Rob Andrews and probably 10 or 

15 other members of Congress spoke to me personally, wrote 

letters to me and spoke to me on the telephone, giving me 

all of the information and all of the arguments. So that 

they were provided the opportunity to come to the 

commissioners and give us their story, and they did. They 

used that opportunity. We purposely kept the record open 

so that we could avail ourselves of the information. 

Obviously during the two last days that were set 

aside for decisionmaking, we could not accept additional 

testimony from members of Congress. Otherwise, there 

wauldnJt have been time to make the decisions. 

Q. It didn't disturb you that the Navy didn't 

produce these documents? 

A. I would have been happy had they produced them, 

but I'm glad we got them. I think that shows, frankly, 
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how this particular process was so much better than 1988 

because of the public nature of it. 

Information was received from various sources, 

from the communities, from members of Congress, from 

private citizens, from labor organizations, and our record 

was open until the last three days of deliberations. 

Q. You are aware that under the statute it was the 

obligation of the Navy to provide your commission all 

documentation which was relevant to the consideration 

before you? Isn't that correct? 

MR. ANDERSON: I'm going to object to that 

insofar as it calls for a legal judgment about what the 

statute requires. 

14 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

What was your understanding of the statute? 

16 MR. ANDERSON: I object to that, too, but he can 

17 answer it. 

18 THE WITNESS: May I look at the statute? 

19 MR. ANDERSON: Do you want to cite him to a 

20 specific section? 

21 THE WITNESS: What part of the statute are you 

22 referring to? 
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MR. KAUFFMAN: Section 2903, subsection B(c) (41, 

which reads, '!The Secretary shall make available to the 

commission and the Comptroller General of the United 

States.al1 information used by the Department in making 

its recommendations to the commission for closures and 

realignments." 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. You were aware of that provision, weren't you? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you knew that the Navy had not used the 

information contained in Courder 4 it should have; right? 

A. No. 

Q. It shouldn't? 

A. No, because in the opinion of the Navy an 

argument could be made that that was not information upon 

which they based their recommendation to close. 

Q. Do you mean they shouldn't have heard both 

sides? 

A. They did hear both sides. I mean they probably 

spent more time than the other sexvices in hearing both 

sides. 

You can criticize the Navy for a lot of things, 
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but it is for not hearing the other side. The Navy - -  we 
discovered the Navy throughout this whole process may have 

been weak in recordkeeping but they were strong in 

permitting dissenting opinion. 

Q. But you didn't get any of it, did you? 

A. Eventually we got that which we had. 

Q. All you got was what Senator Specter gave you. 

You got no dissenting opinion from the Navy, did you? 

A. We got no dissenting opinion from any of the 

services. 

Q. You got no dissenting opinion from the Navy, did 

you? 

A. We got no dissenting opinion from the Navy. The 

Navy, the Army, the Air Force eventually made a decision 

and provided us pursuant to this part in the statute with 

documentation that they used to justify their decision. 

The Navy was no different than the Army, no different from 

the Air Force. 

Q. Well, the General Accounting Office thought the 

Navy was a lot different than the Army and the Air Force, 

didn't they? 

A. Only in respect - -  and you know this - -  only in 
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the respect that the recordkeeping was not as good and it 

was, therefore, in the beginning difficult to find out how 

they complied with the final selection criteria. 

Q. Recordkeeping not as good? 

A. Obviously it wasn't as good. 

Q. Mr. Chairman, you know the General Accounting 

Office concluded the recordkeeping of the Navy was totally 

inadequate for them to even tell you whether they believed 

that the Navy had followed the processes required by the 

statute or not; isn't that correct? 

A. Now you are certainly exaggerating. 

Q. I am? 

A. Yes. 

Q. You as Chairman of the commission said I 

exaggerated in what I just said? 

A. Yes. I think that is an exaggerated statement. 

Q. In what way? 

A. I will explain really what happened. We, 

ourselves, as you know, and you will probably mark in 

evidence one of the statements I made at a press 

conference, had difficulty in the record when it came to 

the Navy, and the reason we had difficulty was that they 
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used to determine these closures part of an old report 

called the VCNO Study that in conjunction with the 

deliberative group that had oral discussions totally 

permitting the venting of contra- and opposite decisions. 

SO the Navy was at least blessed with the dissenting 

opinion throughout this whole thing. 

And we and GAO, because the records of those 

discussions were not verbatimly transcribed. had 

difficulty making sure that the decisions based on 

discussions and the VCNO Study could be translated into 

the eight final selection criteria. 

That was the GAO1s problem. That was our 

problem. That, therefore, required us to meet with the 

Base Structure Committee of the Navy - -  

Q. Inprivate? 

A. I'm in the middle of a sentence. 

Q. In private? 

A. I'm in the middle of a sentence. 

MR. ANDERSON: Can he finish his answers? Then 

you can follow up. 

THE WITNESS: Meeting with the Base Structure 

Committee such that a proper map could be made and we 
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could translate one language into the other. 

When it was done, everybody, all the 

commissioners, Alex Yellin who headed our review and 

analysis for the Navy, was satisfied that then finally we 

could justify the Navy's conclusions when it came to all 

of their facilities throughout the United States. 

So the problem really was recordkeeping, in that 

we had to go back and translate basically from one 

language to another when it was eventually done. 

I might add, Mr. Kauffman, GAO had people 

working in our office day in and day out. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q .  For you, not for the GAO. 

A. The GAO people were working for the independent 

nonpartisan commission that rendered an independent 

decision. 

Q. Not working for the GAO? 

A. Of course not. 

Q. Don't say it substituted the duty of the GAO, 

because you wouldn't want to mislead us, would you? 

A. Of course not. Nor did you want to mislead me. 

My point here is that those individuals that 
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were expert that were assigned to us, although working for 

the independent nonpartisan Base Closing Commission, they 

were GAO personnel assigned to us by GAO, selected by GAO, 

not us. We're satisfied as well that after a sitdown or 

various sitdowns with the Base Structure Committee of the 

Navy that they were satisfied that the language could be 

interpreted such that a proper - -  such that we could 
justify their decision. 

Q. Mr. Chairman, you know perfectly well that the 

General Accounting Office concluded in its report to you, 

and I quote - -  . 
A. I ' m  familiar with it., You can quote it if you 

would like. That is way back in May. 

Q. Well, what later report did you get? 

A. Statutorily, they only had to give one. That 

was the May report. 

'Q. So the only report that the GAO gave you said as 

follows - -  and let me finish, please, sir. 
The only report which the GAO gave you - -  and I 

20 will ask the reporter to mark as Corder - -  

21 A. That was the only report that they had to give, 

22 that they were permitted to give. 
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5 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

6 Q. In the report. Courter 5 at page 46, the GAO - -  

MR. KAUFFMAN: This will be Courter No. 5. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 5 

for identification.) 

7 

8 A. What page are you on, sir? 

9 9. 46. The GAO says as follows, and I quote. This 

10 is the report required by the base closure statute. which 

11 you were a member of Congress, I understand, at the time 

12 it was passed. 

A. Yes, I was. 

Q. I1We were unable to conduct11 - -  you can't find 
it? 

A. Oh, it's on top. I see it. Okay. 

Q. "We were unable to conduct an extensive review 

of the process the Navy used to recommend bases for 

closure or realignment because the Navy did not adequately 

document its decisio~laking process or the results of its 

deliberations. In addition, the Navy did not establish an 

internal control plan to insure the validity and accuracy 
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of information used in its assessment as required by OSD. 

nDue to the limited documentation of its 

process, we also could not assess the reasonableness of 

the Navy's recommendations for closures. However, we 

reviewed and recalculated the Navy ship berthing capacity 

analysis and found that excess capacity would remain even 

with the closure of recommended bases." 

And then on page 48, "In additionf1, and I'm 

still quoting. I1In addition to the limitations placed on 

our review by the lack of adequate documentation, we 

identified three problems with the Navy's process. 

"First, due to the lack of supporting 

documentation we could not determine the basis for the 

committee's military value ratings for Navy installations. 

In late March we received selected data given to the 

committee by its working group. This information was 

provided to us, but we were not advised until May 7, 1991 

that the committee had decided that much of this data were 

biased in favor of keeping bases open. 

I1In mid April, the Base Structure Committee 

provided us with four additional volumes of material that 

consisted primarily of three charts that were basically 
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1 outlines of matters and dat.a to be discussed without an 

2 explanation or supporting data. 

3 nAlso, committee members said they did not 

4 prepare minutes of their deliberations. 

E "Second, we identified apparent inconsistencies -I 

6 within the connnitteels internal rating process. For 

7 
example, the committee had given identical ratings to two 

8 naval stations on each of the first four DOD selection 

9 criteria but had assigned an overall rating of green to 

10 one and yellow to the other. 

l 1  MSimilarly, the committee had assigned identical AJ. 

12 ratings to six naval air stations for the first four DOD 

w 13 selection criteria. Four bases were assigned an overall 

14 rating of yellow and two an overall rating of green. 

15 These inconsistencies are significant because any base 

16 given an overall rating of green based upon the first four - - 

17 DOD selection criteria was excluded from further closure 

or realignment consideration. 

!!In explanation, committee members stated that 

,not all yellows are equal1 and not all greens are equal. 

Since the committee did not document these differences, we 

could not determine the rationale for its final decisions. 
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"Lastly, although required by OSD policy 

guidance to develop and implement an internal control plan 

for its base structure reviews, the Navy did not assign 

responsibility for developing and implementing such a 

plan. Because the committee did not document the 

rationale for its decisions, we could not comment on the 

committee's closure and realignment recommendations based 

on the process. 

Have you read that? 

A. Yes, absolutely. Is there a question? 

Q. I just asked the question. 

A. I could explain. 

MR. ANDERSON: No. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN:: 

Q. Now knowing that the GAO had the problems it had 

getting documentation and information from the Navy, 

knowing that you did not receive important documents from 

Admiral Hekman but had to get them from Senator Specter, 

why didn't you make some effort? 

And knowing that Admiral Hekman had been asked 

by the Navy not to testify although he was inclined to do 

so and intended to do so, why didn't you do something to 
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get Admiral Hekman in? 

MR. ANDERSON: First, I just want to state an 

objection. The question is compound. It assumes a lot of 

facts that are not necessarily on the record. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Very well. I will rephrase the 

question. 

BY MR. KAUFF'MAN: 

Q. In light of all we've just discussed, why did 

.you make no effort to get Admiral Hekman, to get the Navy, 

not just not to tell Admiral Hekman not to come but to get 

the Navy to tell them to.come in and to let you 

interrogate him? 

A. We asked Admiral Hekman to come in. Rather than 

coming in he said he would be comfortable in talking about 

his memos over the telephone and did so with the requisite 

and appropriate people in the commission. The head of our 

Office of Review and Analysis that dealt with the Navy 

gave him all of the information, gave him his opinion, 

which satisfied the commission, and also Admiral Hekman 

permitted himself to be interrogated by Arlen Specter on 

two occasions and probably spoke to other members of 

Congress, and we were not provided any subpoena authority. 
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Maybe you could make that recommendation so in 

'93 we have it. 

So we felt very comfortable that we received his 

opinion, we knew his opinion, we knew his arguments, we 

knew what he had placed in writing because we eventually 

got it in ample time to scrutinize it, analyze it, discuss 

it, examine it, critique it and rendered an independent 

judgment that Philadelphia should close unanimously, as a 

matter of fact. 

Q. When you found out that Admiral Hekman had been 

asked by a senior official of the Navy not to testify, why 

didn't you ask the Navy to have him testify whether you 

had subpoena power or not? 

A.  I don't have any recollection during that period 

of time that someone advised me that Hekman was ordered 

not to testify. I didn't have any recollection of that. 

I was given Hekman's writings. I read them. 

They became part of the record. I permitted lots of 

public officials to argue for his case using his 

documents. I asked our staff to invite him to testify, 

and in lieu thereof he gave his information by telephone, 

which was perfectly adequate. We received lots of 
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information by telephone. 

Q. Are you telling me Mr. Yellin never bothered to 

tell you that a senior Naval official asked Admiral Hekman 

not to testify at the hearing? 

A. Frankly, I have no recollection of a reason why 

he didn't. All I wanted to do was to make sure that he 

was contacted and that he was invited. I asked the 

Senator to invite him, and I knew that the appropriate 

staff, the expert in our office on Naval affairs had a 

long conversation with him I think on two occasions. So 

we had the benefit of his thinking before we rendered our 

decision. That was important to me, getting all of the 

data and information so we could render a decision based 

14 on the merits. 

15 Q. It didn't bother you that he had intended to 

16 testify but had been asked by a senior Navy official not 

17 to testify? 

18 A. I answered your question. I didn't know. 

19 Q. All right. NOW YOU know. ~o.es it bother YOU? 

20 A. No, I still don't know that. You know why I 

21 don't know that? Because Hekman, to my 

22 recollection - -  and I don't know. May I see the article 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



that Hekman wrote? 

Q. You trust his recollection better than your own 

man Yellin? 

A. You're talking about what happened to Hekman. 

With regard to what happened to Mr. Hekman or Admiral 

Hekman. He would know. 

Q. You don't trust Mr. Yellin saying to you that 

Admiral Hekman told him? 

MR. ANDERSON: Mr. Kauffman, if you want to 

establish this fact you're obviously going to have to do 

it through a witness other than Chairman Courter. He 

doesn't know. He's testified he doesn't know. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. You never saw this memo, then, this memorandum, 

Courter 3, page 131 of Courter 3? You never saw it before 

today? Is that your testimony? 

A. I have no recollection of not only seeing that 

memoranda, I have no recollection that anyone in my office 

told me that a senior Navy official ordered Hekman not to 

testify, no. I knew he was invited by us. We did so out 

of a combination to Senator Specter in recognition of the 

importance of getting all of the data before we rendered a 
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1 decision, and we happily received all of the informntion. 

Q. You've saidthatmany times. 

A. Happily, we received all of the information he 

4 could give us. 

5 Q. You don't have to say that every time I ask you 

6 a question. You've said that several times. 

7 A. I just want to make sure it's part of the 

8 record. 

9 Q. Well, believe mel it doesn't get better the 

10 fifth time. 

11 A.  It does with me if I can polish up my language. 

12 Q. We'll never finish. I don't care if we stay 

13 here longer, although I'm not getting paid. but I would - 

14 like to finish thisdepositionsome year. 

A. I have not - -  
MR. ANDERSON: Don't argue. 

BY MR. KAUF-: I I 

18 Q. Who was your man, your employee at the 

19 commission, who was the one member of your staff most 

20 active, if not the sole member. active with the 

21 Philadelphia Navy Yard? Was it Mr. Yellin? 

22 A. That is kind of a disjointed question. 
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Well, who was the person on your staff most 

responsible for the Philadelphia Navy Yard? Isn't that a 

clear question? 

A. I1m not certain that it was one person, to be 

honest with you. Alex Yellin, it's pretty clear what his 

responsibility was. 

Q. What was it? 

A. He had responsibility in heading the Navy team 

in our Office of Review and Analysis. 

Q. Heading the Navy team? Was he from the Navy? 

A. NO, he was not. He's a civilian. When I talk 

about the Navy team, we had broken our Office of Review 

and Analysis logically according to expertise. He has 

expertise in Navy shipbuilding, Navy shipyards, Navy 

infrastructure as a civilian and headed our Office of 

Review and Analysis when it came to Naval issues. 

Q. Was Mr. Yellin in charge of the staff analysis 

. on the Philadelphia shipyard, the Naval Shipyard? 

A. I'm not sure what you mean. 

Q. Well, did you get an analysis from your staff on 

the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard? 

A. Yes, they presented information to us on various 
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occasions. 

Q. And was Mr. Yellin in charge of that? 

A. Mr. Yellin and others. M-. Yellin, as I tried 

to explain - -  
Q. Who was in charge is what I'm asking. 

A. Well, Mr. Yellin was in charge of our work when 

it came to the Navy. Alex Yellin. 

Q. So that obviously included the Philadelphia 

Naval Shipyard? 

A. Absolutely. Of course It included, I mean, 

everything with the Navy shipyards. 

Q. Would you expect your man Yellin to tell you as 

Chairman of the commission that a witness who had intended 

to testify, an admiral who had intended to testify at a 

public hearing had been asked by a senior Naval official 

not to testify? 

A. At that particular time I was interested in 

making sure that Alex Yellin, who was the expert, had 

talked to Hekman. He reported to me that he did so. 

Q. And he never told you that Hekman told him that 

he had been asked not to testify by a senior Naval 

official? 
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A. He might have, but keep in mind he might have. 

He might not have. I have no recollection of that. It 

didn't bother me because what you're trying probably 

purposely to do - -  and I don't blame you. I could throw 

in a self-serving statement but I won't - -  is you're 

trying to create the impression that the hearings were the 

only way we gathered information, and that's far from the 

truth. 

As a matter of fact, I will be totally blunt and 

honest with you. There wasn't much pithy excellent data 

given to us by members of Congress. They were provided 

the opportunity out of courtesy to present information of 

their experts, and so our getting data, our getting 

information and arguments was done through all mannerisms. 

And, therefore the fact that there was not a "public 

hearingw at which we received the document is irrelevant. 

We received the document. We talked to him. 

Q. What I'm trying to suggest, and maybe - -  I mean, 

you keep resisting me. All I'm trying to suggest is maybe 

you didn't know that, and if you had known it maybe you 

would have done something because, Mr. Chairman, you were 

charged with the duty of conducting and insuring the 
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timely, independent and fair process for closing United 

States military installations; right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And if you hkd known that the Navy was 

suppressing information from your commission by asking the 

lead admiral, the one who was the commander of the Naval 

Sea Systems Command, asking him not to testify although he 

was inclined to testify at the regional hearing on the 

Philadelphia Navy Yard, that would not have outraged you? 

A. No. He gave us all the information we wanted 

through oral conversations. 

Q. How do you know that? 

A .  Because I trust Mr. Alex Yellin. He told me he 

was satisfied. 

Q. Did he tell you he was afraid? 

A. Who? 

Q. Admiral Hekman. 

A. I didn't speak with Admiral Hekman. 

Q. Well, right here, friends still with the Navy 

told him he was being accused within the Navy of providing 

documents, and he was concerned. The reason he wanted to 

talk, the reason he wanted to talk to you not on the 
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1 record or not in public was because he was afraid that he 

2 had been retired early because of his views. 

3 MR. ANDERSON: This document speaks for itself. 

4 Chairman Courter has answered the question several times 

5 over that you are asking again, and this is a dry hole. 

6 MR. KAUFFMAN: It's what? 

7 MR. ANDERSON: A dry hole. 

8 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

9 Q. Turn again to Courter 3, Mr. Chairman. 

10 You did get this letter from Mr. Angus, didn't 

11 you? 

12 A. Yes, I did. 

v 13 Q. And this letter says in the third paragraph, 

14 speaking of Admiral Hekman, he was indeed forthright and 

15 said he would testify if invited to do so by the 

16 commission. He was most candid in further adding .that he 

17 had been "retired earlym because of his views which he 

18 held, and he wanted us to know this before concluding upon 

19 his testifying. 

20 And then in the paragraph after the next, 

21 "Unfortunately, he will be far away from Washington and 

22 Philadelphia on May 24th. On a new position interview, 
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the Admiral reflected this was most important, inasmuch as 

many doors had been closed to him apparently because of 

his posture on certain issu.es within the Navy and DOD. He 

would be able to keep the May 22nd appearance in 

Washington, and he asked if I knew just what the conduct 

of that hearing would be." 

The next paragraph, "Admiral Hekman has yet to 

be advised of his permanent retirement status, and there 

is little doubt as to why this might be held up at the 

present time. 

You read that letter, and you also got this 

memorandum from Lynn which is at page 128 to you from 

Lynn, your executive assistant? 

A. I think I even spoke to Angus. 

Q. Your assistant says to you if Admiral Hekman 

does testify his retirement pay may be jeopardized. You 

should note that Vice Admiral Hekman was forced into an 

early retirement under controversial circumstances. And 

then you get the memo from Senator Specter of Admiral 

Hekman, and you made no efforts to find out from the Navy 

why they were attempting to prevent Admiral Hekman from 

testifying before the commission? 
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1 A. He gave us the information we needed. I mean my 

2 bottom line here is not to worry about people's careers. 

3 It was to render appropriate decisions based on 

4 information, and we got the information. 

5 Q. But once you knew that the Navy was trying to 

6 keep an important admiral from testifying - -  
7 A. I don't know that, but go ahead. 

8 Q. Well, Mr. Yellin told you that? 

9 MR. ANDERSON: ,He's testified several times that 

10 he has no recollection of that. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

12 Q. Do you question Mr. Yellin's memo? 

Ilu 13 A. What do you mean, question the memo? 

14 Q. Do you question the accuracy of 131 and 132? 

15 A. No, I'm sure it's very accurate. I mean, I 

16. assume it was. I have no recollection of it. 

17 Q. Your top man in the commission in charge of all 

18 of the Navy operations learned that Hekman had intended to . 

19 testify at the Philadelphia regional hearing but had been 

20 asked by a senior Navy official and did nothing about 

21 that. 

22 Doesn't that outrage you? 
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A. We did something about it. Don't you 

2 understand? You don't understand. You still don't 

3 understand. 

4 I mean, our purpose was to gather information . 

5 data, and we did that, and to render an impartial 

6 objective decision, and we did that. And we voted to 

7 close the facility. I mean, we got the information, 

8 everything that we knew of that Hekman wrote we got a copy 

9 of. We analyzed it, we bounced it off others. 

10 Q. Did you ever speak to Hekman? 

11 A. Let me finish my answer. I went to the extent 

12 of inviting him to testify. I understand he didn't want 

'Cp 13 to testify. 

14 Q. He didn't want to testify? 

15 A. I said I understood he didn't want to testify, 

16 and so I had Alex Yellin call him up to make sure that we 

17 could orally talk to him. Alex Yellin did. He was 

18 satisfied that he knew his opinion. It is no secret that 

19 Hekman had a certain opinion. I mean, what we want is 

20 data and information, and we got it, and I'm happy we got 

21 it. 

Q. You knew you had a man scared about his 
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retirement, scared about his pay, scared about his future 

jobs, and you didn't even bother to talk to him? 

A. I am not here to help career advancement for 

Navy people. What I am here for is to make sure we have 

all of the information that we need to render a decision, 

and we got it. And it is part of the record. 

Q. And what did you do to get Admiral Claman to 

testify? 

A. I'm not sure. I have no recollection. 

Q. Did he testify? 

A. I don't even know, to tell you the truth. 

Q. You don't remember? You do remember Admiral 

Claman succeeded Admiral Hekman as the commander of Naval 

Sea Systems Command; is that correct? 

A. I don't even know that for sure, to be honest 

with you. 

Q. Do you know that Admiral Claman also opposed the 

closing of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard? 

A. I don't know. I'm sure there's a lot of people 

in the Navy that did. 

Q. But Admiral Claman, being commander of Naval Sea 

Systems Command, just isn't one of a lot of people, is he? 
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A. He is one of a lot of important people, but 

there's a lot of important people that also thought it 

should be closed. 

. Q. Name one person produced by the Navy who 

testified that the ~hiladelphia Naval Shipyard should not 

be closed. 

A. I don't know of any, and, I might add, I don't 

know why they would. They're advocates of their position, 

their position that it be closed. It seems to me their 

role in this whole thing is to advocate that it be closed. 

Why would they come forward and hire people to come and 

testify that it should remain open? 

Q. All you were interested from the Navy was a 

one-sided position? 

A. No. We were interested from all sources, all 

the information we could possibly get. But I certainly 

did not expect, I did not expect Arlen Specter to argue 

that it should be closed any more than I expected the Navy 

to argue that it's to remain open. You've got to 

understand that. 

Q. You did expect that - -  

A. They were advocates of their positions. That's 
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the beauty of the process. We were not advocates. We 

were objective. We went 'with no biases. 

Q. You did expect the Navy to demonstrate to you 

that they had complied with the mandates of the statute? 

A. That is correct, and that is why we had the 

meeting with the BSC commission on a number of occasions, 

and finally we're satisfied that we could track their 

process and we're satisfied.. 

Q. You did that in private; right? 

A. It was done not by any commissioner. It was 

done in our office. 

Q. Mr. Yellin did it; right? 

A. Others were there, I'm sure. 

Q. In private? 

A.  I'm not sure what you mean by private. 

Q. It wasn't in public. No member of the public 

was there to hear this? 

A. It wasn't a hearing. The statute requires that 

our hearings be in public. It doesn't require every time 

I go in the office that I have to notify the Washington 

Post and CNN. Our hearings were supposed to be in public. 

The information we received was always made to public to 
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us. In fact, any reporter at any time could come in our 

office at any occasion, night or day, and Xerox anything 

on any desk whatst-ver unless it was classified, and we 

adhered to that principle. 

Q. Do you know why Admiral Claman thought the Naval 

Shipyard should not be closed in Philadelphia? 

MR. ANDERSON: He said he didn't even know that 

was Admiral Claman's position. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. You don't even know that? 

A. No, I don't. I don't recall. I'm sure if I was 

reintroduced I might recall, but I don't know. 

Q. Did you ever see Admiral Claman's memorandum to 

the Chief of Naval Operations? 

A. Not to my recollection. 

Q. Did you know that a March 1991 memorandum from 

Admiral Claman, who then was Commander of the Naval Sea 

Systems Cormnand, to the .Chief of Naval Operations 

confirmed that the Navy's utilization of shipyards for 

large amphibious ships and other large vessels would be 

between 82.4 percent and 106.9 percent for the fiscal 

years 1992 through 1997? 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



67 

MR. ANDERSON: Can I ask you what you're reading 

from if that is some document that is part of the record? 

MR. KAUFFMAN: It is a part of the complaint, 

paragraph 129. 

THE WITNESS: May I see it? 

MR. ANDERSON: Is this part of the amended 

complaint? 

MR. KAUFFMAN: The verified amended complaint, 

page 29, paragraph 129. 

MR. ANDERSON: Do you have a copy of that? 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I will give you a copy of the 

Claman memorandum, and let me mark as Courter No. 6 a 

memorandum from Admiral Claman, 29 March 1991. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 6 

for identification.) 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. First of all, I show you Courter No. 6 and ask 

if you've seen that document before. 

A. What is the date of this? 

Q. March29, 1991. 

A. I have no independent recollection of this. I 
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may have. I don't know. 

Q. This was another one of those documents not 

produced by the Navy; right? 

A. I don't know. I wouldn't know that. 

Q. You wouldn't know? 

A. No. 

Q. Who would know that? 

A. All the documents that we received I think we 

stamped as to date, and we have a record of from whence 

they came. But I would check which member of Congress 

sent me what. 

Q. Do you remember receiving this document from 

Congressman Weldon? 

A. I know I received a lot of information from a 

lot of members of Congress, and I certainly might have 

received this from Congressman Weldon, or I might have 

received it from the Navy, or I might have received it 

from somebody else. I don't know how I got it. 

Q. What efforts did you make to have Admiral Claman 

testify? 

A. I don't know whether he was invited to testify 

or not. 
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Q. Did you tell Mr. Yellin to contact Admiral 

Claman? 

A. I don't think so, no. I don't recall. 

Q. Do you know that the Navy requires that 

shipyards reserve 30 percent of their space for emergency 

repairs? 

A. I don't know whether that is a fast rule or not. 

It depends, I would imagine, on lots of other 

circumstances with regards to neighboring shipyards, what 

they think the surge requirement is going to be, the 

situation in private shipyards. 

Q. The situation in private shipyards? 

A. Yes. 

You are permitted to consider that when 

considering excess capacity? 

A. Sure. 

Q. You are? 

A. Absolutely. 

Q. You weren't aware of a Navy directive saying 

that private shipyards should not be considered since they 

are not strike-free? 

A. Well, they're not strike-free, but obviously 
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there is lots of private shipyards, and in fact it is a 

policy of the Navy, it is my understanding and probably a 

good one, to assume that part of the work is going to be 

done in private yards. 

The Navy has historically, as you probably know, 

competed not only pubic yards I think against each other 

but had competition between public and private yards. 

Q. If Admiral Claman was right in his conclusions, 

the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard should have been excluded 

from further review by the base closure process because 

there was no excess capacity; is that right? 

A. No, number one; and I'm not sure whether he was 

correct, number two. 

Q. Look at page 10. You recognize that- Admiral 

Claman was the chief commander of the Naval Sea Systems 

Command; right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you knew that part of his command was Naval 

shipyards; right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Look at page 10, please, of Courter 6. The 

second full paragraph, "Closure of Philadelphia Naval 
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Shipyard without retention of the large carrier-capable 

drydocks creates a shortfall in drydock capability for 

emergent dockings of aircraft carriers. The only carrier 

capable of drydock on the east coast under Navy control is 

at Norfolk Naval Shipyard and will be fully utilized. 

"Without the drydocks available at Philadelphia, 

the only other dock capable of taking an emergent carrier 

docking is at Newport News Shipbuilding. Exhibit C7 

illustrates this situation graphically. This dock is 

privately owned, and its docking schedule is not 

controlled by the Navy. The cost to have Newport News 

Shipbuilding provide a dedicated dock under contract is 

considered prohibitive. The only alternatives are to use 

the Newport News Shipbuilding dock if available or to 

physically remove a ship already in dock at Norfolk Naval 

Shipyard if possible. 

"The closure and departure of a longstanding 

Navy strategic and operational requirement which provided 

for two Naval shipyards on each coast capable of docking 

and repairing aircraft carriers, the resultant demand for 

us of the remaining dock at Norfolk Naval Shipyard would . 

have long term impact on the Navy's flexibility and 
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1 workload assignments and will reduce the effectiveness of 

2 the shore establishment and supporting fleet operational 

3 and maintenance requirements. Retention of the 

4 Philadelphia drydocks provides backup capability for 

5 emergency  situation^.^ 

6 Did you have knowledge of this writing? 

7 A. I was well aware of the argument, yes. 

8 Absolutely. 

9 Q. Were you well aware the argument came from the 

10 commander of the Naval Sea Systems Command? 

A. I don't know for sure, but I assume - -  I knew 
12 that I had a sense that I think it was Hekmanrs subsequent 

WV 13 person had generally, I think, the same view that he did. 

14 That was known. It was not shared by us, of course. It 

15 was dissenting view in the Navy. It is an opinion, but it 

16 wasn't a majority opinion. 

17 Q. Whose view was shared by you? 

18 A. Well, try seven out of seven commissioners, to 

19 start. Try the Secretary of the Navy and the Secretary of 

20 Defense, if you like and all of the people that the Navy 

21 had to testify before our commission shared our view. 

22 There's lots of people in the Navy that shared our view. 
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1 As a matter of fact, there were people in the 

2 Navy that feel that we should have even looked at another 

3 shipyard to bring down. Eight public shipyards, and we 

4 took down one to make it seven. Frankly, that is 

5 probably, looking at the evolving world situation, is not 

6 sufficient. We will have to make further cuts in future 

7 years to be efficient. That is what we're trying to do. 

8 Difficult, tough decisions, not pleasant ones but ones 

9 that have to be made. 

10 Q. How did you determine that the Navy complied 

11 with the eight selection criteria developed by the DOD? 

12 A. That probably the answer to that is best made by 

fmf 13 Alex Yellin. What we did was - -  and we went over this 
14 earlier this afternoon - -  was to look at the VCNO study 

15 and then interview the group that comprised the BSC and 

16 talk to them and were satisfied that we could interpret 

17 their old data and translate it into the eight final 

18 selection criteria. 

19 And the commission itself and then through 

20 questions of the Navy officials, through questions of 

21 people that testified at public hearings, through 

22 telephone conversations with members of Congress, et 
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1 cetera, and experts on both sides of the issue made their 

2 own independent judgments that, indeed, there was excess 

3 capacity, and the only way for these shipyards to be 

4 efficient was to close one. 

5 And then the question became which one do you 

6 close, and our unanimous decision although it was 

7 difficult was that Philadelphia is the one to close 

8 because of various reasons. 

9. Q. Mr. Chairman, you didn't hear the testimony of a 

10 single Naval person who did not favor closure of the 

11 Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, did you? 

12 A. Of course, nor would I expect to. Keep in mind 

'I, 13 that the Navy is just like the Army and the Air Force. We 

14 didn't expect some high ranking Air Force general to 

15 testify that Moody - -  not Moody. Well, I'm trying to 

16 think of an Air Force facility - -  Bergstrom Air Force Base 

17 should be closed or should remain open. 

18 Obviously, the Navy's job was to abide by the 

19 statute just like the other services, was to render their 

20 best judgment as to the way to match and fit forces with 

21 structure, which is a difficult but a necessary 

22 requirement. And once the Navy or the Army or the Air 
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Force made a decision, we knew that they would be the 

advocates of that decision, and then we went elsewhere to 

get e different opinion, to get a countervailing argument. 

And that's why Congress created the commission 

this way versus 1988. In 1.988 there was no opportunity to 

give a diverse opinion and to have public hearings, to 

have communities participate, to have the commissioners to 

become familiar with the opposing arguments. But this 

year we did do that. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Despite the fact that closing the Philadelphia 

Naval Shipyard was, and I am quoting you now, "an 

excruciatingly. close call, you did not choose, in 

conducting your fair and independent investigation, to 

hear a single naval officer testify why the Philadelphia 

Naval Shipyard should not be closed, right? 

A. We started earlier in the depositions by saying 

what I meant by that was difficult. And I was quoted in a 

press conference the day right after the June 30th by 

saying it was extraordinarily anguishing and difficult. 

It wasn't that close as it turned out to be, and I don't 

mean it was close. And that is something I probably said. 
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But it was probably the end of a long, arduous day. 

I meant, by saying it give me no pleasure, it 

was one of th: most difficult decisions I have ever made, 

but it had to be done. 

Q. Mr. Bob Moore is sitting here, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. He was your counsel on the commission? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And Mr. Bob Moore told you, and I quote, "Mr. 

Chairman, this is the most public government organization 

in the history of the world. It requires all your 

deliberations, all your discussions, all your base visits, 

all your hearings, to be open to the public, and 

obviously, to the press as well." 

Correct? 

MR. ANDERSON: Can I ask what you are quoting 

from, please? 

THE WITNESS: I remember him saying that. 

MR. ANDERSON: I would still like to know. 

THE WITNESS: He said it all the time. 

MR. KAUFF'MAN: I am quoting from quarter two. 

BY MR. KAUFF'MAN: 
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Q. And so you were so advised, is that correct? 

A. And not only were we advised, we complied with 

the statute requireme-ts of openness and publication. 

Q. Mr. Chairman, I thought you just told me not 5 

minutes ago that Mr. Yellin and your group went over to 

the Base Systems Committee in private and got information 

from them? 

A. Well, first of all, it was in our office. And, 

second of all, it was not a hearing. It was not a base 

visit. It was not a commission deliberation. This was 

staff only. And, obviously, when they met, they were not 

required under any stretch of the imagination.to publish 

in the Federal Register and declare an-open, public 

meeting. And that is the way you notify the public. 

Q. They did not even take any minutes? 

A. What counsel was talking about, you read the 

words, you read them very carefully. Everything he said 

was complied with. Everything he said is true. 

Q. It requires all your deliberations? 

A. The deliberations. 

Q. All your discussions? 

A. Are public discussions amongst commissioners. 
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Q. It did not say public discussions. 

A. Our discussions amongst commissioners. That's 

what the statute requires. It doesn't require that when 

two staff members sit down in our office there has to be 

public notification in the Federal Register. 

Q. If any member of the press wanted to drop by 

your office, sit at your desk, and open your drawers, they 

could take anything out of there they wanted to? 

A. Some did I think. 

Q. That is the kind of openness that you, yourself 

understood the statute to require? 

A. Yes. Everything we got in our office was open 

for the press to xerox, unless it dealt with classified 

information, of course. 

Q. What minutes were taken of these meetings 

following the General Accounting Office report that your 

people had in secret with the Navy people? 

A. Now, the meetings that you are attempting to 

characterize, which I don't agree with the 

characterization - -  

Q. You have already said they were not open. They 

were not public. So they are in secret, aren't they? 
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What else is there? 

A. I disagree with you. 

Q. What minutes were taken? And what evidence do 

we have those meetings took. place? 

A. You can depose anybody you want to. 

Q. What written evidence do we have? 

A. You didn't say written. 

Q. Now I am saying it. What written evidence do we 

have? 

A. Whatever we have, we have. 

Q. Well, tell me what you have. 

A. There's minutes. We took minutes. 

Q. Where are they? You took minutes of every one 

of those meetings? 

MR. ANDERSON: If you know. 

THE WITNESS: I wasn't at these meetings. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Well, you were just told by your counsel you 

took minutes. You did not remember that? 

A. Oh, yes, Idid. 

Q. You did remember? 

A. Yes, that we took minutes. But I'm sure there 
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was no transcript. I mean, as there was no transcript of 

all of the conversations, you know, between people 

proffering evidence day in and day out, no. 

Q. Well, isn't it true - -  
MR. MOORE: Mr. Kauffman, the records from those 

meetings were presented to your staff and are a part of 

the commission records that have been provided pursuant to 

discovery. And the minutes taken and notes taken were all 

provided to you. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: We have been told that nobody at 

the commission seems to know who drafted what document. 

There is nobody's names, nobody's initials. Many of them 

are undated. It is the coldest trail that I have ever 

seen. 

MR. MOORE: Mr. Kauffman, you asked what 

information comes from those meetings, and notes and 

minutes were taken and thgy were provided and turned over 

to your staff. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. And in fact the Navy continued to stonewall even 

at those meetings, didn't they? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object to the characterization. 
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Y 1 THE WITNESS: Well, there is two wrong things 

2 there. Number one, I did not say they stonewalled at the 

3 beginning, and so you're asking me to say they continued 

4 to stonewall. That's very clever, but it's inaccurate. 

5 No, the conclusion was - -  and it was a process I 
6 might say. It wasn't that we were satisfied that we could 

7 properly map - -  if I may go on - -  
8 Q. You can go on forever. 

9 A. I think my answers are shorter than your 

10 questions, to be honest with you. 

11 Q. Well, I think the record will reflect. 

12 A. Well, your pauses are longer than mine. The 

-v 13 record can reflect that. 

14 Q. Well, let's get a time watch. 

15 A. That would be fine with me. 

16 Q. I would not say things like that, Mr. Chairman. 

17 That is not necessary. 

18 The fact of the matter is that your commission 

19 voided the list for naval shipyards for the Secretary of 

20 the Navy, didn't you? 

21 A. We voided or avoided? 

22 Q. Voided. 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



1 MR. ANDERSON: I do not understand that 

2 question. 

3 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

4 Q. Invalidated it, threw it out. You came up with 

5 a list of your own, didn't you? 

6 A. I'm not sure what you're referring to. I want 

7 to be very clear. What are you referring to? 

8 MR. ANDERSON: What list for the Secretary of 

9 the Navy? 

10 THE WITNESS: Are you talking about the final 

11 . work product? . 
12 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

I F  .I3 Q. I am talking about the only shipyard that was on 

14 the list provided to you by the Department of Defense, the 

15 Navy, or whoever you want to say, the list that was 

16 provided to you. 

17 A. The original Secretary of Defense's 

18 recommendations on base closure? 

19 Q. That had the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard on it, 

20 didn't it? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And after the Navy continuously stonewalled, you 
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voided that list out, didn't you? 

A.. No. Number one, they didn't continue to 

stonewall us, and we didn't void any list out. 

Q. You didn't create a list of your own? 

A. Yes. We came up with alternatives. 

Q. When did you do that? 

A. Well, the record is abundantly clear. We 

published a long list of other bases that we wanted to 

look at and compare. 

Q. I am talking about naval shipyards. 

A. No. We examined all the other naval shipyards. 

I don't know whether we actually considered any of them, I 

don't think so, so seriously that we published - -  that 

they were part of another published list. I'm not sure 

that we - -  in other words, the commission's list. I'm not 

sure th-at another shipyard made a commission list. 

Q. You never put Long Beach on the list? 

A. On our commissionrs list? I would have to look 

at it. 

Q. You do not remember? 

A. Offhand I don't. 

Q. And if you did, you do not remember why you did 
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it I guess? 

A. Well, if we did let me explain why we would have 

done that. 

MR. ANDERSON: Well, this is all hypothetical at 

this point. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Are you telling me that you do not remember that 

there came a time when you were not getting sufficient 

information from the Navy that you just invalidated the 

Navy's list or the Department of Defense's list? That did 

not happen? 

A. Never. I'm not necessarily sure what you are 

trying to say. I assume what you mean by invalidated - -  

MR. ANDERSON: Do not assume. 

THE WITNESS: WeU, there is a certain 

assumption in the word invalidated. Well, I will stick 

with that we never invalidated the Pentagon's work 

product, no. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. NOW, these meetings that you say your staff had 

with the Navy people to get knformation - -  
A. The BSC. I'm trying to be precise because we 
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had lots of meetings. 

Q. All right, the BSC meeting, the Base Systems 

Committee. 

A. The Base Structure Committee. 

Q. All right, the Base Structure Committee. These 

meetings were called because the GAO said to you that you 

did not have enough information, they did not have enough 

information? 

A. No. That was one of the reasons, but the real 

reason is we wanted to independently, regardless of what 

GAO had said, we wanted to independently corroborate the 

process, the fairness of it, and the accuracy of it, and 

validity of the data. 

And that was not a secret meeting, right? 

A. When you say a secret meeting, there was staff, 

our staff met with the BSC without public notice in the 
b 

Federal Register because there was no statutory 

requirement that that be done. 

Q. Why did you refuse Senator Specter admission to 

those meetings? 

A. I didn't. 

Q. Who did? 
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A. I don't think he was ever denied access to those 

2 meetings, to be honest with you. 

3 Q. So if it was done, it was done not to your 

4 knowledge? 

5 A. That would be correct. 

6 Q. And you would have let him in there? 

7 A. Sure, if he wanted to come down he could come in 

8 there. I remember the area very well. There was I think 

9 maybe one or two staff members of Senator Specter's staff 

10 that either called up or faxed a letter saying they were 

11 coming down. I was, I believe, on the West Coast at the 

12 time, or someplace, travelling to bases. 

Wf 13 And I discussed this with the Chief of Staff, 

14 Matt Behrmann. And I said in order to make sure that our 

15 staff meetings are business sessions and not sessions 

16 where hundreds of staff members from the House of 

17 Representatives would inundate if a Senator or a member of 

18 the House in writing asked that a staff member visit any 

19 of our meetings, the answer would be yes. 

20 Q. Well, why wasn't that complied with? 

A. Excuseme? 

22 Q. Why was that not complied with? 
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A. Irmsure it was. 

Q. You are sure that. Senator Specter's staff was 

permitted access to those meetings? 

A. But I'm sure by the time that occurred the 

meetings were over. In other words, I was advised of - -  

Q. You were going to open them up after they were 

over? 

A. No. I said, in other words, I was on the West 

Coast I think when we were totally inundated with staff 

coming by, dropping by, and calling up, et cetera, which 

was not too much of a problem, although, you know, we had 

space limitations. And Matt Behrmann indicated to me that 

there was one or two very aggressive staff members in 

Arlen Specter's office that wanted to drop by. I said, 

well, I want to make sure they're authorized to do so. 

So if any staff member gets written 

authorization or request from a member of Congress, that 

then the staff member can in fact sit in on any meeting. 

Although that of course is not required under the statute 

either, but we wanted to do that by way of accommodation. 

Q. But it was too late then; the meetings were 

already held? 
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A. Well, I don't know the timing. That particular 

week was pretty much of a fast week. 

Q. You ~entioned a few moments ago problems with 

the 1989 commission. 

A. The 1988 commission. There was no commission in 

Q. It was the 1988 Act? 

A. It was called the '88 commission. 

Q. But it met in1989? 

A. It might have met in '89. 

MR. ANDERSON: I think we all understand what 

commission you are talking about. 

THE WITNESS: The was the Edwards-Ribicoff 

Commission. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. The news report has you referring to the work of 

the 1989 commission. 

A. Letts call it the Ribicoff-Edwards Commission. 

Q. You recognized that there were problems with the 

prior statute? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you as a member of Congress assisted in 
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eliminating those problems, right? 

A. I was one of those people that followed this 

process and helped, ali-hough in a smaller way, helped 

create this new commission. 

Q. And one of the problems with the prior process 

was it was a very secretive process, correct? 

MR. ANDERSON: I just want to object to this 

because I think this is all matters of legislative history 

and law. I do not see the relevance of it in our case. 

And if you want to argue it, you can argue it in your 

briefs. But I do not see where this gets us. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Did you read your motion to 

dismiss? 

MR. ANDERSON: We made a lot of legal arguments. 

We relied on a lot of legislative history, but this is not 

something that I think the witness is going to add to. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: We will see. I think one of the 

purposes of - -  well, we will see. We will make our legal 

arguments later. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. My question is, one of the problems with the 

prior process was that it was a very secretive process, 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



right? 

A. One of the problems, one of the problems. 

Another problem of that first c~mmission, the 

Ribicoff-Edwards Commission, was the fact that the 

commissioners met and deliberated in private. 

Q. It was a secret process? 

A. That the commissioners met and deliberated in 

secret. 

Q. So, one of the problems, it was a secretive 

process? 

A. That the commissioners met and deliberated in 

secret. 

.(Recess. ) 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Would you please mark as 

Courter 7 an article from the National Journal, headline 

"Jim Courter, the Base Closing Czar's Fresh View," dated 

April 13, 1991. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 7 

for identification.) 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. I ask you to turn to the second page of this 
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article, the second full paragraph, which reads, I1Courter 

identified two problems with the work of the 1989 

Commission. 'It was a very secretive processI1 he said. 

Neither the GAO nor members themselves, nor committees 

felt that they were included or could even follow the 

work. And when the list for base closings was made 

public, the commission was eliminated. 

"The second problem was that some of the data 

was not independently reviewed by outside objective 

experts. So, some of the information was incorrect." 

Did you say that? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And then you went on to say the two problems had 

been rectified. "'The GAO has a role,' he said, 'it 

reports before and after the commission makes their 

report. Members of Congress will have total access to our 

work and to the process. The hearings are open to'the 

press, the public, and Washington, and in different parts 

of the country.'I1 

Did you say that? 

A. Yes. 

Q. When you referred to the second problem of the 
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earlier process, that some of the data was not 

independently reviewed by outside objective experts, so 

some of the information was incorrect, and that problem 

had been rectified. And that rectification came in the 

role of the GAO, is that right? 

A. No. Not only - -  what I'm referring to is 
public, press, outside technical experts that presented 

their written arguments to the commission. Members of 

Congress who basically acted as a pipeline of information 

and technical data that was, by virtue of creating this 

process, whereby commission deliberations and hearings, 

public hearings, and base visits, it permitted the public 

.and the experts that community leaders and elected leaders 

could submit their own data and information. 

I mean, they sometimes would say that the runway 

is not 7,800 feet, but in fact it's 8,400 feet, and that 

makes a difference. And we would check it out. So that 

was part of the process this time that wasn't available 

when the Ribicoff-Edwards Commission met. 

In other words, communities - -  and I know I 

shouldn't go on - -  but many communities retained retired 

military people, attorneys, experts in data, that would 
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submit information. And we would critically look at that 

information until we came up with the correct information. 

Q. Is it true to say to ensure GAO1s role during 

the 1991 commission's analysis, Congress gave GAO a clear 

role in the 1991 process? 

A. Is that an accurate statement? 

Q. Yes. 

A. It depends upon what the role means. But the 

answer is yes. 

Q. Well, your counsel is showing you that you said 

that you in your own book, didn't you? 

MR. ANDERSON: Well, it is the commission 

report. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Well, that is your book, isn't it? 

A. Yes. But even in my book it depends on what you 

mean by role. Obviously we know what we meant by role 

since we wrote it and we agree. 

Q. The statute says that by no later than May 15th 

of each year in which the Secretary makes such 

recommendations, the GAO shall transmit to Congress and to 

the commission a report containing a detailed analysis of 
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the Secretary's recommendations and selection process, 

right? 

A. Correct. 

Q. That is provided for by the statute? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And the Navy prevented the GAO from doing just 

that, didn't they? 

A. No. That wouldn't be my interpretation. The 

GAO did analyze the Navy's process and concluded after 

that analysis and the interviews that it was 

insufficiently documented for them to render an 

independent judgment on the process. The GAO did exactly 

what they were supposed to do. 

14 Q. And that is what you understand the GAO report 

15 to say? 

16 A. Yes. Well, you read it before. That is what 

17 they said. They kept on talking about insufficient 

18 documentation. I think they used that word 5 times. You 

19 read it. 

20 Q. But they made other conclusions too, didn't 

21 they? 

A. That was their main one, the lack of 
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documentation for GAO to render a decision on the 

correctness of the process. That's generally in layman's 

terms what the GAO criticism was. 

Q. Maybe you did not hear me before, but I will 

read it again. on page 48 of the GAOrs report, which was 

marked as Courter 5. The G.AO says, "In addition to the 

limitations placed on our review by the lack of adequate 

documentation." 

A. Yes. That's why I said they lacked 

documentation. 

Q. But now they are saying in addition to the 

limitation placed by reason of inadequate documentation 

they identified three problems with the Navy's process. 

A. But the point is the GAO couldn't verify that 

the Navy complied with the statutory mandates because the 

record was incomplete. Everything stems from the 

inadequacy of the record, which is the reason we met with 

the BSC and others to try and interpret what they did. 

And we did with satisfaction. 

But everything stems from the fact that the 

documentation of the record was incomplete. It's 

important to keep in mind that at no time did anybody that 
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I know of, outside obviously of people that took total 

disagreement with the work product, but no one in the 

commission, no commission members, nor did GAO, ever say 

the Navy's opinion is wrong. 

What they said was we can't verify that they 

adhered to the statutory requirements because the record 

is incomplete and documentation was not there. 

Q. Maybe you did not read the GAO report very 

carefully, Mr. Chairman. They concluded the Navy had not 

treated all bases equally, didn't they? Which the Act 

requires them to do. 

A. There was insufficient documentation for them to 

make that determination. Everything stemmed from the fact 

that they couldn't document it. 

Q. In their report at page 48, they say, for 

example, the committee had given identical ratings to two 

naval stations on each of the first four DOD selection 

criteria, but had assigned an overall rating of green to 

one and yellow to the other. 

Similarly, the committee had assigned identical 

ratings to six naval air stations for the first four DOD 

selection criteria. Four bases were assigned an overall 
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rating of yellow, and two an overall rating of green. 

These inconsistencies are significant because any base 

given an overall rating of green based on the first four 

DOD selection criteria was excluded from further closure 

or realignment consideration. 

In explanation, committee members stated that 

not all yellows are equal and not all greens are equal. 

Since the committee did not document these differences we 

could not determine the rationale for its final decision. 

MR. ANDERSON: What is the question? 

THE WITNESS: I understand the question. 

MR. ANDERSON: I do not understand the question. 

I need to understand the question. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. What documentation did you later get, if any, on 

this subject? 

A. The interpretation, in other words, what we 

mentioned before, all the GAO was saying here, and it was 

significant, there is no doubt about it, was the fact tha,t 

they couldn't render an objective decision as to whether 

the Navy complied with the statutory requirements in 

applying the eight selection criteria, and also making 
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sure that the force structure was complied with. The 

bases that met the force structure, the documentation was 

not there. 

What we did was to analyze the VCNO study, then 

to sit down with members of the BSC, the Base Structure 

Committee, and interview them. And based on their 

explanation, we could then make an independent judgment 

that their conclusions, their conclusions with regard to 

which facility should be realigned and which should close, 

were based on information which could be translated into 

the final selection criter.ia. 

Q. What documentation did you get of that? 

A. We have the explanation of those members of the 

BSC and the documents they provided us. You would have to 

talk to Alex Yellin about it. 

Q. You do not know? 

A. Offhand I don't. I mean, talk to Alex Yellin 

about it. He was there. I was not at the meeting. 

Q. You know that the GAO concluded that the Navy 

had not complied with the Secretary of Defense's 

record-keeping and internal controls requirements, isn't 

that right? 
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A. Yes. That has to do with control and 

record-keeping - -  is basically the same thing. The record 

was insufficient, and therefore they couldn't determine 

the rigthness or wrongness of their ultimate decisions on 

which bases should be closed. 

Q. But the Navy had not complied with those 

requirements? 

A. Well, the language is I think pretty clear. And 

the language in the GAO report says many, many times that 

there was an insufficient record. In essence, the 

documentation was lacking and therefore, they couldn't 

comment on the correctness of the process. And therefore, 

we rectified that. 

Q. And the statute required that the GAO be able to 

do that, didn't it? 

MR. ANDERSON: Look, the statute speaks for 

itself. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

. Q. Did you ask the Navy to give the GAO any more 

information so that it could file an amended report? 

A. I'm almost positive not. Because our job was 

simply not to make the GAO happy, but was to get the job 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR. DEPO , 



done. And GAO complied with the statutory requirement by 

rendering a written opinion on the process by May 15th, 

and did so. Taten the torch was passed to us. 

And we did our work and made sure that we could 

understand their process, to the degree that we were 

satisfied that they complied with the selection criteria, 

and we did. 

Q. So your testimony is that you did nothing to 

enable the GAO to go any further than it was able to go in 

its report from which we have been reading? 

A. Our job - -  

Q. Just answer the question. 

A. The answer is yes, and then you always permit me 

to give my explanation, and I appreciate that. Our .job 

was not to make the GAO happy. Our job was to make sure 

that we rendered independent, accurate decisions on which 

bases should be closed. And we had to very immediately go 

to our task, sitting down and digesting all the reams of 

data and information, and also understanding the process 

of the Navy, which we did. 

And we were satisfied that they complied with 

the selection criteria. And applied those selection 
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1 criteria appropriately and came up with - -  in those cases, 
2 we agreed with them. We didn't agree with them on Whidby 

3 Island or Orlando, but c.? Philadelphia we did, that there 

4 was no error in their decision. There was no llsubstantial 

5 deviation." 

6 Q. But the fact is the Navy, by its lack of 

7 documentation, or for whatever other reason, prevented the 

GAO from performing its statutory role in this instance, 

isn't that correct? 

A. My interpretation would be different than maybe 

yours. It's a very honest one. My interpretation is that 

the GAO fulfilled its statutory requirement when they 

published that report. That was their role. Obviously 

we, understanding congressional intent, bending over 

backwards to add credibility to our process, invited and 

actively had GAO personnel sitting day in and day out, 

working with our Navy team. 

Q. The GAO concluded because the committee did not 

document the rationale for its decisions, we could not 

comment on the committee's closure and realignment 

recommendations based on the process. 

A. That' s right. 
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Q. So they could not do their role. 

A.  They did their job by saying that they couldn't, 

they could not properly conclude -hat the Navy adhered to 

the eight selection criteria. 

MR. ANDERSON: Ultimately you are asking a 

question of what the statute means. That is a legal 

question, and I object to your repeatedly asking Chairman 

Courter that question. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I am asking an outstanding former 

member of Congress, superb lawyer, and former Chairman or 

present Chairman of this commission what he believed his 

role was when he read the GAO report and found out that 

because the Navy would not, or could not, or did not give 

sufficient documentation, the GAO could not do the job 

which the statute requires. That is, to file a report 

containing a detailed analysis of the Secretary's 

recommendations in the selection process. 

MR. ANDERSON: He has answered that question at 

least twice. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I just want to be absolutely 

sure. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 
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103 

Q. You did absolutely nothing to require the Navy 

to give additional information to the GAO so that they 

could file an amended report? 

A. We required that the Navy give it to us so that 

we could do our statutory job. 

So you did not require the Navy to give anything 

to the GAO? 

A. No. To us. We interpreted - -  let me answer the 

question. Please, let me answer the question. We 

envisioned our role such that we had to render an 

independent decision with applying a certain test. And 

that test was substantial deviation. order to do that 

we had to get additiona1,information from the Navy. 

We sat down with the BSC. We spoke to all sorts 

of people inside and outside the Pentagon. We came up 

with sufficient data to clearly conclude unanimously that 

there was no substantial deviation when it came to 

Philadelphia and the Navy's work. 

Q. So your view of the GAO's role was it was 

meaningless? It could just be eliminated willy-nilly? 

A. No. They were very helpful. They were very 

helpful. And GAO personnel continued to be helpful by 
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working with us at our office, doing our analysis. 

Q. Please do not say that. You know that is not 

true, Mr. Chairman. They may have been employees who left 

temporarily the GAO and came over and became your 

employees. They were not at the time they did that GAO 

employees working then for the GAO, isn't that correct? 

A. They worked for us; that is correct. Just like 

Q. So the GAO did not have a continuing role and 

you know that? 

nature 

MR. ANDERSON: I object to the argumentative 

your questions. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Very well, object.. Your. 

objection is noted. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. You did not consider it any part of your role to 

make certain that the GAO was enabled to perform its role? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object. He has now answered 

that 3 times. And if this deposition goes on for a couple 

of more hours it is because of your argumentative 

questions and the fact that you continue to repeat 

questions after they have been answered 2, 3, and 4 times. 
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MR. KAUFFMAN: You need not shout, nor point 

your finger at me. I can hear you and I can understand 

you. I did not disagree with you, but I do not think I 

will disagree as disagreeably as you disagreed. 

MR. ANDERSON: I think I am only matching the 

volume of your statements and arguments. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Well, you win the disagreeable 

award. 

MR. ANDERSON: Thank you. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. I am asking your understanding, Mr. Chairman, 

and we will let the record speak for itself. I do not 

think the question has been answered. But if it has, 

please indulge me. Did you consider it to be part of your 

role, the commission's role, to make certain in complying 

with your statutory duties to make certain that the GAO 

was able to perform its role? 

A. I will now answer once again this way, and maybe 

I will answer it slightly different the next time, and 

each time do a little bit better job. Under the statute, 

the GAO had a statutory obligation and responsibility to 

make a report, after examining the process of the three 
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services. That report was published on May 15th, had to 

be published by May 15th. 

Under the statute, there is no further reports 

of the GAO1s - -  that the GAO statutorily had to give the 

committee, the public, nor anybody else. When the GAO 

reported publicly on May 15th that they were unsatisfied 

with the record-keeping of the Navy, then that helped us 

target the Navy to make sure that we were satisfied with 

their process by asking them additional information, 

making sure that their BSC sat down with our review and 

analysis team so we could make sure that we could 

interpret the VCNO study in view of the final selection 

criteria. 

Q. Do you mean to tell me you needed the GAO .to 

tell you the Navy had not provided sufficient 

documentation? 

A. No. I think they performed their role. We 

performed ours. As I mentioned to you before, we would 

have found that out very readily as well. 

Q. So their role was meaningless? 

A. No. They performed a very important function 

that corroborated the validity and the process - -  
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Q. The invalidity? They corroborated the 

invalidity of what they had before them? 

A.  I was in the middle of a sentence. I was 

talking about the Air Force and the Navy and the Army. 

Q. You are right. They corroborated the Air Force 

and the Army's. 

A. And they also properly indicated, and this was 

their role, and they statut.orily fulfilled their 

obligation by filing that May 15th report to say there was 

insufficient data in order to make the same conclusion on 

the Navy process. 

So, therefore, our job then was to get the 

additional information. And we did find out the 

additional records. And we find that out. So we applied 

our independent judgment. Found there was absolutely no 

substantial deviation when it came to the reconmendation 

on Philadelphia. 

Q. So it is your view that a service, the Navy, the 

Army, the Air Force, whichever one wanted to, in this case 

it was the Navy, could simply render the GAO meaningless 

by refusing to give them sufficient documentation so that 

they could render their independent judgment as to whether 
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the Navy had complied with the mandates of the statute, is 

that correct? 

A. No. 

Q. Well, that is what happened, isn't it? 

A. No. 

Q. Well, what independent report did you get from 

the GAO as to whether the Navy had complied with the 

mandates of the statute regarding the structure, with 

regard to the criteria, the DODrs selection criteria? 

A. The GAO1s role, outside of the fact that they 

loaned us people, very competent people to work with us, 

and they did very happily and very well, the GAO1s role 

was over. The GAO is a very busy organization. They 

statutorily, under this process, are to file that report. 

They filed the report. Our job was then not to help GAO 

- -  and let me finish. Our job was to make sure that the 

bases that were recommended for closure were the correct 

ones. 

And in 95 percent of the instances they were. 

When they weren't, when there were substantial deviation, 

our independent commission, based upon independent 

judgment, disagreed, filed our own report. And you know 
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the results. It's as simple as that. 

Q. Well, you told us that you certainly did not 

need the GAO to tell you that there was not sufficient 

documentation, right? 

A. We would have found that out ourselves. 

Q. You did not need them to tell you that? 

A. Well, yes, indeed. Because, in time - -  in other 
words, we were under a very, very short time frame. The 

Secretary of Defense came out with his recommendations on 

April 15th, the GAO report, May 15th, our final 

recommendations, after all the public hearings, after the 

analysis, after running around the country, had to be done 

by July 1st under the statute. 

Rather than spending 30 days to determine that 

the Navy lacked documentation, the GAO told us. And so we 

could very quickly and very readily rectify the situation. 

And so in that sense they performed a great service. We 

didn't have to spend 30 days, as they did, to find out 

that the record was incomplete. 

It was very helpful. 

Q. On page 5 of the GAO1s report, which is Courter 

Exhibit 5, the GAO says that due to inadequate 
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documentation of the process used by the Navy, GAO is 

unable independently to evaluate the relative military 

value of the bases considered. Further, the Navy did not 

establish required internal controls to ensure the 

accuracy of the data used. According to the Navy, it 

established a Base Structure Committee to conduct its 

closure process. 

The committee decided that the input it received 

from its working group was biased in favor of keeping 

bases open. Thus, the committee based its recommendation 

on information provided during meetings with various Navy 

and Marine Corps headquarters officials and 

representatives from various field organizations. 

GAO1s review of the Navy's ship berthing 

capacity studies found that there would be significant 

excess space beyond what the committee calculated, even if 

the bases recommended for closure were included. 

The revised cost of base realignment actions 

model addresses a full range. of factors for estimating the 

costs, savings, and payback period related to closure and 

realignment actions. GAO found cases where the services 

used inaccurate data in the model. 
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GAO also found that the cost estimating process 

2 ignored the cost of Medicare to the Federal Government. 

3 However overall, GAO believes that the recommendations 

4 made for base closings and realignments offer an 

5 opportunity for substantial savings. 

6 Without DOD oversight of the COBRA cost 

7 estimating process, each service approached common 

8 problems in different ways. Although DOD called for 

9 submission of cost estimates expressed in fiscal year 1991 

dollars, the services used budget data for other than 1991 

11 dollars as their baselines for estimating cost and 

12 savings. 

'IIv 13 Service costs and savings estimates, as well as 

14 payback calculations, did not consistently rely on fiscal 

15 year 1991 input data. These errors could reduce estimated 

annual savings and length of the payback period for 

17 several closures. 

18 Now, again, you were aware of what the statute 

19 required the GAO to do, and you were aware that the Navy 

20 had inadequate process to permit the GAO to do it? 

A. No. 

22 Q. Excuseme? 
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1 A. That is not correct. You said an inadequate 

2 process. There was a lack of record-keeping to establish 

3 the adequacy of ?he process, but that is far different 

4 than saying the process was inadequate. I want to be 

5 picky because I want to be precise. 

6 Q. Well, isn't keeping documentation part of the 

7 process? 

A. Yes. And the documentation, the record was the 

thing that made it impossible for GAO to conclude the 

appropriateness of their conclusions. 

Q. And the Navy did not establish required internal 

controls to ensure the accuracy of the data used? 

MR. ANDERSON: That is what GAO says. 

THE WITNESS: That is what GAO says. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. And you knew that they said that? 

A. Sure we did. We read their report. 

Q. You do not think that was a defect in the 

process of the Navy? 

A. That, to me, all falls into improper 

record-keeping, of the corroborating the validity of the 

data. We discovered inaccurate data; some data was 
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inaccurate in many bases - -  most bases I suppose had some 
inaccurate data supplied by all of the services. 

And the whole g#l,rpose of the public hearings and 

the input we received from communities was to scrub the 

data, was to verify it. Ta make sure that our conclusions 

were based on data that was accurate and data that was 

corroborated. 

Q. Well, you were aware that the Navy's conclusions 

were based on subjective data, not on the calculations of 

the mandates of the statute? 

A. No. 

Q. No? 

A. That is your opinion, not mine. 

Q. Very well. 

I am just wondering, you said that you received 

the Navy data after the public hearings had completed. So 

how could the public have scrubbed that data? 

A. That was a broad statement. If you could be 

more precise than that I would appreciate it. We received 

a lot of Navy data long before the public hearings. 

Q. Well, these meetings that followed the report of 

the GAO were private, secret meetings. They were after 
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the public hearings? 

A. Let me just rephrase it to make sure that I 

understand. I think you are refe,~ing to the meeting that 

Alex Yellin and others had in our office with the BSC in 

our office. That was staff only. Those meetings? 

Q. Yes. 

A. The record will reflect the days they occurred 

and so I'm not sure what your point is. 

Q. My point is there was not an opportunity for the 

public to scrub the data, because the public never knew 

what the data was. Isn't that true? 

A. No, that's not true at all. 

Q. When did the public get that data? 

A. The data that we rendered our decision was all 

made public during this entire process. What we were 

trying to divine and discover at a staff-level meeting was 

an interpretation of the language, was to make sure we 

could interpret the VCNO language and make that comply 

with the final selection criteria. 

Q. You say in your book here, which I think we 

ought to make this, the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission Report to the President. You say 
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1 here at page 1-3, "After publication of the 1988 list, 

2 affected members of Congress leveled three major charges 

3 against the commission process. First, they contended the 

4 process had been secretive. In fact, hearings had been 

5 closed and information on the ranking of facilities and 

6 transcripts of commission meetings were hard to obtain. 

7 wSecond, Congress noted many of the affected 

8 facilities had not been visited by commission members. 

9 Such visits, believed the legislators, might have helped 

10 the commissioners verify information included in the staff 

11 reports. 

12 wFinally, they complained that faulty data had 

w 13 been used to reach the final closure recommendations. 

14 Congress believed that the General Accounting Office, GAO, 

15 or another independent organization should have reviewed 

16 the information and data for accuracy." 

17 NCongress,ll skipping a paragraph, I1through Title 

18 29 of Public Law 101-510, established in 1991 the Defense 

19 Base Closure and Realignment Commission to redress these 

20 issues. The process is open. The commissioners have 

21 visited all major affected areas. And GAO has been an 

22 integral part of the process.I1 
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A. You and I would disagree on that, but that's 

correct. 

Q. That is what it says. 

A. I think it is correct. 

A. And Congress believed that the GAO should review 

the information and data for accuracy, right? 

MR. ANDERSON: That is what it says. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. And they did not do that, did they? They were 

not able to do it because they did not get the information 

they needed, right? 

A. I disagree. I totally disagree with you. 

MR. ANDERSON: Objection. He has answered that 

several times. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. I thought you told me that they did not have 

enough-information to comment whether the Navy's 

information was accurate or inaccurate. 

A. They had insufficient information to make a 

determination that the Navy's process complied with the 

process set out under the statute. And they fulfilled a 

very important role in notifying the public, members of 
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Congress, and our commission of their opinion that alerted 

us immediately that we had a problem, and we wanted to 

rectify that problem - -  and I'm in the middle of a 

sentence. 

The problem would be rectified by going to the 

Base Structure Committee, i.nterviewing them, and 

determining their process. And we were satisfied that 

their process was the correct one. Eventually, it just 

lacked in record-keeping. Their process was not a bad 

process. Their data was, frankly, in my opinion, no 

better or no worse than the Army or the Air Force. We 

found in all three services data that was incorrect. 

