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Original sponsor: Rules/Governor

IN THE SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55 (Finance)
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 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 pres\ence; 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 invest at least $100,000,000 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

-1- CSSJR 55(Fin)



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
one or more Alaskan communities.

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(Fin)
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Original sponsor: Rules/Governor

IN THE SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55 (Finance)
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 icebreakers
and other ice-strengthened ships; and

WHEREAS A laska'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 presgnce; 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 invest at least $100,000,000 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

-1- CSSJR 55 (Fin)
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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

_ _ ~Q Kovn-e-porf
strongly urge the United States Navy to consider establishing one or mor-e

-ﬁﬁ;e8g$iopfnjxg§§fqa Alaskav\communities.

COPIES of this vresolution 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(Fin) -2-



DATE: February 8, 1988

TO: Lynn >
Legal Services

FROM: Vicki (4935)
Cap Rm #413

RE¥*, CS for SJR 55 (Finance)
Please have a Finance CS for SJR 55
prepared according to the marked up
document attached. CS SJR 55 (Finance)
was reported out of SFC this morning.

Please return final to me asap.

THANX1
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Original sponsor: Rules/Governor

INTHE SENATE BY THE STA-T& "AVMA'I'R'S COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55 (S*ate”A~faira)
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 Facific 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 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 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 location, Alaska
can offer the United States Navy state land and resources and a willingness
to work cooperatively and to expend at Jleast $100,000,000 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

SJRO55Db -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

, . - , ) o 0 of TVU~
strongly urge the United States Navy to consider establishing a homeport- at

ho-rvtA-porte 1w Ooas-bal
a -community on the eoast of Alaska” Cow.w.y.vmieS.

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- SJRO55b



PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO CSSJR 55(SA): by Senator Zharoff

If adopted, to be incorporated into a Senate Finance CS;

Page 2, lines 4 and 5: after the word "establishing": delete
remainder of the sentence;

insert the following material: "one or
more homeports in coastal Alaska
communities."

0 Trtk & BYPUCIAC, pt. ..

h o tn ¢

deuzr/c.

£ > 1t aslL evokedc./>avgé£

CaJ o 4_cP gtoé&o/ ne £>0£f£.Fs
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Introduced: 1/22/88 go00568s
Referred: State Affairs and Finance

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE BY
IN THE SENATE REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55
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 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 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 location, Alaska
can offer the United States Navy state land and resources and a willingness
to work cooperatively to develop infrastructure necessary for the estab-
lishment of a Navy homeport in Alaska; and

WHEREAS establishing a Navy homeport at one or more Alaskan commu-

nities could provide greater sustainability for naval operations in the

SJR055a -1- SJR 55



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.

SJR 55 -2- SJRO55a



FEB 11 "88 12:31 LIO - FAIRBANKS P.2

Alaska State Legislature

r a
\. r> "
Please enter into the record my testimony to the cUe. 1"/t n2s
committee name
committee on , SCT/Z $£ ( &\]3) 8$
bill/subject

As a retired navy captain and now fleet reservist* | had planned to testify
on SJR 55 last week, but learned to my surprise that Fairbanks was not included
in the Legislative Information line-up for comments on that occasion.

Fairbanks is the official "Honorary Home Port" for the Gold Crew of the
USS Alaska and thoroughly enjoyed the several days' visit of about 200 officers
and men from SSBN 732 during the week of 4 July 1987.

Personally, | am strongly in favor of the proposition expressed in
SJR No. 55 and for the Legislature to take other appropriate action to encourage
the U.S. Navy to authorize "Homeport" arrangements for Alaska costal waters.
|

Military defense needs in the North today fully justify such "Homeport"
designations in Alaska — and the state must be prepared to participate in
meeting those needs

Signed: .

Representing (Optional)

9/88 Lvgolatlvt Information OHica
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REQUEST FISCAL NOTE

% ésigne aati;len - A%encyAﬁected:H ilary &Veterans Affairs
Z J [0 ES[HUHSHIHQ a U, NHW ,

Home Port In Alaska I «

Sponsori RUleS Commi[[ee Components:.
Requestor: Governor

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY9?  FY®

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

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

E%QFHN&

POSITIONS:

e,

ANALYSIS : (}/]\ttach aseparate page if necessary) _ _ _ _
Passage of thie resolution” will have nodirect fiscal impact on stateagencies.
However, the development of an infrastructure to support whatever Alaskan

port(s) the U.S. NavY selects for home portm% w ill require a considerable
Investment of state funds. _The funds needed Tor this purpose will need to

be appropriated by the Legislature. E
BrleJIngrg§8y Jefef !\Hrnson. Bhnnp §65 4600

Administrative antCupport Servi ate  January Zt
Approved by Commissioner; MG John w. Schaeffer heOAf\Date: January 21, 1988
Agency: M ||Itary and veterans Affairs
Distribution (bz_preparer):

Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor

Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agengy(ies) ! e of
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Introduced: 1/22/88 go00568s
Referred: State Affairs and Finance

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE BY
IN THE SENATE REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55
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 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 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 to develop infrastructure necessary for the estab-
lishment of a Navy homeport in Alaska; and

WHEREAS establishing a Navy homeport at one or more Alaskan commu-

nities could provide greater sustainability for naval operations 1in the

SJR055a -1- SJR 55



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.

SJR 55 -2- SJR055a



STEVE CDWPER
GOVERNOR

S tate o f A 1 as k a
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
JDNEAU

January 22, 1988

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

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Faiks:

Under the authority of art. III, sec. 18 of the

Alaska

Constitution, | 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 is particularly appropriate that the state and its
communities offer feasible and attractive incentives to
homeport Navy operations. Our extraordinary coastline and

strategic geographical position for trade and defense

Alaska a vital region for Naval presence.

Alaska can offer the Navy meaningful and substantive

tives to bring personnel and operations to our shores

makes

incen -
[ am

confident that once those specific options are identified

we can secure Navy presence. Such participation will

great benefits to our economy.

bring

| welcome your support of this resolution which officially

invites the Navy to station personnel, vessels and
services in Alaska.

support

-y<L ] - r
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FIRST COMMITTEE OF REFERRAL

Date of / -2 C - S ? 5-DAY NOTICE
IN ACCORDANCE WITH'-UNIFORM RULE 23

FURTHER: Finani
**FISCAL NOTE(S) ATTACHED
IN ACCORDANCE WITH AS 24.08.035
(see below)
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Committee considered

establishing a United States Navy homeport in Alaska
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[T new title
[ ] attached amendmi
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N [V] zero " t ] fiscal impact
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referred: 2/19/88 FURTHER REFERRALS:

DATE , afSIS?

Finance Committee has considered CSSJR 55(Fin)

Relating to establishing a United States Navy homeport in Alaska.

[ECOMMENDS: : / X
replace with ti~C-S CS SJ R, S5Y PI7) X t h e same title

[ ] attached amendment(s) 1 1 a - tlitle

[ ]do pass

[ ]do not pass

] no recommendation

D4 individual recommendations m

[ Jadditional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: letter of intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s)

[ ] fiscal impact [ ] same as previous fiscal note
[ ] ‘'zero fiscal note published
[ ] zero with analysis same as previous zero fiscal
note published 3-|£ &S btjifa
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REQUEST FISCAL NOTE

?TtvliészionDﬁtéeiatiﬁgebtrc?fl-fystz'blilsgﬁfng a U.S.
Navy Home Fort in Alaska
Sponsor: Rules Camuttee Components:l

Requestor.  -(Govemor.

Agency Affected: M ilitary & Veterans Affairs

BRU:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  {Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93
PERSONAL SERVICES

CTUAL
UPPLIE
FQUIPM
RES

| 1
TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0

CAPITAL n N N n . N 0

REVENUE Q. 0 n 12 . 0

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

ENERALFUND
E FbJNDS

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (Attach aseparate page if necessary) passage of this resolution will have no

direct inpact on state agencies. However, the development of an infrastructure
to support whatever Alaskan port(s) the U.S, Navy selects for home port|nﬁ_W||LI
require a considerable investment of state funds. The funds needed for this
purpose w ill need to be appropriated by the Legislature.

Preparedby:  J e ff Morrison © 465-4600
shal y Administrative EMVA Phone‘ February-57 15SB
Division: ", Date..

A . nr I¢ hn W) ff r . Date: February 8, 1988
ABBE%Vﬁd by 06 rglpsglr?meent 0 ﬁ |I|tary) ic\vgteerfns Affairs
Distribution (b¥_preparer):

Legislative Finance

Legislative Sponsor

Refjuesto

[
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Original sponsor: Rules/Governor

IN THE SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55 (Finance)
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 icebreakers
and other ice-strengthened ships; and

WHEREAS A laska'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 and strategic 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 establishing a Navy homeport at one or more Alaskan commu-
nities 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
one or more Alaskan communities; and be it

-1- HCS CSSJR 55(Fin)
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FURTHER RESOLVED that the State of Alaska is willing to seriously
consider investment of as much as $100,000,000, through a cooperative
arrangement with the United States Navy, to develop infrastructure or other
capital improvements necessary for the establishment of a major, long-term
Navy homeport in Alaska; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the willingness of the State of Alaska to pro-
vide infrastructure or other capital improvements is contingent upon the
completion of a cost-benefit analysis, including consideration of relevant
economic, social, and environmental factors that demonstrates that the
state would derive net benefits from an investment of public funds or other
resources; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the State of Alaska strongly urges the United
States Navy to work with any homeport community to develop an appropriate
emergency management plan that addresses public safety issues arising from
potential accidents with hazardous materials, nuclear and non-nuclear
weapons, and nuclear reactors; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the State of Alaska's support for the
development of homeport facilities in Alaska is ~contingent wupon the
agreement of each affected homeport community, as expressed by an advisory
vote of the community.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Frank
Carlucci, Secretary of Defense; to the Honorable William Bell, 111, 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.

