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CITY OF SEWARD

PO.BOXUT
SEWARD, ALASKA 996f *

Hr>

January 28, 1988

MEMORANDUM

TED STEVENS
FRANK MURKOWSKI
DON YOUNG

JAN FAIKS

RICK HALFORD

JAY KERTTULA
MIKE SZYMANSKI
BETTE CATO

STEVE COWPER
JOHN W. SCHAEFER
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LINDA S. MURPHY, CITY CLERK

CITY OF SEWARD,

CMC,
ALASKA

FROM:

SuBJ: CITY OF SEWARD RESOLUTION NO. 88-013

ENDORSING THE HOMEPORTING OF NAVY VESSELS

Enclosed for information
Resolution No.
Navy vessels

Council on Monday,

your

in the state of Alaska,
January 25, 1988.

The City Council
State Senate®s proposal
waters.

to bring the U. S.

Enclosure

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

IN ALASKA

is a copy of city of Seward

88-013, endorsing the homeporting of U. S.
approved by the City

would appreciate your support of the Alaska
Navy to Alaskan



Sponsored by: Gieseler

CITY OF SEWARD, ALASKA
RESOLUTION NO. 88-013

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SEWARD, ALASKA, ENDORSING THE STATE SENATE PROPOSAL
TO HOMEPORT U.S. NAVY VESSELS IN THE STATE OF ALASKA

WHEREAS, theAlaska State Senate is developing a
proposal for the homeporting of U.S. Navy vessels in
Alaska; and

WHEREAS, Alaska coastal communities and the state of
Alaska will benefit economically from the homeporting of
Navy vessels here; and

WHEREAS, an influx of federal dollars through Navy
payroll and provisioning will have a sta.>ilizing effect on
the state®s economy; and

WHEREAS, Alaskan waters will provide a strategic
location for the U. S. Navy;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF SEWARD, ALASKA, that:

Section 1. The city of Seward endorses the Alaska
State Senate®"s proposal to homeport U. S. Navy vessels in
the state of Alaska.

Section 2. The city of Seward urges our congressional
delegation to work with the state of Alaska and the appro—
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 forward-—
ed to the Honorable Senators Stevens and Murkowski; the
Honorable Representative Young; the Honorable State Sena-—
tors, Faiks, Kerttula, Halford and Szymanski; the Honorable
State Representative Cato; and the Honorable Governor
Cowper.

Section 4. This resolution shall take effect immedi—
ately upon its adoption.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SEWARD, ALASKA, this 25th day of January , 19 88




CITY OF SEWARD, ALASKA
RESOLUTION NO. 88-013

THE CITY OF SEWARD, ALASKA

HftRR"xr GIE&FILER, MAYOR

AYES: DUNHAM, GIESELER, HILTON, MEEHAN, NOLL & SIMUTIS
NOES: NONE
ABSENT: O"BRIEN

ABSTAIN: NONE

ATTEST: APPRO\ ED AS TO FORM:

HUGHES, THORSNESS, GANTZ,
POWELL & BRUNDIN, Attorneys
for the City of Seward, AK

r yi - -wiw. owoF

Linda ST Murphy,7CNC ; Fred B. Arvidson
City Clerk ] City Attorney

(City Seal)
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STEVE cdwper

GOVERNOR

Statk of A laska
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

Juneau

January 22, 1988

The Honorable Jan Faiks
President of the Senate
Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Faiks:

Under the authority of art. 1I11lI, sec. 18 of the

Alaska

Constitution, I am transmitting a joint resolution on

establishing a United States Navy homeport in Alaska.

As the presence of foreign powers in Alaska waters expands,
it 1is particularly appropriate that the state and its
communities offer feasible and attractive 1incentives to
homeport Navy operations. Our extraordinary coastline and
strategic geographical position for trade and defense makes

Alaska a vital region for Naval presence.

Alaska can offer the Navy meaningful and substantive

tives to bring personnel and operations to our shores.

incen—

I am

confident that once those specific options arc 1identified

we can secure Navy presence. Such participation will

great benefits to our economy.

bring

I welcome your support of this resolution which officially
invites the Navy to station personnel, vessels and support

services in Alaska.