As a matter of fact, with regard to one Air 

Force facility, they were incorrect as far as having two 

runways. They said there was one runway; we said there 

were two runways. And we concluded there were two 

runways. 

And so all of the services had incorrect 

information. This was all fleshed out during the hearing 

process, during the base visits. That is the reason we 

went to talk to the commanding officers, to talk to the 

community, the head of the chamber of commerce, the base 
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commander, members of Congress, mayors, service clubs, 

organizations, so we could present them what the services 

gave us. We could get information on the accurate picture 

of those facilities and render an independent judgment. 

That is exactly what we did. I think the 

process worked as well as any process I've seen in 13 

years in Washington, D.C. When there was a problem, it 

was rectified. When there was a lack of information, we 

got it. And we did it in a timely fashion. 

it your testimony, Mr. Chairman, that the GAO 

reviewed the information and data supplied by the Navy and 

was able to reach an opinion as to its accuracy? 

A. No. The GAO report - -  let me answer it this 

way. The GAO report speaks for itself. 

Q. A very good- answer. 

A. Thank you. I'm learning. 

Q. And at page 3-2, you concluded, however, looking 

at the report, or your commission concluded, 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, preventing GAO from 

evaluating specific Navy recommendations. 
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And then up at the top of the next page - -  

A. That is an important sentence. I want you to 

understand that sentence. That is what I've been saying. 

Q. GAO did not evaluate the Navy's methodology for 

air stations, shipyards, or labs. They did not. They did 

not do their job because they were not given the 

information, isn't that correct? 

A. All I can say is - -  which report are you looking 
at? 

Q. Your report. 

A. Let me take a look at that. And then I'm going 

to ask you to repeat the question. 

Q. Page 3-2. llHowever, GAO concluded that the Navy 

did not offer enough documentation to prove whether or not 

the process followed the force structure and the selection 

criteria, preventing GAO from evaluating specific Navy 

recommendations." 

Skipping to the top of the next page. 

A. Can we continue reading though, so we can have 

it in context? 

Q. GAO analyzed the Navy ship berthing capacity to 

decide how many Navy stations the Navy needed to support 
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its fleet. If only the recommended bases are closed, 

concluded GAO, the Navy would still have significant 

excess ship berthing capacity. GAO did not evaluate the 

Navy's methodology for air station, shipyards, or labs. 

You wrote that. Your commission wrote that? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you disagree with it? 

A. No. I could add to it, but it would be rather 

redundant. 

Q. You do not disagree with it? 

A. I don't disagree with that report at all. It's 

a good report. Good conclusions, too. 

Q. I agree with you, but I think we have different 

definitions of what's good. 

In Courter 7, you say that IIGAO has a role, he 

said. It reports before and after the Commission makes 

the report.I1 What did you mean by that? 

A. I'm trying to think. 

MR. ANDERSON: Do you want to look at the 

document ? 

THE WITNESS: I want to look at the statute, I 

guess. 
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I don't know whether the statute requires a 

formal GAO report after July 1st. I'm not sure about 

that. Does it Bob? 

MR. ANDERSON: Well, the statute speaks for 

itself. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. All I wanted to know is what you meant by what 

you said in this press release. Again, you've identified 

two problems. It was very secretive process, he said. 

Either the GAO, the members themselves, or committees felt 

they were included, or could even follow the work, and 

when the list of base closings was made public, the 

Commission was eliminated. 

The second problem was that some of the data was 

not independently reviewed by outside, objective experts, 

so some of the information was incorrect. Courter says 

the two problems have been rectified. The GAO has a role, 

he said. It reports before and after the Commission makes 

their, report. 

'A. That1 s wrong. It only reports on May 15th. 

Q. If the GAO had been able to do its role as 

contemplated by Congress and make a report which either 
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criticized or accepted the validity of the data provided 

by the Navy, that may have had some effect on the 

commissioners in making their decisions. Isn't that 

correct? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object to the implication that 

the GAO did not do its role. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Oh, come on now. You know it 

didn't do its role. 

MR. ANDERSON: Save your arguments for the 

court. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: You save your arguments for the 

court. 

MR. ANDERSON: I am. I'm objecting to questions 

that I think are unfair. 

THE WITNESS: I think I agree that the GAO did 

their job. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. I don't expect you to disagree with your 

counsel. 

A. No, no. I mean, I think he's agreeing with me, 

because that's what I said many times. GAO did their 

role, and I think did it very well. 
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1 And to answer your question, the answer is no. 

2 I hope I can remember the question. And the reason is, 

3 that, wk~an there are errors in data that we discovered, we 

4 rectified it. We changed it. 

5 We made sure that, when we rendered a decision, 

6 it was based upon the corroborated and validated data. 

7 And it is not unusual, in view of the hundreds of 

8 thousands of pieces of information, that'some are going to 

9 be inaccurate by technical, clerical error, error in 

10 transmission, or other types of errors. 

So, the openness of the process guaranteed, to 

12 the extent humanly possible, that the information, the 

1 13 data, the statistics of all of these facilities, all of 

14 these Navy facilities as well as the other services, was 

15 as accurate as we possibly could. 

16 The fact that there were inaccuracies in the 

17 beginning is irrelevant. It shows you people make 

18 mistakes. The purpose of all of this was, when a final 

19 decision was rendered by the Comission on June 30th, that 

20 decision was based on data that had been scrubbed, and was 

21 as accurate as humanly possible. And so, even if GAO had 

22 found substantial error or incorrectness in data, it would 
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only indicate that we would then make it correct, and base 

our decision on the correct data. 

BY MR. +CAUFFMAN: 

Q. This data that y ~ u  said you had by July 1st had 

the same defects to it that. the 1988 statute had. A lot 

of it was acquired in secret, not in view of the public, 

and not being given the opportunity to be scrubbed by the 

public. 

A. I disagree entirely. 

Q. The record will speak for itself. 

A. This was an extraordinarily open process. I 

spent 13 years in Congress - -  you made a statement; I'm 
going to make a statement. 

Q. The record will speak for itself - -  when you got 

that information. 

A. You made a self-serving, gratuitous statement; 

let me, unless you want to cut me off. You want to cut me 

off? 

Q. I would never dare to have the temerity to cut 

you off. 

A. I just honestly believe that this Commission 

went far beyond the statutory mandates with regard to 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289 -2260 
(800) FOR. DEPO , 



openness and accessibility, that it was an exhausting 

effort by seven individuals that literally were available 

for congressional telephcxo calls, for arguments on the 

telephone, meetings in the hallway in all areas of 

Washington, D.C., day in and day out, day after day, night 

after night. 

The record remained open, and there was not one 

shred of evidence that this Commission hid from a member 

of Congress, and unless you were so exhausted that you 

couldn't talk to somebody, it was a rare occasion that a 

telephone call wasn't answered when it came from an 

elected official or a community or by individual 

comissioners, and certainly the staff itself. 

Q. Now, would you look at Courter 2, please? 

A. Thank you, very much. 

Q. Courter 2. The second page of Courter 2, about 

a quarter of the way down, the sentence beginning, 

"Congress felt that the GAO should be part of this 

process, and they were." This is you speaking, by the 

way. "Congress felt that the GAO should be part of this 

process, and they were." 

Do you want to read up to that point? 
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A. I know what this is. This is the Monday 

interview. 

Q. "The last time the Goverunent Accounting Office 

didn't become involved until all the recommendations were 

made and they first saw the light of day, and GAO had some 

criticism with regard to the validity of some data, which 

may have made some changes in the minds of the 

commissioners. 

"This time, GAO was involved in the very early 

stages of the process, reviewing the way the Pentagon went 

about creating the selection criteria, and reviewed their 

methodology, and we had, during our 2-1/2 difficult months 

here in Washington as a commission. The GAO was pleased,, 

and we were happy to have them working with us, hand in 

glove. 

Now, your own book says the GAO did not evaluate 

the Navy's methodology fbr shipyards. Right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So what you said in this press release wasn't 

accurate. 

A. No. I think what I said in that press release 

was generally accurate. Obviously, it was a 2-hour press 
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conference that I gave without the benefit of notes, 

standing in front of about 75 cameras. When I indicated 

- -  what I tried to express in that press conference was 
the fact that this process was totally different than the 

process in 1988, or 1989; that data was examined by 

competing individuals; that people who had dissenting and 

different views had an opportunity to testify; that 

communities and experts that were chosen by those 

communities had an opportunity to present their case 

before the Commission, in public, on the record, in 

private, and off the record as well, by telephone 

conversations and letters; that the GAO was part of this 

process. And clearly when I was talking, what I had in 

mind, as well, was the GAO personnel that were working in 

our office. 

You are technically correct. When they were 

assigned to us, they were working for us, but when an 

individual works for us, that doesn't mean that they don't 

do good work, they don't do accurate work, and that 

doesn't mean that they would be doing anything different, 

than they would be doing if they were in the GAO building. 

It is my contention that those people that were 
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assigned to us by GAO would have done the same type of 

work had they been in the GAO office, that were satisfied. 

after we went through this process and situation with the 

Navy, with the accuracy of the information. They were 

satisfied with our recommendations, and they were 

satisfied with the fact that we rendered an independent 

judgment that passed the test. 

We concluded fully as a commission unanimously, 

and I think those individuals that worked for us, although 

loaned by GAO, would agree that the Navy, when it came to 

Philadelphia. did not substantially deviate from the 

selection criteria, and we could track it to make sure 

that the selection criteria was applied. 

Q. Are you testifying that the GAO people who 

worked for your Commission, temporarily assigned from the 

GAO to your Commission, examined the Philadelphia Naval 

Shipyard, or had anything to do with the Philadelphia 

Naval Shipyard? 

A. They had - -  they worked with Alex Yellin in the 
Office of Review and Analysis. 

Q. On the R&D labs, right? 

A. Excuseme. 
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Q. R&D labs - -  that is what they were involved in? 

A. I assume they were involved in more than R&D 

labs. 

Q. They didn't do any analysis with regard to the 

shipyards, did they? 

A. Idonlt know. 

Q. So what you just said about the GAO people was 

something that you were speculating on and didn't know 

about ? 

A. No. That is something that I feel comfortable 

with, after having spoken to Alex Yellin about it. 

Q. So it's hearsay. So you don't know it 

personally. You don't know personally what the GAO people 

did? The GAO who were temporarily employed the 

Commission, you don't personally know what they did, do 

you? 

A. No. 

Q. You just said that? 

A. When you say personally, no. I was not in that 

office, but I do recognize that they worked fully with 

Alex Yellin. They were satisfied with the independent 

work of the Commission. And no assignee from GAO ever 
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came to my office saying that we were drawing conclusions 

on inaccurate data or that the process was flawed. And so 

I think my conclusions are well founded and based more 

than on hearsay. 

Q. But that is what it is based upon, what you just 

said? 

A. Yes. And the representations of Alex Yellin, a 

trusted staff member. 

Q. A trusted staff member, who never told you that 

Admiral Hekman had been asked by senior Navy officials not 

to testify. Right? 

A. We've gone through that. 

Q. You trust what Mr. Yellin says? 

A. Of course. He would never lie to me. He . 

wouldn't lie. 

Q. So that memo that Mr. Yellin wrote is accurate, 

so far as you're concerned? 

A. As far,as I'm concerned, yes. 

Q .  There's a reporter's question on page 45 of 

Courter 2. l9The GAO reported that the Navy stonewalled 

them when they were coming up with their list, and used 

subjective information when they came up with their list. 

. . 
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The Philadelphia delegation felt they had made a strong 

case for substantial deviation, in that the Navy did not 

subject all eight shipyards to the eight criteria, singled 

out Philadelphia. How, if at all, did this play in the 

decision with regard to Philadelphia, given the Navy's 

various actions, during the proces~?~ 

And you said that, "We have some nervous 

moments, and agaih, not because I felt their conclusions 

were wrong or that the data was wrong. It was a fact we 

couldn't really determine how they arrived, necessarily, 

at the conclusions. There was a lack of record.11 

Now, how would you have any basis for feeling 

that their conclusions were right or wrong? You didn't 

have any basis, to decide that, did you? 

A. I think that what I said there speaks for 

itself. It's eminently clear, even today. 

Q. So you're satisfied to rest on that? 

A. I think it is a very good statement. It really 

was. I think it explains - -  
Q. Well, whether it's good or bad, you rest on it? 

A. May I say something? I think it explains, 

perhaps even more clearly than I mentioned today that the 
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problem with the Navy was a problem of record. And once 

the record was revealed to us, we were satisfied with the 

process and satisfied with the accuracy of the 

information. And that information which we discovered was 

incorrect, just like the other services, we made sure we 

plugged in the correct information and rendered a decision 

on that correct information. 

8 Q. So you went on to say, What we had to do, of 

9 course, was to reconvene the Base Closing Commission, the 

10 Base Structure Committee, the BSC of the Navy, have our 

11 staff talk to them, create a walkway between their 

12 criteria and the one in the law, and it took more time." 

13 What do you mean creating a walkway between 

14 their criteria and the one in the law? 

15 A. What I've been saying for the last 3 hours is 

16 what I meant by that. I hoped that you would understand 

17 it. 

18 What I meant was the fact that when the VCNO 

19 study was done and analyzed on,the various shipyard and 

20 naval facilities, they did not have the benefit of the 

21 enumerated eight final selection criteria. They used, 

22 basically, other criteria. But what we simply had to do, 
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was to translate their criteria into new criteria to make 

sure it satisfied the law, and it did. That is the 

walkway . 
Q. But the law set for the criteria very clearly. 

A. That is correct. 

Q. And the Navy didn't follow it. 

A. Yes, it did. There was not record. 

Q. I just thought you said you had to create a 

walkway, between what they did and what the law required. 

A. That was from the VCNO study, which was done 

before this legislation was completed, and then the BSC 

applied this final selection criteria, using data that was 

in slightly different language. 

Q. And subjectively. They didn't - -  
A. That is your opinion, not mine. We did not do 

anything subjectively. We based - -  
Q. I said the Navy's. 

A. Nor would I conclude that the Navy did. We 

base, certainly, our decisions on the facts, and we fully 

didn't have the facts. We had plenty of facts, but not 

enough, I suppose. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Would you please mark Exhibit 
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I Courter No. 8? 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 8 

for identification.) 

5 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

6 Q. Courter 8 is a document, or a compilation of 

7 documents, which are all of the minutes turned over to us 

8 by the Commission with regard to meetings with the Navy 

9 Base Structure Committee. 

10 And I ask you if you've ever seen these before, 

11 Mr. Chairman? 

12 A. I'm sure I've seen them. Yes. 

fbv 13 Q. Do you see here, where - -  question on this page 

14 1, Courter 8, "What relative weights were used for 

criteria 1 to 4? 

"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 do not make sense." 

The numbers do not make sense is what they say. 

"Ex-training: We are told there was no excess capacity, 

but knowing forces were decreasing, made us hold 
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1 interviews to determine there was excess capacities." 

2 I mean, you have all these documents. "Ex- 

3 training: We are told there was not excess capacity, but 

4 knowing forces were decreasing, made us hold interviews to 

5 determine there was excess capacities. We did not give a 

6 percentage weight to each criteria. 

7 "After we did military rating, we did overall 

8 rating, incorporating the military rating. We used color 

9 rating on each military criteria, to develop the overall 

10 final military grade. All the greens were placed aside; 

11 then eliminated the yellows, with special circumstances, 

12 called Step 5 Check-off; looked closely at closing 

(II 13 scenarios, COBRA, et cetera, for all reds." 

14 And then, on the second page, just a little 

15 higher than the middle, "Behrmann: Instead of that, 

16 provide a narrative to explain why you gave the overall 

17 military rankings. Schafer: We gave our reasons for ones 

18 we proposed closing. Now you're asking us to give you the 

19 reasons for not closing the yellows." 

20 Then, I1Nemfakos: It's subjective," I emphasize 

that. "It's subjective. We started with the comments of 

22 operators and then questioned them. There was a lot of 
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give and take. We can't reconstruct that. We didn't use 

numbers before criteria and plug them into a machine. The 

answers would ma!.? 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." 

And then the question - -  the description down, 
"We wanted 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." 

So you did know that the Navy used subjective 

process, .right? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object to that. First of. all, 

this does not purport to be a verbatim transcript. It is 

minutes. The chairman has already testified he wasn't at 

the meeting. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: So what's your point? 

MR. ANDERSON: I'm stating my objection for the 

record, which it is my right to do under the Federal 

Rules. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Well, very well. 
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1 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

YOU don't deny that these came from the files of 

3 the Base Closure Commissi~~? 

4 MR. ANDERSON: I do not deny that. 

5 MR. KAUFPMAN: All right. Then it's the minutes 

6 of the meetings that the chairman referred to before. 

7 MR. ANDERSON: That's how they have been 

8 identified. 

9 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

10 Q. As you read them - -  
11 A. What was your question? 

12 Q - -  you knew that the Navy used subjective 

reasoning in the process. 

A. It is neither our nor, in my opinion, the Navy's 

conclusions were subjective, because subjective connotes 

being arbitrary and they were hardly arbitrary. The Navy 

looked closely at the type of excess capacity that they 

had when it came to ship repair, surface life extension 

programs, and shipbuilding, recognized the importance of 

keeping, in the inventory, those shipyards that were 

nuclear capable, recognized the fact that between 1991 and 

' 9 5 .  the number of workers in public shipyards would 
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probably go down from 80,000 to 50,000, clearly indicating 

that there was a need, for the purposes of efficiency, to 

close a base. All the evidence pc.nted to Philadelphia. 

That's not what I would call subjective. Mr. Nemfakos 

refers to that. I would say that's analysis. 

Q. Mr. Chairman, the statement is in here, which I 

just read, "We don't understand your process and, thus, 

can't defend it." 

Why would the Commission be interested in 

defending the Navy's process? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object. You're asking him what 
I 

somebody else meant. I don't know how he could possibly 

know that. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. When you read it, didn't you ask your employee 

what he meant when he told the Navy they were going to 

defend the Navy's process? 

A. Well, let me answer in the following way. 

I understand what you are saying, and there is a 

clear answer. In order for us, being the Commission, to 

be able to justify the independent nature and the 

correctness of our decision in applying the statute, we 
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1 would have to be eventually satisfied with the correctness 

2 of the information supplied and the correctness of the 

3 process used. It's not that we are defending their work. 

4 We wanted to make sure we could defend our own. 

5 Q. When you learned the Navy said, and I quote, we 

6 avoided quantifiable things, didn't that raise red flags 

7 to you, set off sirens, tell you there was no way of 

8 checking what the Navy did? 

9 A. I'm sure what is meant by that statement. All I 

10 can say is that the information provided to us after we 

11 went through this particular process led us to conclude 

12 that if the data was reasonably correct that we were 

.r, 13 satisfied that the criteria was applied. And therefore, 

14 the decision was a correct one. And that there was no 

15 substantial deviation. 

16 We continued to examined Philadelphia 

17 extraordinarily closely. We bounced off all of our 

18 information. We talked about it publicly on CNN and 

19 C-SPAN. We continued to get responses from the community 

20 and members of Congress when they thought that information 

21 we received was not accurate or that we talked about was 

22 not accurate. 
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We continued to scrub numbers such that when we 

made a decision it was based upon the most accurate 

information we possibly could. It was not subjective at 

all, but was based on data and the sane and sensible and 

reasonable application of the selection criteria. 

Q. From these minutes it becomes apparent that your 

commission didn't have any more detailed information than 

did the GAO and that you couldn't verify the data any more 

definitely than did the GAO because you were told it's 

subjective, we avoided quantifiable things. Is that 

correct? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object to your characterization 

in that question. 

THE WITNESS: It's your opinion. It's mine at 

all. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Show me in here where the data appears. 

A. Nor, I might add, I don't think it would be the 

opinion of any other commissioners as well. 

Q. Very well. I would like you to point out to me 

where the data is. 

A. Let me just say that our data that we relied on, 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



the information, the arguments were received from all 

sorts of sources. This is a summary of a meeting that I 

nevar attended. And so I ' m  not interested in justifying 

our decision based upon this scant summary. 

What we based our decision on is the files of 

information that are probably yards long that is in our 

office, on all testimony, on base visits, on arguments of 

the Senators and the members of Congress that were 

affected, the testimony, and our public hearings, and all 

the data that was supplied not only by the Navy, but by 

outside experts that took a contrary point of view as 

well. 

So our decision was not based on this at all. 

As a matter of fact, we didn't rely on this document at 

all to make our decisions. So it's irrelevant. 

Q. Look at the next to the last page of Courter 

No. 8, would you please? 

A. The next to the last page? 

Q. Next to the last. 

A. What page number does that carry? 

Q. It doesn't carry a page number, that's why I say 

next to the last. 
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It's the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission, Navy Base Structure Committee meeting, 

Wednesday, P:qy 29, 1991. 

The next to the last page, sir. 

A. Okay. I see it. 

Q. Number 4 ,  discussion on the Navy's methodology. 

One could understand the Navy's narrative to mean that it 

had made closure decisions, example Orlando or Chase Field 

and then developed the codings and rationale to support 

these decisions. 

Actually, the Navy looked at an overall 

category, training centers, where there were three 

installations and knew it only needed two. In turn, the 

Navy evaluated each possible combination of two training 

stations, whichever base was less capable to the Navy to 

meet its operational requirements received a lower grade. 

This same process was repeated for other 

installations included jet training bases. 

The commission requested the BSC to provide a 

narrative explaining this process by May 30, 1991. 

The Navy agreed to explain how this procedure 

worked for each category and to give specific examples of 
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1 its application. 

Where is that? 

3 A. I don't kncr where it is. 

4 Q. Did you ever see it? 

5 A. I'm sure it was explained to me. Whether we 

6 received it or not in writing, I don't know. And I would 

7 say it's irrelevant. 

8 Q. It was irrelevant that the Navy made closure 

9 decisions and then developed coding and rationale to 

10 support these decisions? 

11 A. It's irrelevant as to whether we received 

12 something in writing by May 30th, some narrative that this 

Y 13 refers to because our decision would not have been based 

14 on that narrative. Our decision would have been based on 

15 those factors that I explained just a few moments ago. 

16 Q. But you learned on May 29th that the Navy had 

17 made closure decisions and then developed the codings and 

18 rationale to support those decisions? 

19 A. No, that is not even my interpretation of that 

20 which you read after you put your spin on it, to be honest 

21 with you. 

22 Q. Well, that's what it says. 
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1 MR. ANDERSON: The document speaks for itself. 

2 THE WITNESS: You can pick whatever spin you 

3 want. That is not my conclus'm based upon even your 

4 spin. 

5 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

6 Q. Whodrafted it? 

7 A. I1mnot sure. 

8 Q. Who would tell me, or who could tell me that? 

9 A. We could find out for you as to who drafted that 

10 document. 

11 Q. Would you please? I would like to know that. I 

12 would like to know who drafted each of these minutes. 

13 A. Well, it was somebody who attended that meeting. 

14 I'm sure we could probably reconstruct that if you wanted 

15 further information. Ours is an open comission. You can 

16 have everything we have. 

17 Q. Those questions have been asked but so far 

18 haven't been answered. What we want to know is who 

19 drafted these minutes, all of Courter No. 8. 

20 Look at the next - -  paragraph 5, last page of 
21 Courter No. 8. 

22 A. Five? 
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Q. Paragraph 5. 

Navy emphasized the subjective nature of 

narratives and stressed that the information it provides 

the commission is an addendum, not a replacement for the 

report it submitted to the Secretary of Defense in April 

Do you still say what they did was not 

subjective? 

A. This says that the narrative, the Navy 

emphasized the subjective nature of the narrative. 

Q. Well, the narrative was their explanation. 

A. We did not base our conclusion to close 

Philadelphia on subjective information at .all. A s  a. 

matter of fact, we based it on hard facts, base visits, 

and open discussion in public view. 

Q. Public discussion? What public discussion 

occurred after May 20? 

A. There was no commissioner here. There was no 

commissioner at this meeting. What public discussion 

occurred after May 20th? 

Q. May 29th on the information contained in this 

document. 
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A. On Philadelphia? We discussed Philadelphia 

2 probably at every one of the hearings after that and 

3 certainly spent a long time discussing it. The day we 

4 voted and probably during the week before we voted we 

5 discussed it. 

6 Q. When were these minutes distributed to the 

7 public? 

8 A. I don't know. I don't know if they ever were 

9 because it had nothing to do with the commission meeting. 

10 No commissioner was ever at this meeting. 

Does this reveal that this was a public meeting 

12 or this was a commissioner's meeting? 

w 13 Q. So you're saying they were kept secret? 

14 A. I didn't say that. 

15 Q. Were they ever distributed to anybody? 

16 A. I don't know. My point here is that the 

17 commission complied, went beyond the letter of the law 

18 with respect to the public nature of our process. We 

19 disclosed everything we had. Every time three or more 

20 commissioners met and discussed the substance of anything, 

21 we did so in full public view after publishing the notice 

22 of the meeting, the time and the location in the Federal 
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Register. 

Therefore, that I guess is the reason that so 

many of our meetings were so well attended. The only titne 

we discussed amongst commissioners these issues in public 

after full public disclosure in the Federal Register, and 

most times had quite a press corps following. 

So it was amply reported, which also I might add 

led to members of Congress following the hearings closely. 

And when they heard data or information that they 

disagreed with they would quickly come back with their 

evidence that we should change our information. Sometimes 

if it checked out, we did, which further led to, I think, 

the correctness of our ultimate decisions. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Let's mark this as Courter 

Exhibit No. 9. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 9 

for identification.) 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Mr. Courter, you issued a press release on May 

22, 1991 in which you made the statement, last week the 

General Accounting Office released a report on base 
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closure and realignment. This document made it clear that 

the methodology designed by the Navy was sound. 

That is an absolute misstatement, isn't it? 

A. I don't know. Let me see. Last week the 

General Accounting Office released a report on base 

closure and realignment. This document made it clear that 

the methodology designed by the Navy was sound. 

I would say on reflection that that is not 

accurate. That statement is not accurate for the reasons 

that I mentioned earlier today that that opinion was not 

made by GAO because of a lack of a record. And it was our 

job to make sure that amplified that record so we could 

base our conclusions on a process that was fair and 

complied with the statute, which we ultimately did. 

Q. Well, you go to say, on Monday of this week 

members of the commission staff met for 4.-1/2 hours with 

the Navy's base closure group in an effort to determine 

how their conclusions were reached. During this meeting 

we learned that the Navy group employed a great deal of 

subjective judgement in drawing up their list of 

recommendations for closure and realignment. 

Did you say that? Or are you going to deny it? 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



A. I resent the tone of that question, very 

2 frankly. 

3 No, I don't deny that this was a press statement 

4 that was delivered by our office to the public. I also 

5 know that I don't read those things. I never do. They're 

6 prepared by others. 

7 The purpose of this was to, clearly, was to get 

8 the Navy's attention. And we did. It worked out very 

9 well. We, at that particular time, used as strong a 

10 language that I felt I could reasonably justify. Perhaps 

11 it was too strong. But I wanted to get the Navy's 

12 attention to make sure that they cooperated fully with our 

wv 13 commission. 

14 So in view of and in light of their subsequent 

15 cooperation and the fact that they were very forthcoming 

16 subsequent to this in giving us data and information, 

17 explaining their process, this particular press statement 

18 or press conference really, it was a press conference, 

19 serbed its purpose eminently well. 

20 It was a tactic by me in order to make sure that 

21 our commission would eventually render a decision based on 

22 proper information. 
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Q. This release is referring to the Courter No. 8, 

the first minutes, Monday, May 20, 1991, is that correct? 

A. I'm not sure what your question is, sir. 

Q. It says on Monday of this week members of the 

commission staff met for 4-1/2 hours with the Navy's base 

closure group in an effort to determine how their 

conclusions were reached. 

A. Okay. 

Q. Now that refers to the meeting of Monday, 

May 20, 1991 which is Courter No. 8, right? 

A. I assume so, yes. It looks like it would be the 

same. 

Q. And during that meeting you learned that the 

Navy group employed a great deal of subjective judgement 

in drawing up their list of recommendations for closure 

and realignment, right? 

MR. ANDERSON: It says during this meeting we 

learned. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Yes, the commission. Who is 

this? 

THE WITNESS: This is the staff, as I mentioned 

to you. I know the words are the words that were in the 
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press statement. And the purpose of this press statement, 

as I mentioned before, was to shock the Navy into 

cooperating so we could validate data and process. And 

they eventually did do that. It served its purpose. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. After this 4-1/2 hour meeting on May 20, 1991 

when nobody on the commission could yet say whether the 

Navy's judgements were fairly and consistently applied, 

right? 

A. Well, not at the end of the meeting. It took a 

period of time. Alex Yellin can explain in much more 

detail since he was there. And I'm basing my statement on 

information that I received from him and others that were 

at that meeting. 

We had - -  it was a process. We had various 

conversations with Navy personnel on this matter. And 

over a period of time, the time being probably about 

4 days or 5 days, then became satisfied that we could 

understand the way they caqe up with their 

recommendations. 

It didn't happen after the end of 4-1/2 hours. 

We went back at them, but we eventually were eminently 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



satisfied that they had, although in a different way, 

complied with the statutory requirements. And we were 

dealing with data that was accurate or reasonably 

accurate. And that which wasn't we checked out and 

changed later. 

Q. What data? Identify the data. 

A. It was on berthing capacity, depth of dry docks, 

expense of moving people, type of ship repair and 

extension work that were designed to do, had everything to 

do with living accommodations at the various ship yards, 

labor rates, efficiency rates, I can go on and on. That's 

data. I mean, it's just - -  

Q. What specific documents do you have? 

A. We will give you all of those. I'm sure we 

have, we have reams of documents that have lots of data. 

Q. I would ask you to identify for us, you as the 

chairman of this commission, identify for us the documents 

upon which you relied which you obtained subsequent to 

May 22, 1991 in order to satisfy yourself whether the Navy 

process was accurate. What documents? Identify them for 

us. 

A. You're not understanding what we're saying here. 
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What we're saying is that I was satisfied after talking to 

staff members, particularly Alex Yellin, that the "cross 

wal:r,I1 gave some sort of rationale to the Navy process. 

Q. Even if it was subjective? 

A. Now you can play your games if you want to and 

your question - -  
Q. This is not a game. This is 47,000 jobs. 

A. I understand. But you're playing games with me 

and I don't appreciate that and I'm trying to - -  

Q. The feeling is mutual. 

A. - -  I'm trying to be as accurate as I possibly 

can to your questions. Then you talk in terms of what 

data, what raw data, what facts, what information that I, 

as chairman of this commission, base my decision on. And 

it's everything. It's everything we have in my office. 

It's every conversation I had with Senator Arlen Specter 

and all the other members of Congress representing that 

area, my visit to the base, my hearing testimony there, my 

listening to Navy of,ficials testify, my conversations with 

elected representatives, special interest groups that 

represented, and I think very well, the Philadelphia 

community information that was supplied to me by my own 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



office, the Office of Review and Analysis, conversations 

with the other commissioners in public. ~ i a t  is what I 

made my deci~~ion on. 

And if you want to get a transcript of all of 

our public hearings, you can get it as well as I. If you 

want copies of all of our data, you can get it as well as 

I. If you want to get a video of the testimony we 

received in Philadelphia, you can get is as well as I. 

Q. I want to refer you now to what your commission 

said. We have - -  and this is from Courter No. 9 - -  we 
have repeatedly sought clarification from senior Navy 

representatives. I have publicly asked for minutes, 

notes, and any documentation. 

I don't know who the I is. Do you know who the 

I is? 

A. I suppose that's me. 

Q. I have publicly asked for minutes, notes, and 

any documentation that would give us an idea of how the 

service came up with its recommendations. What we have 

received is inadequate. The GAO and the commission staff 

have pointed to an alarming lack of information about the 

Navy's decision-making process. Therefore, we are 
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demanding from the Navy a detailed explanation of the 

process used to justify its recommendations for closure 

and realignment. 

When and if - -  what did you get? Did you get 

anything from the Navy in response to that demand? 

A. Yes, we got eventually. 

Q. What did you get? 

A. Eventually what we got was a full explanation of 

how they arrived at their decision and the process that 

they used and an explanation that would reveal that the 

final selection criteria were, in fact, used in making 

that decision. 

Q. Who did you get that from? 

A. We got it from the Navy. 

Q. Who? 

A. The people that were here at, during the 

meetings. The people that explained their process. 

That's who. 

Q. Well, the people at these meetings said that the 

Navy emphasized this is the last meeting, the very last 

meeting which was.on May 29th and the Navy is still 

emphasizing on the last page of Courter No. 8, still 
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emphasizing the subjective nature of the narratives and 

stressed that the information it provides the commission 

is an addendum. 

A. Well, that what you are reading is not a fair 

summary of the information that we eventually got from the 

Navy. 

Q. This is your minutes, it's not mine. 

A. I understand. But I don't know who wrote that. 

But I can tell you - -  
Q. Neither do I. 

A. - -  but I can tell you when we finally met for 

deliberations, even though some people wanted to give 

testimony during that day, when we finally met for 

deliberations we had accurate information and we were very 

comfortable with the Navy process. 

Q. I'm asking you to identify - -  
A.  And this particular press statement' served 

strategic or tactically very, very well because of this. 

And obviously, after the press conference there was a lot 

of people that went to the Secretary of the Navy and the 

Secretary of Defense and said, unless you start 

cooperating fully, unless you start revealing and 
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explaining how you arrived at these conclusions, you're 

going to have a problem. 

And so they did, they cooperated fully. We were 

happy with the information and we, with some exceptions, 

obviously Whidby and Orlando, concluded their decisions 

were appropriate and justified on the record using the 

data they had and that was accurate. 

I mean, you keep asking for information and I 

keep telling you - -  

Q. I would like you to tell me what documents 

identified - -  

A. - -  and I don't know how many times, Mr. 

Kauffman, I don't know how many times I have to explain 

that our record was not one hearing. Our record was not 

one meeting. Our record was not one question or one phone 

call from Arlen Specter. 

Our record was a composite of all of those 

things, letters, phone calls, meetings, base visits, 

public hearings in the field and in Washington, D.C., 

staff analysis, staff corroboration of data, staff 

testimony. That was the record upon which we made and 

rendered an independent judgement. 
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Q. So as we sit here today, you cannot identify for 

me any documentation or any specific individuals who give 

detailed explanation of the process? 

A. I went through a long explanation of all of 

that. And I ' m  sure in your office you have most of it. 

If you want the videos you can call up CNN. 

Q. No, I would like you to identify, as Chairman of 

the commission, what you received subsequent to May 22nd. 

A. We will give you everything we received 

subsequent to that date. 

Q. What you received that satisfied your demand 

from the Navy for a detailed explanation of the process 

used to justify its recommendation for closure and 

realignment. That is what I would like you to identify 

for us so that we can have that for the record. 

16 A. Alex Yellin will testify, I ' m  sure, and you will 

17 be happy to ask him whatever questions. All I can report 

18 to you is some of that information. I'm sure all of it 

19 you have. 

20 Q. Well, I want to know what you used. You say 

21 that you got information satisfying you that the process 

22 was fair. As of May 22nd, you did not have that 
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information. I want to know what you got between May 22nd 

- - 

A. As of May 22nd, I did not fully understand the 

process, which is a lot different than data. And you 

confuse that all the time. I wanted to make sure that I 

could get the key members of the BSC in our office so they 

could be intenriewed and questions could be asked, so they 

could explain the process. 

And let me finish. How they made their 

conclusions and whether those conclusions were based upon 

the eight final criteria. So that which they finally did 

after we got their attention, they explained the process. 

It is not that they gave us new, fresh data. I'm not 

going to give you information and statistics on 

Philadelphia that I got on June 3rd, that I didn't have on 

May 22nd. 

You simply don't understand. What we were 

looking for was an explanation of the application of the 

data, an explanation of the language. That is what they 

supplied us. That is what they gave us. 

We had to make sure that the Navy followed the 

statute. We weren't convinced - -  we didn't know - -  we 
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couldn't demonstrate, although my understanding of the 

Navy is that they would follow the statutes certainly. We 

couldnlt honestly demonstrate publicly that they did. So 

what we got was an explanation, not new data. 

We continued, obviously, to get data from all 

sources between May 22nd and June 28th. You can look at a 

letter that I wrote to Arlen Specter as late as June 24th 

or 5th, asking for additianal information. And that would 

be part of the public record. And whatever he sent us was 

in fact part of our record and used in our deliberations 

to render the final decision. 

So you're not going to get data. We had to 

understand how they went about their business and what 

process they used. And I hope you understand that now. I 

know it is difficult to understand because it is a very 

arcane, narrow, difficult area. But I'm sure I've made 

myself abundantly clear, hopefully. 

Q. The second page of Courter 9 is entitled 

"Proposed Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Course of Action on Department of Navy Base Closure 

Process. 

Number one says, "Due to gaps of information in 
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the Navy process, identified by both commission staff and 

the General Accounting Office, staff of the base closure 

commission, BCC, met with the Navy base closure group, 

Base Structure Committee, or BSC, on Monday, May 20th, 

1991, to request detailed information on its process. 

"During that meeting, staff learned that the 

Navy's BSC applied a great deal of undocumented, 

subjective judgment to a major Navy facility study, the 

Vice Chief of Naval Operations, or VCNO Study, as well as 

numerous briefings from field commanders. Despite general 

explanations of the process, the commission is still 

unable to determine if the subjective judgment of the 

Navy's group was applied fairly and consistently to all 

bases in all categories in accordance with the force- 

structure plan and Department of Defense criteria mandated 

by law. 

Two. "During its decision-making meetings, the 

BSC kept no minutes and its written submittal to the 

commission only briefly explained why bases were on the 

list. 

Three. I1Therefore, the commission proposes the 

following course of action. The Navy has pledged its 
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cooperation and we look forward to its acceptance of this 

course of action in conformity with the commission's 

rigorous schedule." 

One. "The BSC must provide written explanations 

of its decisions using the Vice Chief of Naval Operations, 

VCNO, working group studies as their baseline. The VCNO 

working group studied options for base closures beginning 

in January 1990, and has rated each Navy installation 

against five weighted criteria, or major factors. 

"Major factors are mission suitability, 

availability of facilities, quality of facilities, quality 

of life, and community support. Each rating is supported 

by verifiable, quantitative, and qualitative measures. 

This approach is similar to that used by the other 

services. 

"The VCNO study was a significant input to the 

BSCfs decision-making process, which also included 

briefings from the Navy's major operational  command^.^ 

Now, the BSC must provide the written 

explanation of its decisions. You never got them, did 

you? 

A. I don't know. I mean, offhand, I don't recall. 
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You know, every day we received a lot of information. 

Q. Well, if you got them, I would like them to be 

identified, please. 

A. If we got them, I'm sure you have them. Because 

we have fully disclosed - -  

Q. I have not seen them, and so I would - -  

A. Then we didn't get them. 

Q. I do not want to represent to you that we do not 

have them, because I do not know what they are. And so I 

would like you, if you did get them, to identify them. 

llNext, the BSC must provide an explanation of 

the relationship between the five VCNO major factors and 

the DOD criteria used by the BSC to rate each 

installation. Although the BSC used the VCNO study, the 

BSC translated its ratings to correspond with the military 

value criteria required by the DOD Federal Register 

notice. The commission needs that translation between 

those two sets of rating criteria to determine the 

fairness and consistency of the BSC1s rating process.I1 

I would like to see that. Did you ever get 

that? 

A. Whether it was in writing, I don't know. But 
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they orally explained it. 

Q. Who and when? 

A. Well, it happened in one of these meetings, and 

with conversations with Alex Yellin. That was or that is 

fact what have been saying for a long period of time. 

The purpose here was really a translation of language. 

The data was there. Granted, probably some of the data 

was flawed, as it was with the Air Force and the Army as 

well. And that was rectified later. 

But the purpose of this exercise is just to 

confirm, so the commission could confirm that the Navy did 

follow the statutory requirements in applying the 

selection criteria. 

Q. Number three on this list. llBSC must provide 

explanations for the changes it made to the VCNO ratings. 

The BSC rated some installations differently than the VCNO 

study based on the briefings it received and its own 

military judgment. The commission needs detailed, written 

explanations for each instance in which the BSC disagreed 

with the VCNO study's major factor ratings. The 

explanations must be explicit, verifiable, and whenever 

possible, quantifiable. l1 
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Did you ever get them? 

A. I don't know. The purpose here was, as you can 

see by the language in the press statement. the language 

of the press conference, that I used in these demands, is 

to hold the Navy's feet to the fire. And we felt if they 

had any misunderstanding of our seriousness and the type 

of documentation that we may need in order to be fully 

satisfied, that would be put to rest by a verbal, written 

explanation and demand. And that's what was done. 

Frankly, it is not important to me whether this 

was all complied with in writing within a certain time 

frame. What was important to me was the Navy giving us 

enough information so we could make an independent 

judgment that their conclusions were accurate. And based 

on the final selection criteria - -  I have just one request 
- -  I don't interrupt you when you ask a question. Please 

don't interrupt me when I'm giving an answer. Is that 

okay? 

Q. Well, you were going on and on. I thought you 

were finished. Are you finished? 

A. Now I am. I forgot what I was going to say, but 

it's happened probably the last 4 times I've tried 
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honestly to answer your question. And I apologize. 

Q. I do not mean to interrupt you. I thought you 

were finished. 

A. I wasn't. 

Q. Well, you dropped your voice. I thought it was 

over. But it is irrelevant. 

A. You are not doing it intentionally; your mind is 

jumping to the next question, and I'm trying to focus on 

the prior one. And I hear two people talking. And it's 

obviously both you and me. 

Q. You know the VCNO study did not - -  and I 

emphasize did not - -  recommend that the Philadelphia Navy 
Shipyard be closed. Isn't that true? 

A. I don't have any strong recollection of that one 

way or the other, to be honest with you, I really don't. 

Q. Well, let's assume that it did not. 

A. Okay. 

Q. Then they sure made a big jump, didn't they? 

MR. ANDERSON: I am going to object to that as 

hypothetical. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. That is right. Assume that it did not. Because 
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as I understand it, the VCNO study did not recommend that 

the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard be closed. 

A. If we assume that it did not, and then we all 

know that the Navy then eventually, in their judgment, 

felt it should be closed. Do you want to characterize 

that? You can characterize it any way. I mean, I would 

say - -  
Q. If you asked them how they got from VCNO to what 

they were recommending to you, and I want to see the 

information which they supplied in response to the demands 

contained in Courter 9. 

A. Let me answer this the best I can here. And I'm 

sorry to interrupt my own counsel, but otherwise I will 

forget what I wanted to say. That was honestly one of the 

concerns of the BSC. That they felt that the VCNO study 

being done probably by people whose job it was to keep the 

shipyards in good shape and open was somewhat biased in 

favor of no closures. 

I think that is what the Navy said, and you will 

find that, for example. And it is not unusual. For 

example, members of Congress are biased in favor of larger 

staffs on their subcommittees. People that are assigned 
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to be running bases don't want to close those bases. Just 

like people in the Air Force who were assigned to the air 

wing want bombers and not missiles. That's all part of 

it. 

And what happened here is the Navy, at a higher 

level, at the very highest level, felt that there was an 

inherent bias in the VCNO study not to close, not to 

create these efficiencies. Which is not unusual. You see ' 

that in Congress. You see it in business. You see it in 

the Air Force. You see it all over. 

And that may lead to the reason why the VCNO 

study said Philly should not be closed. I don't think 

they recommended closing any shipyards. Did they? I 

think it was zero, which is quite remarkable. 

Q. Your proposal here, page 3 or Courter 9, says 

despite general explanations of the process, the 

commission is still unable to determine if the subjective 

judgment of the Navy's group was applied fairly and 

consistently to all bases in all categories in accordance 

with the force structure plan and the Department of 

Defense criteria maridated by law. 

I am asking you to - -  what I am asking you to 
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identify is what you learned in public, what you notified 

the public you were able to learn subsequent to May 22nd, 

1991, which permitted you to reach the conclusions which 

you reached relating to the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard? 

A. We told the public and everybody knew that had 

an interest that the Navy was finally cooperating with us, 

and we could make a judgment that they had followed the 

final selection criteria. 

Q. What did the Navy tell you that permitted you to 

do that? 

A.  It is a very complex story,. and Alex Yellin will 

lay it out in very meticulous detail. 

Q. You cannot tell me? 

A. No, I canf t. 

Q. You cannot tell me any of it? Tell me what you 

can tell me as chairman of the commission. 

A. Well, I would have to get all of the notes. 

Q. Just tell me what you know. 

A. No. You're not going to lead me into that at 

all. 

Q. Why not? 

A. Because in front of me I do not have the VCNO 
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study . 
Q. You do not remember a single thing? 

A. Yes,Ido. 

Q. Well, then tell me what you remember. Tell me 

what you learned after May 22nd. 1991, that permitted you 

to reach the conclusion you did that the Navy did comply 

with the force structure plan of the Department of 

Defense, mandated by law. 

A. Because after we met, after the staff met with 

the Navy, I and my office lined up the VCNO language with 

regard to what criteria they applied. 

Q. Which were different? 

A. Yes. I understand - -  

Q. They were not the criteria mandated by this act? 

A. Once again, may I, for the third time, ask you 

politely to allow me to answer the question and don't talk 

over me, please. The record is reflecting a number of 

times where you've jumped in. Because it is an important 

question. 

And so on one side of my desk I had the VCNO1s 

selection criteria. On the other side of my desk I had 

the final selection criteria, eight, plus the ninth one, 
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of course, which is force structure. 

Q. What ninth one? 

A. Force structure. The force structure. You 

understand that? 

Q. I thought there were only eight criteria. 

And the force structure. 

Q. I do not understand what you are saying. 

A. Well, let me explain, which probably is part of 

our problem. And that is the fact that the act had eight 

selection criteria, and required that the bases comply as 

well to the force structure. That's the ninth. 

Where is that in the act? The eight criteria 

had to comply with the force structure. That was not the 

ninth criteria? 

No. There nine different things. There 

eight selection criteria and the force structure. If we 

can get back to my explanation. 

Q. Well, let's look at page 1.1-2 of your report to 

the President. And we will see what you are talking 

about. 

A. Let's go back to that. Let me get to this hot 

question that a moment ago you were so interested in the 
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1 answer to. May I? Or do you want to skip now? 

2 Q. Go ahead. I do not want to interrupt you. 

3 A. Well, you have. So where do you want me to go? 

4 I'm answering the questions; you're asking them. 

5 Q. You raised a question about the ninth criteria, 

6 and that really did ring a bell with me, because the act 

7 does not have nine criteria. 

8 MR. ANDERSON: The act speaks for itself. 

9 THE WITNESS: It is not mentioned as the ninth 

10 criteria. It is something that we had to look at. Our 

11 goal here was to match forces with structure, and apply 

12 eight criteria after that is done. So there is nine 

.y 13 things. But, anyway, it's kind of irrelevant. 

14 Then on the right side of the desk I had the 

15 eight final selection criteria. I had Alex Yellin and 

16 others explain to me what language and the lines - -  we 
17 actually drew lines from one to the other. 

18 Now, I don't have that in front of me, to be 

19 honest with you, but we'll get it for you. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

21 Q. That is in writing. 

22 A. Yes. The lines are in writing. I mean, maybe 
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1 it was thrown away, but we drew the lines from one 

2 language to'another, so we could be satisfied that the 

3 information was given and we could make conclusions that 

4 were correct. In fact, it might even be here.. It was 

5 something similar to this. This is not the one that I 

6 did, but it is something similar to that. 

7 If this is it, and I'm not sure, but that is 

8 basically the exercise we went through to my satisfaction. 

9 MR. ANDERSON: And you are referring to Courter 

10 No. 8. 

11 THE WITNESS: Whether this .is it, I have no 

12 idea, but that was the process. I'm not saying this is it 

13 at all, but that was the process we went through. 

14 BY MR. KAUFF'MAN: 

15 Q. Why was nuclear capacity or capability backed 

16 only for shipyards? 

17 A. I didn't say this was the one; I said this was 

18 the process we went through. You wanted me to explain 

19 what I learned. I told you what I learned. I told you 

20 how I analyzed it. I told you how I made my conclusion. 

21 And I explained the drawing of the lines. 

Q. Well, you saw this? 
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A. Yes. 

Q. Why is nuclear capability for shipyards only? 

A. What a. e you referring to? 

Q. That that you just referred to on Courter 8, 

which is the third to the last page. 

A. What about that particular map? 

Q. It says nuclear capability shipyards only. Why 

was nuclear capability considered for shipyards only? 

A. I don't see what you're reading from. 

Q. It is right here, nuclear capability shipyards 

only. The last sentence of the text says "nuclear 

capability is only for shipyards." Why is that? 

A. I don't know too much about this map. I don't 

know about this map. I just told you that's the process 

we used. And this is not the same thing. This is study 

evaluation factors. But I am saying the process we used 

was looking at basically the VCNO criteria as best we 

could understand them, and the final selection criteria, 

and drawing a map between them. 

But this is obviously not it. But that is what 

we did. 

Q. Of the eight criteria mandated by the 1991 Base 
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1 Closure and Realignment Act, where does this map deal with 

2 contingency and mobilization requirements? 

3 A. I don't know. ~ ' r n  not familiar with this map. 

4 MR. ANDERSON: This is apparently a Navy map. 

5 THE WITNESS: I'm not familiar with this map. 

6 You're asking the wrong person. 

7 MR. MOORE: If you look at the top, it's BSC, 

8 DOD, it looks like the question would be best asked of 

9 those who produced this document. That's probably Navy. 

10 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

11 Q. You will make sure that Mr. Yellin produces the 

12 map that you and he worked on? 

13 A. Well, I'm sure it was something I drew on a 

14 yellow sheet of paper, which is probably long gone. . 

15 Whether that was ever reduced into a formal document or 

16 not, I have no idea. 

17 Q. Did you ever see the force structure plan? 

18 A. yes. 

19 Q. How many pages was it? 

20 A. It was very short. I didn't count the pages. I 

21 don't normally do that when I read documents. But it was 

22 thin. It was in fact - -  I mean, I shouldn't guess, should 
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I? 

Q. And just so we are clear, I am asking that all 

of the documents which were deman<.ed of the Navy by this 

May 22nd demand of Courter 9 be identified so that we can 

see whether you ever received it or did not receive it. 

A. May I apologize and ask to make a statement? 

Q. Sure. 

A. You asked me about the force structure and I 

neglected to point out that there was two studies. One 

was public and the other was classified. And I answered 

the question and you asked the question without reference 

to either one. 

And let me just say that the response would be 

the same irrespective of whether you're dealing with the 

classified or unclassified, one of them being slightly 

longer than the other, but both were short. But I just 

wanted to, because we didn't really clarify what we were 

referring to. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Would you mark this as Courter 

10, please? 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 10 
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1 for identification.) 

2 BY MR. KAUFF'MAN: 

3 Q. This is a press statement dated May 22nd, 1991, 

4 which states a little past the middle of the page, "avy 

5 officials met Wednesday with comission staff members, but 

6 the results of the meeting were not available by the end 

7 of the day. This was the Navy's third chance to provide 

8 the information. If nothing comes of this last meeting, 

9 then the commission may call a special hearing to learn 

10 more about how the Navy came up with its recommendations, 

11 and/or present its own list of naval bases for closure. 

12 "Courter said the General Accounting Office 

.If 13 reported last week that it could not determine if the Navy 

14 was fair in drawing up its list because it did not have 

15 enough information. The commission staff met with the 

16 Navy staff Monday to get the necessary data. 

17 That meeting did not enlighten them much more, 

18 Courter said Wednesday, although they did learn that the 

19 Navy used 'a great deal of subjective judgment in drawing 

20 up their list.' 

21 Did you say that? 

MR. ANDERSON: Just a minute. I first want to 
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object to the characterization of this as a press 

statement. What this appears to be is a wire service 

report. And I just want to clarify that. And you can go 

and answer the.question to the extent you can. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. It has quotes in here from you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I am giving you the opportunity to say whether they 

are accurate or inaccurate. 

A. I don't know. I don't really recall. I know 

that I don't recall this. What I do recall is that during 

the time the meetings were going on between some staff 

members and BSC I was extraordinarily busy, and I wasn't 

at or able to attend any of those meetings. I didn't have 

good and solid information. 

But what I intended on doing, and I made up my 

mind to do, that regardless of where I was, and that means 

regardless of what part of the country I was in, at what 

base I was visiting, Army, Navy, or Air Force facility, 

during the time of my public comments to the press or the 

press opportunity, I made it a conscious effort to 

continue to put as much pressure on the Navy as possible. 

If I was going to err, I wanted to err on the side of 
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criticizing the Navy so they would continue to cooperate. 

But I was not properly briefed or fully briefed. 

I shouldn't say improperly, because it was not important 

for me to be totally briefed. But I was not fully briefed 

on the way those meetings were going. And so with the 

scant information that I had with respect to the substance 

of those meetings, my goal and my strategy was to use 

every day my press opportunity to continue to put heat on 

the Navy, guaranteeing their cooperation. 

So this might have been an exaggeration. If it 

was, it was designed by me to be an exaggeration so they 

would continue to cooperate or cooperate even more fully. 

Q. Did you or didn't you say that the Navy used I1a 

great deal of subjective judgment in drawing up their 

16 A. I might have said that. I have no independent 

17 recollection that those were my words. 

18 Q. It goes on to say the information they did 

19 receive was Ninadequate,N and overall the commission still 

20 has "an alarming lack of information about the Navy's 

21 decision-making process,I1 he said. Did you say that? 

A. I have no independent recollection of those 
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words. However, I would hope I said it, because at that 

particular period of time I was even telling Matt 

Behrmann, our chief of staff, that I will publicly 

continue to apply pressure on the Navy, and you continue 

to extract the information so we can do our job 

appropriately. 

And so that was the role we were playing. And I 

was really - -  I don't even know that I was in the office 
during - -  in Washington in the office during this period 

of time when those hearings were taking place. If I was, 

I didn't even realize it. But I was moving pretty quickly 

from base to base and state to state, and consciously 

trying to continue the pressure by making those types of 

statements. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: This will be Courter 11. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 11 

for identification. ) 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. This is from Gannett News Service dated May 

22nd, 1991, which reads, among other things, "James 

Courter, chairman of the Defense Base Closure and 
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Realignment Commission said the commission was prepared to 

drop its own list of naval bases to close and realign if 

the Navy isn't forthcoming with the information on how it 

selected the bases in its recommendation. The commission 

needs the information to determine whether the Navy's 

recommendations were valid. 

"Courter said we have repeatedly sought 

clarification from senior naval representatives. Courter 

said I have publicly asked for minutes and notes and any 

documentation that would give us an idea of how the 

service came up with its recommendation. What we have 

received is inadequate." 

Then skipping 2 paragraphs, t~Courter, a former 

New Jersey Congressman and unsuccessful gubernatorial 

candidate, said the Navy used a great deal of subjective 

judgment in drawing up its list of recommendations. 

Nobody on the commission can say yet whether the Navy's 

judgments were fairly and consistently applied, but we 

intend to find out, he said." 

Did you say those things? 

A. And once again, I have no independent 

recollection of the precise words, but I most assuredly 
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said something very close to that, if not those precise 

words. And I note what we're doing here is basically - -  

you know, Courter Number 11 in evidence is May 22nd, 

Gannett News. Courter Number 10 is States News, May 22nd, 

the same date, and probably others. 

Basically, what you're reporting is different 

news sources covering me on the same day. And my point 

here is that I went even beyond that day because I wasn't 

getting fully briefed on the extent of those conversations 

simply because I was busy and therefore made statements 

like this well beyond May 22nd, until I was finally 

satisfied that we had full cooperation. 

But, SO far, all you have here is that May 22nd 

date, and that was the first date of the statement. 

Q. May 23rd, 1991, another Gannett News Service 

report, will be Courter 12. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 12 

for identification.) 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Courter 12 is dated May 23rd, 1991. The second 

page, almost two-thirds down to the bottom, "But the 
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Navy's entire base selection process was called into 

question Wednesday when the Base Closing Commission 

announced that the Navy,'despite repeated requests, had 

not adequately complied with the commissionts request for 

information on how it selected the bases in its 

recommendations. 

"The commission said the information was needed 

to determine if the Navy's recommendations were valid. 

The commission chairman, James Courter, said the Navy used 

a great deal of subjective judgment in drawing up its list 

of recommendations. Nobody on the commission can say yet 

whether the Navy's whether the Navy's judgments were 

fairly and consistently applied, but we intend to find 

out, he said. 

"Courter said the commission was prepared to 

draw up its own list of naval bases to close and realign 

if the Navy isn't forthcoming with the inf~rmation.~ 

That is essentially similar. 

A. It's the same day. It's the 23rd, but it says 

yesterday, so it is still taken from the same press 

statement that I made. Obviously you can see I tried to 

get their attention. I figured I'd get their attention by 
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saying we'd draw up our own list, and I imagine we did. 

Q. You did draw up your own list, didn't you? 

A. Well, for everybody, for everybody. 

Q. What do you mean for everybody? 

A. Well, and let's be very careful as to what we 

mean by drawing up our own list. There came a time when I 

personally felt that out of fairness, if the commission 

was going to discuss an alternate base as a substitute for 

one that was on the Secretary of Defense's list, we had to 

provide communities and elected officials as much notice 

as possible. 

And if I was going to err,, I wanted to err on 

the side of giving as much advance notice as possible, 

recognizing that if we gave it early the list of 

prospective additional bases would be very large. Because 

we did not yet have the time to weed them out and to make 

the list smaller. 

But wanting to err on the side of giving as much 

public notice as possible, there came a day when we 

published the commission's list. And that was simply kind 

of a Chinese menu of options which satisfied my sense of 

fair play in notifying the communities that their 
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1 particular installation would be looked at as a potential 

2 substitute, or at least would be debated and mentioned in 

3 the public hearings. 

4 Knowing, knowing - -  and this is important - -  

5 because our meetings were in public, if I or another 

6 commissioner said, well, I'm not so sure about closing 

7 Orlando, maybe we should close the naval facility in 

8 California, the naval station in California, or training 

9 base in California. 

10 Those members of Congress would have gone crazy, 

11 saying, you know, before you mention it publicly, would 

12 you at least have the courtesy to call me and say you were 

UP, 13 going to mention it publicly. 

14 So in order to avoid that embarrassment and to 

15 give notice, and fair play, we came up with what is called 

16 the commission~s list. It was a very long and broad one 

17 that almost equalled I think the Pentagon list in size. 

18 But we weren't looking at all of those bases seriously to 

19 close, but we knew they would be br0ugh.t up in discussion 

20 and wanted to give the public notice. 

Q. Are you saying you did not draw up your own list 

22 of naval bases to close and realign because the Navy was 
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not forthcoming with information? 

A. Could you repeat that please? 

MR. KAr'PFMAN: Do you want to read that back? 

THE REPORTER: wQuestion: Are you saying you 

did not draw up your own list of naval bases to close and 

realign because the Navy was not forthcoming with 

information?" 

THE WITNESS: Let me answer the question by 

saying you said bases, navy bases, and on our commission's 

list there were a number of navy bases, navy facilities. 

So the question is not accurate. We did have some navy 

facilities on there in the commission's list. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. This press release says "Courter said the 

commission was prepared to draw up its own list of naval 

bases to close and realign if the Navy isn't forthcoming 

with the informationw? 

MR. ANDERSON: This is not a press release. 

This is a wire. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Whatever it is. 

MR. ANDERSON: There is a difference. One is 

issued by the commission, and this is a wire service 
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report. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. I thought we ha.! established that you agreed 

that you said these things, isn't that right. 

MR. ANDERSON: This one is not in quotes. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. It says "Courter said the commission was 

prepared to draw up its own list of naval bases to close 

and realign if the Navy isn't forthcoming with the 

information." Did you say that? 

A. If I didn't, I should have. And I assume that I 

did. And the reason was twofold, if I can explain, 

because I think it is important. Number one, our job was 

to make sure when this process was over our base 

infrastructure met and meshed with the force levels. 

Otherwise, we would be violating the statute, so we would 

be compelled to do that. So we had to do it, number one. 

So I'm just warning people we would carry out our 

statutory mandate. 

And number two, I wanted to make sure that the 

Navy knew the seriousness of the fact that we wanted their 

full cooperation, and we eventually got their attention, 
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and got it. 

Q. Since you have just said that you recognized 

that if the Navy had not complied ,dith the eight selection 

criteria it would have been a violation of the statute, do 

you have any writings of any kind or nature whatsoever 

from the commission analyzing, considering, and 

investigating whether the Navy did in fact comply with the 

eight selection criteria leading to a conclusion by the 

commission that the act was complied with? 

A. Yes. That would be in the form of our final 

motion, when it was moved and seconded and unanimously 

agreed to close the Philadelphia Navy Shipyard and Naval 

Station as well. I mean the language is in the motion. 

The discussion was part of the public record and we 

discussed it a number of times publicly. 

Q. You took each of the eight selection criteria 

and there is a discussion, for example, that the Navy did 

comply with current and future mission requirements, 

availability of additional land facilities and air space 

contingency and mobilization requirements, cost of 

manpower implications, each of those was discussed? 

A. We did not go through the process that way. We 
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felt that if the Navy, just as if we felt the Air Force or 

Army erred in one of those, we would mention the error. 

But the form of the motion did not take each one of those 

selection criteria and have an independent discussion on 

it. No. 

Q. Well, is there any such writing anywhere in your 

files? 

A. In the way you discuss it, I guess the only 

writing would be - -  in the report, would be as well in the 
form of a motion and a transcript of all public hearings. 

It would be in that form. That is the form we used. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Let's take a break. 

(Recess) 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I would like to mark the Open 

Meeting of the Base Closure Commission for the hearing of 

the GAO as Courter Exhibit No. 13. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 13 

for identification.) 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Mr. Chairman, you were present on Friday, May 

17, 1991 for the open hearing of your Commission. Is that 
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correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And at that time, the General Accounting Office 

appeared before the Commission. Is that correct? 

A. That is correct, yes. 

Q. And on page 3 of that report of that hearing, 

that's Courter Exhibit No. 13, you said, "Congress has 

widely called for the Commission and the General 

Accounting Office to cooperate in reviewing 

recommendations made by the Department of Defense. Now, 

let me just mention that I, as one of those members of 

Congress during the creation of this Commission felt 

strongly that we wanted to have and work with the General 

Accounting Office as independent auditors, looking from a 

fresh and different perspective at the process used, and 

the data that were used in determining and coming up with 

the recommendations.of the Department of Defense. 

Last time when there was a Commission created, 

commonly called the 1988 Commission, with Congressman Jack 

Edwards as one of the Co-Chairman, and Senator Ribicoff 

the other Co-Chairman, their work was criticized for two 

major reasons. Always the work is criticized because 
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people don't the results; but it was criticized because it 

was not open to the public, the discussions, the hearings, 

the deliberations, were closed. And also the fact that 

there was no ability for the General Accounting Office 

and/or members of Congress hiring and retaining outside 

consultants to participate at all in the process, in order 

to review the fairness of the process, or the accuracy of 

the data. 

We have avoided that this time. The statute 

called for GAO participation. And the statute allowed, 

and the Commission thought it was in our interest, and the . 
interest of the work product to have assigned GAO 

representatives.working in our office. 

The GAO was asked to review the previous 

Commissionls methodology, only after the panel 

recommendations had been published. And they discovered 

that there was a substantial error with regard to some of 

that data, and some of the conclusions. 

But there was no time to redress those problems. 

And therefore, Congress had to vote up or down on what was 

clearly not perfect recommendations schedule. And it was 

adopted. And I would argue that some bases were re- 
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aligned, indeed, some perhaps closed. It would not have 

been re-aligned, and perhaps not closed had the process 

been like the process we are having today. 

I am all to familiar with the mistakes made by 

the 1988 Commission. It is no secret that not only was I 

a member of Congress, but I was looking at the State of 

New Jersey. I was representing the State of New Jersey. 

And Fort Dix was one that I thought should not have been 

closed, and where the data was wrong. 

But the Defense Based Closure Realignment 

Commission would not, as I have mentioned before, rubber 

stamp the work of the Pentagon. Our goal here is to apply 

our own independent judgment, and obviously follow the law 

that Congress passed. 

So, what we are going to have today, this 

morning, probably the more significant part of the day is . 

testimony from Frank Conahan, the Assistant Controller 

General, of the General Accounting Office." 

Mr. Chairman, at the time of this meeting on 

Friday, May 17, had you read Courter No. 5, which is the 

observations on the analysis supporting the proposed 

closures - -  in other words, the report of the GAO, the GAO 
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1 report of May 15, 1991? 

2 A. I had glanced at it, if I didn't read it word- 

3 for-word. I was generally familiar with it. 

4 Q. At page 10 of the testimony of this hearing, at 

5 the top of the page, a representative of the GAO says, 

6 "Our conclusion in that regard is that the realignment and 

7 recommendations made by the Army and the Air Force are 

8 adequately supported. Unfortunately, when we come to the 

9 Navy, I have to report a different conclusion. The Navy 

10 had insufficient documentation to support its efforts. 

11 That, therefore, precluded us from evaluating the Navy's 

12 process. 

w 13 Again, at page 33, Mr. Conahan says, in line 13, 

14 "Oh, yes, sir. As a matter of fact, we had quite some 

15 difficulty in getting the Navy to speak with us." 

16 On page 35, he testifies, "In the case of both 

17 the Army and the Air Force, you can go through and you can 

18 take a look at how they did their capacity analysis. You 

19 can take a.look at how they rank their bases. You can 

20 take a look, then, how they applied the additional 

21 criteria to see why they came up with the bases that they 

22 recommended. In the case of the Navy, you simply can't do 
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that. If 

Page 44, Mr. Conahan says - -  lines starting line 
6 - -  IfSo we found difficulty with the input. The 

Committee found difficulty with the input. My report to 

you this morning is simply that we weren't able, we did 

not have visibility over the deliberations of the 

Committee, and therefore are not able to say that we can 

or cannot support the recommendations made by the 

Committee." 

On page 51, Mr. Conahan says, "1 think that the 

statute underlying this process, as well as the criteria 

set out by the Secretary of Defense were quite adequate as 

guidance for all three services to go into this process. 

I think that the memorandum from the Assistant Secretary 

of the Navy that we referred to earlier provide additional 

guidance in that regard. I don't know that we need much 

more in the way of guidance. What we need is that which 

ensures acceptable implementation of that guidance. In 

the case of the Navy, I can only report that we didn't 

find that kind of implementation." 

From your understanding of the Act, the statute, 

the Base Closure Statute - -  strike that. 
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1 Before that, you were present, and you did hear 

2 this testimony. Is that correct? 

3 A. Yes, that is correct. 

4 Q. From your understanding of the Base Closure Act, 

5 if the Navy had simply said we don't recognize the General 

6 Accounting Office as part of this process, and we're going 

7 to give you nothing, period. Would you have permitted the 

8 process to continue? 

9 MR. ANDERSON: I object to that as hypothetical 

10 and calling for a legal conclusion. 

THE WITNESS: Should I answer the question? 

12 MR. ANDERSON: If you know an answer, if you 

w 13 know the answer. 

14 THE WITNESS: I would have discussed that with 

15 the other commissioners and we would have made a decision 

16 as to what to do. 

17 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

18 Q. What would your opinion have been, what would 

19 you have done personally? 

20 A. Personally I would have discussed the matter 

21 with the other commissioners. And we would have come out 

22 with a policy statement. I'm not sure what it would have 
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been. But I would have brought them in, in that 

particular situation. 