HCS CSSIR 55(Fin) 2.
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3/2/88
NEW LANGUAGE
DELETED LANGUAGE
Original sponsor: Rules/Governor
IN THE SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE

HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 55 (Finance)
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 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 1is opening to international trade and exchange that
supports greater naval presence; and

WHEREAS Alaska occupies a pivotal and strategic 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

HEIIEASin addition to its  strategic geographical location, AK can offerthe US Navystate
WHEREAS establishing a Navy homeport at one or more Alaskan "commu-

land & resources & a willingness to work cipop. & to invest at least $100.00(1,000 to
nities could provide greater sustainability for naval operations in the

North* pfo?f““oUandeArcSc “Ocimnsrmi"t5 necce86ary £or che "stal>- of a 1< ng-term
Navy homeport in AKJ

BE IT RESOLVED that the Governor and the Alaska State Legislature
strongly urge the United States Navy to consider establishing ahomeport at

one or more Alaskan communities; and be it

1 HCS CSSIR 55(Fin)
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FURTHER RESOLVED that the State of Alaska is willing to seriously

consider investment of as much as $100,000,000, through a cooperative
- mm - - _ ;
arrangement with the United States Navy, to develop infrastructure or other
capital improvements necessary for the establishment of a major, long-term
Navy homeport in Alaska; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the willingness of the State of Alaska to pro-
vide infrastructure or other capital improvements is contingent upon the
completion of a cosc-benefit analysis, including consideration of relevant
economic, social, and environmental factors that demonstrates that the
state would derive net benefits from an investment of public funds or other
resources; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the State of Alaska strongly urges the United
States Navy to work with any homeport community to develop an appropriate
emergency management plan that addresses public safety issues arising from
potential accidents with hazardous materials, nuclear and non-nuclear
weapons, and nuclear reactors.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Frank
Carlucci, Secretary of Defense; to the Honorable William Bell, 111, 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.

HCS CSSJIR 55(Fin) 2.
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[Drafted In relation to House CS for CS for SJR 55 (Finance) 3/2/88 draft!

AMENDMENT

by BROWN

page 2, line 1G
add another paragraph following the word “reactors.".

and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the State of Alaska's support for the
development of any homeport facilities in Alaska is contingent upon the
agre_ement of the affected homeport community as expressed through an
advisory vote of that community. " b

-Vu.



THE ALASKA CHAPTER OF THE COMMITTEE FOR A SANE NUCLEAR POLICY
(FORMERLY CITIZENS AGAINST NUCLEAR WAR)

E(%R”SI\/I EJNF&)WI_/B'%I?N March 3, 1988

QUESTIONS ABOUT STRATEGIC HOMEPORTING IN ALASKA
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ITARY EXPERTS AGREE THAT THIS PLANNED EXPANSION IS
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fact, complrcates It by adding more port clear of mines.




It is senseless to disperse Navy ships to many different Dbases
pen we don't have sufficient mine countermeasure ships (MCM) to
clear more than one port at a time.

3) FIee dispers ' gen raIIy w |I not sR]eed na(pl response to
areas p t ta lict: e Navg ust sen pnava force
adequate 0 ope rate e ctrvey agarB potentr }/ hostile
forces, ,Etfec ive naval forces muds 3 rp from major bases
nationwide, and In most cases, ispersed fleet will not spee
response times.

QUESTIONS ABOUT "PORK-BARREL" ECONOMICS

2 WHAT ARE THE NEGATIVE. EFFECTS OF "PORK-BARREL" ECONOMICS?

As a homeport commurgrt bgomes more and more deﬁen ent on
military spending t ? p jobs, 1ts cpngressro al represen-
tatives would be” less lik to’vote on de ense |ssues according
to what wag. best for qur ndtion's security, and more likely to
yote according to thelr onstrtuents sho rt term economic ‘bene-
tits. The community WOU ecom% "Defense Dollar Junkie,
dependent on an aBnua def enée ud et fix at a time when military
expenditures are being scaled back.

. HOW HAS CONGRESS RESPONDED TO THE NAVY'S HOMEPORTING PROGRAM7

; Homeportmg has contrnuously faced serious con ressrona opposr
tion _since It mceptron pm conservatrv% I als, Democa
and Republrcans examg arch etter former
secretary of Defense [ Wernper% Senate Arn%e Ser |ces
Commrttee chairman Sen. Barr ter asserted t the Navy's
omeportrngwre)ro ram |s pure unadulterate Eoldtrcs, and it IS an
area here N rea% save money." Sen. water also
disputed t e Navy's ho eportrng cost estimate: Thrsd gorno fo
ﬁost S10 billion “"hefore you aré through fooling around with this

omeporting."

In a homeportrng debate JQ the: Senate Sen. Goldgvater stated: "We
have 13 S fates, " Mr, Presr ent, that are |ndeb te he Secretary
a}\]/g That is 26 votes. for arwthrnrp hat the SecO[etar of
ayk/ ppens tq want thrs who to me 1S 1CT0
|n IS a terrrfrc wast moneg 6, Congressiona
ecor -- Senate, ép S10583).  According to en Goldwater, the
Nav%ornsgrggrsng homéeporting In an attempt” to buy additional votes

The Navy' s strateg c
numerop ressiona
Genera Acco ntrn 0
Budget Office (CBO),
CBO “have p ngt)us ed 'th
gou‘d %V accommo ateg

omeporting program has become the focus of
IConE %sp C% agencies, Inc udrn

S it Wiy

hom
|.C
il
gtr the at|o een US home-
stimat er?% il |on w ile the Navyg ships
In existing ports at a cost of

2



S160 million.

The CBO also found that the Nav a3dtoh ercent

I require
annual t rncrease above rnYIa to unnd 1ts newh e ports
and e B eet However, g s h egg to.¢c éhe milj-
Edhet to deal with our ma fe(? ra rcrt an experts
Xh)d cuts to continue. In |ight of these facts, continue
ng| the Navy's strategic h portr 0 program is extremely

unl

QUESTION'S ABOUT THE IMPACT OF HOMEPORTING ON ALASKA'S ECONOMY

2 WOULDN' T HOMEPORTING MAKE OUR ECONOMY "RECESSION PROOF"?
. Even If economic benefits were realized they Wohuld only con

tinue as Iond as the g ork-barrel remained full
long as m il 'sn't cut, But the latest bud et pro

ar
posas from Pre%r gnt Remﬂ]an reflect. the s art otf a tren Ln mil-
|ardy Pendrn acks_wnich manY inancial, experts have been
ict Vears The dramatc cost savrng which. can be
leved Xutr rzrng the N exrstr&rd pP Facrlrtr S Would
maejcatnloﬁsskan homEéport a prr e candidate uture deficit

Military budget cuts coupled with the sed expenditures of
state Z 3 ? finanpce hgusrn or otheP h)?rastrucptur couﬁd
resuIt In serious damage % oUs state Oy leaving A ES ans holding
etc bag on empty mrlrtary ousing develdpments,”dock facilities,

Subsidized state Joan pro%rams durrn the oi| boom contributed to

the current over-devel OP Alaska's real estate market.

Investin d state funds, to attract a homeportrnﬂg n(rorect could have
Imilat Impact on the state's real estate ntarke

a
2 WHAT CAN HAPPEN TQ A LOCAL_ECONOMY IF CUTBACKS OCCUR?
ol avy base .in BsetDavrsvrlle Rhode sland near
Newport) closed in 172 ue to cuthacks in funding. This resulted
nomic chaos, with Iorial unemployment soarrn over ree
riod. Tt took nearly three ears e ggron to
. Strong community %) ositior later resu ted”in Newports

f the Navy's offer of a new Dbase.
HE NAVY'S PAYROLL REVITALIZE A TOWN SUCH AS
n

€
Vv
S

a new Nav base rncludes a commissary, or
grante ange privile g s at _existing
rdson or Elmendort Air “Force Base, .the
lly would be minimal. W th most sailors

months, businesses would fin d an ebb and flow

O
QO



According to studres by the "Institute on the Militar
Economyg d "Bureau o? Econrt)mrc nalﬁshrs" dll 8% %

P sar ors rn%ome IS Sﬁ in the home or co unrt ut
70h rs alsorbedq ase cqm rssares ZQN erson
ne tend to send their savings. to their home c hic n
he same as therr ome port 3 Income and emp ment_m tro lers
Navy facilitigs are Yv e rang |s between 1.17 ad 22,
Navy personnel pay little or [0cal taxes.
According to a 1981 study by "The President's Economi¢c Adjustment
gommtte% gh conculusro S were expficrtly endorsed é\ J
resi agan
"The Iﬂcal econoan stimulus from mrlrt y bases is lower in ?en
eral t rom ot private sector? ities. ... the eeonom
Incentives and tax revenues derived from a m

[
IV
LV or new militar
base often are not ?uffrcrent to meet the rﬁ i
ments for pnblrc Infrastructure and m Yn
meet the full annual Increme ntal operati
new m||| tary bhase activities

bodX c%n determine at thrs point what the economr% im act of an
ﬁ\ n nomeport would However, ese studies shou [
om ortrn recrrfrent}s] to “the p gbabr Ity that ec nomrc efrts
may much smaller than expected, and the costs |gher

. HOW MANY NEW JOBS WOULD BE CREATED BY A NEW NAVY BASE?

: Nobodg knows What IS known Is that the Navy's initial
estimate num er oferobs to be created by the New Yok
Cr ﬁ an Francrsco and Everett, WA homeports ere srgnrf icantl
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2 lfl?twts hard tQ telf swL|J gj?l new emplo ment outsiders
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tage would go to militar dependents ad moon g trnrg
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Q* ARE THERE BETTER WAYS TO CREATE JOBS FOR ALASKANS THAN TO GIVE
THE NAVY "AT LEAST $100 MILLION”™ AND FREE FUEL TO HOMEPORT
HERE (AS HAS RECENTLY BEEN PROPOSED)?

A: Downtown and port development, investment in fish processing
facilities, the promotion of tourism and an increased Permanent
Fund dividend would probably create more jobs at less cost than
homeporting. Homeporting™ "quick fix" would make Alaska depen—

dent on unpredictable federal military budgets for our economic
well being.

Q: WOoOULD ALASKANS FROM THE INTERIOR. THE BUSH AND OTHER AREAS
BENEFIT FROM HOMEPORTING?

A: Not 1likely. Most jobs and associated economic benefits would

remain within the coastal community chosen for a homeport.

