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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
July 26, 1993

Dear Dale:

Thank you for your letter proposing that procurement of Trident
D-5 submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) be terminated
after Fiscal Year 1993 (FY93).

As you know, the United States currently plans to deploy a fleet
of eighteen Trident nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines
(SSBNs) as the sea-based leg of the Triad of strategic nuclear
forces the United States will maintain under the START II Treaty.
My FY94 budget request contains $1.14 billion to procure the next
annual increment of D-5 SLBMs to go aboard the Trident SSBNs.
Although the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) 1is considering a number of
options for the Trident SSBN levels below the eighteen currently
planned, no decisions have been made to do so.

I appreciate that you are not recommending that we reduce the
Trident fleet below eighteen or that we deploy fewer total
warheads on these Tridents than the Navy currently plans --
1,728. Nonetheless, your suggestion that we equip fewer D-5
missiles with more warheads and "detube" our Tridents would open
a pandora’s box in terms of proposals by our START partners for
relief from other treaty dismantlement requirements they find
onerous. If the United States were to ask Russia, Ukraine,
Belarus and Kazakhstan for permission to ignore the strict START
SLBM launcher elimination procedures, each of these states would
likely demand a guid pro quo in areas under both START and CFE
where they are already pressing us to simplify or waive weapons
elimination requirements. The result would be an unravelling of
the meticulously negotiated dismantlement procedures contained in
both accords.

For this and other reasons which Secretary Aspin has enunciated
in a recent letter to the congressional defense committees, I am
opposed to any proposal to terminate D-5 production after FY
1993.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Dale Bumpers
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 26, 1993

Dear Mr. Chailrman:

Thank you for your letter proposing that procurement of Trident
D-5 submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) be terminated
after Fiscal Year 1993 (FY93).

As you know, the United States currently plans to deploy a fleet
of eighteen Trident nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines
(SSBNs) as the sea-based leg of the Triad of strategic nuclear
forces the United States will maintain under the START II Treaty.
My FY94 budget request contains $1.14 billion to procure the next
annual increment of D-5 SLBMs to go aboard the Trident SSBNs.
Although the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) is considering a number of
options for the Trident SSBN levels below the eighteen currently
planned, no decisions have been made to do so.

I appreciate that you are not recommending that we reduce the
Trident fleet below eighteen or that we deploy fewer total
warheads on these Tridents than the Navy currently plans --
1,728. Nonetheless, your suggestion that we equip fewer D-5
missiles with more warheads and "detube" our Tridents would open
a pandora’s box in terms of proposals by our START partners for
relief from other treaty dismantlement requirements they find
onerous. If the United States were to ask Russia, Ukraine,
Belarus and Kazakhstan for permission to ignore the strict START
SLBM launcher elimination procedures, each of these states would
likely demand a guid pro quo in areas under both START and CFE
where they are already pressing us to simplify or waive weapons
elimination requirements. The result would be an unravelling of
the meticulously negotiated dismantlement procedures contained in
both accords.

For this and other reasons which Secretary Aspin has enunciated
in a recent letter to the congressional defense committees, I am
opposed to any proposal to terminate D-5 production after FY
1993.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Mr. Jim Sasser
Chairman, Committee on the Budget
United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20515



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 26, 1993

Dear Tim:

Thank you for your letter proposing that procurement of Trident
D-5 submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) be terminated
after Fiscal Year 1993 (FY93).

As you know, the United States currently plans to deploy a fleet
of eighteen Trident nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines
(SSBNs) as the sea-based leg of the Triad of strategic nuclear
forces the United States will maintain under the START II Treaty.
My FY94 budget request contains $1.14 billion to procure the next
annual increment of D-5 SLBMs to go aboard the Trident SSBNs.
Although the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) is considering a number of
options for the Trident SSBN levels below the eighteen currently
planned, no decisions have been made to do so.

I appreciate that you are not recommending that we reduce the
Trident fleet below eighteen or that we deploy fewer total
warheads on these Tridents than the Navy currently plans --
1,728. Nonetheless, your suggestion that we equip fewer D-5
missiles with more warheads and "detube" our Tridents would open
a pandora’s box in terms of proposals by our START partners for
relief from other treaty dismantlement requirements they find
onerous. If the United States were to ask Russia, Ukraine,
Belarus and Kazakhstan for permission to ignore the strict START
SLBM launcher elimination procedures, each of these states would
likely demand a guid pro guo in areas under both START and CFE
where they are already pressing us to simplify or waive weapons
elimination requirements. The result would be an unravelling of
the meticulously negotiated dismantlement procedures contained in
both accords.

For this and other reasons which Secretary Aspin has enunciated
in a recent letter to the congressional defense committees, I am
opposed to any proposal to terminate D-5 production after FY
1993.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Timothy J. Penny
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 26, 1993

Dear Lynn:

Thank you for your letter proposing that procurement of Trident
D-5 submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) be terminated
after Fiscal Year 1993 (FY93).

As you know, the United States currently plans to deploy a fleet
of eighteen Trident nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines
(SSBNs) as the sea-based leg of the Triad of strategic nuclear
forces the United States will maintain under the START II Treaty.
My FY94 budget request contains $1.14 billion to procure the next
annual increment of D-5 SLBMs to go aboard the Trident SSBNs.
Although the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) is considering a number of
options for the Trident SSBN levels below the eighteen currently
planned, no decisions have been made to do so.

I appreciate that you are not recommending that we reduce the
Trident fleet below eighteen or that we deploy fewer total
warheads on these Tridents than the Navy currently plans --
1,728. Nonetheless, your suggestion that we equip fewer D-5
missiles with more warheads and "detube" our Tridents would open
a pandora’s box in terms of proposals by our START partners for
relief from other treaty dismantlement requirements they find
onerous. If the United States were to ask Russia, Ukraine,
Belarus and Kazakhstan for permission to ignore the strict START
SLBM launcher elimination procedures, each of these states would
likely demand a guid pro quo in areas under both START and CFE
where they are already pressing us to simplify or waive weapons
elimination requirements. The result would be an unravelling of
the meticulously negotiated dismantlement procedures contained in
both accords.

For this and other reasons which Secretary Aspin has enunciated
in a recent letter to the congressional defense committees, I am
opposed to any proposal to terminate D-5 production after FY
1993.

Sincerely,
\

The Honorable Lynn C. Woolsey
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 24, 1993 70 "V 70 P27
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: ANTHONY LA

HOWARD PASTER ,f/)

SUBJECT: Letter to Senator Bumpers and Others on Trident D-5

Missile Procurement

Purpose

To respond to a letter from Senators Bumpers and Sasser and
Representatives Penny and Woolsey (Tab C) recommending that
procurement of Trident D-5 submarine-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs) be terminated after Fiscal Year 1993 (FY93).

Background

The Navy is currently planning on deploying a fleet of eighteen
Trident nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) as
the sea-based leg of the Triad of strategic nuclear forces the
United States will maintain under the START II Treaty. The
fourteenth Trident was commissioned earlier this month. Funding
for all eighteen have been authorized and appropriated by
Congress.

Your FY94 budget request contains $1.14 billion to procure the
next increment of D-5 SLBMs to go aboard the Trident SSBNs.
Although the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) is considering a number of
options for the Trident SSBN levels below the eighteen currently
planned, no decisions have been made. 1In addition, procurement
of D-5 SLBMs in FY94 and FY95 is required in the unlikely event
the BUR were to recommend -- and you were to approve -- taking
the Trident fleet down to ten boats.

In their letter, Senators Bumpers and Sasser and Representatives
Penny and Woolsey do not recommend reducing the Trident fleet
below eighteen; nor do they recommend deploying fewer total
warheads on these Tridents than the Navy currently plans --
1,728. Instead, they recommend that to avoid having to procure
additional D-5 missiles, we instead equip each D-5 with twice as
many warheads as the United States plans under START II (eight
vice four) and leave half of the SLBM launchers (or "tubes") on
each of the eighteen Tridents empty. To avoid having these empty
tubes count against START II ceilings (which would put us in

cc: Vice President
Chief of Staff
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violation of the Treaty), the Members recommend that the United
States negotiate a "detubing" agreement in the five-nation START
implementation body, the Joint Compliance and Implementation
Commission (JCIC), under which these launchers would not count
even though they had not been dismantled.

The problem with this "detubing” idea is that it would open a
Pandora’s Box in terms of proposals by our START partners for
relief from weapons elimination requirements they find onerous.
If the United States were to ask Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and
Kazakhstan for permission to ignore the strict START SLBM
launcher elimination procedures, each of these states would most
likely demand a quid pro quo in areas under both START and CFE
(the "Conventional Forces in Europe" treaty) where they are
already pressing us to simplify or waive weapons elimination
requirements. The result could be an unravelling of the
meticulously negotiated dismantlement procedures contained in
both accords.

For this and other reasons, Secretary Aspin has recently written
the congressional defense committees (Tab B) to advise them of
his support for continued D-5 SLBM production.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letters at Tab A expressing your opposition to
the course of action recommended by the four Senators and
Representatives.

Attachments
Tab A Letters to Members of Congress
Tab B Secretary of Defense Letter to Defense Committees

Tab C Incoming Correspondence from Members of Congress
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20508

July 21, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE

FROM: ROBERT BELL ékaéé///

SUBJECT: Letter to Senator Bumpers, Et Al, Re Trident

Missile Termination

Senators Bumpers and Sasser and Representatives Penny and Woolsey
have written the President (Tab C) to propose that no additional
Trident D-5 missiles be procured. The President’s FY 1994 budget
request includes $1.14 billion to procure the next annual
increment of 24 D-5 missiles. Secretary Aspin has recently
written the congressional defense committees (Tab B) expressing
his strong support for the President’s budget request for D-5
procurement.

Concurrence: JereQé%%bsner

RECOMMENDATION

That you forward the memo to the President at Tab I recommending
that he sign the letters at Tab A to the four Members opposing
their proposal.

Attachments
Tab I Memo to the President
Tab A Letters to Four Members of Congress
Tab B Secretary of Defense Letter to Defense Committees

Tab C Incoming Correspondence from Members



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

Honorable Sam Nunn 179 JuL 1993
Chaimman

Committee on Armed Services

United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In advance of the upcoming mark-up of the President’s FY 93-94 Defense Budget, I
would like to reaffirm the impontance I attach to continued Trident II (D-5) missile production.

While the risk of nuclear war is at an all time low, maintaining a robust and credible
nuclear deterrent is critical as we work to reduce the residual nuclear threat. Looking out to our
nuclear force under START 11, the United States will rely more heavily on submarine launched

ballistic missiles (SLBMs). Terminating D-5 mxssilc production now would have the following
adverse consequences:

The D-5 missile production requested for FY 94 and FY 95 is required to equip the ten
Atlantic SSBNs scheduled to carry D-5 missiles, of which five are now operational and the
remainder are in various stages of construction. Continued production in these years will be
needed even if we were to reduce the number of operational tests to below currently accepted
levels. D-5 procurement in FY96 and beyond depends upon future judgments regarding overall
Trident submarine force size, the possible D-5 retrofit of C-4 missiles now carried by older
Trident submarines, and the size of the operational test program.

Modifying the submannes under construction — as some have suggésted - to carry C4

missiles would leave us with brand new SSBNs carrying an aging, less capable missile whose
service life is limited.

Terminating D-5 missile production now would shut down the only operating strategic
ballistic missile production line in the United States. Sustaining a low rate of D-5 production, and

the associated industrial and technology bases, provide a key and unique hedgc against future
uncertainties.

