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CITY OF SEWARD
P.O. BOX U 7

SEWARD, ALASKA 996f *

■r>

•  Police (907) 224-3338
•  Harbor (907) 224-3138
•  Fire (907) 224-3445
•  Telecopier (907) 224-3248

J a n u a r y  28, 1988

ME M O R A N D U M

TO: THE HO NORABLE TED STEVENS
THE H O N O RABLE FRANK MURKOWSKI 
T!JE HONORABLE DON YOUNG 

^ f H E  HONORABLE  J A N  FAIKS 
THE H O N O RABLE  RICK HALFORD 
THE HONORABLE JAY K E R T T U L A  
THE H ONORARLE MIK E SZYMANSKI 
THE H O N O RAB LE BETTE CATO 
THE H O N O RABLE STEVE C O W P E R  
M A J O R  GENERA L JOHN  W. SC HAE F E R

FROM: L I N D A  S. MURPHY, CMC, CITY CLERK
CITY OF SEWARD, A L A S K A

S U B J : CITY OF SEWARD RE SOL U T I O N  NO. 88-013
EN D O R S I N G  THE H O M E P O R T I N G  OF NAVY VESSELS IN A LASKA

Enclosed for your information is a copy of city  of Seward 
Resolution No. 8 8 - 0 1 3 , e n d o r s i n g  the homepo r t i n g  of U. S. 
Navy vessels in the state of Alaska, a p p roved by the City 
Council on Monday, J a n u a r y  25, 1988.

The City Council w ould appreciat e your support of the A l aska 
State Senate's proposal to bring the U. S. Navy to Alaskan 
w a t e r s .

Enclosure



Sponsor ed by: G i e s e l e r

C I T Y  OF SEWARD, A L A S K A  
R E S O L U T I O N  NO. 8 8 - 0 1 3

A RESO LU T I O N  OF THE CITY C O U N C I L  OF THE CITY OF 
SEWARD, ALASKA, E N D O R S I N G  T H E  STATE S E NATE PROPOSAL 

T O  H O M EP ORT U.S. NAVY V E S S E L S  IN THE STATE OF A L A S K A

WHEREAS, the A laska State Senate is d e v e l o p i n g  a
pr o p o s a l  for the homepo r t i n g  of U. S. Navy v e s sels in
Alaska; and

WHEREAS, Alaska coastal communities and the state of 
Al a s k a  w i l 1 benefit economically  from the h omep orting of 
Navy vessels here; and

WHEREAS, an influx of federal dollars through N a v y
p a y r o l l  and pro vis i o n i n g  w i l l  have a sta.>ilizing e f f e c t  on 
the state's economy; and

WHEREAS, A l askan w a t e r s  w i l l  provide a strate gic
location for the U. S. Navy;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOL VED B Y  THE C I T Y  C O U N C I L  OF 
T H E  C I T Y  OF SEWARD, ALASKA, that:

Section 1. The city of S ewa rd e n d orses the Alaska 
State Senate's propos al to homep o r t  U. S. Navy v e s s e l s  in 
the state of Alaska.

Section 2. The city of Seward urges our congre s s i o n a l  
d e l e g a t i o n  to w o r k  w i t h  the state of Alaska and the a p p r o­
priate federal agencies to homeport an element of the U. S. 
Navy in the state of Alaska.

Section 3. Copies of this resolution shall be f o rward­
ed to the Honorable Senators Stevens and Murkowski; the 
H onorable Representat ive Young; the Honorable State S e n a­
tors, Faiks, Kerttula, H a lford and Szymanski; the Honorable 
State Rep resentative  Cato; and the Honorable G o v ernor 
Cowper.

Section 4. This resolution shall take e ff ect i m m e d i­
ately upon its adoption.

PASSED AND A P P R O V E D  BY THE CITY COUNCIL O F  THE CITY OF 
SEWARD, ALASKA, this 25th day of J a nuar y ______________, 19 88 .



C I T Y  OF SEWARD, A L A S K A  
R E S O L U T I O N  NO. 88-013

THE C I T Y  OF SEWARD, A L A S K A

■fj*-
H f t R R ^ x r  GIE&fiLER, M A Y O R

AYES: DUNHAM, GIESELER, HILTON, MEEHAN, NO LL & SIMUTIS
NOES: NONE
ABSENT: O'BRIEN
ABSTAIN: NONE

ATTEST: APPRO\ ED AS TO FORM:

HUGHES, THORSNESS, G A N T Z , 
POWELL  & BRUNDIN, Attorn eys 
for the City of Seward, AK

r  _________ y j  - ' - w ' w.  w  * - ,

L inda S T M u r p h y ,7CMC ; Fred B. A r v id son
City C l e r k  ] City A t t orney

(City Seal)



Representing (Optional)