Q. Do you mean your understanding of your duties 

and responsibilities under the statute, particularly 

considering the problems with the 1988 process which 

caused the General Accounting Office to be brought into 

the 1990 process, would have permitted the process to 

continue - -  even if the Navy had said we're not going to 
give you anything, General Accounting Office? 

MR. ANDERSON: Same objection. 

THE WITNESS: I mean, it is highly hypothetical. 

And I would have - -  it was very serious. If the Navy just 

said we're not going to give you anything, we're not even 

going to submit a list of bases to be closed, I would have 

had to meet in public, after due notification, with the 

other commissioners to develop the appropriate policy 

approach. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. I'm asking for your - -  what is your 
understanding of that. Could the Navy simply have said, 

General Accounting Office, we don't recognize you as a 

part of this process. And we're not going to give you 
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anything. Would you have continued the process, or would 

you have done anything about that? 

MR. ANDERSON: Let me add to my list of 

objections .it's totally irrelevant. 

THE WITNESS: That is kind of a double 

hypothetical. And assuming all of that is absolutely 

true, and the Navy said we don't recognize the GAO, we 

read the statute, we don't believe in the language that 

says the GAO is supposed to file a report, I would have 

met with the other commissioners. And we would have had a 

meeting about it and discussed it in public to determine 

the course of action to take. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Well, you were charged by the statute to ensure 

a timely, independent, and fair process for closing and 

realigning the U.S. military installations. And I don't 

want to go through your booklet again, but your book did 

point out how the General Accounting Office was part of 

that process, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And if the Navy simply cut them out of that 

process, the Army and Air Force complied, but the Navy 
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simply cut them out, what would you have done? 

A. Well, once again, I would have convened a 

meeting witl.. the other commissioners to adopt the proper 

policy approach. My - -  I would think about it longer than 
I've had the chance to think about it now. But my off- 

the-cuff opinion would be that we would proceed. We would 

proceed and follow our obligation under the statute. 

I mean, the statute is very specific with regard 

to how the commissioners are appointed, the confirmation 

process. Once we are confirmed and sworn into office, we 

have to comply with the statute as we feel that we would 

have to. And we would have attempted to comply with the 

statute. 

Q. You would have done nothing to attempt to get 

the Navy to comply with the statute's requirements 

relating to the General Accounting Office? 

A. I mean, we don't have that. I wouldn't - -  and 

this is, once again, off the - -  just an irrelevant opinion 
at this particular stage, and obviously too late to affect 

anything - -  but we, the Commission, it would probably be 

my recommendation to the other commissioners that we 

attempt to make sure that we followed the statute with 
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regard to our obligations. That would be our role. 

I mean, we're not an enforcement mechanism. I 

didn't ever conceive of this commission to look at the GAO 

nad to help them out; look at the Pentagon and help them 

out. We had a big enough challenge to comply with the 

statute. And we would have discussed it publicly and 

probably made a determination to what to do. 

But we couldn't have just given up our - -  just 
walked out of the room, no. 

Q. You didn't think that the input, independent 

input by the GAO was a critical part of your - -  

A. It was very important. 

Q. - -  your fulfilling your obligations under the 

statute? 

A. Well, it depends on what you mean by critical. 

Is - -  I thought the GAO involvement by way of analyzing 

the process of the three services was very helpful. It 

led, obviously, to their confirmation of the correctness 

of that process when it came to two services. It led to 

open and public criticism whenit came to the third 

service. It led to our immediate remediation of this 

problem with respect to the third senrice. 
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1 So they were very helpful in that regard, and by 

2 their testimony and by their public report, which was 

3 published on May 15. 

4 For example, just so you understand exactly what 

5 I'm thinking about, we received inquiry from a couple 

6 of - -  or one or more members of Congress saying, you know, 

7 hold hearings and drag in some of the Pentagon officials 

8 and make them testify before you on some tangential 

9 matter. Because those members of Congress felt that 

10 individual - -  this had to do with the Air Force, I 

11 believe - -  were not honestly forthcoming when it came to 

12 some data. And our response was, it was informal, our 

w l3 response was that if you think the Pentagon officials are 

14 not performing their responsibility, you have an 

investigative branch inside the Congress, the 

16 Administration has an investigative branch, and the 

17 services all have investigative branches. 

18 And therefore, go to them. But we basically 

19 couldn't be side-tracked from our obligation to follow the 

20 statute carefully, and make independent decisions by 

21 enforcing and doing the work for other Government agencies 

22 and departments. 
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Q. I don't mean to belabor this point, and 1/11 

quit after this. But you have recognized that to ensure 

the GAO's role during the 1991 Commission analysis, 

Congress gave GAO a clear role in the 1991 process, 

right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And the process role was to do this report no 

later than May 15, containing a detailed analysis of the 

Secretary's recommendation and selection process. 

The purpose of this, as I think you previously 

testified, was to cure one of the problems with the prior 

process, to bring in the independent professional expert, 

GAO, to analyze the data - -  to analyze the data and to 

analyze the process and see if the process had been 

complied with and to help in other ways, if requested by 

the Commission, right? 

A. Well, I would rather put it in my words, if I 

may. And their responsibility was exactly what was said 

on page 3-1, chapter 3 of our final report to assist the 

commission in its review of the Secretary of Defense's 

recommendation, which they did; transmit an independent 

report, which they did; to the Congress, which they did; 
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and the Commission, which they did; containing their 

analysis of DOD1s proposals and process, which - -  
Q. Which they did not. They said they couldn't. 

A. Yes, but that was their report. Their report 

said, because of a lack of documentation we can't comment 

ont he correctness of these decisions when it comes to 

Philadelphia or the other naval facilities. That, in 

itself, was helpful, very helpful. 

Q. Now, my hypothetical is - -  

A. Crucial, and not crucial. Because I think we 

would have found the flaw and rectified it ourselves. But 

it was very helpful. 

Q. NOW, the Commission's report - -  hypothetically 

now - -  says, instead of saying as you just said, because 
of lack of the documentation, the GAO cannot complete an 

analysis of the Department of Defense's proposals and 

processes. If they say the Navy refused to give us 

anything, therefore, we cannot complete our report 

containing our analysis of the Department of Defense's 

proposals and processes. They just cut us out. 

Do you believe this process could have gone 

forward? 
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1 MR. ANDERSON: I object to that on 

2 that itls hypothetical and calls for a legal 

3 MR. KAUFFMAN: I'm asking for your 

4 understanding. 

5 THE WITNESS: It does. And let me 

203 

the grounds 

conclusion. 

just say, 

6 order to be on firm ground, that the Navy's lack of a 

7 clear record with regard to their process, to show how 

8 they arrived at their conclusions, meant that the GAO had 

9 to report that fact. It was clearly never perceived by 

10 our commission to be a tragic flaw in the statutory 

11 requirements, such that it would require us not to proceed 

12 any further. 

13 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. That was your view? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So we have a legal issue clearly defined? 

A. I disagree with you there, very much so. 

MR. ANDERSON: Let's not argue the law here, 

please? 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I think we do just have a 

difference on that, which the judge will have to define. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 
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Q. At page 4-2 of the Base Closure Commission's 

Report to the President - -  
MR. KAUFFMAN: And we haven't marked this yet. 

How could we not have marked it? We have referred to this 

many times. 

MR. ANDERSON: I think there's no question that 

we are both reading from the same, official report of the 

Commission. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Let's mark it now. I apologize 

for not having marked it sooner. The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission Report to the President, 1991, 

second printing. This is the second printing of this 

report, consisting of - -  well, quite a few pages. But 

they're not numbered in a way that I can make it 

meaningful on the record. So we're going to make it as 

Courter Exhibit No. 14. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 14 

for identification.) 

MR. KAUFFMAN: But we won't reproduce it again 

and again, Courter Exhibit No. 14 will be the same as 

whatever was marked. 
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MR. ANDERSON: This is a public document. So 

there's not going to be any disagreement that it is 

authentic. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. On page 4.2, of Courter Exhibit No. 14, your 

Commission says the Navy presented a special challenge to 

the Commission. Its selection process was more 

subjective, and less documented than that of either the 

Army or the Air Force. 

Do you recall saying that? 

A. It speaks for itself. I mean that's the report, 

yes. 

Q. The Commission is to determine whether the Navy 

complied with the law. The Commission staff held a series 

15 of meetings with members of the Navy's Base Structure 

16 Committee, and other high-ranking naval officers. 

What other high-ranking naval officers did your 

18 staff meet with? You hadn't mentioned that before? 

19 A. Whatever the record reveals. The record is 

20 complete on that. I don't have it in front of me. 

21 Q. What record are you talking about? 

A. The record is the minutes that you were 
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1 referring to before of those meetings that revealed who, 

2 on the Commission, was there. And what other 

3 representatives were there that represented the Navy. 

4 I think - -  I believe all the names were probably 
5 taken down during those meetings. 

6 Q. They do have names there. I wasn't aware that 

7 any of those were not members of the Base Structure 

8 Committee. 

9 A. i don't know who was and who wasn't either, to 

10 tell you the truth. 

Q. So it wouldn't serve any purpose to go through 

12 these names and ask you which of them - -  

Y 1 3  A. No, you wouldn't get anything from me on that. 

14 It was represented to me that we had the people that-we 

15 wanted there that were on the Base Structure Committee. 

16 And I just assumed that probably the Navy would have other 

17 people there as well. 

18 Q. Well, you say here, "The Comission~ - -  and that 
19 is at page 4-2 - -  Itthe Commission with GAO's help, 
20 obtained and analyzed several-hundred items of data, on 

21 some 29 naval installations across the country." 

22 What is that talking about? 
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A. Exactly what it says - -  that our staff had GAO 
help with regard to - -  and maybe what they mean by that, 
I'm not sure - -  when they refer to GAO, it might be your 
dispute and my dispute as to who these people were. They 

were clearly working for, paid for by GAO. But they were 

in our office. 

You take the opinion that they severed all 

connection with GAO because they were working in our 

office. I don't necessarily take that at all. They were 

working in my mind because we met very early in the 

process - -  long before the Cheney list was out - -  and told 

him that if he would pleas cooperate by assigning people 

from his office to work in ours, so we could have their 

input. And it was based upon that conversation that these 

GAO assignees were detailed to our Commission. 

Q. Were they supervised and instructed by you or by 

the GAO? 

A. I never talked to them. 

Q. Were they supervised and instructed by you or by 

your staff or by the GAO? 

A. Well, they were in our office, and they reported 

to work there every day. 
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Q. And who did they report to? 

A. They reported to Alex Yellin, who is on our 

staff . 
So an argument can be made as to who their real 

employer was at that particular juncture. But according 

to the meeting that I had with the head of GAO - -  and I 
remember having it - -  that we told them that we wanted to 

8 make sure this time that the GAO was a part of this 

9 process. And they felt very good about it. 

10 I remember, we went to GAO headquarters. And 

11 they said youlre serious? And I said yes, because itadds 

12 to the credibility of our work product. And also, you 

13 have some talented people that are involved with the whole 

14 base structure issue. And they said yes. And I said 

15 would you? And he was saying that they are always short- 

16 handed. But he said that he would, as soon as they 

17 finished some project, assign some people that we could 

18 use from his office. And they were assigned, and they 

19 were used, andathey were helpful. 

20 Q. What's the name of the GAO person you spoke to? 

21 A. I don't recall now. He's the head of GAO, the 

22 number one guy. I don't recall his name. It's been a 
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long day. I just don't recall his name. 

Q. So the Congress wanted the GAO to participate, 

you wanted the GAO to participate. The GAO wanted to 

participate - -  everyone but the Navy wanted the GAO to 
participate. 

A. Well, that was irrelevant as far as we were 

concerned. We wanted the GAO there, and they were there. 

You may disagree, but I have a right to answer the 

question without interruption. 

We were very pleased that the GAO would detail 

people over to our office. And they worked very closely 

with our Office of Review and Analysis. And they were 

there the whole time. 

Q. You don't know, personally, whether the GAO 

employees or former employees conducted any analysis of 

the Navy's procedures and methodology for its shipyards, 

do you? 

A. They were an integral part of our technical team 

that did review an analysis of the Navy information. 

Q. Are you testifying from your own knowledge that 

the GAO personnel, who were assigned by the GAO to your 

Commission participated in an analysis of the Navy's 
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procedures and methodology for shipyards? 

A. You totally warped what I was saying. 

Q. I ' T asking you. 

A. You misinterpret what I'm saying. 

Q. Well, answer my question. 

A. My answer is my answer. It is not your 

characterization of that answer. And you know full 

well - -  
Q. Do you know whether - -  

A. You know full well what I said. 

MR. ANDERSON: Let him answer. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Please listen to my question. 

A. I will do it one more time. Shoot, go ahead. 

Q. Do you know, from your own personal knowledge, 

whether any of the personnel assigned by the GAO to your 

Commission participated in any analysis of the Navy's 

procedures and methodology for shipyards? 

A. GAO personnel who were detailed to our office 

were an integral part of our review and analysis team, and 

helped with the analysis of the data. They were in our 

office from, I would imagine, early in the morning until 
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very late as night, and worked as hard as anybody else. 

And 'inade a significant contribution. 

Q. So you don1: know the answer to my question. Is 

that right? 

A. I ' m  not sure what your question is. 

Q. Then I'll ask it again. 

A. You don't have to. Because what your 

question - -  

Q. This is a very important issue that you've made. 

I want to be clear on this record what the basis of your 

testimony is, and what it is. And I want to give you the 

opportunity to answer it. 

My question to you is whether you, of your own 

personal knowledge, know whether any of the personnel from 

the GAO, assigned by GAO to your Commission, participated 

in any analysis of the Navy's procedures and methodology 

for shipyards? 

A. I will answer the same way I answered before, 

sir. I will rest on my answer. 

You just don't know? 

A. I rest on my answer. My answer was a full and 

complete one. And the answer is - -  if you want me to say 
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it for the third time I would be happy to do it - -  is that 
I asked the very top person in GAO if he would cooperate 

with our Commission. Because it would add credibility. 

And they have talented people that were very familiar with 

the issue of force structure in the Continental United 

States. I asked that individual, that man, if he would 

detail to our office people that would work in our office 

as an integral part of our review and analysis team. The 

answer was yes. He needed time to select them because 

they were busy doing other things. He, as well, wanted to 

cooperate. They had a real interest in creating 

efficiencies inside the base structure inside the United 

States, and that they would eventually come up with people 

and assign them, and detail them to our office. 

They were assigned, they were detailed. They 

were assigned by us to work for the office, or the sub- 

office of Review and Analysis. And it is my understanding 

they played an integral part in the work of that office. 

Q. But you have no idea whether they worked on nay 

shipyard analysis. Is that right? 

A. I rest on my answer. That's my answer. 

Q. Who assigned these people to do whatever they 
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did? 

A. Well, it depends upon the level. I was 

obviously the Chairman. There was other Commissioners - -  

Q. So you assigned them, are you saying? 

A. Well, once again, I'm trying to explain my 

answer. 

Q. I asked a very simple question. Who assigned 

these people to do whatever work they did? That can be 

answered very simply. 

A. No, it can't. You may think it can but it 

can't. Because there would have been people who asked 

them to do various chores. It could have been some of the 

other commissioners. They have authority to do that. It 

could have been the number one person in our Office of 

Review and Analysis. It could have been Ben Borden, our 

number two person in Review and Analysis. It could have 

been Alex Yellin, who is the head'of the team that did the 

Navy analysis and review. It could have been Mat 

Behrmann,.who is the Chief of Staff that asked them to do 

various chores. You'd have to ask one of those. 

Q. So I have a lot of could-have-beens, but you 

don't know a single one that did. 
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1 A. One of those, sure. It might have been more 

2 than one. It was - -  I mean the office wasn't such that 
3 work was assigned only by one person to one person. Law 

4 offices don't usually work that way. And our Commission 

5 didn't work that way. 

6 Q. How many people were temporarily assigned by GAO 

7 to your Commission? 

8 A. I think three. I'm not sure of the number. 

9 Q. I take it from your previous number that you did 

10 not assign them to do anything. 

11 A. No, I assigned them to work in the Office of 

12 Review and Analysis. Individual assignments after that 

Y 13 were - -  could have been provided by one of the other 
14 commissioners, or any one of those people that I 

15 enumerated. 

16 Q. Who was in charge of the Office of Review and 

17 Analysis? 

18 A. The staff list is in the report. 

19 Q. What page are you referring to? 

20 MR. ANDERSON: Appendix F. 

BY M R .  KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Is this Paul Hirsch? 
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A. Yes. 

Q. So, these people from the General Accounting 

Office were called detailees. 

A. Yes. 

Q. You have a detailee from the Department of 

Defense, you have a detailee from General Accounting 

Office, a detailee from Federal Emergency Management 

Agency and a detailee from the Environmental Protection 

Agency, right? 

A. Urn hum. It looks like we had four from GAO, not 

three: So my answer is corrected. But it's all in here. 

It's all part of the public record. 

Q, What level GAO employees were these people, 

these detailees? 

A. I'm not sure what level, but they were the best 

technical people that GAO could give us. 

Q. How do you know that? 

A. Because I asked for the best technical ones, and 

they said they'd give us the best technical ones they 

could give us. 

Q. That's how you know it. 

A. Yeah, I was told they were good people, by the 
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Comptroller General, Mr. Bowsher - -  
Q. You were told they were good people. Were you 

told what level they were, what level - -  

A. No, I don't know what grade they had, I don't 

know. But we obviously didn't want people that were 

unfamiliar with this very important issue of Base 

Infrastructure. And Mr. Bowsher detailed to us people 

that he felt would be able to assist us, and that 

technically were very competent. And I received no 

complaints from Paul Hirsch about any of them. So my 

assumption is - -  it's a presumption - -  that they were 
valuable additions to the staff. 

The staff of the Commission. 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q.. They are listed under Professional and 

Administrative -Staff of the Commission. 

A. Well, if they are listed, it's probably correct. 

Q. Yes, it's - -  their title is Professional 
Administrative Staff of the Commission, your Commission. 

A. That's everybody, just about. That's 

professional and administrative lumped together. That 

really doesn't give you a whole lot. 
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Q. My point is, they're Commission staff. 

A. They work for the Commission. They gave, they 

were assigned and detailed by GAO to help the Commission. 

And they did an excellent job. 

Q. I'd like to mark as Courter Exhibit No. 15 

something copyrighted 1991 States News Service, dated May 

31, 1991. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 15 

for identification.) 

MR. ANDERSON: We have one dated May 31. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. In this Courter Exhibit No. 15, sir, you are 

quoted on page 3 - -  well, actually, it says page 9 at the 
top, but it's page 3 of Courter Exhibit No. 15. The 

second paragraph, "This year, we have the General 

Accounting Office to investigate and validate the Defense 

Department Data. And the process will be open to anyone," 

Courter said. 

Did you say that? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And that was your view of the role of the 
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1 General Accounting Office, correct? 

2 A. That was my - -  what I'm referencing there is the 
3 work of the four detailees from GAO that were in our 

4 office from day one, to the time our report was filed. 

5 Q. Now, Mr. Chairman, that isn't what you said. 

6 You said "We have the General Accounting Office to 

7 investigate and validate the Defense Department data." 

8 That's what you said, isn't it? 

9 A. That's what I said then. But what I'm saying, 

10 I'm explaining what I meant by that. I thought that's 

11 what the question was. 

12 It's clear what I said. Because it is in 

13 writing. I thought you asked me to explain it. And I 

14 just did. 

Q. So you're saying that the job of the detailees, 

16 now - -  there's four detailees. Your testimony is.that 

17 their job was to investigate and validate the Defense 

18 Department data. 

19 A. They were assisting in that. They didn't do it 

20 by themselves. We have a whole office for that purpose. 

21 And also, the GAO1s role was to attempt to do 

22 that. And they couldn't do it with respect to the Navy 
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1 because of the reasons that were said. And I say here 

2 that the process will be open to everyone, and it 

3 was - -  eminently so. 
4 Q. Prior to the 1990 Base Closure Act, do you know 

5 how the Navy ranked the eight naval shipyards on military 

6 value? 

7 A. Prior to - -  when was that? 
8 Q. The enactment of the 1990 Base Closure 

9 Act. 

10 A. No. 

11 Q. Now that you know, you say what methodology the 

12 Navy used to apply the Department of Defense's eight 

Y I I ~  13 criteria to all shipyards equally and fairly, would you 

describe that methodology, please? 

15 A. Yeah, what the - -  what the Navy did, very 
16 briefly - -  was to utilize the work as best they could from 

17 the VCNO study that, as well, made recommendations with 

18 regard to base closures and realignments. 

19 The VCNO study was the only one that was 

20 completed, it's my understanding, prior to the work of our 

21 Commission. 

22 In order to comply with the statutory 
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requirements, the Navy selected a committee of elite Navy 

officials that had expertise in infrastructure, and the 

Navy facilities, to examine afresh the work of the VCNO, 

and interview needed Navy officials throughout the United 

States that had expertise, and the contribution of each 

one of those Navy facilities. 

The Base Structure Committee applied and 

examined the eight selection criteria. They looked at the 

statute that calls for giving a greater emphasis in weight 

to the first four dealing with military value. They 

looked at all the sub-elements, or sub-groups of the types 

of bases, and categorized those bases, such that you would 

have on the one hand, Navy, Air, training facilities, 

naval stations, shipyards, et cetera; applied the first 

four criteria to those in the various sub- 

groups - -  shipyards being one of those sub-groups; made a 

determination after examining - -  as they were required to 

do - -  the force structure in future years, and made a 
determination based on all available data, the interviews 

conducted by the BCS, and the information of the VCNO 

study as to which - -  whether there was excess capacity in 
any particular category. 
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1 They determined that there was excess capacity 

2 in the shipbuilding category. They examined all of those. 

3 They made further analyses; applied color codes to the 

4 various yards, shipyards. They showed some of them 

5 having - -  perhaps one had all green. Most of them had a 

6 mix. They met and had free exchange, and differing points 

7 of view, which is obviously you are trying to make an 

important point out of. I would say it shows the openness 

and candor of the Navy process that they permitted 

dissenting views. That would be my judgment. I think it 

helped them make correct decisions in the final analysis. 

They eliminated, after - -  they eliminated some 
yards because of the fact that they were rated so well. 

They eliminated others because they were very important 

for repair of nuclear ships, surface ships - -  subs, I 
would imagine. And they looked very carefully at 

Philadelphia and concluded that, after applying the eight 

selection criteria, and after guaranteeing that their base 

infrastructure, when it came to shipyards, conformed with 

20 the force structure, that ~hiladelphia was the most 

21 logical one to be'taken off the list. There was a couple, 

22 or two, or three, or fours-step process. That's the best 
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I can recall. It's been quite a period of time since I've 

looked at it carefully. 

Q. We.'l., the fact of the matter is that 

Philadelphia received a rating that was bested only by two 

of the eight shipyards in the country. Isn't that 

correct? 

A. If you - -  if all you do - -  
Q. For the first four criteria. 

A. .That statement is only correct if all you do is 

look at the colors, and not beyond the colors. We, of 

course, looked far beyond the colors. 

Q. That's where the subjective test comes in. 

A. No, we applied a lot of dated information on 

what the future force structure was going to be, how to 

meet that, what the repair requirements would be with 

regard to the various types of surface vessels, what was 

required by way of nuclear repair versus conventional. We 

looked at all sorts of information and concluded that 

there was no substantial deviation - -  which is an 
important test - -  substantial deviation that the Navy made 
when it came to Philadelphia in applying all those 

criteria. 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



Q. Where is all that information? 

A. Where's all what information? 

Q. That you ju t told us about for the past 3 

minutes. 

A. Well, it is - -  we can go through this exercise 
again, if you'd like. It is in the reports that - -  it's 
in the reports that we have in our office. 

Q. What reports? 

A. Reports meaning from members of Congress, from 

the Navy, from interested public officials, from private 

organizations. I have studies in my office. 

We - -  information was received during our public hearings 

in Washington, and our public hearings in Philadelphia; . 
at the base, when I spoke to the commanding officer, when 

I spoke to other ofxicers there. I remember having 

lunch - -  spending probably 2 hours at lunch going over and 

over again their arguments with regard to Philadelphia. 

And so this information obviously is now in my brain. But 

I got it through various mechanisms, which is the major 

point I'm trying to make here this afternoon. 

Only one of those mechanisms of gaining data for 

this decision was the public hearing process. You are 
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1 putting a lot of emphasis on it. I would say it was 

2 important, but it wasn't the only thing we did. We had 

3 public hearings in Washington, we had them in 

4 Philadelphia. We kicked the tires in Philadelphia. We 

5 had two commissioners go there and visit the facility. We 

6 spoke to members of Congress. We spoke to leading public 

7 officials. We intenriewed and talked to experts that 

8 Philadelphia - -  the City of Philadelphia - -  hired, or 
9 whoever payed these people, they were very, very expert in 

10 their work. And ad infinitum, all of that information was 

11 received, was analyzed, scrubbed. We discussed all of 

12 this in public. And we had seven people from different 

13 walks of life, from different parts of the country that 

14 maybe had biases with regard to different services because 

15 they had experiences in different services. And each one 

16 of them concluded that the Navy was correct. There was no 

17 substantial deviation, and Philadelphia was the one to be 

18 closed. And all those discussions were made in public, 

19 and the vote was made in public as well. 

20 Q. Could you identify the data you have in writing 

21 that you just referred to? What part of it is in writing? 

22 A. The part - -  and I don't want to be facetious, 
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but obviously it's going to read facetiously. That which 

is in writing is that which is in writing. The part that 

is in writing is that which you can get from our office. 

Some of it was oral, some of it was by 

telephone, some of it was during the public hearing, and 

much of the data we have on Philadelphia is in writing, 

and I'm sure you have it all, and if you don't have it, we 

will give you extra copies. 

Q. Your function was to make certain that the 

Navy - -  the Navy complied with the criteria? 
A. That's right. 

Q. You've just told me about what a lot of other 

people, experts from Philadelphia and all other kinds of 

people, came in and told you. I'm asking you what you had 

from the Navy which permitted you to reach the conclusion 

that the Navy complied with the criteria and not what some 

experts in Philadelphia, or not what somebody kicking 

tires in Philadelphia said, but what the Navy supplied to 

you? 

A. You misunderstand, I guess, what I'm trying to 

say. What I am trying to say, I suppose, and I will say 

it again, is the fact that the Navy had to comply with the 
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statute. We, as well, had to comply with the statute. 

Our role was somewhat different than the Navy's. 

Q. You had to make sure the Navy complied? 

A. We concluded the Navy did comply, that their 

decision was rational. It was based upon the merits and 

also based upon the final selection criteria. 

Q. On what basis did you decide that the Navy 

complied? 

A. On all the information we received. On 

everything from ship to shine, from stem to stern. On the 

11 information that they got, criticized by Members of 

12 Congress. We plugged that into the formula. 

We talked to citizens groups that were, I'm 

14 sure, highly - -  good volunteers that wrote reports about 

15 the importance of Philadelphia to national security and to 

16 the area. 

17 All of that information was gathered by our 

18 staff, looked at by the Commissioners, publicly debated, 

19 and we concluded that the Navy made the proper decision 

20 based upon all of that evidence. 

21 Q. How did you conclude that the Navy reached the 

22 property decision of treating Charleston, Mare Island, 
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Pearl Harbor, and Portsmouth, differently than 

Philadelphia when they received the same color-coded point 

rating for the first four criteria? 

A. I'm not sure whether I understand the question 

precisely, but - -  
MR. ANDERSON: Then don' t answe.r if you don1 t 

understand. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

You don't understand the question? 

MR. ANDERSON: I think there was an assumption 

in that question that I take is your characterization. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Well, you know Philadelphia, Charleston, South 

Carolina, Mare Island, California, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, 

and Portsmouth, Maine, all received the same point rating 

for the first four criteria, right? 

A.  And let me just give you to the best of my- 

recollect-ion today - -  it's been a period of time since I 
rendered a decision, and believe me I haven't spent one 

minute worrying about this since then - -  

Q. You have or you have not? 

A. I have not. I've been doing other things, 
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happily, since July 1st. 

One of the things, obviously, when you deal, for 

example, with Hawaii - -  let's just take Hawaii. We found 

out that it was very expensive to have a shipyard in 

Hawaii. There wasn't anybody, even in Philadelphia, that 

suggested we close the Hawaii shipyard, the naval facility 

there, because of its strategic location. 

When it came to some of the facilities on the 

East Coast we were extraordinarily concerned about the 

fact that during and until around 1995 we had to have a 

high capability to repair nuclear-capable surface vessels, 

and Philadelphia doesn't have that capability. 

Also, we recognize that there is great 

inefficiencies in moving ships, for example, from the 

Pacific to the Atlantic for the purposes of emergency 

repair, and therefore to a great degree you look at 

capacity when it comes to naval stations as well as 

shipyards differently vis-a-vis the two coasts. 

You have to almost to a degree look at the 

Pacific as independent from the Atlantic, the West Coast 

from the East Coast, so it was not totally logical to 

compare Philadelphia with, for example, a facility in the 
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Northwestern part of the United States because it 

strategically is not used for the same type of ships, and 

therefore the East Coast was competing basically with the 

East Coast. 

Q. This is not included in the first four criteria 

considerations, like where it is located? 

A. Sure, yes. 

Q. Well, they all got the same - -  all these that I 
just mentioned to you got the same score. 

A. All of them were treated equally by the Navy. 

All of them were treated, and we looked at all of them 

ourselves, and as I mentioned, I don't know how else to 

say it, other than to say that although it was an 

unpleasant decision it was clear and unanimous that 

Philadelphia was the one that had to be eliminated. 

Q. Well, it is a fact, isn't it, that the Navy gave 

overall green rating to Mare Island, which just like 

Philadelphia received two yellow and two green, Norfolk 

which received three green and one yellow, and Pearl 

Harbor, which received one red and three green? They 

passed them over. They took them out of consideration. 

A. For good and obvious reasons. 
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1 Q. Namely? 

A. I just went through them. Part of them were on 

3 the East coast, not on the East Coast, some of them have 

4 nuclear capabilities, and most of them don't, some of them 

5 have massive strategic differences. 

6 For example, you know when you're dealing with 

7 Hawaii, just like Guam, or just like the ~hilippines, it 

8 has somewhat of an increased value than something sitting 

9 on the East Coast, where there's about eight or nine other 

10 shipyards. 

11 I.mean, you may not understand that unless you 

12 get into it, but once you get into it you recognize that, 

13 and all.those things were taken into consideration. 

14 Q. Mr. Chairman, I beg you to think of this 

15 question, because I asked you before. What you've just 

16 said related to the first four military value criteria 

17 that include whether it's nuclear, not nuclear, where it's 

18 located, everything else, right? Isn't that right? 

19 A. All of the things that I. said that they relate 

20 to the issue of military value, maybe, but I could have 

21 mentioned others that didn't as well. Yes, I didn't 

22 mention quality of life. I could have mentioned payback. 
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I could have mentioned economic impact on communities. 

Q. Well, thatls the remaining four criteria. 

A. Well, they're important, too. 

Q. ~ u t  we're talking about the ratings on the first 

four criteria. Philadelphia received the identical. rating 

as seven other yards, or as four other yards. 

A. May I explain it a different way so everybody 

can understand it at this table, hopefully? Letts just 

say we are playing baseball, and if you're batting between 

100 and 200, you get a red, and if you're batting between 

200 and 33 you get a yellow, and if you're batting at the 

end of the year between 300 and 400 you get a green, and 

you have eight players, and of those eight players all of 

them are yellow. 

That doesn't mean they're all equal. That means 

that that is a measure that you have to go beyond and look 

for additional information, and that is what we did, and 

that is why we could confirm that Philadelphia was the 

correct decision. 

Q. Is it your testimony, Mr. Chairman, that you 

carefully looked at and analyzed all eight shipyards? 

A. I didn't visit. 
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Q. No, that your Commission analyzed all those 

things you just mentioned with regard to all eight 

shipyards? 

A. No. No, it is not, because that was not our 

charge. Our charge was to fairly analyze the process and 

to measure whether the particular service deviated 

substantially with the criteria, and we concluded after 

all of this testimony and all of this data and a11 this 

information that they did not. 

Our task was not to visit every facility in the 

United States of America. It couldn't have possibly been 

presumed to be that, because we would have needed two or 

three years to do it. 

Q. How could you tell whether the Navy treated all 

eight yards equally if you didn't look at all eight yards? 

A. We can do that without visiting all eight yards. 

Q. I didn't ask if you visited them. I asked 

whether you performed an analysis of the first four 

criteria. 

A. Looking at it from the standpoint of examining 

the data, finding out whether the Navy applied it 

correctly to all the other shipyards, that was done, that 
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is correct. 

Q. Who did that? 

A. Staff did that. 

Q. When? 

A. During this process. 

Q. Where is the writing to confirm that? 

A. You can talk to Alex Yellin. He will explain 

what we did. 

I myself spent a great deal of time talking to 

other Commissioners, talking to other people inside the 

Navy, talking to Members of Congress that were arguing, 

you should close another shipyard, examining the 

differences between the attributes of Philadelphia and the 

attributes of other shipyards. 

I didn't visit them, but we were convinced after 

we went through this entire process that there was no 

substantial deviation, that there was reasons why at this 

particular time the other shipyards should be spared. 

I might add that as the force structure - -  as 

the force structure continues to be reduced as 

congressional budgets shrink it will not be Philadelphia 

in '93 that sues us, it will be another shipyard, because 
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we will be looking at others as well. This process is not 

over. 

Q. Lo13 Beach was excluded. Why? Because it rated 

worse than Philadelphia. 

A. I don't have all the data. I would have to dig 

it out and refresh my recollection on Long Beach right 

now. I believe that that one is nuclear-capable. I 

believe that - -  well, obviously it's on the West Coast. 
It may not be. It's on the West Coast, certainly. There 

was a different situation on the West Coast. I would have 

to refresh my recollection. 

Q. Did you make any investigation, or did the 

Commission make any investigation what private shipyards 

would be available to handle West Coast aircraft carriers 

if Long Beach were closed? 

A. We had - -  we looked at private - -  what the 
availability was with regard to private shipyards 

throughout the United States, yes. We as a Commission 

felt strongly that private shipyards should fulfill a role 

when it comes to the maintenance and repair of Navy ships. 

Q. So just as you considered Newport News drydock 

and Shipping and Drydock Company on the East Coast, your 
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testimony is you considered private yards on the West 

Coast when thinking about Long Beach? 

A. We looked at private yards throughout the United 

States, and that was one of the things that was in our 

calculus. 

Q. What private yards did you look at on the West 

Coast? 

A. Off hand, I don't remember the names. In fact, 

I had in my office, I recall, the owner of two of those 

yards. In mean, we went through a lot of bases and a lot 

of folks, and he actually physically sat down, and he was 

an owner of a private yard - -  two of them, as a matter of 
fact. Maybe he owned three - -  and went through his whole 
arguments as to the reason that one should be closed so 

15 his business could go up. 

16 We analyzed that whole thing and talked to Alex 

17 Yellin, gave him the information, and the report that this 

18 private shipbuilder - -  not a shipbuilder, I guess, but 
19 he's an owner of a private shipyards - -  gave to us. We 

20 talked to people when we were out in California. Other 

21 Commissioners visited Long Beach and other facilities in 

22 that area and talked to people as well that represented 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



the private shipyard business. 

Q. Do you have any writings which will confirm 

that? 

A. Yes. We have a report that was given to us by 

the particular owner that visited me in my office. 

Q. Where is that report? 

A. I gave it to the staff. 

Q. Would you identify that, please? 

A. Well, if I can. It was on my desk when the 

meeting ended. It ended up in the hands of Review and 

Analysis. 

Q. Do you have any other writings that would 

confirm that you looked at private shipyards on the West 

Coast ? 

A. I don't know. Wemay. 

Q. Well, if you do, would you produce them, please? 

A. Sure. 

Q. Did the Army and Air Force treat nuclear 

capability as one of the criteria which they used in 

deciding whether to keep open any particular facilities? 

MR. ANDERSON: Objection. Irrelevant. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I never new irrelevancy was an 
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objection at a deposition. 

THE WITNESS: Whether the Army or Air Force used 

the arg~ment of nuclear capable? 

MR. KAUFF'MAN: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: Well, there is no tanks, and there 

are no armored personnel carriers, and there is no 

helicopters, and there is no fixed wing aircraft that are 

nuclear powered, and so it is a quite different issue. 

BY MR. KAUFF'MAN: 

Q. So your answer is no they didn't use it as a 

criteria? 

A. I didn't say that. 

Q. Well, what's the answer to my question? 

A. Well, I kind of agree with counsel. It's so 

different, it's apples and oranges. 

Q. Just give it a shot, will you? 

A. Well, give it a shot - -  I mean, it's kind of 
simple. One is powered by a nuclear plant, a ship, and 

planes aren't. I mean, they use diesel fuel. 

Q. Is nuclear capability one of the Department of 

Defense's eight military criteria under the Base Closure 

Act? 
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A. It is certainly within there, yes. 

Q. Where is it? Under which one? 

A. Probab'v - -  giveme - -  1'11 show you. May I 

have the final selection criteria? It's listed on one 

those pages in there. 

Q. You don't remember the criteria? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What are they? 

A. I will tell you in a minute. 

Q. Then you don't remember? 

A. Yes, I do remember. 

MR. ANDERSON: This is not 20 Questions. 

THE WITNESS: -If it is 20 Questions, I will tell 

you - -  not the exact language. 
Number 1 has to do with the mission that the 

particular facility is required to do. Another has to do 

with the condition of the land and facilities. Another 

has to do with the mobilization and search capabilities in 

a military sense, and a fourth one has to do with manpower 

costs - -  manpower and other costs. 

Those are the four military criteria, and I 

didn't look at my notes. Now may I look at my notes? 
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Q. You can look at your notes. 

A. Thank you very much. I didn't know if that was 

a requirement to make a p--oper decision, to memorize - -  

Q. To remember? Which of those criteria would 

nuclear be included in? 

A. Four, three, and one. Now, if I have to explain 

that - -  
Q. Which of the remaining criteria would nuclear be 

involved in? 

A. Seven, maybe eight. Depending upon the 

circumstances and the type of environmental problems it 

could certainly very well be eight, and maybe five, too. 

Q. Now, the Navy excluded all of the nuclear 

shipyards in Phase 2 before they got to the last four 

criteria. They eliminated them after the first four 

criteria? 

A. That is correct. That is their process. 

Q. They eliminated them, but they eliminated them 

even though in doing - -  in calculating the first four 

criteria Philadelphia received the same rating as 

Charleston, Mare Island, Pearl Harbor, and Portsmouth. 

Explain that. 
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A. We went over that before, and I would defer to 

my answer with regard to the colors and the batting 

averages. There are other things xnvolved besides three 

colors when it comes to these facilities, so it is very 

easily explained. 

Q. Your conclusion with regard to access capacity 

relates solely to nuclear, is that right? 

A. I don't understand that question at all. 

Q. I thought your statement was they eliminated all 

the nuclear shipyards because they needed nuclear 

shipyards, they eliminated Philadelphia because they 

didn't need a nonnuclear shipyard? 

A. There was other things besides - -  besides 
nuclear-capable that went into the decision. It is my 

understanding that was a factor, and it was such that 

there was a higher need and therefore less of a redundancy 

and excess capacity in nuclear shipyards I think up until 

the year 1995 - -  four or five, when that would start 

coming down as well. That was our analysis. 

Q. So your testimony is that there is a need for 

six nuclear shipyards during the six-year period of 

consideration mandated by the Base Closure Act? 

. - 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



241 

A. My opinion and my decision was that in order to 

2 match infrastructure with the force structure we had to 

3 eliminate one of the eight public shipyards and all the 

4 evidence pointed that Philadelphia would be the one 

5 removed. The Navy made that decision, and we did not find 

6 any substantial deviation to change it. 

7 Q. Did you make any investigation as to what it 

8 would cost to make Philadelphia nuclear-capable? 

9 A. It would cost a lot of money. 

10 Q. How much? 

11 A. I don't know, and since there was a lot of them 

12 that were already nuclear-capable, it seemed to be a 

13 rather ridiculous thing to do, and as.a matter of fact I 

14 don't recall even Philadelphia making that argument. 

15 Maybe they did, but I don't even recall it. 

16 Q. You do know that Philadelphia operated in a 

17 manner that was without cost to the Federal Government? 

18 A. We looked at that issue carefully, many, many 

19 times, and that is the most misleading conclusion and 

20 statement that was made. If you can make ships for free 

21 and not pay people, then it would make sense. 

22 To say that when you build a ship or repair a 
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1 ship or surface life extension a ship there's no cost to 

2 the taxpayers is very misleading. There is. There is 

3 ways to account and trying to justify greater efficiency 

4 in one yard versus another, but to say it doesn't cost any 

5 money is absurd. It costs a lot of money. 

6 A. SLEP of an aircraft carrier is an expensive 

7 proposition that costs over hundreds of millions of 

8 dollars, and takes years and thousands of individuals 

9 working every single year. And to say it doesn't cost any 

10 money is ridiculous. 

11 Q. You understood my question to suggest that it 

12 didn't cost any money? 

w 13 A. Yes, when you said it didn't cost the taxpayers 

14 any money. 

15 MR. ANDERSON: The record will speak to it. 

16 THE WITNESS: Why don't we hear your question. 

17 MR. ANDERSON: Let's not argue over it. Let's 

18 go on to the next question. 

19 BY MR. , KAUFFMAN: 

20 Q. What evidence did you consider on the subject of 

21 whether it was cost-effective to close Philadelphia Naval 

22 Shipyard? 
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A. What evidence would you consider - -  could you 

maybe read back the question? I want to make sure I 

understand it. Or just read it again. I'm sure it's in 

writing right in front of you. All right, well say it 

again. I'm sure you remember it. 

Q. I do make up my own questions. 

A. Well, I understand that. You're looking at a 

piece of paper. I figured you were reading. 

MR. ANDERSON: Can I just say - -  you know, all 
the deliberations were conducted in public. This is all a 

matter of public record. I fail to see - -  

MR. KAUFFMAN: I haven't seen anything in public 

on that subject. Therefore, all I want him to say is it 

wasn't considered. 

THE WITNESS: Say it again, please. I honestly 

want to know the question. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. What evidence did you consider on whether it was 

cost-effective to close the Philadelphia ~aval Shipyard? 

A. We analyzed - -  our staff analyzed the arguments 

on the cost of closure, and mothballing the five drydocks. 

There was some dispute as to the number of people that 
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would be required to maintain them and to police 

them - -  the cost of keeping open the Propeller Shop, the 
Repair Facility and another facility. That cost analysis 

was scrubbed and gone over time and time again, until we 

were satisfied with the accuracy of those numbers. They 

were compared to an analysis done by our staff, and 

by - -  I believe - -  the Community of Philadelphia with 
regard to the recommended proposal. And that is a massive 

reduction in the work force to reduce it down to about 

1,200; the cost of same. 

Other numbers were analyzed. Other scenarios 

were looked at - -  that if Philadelphia was at full 
capacity, what then, in outer years, would that mean to 

the type of efficiencies of other yards on the east coast? 

And we found great inefficiencies there, it Philadelphia 

was forced to remain open. 

So I remember - -  and I don't, of course, have 
the numbers in front of me - -  but I remember looking at 

the cost analyses with regard to various scenarios. 

Q. Well, did you understand that Philadelphia had 

recovered all of its costs for at least the last 2 years 

from its shipyard customers? 
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A. I'm not sure what you mean by that. 

Q. That the Federal Government didn't pay any money 

to keep Philadelphia open, other than paying the costs 

that it would - -  probably less than it would have paid at 
any other shipyard. 

A. There's all sorts of ways to make those numbers 

sound crazy. And wq spent a great deal of time looking at 

them. In fact, I spent a great deal of time sitting down 

with Will Ball so I could understand what no cost really 

means. And it always meant that it cost a lot of money to 

repair a ship. 

Q. Yeah, it costs a lot of money to repair a ship 

wherever you repair it, doesn't it? 

A. Absolutely. 

Q. And if it costs less money to repair that same 

ship in Philadelphia than it did at Newport News 

Shipbuilding and Drydock Company, that's an important fact 

that you should have considered, isn't it? 

A. Number one, it's a fact. There is no doubt that 

it's very cheap in Philadelphia, and the work is just as 

good. It's one of the considerations. And it's a 

consideration that we looked at, certainly. But there's 
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many other considerations as well. And that is, just 

simply that if - -  just like a building, if it's only 50 
percent leased, it's very inefficient. If our shipyards 

are not fully utilized, to a reasonable capacity, there's 

great inefficiencies and loss of taxpayers1 money there 

too. And so, you know, we looked at all that very 

carefully. 

Q. So did you look at what discretion the Navy had 

in deciding whether to send a vessel to Philadelphia to be 

repaired or Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock Company? 

A. Yeah, we looked at that as well, under various 

scenarios, I remember. One, for example, was when 

Philadelphia was doing their analysis,,they left out the 

cost of moving the personnel, the sailors on the ships. 

They did not add that in their calculations. And we did. 

For example, what I'm saying is, is when a ship 

needs an overhaul, the personnel that are on that. ship 

have to stay some place on land. And since, I believe, in 

Newport News and that area of the country there's home- 

porting very near where the shipbuilding is being done, 

the cost of living is, number one, significantly less than 

Philadelphia, and you don't have to move people very far. 
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If you took that same ship up to the 

Philadelphia facility, it would mean those thousands of 

sailors would have to go from there and be moved to a 

different part of the country so they could be home- 

ported, and then moved back, 3 or 6 months later to get on 

that ship, spending a significant amount of time in 

Philadelphia where the cost was higher, before they got on 

the ship and the ship was out again in the open water. 

So we did look at that - -  we looked at all sorts 

of things. We looked at strategic scenarios with regard 

to conventional and nuclear weapons in that part of the 

world, what that would do to tie up ships along the 

Delaware River, and if they were in Philadelphia; the 

number of steaming hours it takes to get them free and 

clear of mines that would be laid in shallow waters. 

There was a lot of analysis that went in by the 

Commission. 

Q. If the Navy had disclosed to you before you 

reached your conclusions with regard to closure of bases 

in the report to the President, that it would cost in 

excess of $1 billion - -  that's with a flBff - -  to close the 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and clean it up efficiently to 
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enable it to serve other uses, would you have recommended 

closure? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object to that. It's 

hypothetical, unless you've got some foundational document 

there. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I sure do. 

MR. ANDERSON: Why don't you show it to the 

Chairman? 

THE WITNESS: No, that's okay. 

MR. ANDERSON: It's not okay with me. 

THE WITNESS: It's not okay with you guys. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. I'd like to mark as Defendant's Exhibit No. 

16 - -  I'm sorry, Courter Exhibit No. 16, dated 11 July, 
1991. 

(The document referred to was 

marked Courter Exhibit No. 16 

for identification.) 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Mr. Courter, you know that the Navy, after you 

reached your conclusions regarding the closure of the 

Philadelphia Yard disclosed that it would cost an excess 
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of $1 billion to clean up that - -  to clean up the yard 
sufficiently to enable it to serve other uses. Isn't that 

correct? 

A. I take your representation as being true. I 

personally have not examined the document. 

Let's just assume that it's true, and I will 

answer it. I mean this thing is highly technical. And 

it's probably 40 pages. Can I just answer the question 

assuming that it is true? I will assume it's true nad let 

me answer the question. Can we just say - -  let's make an 

assumption it's true. I don't know, but let's make an . 
assumption that it's true and let me answer the question, 

okay? 

The Commission looked into the issue of clean- 

up very carefully, because we discovered that there was a 

tremendous environmental degradation in almost every 

military facility in the United States. Many of them are 

on Superfund sites and the cost of clean-up was huge and 

dramatic in many of these instances. 

As a matter of fact, the cost of clean-up in 

some of these facilities could not be known for many years 

because it cost a lot of money to examine the type of 
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hazardous waste and other types of pollutants that were 

underneath the ground; how far they had leached; the 

methodologies in :leaning it up; and the scientific 

capabilities and methodologies keep changing. And the 

cost keeps changing as well. 

The Commission recognized that the Department of 

Defense has an affirmative obligation to clean-up all of 

these sites that have pollution problems, where they have 

environmental degradation, irrespective of whether the 

facility is remained open or closed. In fact, the time in 

which they do it is irrelevant on the issue of open and 

closure. So therefore, it was not a factor in determining 

what our decision would be. It could not be a factor. 

Because the obligation of DOD is affirmative. They have 

to clean these up. They have - -  they're in the process of 
negotiating and working out time frames with EPA. And 

it's totally irrelevant to whether the facility is open, 

closed, expanded, or abandoned. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Why don't we take a break? 

(Brief recess. ) 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Mr. Chairman, you testified a few moments ago 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



that you really haven't thought about this matter much 

since July 1, and that leads me to the question of asking 

you what you did to preps-e for this deposition. 

A. I read over, glanced over, our report. I asked 

for and was given copies of correspondence between myself 

and members of Congress, and looked at those with some of 

the attachments; and that I did this morning, basically, 

on the way to the airport and on the plane here. I'm 

trying to think - -  no, that's about it that I looked at. 
I had a brief conversation with Bob Moore. I 

met other counsel this morning. We didn't talk at all 

about the case. I think that summarizes it pretty much. 

Q. And you say you met other counsel. You meant he 

representative from the Department of Justice? 

A. Yes, for the first time here. We didn't get a 

chance to talk about the deposition this morning. 

Q. You haven't met with counsel for the Navy, I 

take it? 

A. . I don't think so, no. 

Q. And that's all you did to prepare for your 

deposition? 

A. Yes, I was trying to catch up on my other work. 
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1 Q. I hope it was hourly work. I'm always in favor 

2 of having lawyers do well. 

3 A. So am I. 

4 Q. Courter Exhibit No. 14 is the report to the 

5 president. Were there any prior drafts of Courter Exhibit 

6 No. 14? 

7 A. Yes, I think we marked in evidence the second 

8 draft . 
9 MR. MOORE: The second printing. 

10 THE WITNESS: The second printing, and there was 

11 a first printing that was made. And there were some 

12 technical changes to the second printing. And also, there 

13 was a preliminary draft that was scrubbed. And I made 

14 some changes. That was all during the night after, I 

15 believe, June 30. The staff had thrown together some 

16 rough papers. And we stayed up during the night and 

17 polished it up and made technical errors - -  which is the 
18 reason we had the second printing. 

19 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

20 Q. SO the difference between the first printing and 

21 the second printing would be just technical errors? 

22 A. Yes, it was technical changes. And there might 
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have been an omission or something that is listed on 

there. There is a note - -  okay, an editor's note in the 
second printing. We have incorporated the errata into the 

text. And so there was an errata. And so what we decided 

to do was to put that into the text so that it was more 

readily understandable. 

Q. Before this report was put into printed form, I 

assume there was a draft that went around to the members 

of the Commission for their approval? 

A. Yes, there was - -  actually there was a draft 
that was given to me. And I made some substantial changes 

in. But that was not dealing with - -  that was before the 
votes. That wasn't dealing with any of the specific 

bases. It was like the introduction, that sort of thing, 

process-oriented. And then the final work was done that 

night. And I invited all the commissioners to come to the 

office at, I think, 6:00 in the morning or 7:00 in the 

morning, after they were up most of the night to make, to 

review it. And some commissioners took that opportunity 

and came. I remember one of the commissioners came and 

did some work on it at 4:00 in the morning. 5:00 I came 

by, and 6:00 we managed to get it to the printer by around 
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1 1 : O O  or something on that Monday. It was around that 

period of time. 

10:OO we got it back, and in the afternoon - -  we 
had the printers lined up before-hand, obviously, and shot 

it over to the President. 

Q. Do you have a copy of the draft that you worked 

on? 

A. No, I don't. 

Q. Where is that? 

A. I have no idea, to be honest with you. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: Could we request that that be 

produced, and all prior drafts, with the handwriting of 

any of the commissioners on it. We would like to have it. 

And if you don't have it, I would like to know when they 

were destroyed, and by whom. 

THE WITNESS: We may have them. I don't know. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Was there more than one prior draft? 

A. No, I think there was one other. But there was 

no prior drafts in the substance. Because it was so late. 

You see, we met on that Sunday, and had the last vote 

probably at 10:OO at night, and then went down to the 
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office and started writing. 

Q. Who prepared the final draft - -  or who prepared 
the first draft and the final draft? 

A. I guess it was various people that participated, 

including myself. And I know that Behrmann participated, 

and Paul Hirsch participated. And others did as well. 

Q. When was the drafting begun? 

A. The drafting with respect to the 

substance - -  what I mean by that is the actual 

recommendations began very late Sunday night, the 30th. 

The draft dealing with the first part of the report, 

introduction, et cetera, was started probably a week 

before then - -  about. Those are rough. That week is a 

rough statement. 

Q. Was there anyone on the staff who was assigned 

the responsibility for preparing the first draft and 

submitting it to you and the other commissioners? 

A. The best thing to do is ask Matt Behrmann about 

that. He apportioned out the writing. 

Q. You mentioned some of these - -  these are just 
wrap-up questions, so some of them go back to some of the 

things we talked about. 
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You mentioned considering a number of shipyards 

on the east coast. I think you said something like eight 

shipyards. What shipyards did you consider on the east 

coast? 

A. I don't know that I said that I considered. We 

looked at, certainly, the eight - -  the number eight comes 
into my recollection, is the fact that there's eight 

public shipyards. And to some degree we looked at all of 

those. 

Q. That is all over the country? 

A. Oh, yes, that is correct. 

Q. But how many are on the east coast? 

A. Public, or private, or both? 

Q. Both. 

A. That depends upon your definition of a shipyard. 

Some of them are very small. There is probably, on the 

east coast, ten or more. Some are very small - -  at least, 

I suppose there's even more than that. 

Q. Did you consider the availability of nuclear 

private shipyards on the east coast? 

A. We looked at the issue of nuclear in general. I 

don't recall. You would have to ask Paul Hirsch that 
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question, with regard to nuclear, how it may relate to 

private yards. 

Q. There were only three nuclear yards on the east 

coast, isn't that right? Private ones? 

A. I believe that's correct. I don't recall. 

Q. Newport News, Electric Boat, and Ingels, right? 

A. With regard to nuclear capability, I'm not sure. 

You could be right, you could be wrong. You would have to 

ask Paul Hirsch that question. 

Q. In considering the Newport News Shipyard and 

Drydock Company for emergency drydocking, did you consider 

what the cost of such a contract would be? 

A. We looked.at cost numbers, absolutely, in all 

areas. 

Q. The cost of such a contract would be 

exceptionally high, wouldn't they? 

A. Well, it depends upon what you mean. If, for 

example, there was - -  the Navy-was willing to spend the 
money to dedicate a private facility for the purposes of a 

contingency, then that would be very costly. And I don't 

think the Navy would do that. They would look at other 

options. But that would be a pretty big number - -  simply 
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just keeping it there. It's like paying for a babysitter 

just in case you need one. 

Q. Is there any data in writing that would reflect 

the consideration of the cost of emergency drydocking at 

Newport News? 

A. There may be, and we will get it to you if there 

is. And once again, I am not sure whether I understand 

the question properly. You say emergency drydocking at 

Newport News. If that means it varied dramatically as to 

whether there was a dedicated slot that was open anyway, 

or whether you had to pay for its being dedicated, and the 

type of work involved, and also whether you could properly 

compete that with either a public or another private yard, 

and so those numbers probably would not be too accurate, 

really, without examining where they would end up with. 

Q. The Commission did rely on carrier-capable 

drydocks at the Newport News Shipbuilding to provide, 

along with the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, and mothball 

drydocks in Philadelphia, a capacity for unplanned 

requirements. Is that right? 

A. Yes, that's correct. Which was the reason why 

they wanted to not sell the assets, but basically mothball 
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them in case of the contingencies that were 

unexpected - -  and which has been done before on the west 
coast, by the way. They mothballed a drydock at one of 

the facilities in the Bay area. And there was a nuclear 

carrier that ran aground and was reactivated. So it was 

successfully done in the past, and they figured it could 

be done in the future. 

Q. But did you consider the cost of having carrier- 

capable drydocks at Newport News Shipbuilding in reaching 

the conclusion which you did on page 5-28, of your report, 

Courter Exhibit No. 14? 

A. Where is that now? 

Q. 5-28. 

A. Could you repeat the question? I mean I concur 

in that paragraph that says "the p omission found that the 

combination of carrier-capable drydocks at Norfolk Naval 

Shipyard and Newport News Shipbuilding and the mothball 

drydocks at Philadelphia provide capacity for unplanned 

 requirement^.^^ That is in our report, and it's accurate. 

Q. But the question is, did you consider the cost 

of the Newport News Shipbuilding carrier-capable drydocks 

for your - -  for use in this conclusion? 
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A. Yeah, costs of doing repair work was always 

2 considered by the Commission. 

3 Q. But we're talking about, now, unplanned 

4 requirements for drydocks - -  carrier capable drydocks. 
5 And you're talking about including Newport News 

6 Shipbuilding as providing capacity for unplanned 

7 requirements. 

8 A. Yes. 

9 . Q. My question is, did you consider the cost for 

10 providing that unplanned requirement at Newport News 

11 Shipbuilding? 

12 A. Well, I interpret the question to mean did 

Y l3 we - -  yeah - -  did we look at the cost factor of doing that 
14 type of work in Newport News. And the answer is yes. We 

looked at the cost of doing that in different parts of the 

16 United States, the cost generally of ship repair. 

17 Q. And what writings do you have to reflect those 

18 considerations? 

19 A. I - -  whatever the staff has. 
20 Q. I would like to request that that be produced, 

21 if you have it - -  if there is a - -  . 
22 A. Yeah. 
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1 Q. That request would include the cost of 

2 continuing to keep these facilities available, you know, 

3 after YOL mothball Philadelphia, the cost of keeping 

4 Newport News Shipping and Drydock Company carrier- 

5 available drydocks. 

6 A. Well, I understand what you're saying. And 

7 I - -  you know, our conclusion was that the Navy would not 
8 have to dedicate - -  pay for a dedication of the private 
9 slip, that they could meet their contingencies without 

10 that dedication. So they wouldn't have to pay to keep the 

11 drydock vacant to meet a contingency. There was enough 

12 flexibility in the system to move ships around, to meet 

WIDf' 13 that contingency, plus the Philadelphia yard. 

14 Q. An emergency contingency? 

15 A. Yes, an emergency contingency. 

16 Q. So that Newport News should not have been 

17 included in this.? 

18 A. No, the cost of them doing work at Newport News 

19 would be included. But I don't think what we assumed was 

20 the fact that the Navy would have to pay money to dedicate 

21 one dock, and not use that dock for other purposes - -  that 

22 they would use it for other purposes. 
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1 Q. How else would you be sure of having it? 

2 A. You wouldn't necessarily have it exactly when . 

3 you wanted to. A-d  if you didn't, you'd have to use 

4 Philadelphia - -  or move the ship to some other place in a 
5 different part of the country where there was the public 

6 facilities there. 

7 Q. Yeah, but how could you use Philadelphia without 

8 any workers there? 

9 A. It would have to - -  in other words - -  
10 Q. We're talking about emergencies. 

11 A. Yeah, if there was an emergency, that which 

12 happened to Philadelphia would be the exact same - -  the 

-4 l3 same thing that happened to Hunter's Point in California, 

14 where it was a drydock. It was mothballed. And it was 

15 removed from mothballed. and some significant repair work 

16 was done on a carrier - -  same operation. It had been done 

17 before they had mothballed the facility. just like they're 

18 saying they're going to mothball Philadelphia. 

19 Q. I suppose the question is related to the 

20 availability of skilled labor. when and if the 

21 Philadelphia yard is closed. Most of those people without 

22 comparable work in the Philadelphia area could not be 
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counted on to remain there. How could you do emergency 

work in Philadelphia if the shipyard is mothballed? 

A. Well, it's a ver7 - -  the best thing to do is ask 
Paul Hirsch. It's a very technical question. And 

obviously there is no point in mothballing a facility to 

meet a contingency, if, when that contingency arose, you 

had no one to do the work. That was part of the calculus. 

The technical opinion was that you could get the people to 

do the work. 

Q. Mr. Hirsch would know the answers to those 

questions? 

A. He would know the answers, and probably others 

as well. 

Q. If you have anything in writing that discuses 

that? 

A. If we have anything in writing, we will provide 

it to you. 

MR. MOORE: The documents on these issues we 

have been talking about have already been turned over. 

But we would be pleased to look back through and identify 

them for the ease of the deposition. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: We have not been able to find 
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this information in the documents. So if there are 

documents which you believe contain that information, 

maybe we missed it, and therefore would appreciate it 

if you would identify it for us. 

THE WITNESS: I guess my point was simply that 

this is not the first time that this was an approach that 

the Navy took. They have taken this approach and 

successfully converted a drydock facility into one that 

one that actually did repairs - -  a drydock facility that 
was mothballed into one that did repairs. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. We have discussed Mr. Yellin at some length 

today, as an important member of the staff. Do you know 

who hired Mr. Yellin? 

A. I did, and also Matt Behrmann. It was a mutual 

decision. 

Q. Was Mr. Yellin recommended to you by someone? 

A. I believe he was, but it is vague now, as to 

who. It might have been one of the commissioners. He 

came to our attention through a highly-reputable source. 

Q. Did he have any previous experience which 

particularly recommended him to you for this job? 
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A. Yes, I've forgotten exactly what it was, but he 

was well-qualified for the work. In fact, I remember that 

we were absolutely elated to get him. Them was somewhat 

of a mini-celebration when he came on board. Because we 

would have like to have had an Alex Yellin for the Air 

Force and the Army as well, and couldn't find someone that 

would fill the exact same role. 

Q. Why did you assign him to the Navy? 

A. Because he had Navy background experience. He 

was familiar with shipyards, and ship-building, and SLEP 

programs, and infrastructure, Navy infrastructure. 

Q. Was he in the Navy? 

A. I would imagine he must have been at one 

particular time in his life. 

Q. Are you aware of who Mr. Yellin was working for 

at the time of his coming on? 

A. I was at the time, but I've forgotten now. 

Q. Does the name Brown & Root mean anything to you? 

A. Yes, it is a large construction - -  and also I 
think business management firm in the United States. 

Q. Do you know whether Mr. Yellin worked for Brown 

& Root? 
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1 A. He may have. He may have, yes - -  that rings a 

2 bell, but I'm not so confident that I could say that he is 

3 the one that did. In fact, one of the commissioners 

4 worked for Brown & Root, too. 

5 Q. Really? Which one? 

6 A. Jim Smith - -  I'm sorry, was it? No. 

7 MR. MOORE: You have the resumes. We have 

8 produced Mr. Yellin's resume. 

9 THE WITNESS: Maybe it's not Brown & Root - -  you 

10 mean for Yellin, yes. 

11 MR. MOORE: The fact is, it is Brown & Root for 

12 Yellin. 

13 THE WITNESS: And therefore, I think to answer 

14 your question more fully, I think it was Jim Smith, 

15 perhaps, who brought Alex Yellin to our attention. The 

16 guy was just absolutely outstanding, non-biased, 

17 independent minded, very technical. 

18 BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

19 Q. - 
Are you aware of any relationship between Brown 

20 & Root and Tenneco? 

A. No - -  Tenneco the company? 

22 Q. Yes. 
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A. No. 

Q. You know that Tenneco - -  that Newport News 

Shipbuilding and Drydock Company is a subsidiary of 

Tenneco, or a division of Tenneco? 

A. I didn't know that 'till you told me. 

Q. You didnl t know that? 

A. No, I didn't know that. 

Q. Would it have concerned you if Brown & Root were 

related in one way or another to Tenneco, and Mr. Yellin 

had worked for Brown & Root? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object to that as hypothetical, 

unless you have some foundation document. 

THE WITNESS: Let's assume that's correct. It 

would only concern me if there was an existing conflict of 

interest, if there was something that he had in his resume 

before, in other words, if he was still working for them. 

I suppose I would have a problem - -  and he was on loan to 
us - -  and he had "financial  interest^^^ that wasn't 
severed, then it would be somewhat of a concern - -  I don't 
know that it would eliminate. But otherwise, no. If, 

whatever financial arrangement was severed, then it 

wouldn't bother me if he was once there - -  anymore that it 
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bothered me that one of the commissioners was Secretary of 

the Navy. 

Q. Well, Dr. James Charles Smith, a member of the 

Commission, Jim Smith, worked for Brown & Root as Vice 

President, Business Development and Planning, from 

November 1990 right up to the present, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And he continued to work for Brown & Root, even 

during the time that - -  even during the time that he was a 
member of the commission? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. Vice President, Brown & Root? 

A. . I  didn't know his rank. I knew he worked there. 

He was also, by the way, a member of the 1988 Commission. 

Q. If Brown & Root were related to Tenneco, would 

that disturb you? 

MR. ANDERSON: I object on the same ground. 

BY MR. KAUFFMAN: 

Q. Letts assume Brown & Root is related to a 

subsidiary of Newport News, is a subsidiary or a division 

of Tenneco, wouldn't that conflict disturb you? 

A. I would have to think it through. But the 
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answer is no. I think knowing Jim Smith, that he could 

clearly carry out his responsibility in a totally 

objective way. He proved that in 1988, and proved it 

again in the 1989 Commission - -  whatever you want to call 
it. And I was told that his work was fair and objective 

then. And my analysis of his work this time is that it 

was the same. 

Q. Well, did Dr. Smith disclose to the Commission 

any relationship between his present employment and 

Tenneco? 

A. He might have, I don't know. I mean he 

disclosed - -  we all had full, long disclosure forms to 
fill out, reviewed by White House counsel, by Department 

of Defense, and by independent counsel for the Senate Arms 

Services Committee. 

Q. In.any event, as we sit here now, you don't know 

whether Brown & Root has any relationship with Tenneco, 

isn't that right? 

A. You told me they did. 

Q. I said assume that they did. 

A. I assumed they did in answering the question. 

Q. Do you know whether they do or not? 
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A. I d o n l t  know. 

MR. KAUFFMAN: I have no further questions. 

MR. ANDERSON: We have no questions. 

(Whereupon, at 7:20 p.m., the taking of the 

instant deposition ceased.) 

Signature of the witness 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this - day of I 

1991 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

My Commission Expires: 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1111 FOURTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 
(800) FOR DEPO , 



CERTIFICATE OF R E P O R T E R  

U N I T E D  STATES OF AMERICA ) ss-. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ) 

I, KAYMOND K. HEEK. thc olliccr bcforc whom thc rorcgoing 

dcposition was takcn, do llcrcby ccrtify that t l ~ e  witness wliosc testimony 

appears in the foregoing deposition was duly sworn by me; that the 

testimony of said witncss was takcn by mc to tllc bcst of my ability and 

therealter rcduced to typewriting under m y  direction; that 1 am neitl~er 

counscl for, related to, nor cmploycd by any of tllc partics to the action . ' 

in which this deposition was takcn, and rurthcr that 1 a m  n o t  a relative 

or employee o l  any attorney or counscl en~ployed by the parties thereto. 

nor financiully or otllerwise interested in the outcome or tlie action. 

Notary Pi(blic it1 ax.i J'or- 

tile District oj' Colirrr;hi~i 

1 2 . i ~ ~  corrrmissiorz expires: 5-31-94 



Document Separator 



OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT 
BEFORE THE 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER, et d., 

Plaintiffs, CIVIL ACTION NO. 

