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' THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 19, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: JACK MARSH

FROM: BOB WOLTHUIS

I talked to Admiral Bill Flanigan, head of the Navy Liaison, and he
believes that the Stennis question is as follows:

1) The House has authorized a DLGN 42 which is a nuclear ship without
the Aegis weapon system capability. The Senate does not wish to put
Aegis on this ship.

2) An option facing the Conference is for the Navy to build a mix of
conventional-nuclear ships. The conventional ships could be the
DD963 variant armed with the Aegis.

In order for the Navy to build a conventional ship and arm it with

Aegis requires a change in title 8 of a past DOD authorization bill which
calls for an all nuclear navy. It would also require a budget amendment.
It is my understanding that the President and Jim Schlesinger have been
talking today dout this matter because for the Congress to authorize a
conventional ship without a change in title 8 would require Presidential
certification.

In summary, I believe what Stennis is talking about is that the House has
already authorized the nuclear DLGN 42 and the Senate has not. He supports
the nuclear conventional mix. He is probably anxious to have the Presiden-
tial certification for the non-nuclear ships which could be built in Mississippi.
I think we should be very careful in attributing this to Stennis, but as I
understand the problem, this is what it boils down to.



THE WHITE HOUSE <

WASHINGTON

_BD__ MAERA, Da%e—“‘ilﬁ—— June 20, 1975

_CEASSIFIED /CLOSE HOLD

MEMORANDUM TO: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: JACK MARS

I have had several discussions today on the Hill in reference to the
question of the nuclear power in Navy ship construction. One of the
persons with whom I talked was Charlie Bennett, who is playing an
active part in the conference. Bob Wilson was in San Diego. There
is considerable confusion over the situation generally, but it appears
to point down to three main points:

1) Your taking a position for nuclear power on new construction
of major ships without regard to any particular vessel. This
is reflected in the letters of Thurmond, Pastore and several
others, who urge you not to waive the nuclear power requirement,
This issue is indirectly involved in the conference.

2) That you decide to place the Aegis missile system on a nuclear
ship as opposed to placing it on a conventional ship such as
the DD963 Variant. Stennis might like to put the Aegis on the 963,

3) The question of your position on the $60 million item for the
nuclear missile cruiser, which was in the House bill, but not in
the Senate bill. This raises two questions, one whether you want
to leave it in the bill and secondly, whether you want it to be nuclear
powered,

To add to the complexity and confusion of the above three points, there
seems to be different views on these subjects by Navy and DOD of which
the respective Committees are aware,

Bennett wants to see you personally about the missile cruiser. He is
strongly in favor of it remaining in the bill, and that it be nuclear powered.
In fact he is threatening not to sign the Conference Report if the Senate
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attempts to drop it from the bill. He wants you to come out with a
statement favoring its retention and urging nuclear power as a symbol
of your desire to build a modern Navy. He would like to see publicity
attached to your position, and I gather if he came to the White House he
would want this publicized.

Bennett also feels that the Aegis decision is not as important as the
cruiser decision, but he would urge that the Aegis be placed on the
nuclear powered Long Beach.

The conference will reconvene at 2:30 on Monday, and he would like to
have some indication of your views before that. I pointed out to Charlie
that although you have not made a firm decision you were not objecting

to the conference leaving the cruiser in the bill. I also indicated generally
your views on a nuclear Navy, and I thought you probably leaned at this
time to nuclear power on the cruiser, but you had made no final decision.

I tried to discourage him from a meeting because I felt your views
were close to his. However, he was very insistent, and I am not sure
that I was able to completely dissuade him, but I will follow up.

cc: BScowcroft
MFriedersdorf

CLOSE HOLD




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 25, 1975

MEMO FOR: JACK MARSH

FROM: RUSS ROURKE

Bob Wolthuis has the nuclear strike cruiser
well in hand. The attached paper has pre-
sumably cleared the White House and, upon
Presidential signature, the letter to the
Speaker will be delivered this afternoon.
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RATIONALE IN SUPPORT OF RELOCATING

NAVAL SHIP ENGINEERING CENTER (NAVSEC)

1. Purpose. To provide more effective utilization of the NAVSEA and
NAVSEC Jecreasing manpower by locatirg NAVSEC engineers closer to NAVSFA
program and project managers and by taking advantage of combined adminis-
trative services.

2. Background: NAVSEC is a field activity of the Naval Sea Systems
Command (NAVSEA) charged with acting as NAVSEA's principal ship
engineering activity. 1In this capacity NAVSEC prepares integrated ship

. designs for ship acquisition and modernization, thus supporting the

Naval Electronic, Air, and Supply Systems Commands as well as NAVSEA,

The separation of NAVSEC from these activities hampers effective operations
in this and other areas. Collocation with NAVSEA and these other systems
commands at Crystal City is considered essential to continuing effectiveness
in the face of diminishing manpower resources. The following figures for-
fiscal years 69 and 75 serve to illustrate the trends of increasing work-
load and decreasing personnel strength which have continued over the past
several years: =

i

;“VFY 69 Actual and FY 75 Authorized Total Obligational Authority ,

€

for SCN in unadjusted dollars

FY 69 = FY 75 % increase
$1.2B | $3.1B 151%

Civilian Personnel Strength

End 69 End 75 "% reduction Billets

 NAVSEA 3,689 3,144 1sy 545
NAVSEC (Hyattsville). 1,011 1,665 13 246
TOTAL ' 5,600 4,809  14%. 701

3. Office space savings:

a, Office space requirements by the end of fiscal year 1975 are:*

~ National Center Prince Georges "
Bldgs 1, 2, & 3 Center Bldg. '
Civilian , 3,054 1,665

Military 274 e 58

_Others (approximation of non- . ‘
payroll personnel requxring : .