QUESTIONS ABOUT SOCIAL SERVICES [IMPACT

Q: WHAT CHANGES CAN PEOPLE EXPECT FROM A HOMEPORT IN THEIR TOWN?
A: No one knows exactly what changes would occur, Alaskans
recently experienced growing pains from the "oil boom." A Navy
boom could also result in growth that exceeds a particular com-—
munity ™ ability to provide services. Road maintenance could fall
years behind, taxes to operate schools may rise sharply and
traffic may increase dramatically.

Q: CcCoOUuULD A HOMEPORT COMMUNITY OBTAIN FEDERAL IMPACT FUNDS?

A: Maybe. Federal 1impact funds are awarded on a case by case
basis. They are traditionally awarded as a "one shot deal™ and go
toward capital improvements such as roads, buildings, and
bridges. But once they are built, the costs of maintenance and
operation are left to local taxpayers. At this time, it is far

from certain that federal impact funds would accompany a home-
porting project.

Q: CAN OUR SCHOOLS HANDLE THE SCHOOLAGE CHILDREN WHO WOULD

ARRIVE WITH THE NAVY?
A: School systems might be hard pressed to accommodate large num-—
bers of newly enrolled children, especially if federal impact
funding 1is not forthcoming.

Q: WILL TAXES GO UP TO PAY FOR NEW SCHOOLS AND ADDITIONAL
PERSONNEL?

A: Perhaps. If federal 1impact funds are not available, the money

will have to come from another source, possibly property taxes

or a sales tax.

Q: WOULD NAVY CHILDREN HAVE TROUBLE ADJUSTING TO NEW SCHOOLS?

A: In other navy towns, there 1is a high turnover of students
caused by frequent transfer of military families 1in and out of
school districts. These children routinely have to catch up and
adjust to a new environment. This creates a problem for the



stability of existing educational programs.

Q: WOULD THERE BE INCREASED CRIME IF A NAVY BASE IS ESTABLISHED

HERE?
A: When a large population enters any community 1in a relatively
short period of time, an increased crime rate results. After the
Bangor, Washington strategic submarine base was built in Kitsap

County, armed robberies 1increased 300% by August of 1984. Accord—
ing to a report prepared by Orin Fjeran, Homeporting Coordinator,
and Pat McClain, assistant to the Mayor of Kitsap County, as

large numbers of Navy personnel enter a community, others who
hope to make a fast buck seem to find "Navy towns"™ attractive.
Military commtm"ities frequently experience 1increased rates of
vice offenses, unfair business practices, and domestic disputes

Q: WOULD THE NAVY SUPPLY THEIR OWN MILITARY POLICE?

A: The Navy does not generally provide security enforcement off
base. After the Bangor strategic submarine base was built, Kitsap
County ran out of funding and had to lay off additional deputies
that were hired to respond to the increased crime rates.

Q: WHAT OTHER SOCIAL PROBLEMS COULD BE EXPECTED?

A: Local social service agencies could expect a rise indepresr
sion, divorce, domestic violence, sexual assault, and child abuse
due to increased population, long separations, and inexperienced,

youthful families 1in a new community.

Q: DO PROGRAMS EXIST TO HANDLE THESE PROBLEMS?

A: Yes, there are community agencies and programswhich deal with
these problems. However, Tfunding cutbacks in Alaska have placed
social service agencies under a tremendous burden. There 1is no

guarantee that federal or state money would be there to help.
Alaska may find it necessary to further cut or eliminate existing
state programs 1in order to provide the proposed levels of funding
necessary to attract a homeporting project.

QUESTIONS ABOUT NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Q: WOULD THE NAVY ™S SHIPS CARRY NUCLEAR WEAPONS?

A: It is the Navy ™ official policy to "neither confirm nor deny"
the presence of nuclear weapons aboard their ships. However,
according to retired Rear Adm. Eugene J. Carroll, "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."™ Adm. Carroll also stated:

it is the experience of the retired naval officers at the

Center for Defense Information 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... 1In
addition, congressional testimony over the past three years
indicates 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.™

QUESTIONS ABOUT NUCLEAR ACCIDENTS

Q: CAN A NUCLEAR WEAPON EXPLODE BY ACCIDENT?

A: That would be unlikely, but not impossible. A coalition of
plaintiffs filed a lawsuit against the President, the Sec. of
Defense and others on September 1, 1987 citing their failure to
protect the public and global environment against a condition
known as the Hazard of Electromagnetic Radiation to Ordnance
(HERO).

HERO can cause conventional and nuclear weapons to detonate,

launch, misfire, or explode accidentally or intentionally, as by
terrorists. Sources of electromagnetic radiation include electri—
cal current emitted by two way radios, TV and radio transmitters,
power Jlines, electrical generating plants, 1lightning and electro—

static discharge.

Navy HERO experts, compiling data from all military branches,

have documented 25 HERO suspect accidents through 1980. The law-—
suit cites the failure of the Navy to adequately address the HERO
problem 1in 1its Homeport Projects for the Gulf Coast, San
Francisco and in Key West, Florida.

A nuclear weapon doesn"t have to go off to cause widespread death

and destruction. Lethal plutonium contained 1in each warhead can
be released 1in many ways - during a shipboard fire, by explosion
of a nearby conventional weapon, or by impact during transport

through our cities.

Q: HOW COoULD THIS PLUTONIUM HARM ME?

A: The Lawrence Livermore Laboratory has done a study which shows
that a single nuclear weapons accident could release a cigar-
shaped cloud of plutonium 2.5 miles wide and 28 miles long. Plu—
tonium is extremely deadly - just a pollen-sized speck 1is enough
to cause lung cancer. One ounce of plutonium 1is enough to cause
up to 3,500,000 fatalities.

Q: HAVE THERE BEEN ANY ACCIDENTS WITH NUCLEAR WEAPONS?

A: The Department of Defense has acknowledged 32 major nuclear
weapons accidents. In 1966 accident, a bomber and tanker collided
during refueling, scattering the plutonium from three hydrogen
bombs over 640 acres requiring the removal of 3.5 million tons of



radioactive soil and vegetation at a cost of $500 million. During
a lawsuit, Navy officials were forced to admit to over 370

nuclear weapons accidents and incidents during a twelve year per —
iod, from 1965-1977.

Q: WHAT IS NAVY ™ POLICY REGARDING DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION
ABOUT NUCLEAR WEAPONS ACCIDENTS?

A: According to an article in the August 24, 1987 San Francisco

Chronicle, documents obtained under the Freedom of Information

Act by Nautilus Pacific Research (of Leverett, Mass.) contained a
directive from Admiral William Crowe which said "If possible, the
nuclear accident or significant incident should be treated as an
accident or incident involving conventional high explosives... A

denial should characterize the accident or incident as a non—
nuclear event."

Crowe further ordered commanders "to recover or remove, 1if at all
practical, all evidence of the nuclear weapon accident or signi—
ficant incident as expeditiously as possible."™ Admiral Crowe, now
the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was the Navy ™ comman —
der 1in chief 1in thePacific at thetime this directive was 1issued

on May 8, 1984.

Q: HAVE THERE BEEN NUCLEAR ACCIDENTS INVOLVING NAVY SHIPS?

A: The Center for Investigative Reporting found that the nuclear
Navy has had 37 reactor related accidents. For example, radioac—
tive coolant leaked from a crack in the reactor shell of the USS
NIMITZ in 1979. Another spill at Bremerton resulted in jack-ham-—
mering and hauling away a 15 X 30 foot section of dock 1in order
to remove contamination.

Q: IF AN ACCIDENT OCCURS. HOW LARGE OF AN AREA WILL BE AFFECTED?
A: The Environmental Impact Statement for the Bangor, Washington
Trident submarine base called for a "safety perimeter™ of 8,000-
11,000 acres surrounding the Trident missiles - a radius of
nearly two miles. But an even larger area could be affected. A
radioactive plutonium cloud could reach any Jlocation within an
area 28 miles 1long and 2.5 mile3 wide.

Q: HOW DANGEROUS ARE NUCLEAR ACCIDENTS?

A: Nuclear accidents are especially dangerous because radioactive
particles which emit ionizing radiation are released into the
environment, where they could enter 1living tissues and cause
cancer and death.

Q: HOW woULD THE NAVY HELP COMMUNITIES TO DEAL WITH THIS PROBLEM?
A: The Navy has an official policy to "neither confirm nor deny"
the presence on nuclear weapons on board any ship, station, or
aircraft. Mayor Pat Callahan of Coronado, California (near San
Diego) expressed frustration 1in dealing with the Navy on this
issue: "We *ve been talking to them about a joint emergency plan,
but we really haven ™ gotten very far because of the reluctance



of the military to admit that there are nuclear weapons in the
first place, and then to examine how an accident would affect the

city.”

Q: WOULDN®"T THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MAKE SURE A DISASTER PLAN
WAS IN EFFECT?

A: A Government Accounting Office study 1in 1979 concluded that
emergency preparedness at the local level was almost nonexistent
around Department of Defense and Energy facilities. The author of
the study, Sterling Leibenguth, stated two years later: "Nothing
has changed. The Defense Department 1is still the least prepared
of any federal agency we examined to cope with an offsite nuclear

accident."”

Q: ARE THERE STATE OR MUNICIPAL PROGRAMS TO DEAL WITH NUCLEAR
EMERGENCIES?
A: The Municipality of Anchorage 1is prepared to respond to minor
radiological emergencies such as spills of radioactive medical
materials and hazardous materials accidents such as the Crown
Point 1incident. No local or state governmental agencies are pre—
sently prepared to deal with major nuclear power or nuclear wea-—
pons accidents.



Anchorage Headquarters:
400 "D’’ Street
S (907) 276-1150

FOR GOVERNOR P.O. Box 100019
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

July 24, 1986

Ed Dovis

Co-Chairman,

The Alaska Freeze

419 Barrow St., Suite B
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear E&
Thanks for your letter of July 8 , with the attendant enclosures.

Every citizen of this state, and of our country, should endorse the
goals for which Alaska Freeze Is working. No thinking person could fail to
recognize the danger of an escalating nuclear arms race. Military
expenditures have been made in recent years at the expense of domestic
programs that are desired by most Americans, and have been the major
factor in a federal deficit which threatens our future. 1 support and
endorse a mutual and verifiable nuclear freeze.