H. LAWRENCE GARRE'IT, III, et a& Hon. Ronald J. Buckwalter 

Defendants 

Washington, D.C. 
Wednesday, September 1% 199l 

Deposition of JIM COURTER 

Exhibits 1 thru 13; 15 thru 16 

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 
1lll FOURTEENTH STREET N.W. 

SUITE 400 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

(202) 289-2260 e 



Set dices of Mead Data Central, Inc. 

63RD STORY of Focus p r in ted  i n  FULL format. 

Copyright (c )  1991 The N e w  York Times Company 
The New York Times 

July 1 ,  1991 , tlonday , Late Edi tion - Final 
Correct ion Appended 

PAGE 53 

SECTION: Section A; Page 1 ; Column 4; National Desk 

LENGTH: 1288 words 

HEADLINE: FINAL CUT IS HAOE ON HILITARY BASES THAT SHOULD CLOSE 

BYLINE: By GWEN IFILL, Specia l  t o  The New York Times 

DATELINE: WASHINGTON, June 30 

BODY: 
The Federal commission charged w i t h  closing military bases, working u n t i l  the 

l a s t  hours before i t s  dead1 ine, voted today t o  recommend c los ing  the huge n a v a l  
shipyard a t  Philadelphia and the naval s ta t ion i n  Long Beach, Calif. ,  the Army 
base a t  F o r t  Ord i n  Ca l i f o rn ia  and a number of smal ler i n s t a l l a t i o n s  around t h e  
country . . 

B u t  the seven-member panel rejected several recommendations by Defense 
Secretary Dick Cheney, who had proposed c los ing  dozens o f  bases t o  accommodate a 
?5 percent reduction i n  personnel expected by 1997. V 

Among the bases repr ieved i n  the pub l i c  vot ing today, as a crowd o f  
lawmakers and local  pol i t ic ians  looked on, were the 2-year-old Staten Island 
naval  home p o r t  and F o r t  D i x  i n  cen t ra l  New Jersey. F o r t  D i x  would be kept a t  
reduced levels  for  training reserves and act ive units .  [Page A 1 Q . 3  

Bush's Approval I s  Uncertain 

By midnight, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, working 
f rom a l i s t  o f . 4 5  candidates f o r  shutdown, had voted t o  recommend c los ing  24 of  
them, keeping 15 open, and consolidating the remainder. Seven o f  the closings 
were announced on Friday. 

The recommendations go to President Bush and then, i f  he approves them, to 
Congress. If adopted, the shutdowns and consol idat ions would c o n s t i t u t e  the most 
extensive reduction of military ins ta l la t ions  i n  20 years. 

Mr.  Bush's approval is.  by no means cer ta in .  I n  the past, he has said he 
supports the Pentagon's recommendations. And f ie rce  opposition t o  base closings 
can be expected from members o f  Congress whose d i s t r i c t s  a re  af fected. By law, 
Congress must accept or re ject  the en t i re  l i s t ;  if i t  re jects  the l i s t ,  no bases 
w i l l  be closed. 

Other major bases that  wauld be closed under today's recommendations are Fort 
?evens i n  Ayer, Mass., and F o r t  Benjamin Harr ison i n  Indiana. Others the panel 

w o t e d  to  keep, despite Hr. Cheneyis suggestions, were Fort PIcClellan i n  
Anniston, Ala., the Naval  Training Center i n  or land^, F l a . ,  and Whidbey I s l a n d  
Naval Air Station in Oak Harbor, Wash. HcClellan is home t o  the Army's only 
chemlcal t r a i n i n g  f a c i l i t y .  .".- 
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Commission members described Fort D i x  as a 'valuable pieceof real  es tateu 
tha t  supplies a unique support mission. Similarly, the Staten Island s i t e ,  a 
port for the Navy, was preserved af te r  commiss ioners discounted arguments from 
those who wanted it closed, including Mayor David N. Dinkins and a number of New 
~ o r k  State lawmakers. 

Duane H. Cassidy, a retired Air Force general who is a member of the panel, 
said he was especially swayed. by evidence that financial insitutions had already 
nade a commitment to  pay for new housing a t  the s i te .  Supporters of the base, he 
said, "are vocal by their  action, while the others are only vocal by their 
words, which I don't p u t  much credit i n ,  frankly.u 

Representative Susan Mol inari , Republican of Sta ten Island, called t h e  
panel's decision a "magnificent victory." 

B u t  reacting to the vote to close the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, members of 
Congress from Pennsylvania and southern New Jersey were Just as disappo!nted as 
Ms. Molinari was elated. Representative Robert E .  Andrews, Democrat of New 
Jersey, called the recommendation an "injusticeu and threatened legal and 
Congressional action to  have i t  reversd. 

The two Congressional delegations had mounted one of the mast vigorous 
defenses before the commlssion and had inserted language i n  the appropriations 
b i l l  just signed by President Bush that would have guaranteed more work for the 

' I ' m Really Hurt 

The commission estimated that closing both the Philadelphia shipyard and the 
naval station would save the military 676 million a year once i t  i s  f u l l y  shut .  
I t  is by far  the largest  installation that would be closed as a result of the 
commission's actions today. B u t  i t s  closing would also eliminate thousands of  
military and civil ian jobs. 

"We needed a minor miracle a t  the beginning of this process," said 
Representative Robert A.  Borski, Democrat of Pennsylvania. "We need a major 
m i  racle now. a 

Other members of Congress had similar reactions. Senator Edward tl. Kennedy, 
Democrat of Nassachusetts, said the decision to close Fort Devens "casts a 
shadow over the validity of the entire base closure process." And Senator John 
Seymour, Republican of California, said closing Fort Ord would be a "disaster." 

Charles HcKinney, a Selectman from Ayer, who is retired from the Army, 
wore a "Save Fort DevensN button to today's hearing. ' I 'm  really hurt by what 
happened," he said. 

As the seven panelists delitrerated today, several commented on t h e  diff icul ty  
inherent i n  deciding to close bases that do eff ic ient  work b u t  constitute excess 
caoaci tv. 

closing the Philadelphia ins t a l l a t  ions, said Jim, Courter , the commission 
chairman, was "an excrutiatingly close call ."  
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W Howard H. Callaway, a commissioner who is  a former Secretary o f  t he  Army, 
defended Fort Ord as the "premier training fac i l l ty  for l i g h t  infantry i n  the 
worldu and predic ted t h a t  the Army would be so r ry  i t  closed the base t o  save $70 
ai l l ion .  He was the only commissioner who voted t o  keep Fort Ord open. 

The commission's act ions were o f ten  preceded by d e t a i l e d  discussion i n  wh ich  
members confessed t o  some vulnerability t o  the pressure they had received from 
members o f  Congress i n  the 11  weeks s ince Secretary Cheney announced h i s  l i s t  of 
recommendations. 

One particularly tough vote involved the Ar~y Corps of Engineers. The 
comm iss ion  voted t o  res t ruc tu re  the corps, over ru l ing  complaints from members of 
Congress who had said i t  was w i t h i n  their jurisdiction to  reduce the 
headquarters and d i v i s i o n  s t a f f  t h a t  c o n t r o l  p ro jec ts  by the corps. I n  a 
concession to Congress, the commission also voted to give lawmakers a year to  
come up w i t h  t h e i r  own cost reduct ion a l t e r n a t i v e  before the  commission's 
recommendation takes effect .  The changes approved by the commission wauld trim 
2,500 jobs and save 9112 m i l l i o n  each year. 

The commission also approved the consolidation o f  a number o f  military 
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  mission reductions a t  F o r t  Polk i n  
Louisiana and the par t ia l  closure of MacDill Air Force Base i n  Tampa, Fla. 

M r .  Callaway sa id  the process had been d i f f i c u l t  f o r  a l l  those involved.  
" I t ' s  been tough for us to go on and make tough decisions," he said. "Let me 
e l l  you, i t ' s  been even tougher f o r  members of Congress. We don ' t  have t o  s tand 

for re-election. They do." 

These are the members of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission: 

COURTER, Jim, chairman, former Republican member o f  the  House o f  
Representatives from New Jersey and candidate for governor i n  1989. Now i n  
p r i v a t e  law pract ice.  

BALL, William L.  2d, former S e c r e t a r y  of t h e  Navy, now p r e s i d e n t  o f  t h e  
Nat iona l  So f t  Dr ink Association. 

CALLAWAY, Howard H., chairman of Gopac, a conservative pol i t ical  action 
committee, farmer Secretary o f  the Army and chairman o f  the Colorado Republican 
Party. , 

CASSIDY, Gen. Duane H.,  former commander i n  chief of the United States 
Transportat ion Command and M i l i t a r y  A i r l i f t  Command, now v ice p r e s i d e n t . o f  
Logistics Technology for the CSX Corporation. 

. - 

LEVITT, Arthur C. Jr., former chairman and ch ie f  execut ive o f  the  American 
Stock Exchange, now chairman of the Cevitt Hedia Company. 

SMITH, James C. 2d, former top a ide  t o  John G. Tower when he was chairman o f  
t h e  Senate Armed Services Committee, now vice president of Brown 8 Root U.S.A. 
nc., an engineering and construct ion concern i n  Hauston. 

STUART, Robert D.  Jr . ,  former Ambassador t o  ~orwiy and retired chairman o f  
the Quaker Oats Com~anv. 
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W TROWBRIDGE, Alexander B., Secretary of Conmerce i n  the Johnson Adminis t rat ion 
and former president o f  the National Association ~f Manufacturers. 

CORRECTION-DATE: J u l y  2, 1991, Tuesday 

CORRECTION: 
Because o f  an editing error,  a front- page a r t i c l e  yesterday about a proposal 

t o  close m i l i t a r y  bases i n c o r r e c t l y  l i s t e d  Alexander B. Trowbridge as a @ember 
of the commission that voted on the plan. Mr. Trowbridge resigned from the 
commission on May 17. 

Because o f  another editing error,  an a r t i c l e  on Saturday about actions by the 
commission mislocated F o r t  Totten, a base the panel voted n o t  t o  recommend f o r  
shutdown. I t  is i n  Queens, not Staten Island. 

GRAPHIC: Photos: The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commlssion voted t o  
close a number of ~ i l i t a t y  bases-across the country i n  an ef for t  to  shrink the 
na t ion ' s  m ' i l i  t a r y  es tablishment i n  the pos t-Cold-klar era. Some meabers o f  the 
commission, which met i n  Washington yesterday, were, from l e f t ,  Duane Casstdy, 
Arthur C. L e v i t t  Jr., Robert D. Stuar t  Jr. and Jim Courter, the group's 
chairman. (Associated Press); Representative Pete Geren of Texas, l e f t ,  making a 
last-minute appeal t o  Howard H. Callaway, a co~miss ioner ,  asking him t o  keep a 
base open, before the panel met for a vote on base closings yesterday. (Bruce 
Young f o r  The New York Times) (pg. A101 

ap of the United States showing s i t e s  of military bases t o  be closed (Source: 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission) (pg. A101 

SUBJECT: UNITED STATES ARMAMENT AND DEFENSE; SHUTDOWNS (INSTITUTIONAL) ;  HILITARY 
BASES AND INSTALLATIONS; NAVIES; SHIPBUILDING, CONVERSION AND REPAIR; ARHIES 

ORGANIZATION:  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COHtlISSION 

NAME: IFILL, GUEN ; CHENEY, DICK (SEC) 1 
6EOGRAPHIC: PHILADELPHIA ( P A ) ;  LONG BEACH ( C A L I F ) ;  FORT ORD (CALIF)  ; NEW YORK 
C I T Y ;  FORT D I X  (NJ);  PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD (PA) 
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HEADL INEZ JAMES COURTER 
CHAIRMAN OF THE BASE CLOSURE COlltlISSION 
HOLDS NEWS CONFERENCE 
NATIONAL PRESS BUILDING 
WASHINGTON DC 

BODY: 
MR. COURTER: There's no room u p  here anyway. Thank you very much. I t ' s  a 
pleasure to be here. 
I have nothing -- no prepared comments. Let me just comment very, very quickly 
on the process, because 1 t h i n k  i t  was somewhat unique for this type of an 
effor t .  And I was very much involved, as you know, w i t h  the base closlng effor t  
i n  1988. And clearly, because of the pol i t ical  differences of achieving base . 
closures and realignments, the Congress realized, and the administration 
realized that both the administration, the Executive and the Legislative branch, 
would have to yield some Influence and power, and therefare a Commlssion was 

n 1988, you're familiar, there was a Commlssion. The Comaissianers were chosen 
by the Secretary of Defense. I t  was fa r  different,  however, than this  
Commission. 
There was, I t h i n k ,  an acknowledgement among most members of Congress, just 
about a l l  members of Congress that although t h e  work product was generally good 
i n  1988 certainly, there was a flaw i n  the process. There was a lack o f  f a i th ,  
there was a lack of credibil i ty given to  that process by some members o f  
Congress, not because the merits were grossly distorted, just simply because 
members didn't get a chance to have their  day i n  court so t o  speak. They fe l t  
t h a t  the due process was not provided them. They f e l t  that  when something i s  
done behind closed doors I t  lack credibility. 
And therefore, when this  commission was created the Congress, and I Mas a Member 
of Congress a t  that particular time, i t  was acknowledged that we needed another 
commissian even perhaps to a greater extent than 1988 and because i t ' s  important 
to  keep i n  mind that the work of the 1988 commission really tried to  adjust the 
base infrastructure i n  t h i s  country that needed to be adjusted, from post-Korean 
War. There were a l o t  of things that had to be done w i t h  regard t o  
realignments, efficiencies,  structural  changes and closures that couldn't be 
done that existed for a long period of time. 
I n  1988 their  force structure o f  course was much larger than the one that we 
were required to follow. They were looking a t  the Navy building up  to a 600 
ship navy, they had a f u l l  array of active Army divisions, t h e y  had many more 
wings than are going to  be i n  existence i n  the mid-1990s and late-1990s. 
So although not a l l  the work was completed i n  1988 based on people's best 
4rnderstanding as to  where the structure would be i n  1989 and ' 9 0 ,  there was 
emarkable international changes i n  the world. Some people called i t  one t h i n g ,  

%me people called i t  another, but t h a t  -- those chwges i n  the world, when i t 
comes to tensions between the superpowers, the collapse of the Warsaw Pact 
countries, the removal of Soviet troaos i n  Eastern Eurooe. created a feelina 



\ 

Services of Mead Data Central, Inc. 

PACE 36 
fc) 1991 Federal  Information Systems Corporation, Ju l y  1, 1991 

FOCUS 

-amongst members o f  Congress -- probably motivated by t h e i r  cons t i tu ten ts  -- tha t  
we could a t  long l a s t  make sigificant reductions i n  the sum of money we spend on 
n a t i o n a l  security. The Congress agreed tha t  the amount of  force s t ruc tu re  cou ld  
come down about a quarter, 25 percent. That i s  dramatic, that is steep, i t ' s  
c e r t a i n l y  something t h a t  has no t  been achieved no r  even ser ious ly  debated f o r  a 
long time i n  this country. 
When Congress realized that that  was ocurring, i t  also remembered that bases 
were impossible t o  c lose f o r  about a decade and a ha l f  i n  t h i s  country. There 
was a 1988 comaision that achieved the gioal of realignment and closure, b u t  an 
u n f a i r  process, so Congress created t h a t  which we have today. Congress 
envisioned that i t  would be not a one-year, one-crack-at-the-apple type of 
approach, but i t  would be phased i n  over a f ive-year per iod o f  t ime with a 
commission that lasted five years. 
Congress f e l t  that the SAO should be part of t h i s  process and they were. The . 
l a s t  t ime the Government Accounting O f f i c e  d i d n ' t  become involved u n t i l  a l l  the  
recommendations were made and they f i r s t  saw the l i g h t  of day. And GAO had some 
c r i t i c i s m  with regard t o  the v a l i d i t y  o f  some data which may have made same 
changes i n  the minds of the commissioners. T h i s  time, CAO was involved i n  the 
very e a r l y  stages of the  process, reviewing the way the Pentagon went about 
creating the selection c r i t e r i a  and reviewed their  methodology. And we had 
dur ing our two and a h a l f  d i f f i c u l t  months here t n  Washington as a Commission', 
the GAO was pleased and we were happy to have them working w i t h  us hand i n  
glove. 
Also, we wanted to  make sure that we not only followed the l e t t e r  of the law 

ur i th  regard t o  openness, and the s t a t u t e  -- i f  you've never r e a l l y  looked a t  the 
s ta tu te  -- I remember sitting down with our counsel, Bob Hoore, about two and a 
h a l f  o r  three months ago, i n  the very beginning when he came on. And he read 
the s ta tute .  And he said, "Mr. Chairman, this i s  the most public organization -- government organizat ion i n  the h i s t o r y  of the world. I t  requires a l l  your  
deliberations, a l l  your discussions, a l l  your base v i s i t s ,  a l l  your hearings to 
be open t o  the pub l i c  and obviously  t o  the press as wel l . "  And we wanted t o  
honor that not only l i t e ra l ly  b u t  i n  sp i r i t .  And I said long ago that i f  any 
member o f  the press corps wanted t o  drop by my o f f i c e ,  s i t  a t  my desk, open my 
drawers and p u l l  o u t  and Xerox any l e t t e r ,  they have the r i g h t  t o  do i t .  
Someone on my s t a f f  sa id  what t h i s  r e a l l y  was was an i nves t i ga t i ve  r e p o r t e r ' s  
nightmare, because there was really nothing that we tried to  keep from anybody. 
We bent over backwards. For example, sure there were times you saw us together  
exchanging papers the other day that had to do w i t h  what types of motions 
commissioners wanted t o  give, and we wanted t o  make sure  they were d r a f t e d  
legally. 
But we went so f a r  as to making sure that never d i d  we have four commissioners, 
and there was operable four  who 'could vote t o  change o r  t o  c lose a base o r  
realign a base. Even when we went out to lunch we never had four commissioners 
s i t t i n g  a t  a table.  We wanted t o  make sure as we t rave l led ,  as we t r i e d  t o  grab 
a bi te  t o  ea t ,  i f  there happened to be any more than four i n  the room our 
..c~~;risel naj tkcre and other  people were there t o  make sure we never discussed 
the merits of any one of those proposals. 
And the resu l t ,  of course, i s  some awkward moments. Someone came t o  me and 
said,  ' I I t J s  not running as smoothly as I have seen Congress operate." (Laughter) 
Well, the reason i s  t h a t  there i s  a degree o f  rehearsal t h a t  o f ten  occurs i n  

W a s h i n g t o n ,  DC,  and there was no rehearsing when i t  came to our deliberations. 
They were honest and they were open. And I can honest ly say, although I had a 
sense, obviously, from the way comaissioners had expressed themselves and talked 
t o  me.and expressed themselves i n  pub l i c  about ce r ta in  i n s t a l l a t i o n s ,  I had a 
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sense about the d i f f i c u l t  c a l l s  and the  easy c a l l s .  But there were many 
occasions yesterday tha t  I had absolutely no c~nf idence as the way something 
would tu rn  out, and I mean tha t  honestly. 
I didn't know because I d i d n ' t  do  a backroom polling. Some people would advise 
me and say i t  looks b e t t e r  i f  you' re unaniIHous on every one o f  these 
recommendations. Well, i f  we are  unanimous we would have t o  decide behind doors 
t o  be unanimous. We were not and I th ink  tha t  once again r e f l e c t s  the f a c t  tha t  
a l l  our deliberat ions were open and honest and I t h i n k  the country has 
benef i ted. 
I believe because we were open, because we were exposed t o  public scrutiny,  
because we v i s i t e d  the communities, we were exposed to t h e i r  arguments and t h e  
vigorous and enthusiast ic  arguments of members of Congress, f ac t s  and scenarios 
and s i t ua t i ans  came t o  our r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  made a profound impact on our work 
product, and I t h i n k  our deliberat ions and our conclusions are much bet ter  
because o f  t h a t  pub l i c  process. 
So I endorse i t .  I t ' s  not without its more arduous aspects. When you do things 
i n  publ ic ,  when you have 151,0130 l e t t e r s  sent t o  you i n  a 2-1/2 month per iod o f  
time, when you have over 100 phone c a l l s  today -- each day, many from people 
t h a t  deserved and needed a response very, very quick ly ,  i t  creates i t s  t o l l  on 
your s t a f f  and on yourselves. B u t  I t h i n k  the product 1s better  for i t ,  i t ' s  
more accurate and has b e t t e r  c r e d i b i l i t y .  

. Thank you very much. 
Q llr. Courter? 
B Mr. Courter, Gwen Eife l  ( p h )  from the New Yotk Times, by the rules. 

Y'* . COURTER: I guess t h a t ' s  no t  a v i o l a t i o n  o f  ru les,  i f  you say Mr.  
Caurter, 

Q I don't t h i n k  so. President Bush said today that  he would rely on whatever 
Nr.  Cheney t o l d  him t o  make h i s  dec is ion about whether t o  make any add i t ions  o r  
changes t o  the report. 
MR. COURTER: Oh, I can ' t  rea l ly  speak far  the President, and I haven't spoken 
t o  the  Secretary o f  Defense subsequent t o  our votes l a s t  n igh t .  I would hope 
t h a t  the Secretary of Defense real izes that  we improved i t .  He may or may not. 
That 's up t o  him. He wants t o  d iges t  i t  and s c r u t i n i z e  i t .  So does the 
President. 1 would hope tha t  the President looks favorably on i t .  I would like 
t o  move on. If he doesn' t ,  obviously, the law i s  there such tha t  he can return 
i t  t o  our comrission w i t h  recommendations and we have an additional 30 days. 
Q M r .  Courter? 
Q Mr. Courter? 
MR. COURTER: Yes, sir? 
8 James Brosnan w i t h  the Coamerclal Appeal, Memphis. Some members who were 
opposed to your tak ing  up the  Corps o f  Engineers reorganizat ion seemed t o  be 
claiming victory today. I s  tha t  how you see i t? Do you t h i n k  the action you 
take w i l l  a c t u a l l y  fo rce  Congress t o  do something i n  the nex t  1 2  months t o  
reorganize the Corps? 
HR. COURTER: Yes, they have to. I t  was designed to be that  way. We f e l t  that  
there was a l e g i t i m a t e  argument, a t  l e a s t  I d i d  -- you heard me express tha t  i n  
public -- by members of Congress that  f e l t  they were not involved i n  creating 
the Commission because there 's  a great  c i v i l  funct ion, nan-mi l i tary  func t ion  o f  
the Army Corps of Engineers. I t  has a d i f ferent  committee of jurisdict ion.  
"ecretary Cheney f e l t  that ,  obviously, and dropped the Army Corps o f  Engineers 

rom his recofimendations. We f e l t  that  although that  had a great  deal of merrt 
we would have squandered an oppor tuni ty  t o  a t  l e a s t  t r y ,  and t h a t ' s  what we d id .  
We acknowledged tha t  members of Congress have a legitimate r lght ,  those members 
on the Publ ic  Works Committee, t o  have an input  w i t h  regard t o  res t ruc tu r i nq  
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the  Army Corps. What the Commission t r i e d  t o  do l a s t  n i g h t  was t o  make sure 
that  the job got done, so i f  Congress does not act  by J u l y  I s t ,  then the 
realignment proposal o f  the Army Corps would be, by def i n i  t ton, accepted. So we 
have achieved that which we wanted to, and we d i d  i t  i n  a matter that respected 
l e g i t i m a t e  congressional concerns about j u r i sd tca t ton .  
Q I f  I could have dne follow up? 
MR. COURTER: You may. 
Q In  the way that you d i d  i t ,  can't they just do some minimal change, or perhaps 
even take ac t i on  t o  s t r i p  you o f  the au tho r i t y?  
MR. COURTER: There's probably no tell ing what Congress can do when they p u t  
t h e i r  thought caps on w i t h  respect t o  those things. But keep i n  mind that  t h e y  
can ' t  do i t  alone; i t  has to  be legislation. Laws of the land have to  be signed 
by the President o f  the United States. So i t ' s  n o t  a simple congressional 
resolution that can s t r i p  us of power; i t ' s  not a simple cangressional 
reso lu t i on  t h a t  can r e a l i g n  according t o  congressional opinion t h e  way t h e y  
would want i t  t o  be restructured. 
Yes, s i r ?  
Q Mr. Chairman, Hark Strauss ( p h )  from WFLA-TV i n  Tampa. tly question is 
invo lv ing,  D i l l ,  s i r .  Unanimous vote t o  p a r t i a l l y  close the  base yesterday; 
rejected the idea the a i r s t r ip  was necessary a t  a l l .  I mean the community 
l obb ied  hard i n  a ser ies o f  closed and open -- classified and open b r i e f i n g s  
about it. 
HR. COURTER: Yes. 
Q What was i t  about their argument that you found unpersuasive? 
MR. COURTER: 1 have t o  be c a r e f u l  because obviously some o f  our decisions were 

-based on classified information. Ue f e l t  that there was s imply  no substantial 
dev ia t i on  from force s t r u c t u r e  and the se lec t i on  c r i t e r i a .  To be more s p e c i f i c ,  
we f e l t  that  although desirable, the airport is helpful and desirable w i t h  
regard t o  some o f  the c l a s s i f i e d  missions down there, i t  lacked e s s e n t t a l i t y .  
With respect to the a i r f ie ld  and the F-16s there, there was a different place to 
move them where there was l ess  encroachment on a i r  space and land. So there was 
logic behind the Pentagon's recommendations. The nexus, the t i e  between the 
a i r s t r i p  and the c l a s s i f i e d  work and funct ions d i d  not  -- was not  so compel l ing 
that  the a i r s t r ip  was necessary, and therefore we went along w i t h  the 
realignment . 
Q Followup question i f  I eight. 
HR. COURTER: Yes, s i r .  
Q T h i s  was also, I t h i n k ,  touched on i n  your d e b a t e  l a s t  n i g h t .  Now that t h e  
a i r s t r i p  i s  gone, does Specia l  Operations o f  the Centra l  Command become more 
vulnerable t o  the next Commission i n  a number of years? 
MR. COURTER: I don ' t  -- I d o n ' t  th ink  -- c e r t a i n l y  no t  from my standpoint. 
naybe others would have different t h i n k i n g .  But I don't t h i n k  so a t  a l l .  I 
know t h a t  was a community argument, as wel l .  I t ' s  very c o s t l y  t o  change a l l  
tha t  which you said i f  they become somewhat -- i f  i t ' s  going to atrophe. I 
d i d n ' t  want t h a t  t o  occur. And t h a t ' s  the reason I had -- and I attended t h r e e  
classif ied sessions, because I d i d n ' t  want to  create the situation that would 
i n e v i t a b l y  do something t h a t  I d i d n ' t  t h ink  deserved t o  be done a t  g rea t  cos t  t o  
the taxpayers. That's the reason that the decision was so d i f f icu l t  for me. 
It's my opin ion t h a t  it does no t  jeopardize tha t  which i s  remaining. That 's as 
clea t  as I can be about i t .  

M r .  Courter 
Could you move over here? @ 

HR. COURTER: Yes. s i r .  I'll be w i t h  evervbodv. 
B Erin Cohen, ~ a d i b  News Washington, I work for-radio stations i n  Colorado and 
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w t a l i f o r n i a .  I n  reac t ion  t o  various b i t s  and pieces o f  the Commission's uork, 
members of Congress from around the country have said ''Well, now that  the bases 
are  c los ing i t ' s  t ime f o r  Congress, f a r  the admini 'stration, whoever, t o  he lp  out 
some of the communities tha t  are  going t o  lose substantial  numbers of jobs." As 
a former congressman and a ckairman af t h i s  Commission, what should Congress o r  
#hat  should the federal  govertrment do to  aid some of these communities now? 
MR. COURTER: A l l  they can, as f a r  as I ' m  concerned. I th ink  i t ' s  a ser ious 
thing.  I t ' s  something that  Congress had i n  mind when they created our 
Commission. Economic impact was one o f  the  things t h a t  we were t o  give 
consideration to. There has been far  many, many years i n  the Pentagon an Office 
o f  Economic Assistance. They have, although not  rep leat  wi th l o t s  of money t o  
dole out,  they've worked very carefully w i t h  communities tha t  have gone through 
t h e  wrenching d i f f i c u l t y  o f  l o s i n g  m i l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o n s .  There's a number of  
dramatic success s t o r i e s  in the United States where the land is used 
product ive ly  and returns t o  a tax base, i t  creates jobs, and we have a very -- I 
mean, t h a t ' s  one of the blessings about a market economy. I t  can respond to  
s i t u a t i o n s  l i k e  th i s .  
And i t ' s  my hope t ha t ,  w i t h  the assistance of Congress, the administration, aid 
the Pentagon, t ha t  these communities t h a t  w i l l  experience a very short-term b u t  
very d i f f i c u l t  dislocation economically w i l l  be able i n  the future to b u i l d  good 
communities and have a b e t t e r  s i t u a t i o n  i n  the future. 
B Mr. Courter? 
MR. COURTER: Yes, s i r .  
0 One Air force decision that  you d i d  overturn was Moody Air force Base. My 

~ l d  uest ion  i s  f o r  the At lan ta  Const i tu t ion,  s i r .  What was the  f law i n  the 
entagon's argument w i t h  respect the -- 

R .  COURTER: We had a couple o f  concerns w i t h  respect t o  lloody. I t ' s  an 
a t tack  base. I t ' s  one of these small gems, as  i t ' s  called. We f e l t ,  number 
one, t ha t  the case was no t  made tha t  f l v e  at tack bases indeed, had t o  cone o u t ,  
so we were not persuaded w i t h  regard to  that .  Moody i s  one that  has -- enjoys 
grea t  support i n  i t s  community, i t  turns out g rea t  p i l o t s ,  i t  a lso  has very 
ef fec t ive  nearby ranges. So we f e l t  on the issue of mil i tary value, i t  made the 
cut. 
Q Was the fac t  tha t  the Air Force could t ra in  w i t h  Army troops, was that  a t  a l l  
a f a c t o r  i n  your dec is ion? 
MR. COURTER: We found that  t ha t cou ld  be done elsewhere, and tha t  was not a 
fac to r ,  as f a r  as I ' m  concerned. I t  may have been a smal l  f a c t o r  f o r  others,  
b u t  i t  was really on the things E mentioned before. 
Q Chairman Courter? 
Q M r .  Chairman? 
MR. COURTER: Yes? 
Q On the Sacramento -- I'm Laura Micorp (sp)  from the -- ( a f f i l i a t i on  inaudible) -- on the Sacramento Army Depot, you a l l  ca l l ed  f o r  s e t t i n g  up a competi t ion -- 
HR. COURTER: Yes. 
Q -- beteween HcClellan and other Army depots. The Defense Department has' 
already gone through and done the cost comparisons, and ye t  you tu rn  t h i s  o v e r  
t o  the Defense Department t o  perform the competition. How can you expect the 
outcome t o  be any d i f f e r e n t  than what was i n  the Pentagon's recommendations t o  
you a l l  regarding the Army? 
YR.  COURTER: Well, because they're going to  do competition, whereas before i t  

Qjfas j u s t  analysis. And we thought about t h i s  a great  deal, and i t ' s  -- the 
Sacramento plan or ig ina l ,  one and two, were very compelling to  me. I l i ke  t o  
make sure t h a t  the taxpayers ge t  the greatest  amount o f  the bene f i t  f o r  the 
amount of money tha t  they're taxed on. 
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-me f e l t  t h a t  the Army used d e f i n i t i o n s ,  when i t  came t o  the  Tobyhanna competing 
f a c i t i l i t y .  Slfnply said,  i t  would cost l e s s  because of the cost of labor. 
Sacramento had very compell ing information, saying tha t  they could do the work 
be t te r ,  because o f  the cost analysis on the work performed. 
There's two ways, I suppose, o f  analyzing p r o d u c t i v i t y  and e f f i c i ency .  And they 
led t o  d i f ferent  resul ts .  And so what I wanted t o  do was to  make sure tha t  
there 's  an ac tua l  l i v e  competition. Based on the resu l t s  o f  that competi t ion, t 
think a bet ter  decision can be made. 
Q M r ;  Chairman, j u s t  one on the (Peace Corps ? I  -- 
HR. COURTER: Yes, s i r .  I ' l l  be w i t h  you i n  a second, yes. 
Q Yesterday -- I ' m  Joe Meyers ( s p )  from ( the  Tulsa Globe ? I .  Yesterday, ve ry  
l i t t l e  of the discussions focused on the merit of the Corps proposal -- 
( inaud ib le )  -- Corps. And s ince  some o f  the members of Congress s a i d  that  that  
analogy was flawed, how can you defend the process, p u t  i t  over the Commission . 
consensus? (Have ? I  you voted t o  discusss the proposal, t he  mer i ts  o f  the 
proposal? 
fiR. COURTER: We had -- to  the contrary, we had one day of f u l l  hearings, when 
members of Congress ta lked about the Army Corps o f  Engineers, we had one 
comrnlssioner devoting full-time for a period of time -- tha t  was Will Ball -- on 
the  issue o f  both labs  and the Army Corps o f  Engineers. I looked i n t o  the 
proposal a s  best I could. Other commissloners d i d ,  as well. Communities were 
contacted. Our o f f i c e  o f  review and analys is  d i d  an exhaustive analys is  o f  t h e  
Army Corps work. We had Army Corps people tha t  devised the plan tes t i fy ing 
before us on one o r  two occasions, coming t o  our o f f i c e  and v i s i t i n g  w i t h  our 
'eview and analysis tean on various occasions. 

received un to ld  l e t t e r s  f rom communities and members o f  tong re rs  , t r y i n g  t o  
point out the flaws. We d idn ' t  see substantial  deviation. We thought i t  had 
meri t .  Sure, you could do i t  a d i f f e r e n t  way, bu t  we f e l t  t ha t  the plan made 
sense from a business standpoint. I t  reduced divisions. I t  reduced 
headquarters. I t  reduced personnel. And then we examined the personnel, and we 
found out that  the large majority of those personnel were support, were for  
overhead. So f a t  was cut,  s t reaml in ing and e f f i c i e n c i e s  were made by 
consolidation, and i t  made sense to us. 
Q Mr .  Courter? 
HR. COUTER: Yes, s i r .  A follow-up. 
Q Do you t h i n k  the -- that  member should now drop- those d i f fe ren t  positions that  
are  designed t o  block the Corps from moving ahead w i t h  t h a t  proposal? 
HR. COURTER: I -- Congress w i l l  be Congress, and we've done our job, and I 
hope tha t  they recognize i t ' s  important t o  res t ruc ture  the  Army Corps o f  
Engineers. There a r e  s ignif icant  savings that  can be made. The payback period 
i s  two years. I t ' s  5106 m i l l i o n  per year a f t e r  the f i r s t  two years. That 's 
s ign i f ican t  Money for  American taxpayers. And i f  Congress is going to  say that  
i t ' s  not  worth even t r y i n g  t o  save $1041 m f l l l o n  a year, they #ill be answering 
t o  your questions. 
Yes, s i r ?  . - 

B Randy Wellstone t s p ) ,  w i t h  the Arkansas Democrat. I ' d  l i ke  to  talk about the 
domino e f f e c t  i nvo l v ing  F o r t  Chafee, F o r t  Polk and F o r t  Hood. A t  l e a s t  one 
member of the commission yesterday was saying tha t  the decisions you made 
yesterday wauld leave F o r t  Polk underu t i l i z e d ,  F o r t  Hood overcrowded, and F o r t  
Chafee without an act ive  mllltary mission. Can you respond to why the -- 

W R .  COURTER: Well, they ' re  r i g h t  w i t h  respect t o  Chafee. I t ' s  going t o  be 
closed, and of course, the JRTC is moved from Chafeq. As we know, the Defense 
Department and the Army wanted a permanent home f o r  a per iod  o f  time. There i s  
insuf f ic ien t  f a c i l i t i e s .  There --- American ~ e o P l e  are. concerned. I t h i n k  
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there  w i l l  -- would have t o  be a very expensive ~ ~ n ~ t r ~ ~ t i ~ f l  and MILCON p r o j e c t s  
a t  Chafee, Fort Chafee, i n  order to  house permanently the JRTC. I t  made eminent 
sense to move i t  t o  Polk. The f a c i l i t i e s  are there. 
We fee l  t ha t  Fort Hood, based on our own analysis,  based on G A O ' s  analysis,  
could -- d i d  have enough space t o  have both thosc heavy d iv is ions .  With regard  
to Polk, if there ' s  addit ional  space that  can be used, because as fa r  as I'm 
concerned and as fa r  as the American people are concerned, I th ink  there wil l  be 
addit ional  drawdowns i n  the European theater,  from Germany and perhaps i n  other 
par t s  of the world, and so having some excess capaci ty a t  t h a t  f a c i l i t y  i s  good 
and not bad. 
Followup? 
6 I f  I could have a followup. One of the things you said e a r l i e r ,  there were 
severa l  occasions yesterday i n  which you had confidence going i n  as t o  haw 
things would turn out. Was t h i s  vote one of those? 
REP. COURTER: No, as a matter o f  fact ,  I had confidence t h a t  t h i s  would occur 
without the  type of debate tha t  i t  d i d .  I t  was Representative -- 
Representative! -- I ' v e  been on the H i l l  f o r  12 years -- Commissioner Jim Smi th  
that  came forth w i t h  a very intriguing plan, b u t  i t  was very l a t e  and surprised 
me. So I d i d n ' t  th ink  t h i s  would be a d i f f i c u l t  decision. 
Q Mr. Chairman, could you t e l l  me what the factors  were -- I'm sorry. I'm Joe 
Benton, w i t h  KRON i n  San Francisco. 
REP. COURTER: In San Francisco, 
0 Could you t e l l  me what the factors  were tha t  convinced you t o  close Fort Ord? 
REP. COURTER: I t  was b a s i c a l l y  capacity. F o r t  Ord, o f  course, had the Seventh 
3ivision and ue f e l t  that  Fort Lewis was mare appropriate. I t  had higher 

-mi l i tary  value than Ord. I t  had an a i r p o r t  t h a t  was very nearby f ron  which 
deployments could occut to d i f ferent  theaters.  The Ord s i tuat ion was -- there 
was some secu r i t y  concerns t h a t  we had by the l ong  d r i v e  t o  ge t  t o  the p lace o f  
aisembarkation, on Ord, Ord is an expensive place. Although the housing has 
been upgraded, there 's  an i n s u f f i c i e n t  amount of housing. I l i k e d  i t s  s ize  f o r  
a l i g h t  division. I was concerned, of course, by Hunter Liggett. I d i d n ' t  want 
t o  l ose  tha t  i n  the inventory.  I spent a great  deal  o f  t ime examining that.  
There's words i n  our report which I apologize you don't  have yet -- i t ' s  a t  the 
p r i n t e r ,  you've probably heard tha t  before, but i t ' s  true, i t ' s  a t  the p r t n t e r  -- such t h a t  we have language saying, "Let's make sure we don't  do anything that  
w i l l  jeopardize the f u t u r e  o f  Hunter L igge t t .  
Q If I could follow up on tha t ,  how do you answer c r i t i c s  i n  the California 
congressional delegat ion tha t  suggest t ha t  both t h i s  Commission and the 
Commission that  preceded it  have cut disproportionately in the military 
establishment i n  C a l i f o r n i a  and suggest t ha t  those cuts a r e  made f o r  p o l i t i c a l  
reasons? 
REP. COURTER: Well, I mean, I ' v e  heard that .  I don't  think real ly anybody 
bel ieves tha t  we're doing anything p o l i t i c a l l y .  I ' m  a Republican.  There's a 
freshman Republican senator in California. Pete Wilson is a Republican governor 
and he's a long-t ime f r i e n d  of mine. He ca l l ed  me up on a few occasions. H e ' s  
got a l o t  of things on his plate and cutting doesn't help those. So I t h i n k ,  as  
the Secretary said, i t ' s  -- what d i d  he say -- b a t t y  o r  something t o  say t h a t  -- 
goofy. That was h i s  word. I t ' s  just goofy. I t  doesn't make sense. There's 
j u s t  too many Republicans and Democrats. We d i d n ' t  bother. We wouldn't go i n t o  
't. And I think they know tha t  that  s imp ly  was not the case. 

Could you t e l l  me what your -- Joan Mower ( ? I  f ram AP -- could you t e l l  me 
h a t  the commission's role is a t  t h i s  point, whethe6 you ' l l  be lobying for  this 

repor t ,  what you do now o r  what your s tatus is? 
MR. COURTER: Yes, we -- I w i l l  t ry t o  do the best I can t o  resoond to  
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w c o n g r e s s i o n a l  concerns about i t .  I uant t o  be a t  t h e i r  se rv i ce  t o  expla in t h a t  
which we d i d  to make sure that they know that our decisions were arrived a t  
a f t e r  the data was scrubbed ca re fu l l y ,  the decisions were a r r i v e d  a t  c a r e f u l l y  
and that t h e y  are justified. 
I want t o  make sure that  they know -- they can place integrity i n  the process. 
They are  no t  going t o  agree, t h a t ' s  inev i tab le ,  They are  n o t  going t o  be happy 
or agree w i t h  the results i f  they are i n  an area that was touched negatively. 
Addi t t o n a l l y  I ,  when c a l l e d  upon t o  res t i f y  before the appropr ia te commi t t e e s  of 
Congress I # i l l  do that. I intend as well to speak out to  the press and perhaps 
w r i t e  sone op-ed pieces i f  anyone would l i k e  t o  l e t  me know what your e d i t o r s  
f e e l ,  because S t h i n k  i t ' s  a good product. I t h i n k  i t ' s  very beneficial for 
n a t i o n a l  secur i ty .  I t  i s  a r e a l  subs tan t i a l  savings tha t  we conservat ively 
calculate t o  be about one-and-a-half billion dollars per year a f te r  the payback 
period. I want the American people t o  know that .  
We can ' t  afford i n  this  country to have bases w i t h  no planes, bases w i t h  no 
d iv i s ions ,  barracks w i t h  no so ld ie rs .  We can ' t  a f f o r d  that .  And sa, what I 
uant to do is t o  make sure that I justify the right -- the correctness of t h i s  
repo r t  t o  the American people so we can ge t  a good vote by the Congress t o  
confirm it. 
Q A follow up t o  that  point. 
WR. COURTER: Which point .  

. Q On what you just said about one-and-a-half billion dollars. How far  along are 
you towards achieving the 25 percent goal. I am Bob Kosten (ph) -- ( i n a u d i b l e )  -- Sa te l l i t e  Hews. 

WR . COURTER: We -- i t ' s  .-- I don't t h i n k  a l l  the work has been done. I t h i n k  
t o  achieve the 25 percent reduct ion there i s  more work t h a t  has t o  be done b u t  I 
can ' t  really go beyond that. There are f a c l l i t i e s  that should be looked a t  by 
t he  "93 commission and the ' 9 3  commission, i f  there i s  one, and 1 have every 
confidence that there w i l l  be, wi l l  look a t  those f ac i l i t i e s .  
The  work continues. I t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  work, i t ' s  not happy work b u t  we're not 
there yet. This is a very large crack a t  the apple. T h i s  i s  a large piece. 
But t o  say t h a t  now we can r e s t  on our work if t h i s  i s  passed, a l l  t he  
efficiencies are there and there i s  a-perfect  match between for.ces and bases, 
1 'd  say  nat  so. 
Q Congressman, wouldn't you say -- as a follow u p  -- then how b i g  a piece i s  i t  
when you consider i t ' s  between $1.5 b i l l i o n  -- 
flR. COURTER: A l l  I can say is i t ' s  a very significant e f for t ,  and that w i l l  
requ i re  a d d i t i o n a l  study by the services, by the Secretary of Defense, by t h e  
Chairman o f  the Joint Chiefs, by Congress and by the next Commtssion. 
Q Chairman Courter? 
Q M r .  Courter? 
MR. COURTER: Yes, s i  r? 
Q Chairman, Jeff Weir ( p h )  w i t h  the Orange County Register. The Tustln Marine 
Corps S ta t i on  was supposed t o  be one of  your eas ier  c a l l s  l a s t  n i g h t  -- 
MR. COURTER: Yes. . - 

B -- and yet you wrangled for a couple of hours over how to  close i t  without 
spending ha l f  a ( m i l l i o n ? )  d o l l a r s  t o  b u i l d  a replacement. Could you exp la in  
what you're hoping to  accomplish w i t h  the language that you are submitting to 
the President o f  a monster developer tak ing  over the proper ty  and b u i l d i n g  a new 
'lase? 
WR. COURTER: What we wanted t o  do -- everybody recognized that i t  had to  be 

closed. The community wanted i t  closed. There's tremendous encroachment and 
the land is extraordinarily valuable. Tustin, for example, 1s the only fac i l i ty  
o f  a l l  the ones t h a t  we closed tha t  the value of land was pa r t  of our 
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W c a l c u l u s ;  we f e l t  i t  so compelling. And what we uanted t o  do Mas approach t h i s  
thing from a very conservative basis. We d idn ' t  want t o  j u s t i f y  a closure based 
on a representat ion t h a t  you can s e l l  the proper ty  f o r  $150 m i l l i o n .  Tus t in  was 
the exception. We f e l t  clearly that  i t  was very valuable, l o t s  of people would 
want it; therefore, the Marines had t o  move. 
We got stuck on language tha t  would require the Navy to ,  number one, examine 
a l t e r n a t e  s i t e s  besides Twenty-Nine Palms; and number two, look a t  imag ina t ive  
ways that  have been done before, required by the Congress, and the Pentagon has 
done it, such t h a t  you can have a par tnership w i t h  a developer and then he 
b u i l d s  t h a t  which he needs and gets the land a t  T u s t i n .  I t ' s  not something tha t  
they have t o  do, but  i t ' s  something tha t  should be explored, and t h a t ' s  
precisely what we d i d .  I t  just simply makes good common sense. 
Q As a follow-up t o  that,  do you a n t i c i p a t e  tha t  Congress a t  some p o i n t  w i l l  
have to vote on spec i f ic  legis la t ion approving a development deal between the . 
Navy o r  Defense Department and some developer X who w i l l  ca r r y  ou t  the  o ther  end 
of the equation? 
HR. COURTER: Yes, I do. That would be -- i n  my understanding, that  would be a 
requirement o f  Congress t o  permi t  that.  And 1 hope tha t  they do. 
B Mr. Courter? 
Q Chat rman Cow r t e r ?  
tlR. COURTER: Yes, s i r ?  
Q S i r ,  on the issue of Carswell Air Force Base, and the f ac t  that the Air 
f o r c e ' s  main argument against  Carswell was encroachment, two o f  t h e  
commissioners who voted against Carswell, or voted to  close i t ,  including 
ourse l f ,  have ind ica ted  tha t  the encroachment problem had been success fu l l y  
ebutted o r  could be successfully rebutted, I t h i n k  was the way you p u t  i t ,  by 

people i n  the community. If t h a t ' s  so, how do you defend the  ac t i on  of the 
Commission if that  main argument was rebutted? 
MR. COURTER: I t ' s  a -- we found i t ' s  a m u l t i p l e  argument on m i l i t a r y  value 
t h a t  had t o  do w i t h  the fac t  that  i t  is encroached. Expansion is obviously not 
possible; a i r  space can ' t  be expanded; the F A A  and others always are  dreamlng up 
be t te r  ways to  move airplanes in the area; the Dallas-Fort Worth Airport is a 
grouing a i r p o r t ,  there 's  going t o  be probably i n  the nex t  10 o r  20 years t w i c e  
as many f l i g h t s  a s  t h e r e  1s today .  So from t h e  Issue o f  f l e x i b i l i t y  -- 
a l te rna te  mission -- i t  d i d  no t  g e t  r e a l  h i g h  marks. 
I can go on i f  you want me to ,  b u t  t h a t ' s  one o f  the things, t h e  encroachment 
s t i l l  bothered -- I can ' t  r e a l l y  -- you know, if i t  was j u s t  encroachment, i f  my 
only concern was encroachment, I would have voted tu keep i t  open, b u t  i t  was 
mission f l e x i b i l i t y ,  i t  was the  i n a b i l i t y  t o  expand, i t  was i t s  l o c a t i o n  
s t ra teg ica l ly  that  was not t ha t  good a s  well. So there is a number of things 
t ha t  a f fec ted  m i l i t a r y  value. 
B I'm sorry , I  violated the rules.  I'm Jim Fry (sp) w i t h  WFAA of Fort Worth 
Texas. 
MR. COURTER: Shame on you, Jim. I s t r i k e  my answer. (Laughter.) 
Q I f  1 could folow up w i t h  a process question on that .  You had two members o f  
t h e  Air Force who a r e  members of your s t a f f  who are Colonel Lamont (sp) and the 
other  who were accused -- q u i e t l y ,  n o t  p u b l i c l y  -- by congresslonal s t a f f e r s  o f  
being so defensive of the Air Force's position that  a t  one point they even hung 
up on one o f  those congressional s t a f f e r s .  You ended up having a former genera l  

d f the Air Force being the biggest defender of encroachment saying we've got to 
se something t o  d i s t rngu lsh  these bases, even if i t  i s n ' t  r e a l l y  encroached. 

How is t h i s  process any less  po l i t i c a l  perhaps i n  aadifferent  way than doing i t  
any other  way? 
tlR. COURTER: Because the dec i s~ons  were based on the merits. I t  wasn' t 
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(Illbased on Republican, Democrat, region. I t  wasn't based on some important 
chairman of an appropriations committee saying don't close t h i s ,  close that one 
over there. I t  was made on the merits. Different commissioners had different  
views. The vote was not unanimous each and every time. Our arguments were Made 
i n  public and on the record. They may not be accepted by some people. They are 
accepted by the majority, and the majority rules. 
Carswell was not an easy case. Careswell enjoys great community support. 
Carswell has been remarkable for the defense of t h i s  country. B u t  I was 
convinced that there was significant excess Capacity in those types of bases, 
those SAC bases, that  we had to go very far. And when i t  came to the Air Force, 
1 t h i n k  more so than the other services, the Air Force has no run-down 
buildings. I d i d n ' t  see any. I remember traveling w i t h  Commissioner Will Ball. 
And we landed a t  a Navy base and he said my gosh, there's b u i l d i n g s  that a re  
older than five years. We must be In an Navy base and not an Air Force base. . 
They're a l l  good fac i l i t i e s  when i t  comes to t h e  Air Force. The decisions a re  
tough, they have t o  simply be made. They cannot not be not be made because 
they're d i f f icu l t .  Now, you can't say i t ' s  a close cal l  so we're not going t o  
close four or five or six SAC bases. That's not serving national security. 
I t ' s  not serving taxpayers. That's not why we were hired either. Yes. 
Q P a u l  Martin -- (af f i l ia t ion  inaudible). Senator Bumpers said over the 
weekend, and some other members of our delegation have voiced this sentiment as 
well, that  you a l l  were very insensitive, almost oblivious, to economic impacts 
i n  your decision to shut down Eaker (ph )  i n  the Hississippi Delta region. I t ' s  
one of the poorest i n  the country. Could you respond to that? 

R. COURTER: Yes. I t  -- we were very sensitive to economic impact. I t  made 
ur decisions often very wrenching. I t  had, certainly, impact a t  Whidbey 

Island, so there's a case where econoatic impact was a clear factor that the 
Commission referred to. But he's concerned about the economic impact i n  Eaker 
( p h ) .  Others are concerned about the economic impact a t  Lorey ( p h ) ,  which is 
incredioly significant u p  i n  that part of Maine. So we couldn't not close 
because of economic impact. 
And tha t ' s  not the Commission deciding that that would be nice to do. This i s  
not the Commission creating i t s  own rules. We followed the rules that Congress 
made. Congress said that we're supposed ta  p u t  emphasis and primary decisions 
would be made on the issue of military value. They sa id  that. They told us we . 
had to do that .  So my response is to the Senator who d i d  a remarkably effective 
jab, I t h i n k ,  i s  that we followed rules set  by the Congress, and we d i d  the best 
we poss ib ly  could i n  following those rules. 
(Crosstalk. 1 
tlR. COURTER: Yes. 
B Were those bases that  made i t  through t h i s  -- Jennifer -- (name and 
a f f i l i a t ion  inaudible) -- News Service. Were those bases that made i t  through 
t h i s  round more l ikely t o  appear on the list for ' 93?  
MR. COURTER: You mean, those bases -- 
Q The ones that -- . . 

MR. COURTER: -- tha t  we named b u t  then took of f ,  are they -- ? 
Q Exactly. Are those more l i ke ly  to appear i n  '93 i n  the next turn? 
tlR. COURTER: I -- I -- i t ' s  impossible for me to say. What Congress, I t h i n k ,  
wants us to  do,  and i f  the law i s  not changed, the answer to your question would 
be no. And the reason i t  would be no is because the law says the Pentagon, 

W e p a r t m e n t  of Defsnse, and therefore our Commission i n  one sense, are  to  t r e a t  
a l l  bases equally. I f  the Pentagon is going to follow the law, then that which 
you say i s  prohibited by law and w i l l  not be done. 
Yes. s i r .  
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@ r .  Chairman, why i n  your v leu  -- 1 ' s  Jack Saricka (sp) w i t h  NewsDay -- d i d  
the Comjssion end up  sparing Staten Island, and b ,  what do you t h i n k  the 
u l t i m a t e  e f f e c t  o f  the opposit ion by so many New York o f f i c i a l s  t o  the Port was? 
  id it backfire, perchance? 
HR. COURTER: Oh no. I t  really -- you know, the fact that  some polit ical  
f igures l i n e d  up t o  say yes, and some p o l l t i c a l  f igures l i n e d  up t o  say no i s  
not a cri ter ia .  We have to do i t  on force structure, on the eight selection 
c r i t e r i a  t h a t  Congress gave us, and therefore on the meri ts.  So, I mean, you 
know, i f  -- what i t  does do obviously is give you a wide range of data and 
information, because c l e a r l y  the data seems t o  s h i f t  depending on whether you ' re  
pro or con on an issue. 
So I t  gave u s  a wealth of information, b u t  d i d n ' t  backfire a t  a l l .  I t  d i d n ' t  
have impact. The mer i ts  had the impact. And i t  was going back t o  the mer i t s  
w i t h  regard to Staten Island, i t ' s  -- we recognize that we're -- from t h i s  
Commissioner's Rind, u e ' r e  j u s t  about there with regard t o  excess b e r t h i n g  
capacity on the West coast. We've made that match, I t h i n k ,  pretty well. You 
never know what's going t o  happen with tempo times and f u t u r e  forces, but we 
have not reached that.  We haven't achieved that laudible goal on the East 
coast . 
B u t  enough commissioners f e l t  that i f  you're going to  draw down your berthing 
capacity, you d o n ' t  do t t  a t  your newest and most modern f a c i l i t y ,  and one 
i rankly that  doesn't really achieve very much w i t h  regard to  excess berthing. 
I t ' s  r e l a t i v e l y  small. 
Q Chairman Courter? 

COURfER: Yes? 
'(lYI:R~icltf Weisen t sp )  -- taff i l ia t ion inaudible.) The 6AO reported that the Navy 

stonewalled them when they were coming up w i t h  t h e i r  l i s t ,  and used sub jec t i ve  
information when they came up  w i t h  their  list. And the Philadelphia delegation 
thought they 'd made a strong case f o r  subs tant ia l  dev ia t ion  i n  t h a t  the Navy did 
not subject a l l  eight shipyards to  the eight c r i t e r i a  and singled out 
Phi ladelphia. 
How, i f  a t  a l l ,  d i d  t h i s  play into your decision w i t h  regard to  Philadelphia, 
given the Navy's various act ions during the process -- 
HR. COURTEA: We had some nervous moments i n  t h e  beginning w i t h  respect t o  the 
Navy. And no t  because I f e l t  that  t h e i r  conclustons were wrong o r  t h a t  the data 
was flawed. I t  was the fact  that we couldn't really determine how they arrived 
necessar i ly  a t  t h e i r  conclusions. There was a l a c k  o f  a record. 
And now, as  f pointed out, when t h i s  revelation occurred a couple of months ago, 
I pointed out  tha t  we may f i n d  out  tha t  although It 's  atore d i f f i c u l t  t o  f i n d  how 
they arrived a t  the i r  decisions, their decisions may be more perfect than those 
t h a t  we could e a s i l y  determine how they a r r i ved  -- the A i r  Force, f o r  example, 
a t  their  decisions. 
So what we had to do, of course, is to  reconvene the Base Closing Cowaisslon, 
the Base Structure Committee, the BSC, o f  the Navy, have our s t a f f  t a l k  t o  then, 
create a walkway between their  c r i te r ia  and the one i n  the law, and i t  took more 
t ine.  But we were s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e i r  cooperation. I n  fact, they were j u s t ,  
from t h i s  Comnissioner4s standpoint, leaning over backwards t o  give us a l l  the 
data and in format ion tha t  we needed as qu ick ly  as we needed it. Not t o  the 
sat isfact ion of the Pennsylvania delegation, but  certainly t o  ours. 
I can on ly  speak f o r  us. We were s a t i s f i e d  with the amount o f  data and we were 
sa t i s f ied  w i t h  the accuracy of that data. 
Q I f  I may, the other p a r t  o f  the question was why wasn't t he  f a c t  t h a t  they 
d idn ' t  subject a l l  eight shipyards t o  the c r i t e r i a  enough to  use a substantial 
dev ia t ion  formula; and also, the Phi ladelphia delegat ion I s  f i l i n g  a l awsu i t  
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(Il(against the ComRtissi~I? -- 
HR. COURTER: Yes. 
Q -- and they also have said that the Navy team was biased and they came up w i t h  
r i e ~  numbers about payback a t  the l a s t  ~ i n u t e  about the Navy Yard t h a t  they 
d i d n ' t  have a chance t o  analyze themselves. 
MR. COURTER: I would submit -- and there 's  a great d e a l  o f  enthusiasm and 
vigor and effectiveness i n  the Pennsylvania delegations's arguments -- b u t  I 
#auld submit t h a t  t f  they don't l i k e  the decis ion o f  the ' 93  Commission, t h e y ' l l  
f i l e -  l i t igation; that  there was l i t igat ion f i led i n  1988, there w i l l  be t h i s  
year, there w i l l  be i n  '93  and there w i l l  be in '95. That 's the way I would 
answer the question. People rush to  the courts when they're dissatisfied w i t h  
the autcome o f  a decis ion l i k e  t h i s  t h a t  has such a massive impact. 
With  regard to doing the types of analyses, COBRA analyses on a l l  f ac i l i t i e s ,  
GAO agreed and we agreed t h a t  the Navy process was f a i r ,  t h a t  they ranked them . 
f a i r l y .  Sane may argue that,  you know, COBRA analysis should be done w i t h  
respect t o  every s i n g l e  base before you decided whether they are s t r a t e g i c a l l y  
important or not. Others f e l t  that that 's  a waste o f  time, l e t ' s  determine and 
t a rge t  where t h a t  type of analys is  should be done. We're s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  they 
d i d  I t  such that we rendered the proper decision. 
Yes? 
Q M r .  Courter, Maria Recio, Fort Worth Star-Telegram. I t ' s  conventional 
wisdom in F o r t  Worth t h a t  if J i m  Wright were s t i l l  speaker, Carswell would n o t  
have been closed. Even though you say that the decisions were made on the 
meri ts,  no t  on p o l i t i c s ,  were you keenly aware o f  whose d i s t r i c t  o r  whose s t a t e  
ou were i n ,  nitably in'  teorgia, that Sim Nunn was head o f  the Armed Services 

I(YJ(omi t tee? 
HR. COURTER:. I r~ould argue -- I ' d  respond by saying that the President o f  the 
Senate i s  equa l ly  as powerful  as the Speaker o f  the House, and t h i s  commission 
closed down Loring. That's i n  Maine. And Peter Geren d i d  a remarkable job. I 
would submit t ha t  there would have been no d i f ference.  
6 . H r .  Chairman, Hark Douglas from WTSP-TV i n  Tampa. Last n i g h t  you said i t  
would be r id icu lous ,  i n  your est imat ion, t o  shut down MacDi l l  Air Force Base. A 
short  while you said we can't afford to  have bases without airplanes, and yet 
you have s t r ipped t h a t  base o f  airplanes. So f i r s t  of all, can you explain what 
you meant t o  begin w i t h  and how it's different now -- (inaudible)? 
HR. COURTER: Well, what I meant obviously, you can have the  Air Force bases 
even without runways i f  they have other types  of  missions, i f  they do technical 
t r a in ing ,  i f  i t ' s  classroom exercises and work, t ha t  s o r t  o f  thing. That's what 
I meant. I was getting wrapped u p  i n  my words. You know what I meant when I 
sa id  -- I th ink  what I said. That's b a s i c a l l y  a l l  I meant. That doesn't answer 
fully your question, I don't t h i n k .  
Q Well, if I could fo l l ow  up -- 
MR. COURTER: Yes. 
Q A l o t  of people believe, including Congressman B i l l  Young, that without the 
56th T a c t i c a l  Fighter Wing, without  the a i r  s t r i p  and the hangars and the f i ~ l d  
depot and that purpose, that i t ' s  just a matter of time before the base shuts 
down a l together  and then -- and will be a way to move the c e n t r a l  command and 
s p e c i a l  operations command. Ss that your feeling as  well? 
MR. COURTER: No, t h a t ' s  no t  my fee l ing.  Obvfously, i f  o ther  commissioners 
th ink that those types of commands would be better off someplace else,  there may ' 

e a recommendation to move them. But I don ' t  see tha t  those cammands are a t  
q 1 1  i n  jeopardy because of the a i r f ie ld ,  not a t  a l l .  I f  I f e l t  that those 

commands were i n  ser ious jeopardy, then we would have t o  have factored i n t o  our 
analysis the cost o f  moving those commands and a l l  the equipment that goes 
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-with it, and where they would go, and the excess capacity of vhere they would 
go. We d i d n ' t  have t o  do  that because I was convinced those commands can stay 
there without the a i r f i e l d .  
Q ~ t .  courter -- 
fiR. COURTER: Yes, s i r ?  
Q -- Bob Kowalski ( sp ) ,  of the Denver Post. Shortly a f te r  you decided to  close 
t h e  Lawery A i r  Force Base, Pat Schroeder cafle out  w i th  a claim, o r  charged t h a t  
the process was tainted because your s t a f f  was l e d  by Colonel tlamand ( s p ) ,  w i t h  
the A i r  Force. Any comment on tha t?  Her basic argument i s  that, here's a guy 
who works for the Air force, how is he going to  question h i s  superiors' analys is  
and then go back t o  work fo r  them? 
HR. COURTER: Because I'm his superior when it comes to  the base closing. 
Congress, once again, suggested tha t  we are supposed t o  l i m i t  t h e  number of 
detailees from the Pentagon to a third. What I d i d ,  I went beyond that. What I 
d i d  was t o  guarantee t h a t  our chairman, if you w i l l ,  o r  d i rec to r ,  and ass is tan t  
director of our Office of Review and Analysis, be not detaileed. We had 
c i v i l i a n s  tha t  were h i s  immediate boss. Number two, he d i d n ' t  vote; 
commissioners voted. Number three, he's not the o n l y  one that supplied 
infarmation. And I would say tha t  argument could be made with some degree of  
credibi l i ty  i f  the accuser, i f  the person that makes the argument is confident 
t h a t  we only  received information and analysis from one person. That's no t  t h e  
case. I mean, we received analyses from the community, from GAO, from other 
commissioners tha t  a re  very f a m i l i a r  with t h i s  whale thing. We are convinced -- 
I mean, i t  was not i n  my mind a very d i f f icu l t  decision. 
au know, we had t o  drawdown s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n  tha t  type o f  a t r a i n i n g  f a c i l i t y  
- technical training fac i l i ty .  We couldn't nearly achieve the match between 

the forces coming down and the bases by c los ing the Texas base. I t  was j u s t  
simply too small. Lowery wasn't a fun decision, b u t  i t  was pretty clear. 
Q M r .  Chairman, Lar ry  MacDonald o f  the Asbury Park Press. I have a question 
about Army labs. Would you explain what  happens i f  the independent commission 
cont rad ic ts  your recommendat ions an the labs? I understand Commiss loner  B a l l  s 
amendment which would delay the decision u n t i l  January ' 9 2 ,  b u t  I don't 
understand i f  they have power t o  overturn your decision o r  whether Secretary 
Cheney would, i f  indeed t h e y  recommend something t h a t  contradicts your language. 
REP. COURTER: They c a n ' t  over turn our decision I f  our decis ion is accepted by 
the Congress and the President of the United States w i t h  regard t o  closures and 
realignments. Thei r  function, t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  t o  make other  types o f  
management recommendations that  clearly can be followed outside the BRAC 
process, outs ide the Base Closing Commission process t o  the Secretary o f  
Defense. I f  the Secretary feels  that they're compelling management decisions, 
business decisions, he can' ca r r y  them out. 
Q Mr. Courter, over here please. 
REP. COURTER: I'm n o t  doing w e l l  over here. 
Q How do you deal wi th  the arguments that i t  was not the intent of Congress for . . 
you t o  evaluate the Army Corps o f  Engineers study tha t  uas supposed t o  
concentrate on military bases, installations ( t ied to ?)  our national defense? 
REP. COURTER: I'm no t  sure what the question i s .  How do I know i t  was n o t  
the1 r intent? 
Q Well, they've said that i t  was not -- 
7EP. COURTER: Well, I didn't say i t  was c l e a r l y  no t  t h e i r  i n ten t .  What I said 

w e s t e r d a y  was that i n  my mind Congress d i d n ' t  talk about it .  There was no 
congressional i n t e n t  an i t .  So what  we are bound t o  do i s  t o  s c r u t i n i z e  the  
law. That's what we d i d  do. We had our own attorneys look a t  i t .  We had other 
attorneys look a t  i t  and we f e l t  tha t  we had j u r t s d i c t l o n .  I also f e l t  t h a t  

LEXIS" NEXIS'LEXIS@NEXIS" 



- - - - -  - - - - _ - _  - - -  - _ _.  - .- _ _ -  . _ - - - _  _ - -  - 
Sewi~es of Mead Data Central, Inc ?2 

PAGE 48 
(c)  1991 Federal In format ion,  Sys terns Corporation, Ju l y  1, 1991 

FOCUS 

-there was a l e g i t i m a t e  concern o f  members o f  Congress on committees deal ing w i t h  
c i v i l  construction projects and our e f fo r t  recognized the i r  legitimate concern 
and gave them time t o  work t h e i r  w i l l .  We had member o f  Congress a f t e r  member of 
Congress come out  saying, "Give u s  an opportunity. We can make the savings. We 
can do the realignment. Give us two months, three months.' We gave them u n t i l  
July next year. That 's 10 months. So, I t h i n k  we were f a i r .  Now,  members of 
Congress may disagree, but I th ink  we were f a i r .  
Q I have a follow-up. 
nR. COURTER: Yes, s i r .  
B Senator Exon of Nebraska said that  Secretary Cheney asked the comnission 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  withdraw the engineers from your l l s t  o f  consideration. 
tlR. COURTER: The Secretary asked u s  t o  do everything according t o  h i s  l i s t .  
And that ,  s t a t u t o r i a l l y ,  we Can't do. The s ta tu te .doesn l t  say, "Follow 
Secretary Cheney ' s advice. " The s ta tu te  says fo r  us to  a c t  independently, 
analyze the data, s c r u t i n i z e  the process, making sure i t ' s  f a i r ,  and exerc ise 
your own judgment. And t h a t ' s  what we d i d .  
Q Did  he ask you t o  withdraw the engineers from considerat ion? 
flR. COURTER: I a m  sure of a l l  the l e t t e r s  we received tha t  there ' s  one by the 
Secretary on that.  He probably said, "We have grea t  confidence t h a t  our package 
is the correct  one. We urge you t o  comply w i t h  our packagemu B u t  what we got 
from the Pentagon was tha t  with respect t o  everything. 
In  order fo r  us to  do the job tha t  Congress mandated tha t  we do -- I mean, I was 
sworn in, you know, and a f t e r  being confirmed by the Congress, Congress, members 
o f  the Senate, made me say under -- not under oath, b u t  made me say, "What's 

our understanding o f  the language o f  the s ta tu te?  Do you have d i sc re t i on  t o  
make a change?" Well, I read the s ta tu te ,  and I said,  "Of course, we do." w 
And so, a l l  we're doing i s  doing tha t  which Congress wanted us t o  do and- t h a t  
which is clearly i n  the law. And i t ' s  not surprising tha t  the Secretary should 
take the p o s i t i o n  o f  the Secretary. I t ' s  h i s  l i s t .  That's no t  surpr is ing.  
That ' s  not new. 
Yes? 
8 Mr. Courtet, you've spoken many times of the continuing process, '93-'95 
commission. As a former member of Congress and knowing the p o l i t i c a l  heat t h a t  
came o u t  t h i s  l i s t  and  t h e  scare t h a t  you p u t  i n t o  a l o t  o f  communi t i es  w i t h  
your own speculat ive l i s t ,  do you th ink  Congress is a t  a l l  l i k e l y  t o  t r y  t o  s t o p  
t h i s  process from going ahead in to  the next few cycles? 
MR. COURTER: I have confidence i n  the f a c t  t h a t  when the dust s e t t l e s ,  members 
o f  Congress w i l l  recognize that  t h i s  i s  the best process tha t  we can create,  
t h a t  renders wise decisions based on the merits, and tha t  achieves savings f o r  
taxpayers such tha t  we don't squander money on empty bases when we need t o  spend 
t h a t  money on q u a l i t y  of l i f e ,  on t ra in ing ,  modernization, exercises. I do have 
t h a t  confidence. 
Yes? 
B Harry Stone ( ? I  from the LA Herald and others. The point was made e a r l i e r  
t h a t  you were p a r t i c u l a r l y  sens i t i ve  t o  disadvantaged areas, c los ing  down l a r g e  
bases i n  those areas.  By the same token d i d  tha t  make i t  eas ier  t o  close a 
place l i k e  F o r t  Ord because the Monterey peninsula i s  perceived as a d e s i r a b l e  
aff luent  area ,  even though you took out the land value from your calculations? 
And secondly, have you been a t  a l l  surpr ised by the number o f  places tha t  today 
are  acquiescing and saying t h i s  i s  the way i t ' s  going to  be, l e t ' s  move on to  

W t h e r  things, ra ther  than c a l l i n g  f o r  your hide? 
MR. COURTER: I haven't heard anything today, yet ,  #so I haven't really been 
blessed w i t h  the oppor tuni ty  o f  reading papers and watching te lev is ion .  I have 
been preparin our report so I don't know anything about what communities are  
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aying. I f  they a re  saying t h a t  they are  exerc is ing  grea t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and I 
admire that  tremendously, I really do. If tha t ' s  the case, I admire them 
tremendously. To answer your question about Ord, the answer i s  no. 
I f  there is less of an economic impact that would not be a factor. i t ' s  only a 
fac to r  if there I s  a massive economic impact. Otherwise i t ' s  not  r e a l l y  taken 
under consideration. 
Q M r .  Chairman? 
MR. COURTER: I ' l l  be over here. 
Q Compare and contrast your t h o u g h t  process i n  making the decision an 
Phi ladelphia versus the Staten Is land -- (o f f  mike). Staten Is land (has ? I  a 
l o t  more savings every year and the community i n  Philadelphia i s  four square 
behind keeping that. I know once a shipyard (goes, a home p o r t  goes ?). How do 
you decide this? 
MR. COURTER: Once again i t ' s  once again on the merits and on the c r i t e r i a  and .  
the f a c t  t ha t  as I say, there i s  a s p l i t  i n  the p o l i t i c i a n s .  That i t s e l f  i s  not 
crucial. What's crucial is the evidence and the facts and how that affects 
m i l i t a r y  value and what we a c t u a l l y  need. So tha t  r e a l l y  wasn't a fac tor .  
Philadelphia, as I mentioned l a s t  n i g h t ,  was one of the most d i f f icu l t  
e x C r ~ ~ & I f U - d E ~ t i n e _ ~ a i n f u l ~ ~ ~  a i n  a very long p e c o d  o f  t ime. + I t  Tjave me no pleasure. I t ' s  something that I could hav avoided do ing7 l  : 
s~@?IOS~, o e c ~ i s e  p h e  t ime i t  go t  t o  me i t  had enough votes t o  c lose but I 
wanted to  be honest throughout. I t  was the right decision. The decision was 
based on a number o f  factors.  
One of the more co~pelling factors is t h e  fact  that there 's  -- i n  order to  have 

f f i c i e n c i e s  i n  the shipyards on the East coast, they have t o  r e p a i r  and 
w e n o v a t e  and SLEP a sufficient number of ships, otherwise i t ' s  very expensive. 