61

A'ﬂ,;, office space) o867 )
- = ~ Ve MERN 8 784 5 979 65*5 91&

4,195

E ST DR o :;14;‘1‘»f‘f1¥ f[&  f'gf1 'Enc1osﬁté;(1)



b. Current Office space in use is:

_ Space occupied by NAVSEA. 654,000 sq. ft.

" Prince Georges Center Bldg. \ ; 301,000
Total : 955,000 sq. ft.

- €. Proposed space requirement

‘ Existing Crystal City space | 654,000
Requested new space in Crystal City area 86,000
Total ' , - 740,000

d. Reduced office space of 215,000 sq. ft. reflects past and proposed
personnel reductions as well as space savings resulting from the elimination
- of redundant facilities necessitated by separate locations.

| é.r‘Intangible benefits. Collocation of NAVSEC with NAVSEA would help
~4in solving the following current problems:

"a. A most vexing problem arises in any tasks involving a whole ship

- since many NAVSEC offices are involved and they must work to a common list
of assumptions. Developments of common assumptions requires much cor-

- respondence and many meetings., Full participation is almost impossible

" when NAVSEA and NAVSEC are separated by an hour's journey. Collocation of
NAVSEA and NAVSEC eliminates the loss of productive work because of transit
time. '

* b. The most crucial problem i1s those contacts which never take place,
but which should. The cost to the Navy of poor or inadequate communication
“is in terms of more costly ships, with inadequate technical guidance given
' to contractors. Collocation will offer an opportunity to make necessary
contacts. ‘

c. Control over cost escalation is vital to the Navy obtaining ‘the
desired number and type of ships for the future.fleet. Unchecked cost
escalation can effectively reduce the ship construction program in spite
of the increased ship'construction program or recent years. The s/SCN
appropriation in FY 1975 is 23%Z of the total Naval Material Command total
obligation authority, compared to 117 in FY 1969. Collocation of NAVSEA
~and NAVSEC will aid NAVSEA's efforts to control cost escalation.

- d., Drastically increased claims against the Navy by contractors
threaten to add huge increases to ship costs. The following shows increases
in combined claims and appeals: ,

1969 : 1973
303.9M 1365.4M

- wvital to control of claims is the most effective use of technlcal personnel
- (i e. NAVSEC enginecers) to: ' Fﬁ““
: LIS

(1) Prepare original ship qpecificatlons so thdt "loopholesfQ

o "’.
g
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*i‘are plugged, and engineering problems accurately foreseen;

2) Participate with Ship Acquisition Project Manager (SHAPM)
personnel in technical conferences at which key decisions are made which

affect the interaction and operability of systems/equipments and in whlch
ship costs are determined.

Collocation will foster closer working relationships and more frequent
consultation thereby providing a potential for better specifications
and better decisions, which should at the very least result in a halt
of claims escalation.
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. FACT AND JUSTIFICATION (FaJ) FORM

1. Name and location of Activity

Naval Ship Engineering Center

Center Building o oo o
Prince George's Center ‘ R
Hyattsville, Maryland 20782 - v

2. Background

a.. In 1968, CHNAVMAT submitted NAVSEC as a possible candidate for
relocation within the Metropolitan Washington area to alleviate overcrowding.
at Main Navy/Muniticns. HAVSEC was selected because it was a field
activity, because of its large size, and because its move would be less
disruptive to NMC business than to relocate one of the SYSCOM headquarters.
“ The move was in line with the long-range relocation plan which was
developed by the Chief of Naval Material and Administrative Office and
approved by ASN(I&L). This plan called for the 15,000 occupants of Main
Navy/Munitions, upon its demolition, to be relocated in two buildings:
10,000 in the future Bolling Building and 5,000 in a building near
~Bolling. Bolling was to house NAVMAT, the headquarters of the hardware
‘Systems Commands (AIR, ORD, ELEX and SHIPS), ASN(I&L), and AO. A
nearby building, to be requested after Bolling/Anacostia had been built,
was to house all the remaining Naval Material Command components in
Washington, including NAVSEC. The availability of such a government
building was planned so far in the future as to warrant that GSA obtain
a long-term lease for NAVSEC at P.G. Plaza. However, eventually under
the plan NAVSEC was to move close to the hardware systems commands it
services. In the winter of 1969-1970 the White House ordered the remaining
occupants of Main Navy/Munitions to move so that the buildings could be
demolished by December 1970. GSA found space for CNM and five Systems
Command headquarters in the Crystal City area in Arlington. Neither the
~demolition schedule for Main Navy/Munitions nor the relocation to
Virginia of the Systems Commands was known or predicted in 1968, ~when
NAVSEC moved. The original plan called for a move to Bolling no earlier
. than 1972. J

b. The approximate 15 mile separation between NAVSEC at Prince-

- George's Plaza and the SYSCOM headquarters on the Jdefferson Davis

TN

- Corridor impairs NAVSEC effectiveness in serving the SYSCOMS; reguires
duplicate administrative services, management and personnel staffs;
necessitates excessive travel time between the two locations; and
reduces the daily face-to-face contact of engineering personnel so
important in acquiring totally integrated ship systems. Thus, the