As a policy matter, my campaign does not associate Itself with
others, regardless of merit. This was a decision made early on, and its
purpose is to concentrate our energy into an effort to make fundamental
changes in the way state government is administered in Alaska.

For that reason, | have to decline the other requests enumerated in
your letter. | wish you every success with the ballot proposition and you

can be assured that it has my vote.

1y yours,

Ridir by Ada PORX IO At &+



PROJECTED NAVY POPULATION (HARRIED)
BY PAYGRACB - BVBRRIT HIAVBPORT

No. of

Grade Families™

3@
X (D)
24 (39
68 (48)
48 (27)
2 (15

9 (5)
B A2
18 (16)
M 42
& (60
287 (221)
623 (480)
815 (511)
574 (424)
ars (377)

few
few

"8 B 2B B I BB S S ERR8R 8 g

Size

4.2
4.0
3.7
3.1
2.9
2.8
4.1
4.2
4.0
4.0
4.1
3.9
3.6
2.9
2.6

24

Ag. Fa*. Tot. An.

Salary**

$66,060
$55,416
$46,776
$41,256
$30,996
$22,704
$41,640
$37,188
$32,076
$34,548
$34,032
$29,316
$25,236
$21,288
$18,612

$16,716

* Figure in parenthesis shows planned
first increment. Full
is estimated for 1995

conmplenment

1987 military pay scale - based on

specific years of service - includes

subsistence,
housing allowances.

quarters,

and variable

EVERETT HOVEPORT PROJECT
TIMETABLE

Draft Environmental Impact

Statement Completed
Final Environmental Impact
Statement Completed
Sita Decision Completed
Fiscal Impact Analysis Completed
Congressional Funding-Purchase
and Start of Project Provided
Prime Contractor Selection Completed
Groundbreaking Completed
First Ships Arrive* 1991
1996

Completion of Project*

*These dates are approximate and ara the
earliest possible under present timetable.

Everett/Snohomish County Impact Coordinating Council:

Mayor Bill Moore, City of Everett

County Executive Willis D. Tucker

Mayor Meryl Hrdlicka, City of Lynrnwood
Mayor John Lnrson, City of Arlington
Councilman Bill Langus, City of Everett
Councilman Carl Gipson, City of Everett
Super. Dick Huaelton, Marysville School Diat
Everett School Board Menber Bari Dutton
County Council Menber Brian Corcoran
Bverett Port Commissioner Alan Johnson

Dir. W State Dept. Coom Dev. Chuck Clarke

Staff: (206) 2598734
Bxecutive Director Robert Baril
Gordon Larson
Carolyn Adrian

EVERETT HOMEPORT PROJECT

FACT SHEET
NOVEMBER 1987

Source:

EVERETT/P.,"OHOMISH COUNTY IMPACT

COORDINATING COUNCIL (ESCICC)

MILITARY AND CIVILIAN DIRECT PERSONNEL*

Military oo
Dependents........cccovviiiiiiiiiiinnn...
Civillan. .o
Dependents.........cccoviviiiiiiiniaiannn.

EVERETT HOVEPORT
PROJECT RELATED POPULATION*
(including dependents)

Military B e,
Civilian-Direct.........ccoooiiiiiiiiii....
Civilian-Indirect............................
Other (Retirees, etC.).cccovviiiiiennan...

SNOHOMISH COUNTY PROJECT
RELATED NEW RESIDENTS*............ooo..

STATEWDE INMIGRATING POPULATION*..

SCHOOL AGED CHILDREN*

MilitarY s
Civilian Direct...........coiiiiiiiiii....
Civilian Indirect............................

* 1995

7,433
6,602
1098
191
1mO74

14,035
3,039
4,643

19,830

20,276

2431

1,101
4,163



EVERETT HOVEPORT
PROJECT RELATED
HOUSING REQUIREMENTS*

Single Fanily.......coooiiiiiiiiiiii.. 3,029
Multi-Fanily ... 3,382
Mobile Hoaes.......ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiia, 285

HOUSEHOLD SIZE AND HOUSING PREFERENCE
{li i tnry Civilian

Percent Married 42. 5% 83.aX
Household Size (Married) 3.09 277
Housing Preference:

Married Households

Single Faaily X 72>
Multi-Faaily 53* 23}
Mobile Hoaes o~ -

EVERETT HOVEPORT
PROJECT RELATED EVPLOYMENT*

Military .o 7,433
Civilian-Direct.. ..o 1,098
Civilian-Indirect............................ 4809

TOTAL 15,340

STATEWDE EMPLOYNVENT*

M 1litary. 7.524
Civilian. 10885
TOTAL 18,409

CONSTRUCTION EVPLOYIVENT
1988 1989 1920 1901 19R

Const ructi on
Workers 400 800 a0 400 400

* 1995

NAVAL STATION PUGET SOUND

EVERETT SITE

In April 1984 the United States Nawvy
selected Everett, Washington as the site
for construction of a Bai*r naval
installation for hoaeporwinfc the nuclear
aircraft carrier USS Niaitz (CVN-68) and
twelve (12) other coabatanta. Construction
of the hoaeport facilities is expected to
take not less than five (5) years.

The EVERETT/SNOHOMISH COUNTY IMPACT
COORDINATING COUNCIL (BSCICC) was
eatabliahed April 1, 1986 to identify and
otherwise address iapacts to various
coanunities expected to result froa siting
the Hoaeport facility at Everett.

ECONOMIC  IMPACT QN SNOHOMISH
COUNTY  EQONOMY™
(ANNUAL -MILLIONS $)

Navy Base Operation Expenditures.... $339<1
Military Payroll...................oo... $143.E
Civilian Payroll.............................. $ 12.3

HOVERCRT FACILITIES DEVELOPVENT*

Size of Site..ooiiiiiiiii 23 acres
Above water........................ 117 acres

Ship Berthing - includes a 1800 ft. carrier
pier and 317/5 ft of Marginal
WharT. ... e 6,145 ft.

Breakwater West of Carrier Pier.. 1,600 ft.

Dredging. 3.5 aillion
cubic yards

Buildings/Faciliites on waterfront
New Construction 822,000 s<]. ft.
Use of existing chill facilities
16,000 sq. ft.

Buildings/Facilities at Sandpoint and

other sites
New Construction 51,008 sq. ft.

We of existing facilities
110,077 sq. ft.

Construction Cost of Project K272 Million
(including land purchase and defense
access road prograa)

*1995
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EVERETT HOVEPORT
PROJECT RELATED
ROUSING REQUIRENMENTS*

Single Fanily... 3,029
Multi-Fanily 3,382
Mobile Hones.... 285

TOTAL 6,695

HOUSEHOLD SIZE AND BOUSING PREFERENCE

WiiiiaEY Civilian

Percent Married 42 5% 83.0*
Household Size (Married) 3.09 2.77
Housing Preference:

Married Households

Single Fanily 33~ 72*
Multi-Fanily 53* 28*
Mobile Honea o~

EVERETT HOVEPORT
PROJECT RELATED BEVPLOYMENT*

Miltary .o 7,433
Civilian-Direct.....cooveiiiiiiiiiiiiiieaann 1,098
Civilian-Indirect..........ccoiiiiiiiiia.. 4*809

TOTAL 13,340

Military .. 7,524
Civillan........oi .. 10885
TOTAL 18,409

CONSTRUCTION BVIPLOYIVENT
1988 1989 1920 1901 19

Cons truction
Workers 400 800 a0 400 400

* 1995

NAVAL STATION PUGET SOUND

EVERETT SITE

In April 1984 the United States Nawy
selected Everett, Washington as the site
for construction of a rmajor naval
installation for homeporting the nuclear
aircraft carrier USS Ninitz (CvH-68) and
twelve (12) other conbatants. Construction
of tho hoaeport facilities is expected to
take not leas than five (5) years.

The EVERETT/SNOHOMISH COUNTY IMPACT
COORDINATING COUNCIL (BSCICC) wea
established April 1, 1986 to identify end
otherwise address inpacta to various
coanunities expected to result from siting
the Hoaeport facility at Everett.

ECONOMIC  IMPACT ON SNOHOMISH
COUNTY  ECONOMY*
(ANNUAL -MILLIONS $)

Navy Base Operation Expenditures $339.4
Military Payroll..... ...l $143.6
Civilian Payroll...............ooooiii. $ 12.3

HOVERORT FACILITIES DEVELOPVENT*

Size of Site........ 2B acres
Above water. 117 acres

Ship Berthing — includes a 180 ft. carrier
pier and 31/5 ft of narginal
wharf. ... .. 6,145 ft.

Breakwater West of Carrier Pier.. 1,600 ft.

Dredging. 3.5 nillion
cubic yards

Buildings/Faciliites on waterfront
New Construction 822,000 sqg. fl.
Use of existing chill facilities

6,000 sqg. ft.

Buildings/Facilities at Sandpoint and

other aites
New Construction 51,008 sq. ft.

Use of existing facilities
110,077 sqg. ft.

Construction Cost of Project K272 Million
(including land purchase and defense
access road prograa)

*1995



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

P.O. Box Y, Stale Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811-3100
Mail Stop 3100
(907) 465-3991

March 4, 1988
VEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Kay Brown
ATTN: Eric Myers'~*

FROM: Karen Oakley
Legislative Analyst

RE: Economic Impact of a U.S. Navy Homeport in Alaska
Research Request 88.201

You asked this agency to provide an overview of the issues surrounding the
development of a U.S. Navy homeport in Alaska and to research the potential
social and economic impacts of such a homeport. Specifically, you asked:

1) Why does Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 55 call for the state to
invest at least $100 million--versus a lesser or greater amount--to
develop infrastructure for the establishment of a homeport in
Alaska? How would these funds be raised and for what would these
funds be used?;

2) How does the proposal to spend $100 million to attract the Navy
compare to other state or municipal efforts?;

3) What are the potential social and economic impacts of developing a
homeport?;

4) Would the economic benefits from developing a homeport in Alaska
warrant the expenditure of $100 million?;

You requested that we provide as much information aspossible prior to the
House Finance Committee meeting on March 4, 1988. In this memorandum, we
provide the information we have been able to obtain to date.

In summary, we found:

The $100 million pledge is meant to show the Navy that the State of
Alaska strongly supports development of a homeport in Alaska.