So i f  you kept Phi ladelphia open you would make i t  more c o s t l y  t o  do repa i r  work 
someplace else and that would be unfair to  taxpayers. 
Everybody knows t h a t  there are inefficiencies uhen a b u i l d i n g  i s  40 or 50 
percent f u l l .  Our goal is to  f i l l  them up. Now that ' s  just a k ind  of 
comparison. What we want t o  do i s  t o  make the shipyards t h a t  we have eff ic ient ly  
used a t  high rates of use, and that was the compelling argument. Also, I was 
concerned about the  drydocks. As you know, there 's  f i v e  drydocks there, two 
tha t  are very large drydocks .  And t h e r e  are sufficent drydocks  on the E a s t  
Coast. We want t o  put  those i n  a way such t h a t  they could be used i n  t h e  

Awrican taxpayers. 
8 I-rsbw up. I f  you're going t o  mothball that  f ac i l i ty ,  doesn't i t  
make i t  more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  the community t o  t r y  t o  put i t  t o  more economical 
use? 
MR. COURTER: Well, the whole fac i l i ty  i s  not being mothballed. There's i n  
fact ,  the p rope l l e r  shop and there 's  other  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  a c t i v e l y  be 
used, and when they talk about mothballrng, they're talking about the drydocks 
only. But you ' re r i g h t .  That 's o f ten  -- some w i l l  say -- the worst o f  all 
worlds. Not totally closed to be used for something else ,  mothballed. I t ' s  a 
tough blow t o  Phi ladelphia,  but t t  un for tunate ly  was the r i g h t  one f o r  America. 
Q M r .  Chairman? 
MR. COURTER: Yes? 

Ilana Bront tsp) from State 's  News Service. Regarding the Sacramento Army 
epot and your vote t o  hold a competition, Governor Wllson had w r i t t e n  you a 
e t t e r  arguing that there wasn't Toby Hannah (sp) w ~ n ' t  going to be able to get 

enough s k i l l e d  workes t o  do the work over there. Did t h a t  issue f i g u r e  i n t o  
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WNR. COURTER: That was the  argument proferred by the community. Thats one of 
the reasons we wanted to  have the competition to  make sure that both communities 
could handle the type o f  techn ica l  work tha t  was necessary. There was obviously  
competing evidence by Joe HcDade ( sp ) ,  the Pennsylvania delegation, and the 
Army, saying t h a t  the people tha t  Toby had I n  Phi ladelphia could handle whatever 
tha t  they now d i d  out i n  Sacramento. 
Q Mr. Chairman? 
HR. COURTER: Yes? 
Q On closing Chase Field, the numbers -- the Navy numbers and the Commission 
numbers -- seemed t o  change severa l  times over the two and a h a l f  months. They 
were changing up  u n t i l  the l a s t  week. Are you confident that  those figures were 
co r rec t?  
HR. COURTER: Yes, I am. Because the numbers changed i t  means we're doing our 
0 .  I t  meant t h a t  they were scrubbed, they were worked on, and they were 
changed t o  conform w i t h  a l l  of the evidence that  we had. We spent, as you know, 
a g rea t  deal  o f  t ime look lng  a t  It. I th ink  -- I had g rea t  confidence tha t  t h a t  
was the right decision, dolng so-on a number of factors. I don't know uhether 
you want we t o  go through a l l  o f  them, I don' t  t h ink  i t ' s  necessary. But no, oa 
the numbers factor we had confidence i n  the numbers that we had, and also we 
f e l t  t h a t  i f ,  i n  c e r t a i n  areas, i f  the numbers were s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t ,  i t  
wouldn't have changed our judgment. Our decision to  close Chase was the 
appropr ia te one. I t ' s  important, I think, t o  have the d i v e r s i t y  o f  having a 
f a c i l i t y  i n  Texas and one i n  Hississippi. The other base i n  Texas, as you know, 
has a l l  t h a t  equrpment f o r  the T-45 t ra ine r .  I t  would be j u s t  too cos t l y  t o  
move the Meridian base. I t ' s  a magnificent base that i s  cheaper because of the 

Vwage r a t e  there and fo r  my mind has a b e t t e r  runway conf igurat ion.  
Yes? 
Q Mr. Chairman, Melissa Euley fsp) from the Los Angeles Times. I f  the President 
sends forward your recommendations t o  Congress and the process proceeds from 
there, can you talk about what are the prospects that affected communities would 
be able, a f t e r  that,  t o  over turn the recommendatians tha t  you've made? I s  t h i s  
process basically stacked against them a t  t h i s  potnt? 
MR. COURTER: The process i s  made t o  work. The process rs  t o  create a 
mechanism, such that  we can make tough decisions fairly and in the open and on 
the  meri ts,  and I t h i n k  w i l l  be the case. I have every confidence t h a t  Congress 
will recognize that and not vote a resolution of disapproval. 
Yes? 
Q Bob Hitchell Isp),  Thompson Newspapers. Regarding Fort Devens, you and 
Commissioner Levin (sp) voted t o  keep F o r t  Devens open; f i v e  commissioners voted 
t o  close lt. Uhy d i d  the argument to keep the base come u p  short, essentially? 
Why d i d  t h i s  f a i l  t o  car ry  the -- ( inaud ib le )?  
tlR. COURTER: 1 guess you'd have to  ask the four others, or the frve others, 
and no t  me. T voted t o  keep i t  open. I thought the In format ion Systems Command 
should be moved to  Devens. I liked the argument w i t h  respect to the technical 
support i n  the community. I thought there was -- c r e d i t  should be given t o  t h e  
analysis and work of the prior commission that recommended that. I wrote a 
l e t t e r  t o  (Senator R i b i c o f f  3 )  and Congressman Jack Edwards, asking them, based 
on the force structure as you see i t  today, would your recommendation change 
with respect w i  t h  Devens? And they both sa id ''no", very emphatical ly. So I had 
enough to  t h i n k  that  mine was the right vote; you just simply have to ask them. 

-*yes? 
B Chalrman Courter, w i t h  the Fort D i x  decisron, tQe Army clearly, or the 
Pentagon, c l e a r l y  d l d  no t  want t o  leave a c t i v e  components o f  the  base -- 
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(CVO -- rlght down to their  l e t t e r  to you l a s t  week. What's your intent with 
leaving active component training, and what's your intent with reserve training 
and allowing new missions to continue there? 
HR. COURTER: Read our language very carefully. I t ' s  not a l l  -- people, you 
know, have the impression thct we reversed the decision on Fort D i x ,  that i t  was 
a close and now i t ' s  an open. What we tried to  do was t o  make sure that Fort 
D i x  is considered seriously w i t h  regard to f u l l  ut i l ization in the reserve 
component. We know that the Army is doing that study and they are looking a t  
other types of bases. We want to make sure that Fort D i x  is p u t  in that mix .  
During the time that that study i s  being done we want to  make sure that the 
decision i s  not made by virtue of the f ac i l i t i e s  being degraded for  lack of 
repair and use. And so, tha t ' s  why we cane to the decision on Fort D i n .  
Commission Dwayne Cassidy was particularly strong on t h i s  point. He f e l t  t h a t  
Fort D i x  i s  perfectly situated. He said there I s  not one other Army base i n  the 
United States of America that is so nicely located on the East coast, or near a 
coast number one, and has tlaguire Air Force Base basically right next door. And 
for the Army t o  do  anything t a  jeopardize those fac i l i t i e s  such that four, f i v e  
years from now it couldn't be used for a reserve component training school of 
excellence or whatever you want to ca l l  i t ,  wctuld be the wrong decision. So 
t h a t ' s  why we p u t  the language i n .  
Q B u t  as a follow up ,  what do you mean by "active component training?" That word 
is clearly added back i n .  What does "activeN mean. Are you trying to  keep some 
of the basic training that i s  there now because you don't have empty spaces -- 
(inaudible) -- time open for  -- 
R .  COURTER: What we're trying to do i s  to  not allow the fac i l i ty  to  atrophy 
nd to run into non-use during the short span of time necessary t o  complete t h i s  

study. I t h i n k  i t ' s  foolish to do that and many commissioners f e l t  as strongly 
as I .  Commissioner Jim Smith, who was on the l a s t  commission, who was the one 
to make the recommendation w i t h  regard to removing active training -- basic 
training from Fort D i x ,  concurred totally w i t h  the language that we d i d .  So 
t ha t  was unanimous. 
B Comnissioner, could we take two more questions then -- 
MR. COURTER : Sure, we I re runn ing out of people -- 
B -- important announcement on the report. 
Q Gloria Minor ( p h ) ,  Copley News Service. Uhat was the most persuasive argument 
i n  keeping Long Beach Naval Shipyard open and also to close i t ?  
MR. COURTER: Long Beach Naval Shipyard, the best argument made from my 
standpoint, I t h i n k  I can answer for many of the commissioners, is of  the need 
to have the cctmpeti tion on the West coast amongst shipyards. That was the most 
important thing. We believed that competition i s  good for the taxpayers and 
drives down costs. We want i t  open for  that particular purpose. And the 
s ta t ion? 
That had t o  do w i t h  excess capacity on the West coast, the condition of the 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  the cost to  move that pier space back u p  to  the level  that they 
should be. 
Q Comrnissianer Courter? 
MR. COURTER: Yes. 
Q The commission worked a long time over your alternatives on San Diego Naval 
Recruiting and Training Center and the Marine Corps Depot and some of the 
'ommissioners said that i t ' s  something that they're going to  have to look a t  

w g a i n .  Do you have language i n  your report to t e l l  the Navy and the flarines to  
take another Look a t  their training i n  San Diego? 
MR. COURTER: I don't believe that we do. 
Q Do you t h i n k  that  tha t ' s  something that w i l l  be gone -- that they ' l l  l ikely 
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Q(YJllook a t  again i n  l?3? 
tlR. COURTER: I don ' t  know. I don ' t  know whether the Pentagon w i l l  do t h a t  or 
not. I t ' s  imposs.ible f o r  me t o  know. We looked a t  it, and we f e l t  we made t h e  
r i g h t  decision. 
Q Thank you very much. 
MR. COURTER: Thank you. 
MODERATOR: If you have one second, Cary Walker tsp) does have an announcement on 
the repart .  Apparently, there 's  a d e l a y ,  and he's going t o  -- 
t lR .  UALKER: We had hoped t o  have the repor t  t o  you t h i s  evening. It's been 
de l ivered  t o  the President and t o  a f fec ted  members o f  Congress. Unfor tunate ly ,  
t he re  was a snafu a t  the p r i n t e r ,  and so we'll make i t  an ea r l y  evening f o r  a l l  
o f  you, and w'l l  release it t o  you tomorrow morning. Thanks. 
B Where? 
Q A t  your o f f i ce?  
HR. WALKER: G e t  i t  a t  our o f f i c e  -- 1625 K S t ree t .  
HODERATOR: Thank you very much fo r  at tending -- 
RR. WALKER: Well, don ' t  make i t  before 10:00. 
MODERATOR: Thank you ve ry  much f o r  attending. 
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May 17, 1991 

The  ono or able Jim Courter 
19 Hatchery Road 
Hackettstown, New Jersey 07840 

Dear Jim: 

I should like to relate the conduct of our attempt to secure a most quali- 
fied expert witness to appear before the commission concerning the future 
of the Philadclpliia Naval Shipyard. 

It was determined Vice Admiral Peter M. Hekman, Jr. immediate past Commander, 
Naval Sea Systems Command, should be that individual. Because of significant 
documentation already in the public domain as to the evaluation of the PNSY 
under Admiral Iiekman's command, it was concluded that we should speak forth- 
rightly to him without any prior contact by "familiar" personnel associated 
with PNSY and I was asked to do that. 

I telephoned Admiral Hekman on May loth and provided him with a brief explan-' 
ation of who I am and my mission. He was indeed forthright and said he would 
testify, if invited to do so by the comnission. He was most candid in further 

V adding, that he had been "retired" early because of views whieh he held and 
' he wanted us to know this before concluding upon his testifying. He asked 
about the procedure by which this would take place. I said I would inquire 
and get back to him. I immediately advised the rest of our team, that we 
should maintain only a single line of communication with the Admiral, for he 
was in a very sensitive position. 

Later that same day, I spoke with Lynn Schmidt and she explained to me the 
procedure of working with the elected officials within the jurisdiction and 
they w o u l d  be Arlen Specter and Tom Foglietta and they w o u l d  determine who 
would appear before the commission along with the allotted time to each. Lynn 
also explained that testimony would also be accepted in written form and be 
weighted equally with testimorly in public forun, if inailed to the commissicjn 
and received in the proper manner. Because it was believed Tom Foglietta's 
staff has been closer to the PNSY on this issue, Admiral Hekman was placed in 
the major part of their agenda and I reported back to him. 

Unfortunately, he will be far away from Washington and Philadelphia on May 24 
on a new position interview. The Admiral reflected, this was most important 
inasmuch as many doors have been closed to him, apparently because of his 
posture on certain issues within the Navy and DOD. He would be able'to keep 
the May 22 appearance in lJashington and he asked if I knew just what the con- 
duct of that hearing would be. I assumed it would be much like those we all 
have seen on C-Span and, because of his situation, he became much more con- 
cerned about the consequences of all of this. 

Admiral Hekman has yet to be advised of his permanent retirement status and 
there is little doubt as to why this might be hgld up at the present time. 
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When he indicated further concern about the very public nature of all of this, 
I suggested that written restimony would also be weighced equally, to which 
he replied, "I understand that; however, I would not b~ able to answer ques- 
tions which are far more importantu. 

A t  this point, the opportunity to receive Admiral Hekman's testimony, seemed 
to be fading and we both concluded that perhaps he should talk to the staff 
person who was handling this for Tom Foglietta; that was Keith Morrison and I 
gave his telephone number to the Admiral, hut I said we would have Keith call 
the Admiral. Well, as it turned out, because of the very sensitive nature of 
all of this, it was determined that it might be better that Admiral Hekman 
talk to Steve Menekes, with Reid 61 Priest in Washington- The result of that ' 

conversation was that Admiral Hekman withdrew his availability to the PNSY 
team working to place before the commission a truly comprehensive analysis of 
the future for the PNSY. 

Jim, zt a meeting this morning with staff people of the Governor, two Senators 
and tvo Congressmen, along with personnel from the PNSY, we learned that this 
same pattern has been experienced by others attempting to get some kinds of 
expert witnesses. When John Lehman was contacted, I believe we were advised 
that he will testify privately before the commission. There are others who 
gradually withdrew their availability to our team. In some cases, names were 
menticned, although I shall not pass these along. I did not mention anything 
about our talks with Admiral Hekman. 

As you know, I have been involved many times as a chairman of meetings in the 
public forum, perhaps not with as much riding on those meetings as hangs in the 
balance for the PNSY. I'm not asking you to do anything specifically, I have 
too much respect for your background of experience and integrity. I merely 
asked myself if I were homing in on resolution of a complex project such as 
this would I want to have as much information as possible- I decided I would. 

/'&& % 

illiam A. Angus, Jr., Director 
Chamber of Commerce of Southern 
New Jersey 

WAA: e 
cc: Vice Admiral Peter M. Hekman, Jr. 
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May 20, 1991 

Ms. Lynn Schmidt, Executive Assistant 
to Comnission Chairman 

Base Realignnent Closure Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Ms. Schmidt: 

Fnllowin~ up our telephone conversation this morning, I am 
enclosing a copy of my letter to the Chairman, whom I was not 
successful in reaching over this past weekend. 

This letter was addressed to J i m  and sent to him in Hacketts- 
town because of whzt I considered to be the very sensitive 
ntcure of our effort to secure Admiral Hekman to testify before 
the conrission. 

V I am sending it off this morning, trusting that Jim Courter 
might have the benefit of this information, at least before che 
hearings begin on the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard which I under- 
stand will begin tomorrow. 

Thank you for your assistance in keeping me straight as to the 
procedure for communicating with the commission. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  n 

WAA: e 
Encl. Ltr. to Jim Courter, 

dated May 17, 1991 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: CONGRESSIM COURTER 

- DATE: MAY 2 2 ,  1991 

RE: BILL ANGUS 

I am summarizing the attached letter from Bill Angus in the 
event he approaches you on this. He has tried to reach you at home 
to no avail. This is for your information only. 

Several weeks ago Bill called me to inquire about our 
procedure for inviting witnesses to testify at Regional hearings. 
Vice Admiral Peter Hekman, Jr., immediate past Commander, Naval Sea 
Systems Command, (~hiladelphia Naval Shipyard) was interested in 
testifying. I explained commission procedure to go through their 
~ongressional delegation and subsequently, the Pennsyvlania 
delegation granted time to Vice Admiral Hekman. After realizing 
the openness of our hearings and the accessibility of his 
testimony, Hekman reconsidered testifying before the Commission at 
the Philadelphia Regional hearings due to the controversial nature 
of his information. He does not feel comfortable submitting the 
information for review to the commission either. 

Bill Angus is implying that despite Hekmants obvious reasons 
for withdrawing himself as a witness, the Navy is suspending the 
decision concerning his retirement status until after the 
Philadelphia hearings. Simply: if he does testify his retirement 
pay may be jeopardized. According to Angus, similar tactics have 
been used to discourage other expert witnesses from testifying 
before the Commission. 

Angus was told by the Pennsylvania delegation that John Lehman 
was to address the Commission privately ... I assume implying that 
Hekman might be granted the same courtesy. I told Mr. Angus I had 
heard of no such private hearing for Lehman. 

Angus is not directly asking that you or the Commission 
accommodate Vice Admiral Hekman at this time. It appears he wants 
you to merely be aware of Mr. Hekman's situation as well as the . . 
practices concerning other proposed expert witnesses. 

You should note that vice Admiral Hekman was forced into an 
early retirement under controversial circumstances - details which 
are unknown to me, but that Bill Angus disclosed. 

u' 
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June 25, 1991 

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

. . . , - - -7  

JAY- sum H. P.C. 
R0.M 0. W,  JR. 
m o a n  m. mobwR1- 

Dear Sen r Specter: #-I 
The Commission has carefully reviewed M e  issues discussed in your 
letters of June 18 and 19, 1991. 

The Commission continues to aggressively pursue the receipt of all 
appropriate documents from all the Services, including the Navy. 
After these documents are provided to us, they are made pa* of M e  
public record. We continue to encourage all interested parties to 
comment, as you have done in your recent letters. If you did not 
address certain arguments in your oral testimony, the record has 
remained open for you to do so. The Commission considers testimony 
submitted at the hearings, as well as testimony and letters 
submitted subsequent to the regional and Washington, D.C. hearings. 
Any further arguments that you wish to provide are encouraged. As 
you are aware, final deliberations commence on June 27, 1991. 

In the Base Closure and Realignment statute, Congress provided 
specific limitations on the percentage of total Commission staff 
that can be detailed from the Department of Defense. The staff is 
under the one-third limitation. The specific tern within the 
Review and Analysis group that is analyzing Navy and Marine Corps 
facilities is made up of two civilian direct hires, a detailee from 
the General Accounting Office , and two Department of the Navy 
detailees. The person on this team performing the analysis of the 
naval shipyards is one of the civilian direct hire employees. 

Based upon Congressman Weldonts request, the Commission staff 
contacted Admiral Hekman, USN(Ret) , and invited him to meet with 
the staff to discuss naval shipyard issues. He agreed to discuss 
the subject by telephone, but declined the invitation to meet in 
person. Based upon the telephone conversation with our staff, 
Admiral Helcman strongly supports the position stated in his 
memoranda provided to both of us by the Navy. If the Commission 
staff needs further input from Admiral Heban, he has agreed to 
talk again by telephone. Although Admiral Hekman chose not to 
testify at the Philadelphia regional hearing and declined to meet 

fW with Commission staff, he has provided his position to M e  
- 



comission through the detailed memoranda and a lengthy telephone 
- conversation. We have provided him numerous opportunities to 
present his information to the commission. 

The  omm mission appreciates the active involvement of Congress in 
the base closure process. 



w MEMORANDUX FOR THE RECORD 

- SUBJ: PHONE CONVERSATION BETWEEN VADM PETER HEICMAN, USN(RET) AND 
ALEX YEUIN ON 18JUN91 

AT THE SUGGESTION OF CONGRESSMAN WELDON, I CALLED VADM HEXMAN TO 
ARRANGE A MEETING WITH THE COMMISSION STAFF TO DISCUSS NAVAL 
SHIPYARDS. HE DECLINED THE INVITATION TO MEET BUT DID AGREE TO - DISCUSS THE ISSUES BY TELEPHONE. THE FOLLOWING SUMMARIZES THE 
CONVERSATION: 

0 HEKMAN WAS HEAD OF THE NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND (NAVSEA) UNTIL 
THIS SPRING. NAVSEA IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE NAVAL SHIPYARDS. 
HEKMAN WAS ASKED TO RETIRE EARLY, IN PART HE BELIEVES, BECAUSE HE 
PERSISTED IN DISAGREEING WITH THE DECISION TO CLOSE THE 
PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD (PNSY) . 
0 HEKKAN HAD INTENDED TO TESTIFY AT THE PHILADELPHIA REGIONAL 
HEARING BUT HAD BEEN ASKED BY A SENIOR NAVY OFFICIAL NOT TO 
TESTIFY. FRIENDS, STILL WITH THE NAVY, TOLD HIM THAT HE WAS BEING 
ACCUSED WITHIN THE NAVY OF PROVIDING DOCUMENTS TO PHILADELPHIA 
OFFICIALS THAT WERE CRITICAL OF THE PROPOSED CLOSURE. HE SAID THIS 
WAS NOT TRUE, BUT WANTED TO FURTHER AVOID THIS CHARGE BY LIMITING 
HIS CONTACT WITH THE COMMISSION TO PHONE CONVERSATIONS. HE 
BELIEVED THAT HIS OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED CLOSURE HAD AND WOULD 

w CONTINUE TO HURT HIS CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES. I TOLD HIM 
THAT HE WAS INVITED TO CONTACT THE COMMISSION AT ANY TIME TO 
PROVIDE FURTHER INFORMATION. HEKMAN SAID THAT THE COMMISSION COULD 
CONTACT HIM AT ANY TIME IF THERE WERE FURTHER QUESTIONS. 

0 HEKMAN EXPLAINED HIS PROPOSAL TO DOWNSIZE PNSY TO ABOUT 1200 
PIPLOYEES. HE STATED THAT DURING THE 1990s NUCLEAR WORKLOAD LOADED 
UP THE SIX NUCLEAR SHIPYARDS SUFFICIENTLY TO REQUIRE THEM TO REMAIN 
OPEN UNTIL ABOUT 2000. AT THAT TIME ONE OF THE SMALLER SHIPYARDS, 
PROBABLY PORTSMOUTH OR CHARLESTON, WOULD NO LONGER BE NEEDED 
BECAUSE OF THE DECLINE IN SUBMARINE WORK. THE DECLINE IN WORKLOAD 
FOR PNSY WITH THE TERMINATfON OF THE CARRIER SLEPS MEANS THAT 
EMPLOYMENT THERE NEEDS TO SHARPLY DECLINE DURING THE 1990S, BUT 
THERE IS A NEED FOR PNSY FACILITIES AFTER 2000 FOR THE NEW, LARGER 
CONVENTIONAL SHIPS.' HIS DOWNSIZE PROPOSAL CALLS FOR ABOUT 600 
PRODUCTIVE PERSONNEL TO BE MAINTAINED AT AN SRF-LIKE FACILITY AT 
PHILADELPHIA TO ALLOW THE SHIPYARD TO BE USED PRODUCTIVELY UNTIL 
WORKLOAD FOR LARGE CONVENTIONAL SHIPS DEVELOPS AFTER 2000. 



o HERMAN DISAGREED w I m  THE WORKLOAD PROJECTIONS USED BY THE NAVY. 
HE BELIEVES THAT FUNDED REQUIREMENTS AFTER 2000 WILL BE HIGH ENOUGH 
TO REQUIRE THE NAVY TO MAKE USE OF PNSY FOR CONVENTIONAL SHIP 
REPAIR* PNSY IS VERY COST COMPETITIVE AND WOULD PERFORM THE WORK 
AT LOWER COST TO THE GOVERNMENT THAN THE PRIVATE SHIPYARDS THE NAVY 
WOULD HAVE TO DEPEND UPON IF PNSY IS CLOSED. EXPERIENCE HAS SHOWN 
THAT THE PRIVATE SHIPYARDS BID LOW BUT THE FINAL COST IS HIGHER - THAN THE PUBLIC SHIPYARDS. KEEPING PNSY OPEN WOULD PROBABLY CAUSE 
SEVERAL OF THE SMALLER PRIVATE SHIPYARDS TO CLOSE, BUT THE PUBLIC 
SHIPYARDS, SUCH AS PNSY, DO THE WORX MORE EFFECTIVELY AND AT LOWER 
COST. 

o LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD (LBNSY) IS AN EXCELLENT SHIPYARD AND 
SHOULD NOT BE CLOSED. LBNSY IS NOT AN ALTERNATIVE TO PNSY BECAUSE. 
IT WORKS ON PACIFIC FLEET SHIPS* LBNSY SUCCESSFULLY DOWNSIZED 
SEVERAL YEARS AGO AND HAS BEEN USED FOR TRIAL IMPLEMENTATION OF 
SEVERAL NEW MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS* THIS INCLUDES THE FIRST 
IMPLEMENTATION OF A TOTAL PROJECT MANAGEMENT APPROACH WHICH H- 
INITIATED. 

0 LBNSY AND PNSY ARE BOTH WELL RUN SHIPYARDS AND BECAUSE OF THEIR 
DIFFERING SCALE AND TYPE OF OPERATIONS CANNOT EASILY BE COMPARED* 
PNSY IS BIGGER AND HAS BEEN PERFORMING PRIMARILY SLEP. THE NEW 
THREAT UPGRADE WORK PERFORMED AT BOTH SHIPYARDS AND COMPARED BY THE 
NAVY IS NOT COMPARABLE. PNSY DID THE PROTOTYPES AND LBNSY HAD THE 

w ADVANTAGE OF THESE LESSONS LE&RNED. 
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r Conunander, Naval Sea System Command 
To: Chief o f  Naval Operations (0s-04) 

Ref: ( a )  CXO it= Ser 43111tU596599 of 11 Jan 91 
(b) NAVSPA l t r  Set 00/6312 of 1 9  Doc 93 

1. I n  reference ( a ) ,  you ir.disated that my resomendasion t h a t  
Phi iade iph ia  Naval Shipyard be downsized ra ther  than closed was 
not accepced by =he Base Closiare/leaiignnent Advisory Committee. 
The f l e e r  needs rbe capa5ilicy of a naval sF.ipya:d t o  provide a 
credib le  r epa i r  capabi l i ty  able t o  s e g v i c ~ s  t h e  Newport, 
Philadel3hla,  New York and Earle area, as w e l l  8 s  t o  provide a 
source of r epa i r  whez a private sector shipyard as unable t o  

w complete t h e  assiqced work i n  the areas,  as  s t a t ed  i n  reference 
(b) . 
2 .  Under t h e  c losure option and in  in te res t  of c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  t h e  

W' 
30 people mentiorred i n  referezce (a)  were an estimate of the  
n~mber  of pecple re-ired t o  mar. t h e  -deck i n  a mothball S ta tus .  
In acdi t ion t o  t h i s ,  255 people would be req-lared t o  man the  
remaining f a c i l i t i e s :  155 t o  provide residual  f a c i l i t i e s  support 
and 1 0 0  t o  r u n  tte propel ler  shop and foundzy. This compares with 
approximtely  1 , 2 0 0  personnel uader the nsmall repaiz  capabi l i ty"  
opsion: 155 residual  f ac i l i cy  s - ~ ~ p o r c ,  100 co run  the propel le r  
.hop and ap~roximazely 945 t o  perfom repair work f o r  t h e  f l e e t .  
Irr.y required addi t ional  srpport fo r  t h i s  f a c i l i t y  would be from 
another l a rge r  naval shipyard such a s  Norfolk Naval Shipyard. 

3 .  I Continue t o  take the  Forit ion t h a t  re tent ion of a  c redib le  
repeir capab i l i ty  a t  Philadelphia fo r  naval shipr  homeported i n  
the  Northeast area i s  t h e  most cos: e f fec t ive  so lu t ion:  

(1) It provides t h e  f l e e t  w i t h  low cost ,  r e l i a b l e  r epa i r  
capab i l i ty .  - 

( 2 )  I t  helps spread the  e i f e c t s  of the cos t s  t o  Navy ~ r 6 g r a m  
of the other  repai r  f a c i l i t i e s  (foundry, u t i l i t i e s ,  erc. ) . 
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Subj: REALIGNMSNT OF PHILADELPHIA NAVAL S H I P Y W  

Further, t h e  workload distribution for naval shipyards $a tha 90'8 
supports f u l l  operations a t  Phffadelphia through mid FY 95. k 
previously briefed, e x e c ~ t l n g  a realigrment of PhLladelphia Naval 
Shipyard i n  F Y  93 will cause significarit perturbation. to carrior 
overhauling yard assignments and could r e s u l t  i n  an East Coast 0 7  
overhauling on t h e  West Coast. 

Copy to: 
CNO (OP 43)  

1 
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From: Chief o f  Naval Operations 
To: Commander, Naval Sea Systmu Cormpand 

S ~ b j :  REALIGNNENT OF PHIIADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPY- 

Raft (a) COXNAVSESYSCOM ltr 5000 OPR: 07?B/F0308 8.r: 00/6312' 
. of a9 D.c 90 

1. Tho rartructuriq o f  Philadelphia Naval Shipyard propomad in 
reference (a)  was discussed a t  the 20 Deceraber 1990 meeting of the 
Basm Clcsurr and ~eai ignment  Advirory Committee. WSW'r  
recommendation that  Philadelphia Naval Shipyard not be mothballed 
and closed, but rathmr be downaizad to approximataly th8 8itr  o f  a 
.hip repair was not accepted. The approved a l ternat ive  
i s  t o  ratain eller shop and foundry, tha  Naval Ship 
Systamr tation (NAVSSES), and tha Naval Xnactiva Ship 
Maintenance F a c i l i t y  (NISMP) whila mothballing the rest o f  the 
Philadelphia Naval shipyard. NAVSEA has rrtimatmd that the  
mothball condition will rrqulrr approximately 30 naval shipyard 
rmploy888. 



I BRC Advisory Committee b 
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14, January 1991 

Facilities To Be Retained A t 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 

NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 
lndustrlal6 Facllllles Management Directorate 



m s  
Y 
O D C ,  o r g  
Xrn n 
L QIn u 0 3 a 5  * = La 
CU a w  a V) 

acn g> 
> L a  
O n z  



( BRC Advisory Committee 

1 .c 
14 January 1991 

ACTION TO ACHlE VE REQUIREMENT: 

REALIGN 
PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD TO ... 

RETAIN 
MINIMUM 
ACTIVE 

FACILITIES 

MOTHBALL 
FlEMAlNDER 

Retain Sufficient Ship Repair 
Shops/Facilities to support 50% of 
expected ship requirements 
Maintain Drydocks 4 & 5 as 
mobilization assets 
Maintain & operate Propeller Shop 
and Foundry 
Provide u tilitieslfa bricationltest 
facilities for NAVSSES and NISMF 

RESULT ss DOWNSIZING SHIPYARD FROM 8,500 TO 1,200 

RECOMMEND sz DO THIS STARTING IN FY95 (FY93 BRC LIST) 
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orrtct OP twr cnlrr or NAVAL orrnAtloNs 
WASWINOTON.  DC ~ O J 5 0 ~ 1 0 0 0  

IM ~ I P L V  n w t n  TO 

21 Mar 9 1  

OPNAV Controllad Corrrrpo~denco 

From: Chief of Naval Operations (OP-43) 
To: Commander, Naval Sea Systeaa Command (SEA-07) 

Subj t BASE CLOSURE 

1. This i s  to confirm several talephone call8 this date on tha 
eubjsct o f  closuro o f  two naval shipyards, Long Beach and 
Philadelphia. OP-43 has tasked SEA-07 with providing the 
following information: 

a. Maat with OP-431 to dovelop revised COBRA cotst data on t h e  
cornplate closure 02 both shipyard.. 

b. Ravise SECNAV report tab for the rhipyards to reflect new 
assumptions on Philadelphia; and develop 8econd port ion of report 
tab to include Long Beach. Include any new information in the V raporti e . g . ,  recent daeignation o r  LBNSY drydock 11 as a NIMITZ 
claus backup drydock. You should also include any qualifying 
information daamed appropriata such as your r i s k  assessmantr. 

c. Provide answer to question: Can the drydock at National 
Steel Shipbuilding Company in San Diego take an aircraft carrier? 
A nuclear aircraft carrier? (There was rome discussion among 
c o ~ i t t 8 8  members about tha tanker SS VALDEZ baing in this drydoek 
in the  pant.) Address nuclear iasuas  as appropriate.  

2. The following are the assumptions which should bo used: 

- The shipyard complex will be closed in its entiraty; - Navy Inactive Ship Maintenanca Facility remains; - Tha propeller manufacturing facility, including ehops 
and foundry, are to be contracted out (not a COCO operation); - A l l  shipyard personnel are to be severed/RIPed - no 
relocations; - NAVSSES personnel (ISEA function - approximately 1700 
parronnel) are t o  be relocated to Carderock, Maryland. Hot plants 
will be closed and the functions will not be transterred. 

- - Tho complex will be closed in its entirety; - The drydock will not be mothballed nor will a new 
drydock ba built alsowhere; 



Subjr BASE CLQSURE 

- SUPSHIP Long Beach will ba consolidated with SUPSHIP San 
Diogor 

All shipyard and SUPSUIP personnel will be mavor8d/RIFed - no relocation#. 
3 .  This information is raquirad by noon Friday, 23 March 1991 in 
ordar to addr8.8 th8 Baa8 Structure Committee recommendation8 to 
SECNAV. A 8  always, your help is appreciated. 





DEPARTMENT OF T H E  NAVY 

NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 

WASWINOTON. D.C. 10101.8101 I* "1.L. "111" TO " u 5000 
OPR: 07FB/F0308 
Ser :  00/6312 
1 9  Dec 90 

From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command 
To: Chief of Naval Operations (OP-04) 

Subj: REALIGNMENT DATA FOR PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 

Ref: ( a )  COMNAVSEA l t r  5000 OPR: 07FB/F0373 Sex: 00/6224 of 
20 Nov 90 

(b) CINCLANTFLT l t r  4700 Ser  N436/007378 of 1 4  Sep 90 

1. I n  re fe rence  ( a ) ,  I provided information r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  
proposed realignment of Phi ladelphia  Naval Shipyard, while 
maintaining t h e  p r o p e l l e r  shop and foundry, t h e  Naval Ship Systems 
Engineering S t a t i o n  (NAVSSES) and t h e  Naval I n a c t i v e  Ship 
Maintenanace F a c i l i t y  (NISMF). While I r e a l i z e  t h a t  t h e  Secre tary  
has been b r i e f e d  and has concurred with t h e  proposal  t o  mothball 
Phi ladelphia  Naval Shipyard, I s t rong ly  recommend t h a t  t h i s  
dec is ion  be reconsidered.  I t  is  more prudent t o  downsize 
Phi ladelphia  Naval Shipyard t o  approximately t h e  s i z e  of a Ship 
Repair F a c i l i t y  (SRF) i n  order  t o  support Navy s h i p s  i n  t h e  New 
York and Ear le  homeport a r e a s .  In re ference  ( b ) ,  CINCLANTFLT 
ou t l ined  t h e  h i s t o r y  of A l t a n t i c  F lee t  depot maintenance problems 
w i t h  marginal s h i p  r e p a i r  c o n t r a c t o r s .  A Navy i n d u s t r i a l  
c a p a b i l i t y  i s  requi red  i n  t h e  Phi ladelphia  a rea  t o  provide a s a f e t y  
valve when a p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  shipyard i s  unable t o  complete awarded 
s h i p  work. 

2 .  Fur ther ,  recommend t h a t  t h e  drawdown of Phi ladelphia  Naval 
Shipyard t o  an SRF-size shipyard not be done u n t i l  FY 95, a s  t h e  
shipyard i s  requi red  t o  support scheduled workload u n t i l  t h a t  t ime. 

P. M. HEKMAN JR. w+ 
Copy t o :  
CNO (OP-43) 
CNO (OP-44)  
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5000 
OPR: 07FB/F0373 
Ser: 0 0 / 6 2 2 4  
20 Nov 90 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command 
To: Chief of Naval Operations (OP-04) 

Subj:  DRAFT REALIGNMENT DATA ON THE PHILADELPHIA COMPLEX 

Encl: (1) Revised Draft Realignment Data on Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard 

1. As requested, enclosure (1) has been revised to reflect the 
most current information relative to the proposed realignment of 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

I 

P. M. HEKMAN, 

C c ~ y  to: 
CNrJ (OP-43) 
CNCI ( O F - 4 4 )  
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

'w (FOUO) The Advisory Committee recommends Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, Philadelphia, PA. for realignment. 

(FOUO) The p r i m ~  work requirement of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 
(PNSY) is the malntenar, ? and moderrrtzation of non-nuclear aircraft 
carriers. This extensive modification and modernization program is 
collectively know as the Service Life Mension Rogram (SLEP). As part of 
the projected force level reduction, it was determined that S U P  overhauls 
would no longer be necessary at PNSY. Since workload associated with non- 
nuclear aircraft carriers will decline, PNSY was identified for a significant 
drawdown. The shipyard production shops and drydocks would be 
maintained in caretaker status such that they could be re-activated and put 
into operation in the event of emergent need. Philadelphia possesses 50 . 
percent of the carrier capable drydocks on the east coast. Closure of these 
facilities reduces the carrier drydock capability to two drydocks (one under 
government control and the other under private ownership). 

(FOUO) Due to their unique characteristics and requirements, three 
field activities will remain when the shipyard is mothballed: the Naval Ship 
Systems Engineering Station (NAVSSES), the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 
Ropeller Shop and Foundry, and the Naval lnactive Ship Maintenance 
Facility (NISMF). Additionally, one Naval Reserve Unit will remaln. 

FOUO) Total Costs /Savings ($M1 

Conversion Costs: 
MILCON/O&M,N 301.8 
Environmental Cleanup 
Total Costs 

50,0 
351.8 

Annual Savings 6.0 BOS only 

(U) The major (over 100 personnel) tenants of this shipyard include: 

- NAVSSES (will stay on site) - NAVAL HOSPITAL - TWO NAVAL RESERVE UNITS 

(FOUO) Tenants to be moved as a result of this action: 

- Integrated Logistics Office Program (ILOP) - One Naval Reserve Unit 
- Navy Damage Control Training Center 

FOR OFFIClAL USE ONLY 
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(FOUO) Tenant relocation sites for this action include: 

- Norfolk Area Facilities: NAVSTA Norfolk, NAS Norfolk, 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard. and St. Juliens Creek Annex. 

(FOUO) Tenants to be disestr5llshed as a result of this action: 

- Naval Audit Service Office 
- Defense Reutilization Management Office - Navy PubUcations & Rinting Servlce Office 
- Reserve Readiness Command Reg 4 Cryptologlcal Ofnce - ROICC NAVFAC - Naval Dental Clinic - Naval Hospital 

FOUO) The following obstacles and constraints pertain to this action: 

- MILCON of an estimated $19M is required to build and equip a 
repairables Depot Overhaul Point in Norfolk. 

- Strong political opposition expected. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



PZWI: C o m ~ J w r  i n  Chi-af, U. S. Atlantic Fler t  
To r Ch$af of ttrval-Opurt4ona (00-04 1 

Sub j r 

Enclr tl) Spacif ic  Exarpl.8 of Margiarl Contrrato? Prcforsorrca 

1. !?his lettar out l ines  the htatory of Xtlan%fc Fleet tapot  
;paint.nance problens with marginal ,hip repair contzactorrr 
'Qocunentr t b e  in?act on f l a a t  ochobule8, maintenanca dol la rs  age 
'-.uZilora' norale; an4 reCueotr r?ac?ffc corr rc t ivo  actiona. 

*. 
2 Ouz prinary o i ra ion  i s  t o  aair i t r in  a b a t t l e  ready force  t o  
tree% ocheCclor! and amargent ~ ~ t a 8 n t r .  Depot auintanrnco nU8t 
produce re l5ablr  oMps and 5e well executa4 i o  ensure thoro ir 
ruf f ic ipnt  t i n e  f o t  b a t t l e  group t t a i d i a g  t o  ruapon rchadulad 

cw deploynentr. A. we draw Cown ouz fc:ca lave;#, wo brgfn t o  rw 
out of optiobr t o - d m t  corpoitmntr, ahauld rvaiZobi2.i ttar b8 
dolaycd. 1% becomes r can. o f t  (1) axtrnd ahfgr on a ta t ion ,  O r  
( 2 )  doploy Lnrufficiently worlred-up rhip8. Poorly e ~ r c u t 0 C  
ava5fab'i:itias t i e  up our ifnitad asae t r ,  drain our l i a f tod  
n~ifitonanco 2uncls, and reduce f l e e t  &~oralu.  

3 Though a o i t  p r i v a t e  oretor  contractors arc e x t t m a l y  
conpetmt and dal ivar  o good product within coat rat! ocheQuier. 
rona co3tractors  contfnso t o  perfort\ tanrginrlly, prodccing 
s i g n i f i c a n t  cl&sruption of i t 8 o t  scheduler, budgat, and roadinens.. 
Sgecftic rxraplas are l l r t r d  i n  nclorure (1). exauplea are 
catsoQ by po1ic.l and, rulcu which t, *%EaX-aTbf i i c u l t  to exclu2. 
C O E t X 8 C f O t 8  with 3 i 8 t o r i 8 ~  o f  ~ r g i n r f  perfo~ourrca. 

4 To proviCe r r l i a f  fro& t h e  s i tua t ion8  OrlinrhtoG i n  . n C l 0 8 ~ 8  
1 i , rccpa8t f o l l a t n s  correct ive act:onr bo,pxplcrak s 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . - --.-. -. - ---- ..-- . _.__ _ . .*--- -- - . . ---* 
8.. Seonphaoir. the rui&Atj'dn'a-6in~aui-di-?rocu~i~..------  

Contracts OffScart (PC01 t o  GfrwaLiZy sr nan-rewnriblo those 
bidder? who hava a denonsttated tocord of oorgt~1"parfcnwncc. 
Brcvfdq thr dot. bare o f  narqinaf p r r f o r ~ e r r  no8CeC t o  rurvive 
le$cL ckal  len~jos  sac ro$"t:jro 2 ? o ~ ~ o l f  f i od coztrgctors to ptov~, '  
Ceiaonstrste problms are rooolvor! t e fo ra  boiny rlia~ot.? t o  bir! a.? 
tuture c o ~ t t c c t s ,  

b. , tlf t ~ j  n n t c  t h o  3nlti1iorc,?:orCol ewy>onCcr? !,or;cpart conco;~= 
f:oi.io?ort r!cnicjnatoC rmj l;tar.onco availabf l i t i o a  ( f . a . ,  lase t l icn 6 
.r.anti?t) s1:orr;r: ar1;rcr~ t ! ~ o  5C-llilo k j d f u s  c r i t e r i a .  3alt::;ioZ.' 
i s  :23 tr!Lci, f t o t r r  :it.rfol:; an4 r a : ~ u ~ r e o  o a i l o t s  t o  Lc away fro1.1 

\ 



Subj : IYPACT OF MARGINAL SHIP DEPOT W N T E N A N C L  CONTIUCTORS 
ON ATLANTIC FLEET READINESS 

their famLlier or ruffor four t o  five hour emmute. Elim&nrtlon 
of this concept will re1L.v. tha inpact on crawmorrle, and thm 
added pmraonal cost of trmaportatton to  and fmaa #otfolk and 
Baltirdore f o r  ghomeportg maintanurce perLod8. Norfolk c~atreetorr  
provide more than ado w t a  eompetitlon and are highly capable and 
r u c c . r ~ i ~ l . a ~  compare 1 t o  tha 8.1Uarorm u e a  contrrctors, 

, 

e.  Regulsm PSRST&O t o  ba a conridoratioa in a11 coaatwidm 
award dacUion8, 

Daputy and ~ h i a f  of 8taff  



. 
SPECf Ff C r'Z,A!:P J,?;s Oi' :::,i:c? !:,?tf, C\::;'?,?isc"Y? ?E?!'.$:'YJ,F;CF 

Cy 1. 'BETHLEHEM STEEL, Baltinoser E:Di (1100 om loymer; 34r000 ton f l oa t ing  drydock and 119,700 ton graving . . dock 7 r 
U&S MOPUS (AS 341 FY 89  bRA - Avrf labf l i t y  completed 2 

months U t e  a t  $1 mi l l ion  rddod coat dua t o  poor conWactor 
pakformanco... W O P U f i  waa redocked due to leak8 on t h 8  ahaft r a a l  
a t ~ f f i p g  box. COEISUB4ANT'waa driven t o  'or8 the Txidurt'  R e f i t  
pa of lit^ (W)  t o  oxecutr 6baN upkoepa during thir ynolannrd 

2. , AT~AIITIC DAYDOCX' CmPOAIITZON (WID 1 Jackaonvi110, 1L I ( 31s 
+mployi.rt 4000 ton bocUng ccpabilLty) 

oss ElOAGE (&is0 433)  N 90 DM - A v a i l a b i l i t y  trrminatad 8nL 
Zt ! i s  +atinatat! that work w i l a  conplat. 2 nonth8 Zata a t  $700 . . 

':thourand addStion.1 cart. Th8 coatsrctor bid was 7t8  &o0?a 
.Gsverzhent ortiarta.  Contractor got bahind rthrJula m d  did aot 
' zoaro~ably nagotiate growth/naw work c o r t r .  ALL ~wtch urd a8w 
w03k ]I~SIZI$. war8 priced extzemaly high. Tb8 contsrctoz c l8tJ .d  
d.lay/Uiaruption and raqueated axtonrlona rerulting iron ti1880 

L t m 8  , (hul l  8hr8Mtngl 8h8ft81 rubdera, 8- va2verr ate ) .  Cha SUPSHIP arragned a drdicrtrC nogoti ator t o .  8tt-t to 1.801~1 
growthhew work elrim@. rtutiaum prica  nod8 ware attanptad to  
rerolve c l a i p ,  but ware*tejoeted by ADD. - 

i 

~ I V  The contract war eventual ly  teminatrd for C Q ~ V O ~ ~ O ~ C @  of 
Govmrment tpon recomend~%ion 02 SU~SXIP and rmaininq work was 
pitcec i n  8 work pacltase MC b i d  out tog c m p l r t i c n  a t  liivSTA 
i.!rypoq. 

1 

3. ' G&EZ MARI~TE DIESEL eOnP0iCATZON (GXbl , Nw York, ?lYt (100 
o n ~ l o y , a o s ;  102,600 ton gsrvlng dock - gormarly Brooklyn Cav?. Yard 

\ \ 9ock) . 
K 

CSS B&% (&E 2 1 )  e . 9 0  O?q - A v a i l & b i % i t y ~ r d n r h . d  an& 
-work 38 08tirnatad t o  conplote at honeport 3 nonth8 %at. 8 t  $1 
n i l l t o g  8ddit ioa. l  cost. Contraator h8r littie aun8gaBmnt 
skills, oana emant 8trff. or opatrting capita%. ;)atatL81 
~upp~iir. an8 rub-contraetorr raquiz~rrd eaah paynrat i n  advoaoe OC 
aarvicer/natarialr. Womaa-at-raa and rwitcbboud* S l I P U T  

-. -- - .- %nrtrllationr wra- r low duo. t o  lack of- f aaadr .--buy- nordad -.--,..,,,,' 
a t .  Thr Su uviaor had to provida exteaaiv8 r~rnrgat-t 
ouppoe and coord f nation to am8L.t contractor i n  t * r a t f n g  tho  
work. . Tha following problea8 plagued thir availability .ffac*$nk 
qvality and crew aorrla  t 

i 
1 Due t o  the work package, tha crev aovoC aahote t o  8 
living barge and trailers which warm not raady for 

; qCCupmficy. Tha insgeetion and t r p r i r  of twnporaq* yUa:ter'u 
war pieco-nonl and Celayod move arhorr on@ moat!L 

! 
e E n c f a ~ ~ 8  (1) 



- SO 'W -0- ee: r. 0 

i - G:4D die not s u h i t  rotcrib1 staeur reports  cu rrc:ercd 
* i t &  Con t rac to r  Purnithcd t*raturial ( C P X )  uaa not oxdcrod i : r  a 
timely manner, Truckload8 of cnateri&l arrived but were tlron 
taken away because G?iO d i d  not yay wi th c e r t i f i e d  checkr. 
SUPSBIP orderad mterial  thry d8toraLn.d GMD could not 
obtain, 

; - GMb nova? irsued nileaton8 cbrrt/reporf 88 ~ @ q u i t e d ,  
SCPSHIP/Port Enginrex ertablirhrd key ~ ~ @ n t . ~  nflrrtonr and 

I crit ical  path. 8.' . 
- GMD ha8 only,onr part t h e  Qwlity ILlaururca (QA) 
inrpactor, First line sup.rvirorr werr zarponrlblr f o r  M . 
which w u  i n e f f ~ c t i v a  and rrrulted i n  zmwork a d  dearyr - Bi lgr  p t ~ p . t a t i o n  and printing ware a&-contxrct@d. 
S*ssf&ce prrprratioa war unratiafactory. Attmptr t o  conti01 
preparation, chemical cleaning and printing by 8CPSHfP wore 

. - Isnorat by fbfD and bi lges  warm rubaequently printed 82tm: 
Lq,~oper  8u~L'ace pzaparrtion. . - GMD' did not have a Safety 0CfLc.t. OWPIRIP coaducted 
d a l l y  irupactioar . 

t - A&E Machfaa 18o&con&actor) did  nu& o f  tho maebid. 
work Lot  GMD. In nrny iaatanc.8, AEEa would atop work u n t i l  
GtD pai6  for ongoing BUTTS work and for work tboy d i d  , ' 
px8viourly on NITBD. 

50s ;\LkMOS ( A I D 1  71 FY 90 BCb - Aval18bility terrninatoe 8nC 
:<cr;: to be conplcted a t  ri:e-Por $2 n i l l i o n  added coat. This 
,"o.?toca i l v a f i a b l l f t y  war being executed concurrvntly w i t h  B U Z Z  
raC e::perlancad uuriy o f  th8 rams problwna. The pottoona rare 
tcvee ort 02 G3D to Eoiy Loch upon torninrtion of SCO. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 

The Department of Defense (DOD! spends billions of dollars . 
annually operatrng its milltary bases in the united States. 
E v e n t s  taklng place throughout the world and w i t h ~ n  the Unlted 
States tave caused a reevaluation of our military strategy, and 
U.S. forces are to be sagnaficantly reduced. 0011 and the Conqcess 
both cecoqnize that with r reduced force structure there is a need 
to close and realign military installations. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 ( P . L .  101-5101 
established a new process for DO0 base closure and realignment 
actions within the United States. The act established an 
andependent Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission and 
specified procedures that the President, 000, GAO, and the 
Commission must follow, through 1995, in order for bases to be 
closed or realigned. 

This report responds to the act's requirement that GAO provide the 
Congress and the Commission, by May IS, 1991, an analysis of the 
Secretary of Defensels April 12, 1991, racomondations of baser for 
closure and realignment and the selection process used. GAO also 
received numerous letters, requests, and materials in connection 
with this review from congressmen, state and local government 
offac~als, and private citizens; however, due to the lack of time 
available to respond to each of the issues raised, GAO has 
submitted the materials to the Commission tor its use. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1988, the Secretary of Defense chartard the Comirsion on Base 
Realignment and Closure to review military installations within the 
United states Lor realignment and closure. Later that year the 
Commission recommended that 14s installations be closed or 
realigned. The Secretary of O8fense and the Congress accepted all 
the Commission's recomaandationr. 

The Secretary of Dofenso unilaterally recommended additional 
closures and realignments on January 29, 1990, as a result of the 
shrinking defense budget. The Congress subsequently passed the 
Defen8. Base Cloauro and Realignment Act of 1990, which halted any 
closure action8 based on the January 29, 1990, list and required 
all installation8 in the United Stater to be compared equally 
against ( I )  criteria to be developed by WO and (2) the future 
yearg' Force Structutr Plan (fiscal yearr 1992 to 1997). 

The final eight criteria against which tho April 12, 1991, list of 
proposed military installation clorurrs and realignments was to be 
measured included four related to the military value of the 
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installations and four others that addressed the number of years 
needed to recover the costs of closure and realignment; the 
economic impact on communities; the ability of both the existing 
and potential receiving ~ o ~ u n i t i e ~ '  inf r a r t r ~ ~ t u r e  to support 
forces, missions, and personnel; and the environmental impact. DOD 
guidance provided to the services directed that they give priority 
to the four criteria that addressed the military value of 
installatrons. 

RESULTS IN BRIEF 

GAO agrees that a reduced military force structure requires that 
mllitary installations be closed and realigned. The DOD process, 
when properly implemented, allows for a reduction in the U.S. 
military base structure by emphasizing the military value of the 
installations. Indeed, DOD successfully nominated 43 bases for 
closure and 28 for realignment. This represents a significant 
start in the process to propose bases for closure and realignment 
every other year for the next 6 years. 

The Army and the Air Porco can document the uso of 000's Forco 
Structure Plan and tho four military value criteria in th. 
selection process. GAO found some inconsistencies in the way they 
developed military value rankings for quantifiable attributes used 
to compare similar installations; however, GAO believes thoso 
inconsistencies were not significant. GAO considers the closure and 
realignment recommendations made by the Army and the Air Force to 
be adequately supported. 

Although the Navy had insufficient documontation to support its 
efforts, which precluded GAO from evaluating tho Navy's procesat 
this does not mean that Navy bases should not bo closed. However, 
since tho Navy did not'documont the rationale for its decisions, 
GAO war unable  to anrlyzm its s p o c i f i c  c l o s u r e  and realignm8nt 
recommendationr. A 8  an alternative means of evaluating the Navy's 
recommondationr, GAO 1ook.d at ship berthing capacity in comparison 
to tho Force Structuro P l m .  After analyzing capacity data, GAO 
found that tho Navy will have signiticant excess berthinq capacity 
if only tho rocommondd facilities are closed. GAO found that 
changes hrva occurtod in tho strategic homoporting concept, which 
when combined with oxcarr available pier space for borthing ships, 
supports the  rocoaaondation for fewer Navy baros. 

Although recognizing that differences exist in the composition and 
function8 of arch sorvico8s bases, GAO is cOnc8tnOd t h a t . 0 0 ~ ~ 9  
guidance allowod estimating processes and cost factors used by the 
services to vary. GAO analyzed the sensitiv'ity of years to 
recover closing costs (tho projected payback poriod) for each 
closuro or raalignmant to SO percent and 100 porcont increases in 
one-time costs. Tho analysis showed that tho payback poriod for 
many of the recommondationa did not substantially increase. There 
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Y are several recommended closure and realignment actions, . however, 
where the payback is sensitive to one-time costs. 

T3e ~ r m y ' s  Process and Recommendation3 

The Army established the Total Army B I ~ i n p  Study group in 1990 to 
develop a total Army basing strateqy and then tasked i t  to 
recommend potential closures and realignments. The Army used a 
two-phased approach to evaluate potential bases for closure or 
realignment that was designed to treat a11 bases equally. In phase 
I. it categorized all its installations by major mission categories 
and evaluated their military value in quantitative terms. The A r m y  
Audit Agency war involved in the process to review and verify data 
collected tor the quantitative analysis. In phase 11, the Army 
used the Force Structure Plan, the phase I results, and the major 
commands' future plans. It also considered ( 1 )  the economic 
payback for possible alternatives and (2) the socioeconomic and 
environmental impact8 on the communities involved in the final 
proposed closures. 

Becauso the Army's process was well documented, which enabled GAO 
to evaluate the process, and tho Army Audit Agency provided a check 
in the process, GAO believes that the resulting recornendations 
were well supported. 

T3e  Air Force's Process and Recommendations 

The Air Force process was designed to treat all bases equally, and 
the selections were based on DOD1s criteria and the Force 
Structure Plan. The proc.18 emphasized the first four criteria, 
which address military value. Also, tho judgments of the Secretary 
of  the Air Forco and individual membets of tho Air Porce Bas0 
Closure Executive Group, which was supported by a working group, 
were a part of tho procesr. 

The Air Force initially idontifiod a11 Air Force-owned property 
within the United Stat08 and then excludod 3s active component 
bases from th8 ptocarr after doing a ( 1 )  capacity analysis and ( 2 )  
mission-egaential analysis, Tha 51 remaining activa component 
baser wet8 than rated on the baais of apptoximatol 80 subalements 
for DOD'r eight criteria. Tho Air Force also cons ! dored ResOrVe 
Component basor tot potential cl0sute or toalignment using a 
slightly different proc.rs. As a result of those assessments, the 
Secretary of tho Air Force then reconunended cloaing 14 bases and 
reali.gning 1 base. GAO1s analysis tocusd on the data suppotting 
the closuro or realignment decision#. Ganrtally, GAD found that 
the rationale was adequately aupported by documontation. 
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The ~av!?'g Process and Recommendati0n3 

1 Due to inadequate documentation of the process used by the Navy, 
I GAO was unable to independently evaluate the relative military 

value of the bases conridered. Further, the Navy did not esrablls3 
requrred internal controls to ensure the accuracy of the data used. 

According to the Navy, it established a Base Structure Committee 
to conduct its closure process. The Committee dec dad that the 
input it received from its working group was biased in favor of 
keeping bases open, Thus, the Committee based its recommendations 
on information provided during meetings with various Navy and 
Marine Corps headquarters officials and reptesentatives from 
various field organizations. 

GAO's review of the Navy's ship berthing capacity studies found 
! that there would be significant excess space beyond what the 
I Committee calculated, even if the bases recommended for closure 
4 were included. 

COBRA Model Used in Cost Savings Estimates 

I  he ;.vised Cost of Base Realignment Action8 (COBRA) model 
addresses a full range of factors for estimating the costs, 

Y J  savings, and payback period related to closure and rerliqnm*nt 
actrons. GAO found cases where the services used inaccurate data 

I 
in the model. GAO also found that the cost estimating process 
rqnored the cost of Medicare to the federal government. However, 
overall, GAO believer that the recommendations mad* for base 
closrnqs and realignments offer an opportunity for substantial 
savings. 

I DO0 Did Not Ensure Cost Comparability 

Without 000 oversight of tho COBRA cost eatinatinq process, each 
service approached common problems in different ways. Although DO0 
called for subnis~ion of coat estimates expressed in fiscal year 
1991 dollars, the ratvice8 used budget data tor other than 1991 
dollars as thoir barelinor for estimating costs and savings. 
Service costa and ravings estimates, as well as payback 
calculationm, did not consistently rely on fiscal year 1991 input 
data. The80 atrot8 could reduce estimated annual savings and 
lengthen the payback poriod for several cl08uteS. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO recommends that th8 Secratary of 00f0n80 

-- requiro the Secretary of the Navy to submit to the Defense Base 
, . Closuro and Realignment Comission specific dotails on the 
I manner in which its Bas8 Structure Committee compared bases to 
I develop closure and realignment recomondations and 



YII -- ensure the use of consistent  procedur@~ and practices among t h e  
service8 i n  future bas.  los sure and realignment reviews. 

G A 0  a130 recommend8 that the Chairman. Defense a Closure and 
Realignment Comisslon. 

-- consrder, in evaluating the Navy requirement for bases, the  
impact of excess space for ship berths on base requirements and 

-- consider for all the services the effects of incorrect cost and 
savings estimates on a11 proposed base closures and 
realignments, using the results of GAO'S sensitivity analysis.. 



CHAPTER 4. I 
THE NAVY'I BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

AND ASSOCIATED RECOMMENDATIONS 

xe were unable to conduct an extensive review of the process the 
Navy used to recommend bases for closure or realignment, because 
the Navy did not adequately document its decision-making process 
or the results of its deliberation.. In addition, the Navy d i d  not 
establish an internal control plan to ensure the validity and 
accuracy of information used in its assessment as required by OSD. 

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

THE NAVY ' 3  PROCESS AS 
DESCRIBED EY NAVY OFFICIALS 

The Navy's Base Strueture Committee, which wa8 charged with making 
base closure and realignment recommendations, began its review of 
the Navy's baring structure in late January 1991. However, the 
Committee did not fully explain its ptocera to ua until May 7 8  

1.991, when it informed UJ that after review of data prepared by its 
working group, th- Bane S t r u c t u ~  Commktea t . u  I D U ~ ~  of 
the data were biaseo rn tavor or k*uoina ba3.8 uoen ana were 
lnadeQUat8 tor an oolectrve asse~rmenc us tne ~avy's baring needs. 
Its review, therefore, emphasized a serios of briefings and 
meetings attended by Committee members, Navy and Marine Corps 
headquarters officials, and representatives of field activities. 
According to Conunittee neabors, decisions a r d r  during t h e  process 
w e t .  s o ~ a r t i m r ~  awrdo in tha presence of everyone in the meetings and 
were clear to .varyon* in attandance. In other cares, th* 
decisi.ons were a&& By the Corutttee in closed exrcutive sessions. 
Based on thir rrvfw, thm Committoe propored closure and 
realignment actions to  the S0cr8t.t~ of the Navy on March 2 1 ,  
1991. 

We reviewod tha charts that were used in the presentations to the 
Committee. Thesm charts were generally in outline form. Our 
review of thia information showed that prerontationr were organized 
by 23 Navy and 6 Marine Corpr categories representing the various 
Navy functions and aisaion8. For example, the category "naval 
stationsn included basrs that have deep watrr harbors and piers  and 
serve as horn8 baror for Navy surface ship8 and aircraft carriers. 
The category "naval air stationrn included bares that have runways 
and hangars and s8rva a8 home baser f o r  aircraft. Other categories 
included submarine baser, shipyards, aviation depots, supply w centers/depots, Marina Corps bases, Marine Gorp* air stations, 
reserve centers, and WTLE activities. 



  he 0.3. Structure Committee told us that a capacity analysis was 
then discussed for each functional category, which compared the 
1997 force Structure facility requirements against the existing 
inventory. Critical factors were identified for each category and 
served as units of measure for capacity. For example, pier space 
was used as the primary unit of measure for naval stations, and 
airfield apron and hangar space were used for naval air stations. 