JT



STATE OF ALASKA BELLVERSION:
1988 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISHDATE:
ﬁg@ﬂ@g{ FISCAL NOTE
Revision Date: AgencyAffected: Military & Veterans Affairs

Title :Relating to Establishing a U.S. Navy ggy.
Home Port in Alaska |
Sponsor: Rules Committee Components

Requestor: Governor

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Hollars)
OPERATING FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FYo3 1

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULLTIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  (Attach aseparate page if necessary) _ _ _ _
Passage of thie resolution will have no direct fiscal impact on state agencic

However, the development of an infrastructure to support whatever Alaskan
port(s) the U.S. Navy selectr for home portln% will require a considerable
Investment of state funds. Ine funds needed for this purpose will need to

be apgropriated by the Legislature. .

Prepared by: = Jeff Morrison Phnne : .AC5-4600

Division :”  Administrative and Support Services Date: January 21, 1988
Approved by Commissioner: M5 John W Schaeffer tb ; January 21, 1988

Agency: Military and Veterans Affairs 7~V

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget : :
Impacted Agency(ies) PaSc 0 fomemmmv
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Original sponsor: Rules/Governor

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 1in 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 econom—
ic and military pressures from the potential foreign <capability to operate
in northern oceans with 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 1s 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 1improvements 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- CSSIR 55(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 55 (SA) -2-
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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 now 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 with nuclear and conventional polar class 1icebreakers
and other 1ice-strengthened ships; and

WHEREAS Alaska"s coastline of approximately 6,640 miles 1is longer than
that of the rest of the continental United States; and

WHEREAS Alaska 1is 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 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 Jlocation, Alaska
can offer the United States Navy state land and resources and a willingness
to work cooperatively and qu_expend aF qlfﬁft ?1P0,00Q,OOO /to develop

infrastructure and capital improvements necessary for the establishment of

a major, qugrterm*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 55 (SA) -2-
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Original sponsor: Rules/Governor

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 1in 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 1in recent years to the extent that more foreign
vessels now operate 1in 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 with nuclear and conventional polar class 1icebreakers
and other ice-strengthened ships; and

WHEREAS Alaska®s coastline of approximately 6,640 miles 1is longer than
that of the rest of the continental United States; and

WHEREAS Alaska 1s 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 1its strategic geographical Jlocation, Alaska
can offer the United States Navy state land and resources and a willingness
to work cooperatively and to expend at least $100,000,000Jto 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

-1- CSSJR 55(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 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 55(SA) ~2-



ANDERSON TUG & BARGE CO.

BOX 1315 » SEWARD, ALASKA 99664
(907) 224-5506

February 4, 1988

v/ -
Senator Hitch Abood
Pouch V
Juneau, Ak. 98111 n
VI /;
Dear Senator Abood, Vif

Please include the following page as our favorable testimon¥
_towgrds lalavy homeporting in the State of Alaska and hopefully
in Seward.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Mrs. Sharon E. Anderson



ANDERSON TUG & BARGE CO.

BOX 1315 + SEWARD, ALASKA 99664
(907)224-8506

John C. & Sharon Anderson ﬁ? pi]

P.0. Box 1315
Seward, Ak. 99664
224-5506

We have been working since May, 1985 to strengthen ties between
the Navy and Alaska and encourage the use of our ports for R&R
stops and somewhere down the line for ships to be permanently
based in Alaska.

Our community has greatly enjoyed the minesweepers, destroyers,
frigates, subtender and SSBN USS ALASKA visits and would certainly
welcome any on a permanent basis. Many peogle have stopped in

our office these past few weeks Wonderln% what they could do to
help %et the momentum moving towards 1985 instead of waiting until
the 1990's for a decision by the Dept, of Navy.

We are highly encouraged at the swift action being taken by the
State and the Navy regarding homeporting in Alaska. The Anderson's
are 100% for it!
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Statement of
Rear Admiral Eugene J. Carroll, Jr., USN (Ret.),

Deputy Director,

Center for Defense Information

before the
Military Installations and Facilities Subcommittee
House Armed Services Committee

February 26, 1986



Prepared Statement of Rear Adm. Eugene J. Carroll Jr., USN (Ret.)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

The Center for Defense Information, a private military
research organization led by retired flag and general officers,
wishes to express its opposition to the U.S. Navy Strategic
Homeporting plan.