Representative Brown
March 4, 1988
Page 2

Because no specific site has been selected, it is wunknown what
specific projects would be constructed with these moneys. The types
of projects that could be fr.ided include: a port and related onshore
facilities; roads; sewers; schools; and housing.

There seems to be a general understanding that the $100 million
would be derived from some type of revenue bonding rather than
general fund appropriations. This understanding may be flawed
because the Navy would probably not lease any of the facilities
constructed, and some types of construction needed for the homeport
would not produce revenue. :

Pledges by other states and municipalities to support Navy homeports
have not always included specific dollar amounts. When amounts
have been specified, the amounts have been on the order of $5 mil-
lion to $10 million.

To determine whether the benefits of a homeport in Alaska would
justify the costs of development, more information is required.
BACKGROUND

As part of their plans to increase the Unites States' fleet from 470 to 600
ships, the Navy has proposed additional port development. Strategic home-

porting is the name given to this proposal. The Navy has actively pursued
funding from Congress since the mid-1980s for the development of home-
ports. The Navy has had only limited success in their efforts, however.

In light of the Gramm-Rudman budget act and efforts to curtail growth in
defense spending, Congress has refused to fully fund the homeporting
proposal. The Navy is nevertheless continuing with their efforts to
establish homeports in a number of locations. A primary thrust of the
Navy's new homeporting approach is to increase reliance on the infrastruc-
ture present in a potential homeport community. In addition, they are
relying upon financial contributions of the private sector and state and
local governments.

San Francisco was one of two West Coast communities originally selected by

the Navy as a homeport site. Initially, San Francisco was supportive of
their selection. However, the current San Francisco administration has
retracted its support, and the Navy is therefore re-examining their West
Coast options. Alaska's Congressional delegation has been active in

encouraging the Navy to consider Alaska in their current deliberations.
Other communities being considered include Honolulu, Hawaii and Long Beach,
California.
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In support of Senator Ted Steven's efforts at the federal level, Governor
Steve Cowper requested that the Alaska Legislature pass a resolution
supporting a Navy homeport in Alaska. As originally drafted, this resolu-
tion expressed general support, but did not mention a specific amount of
financial support. In the Senate State Affairs Committee, the resolution
was amended to provide that Alaska has:

. a willingness to invest at least $100 million to develop
infrastructure and capital improvements necessary for the
establishment of a major, long-term Navy homeport in Alaska.

In the Senate, the committee substitute was passed with no opposition. At
the request of Senators Josephson and Sturgulewski, a Senate Letter of
Intent, which specifically addressed the $100 million pledge, was also
unanimously approved. This Letter of Intent provided:

In expressing a willingness to invest $100 million ... it is
the intent of the Senate that any such investment, including any
appropriation of public funds, will be authorized or made only after

the completion of cost-benefit analyses demonstrating net benefits
from specific proposed developments or improvements, after
considering relevant economic, social and environmental factors.

Currently, the Navy is in the process of soliciting bids for an
environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a homeport site in Alaska.
Although the Navy refers to the report as an EIS, the report is not an EIS
within the context of the National Environmental Policy Act. The report
will analyze the feasibility of homeport development at various sites and
provide the information necessary for selecting a site.

SJR 55: THE $100 MILLION PLEDGE

According to Wally Burnett of Senator Steven's office, the $100 million
pledge is simply meant to show significant state support. Since a specific
homeport site has not been identified, the actual costs to the state of
developing a homeport are unknown; the costs could be higher or lower. Mr.
Burnett said that a pledge of $100 million would demonstrate a clear
willingness on the part of the state to support a Navy homeport.

There is no clear answer to your question about what the $100 million
would be used for. The types cf projects that such money could be used
for include: (.srmit review by the state; dock construction, including
dredging; onshore support facilities; roads; sewers; schools; and housing.
However, until a homeport site has been identified, the potential uses of
the money cannot be specifically determined. Presumably, an Anchorage home-
port would require less infrastructure construction than, for example,
Seward.



Representative Brown
March 4, 1988
Page 4

There is also no clear answer to your question about where the $100
million would come from. There seems to be a general understanding that
the money would not be derived from general fund appropriations but rather
from some type of revenue bonding. Mr. Burnett emphasized that the $100
million should not be viewed as a "give-away" as the Navy would lease the
facilities constructed with the moneys. Likewise, Governor Cowper, who did
not originally include a specific monetary pledge in the resolution, has
agreed to support the $100 million pledge with the understanding that the
funds be derived from revenue bonds.

| spoke* with Tom Boutin, Debt Manager with the Department of Revenue, about
the applicability of revenue bonding in this situation and how bonding for
homeport construction might affect the debt capacity of the state. Mr.
Boutin said that the Navy would be unlikely to enter into a lease-purchase
arrangement with the state for the use of any facilities constructed by the
state. If the Navy were interested in owning the facilities, the Navy
would use the considerable credit of the federal government to bond for the
projects themselves. The Navy is clearly not interested in making hefty
lease payments for use of docks and other onshore facilities. In describ-
ing the ideal homeport site, one Navy document listed favorable leasing
terms, "such as $1 per year,” as an important criteria for selection.
Moreover, the Navy would not be interested in owning or leasing many of the
facilities that would be needed to support a homeport, for example, schools
and roads. These types of projects are not capable of producing a revenue
stream.

In consideration of the above, it should probably not be assumed that
general fund monies would not be needed to meet the $100 million pledge.
Any facilities constructed by the state to attract a homeport should prob-
ably be viewed as state facilities with nonexistent or negligible revenue
producing capabilities. Because the state (or the local government) will
own the facilities, and because some of the projects will not be capable of
generating revenue, revenue bonding may not be an appropriate method of
raising the money. General obligation debt or general fund appropriations
may be more appropriate. General obligation debt would affect the debt
capacity of the state; revenue debt would not.

EFFORTS IN OTHER STATES TO ATTRACT A NAVY HOMEPORT

Thus far, | have been able to obtain information from four communities
involved in Navy homeporting: Honolulu, Hawaii; Long Beach, California;
Pensacola, Florida; and Everett, Washington.
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Honolulu. Honolulu was one of the sites considered by the Navy when San
Francisco was ultimately selected. When San Francisco reneged, the
Honolulu City Council immediately passed a resolution indicating their
desire to be considered again, and Hawaii's congressional delegation also
renewed their efforts to woo the Navy. The military is already a

significant component of Hawaii's economy, and the public would strongly
welcome the Navy back to their town. Honolulu already has the necessary
port and dry dock facilities; the primary infrastructure requirement would
be housing. As yet, neither the state or city governments has pledged or
even discussed the amount that they would be willing to spend to attract
the homeport.

Long Beach. The Long Beach City Council has discussed the homeport
issue, and the city's Armed Services Commission has written Congress on
behalf of the city to promote Long Beach as a homeport site. Discussions
about the desirability of a homeport are still in the early stages,
however. Some residents are concerned about the presence of
nuclear-capable ships in the area. Long Beach has not yet made any

financial commitments regarding a homeport.

Pensacola. The Navy considered several Gulf of Mexico sites, and
Pensacola was one of several sites selected. Pensacola currently supports
a navy air station and is home to an aircraft carrier used for training
naval pilots. Like Honolulu, Pensacola is a "Navy town." The Navy

presence there has been reduced in recent years due to budget cuts, and
residents are excited about the homeport because it would restore the
community. Like Honolulu, Pensacola has most of the necessary port
facilities in place. A turning basin would have to be dredged, and it is
this aspect of homeport development that is requiring the most attention:
Floridians are very concerned about their coastal environment, and an
acceptable dump site must be found. The State of Florida has appropriated
$5 million to Pensacola for homeport development.

Everett. In 1984, the Navy selected Everett as a homeport site.
Currently, the project is in the permitting stages, with construction
scheduled to begin in a year or so. Everett had spent or committed over
$110 million for road and other improvements prior to their selection as a
homeport site. These improvements were not made expressly for the purpose
of attracting the homeport; the improvements were made for the general
purpose of promoting economic development following a major recession.
Everett's selection as a homeport site was due, at least in part, to these
improvements; thus, the city's conscious decision to undertake costly
projects at time when revenues were low appears to have paid off.
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Currently, the city has pledged $3 million for roads needed specifically
for the homeport; the Port of Everett has pledged $6 million; and Snohomish
County has pledged S45 million for roads between now and 1992. The pledges
do not represent new appropriations, but rather a redirection in spending
priorities. The local governments have shifted spending priorities to
facilitate homeport development.

The State of Washington has not pledged a specific amount, but has
enthusiastically .agreed to help mitigate the impacts. The state has been
actively involved in studying the project and its impacts. The state has
been placed in a somewhat unusual position by the federal government; one
of the conditions of the FY 87 federal appropriation for Everett homeport
construction was that the state permitting process be completed and that
the state ante up its share of impact fundsprior to release of the funds.

COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF AN ALASKA HOMEPORT: GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

At this point, | can offer only a few general points for discussion of the
costs and benefits of a Navy homeport in Alaska:

1) Necessity of Site Specific Analysis. Whether the benefits of a
homeport would justify the costs of development can be answered only
on a site specific basis. A homeport in Anchorage, where consider-
able infrastructure exists, would presumably cost considerably less
than a homeport in a small, isolated community with Ilittle
infrastructure. In addition, the economic benefits, in terms of job
creation and spending impact, would be greater in a place like
Anchorage where at least some military spending would occur off
base. A remote homeport would have to be self-sufficient, and the
economic benefits are therefore likely to be less.

2) Leakage of Military Dollars. Compared with other basic
industries, the military may provide Ilower employment and money
multipliers because a considerable portion of military pay is leaked
to other states or retained on-base. In this light, the state may
want to compare the expected return from a $100 million investment
in a homeport with the expected return from a $100 million invest-
ment in a different basic industry. If the state is promoting
homeport development strictly as an economic development measure,
there may be other industries more worthy of investment.