. physical separation of NAVSEC from chese activities decreases ovcrall
effectiveness and causes inefficient utilization of manpower. This
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'compeunds an increasing imbalance between diminishing manpower available

to perform a significantly increased workload, as shown by the following
statistics. The total obligational authority for NAVORD and NAVSHIPS

 (predecessors of NAVSEA), (actual 0&M,N, 0&M,N-R, RDT&E,N, SCN PAM,N,

and OPN) for Fiscal Year 1969 was $4.1 bi]]ion whereas prajected total

‘obligational authority for FY 1975 is $6.6 billion - an increase of 61%.

Civilian manpower physically available in the National Capital Region to
the combined commands and NAVSEC (Hyattsville only) totalled 5600 at the
end of Fiscal Year 1969 and is programmed to be 4809 by the end of FY
1975 - a decrease of 14%. Combining the NAVSEA and NAVSEC manpower in

- one location will greatly facilitate handling this increased workload
- more effectively.

3. Mission

- The Naval Ship Engineering Center is the principal ship engi-
neering activity for NAVSEA. In this capacity, NAVSEC is primarily
responsible for preparation of ship designs in connection with ship

~acquisition programs and ship maintenance and modernization engineering

in support of the active fleet. This work requires very close contact
with Ship Acquisition Project Hanagers (SHAPMs) and other Headquarters
Project Managers. In addition, NAVSEC has a close working relationship
with all other Navy systems commands in the Crystal City area that are
concerned with acquisition and support of shipboard subsystems.

4. Nature of Action

a. The planned action is the relocation of NAVSEC Hyattsvx]]e,
located at Prince George's Center to Crystal City in Arlington, in -order
to accomplish collocation with the NAVSEA Headquarters there.

b. 1t is proposed to relocate NAVSEC as soon as possible, commencing
in FY-75 and completing the collocation during FY-76.

5. Reasons for the Action

L]

The collocation nf NAVSFC with NAVSEA must -be carried out if we are
to maintain our technical capability in this acquisition and fleet
support in the face of continuing manpower reductions. Collocation will

- provide substantial quantitative savings in manpower by permitting more

effective utilization of the NAVSEA/NAVSEC workforce. Specific savings
are as follows: R

a. Administrative cost savings:

: SAVINGS ; '
Eliminate certain administrative $ .3M ,
costs such as transportation, message ﬁggf?gggix

. v

center, files, equ1pment, and offlce &h

‘services.

ag

-
S

¥



: ///,(35; Leasez space savings: o~

. Current rental 955,000 sq. ft. x $7.10=

$6,780,500 $1.5M
'Expected rental: 740,000 sq. ft. x $7.10=
' $5, 254 000
Savings: 215,000 sq. ft. x $7. 10=
. $1, 526 000

c. Salary cost savings:

Eliminate 65 billets 7  $1.5M

d. Total Direct Savings $3.3M
e. ‘One-time cost of move ‘ : $2.6M
 f. First year savings “ $.7M
g. Annual savings thereafter $3.3M

Note: The elapsed time required to amortize the cost of the move wxl]
be less than one year from the date the move is completed.

6. Impact of the Action

Personnel and physical installation impacts resulting from this
collocation are as follows: .

a. A physical move of duty stations involving approximately 1800 <:
civilian and military personnel from the NAVSEC Hyattsville complex to
the Crystal City corridor - a fair distance but within the commuting
area - will be affected. A1l operations will continue as before except
- that an effective consolidation of overhead and support functions, the
elimination of coordinating and liaison positions in the two present
organizations, and the elimination of related travel between these
organizations, will result in a reduction of 65 billets. It should be
noted that this reduction will be effected through attrition rather than
by Reduction in Force. ‘

h.  The projected additions to the Crystal City corrider pnnulation
resulting from this move, and on ihe relatea transportation and parking
resources should have minimal impact on the present Crystal City environ-
ment since the overall popu]at1on after this move will be no greater
than the total popu]ation was in 1970 due to the overall KMC reductions
that have taken place since that time.

‘c. Any loss of payrollffrom the Prince George's Plaza (PGP) complex
as a result of this move is expected to be offset by similar payrolls
from on2 or more agencies relocating into the PGP. The above informat
has been provided on an informal basis by GSA. i

d. Modifications to National Center Buildings 1, 2 & 3, including fi
requirements for new secure areas, additional telephone installations,

~and nevw office arrangements to compress existing spaces to make work

stations and office spaces available for the expanded population, will ‘
- have to be accomplished before the move can be completed. It is estimated -
that the cost to accomplish these modifications is $1.5M. It should be
noted that this cost 1s 1nc1uded 1n paragraph 5.e. entitled. "one-time

cost to move".