Address ^
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Alaska State Legislature 5
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Please enter into the record my testimony to the A&/f.
committee name

committee on Jb̂ -ctZr ated , 3 - 0 - ^ _____________
bill/subject

Testifier



Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to the ___
committee name

committee on vy f/°» ? Pod , dated 9-1  -  ? ? ____________
bill/subject
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S T E V E  c d w p e r
G O V E R N O R

S t a t k  o f  A l a s k a
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  G O V E R N O R

J u n e a u

Ja n u a r y  22, 1988

The H o n o rab le J a n  Faiks 
Pr e s ident of the Senate 
A l a s k a  State L e g i s l a t u r e  
P.O. Box V 
Juneau, A K  99811

Dear Senato r Faiks:

Under the a u t h o r i t y  of art. Ill, sec. 18 o f  the A l a s k a  
Constitution, I am t r a n s m i t t i n g  a joint resolu t i o n  on 
establ i s h i n g  a U n i t e d  States N a v y  h o m e p o r t  in Alaska.

As the presence  of foreign p ower s in A l a s k a  w a t e r s  expands, 
it is p a r t i c u l a r l y  approp r i a t e  tha t the state and its 
communities offer feasible and a t t r a c t i v e  incentives to 
homepor t N a v y  operations. O u r  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  c o a s tlin e and 
strategic g e o g r a p h i c a l  p o s i t i o n  for trade and d e fen se m akes 
A l a s k a  a v ital r e gion for Naval presence.

A l a s k a  can offe r the N a v y  m e a n i n g f u l  and substantive i n c e n­
tives to b ring p e r s onnel and o p e r a t i o n s  to our shores. I am 
confid ent that once those specific  options arc identi f i e d  
we can secure N a v y  presence. Such p a r t i c i p a t i o n  w i l l  bring 
great benefits to our economy.

I w e lcome your support of this r e s o l u t i o n  w h i c h  o f f i c i a l l y  
invites the Navy to station personnel, v e s s e l s  and suppo rt 
services in Alaska.
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IN THE SENATE BY THE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55 (State Affairs)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

Relating to establishing a United States 

Navy homeport in Alaska.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS naval activities in the North Pacific and Arctic Ocean have 

increased dramatically in recent years to the extent that more foreign 

vessels now operate in these waters than the United States registers or 

deploys worldwide; and

WHEREAS Alaska, the United States and Canada are vulnerable to eco n o m­

ic and military pressures from the potential foreign capability to operate

in northern oceans w i t h  nuclear and conventional polar class icebreakers 

and other ice-strengthened ships; and

WHEREAS Alaska's coastline of approximately 6,640 miles is longer than 

that of the rest of the continental United States; and

WHEREAS Alaska is opening to international trade and exchange that 

supports greater naval presence; and

WHEREAS Alaska occupies a pivotal oosition in relation to the Pacific 

and Arctic Rims; and

WHEREAS Alaska contains vast quantities of natural resources that are 

of strategic importance to the United States; and

WHEREAS, in addition to its strategic geographical location, Alaska

can offer the United States Navy state land and resources and a willingness 

to work cooperatively and to expend at least $100,000,000 to develop 

infrastructure and capital improvements necessary for the establishment of 

8 major, long-term Navy homeport in Alaska; and

WHEREAS establishing a Navy homeport at one or more Alaskan

- 1 -  CSS JR  5 5 (SA )



communities could provide greater sustainability for naval operations in 

the North Pacific and Arctic Oceans;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Governor and the Alaska State Legislature 

strongly urge the United States Navy to consider establishing a homeport at 

a community on the coast of Alaska.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Frank 

Cailucci, Secretary of Defense; to the Honorable James H. Webb, Jr., Secre­

tary of the Navy; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank 

Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, 

members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

CSSJR 5 5 (SA) -2-



/
go0568sB
Hein2 / 2 /88

Original sponsor: Rules/Governor

IN THE SENATE BY THE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

CS "OR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55 (State Affairs)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

Relating to establishing a United States 

Navy homeport in Alaska.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS naval activities in the North Pacific and Arctic Ocean have 

increased dramatically in recent years to the extent that more foreign 

vessels n o w  operate in these waters than the United States registers or 

deploys worldwide; and

WHEREAS Alaska, the United States and Canada are vulnerable to e c o n o m­

ic and military pressures from the potential foreign capability to operate 

in northern oceans w i t h  nuclear and conventional polar class icebreakers 

and other ice-strengthened ships; and

WHEREAS Alaska's coastline of approximately 6,640 miles is longer than 

that of the rest of the continental United States; and

WHEREAS Alaska is opening to international trade and exchange that 

supports greater naval presence; and

WHEREAS Alaska occupies a pivotal position in relation to the Pacific 

and Arctic R i m s ; and

W HEREAS Alaska contains vast quantities of natural resources that are 

of strategic importance to the United States; and

WHEREAS, in addition to its strategic geographical location, Alaska 

can offer the United States Navy state land and resources and a willingness 

to work cooperatively and to expend at least $100,000,000 / t o  develop
• • I. , «. .. lUL ... - •

infrastructure and capital improvements necessary for the establishment of

a major, long-term Wavy homeport in Alaska; and
*»■ *

WHEREAS establishing a Navy homeport at one or more Alaskan

-1- CSSJR 55(SA)
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communities could provide greater sustainability for naval operations in 

the North Pacific and Arctic Oceans;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Governor and the Alaska State Legislature 

strongly urge the United States Navy to consider establishing a homeport at 

a community on the coast of Alaska.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Frank 