Finally, ending production would also eliminate incentives for Russia to implement both
START I and START II. While we are optimistic that START I and II will ultimately enter into

- force, it is highly premature and unwise to make force structure decisions now -- such as stopping
D-5 missile production -- based on that opummn

. Continued D-5 production is, the__refore, essential to the future health of 6ur deterrent
~capability. I strongly urge your continued support for this critical program.




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 15, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM ITOH

FROM: HOWARD G. PASTER |
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

SUBJECT: CONGRESSIONAL MAIL
Attached is a copy of letter sent to the President from several
members of Congress.

Since these letters address national security issues, I would
appreciate your assistance in drafting a response.

Thank you very much for your assistance. If you have any
questions, please feel free to call LeeAnn Inadomi at x7500.

Enclosure
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Congress of the United States
Pouse of Repregentatibes

93 Ju1 14 Pg ’?asbington. BL 20515

July 9, 1993

President Bill Clinton

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W.
Washington D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The Trident II (D-5) missile has become a significant issue
in the U.S. Congress. This submarine-launched ballistic missile
is one of the last remaining nuclear weapon delivery systems
still being procured by the U.S. However, vastly improved
superpower relations, a reduction in nuclear arsenals under the
START agreements, and large federal budget deficits all dictate
that we should save billions of dollars by ending procurement of
the D-5 missile after FY 1993.

The Department of Defense plans to spend $4.4 billion for
D-5 missile procurement over the next five years. The DoD has
requested $1.2 billion in FY 1994 alone. We have sponsored
legislation this year seeking to end procurement of the D-5
missile after FY 1993. With careful planning, we believe that
the U.S. can adopt an appropriate mix of warheads and missiles
which would save billions of dollars. Part of that planning
should involve consultations with the other parties to the START
agreements on the possibility of allowing the reduction of the
number of Trident II (D-5) missiles on each submarine.

The START agreements between the U.S. and Russia specify the
allowed number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads and
delivery systems for the two countries. Under START II, the U.S.
may deploy a maximum of 1,750 submarine-based nuclear warheads as
part of the overall total of 3,500 strategic nuclear warheads.

Currently, the Navy plans to deploy ten Trident II
submarines each carrying 24 D-5 missiles (and four nuclear
warheads per missile). There are already eight Trident I
submarines deployed - each carrying 24 C-4 missiles (and four
nuclear warheads per missile). The two Trident fleets would
carry a total of 1,728 warheads under this plan - which is just
within the START II limits.



Our proposal would retain the Trident I submarine fleet as
it is currently conflgured but makes an adjustment to the
missile and warhead mix of the Trident II submarines. We propose
that each of the ten Trident II submarines carry 12 D-5 missiles
(and eight nuclear warheads per missile), rather than 24 D-5
missiles (and four nuclear warheads per missile). oOur proposal
would also result in a total of 1,728 submarine-based nuclear
warheads.

The collapse of the Soviet Union should have greatly reduced
the number of targets against which our submarine-launched
ballistic missiles are aimed. Strategic deterrence can certainly
be maintained with the twelve missile per boat option.

According to the START II agreement, the D-5 missile may
carry between four and eight warheads each, but each Trident
submarine is counted as having 24 missiles regardless of the
number of missiles actually deployed on the submarines. Hence,
even if the U.S. decided to reduce its D-5 missile procurement
and deploy only twelve missiles per submarine, the number of
missiles deployed would still be counted at 24 under the START II
agreement.

However, the U.S. could seek an understanding with Russia on
these counting rules through the Bilateral Implementation
Commission or the Joint Compliance and Inspection Commission
(most likely avoiding an amendment to START).

On a related issue, we believe that the planned backfit of
the eight Trident I submarines (currently carrying the C-4
missile) to carry the D-5 missile should be canceled.
Terminating this unnecessary program would save over $2 billion
and would decrease the need for additional D-5 missiles.

We would appreciate the views of your administration on
these issues. Due to the fact that these issues will be debated
on the floor of the House and the Senate in the near future, we
ask that any comments be sent as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

(%)/«LQJ\@\W @

Sénator Dale Bumpbrs RepT Timothy J. Penny

(Rep. Lynn wOolsey S¢nator Jim Sasser
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON., D.C. 20508

5586

July 27, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE

Nati Sec Advisor
has seen
THROUGH: ROBERT BELL
FROM: KEITH HAHNw
SUBJECT: C-A-L Luncheon Agenda Item: Navy Spent Nuclear
Fuel

The U.S. District Court for Idaho recently issued an injunction
concerning spent nuclear fuel activities at the Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory (INEL) The injunction ordered DOE to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on all major
federal actions involving the transportation, receipt, processing
and storage of spent nuclear fuel at INEL. In addition, the
court ordered a stop to the receipt, processing and storage of
spent nuclear fuel at this site until the EIS is completed.

Senator Warner, Thurmond and others attempted to write
legislation that would have exempted INEL from the National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requirements for an EIS.
This was done without coordination with Senator Kempthorne of
Idaho who succeeded in getting the amendment deferred. At his
request, SASC has scheduled a hearing for Wednesday with
Secretary of the Navy Dalton, Admiral DeMars (the Director of
Naval Nuclear Propulsion), Admiral Arthur (the Vice Chief of
Naval Operations) and DoE Assistant Secretary Grumbly.

Secretary O’'Leary is optimistic that DoE can reach a settlement
with the State of Idaho and opposes exemption from NEPA in this
case. Clearly this would be the best solution. DoE will not
support legislative relief until such time as it becomes clear
than an accommodation with the State of Idaho cannot be reached.
If legislation becomes necessary, DoE only supports a narrow and
tailored solution that focuses specifically on the particular
problems created by the injunction against shipment of Navy fuel
to INEL during the time needed to complete the EIS.

The EIS covering all operations at INEL will probably take over a
year to complete. The injunction remains in place until the
State of Idaho is satisfied that all aspects have been adequately
addressed. Therefore, the court order could have long-term (3-4
years) implications for DobD:
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- Fuel removed from refueled or decommissioned ships will have
to be kept in fuel casts on railcars sitting at sidings at
the shipyards for the next two years. There is no capacity
for storage beyond the next two years.

- Ships awaiting refueling will have to be kept tied alongside
the pier until a storage site is available for spent fuel.
Several thousand workers will be furloughed until work can
continue.

- Local jurisdictions which host Navy yards where spent fuel
will be kept in railcars or alongside the pier will likely
seek judicial relief from the long-term presence of nuclear
fuel.

- Inability to decommission Poseidon nuclear submarines could
complicate U.S. compliance with launcher dismantlement
requirements pursuant to the SALT I treaty.

The Justice Department will appeal on Friday for a stay on the
injunction. DoE will support the appeal.

Concurrence by: Eileeﬁhalaugsen

RECOMMENDATION

That you ask Secretary Aspin his assessment of the national
security implications of court order to stop the receipt,
processing and storage of spent nuclear fuel at INEL. That you
discuss whether to establish an interagency working group to look
into this problem or leave the action with DoE.

Attachment
Tab I Defense News Article




!

v
& B mESwm swm == - ey S c U

U S. Navy Loses Fu

Senate Decision
Denies Service
Nuclear Reprieve

By ROBERT HOLZER
And GEORGE LEOPOLD
Defense News Statf Writers

WASHINGTON — A U.S. Navy
effort to gain a congressional ex-
emption from a federal environ-
mental law barring the service
from continuing to store nuclear
fuel in Idaho was stymied July 23
when the Senate Armed Services
Committee opted to defer the is-
sue rather than include the ex-
emption in its 1994 defense au-
thorization bill.

Failure to gain relief from Con-
gress after a June 28 injunction
imposed by U.S. District Judge
Harold Ryan barring the further
shipment of spent naval fuel to
the Department of Energy's Na-
tional Engineering Laboratory,
Idaho Falls, Idaho, leaves the
Navy with few options for dispos-
al, observers said.

The failure to win a congres-
sional exernption from a
tional EMMPolicy A
of 1969 also could jeopardize

-

/service plans to decommission
y

nearly 50 nuclear-powered sub-
marines and surface ships over
the next decade, Navy soprces
salgd—sihupmen 0 1 & e
are barred, pending completion
of an environmental impact state-
ment detailing the Navy's future
plans for the site, Ryan ruled.

During the Senate panel’s July
99 debate over the 1994 defense
authorization bill, Sens. Sam
Nunn, D-Ga., and James Exon, D-
Neb., urged that the provision ex-
empting the Navy from environ-
mental regulations be deleted,
pending a hearing on whether the
injunction is affecting national se-
curity, congressional sources

i
If the hearings with the Energy
Department and Navy officials re-
veal a potential problem, then th
i e may be reconsidered on thg
Senate floor or in the conference
committee with the House, the
source said.

Sens. Strom Thurmond, R-S.C.,
ranking minority member in the
Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee, John Warner, R-Va., and
Charles Robb, D-Va., argued for

.
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U.S. submarines such as the USS Baton Rouge (above)nnybeidledlnsteadofdeacﬁvated

because of a federal court injunction that bars the shipment of spent nuclear fuel to a storage facility in Idaho.

the exemption, saying that with-
out it, the Navy might be forced
to idle thousands of shipyard

} workers whose jobs are depen-

dent on overhauling, refueling
and decommissioning nuclear-
powered warships.

The injunction "is already im-
pacting the Navy and the impact

will grow with time,”” Navy Secre-
tary John Dalton said in his July
13 confirmation hearing before
the Senate committee. ‘‘The Navy
will experience delays, disrup-
tions to its shipyard industrial
base, with the potential loss of
many jobs,” he said. The Senate
confirmed Dalton as Navy secre-

Y . Y

tary July 22.

Navy officials argue that com-
pletion of an environmental im-
pact statement could take any-
where from two to four years,
leaving the service with few op-
tions to dispose of the spent reac-
tor cores from retiring subma-

See FUEL, Page 28
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July 26-August 1, 1993

-~ Senate Leaves

FUEL, From Page 4 <
rines and other nuclear-powered
ships and submarines now under-
going refueling.

“"“There are no options, the
Navy just has to keep [the reac-
tors) in submarines until the
country comes up with a solution
as t, what it wants to do,” Nor-
man Polmar, an independent na-
val expert here, said July 22.

In response to Ryan's decision,
Thomas Grumbly, assistant sec-
retary of energy for environmen-
tal restoration and waste manage-
ment, is expected to announce

ment will have a legal response to
the Idaho ruling, department

T —
Meanwhile, the department has
begun preparing an environmen-
tal impact statement that will in-
clude the Naval Nuclear Propul-
sion Program, Jones added.

Critics of the Navy plan said
last week the Navy should seek
relief from the injunction through
the federal courts rather than by
seeking an exemption to environ-
mental laws already approved by
Congress.

“The Navy wants to do an end-
run around the law,” Drew Ca-

ral Resources Defense Council
here, said July 22.

The Idaho decision comes as
the Navy is preparing to dramati-
cally increase its nuclear decom-

"missioning activities in prepara-

tion for retiring nearly 50
nuclear-powered submarines and
surface ships over the next de-
cade as part of the overall reduc-
tion in military forces.

Already the injunction is affect-
ing the shipment of spent naval

Senate Panel Targets Aircraft Cuts

SENATE, From Page 1

port loans totaling up to $1 bil-
lion, according to a congressional
source.

The committee also included a
provision that the Department of
Defense must consider the effect
on the U.S. defense industry be-
fore giving excess equipment to
other countries. The measure re-
flected industry concerns that the
provision of large quantities of
weaponry provided virtually free
to other nations threatens to un-
dercut the market for new weap-
onry, a Senate source said.