Of the eight categories of bases the Committee retained for further 
closure and realignment analysis, four were retained because the 
Base Structure Committee identified potential excess capacity: ( 1 )  
naval stations, ( 2 )  naval air stations, ( 3 )  shipyards, and ( 4 )  
Marine Corps air stations. Two other categories--the training and 
construction battalion centers categories--were retained for 
further analysis, because they showed potential excess capacity in 
segments of the overall categories. The medical category was also 
retained because of the link between medical facilities and major 
installations that were being evaluated for closure or realignment. 
Finally, the RDTLE category was retained for analysis based on a 
mandated requirement to reduce personnel by 20 percent. 

A military value rating was then assigned by the Base Structure 
Committee to each base in all the categories being analyzed except 
for the medical category.1 Committee members told us that they 
rated each installation using the first four DO0 selection 
criteria, which addressed military value, and then they 
independently assigned each installation an overall c~lor-coded 
rating. 

Bases receiving an overall green rating were excluded from further 
study, according to Cornmittre members. For example, in the naval 
stations category the bases receiving an overall green were 
Coronado, Guam, Ingleside, Little Creek, Mayport, M0bi10, New York  
(Staten Island), Norfolk, Parcagoula, Pearl Harbor, Puget 
Sound/Everett, and San Dieqo. The Committae continued to evaluate 
bases that were given an overall rating o f  yellow or red. 
Additional bagas warm excluded from further raview because of their 
unique assets, geographic location, stratrqic importance, or 
operational value, leaving 19 baser and tho RDTGE category to be 
evaluated tor closuro. 

Commi tteo member8 told us they then performed a "quick estimatem 
cost-benefit analysis o t  each of the remaining bases to determine 
the feasibility of cloring them. After making its final-decisions, 
a full COBRA analysis for those closure candidates was conducted* 

l ~ h r e e  hospi talr wera reviewed because three installations with , 
hospitals were being considered tor clorurer Orlando ~av.1 
Training Center, Whidboy Island Naval Air Station, and Long Beach 
Naval Station. e 



Local e c o n o m i ~  and enviroomental impact analyses were also done f a r  
the closure candidates. 

Tke Committee proposed closing 1 1  bases and 10 RDThE facilities. 
~t also recommended that 1 base and 16 RDTbE fac~lities be 

. realigned. In addition, three hospitals were proposed to be closed 
as a result of the Committee's decisions. 

G A O ' S  VIEWS ON THE NAVY'S PROCESS 

In addition to the limitations placed on our review by the lack of 
adequate documentation, wa identified three problems with the . 
Navy's process. First, due to the lack of supporting 
documentation, we could not determine the basis for the Committee's 
military value ratings for Navy installations. In late Match, We 
received selected data given to the Committea by its Working Grou . 
This information was provided to us, but we were not advised untr E 
May 7, 1991, that the Committee had decided that much of this data 
were biased in favor of keeping bases opan. In mid-April, the Base 
Structure Committee provided us with four additional V O ~ U ~ ~ S  of 
material that consisted primarily of briefing charts that w e n  
basically outlines of mattars and data to be discussed, without any 
explanation or supporting data. Also, Cornnittea members said they 
did not prepare minutes of their deliberations. 

Second, we identified apparent inconsis tencier v i  thin the 
Committee's internal rating process. For example, the Committee 
had given identical ratingr to two naval stations on each of the 
first four DOD selection criteria but had assigned an overall 
rating of green to one and yellow to the other. Similarly, t h e  
Cornretee had assigned idontical ratingr to six naval air stations 
for the first four DO0 selection criteria. Four baser were 
assigned an overall rating of yellow and two an overall rating o f  
green.  here incon8irtencier are significant because any base 
given an overall rating of green, b r a d  on tho first four 000 
selection criteria, war excluded from further closure or 
realignment conaiderrtion. In explanation, Conunittee members 
stated that 'not all yellow8 are equalo and 'not all greens are 
equal.' Since t h e  Coamittre did not document these differences, re 
could not determine the rationale for its final decisions. 

Lastly, although required by OSD policy guidance to develop and 
implement an internal control plan for its base structure reviews, 
the Navy did not a88i n responsibility for developing and 
implementing such r p f an. 
GAO!s VIEWS ON THE CLOSURB AND 

T RECOHHENDATIONS 

Because tho Cormittee did not document the rationale for its 
decisions, we could not comment on the Cblluittee'r closure and 
realignment recommendation8 based on the procarr. As an 



altecnativ., looked at ship berthing capacity of naval $tations 
in compari3on to tha Force Structure plan because naval statrons 
are a major category of the Navy's facilities. Also, we have 
conducted prior work and have ongoing work related to homeporting 
needs. Data obtained from the Navy's Assistant Chief of Naval 
Operatrons (Surface Warfare) showed that the most appropriate 
rndicator for naval station requirements is ship berthing capacity. 
An analysis of the capacity data showed the Navy will have e%CeJs 
capacity remarnrng if only the four recommended naval stations are 
closed. 

The N ~ V Y ' S  capacity analysis indicates an inventory of 257.6 
thousand feet of berthing (KFB) at naval stations and a requirement 
of 174.2 KF8, leaving an excess of 83.4 KF8. This excess 
represents the capacity at naval stations worldwide and also 
includes some inadequate berthing space. In addition, 14.5 KPB of 
berthing space is available at facilities other than naval 
stations. 

when we subtracted the 7 9 . 2  KPB identified with space associated 
with ( 1 ) overseas facilities, (2) recommended closures, and ( 3 )  
inadequate berthing facilities, 22.7 KPB of excess berthing 
capacity remains (sea table 4.1). 



'W F r p m :  Commander, Naval  Sea Sys tems  Conimand 
'ro : Chie f  o f  Naval O p e r a t i o n s  (OP-43) 

b j : BASE CLOSURE FINAL D(?C;UFIE~JTA'~'I!:I~J 

i.:ncl: (1) P h i l a d e l p h i a  Naval S h i p y a r d  - Opt ion  1 
( 2 )  P h i l a d e l p h i a  Naval S h i p y a r d  - Opt ion  2 
( 3 )  TAB A Repor t  Docurnenta t io~l  - l l ava l  S h i p y a r d s  

i .  E n c l o s u r e s  ( 1 )  a n d  ( 2 )  p r o v i d e  t h o  COBRA o p t i o n s  f o r  t h e  nqq:a! 
? h i p y a r d s  a s  r e q u e s t e d  on 2 8  March 1 9 9 1 .  They a r e  a s  f o l l o w s :  

a .  -a N a v a  . S ) L i s y ~ r ~ l  - t i o u .  Close and  L > E z ~ ~ - ; ~  
" h j l a d e l p h i a  N a * ~ a l  S h i p y a r d  i n  FY 91 a f t e r  c o m p l e t i n g  t h e  I ' S S  
(-ONSTELLATION ( C V  64)  SLEP and t h e  USS FORRESTAL (CV 5 9 )  d r y  d o c k  
q y 7 a i l a b i l i t y .  R e t a i n  t h e  p r o p e l l e r  f a c i l i t y ,  the Navy Inactive ?h i :  
' . l a in tenance  F a c i l i t y  (EIISMF) and t h e  Naval S h i p  S y s t e m s  Eng inea r in - r  
' ; r a t i o n  (NAVSSES) i n  P h i l a d e l p h i a .  Move t h e  USS JOHII F .  KEl1IIEPY (!"! 
" 7 )  o v e r h a u l  t o  N o r f o l k  l l ava l  S h i p y a r d .  

. J-s ~ ~ ~ P Y ~ W P L L ~ Q ~ , - Z  .. C ~ m m c - e  
v n 3 1 i ~ n m e n t  of  P h i l a d e l p h i a  Naval S h i p y a r d  i n  FY 93  a n d  m11~,12L= 
~ ! # * ) w n s i ? i n q  t o  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1700 ~ e o ~ l e  i n  EY 9 5 .  R e t a i n  t h e  
; > r o p e . l l e r  f a c i l i t y ,  t h e  Navy I n a c t i v e  S h i p  Main tenance  F a c i l i l  j* 

IlJTSMF) a n d  t h e  Naval  S h i p  Sys tems  E n g i n e e r i n g  S t a t i o n  ( t lAVSSE2)  
i n  P h i l a d e l p h i a .  . 

3 .  E n c l o s u r e  ( 3 )  p r o v i d e s  t h a  r e v i s e d  d o c u m e n t a t i o n  f o r  t h e  a t )cvc  
f?l-t i o n s  . 
4 .  We recommend t h a t  o p t i o n  2 be approved  f o r  P h i l a d e l p h i a  NJ- ;TL 
SI : ipyard,  i . e . ,  t h a t  W h i a  Naval  S h i p v a r d  be drawn down e c  -, 
r s a l l  s i z e  a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  mid 9 0 ' s  a s  workload d e c l i n e s  i n  o r d c r  
' o  p r o v i d e  a  government  controlled CV dry dock s i t e  a n d  s h i p  
' -n?aj .r  c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  n o r t h  e a s t .  

copy  t o :  
r:;r3 (OP-4 4 ) 



T A B  A KAVAL 6HIPYA.US 

C. 1 pg3cri~tion of Analvsis 

DESCRIPTION OP CATEGORY 

All t:aval Shipyards in the United States were considered. They 
are: 

NSY Long Beach, CA NSY Charleston, SC 
NSY Norfolk, VA NSY Philadelphia, PA 
t:SY Puget Scund, WA FSY Portsmouth, NH 
1iSY Pearl Harbor, HI NSY Kare Island, CA 

liaval shipyards have strategic goals which are set in OPNAVINST 
3050.22. Specifically, naval shipyards must have a responsive, 
geographically dispersed, strike-free industrial capacity; have a 
qualified, available work force whose priorities are controlled 
by the Navy; ensure support of highly complex and classified 
workloads; maintain the immediate capability to repair battle 
damage on all ship classes; and, provide an imnediate industrial 
mobilization base. 

The strategic goals are met by an integrated mission concept with 
eiqht naval shipyards organized to provide depot maintenance 
repair capability to the fleet as follows: - 

Aircraft Carriers - 2 shipyards on each coast 
Nuclear Surface - 1 shipyard on each coast 
Kuclear Subrriarines - 3 shipyards on each coast 
Combat Systems - 3 shipyards on each coast 
Mid-Pacific - 1 shipyard for ships homeported in 

. Pearl Harbor 

Naval shipyards have three critical missions: refueling nuclear 
subrarines and nuclear cruisers; overhauling, repairing or 
inactivating nuclear submarines and nuclear cruisers; and 
overhauling and repairing large, complex surface combatants 
including nuclear and conventional aircraft carriers (CV/CVN), 
cruisers, destroyers and amphibious ships. These missions are 
beyond the capability or the capacity of the private sector. 
Other missions of the naval shipyards include repair and 
maintenance of other surface ships. The controlling factor in 
the execution of these missions is the presence and availability 
of appropriate dry docks and repair facility. 

CRITICAL MISSION CONTROLLING FACILITY 

SSN/CGII Refueling or ~nactivation Refueling dry dock -complex 

SSN/CGI; Overhaul/Depot Maintenance Nuclear capable dry dock 
Period (DMP) 

C V / C W ,  Large Amphibious Ship Large CV/CVN dry docks 
overhaul or selected, restricted 
availability (SR9) 8 



OTHER MISSION CONTROLLING FACILITY 
* 

 pair and maintenance of other Other dry docks 
s z r f a z e  corktatants and auxiliaries 

workload for the naval shipyards in the remainder of the century 
is characterized by a lar,e number of availabilities on nuclear 
subzarines, cruisers and &arriers. A s  shown in Exhibit C-1,  the 
nur.ber of nuclear starts in the naval shipyards at the end of the 
decade closely resembles the peak experienced in the mid 1980's. 
This scheduling is based upon the best information available and 
takes into consideration the known force structure reductions. 
Whila the Navy fleet in general is downsizing by 192, the types 
of ships worked by the NAVAL SHIPYARDS is downsizing only 1% and 
in some cases is increasing (large Amphibious and Aegis ships). 
Thus, the need for the facilities to accomplish this work is not 
diminished. 

RESULTS OF CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

The capacity of a naval shipyard is based upon dry dock 
utilization and facilities, not upon labor. 

Dry docks at naval shipyards are permanent structures which are 
built into the ground and, for this reason, are referred to as 
"graving docks.It They must be located in areas which pennit 
access to deep water, thus restricting the number of geographic 
locations which are suitable for use. The dry dock complex 
consists of the dry dock chamber itself, a gate (or wcaissonM), 
dewatering and drain pumps, associated service connections and 
means of access, including stairways. Surrounding the dry dock 
are structures which house workshops, and areas to stage 
material, to operate cranes and materials handling and other 
equipment. Each dry dock is characterized by physical dimensions 
which define the s i z e  and weight of ships which can be built or 
repaired in it. Thus, all dry docks are not equal in terms of 
construction or the ships which can use them. Furthermore, all 
dry docks servicing.U. S. Navy vessels must be certified to do 
so. once inactivated they are lost to naval use primarily due to 
waterfront private encroachment and private development. 

Dock utilization is a measure of workload, not of efficiency. 
Dry docks seldom are projected to operate at 100% of available 
capacity since this is a very high risk posture. Navy prudently 
reserves some capacity for emergent work including voyage 
repairs; Navy targets for 7 0 9  utilization to allow res-ponse to 
Fleet emergent work. Thus, in the near term, dock utilization 
will show a greater percent use than the far term due to emergent 
work. 

V Dry dock utilization is calculated on the basis of 304 ship dock 
days available for use in a year. The dry docks are unavailable 
for use for the balance of the year tg allow for maintenance and 



fcr dry dock set-up. Dry dock utilization for FY-90 at all naval 
shipyards was in excess of 100% as shown in the table below. 
This is due to some special cases where there is more than one 
s? . lp  in the dry dock such as the special case of submarine 
ir,=ctivations where these ships can be worked in series without 'w sigzificsnt i ~ p a c t  on operational requirements: or where a ship 
is in the sane dry dock for greater than 10 months at a time, in 
the case of nuclear ship refuelings. In those latter cases, dry 
dock maintenance must be deferred until a subsequent period when 
the dry dock is vacant. 

Capacity Analysis 

The projected utilization rates for the next three years are 
shown in Exhibits C-2 through C-5 and the table below. While the 
F Y  90 and 91 rates reflect all work assigned in the shipyards, FY 
92 through FY 99 projected usage do not. 

c *, 5" 

NAVAL SMIPYARD DRrOOCIS 
'L PERCEYTACS UTlL12!.11W ,,L\*L 

BY SYIPYAID MISSlOW attcdr~ ' I  
FY90 fY91 tY 92 FY93 tY94 I t 9 5  1196 FY97 fY98 f Y W  

ssw/cGt i  Refue l ing  125.3 137.0 86.7 94.9 72.4 89.5. 94.7 109.9 101.3 119.8 . 
Large/CV/CblU Cawbl c 112.3 102.8 90.1 915.3 106.9 8b.2 85.5 105.6 - 80.2 82.2. 
Other Nuclear C a w S i e  13t.7 130.0 103.7 7 8 . 4  6 . 3  75.0 tP.7 86.9 94.2 
Other 78.0 23.0 36.0 18.6 S.5 48.8 26.9 5.3 12.5 14.6 

Dry dock 6 4 ,  at the former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard in San 
~rancisco, a large, CV/CVN capable dry dock, has been used for several 

1- years to dock emergent fleet work on the west coast. It will be 
decommissioned in FY 1991 when a large section of the former naval 
shipyard is leased to commercial interests in accordance with public 
law. Dry dock # 2 ,  at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, a nuclear 
refueling dry dock, will be unavailable during part of FY 1991 and all 
of FY 1592 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 
shown on Exhibit C-2. Dry dock use can exceed available capacity due 
t o  the unique nature of nuclear submarine inactivations, when more 
than two submarines are in a dry dock at a time. 

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

Yv capacity may in fact be unusable. For example, if there are only 2-3 



. c o n t h s  between the undockinq of one ship and the docking of c:other 
ship, while these 2-3 months count as unused capacity, the t:-e is far 
too short to be effectively used for ship overhauls which ncr;r.ally 
require longer periods in dry dock (11-13 months for a s=tr . rr ine ) .  IY .rserefore, currently available dry docks are fully utilizei. Little 
cz==city is available for emergent work without deferring cr delaying 
other, future scheduled work. With the closure of a single tadclear 
capable naval shipyard, there will be a backlog of regular d::king 
requirements. Emergent work would be forced to queue for dock space. 
In a peacetime emergency this could result in extraordinary cost and 
loss of the asset for at sea operations. 

Overhauling and repairing conventional and nuclear aircraft czrriers 
is also a critical mission of the naval shipyards. In addizlcn to 
work scheduled to be performed, each fleet commander requires that on 
dry dock on each coast be available for emergent docking re~~irements 
for nuclear aircraft carriers. This is prudent considering the high 
capital cost of these ships and the necessity to repair the= with as 
little delay as possible. There is only one dry dock of suffici.ent 
size and capability in the private sector to accomplish this work. 
Exhibit C-3 reflects large/CV/CVN capable dry docks. A sig3ificant 
shortfall in large dry aock capacity will result in deferral of some 
work requiring large dry dock capacity to a future time period and at 
a potentially higher cost. 

A s  stated previously, dry dock d 4 ,  a large, CV/CVN capable dry dock a' 
the forner Hunters Point Naval Shipyard in San Francisco, has been 
used for several years to dock emergent fleet work on the vest coast. 
It will be decommissioned in FY 1991 when a large section of the 'w former naval shipyard is leased to comnercial interests in accordance 
with public law that will leave only 2 drydocks on the west coast 
capable of docking a CV/CVN. The remaining nuclear.capable dry docks 
are fully utilized during the remaining part of the decade, although 
there is some drop off in required capacity by the year 2000. Navy 
will continue to review the need to maintain all of these t i - p e  of dry 
docks as maintenance schedules firm up during the mid-part of the 
decade. 

The naval shipyard mission includes repair and maintenance of nuclear 
submarines and nuclear cruisers in addition to refuelings. Nuclear 
capable dry docks are required to accomplish this work, as well. As 
shown on Exhibit C-5, this type of dry dock is fully,utilized 
throughout the rest of the century to refuel nuclear carriers and the 
SSN 688 class, due to the early decommissioning of the SSN 637 class, 
although there is a temporary dip in the mid-part of the detade. 
Requirements for this type of dry dock include the dedication of one 
dry dock on the west coast for special programs. 

The dry docks in this category do not include any dry docks previous1 
counted in the previous categories. . . 

Dry Docks for Other Than critical Missions 

As shown on Exhibit C-6, there are a few dry docks in n a v a l  shipyard 
wv which do not meet the requirements of the other categories. 



These non-nuclear-capable dry docks provide s0r.e flexibility for 
emergent, non-nuclear surface ship repair, but generally are not full: 
utilized. They are in shipyards alongside other categories of dry 
docks. The cost to maintain these dry docks, ever, uhile 'w underutilized, is extremely small, and justifies retention fcr 
mobilization requirements at present. Navy is revleuing the need for 
retention of these docks and expects that soKe may be laid up in 
future years. 

The naval shipyards perfonn other work in addition to ship repair. 
These capabilities do not exist in the private sector. For example, 
modern propeller manufacturing facility, a module maintenance 
facility, a diesel engine repair facility, facilities to repair 
surface ship radars, and multi-alloy foundries all exist uniquely in 
naval shipyards. These facilities are required to support the Navy 
fleet mission and would have to remain open or be relocated or 
recapitalized by the Navy in the private sector if the host naval 
shipyard were closed. 

APPLICATION OF FINAL CRITERIA 

The final selection criteria published by the Secretary of Defense to 
be used for the FY-1991 base closure and realignment review are as 
follows: 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the imvact on 
o~erational readiness of the Navv. 

W The official mission statement for the naval shipyards is from 
SECNAVNOTE 5450 of 21 April 1956: 

"To provide logistic support for assigned ships and service craft; to 
perform authorized work in connection with construction, conversion, 
overhaul, repair, alteration, dry docking, and outfitting of ships an 
craft, as assigned; to perform manufacturing, research, development 
and test work, as assigned; and to provide services and material to 
other activities and units, as directed by co~petent a~thority.~ 

Naval shipyards comprise a vital element of Fleet logistic support. 
They have the industrial plant, engineering talent, artisan skills, 
employment depth, and scope of service required to convert, overhaul, 
dry dock, repair, modernize, and provide logistic support to a variet 
of warships simultaneously. 

In determining future mission requirements we considered the 
following: 

Support of the OPNAV Mission Statement 
Percent of proximate Fleet 
Support of Navy policy on homeport availabilities ' 
Weather impacts upon production work 
Physical dispersion 
Amount of channel and overhead clearances 

The naval shipyards were evaluated primarily on how much the naval 
shipyard contributes to the accomplishment of OPNAV strategic 

# 



-requirenents for Fleet maintenance (for operational and mobilization 
purpcses) and its proximity to large Fleet concentrations. The Navy's 
h 0 ~ ~ ~ 3 r t  policy for ship ~aintenance was considered as was the 
physical dispersion of the shipyards. Dredging and clearance 
constraints as well as hazardous risks and length of transit to the 
shipyard were also considered. 

2. The availability and condition of land and facilities at both the 
existinu and potential receivina locations. 

In this category we considered availability 02  facilities, including: 
Sufficiency of support facilities 
Sufficiency of utility services 
Sufficiency of administrative spaces 

The potential capacity of dry docks carried the highest weight in the 
analysis. Sufficiency of support facilities, utility services and 
administrative facilities are additional factors which were 
considered. This factor contributes to mobilization capability.' 

We also considered the quality of facilities, including: 
Adequacy/average age of facilities 
Adequacy/average age of industrial plant equipment 
Adequacy of configuration to support mission 

This is a secondary evaluation factor containing an analysis of the 
condition (i.e., average age), technology (average age/condition of 
industrial plant equipment based on plant property records) and 
shipyard configuration. 

3. The ~otential to accommodate continaencv, mobilization, and futurq 
force reauirements at receivinu locations. 

Criteria 1 and above also cover this criteria. 

; Additionally, during the review process the determination was made 
that the Navy needs to preserve and maintain all of the current dry 

I dock facilities in the eight naval shipyards for contingency purposes. Therefore, rather than close the shipyard in total, consideration was 
given t o  placing the dry docks at Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in a 
preserved status if the shipyard closes. 

4 ,  The cost and mamower im~lications. 

Cost and manpower implications were considered only after candidates 
for closure were identified. That is, if a facility were eliminated 
from closure consideration due to military need, the costs to close 
that base were not evaluated. After bases were identified as 
candidates for closure, the cost and manpower implications-were 
considered when determining various alternatives/scenarios (e.g., 
complete or partial closure, realignment, etc.). 

The following are the costs associated with closure of Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard (Option 1) and downsizing Philadelphia to a smaller 
shipyard (Option 2). Both assume that the major tenants do not 
relocate. * 



OP-44 to fill in from COBRA data for options 1 and 2 

Quality of life was also considered in this category, including: 

'W 
Adequacy of family hoasing 
Adequacy of bachelor housing 
Adequacy ct Xorale, Kelfare and Recreation facilities 
Adequacy of Medical/Dental facilities 

Evaluation of this factor is based upon whether housing units, 
recreational, and medical facilities are available. Although 
desirable, these factors are minor when considering the total 
usefulness and value of a naval shipyard. 

5 .  The extent and timinu of potential cost savinss. lncludins whethe1 
the total cost savinus realized from the closure or realisnment of thc 
base will. besinninu with the date of the completion of the closure 01 
realianment of the base, exceed the amount expended to close or -- 

reali~n the base. 

OP-44 to fill in from COBRA data 

6.  The economic impact on the communitv - in which the base to be 
closed or realisned is located. 

Local economic impacts for both losing and gaining locations are 
detailed in the Environmental Impact Statement. 

7 .  Community su~port. 

qhlw Community support considered: 
Availability of skilled labor force 
Proximity to transportation links 
Adequacy of support from industrial base 

Evaluation of this factor was based primarily upon the availability o 
specialized skills in the local Metropolitan Statistical Area (FIPS 
Pub 85). The sub-element Transportation is graded on access links by 
which materials and personnel can be transported. The sub-element 
Industry measures the local availability of commercial support. This 
factor contributes to mobilization capability. 

8 .  The environmental im~act. 

Environmental Impact Statements have been written by contractors of 
NAVFAC engineering field divisions in conjunction with NAVSEA and 
OPNAV. 

9. The im~lementation Drocess involved. 

For the naval shipyards recommended for closure or realignment, the 
following is the current plan: 

Option 1. Close and preserve Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY 
93 after completion of the US5 CONSTELLATION (CV 64) SLEP and USS 
FORRFSTAL (CV 59) drydocking availabilities. Retain the propeller 
facility, the Navy Inactive Ship Maintenance Facility (NISMF) and the 

* 



Naval S h i p  Systems Engineering station (NAVSSES) in Philadelphia. 
Move the USS JOHN F. KENNEDY (CV 67) to Norfolk Naval Shipyard. 

option 2. Corcence realignaent of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard i 
yy  g; zzi corplete deznsizing to approximately 1200 people in FY 95. - - 

  eta in t he  propeller facility, the Navy Inactive ship Maintenance 
~ a c i l i t y  (NISKF) and the Naval Systems Engineering Station (NAVSSES) 
in ~hiladelphia. 

lo. Hiscellaneous unique considerations: 

Nuclear ce~ability i 
The projected workload for the naval shipyards in the 1990's requires 
six nuclear-capable naval shipyards. This includes SSN 688 class and 
CGN refuelings. It is not practical to close a nuclear-capable naval 
shipyard for the period of the SYDP and reopen that yard, or establisl 
another nuclear-capable shipyard. 

The advantages and disadvantages of closing a nuclear capable shipyar 
are: 

Pro: - Reduces total naval shipyard employment without the need to - - 
downsize remaining shipyards; 

Con r - Limits the capability to conduct SSN 688 and CGN refuelings in 
the outyears; - Reduces overall flexibility available to the Navy to do CVN 
refuelings should satisfactory contractual arrangements not be 
possible with Newport News Shipbuilding; - High unknown cost for the Navy to correct existing environmenta: 
liabilities before the facility is converted to any other use. - Not feasible to establish or reestablish nuclear capability in 2 
shipyard in the short time available in the post POM-92 period. - Increases facilitization and labor costs to stand up refueling 
capability at remaining shipyards to perform workload. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED i 
The only alternatives considered were within the naval shipyard 
category. Actions across categories or bases or across sewices wer~ 
not considered due to the unique nature of naval shipyard facilities 
within the DoD base structure. 

Alternatives which required transfer of workload to other receiving 
bases considered only the naval shipyards as candidates. Within the 
shipyard category, workload was planned for transfer to those 
shipyards vhich met the CNO strategic and operational requirements f 
the type of ship involved and also had the availability of facilitie 
to support the workload. 

Based on the military value criteria, the eight naval shipyards wer 
assessed.and ranked in descending order of importance. The final 
ranking was as follows: 

* 



  or folk Naval shipyard 
Puget Sound tiaval Shipyard 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Fear1 Harbor Naval Shipyard 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
~hiladelphia Naval Shipyard 

This ranking indicated that Philadelph 
likely candidate for realignment or cl 
for Fniladelphia was then thoroughly r 
functions assigned to the shipyard. T 
indicated the following: i 

o A substantial reduction in ca 
resultant reduction in carrier force le 
termination of the ongoing carrier s e n  
(CV-SLEP) . This would, in turn, eliminl 
Fhiladelphia's ship repair workload and 
of the shipyard a possibility. 

o There are unique functions at 
naval base complex that. must be either 
transferred to another naval shipyard o 
center, recapitalized in the private se 

- Naval Ship Propeller Cen - Naval Inactive Ship Main - Naval Ship Systems Engine i 
o The shipyard provides a viable a1 

sector ship repair support in the Philad, 
honeport areas. Retention would be of g: 
support work in these homeport areas. 

C . 2 .  RECOHHENDATIONS AND IMPACTS I 
c.2.a. NAVAL 8HXPYARD PHILADELPRIA 

. DESCRIPTION OF RECOM 

Based on the considerations discussed abc 
developed for restructuring or closing Pk 

Option 1. Close and preserve P h i l a d  
93 after completion of the USS CONSTELLAT 
FCSEESTAL (CV 59) drydocking availabiliti 
facility, the Navy 1nactive.Ship Maintena 
Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station (N 
Ecve the USS JOHN F. KENNEDY (CV 67) to N 

O ~ t i o n  2. Commence realignment of Pi 
FY 93 and cocplete downsizing to appzoxim 
Rstain the propeller facility, the Navy I. 



W Facility ( I S )  and the Naval Systems Engineering station (NAVSSES) 
in ~hiladelphia. 

The Secretary of the Navy approved Option 1. 

STRATEGIC AND OPERATIONAL CONSEQUENCES 

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

4 docks operable (if not operational) a necessity. 

'(Closure of Phi lada lph ia . .Hava l~h ipyard  ,-without retention ot_the .large 
carrier capable dry docks creates ~a~:shortfall'lii~~d~.~do'ck~capabil~ty 
for emergent dockings- oilaircraft '*carriers. The only carrier capable 
dry dock available on the eas+!coast,:,under Navy control is at Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, and will be fully utilized. Without the-dry docks 
available at Philadelphia, the only other dock capable of taking an 
emergent carrier docking is at Newport News shipbuilding (NNSB). 
Exhibit C-7 illustrates this situation graphically. This dock is 
privately owned and its-docking schedule is not controlled by the 
Navy. The cost to haveUNNSB-.provide a dedicated dock under contract 
is considered prohibitive.,. The only alternatives are'to use' the NNSB 
dock if available or to ph"y'iicallyJ remove a ship already in dock at 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard if possible..f 

.The closure departs from a long standing Navy strategic and 
operational requirement which provided for two Naval ship ards on each 

[I coast capable of docking and repairing aircraft carriers.r The 
resultant demand for use of the remaining dock at Norfolk Naval 
Shipyard would have long term impact on the Navy's flexibility in 
workload assignments and will reduce the effectiveness of the shore 
establishment in supporting fleet operational and maintenance 
requirements. Retention of the Philadelphia drydocks provides backup 
capability for emergency situations. 

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

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



k?lile the loss of federal impact aid, received for educating 
dependents of military and civilian personnel, may not adversely 
affect any one particular school district, the loss of wage, incorie 
and other taxes will ultimately be reflected in lower budgets for 
school districts. 

While the traffic infrastructure serving NAVSHIPYD is adequate, its 
closure would improve circulation patterns in its immediate vicinity. 

Utilities to NAVSHIPYD are purchased from municipal and private 
sources; closure of NAVSHIPYD will not adversely affect utility 
supplies. 

-- Environmental impacts: 
1. Threatened or Endangered (T/E) Species: 

A. Threatened or Endangered Species 

The endangered peregrine falcon (special status species) has 
been observed on the western fringes of NAVSHIPYD; also, the 
endangered Short-nosed sturgeon (federally endangered) is known to be 
in the Delaware River. No impacts resulting from NAVSHIPYD closure 
are anticipated to peregrine falcon or short-nosed sturgeon 
populations. . 

B. Management Plans: 

NORTHNAVFACENGCOM has developed' a Natural Resources 
Management Plan for the shipyard based on criteria from OPNAVINST 
5090.1A, NAVFAC Manual P-73 and the Navy Natural Resource Management 
Procedure Manual, encompassing detailed program requirements, 
guidelines and standards for land, forest, and fish and wildlife 
management. A draft of the plan is to be forwarded to the state of 
Pennsylvania for review. 

C. Critical Habitat: 

In 1990, two juvenile Peregrine Falcons nested on the Girard 
Point Bridge at the western end of the shipyard. The Short-nosed 
Sturgeon may inhabit the Delaware River. 

2.  Wetlands: 

A. Extent of all wetlands: 

There are no wetlands on the NAVSHIPYD, but there are on the 
Naval Complex, Philadelphia. The National Wetlands Inventory ( N W I )  
indicates the presence of five Palustrine Scrub-Shrub/Er.ergent 
wetlands on the complex, in an area called Mustin Field. Three of th 
wetlands make up an irregularly shaped area 200' by 500' located in 
the center of the field. The Army Corps of Engineers, certified the 
area as wetlands in 1987. The fourth is located in the northwest 
section of the field, and the fifth is located in the northeast 
section of the field. A wetland classified as the Riverine Tidal Fla 



is located along the Delaware River from the Seaplane Ramp to a point 
just north of the Ferry Slip. See NORTHERN DIVISION MAP (V-17)-Map 1. 
The northvest and northeast areas are not identified on the Kap. 

B. Special Management Plans or agreezents vhich have 
implemented: 

The Pennsylvania Department of ~nvironmental' Resources 
(PADER) and the Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) have imposed 
strict limits on the amounts of industrial discharges into the 
Delaware River caused by industrial activity at the complex. The 
wetlands are also protected under Executive Order 11990, which 
established requirements for federal agencies to avoid destruction or 
degradation of wetlands. At the Naval Shipyard's request, 
NORTHNAVFACENGCOM is preparing a Natural Resources Plan with two major 
elements; fish and wildlife and land management. 

C. Installation included in a regional estuary plan: 

The final Pennsylvania Coastal Zone Management plan includes 
the complex. The final Pennsylvania Coastal Zone 
Management Program and finai Environmental Impact Statement includes 
the complex but excludes it from the provisions of the program because 
it is Federal land. 

3. Historic and Archeological Sites: 

A. Historical Buildings and Archeological Sites: 

(1) Historical or archeological sites on or eligible for 
National Register: 

Quarters A and Building 100 have been listed on the National 
Register since 1976. Building 4 was determined eligible for listing 
in 1982. Building 6 was determined eligible for listing in 1981. 

Building 100 37,473 SF Applied Instruction 
Building 4 210,000 SF Administration Office 

(2) Potentially eligible for National Register: 

Naval Complex Philadelphia, which is composed of NAVSHIPYD 
Philadelphia and NAVSTA Philadelphia, comprises a potentially eligible 
Historic District. The boundaries of this district will be determined 
with the assistance of the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum 
Commission's Bureau for Historic Preservation. In general, the 
district will likely include most of the operating areas of the Naval 
Shipyard and Naval Station. The Navy will continue to protect these 
resources in accordance with the National Historic ~rese'rvation Act 
until the property is disposed, and whenever possible, will make 
stipulations in disposal agreements ensuring the continued protection 
of these resources. 

Parade Ground imnediately west of Buildings 100 and 101. 
These areas immediately surrounding Building 6, Quarters A, B, C, K, 



L, M, N, and 0. The parking area north of ~uilding 1 and the yard 

w areas surrounding Eaildings K-1 through M-7. 

B. Maps: I 
Refer to enclosed condition Map 2. Highlighted areas 

indicate approxim~te sites. 

4. Pollution Control: 

A. Sanitary landfill: I 
(1) NAVSHIPYD does not operate a sanitary landfill. The Map 

locating each historic landfills of sand, gravel, mixed landfill, 
loam, coarse sandy loam, coarse sand and gravel: 

See NORTHERN DIVISION SOILS YAP (V-7) - Map 3 I 
(2) Description, size content, history of operation of 

landfills: 

The surface materials of the area consist of fluvial and 
estuarine sediments which are mostly sands and gravels with some clay 
layers. Some of these sediments transmit large amounts of water and 
Bre considered aquifers. The soil types o n  the complex are classifiec 
as Urban-Howell Complex (USSCS, 1975). This soil is sixty percent 
urban land which is disturbed or man made, thirty-five percent Howell 
silt loam and five percent miscellaneous soil types. The extensively 
disturbed soils were developed by placing fill composed of garbage, 
sand, and gravel over the original Howell soils and tidal marsh land. 
There are some areas on the base which continue t o  have subsistence 
problems. The area most likely to have poor soil engineering 
properties is 40 acres in the northeastern area of the base which has 
mixed fill over the former tidal marshes (U.S. Navy, 1987, 1988; 
USSCS, 1975). The area around the Naval ~ospital has a very permeabl~ 
soil which makes it vulnerable to contamination by pollutants (U.S. 
Navy, 1987). 

(3) Permits status of landfill(s): 

The Naval Shipyard is not currently operating any sanitar 
landfills. 

B. Sewage system: I 
(1) Discharge permits, operating history, violations: 

NAVSHIPYD Permit #USt:A00010868WS, effective-19 Nov 90 and 
expiring 31 Dec 91, was issued by the Philadelphia Water Department t 
US Naval Base Philadelphia, but the permittee is the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard. This permit authorizes the discharge of industrial 
and sanitary wastewater from the entire Philadelphia Naval Complex tc 
the City of Philadelphia Sewage Collection System. No violations of 
this have occurred. The sexage collection system consists of 
72,150 feet of gravity sewers, 16,800 *feet of force main, 11 lift 



stations, and five pumping stations. All sanitary wastes are 
transported by the sanitary sewer system to the City of Philadelphia 
municipal seS-erage systen. 

(2) Average discharge rate of sezage to area of system: 

The average daily dry weather flow handled from the syster 
is 2.56 MGD. About 10% of this average flow is infiltration ground 
water. The inflow of storm water adds approximately 1 MGD to the 
average daily flow during sFqn,ificant rainfall events. This inflow 
represents a 409 increase. 

(3) Capacity (operating and/or excess): 

The capacity of the NAVSHIPYD collection system is 17.5 
MGD, which is adequate for existing and future operation. 
Rehabilitation is needed for the system to handle future demands, but 
at present the system can handle present demands. 

C. DOD operated and Industrial Waste Water Treatment Plants 
( I WTP) : 

(1)  isc charge' permits: 

NAVSHIPYD does not operate an IWTP. Specific industrial 
waste waters are released to the sanitary sewer by permission only, j 
consultation with the City of Philadelphia. The complex manages a 
City Wastewater Discharge permit for the electroplating shop and a 
NPDES effluent permit to discharge solids from the Naval Shipyard 

clu drydock sump systems. 

( .2) Operating at or excess of capacity: 

The waste water is released to the sanitary system, 
rehabilitation is needed for the system to handle future demands, bu: 
at present the system can handle present demands. 

D., Drinking water: I 
(1) Identity of DOD-operating drinking water treatment 

facilities, operating history, status of permits, violations, etc: 

The complex purchases "finishedv water from the City of 
Philadelphia. 

E. Air Emission Permits: 

(1) Air emission permits, operating history, status of 
p e m i t s ,  violations, etc: 

. . 

In February 1989, the complex received a Notice of 
Violation (NOV) from the EPA Region 111, on behalf of A M S ,  that cite 
the Naval Shipyard for failure to obtain the required permits for th 
sources identified in the May 1988 AMS inspection which identified 4 
unpermitted sources .  In the fall of 1988, the Naval Shipyard 



estimated that over 350 sources were unpermitted. In 1989, two 
ccntracts &ere axarded tc prepare the inventory and the required 
permit  applications which were completed in December 1990. A third 
ccntract is abcut to be axarded to complete the process. 

F. A-106 Plan: 

(1) Pollution abatement projects identified by A-106 process, 
funding status, estimated start/completion dates, cost (by FY), 
purpose of each project: 

1- Project NR W106T: Spill Response Equipment Storage Building 
(Construction) Approved, but unfunded. Cost $175K Projected FY 91 
(Scheduled Start Apr 91, Scheduled Completion Jan 92) 

2- Project NR W106W: Spill Containment, Wharf G Fuel Manifolds 
(Const) Approved, but unfunded. Cost $3OK Projected FY 91 (Scheduled 
Start Nov 90, Scheduled Completion Apr 91) 

3- Project NR W1067: Correct SPCC Deficiencies, Bldg 23 (Des) 
Approved & Funded. Cost S13K Projected FY 91 (Scheduled Start Nov 90, 
Scheduled Completion Jun 91) 

4 -  Project NR D 0 4 4 A :  Install Backflow ~ra;enter (Design) Approved & 
Funded. Cost $10K Projected FY 92 (Scheduled Start May 92, Scheduled 

V Completion Jun 92) 

5- Project NR D044A: Install Backflow Preventer (Const) Approved, 
but unfunded. Cost S100K Projected FY 92 (Scheduled Start Nov 91, 
Scheduled Completion Jun 92) 

6- Project NR 106s: Correct SPCC Deficiencies (Const) Approved, but 
unfunded. Cost $10K Projected FY 92. (Scheduled Start Nov 91, 
Scheduled Completion Apr 92) 

7- Project NR W1067: Correct SPCC Deficiencies, Bldg 23 ( C o n s t )  
Approved, but unfunded. Cost S70K Projected FY 92. (Scheduled Start 
Nov 91, Scheduled Completion Jul 92) 

8- Project NR W452A: Construct SPCC Containment for 55 Gallon Drums 
(Des) Approved, but unfunded. Cost $5K Projected FY 92. (Scheduled 
Start Oct 91, Scheduled Completion Nov 91) 

9- Project NR W425A: Construct SPCC Containment for 55 Gallon 
Drums, Philadelphia PA NSY, (Const) (Scheduled Start Dec 91, Scheduled 
Completion Jun 92) Cost $100K 

. - 

10- Project NR W452B: Construct Hazardous Waste Accumulation 
Containers, ~hiladelphia PA NSY (Design) (Scheduled Start Oct 91, 
Scheduled Completion Dec 91) Cost $10K 

11- Project NR W452B: Construct Hazardous Waste Accumulation 
Containers, Philadelphia PA NSY (Const) (Scheduled Start Jan 92, 
Scheduled Completion Aug 92) Cost S180K 



1 2 -  Project NR W4 52C: Construct Secondary  containment-^^^, 
~hiladelphia PA NSY (Design) (Scheduled Start Dec 91, Scheduled 
cczpletion Feb 92) Cost $13K 

13- Project NR W452C: Construct Secondary Containment-AST, 
~hiladelphia PA NSY (Const) (Scheduled Start Apr 92, Scheduled 
Completion Jul 92) Cost $57K 

14- Project NR W452D: Correct SPCC ~eficiencies - Dip Tank, 
~hiladelphia PA NSY (Design) (Scheduled Start Feb 92, Scheduled 
Completion Apr 92) Cost $15K 

15- Project NR W452D: Correct SPCC Deficiencies - Dip Tank, 
Philadelphia PA NSY (Const) (Scheduled Start Jun 9 2 ,  Scheduled 
Completion Aug 92) Cost $50X 

16- Project NR W452E: Develop Solvent/Toxic Organic Mgmt Plan 
(STOMP), Philadelphia PA NSY, (Const) (Scheduled Start Dec 91, 
Scheduled Comphetion Mar 92) Cost $50K 

17- Project NR W452J: Correct SPCC Def-Bldg 543 Drum Storage Area, 
Philadelphia PA NSY, (Design) (Scheduled Start May 92) $lOK 

18- Project NR W452J: ' Correct SPCC ~ e f - ~ l d g  543 Drum Storage Area, 
Philadelphia PA NSY, (Const) (Scheduled Start Jul 92) Cost $100K 

19- Project NR W452F: Construct Sedimentation Weir System for 
Drydock 1, Philadelphia PA NSY, (Design) (Scheduled Start Dec 92, 
Scheduled Completion Mar 93) Cost $2SX 

20- Project NR W452F: Construct Sedimentation Weir System for 
Drydock 1 Philadelphia PA NSY (Const) (Scheduled Start May 93, 
Scheduled Completion Jul 93) Cost $120X 

21- Project NR W452G: Construct sedimentation Weir System for 
Drydock 2 Philadelphia PA NSY (Design) (Scheduled Start Dec 92, 
Scheduled Completion Mar 93) Cost $25X 

22- Project NR W452G: Construct Sedimentation Weir System for 
Drydock 2 ~hiladelphia PA NSY (Const) (Scheduled Start May 93, 
Scheduled Completion Jul 93) Cost S150K 

23- Project NR W452H: Construct Sedimentation Weir System for 
Drydock 3 Philadelphia PA NSY (Design) (Scheduled Start Dec 92, 
Scheduled Completion Mar 93) Cost $25K 

24- Project NR W452H: Construct Sedimentation Weir System for 
Drydock 3 ~hiladelphia PA NSY (Const) (Scheduled Start May 93, 
Scheduled completion Jul 93) Cost $150K 

2 5 -  Project NR W452I: Construct Sedimentation Weir System for 
Drydock 4 ~hiladelphia PA NSY (Design) (Scheduled Start Dec 92, 
Scheduled Completion Mar 93) Cost $25K 

26- Project NR W452I: Construct Sedimentation Weir System for 



Drydock 4 ~hiladelphia PA NSY (Const) (scheduled Start May 93, 
scheduled ~oapletion Jul 93) Cost $175K 

Table C-1 shcus the pollution projects (funded and unfunded) 
submitted for inclusion in A-106.  

5. Hazardous Materials/Wastes: 

A. Sites Contaminated with Hazardous or ~ o x i c  Substances: 

(1) Map showing location of sites: see Map 4 

Identify current and past operating sites: Refer to 
paragraph S.a.(2), below. ~dditionally, the DEIS indicates that the 
list is not all inclusive. Rather, a number of other operations and 
facilities use or have used hazardous wastes or materials in 
manufacturing or industrial type activities. PNSY is undergoing a 
RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) by the U.S. EPA Region 111 to detennine 
whether releases of hazardous waste or hazardous constituents have 
occurred or are occurring at the shipyard. The EPA has completed a 
preliminary review and identified approximately 120 potential solid 
waste management units (SWMUs). ~uring the Visual Site inspection 
scheduled for 25 February - 1 March 1991, the EPA team will verify the 
locations of all ShWJs, determine their condition by visual 
observation, and resolve any information gaps identified during the 
PR . 

(2) Hazardous or toxic constituents found at each site, 
status of studies and remedial actions, estimated costs (to date and 
future) or cleanup each site and estimate of completion: ' 

An Initial Assessment Study (IAS) to identify possible 
hazardous material or hazardous waste disposal was begun in 1983 under 
the Navy Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutants (NACIP) 
Program. In the fall of 1988, a total of 15 sites had been 
identified. Three sites (sites 9, 10, and 11) had been eliminated by 
the IAS leaving 12 a c t i v e  sites. The 15 sites are described below; 

Site 1, the rubble disposal area, is located at the eastern 
part of Mustin Field. This area was apparently used for the disposal 
of various wastes since the early 1900s. Wastes include shipyard- 
generated garbage and trash, dredged spoils from the Schuylkill and 
Delaware Rivers and the Reserve Basin, spent blasting grit, scrap 
metal, piping, asbestos insulation, concrete, lumber, and fly and 
bottom ash from the power plant. A remedial investigation/feasibility 
study (RI/FS) is planned for this site. 

Site 2, the blasting grit and drum disposal area, is located 
in the southeastern portion o f  Mustin Field. (Precise locations of 
Site 1 and Site 2 are inconsistently reported in the sources.) A site 
inspection is planned to determine if the drums have been removed and 
i f  a more extensive study is necessary. Site 2 was one of the four 
sites characterized as warranting further study. 

Site 3, Building No. 825 PCB t~ansformer storage area, is 



located in the northwest part of the complex, slightly north of Cirard 
Point and southwest of the DRMO and the fire fighting training area 
(Site 13). This site was investigated in a remedial investisation 
(RI) which was conducted from December 1988 through November 1989. 
The feasibility study (FS) portion of the task, which addresses 
remediation of the site, has not yet been completed. It was one of 
four sites prioritized for investigation by the Navy. 

Site 4, incinerator landfill and cylinder disposal area, is 
located on the west side of the Complex on Girard Point, south of Site 
3 and west of Site 5. Fifty to sixty pallets of gas cylinders of 
unknown contents were buried in a trench west of the old incinerator. 
Extensive landfilling of non-incinerable wastes along with incinerator 
ashes occurred at Girard Point in the area of sites 4 and 5 between 
1940 and 1970. An RI/FS will be conducted at Site 4. 

Site 5, Girard Point blasting grit disposal area, is ldcated 
north of the Reserve Basin and immediately to the east of Site 4 and 
Buildings 825, 548, and 668 .  The history of Site 5 as well as the 
types of material disposed of here is similar to that of Site 4, 
except that no buried gas cylinders are suspected at Site 5. This 
site will be investigated further to determine the extent of 
contamination by conducting an RI/FS. 

Site 6, Substation 82 transformer-oil spill location, is 
located in the south central part of the complex. Site 6 was one of 
four locations prioritized by the Navy for further investigation. The 
site consists of two large PCB transformers in an area of about 800 w square feet enclosed by a 10- to 12- foot high concrete block wall. 

Site 7, Building No. 546 PCB transformer oil spill area, is 
located within the Controlled Industrial Area of the base near the 
southern edge of the complex toward the west side, to the east of 
Building 546. Site 7 consists of an area extending about two feet in 
all directions from a seven by twenty-seven foot concrete pad, on 
which two PCB transformers with a history of leakage problezs were 
mounted. (No leaks have been reported since the bushings on the 
transformers were sealed in 1982.) Site 7 is one of four sites 
prioritized by the Navy. A draft RI report was submitted in November 
1989. 

Site 8, Reserve Basin sediments, is located at the Reserve 
Basin at the western side. A 75,000-gallon spill of heavy (Bunker C) 
oil occurred at Site 8 in 1964, and two 400-gallon spills of No. 6 
fuel oil occurred in 1980. It is also possible that spent blasting 
grit from Site 5 has eroded into Site 8. This site will be 
investigated further by conducting an RI/FS. 

Site 9, Fuel Tank 866, is located in the south cer.tral part 
of the complex near the Delaware River. Two 68,000-gallon heavy 
(Bunker C )  fuel oil tanks, designated as Tanks 866, were the source of 
a major oil leak in the late 1970s. After the oil leak, T z ~ k s  866 
were found to be in poor condition, were drained, and are no longer in 
use. Another earlier spill of several hundred gallons of E 2 n k e r  C oil 
occurred at the tanks in the 1960s during filling of the tanks from a 



barge. The oil, which spilled into the Delavare, was reported 
recovered and burned in the incinerator at Girard point. No further 
investigation was recommended by the 1983 report nor subsequently 
proposed or conducted (U.S. Navy, 1989). 

Site 10, Dry Docks 4 and 5 disposal area, is located at the 
southwest corner of League Island at the confluence of the Delaware 
and schuylkill Rivers. At this site, a general shipyard disposal are2 
in the 1920s and 1930s, there is no specific evidence of hazardous or 
industrial waste. No further investigation was recommended by the 
1983 report nor subsequently proposed or conducted (U.S. Navy, 1989). 

Site 11, Kau Park storage area, is located adjacent to Wharf 
I, immediately to the north of Site 10 along the banks of the 
Schuylkill River. The site was a storage area for obsolete equipment 
and material, possibly including a limited number of PCB transformers, 
In 1981, the stored materials were removed and the site was covered 
with soil and converted into a park. The 1983 study reported that 'In( 
evidence was found that PCB contaminated soil exists at this site.'' 
No further investigation was recommended in the 1983 report not 
subsequently proposed or conducted (U.S. Navy, 1989). 

Site 12, a fuel farm, is located on the western portion of 
the complex. The site contains two 1,000,000-gallon and one 
1,500,000-gallon above.ground No. 6 fuel oil storage tanks. Previous 
investigations (1985) indicated that soil samples from several 
locations within the site were contaminated with oil products. Site 
12, which was not evaluated in the 1983 IAS, has been proposed for 
inclusion in an RI/FS. 

Site 13, fire training area, is located north of DRMO. The 
site is completely paved with asphalt. The presence on an undergroun 
fuel distribution system, as well as site activities (distribution an 
ignition of fuel) and visual evidence of staining of the asphalt 
indicate the possibility of petroleum product contamination. This 
site was not evaluated in the 1983 IAS. The possibility of 
contamination of Site 13 will be investigated during a proposed RI/FS 

Site 14, an oil spill area, is located along the southern 
edge of the Reserve Basin between the railroad tracks north of 
Building No. 592. , This area has reportedly been used for disposal of 
waste automotive crankcase oil and storage of oil drums. Soil 
staining indicates possible leaks of the oil drums. The possibility 
of contamination at Site 14 will be investigated during a proposed 
RI/FS . 

Site 15, a vacant lot at former Building No. 599, is located 
near the center of the complex at the corner of 4th Street East and 
Rowan Avenue. This site is one of four which was used for the 
maintenance, repair, and testing of ship engines, prior to the 
demolition of Building No. 599 in 1986. Contaminated fill may have 
been used for site grading after demolition. 

There are 12 active Installation Restoration (IR) sites. A 
contract, let in 1988 for the conduct of Renedial Investigation and 



~easibility Studies (RF/FS) at these sites, is being executed in three 
phases. Phase I deals with sites suspected of PCB contanination. 
Phase I1 deals with seven sites suspected of other than PCB 
contamination. Phase 111 will deal with a single unique site, at 
which it is suspected that gas cylinders are buried. The estimated 
completion date' for these studies is not projected at this time. Map 
4 shows the location of the sites at philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

phase Status 

Phase I - PCB sites: Remediation contract has been awarded. 
ECD 31 March 1991. 

Phase I1 - Metals Sites: Remediation investigation report 
due March 1991. 

Phase I11 - Cylinder Site(s): Solicitation for proposal for 
cylinder location(s) due March 1991. Cleanup costs for the twelve 
s i t e s  in the PNSY IR program have been estimated as follows: 

Phase I - PCB sites $255K 
Phase I1 - Metals Sites S1100K 
Phase I11 - .Gas Cylinder Site $2100K 
(3) Has site been evaluated or placed on National Priorities 

List (NPL): PNSY was evaluated by EPA1s Hayard Ranking System (HRS) 
and was not placed or expected to be placed on the National priorities 
list. 

B. Hazardous Material in Storage: I 
(1) Any wconformingtl storage facilities at installation: 

NAVSHIPYD operates a conforming storage facility under interim status. 
A new facility is presently undergoing design changes. 

(2) Describe additional storage capacity and restrictions on 
its potential use: When completed, the hazardous and flammable 
material storehouse (MCON P-578) will provide approximately 123,905 
cubic feet of storage area. Other storage facilities are not 
identified in the DEIS or other readily available documents. 

C. Hazardous Material in Use: I 
(1) Increased/decreased use of toxic chemicals, pesticides or 

fuels resulting from mission realignment: 

NAVSHIPYD uses and/or disposes 32 different classes of 
hazardous materials. . . 

(a) Types/quantities/location of hazardous materials in 
use on the installation: 

A variety of material related to manufacturing ship 
overhaul, repair work, research and development, and testing 
activities are in use. Manufacturing activities include central tool 



snop, snlptlttlng, s5sst cetal snop, welalng, lnslde macn lne  sncp, 
marine-outside sachinist, electrical shop, pipefitting shop, 
woodworking shop, electronics shop, paint shop, riggers, sail~akers, 

- laborers, foundry ani t-ezporary service shop. Hazardous material 
inventories are maintained for each shop. Orily hazardous saterials on 
the shipyard's authorized use list are available for use. 

(b) Quantities/types of waste disposed of per year: 

In 1990, PNSY disposed of approximately 2.6 million 
pounds of hazardous vaste. The top ten waste streams by weight were 
alkaline liquid, corrosive liquid, flammable liquid, solid N . O . S . ,  
combustible liquid, liquid N.O.S., corrosive solid, methylene 
chloride, illtac, and compressed gas. 

D. PCB Transformers: 

(1) Number of PCB transformers in use or storage at 
installation: 

Seven PCB transformers are in use and 0 transformers.in 
storage at NAVSHIPYD. 

(2) Transforners programmed for removal and schedule for 
removal : 

All 7 transformers are scheduled to be removed by the end 
of calendar year 1991. 

E. Asbestos in Buildings: 

An asbestos inventory of NAVSHIPYD has not been performed. 
An inventory will have to be completed to identify buildings 
containing friable asbestos that requires immediate removal. A very 
rough cost estimate of total asbestos removal at NAVSHIPYD, based on a 
removal cost of $10 per square foot, is $68 million. 

F. Underground storage tanks: 

(1) Abandoned or leaking underground storage tanks, location: 

Naval Environmental Compliance Account (NECA) funding was 
provided in F Y  1990. To date, nine USTs have been removed with proper 
disposal. Three USTs were confirmed as being previously removed. 
Three USTs are awaiting removal. The PNSY UST management plan, which 
is available at the shipyard, provides the location of each UST. 

(2) Active underground storage tanks: location and state of 
repair: There are 26 active tanks. All USTs were registered with the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PADER) by November 
1989, as required, and annually thereafter. The location and state of 
repair are not identified in the DEIS or other readily available 
document. The PNSY UST canagement plan, which is available at the 
shipyard, provides the location of each UST. 



- 6. Land Use: 

A .  Air: 

(1) Existing air space operating areas used by installation 
and its tenants: 

The Naval Station maintains a helipad on Mustin Field but 
NAVSHIPYD and its tenants do not operate aircraft or control airspace. 

areas: 
(2) Different types/quantities of aircraft used in these 

Occasional landings of helicopters. 

(3) AICUZ for installation: 

The helipad requires an approach clearance zone of 300 
feet by 900 feet. 

B. Land: I 
(1) Existing designated training areas and their use: 

The Naval Station maintains a small pistol range at the 
northeastern most portion of the base. In-addition, there is a 
training area for the Naval Damage Control Training Center (NDCTC). 

(2) Existing non-point source runoff problems and would 
mission change effect them: 

Most storm drainage is internal through the storm sewer 
system which is discharged directly into the Schuylkill and Delaware 
Rivers. Closure of the complex would not impact the groundwater in 
the area, however, the water quality in the Schuylkill and Delaware 
Rivers may improve with the reduction of pollutants carried in the 
stomwaters and runoff. 

(3) Ecologically Sufficient Areas: 

~nstallation consists of 1,454 acres of land. In general, 
the western two thirds of the complex consists of maintained lawns an( 
trees surrounded by numerous buildings and structures. The eastern 
one third shows less intense building activity with large maintained 
lawns, athletic fields and the inactive Mustin Airfield area. Tree 
cover around the complex is limited to mostly ornamental trees. 
NAVSHIPYD consists of 748 acres of land; all acreage consists of BOA 
and associated improved landscaped grounds, housing and administrativr 
offices. Tree cover is limited to orna~ental specimens. 

( 4 )  Revenue generating program in place at installation: 

The installation does not have sufficient resources to 
participate in agricultural out-leasing, forestry, or fishing and 
hunting prograzs. 



7. Programmed Environnental costs/Cost ~voidances: 

A. Surnary  of envi ronnental co~pliance cOst/cost avoidances that 

-1 wculd result from closure or realignment action: 

Environmental Compliance Cost: NAVSHIPYD Philadelphia currently 
has a budget of 22 men per day/2,2 M. Naval Environmental Compliance 
Account (NECA) funded projects (11 through 426  on previous sheets) 
total about $1.7 million. An additional $14 million of projects have 
been submitted in FY91. 

Environmental Compliance Cost Avoidance with Closure: Even with 
closure portions of the environmental costs.remain because grounds and 
facilities need to be maintained. Program costs will continue to be 
incurred for Natural/Historic Resources, pesticide management, PCB 
management, and drinking water program. 

B. Environmental Restoration Costs 

Estimated environmental cleanup costs for closure of the 
NAVSHIPYD is $162M, and $5SM for closure of the Naval Complex. This 
includes remediation of underground storage tanks, asbestos, PCBs, and 
other sources of contamination. Remediation is required regardless of 
any decision relative to base closure. 

--Base Closure account and other budaet fmnacts: I 
Major costs associzted with this alternative include: severance pay 
and unemployment costs for employees RIFed; transfer of the balance of 
the equipment and vehicles to Norfolk and Puget Sound Naval Shipyards; 
additional costs as a result of the rate differential between 
performing availabilities at Puget Sound or Norfolk Naval Shipyards 
which were budgeted at Philadelphia Naval Shipyard rates and 
inefficiencies this additional workload will cause at Norfolk Naval 
Shipyard. 

A summary of cost impacts is as follows: 

Severance/relocation costs: (COBRA) 
Transfer of equipment/vehicles ( COBRA) 
Additional Customer Costs (Rate Differential) 29.5 M 
Layup of equipment 36.1 H 
Inefficiencies at Norfolk (Overload) 72.8 M 
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BODY: 
In the 1980s, whenever Congress resumed i t s  much-talk-little-action f ight  

aver the closing of unneeded military bases, few Members fought harder to 
preserve their  home goodies than thenRep. Jim Courter, R-N.J. 

That was then. Now, Courter has been confirmed to head the President's 
Commission on Base Closure and Realignment, a newly reconstituted short-cutting 
mechanism that Cong,ress has been forced to f a l l  back on because even dovish 
tlembers are reluctant to  sacrifice bases i n  their  own d i s t r i c t s  when Jobs, even 
regional economies, l i e  i n  the balance. 

Courter, 49, a lawyer who l e f t  Congress i n  1989 for an unsuccessful run for 
e w  Jersey's governorship, spent 1 2  years on the House Armed Services Commit t ee  

advancing h i s  belief i n  a "strong national defense.' So, i t  was o n l y  natural 
that he strenuously objected i n  1999 when the previous base commission 
recommended closing a large number of bases, including his d i s t r i c t ' s  Fort D i x .  

n I  had problems with the fact that the commission had inaccurate data on Fort 
D i x ,  something that was l a t e r  confirmed" by the General Accounting Office ( G A O ) ,  
he said. 

Although the. Republican spent his f inal  year i n  Congress helping construct 
guidelines for rectifying some problems w i t h  the base-closing process, he 
presumed that his involvement i n  the issue was soon t o  end. 'What was i n  my 
mind was, i f  I participated i n  creating the statutes,  i t  would improve the 
process," he said. "But never i n  ny wildest dreams d i d  I ever imagine that I 
would be asked to be chairmanM of the commission. 

Colleagues and observers applaud his selection. "I'm very impressed w i t h  the 
orderly way he's handling this ,"  said Howard H. (Ba) Callaway, the former Army 
Secretary who has been confirmed, along w i t h  former Senate Armed Services 
Committee aide James C.  Smith 11, to join Courter on the three-member - . 

commission set  to  function for a year. "He has conditioned himself as chairman 
nominee very, very well . . ., and anyone who's served as long as he has, h a s  an 
understanding o f  the polit ics of closing bases." 

"When making decisions on bases that provide jobs, you're not going to keep 
-(I11 of Congress happy a l l  of the time; said John E. E n g l u n d ,  a former Courter 

defense aide. "He has to have integri t y  and stand yp to scrutiny." 
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Courter 's years as a r ing leader  of  the opposi t ion t o  base closings w i l l  
C( a c t u a l l y  becoae u s e f u l  i n  h i s  new ro le ,  according t o  Thomas A. Schatz, senior  

v i ce  president o f  Ci t izens Against Publ ic  Waste, which has been lobbying t o  
c lose  some bases. Hayden 6 .  Bryan, who was execut ive d i r e c t o r  o f  the 1989 
commission, sa id  Courter "can be understanding as t o  the  e f f e c t s  t h a t  base 
c los ings have. He knows tha* l i v e s  w i l l  be affected." 

Courter i d e n t i f i e d  two problems w i t h  the work o f  the 1989 commission. " I t  
was a very secret ive process," he said. "Neither the GAO nor  flembers themselves 
nor  committees f e l t  t h a t  they were included o r  could even fol low the work . . ., 
and when the  l i s t  [of  base c los ings1 was aade publ ic,  the commission was 
el iminated. The second problem was t h a t  some o f  the data was no t  independent ly 
reviewed by outside ob jec t i ve  experts, so some o f  the in format ion was 
incorrect . "  (See NJ, 4/1/89, p. 801.) 

Courter says the  two problems have been r e c t i f i e d .  "The GAO has a ro le, "  
he said. "It repor ts  before and a f t e r  the commission makes a report .  Members 
o f  Congress w i l l  have t o t a l  access t o  our work and t o  the process. The heari'ngs 
are  open t o  the press and p u b l i c  i n  Washington and i n  d i f f e r e n t  par t5  o f  t h e  
country." 

As a House Hember, Courter had backed unsuccessful l e g i s l a t i o n  t o  h a l t  the 
commissionls p r a c t i c e  o f  pub l ish ing  an a l l -or -noth ing l t s ' t  o f  targeted bases for 
Congress t o  vote on, but the prac t ice  w i l l  continue w i t h  the 1991 commission. 
Defense Secretary Dick Cheney, seeking major defense spending cuts t h i s  year, 
has been preparing h i s  onn pre l im inary  l i s t ,  which Cour ter 's  panel w i l l  
research and review and endorse o r  amend. 

A 1963 graduate of Colgate Un ivers i ty ,  Courter received h i s  law degree from 
Duke Un ive rs i t y  i n  1966 and then jo ined the Peace Corps, p r a c t i c i n g  munic ipa l  
tax  law i n  Calabozo and Valera, Venezuela. Afterward, he founded Courter 8 
Uolber t  Law Services i n  h i s  n a t i v e  Hackettstown. He a lso  establ ished the Warren 
County Lega l  Services Corp., a l e g a l  a i d  bureau for  the poor t h a t  s t i l l  operates 
i n  Belvedere, N. J, 

As f o r  what might have been, Courter has ready c r i t i c i s m  o f  e rs twh i l e  
opponent Democratic fov. James J. F lo r i o ,  who has been backpedaling from h i s  
con t rove rs ia l  new taxes t o  finance education reform. "Rather than t a l k  among 
the people about the l e g i s l a t i o n ,  he strongarmed the Legislature, '  Courter 
sa id.  " A l l  the wh i l e  [dur ing the e lec t i ons l ,  he said he saw no need fo r  new 
taxes. People f e l t  betrayed." 

Even though h i s  new job may be a ho t  seat l i k e  F l o r i o ' s ,  Courter evidences 
no envy: "Right now, I have other  challenges tha t  are every b i t  as important."  

GRAPHIC: Picture, no caption, John E ise le  



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

NAVY BASE STRUCTURE COMMITTEE MEETING 

Monday May 20, 1991 
Attending: 

Navy: Ms. Schafer, VAdp. Loftus, LtGen. Winglass, MajGen. 
Gardner, RAdm. Oliv. r, Capt. Tzavaras, Mr. Nemf akos, Cdr. 
Wong, Mr. Herron, Ms. Ryan 

3C#, 
Commission: Mr. Behrmann, Mr. Hirsch, Mr. Borden, Mr. Moore, 

Mr. Yellin, Mr. Zangla, Mr. Crosslin, Mr. Neve, Ms. 
Annf ield ................................................................. 

~eeting began with Navy expressing, "Wetre here to help you. We 
have no pitches to make.It (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: 

~uestion: 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. 

All of the greens were placed aside. Then eliminated the 
yellows with special circumstances (called "step-5 check- 

off " )  . Looked closely at closing scenarios, COBRA, etc. for all 
reds. 

~uestion: 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 #1, 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 
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 

w 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 itf s limited as a naval station. It's really 
used for administration, training, and housing to support 
Alameda. This is why we didn't off i*r it up--because we plan to 
keGp carriers at Alameda. So when you see excess berthing 
capacity, you can't look at Treasure Island as a homeport we 
can close to cut the excess capacity. 

-Behrmann: Why was there not a narrative to explain the differences? 
Schafer: In retrospect, it would have been easier. 
Loftus: We could do that now. We thought 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 didnf 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. 

~uestion: 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 , 

w marked our own grades. But we looked at it critically. Ex: 
Bangor was downgraded operationally because it had more than 

1 



7 5  days of fog a year. But why put a sub base there if fog is 
relevant? We wanted to bring military judgment to bear. 

Y We used it as a starting point. The VCNO staff couldnf t answer 
a lot of our questions; that's 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 he'd 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? 

Answer: There was no target in terms of number of bases to close or 

'CI 
keep open. This is a disconnect with the memo. The word 
"targetit 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 didn't try to get to zero. 