Carlucci, Secretary of Defense; to the Honorable James H. Webb, Jr., Secre­

tary of the Navy: and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank 

Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, 

members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

CSSJR 5 5 (SA) -2-
v „ . .  •
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IN THE SENATE BY THE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55 (State Affairs)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

Relating to establishing a United States 

Navy homeport in Alaska.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS naval activities in the North Pacific and Arctic Ocean have 

increased dramatically in recent years to the extent that more foreign 

vessels n o w  operate in these waters than the United States registers or 

deploys worldwide; and

WHEREAS Alaska, the United States and Canada are vulnerable to econom­

ic and military pressures from the potential foreign capability to operate

in northern oceans w i t h  nuclear and conventional polar class icebreakers 

and other ice-strengthened ships; and

WHEREAS Alaska's coastline of approximately 6,640 miles is longer than 

that of the rest of the continental United States; and

WHEREAS Alaska is opening to international trade and exchange that 

supports greater nave., presence; and

WHEREAS Alaska occupies a pivotal position in relation to the Pacific 

and Arctic Rims; and

WHEREAS Alaska contains vast quantities of natural resources that are 

of strategic importance to the United States; and

WHEREAS, in addition to its strategic geographical location, Alaska

can offer the United States Navy state land and resources and a willingness 

to work cooperatively and to expend at least $10 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 J to develop 

infrastructure and capital improvements'necessary for the establishment of 

a major, long-term Navy homeport in Alaska; and

WHEREAS establishing a Navy homeport at one or more Alaskan
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communities could provide greater sustainability for naval operations in 

the North Pacific and Arctic Oceans

BE IT RESOLVED that the Governor and the Alaska State Legislature 

strongly urge the United States Navy to consider establishing a homeport at 

a commui ity on the coast of Alaska.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Frank 

Carlucci, Secretary of Defense; to tne Honorable James H. Webb, Jr., Secre­

tary of the Navy; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank 

Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, 

members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

CSSJR 5 5 (SA) -2-
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ANDERSON TUG & BARGE CO.
BOX 1315 •  SEWARD, ALASKA 99664 

(907 ) 224-5506

February 4 ,  1988

v </ -

A// /

Sena to r  Hi tch  Abood 
Pouch V
Juneau,  Ak. 98111 nv  r
Dear Senato r  Abood, Vtf

P lease  in c lu d e  the fo l low ing  page as our f av o ra b le  tes t imony 
towards Navy homeporting i n  th e  S t a t e  of  Alaska and h o p e fu l ly  
i n  Seward.

Thank you.

S in c e re ly ,

___

Mrs. Sharon E. Anderson



ANDERSON TUG & BARGE CO.
BOX 1315 •  SEWARD, ALASKA 99664 

(90 7 )224 -5 506

John C. & Sharon Anderson 
P.O. Box 1315 
Seward, Ak. 99664 
224-5506

o) pi]
ill

We have been working s i n c e  May, 1985 to  s t r e n g th e n  t i e s  between 
the Navy and Alaska and encourage the  use of  our p o r t s  f o r  R&R 
s tops  and somewhere down the  l i n e  f o r  sh ip s  to  be permanently  
based in  Alaska.

Our community has g r e a t l y  enjoyed the  minesweepers,  d e s t r o y e r s ,  
f r i g a t e s ,  sub tender  and SSBN USS ALASKA v i s i t s  and would c e r t a i n l y  
welcome any on a permanent b a s i s .  Many people  have s topped in  
our o f f i c e  th e se  p a s t  few weeks wondering what they could  do to  
he lp  ge t  the  momentum moving towards 1988 in s t e a d  of w a i t in g  u n t i l  
the 1990 's  f o r  a d e c i s io n  by the  Dept, of  Navy.

We a r e  h ig h ly  encouraged a t  the  s w i f t  a c t i o n  be ing  taken  by the 
S t a t e  and the Navy reg a rd in g  homeporting i n  Alaska.  The Anderson 's  
a r e  100% f o r  i t !
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Fe b r u a r y  26, 1986



P r e p a r e d  Statement  of Rear Adm. Eugene J. Carroll Jr., USN (Ret.)