7. Pefsonne? Data

Civilian I  Predicted

Ao
L
\ -

LY

Non-Payroll \\\

- ‘ Livilian . Predicted
Location - Ceiling 0B Est. Sal.* Reduction Mil A1TQw Est. Sal.** - Reductiqn
NAVSEA HQ 3054 3180  $66,780K 274 $5,480K
'NAstc 1665 1704 35,784K - 58 1,160K
CTOTAL 4719 4884 107,564K 65 332

T -

*  Based on 21K average annual salary (Excluding Fringe Benefits)

** Based on 20K average annual salary (Excluding Fringe Benefits)

6,640K 0

Personnel - '
61 O

928
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;f//// 8. Installation Data (assuming collocation 1 July 1975)

 , a. land akea in acres and acquisition cost NA
~ b. .Plant Account Value NA
v. Land Value NA*
d. Equipment Value v $3M
e. Building Value NA*
f. Material Inventory : NA
'g. Lease Costs . ,
955,000 ft.2 955,000 ft.Z 740,000 ft.
7Y s BT
6. 8m 6.8n  5.3m
h. Building (type const. and duration) Concrete &
permanent
i. Property Disposition | - 500 desks &

related furniture

*Non~-Government owned

9. Assistance to Affected Civilians

a. Since the relocation of NAVSEC Hyattsville to the Crystal City
corridor is within the National Capital Region and within easy commuting
.distance, employees should not be adversely affected by this action.
However, for those employees who do not wish to relocate, every effort
will he made tn acsist such emnlovees in findirn gainfyl emplovment in
 other government agencies and/or industry in close proximity to their
residences. Additionally, for those employees accepting appointments
~and who also desire to relocate their residence, housing assistance and
referrals will be provided to the maximum extent possible.
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10, Administrative and Management Information Requirements: . :

.

- Abbreviated Name of Activities

(1) NAVSEA
(2) NAVSEC

Mailing Address:

(1) Naval Sea Systems Command (Existing)
Washington, D.C. 20362

(2) Naval Ship Engineering Center

~Washington, D.C. 20363 (Proposed)

Status of Activity

(1) NAVSEA - Fully Operational
(2) NAVSEC - Fully Operational
Effective Date

 Collocate NAVSEC with NAVSEA in FY 1975

Title of Military Head of the Activity

(1) NAVSEA - Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command
(2) NAVSEC - Commander,- Naval Ship Engineering Center

Echelon of Command

(1) NAVSEA - Echelon 3 (CNM)
(?) NAVSEC - Echelon 4 (NAVSEA)

Unit Identification Code

(1) NAVSEA - 00024

- {2) NAVSEC - 65197

*
%
s j
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" ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED RELOCATION OF NAVSEC

1. Mador cost benefits to the Navy, which more than cover the one~-
time costs of the move are:

"a. Administrative cost savings:

SAVINGS
Eliminate certain administrative costs such $ .3M
as transportation, message center, files,
~ equipment, and office services.
b. Leased space saviﬁgs: ,
Current rental: 955,000 sq. ft. x $7.10=6,780,500 =  $1.5M
Expected rental: 740,000 sq. ft, x $7.10=5,254,000 .
Savings ‘ ; =l,526,500
e, Salary cost savings:
Eliminate 65 civilian ceiling points ’ $1.5M
d. Total Direct Savings ’ g $3.3M
2. One~time cost of move ‘ $2.6M
3. First year savings ‘ $0.7M
4. Annual savings thercafter . - - 83.3M

P,
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I " EXPRDED ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT ASSESSMENT
o COLLOCATION OF THE NAVAL SHIP ENGINEERING CENTER (NAVSEC) WITH THE
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND HEADQLIARIERS (NAVSER) o

1. Proposed Collocation: It is proposed to move NAVSEC from Prince Georges
Center (PGC), Hyattsville, Md. to Crystal City, Arlington, Va. to collocate
it with Comand Headquarters and other closely interfacing elements of the
Neval Material Command. The purpose of the collocation is to maintain the
Navy's technical capability in ship acgquisition and Fleet support in the

face of continuing manpower reductions by enabling more effective utilization
of the combined NAVSEC/NAVSEA workforce. The collocation is considered to be
essential because of the expanding shipbuilding program NAVSEA must carry out
‘with very substantial support fram NAVSEC.