3) Social and Environmental Impacts. Apart from any capital projects
required, a homeport will increase the population requiring
educational, social and other public services. Any cost/benefit
analysis must account for the increased costs of providing these
services. Apart from financial Impacts, the changes in the
character of a community from a homeport are an important social
impact to be considered.
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Two environmental factors need to be considered also. Many homeport
sites would require dredging to accommodate the ships, and disposal
of dredged materials is a common concern. San Francisco decision to
renege was predicated, in part, on their concerns over dredging.
The homeport site sediments were heavily contaminated with toxic

materials, and no environmentally acceptable means could be found to
dispose of these materials.

Another environmental factor concerns preparation for nuclear
accidents. All  of the ships that would be homeported would be
"nuclear capable,” and any community hosting a homeport would,
therefore, have to be prepared to deal with a nuclear accident.

| hope this information is useful. We are in the process of collecting and
evaluating additional information on the economic aspects of homeporting,
and this information will be provided to you at a later date.
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STEVE COWPER
GOVERNOR
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JUNEAU--Oov. Steve

HOME-PORTING

Cowper

FOR INFORMATION CONTAC*
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Press Secretary

Laury Roberts Scandiing
Deputy Press Secretary

Ottlce of the Governor
Box A. Juneau. AK 99811

Bus. Phone (907) 485 3500

ANNOUNCEMENT

welcomed today'® announcement

considering

from Washington, D.C. that the U.S. Navy ia
home-porting two cruisers in Alaska within the next 18 months to
two years.

The Governor was notified this morning that the federal
government has allocated S2.5 million to conduct an environmental
impact statement regarding the basing of the two vessels in
Alaska. No decision has been made about the port where the ships
w ill be based.

"This is good news for Alaska, Cowper said. "For months,
my o ffice has been working for a decision lik e this w ith our

legislators and key state agencies,

congressional delegation,

especially Gen. John Schaeffer of the Department of M ilitary
A ffairs. This shows that cooperation can yield quick and
satisfactory results.

"My administration is prepared to lend whatever support is
necessary to prove to the Navy that Alaska is an important and
suitable base for its ships. Alaska enjoys a long tradition of
friendly relations with the m ilitary and | extend our good
neighbor policy to these two ships."”

-MORE-
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Each of the cruiser* is 529 feet long, weighs 9,500 tons
and is staffed by 450 sailors. Home-porting the ships in Alaska
could require 800-1,000 housing units.

Cowper said the state is reviewing the capital

necessary to port the ships.

improvements that may be
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Jo HEAD

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. 1, sec. 18 of the

Alaska

Constitution, | 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 is particularly appropriate that the state and its
communities offer feasible and attractive incentives to
homeport Navy operations. Our extraordinary coastline and

strategic geographical position for trade and defense

Alaska a vital region for Naval presence.

Alaska can offer the Navy meaningful and substantive
tives to bring personnel and operations to our shores.

makes

incen—

I am

confident that once those specific options are 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 1in Alaska.

Nyre. 3



Senate Letter of Intent

Re: CSSJR 55 (Finance)

In expressing a willingness "to invest at least $100,000,000
to develop infrastructure and capital improvements necessary for
the establishment of a major, long-term Navy homeport in Alaska",
it is the intent of the Senate that any such investment, 1including
any appropriation of public funds, will be authorized or made only
after the completion of cost-benefit analyses demonstrating net
benefits from specific proposed developments or improvements, after

considering relevant economic, social and environmental factors.



comftfoiax®* oenebal of the united states

WASHINOTQN a t S W

June 3, 1986
B-223242

The Honorable Strora Thurmond

Chairman, Subcommittee on M ilitary Construction .
Committee on Armed Services

United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman

As requested in your January 16, 1935, letter and in
subsequent discussions with your o ffice, this is our report on
the Navyjs strategic homeporting plan. Our report contains
information on the Navy's basis for increasing the number of
homeports, the scope and cost of developing the new homeports,
and the cost of homeporting the ships in existing homeports
versus th.e cost of homeporting them in new ports.

¢ We are sending copies of thi3 report to the Chairmen, Senate
Committee on Governmental A ffairs, House Committee on Government
Operations, and Senate and House Committees on Appropriations and
on Armed Services; the individual Members of the Congress that
received our- draft report; the Director, O ffice of Management and

Budget; and the Secretaries of Defense and the Navy.

Sincerely yours/

Charles A. Sowsher
Comptroller General
of the United States



executive summary

PURPOSE

BACKGROUND

RESULTS
BRIEF

IN

The Navy plans to establish several new
homeports to help accommodate the additional
ships coming into the fleet as it builds to a
600-ship Navy. In response to a request from
Senator Thurmond, and other expressed
congressional interest in the Navy's strategic
homeporting plan, GAO sought to develop
information concerning the Navy*s basis for
increasing the number of homeports, the scope and
cost of developing the new homeports, and the
cost of homeporting the shipelin existing
homeports versus the cost of homeporting them in
new ports. -

The Navy initiated the strategic homeporting

plan in 1982 because of concerns that the
existing homeporting structure was not optimum
from a strategic and military standpoint. The
plan calls for adjusting the mix of ships in
existing homeports and developing several new
homeports. The new homeports would contain 36
ships for two carrier groups and three
battleship groups. In addition, the new
homeports would include 23 ships for the Naval
Reserve Porce and five miscellaneous support
ships. (See pp. 1 and 2.)

The Navy plans to establish additional homeports
based on five strategic principles and at costs
greater than they would be by putting the ships
'in existing homeports. GAO's analysis of the
Navy's cost studies indicate that the Navy's
estimates understate the outlays needed to
establish new homeports and understate the cost
differences between new and existing rvrts.

GAO believes the Congress needs to be ftware of
the total budgetary impact of the Navy's
strategic homeporting plan. This is particularly
important given the prospect for defense budgets
with little real growth and the over $1.8 billion
in military construction deficiencies at existing
homeports that w ill have to compete for funds.
with the Navy's strategic homeporting plan.
There w ill also be additional recurring costs
that the Navy has determined w ill be required to
operate and maintain the new homeports as well as

existing homeports.

Page 1 GAO/NSIAD-86-146 Navy Homeporting Plan
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PRINCIPAL
FINDINGS
Navy's Strategic
R ationale for

New Bomeports

Costs to
Establish New
Homeports

'logistics

The Navy's strategic rationale for the new
that (1)

improve the

homeports is dispersing

Uu.S.

ships to more

ports w ill defensive posture and

the survivability of the fleet, (2) collocating
ships of the same battlegroup w ill enhance
warfighting coordination, (3) homeporting ships

near locations with existing industrial
capability will permit the Navy to take advantage
of this capability, (4) homeporting ships in more

diverse geographical locations w ill permit the

Navy to train in a variety of environments and

w ill reduce the response time to potential

conflict areas, and (5) developing additional

support complexes w ill help

(See 12.)

support the

expanded fleet. pp. 5 to
Although

have

benefits w ill be
about the

achieved,
that

concerns

been raised degree they w ill

be realized.

Navy studies of the costs to establish new
homeports are evolving and the most recent
estimate of construction costs for initial

operating capability at all new homeports -«

is $799 m illion. (See p. 16.) The $799 m illion

does not include

— nonappropriated fund requirements or military
family housing cost;

— projects the Navy considers desirable for

ultimate port development but which are not

critical to initial operating capability;
that

Navy

GAO believes
says are not

— other identified cost3 should

be included, but the directly

« applicable to its homeporting decision or are
uncertain at this tim e ;
— financial and other support such as land and

infrastructure improvements that state and

local governments have pledged; and
— potential costs that may be borne by other
federal programs.
The Navy's basic program, for the most part, does
not include projects that support the quality of
life . And, facilities that appear to GAO to be

essential to basic operations, such as a radar

tower and a headquarters building, are also not

included. These items are included in the Navy's

Page 2 GAO/NSIAD-86-146 Navy Homeporting Plan



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Comparisons
Between New and
E xisting Homeports

RECOMMENDATION

AGENCY COMMENTS

more costly enhanced program. (See pp. 15 to
18.) To the extent that projects essential to
ultimate development are omitted from the basic
program, the Navy w ill nave to come back to the
Congress for additional funds. Enhancements for

Staten Island and Everett alone are estimated by
the Navy to cost $222 million over the basic

program.

Navy studies of military construction, operations
and maintenance, and other procurement costs show
it will be more costly to establish new homeports
than it would be to expand existing ones. (See

pp. 28 to 31.) Navy o fficials have concluded
that the cost difference between new and existing
ports was relatively small compared to total Navy
investment and 5-year budget costs. GAO believes
the cost difference should be considered on its
own merits. (See pp. 32 and 33.)

To the extent that the Navy has understated the
costs to establish new homeports, it has
understated the cost difference between new and
existing homeports. This cost difference has
been understated even further because of the way
the Navy compares' the cost for homeporting

reserve forces.

In a draft of this report, GAO suggested that the
Congress require a demonstration of the strategic
benefits and more definitive and complete cost
estimates before approving funds for the new
homeports. This information is now being brought
out during the congressional budget review and
hearing process. Therefore, GAO is making no

recommendation.

The Department of Defense transmitted the Navy* s

official written comments on a draft of this
report. Navy disagreed that strategic benefits
need to be more clearly demonstrated. Navy noted
that the concept and its principles, which were

developed in consonance with the Navy's maritime
strategy, evolved over a decade of continuous
operational assessment of capability and threats
of potential adversaries by various elements of
the Navy command structure. GAO believes that
information on the basis for the strategic
homeporting plan has now become available to the
Congress through the budget review and hearing
process and by GAO. Concerns.s till exist as to
the degree to which benefits of the homeporting

Page 3  GAO/NSIAD-86-146 Navy Homeporting Plan
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plan w ill be achieved. GAO believes that the
fundamental question is whether the benefits are
worth the additional costs.

The Navy also said GAO's draft report did not

acknowledge information
1985 m ilitary
GAO's

November

report now
1985

fully
study and
analysis of
procurement costs.
studies, although not

steps in that they

type of information it

Page 4 GAO/NSIAD-86-146

necessity/cost
recognizes the
the Navy's
operations and
GAO believes
complete, are
provide
needs for

the Navy's November
effectiveness
Navy's
1986
maintenance and
that the
positive
with the

April
cost

the Congress
decisionmaking.

Navy Homeporting Plan

study.