Mr. C h a i r m a n  and M e m b e r s  of the Committee:

The C en ter for D e fense Information, a p r ivate  m i l i t a r y  

r e s e a r c h  o r g a n i z a t i o n  led b y  retired flag and general officers, 

w i s h e s  to express its opposi t i o n  to the U.S. N a v y  Strategic 

H o m e p o r t i n g  plan.

The Center b e l ieves that there is no m i l i t a r y  j u s t ificatio n 

for S t r a t e g i c  Homeporting, that the additional costs and 

p e r s o n n e l  requir e m e n t s  are unwarranted, and that it creates 

sa f e t y  risks w h e r e  they are unnecessary.

M i l i t a r i l y  Unwise

S t r a t e g i c  H o m e p o r t i n g  is the Navy's plan to dis perse ships 

a r o u n d  the n ation in order to make them less v u l n e r a b l e  to 

a t t a c k  a n d  place them closer to areas of potential conflict. 

However, in m y  o p inion the concept is u t t e r l y  without milita ry 

utility.

The "strategic dispersal" p o l i c y  does little to make 

w a r s h i p s  less vulne r a b l e  to nuclear attack. The n e w  bases 

create  at most one doz en n e w  naval targets w h i c h  could easily  be 

o b l i t e r a t e d  b y  two dozen nuclear warheads. The Soviet Union 

w o u l d  have little diffi c u l t y  assigning 24 of its 9,500 strategic 

n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  to the new targets.

S t r a t e g i c  dispersal makes even less sense in a conventional 

war. The Soviet surface navy  poses no threat to U.S. ports. 

Soviet  submarin es could conceivably conduct limited minelay ing 

o p e r a t i o n s  to block access to the sea from U.S. ports. However, 

d i s p e r s i n g  the fleet does not resolve this potential p r o b l e m
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and, in fact, compl i c a t e s  it b y  a d di ng m o r e  ports to clear 

of mines. It makes no sense to dispers e our N avy 's ships to m a n y  

different bases w h e n  we don't have suf fic i e n t  m i n e  c ounte r m e a s u r e  

shipe (MCM) to clear more than one port at a time. The Navy 

plans to e xpa nd its fleet of MCMs and m i n e s w e e p e r  hunter ships to 

a total of o n l y  31 ships. This is totally inadequate  to b reak 

out naval forces even from existing  bases.

The N a v y  has also claimed that d i s p e r s i n g  ships w o u l d  make 

them less v u l n e r a b l e  to sabota ge or terrorism. This conte ntion 

is a bsurd on its face. P r o t e c t i n g  n u c lear- c a pable ships from 

terrorism in N e w  York City, or other m e t r o p o l i t a n  areas, is a 

base c o mm ander's nightmare.

D i s p e r s i n g  the fleet will not, in most cases, s peed naval 

response to areas of potential conflict. In the event of a 

gr owing crisis or of significant conflict, e f f e c t i v e  naval forces 

must be a s s e m b l e d  from major bases nationwide, in order to 

p e r f o r m  r e q uired m i l i t a r y  tasks. The U.S. will n ev er m e r e l y  send 

w a r s h i p s  that are closest to the area of concern. It must send a 

naval force adequate to oper ate e f f e c t i v e l y  against h o s til e or 

potent i a l l y  hostile  forces. In addition, s t e a m i n g  time to areas 

of potential conflict from the p r o p o s e d  n e w  bases w o u l d  not be 

si g n i f i c a n t l y  shor ter than from a l ready e x i s t i n g  facilities.

The Navy has also con te n d e d  that h o m e p o r t i n g  on both 

coasts w o u l d  provide an o p p o r t u n i t y  "to train and operate in a 

va riety of en vironments." The climatic and geographic al 

differences between Corpus Christi and S t a t e n  Island h a r d l y  merit 

a SI B i llion expense. In addition, training at the n e w  bases

----------------------------------------
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will not elimin ate the nee d to conduct naval exe rcises 

wo r l d w i d e  nor the need to conduct formal train i n g  at e x i stin g 

fleet t r a inin g facilities in the C a r i b b e a n  and H a w a i i a n  areas.

The Congre s s i o n a l  General A c c o u n t i n g  O f f i c e  (GAO) in a 1985 

report also challe n g e d  the m i l i t a r y  u t i l i t y  of d i s p e r s i n g  the 

fleet. The "strategic and o perati onal n e e d  for the n e w  h o m e ports 

is questi o n a b l e . "  the report said, a n d  d i s p e r s i n g  ships "may not 

improve the s u r v i v a b i l i t y  of the 600 ship N a v y  . . .

A n other specious argument is that S t r a tegic H o m e p o r t i n g  will 

increase "unit integrity." Quite the o p p o s i t e  is true.