2. Background: In 1968, CHNAVMAT submitted NAVSEC as a possible candidate
- for relocation within the Metropolitan Washington area to alleviate over-
crowding at Main Navy/Munitions. NAVSEC was selected because it was a
field activity, because of its large size, and because its move would be
. less disruptive to NMC business than to relocate one of the SYSCOM head-
quarters. The move was in line with the long~range relocation plan which
=+ was developed by the Chief of Naval Material and Navy Administrative Officer and
» . approved by ASN(I&L). This plan called for the 15,000 occupants of Main
( B Naw/Mmltmns, upon its demolition tc be relocated in two buildings:
- 10,000 in the future Bolling Building and 5,000 in a building near Bolling.
. Bolling was to house NAVMAT, the headquarters of the hardware Systems
Camands (AIR, ORD, ELEX and SHIPS), ASN(I&L), and AO. A nearby building
-~ to be requested, after Bolling/Anacostia had been built, was to house all
. the remaining Naval Material Command components in Washington, including
NAVSEC. The availability of such a goverrment’ building was planned so' far
in the future as to warrant that GSA obtain a long-term lease for NAVSEC
at P.G. Plaza. However, eventually under the plan NAVSEC was to move
close to the hardware systems comrands it services. In the winter of
- 1969-1970 the White House ordered the remaining occupants of Main Navy/
- Munitions to move so that thebulldmgscouldbedezmhshedbynecmber
1970. GSA found space for (M and five Systems Command headquarters in
- the Crystal City area in Arlington. Neither the demolition schedule for
. Main Navy/Munitions or the relocation to Virginia of the Systems Commands
- was known or predicted in 1968, when NAVSEC moved. The ox:lginal plan
- called for a move to Bolling no earlier than 1972.

" 3. Total Impact of the Pmposed Collocation. The proposed collccation will
‘result 1n same changes in envirormental impact in the total Washington
Metropolitan area. These changes will have potential impact in terms of
initial higher-density highway usage in the Crystal City area (which will

- be equally true if someone other than NAVSEC occupies the space becoming
h ~available in Crystal City) and political, social and economic aspects of -
-+ both areas concerned. METRO construction is expected to alleviate high-
C‘" way congestmn and other impacts are expected to be mlmmzed by reduced

; ol 5 ?0.?\
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' NA& oEA/’\IAVoB’J total o< flce space and reducmg total personnel. It should

be noted, however, that the Crystal City population upon completion of this

f;',«nme,vdll be no greater than the total population that was envisioned by the
.+ .. Arlington County Government's long range plan for the Jefferson Davis :

. .Corridor. In view of this, possible adverse mpact upon the environment
-~ is not considered to be s:.gm.flcant.

g, Summary of Impact

a. Highway Usage. The approximately 1800 people at PCC will start

: commuting to Crystal City upon collocation. It is expected that same un~ -

known percentage of these people will commute by private autamobile. In

~ this regard the overall traffic pattern, even though increased automcbile

 usage is expected, will be within the established limits of Arlington

County's Long Range Plan for the Jefferson Davis Corridor. Metro service

" to the Crystal City Corridor is expected to start May, 1976, which will
- ' reduce the highway load by making the use of public transportation more
. attractive. Further alleviation of the problem should result from the- -
+ construction of Shirley Highway to the Potomac River and to Jefferson
. Davis Highway, now underway and scheduled for completion by August 1975. Y

b, Transportation. Carpool and bus plans hold praomise for mproved '

transportation. The automobile routes that would be used in traveling to
~ Crystal City from Prince Georges County and Montgomery County are varied,

. considering the size of those two counties. For the most part the routes
- are not limited access roadways, and many people would drive through the

District of Columbia. Main access roads to Crystal City itself are GW

. Parkway, I-95 and US-l. Roundtrip Metro bus service is presently available

- from the Prince George's area to Crystal City at a cost of 80 cents one

way. Though there are as yet no direct round trip bus routes from Hyatts-
ville to Crystal City, the Planning Department ‘of WRATA has indicated that
the possibility exists for the same. This would be based on the proposed

‘routing, the number of people projected that would utilize the service and

their hours of employment. When such factors have been determined, and

B upon submittal of such a justification to the WATA Planning Departnent,

a proposal would be developed by that department and based on its findings,
necessarily establish new direct bus routes. 1In th.]..s regard, such analyses
and plannmg will be actively pursued by NAVSEA.

© © Many NAVSEC employees who are accustamed to driving their own cars

o will find that they should form carpools wherever possible. Such employees

- transferring to National Center are encouraged to use the carpool locator

service for NC #1, 2 and 3. This service may be computerized and expanded -
to include all of Crystal City. The Northern Virginia Transit Cammission
(NVIC) is also considering the potentialities of "buspools" in which local
governments finance special buses to pick up employees and take them to

- major employment areas, of which Crystal City is one. Special charter buses

will also be considered. A Volunteer Bus Pool-Car Pool encouragement pro—

~ gram called COMPUTERIDE was maugurated by ADM Kidd on 13 September 1973.
~ Presently, NAVSEA and NAVSEC are jointly axchanglng SEL&:’IOPOOL dupllcate
c,ard appllcatlons. . ,/" ?‘3?5\
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c. Political, Social, and Economic Impact. One facet of this impact

" is in terms of NAVSEC erployees who now live in Maryland and would move . |

from Maryland in order to be cluser to their work-place. The following

' table gives the geograpiical (residence) composition of NAVSEC employees:

VIRGINIA  D.C. MARYLAND
GS~1-6 't - 17% 79%
©7-9 | 11% | 25% 642
11-13 27% 8% 65%
. l4-up | 393 | 5% 56%
Officers 24% 3% 73%
TOTAL | 23% 113 ' 66%