In another measure to help the
industrial base, the Senate Armed
Services Commiittee approved an
increase in funding for programs
designed to help the defense in-
dustry adjust to defense spending
cutbacks by developing civilian
production. A total of $281 mil-
lion was added to the administra-
tion’s reqiest of $324 million for
prcgrams encouraging the de-

rd

Senate Panel Action on Programs
(Dollars in Millions)

Pentagon SASC
Program Request Authorized
Procurement
B-2 Bomber 604 604
B-1 Bomber 163 127
C-17 Airlift Aircraft 2,073 *
F-16 C/D Fighter 725 0
E-8A JSTARS Aircraft 281 477
F/A-18 C/D Fighter 1,493 1,493
F-14 Fighter Upgrades 116 291
Trident Il (D-5) Missile 983 983
Tomahawk Cruise Missile 248 248
DDG-51 Destroyer 2,643 2,613
LHD Amphibious Assauit Ship 894 894
SH-60/UH-60 Helicopters 573 573
Bradley Base Sustainment Program 192 142
M1 Abrams Tank Upgrade Program 80 168
AH-64 Attack Helicopter 18 178
Research Development
Brilliant Anti-Armor Submunition 117 17
Comanche Heliconter 367 367

puto, an attomey with the Natu-

nuclear reactor fuel. Newport
News Shipbuilding, Newport
News, Va., was forced to accept a
trainload of nuclear fuel resulting
from the shipyard’s overhaul of
the aircraft carrier USS Enter-
prise, after the company was
barred from sending it to the Ida-
ho facility. Other naval shipyards
in Washington, Hawaii, Maine
and Virginia are facing similar
problems over how to dispose of
the growing store of nuclear fuel

already in their possession.

Storing the fuel poses no im-
mediate problem for Newport

in Limbo Over Nuclear Fuel Storage

News because the fuel is kept in
casks on railcars in a secure area
of the shipyard, Jack Garrow,
company spokesman, said July
22. **Over time it could affect
work,” if Newport News cannot
undertake additional refuelings of
nuclear-powered vessels, he said.
The Navy’'s shipyards face
even more immediate problems
because the bulk of their work in-
volves the overhaul and refueling
of nuclear-powered submarines.

Staff Writer Phil Finnegan con-
tributed to this report.

Aspin Tells Leaders
Industry Will Shrink

REVIEW, From Page 4

tives, one senior industry ex-
ecutive said July 23.

Pentagon officials told in-
dustry executives they antici-
pate that by the end of the de-
cade there will be only one
manufacturer each for aircraft
carriers, submarines and
tanks, industry executives
#id. Although Pentagon offi-
cials did not specify which
companies would survive,

. they pledged their support to
maintain the surviving compa-
nies to preserve critical indus-
trial base capabilities, industry
executives added.

For instance, there are two
submarine manufacturers in
the United States, General Dy-
namic's Electric Boat Divi-
sion, Groton, Conn., and New-
port News Shlpbulldmg,
Newport News, Va. ‘‘You
could infer that maybe some
consolidation-W8s being en-
couraged indirectly,”’ one
shipyard executive said July
23

Of eight shipyards now in
operation there likely will be
only two by the end of the de-
cade, and similarly, the num-
ber of rocket manufacturers
will drop from three to two,
the executives said.

ISAF I lll-Prenared
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee,
I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to discuss the
issue of shipment of spent nuclear fuel from U.S. Navy ships and
submarines to the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory.

I have asked Admiral DeMars -- the Director, Naval Nuclear
Propulsion -~ to brief you on the details, including the impact
if we are barred from shipping spent naval fuel removed from our
nuclear-powered submarines and surface ships. He is the Navy’s
expert in this subject; by law, he has personal, cradle-to-grave
responsibility for all naval nuclear propulsion matters.

First, however, I would like to highlight what I see as the
most important points from the Navy’s standpoint:

o There has been no change in the way naval spent fuel
has been safely transported, processed, or shipped for
the past 35 years -- with one significant exception.
After core disassembly and examination at the Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory, the Department of
Energy plans to hold the spent fuel in existing water
pits rather than chemically dissolve them to recover
the uranium. This change lesgeng the environmental
risk.

o The Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program has had an
exemplary record on health, nuclear safety, and the
environment. No evidence has been submitted to show
that continued shipment of naval spent fuel poses any
significant risk to environment or personnel.

o The safest and best way to handle naval spent fuel is
to remove it promptly from ships and send it to the
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory -- the nation’s
only facility for examination and processing of these
cores.

©  The court-ordered ban on nuclear fuel shipments would
force the Navy to hold the spent fuel in shipyards, or
in ships alongside the dock -- like the Russians do.
As Admiral DeMars will explain, this constitutes a
significant step backwards. It also wastes money,
backs up nuclear fuel in the shipyards that defuel and
refuel our nuclear-powered ships, causes job loss at
these shipyards, and greatly increases the risk of
disruptive intervention by others along the lines of
the state of Idaho’s action.



o Contrary to some press reports, the Navy has not asked
to e exempted from environmental statutes. We have
agreed fully to support the Department of Energy in
preparing the extensive and far-reaching environmental
impact statement directed by cthe court. We do not
believe, however, that the environmental laws require
that we stop naval spent fuel shipments in the interim
~- particularly when that approach is so
counterproductive and is less conservative from an
environmental and safety standpoint.

The court has directed preparation of a comprehensive
environmental impact statement covering virtually the entire
spectrum of activities at the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory. The Secretary of Energy has committed to do this on
an expedited basis and work is already underway. The Navy has
committed its full support in this effort.

Under these circumstances, it makes no sense to continue to
hold naval spent fuel shipments hostage. My fervent hope is that
Governor Andrus will join the Navy and the Department of Energy
in petitioning the court to lift the ban until there is evidence
that the Departments of Energy and Navy are not living up to
these commitments. Meanwhile, the Navy is also pressing ahead
for an appeal of the court’s ruling.

In summary, the Navy is committed to protecting the
environment. We have an excellent track record. Immediately
following the ruling in question, the Navy turned around a train
carrying a shipment of spent nuclear fuel enroute to Idaho. And
we commenced the required environmental impact statement., I am
personally committed to the preservation of the environment and I
can assure you this administration is likewise committed. The
Navy believes the equities compellingly argue in favor of
resuming our fuel shipments in the interests of national
security. We will support and welcome actions that achieve that
objective.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 29, 1993

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for your recent letter referring to
the case of two Air Force officers in North
Carolina charged with sodomy under the Uniform
Code of Military Justice.

My recent policy decision on this issue,
conveyed through Secretary Aspin’s directive to
the military services, allows commanders to
"continue to initiate inquiries or
investigations, as appropriate, when there is
credible information that a basis for discharge
or disciplinary action exists."” I believe this
provision appropriately addresses the concerns
about homosexual conduct raised in your letter.

We share a commitment to sustain the readiness
of our armed forces as well as to safegqguard the
individual rights of Americans. I believe our
policy on homosexual conduct in the armed forces
now strikes an appropriate balance between those
two imperatives.

I look forward to continuing to work with you on
this and other important issues.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Sam Nunn
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510



THE PRESIDENT HAS SEE
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WASHINGTON
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ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ANTHONY L
HOWARD PASTER\
SUBJECT: Letter from Senator Nunn RE: Court-martial of Two

Air Force Officers

Purpose

To respond to a letter from Senator Sam Nunn in which he cites
the court-martial of two Air Force officers in North Carolina as
a case where alleged homosexual conduct warrants investigation,
discharge or other disciplinary actions if the charges are found
to be valid.

Background

This letter was written before your recent policy announcement on
homosexuals in the military. The Secretary of Defense’s policy
directs commanders to "... initiate inquiries or investigations,
as appropriate, when there is credible information that a basis
for discharge or disciplinary action exists." Senator Nunn
believes that the issue of whether the testimony of the accuser
is credible is a matter for the court-martial to decide. The
response to Senator Nunn at Tab A acknowledges that the recently
announced policy should accommodate his concerns in this regard.

RECOMMENDATION

That you 'sign the letter to Senator Nunn at Tab A.

Attachments
Tab A Letter to Senator Nunn
Tab B Incoming Correspondence

cc: Vice President
Chief of Staff

/s
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The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

During a recent telephone conversation, you expressed
concern about a story in The New York Times (June 21, 1993)
concerning court-martial sodomy charges involving two officers at
Pope Air Force Base, North Carolina as an example of the type of
issue that might be addressed in the new policies.

From my review, it is clear that the cases discussed in The
New York Times article involve conduct. You repeatedly have made
it clear that you do not support a change in any of the current
policies involving conduct. On May 27, for example, you noted in
a CBS interview: "I have not called for any change in the Uniform
Code."

Captain Troy Carlyle was convicted of violating Article 125
of the UCMJ (sodomy) and Article 92 (disobeying a lawful order by
visiting a bar that had been placed off-limits). He was
sentenced to dismissal, and his case is subject to review by the
convening authority. If the convening authority approves, the
Uniform Code of Military Justice provides him the opportunity to
appeal to the Court of Military Review, the Court of Military
Appeals, and the Supreme Court. Captain Luther S. Turner has
been under investigation for similar offenses, but no decision
has been made as to how to proceed.

The primary evidence in these cases consists of the
testimony of an individual who alleges that he participated in
acts of sodomy with the two officers. The issue of whether his
testimony is credible is a matter for the court-martial and
appellate authorities to decide.

Reliance on the testimony of an individual as the
evidentiary basis for a conviction, however, is not unique to
cases involving homosexuality. In many other circumstances, such
as allegations of sexual harassment, the direct evidence of the
offense frequently will consist of the testimony of one witness,
and the case will turn on the credibility of that witness and the
credibility of the accused.



-

I have not reviewed the transcripts, so I make no judgment
as to the processing or outcome of these particular cases. I am
writing to underscore that these are conduct cases, and that it
would be inappropriate to adopt a rule that would preclude
investigation, discharge, or other disciplinary actions in
conduct cases if warranted by the evidence.

I hope you will find this information useful as you finalize
the Administration’s policies on this important issue.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
July 12, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM ITOH
NSC Executive Secretariat

FROM: HOWARD G. PASTER

SUBJECT: Presidential Correspondence

Attached is a copy of a letter sent to the President from
Sam Nunn (D-GA) concerning gays in the military.

Since this letter addresses a national security issue, we
would appreciate your assistance in having draft written.
Treasury has indicated that they would like to see the draft
before it goes out. Please contact Roger Martin (622-0064)
before sending anything to the President.

Thank you very much for your assistance. If you have any
questions, please feel free to call LeeAnn Inadomi at x7500.

Attachment

c2\2
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Military’s Zeal Decried in Sodomy

official Air Force list of of{-limits busi-

nesses that does not include the bar.
Tanya Jackson, an owner af the bar,

Oz, which is primarily a gay bar but

By ERIC SCHMITT
Special 10 The New York Times

Pg.

often going Lo movies or eating at the
house that Captain Turner and Captain
Carlyle shared. But beginning in April
1992, the officers said, they became

15
sations. On June 4, Mr. Boliey
( a s eanolher Investigator escorted C,,

FAYETTEVILLE, N.C, June 16 —
In a case that has drawn little public
notice but has sent ripples through the
Air Force hicrarchy, an officer has
been convicted of sodomy and another
faces similar charges based solely on a
gay civilian man’s claim that they had
sex with him.

The two officers, members of an elite
transportation unit here, deny that they
are homosexual and that they ever had
sex with the man. The officers, CaptL.
Troy Carlyle and CaptL. Luther Turner,
say they are victims of a spurned
{riend.