S p r e a d i n g  ships a roun d the three coasts of the U n ited States in 

small increme nts of one to 13 ships will d e grade the 

a b ility of fleet comm anders to b uild unit i n t e grity and to 

s upervise the training of effective battle groups and battle 

forces. In truth, "unit integrity" is an impossible  Navy d re am 

under any circum s t a n c e s  because variou s c l a s ses of w arships have 

d ifferent overhaul cycles. Unit compos i t i o n  is always in a state 

of u n c o n t r o l l a b l e  flux as individual ships are removed and 

re p l a c e d  to meet the o v e r r i d i n g  demands of the overhaul schedule.

Sp r e a d i n g  Ships and S p r e ading Influence

The N avy's intentions have more to do w i t h  s p r e a d i n g  its 

influence than disper s i n g  its fleet. This w a s  p a r t i a l l y  

a c k n o w l e d g e d  by N a v y  S e c r e t a r y  J o h n  L e h m a n  w h o  has called the 

dispersal p l a n  a "consciousness raiser" for l egislat ors who 

might not have paid a dequate a t t e ntion to naval issues. The 

Navy, under the current Administration, has b e e n  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

interested in cur rying political favor as it p r esses  ahead with

3



its ambi tious p l a n  for a 600 ship navy.

N o w h e r e  has this attempt to g a i n  p o l i tical  favor been mo re 

b a l d - f a c e d  than on the Gulf Coast w h e r e  n e a r l y  e v e r y  m u n i c i p a l i t y  

that lobbied for the b a t t l e s h i p  W i s c o n s i n  w a s  a w a r d e d  some naval 

vessel as a c o n s o l a t i o n  prize.

U n n e c e s s a r i l y  C o s t l y

The w i s d o m  of the h o m e p o r t i n g  p l a n  has b e e n  cha lle n g e d  on 

m a n y  fronts. "Fiscal conser vatives" w e r e  a m o n g  the leaders of 

the effort that r e s ulted in C o n g r e s s ' s  t e m p o r a r y  ban on further 

s p e n d i n g  on ship dispersal.

The GAO h a s  also h a r s h l y  c r i t i c i z e d  the plan, e s t i m a t i n g  that 

c osts of the p r o g r a m  natio n w i d e  c ould e x c e e d  $1 B i llion with 

annual o p e r a t i n g  costs of some $30 m i l l i o n  for each n e w  base.

For the m o n e y  w e  p l a n  to spend on new support f acilities for 

c a rrier battle gr oups and surface a c t i o n  groups, we could instead 

b u i l d  a n d  o p e r a t e  e nough  m i n e s w e e p e r s  to e nsure that our ships 

can sail out of e x i sting ports s a f e l y  in the event of a conflict.

The Navy has sai d that the n e w  naval bas es are n e e d e d  to 

a c c o m m o d a t e  the additional 130 ships to be a d d e d  to the fleet 

u nder the current e x p a n s i o n  to 600 ships. D u r i n g  the Vietnam 

War, however, the U.S. o p e r a t e d  a 1,000 ship N a v y  wi th 

e s s e n t i a l l y  the same number of bases w e  have  now. Since then we 

have ad ded m a j o r  n e w  submarine bases o n  both coasts and now 

homep o r t  one carrie r and s u p p o r t i n g  surface ships in Japan.

The GAO c o n t e n d s  that e x i s t i n g  naval f acili ties could easily 

support the n e w  ships that are p r o p o s e d  at little cost. For 

example, the ships p l a n n e d  for C orp us Christ! c ould be p o rted at
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the existing naval facil i t y  in Norfolk, V i r g i n a  w h e r e  the 

battle s h i p  Iowa is n o w  berther.. The aircrai. carrier p l a n n e d  for 

P e n s a c o l a  c ould be a c c o m m o d a t e d  in Mayport, F l o r i d a  w h e r e  two 

carriers are c u r r e n t l y  ported. A c c o r d i n g  to the GAO, both of 

these fac ilities could a c commodate the n e w  ships i m m e d i a t e l y  if 

that w e r e  necessary. In addition, m a n y  of the n e w  sites are 

e n t i r e l y  "barren land" and w o u l d  r e q u i r e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  from the 

g round up, a c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o g r a m  w h i c h  will take y ears to complete.

The greatest cost of Strategic H o m e p o r t i n g  will be in 

additional personnel requirements. Each n e w  facil ity must be 

p r o v i d e d  w i t h  a s e c u r i t y  force, c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  personnel, 

logistics support elements, h o using and family support 

activities, m a i n t e n a n c e  personnel, and p e o p l e  for a m y r i a d  of 

other f unctions w h i c h  are alrea dy a v a i lable at e x i s t i n g  bases.