Breaking down the above figures, 47% of NAVSEC employees live in Prince -
Georges Co. and 19% in Montgamery Co. (or adjacent counties). Twenty-six per

 ¢ cent (26%) of NAVSEA's employees now live in Maryland. Past experience has
~ shown that in such moves a great portion of the clerical force remains behind

seeking employment of their highly saleable skills elsewhere so that little
impact is expected with regard to GS 1 through 6 employees. It is the

opinion of this Cammand that such employment opportunities for those in these

" grade levels, who do not wish to relocate, are as great in the Prince Georges

area as they are in the Crystal City area. Further, while experience shows
there will be a gradual shift from Maryland, most of the shift can be expected

‘" to result from new employees locating near their workplace, rather than from

moves of existing employees. Many other considerations bear on individual

 employee decisions on hame location in this large metropolitan area; in

- this regard it would be an error to assume that because an employee lives

in Virginia that he necessarily lives closer to Crystal City than the

-Moryland resident; there is a camon fallacy to the effect that Crystal ,
- City employees living in Virginia live in Crystal City and the PGC employees
“living in Maryland live immediately adjacent to PGC. Even so, NAVSEA is

figuring on an absolute maximm of 25% of NAVSEC employees considering moving as a
result of the collocation. If this percentage of NAVSEC employees moved

E from Maryland, the political impact should be mitigated by an equal number

.~ moving into Maryland when PGC is occupied by other Government employees. ‘
. Actually, movement from one cammunity to another of 25% of payroll personnel
is generally thought to be a very high estimate, based upon experience; it

has been used primarily to estimate the outside liability for reimbursement -

of moving expenses. Experience indicates, however, that transfer of work- -

place from oneepoint to another within the Washangton Metropolitan area

' does not in itself prompt employees to give up existing community ties,
' with schools and familiar shopping, particularly when employees at both’

 points are already commting from all parts of the area. This prompts the

~ possible increased gasoline consumption that may result from those employees
‘who will be co:rmt.lng additional miles from their residence to their new ‘

duty station in the Crystal City Camplex. National policy of long-standing -

has been working in the direction of efficient, relatively pollution free,
- mass transportation for large metropolitan areas. Currently, emphasis is
e be_mg placed upon energy c:onservat:.on and, there;m:ﬁ;gthe m&est DOSSJ-ble -
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use of public transportation and carpooling is encouraged. Less than ideal
public transportation facilities make parking and carpooling a key to moving

g i an employment population in a suburban location. Encouraging carpool
. participation on the part of NAVSEC erpiovees will contribute to the conserva-

 tion of energy resources by increasing the vehicle/passenger ratio from the
" present passengers per vehicle to two or more passengers per vehicle and thus,

possibly effect an overall gasoline savings, rather than an increase in
gasoline consxmptmn.

Another facet — attitude -~ is more difficult to assess because it

. relates to inter-personal relationships at the workplace, the employees'

immediate surroundings, and the general enviromment such as parking,
eating, and shopping facilities. Attitude sampling indicates that many

o ~NAVSEC employees want to move to Crystal City in order to facilitate work-

ing contact with NAVSEA, NAVAIR, NAVELEX, and NAVMAT employees. Probakly

T - social contact figures in this attitude too, because these employees for—

o - merly worked together with all these organizations in the Main Navy-

Munitions complex before NAVSEC's move to PGC. Some employees who oppo:»e Y
the move feel that commuting, parking, lunching, and shopping are better

- and cheaper at PGC. Parking at Crystal City is adequate, although slightly
. more expansive than at PCC where parking is better than adequate. Shopping

o _.convenience in Crystal City cannot compare with PGC, which borders Prince

Georges Plaza. ILunch facilities near PGC are popularly considered better

" and cheaper than those near Crystal City, although facts indicate that

Crystal City employees have access to a much larger variety and number of

eating places with a full range of quality and price campetitive with

.- others in the Washington area. The negative attitude impact can and must
-~ be mitigated by fully publicizing facts to dispel exaggerated contrasts

-betwaenCrystalmtyandPGCarﬁtolet1tbalmownthatthedlspar1tyls

narrowing; to emphasize the improved career and professional development

-+ opportunities because of closer contacts in NAVAIR and NAVELEX as well as
- NAVSEA; to emphasize the psychological advantage to NAVSEC employees who
‘now feel cut off from information and from the opportunity to get their
.inputs into management decisions; to emphasize that there is a better chance
- of keeping jobs during reduction; and to assure that there will be no
-~ detrimental effect upon "Equal Employment Opportunities” since both NAVSEA
and. mvsmc operate under the same EFO policy.