Chapter 2t Navy Strategic Rationale for New Homeports

CONCLOSIONS

The Navy'9 strategic homeporting plan is based on five

strategic principles related to force dispersal, battlegroup
integrity, industrial base wutilization, logistics suitability,
and geographical considerations. Based on our review of Navy
documents and discussions with officials front the Naval
Intelligence Command and various other Navy offices, benefits

w ill be achieved, however, there are concerns about the degree
that they w ill be realized. We believe that the fundamental
question is whether the benefits are worth the additional costs.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OPR EVALUATION

On April 4, 1986, the Department of Defense (DOD)

transmitted the Navy's official written comments on a draft of
this report. (See app. I|.) The Navy disagreed that strategic
benefits need to be more clearly demonstrated through a
definitive analysis. The Navy noted that the concept and its
principles, which were developed in consonance with the Navy's
maritime strategy, evolved over a decade of continuous
operational assessment of capabilities and threats of potential

adversaries by various elements of the Navy command structure.

The Congress has expressed d strong interest in having
additional information about the basis for the Navy's strategic
homeporting plan and any major concerns associated with its
rationale. OQur review was intended to help satisfy ¢this
interest. The congressional budget review and hearing process is
satisfying the intent of the suggestion made in our draft report,
therefore, we are making no recommendations in our final report.
In this regard, hearings were held before the House and Senate
Armed Services Committees in February and April 1986,

respectively.
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.Chapter 3« Total Budgetary Impact of Navy & Strategic

m Homeporting Plan Is Not Clear

CONCLOSIONS

The Navy's cost estimates for its strategic homeporting plan
are evolving and its November 1985 and April 1986 costs/
alternatives studies are a step in the right direction. He
believe, however, that the latest Navy estimates understatethe
cost to establish new homeports. The $799 m illion figure for
initial operating capability at the new homeports does not
include all identified costs. Specifically, family housing
requirements, nonappropriatad fund construction, and operations
and maintenance and outfitting costs are not included in this
figure.

The Navy has testified that the 10C estimate provides for a

rather austere program. For the most part, projects that support
the quality of life in the workplace and living areas are not
provided in the I10C program. Also, facilities that appear to be
essential to base operations such as a radar tower and
headguarters building are omitted . These items are included in
the Navy's more costly enhanced program. We believe that the
Navy's enhanced program, though not necessarily complete, is more
representative of the budgetary impact for construction of new
homeports. And, to the extent that projects are omitted from the
IOC program, the Navy trill have to come back to the Congress for
additional funds. Enhancements for Staten Island and Everett
alone are estimated to cost $222 m illion over, the IOC estimate.

The enhanced programs for the gulf coast and west coast homeports

have not been prepared.

A dditionally, the Navy's estimates do not reflect the
budgetary impact of its homeporting decision on federal impact
aid and economic and community development programs. Although
difficult to quantify, federal funding in support of off base
state/local capital and infrastructure improvements, and school

construction and operating costs could have a substantial

budgetary impact.
AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

The essence of the Navy's comments on our draft report is

that the report did not acknowledge information in the Navy's
November 1935 m ilitary necessity/cost effectiveness study.* The
Navy-reaffirmed its position that an |I0OC can be acdomplished at
all of the new homeports for $799 m illion in military

construction costs.

Our report now fully recognizes the Navy's November 1985

study. We believe that the cost of building new homeports as
shown in the Navy's study does not reflect the total budgetary
impact of the homeporting plan. Further, we believe that there
likely w ill be future requests for additional funds for the NEW
homeports since the $799 m illion IOC estimate does'not provide
for all facilities for the wultimate development of the ports.
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Chapter Comparisons Between New and Existing Homeports

CONCLUSIONS

the most recent Navy studies show that it is less costly to
accommodate the battlegroups at existing homeports than to
establish new homeports for Staten Island and Everett.
Our analysis showed that the studies have understated the cost
differences by overstating the cost to expand existing ports and
understating the post of establishing new ports.

We believe the Congress needs to be aware of the total
.budgetary impact of the Navy's strategic homeporting plan. This
is particularly important, given the prospect for defense

budgets with little real growth and the over $1.8 billion in

m ilitary construction deficiencies at existing homeports that

w ill have to compete for-funds with the Navy's strategic
homeporting plan. There w ill also be additional recurring costs
that the Navy.has determined w ill be required to operate and

m aintain the new homeports as well as existing homeports.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

I'n its-comments on a draft of this report, the Navy said
that we did not acknowledge the November 1985 study which
compares cost estimates for new homeports with those for

expanding existing homeports. Our final report fully
acknowledges the information in the Navy's November 1985
m ilitary necessity/cost effectiveness study.
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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, the Alaska 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 stabilizing effect on
the staters economy; and

WHEREAS, Alaskan waters will provide a strategic

location for the U. S. Navy;

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

Section 1. The ~city of Seward wendorses 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 Szymaaski; the Honorable
State Representative Cato; and the Honorable Governor
Cowper.

Section 4. This resolution shall take effect 1immedi—

ately upon 1its 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

MRRY/pS GIESELER, MAYOR

AYES: DUNHAM, GIESELER, HILTON, MEEHAN, NOLL & SIMUTIS
NOES: NONE

ABSENT: O"BRIEN

ABSTAIN: NONE

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

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

Linda ST Murphy, " "CMC j Fred B. Arvidson
City Clerk i City Attorney

(City Seal)



Thomas B. Hayward Associates. Inc.

NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS PACIFIC BASIN-EAST ASIA

PRESIDENT
February 4, 1986
The Honorable Strom Thurmond
United States Senator
Chairman, Subcommittee on M ilitary
Construction Committee on Armed Services
Hart Senate Building
W ashington, D.C. 20510
Dear Senator Thurmonds
Thank you for your letter of January 21, 1986 in which you seek
my views on the current homeporting initiative that has been under-
taken by the United States Navy.
| am most pleased that the Armed Services Committee is looking
carefully at this extensive homeporting initiativ e to determine
its overall viability at a time of significant fiscal constraint
on the defense budget.
It is not difficult to understand why the Navy believes a stra-
tegic homeporting program makes sense. Wide dispersal of the fleet

around the nation obviously provides a certain modicum of decreased

vulnerahbility. However, there surely are many reasons to question
the concept these days. W ith your usual perception, you have focused
accurately on the substantive issues related to (1) ships' vulnera -
b ility , (2) battle group integrity, (3) proximity to_pperating areas,
(4) base overcrowding and (5) exploiting the industrial base. |

w ould add one other: effect on personnel. | refer specifically to
the numerous detrimental aspects which such wide dispersal to new
bases w ill have on most m ilitary personnel, especially the <career
oriented family navy person.

| am assuming that your Committee 1is examining the important, if

not critical, issue of the added dollar costs, costs which are not
trivial in any era - certainly not the present.

Thank you for informing me of the investigation plans of the Senate
Armed Services Subcommittee under your leadership. I wish you well
in this important work.

W ith high regard.

TBH:aa



VILPHEN J. SOLARZ

13« N(« Yo»*

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

CHAIAMAN. TUICOUMJITTII ON ASIAN
AND PACIFIC A/TAM

EDUCATION AND IA80A
POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE
WUHIKIM whce

Congrefitf of tfje tHnfteb States

$ou*e of ftcpretfentattoe*
dasfjfngton, SC

ISISIowwqa_nHoy]lOfiKlBum**. June 4, 1986
WAINiMioa. DC 201 If
132) 225-23C1
The Honorable Les Aspin
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services
2120 Rayburn H.O .B.
INSIDE MAIL
Dear Les:

As members of the New York C ity Congressional delegation we
have carefully listened to concerns on both sides of the
homeporting issue. W hile we have always believed that New York
should get its fair share of the defense budget, as well as
shoulder its fair share of the national defense burden, we
believe that we must question the desirability and need of this
program at the current time.

In our judgment the strategic rationale for homeporting
remains underaonstrated while the cost i3 demonstrably high. The
General Accounting O ffice (GAO) reports, for example, that
construction of the Stapleton and Everett bases alone may exceed
$1 b illion Operation and maintenance costs for all the new
bases could reach $300 m illion per year over what the expense
would be to berth the ships at existing ports, according to
estimates by professional staff members of the Senate Armed
Services Committee.

Senator Barry Goldwater, the Chairman of the Armed Services
Committee and one of the most respected members in Congress on
m ilitary affairs, in a letter to Secretary of Defense Caspar
W einberger, called homeporting "pure and wunadulterated
politics ." W hether this characterization is apt or whether
homeporting is simply an unnecessary but expensive program, we
urge the House not to awuthorize funds for it in its FY 1987
budget. 1

In view of these higher costs, we believe we must question
the wisdom of this program at the current time. We find it hard
to understand how we can justify spending these sums of money on
a program lik e homeporting, when defense spending its e lIf is being
constrained and when funds are being substantially reduced for

vita l domestic

programs.

LIMIK 1O Il
132 HIMu.l Avouf
tk00in., NT 11224

(7 111 372-4600
eili Si.in
llooura. NT_ 11211
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21M 11<h> Avtmi
<MOUTA NV 11214
(711)146-1100
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B.OOUtn, NY 11231
(711)102-1400



We want to stress that we believe the question at hand is

not simply whether New York should have a homeport, but whether
the national homeporting plan is appropriate for the nation at
this time of severe budgetary restraints. We believe there is no

justification for expenditures of this magnitude for programs

that do not really add to the national security, but which do
drain resources from other programs that are more essential in
terms of the long-range security of the nation.

We would hope, therefore, that you would support efforts to

terminate funding for the homeporting program from the Defense
Authorization b ill and see that these resources are more

productively utilized
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GAO Disputes Navy's
Fleet Dispersal Plan

Benefits Not ‘Adequately Demonstrated’
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1w

Qe

tioa vl (20
oostiier tfmseofedglamfg— 110) Noth At-
dliﬁa_ﬂﬁﬂeetcrﬂscmbejlsuﬁedm & e e RsE

. T et St te new
in 1082 m%e%% 1 %ningIDSJ -
e e e o o TR e D e T
e ey
emcmfm*iaamre\@bmg: s758 mlon fr SN Te
S e %I%’ e st oy

A
prdwil g P00 o)
el B GE




awirvl n« mm cm* m c m -
Se «**' dM” <1* M I»ml™* a «r— r» MH<Q<H<T It % e

COUMFTTU OH AAUED «NVICES
| *Mill «wxHM M OV a*ow comd
kiwM_flat*<«cw««M» (»n .WASHINGTON. DC 30* 10

Harch 7, W86

The Honorable Caspar Weinberger.
Secretary of Defense
Department of Defense

Washington, D. C. 20301
Dear Cap:

The issue of hao-porting for navy ehips is soon to cone up before the Senate

and quite frankly I'm opposed to it.