Air Force investigators have aggres-
sively pursued the cases since the ac-
cuser, Richard D. Bullock, made his
accusations in June 1992. But they ac-
knowledge that they have made only
scant efforts to check the credibility of
Mr. Bullock, a 26-year-old paramedic.

More than 20 character witnesses comment because of the pending ap-

also draws heterosexuals, said many alarmed when Mr. Bullock began
military personnel in this conservative spending more time at their house,
town ignored the restriction because demanding to be included in activities.
the club was one of the few in the area They said Mr. Bullock had never made
that plays alternative music, like homosexual overtures toward them.
grunge. In the three years that Oz has In May, the officers said, they toid
been off-limits, Captain Carlyle’s pun- Mr. Bullock to stop visiting and calling.
ishment marks the first time the Air On June 2, someone vandalized Captain
Force has enforced its rule against the Turner’s sports car. )
bar. That same night, Mr. Bullock tele-
Mr. Bullock could not be reached for phoned the officers’ commander, Lieut.
comment on the case. Relatives said he Col. Victor Powers, anu told him that
had moved to Wilmington, N.C., but he Captain Turner was his lover and that
is not listed in telephone directories Captain Carlyle had seduced him. In
there. . court tesjimony later, Colonel Powers
In a deposition taken March 22 by the said, *1 had no reason to believe any-
officers' lawyer, Mark L. Waple, Mr. thing he said.”
Bullock said he had made his accusa- Later that day, though, Mr. Buliock
tions when he had been in “‘a state of called Special Agent T. Kevin Bolick of
depression."’ the Air Force Office of Special Investi-

gations at Pope, and repeateq

b
Carlyle from s office, quesuoneum

and demanded that he confess, Captay,

Carlyle said.

Also on June 4, the same agent:
confronted Captain Turner, minutes af
ter he climbed out of his C-130 after ar
11-hour mission. “They said Troy ha¢
confessed (o being homosexual,” Cap
tain Turner said. “They said if I con
fessed right then, I could go home." H:
said he had strongly denied the accusa

tions.

Captain Carlyle and Captain Turne:
are now in a legal limbo, not offi
cially discharged and the other await
ing trial.

"1 feel saddened and betrayed,” Cap
tain Carlyle said in the interview. “}
makes me wonder what kind of a coun
try I live in.”

U.N....fram Pg. 3

and with that *‘therc was a rising curv«
of expectation.”

A year ago, Secretary General Bou
tros-Ghali issued a document calle«

ir Fi i d - [
ors imvorved in the case declined to| BALTIMORE SUN
June 21, 1993 Pg. 2

spoke on Captain Carlyle's behalf at hic peq) and coming second trial. Private-
trial in April; among them were his jy hough, many Air Force officers
former girlfriends and a former cOm- r5m;liar with the case express shogk
mander, who called the captain ane of apg embarrassment at how the Air
his best officers. Force has treated the officers.
Nonetheless, with Mr. Bullock as the  The cases are unusual if for no other
prosecution’s only witness, 8 Jury of SiX reason than because the Air Force
Air Force officers convicted Captain rarely presses sodomy charges. Last
Carlyle of sodomy, a violation of the year, the service prosecuted 17 such
Uniform Code of Military Justice, the case;. three of which ended in acquit-
lawbook of the armed services, and )< [n contrast, the Army last year

expelied him from the service. His
ouster is on hold while he appeals the
verdict. :

Captain Turner’s trial is likely to
begin in the next few weeks.

For the officers’ supporters, and for
some senior Ailr Force officials here
and in Washingtnn, the case is a coun-
terpoint to the nationwide debate over
what the military’s policy on homosex-
uality should be. Even supporters of
the current ban on homosexuals in the
military, likke Senator Sam Nunn of
Georgia, have called for an end to
witch hunts by military ‘sodomy
squads.” But here at Pope Air Force
Base, the two officers and their sup-
porters say, these sodomy cases are
being prosecuted with vigor.

That a military jury would convict
anyone-on such questionable evidence
illustrates that the mere accusation of
homosexuality can doom an officer.

"1 feel my court-martial was one of
guilt by association,” said Captain Car-
lyle. a 3l-year-oid graduate of the Air
Force Academy, in an interview in his
lawyer's office. .

In a compromise announced by Pres-
ident Clinton in January, military dis-
charges for homasexuality have been
halted while the issue is studied. But
questions of conduct, like sodomy, con-
tinue 10 be prosecuted.

The accusations and verdict have
puzzled some senior Air Force offi-
cials. In addition to sodomy, Captain
Carlyle was charged with frequenting
an off-limits bar here and with smok-
ing marijuana. The same jury that
convicted him of sodomy and the bar
violation acquitted him on the marijua-
na charge. Mr. Bullock was the source
for all the charges.

Captain Cariyle and Captain Turner,
also 31, acknowledged going to the bar
a couple of times but said they had
stopped after finding out it was off-
limits. In their defense, they show an

prosecuted 129 cases; the Navy, 89
cases, and the Marine Corps, 41 cases.
Captain Carlyle, a C-130 cargo plane
navigator, and Captain Turner, a C-130
pilot, belonged to the Special Activities
Division of the 317th Tactical Airlift
Wing, nicknamed Credible Cat, a 20-
member unit here that flies top-secret
missions. The unit received a special
commendation from President George
Bush after the Persian Gulf war.

According to fitness reports pre-
pared by a former commander, Lieut.
Col. Gregory M. Chase, the officers
were commendable. “*One of our best
officers, Captain Cariyle pursues the
goals of excellence in every aspect of
his Air Force-career,” Colonel Chase
said in a 1991 report. In a 1992 report
about Captain Turner, Colonel Chase
said the officer ‘‘got the job done in
outstanding manner.”’

Interviews with Captain Carlyle and
Captain Turner and reports by investi-
gators give the officers’ account of
their relationship with Mr. Bullock. It
was through a community film club
that Captain Carlyle founded here in
1991 that the officers met Mr. Bullock,
a Fayetteville native who was an am-
bulance driver and paramedic.

The three men became f{riendly,

General was wrong,
Schwarzkopf says

Retired Army Gen. H. Norman
. Sch said the Air Force
general disci for making dis-
paraging public comments about

President Clinton acted irrespons!-

bly.

The Alr Force said Friday that
to retire and accept a fine and
of reprimand for calling Mr. Clinton
a "pot . and
“draft commander in chief
dunnglands a May speech in the Nether-

“1t's one thing to discuss
friends and contemporaries,”
General ‘Schwarzkopf, who com-
manded the troops that dislodged
Iraqi forces from Kuwait, "but an-
other to make them pubiic.”

*Agenda for Peace’ in which he prc
claimed that "*a conviction has grow:
among nations large and small that a:
opportunily has been regained t
achicve the great objectives of th
Charter — a United Nations capable ¢
maintaining international peace an
security.”
Mr. Boutros-Ghali was in a senst
recognizing that for the first time sinc
the 1950's, the major world power
were more eager in some to us
the United Nations than to act unilater
ally.
“Willingly or not, the U.N. has be
come the only policeman in the world,
an official hére said.
Still, Dr. Schoettle said, at just abou
the time that Mr. Boutros-Ghali pre
sented his ‘‘Agenda for Peace,” repor
“the disillusion started to in."”
In part that was because the Unite
Nations was increasingly f{z wit
conflicts in which the major cold-wa
powers had never played a role -
internal wars involving collapsing go\
ernments, in Somalia, for example, o
ethnic hatred in former Yugoslav re
publics.

One miscalculation in peacekeepin

NAME...fram Pg. 4

decades have shown that analysts
not win wars — the military doess ¢

Secretary Aspin should clamp the
lid back on this budget-driven Pando-
ra's nightmare. And he should try ip
preserve today’s budget levels, which’
would sustain 8 win-win strategy. if
simultaneously fought wars.

Dov S. Zakheim, a defense consultant,
was Deputy Under Secretary of De-
fense in the second Reagan Adminis-
tration.

has been recopgnized in the case
Angola, where the United Nations wa
able to oversee elections last year bu
then was unabie to react when rebe!
led by Jonas Savimbi reft I to abid
by the results and went back Lo figh:
ing.
gI'he Clinton Administration has st
up a task force to study peacekeepin
and is expected to issue some recon
mendations for making it more effec
tive. Some United States officials argu
that the recent record of United N:
tions troops offers some lessons for th
future.

It is widely acknowledged here th:
the 298-member peacekeeping force .

DWELLERS. ..
fram
According
Bg. 17 exercises.

mission: a far-fetched fear of spies, or a popu-
lace that refuses to tolerate such exercises
because the military stubbornly refuses to take
their interests into consideration.

to Mr. Grimes, the military also

refuses to set any curfew on its urban-training

“We don't know what time

something’s going to come up, so we're not
going to limit when we train,” Mr. Grimes says.

However, it’s just as dark at 10 p.m. as at 3
a.m. The military ought to set itself an 11 p.m.
curfew on such operations.

Angola was hampered by its size, If tt
United Nations had deployed a large
force with a mandate tod 'm &
factions,~those officials say, it migl
have been successful in preventing M
Savimbi's rebels from renewing the
attacks.

The lessons learned there are now
a sensc being applied in Somali
where United Nations forces have &
tacked the arms depots of the renegat
general Mohammed Farah Aidid.

“We've had our down sides,”™ Ot
American official said. “'It doesr
mean thal peacekeeping has failed.

can work if it's done the right way.”
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506

July 19, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE

THROUGH : ROBERT BELL Zéxf}
FROM: KEITH HAHN J)
SUBJECT: Letter to the President from Senator Nunn RE:

Court Martial of Two Air Force Officers

At Tab B Senator Sam Nunn cites a recent Court Martial in North
Carolina as a case where alleged homosexual conduct warrants
investigation, discharge or other disciplinary actions if the
charges are found to be valid. He does not indicate whether he

believes the two Air Force officers involved are innocent or
guilty.

The Secretary of Defense’s recent guidance on homosexuals in the
military states "... commanders will continue to initiate
inquiries or investigations, as appropriate, when there is
credible information that a basis for discharge or disciplinary
action exists." It goes on to direct that they "investigate
allegations of violations of the Uniform Code of Military Justice
in an even-handed manner without regard to whether the conduct
alleged is heterosexual or homosexual or whether it occurs on-
base or off-base." The response to Senator Nunn notes that the
Secretary’s new policy clearly addresses the issue of homosexual
conduct while protecting the rights of individuals to a fair
hearing.

Concurrence by: Jeremy Ro *A@”

RECOMMENDATION

That you foﬁﬁard the memorandum at Tab I to the President.

Attachments

Tab I Memorandum for the President
Tab A Letter to Senator Nunn
Tab B Incoming Correspondence
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 29, 1993
Dear Chaﬁégg;éikﬁ’ 'ugh:

Thank you for your letter regarding the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission’s Report and their recommendations
to close the Naval Reserve Forces of Fort Smith and
Fayetteville, Arkansas.

After careful review, which included the analysis and
recommendations of Secretary Aspin and General Powell, I found
the recommendations contained in the Commission’s report on
balance to be acceptable. Accordingly, I approved the
Commission’s recommendations on July 2 and transmitted them to
Congress in accordance with the law. The Congress now has 45
days to act upon the base closure list.

I am aware of the difficult choices inherent in this process
and the affects it can have on local communities such as Fort
Smith and Fayetteville. Current plans call for assigned
reservists at Fort Smith and Fayetteville to drill at the
Tulsa, Oklahoma, reserve center -- approximately 100 miles
away. While I realize the hardship this closure creates, the
Department of Defense estimates recurring savings of $302,000
per year at Fort Smith and $275,000 per year at Fayetteville.
Also, I would hope that the closing Reserve Center facilities
will find a quick and productive alternative use in your
communities.