' The econamic impact upon business places near PGC should be offset by" '
trade from new occupants of PGC. Also, to the extent that business and

 taxes from Maryland resident NAVSEC employees is lost, they should be

replaced by the new occupants of PGC who became Maryland residents. A

" more realistic approach to this assessment proceeds from the fact that no

part of the Washington Metropolitan area is free fram housing shortages
andaslongast}ns1struetherecanbenomorxzn1cmpactuponmvsm
employees' residential areas. In this regard, housing statistics in and
around the Crystal CJ.tyCcnplexmchmyccxretobear in the decision pro~

.’?n\
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" cess on the part of NAVSEC arployees contazplatmg moving, are as follows:
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e wd-mcme Housmg Near Czystal C:Lty

L v (1) ‘Arlington County and the Ci*‘y of Alexandria have approxmately
© 65,000 apartment rental units ranging from efficiencies to two bedroom units.
‘" Prices are from $85 per month for efficiencies to $260 for two bedroom units.
- Vacancy rates average about 5% in Alexandria and 1%% in Arlington. Annual
turnover in tenants in both areas is about 30%.

o (2) There are no federally funded housing projects within a three
mile radius of Crystal City. However, an Arlington County Fair Housing
Ordinance specifies that all new housing facilities have at least 10%
 moderate incame housing. The definition of moderate income is that salary
- be under $8,000 and rent under $160 per month. A limited number of these
_units are added annually to the Arlmgton County master list for ass:.gn-
.. ment..

Other Apartment Units
1 Approximately 3,000 three bedroom apartments are located

 -within Arlington County and the City of Alexandria. Prices range from $251 5
. to over $500 per ronth. o o

- Houses Near Crystal City

Q e (1) Rental houses near Crystal City are in the $275 to $425
o monthly range depending upon size and location. Only a relatively small
- number of adequate single dwelling units are available for rent.

. (2) wWithin a 5 mile radius of Crystal City, houses are available from
«$25 000 up to $150,000. The average sales price in this area runs $52,500.
~ There are presently a number of houses in this ‘category on the market.

5. Alt tives: S i -

, a. Move NAVSEA to PGC. Collocation of NAVSEA and NAVSEC at Prince
. Georges Center rather than at Crystal City has been seriously proposed more
- than once. This plan would fall far short of satisfying the objectives of
~ the collocation because NAVAIR, NAVELEX, NAVSUP, and NAVMAT, all-of which
. are located in Crystal City, have important roles in the shipbuilding and
- Fleet maintenance processes. NAVSEC has a key integrating position in these
processes and must maintain frequent and continuing contact with these .
other Camands. In recognition of this fact, all of these Commands have .
- designated representatives to participate as required in ship design at, PGC
-and have also participated vigorously in a Joint Interface Management Task
. Force set up to resolve procedural problems ensuing from their high degree
- of interdependence. Also, NAVSEA personnel, who make frequent trips to the
- Pentagon, which is close to Crystal City, would no longer be able to main-
tain face-to-face commumication with personnel in the Pentagon without :
 serious loss of time enroute from PGC. Fram the point of view of environ-
( ’ nertal impact, this proposal for the most part muld have a far greatar

- V". o s ) SR : e i . : ) - . ; S . ff‘:‘
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effect than the collocation under consideration. It vbuld increase the
burden on highways' and parking in the immediate vicinity of PGC. It would

. require construction of facilities to accommodate the NAVSEA population of
- over 4200 people or require displacing tenants in other office space in the

PCC vicinity. This approach amounts to the concept of spending a dollar to
save a dime; in other words, highly inefficient.

b. Mave NAVSEA and NAVSEC to another city. Serious offers have been
made by city and state governments to have NAVSEA and NAVSEC collocated in
cities outside the Washington area. These proposals would fall even
further short of the objectives of collocation because of the increased
difficulty in maintaining relationships with other camands involved in
the shipbuilding and Fleet maintenance processes. It would also become

- very expensive in terms of household moving costs and undoubtedly cripple

NAVSEA/NAVSEC for years to came because of loss of professional personnel

~ who would find other jobs rather than leave the Washington area. The

political, social, and economic impact upon the Washington area and upon

- over six thousand NAVSEA/NAVSEC employees and their families would be
- significant. It should also be pointed out that movement of NMC camponents

out of the Washington metropolitan area has been under consideration, by s
congressional committees, since 1966, and to date, the findings indicate
that such movement would be pmhlblt:we from a cost, envzrommntal and
continued capability point of view.

6. Conclusions

- In view of the foregoing, it is concluded that:

. a. 'I‘he proposed action is vitally necessary under the basic precept.

b. The proposed action is the most oost—-féamble means of attalmng

: the . objectlves .

: ~ There is no significant env:.romrental impact involved in carrymg
out the proposed action.

L]




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 28, 1975

Jack --
Brent Scowcroft advises:

DoD has sent to the White House only the

first portion of a comprehensive review of

sea power. That initial material is

presently under study by the NSC. There

will be additional sections of the aforementioned
review going to the NSC from DoD in the

near future.
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Washington

January 28, 1975

NEEDED - A PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION ON SEA POWER

PUBLIC OPINION VACUUM ON SEA POWER FOR AMERICA

With our recent disengagement in Viet Nam, the national preoccu-
pation with Watergate and the inflation/recession crisis now upon
us, there is a public opinion vacuum on the guestion of Sea Power
for America.

This has resulted in a wide divergence of opinion in the Congress
on the Sea Power question, and of consequence on the size and makeup
of the United States Navy. In the past four years our Congress has’
reduced our defense budgets by two billion, three billion, five
billion and thyree and one half billion, respectively.