It se«ns to me that about half of our fleet is out to sea at all times and
there is no reason, in my mind why we have to go to all this expense to
prepare harbors and docks for ships whire those facilities already axist.
I can tell you that this is pure unadulterated politics and it is an area

where we can really save money and X don't want to take any positive action
on it in my Committee. I would like to discuss this with you ard preferably
w ith you alone because any discusaion involving the Secretary of the Havy can

produce nothing but political results.

With>kest wishes.

Barry ColcWater



Statement of
Rear Admiral Eugene J. Carroll, Jr., USN (Ret.),
Deputy Director,

Center for Defense Information
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Prepared Statement of Rear Adm. Eugene J. Carroll Jr., USN (R et.)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

The Center for Defense Information, a private m ilitary
research organization led by retired flag and general o fficers,
wishes to express its opposition to the U.S. Navy Strategic

Homeporting plan.

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

safety risks where they are unnecessary.

M ilitarily 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, in my opinion the concept is wutterly 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 Iim ited 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

ships (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 s 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 w ill not, in 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, in order to
perform required military tasks. The U.S. w ill never merely send
warships that are closest to the area of concern. It must send a
naval force adequate to operate e ffectively 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 facilitie s

The Navy has also contended that homeporting on both

coasts would provide an opportunity "to train and operate in a
variety of environments." The clim atic and geographical
differences between Corpus Christi and Staten Island hardly merit

a $1 B illion expense. In addition, training at the new bases



w il not eliminate the need to conduct naval exercises

worldwide nor the need to conduct formal training at existing

fleet training facilitie s in the Caribbean and Hawaiian areas.

The Congressional General Accounting O ffice (GAO) in a 1985

report also challenged the military wutility of dispersing the
fleet. The "strategic and operational need for the new homeports
is questionable, K" the report said, and dispersing ships "may not
improve the survivability of the 600 ship Navy "

Another specious argument is that Strategic Homeporting w ill

increase "unit integrity." Quite the opposite is true.
Spreading ships around the three coasts of the United States in
small increments of one to 13 ships w ill degrade the

ability of fleet commanders to build unit integrity and to

supervise the training of effective battle groups and battle
forces. I'n truth "unit integrity?"” is 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 SI B illion with
annual operating costs of some $30 m illion for each new base.

For the money we plan to spend on new support facilitie s 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 facilitie s could easily
support the new ships that are proposed at little cost. For

example, the ships planned for Corpus Christi could be ported at



the existing naval facility in Norfolk. Virgina where the

battleship lowa is now berthed. The aircraft carrier planned for
Pensacola could be accommodated in Mayport, Florida where two
carriers are currently ported. According to the GAO. both of
these facilitie s 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 w ill take years to complete.
The greatest cost of Strategic Homeporting w ill be in
additional personnel requirements. Each new fa cility 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 inhcreases in shore support personnel cannot be
justified . As personnel shortfalls develop late in this decade,
Congress w ill be asked for even .greater increases in recruiting
and retention incentives to protect our huge investment in new
ships. Adding unneeded shore support personnel w ill 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 w ill make it extremely difficult even with regular pay
raises, to maintain recruitment of high quality young people.
Another substantial pei'sonnel cost not addressed by the Navy
w ill be training costs. Because most of the new homeports w ill



be for a very few ships, it will not be feasible to provide
technical and professional training support at each site . The
consequence w ill 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 w ill be high. This Committee
should require the Navy to submit a positive plan to accommodate
these increased costs in budgets where Congress is already

looking for ways to reduce military travel costs.

A Floating Nuclear Arsenal
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 w ill 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 w ill be added

to the Navy's force structure as part of Strategic Homeporting.

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

and San Francisco.

M oreover, it is the experience of the retired naval officers

at CDI that all U.S. warships which are capable of carrying

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



minimum, the nuclear capable ships in the Strategic Homeporting

plan w ill carry the ASROC anti-submarine missile— a weapon with
both a conventional and nuclear capability. The nuclear capable
ASROC is armed with short-range, low -yield tactical warheads.

The attack aircraft carriers scheduled for Pensacola and Everett

w ill be equipped and trained to employ aircraft-delivered nuclear

bombs and anti-submarine depth charges.

In addition, congressional testimony over the past three
years indicates that each of the refurbished battleships w ill 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 is
certain, CDI urges Congress to address the issues of safety posed

by the porting of nuclear capable ships 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 w ill be present in many
of 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 in



advance. W aiting until an accident occurs is irresponsible.

"N either Confirm Nor Deny™

The Navy's policy of neither confirming nor denying the

presence of nuclear weapons on particular ships s 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 at all times. The Navy policy
has little to do with confusing the Soviet Union. It has a
great deal to do with confusing the populations of those towns
and cities where the weapons are to be 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 P hil Gramm who is also <co-
sponsor of recently passed legislation bearing his name aimed at
balancing the federal budget by 1991. By CDI's estimate the
Gramra-Rudman-Hollings legislation w ill require that defense
appropriations be cut by as much as $240 B illion dollars over the
next four years. CDI recommends that Congress begin the task of
cutting the m ilitary budget by not funding the costly and

unnecessary Strategic Homeporting plan.
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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 there

included command of the amphibious assault ship, USS OGDEN (LPD-
5) and the aircraft carrier, UsSsS MIDWAY (CVA-41).

Promoted to the rank of Rear Admiral in 1972, he served as
Commander of Task Force 60, the carrier striking force of the
Uu.s. Sixth Fleet 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. I'n 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
w ith three gold stars, the Bronze Star Medal with combat "V" and
gold star, the Air Medal with four gold 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
R elations 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 is actively engaged
in research and analysis concerning major defense Issues and is
w riting and speaking on the need for rational military programs
w hich w ill meet the long-term national security interests of the

United States.

June 3986
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The Honorable Al Adams
Chairman, Committee on Finance
House of Representatives
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Al:

I was pleased to see the Navy Homeporting resolution
(SJR 55) sent to your committee last week. I am meeting
with Admiral Hayes (CINCPAC) just prior to addressing the
Legislature on the 8th of March and had hoped to have the

resolution in hand for that meeting. Originally, I had
anticipated meeting with Admiral Hayes after addressing the
legislature, but that wasn®"t possible.

The homeporting of Navy vessels presents a unique
opportunity to help diversify the State®"s economy during a

very troubled time. Currently, the Armed Forces presence 1in
Alaska 1is primarily composed of Air Force and Army. The
Navy is limited to the installation at Adak. Homeporting
provides the opportunity to broaden the military 1in Alaska
to include a number of Navy vessels. However, in order to
be considered for homeporting, it is imperative that the
Navy have access to docks and other facilities required by
their ships. If we can provide the necessary facilities to
be leased by the Navy, a number of vessels will be stationed
in Alaska - if we cannot provide such facilities, the ships

will be stationed where the facilities already exist.

Al, we currently have a commitment from the Navy for an
Initial assignment of two cruisers contingent upon the

availability of facilities. Each vessel Is comparable to
the deployment of a battalion of Army troops 1in terms of
economic support for a community. Further, because the

State will negotiate with the Navy for the facilities they
will lease, every facility that will be built will be paid
for over time by the Navy"s wuse.



The Honorable Al Adanms
February 24, 1988
Page Two

It Is important that this resolution not be viewed or
characterized as a blank check for the Navy 1in Alaska.
Whatever facilities are ultimately built by the State for
lease o the Navy will be the product of negotiations
between the State and the Navy.

Homeporting is a potential economic godsend for the

State"s economy - and the stronger the economy 1is, the more
State funds there will be available for rural projects.
Further, if bonded for, the construction of such facilities
would have little - if any - impact on the capital budget.

Please don"t hesitate to call me if you have any
questions on my views on this issue. I look forward to
working with you to make this one happen, my friend.

With best wishes,



LIST OF SPEAKERS FOR SJR 55

Representative of US Navy

Tom Fink, Mayor of Anchorage
John Calhoun, Mayor of Homer — s-a _
Chris Toal, Sane Alaska

Chuck Gorg, DM&V'A

Admiral Eugene Carroll Jr., US Navy retired
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WhateverfAlaska”can do to "Homeport"™ Navy ships will be worth
"Homeporting"™ of U.S. Navy ships in Alaska 1is No. 1
priority of the Fleet Reserve Association.
Locating Navy ships in Alaska would be beneficial to the
port cities in Alaska
N With the USSANIMITZ Battle Group being assembled at
Everett, Washington, the economic benefits for that community
will be: A permanent base for 13 Navy ships which consists of
one aircraft carrier, two cruisers, four destroyers, four
frigates and two minesweepers.
The annual operating budget for the Group will be $339.4
million; military personnel pay $143.6 million, and federal
civilian pay $12.3 million.

This demonstrates economic benefits to a community.



When the U.S. Navy decides to Homeport ships in Alaska
they probably will assign newly-constructed vessels to various
Alaska communities.

For example: One destroyer at Homer: two frigates trfc-
tfndia|t; one*c”™”i-~"each in Juneau and KulLuhikan; a fast com-—
bat ship and two destroyers at Anchorage; one LHD aircraft
carrier at Sew*rd; two minesweepers each 1in Valdez and
Cordova, and one destroyer at Sitka.

The economic input will not only benefit the coastal
communities, but all of the state of Alaska.

Sen. Ted Stevens stated that the Navy has reassessed 1its
role in Alaska, and will have substantial Navy presence in
this state. Leave us all get behind Navy "Homeporting" - it
will benefit all.

SHIPS VISITS BROUGHT DOLLARS TO ANCHORAGE. During the
5-day visit of the aircraft carrier USS CONSTELLATION and 1its
Battle Group, the Navy spent $1.5 million in the Anchorage

area. Those dollars circulated through the economy seven times
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