F a c e d  w i t h  a s h r i n k i n g  pool of eligible rec ruits in the coming 

y ears plus i n c r eased  r e q u irements to m a n  the 600 ship Navy, 

u n n e c e s s a r y  increases in shore support pe rsonnel cannot be 

justified. As personnel sho rt f a l l s  dev elop late in this decade, 

Congres s will be asked for even greater increases in r e c r u i t i n g  

and rete n t i o n  incent ives to protect our h u g e  inves tment in new 

ships. A d d i n g  u n n e e d e d  shore support p e r s onnel will agg ravate 

the pressure for these incentives and raise total comp en s a t i o n  

re q ui rements at the same time Congress is l o o k i n g  for w a y s  to cut 

budget deficits, not increase them. D e m o g r a p h i c s  at the end of 

the decade will make it e x t r emely diffi cult even w i t h  regular pay 

raises, to m a i n t a i n  recruit ment of high q u a l i t y  y o u n g  people.

A n o ther substantial personnel cost not a d d r e s s e d  by the Navy  

will be training coses. B e cause most of the n e w  h o m e p o r t s  will
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be for a v e r y  few ships, it will not be feasible to p r o vi de 

technical a n d  profes s i o n a l  tra ining support at each site. The 

consequence will be a con tinuous s t r eam of p e o p l e  t ravelling to 

and from the S t r a tegic Homep o r t  ships to e s t a b l i s h e d  bases where 

s u c h  support a l r e a d y  exists. The travel and per diem costs 

associ a t e d  w i t h  such traini ng will be high. This Co mmittee 

s hould req uire the Navy to subn. .t a p osit i v e  p l a n  to a c c o m m o d a t e  

these i n c r e a s e d  costs in budgets w h e r e  C o n g r e s s  is a l r e a d y  

looking for wa ys to reduce m i l itary  travel costs.

A F l o a t i n g  N u c l e a r  A vsenal

A p p r o x i m a t e l y  85% of U.S. N a v y  w a r s h i p s  are e q u ipped to 

c arry and e m ploy nuclear weapons. Such w a r s h i p s  are said to be 

"nuclear capable," m e a n i n g  that w h e n  trained and armed for combat 

they will carry n u clear weapons.

A c c o r d i n g  to Congr essional t e s t i m o n y  and d o c u m e n t s  r e l e ased 

by the Chief of Naval Operations, two n e w  carri er battle groups 

of n ine ships each and three surfac e action g r o u p s  will be added 

to the Navy's force structure as part of S t r a tegic Homeporting.

In all, 65 active and reserve v e s s e l s  in 14 diffe rent cities will 

be a s s i g n e d  ships under  the dispersal plan. CDI has determ i n e d  

that at least 28 of the w a r ships in eight loc ations will be 

nuclear capable. These locations are: Corpus Christi, Everett, 

Mobile, N e w  York, Pascagoula, Pearl Harbor, Pensacola, 

and San Francisco.

Moreover, it is the experience of the r e tir ed naval officers 

at CDI that all U.S. w a r s h i p s  w h i c h  are capable of ca rrying 

n u cle ar weapons, do, in fact, carry n u c l e a r  weapons. At a
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minimum, the n u c l e a r  capable ships in the Strateg ic Homepo r t i n g  

p l a n  will carry the ASROC anti-s u b m a r i n e  m i s s i l e — a w e a p o n  w i t h  

b o t h  a c o n v e n t i o n a l  and nuclear capability. The n u clear capable 

A S R O C  is a r m e d  w i t h  short-range, low-yield tactical warheads.

The a t t a c k  a i r c r a f t  carriers s c h e duled for P e n s a c o l a  and Everett 

will be e q u i p p e d  a n d  t r ained to e mploy a i r c r a f t - d e l i v e r e d  n u c l e a r  

bombs a nd a n t i - s u b m a r i n e  depth charges.

In addition, congressional t e s t imony over the past three 

y ears indicates that each of the refurbished b a t t l e s h i p s  will be 

c e r t i f i e d  to c a r r y  the l ong-range and m o r e  potent n u c l e a r - t i p p e d  

T o m a h a w k  cr uise missile. Other ships p l anne d for strategic 

h o m e p o r t i n g  are also likely to car ry these n u clear sea-launched 

cruise missiles.

B e cau se the p r e sence of n u c l e a r  w e a pons from time to time is 

certain, CDI u r g e s  Congre ss to add ress the issues of safety po sed 

by the p o r t i n g  of nuclear capab le shipr in h e a v i l y  trafficked 

areas. To date, the Navy has not con si d e r e d  q u e s tions of nuclear 

s a f e t y  in the draft and final envi ronmental impact statements 

(DEIS and EIS) that it has completed. CDI b e l ieves studies that 

omit this i n f o r m a t i o n  are inco mplete and therefore do not meet 

the s t a n dar ds r e q uired by the National Environmental P o l i c y  Act 

of 1969.

The p r e s u m p t i o n  that n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  will be present in m a n y  

cf the n e w  ports requires that re spo n s i b l e  local and state 

a u t h o r i t i e s  have the i n formation they need to plan for 

a p o s s i b l e  acc ident or other e m e r g e n c y  in volving nuclear weapons. 

P l a n n i n g  and train i n g  for a nucle ar accident must be done in



a d v a n c e . W a i t i n g  u n t i l  an  a c c i d e n t  o c c u r s  is i r r e s p o n s i b l e .