~uestion: Did you determine an amount of excess berthing capacity 
that it was desirable to retain after the recommended 
clasures? 

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. 

Question: 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. 

Commission 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 Commissionts 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. 

Question: What about the uncertainty of what's 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 itts at 
1 



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 
cofistruction 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, but the 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 tradeoffs. 

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. 

~uestion: Jet training facilities: what other options considered? 
Answer: We talked about all three. Wetlands: three options: avoid 

loss, minimize loss, replace them. We will do the latter. We 

V wonf 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. 

~uestion: 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. 
Question: 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. 

~uestion: 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 didn't 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. 

1 



Question: Is there encroachment at Meridian? 
Answer: None of the operators ever mentioned it to the BSC. Itf.s an 

(rf air space management issue, not a stopper. 

Question: Since therefs no excess capacity in the Marine Corps air 
station category, why was Tustin proposed for closure? 

Answer: There is excess capacity in hangar space (air maintenance) 
and - 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. Wefd like to be able to 
look at all our bases from such an operational perspective. 

Nemfakos: "The Marine 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.tt 

y 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 i 
shipyard, for. example, took a long time for 'iis to"evehp 
consensus. - 

Question: After closing Orlando, how much recruit training surge 
capacity is left without military construction7 

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 ttperfect.lt 

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. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMErJT COMMISSION 

Navy Base Structure ~omiittee Meeting 

Wednesday, May 22, 1991 

~ttending: 
N a w -  Mr. Rose, RAdm. Oliver, MGen. Gardner, Capt. Burke, - - Capt. ~savaras, 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 "Plan 
of Action and Milestonesw 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 (approximately 2 
weeks) without regard to the content or the office from which it 
came. Once the error was detected, a quick response was given. 

Mr. Behrmann relayed to the members of the Navy Base Structure 
' ~~mmittee his appreciation on behalf of the Commission for taking 

the time to meet with the members and discuss a proposed "plan of 
Action and Milestonestf 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 Commission asked that perhaps a separate mapping for 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, 
military value was not stressed then. And while a conceptual 
relationship underlies the whole process, a more clear and precise 
connection must be made. e 



In turn, the BSC expressed some concern regarding the tone of 
a press. release given out by the  omm mission. The staff members 

V assured the BSC that it is the purpose of the  omm mission 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. 

B S ~  members 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 checkn 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 killst1 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 thaf 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 

w 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. 



RECORD OF BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMHISSION MEETING WITH THE 

w NAVY'S BASE STRUCTURE COMMITTEE 

May 24, 1991; Pentagon Room 4E630 

Participants: See attached listhg. 

Purpose: TO receive the BSCts written and oral responses to the 
- Commission's plan of action presented on May 22, 1991. 

1. The BSC presented a report, along with oral 
explanations,in response to the first three requirements 
in the Commission' s plan, i. e. written explanation of 
decisions made by the Navy; 88mappingfi between the five 
VCNO major factors and the the DOD criteria; and 
explanations for the changes made by the BSC to the VCNO 
ratings. ( RADM Oliver and others are now referring to 
the VCNO study as the "OPNAV Studyu.) 

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, 
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 Commission 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 tremendovs 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. 

---1n 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 DODfs 
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. 

V 
Filename: BSCMTG.524 
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Navy Base Structure Committee Meeting 

NAME ORGANIZATION 

Cdr . ~ e r r y  Wong OASN (I & E) 

PHONE # 

703-602-2686 

Cdr. Jim Morrow OASN (I & E) 703-602-2686 

Capt. G.N.Tzavaras NDW 703-433-2554 

Vic Zangla BCRC 202-653-1832 

Robert Salthouse LMI 

Trevor Neve LMI 

Capt. W. F. Burke OPNAV-44B 

Col. E. L. Bufton HQMC (LFL) 

LCdr. Bill Sonntag OASN (I & E) 703-602-2348 

Paul J. Hirsch BCRC 

Alex Yellin BCRC 

VAdm. Stephen F. Loftus DCNO (Logistics) 703-695-2154 

Capt. A.L. Wynn OP-802 703-697-9862 

RAdm. David R. Oliver OP-80 703-697-0517 

MGen. Don R. Gardner Marine HQ 703-614-3435 



W P I N G  - EVALUATION FACTORS TO BSC/DOD CRITERIA 

The evaluation factors were heavily.weighted to favor facility 
criteria instead of mission/operational factors. Accordingly, the 

c decided that the first four published DOD criteria would be 
o r e  effective in evaluating candidates for closure. The relation- rJ 
ship between the factors and the BSC/DOD criteria are shown in the 
table that follows. It should be noted that mission suitability 8 s  

- defined in the "OPNAV Studyn was considered inappropriate (as is 
discussed in the appropriate section) end is not mapped into the 
BSC/DOD criteria for shipy~rds and naval stations. Nuclear capa- 
bility is only mapped for shipyards. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

NAVY BASE STRUCTURE COMMITTEE MEETING 

Wednesdal May 29, 1991 

Attending: 
Navy: VAdm. Loftus, RAdm. Oliver, RAdm. Drennon, LTGen. 

Winglass, MajGen. Gardner, Mr. Nemfakos, Capt Tzavaras, 
Capt Wynn, Capt. Burke, Cdr. Wong, Cdr. Morrow, LCdr. 
Sonntag . 

Commission: Mr. Behrmann, Mr. Hirsch, Mr. Borden, Mr. Yellin,' 
Mr. Neve, Mr. Crosslin, Ms. Armfield, Mr. Zangla 

1. Commission suggested the Navy set a briefing for members of 
Congress who want to better understand what information the 
Navy is providing to the Commission and the overall Navy 
process. 

2. Navy provided the Commission with some of the data it had 

.Y previously asked for; personnel numbers and excess capacity in 
noncategory installations. 

3. Navy will have fulfilled all the Commissionfs COBRA analyses 
requests by next Wednesday (June 5) at the latest. It will try 
to get the I1easyn1 ones to Commission sooner. Navy also will 
complete its analysis of excess capacity in category bases-- 
naval stations. Op-03 will finish the non-COBRA study of naval 
stations this week. 

4. Discussion on the Navy's methodology: One could understand the 
Navy's narrative to mean that it had made closure decisions 
(ex., Orlando or Chase Field) and then developed the codings 
and rationale to support these decisions. Actually, the Navy 
looked at an overall category (training centers) where there 
were three installations and knew it needed only two. In turn, 
the Navy evaluated each possible combination of two training 
stations. Whichever base was less capable (to the Navy) to 
meet its operational requirements received the lower grade. 
This same process was repeated for other installations, 
including jet training bases. The Commission requested the 
BSC to provide a narrative explaining this process by May 30, 
1991. The Navy agreed to explain how this procedure worked for 
each category, and to give specific examples of its 
application. 



5. Navy emphasized the subjective nature of narratives and stressed 
that the information it provides the Commission is an 
addendum, not a replacement, for the report it submitted to 
the Secretary of Defense in April 1991. 

  is cuss ion about shipyards, especial 1.y Philadelphia: BSC said 
philadelphia is a good shipyard, but the Navy doesn't need it. 
The Navy's charter is to cut infrastructure, and Philadelphia 
costs $75-100 million a year. If it were not closed, jobs 
would still be lost, but they would be spread across all the 
nation's shipyards and the shipyard structure would become 
whollowt~--which Secretary Cheney specifically warned against. 
Philadelphia ranked lower which limited flexibility since it 
is the Navy's only non-nuclear shipyard. 

7. BSC wanted to close Long Beach Naval Shipyard as well until the 
Chief of Naval Operations said he needed that yard--it has one 
of only two carrier drydocks on the -West Coast. Commission 
asked why not consider Pearl Harbor's shipyard. Navy answered 
that towing a ship to Pearl Harbor Naval shipyard takes three 
to four weeks, and thus is inefficient if a ship only needs 
minor repairs which could take as little as three days to a 
week. 

8. Commission asked BSC to check the COBRA on Whidbey Island Naval 
Air Station carefully--to make sure that force reductions were 
not double counted to show up as savings. 

9. BSC asked the Commission its comfort level with the cooperation 
thus far. Commission said it appreciates the BSCts cooperation 
to date. However, to further substantiate the OPNAV (VCNO) 
study, the Commission is sending GAO staff assigned 
temporarily to the Commission to the field to verify selected 
data items. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMI681ON 

PRESS STATEMENT 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
MAY 22, 1991 
91-159 

CONTACT: MARGARET XCCARTHY 
KEVIN X.XIRX 
(202)  653-0864 

Chairman Courter today released the following statement: 

'@Last week the General Accounting Office released a report on 
base closure and realignment. This document made it clear that the 
methodology designed by the Navy was sound. However, the GAO 
raised serious questions about the application of this methodology. 

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

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

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

"The GAO and the Commission staff have pointed to an alarming 
lack of information about the Navy's decision-making process. 
Therefore, we are demanding from the Navy a detailed explanation of 
the process used to justify its recommendations tor closure and 
realignment. 

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

"The Commission is determined to follow the GAOfs 
recommendations. If necessary, I will call a special hearing to 

. . learn more how the Navy's recommendations were reached. 

"It's clear that the Navy maintains significant excess 
capacity. If Navy representatives cannot prove that their 
selection criteria were applied evenly, then the Commission is 
fully prepared to draw up a list of recommendations using 

W methodology designed by the Navy and GAO application guidelines." 
PPB # -- 

BCC 



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

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

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

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

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

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



o The BSC must provide explanations for the changes it made 
to the VCNO ratings. The BSC rated some installations 
differently than the VCNO study based on the briefings it 
received and its own military judgement. The Commission 

- needs detailed, written explanations for each instance in 
which the BSC disagreed with the VCNO study's major 
factor ratings. The explanations must be explicit, 
verifiable, and, whenever possible, quantifiable. 

o The BSC must justify its overall installation ratings. 
The BSC used the military value DoD criteria to assign an 
overall rating for each Navy installation. The 
Commission staff needs detailed, written explanations for 
each of those ratings. Explanations must address how 
installations were compared with others in the same 
categories. Explanations must also address those' 
installations excluded from further review based on 
geography, strategic importance, operational value, and 
other unique assets. 

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

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

o The Commissionts staff will present options to the 
 omm missioners for any changes to the Navy's list of base 
closures and realignments. 
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Three strikes and you' re out? I 
That may be the case if the Navy does not come through with information on 

how i t  made up I t s  base c losure l i s t ,  which includes the Phi ladelphia Naval 
Shipyard and station, the chairman of the base closure commission said 
Wednesday. 

"We have to find out very, very quickly so I f  we're dissatisfied by tomorrow 
(Thursday) a t  5 p.m. w e ' l l  l e t  you know o f  our second course o f  act ion,"  said 

wJim COurter 
, chairman of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

Navy o f f i c i a l s  met Wednesday w i th  commission s t a f f  members, but the r e s u l t s  
of the meeting were not available by the end of the day. This was the Navy's 
t h i r d  chance t o  provide the information. 

If nothing comes of this last meeting, then the commission may call a special 
hearing t o  l e a r n  more about haw the Navy came up w i t h  I t s  recommendations and/or 
present its own list of naval bases for closure, Courter said. 

The General Accounting O f f  i c e  (GAO) reported l a s t  week that  i t  could not 
determine if the Navy was fair in drawing up its list because it did not have 
enough information. Commission s t a f f  met w i t h  Navy s t a f f  Monday t o  ge t  the 
necessary data. 

That meeting did not enlighten them much more, Courter said Wednesday, 
although they d i d  l e a r n  tha t  the Navy used "a great  deal  of sub jec t ive  judgment 
In drawing up their list." 

The information they did receive was 'inadequateU and overall the commission 
s t i l l  has an "alarming lack  o f  Information about the Navy's decision making 
process, he said. 

A Navy spokesperson said the department has complied with the law and has 
provided in format ion t o  GAO and Congress and will continue t o  do so. 

Hore than a dozen Pennsylvania and New Jersey laumakers testified before the 
commission on behalf  o f  the Navy Yard Wednesday. Af,ter reading the commission's 
press release on the Pionday meeting, several outraqed lawmakers called for the 
frlavv Yard tb be taken o f f  the list.- 

- 
I 

LEXIS' NEXIS'LEXIS'NEXIS' 
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"1 t h i n k  the commission release t o d a y  is a b s o l u t e  d y n a m i t e , "  said Sen. A r l e n  
Specter, R-Pa., who exploded a t  the hearing because the Navy has refused t o  
p r o v i d e  he and  h i s  s t a f f  w i t h  i ts  work load  s c h e d u l e  f o r  the r e m a i n d e r  o f  t h e  
century u n t i l  a f te r  the hearings are over. 

The Navy h a s  sa id  i t  d e c i d e d  n o t  t o  i n c l u d e  a n y  o f  i ts  s i x  n u c l e a r  s h i p y a r d s  
on the base closure l i s t  because of the nuclear workload schedule for the rest 
of the c e n t u r y ,  b u t  has n o t  a l l o w e d  a n y o n e  t o  see t h a t  s c h e d u l e ,  S p e c t e r  sa id .  

"1 t h i n k  the whole process i s  fa tal ly  flawed . . . because the Navy has not 
compl ied  w i t h  the law," S p e c t e r  s a i d .  " I  d o n ' t  see hou t h e y ' r e  g o i n g  t o  p r o c e e d  
now, w i t h i n  the t ight  time tables that have been established, t o  go back and get 
i t  a l l  done.  I t h i n k  t h e  s h i p y a r d  has t o  come o f f  the l i s t  a t  this j u n c t u r e .  " 

Added Rep. Tom Foglietta, whose Democratic d i s t r i c t  includes the Navy Yard: 
"The Navy o b v i o u s l y  has p i n p o i n t e d  Philadelphia f o r  c l o s u r e  i n  a d i s c r i m i n a t o r y  
way and i t  just does not want to  release the informatlon i t  has, the facts It 
has b e c a u s e  I d o n ' t  believe i t  c o u l d  j u s t i f y  i ts  p o s i t i ~ n . ~  

Rep. John Murtha, D-Pa., also expressed anger a t  the way the Navy has 
s t o n e w a l l e d  the commission and  c i r c u m v e n t e d  the law.  . 

'',If you don't know for sure that the methodology was correct, then you've got 
a h e l l u v a  p rob lem,"  sa id  Mur tha ,  who is the cha i rman  o f  t h e  d e f e n s e  
ppropriations subcommittee. *In this case, the Navy made some pol i t ical  
e c i s i o n s  which t h e y  c a n ' t  back u p  and I t h i n k  tha t ' s  a m i s t a k e . "  

Rep. Curt Weldon, R-Pa., was furious and pledged to "give the Navy hel l  on 
t h i s  whole  p r o c e s s . "  He a l s o  sa id  the d e c i s i o n  to  t a r g e t  the Navy Yard f o r  
closure was based on internal pol i t ics ,  not on the merits of the yard. 

" (The  Navy) is t r y i n g  d e s p e r a t e l y  t o  move toward  a n  a l l - n u c l e a r  Navy,'  h e  
said.  
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Tri-state lawmakers seeking to keep open the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard were 

buoyed Wednesday when the commission reviewing Defense Department base c l o s i n g  
recommendations said the Navy had not adequately complied with its requests for 
information. 

James Courter, chairman of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, sa id  the commission was prepared t o  draw up i t s  own I t s t  of n a v a l  
bases to close and realign if the Navy isn't forthcoming with the information on 
how i t  selected the bases i n  i t s  recommendation. The commission needs the 
information to determine whether the Navy's recommendations were valid, 
Courter said. 

"We have repeatedly sought clarification from senior Navy representatives," 
Courter said. "I have p u b l i c l y  asked f o r  minutes, notes and any documentation 

that would give us an idea of how the service came up with its recommendations. 
What we have received i s  inadequate." 

Rep. Robert Andrews, D-N.J., called the commission's action "a small 
v ic to ry . "  

"I think ue got these commissioners to take seriously what they ought to 
take ser ious ly  - t h a t  t h i s  process i s  f ixed,"  Andrews said.  "1 t h i n k  we've 
made our case very strongly that there i s  something wrong with this process with 
respect t o  the Phi ladelphia decision." 

Courter, a former New Jersey congressman and unsuccessful gubernatorial 
candidate, sa id  the Navy used " a  great  deal  o f  sub jec t ive  judgmentH i n  drawing 
up its list of recommendations. 

"Nobody on the commission can say yet whether the Navy's judgments were 
f a i r l y  and cons is ten t ly  applied, but  we in tend t o  f i n d  out," he said. 

The cammission i s  reviewing the Defense Department's recommendations f o r  
c los ing  43 domestic bases and rea l i gn ing  28 others. The commission i s  t o  approve 
or amend the list before July and send it on for further action by the White 

ouse and Congress. V H .  
Throughout a day-long hearing Wednesday before the base closing commission, 

lawmakers from Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware ra ised questions about 

LEXIS"NEXIS@LEXIS" NEXIS" 
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the Navy's select ion of the Philadelphia shipyard. 

They frequently c i ted  a report from the General Accounting Office, a 
congressional investigative agency, that concluded the Navy lacked enough 
documentation to  support its decision to  close 1 2  naval f a c i l i t i e s  - including 
the Philadelphia shipyard and the adjacent Philadelphia Naval Station - and 
realign two others. 

"The GAO report suggests t o  t h i s  senator tha t  the Navy has been anything b u t  
objective," said Sen. Joseph R. Biden, D-Del., i n  a statement supporting 
Philadelphia. "Indeed, i t  cannot even provide suff ic ient  evidence to  support 
i ts  case. By fa i l ing  to  meet t h i s  standard, i t  has violated not only the s p i r i t  
o f  the law, b u t  the public t r u s t  as well." 

Sen. Arlen Specter, R-Pa., a lso  said he was having the same problem as t h e  
commission i n  get t ing additional information out of the Navy. The senator said 
he believed the Navy was withholding information from him t o  impede h i s  a b i l i t y  
to make a stronger case before the cornmisslon t o  save the shipyard. 

"The Navy simply refuses to provide i n f ~ r m a t i o n , ~ ' . h e  said. " I  believe t he  
whole (base closing) process is on t r i a l  i n  the nay the Navy has responded t o  
questions on the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard." 

Andrews also caught the commissioners at tention when he provided documents to 
back u p  his al legations that  internal  Navy poll t i c s  played a role i n  the 
se rv ice ' s  selection of Philadelphia . to close instead of the Long Beach, Calif. ,  
Navy shipyard. 

After the Navy excluded i ts  s ix  shipyards capable of handling nuclear- 
powered vessels from the base closing process, only Long Beach and Philadelphia 
- the  service ' s  two shipyards dealing w i t h  conventionally- powered ships - were 
l e f t  for  consideration. 

The Navy then excluded Long Beach from further s t u d y  a f t e r  receiving more 
information from an unnamed "shipyard sponsor," Andrews said.  

Andrews said the Navy's documents show tha t  Long Beach underwent an 
"immaculate conception" to  become a nuclear-capable shipyard between Feb. 4 ,  
the day before the Navy f i r s t  began its base closing review process, and April 
13, when its recommendations were made. To do i t ,  the Navy had to violate its 
own in ternal  guidelines by allowing Long Beach t o  undertake a 9 1 million 
project to upgrade a drydock, Andrews said. 

-1s t h i s  process fixed or  f a i r ? "  Andrews asked the commission. -1s i t  
po l i t i ca l ly  based or l ega l ly  based?" . - 

Rep. Thomas R. Carper, D-Del., a lso  noted tha t  the Navy chose to  close 
Philadelphia, despite i t s  being the "most cost-effective and productiveib o f  
a l l  eight  shipyards. 

w " I n  f ac t ,  why was the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard the only naval shipyard 
considered for closure?" he said. "We do not  know, We should know. B u t  the GAO 
t e l l s  us tha t  there is no way to know. " 

LENS" NEXIS". LEXIS" NEXIS' 
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Base Closing Commissioner Howard H. Callaway said the questions raised by 
Specter and Andrews were "disturbing." 

"If  these kinds o f  things are happening, it totally invalidates the purpose 
o f  this commission," he said. " I f  it is true, I promise you we are not going 
to take this lightly. It will be a very, very serious thing, if it is true.'' 

SUBJECT: DEFENSE; HILITARY; BUDGET; HlLITARY BASE:CLOSING:DEFENSE BUDGET 

LEXIS'NEXIS'LEXIS'NEXIS' 



Services of Mead Data Central, Inc. 

PAGE 10 
243RD STORY of Focus printed i n  FULL format. 

Copyright ( c )  1991 Gannett Company Inc. 
GANNETT NEWS SERVICE 

. Hay 23, 1991 , Thursday 

LENGTH: 751 words 

HEADLINE: DELAY SOUGHT IN DECISION ON WARHINSTER NAVAL A I R  CENTER 

BYLINE: DENNIS CAMIRE; Gannett News Service 

DATELINE: WASHINGTON 

KEYWORD : PA-BASE- PM 

BODY: 
Pennsylvania lawmakers asked the military base closing commission Wednesday 

to  wait before making a recommendation on realigning the Naval Air Development 
Center a t  Warminster unt i l  a separate laboratory consolidation committee makes 
i t s  report. 

The Defense Department wants t o  move the Naval Air Development Center to  
Patuxent, Hd., and consolidate i t  w i t h  other laboratories to  form the Naval Air 
Warfare Center. The Navy reported the move would cost about S 184 mil l ion b u t  
save O 25.2 million a year i n  the long run. 

'Y( B u t  the lawmakers told the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
that the sh i f t  would be more costly - up to S 300 million i n  some estimates - 
and also result i n  the loss of expert personnel not easily replaced. The base 
closure commission i s  responsible for reviewing the Defense Department's 
recomaenda t ions. 

Sen. Arlen Specter, R-Pa., said the Navy contends 80 percent of the skilled 
work force would move to the new location, b u t  a Navy o f f i c i a l  l a t e r  
acknowledged the percentage was a "gross exaggeration." Specter said history 
shows that moves o f  this k i n d  generally result i n  the loss of 90 percent of the 
 ark force. 

" I t  is my belief that this proposed relocation will result i n  a substantial 
loss of c r i t i ca l  research and development personnel a t  a time when naval 
aviation is facing some of its greatest challenges," Specter said. 

"Wtthout the research and development base to develop interim fixes ( for  
aging Navy a i rcraf t ]  as well as new technologies, I fear that the Navy w i l l  be 
hard pressed to meet i t s  weapons sys tems requi remen ts.  " 

Rep. Lawrence Coughlin, R-Pa., called the Navy's plan to  move the Naval Air 
Development Center a "serious mistake." 

In recent ~ o n t h s ,  the Navy's most important aviation programs have been 
canceled w i t h  the result that the service must improve i t s  existing a i rcraf t  t o  

w e e t  needs into the next century, Coughlin said. 

Programs to upgrade those aircraf t  wil l  ' ' r e l y  h h v i l y  on NADC for c r i t i c a l  
development and technical suuport," Couqhlin said. 
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mp ' 'One has to ask how the Navy realistically expects to meet its current and 
future aviation requirements and preserve operational readiness i f  i t  i s  
dismantling and moving its sole center for aviation development work at such a 
decisive time," he said. 

The Defense Department has -ecommended closing 43 domestic bases, including 
the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, and realigning 28 others, including the NADC. 
The base closing commission is t o  approve or amend the l i s t  before July 1 and 
send it on for further action by the White House and Congress. 

But Pennsylvania lawmakers urged the base commission to  p u t  off any 
recommendations about the Navy laboratory system until an independent advisory 
group, a separate group w i t h i n  the Navy, makes its report on Sept. 3Q about 
laboratory consolidations. 

!'The cr i te r ia  used to judge the military value of laboratories w i t h i n  the 
base closure process were applied in such a way as to be meaningless," said 
Democratic Rep. Peter A. Kostmayer of Solebury. "The sole factor used i n  
determining a laboratory's military value was the quantity of excess land it had 
a t  i t s  disposal. " 

Kostmayer said the independent laboratory commission was created because 
Congress recognized that labs were difficult to evaluate. 

Because moving a laboratory is likely to lead t o  the loss o f  80 percent to  90 
w e r c e n t  of its scientists and engineers, create disruptions and.decrease 

capability, " I  urge you to proceed w i t h  cautionu and wait for the separate l a b  
report, Kostmayer said. 

The base closing commission has not decided i f  i t  w i l l  include the Navy 
laboratories in its review process. 

B u t  the Navy's ent i re  base selection process was called into question 
Wednesday vhen the base closing commission announced that the ~ a ; ~ ,  despite 
repeated requests, had not adequately complied w i t h  the commission's requests 
for information on how it-selected the bases in its recommendations. The 
commission said the information was needed to determine i f  the Navy's 
recommendations were valid. 

Commlsslon Chairman James Courter said the Navy used "a great deal of 
subjective judgmentH In drawing up its list of recommendations. 

"Nobody on the commission can say yet whether the Navy's judgments were 
fairly and consistently applied, but we intend to find out," he said. 

. - 

Courter said the commission was prepared t o  draw up its own l i s t  of naval 
bases to close and realign i f  the Navy isn't forthcoming with the information. 

SUBJECT: CONGRESS; MILITARY; DEFENSE; BUDGET; MILITARY BASE:DEFENSE 
SUDGET:PENNSYLVANIA:ClOSING 

wr e 
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I C O N T E N T S  

Welcome and opening Comments by Chairman Courter 

Statement of Frank C. Conahan, Assistant 
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Robert L. Meyer, Assistant Director - ~ogistics 
Issues, National Security and International 
~ffairs Division 



P R O C E E D I N G S  

9:38 a.m. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen 

:Welcome to another of our Defense Base Closure and Realignmen' 

r om mission hearings in Washington, D.C. 

We are having, as everybody knows, a number o: 

hearings in Washington and hearings in different parts of thc 

country. The various members of the Commission have gone to no1 

quite a number of military institutions in the State o: 

Washington and California, in Colorado, in Texas and othe: 

places. That will continue during this coming Monday, whe~ 

Commissioner Arthur Levitt and I will be visiting Florida, an[ 

specifically the facility, the Navy facility, in Orlando, whicl 

is one of the 31 significant facilities that are on the Pentago] 

list. 

Congress has widely called for the Commission and th~ 

General Accounting Office to cooperate in reviewinc 

recommendations made by the Department of Defense. Now, let mc 

just mention that I, as one of those Members of Congress durinc 

the creation of this Commission, felt strongly that we wanted tc 

have and work with the General Accounting Office as independen. 

auditors looking from a fresh and different perspective at thc 
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process used and the data that were used in determining an 

l coming up with the recommendations by the Department of Defense. 

Last time, when there was a Commission I 
createdl 

commonly called the '88 Commission, with Congressman Jac)i 
Edwards as one of the co-chairmen and Senator Ribicoff the other 

co-chairman, their work was criticized for two major reasons 
=I 

Always the work is criticized because people don't like the 
I 

results, but it was criticized because it was not open to the 

public -- the discussions, the hearings, the deliberations.wer 1 
I closed -- and also the fact that there was no ability for the 
I 

General Accounting Office and/or Members of Congress hiring and 
I 

retaining outside consultants to participate at all in the 
I 

process, in order to review the fairness of the process and the 

accuracy of the data. 

We have avoided that this time. The statute called 
I 

for GAO participation, and the statute allowed and 

commission thought it was in our interest and the interest of 

the work product to have assigned GAO representatives working in 

our office. 

The GAO was asked to review the previous commissionts 

methodology only after the panel recommendations 

published, and they discovered that there was substantial had err0 
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I but there was no time to redress those problems, and therefore 
I 

Congress had to vote up or down on what was clearly not 4 
1 

aerfect recommendation schedule, and it was adopted, and I would 
I 
I argue that some bases were realigned, indeed, some perhaps 
I 
I 

closed, that would not have been realigned and perhaps not 
I closed had the process been like the process we are having 

today. 

I am all too familiar with the mistakes made by thd 
I 

1988 commission. It is no secret that not only was I a Member 
I 

1 of Congress but I was looking at the State of New Jersey, I wad 
I 

representing the State of New Jersey, and Fort Dix was one that! 
I I thought should not have been closed and where the data was 

wrong. 

I The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

will not, as I have mentioned before, rubber stamp the work o 

1 the Pentagon. Our goal here is to apply our own independen 1 ti 
judgment, and obviously follow the law that Congress passed. 

And so what we are going to have today, this morning, 

probably the more significant part of the day, is testimony from 

Frank Conahan, the Assistant Comptroller General of the GeneraL 

Accounting Office. 
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Mr. Conahan, it is my pleasure to welcome you, and wl 

have spoken a number of times in the past. Before you begin, . 

would like to congratulate you for receiving the 1991 Nationa 

P-ublic Service Award for 35 years of work on behalf of th~ 

Congress and the citizens of the United States of America. Thc 

award commends you for bringing a fresh perspective to olc 

problems. That is exactly what this Commission seeks to do. Wc 

are grateful for your long years of dedicated and outstandinc 

public service, and we look forward to your testimony. Welcoml 

this morning. 

STATEMENT OF FRANK CONAHAN, ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER GENERAL, 

I.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE; ACCOMPANIED BY DONNA M. HEIVILIN 

DIRECTOR - LOGISTICS ISSUES, NATIONAL SECURITY AND INTERNATIONAL 
AFFAIRS DIVISION; AND, ROBERT L. MEYER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR - 
LOGISTICS ISSUES, NATIONAL SECURITY AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

DIVISION 

MR. CONAHAN: Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, on twc 

counts. First, for your kind personal words and, secondly, o. 

course, for the opportunity to be here this morning, and I woulc 

like also, Mr. Chairman and Members, to introduce on my left 

Donna Heivilin, under whose overall direction this work wa! 

done, and, on my right, Bob Meyer, who led the team in doinc 
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this work, and who will be associated with this until we get the 

business at hand done. 

We, too, Mr. chairman, were happy to have had the 

opportunity to be part of the process as it was ongoing, 
I 

than, as you indicated last time around, at the end. 

find some difficulties last time around which were not able to 

I be taken care of, in terms of correction, before actions were 

I taken. We found some problems this time, and hopefully they can 

be addressed before the actions are taken. 

The legislation creating your Commission, creating 

I this process, required the General Accounting Office to report 

to both the Commission and to the Congress on our analysis o 

the processes used by the services and the Department 
d 
"1 Defense, as well as on the recommendations made by the Secretar 

of Defense to this Commission. 

The report that we present today responds to tha 

statutory mandate. The report takes two parts. One is th 

1 
i basic report that contains our findings, which I will summarize 
I in just a moment, and a supplement to that report which contains 
I letters and materials received from a large number of people who 

have a particular interest in the work of this Commission. 

The folks that we heard from included Members ofn 
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Senate, from state and local government officials, and fro? 1 
private citizens. 

Accompanying their letters and inquiries was a larg a - I 
volume of analytical and evaluative material, which proved ver 1 I 
useful to us. It provided leads for some of our inquiries 

Some of it was so extensive, I have to say, that we werenft I 
really able to get to it during the 30 days that we had to do I 
our work, so this material is being passed on to the ~onuni'ssio 

for its use, and I think that the Commission, as we did, wil 

find it useful in its deliberations. 

Let me briefly summarize our findings. First off, i I 
need to state that the act said that all installations 

in thl 
United States had to be compared equally against criteria to b f 
developed by the Department of Defense and the future yearsf I I 
force structure plan. 

At the outset, I think that the Department of Defense, 

the Secretary, did a good job in coming up with the criteria. 

might also say at the outset that, though the force structur 7 
plan is not all that detailed in either its classified 

unclassified form, we felt that it was sufficient to use 0 ~ 1  
purposes of our analysis. 

Diversified Reportinq Services, Inc. 
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON. 0.9. 20005 

(202) 628-21 21 



9 

We have held fpr some time now, given the reduction i 

forces, that there is a need for a reduction in militar: 

installations. That I think goes without saying. I think tha- 

that is true both here, as well as overseas. Now, of course 

this Commission is not getting into the overseas side of it, bu 

we ourselves do have some independent analysis in that regard 

and we will be reporting to the Congress in the not-too-distan 

future. 

We also believe overall that the process, if proper1 

implemented, does allow for a reduction in U.S. military bas 

structure. We think that the principal criterion, whic 

emphasizes military value, is the right way to go, and we thin 

that that in the case of two of the services, at least, wa 

complied. I say two of the services, because I need to poin 

out that both the Army and the Air Force, based on our analysis 

can document the use of DoDts force structure plan and th 

criteria that was set out in the selection process. We thin 

that both the '~rmy and the Air Force did a pretty good job i 

that regard. 

We found some inconsistencies in the way that the 

compared similar installations; however, these inconsistencie 

were not significant, and we don't think that they had much a 
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lo 1 
an impact on the final conclusions. Our conclusion in that 

I 
regard is that the realignment recommendations made by the Army 

and the Air Force are adequately supported. 

- Unfortunately, when we come to the Navy, I have to 

report a different conclusion. 
I 

The Navy had insufficient 

documentation to support its efforts. That, theref ore I 
precluded us from evaluating the Navy's process. 

'i 

Now, I would like to say that this does not mean that 
' I 

the Navy should not close or realign installations. I think, as 
I 

in the case of the other services, there are enough indications 

that the Navy has excess capacity and that they should also b A 
in the business of closing and realigning installations. 
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As an alternative to data, we did an analysis of the 1 
I berthing capacity of the Navy, and found that even after taking 

I into account the closure of those installations that the Navy 

proposed to be closed, that there is excess capacity, 1 
and that regard, I think, therefore, that we have several! 

indications that Navy bases should be closed. 

One final matter, and that has to do with 

sensitivity analysis that we did, which I commend to you. 4 
Where/ military value was the principal criterion on which judgments 

were made to either close or realign bases, I think that both 



11 

the &my and the Air Force could easily conclude that those 
I 

bases should be closed. I I 

1 bases that are included there. I 

I NOW, in all three cases -- and now I include the Navy 
-- I - in some cases military criterion was not the principal 

I criteria for closure, but costs and savings became a more 

I 
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dominant criteria, and in those cases we took a look at the 

costs and savings associated with those closures I 
"7 I realignments. We did a sensitivity analysis. Since we were not 

I able to verify and validate the basic data, we had to accept 

I that because of the time period during which we had for our 

review. 

We did the sensitivity analysis, and we increased the 

costs by 50 percent and by 100 percent. There, in most cases, 

I we found that the sensitivity analysis still permitted you ta 

reach a conclusion that those bases should be closed. I 
In sOml cases, the sensitivity analysis indicated that the payback 

I 
period would increase significantly, and therefore I would 

I recommend that the Commission in those cases take a look at the 

costs and savings associated with those bases. 

The sensitivity analysis is contained in our report. 

I I might point out, it is on Page 59, and you can easily see the 



I I think that that, Mr. Chairman, pretty much 
I 

summarizes the results of our review, and at this point we woul 

like to take the questions and respond to your interests. 

- CHAIRMAN COURTER: Mr. Conahan, thank you very much 
I for your summary of the report, your recommendations. I'll ask 

a few questions, we'll go to the other ~ommissioners, I 
and wl have plenty of time to make sure that all our inquiries at least 

preliminarily are satisfied for today. 

We, just as members of the public and the press, ver7 recently received your report -- I believe it was late yesterday 
I afternoon or early evening -- so we may have more questions in 
I the future, and if you would be so kind as to answer those 

formal questions that we may have that we cantt think of today, 

I because we didn't have a great deal of time to deliberate on the 

report, if that is okay. 

MR. CONAHAN : Certainly. I1  
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Therefs a number of areas that 1'd 1 

like to just preliminarily look at. One, I guess -- and I just 1 
I want to hear it from you; my review of the report seems to g i v e  

me the answers, but I would like to hear it -- you indicate, I I 
I guess, that the force structure study, although not in great 

detail, was in sufficient detail tor us to do the proper job, 1 
isi 
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that correct? 
I 

MR. CONAHAN: I think that when it comes to the bases 

that house the fighting forces, it gives you . 
I 

a very, very good 

basis. Wher you get into some of the support areas, less so, I 
because you don't have as good a correlation between the support 

I 
unit and the force structure plan. But there still are some 

I 
bases there. You make some correlation, and that is when cost 

becomes more important than the military value. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Looking at the final selection 

I criteria, as we all know, there are eight of them. There were 

four dealing with the issue of military value. They wera 

purposely written to be somewhat -- not vague, I think that is I 
I the wrong word, but flexible in their application, because 

I different installations within a service have different 

I attributes, and certainly different military installations 

between the services have different attributes. 

In other words, simply put, that which is important 

for the Air Force may not be important for the Army, air space, 

for example, or runways, for example, or other types of things. 1 
But your general comments on the final selection criteria -- 1 

d7 
you think they were adequate and sufficiently broad enough and 

sufficiently spec'ific enough for us to be able to complete the' 
I 
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work here? 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I believe that they 
I 

were. I quite agree that different attributes are important 
I 

among the various s:~~vices, but the criteria were written in 
I 

such a way that the Air Force, for example, could look at air 
I 

space, it could look at ramp space, it could look at the other 
I 

military value items important to it. The Army could look at 
1 
I 

training areas, ground training areas, and see that they had 

sufficient size, sufficient maneuverability areas. So that I 
I 

those things that -- those attributes that were important did 
fit very well under the military value criteria. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I'd like to ask you a question that 

I -- you know, maybe it is out of your jurisdiction, but not only 
do you do technical work and accounting work and review process, 

I but you are paid, I suppose, to use judgment in certain areas 
I 

where you are not dealing with those things that can b! 

specifically approved, and it is kind of a broad, ! 
question, but I would like your opinion. 

I It seems to me as we look about the work of. the 
I 

 omm mission, we are dealing with, obviously, closing I """'7 
facilities in which some people are going to have differences of 

I 
I 

opinion as to whether they should be closed or left open, and 
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what I want to get from you is an answer to the following: 

seems to me if we don't have a great and almost extraordinar 'I 
I 

degree of confidence of the correctness of our decision in a 
I 
I 

certain area, close Base X, d-, you think it is better to err on 
I 

the side of -- and it is a pretty obvious.question -- err on the 
side of leaving it open for another crack at the apple in '93 o 

closing it? T My concern here, if there is going to be error-- 
I 

nobody is infallible, and this Commission is not perfect -- it 
I 

seems to me we should err on the side of keeping something open1 
,I 

because you can always close that which is open, and you will 
I 

never be able to reopen that which is closed. Could you comment 
I 

on that area? 

MR. CONAHAN: The legislation, as you know, 

Chairman, gives this Commission another crack in 1993 and 
I 

another crack in 1995. Without new legislation, we don't have 
I 

an opportunity beyond that, at least as part of this process. I 
I It seems to me that we should do as best we can during 
I 
I this year and '93 and '95 to get as many bases closed as are 
I 
I required to be clos.ed. We are going through a force structure 

I reduction, something on the order of 25 percent. Prior to the 

1988 closings, it was almost a dozen years before I 
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16 I significant closings were done, so that there was an awful lot 

I of excess capacity out there. I think there is a lot of excess 

I capacity right now, and I think we need to do whatever is 

I necessary in order to take this oaportunity to make the 

closures. I 

Now, on error, should we leave them open if we dontt 
I have final and conclusive evidence that they should be closed7 

.I There is going to be judgment and, you know, I happily in that 

. I  instance can defer to you, since you are going to make the 

decisions up there. I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: I asked the question. 

(Laughter.) 

12 

13 

MR. CONAHAN: But I think that in many of these cases, 

there is very good indication that they should be closed, I 
guess that where we have that kind of a situation, I would and tak 

the extra step to do the additional analysis and evaluation to I 
I get there. And in that connecticn, we still have from the 

I General Accounting Office people assigned to this CommissionI1 

l and we are willing to do additional work, if that would be 

helpful to you. 

- I MR. CONAHAN: I know you did, and it's coming back to 

you. 1 
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additional work, and we appreciate that. I 
One narrower area, and then I will go on to 

Commissioners, and I will have more questions later, but I donlt 
I 

want to take too much time up front, is that area of sensitiviti I 

analysis. That is kind of a word of art, and I would like 

to explain exactly what you mean, but it is an important 
I 

because it deals with the issue of payback and money, arel 
-1 

Obviously, one of the reasons we are doing this not only is 

have a more efficient Department of Defense and enhance 
'9 
OUi 

national security, but also to save money. We don't want -- 1 
I mean, that is one of the major reasons we don't want to squander 
I taxpayerst money on buying something and paying for something we 

don't need, and that is why we are closing that which we dont 

need. 

But I have noticed that there is a great 

t 
Ofl argument and not a great deal of accuracy -- and I don't think 

l it is anybody's fault -- with respect to numbers. How much i: 

this land really worth? How much money can be gotten by its 

closure and sale? If it can be sold, under what circumstances, 

when? You have potential intervening statutes which will affect 

disposition. You have communities that are saying, llYou will 
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never sell it. We will block you. We want it for free if  yo^ 
I 

are going to close it." And you have generally sometimes real! 

disputes as to land value. 

- Also you have disputes on the costs of moving, 
and is just honest people can disagree as to how much it is going to 

I cost to build something out over a five-year period. Estimates 
I 

can easily vary by 50 percent or 100 percent. I suppose that is 
I the reason you had that whole sensitivity analysis, and assume 

I 
that if they were wrong with regard to costs by 50 percent and 

I 
100 percent, how would that affect payback, and therefore how 

would that affect our decision as to whether we should close? 

I suppose if we initially presumed that something 

would be a savings to the taxpayer after 5 or 6 years 
I 

therefore general real savings in a fairly short period of time, ""4 
I and it didn't have great military significance, we would close 

it. But if you change the assumptions on costs and payback, 

that makes it such that we won't start benefiting by this 

I financially for 100 years, it could be a totally different 

judgment call, and I would like you to focus on that. In ho J 
I many instances, and perhaps where, did a 50 percent change in 

dollar numbers, which, if anybody built something over a seven- 

I year period, you can be 50 percent wrong, change quite 
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dramatically the payback period which would affect our decision 

MR. CONAHAN: Right. Appendix I to our report, Mr 

chairman, contains all the costs and savings information used b: 

the services. It gives the one-time cost, the one-time savings 

the recurring savings, the personnel authorizations eliminated 

and so on. So that information is listed for all closure case! 

as an appendix to the report. 

The sensitivity analysis is discussed in the report a: 

well, and we show the original payback period for each base 

based on the information that is included in the appendix tc 

this report, and then we show what the payback period would bl 

if you had a 50 percent increase in the costs, and what thl 

payback period would be if you had a 100 percent in the costs 

And that is done for every base, include -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: What page is that on? 

MR. CONAHAN: That is on Page 59. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Fifty-nine. Okay. 

MR. CONAHAN: Of the report. And, for example, if yo1 

take a look at the second base on there, the Army base, it i: 

Ports Chaffee, Polk -- three, I guess, Forts Chaffee, Polk an( 
Lewis -- the original payback period was four years. If yor 

increase that cost by 50 percent, it jumps to 100 years. Now-. 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: Where are we, now? On Lewis, did 

you say? I 
MR. CONAHAN: I just took the second base on the page, 

the second entry on the page, which is -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: I see it. I see it. Why such a 

dramatic difference? 

MR. CONAHAN: Why such a dramatic increase? 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah, in payback. 

I MR. CONAHAN: Because of the way that they fall out.. 

You have to factor in the number of people that are involved. 

Let me give you.one other one. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah. I mean, it is just still 

I quite dramatic, from 4 years to 100 years in the 50 percent 
I 1 , error. I I 
I MR. CONAHAN: Let me give you another one. Go to Page 

60, if you will, and youfve got -- I under the Naval Surface 

I Warfare Center, that very first one, the Integrated Combat 

I Systems Test Facility in San Diego, the original payback period 

I on that is 100 years to begin with, and it really doesn't 

I change, and I can tell you why that is: Because there are only 

seven people involved in that. There are only seven people, 

the costs are up around $7 million to close that facility. I do1 
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have that one in my head. 

I can't tell you on the three forts up in the Arm 

one, but I will certainly provide that information. 

J 1 

We havl 
4 

5 

I MR. MEYER: Mr. Chairman, I could give you a little 
I 

that analysis. I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah, I just want to make -- 1 

I 
6 

7 

bit of background on the rationale on what -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Let me explain the question, an a I 

mean, it is -- 
MR. CONAHAN: Let Bob talk to that. 

you just -- we don't have to -- you know, we can do this again 
I 

on another day, but let's say it costs -- you know, with the 
I estimate, it costs $100 million to realign or close a military 
I 

installation, but in five years we will recoup that $100 

I million. It's a five-year payback period, and then from then on 
I you will be saving money. By, you are saying, a 50 percent 

I error, by adding another $50 million to the cost of moving 
I 

people and building other things some place else, it will extend 
I 

that payback period, that neutral point, -from 4 or 5 years to 
I 

100 years? 

MR. MEYER: That's exactly right, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN COTJRTER: You are going to have to prove that 
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to me. 

I MR. MEYER: What this is is just an indication of ho i l 
I 

sensitive the payback years are to the estimate of one-time 

closure costs. 
I 

In other words, the ratio of return on 
I I investment, as they call it, and payback years, as we call it, I I 
I 

that is simply how sensitive is that relationship to a good 

estimate of the one-time closure cost. 
1 

MS. HEIVILIN: I think in this case, when we are 

talking about one-time closure -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Would you identify once again 

I ' I  
yourselves for the record? I know you were, but just so wd 

know? 

I MS. HEIVILIN: I'm Donna Heivilin, Director oi 1 
I / ~ogistics Issues at GAO. In this case, where we were looking at 
I ' I 
I I the sensitivity of the one-time closure costs, I think when it, 1 
I would change the payback years dramatically, then one-time 

closure costs represented a large part of the costs. So if yo J 
I 
I had costs and savings fairly close, so that your payback would 

I be a short number of years, and if the majority of those costs, 
I I were the one-time closure costs, and that is what you were 
I ' I  I increasing 50 percent and 100 percent, it would dramatically ' I  I 

change the relationship. 
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If the one-time closure costs were a small part of the 
I 

cost, then it wouldntt have much of an effect upon the one-time 
I -- on the relationship. So we were testingone of the cost 
I 
I 

elements here, and it is one of the cost elements that is most 
I 

likely to be an important element. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Are there assumptions involved in 

that, or can this be proved mathematically? ! 
I 

MS. HEIVILIN: I think it can be proved 

mathematically. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: All right. 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes. Mr. Chairman, just again, as I! 
I 

said, the one that I focused on earlier today happened to be the 
I 

one research center, and the closing costs were $7 million, and 
I 

the only saving was moving seven people, and so that the payback 
I 

period was 100 years to begin with, and that really didn't 
I 

change. You know, if you made it $14 million or $28 million, id 

didn't matter. It really just didn't matter. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Okay, why don't you just 

through one where there was a dramatic change, a real live-- 
I 

besides the one you just mentioned, a real live case here, and, 

explain to me why the dramatic change in .savings? Do you want I 

me to mention one? I just want to make sure we ask you one thab 

~ 
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you are familiar enough on the top of your head such that you 

can explain it to me. I mean, I could mention one, but -- 
MR. MEYER: Well, we could take the Naval Air 

I 
Development Center, Warminster, sir, or we could take David 

Taylor Research Center. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: How about Marine Corps Air Station, 
I 

Tustin? That goes from 10 years to 100 years with a 50 percent 

cost. 

MR. MEYER: Sure, we could take that one. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Can you walk that one through to 

me, explain why? 

MR. MEYER: What page is that? 

MS. HEIVILIN: 135. 

MR. MEYER: All right, the Maxine Corps Air Station, 

Tustin, had one-time closure costs of 600 -- where are we? I 

MS. HEIVILIN: $609 million. 

MR. MEYER: $609 million. That involves "'1 construction of $458 million, et cetera, other one-time costs, 
I 

that would be one-time savings of cost avoidance. In other 
I 

words, there was construction scheduled for the Marine Corps Air 

Station, Tustin, that would not have to be completed because of 
I 

the closure. That was approximately $500 million. That leaves 1 
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you approximately $100 million in one-time costs to close the. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin. 

All right, their savings, their recurring- savings,! 

which will accrue forever, from the time they close that base, 

because they are based on salaries and other things, 

approximately $30 million, so after 10 years, they would have 

I paid back the cost of closing Tustin, and at that point that 

I would be savings. It would be a savings from that point on. In 

. I other words, 10 years would be the break-even point for closing 

that base. . 
Now, what we did was to take -- arbitrarily was to 

I take two factors, a 50 percent increase in the one-time closure 

costs and a 100 percent increase in the one-time closure costs, 

and see if that had any impact on the years to pay back, 

other words, the break-even point. The reason that we did 

I was just to show how sensitive that payback year computation was 

I to the estimate of one-time closure costs. The reason that we 

did that is that the -- one of the things that impacts on one-. 

I time closure costs is new construction at a base that they are! 

I going to move to, and we don't know how good those estimates, 

are. i So what we said was, "Well, what if they were off by 

. - 
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50 percent in their estimate of what it would cost to close th 

base and move it to some place else? What if they were off b 

50 percent? What would that do to the break-even point fo 

closing that base?' and just in this particular case, just a 5 

percent error on the -- you know, in other words, if they wer 
off by 50 percent in their estimate for construction and othe 

one-time closure costs would have that type of an impact on ho, 

long it would take to pay back that move. 

Now, that is all this shows. This doesnf t sa: 

anything about the accuracy of these numbers. These are all -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: I understand. These are ~ U S ,  

hypotheticals. 

MR. MEYER: This is just hypothetical. All we werl 

trying to point out was which ones of these moves -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Had the sensitivity? 

M R .  MEYER: Right, were sensitive to that type of -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: So which communities are going t~ 

talk about that issue, and which communities will talk abou. 

something else, I suppose, is what -- 
MR. MEYER: Yes, sir, exactly. 

MR. CONAHAN: Well, I think the importance, Mr 

Chairman, is that in most cases, the sensitivity analysis showel 
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that cost was not a significant factor. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes, clearly. 

MR. COMAHAN: And what we are doing is saying to this 

Commission, in those few case; in here we think you should taka 

a look at it. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah. You are red-flagging those 

areas where there is a high degree of sensitivity. 

MR. CONAHAN: That's correct. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: If there is error in the costs of 

closure. 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes, sir, that's correct. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Which is important information, an 

we appreciate that. 

Letts go to -- 

I 
I have other questions, but we will go 

to other Commissioners. Commissioner Bob Stuart? 

COMMISSIONER STUART: One of the things that you 

obviously commented on is the Navy's using its methodology in( 

this analysis, which doesn't seem particularly satisfactory. 

I That leads me to the question of whether -- because all services 
I use somewhat different methodology, would the process have been 

improved if OSD and DoD had insisted on a more -- I 
greatei commonality, recognizing the differences in services, so that w e  
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really -- the approach was similar across the board, anc 

therefore the result more satisfactory and understandable? 

MR. CONAHAN: I think there are two things there o! 

that matter. Number one, I think that the guidance -- that morl 
specific guidance by the Department of Defense would havl 

improved the process overall. I think that better monitoring o: 

the part of the Office of the Secretary of Defense also ' woul, 

have noted earlier that some of these problems were going t 

occur. 

However, I would like to add and say that the proces 

as used by the Army and the Air Force, in our view, did report 

-- did result in supportable decisions. In the Navy, though i 

formed a working group to develop the same kind of informatio 

and the same kind of analysis done by the other two services 

when it came time for the committee that was established withi 

the Navy to consider that data, the committee rejected it on th 

grounds that in its view it was biased in favor of keeping Nav 

bases open. So it said that it had to do inquiries on its own 

and then interviewed a large number of people both a 

headquarters and out in the field, and on the bases of thos 

interviews, made its recommendations. 

So the fundamental information was flawed, in th 
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Navy's view itself, and also in our view, and then the proces 

through which the committee members themselves went is simp1 

behind these Navy recommendations. 

1 undocumented, so that there is no track there as to what is 

COMMISSIONER STUART: So one of your recommendations 
I is that the Navy have to go back and ask for furthez 

documentation or further recommendations to be made? 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes, sir. As a matter of fact, we have 
I 

a very specific recommendation in here to the Secretary 

Defense. It is. on Page 5 of our report, and we recommend tha 

I the Secretary of Defense require the Secretary of the Navy to 

submit to the Defense Base Closure Commission specific details! 

on the manner in which it went about comparing bases an 

developing its recommendations, yes, sir. Yes, we think tha 

d 
I 
'1 the Navy and the Department of Defense owe you people that 

information. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: And you think in the proces 1 
I that we will get at this issue of excess berthing capacity that 

you have raised? 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes, I think you will. 

the Na7 itself did an analysis. We, I might add, found that analysis 

somewhat flawed, because it didn't include certain berthing 
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space, and when we put that in, our own analysis showed that 

there was the excess that I talked about earlier. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: One other question that -- 
as "4 have gone through this material, we sort of have, I think, taken 

I as given the -- and this may be incorrect on. our part -- the 
recommendations that force structure, for example, insisted on, 

elimination of six SAC bases. Did you in your analysis look at 

I how those force structure conclusions and recommendations have 

been developed by the respective services? 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes, sir, in the case of the Air Force, 

they categorized their installations. They took SAC bases, TAQ 

bases, and so on. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Sure. 

MR. CONAHAN: They did a capacity analysis 

an: determined, on the basis of the reduced force what the excess 

capacity was. Then they went about applying the criteria, I 
Secretary of Defense's criteria, to those bases to see how the '"1 
ranked, and then those at the bottom were subject to additiona 

analysis, and that is how the final recommendations came out. 1 COMMISSIONER STUART: And you felt comfortable with 

the conclusions each of -- 
MR. CONAHAN: Yes, we thought that, in the case of the 
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Air Force and the Army, their conclusions were well supported. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: But you had that question about 

the Navy? 

- MR. CONAHAN: Yes, sir, we do have the question on the 
I 

Navy. Well, we simply donft know. I have to say, we don't 

I know, because the data part of it simply wasn't used by the 
I 

committee that was set up, and the committee's deliberations and 
I process is not visible. So we just simply donft know how those 

. I 
recommendations came out. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: In the overall process, 

costs, estimates like that? 

did yOul people have an opportunity to check the validity of assumptions, 

MR. CONAHAN: We were able to check the validity of 

the assumptions and, for the most part, we agree with them. We! 

I 
did not validate costs. That is the one thing that we were not 

I able to do. However, again, I must say that in the case of the 

I Army, the Army Audit Agency did extensive work in checking the 

costs, and in the case of the Air Force, the Air Force Audit! 
I Agency participated in the development of the methodology by 
I which the data collection was done. And so I think that in both 
I 

those cases, we have a check. In the case of the Navy, they did 

not establish any internal controls of that nature. 
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COMMISSIONER STUART: In looking at the analysis work 

I 

I 
5 1 were eliminated from the point of view of the process, on the 

I 

2 

3 

4 

done by our Commissionts staff in reviewing the different! 
I 

procedures and methodologies, it would seem to be certain areas 

were just, by judgment, certain bases, certain capabilities I ,I 

something that in judgment we must depend on the leadership oi 

the various services to conclude correctly? 

6 

7 

MR. CONAHAN: Well, as a matter of fact, we did take a 
I 

basis of uniqueness, and then some other intangibles. Did y ~ 4  
I take a look at that procedure, or do you just accept it as 
I 

look at the bases that were excluded, for example, 

iO; 
uniqueness, and took a look at the rationale behind that 

I 
judgment, and we felt that the rationale behind the judgment was. 

I 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Commissioner Arthur Levitt? 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: You have been at this business 9 

14 

15 

consistent with the overall criteria that was set up. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Thank you very much. 

20 I interpretation. If you were a Commissioner, and you listened td 
I 

18 

19 

21 1 your report that touched on the questions with respect to the I 

long time in terms of making judgments of this kind, and witd 
I 

any statistic, obviously, it is subject to a certain amount of. 
I 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
151 1 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643 

WASHINGTON. D.Ct 20005 
(202) 628-2121 

2 2  Navy's approach to their statistics, would you have a visceral' 



3 3  

feel -- I know you are going to say you would go back to the 
I Navy, and obviously we are going to do that, but do you have a 

I feel that some 'of the bases submitted by the Navy for closure 

might be incorrect? 

MR. CONAHAN: No, I don't have a feel, one way or the 

other, on that particular question. No, I am going to say, yo? 
I 

know, and strongly urge that we all go back to the Navy, go back 

I to the Secretary of Defense, and get him to urge the Navy to 

provide the information that is necessary. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Have you discussed this with the 

I Department of the Navy or the Defense Department before 

submitting your report to us? 

MR. CONAHAN: Oh, yes, sir. As a matter of fact, "7 
had quite some difficulty in getting the Navy to speak with us.1 

It was not until May 7th, just 10 days ago or so, that they 

agreed to meet with us, and then the chairman and other members 

I of the Navy committee that was set up, did sit down and talk 

I with us, and that is how we learned what we did in terms of why 
I the information was not used, and also that we weren't able to 

get from them the rationale that they used for the! 

recommendations. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: How do you account for their, 
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MR. CONAHAN: It is puzzling, quite frankly. In the 

I 
I 

3 1 Commission work of 1988 and /89, we found a similar kind of 
I 

4 1 situation with respect to the Navy. I don't have a good answer! 

sir. 

COMMISSIONER LNITT: Have you found any such 
I 

reluctance on the part of the Department of Defense? 1 
'I 

MR. CONAHAN: No. No, the Department of Defense has 
I 

been quite cooperative. As a matter of fact, we worked through 

the Office of the Secretary of Defense to get access i 
thl 

Navy, and in the early period we weren't having much luck in 

using that route, either. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Now, as you know, we are on a 
I 

very tight time schedule, and Commissioners virtually every day 
I 

are visiting bases and asking questions and going through 

I extensive tours and interviews and presentations. The Chairman 

l 
and I are going to visit the Naval Training Center in Orlando on 

I 
Monday, as he mentioned before. Armed with the information that 

I 
you have provided us, what kinds of questions would you pose to 

1 
the people that will be visiting with us, and what would you be 

looking for, if anything? 

MR. CONAHAN: I think that at an individual station, 
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it is difficult to get to the kind of information thatais needed 
I 
I 

in order to support the recommendations that were made. What 
I 

you need -- what we need to do is to get the.Department of the 
I 

Navy to array the information that was used by the committee to 
I 

select the bases that they did for closure. 

I n  the case ot both the Army and the Air Force, YO a 
I 

can go through and you can take a look at how they did their 
I 

capacity analysis, you can take a look at how they ranked their 
I 

bases, you can take a look, then, how they applied the 
I 

additional criteria, to see why they came up with the bases thad 
I 
I they recommended. In the case of the Navy, you simply can't do 
I 

that. I 
I COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Obviously, the most important 
I 
I criteria any Commissioner is going to employ in making these 
I 

judgments relates to military value. If you knew that the 
I 

payback period on the closure of a given base was overstated, 

let us say -- in a number of instances, you have indicated id 
might -- I due to sensitivity considerations, it might be a? 

extensive period of time for that payback to develop, years, I 
I 

I yet you were persuade-d that the military value of retaining that, 

I base was negligible, as a Commissioner, would you then close; 
I 

such a base? Do you consider the military value 
Ofi 
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significantly greater importance than the question of payback? 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes, sir, I do. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: And that payback should be used 
I 

p_ossibly in those close cases, in those marginal cases, as an 
I 

additional factor to consider, but certainly not the preeminend 
I 

factor to consider? I 
I 

MR. CONAHAN: I believe that military value should be 
I 

the preeminent factor and that costs, second. Now, there are 
I 

some exceptions to that. During the 1988 go-around, there was 
I 

an installation which was recommended for closure on. the basid 
I 

of military value, and after an environmental impact analysis 
I 

was made, the cost to cleanup that base was so outrageous that 
l 

one has to question whether that should be the final action. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: How do you think the mandate td 
I 

this Commission compares to the one of I88, and do you thin2 
I 

that we are in a better or a poorer position to make the ver$ 
I 

significant and meaningful judgments that we are called upon to 

make? 

MR. CONAHAN: I think that you have a great 
I 

opportunity over the next 4 5  days or so to bring your urgings on 
I 

the Department of Defense and the Department of the Navy to 
I 

I 
provide the information that we found lacking. I think with! 
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I 
that, and with scrubbing some of these few bases in the other 

I 
I 

two services where our sensitivity analysis showed that they are 
I 

cost sensitive, that you can be very happy and confident in the 

recommendatio:is that you make to the President. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: So you are suggesting that we 
I 

may well be better prepared to make this decision than our 

predecessor Commission was in ' 8 8 1  

MR. CONAHAN: I think so. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Thank you very much. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Commissioner Will Ball. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have a few questions I want to pursue prior '1 asking a question or two about the Navy process. Anyone having 
I 

spent time around the Navy knows there is a right way, a wrong 

I way and a Navy way, and I am surprised that our friends at the 

GAO seem to be surprised about the process as it has developed. 

(Laughter.) 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Contained in the Executive Summary 
I 

is a statement, I1GAO found cases where these services used 
I inaccurate data in the model." This is in a paragraph referring 

to the use of the COBRA model. I1GAO also found that the cost! 
I 

estimating process ignored the cost of Medicare to the Federal' 
I 
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;overnment." I believe Commissioner Callaway and perhaps othe 

:ommissioners have raised the question, first, of cost to th 

jovernment, and I wonder if you could elaborate. Is the cost o 

Yedicare an isolated example, or are there other instances 

~ther federal programs, other accounts, where additional cost 

not contained in the DoD analysis should be the subject of 

review by the Commission? 

MR. CONAHAN: Let me state at the outset that I thir 

that this time around the model did a much better job i 

capturing costs than it did in 1988. The Department of Defens 

nade quite some improvement. In the 1988 go-around, it did nc 

capture all defense costs. This time around, it does include c 

capture all defense costs. There are certain non-defense 

costs -- 
COMMISSIONER BALL: On that point, could I say, is : 

your judgment that included in defense costs are all CHAMP1 

costs, or changes in cost to the CHAMPUS program? 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Right. 

MR. CONAHAN: Well, now, to the extent that tl 

methodology would have them in there. As I said earlier, we d 

not go back and validate, but the model calls for them to be 
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there. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I understand. 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes. But these other costs -- and there 
I 

are several such costs -- are excluded. Bob, would you comment 
I 

on what those costs are in addition to Medicare? 

COMMISSIONER BALL: In addition to Medicare. 

MR. MEYER: Basically, there are other costs that are 
I 

not considered. The Department of Defense directors directed 

I that the military departments include those costs which were 

directly related to the military operations and their moves and 

that type of thing. Things such as Medicare were 

considered. In other words, the impact on other ederaS programs were not part of their required -- were not required to 
be included in their computations. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I haven't had an opportunity to 

I review the full text of the report yet, but that is one area 

I that we may want to put some further questions to. You might be 

I of assistance to us in clarifying or elaborating on any other 
I 

costs to the Federal Government as we seek to make this as! 

comprehensive a review as possible. 

I As regards the statement that GAO found cases where 

the services used inaccurate data in the model, do you wish tq 
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elaborate on that in terms of the most egregious cases of 

I inaccurate data, or could you provide us with a summary as to 
! specifics as to wherein the use of inaccurate data seem to skew 

the conclusions to a significant degree? 

MR. MEYER: I could give you an example, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: All right. 

MR. MEYER: The model is a complex set of algorithms 

I formulas that compute various costs based on input. The various 

I services use -- have different input. For example, one of the 
I examples was Marine Corps Base, Tustin., that we talked about 

I before. The model makes certain assumptions, depending on 

I whether it is dealing with the Army, Navy, Air Force or Marine 

I Corps for certain -- to compute certain costs. If it is a Navy 

I input, it looks for dollars. If it is coming from the Air Force 

or the Army, it would look for, for example, square feet to maka 

I certain calculations. In other words, the data that is put in 

at the beginning is service dependent to get the same answer. 

The Marine Corps put in information on Marine Corps 

I Base, Tustin. The model did not recognize the Marine Corps as 

I part of the Navy, and defaulted to the Army and Air Force 

I computation methods, so therefore it used what it thought was 

I dollars and it turned out to be square feet, and came up with an 
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41 

answer that didn't get caught, but it was inaccurate, that type 
I 

2 

3 

4 

I I discussion, both within the. Navy and without, so that is 
I 

of thing. 

We have other examples of that type of ! 
thing i 

~asically, it is not a problem with the model; it is a problem 
I 

5 

6 

7 

8 

10 1 understandable. I 

with the data that gets put into it. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: The data that is put into 

model. Well, the issue of the Marine Corpst role within the 
I 

Department of the Navy has always been a matter of .some 
I 

(Laughter.) I COMMISSIONER BALL: I do want to get into the question 
I 

13 
V 

14 

of -- I have had discussions, very brief discussions, with the 
I Secretary of the Navy and the Assistant Secretary of the Navy on 
I 

15 

16 

I 19 1 believe in response to Commissioner Levitt made an indication 
I 

I the process, so I do want to explore just briefly, following up 

the questions that Commissioner Levitt put. 
I The Assistant 
I 

17 

18 

20 1 that the Navy did not or was unwilling to discus; its proces= 
1 

I 
Secretary of the Navy has informed me of a memorandum that 

I 
outlined the Navy process in detail dated January 28, 1991, I 

I 
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I 
with you until sometime in the month of May. So I wanted to put 

the question to you, do you recall reviewing a memorandum, a! 
I 



4 2  

January 1991 memorandum, from the Assistant Secretary of the 

I Navy outlining its process, and, if so, do you have any comment 

on the process that was described therein? 

- MR. CONAHAN: We have seen the memorandum, we reviewe 1 
I it, and we think that the process outlined in the memorandum is 

I a good process. We have no difficulty at all with the direction 

that was given to the Navy. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: So the questions you have raised 

have to do with the actual process -- 
MR. CONAHAN: With the implementation. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: With it being inconsistent with 

the process'outlined in the memorandum. I see. The process, 

then, that you view -- subsequent to completion of the process, 
I you find some inconsistences with that memorandum, so if you can 

I give us, for the record, your comments as to where the Navy 

departed from the process as outlined in the memorandum, I 
would -- which you may have referred to in your ear lie^ thai 

I 
I comments, but if you could document that to us, I think that 

would be helpful. 

MR. CONAHAN: We can do that, yes. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Clearly, in the instance of the 

I establishment of this Base Structure Committee, the BSC, it was; 
, 
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the intent of the Secretary of the Navy, as I understand it, 

establish a group that could conduct a review in a 
"Or! adversarial and impartial way, and there is a reference in your 

summary to the fact that under the Navy section that the BSC fo! 

I the Navy Department viewed the report that it received from the 

I Op Nav staff as containing biases and therefore that was the 
I 

basis upon which they proceeded to conduct a sort of ground 
I 

level up adversarial review. Now, is that part of the process 
I 

something that concerns you, or -- and I recognize you said that 
there was no means to audit that process, but is 

I 
thai establishment of an adversarial committee to make this review 

troublesome to you, or do you simply find that it is t h a  

question of its auditability, to coin a new phrase? 

MR. CONAHAN: I think that if that was the conclusion 

I of the committee, that it was laudable move on their part to 

I reject the information and to take other means to reach the 

conclusions that they did. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Well, would you be making the same 
I comment if the BSC had taken the Op Nav staff input and rubber 

stamped it and sent it to the Commission? Would you be here 

then questioning the Navy's process? 

MR. CONAHAN: No, I think -- yes, I think I might be 
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questioning the Navy's process, because we found difficulty with 

that information as well. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: With the input from the staff. 

- MR. CONAHAN: With the input. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I see. 