I understand your concern about these closures and the impact
it will have on Arkansas and the Naval Reservists at Fort
Smith. We must take the actions necessary to eliminate excess
infrastructure and ensure the strength and readiness of our
future military forces. I appreciate your support and ask that
you not hesitate to bring important matters such as these to my
attention.

Sincerely,

N

Mr. Warren O. Kimbrough, Cha¥Yicellor igﬂmvk Q“kJQ

Sebastian County Courthouse ;
Fort Smith, Arkansas 72901 - L A oL

Q eun N e

WQQ/
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5434
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
[alo BENTRN F
July 28, 1993 vo.u. 08 P59

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ANTHONY LAI¢\/

SUBJECT: Concerns re: Naval Reserve Centers at Fort Smith
and Fayetteville, Arkansas

Purpose

To respond to the letter (Tab C) from Chancellor Kimbrough of
Fort Smith, Arkansas, asking you not to accept the closure of the
Naval Reserve units at Fort Smith and Fayetteville, Arkansas.

Background

These Naval Reserve unit closures were recommended by DoD and
included in the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
recommendations that you approved on July 2.

Details of the Fort Smith and Fayetteville closures are at Tab B.
The Reservists will have to drive approximately 100 miles to
drill at Tulsa, Oklahoma. An annual savings of $577,000 is
estimated by the Department of Defense.

The proposed response (Tab A) points out the need to eliminate
excess military infrastructure and thanks Chancellor Kimbrough
for his interest in this important matter.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letter at Tab A.

Attachments

Tab A Letter to Chancellor Kimbrough

Tab B Naval Reserve Closures in Arkansas
Tab C Incoming Correspondence

cc: Vice President
Chief of Staff



NAVAL RESERVE CLOSURES IN ARKANSAS

Naval Reserve Center, Fayetteville

- 5,613 square foot facility with less than 200 drilling
(weekend) reservists assigned

- One officer/six enlisted (active duty/"full time") billets will
be eliminated *

- Assigned reservists will drill at the Tulsa, Oklahoma, reserve
center (about 100 miles away)

- One time cost to implement closure: $9,000 for military move
- Recurring savings: $275,000 per year

‘- Immediate return on investment

Naval Reserve Center, Fort Smith

- 17,302 square foot facility with less than 200 drilling
reservists assigned

- One officer/6 enlisted (active duty/"full time") billets will
be eliminated *

- Assigned reservists will drill at Tulsa, Oklahoma reserve
center (about 116 miles away)

- One time costs to implement closure: $ 9,000 for military move
$21,000 shut-down costs

- Recurring savings: $302,000 per year

- Immediate return on investment

* (which generally means the personnel occupying these billets
will be reassigned elsewhere)



TWELFTH CHANCERY CIRCUIT

CRAWFORD AND SEBASTIAN COUNTIES

First Division 501/782-3035
Warren O. Kimbrough. Chancellor ————
Sebastian County Courfhouse
Fort Smith, Arkansas 72901

July 2, 1993

President Bill Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Re: Continuation of Naval Reserve _ =% at
Fort Smith and Fayattevxlle

Dear President Clinton:

Enclosed is an article from the Southwest Times Record in Fort
Smith, which is disturbing to many people, particularly Naval
Reservists and their families, Retired Reservists, and Active Duty
Navy personnel, the Fleet Reserve, and communities in this state
and area which have been strong and loyal supporters of a first
line of defense which the Naval Reserve forces of Fort Smith and
Fayetteville have always exemplified.

The closing of the Naval Reserve Centers at Fort Smith and
Fayetteville, Arkansas, are not an economy move at all. The few
active duty Navy personnel involved will be reassigned and the
Reservists will be transferred elsewhere to at least Tulsa or
Little Rock, which will be difficult for some of them to do. But,
the minimal financial costs of these programs will continue
elsewhere, rather than here close to the personnel's homes.

The facilities of these two Naval Reserve Units are
negligible, cost-wise, and plans have been long ongoing to try to
establish a Naval Reserve Center at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, where
buildings and facilities, as well as services for Naval Reservists,
Retirees, and their families could be established, or made
dvailable without any additional cost to the taxpayers or their
government.

I am writing to you because of many-years-affiliation with the
Naval Reserve in this area, to encourage you not to blindly accept
the proposal to close-these two Naval Reserve facilities, as this
is without justification, either by need, or economy. Rather, I
hope you will not accept the suggestion of proposed closing

Fort Smith * Greenwood * Van Buren



President Bill Clinton
July 2, 1993
Page Two

thereof, but rather that you will assist in the continuation of
these two Naval Reserve Units at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, as
suggested, and which is in the best interest and welfare of the
Naval Reserve, Navy Resources, and all the many Naval families and
Retirees in this state and area.

Your favorable consideration of this request and your kind
assistance herewith will be greatly appreciated by many dedicated
and concerned citizens.

Sincerely,
o &

warren O. Kimbrough

WOK/sa
Enclosure
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Chapter |

ealignment and Closure (BRAC) Engineering
eld Activity under the management of the
thwestern Field Division, NAVFAC, San Diego,
CaNfornia.

Nawy Public Works Center,
San Francisco, California

CategoRy: Public Works Center
Mission:\Public Works Support
One-time\Cost: $37.5 million
Savings: 1994-99 $ 25.7 million

Annual: ¥ 33.9 million
Payback: 2 Xears

SECRETARY\OF DEFENSE
RECOMMEN

Disestablish tht Public Works Center (PWCQ)
San Francisco.

SECRETARY OF REFENSE JUSTIFICATION

PWC San Franciscq's capacity is excess to that
required by the Dol} Force Structure Plan, and
due to other Navy osures and realignments,
its principal customerYase has been eliminated.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community claimed the Naval Public Works
Center in San Francisco\ provided a greater
number of family housing \inits than any other
Navy location. The Navy PYblic Works Center
operates over 7,000 family hpusing units in the
Bay area, many of which werk new.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found PWC Sar\Francisco pro-
vides family housing, utilities, tfansportation,
maintenance, engineering, and plaf\ning services
to Navy, Marine Corps, Army, Coas\ Guard, and
DOD commands in the San Franciscp Bay Area.
Because its primary customers in tht Bay area
are being recommended for closure,
Francisco can also be closed and the chstomers
that remain can receive the necessary sgrvices,
including family housing, from reconsituted
public works departments.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defelse
did not deviate substantially from the for
structure plan and final criteria. Thereford,
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ission recommends the following:
disestablish the ' ter (PWC)

San Francisco.

Reserve Activities

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers

Category: Reserve Centers
Mission: Support Reserve Activities
One-time Cost: $ 3.2 million
Savings: 1994-99: $ 57.1 million

Annual: $ 13.6 million
Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the following Reserve Centers:

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Cehters at:
Fort Wayne, Indiana
Billings, Montana
Abilene, Texas

Naval Reserve Centers at:
Gadsden, Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama
Fayetteville, Arkansas
Fort Smith, Arkansas
Pacific Grove, California
Macon, Georgia
Terre Haute, Indiana
Hutchinson, Kansas
Monroe, Louisiana
New Bedford, Massachusetts
Pittsfield, Massachusetts
Joplin, Missouri
St. Joseph, Missourt
Great Falls, Montana
Missoula, Montana
Atlantic City, New Jersey
Perth Amboy, New Jersey
Jamestown, New York
Poughkeepsie, New York
Altoona, Pennsylvania
Kingsport, Tennessee
Memphis, Tennessee
Ogden, Utah
Staunton, Virginia
Parkersburg, West Virginia

é—

Naval Reserve Facility at:
Alexandria, Louisiana
Midland, Texas




Chapter |

Readiness Command Districts at:
Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18)
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2)
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5)

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The DOD Force .Structure Plan requires the
reduction of reserve assets as it does active
duty assets. These Reserve Centers are being
closed because their capacity is excess to the
projected Navy/Marine Corps requirements.
In arriving at the recommendation to close the
Reserve Centers, specific analysis was conducted
to ensure that there was either an alternate
location available to accommodate the affected
reserve population (e.g., realign with an exist-
ing reserve center), or demographic support for
purposes of force recruiting in the areas to which
units were being relocated. This specific analysis,
conducted through the COBRA model, supports
these closures.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

Various communities expressed concerns about
these closures since no provision appeared to
have made to allow for reservists assigned to
continue to drill. The communities indicated
these activities were below threshold, and
closure would result in reservists having
nowhere within a reasonable commuting
distance to drill. The communities also argued
the Navy should have explored consolidation
possibilities’at some of these sites rather than
closures.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found that while data calls did
not directly assess the mission of these activi-
ties, the analysis was nevertheless consistent.
When recurring logistics costs for reservists who
commute outside a reasonable distance to drill
were included in the COBRA, it produced no
significant change in return on investment. A
Reserve Force comprehensive facilities review
with projected repair costs, supported the
Secretary’s recommendation; even though it did
not address specific shortfalls in space require-
ments for vehiclgs, controlled equipage, train-
ers, and other spxial use spaces. A nation-wide
scatter diagram of ‘reserve drill population by

acuvity preserved a surface reserve presence in
all geographic locations of the nation. The pro-
posal minimized disruption in reserve training,
and contributory support to the active compo-
nents, while producing cost efficiencies and
enhancing the overall military value of remain-
ing reserve centers.

However, the Commission found variance in the
case of Naval and Marine Corps Reserve
Center, Billings, Montana. The Marine Corps
Reserve indicated it would not be able to man
its units if they were forced to compete for
recruits at the Armed Forces Reserve Center in
Helena where the Navy is consolidating its reserves

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from criterion 4. Therefore.
the Commission recommends the following: close
the following Reserve Centers:

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at:
Fort Wayne, Indiana
Abilene, Texas

Naval Reserve Centers at:
Gadsden, Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama
Fayetteville, Arkansas
Fort Smith, Arkansas
Pacific Grove, California
Macon, Georgia
Terre Haute, Indiana
Hutchinson, Kansas
Monroe, Louisiana
New Bedford, Massachusetts
Pittsfield, Massachusetts
Joplin, Missouri
St Joseph, Missouri
Great Falls, Montana
Missoula, Montana
Atlantic City, New Jersey
Perth Amboy, New Jersey
Jamestown, New York
Poughkeepsie, New York
Altoona, Pennsylvania
Kingsport, Tennessee
Memphis, Tennessee
Ogden, Utah
Staunton, Virginia
Parkersburg, West Virginia

1-63



FS Navy center on base closure list

By Steve Tetreault
Times Record Washington Bureau

WASHINGTON — The gov-
ernment's base closing com-
mission will recommend to
President Clinton today that
the 46-year-old Naval Reserve
Center in Fort Smith be shut
down as part of a nationwide
cutback in military installa-
tions.

The Fort Smith center is
among 29 Navy reserve cen-
ters proposed to be closed. It
is one of two installations in
Arkansas hit by this year's

base closings. The other is the
Navy’'s reserve center in Fay-
etteville.

Navy officials had said that
closing the Fort Smith center
and others across the country
would reduce ‘‘excess capaci-
ty’’ and bring the Navy’s in-
frastructure in line with a
force that is being reduced
substantially.