The Center believes that there is no military justification
for Strategic Homeporting, that the additional costs and
personnel requirements are unwarranted, and that it creates

safety risks where they are unnecessary.

Militarily Unwise

Strategic Homeporting is the Navy®"s plan to disperse ships
around the nation in order to make them less vulnerable to
attack and place them closer to areas of potential conflict.
However, 1in my opinion the concept is utterly without military
utility.

The "strategic dispersal™ policy does little to make
warships less vulnerable to nuclear attack. The new bases
create at most one dozen new naval targets which could easily be
obliterated by two dozen nuclear warheads. The Soviet Union
would have little difficulty assigning 24 of its 9,500 strategic
nuclear weapons to the new targets.

Strategic dispersal makes even less sense in a conventional
war . The Soviet surface navy poses no threat to U.S. ports.
Soviet submarines could conceivably conduct limited minelaying
operations to block access to the sea from U.S. ports. However,

dispersing the fleet does not resolve this potential problem



and, in fact, complicates it by adding more ports to clear

of mines. It makes no sense to disperse our Navy"s ships to many
different bases when we don®"t have sufficient mine countermeasure
shipe (MCM) to clear more than one port at a time. The Navy
plans to expand its fleet of MCMs and minesweeper hunter ships to
a total of only 31 ships. This is totally inadequate to break
out naval forces even from existing bases.

The Navy has also claimed that dispersing ships would make
them less vulnerable to sabotage or terrorism. This contention
is absurd on its face. Protecting nuclear- capable ships from
terrorism in New York City, or other metropolitan areas, is a
base commander®s nightmare.

Dispersing the fleet will not, 1in most cases, speed naval
response to areas of potential conflict. In the event of a
growing crisis or of significant conflict, effective naval forces
must be assembled from major bases nationwide, 1in order to
perform required military tasks. The U.S. will never merely send
warships that are closest to the area of concern. It must send a
naval force adequate to operate effectively against hostile or
potentially hostile forces. |In addition, steaming time to areas
of potential conflict from the proposed new bases would not be
significantly shorter than from already existing facilities.

The Navy has also contended that homeporting on both
coasts would provide an opportunity "to train and operate in a
variety of environments.” The climatic and geographical
differences between Corpus Christi and Staten Island hardly merit

a SI Billion expense. In addition, training at the new bases



will not eliminate the need to conduct naval exercises

worldwide nor the need to conduct formal training at existing

fleet training facilities in the Caribbean and Hawaiian areas.
The Congressional General Accounting Office (GAO) in a 1985

report also challenged the military utility of dispersing the

fleet. The "strategic and operational need for the new homeports

is questionable.” the report said, and dispersing ships "may not
improve the survivability of the 600 ship Navy

Another specious argument is that Strategic Homeporting will
increase "unit integrity.” Quite the opposite is true.
Spreading ships around the three coasts of the United States 1in
small increments of one to 13 ships will degrade the
ability of fleet commanders to build unit integrity and to
supervise the training of effective battle groups and battle
forces. In truth, "unit integrity" 1is an impossible Navy dream
under any circumstances because various classes of warships have
different overhaul cycles. Unit composition is always in a state

of uncontrollable flux as individual ships are removed and

replaced to meet the overriding demands of the overhaul schedule.

Spreading Ships and Spreading Influence

The Navy®"s intentions have more to do with spreading its
influence than dispersing its fleet. This was partially
acknowledged by Navy Secretary John Lehman who has called the
dispersal plan a "consciousness raiser”™ for legislators who
might not have paid adequate attention to naval issues. The
Navy, under the current Administration, has been particularly

interested in currying political favor as it presses ahead with



its ambitious plan for a 600 ship navy.

Nowhere has this attempt to gain political favor been more
bald-faced than on the Gulf Coast where nearly every municipality
that lobbied for the battleship Wisconsin was awarded some naval

vessel as a consolation prize.

Unnecessarily Costly

The wisdom of the homeporting plan has been challenged on
many fronts. "Fiscal conservatives”™ were among the leaders of
the effort that resulted in Congress®s temporary ban on further
spending on ship dispersal.