MR. CONAHAN: So we found difficulty with the input, 

I the committee found difficulty with the input. Our report to 
I 

you this morning is simply that we weren't able -- we did not 
have visibility over the deliberations of the committee, 

I 

therefore are not able to say that we can or cannot support the 

recommendations made by the committee. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I understand that. I understand 

that. Did you find the process for taking comments, testimony,, 

I from field commanders and senior officials at Department 

headquarters to be similar in each of the services? 

MR. CONAHAN: In the case of the Army and the Air 

Force, we found it to be similar. As a matter of fact, I 
I compare that with the difficulties encountered in the 1988 to 

I '89 go-around. We found inconsistences in the data at that'time 

between what field installations had and between what tha 

headquarters had. This time around -- 
COMMISSIONER BALL: That is a standard GAO technique. 
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I think that can prove to be -- 
MR. CONAHAN: Well, but nonetheless this time we 

didn't find that as much -- 
- COMMISSIONER BALL: Did not. 

MR. CONAHAN: -- in the case of the Army and the Air 
I Force, because, based on our earlier findings, they made those 
I reconciliations before they used the data. So I think that was 
I 

a great improvement. We weren't able to do that in the case of 

the Navy again. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Well, those are all the questions 
I 

I will put at the moment, Mr. Chairman. I think that in my 
I discussion with the Secretary of the Navy, I view that his 
I 

establishment of this committee was motivated by the idea of 

having an adversarial committee to review the findings that came 

in from the staff, that the collection of inputs from a 
commanders was done as an added step to ensure candor in thi 

process. 

fiel~ 

I think we have to address the question of how far the 

I  omm mission needs to go in auditing the- auditors' audits of the 
I audit, because I think we ought not necessarily jump to the 
I 

conclusion that a process that includes provisions for taking 

I information on a confidential basis from field commanders isl 
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necessarily flawed if that information is not recorded or 
I 

presented in a way that can be audited by an external audit 

agency. 

- Now, we can disagree over that, and I know that you 
I 

and your people review instances like that a great deal, but it 

I is my understanding that the motive behind soliciting these 

I inputs was to indeed create a more adversarial climate. The 

i Department of the Navy, in my experience, undertakes these 
I 

procedures with great frequency because there are two services 
I 
I in the Department of the Navy, and the creation of civilian 
I 

overseers to engage in adversarial reviews of budget issues, of 
I 

management issues, is quite common, and I don't know the extent 
I 

to which the other services.routinely do that sort of thing, and 
I 

I think we should explore the question of what is auditable and 
I what is not auditable, but we should resolve that issue before 

I we -- recognizing that that is a separate issue, as opposed to 
the product and the substance that we have before us. 

I guess, to sum that up, I am not sure that the 

I satisfaction of auditors within the Department and within the, 
I 

GAO on the process -- I think we should receive their comments. I 
I I am not sure that the process was not intended to add a 

I dimension of candor and adversarial scrutiny that is important 
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is precisely our recommendation. We recommend that 

Secretary of Defense require the Secretary of the Navy to 
I 

to this Commission the details on the manner in which its Base 
I 

Structure Committee compared bases to develop closure and I 

1 

2 

realignment recommendations. I 

to the Commission and is important to the public. 

MR. CONAHAN: Secretary Ball, may I comment that tha? 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I see that. Yes, sir. I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: And just a comment on that, it is 

I 
my understanding that the Navy is very happy to have their ~ a s e  

I Closure Committee to meet with the Commission and the Commission 
I 
I 

staff, and so that will be done, and we will gather all the 
I 

information, hopefully, that we need. I am glad that that is 
I 

going to take p1ace.h the very near future. I 
Commissioner Bob Stuart had another question. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Mr. Conahan, Ms. Heivilin, 

unfortunately, we just received these reports last night, and: 
I 

the Executive Summary and the book this morning. We would I 
I 

probably have more intelligent questions. We hope we can get: 
I 

back to you again. But perhaps I have missed any comments you' 
I 

have made, insofar as we keep preaching the gospel of the! 
I 

importance of combined commands and unification of I 

servicei 
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2 

did that come out in the report? I 

objectives. Was there wsthin the review systems recognitioi 

that there may be locations, bases, the opportunity """1 
3 

4 

MR. CONAHAN: No, sir, it was not part of the process 1 

realignment would provide resources that would serve severai 
I 

services at the same time? Did we look at that as an issue and 
I 

I at all. As a matter of fact, there were a number of other areas 

I that were excluded. For example, the installations of defense 
I 

agencies were excluded on the grounds that there is a lot of 
I 

12 I could defer something like that until next time aropnd. 
10 

11 

But, no, insofar as taking a look at the missions and I 

perturbation right now in that area and it wasn't a good time to 
I take a look at them, and I would agree, I think, that maybe you 
I 

ly I 
14 ( turning them into the infrastructure requiremints for changed 

I 
missions, that was not part of this process. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Because the thing going throug I 1 Commissionersf minds is the fact that, you know, what seems sa 

clear today may be changed, world situation, tomorrow. 

lnsOfaJI as we know that we are going to need to be more effective on a 

combined basis, as demonstrated in the ~ u l f  War, you I 
wondering in terms of facilities for training, et cetera, 

keepl 

surge capacity, whether those thoughts should be brought ""4 
intol 
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the picture of analysis. 

MR. CONAHAN: Well, certainly I think that that is 2 

very important area, and as a matter of fact, our organizatiol 

has work underway, both here and overseas, addressing a seriet 

of questions in that regard, not, I might say, as part of this 

effort, but quite a separate effort. But I do think it is a] 

extremely important area. I think it is particularly importan. 

now, as we are reducing our forces. Clearly for, you know 

security reasons, for international reasons, for new alignmenl 

reasons with NATO and others, we have to look at that wholc 

question. 

It seems to me that the kind of issue that you rais4 

is paramount for inquiry at this time. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: But you didn't find muc: 

discussion or emphasis on it? 

MR. CONAHAN: No, sir, not as part of this process 

No, sir. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Commissioner Arthur Levitt? 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: I have a very high regard foi 

the work of the GAO. I think that the public can look to you, 

in terms of objectivity and accuracy and professionalism, an1 
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2 

I shortly after the 1987 market crash, I worked with your office 
I 

and found that you did a great deal to reestablish public 
I 

3 

4 

9 I information or inaccurate information, I think it is very' 
I 

confidence in the system. 

- I regard that your function with respect to OUT 

5 

6 

7 

8 

efforts is pretty similar. The purpose of this Commission is 
I 

'9 reassure the public and the legislative branch that the system 

I is fair. We are in a fish bowl, and to the extent to which your 

I observations suggest that we have received incom~lete 
I 

I 
12 GAO questions the Navy Department's submission to this 

I 

10 

11 

disturbing to the public. They are not going to read thii 
report, but they will hear and the press will report that the 

I 

13 

14 

Commission, and I think that is serious. 

I wonder whether the process could .be improved by: 
I 

15 

16 

17 

I 20 1 in the case of ' 8 8 ,  too late to make a difference, and in th? 

I establishing guidelines and standards before we walk down the 
I 

road of this process, so that we can avoid the kind oE 

I inconsistency between the submissions that are made to the 
I 

18 

19 

Commission in the future, and if your efforts and 

youdl recommendations can be made early in the game, rather than, as 
I 
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I 
case of '91 so far into the process that for us to get the kind 

I of information that we require will put us under considerable 

. . 
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time pressure ourselves. 

MR. CONAHAN: I think that the statute underlying this 
I 

process, as well as the criteria set out by. the Secretary of 
I 

Qefense were quite adequate as guidance for all three services 
I to go into this process. I. think that the memorandum from the 

I Assistant Secretary of the Navy that we referred to earlier 
I 

provided additional guidance in that regard. I don't know that 
I 

we need much more in the way of guidance. What we need is that 

which ensures acceptable implementation of that guidance. 

In the case of the Navy, I can only report that we 

didn't find that kind of implementation. 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: So they simply didn't comply 

with the-guidance that they had received? 

MR. CONAHAN: That's correct. As a matter of fact, L 

I mean, if you kind of slice that a little bit, I reported earlier 

that both the Air Force and the Army established what w I 
f considered to be very adequate internal controls to assure that 

the data gathering process itself was good at the outset. 

Navy simply didn't use internal controls with that process. 1. 

can't answer why that is the case. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER : Would you in the future makel recommendations such that the weighting of individual attributes, 

. . 
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of a facility in a classification of facilities or bases be the 

same cross-service? In other words, some services used red an d 
l yellow and green, and others numbers. Is that okay, or what is 

your opinion? 

MR. CONAHAN: I think that the use of the numbers 

results in a more precise and more accurate outcome. 
I 

I donti think that we would conclude that the use of the -- you know,, 
the red, yellow and green scoring distorts the conclusion. . 

CHAIRMAN COURTER : You have a couple of 

If you see, as time goes by -- 
'""'i recommendations on process changes in the future in your report., 

and we will be, obviously, 

talking to each other, and you will be able to witness the way 

I this work completes itself and winds up -- should you see other 
recommendations in the future, we are asking you to give 

those in writing at the end of the process, such that we can 

incorporate perhaps those, if we think they merit incorporation, 

in our own report. 

MR. CONAHAN: W e  would be very happy to have t h a t  

opportunity, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: And we will provide that 

opportunity to you. 

One of the major questions -- one of the first things, 
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I suppose, that this Commission, indeed, and the services had to 

I do was to make a determination that within a particular 

category, whether there was excess capacity, looking -- I 
"7 

comparing that which we have with the force structure coming 

I down, and each of the services, as you know, came up with a nice 

little list of their bases in various categories, 

made number one determination as to whether there is excess capacity, 

and, you know, just for example, the Army did it and said, 

fighting and maneuvering, there is Bragg, Campbell, 

Drum, Hood, et cetera, made an analysis to determine exces 

I capacity. They had another classification of training, another 

was major training areas, command and control, depots. 

The Air Force divided up into TAC/SAC, tactical flying 

and strategic flying, training, and that sort of thing. 1 
It makes good sense. And then they determined, in the first 

I instance, whether there was excess capacity in that first 

category. 

That is awfully important for us as well. Could you, 

in reviewing all the data and information in all three services 

I -- did you -- do you have any major questions as to whether the 
three services were correct in measuring excess capacity? 

that is the question, but let me tell you, the major reason w e  
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1 

2 

structure. 

What we are doing is taking the presumption -- 
going to check ourselves -- we "'1 

that that is correct, because it 

I means that if we feel that there was error with regard to the 

I closure of one SAC base, in order to make sure there is a nice 

I fit between bases and forces, we may have to look for other 

I 

are asking it is that within a category -- and let me just take i 
by way of an example, the strategic air facilities for the Air 

I 
3 

4 

5 

bases and consider those. I So basically the question is, was that work done 

accurately, the determination of excess capacity, or 

respect to any categories in any of the three services, ""7 there glaring examples in which you don't know, or whether the 

data reveals that there's more closures that have to occur i 

order to create that fit? 1 
MR. CONAHAN: Again, with respect to the Air Force and I 

Force. I count that there's got to be six closures in SAC bases 
! 

tp conform, to shrink down the bases in that particular 
I 

category, such that the bases conform with the lower force 
I 

I the Army, we think that they followed the methodology that was, 

I laid out to the extent that they reached conclusions that were 
I 
I adequately supported both at the capacity level, as well as at, 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: So, in other words -- I 

let "1 interrupt you right there -- you are saying with regard to 
I determination of capacity, your review of the data in those two 

services reveals that they are correct? 

I MR. MEYER: . Chairman, we can make that statement 

I for those categories that are pretty directly related to the 
I combat units. That is fairly easy. For those that arenit 

I directly related to the force structure, it is a little bit 

I harder, because the support functions dontt have a one-to-one 

question -- 
4 correlation to your force structure. But, yes, to answer you 

I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes on combat, no on depots, 

what you are saying? 

MR. MEYER: Not as clearly on depots, yes. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: NO, no, that's just an example. 

MR. MEYER: Yes, that's right. 

MR. CON-: But on the major bases that you were 

talking about, the answer is yes. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: On the major bases, yes. 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: And then you said the Army and the 
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Air Force, and then with respect to the Navy, that you jusd 

don't have enough -- 
MR. CONAHAN: We just don't have -- . 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: You can't make the judgment, is - 
what you are saying. 

MR. CONAHAN: No, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: They may be perfect, may not be 

perfect, but you don't have the judgment. 

MR. CONAHAN: That's correct. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: You did seem to have a judgment on 

Navy stations, however, berths, is that correct? 

I MR. CONAHAN: 
I 

Well, it was on berthing capacity 

overall. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Berthing capacity, yeah. 

MR. CONAHAN: Overall. 

I CHAIRMAN COURTER: I just want to put down -- yod 
I 
I I know, have an understanding in English what you are saying with 
I 

regard to berthing capacity. Is what you are saying that if wd 

I - 
found no flaw in the recommendations of the Navy with regard to 

I ( stations that berth ships and therefore made no changes in DOD~$ 
I 
I I recommendations, that nevertheless there is a prima facie casy 
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1 

capacity that exists overseas, and those associated with four! 

proposed closures, to come up with the space that is adequate I 
' i 

and then we simply subtract that from the total capacity, and we I 

57 

to make sure we fulfill our statutory responsibilities? 

2 

3 

4 

I 
find that there is a total excess berthing capacity t h a i  

exceeds, by the way, the capacity of the five new home port 

facilities. We just lay that information at the moment -- I 
I 

MR. CONAHAN: In the report we provide information od 

I 
the ship berthing capacity of the Navy overall. We show what it 

I 
is, and then we take out -- we make some adjustments for the 

I 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: So you are saying, even though thd 

Navy work was -- I if we conclude was correct with regard to I 

I berthing capacity and the closing -- and the recommendations the 
I Navy had, we corroborate, to be reasonable, you are saying there 
I 

is still, nevertheless, excess berthing capacity? 

MR. CONAHAN: I am saying that there is 
I 

17 1 nevertheless, excess capacity. Now, I would also say that 11 I 

I think the Navy needs some excess capacity, and we certainly 

I didn't do the analysis that is required for that. The Navy I 
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22 

needs some flexibility, and I don't know just what that is. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: You don't know what that is. Sol 

they may need the excess capacity that they have. 



MR. CONAHAN: Or some of it, in any event, yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: You know, the world scene is 
I 

changing a lot out there, and besides meaning that we donrt have 

I 
to be as forward deployed in the Nineties as we were in the 

I 
Eighties and Seventies, it also means that operating tempo id 

I 
going to be different, the level of readiness is going to be 

I 
different, and all this means that facilities and troops and 

I 
I 

people and air wings and ships that were some place else in the 
I 

world are going to be home, because of tempo, because of fewer 
I 

forward deployments. I 
Does that therefore mean that we need a littld 

I 
flexibility in capacity here, because the tempo may even be 

I 
I 

less, the state of readiness may no longer be required to be as 
I 
I 

high, the number of facilities we have forward deployed may yet 
I 

be reduced, and therefore we need some cushion here? I 
MR. CONAHAN: Well, we certainly need thad 

I 
flexibility, and we recognize that in the report. The analysis, 

however, needs to be done against the future force structure 
I 

plan, and that shows reductions across the board in all thred 

services. So I quite agree with your analysis, but to take into I 
account the future force structure plan. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Could you hold? Are there any; 
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2 

other questions at this particular juncture? Commi$sioner ~allj 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

3 

4 

5 

COMMISSIONER BALL: 

I have yet to have an opportunity to review 

report, and then, as I recall, GAO has a report on the strategic I 
home porting issue, apart from this analysis. I dontt know if I 

6 

7 

I 
Do you know when that might be 

. I  

that has been released or completed. 

MR. CONAHAN: It has not been released. 

available to the public? 

MR. CONAHAN: We have just recently received comments 
I I from the Department the draft report , and we are 
I 

12 1 working those. So I would say in the not-too-distant future. I 
COMMISSIONER BALL: I Let me just ask a general-- 1 

I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is that going to be around to help 

us at all? 

MR. CONAHAN: I think so, yes, sir. 

18 I COMMISSIONER BALL: I think there  may be some strain$ 1 

think the GAO has had the opportunity has been 
I working 
I 

20 ( on this for some time, , 

I so that there may be some information 
I 

21 I there that will be of use. 1 
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capacity, which the Chairman has raised, there is berthin! 

capacity and then there is berthing capacity. In San Diego, 

there is berthing capacity for three aircraft.carriers. ~f yo a I 
put three aircraft carriers in San Diego, and 15,000 sailors, 

then apartment rents start to go up, quality of life factor& 1 
come into play. Now, has that been a part of your analysis? 1 
When you refer to a phrase such as berthing capacity, are you 1 

I focusing strictly on actual pier space, or are you taking into 
. I 

account other factors such as quality of life for the parsonnel? 

I . CONAHAN: That analysis was not done by us. We I 

I recognize in the report that that analysis needs to be done,, 

that these are gross numbers that we reflect in the report, I 

an indication of where the Navy stands. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Of gross numbers? 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes. 

I COMMISSIONER BALL: I see. All right, sir. On the I 

matter of environmental costs, you made a reference earlier tha< 

in at least one case environmental costs -- I presume we I 
ref erl 

here to cleanup costs -- were high in the case of 

installation that raised questions as to whether that closure 

i should proceed. It has been brought to my attention that the I 

law, of course, requires the Defense Department to undertakd 
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cleanup activities at its installations, regardless of whethet 

or not that installation is remaining open or going to I 
11 

~ n d  so I am curious about your recommendations on that aspect of 1 
kt, that is, wh; would you be of the view that environmental 

costs should possibly change or affect a decision as 
I 

to ai 
installation on closure, if the law of the land is that cleanup 

should proceed in either case? 

MR. CONAHAN: Environmental impact was one of the 
. I 

criteria to be looked at, but let me ask Mr. Meyer whether the 

cost was considered. 

MR. MEYER: Basically, it was, but it wasntt a player. 

It wasn't a major player . in the decision making, but it was 

I adequately considered. They did consider it. It wasn't a major 

factor. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: But those costs, presumably, 
"OU14 ultimately have to be borne by DoD over the long term, whether 

or not that installation became surplus property or -- 
MR. MEYER: Yes, sir. What I meant by that was the 

environmental cleanup costs weren't funded out of this. I 
YOuj 

know, the Department has to pay for that, anyway. They consider 1 
that they have to pay cleanup costs of all installations. It, 

I would be considered in terms of how quickly they would be able* 
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to sell an installation, for example, in the consideration, but' 

it wouldn't be a major player in the cost factors. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I believe I made in error just in 
I 

5- it would not in all cases be DoD funds, because I believy 

I there are other funds that would be available. There is some I 
I 

Superfund activity on DoD installations, which I presume 1 

involves the use of trust funds that are external to the  DO^ I 
budget. I MR. CONAHAN: Under the Dad Restoration Program, most 1 
of the environmental concerns that have been there for some timd I 
are to be borne by the Department of Defense, so that DoD bear$ 

a large part of the responsibility for that cleanup. 
I 

that is true as part of ongoing operations. As part of the 1. 
cleanup operation, DoD is required to identify hazardous waste I 
situations at bases now and clean that up under the ~estoratiod 

Program. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Has the GAO in the past 

conducted a review of this issue in general terms across DOD, "7 
been requested to? Do you have much data on current 

projected cleanup costs and that overall impact on -- and~ I 

MR. CONAHAN: Yes, as a matter of fact, we do. I 
I 
I 
I can't bring to mind a very, very current report, but there is. 
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Defense is in 

1 

2 

its cleanup program, 

I One that is certainly no more than 18 months old that goes into 

this whole question, and it reviews where the Department 0 h 
I 

and does contain estimates of 

i 4 

5 

8 I current number is, but I would be happy to provide that report I 

she cost. 

As I recall, in that report, DoD had identifie a I 
6 

7 

requirements on the order of $14 billion, which is quite outsida 
I of this area right now, at that time. I don't know what the 
I 

11 I sir. 
I 

9 

10 

12 1 Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1 

and some later reports to the Commission. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: That would be helpful. 

Thank yOutl 

16 1 all of us are asking ourselves, as we -- this process 

13 

w 14 

15 

17 ( extremely interesting, and we go to various bases, regional, I 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Bob Stuart, Commissioner Stuart, 

any further questions? 

COMMISSIONER STUART: The only question I think that I 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

meetings, and at each of those occasions, we get really well' 

I executed or documented summaries of other issues that need to be 

I raised. I must presume that you all will have an opportunity to: 

take a look at those as kind of counter proposals 

suggestions to evaluate their validity. Is that going to 



- 

6 4  

part of your process, or is this going to be internal Commission 

staff? 
I MR. CONAHAN: We have already assigned members of our 

staff to work with the Commission, both here in Washington, 
I 

"7 well as in our field offices, and to the extent that you require 
I 
I additional assistance of that kind, we are going to provide it. 
I 

To the extent that you ask for additional analysis as part of 
I 

the GAO institution, we certainly can take a look at those 

requests. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: I am told my question was not on 
I 

the mike, but that really will be very helpful, because I must 
I say, I think all the Commissioners have been impressed with the 
I 

thoughtfulness of some of the kind of questions raised that 
I 

relate to the decision process, and I think it would be helpful 
I for all of you to take a look at the validity of those concerns 

as presented to us in the field. Thank you very much. 

MR. CONAHAN: Thank you, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Commissioner Arthur Levitt? 

COMMISSIONER LEVITT: No further questions. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Thank you very much. We appreciate 

your coming here, Mr. Conahan, and we look forward to working! 

with you in the future. You are free and can go now. 
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6 5  1 
The Commission is going to take a 5 or 10-minute 

I 
break. We will be back. We are going to be here until 1:00 

I 
o'clock. There are three things: Number one, we are going to 

I 
hear from our own staff with regard to their comments on the GAO 

I 
comments and where we are today. Paul Hirsch will be in the 

I 
witness stand. I think that is probably better than having him 

I 
up here, so Commissioners don't have to look over our shoulders 

to find with whom we are talking, so when we come back, 
l 

it 
be Paul Hirsch and the leaders of,the Army/Navy/Air Force review 

team in our own office. 

We are going to have a brief discussion of some othe 5 
business matters, and a press availability at 12:30 to 1:OO. So 

we will take a 5-minute break now. 

(A brief recess was taken.) 

BUSINESS MEETING 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: If you would find your 
seatstl 

please, and could I have some order in the room. We will 

proceed with the rest of the agenda for today. There's a ie? 
I 

things on the agenda, as I mentioned before. As I mentioned, 
I 

before for press that are interested, we will be available when 

we complete this business part, this business session, 

meeting today. 
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There's three things I want to say before Paul ~irsch 
I 

of our staff talks, and we -- Paul, we talked earlier today, as 
I 
I you know, and we wanted to leave time for questions, and really 
I 
I 

the purpose of this is for you to touch on, and the others to 
I 

touch on, really, three things and whatever else you think you 
I 

should make us aware of. 1 
1 One is the issue of labs, and let me just summarize 
I 

for everybody what that is. In the bill, the authorization bili 

that created this Commission -- that was last year -- I 

there wal the creation of a second commission to review laboratories. 

I But, nevertheless, the Department of Defense and the services 

I included.laboratories for this Commissionts work. That leads 

I some Members of Congress who have laboratories that are on the 
I 

Defense Department's list to argue that Congress didn't intend 

I that labs be in this Commissionts work, it should'be on this 

other commission~s work. I 
We looked at that very, very carefully, and we had our 

I 
I counsel look at that argument, and we have determined, 

OU=i 
counsel has, it is his opinion and it is clearly my opinion, and 

I 
other members of the Commission can have their own, because w& 

I dontt have to decide whether we in fact are going to take upf 

labs or not, or whether we just exclude them from the DoD work, 
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but we have concluded that legally we could, and that legalli 
I 

the Department of Defense is on perfectly sound legal ground in 

including laboratories. 

- There's great distinctions between the language of the 

I 
statute creating this Commission and the other one, and from 

I 
practical considerations, if the job is to create eiticiencyJ 

I 
probably this is the only Commission that will create 

I 
efficiency. Other commissions make wonderful reports that are 

I 
ignored. Our work obviously can't be ignored, and Congress 

specifically intended that. 

The other commission that talked about labs really-- 

it was permitted the creation of a commission by the Secretary 

of Defense which would make information available and maka 
I 

recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, no packaging, 
I 

"9 
votes, no time frames, and it was all by and on behalf of and 

I 
for the Secretary of Defense. 

This Commission, of course, is entirely different 
' i 

chosen by the President, confirmation by the Senate, come u6 
I 

with a package that has to be considered. I 
Clearly, the Secretary of Defense decided that he 

I 
didn't need to appoint commissioners for the purposes -- and 

I 
getting their advice for the purposes of making at ieast soma 

I 
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recommendations to this Commission on laboratories. so, for 
I 
I 

that reason, legally, they were on sound ground, we believe, we 
I 

are on sound ground, we believe, and we will next, of course! I 
I after determining that we could take them under consideration-- 
I 

we will, a little bit later on in the process, come to the finai 
I 

conclusion as to whether we will or not, and I wanted our staff 
I 

to touch on RtD labs as the number one thing. I 
i 
I 

The number two is Corps of Engineers. The Corps of 
I 

Engineers realignments and closures were in the ~ r m y  
I 

recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, Dick Cheney. 1t 
I 

was the one area where the office of the Secretary of ~efense.' 
I 

the Secretary of Defense, decided to change for generall$ I 

jurisdictional arguments of Members of Congress that say that, I 
i 

"Although the Army Corps of Engineers is Army, it is also other? 
1 

things, and we, Members of Congress, are very serious id 
I 

drafting up a statute which will close and realign Army corps1 I 
i 

so, Mr. Secretary, if you would not include it in your final 
I 

recommendations. " and the Secretary of Defense did not include' 
l 

it, and so the question comes, do we, this Commission, want to 

include Army Corps of Engineers? 
C 

The argument in favor of doing so is that there is 
I 

very soon, very quick, easily measured, rapid savings for the 
I 
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American taxpayers, number one. Number two, it is clear1 

rithin our jurisdiction. Congress intended it to be so. 
'i 

Numbel :hree, we don't have a problem with the fact that DoD hasn't ha 
I 

:ime to do the analytical work and make the review and do the 
I 

audits, because it was done. It was just dropped by the 

Secretary for jurisdictional reasons. 

So there are some good arguments as to the fact that 
I 

ite should consider Corps of Engineers facilities, and we ,want 

the staff to touch on that. 

Also, we had a preliminary discussion, or 9 
iiscussion, among the Commission members and the staff with 

I 
respect to your examining those categories where there is excess 

zapacity such that if we determined that there is error 
I 

of the servicesr decisions, at least our staff can come 
in On: 

up anl 
say, "We've got some other suggestions here that you all may 

want to look at." 

So those are the three things I would like to have 

Paul Hirsch touch on, and if you would proceed. 

MR. HIRSCH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will start 
! 

first with your question about the R&D labs. In the Secretary's 

submission to the Commission, the laboratories for the Army an! 
I 

for Navy were included, and we have been reviewing, as part of I 



70 

our process, bases affected by his submission to close. 

Now, with regard to Air Force, Air Force labs were not 
I 

included. They were looked at. It is my understanding that the 
I 
I 

Air Force elected not to close any labs at this time. 

therefore are just looking -- "I 
and I think basically we accept 

I 
the Air Force's position on that. We will, in our specific 

I 
compliance review, look closely at the labs that are 'in the ~ i r  

I 
Force to in fact validate and verify that the Air Force decision I 

was in fact correct. I 
Until staff or Commission counsel provides us I 

4 decision otherwise, we will continue to look at the Army, Navy 

and Air Force laboratory installations that are being proposed. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Were there. Navy labs included in 

the DoD recommendations to this Commission? 
I 

MR. HIRSCH: Excuse me, sir? 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Were there Navy facilities -- 
MR. HIRSCH: Yes, sir, Navy RDT&E laboratories, I 

believe 12. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: So Navy and Army were the two, but 

no Air Force? i 
I 
I 

MR. HIRSCH: Navy and Army, no Air Force, thatf s 
I 
I correct. The Air Force, I believe, has five labs in that 
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.ru 1 

2 

category -- tour labs - and none were included in the proposai 
I 

for disposal. We will look at those in our specific compliance I 
3 

4 

I was saying before, this Commission as a group will make 

decision as to whether we should include laboratories "7 
potential closures, as did DoD, or, because of an argument by 

some Members on Congressional intent, take them all out. I 

want to make sure that we air that publicly. I have I jusd ha 

I discussions with lots of Members of Congress on it, and as fa= 

as I -- as I mentioned before, you know, those people -- I 
thosf Members and those communities that have laboratories that are on 

the Defense Department Army or Air Force list should, I think, 

I to protect themselves, assume that our vote is going to be to 
i I 

to in fact validate that it was a good decision on the part of 

I 
the Air Force, and we will continue to look at, like I said, the I 

5 

6 

17 1 consider them on the merits, not that we will consider none I 

Army and Navy submissions in this category. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I would urge you to do that, and as 
I 

I8 ( the merits and all should be taken off, because of the return ori 
\ 

19 1 investment, because of the real savings, because of the legal' I 

2 0  

21 
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7 2  

MR. HIRSCH: *On labs, that's it. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Could I raise a question? 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I Oh, yeah, we are going to-- 

absolutely. This is a discussion for everybody. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Just educating me, is there a 
I 

significant difference in scale of these labs, in terms of 
I 

financial involvement, size, personnel, that could be a 

rationale for including or excluding? 

MR. HIRSCH: Let me make a general comment, and then I 

will ask the gentlemen on the panel here that are affected by 

this to also comment. The Air Force labs, as I recall, l 
are 7 lot larger installations. There are four ins$allations in the 

CONUS, and they are very large, technical facilities. 
I 

recall, the Navy and the Army labs are smaller facilities 
As I/ 
thai are spread out around the country, and the purpose of those 

I 
facilities being offered up for closure is to consolidate and 

I 
make a more efficient utilization of resources, both people and 

budgetary, and that was a DoD decision. 

Alex Yellin is the Navy team leader, and Mike Burchett 

is the Army, if they have any additional comments on that. I 
MR. YELLIN: The Navy -- that was the Navy's I 

I justification, and some of that was driven by the 20 percent 
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1 manpower reduction mandated. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Right. Sounds logical.   hank 
I 

3 

4 

5 

you. 

A CHAIRMAN COURTER: Do any other Commissioners 

want discuss with staff the issue of research, development, test an, 

6 

7 

evaluation labs, the issue of labs? 

MR. HIRSCH: May I correct a statement of mine, 

8 

9 

10 

11 

15 ( them from further review. I 

Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. 

MR. HIRSCH: The Air Force did look at laboratories 

I 
and did a capacity analysis and determined that there was full: 

I 
12 

13 

14 

up capacity, no excess. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: No excess. I see. 

MR. HIRSCH: No excess, right, and therefore excluded 

I 

21 1 COMMISSIONER BALL: Excuse me. Are not most of the 
I 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

I CHAIRMAN COURTER: So all three services considered 

laboratories on the merits? 

. HIRSCH: Y e s ,  sir, and only  t h e  A r m y  and t h e  N a v y  

had offered any up for -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Had excess capacity, okay. 
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COMMISSIONER BALL: Realignments of personnel from Lab 

A to Lab B as a part of various consolidations? 

MR. HIRSCH: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Okay. I 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: 
I 

How many of the laboratory 
I 

situations are closures that have any kind of, you .know; 

significant economic impact? Are there any? 

MR. HIRSCH: I believe there's -- none are closures., 
We will have to verify that for -- ! 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: None are closures, so itf s all 
I 

realignments? 

MR. YELLIN: No, there are -- I mean, the Navy has -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Well, we've got that information. I 

We can look it up ourselves. 

MR. HIRSCH: Yeah, we'll have to provide that. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah. Is there any sense of the 
I 

three other  omm missioners that are here about this issue of 
I 

labs? I don't know whether they have heard from Members of 

Congress or not. I know 1 have, and any discussion at all?! I 

Otherwise, we will move on to Corps of Engineers. 
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MR. HIRSCH: Right. As you stated in your opening 

remarks, the Department of the Army had proposed a 

realignment of the Corps of Engineers structure. When that 
I 

proposal went to the Secretary of Defense, it was not agreed 
I 

upon and theretore was not forwarded by Secretary Cheney on the 
I 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

WV 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

closure list. 

As you stated, and as staff believes, it is a very 

great payback and should be looked at very closely I 

Commission. It has -- as we have been led to believe, by 
it ha I 

significant paybacks very quickly, and therefore we have asked 
I 

the Department of the Army to brief us on that action, and in 

fact they will do that very shortly. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: This, just restated in case all the 

I 
Commissioners weren't here, is an area where the Army included 

Army Corps of Engineers facilities, and Secretary Cheney -- I 

is the only area where he had any major impact whatsoever, 'I 
I recommendation -- dropped them, and, of course, we legally can 

include them. The Army Corps -- the Army included them and, I 
a i a matter of fact, would like to get some efficiencies in this 

I area. I certainly -- I mean, that is one of our charges, to get 



efficiency. 

MR. HIRSCH: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: The work has been done, and so, 
I 

that I mentioned in my opening comment, and that is your' 

I authorization to look at alternatives in those areas where there 
I 

I 

are capacity problems and recommended closures, because we ma 

disagree with the services. We will discuss that in a minute, 

I know that you didn't have much more time than we in looking a 

1 
but before we do, do you have comments at all on the GAO 

it. You got it late last night, as we did, but, I mean, yoy 

mean, your counsel is to continue reviewing the work with 

respect to the Corps of Engineers study. 

M R .  HIRsCH: Most definitely. I would think it W O U ~  1 
I be prudent for us to do that. I would almost think it would be 
I 

necessary, that if we did not at least take a very close look at 
I 

this proposal, that we would not be doing our job, we would not 
I be serving the Commission properly, and the Commission would not 

be serving the country. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Before we go on to the third thin d 
I 

I heard them. I mean, they are basically saying everything is 
I 
I moving along properly. The services, you know, created criteria 
I 
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There is a lack of information when you look at thj I 

r 1 

2 

and 

Their review of the capacity analysis indicates that th 

services were right. 1 
also when look the Navy , they still have 

5 

6 

7 

8 

question about berthing excess capacity. 

Generally, I guess that is their report, I 
whethei 

someone will argue it is critical, others will argue that it is 
I 

just balanced and fair, but what is your -- what can you tell us 
I 

9 

10 
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11 

12 

13 

w 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

the dias in front of you, we have done what we call a genera 

compliance review by service and by Criterion 5 through 8, 
1 

whici was written before the GAO report came out, so 1 would consider 
I - 

it fairly independent, but it parallels exactly what GAO said 

I this morning, which is that the Army and the Air Force have done 

I 
a fairly reasonable job in developing a methodology, and that 

the Navy has developed a methodology, whether -- I 
determine at this time, staff cannot determine at this cannOt~ time, 

I whether or not the methodology was applied properly. There are 
i no minutes from their Base Structure Committee. VCNO study has 

some holes in it that the BSC looked at and decided not to-- 

therefore decided not to use portions of the VCNO study. 



We would have to agree with the BSC that there are 
I 

some questions in the VCNO study; however, we do not know why 1 
for what reasons, the BSC made the decisions that they made with 

xegard to the bases not included for disposal. For example, 

they based -- I don't want to get into specifics 

because it gets everybody's attention, but a specific base was 

I 
put on the list, and the reason was X. We don't know why other 

I 
bases in that category were dismissed, so it is hard for us as 

I 
staff and for any prudent person to make an evaluation as to the! 

Navy's actions, whether the actions were reasonable, 
I 

becausl 
there is no balancing, there is no definition of one base 

I 
against another base within the category. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is that, quote, unquote, problem or 

I 
concern or point solvable by sitting down with the Base 

Structure Committee inside the Navy that did the work? 

MR. HIRSCH: It is solvable, if they answer the 

questions? 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: W e l l ,  they are coming, and you w i l l  

be meeting with them fairly soon, is that -- 
MR. HIRSCH: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: What I suggest -- do you know when 
I 

that is going to be? 
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3 

4 

7 1 different places at once? I 

You may not be able to be there. I 
COMMISSIONER BALL: You are sending me to Moody Air - 

I 5 

6 

(Laughter.) 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Not that I feel tugged 

Force Base, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I 
You mean you can't be in two 

I 

different directions at once, but I would -- it might be best I 
for the staff to have that session and then present us witd 

I 
their conclusions, and one of the have had testimony, 

course, before the Commission from each of the ~ssistand 

I 
Secretaries for Logistics, but, of course, we had that testimony 1 
before we had this data and information available to us. We mad I 

want to -- I 
I know we donlt have a lot of time on our hearing 1 

schedule. We may want to have Navy officials come back up and I 
I face some grilling on this subject after the staff has looked I 
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2 0  

into it. 

But let's -- I am anxi.ous to see the report myself, 



80 

verification standpoint if all three services had used a simila 

system and similar note taking and -- 1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: That may be our recommendation for 

I the next round, as I guess, to a degree, it is GAOts 

recommendation. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I think that there are s0m9 tradeoffs there, Mr. Chairman, and the Secretary of Defense in 

I his testimony to us mentioned that at the outset of. this 

process, he called the services in, gave them guidance, 

Assistant Secretary Colin McMillan provided some guidance 

each of the services, but it was basically, llServices, 

together your list,ll and the judgment was made by the Secretary 

of Defense -- I 
I cantt speak for him, but I think I understand 

I his motive here -- a judgment was made that, nThrow this ball in 
I the servicest lap, force them internally to come up with their; 

lists, we will take a look at it, l1 but as opposed to rigid14 

constructing in the OSD staff the specific criteria and nailin4 

down a precise methodology -- that has pluses and minuses, a 
-an I that the services, as experienced as they are in dealing with 

OSD criteria -- it might be best just to throw the general/ 

requirement in their lap, give them the guidelines, and hava 

them go at it. 
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I 3 But it is an ancient question in defense management, and this i4 1 

V 1 

2 

4 1 far from the first time it has been raised. 

I think it is good to look into that area of inquiry! 

It is a legitimate area of inquiry for the Commission to go at J 
I 

( exactly 

MR. HIRSCH: May I comment on that? 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Yes, sir. 

MR. HIRSCH: I wouldntt suggest that it would be I 

one set of criteria for all three services, or only one 
I 

9 

10 

specific way to do it, because all three services 

uniqueness about them, and therefore these differences I 
11 

12 
_ _  -. - 

13 

necessitate somewhat different evaluations. ~ u t  if it was ' 9 
little more structured from the standpoint of just our ability 

I 
to gather data, the reasons why, it would make the job for the I 

Y 14 

15 

I8 1 GAO report that the Commission members want to make now, whild 1 

193 and '95 staff much easier. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: I concur with that point, 

16 

17 

1 staff 

Chairman. 

I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any further discussion about the I 

here? There 

1 tonight and bother them 
reason call staff 

and "Check this out and do that, "; 
I 
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22 

but -- 
COMMISSIONER BALL: I thinkwe will have some after I 



3 

4 

COMMISSIONER BALL: After we digest it, we will 

 roba ably have some other things we would like the staff 
I 

'""1 5 

6 

7 

8 

at. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: The third -- I 
or the fourth, I 

I 
guess, and last thing we want to discuss with our research 

I 
staff, review and analysis staff, was the fact that we wanted to i 

9 

10 

make it very, very clear on your authorization and authority to 
I 

look at other bases in categories that the services determined 

I 
11 

12 

13 

C, 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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there is excess capacity. I 
We are reaching that time now. We have gone to a lot 

I 
of bases. We are starting to form individually, although not as 

I 
a group, because we have not met as a gioup to discuss bases on 

a named basis, and we will do that soon, however -- I 
we "'=I 

approaching the time when we may feel that we want to look at 

other options, and therefore what I would like to 
I 

specifically -- and hear the others, if they disagree-- do  is^ 
I 

authorize the staff to look at potential other options in those 

categories that have closures. 

We may determine that we don't agree, and one base I 

22 should be taken out, and then immediately -- we can't wait tili 

. . 



I 5, 7 ,  10 days from now -- we want you to make &re that you are 
I 

in a position to give us other options, and my hope is that the 
I 

Commission will give staff the authorization to look at other 
I 

bases in those categories where there is excess capacity. I 
Any discussion? 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Well, Mr. Chairman, I am 
I 

assuming that, as a result of these hearings we have had and 
I 

investigations in the field, the material that we have had 
I 

presented to us will be included by staff in coming up with 
I 

recommendations, such as you suggestion, because it seems to me 

that we did -- 
MR. HIRSCH: Most definitely. The information that 

I you are receiving on base visits and on the regional hearings 

are brought back to the review and analysis staff. 

I COMMISSIONER STUART: We are trying to feed everything 

in to you -- 
MR. HIRSCH: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: -- and it seems to me that will! 
I 

be part of the process. 

MR. HIRSCH: Part of the process, most definitely, 
I 

21 / because it gives us -- you know, up until you gentlemen started 
I 
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provide 

0 1 

2 

some 

from communities, we were getting one set of data, thatf s the 
i 

DoD data, and to make an informed decision, or at least to I 
informed options, know, want 

Chairman has just recommended. I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any other discussions? 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Mr. Chairman, if I could . just 

raise the -- I Commissioner Callaway is not here, and I know he 

raised, I believe, in a letter to you, a question I 
On thl procedure that we would follow here, and I simply want '9 register, from my reading of the statute, I am not sure-- 

I Congress has constrained this process for good reason to a very 

I short period of time. I am not sure that the rigidity of the 

statute lends itself very well to the kind of examination 

alternatives that the staff may suggest we get into, and at some 
I 

4 

5 

point in this process -- and perhaps that should be done earl4 I 

data as possible. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: I certainly support what the 

I 

on -- we should define a procedure for that, for the examinatiod 
I 

of alternatives, and whether or not there is time, given the! 1 
I 

I restrictions of the statute, for us to do that, or whether this I 
is a question that the Commission raises for the follow-on 

I Commission in two years. 
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of time for these kinds of deliberations, unless we departed 
I 

from your guidelines, which I think are exactly right, that we 

make this an open process, that we convene regional hearings, 

that we take testimony from community leaders, that we make this 
I 

a very public process, so that every voice is heard and that we 
I 

are fair, so I think we may have some irreconcilable procedural 
I 

w 1 

2 

problems. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: It may be such that we don't, "1 you say, have the time to collect all the data and to do the 

type of work that ye feel is necessary to be totally secure 

our opinion on some of these bases in a category where there is 
I excess. capacity, but what I am -- all I am trying to do right 
I now is to authorize the staff so they can at least have the 
I 

authority to look beyond those named bases in the closure and 
I 

But, given that my reading of the law is such that 

I 
Congress really didn't contemplate giving the Commission a lot 

I 

realignment list. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Yes, sir, do that. 

MR. HIRSCH: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a clarifying 
i 

point? So what you are suggesting is, for example, in one of 

the categories where the Air Force identified excess capacity, I 
I 
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specific analysis of those five installations within that excess 
I 

category, what you are proposing is the ability for staff to go 
I 

and ask the Department for additional information within that 
I 
I 

excess category, without having to come back to the Commission 

directly and specifically? So it is -- the issue- raised by Mr I 1 
Callaway and I think by Mr. Cassidy two weeks ago was that staff 

I 
would move into areas that were beyond the excess capacity 1 

,I 
altogether new areas that considered maybe jointness and othe t 
areas, and I think what you are saying, Mr. Chairman, is yolf 

I 
would like us -- the ability to look into the excess categories.( 
as we determine as staff, without coming back to the Commission, I I 
but 'in areas that are new, untouched, you would want definitd 

ComgLssion before we proceed? 
I 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah, that is correct. What we are 

giving you right now is Army Corps. 

MR. HIRSCH: Sure. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: That is an untouched area, at least 
I 

from the standpoint of the Secretary of Defense, not from the 
I 

standpoint of the Army. They would love to realign some of! 
I 

those. But we are giving you authority to look into that. I 
And what I am going to do is send a memorandum around 

I 
to the other Commissioners with some suggestions of untouched 

I 
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3 I staff, and it may be such that we have plenty to do and not gd I 

1 

2 

87 1 
categories, just simply to stimulate their thinking, and then I 

I will discuss it with them, and, you know, we will be back to 
I 

6 ( are already named, Army Corps of Engineers, work already done 
'i 

4 

5 

7 1 labs, work already done approved by the Secretary but somd 1 

I 
&n these other areas. But right now, very, very narrowly 

I 
directed staff to work in these areas of excess capacity that 

I 

schedule 

8 

9 

for 

Members say there is a separate commission. 

MR. HIRSCH: Considering the time contraints and your 
I 

all would be helpful we had 

I 
l1 I that authority. I CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yeah. I 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Could I raise the furthe; 
I 

I 16 / six SAC bases will be closed, and certain other givens in the 
I 

14 

15 

17 1 force structure. Are you looking at those givens in terms ok 
I 

q~estion with regard to structure, Paul? I There have been 

certain givens, at least with regard -- I 
I cited an example of 

I 

18 / your analysis? 
I MR. HIRSCH: The initial analysis was to do a capacity 

! 20 1 analysis. I COMMISSIONER STUART: Yes. 

MR. HIRSCH: In this case, strategic flying, determine 
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WP' 1 what the excess was, and then to look specifically -- which is I 
2 what we are doing right now, is look specifically at all the I 
3 bases that are on the list to see if there was any substantiai 

11 I if a base comes off a list, it doesnft necessarily mean that' 
I 

4 

5 

6 

7 there is a substantial deviation, then we need to go into that 

deviation and that they should not be on the list. 
I 

sot wf 
are specifically reviewing those that have been offered up to I 
make sure that there is not a substantial deviation, and if I 

8 

9 

10 

I 
i 

category and see if there is a way to bring another installation 

within that category onto the list. I 
i Now, in all these categories, when one base comes-- I 

I 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

there is going to be a perfect fit for a base to come back on 

the list. 
I 

We may have to offer up as an option to the I 
Commission that the -- to sit with that excess capacity and pay 1 
for that excess capacity, because in the end result, the excess 1 
capacity might be cheaper to carry than to move to another base 1 
closure. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Exactly. Exactly. 

20 
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staff? 

22 

I 

quick question? 

19 

I 

I 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any further discussion on this with 1 

21 
I 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Mr. Chairman, if I may have one 1 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Absolutely. 

COMMISSIONER BALL: Could we get from the staff a 

summary -- the laboratory question -- I 
I think it would be 

I 
Qelpful to the Commissioners if we had a very simple two-page 

I 
summary of the DoD -- the management review exercise that just 

I 
as been concluded with respect to R&D labs. I am not suggesting 

I 
that staff has to create this. Maybe we can just get something 

I from the Defense Department off the shelf, if it can be put into 

I third grade English and just give us a summary of the Defense 

I Management Review exercise on labs and the decision and the 

consolidation of lab management, so that we understand that, 

we are going to look into that area because, speaking fo 

myself, I am not sure I understand that yet. 

i1 
Secondly, just in terms of these categories, there is 

a reference in our plan here, the review and analysis plan, 

which I think is excellent, by the way, which has been we1 1 
I prepared, to do examination of bases by category. There are twa 

categories that apply, I think, across all of the functional 

I categories that I think will draw my attention, and those are 

multi-mission installations, number one, which involves I 
"1 

different kind of criteria, and, secondly, installations that 

I have a high threshold cost to close. There are single-mission 



I 
installations that have relatively low cost to close, and to me 

I 
I 

that mandates one kind of analysis, but it can be fairly 
I 

straightforward. I 
We do have some multi-mission installations. We even - 

have some installations that have non-DoD agencies as tenants 

and so the impact of that closure is a little more difficult or 
I 

cumbersome to analyze. 

Secondly, we have some major training installations 
I 

where schools are being moved, or where -- major operational 
I 
I 

bases where aircraft wings are being moved, so those are high 
I 

up-front costs, some as high as $400 million or $500 mill-ion to 
I 
I implement. To me, that is another category that I know as a I 
I 

part of your analysis will be scrutinized. It is just I would 
I 
I 

like to have a comparison of those, or at least a listing of 
I 

those, and any -- and I would just emphasize that I think those 
I 

are two categories that will perhaps require more of the stafffs 

attention than will some of those that don't fit those criteria I 

I . HIRSCH: Most definitely. The efficiencies in 
I 

closing an installation, if you just look at a multi-missiod 
I 

base, and it is determined that one of -- the major user can be 
I closed down and you have to leave the tenant there, you have to I 
I 

judge it in the entirety. You can't just judge it just on the 
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91 

one mission. You have to judge it in the multi-use of the 

installation. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: Following up on that same point, 

in a number of instances where -- I'm thinking of Carswell just 

I off the top of my head, where the base has been recommended for 

I closure, yet there have been pieces carved out of that for other 

I missions, and done in rather general language, not very 

specific, as to just what -- I it hasn't been clear what the 

missions of those -- what is the word? -- cantonments? 
MR. HIRSCH: Uh-huh. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: That have been held back, 

the size, the necessity, the possibility of those cantonment 

I 
an!J 

I being consolidated with some other facility, things that didn't 

seem to get much detail as we at least read the DoD summary. 

MR. HIRSCH: In our specific look at the installation d 
on the list, we, you know, have come across many cases where a 

reserve unit or a guard unit -- 
COMMISSIONER STUART: yes. 

MR. HIRSCH: -- will remain, and with regard to an Air 
National Guard or an Army National Guard unit that remains, it 

I belongs to the state, and we have looked at relocating in some 

oi these things we have done. You have to relocate it withiA 
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1 

2 

the state, in that instance, if it is a guard facility, 
and s! 

you lose some efficiencies, you lose some savings, by leaving I 

3 

4 

5 

open a part of an installation. In the case of a Guard unit 

there may be no other place for it to go within the state, 
1 

you couldn't send a Guard unit from Illinois to Indiana, 

6 

7 

that does cause us -- 
COMMISSIONER STUART: Those may be constraints. I I 

8 

9 

would just like to understand them. 

MR. HIRSCH: Yes, that would be an understandabl a I 
10 

I1 

I question. 

constraint. But we will take what you have said and look verg 
I 

closely at looking for further efficiencies to close down an 
I 

12 

13 

14 

15 

In your 

entire base and not leave a portion of a base open. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: That is what I am driving at. 

MR. HIRSCH: Right. 

COMMISSIONER STUART: I have only one further I 
analysis of the left me hanging 

17 

18 

19 

1 will 

little bit that the Army must require substantial 
land ,/ 

construct extensive facilities, or both, if it is to statio 

additional heavy divisions in CONUS. Is that a subject we nee 
7 

20 

21 

turn 

to take a look at? 

MR. HIRSCH: Well, let me first comment, and then 3 1 
the mike over Colonel Burchett . Based 
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I 1 existing force structure plan, with overseas deployed ~rm]i 
I 

2 ( units, the answer is no. However, if the decision is made td 
I 
I 

3 I bring back units from deployed overseas locations, then it is 
I 

7 1 fighting divisions. I 

4 

5 

6 

1 COMMISSIONER STUART: And there is no -- that factor 
I 

qoing to require for the Army to look very closely at how to 
I 

base those units here in the United States, and so it might 
I 

indeed require additional land at Army posts to bed down these 
I 

I of uncertainty, which is very uncertain, obviously, can be 
I 

10 1 factored into some of these other -- I 
MR. HIRSCH: Well, it is kind of the way that the lad 

I 
I 12 I is crafted. We are taking a force structure that is worldwide 
I 

I 15 I Departments, Army, Navy and Air Force, and that is why -- you 
I 

13 

14 

1 talk about the little bit of excess capacity that the services I 

I 
and looking at a base structure that is within the 50 states 

territories. So there has to be some flexibility given to the 
I 

17 1 are seeking, and that is one of the reasons. It is kind of d 
I 

18 1 fudge factor that they are looking for, not knowing what thd 
I 

19 1 future is going to hold regarding- overseas. 1 
20 I COMMISSIONER STUART: Thank you. That makes sense. I 

I CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any further discussion on these 
I 
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(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Did you want to say something, ~ a u l  
I 

~irsch? 

MR. HIRSCH: No, sir. - 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Okay, two things: One, obviously; 
I 

Sacramento Army Depot is on the Army list for closure. s he 
I 

Sacramento community, through their Members of Congress 
1 

particularly -- and I have spoken to them on a number of 
I 

occasions, and, as you know as well, when we were out id 
I 

California, they had what they called a Sacramento Plan. I jusd 

want to make sure that you are looking at that Plan. 
I 

MR. HIRSCH: Most definitely. We are studying that 
I 

plan. We have sent it to DoD and asked for their comments. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Okay. 
I 

MR. HIRSCH: I am going to visit at the end of the 
I 

month out to Sacramento, both to the Army Depot and to ~c~lellan 
I I 

Air Force Base, which is what is the proposal to bed down, sOrl 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: I know. I think -- am I going with 

I 
you? 

MR. HIRSCH: You are out there two days after. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Two days after. All right. 1 I 
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w 1 

2 

that one area where it is new from the standpoint of the 
I 

Secretary's final list, certainly Members that have Army Corps 
I 

3 

4 

stuff know that it was reviewed and recommended by the Army1 
1 

Would you -- I am really talking to the people behind me more 
I 

5 

6 

7 

last topic of today. You are excused, gentlemen. 

We have -- the area of conflicts of interest a 
an I review of that for Commissioners has been one that we have 

I 
looked at very, very carefully, and we want to make sure that 

I there is no 'question with respect to that, and so there have 

I been discussions. Because the world was too large, from the 

I standpoint of so many military installations in the Continental 

I United States and someone's portfolio of investments, we knew 
I 

between counsel, our counsel, counsel to the Department of 
I 

Defense, the White House Conflicts of Interest Office, and 
I 

than you, but would the appropriate person on our staff make 

sure that the Chairmen and ranking Republican Members I 
Of thf 

appropriate committees in the House and Senate dealing with Army I 

8 

9 

Senate Armed Services Committee counsel, is that what we would I 

I do is wait to make sure -- wait until the Secretary's list cane 
out and then scrub through the financial disclosure statements. I 

Corps stuff are notified of what we discussed today. I 
I Okay, thank you very much, sir. We will go on to the 
I 
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given - to the proper authorities. I 
But once the final list came out, what we wanted to do 

I 
is take a new look and compare that, the financial interests of 

I the Commission members, against that final list. This process 

is yet then going to be done again, and that is, if; I 
O i  

example, we start having serious deliberations on the merits of 

I 
aligning or closing a military installation that isnft on the 

list, before we have the substantive deliberations and vote, 

1 that same scrub process is going to have to'be gone through with I 

1 

2 

3 

And, of course, as the public knows or they -- I'm sure thed 
I 

know, we all filled out reams of financial disclosure 
I statements, and everything we have and do is certainly made-- 
I 

13 

QV 
14 

the various attorneys participating. I So we went through this, looking, of course, at the I 

15 

16 

I 
Pentagon list, and we are going to hand to the press everything 

that we know and have on it, so you are as apprised as I 
we 17 

18 
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ourselves, 

As we were doing that, we didn't anticipate -- we kne I 

19 

2 0  

21 

22 

as well that, for example, if a member of the commission had I 

financial interest in a company that, you know, may 4 
have 4 

specific site or base specific construction project, that we 
I would then solve that problem by making sure that that 



 omm mission member was disqualified on that particular base, 

iJe figured that on those things where there was declared a 
I 

zonflict of interest, it could be solved by what they call the 
I 

recusal process. It is a public acknowledgement of a 
I 

conflict of interest with regard to this specific base, the 
I 

whole world knows about it, the whole world knows that that 

I Commissioner is not going to participate in the deliberations I 
l 

and not vote on that specific base, and we anticipated' that 
I 
I there may be some Commissioners that had to -- that had a 
I 

conflict with regard to a specific base, and that would be 
I handled that way. I 
I As we were going through the review with respect to 

I Sandy Trowbridge, we found out specifically because of one 
I 

corporation that he was associated with, that that process would 
I 

have to be repeated, not one, two, three, four or five times ouf 

of a list of 40 or 50 bases, but many more times than that. 

Also, we found that the nature of his financial 
I 

interest was not in simply owning stock or doing business 

but he was on the board of directors, and therefore when you are 
I 
I 

on the board of directors, you are imputed to have total and 

complete knowledge of everything that company is planning to dd 
l 

and does. 
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Trowbridge, was told that we could legally isolate those 
I 

facilities and have him declare his conflict in the recusall 
I 

process, - but because of the chairmanship aspect of it and 
I 

because of the number, Commissioner Trowbridge felt personall$ 
I 
I 

that it may create a perception of conflict, even though he was 
I 
I 

told legally we could protect him. He felt it was in the 
I 

interest of the nature of this process and this  omm mission,^ 
I 

which enjoys to date high credibility with Members on both side& 
I 

of the aisle, as you know, and the communities that he resign, 

and we are accepting his resignation, and therefore he sent a 
I 

letter to me indicating that he sent a letter to the presided 
I 
I resigning, and he basically explained the rationale along those 

lines. 

I The press that is here and everybody that is 
I 

interested will be given a copy today of this whole process and 
I 

how we solved these problems, and Commissioner ~rowbridge~s 
I 

letter to me that outlines in a little bit greater detail thad 
I 

which I already discussed. 

Also, you will receive other material documenting this 
I 

whole area, and you will find that there is only one other! 
I 
I 

Commissioner that has to recuse himself with regard to military, 
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installations because the work he is doing for a company is sit$ 
I 

specific, and that was Jim Smith, and he has already executed 4 
I 

statement of disqualification from installations where hid 

I 
present - employer, Brown & Root, and former employer CRSS have 

I 
contracts, and the recusal will take place, so Dr. James smith 

will not deliberate with regard to six named facilities, 
I 

will be given those facilities. 

and 

I 
With respect to the other Commissioners, there.were 

i 
findings under the law permitting them to participate fully in 

the discussions on the other military installations. 
I 

So that is the announcement. 

What we are going to do, Commissioner Sandy Trowbridge 

I had made his courtesy calls to the White House and to the 

Secretary of Defense, and he spoke as well to Senator Sam Nunn I 
,I I believe also Les Aspin and the President of the Senate and the 

Speaker of the House of Representatives, and I will be -- I 
individuals are in the process of being informed or thosf 
informed by Sandy Trowbridge late last night, and I am going to 

I 
be contacting -- because he was -- he comes out of the category 

I of the President appointing him. after consultation with the 
I 

Speaker of the House. I am going to be talking to the speaker,/ 
I 

advising -- he knows of this -- and asking him if he would: 

I 
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I I wanted the Speaker to participate in that process 

because he has review of that selection by the President, 
I 

- 
and wf 

hope that we can be rejoined by somebody else, such that they 
I 

will be around here for deliberations. I fully understandi 
I 

however, we are very late in the process, and we may have to go I 
I 

along with seven. That is certainly an ample number of people 
I 

to get the job done, and some people would argue five would have 
I 

been enough in the first instance, but I think it is 
1 

""7 
judgment that, since the statute calls for having eight, 

advise the requisite people involved, the White House and, 

this particular case, the Speaker of the House, that we wculd 

I like to be eight, but we recognize that there is very little 
I 

time and that perhaps is unlikely. 

Any discussion on this or other topics by members 

17 / the Commission? 1 
(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Okay, as I mentioned -- 

2o I COMMISSIONER BALL: I would like to say just -- 
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. I 
COMMISSIONER BALL: Mr. Chairman, for the record, 11 
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lo, 1 know you share this view, but I think Sandy Trowbridge is we1 
I 

known to a number of members of the Commission, and his 
I 

integrity as an individual, as a professional, has never been 
I 

questioned. Tile law, however, is strict in this area, and so he - I 
has acted on the basis of his own judgment, and his departure 

I 
from the Commission I just want to say I view as a loss, because 

I 
he is an individual of respected judgment, and so we will 

certainly miss his services. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I certainly agree with that. 
It 

unfortunate, but I think that in order to make sure that the 

perception of credibility and real credibility continue, 
I 

""7 
only in openness but in all other areas, we reluctantly accept 

his letter of resignation. 

Any other discussion? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: All right. We will have 

opportunity for the press to discuss issues as a group 
"1 
"9 individually right now, as is our practice. Thank you very 

much. 

Adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:lO p.m., the Open Hearing of the 
I 
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HEADLINE: Fate Of Many Communities Lies In Base Closure Commissions' Hands 

BYLINE: By Tracy Corrington, States News Service 

PATELINE: WASHINGTON 

KEYWORD: c losure  

BODY: 
Being a member of the Base Closure and Realiqnment Commission means putting a 

l a r g e  chunk of your l i f e  on hold and the f a t e  o f  U . S .  m i l i t a r y  bases i n  your  
hands. 

The task falls to a varied lot -- its members include the chairman o f  Quaker 
Oats Co., the owner o f  a pub l ish ing  f i r m ,  a r e t i r e d  A i r  Force General, a c i v i l  
engineer, the former secretaries of the Navy and Commerce, an Army 
secretary-turned-ski r e s o r t  developer, and a former hawkish Congressman. 

Each was handpicked by Presldent Bush, sanctioned by the Senate, and will now 
. y e  paid t o  compile a l i s t  of m i l i t a r y  bases t o  be closed across the country. To 

some they'll be saints, to others incarnations of an unwieldy and grossly unjust 
Pentagon budget crunch. 

"Base closings are inevitable with a decline in budget and changing national 
secur i ty , "  sa id  commission member James C. Smith, 11, v i c e  pres ident  o f  the 
Brown and Root civil engineering firm who participated in a similar exercise in 
1 988. 

"Unnecessary bases don't contribute to a streamlined military. Our role is 
t o  decide which bases w i l l  be closed as prudent ly  as possible,  w i t h  well-founded 
reasons. 

Defense Secretary ~i chard Cheney last month released the Pentagon's proposal 
t o  c lose 31 bases and 1 2  smal ler  f a c i l i t i e s  and e i t h e r  sh r ink  o r  expand 28 o the r  
installations, part of an effort to reduce the size of the nation's military by 
a quar ter  by 1995. That would save a t o t a l  of $850 m i l l i o n  by 1997 and 51.7 
billion each year thereafter, Cheney said, but would cost more than 114,000 
m i l i t a r y  and 40,000 c i v i l i a n  jobs. 

The commission itself on Friday announced It may study an additional .36-bases 
f o r  c losure o r  realignment, inc lud ing  F o r t  Richardson near Anchorage. 

Not surprisingly, members af  Congress and politfcians back home have howled 
in protest .  S t a f f  members o f  the House Armed Services Committee concluded t ha t  
'.2 percent of the net civilian losses would be in Democratic districts while 
n l y  1 0  percent would be i n  Republican d i s t r i c t s .  

Enter the Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission'. Created by the 1990 Base 
Closure and Realiqnment Act and chaired by former New Jersey R e ~ u b l i c a n  Rep. 
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-James C ~ ~ r t e r ,  the commission's mandate i s  to scrutinize the l i s t  and make 
sure its recommendations are f a i r  and free of poli t ics.  I t  has the authority t o  
add or delete from the Pentagon l i s t .  

Both President Bush and Congress must approvp the commission's plan before it 
goes into effect ,  b u t  neither has the power t o  ~kange it .  If  ei ther blocks i t ,  
a l l  bets are off and the whole exercise s t a r t s  over again next year. 

Armed w i t h  a projected $2.6 million budget and w i t h  just two and a h a l f  
aonths to  carry out their  mission, the comntission members plan  to  visit a l l  31 
bases slated for closure and hold hearings throughout the nation before 
presenting their l is t  to the president by J u l y  1 ,  according the commission 
spokeswoman Nargaret ticcarthy. 

"We welcome anyone to submit information, especially on economic and 
environmental impacts . . . i n  fact ,  we encourage i t , "  HcCarthy said. 

Hearings w i l l  be held i n  San Francisco, Los Angeles, Dallas, Denver, 
Indianapolis, Boston, Philadelphia, Washington D.C. and Jacksonville, Fla. 
HcCarthy said she expects members of Congress w i l l  help the commission decide 
who w i l l  tes t i fy  a t  the hearings. Congressmen w i l l  be able t o  tes t i fy  a t  t h e  
Washington sessions. 

The commission members w i l l  be paid a t  the yearly rate of $108,300 for each 
day they work, except for Courter, who wil l  be paid a t  the yearly rate of 

-1 15,300. Members, whose terms expire next January, are expected to  be 
available for some of the regional hearings, and for meetings i n  June. 

Once the commission's l i s t  i s  finished, President Bush has 15 days to approve 
or reject i t .  I f  he rejects i t ,  the commission will have unt i l  August 15 t o  
come up  w i t h  a new l ist .  

Chairman Courter has temporarily reassigned himself from h i s  law firm i n  
Hackettstown, N.J., to full-time duty i n  Washington as the commission sets L J ~  
its downtown Washington headquarters and begins plotting i t s  strategy. 

During his 1 2  years on the House Armed Services Committee, Courter lobbied 
hard for a strong national defense. He also strenuously battled against effor ts  
to  close the Army's Fort D i x  i n  Wrightstown, N.J. 

T h i s  year, Fort D i x  is on the Pentagon's h i t  l i s t .  

Courter said his experience i n  1988, when Congress l a s t  wrestled with base 
closings, w i l l  give him a "real  credibility and a sensit ivity to the pol i t ical  
concerns and the communi ty concerns over 10s ing a base. While representing New 
Jersey, Courter said he had worked w i t h  other members of the commission, 
including Air Force General Duane H. Cassidy, who was operating out of a New 
Jersey base, and former Naval Secretary William L Ball, I 1  I ,  who held the post 
while Courter was i n  Congress. 

Courter said recently that 60 members of Congress had contacted him about 
W t a s e s  that were closing i n  their  d is t r ic t s .  A recent conversation with hint  was 

cut short by a phone ca l l  from Rep. William McCollm, R-Fla, who represents 
constituents a t ' a  Naval Training tenter i n  Orlando which i s  slated for 

LEXIS'NEXIS' LEXIS'NEXIS' 
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People can make the charge tha t  h i s  close t i e s  to  Congress w i l l  color h i s  
v i s i o n ,  " b u t  i t ' s  a false and  i n v a l i d  o n e , "  h e  said. 

"This year we have the General Accounting Office to  investigate and validate 
t h e  D e f e n s e  Depar tment  data,  and  t h e  p r o c e s s  w i l l  be open t o  anyone ,"  C o u r t e t  
sa id .  

Commission member Smith, who was a professional s ta f f  member of the Senate 
Armed S e r v i c e s  Commit tee  f o r  10 y e a r s  before j o i n i n g  Brown and  Root, said he has 
a l so  been contacted by members of Congress. 

"But  n o t  w i t h  a view towards p e r s u a d i n g  me,* he sa id .  * J u s t  a l o t  of 
congratulations. You can ' t  escape the po l i t i c a l  rea l i ty ,  b u t  the process w i l l  
be free o f  i t ."  

Commission members envision spending varying amounts of time on the task. 

A r t h u r  L e v i t t ,  Jr., f o u n d e r  o f  L e v i t t  Nedia Co. i n  New York C i t y  and t h e  
owner of the Roll Call newspaper which covers Capitol H i l l ,  sald he is prepared 
to s p e n d  as much time a s  is needed .  

Smith said he antlcipated spending six to eight  days a month on commission 

V I u s i n e s s  u n t i l  the J u l y  deadline n e a r s ,  and t h e n  p l a n s  to  "burn  t h e  candle i n  
the middle." 

"The time i s  t i g h t ,  b u t  I don't  antlclpate i t  w i l l  be a concern," he added. 
'1 d o n ' t  t h i n k  t h e y  c a n ' t  t h r o w  u s  i n  j a i l  i f  we d o n ' t  meet the d e a d l i n e . "  
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