The Navy was not chal-
lenged by the Base Closure
and Realignment Commission,
the independent panel that
studied Pentagon base clos-
ings and restructurings and

put together its own list that
now goes to Clinton and Con-
gress. .
Commission spokesperson
Chris Cimko said Wednesday
the panel agreed with the
Navy on all but one of the
reserve centers. A Navy-Ma-
rine training facility in Bill-
ings, Mont., will remain open.
The Fort Smith center has
seven people on active duty
and trains 180 reservists, ac-
cording to Cmdr. Peter Wil-
son; who added that local per-
sonnel have not been notified
of what may happen to them

once the center is closed.

Navy officials have said ac-
tive duty personnel would be
transferred elsewhere, while
training for area reserves will
probably be shifted to Little
Rock or Tulsa.

The Fort Smith center is
one of roughly 165 military
installations the base closing
commission is recommending
be closed or restructured.
Clinton has until July 15 to
approve the list, which he
likely will do. Congress then
has 90 days to add its approv-
al. The president and Con-

gress cannot make changes —
they must approve or reject
the entire list.

The Navy must begin clos-
ing the Fort Smith center
within two years, although Lt.
Cmdr. Mary Copeland, a base
closing specialist, said the
service intends to move quick-
ly.
“The Navy’s philosophical
approach is that rather than
delay closures, to move out
and close things as quickly as
possible and turn facilities
over to local communities,”
she said.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506

July 27, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE

THROUGH : ROBERT G. BELL W

N
FROM: STEVEN R. JONES}/

/
SUBJECT: Concerns re: Naval Reserve Centers at Fort Smith
and Fayetteville, Arkansas

Chancellor Warren Kimbrough of Fort Smith, Arkansas, has written
the President (Tab C) asking him not to accept the closure of the
Naval Reserve units at Fort Smith and Fayetteville, Arkansas.

These Naval Reserve unit closures in Arkansas were part of a
larger closure of Naval Reserve units nationwide as included
in the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
recommendations approved by the President on July 2.

Details of the Fort Smith and Fayetteville closures, as
recommended by DoD and the Commission, are at Tab B.

The proposed response (Tab A) points out the need to eliminate
excess military infrastructure and thanks Chancellor Kimbrough
for his interest in this important matter.

Concurrences by: Keith Haﬂég(

RECOMMENDATION

That you send a memo to the President (Tab I) recommending his
signature at Tab A.

Attachments&j.i;

Tab I iMémorandum for the President
Tab A’ Letter. to Chancellor Kimbrough
Tab B Naval Reserve Closures in Arkansas

Tab C Incoming Correspondence
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~CONFIDENTIAL

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301

@i

July 30, 1993

The Honorable Anthony Lake
Assistant to the President

for National Security Affairs
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Tony:

Attached is the record of a telephone conversation I
had with MOD Grachev earlier today. My purpose was to
give him a rundown of my meetings earlier this week with
MOD Morozov of the Ukraine.

I have also sent a copy to Chris.

Sincerely,

Vo LN fag
Enclosure 97SEl 0" ¥dAd
AAISSY103d

—CONHBENTAE

Sec Def Cont Nr.,

X62131
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Document No._029432SS

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

DATE: _ 07/26/93 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY: 1/ 2
MAJOR GENERAL MALCOLM R. O'NEILL, USA
SUBJECT: MILITARY NOMINATIONS: REAR ADMIRAL ROBERT J. SPANE, USN
ACTION FYI ACTION  FYI |
VICE PRESIDENT O O PASTER O O
McLARTY O O RASCO d O '
NEEL O ] RUBIN O O
PANETTA O] O SEGAL O ]
BAGGETT d J SEIDMAN O O
EMANUEL O OJ STEPHANOPOULOS [ Ol
GEARAN O O TYSON O O
GERGEN O J VARNEY O [
GIBBONS O O WATKINS O O
HALE O O] WILLIAMS | O O
HERMAN O 4d BELL, Rm—-—%v O
LAKE O O Clerk O [/
"LINDSEY O OJ O O
McGINTY O O O ]
MONTOYA O ] OJ [ h
NUSSBAUM O O O N
REMARKS:
Do you have any objections? July 30, 1993
RESPONSE:

The National Security Council staff concurs in the attached military

nominations.
ﬂ Q 5 JOHN D. PODESTA
7 ? Assistant to the President
Anthony Lake and Staft Secretary
Ext. 2702



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 21, 19 A .
y 21, 1993 330423 All: 5l
MEMORANDUM FOR PHE Jp ENT
FROM: A. GAUGHAN
DIRECTOR, WHITE HOUSE MILITARY OFFICE
SUBJECT: Army General Officer Nomination

Forwarded for your approval and signature is the nomination of
Major General Malcolm R. O'Neill, United States Army, for
appointment to the grade of lieutenant general and a
recommendation for his assignment as Director, Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization.

The Deputy Secretary of Defense has also recommended that you
designate the position of Director, Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization, as a position of importance and responsibility to
carry the grade of lieutenant general under the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 601. This is the result of
the reorganization of the Strategic Defense Initiative
Organization. Consequently, the position of Director, Strategic
Defense Initiative Organization, should no longer be designated
as a position of importance and responsibility. Your signature
on the attached memorandum will signify your approval of this
recommendation.

The Deputy Secretary of Defense has attached an evaluation of
General O'Neill's performance in joint duty assignments from the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

This nomination was staffed by the Acting Secretary of the Army
and approved by the Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Recommendation

That you approve and sign the attached.

Attachment



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301-1000

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Army General Officer Nomination

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend you establish
the position of Director, Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, as
a position of importance and responsibility to carry the grade of
lieutenant general under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 601. This position results from the reorganization of
the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization. Consequently, the
position of Director, Strategic Cefense Initiative Organization, is
no longer required. Your signature on this memorandum will
constitute your approval.

I also recommend the duties of this new position be assigned to
Major General Malcolm R. O’Neill, United States Army and that he be
nominated for appointment to the grade of lieutenant general.
General 0’Neill, who is 53 years of age, is currently serving as
Acting Director, Ballistic Missile Defense Organization.

In order to carry out the duties and responsibilities of the
proposed assignment, an officer must have demonstrated highly
effective performance in a number of senior leadership positions. He
MUST possess an in-depth knowledge of and significant experience in
the development and acquisition cof strategic and tactical missiles.
He must have a thorough understanding of the management of technology
research and ballistic missile defense acquisition programs,
including authority, accountability, responsibility, direction,
funding flow, reporting, and execution. General O’Neill meets these
requirements.

The above action will not result in the Army exceeding the
number of officers authorized to be serving 1in the grade of
lieutenant general.



As required by title 10, United States Code, section 601 (d) (1),
I have attached an evaluation of General O’Neill’s perfeormance in
joint duty assignments from the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff.

William J/(Perry ;
Attachments
APPROVED DATE

President of the United States



THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20318

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE CN-18993

24 Jun 93
Through: Deputy Secretary of Defense

Subject:  General Officer Nomination

1. In accordance with title 10, United States Code, and DOD Instruction 1320.4, the Acting
Secretary of the Army has recommended Major General Malcolm R. O'Neill for assignment as
Director, Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), and appointment to the grade of
lieutenant general.

2. I'have reviewed MG Oneill's performance in four joint duty assignments. As R&D Program
Manager, Strategic Technology Directorate, Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, he was
responsible for the definition, management, and coordination of advanced technology programs for
space defense and strategic and tactical ballistic missile defense. His technical insight, innovative
thinking, and management skills merged a diverse group of technical and management experts into
a cohesive and effective team. As Deputy Program Manager, NATO PATRIOT Management
Office, MG O'Neill supervised the preparation of decision data for a spectrum of PATRIOT
acquisition methods for NATO; the quality and clarity of information presented on this multibillion
dollar program served as the basis for three European nations to proceed with their acquisions. His
ability to coordinate a multitude of bilateral and multinational actions simultaneously with US
deployment arrangements reflects his unique management skills. As Deputy Director for Programs
and Systems, SDIO, his successes in gaining sponsorship of BMD requirements and OSD
coordination of the SDI effort, as well as his brilliant testimony before Congress, resulted in his
acquiring a $130M military construction budget in the formation of a new Federally funded R&D
center. As Deputy Director, SDIO (later Acting Director, BMDO), he conceived and implemented
a complete reorganization of SDIO to more effectively manage both strategic and tactical mission
areas, transforming SDIO from a research organization into an acquisition agent for developing and
deploying defensive systems mandated by the highest levels of the US Government. I am confident
he is well qualified for both advancement and this assignment.

3. I concur with the Acting Secretary of the Army's nomination of MG O'Neill for this
assignment and appointment to the grade of lieutenant general. Accordingly, I recommend you
forward his nomination to the President approving these actions.

e

COLIN L. POWELL
Chairman
of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff

Enclosures
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Thie White Houge

Washington

To the Senate of the United States:

I nominate:

The following named officer for appointment to the grade of
lieutenant general while assigned to a position of importance and
responsibility under title 10, United States Code, Section 601(a):

To be Lieutenant General

Major General Malcolm R. O’Neill, United States Army [002a]




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

P

July 21, 1993

o

3.0L23 il s

MEMORANDUM FOR

FROM: . GAUGHAN
IRECTOR, WHITE HOUSE MILITARY OFFICE
SUBJECT: Navy Flag Officer Nomination

Forwarded for your approval and signature is the nomination of
Rear Admiral Robert J. Spane, United States Navy, for appointment
to the grade of vice admiral and a recommendation for his
assignment as Commander Naval Air Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet.

As required by title 10, United States Code, section 601 (2) (d)
(1), the Deputy Secretary of Defense has attached an evaluation
of Admiral Spane's performance in a joint duty assignment from
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

This nomination has been staffed by the Acting Secretary of the
Navy and was approved by the Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Recommendation

That you approve and sign the attached.

Attachment



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1000

17 JuL 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Navy Flag Officer Nomination

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend the
assignment of Rear Admiral Robert J. Spane, United States Navy, as
Commander Naval Air Force, U. S. Pacific Fleet, a position of
importance and responsibility previously designated to carry the
grade of vice admiral, and his nomination for appointment to the
grade of vice admiral. Admiral Spane, 53 years old, is currently
assigned as Director, Manpower and Training Branch, Office of the
Chief of Naval Operations. He will succeed Vice Admiral Edwin R.
Kohn, Jr., who retired.

In carrying out the duties and responsibilities of this
assignment, a flag officer must have demonstrated highly effective
performance in a number of senior leadership positions. He must be
able to exercise type command functions over all aircraft carriers
and naval aircraft assigned to the Pacific Fleet. He must also be
able to exercise command of shore activities assigned by the Chief of
Naval Operations or Commander in Chief, U. S. Pacific Fleet.

Admiral Spane meets these requirements.

Approval of this nomination will not cause the Navy to exceed
the number of officers authorized to be serving in the grade of vice
admiral. As required by title 10, United States Code, section

601(d) (1), I have attached an evaluation of Admiral Spane’s
performance in joint assignments from the Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff.
u) wtj [,,(/

William J. Perry

Attachments



CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-0001

CN-024-93
17 June 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Through: Deputy Secretary of Defense

Subject:  Flag Officer Nomination

‘1. In accordance with the provisions of title 10, United States Code, and DOD Instruction 1320.4,
the Acting Secretary of the Navy has recommended Rear Admiral Robert J. Spane for assignment
as Commander, Naval Air Force, US Pacific Fleet, and appointment to the grade of vice admiral.