"Neither C o nfirm Nor Deny"

The N avy's p olicy of neither c onfirming nor d e n y i n g  the 

presence of n u clear  weapons on partic u T a r  ships is not p r i m a r i l y  

desig n e d  to protect sensitive m i l i t a r y  i n formation from a 

potent ial enemy, as the N a v y  has claimed. Prudent p l a n n i n g  

requires a pote ntial enemy to assume the prese n c e  of n u c lea r 

w e a p o n s  on n uclea r - c a p a b l e  ships at all times. The N a v y  p o l i c y

has little to do w i t h  con fusing ine Soviet Union. It has a

great deal to do w i t h  co nfusing the p o p u l a t i o n s  of those towns

and cities where the w e a p o n s  a u  to be stationed. By not

c o n c e d i n g  that our warship s do carry nucl ear weapons, the Navy  

h o p e s  to frustrate efforts at s t i r ring local o p p o s i t i o n  to the 

n u c l e a r  capable ships.

D o n 11 Fund  Strategic H o m e p o r t i n g

In closing, CDI notes that one of the p r imary boosters of 

Strat e g i c  H omep o r t i n g  is Texas Senat or Phil Gramm w h o  is also c o­

sponsor  of recen t l y  p a ssed l egislati on b e aring  his name a imed at 

b a l a n c i n g  the federal budget by 1931. By CDI's estimate the 

G r a m m - R u d m a n - H o l l i n g s  leg isl a t i o n  will require that defense 

a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  be cut b y  as much as $240 B i llion  d o l l a r s  over the 

next four years. CDI recommend s that Congress begin the task of 

c u t t i n g  the m i l i t a r y  budget by not funding the costly and 

u n n e c e s s a r y  Strategic H o m e p o r t i n g  plan.
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that It Is quite possible—and Indeed 
this Is supported by Soviet literature— 
that there could be a confrontation be­
tween the superpowers, a period of 
rising tensions and a conventional ex­
change.

□ 2100
Our naval brass argues that In that 

kind of scenario our naval forces 
would be more secure If dispersed and 
the Job of our adversary more compli­
cated In terms of mining, Interdiction 
and the Interception of our ships as 
they go to deep waters.

There Is some credibility to that ar­
gument. But is that a likely scenario? I 
think not. Navy officials themselves 
have Indicated that a conventional 
threat Is relatively low. If the threat Is 
low, It Is difficult for me to see the 
gain of dispersing this fleet. Certainly 
It Is not compulsive.

In fact, I would suggest to my col­
leagues that dispersing our naval 
foices may very well reduce ship sur­
vivability. For example, these pro­
posed new home ports are open com­
mercial ports, and they freely welcome 
all the shipping In the world. Not so In 
Hampton Roads and San Diego. As a 
condition for maintaining a fleet pres­
ence In those ports we have closed our 
ports to Eastern bloc shipping because 
It represents a very clear danger to 
those naval forces.

I remember many years ago being 
petitioned by the chamber of com­
merce In Hampton Roads area saying 
no other ports have to live with that 
kind of limitation and loss of economic 
opportunities. Let us open It up, our 
port they argued. Well, Congressman
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amount of work to additional ship­
yards.

Let me bring all of this to a close by 
simply saying that I cannot support 
the homeporting proposal. Not only is 
the cost of strategic homeporting un- 
acceptably high, but it yields oper­
ational improvements of a marginal 
value. Our scarce and valuable taxpay­
er dollars should be spent for other 
more pressing national requirements.

I urge the adoption of this amend­
ment.

Mr. PELL and Mr. GOLDWATER 
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona,

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
rise ' to SUbb'brt this amendment. I 
want to speak very, very briefly as to 
why.

Mr. President, tonight we have 
heard from Colonel G l e n n , or Senator 
G l e n n , a  man who has been trained as 
a  fighter pilot, as a  fighter, as an offi­
cer by the Marine Corps. He knows 
what he is talking about. We have also 
heard from Senator D e n t o n , who Is 
trained In military a t the Naval Acade­
my. He has had a distinguished war 

Lfecord of which we are all very proud.
So when I eliminate Senator G l e n n , 

who is voting with me on this amend­
ment, It Is very difficult for me to 
stand up and oppose so many of my 
friends. I think of Senator W a r n e r , 
Senator C h a f e e , Senator S t e n n i s , one 

^ f  my oldest friends in this body, and 
it is not easy to take this position. But 
It would be very difficult for me.to llve 
with my conscience if I voted any, 
bther way torilgfit.