The GAO has also harshly criticized the plan, estimating that
costs of the program nationwide could exceed $1 Billion with
annual operating costs of some $30 million for each new base.

For the money we plan to spend on new support facilities for
carrier battle groups and surface action groups, we could instead
build and operate enough minesweepers to ensure that our ships
can sail out of existing ports safely in the event of a conflict.

The Navy has said that the new naval bases are needed to
accommodate the additional 130 ships to be added to the fleet
under the current expansion to 600 ships. During the Vietnam
War, however, the U.S. operated a 1,000 ship Navy with
essentially the same number of bases we have now. Since then we
have added major new submarine bases on both coasts and now
homeport one carrier and supporting surface ships in Japan.

The GAO contends that existing naval facilities could easily
support the new ships that are proposed at little cost. For

example, the ships planned for Corpus Christ! could be ported at



the existing naval facility in Norfolk, Virgina where the
battleship lowa is now berther.. The aircrai. carrier planned for
Pensacola could be accommodated in Mayport, Florida where two
carriers are currently ported. According to the GAO, both of
these facilities could accommodate the new ships immediately if
that were necessary. In addition, many of the new sites are

entirely "barren land”™ and would require construction from the

ground up, a construction program which will take years to complete.

The greatest cost of Strategic Homeporting will be in
additional personnel requirements. Each new facility must be
provided with a security force, communications personnel,
logistics support elements, housing and family support
activities, maintenance personnel, and people for a myriad of
other functions which are already available at existing bases.
Faced with a shrinking pool of eligible recruits in the coming
years plus increased requirements to man the 600 ship Navy,
unnecessary 1increases in shore support personnel cannot be
justified. As personnel shortfalls develop late in this decade,
Congress will be asked for even greater increases in recruiting
and retention incentives to protect our huge investment in new
ships. Adding unneeded shore support personnel will aggravate
the pressure for these incentives and raise total compensation
requirements at the same time Congress is looking for ways to cut
budget deficits, not increase them. Demographics at the end of
the decade will make it extremely difficult even with regular pay
raises, to maintain recruitment of high quality young people.

Another substantial personnel cost not addressed by the Navy

will be training coses. Because most of the new homeports will



be for a very few ships, it will not be feasible to provide
technical and professional training support at each site. The
consequence will be a continuous stream of people travelling to
and from the Strategic Homeport ships to established bases where
such support already exists. The travel and per diem costs
associated with such training will be high. This Committee
should require the Navy to subn. .t a positive plan to accommodate
these increased costs in budgets where Congress 1is already

looking for ways to reduce military travel costs.

A Floating Nuclear Avsenal

Approximately 85% of U.S. Navy warships are equipped to
carry and employ nuclear weapons. Such warships are said to be
"nuclear capable,” meaning that when trained and armed for combat
they will carry nuclear weapons.

According to Congressional testimony and documents released
by the Chief of Naval Operations, two new carrier battle groups
of nine ships each and three surface action groups will be added
to the Navy®"s force structure as part of Strategic Homeporting.

In all, 65 active and reserve vessels in 14 different cities will
be assigned ships under the dispersal plan. CDI has determined
that at least 28 of the warships in eight locations will be
nuclear capable. These locations are: Corpus Christi, Everett,
Mobile, New York, Pascagoula, Pearl Harbor, Pensacola,

and San Francisco.

Moreover, it is the experience of the retired naval officers
at CDI that all U.S. warships which are capable of carrying

nuclear weapons, do, 1in fact, carry nuclear weapons. At a



minimum, the nuclear capable ships in the Strategic Homeporting
plan will carry the ASROC anti-submarine missile- a weapon with
both a conventional and nuclear capability. The nuclear capable
ASROC 1is armed with short-range, low-yield tactical warheads.

The attack aircraft carriers scheduled for Pensacola and Everett
will be equipped and trained to employ aircraft-delivered nuclear
bombs and anti-submarine depth charges.

In addition, congressional testimony over the past three
years 1indicates that each of the refurbished battleships will be
certified to carry the long-range and more potent nuclear-tipped
Tomahawk cruise missile. Other ships planned for strategic
homeporting are also likely to carry these nuclear sea-launched
cruise missiles.