2. I'have reviewed Rear Admiral Spane's performance in three joint duty assignments. As
Military Assistant for the Assistant Director, Air Warfare, DDR&E, OSD, his ability to grasp the
essential elements of a problem and address the pertinent alternatives was very much apparent in
developing R&D alternatives. The success of the F-18 program (Navy version of the lightweight
fighter) was in part attributed to his in-depth experience and knowledge of fleet operations and his
ability to make logical, reasoned inputs based on mature assessments of impacts and alternatives in
both technical and operational areas. As Chief, Current Operations Division, USCINCPAC, he
readily integrated his in-depth military background with a keen sense of the political realities in the
Pacific theater. He is a superb battle commander and warfighter, as evident by his organization
and performance during several worldwide joint exercises. As the Director for Operations,
USCINCLANT, he was the driving force behind innovative and imaginative solutions not only to
real world operational problems but also to exercise and contingency planning. His understanding
of joint matters, grasp of sensitive military-political issues, and knowledge of how best to employ
operational forces are unsurpassed. He possesses an extremely broad understanding of not only the
naval operational issues but also of joint operational and doctrine. I am confident he is well
qualified for this assignment and advancement.

3. After consultation with the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I concur in the Acting
Secretary's nomination of RADM Spane for this assignment and appointment to the grade of vice
admiral. I recommend you forward the enclosed nomination to the President approving these

actions.

COLIN L. POWELL
Chairman
of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff
Enclosure
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The White House

Wasbington

To the Senate of the United States:

I nominate:

The following named officer for appointment to the grade
of Vice Admiral while assigned to a position of importance and
responsibility under Title 10, United States Code, Section 601:

To be Vice Admiral

Rear Admiral Robert J. Spane, U. S. Navy, | (D)(6) ] [002b]
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506

July 29, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR RONALD K. PETERSON

FROM: WILLIAM H. ITM/

SUBJECT: Defense Draft Bill Public Vessel Plastic and Solid
Waste Control Act of 1993

The National Security Council staff concurs in the Defense draft
bill.



5519

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20508

July 28, 1993

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM H. ITOH

THROUGH ROBERT BELJ,QFﬂb//

FROM: KEITH HAHN¢j(

SUBJECT: Defense Draft Bill Public Vessel Plastic and Solid
Waste Control Act of 1993

Tab II provides DoD’s response to agency comments on the Navy'’s
legislative proposal dated June 30, 1993 on the Public Vessel
Plastic and Solid Waste Control Act. Also attached is a revised-
legislative proposal dated July 13 which incorporates many of
those agency comments.

The current version of the legislative proposal commits the Navy
to full compliance with international disposal requirements, .
including special area (as designated by MARPOL Convention) . ="
requirements, at the earliest possible date. It directs the Navy
to develop the technology necessary to come into full compliance,
and through its reporting provisions, ensures that the Navy
program to reach compliance will remain highly visible. Annual
reports will be required on discharges which are not in
compliance with regulations. Reports are required every five
years on available technology, and on the Navy’s effort to employ
available technology to achieve full compliance.

All agencies are reported to be happy with this draft, although
State would like to see a 10-year cap on extensions for
compliance for all ships (surface and subsurface). However, it
will not oppose this draft on this issue.

- . 4 o= v .
Concurrence by: Jeremy %;Anl;, Eileeﬁyéfgﬁssen
g
RECOMMENDATION = -

That you siggfthe~mem6randum at Tab I concurring in the Defense
draft bill as modified.

Attachments
Tab I Memorandum for Signature
Tab II Incoming Correspondence
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT SPEO‘ AL
OFFICE OF MANAGENENT AND BUDGET
washington, D.C. 80503

July 26, 1993

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUN
LRM #D-297
DRAFT #209

T0: Legislative Liaison officer -

COMMERCE = Michael A. Levitt - (202)482-3086 - 324
JUSTICE - Sheila F. Anthony - (202)3514-2141 - 217
STATE ~ Julie C. Norton = (202)647-2137 - 228
TRANSPORTATION = Tom Herlihy - (2302)366-4687 - 226
EPA - Thomas C. Roberts - (202)260-5414 - 326
NSC - William H. Itoh = (202)395-3723 -~ 249

FROM: RONALD K. PETERSON (for) M K. ,%t“ ;

Assigtant Director for Legislative Reference

ONB CONTACT: Holly FITTER (393-3233)
Secretary’s line (for simple responses): 395-6194
Linda WIESMAN (395-6808)

SUBJECT DEFENSE Draft Bill Public Vessel Plastic and
solid wWaste Control Act of 1993

DEADLINE: 5300 PM July 28, 1993

COMMENTS: Attached is Navy’s reaction to the last set of
agency comments. If we 4o not hear to the contrary from you
within the prescribed timeframe ve vill assume that you have
no objection to clearance of the revised bill as amended.

OMB requests the views of your agency on the above subject before
advising on its relationship to the progran of the President, in
accordancs with OMB Circular A-19.

Please advise us if this item will affect direct spending or
receipts for purposes of the the “Pay-As-You-Go¥ provisions of
Title XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Aot of 1990.

cCs

J. Payne
L. Haber
T. Hunt

X. MoGinty
H. Paster

5 Darke . 4 39
_ Rk ki
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LRN #D-297
RESPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

If your response to this request for views is simple (o.9g.,
concur/no comment) we prefer that you respond by faxing us this
responss sheet. If the response is simple and you prefer to
call, please call the branch-wide line shown below (NOT the
analyst’s line) to leave a message with a saecretary.

You may also respond by (1) calling the analyst/attorney’s direct
1ine (you will be connected to voice mail if the analyst does not
answer); (2) sending us a memo or letter; or (3) if you are an
OASIE user in the Executive Office of the President, sending an
E-nail message. Please include the LRM number shown above, and
the subject shown balow.

TO: Holly PFITTER
Oftice of Management and Budget
Fax Numbexr: (202) 395-5651
Analyst/Attorney’s Direct Number: (202) 395-3233
Branch-Wide Line (to reach secrstary): (202) 395-61%4

FROM: | (Date)

(Name)

(Agency)
(Telephone)

SUBJECT: DEFENSR Draft Bill Public Vessel Plastic and
8olid Waste Control Act of 1993

The following is the response of our agency to your request for
views on the above~-captioned subject:

Conour

No objection
No comnent

Ses proposed edits on pages

Othert

FAX RETURN of pages, attached to this
response shee

LT
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NAVY RESPONSES TG AGENCY
COMMENTS ON 30 JUNE REVISION

REESPONSES TO COAST GUARD COMMENTS!
1. - 5. Adop;ed.
RESPONSES TO NOAA COMMENTS

1. Specisl Arsas. A number of comménts are lumped togather
here, but will be sddressed separstely.

1. Subsection (c) has baeen moditied%to apply only to Navy ships.

2. In good faith the Navy cannot agrss to a date cartain when it
will be able to mest all requiremants for gpacisl areas. We note
that these requirements do not arise under the 1973 Convention
jrself, and thus do not impose similar restrictions on the
opsrationsl capabilities of any othef navy.

3. At the mesting with OMB on 28 Apzil, the Navy made it clear
that it could not comply fully with requirements for special
areas within $ yeers. It wag clear that after investing $900
million in an expedited project to aliminate or reduce discharges
of waste from Navy ships, the bast technology sveilable could not
eliminate cartain comparatively benign discharges under some
circunstances in specisl areas. :

4. This is due in part becauss the nission profile of ships in
special sreas must respond to the needs identifiad by the
prasident and cannot be predicted. We note that the USS
ROOSEVELT recently completad over two sonths of operations in the
Adristic Sea without a port call in response to unforeseen
foreign policy requirements. In an era of expanding commitments

and declining resources, such gituations will occur more

5. After disqussion of the Navy's need to be ready to zegpond to
such contingenciss in special aress, there was agreement that :
such dischsrges should be subjact to 8 "no plastic, no floating
discharge standerd” with the undarstanding that the Navy would
continue to work towsrds full compliancs. In placs of a fixed
dasdline, the Navy agreed to a number of measures tO encourage
and monitor prograss towards full compliance. gection 4 already
contains a8 number of measures to ensurs that the Navy will
continus to0 work on minimizing and then elininating such

discharges:

1 Responses ere numbered to corvespond ¥o comments where
possible.

1
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6. New subsection 3(e) Clearly ostabitsncu a goal of full
compliance. That is clesy and no further ropetition or statament
of s neaningless dats should be requi;od. The legislation

slready provides for:

7. New subsection 3(e)(1), which dirbctl the Secratery of the
Navy %o work ‘the problem until it is polved.

(a) New subsection 3(e)(2), which Tequires the
gecretary of the Navy tO issue regulations that, notwithstanding
the revised special srea standard, reguire complience with Annex
ve ts (including those for specisl areas) to the extent
thst the opesrational capabilities of the ships ere not impaired.

(b) New subsection 3(e)(3)., which requires the
gSecretary of Defange tO report snnually on di{schargss that ars
not fully compliant with Annex Vv, including spacisl ares
requirenants. ' :

, (c) Naw subsection 3(e)(4), which requiras the
Secretary of Defense tO report evary five years oh possible
technological solutions to special sraa discharges. This is 8
"report card® on the progress of the Secretary of the Navy,
{ncluding funding devoted to the prohilea.

Thugs the existing language would establish & camprehensive
program to work toward solution of a iproblan that, at present, 1is
insoluble. It will keep the issue alive and sssily accessible to
the othsr agencies and the public through a very meaningful
process that will allow application of further mgasures should
ths Navy's effort lag. We cannot agres to the suggestion by

NOAA.

2. Progress standsrds. Thera is no:reason to eliminate the
enumerated causss, all beyond the control of the Navy, that would
extand the final compliance date. This i alresdy an
axtrsordinsry provision, and should not be modifisd, In response

to EPA ouu:::igéa:. have made it evea clearer that only the
progress @ are extended - not the compliance dates.

3. Raports. The language has been podified to clarify that it
{s the discharges that otherwise would be prohibited that are to
be reported. Both subsection (b)(2){A)isd and (c)(1) axrs clearly
1imited to Navy ships. We cannot report location as requested by
NOAA becsuse the reports could allow: foreign intelligence
servicss to destarmins classified infprmation regarding the
opsrating ereas for submarines. Any: Teporting that would allow
breaking out submarines by location,: including location in

{al aress, is unacceptable. Reporting a1l aischarges in
particuler specisl sreas is unacceptable because, in the abaence
of surface ships (which can be tracked by conventional means).
any discharges could be linked to submarines. Wa feel that the
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existing zeporting language is sufficient to indicate. the degree
of Navy compliance with Annex V raquirements. The purposs of
this zeport is not to produce research quality information, a
project that is beyond the scope. :

¢. Mixed waste. We do not dispute that the prohibition on
disposal of plastic includes digposal ot.tood-contaminatcd
plastic under Regulation 3(1)(a) to Annex V. Plastic wastes are
treated differently than garbage, whather food-contaminated or
not. The only velisf provided the Navy for plastic waste is the
S year extension to purchase and install plastics processors and
the 15 year extansion for submarines. Plastics discharges from
surface ships, slready cut 70%, will idiminish further after 1996
as the plastics processcrs coud into ithe flset. While ve do not
plan to revise ths much-dalayed report for gsuch s revision, vwe
believe that tha current draft clearly recognizes the diffarent
creatment of plastic - as doas the equipment suite we are

ing to come into compliance. Any ambiguity can be
clarified in the regulations that the Navy will devaelop pursuant
to sec. 4(e)(2). ' : :

s, S$pecific comments. Comments 8. and b. are done. The
proposed letter is already at OMB but we have no objection to
changing it as indiceted. We 4o not:believe that the rapore,
which & numbexr of congressional staffs have aslready requested,
ghould ba revised further. :

RESPONSES TO EPA COMMENTS
1. See rasponse to NOAA comment 3.5

2. Added language to clarify that tﬁo dates for the Progress
standards are extended. This should: be clesxr enough.

3. Done.

4. As explasined in snswer 1.b. to NDAA's comments, the language
citad can be 4mproved, but the Navy has never held out the
possibility of full compliance in special sreas within S years.
We acknowle that tha current language could be read tO s8Y
that ths goal is compliance in special sreas in 15 yeers - which
may bs t0O generous or may be unrealistic. ¥e prsfer to rely on

' ¢ha other measures of Navy effort in the report and remove
specific dates $0 that earlisr complisnce is not deterzed if the
technology (which is not even at the conceptual stags yat) does
pacome svailable. The language has been so modified.