A number of months ago I made the
B il l  W h it e h u r s t , a senior member of^gtatement th at this Isjone of the blg- 
the House Armed Services Committee gest political boondo
and I received an in-depth Navy brief­
ing on the threat nosed by Eastern 
bloc shipping to our naval forces. I t Is 
a very real one. And that real threat 
will now exist In all these new hom 
ports that are open to the commercial1

oggles I ever heard 
or. l used tne word "boondoggle." It 
has Bficn referred to tonlght~ln some
other wayTBuT l r a i l  adds-up~ta~the 
‘same thing.eyT~We have 13 States,_Mr. President, 

d 'U h at are Indebted to the Secretary of 
shipping of the Eastern bloc and the ‘the~Navyr Thatrls" ^5 vo'es for any- 
Sovlet Union. Surveillance, sabotage, 'ihtngnhatrther Secretary of the Navy 
mining, ond_ other risks will be im- happens to'want.JI think it was a bril- 
posed. Mr, President, strategic home- lGn£j?olIticaITdea, probabTy~onelpr.the

best'th a t  we are ever golng~]to be_con.-. 
fronted with while we are ln'lfie U.S. 

TSenate. We have hadIHeTact "driven' 
home to us that there has been no op-

porting does not make our forces more 
secure; this program will make our 
naval ships and personnel more vul­
nerable.

Let me address one other argument.
It Is argued that the dispersal of our 

naval forces will in some way aid our 
it ustrlal base and add to our ship 
repair capability. This argument for 
strategic homeporting simply defies all 
logic. Existing home ports and private 
shipyards have more than adequate^  l_ 
ship repair capability to meet the^m e

position from the Navy admirals. Who 
expects a Navy admiral to complain? 
Would an Air Force officer complain if 
this were an Air Force matter or an 
Army person complain If it were an 
Army matter? Lord knows what the 
Marines would do.

President, this whole thing to 
ludicrous. I think It is a terrific

Navy’s demands. There Is no reason to yaste of money. I' make this predlc- 
increase ship repair capability in new Uoi£_OIU"ironJBrhete-lo sec iO t  is 
home port areas when existing yards— *"rrue or not because X will l e  out home, 
like the outstanding shipyards in BhcTTread"the papers. This Is going to' 
Hampton Roads—can meet those cost over"TI0 billion before you are 
needs and need the work. Our Indus- through fooling around with this 
trial base will be maintained, Mr. homeporting. Somebody might say, 
President, by building more ships, not ""Why'didnT'you get a home port In 
by spreading around an Inadequate Arizona?" (Laughter.!

I thought about it. But we would 
have to truck them quite a ways. 
[Laughter.]

Mr. NUNN. If the Senator will yield 
on that, we are going to try to arrange 
for the Navy’s new tall ship to be sta­
tioned In Arizona. We hear you have a 
lot of wind there.

Mr. GOLDWATER. We have more 
wind than we know what to do with. 
In fact, we have a lo of dry air out 
there, and, in fact the trees chase the 
dogs. (Laughter.!

So, Mr. President, I am glad all of 
this debate and this argument and all 
of that is over. We have spent 5 hours 
on this helping 13 States, but In par­
ticular 2 States. I am particularly op­
posed in every way, strategy, econom­
ics, any way you want to look at It.

I yield the floor.
Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Rhode Island.
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment before 
us. In my view, the Issue before the 
Senate Is not one of funding nor of 
politics but one of maritime necessity. 
No one disputes that the $141 million 
contained in the defense bill for home- 
porting will benefit specific localities. 
Appropriations always help someone.

The Important point, th mgh, Is 
that military experts are agreed that 
dispersing the fleet Is a strategic ne­
cessity. Some have said that this con­
cept was a fine Idea for World War II 
but has no relevance for the nuclear 
age. I would say that Just the opposite 
Is true. If war should occur, nuclear es­
calation is possible but not Inevitable. 
This terrible prospect Is inversely re­
lated to our conventional capabilities 
and strategic options—the less able we 
are to fight at a conventional level, 

'the more likely that nuclear escalation 
will occur. Strategic homeporting, as 
devised by Secretary Lehman, en­
hances our conventional posture and 
flexibility thereby raising the nuclear 
threshold. Thus no concept could be 
more relevant to the nuclear age than 
strategic homeporting. Moreover, In 
addition to increasing survivability, 
strategic homeporting will result in de­
creased sailing time in order to form 
battle groups, enhancing our flexible 
response and deterrence and allowing 
us to prosecute a war more effectively 
at the conventional level.

I am partlcuarly pleased, Mr. Presi­
dent, to see that the Navy Is making 
the very same arguments today about 
dispersing the fleet that my senior col­
league (Mr. Pastore) and I made 13 years 
ago when the Navy regrettably, and 
wrongly, pulled out of the Northeast 
to concentrate Its forces in the ports 
of Norfolk, Charleston, and Mayport.

I  remember at that time 13 years 
ago making the argument tha t by 
withdrawing to southern ports the 
Navy was increasing the steaming time 
to the North Sea area from between 
12 to 41 hours. Hours arc critical a t a 
time when a rapid response is ncccs-
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