Because the presence of nuclear weapons from time to time 1is
certain, CDI urges Congress to address the issues of safety posed
by the porting of nuclear capable shipr in heavily trafficked
areas. To date, the Navy has not considered questions of nuclear
safety in the draft and final environmental impact statements
(DEIS and EIS) that it has completed. CDI believes studies that
omit this information are incomplete and therefore do not meet
the standards required by the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969.

The presumption that nuclear weapons will be present in many
cf the new ports requires that responsible local and state
authorities have the information they need to plan for
a possible accident or other emergency involving nuclear weapons.

Planning and training for a nuclear accident must be done 1in



advance. Waiting until an accident occurs 1is irresponsible.

"Neither Confirm Nor Deny"

The Navy®"s policy of neither confirming nor denying the
presence of nuclear weapons on particuTar ships is not primarily
designed to protect sensitive military information from a
potential enemy, as the Navy has claimed. Prudent planning
requires a potential enemy to assume the presence of nuclear
weapons on nuclear-capable ships atall times. The Navy policy
has little to do with confusing ine Soviet Union. It has a
great deal to do with confusing the populations of those towns
and cities where the weapons au tobe stationed. By not
conceding that our warships do carry nuclear weapons, the Navy

hopes to frustrate efforts at stirring local opposition to the

nuclear capable ships.

Donll Fund Strategic Homeporting

In closing, CDI notes that one of the primary boosters of
Strategic Homeporting is Texas Senator Phil Gramm who is also co—
sponsor of recently passed legislation bearing his name aimed at
balancing the federal budget by 1931. By CDI"s estimate the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation will require that defense
appropriations be cut by as much as $240 Billion dollars over the
next four years. CDI recommends that Congress begin the task of
cutting the military budget by not funding the costly and

unnecessary Strategic Homeporting plan.



Center for Defense Information

BIOGRAPHICAL DATA

Rear Adnmiral Eugene J. Carroll, Jr., USN (Ret.)

Rear Admiral Eugene J. CARROLL, Jr., was commissioned as an
Ensign in April 1945. His early service as a Naval Aviator
included ten months flying AD Skyraiders from aircraft carriers
in the Pacific during U.N. operations in Korea. Following a
series of assignments in the Atlantic Fleet, he commanded two
light jet attack squadrons of A-4 Skyhawk aircraft. Transferred
to the Pacific Fleet in 1965, he served a total of six years with
units engaged in the Vietnam campaign. His assignments thexe
included command of the amphibious assault ship, USS OGDEN (LPD-
5) and the aircraft carrier, USS MIDWAY (CVA-41).

Promoted to the rank of Rear Admiral 1in 1972, he served as
Commander of Task Force 60, the carrier striking force of the
U.S. Sixth Fle?t in the Mediterranean.

Admiral Carroll served on General Alexander Haig"s staff in
Europe from 1977 to 1979. He was the first naval officer to
serve as Director of U.S. military operations for all U.S. forces
in Europe and in the Middle East. His last assignment on active
duty was in the Pentagon as Assistant Deputy Chief of Naval

Operations for Plans, Policy and Operations. In this capacity he
was engaged in U.S. naval planning for conventional and nuclear
war .

During his 37 years of active service Admiral Carroll was
awarded the Defense Superior Service Medal, the Legion of Merit
with three gold stars, the Bronze Sxar Medal with combat "V" and
gold star, the Air Medal with four goll stars and numerous
campaign ribbons for service in World War 11, Korea and Vietnam.

A graduate of both the U.S. Navy and U.S. Army War Colleges,
Rear Admiral Carroll holds B.A. and M.A. degrees in International
Relations from George Washington University. He is now serving
as Deputy Director of the private, non-governmental Center for
Defense Information in Washington, D.C. He 1is actively engaged
in research and analysis concerning major defense issues and 1is
writing and speaking on the need for rational military programs
which will meet the long-term national security interests of the

United States.

June 1986
(iw R. Li Rocqur EugeneJ Carroll, Jr. Villiim T. Furboui. Kmnii D Johnton )imn A Doaoma JimnT. Both
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Director Drpgt) Director Atuxuie Director Atiixiatr Director Atwyxiatf Director Auoriaie Director
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