AESPONSES TO DEPAKTHENT OF STATE COMNENTS
1. Taking the handwritten note On ého comment previously

submitted end then withdrawn on 28 April, Wwe 4o not share tre
Departwent of State's lack of concerni because only two areas are

3



fully  in effect, The Navy just complet
in the Baltic that wers far mora sxtensivs than any recent
afforts. The projections are that such exercises will continue
and expand - making the Dapartment of State historical
4u:ospnnnso,tnvalid. Mozeover ths approdch of the Department of
ltat-;could require emergency legislative relief wvhenever ons of
the dasigneted special areas comas into ¢fect. This is & poor
plen o deal with an important issus. i

'multilateral cperations
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DRAFT

A BILL

Shipboard Plastic and Solid Waste Coatrol Act of 1993

To amend the Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships in o:sfdcr to cstablish standards for

compliance with Annex V to the MARPOL-Coavention: by ships owned of opetated by the

hhmmdbthuudedwmumo]wUMSmuh

Section 1. Tille. This acs may be ctod a5 the Shipboard Plastic and Solid Waste Costrol

Sectiop 2. Complisnce Desdlines for Department otgun Navy Ships.
(3) Subseetion 3(B)Y2)XA) of the Act t0 Provent Pollution from Shigs [33 USC.
§ 1902(5)(2)(A)] is amended by deleting all stter the words “shall apply” and inserting the
following: -
“to ships refemed 10 in panagraph (1XA) & foliows:
() Aftes Docember J1st, 1993 todlsuclinhlpsuup.nhosamedotopmted
by the Depastment of the Navy;
(if) After December 31st, 1998 to all such ships, including those owned or
opumdbylhebepmmo(mmvyexceptwbmdplblm
() Afer Decembor 31st, 2008 to al such ships, Including thosc owned by
the Departmess of thc Navy and submersibles.” '

Section 3. Special Area Discharges. Scction 3 of thf__; Act 10 Prevent Pollution from Ships
(33 US.C. § 1902) is amended by renumbering existing subsections (c) and (4) & (9) and (¢)
respectively and inserting now subsection (€) after subdoction (b), &8 follows:
~(c). Special Area Discharges. - |
1) Fhis-chapter The requirements of Annex V of the Convention shall not apply 10

effiuent or other discharges from pulpess. comminuters. shyedders, compoctors aboard

vpdeves 1608, 13 July 199 1
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 Shlpboard Plastic and Solid Waste Control Act of 1993

ubmmibla.pmwuhummmdwiimﬂmmwpw&dh
ubsection (b(1)63E} INEEFERIne\L 5t tpernied by the Deparmeat of the N¢vy. while such
lhiphlomdhupeddmheffeaunduAmeouheOmvmﬂonualm

(A) Ths ehip i located Wikin telve nautica mils of the nearest and;

(8) such efflueas or discharges result in the releate of ficatable material upon the
surface of ths water; of _
© uamumawm,ummmejulmamwof
whetber it fioats.”

Section 4. Full compliance messures. Remumbered subsection 3(c) of the At o Prevest
Pollution from Ships (33 US.C. 1902(:)] s amended a3 follows:

*(¢) Compliancs by Excluded Vessels. The Unied States heroby establishes & goal
dwmmmmmmofmv@mmmeﬁim |
To this cad:

(l)msmohthwy:haudevelop.mfd.an.wppmm
dewmxovuﬁ:wuammem
Wn;wdmdodcmmdmforuduaionomécmmmywwm |
mwdwmmmwuymmmgmmm-m

a),mmhwwmofmemmmf«mmmm«m
MMMMwﬂwletomuwmmebywmbn
(le).ofthhm'ﬁthkmpmMaMgmibdmwwMon -
Mmuﬁrubmﬂemdpnaicab!cwiihomimpﬁthnhﬁrm h
wmwmm.mludmmb@uﬁbbndﬂphepdﬂw.m
mwmmmmmmmofmea—mwmmﬂw
Wmmumummunmn}chmmm»mm
wccondance with this subscction unless and until full compliance with tbe requiremenss of
MARPOE Ammex V OL{i:Qrioventitn is achieved. ?

ypdatas 3008, 13 July 1993 2
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Shipboard Plastic and Solid Waste Coatrol Act of 1993

'(3) The Sccretary of Defease annually shall repon 10 the Sccretary of Commerce,
Secyetary of State, Secretary of Transportation and the Adninmnml'ot the Pavironmental
Protection Ageacy Wmmm amoust and nature of
discharges from submersibles pursuant to eaeﬂbammaion (OXBCNAXIET) and
discharges from ships pursusat to subscetion (cX1), \vhleh discharges would not otherwise be

mmmmv:omcomuu _
Q) P!wymfronthee{fecuvedmohhiucction.andoumhnveym

_anniversary thereafter until full compliance with Annex:V to the Convention is achieved by

dlshpsunduhismml the Sceretary o(Dcfemshallmbminothes:cmaryo!

mw«mmofrmmmmmmwam
Eavironmental Protection Agency Wf-wwm
(A) Reviewing the then-cxisting techuolwes for solid wastc management

aboard ships, including submersibles;

(B) assessing the practicability of employin; such technologics in Department
of tho Navy ships to achieve hﬂwmpmwimthexequhmcmolm V10 the
Convuulonbyubumiblumdbybepmmcm of the Navy ships in special arcas; and

(C) sexting forth the progress of the Depamuotthcﬂm. including
amounts budgeted, towards achieving full compliance by submersibles and by Navy ships in

spechl Mwmmwm
Section 5. Progress ‘Sandsrds. The Department of thc Navy shall vigorously pursue
research and dsvdopw. acquisition and installation o( cquipment required to meot the
mplhna deadlines sstabiished by Section 2 of this Aa.

(a) To easure timely compliance, the Depanmcm of the Navy shall mest the

following objective standasds:

wpdorer 1008, 13 Juip 1993 3
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mpmm-uaudmmcmmm«tm -

(1) Not lates than October 1, W.thpcpmwofmonyswlnuma
mﬂhmﬂmbmlpmmquhdwdlwlmmwnewwndmgcof
mmmmmpcmm 'plndap:m‘)'md

® Nawmmlyt.tmmwotmummwm
Mpomwunitdm;;mmmmba:dqmvy;h{p;

(3) Not later than July 1, lm.mobepmwdthcrlwyshﬂmplm
Mdmwmbwduwm;uwummmm
»mﬁymmz@xu)otmmm

) NotlmMApxﬂl.mS.thODcplmmohheNmMmplm
WMMMmMm@mm;qmof&euﬁpwmnhmh
procossans 80 comply with Section 2(s)(W) of this Act.

® mmmmmw;mpopmmduahmmmu
Mdnyuhymlymthmmwmumdmnwuﬂ
WMWNMMCOMMMW failure of the Department of
muwwmmmquumvymnmmmmmp
mmwmmmuum«mmwwmm

mwummmmmamdmummmww

" reasonably within the coutrol of the Department onbe:mvy

wostes 1008, 33 July 1980 : 4
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Codifled Section 1902, As Amended

§ 1902. Ships subject to preventive measures

()  Included vessels

This chapter sball spply- :

) mﬂpofumawmumum@m.«mwmm
authority of the United States, wherever located; i

) whhmpmwmlmdnwmecd\m:m.wammwnmp
refesred to in paragraph (1), while in the navigable waters of the United States;

@A) mmmwtbuquiummou\nncxVtothcoymudou.touup.oxhu
wa:h!pnfmedtobmptph(l) whileiutheuvipblcwmwthcuduive
economic zone of the United States; and :

| (4)whhm;eanngmniwpmaibedundumlwathhtm&o{mym
ot temizal in the United States. :
@) Excluded vasssls
0 Mswmhmmpha).wmamﬂmwyw-
(A)awmhlp,unlwﬂiuy,otozlmshipmedaopumdbymcumedswu
mWhmmadllmiec.
mmmmwmuuymwmmm

XA) NwwnzmpmmammmLMMMijmw
Mm)dmmmwothtothan
;pplymsupmedwhmmphuxm-ton

() Ates December 31t 1993mumh¢1pmmoaomdmpemcd '

bytbpepumndtum
() Afer Docember 31st, IMtowdchMindudiaumowmdm

qcﬁdbthaulﬂwyuccpc wbmutihh:
() Mmombcna.°ooatoauwshlp.hdwa;wmcaw

the Depertment of the Navy and submersibles.

wéores 1508, 13 July 1993 : p
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Codified Section 1902, As Amended
@)mmwwwym;m;orwmww
emugeacy. 5

(¢) Special Arma-Dissbarges.
u)wmrﬂmyuwmgwwwﬂm
Mwmwmwmmmémwmmmm
mwummmmmmmuwdh
ﬂhmmwmummm?umwm
7N The ship 8 located within twelve nautical miles of the nearest land:
® mawuwm:huhmdnm.wmm
surface of the watas; o¢
© sach effioest or discharges esult in the felesse of plastic, iespoctive of
whether it flosts. ' -
(@ Reguiations
m-mmwnphﬁmappuaphmmdammam
mmnroLmoed.mnmmeoum@mam;manm
wumv:m:mlymwmén(:)otmhmdm.wmm
thmmmmmm«émnmmmm%
(6) Compiiance by Exciuded Vessels |
mmwmmbushmpuot{nnmpmmmmmmm
of Amnex V 10 the MARPOE-Protocot-Conveation. To this eads
o)mmuummnwuop.@.uwm.mm
mduwmmutomudv}mmgmmwwm
mwmmumama&mmmmwm
mwummmwmwummmm
a);'mmm«mmummgctmmmmum
MM'MMWwWMWMWWWwW

wpsasae 1608, 38 July 18D . 2
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Codified Section 1902, As Amended

(K1) of this section for which be is sesponsible. Standards prescribed undes this subsection
anhuammommmuwuﬁmmmmwomu
wwmmua.mmwp.ummwummbwm.m
h.mmmmmanvam

-mmmamummnmmf standards trom tims o tims n

mmmmuwmwmudummnm@plmmmmm«

vaq,WBM !
()] mmuwmmMywnmmmmam

4

discharges from submersibles pursuant t0 deseribed-imsubscction (B)EXZXA) ) and
mmapwwwmmcxx).wuiawwmmmu
atborized undes Anncx V to the Coaveation. . |
@ mmmmmmmomnu@muwumm
wmwwwmwmm§v;ommuuumdw
mmwmwmmes:moiwmwmaxmmm
g:,comuu.smmamsmm«wummmmuwﬁm
Faviroamental Protoction Agency hesds-of-cencernod-Federut-ageaeicss report:
. wm«mmmmw’_ es for solid wastc management
(B) tsstising the pricticability of emploging soch techaologies in Depostment
ﬁmmﬁpnMMmplmﬁmm@qummquVwm
Wwwumwnmmotwﬁnmyummm
(qmmmwmonmoepfgmmormm.mwng
mwﬁmmwmpumbfymmmmwmmpm

spdaeas 1000, 39 Suly 1989 ' 3