In contrast we have Russia over the past several years having thrust
hefself into the position of a major Sea Power for the first time
in her history, and into a Sea Power position superior to that of
the United States in the opinion of some of the experts.

The situation is very similar to that of President Roosevelt in
the late thirties when he observed the danger signs but could not

enlist the interest and support needed for a Navy buildup.

UNITED STATES SEA POWER VS RUSSIAN SEA POWER

Various shades of opinion can be found, even in the military, on
the question of U. S. vs Russian Sea Power.

It cannot be controverted, however, that in the past ten years
Russia has built a Navy that is stronger in the overall than ours,
and that only in Aircraft carrievrs, surface nuclear powered vessels

and certain technology do we outclass them. N



No Naval fleet comparison will be made in this memo, since

DOD is up-to-date on this.

Probably the most meaningful distillation of the subject is in

the following colloquy between Senator Strom Thurmond and Norman

Polmar, U. S. Editor of Jane's Fighting Ships, world's most accre-

dited authority on the navies of the world. Mr. Polmar's grand-

parents and father were born in Russia and he has visited in Russia

frequently and extensively, and has been privileged to have frank

discussions with the Russians concerning their Navy and Merchant

Marine in very recent years. This colloguy took place on August 3,

1973, during a hearing before the Senate Committee on Armed

Services:

Senator Thurmond: "Mr. Polmar, in your view what is motivating

the Soviet naval maritime buildup that we have witnessed in
the past ten years?

Mr. Polmar: "A recognition that man is going to use the sea
more and more, and that people that can use the sea, and in
some circumstances control the sea, can control economics
and politics in other areas. I think, looking at their
leadership, and their shipyard investment, and their invest-
ment in these ships, we are talking about a very calculated
and carefully planned program to build up naval and maritime
forces to gain control--that is a bad word--let's say to
influence economics and polities in the world.

Senator Thurmond: "Mr. Polmar, what significance do you attach
to the great strides made in the maritime forces of the Soviets

in the past few years?

Mr. Polmar: "They are reducing our ability to operate in
certain political and military scenarios, and increasing

their capability of deterring us from interfering politically

or economically at any level less than our willingness to
commit outselves to a nuclear war."




While DOD is also up-to-date on the comparative merchant fleets,
a few observations are of interest.

Enclosure A - Overall, their dry cargo fleet already surpasses

ours. We still lead in vessels over 10,000 DWT (5,409,877 U. S.
vs 4,815,670 USSR). But (Enclosure B) their rate of building far
outstrips ours and hence they will overtake us soon.

Of significance i1s the break bulk number (Enclosure A). USSR
has 314 break bulk ships over 10,000 DWT, whereas we have only 157.
Moreover, Russia is continuing to build them and we are not, except
Ro/Ro.

DOD is alarmed at the almost total disappearance (scrapping) of
our National Defense Reserve Fleet (Enclosure C) which contained
the hundreds of break bulk Libery, Victory and C-4 types built in
World War II.

And in the Ro/Ro class, considered by the military as the most
versatile and thus one of the most valuable recent additions to the
U. S. Fleet (U. S. has 4 in operation and 5 building) Russia has
22 under construction and is reportedly planning 24 more.

The significance is that until staging areas and sophisticated
container terminals are set up - a lengthy process - a war cannot
be fought with containerships, dependent upon shoreside facilities
to load and discharge. We have 94, Russia 0 (Enclosure A). The

break bulk ship is the pipe-line work horse of any war.




SUPPORT BACKGROUND FOR NAVY BUILDUP

Over the past ten years there have been several studies pointing
to our Naval deficiency and urging that it be remedied. The Long
Range Planning Section of the Navy, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
others have submitted status reports on this subject.

Currently there are three reports on the subject and one more in
preparation. In December 1973/January 1974 the President's Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board (Vice President Rockefeller was a
member) submitted to the White House a report which dealt with the
subject. Recently, the Office of the Secretéry of Defense prepared
a report on Maritime Balance which is now in the National Security
Council. Prior to becoming Vice President, Mr. Rockefeller estab-
lished a Committee on Critical Choices for America. That body has
in draft form a report which deals with this subject. The Center
for Strategic and International Studies at George Washington
University has a report scheduled for late spring, which will deal
with the subject.

The necessary support exists in military circles, and among bodies
outside the military. The reports of these bodies provide virtually
all the necessary factual material.

There only remains to be found a means for communicating it to
the public via a medium which will produce maximum credibility.
Clearly this is a Presidential Commission (possibly followed by a
Congressional Commission) made up of such broad representation as.. - -

to produce an expression of the concensus of leadership in allﬁﬁﬁ
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pertinent areas of our society today. = 3}



PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION ON SEA POWER FOR AMERICA

It has been recommended to the President that only his office
can take the necessary steps to accomplish conceptual unity in
this area, and that the most effective step he can take in this
direction is to establish a Presidential Commission on Sea Power.
The President has referred that recommendation (December 1974) to
the National Security Council.

In 1947, President Turman appointed an Air Policy Commission
(Finletter Commission) and the Congress appointed a Congressional
Commission on the same subject the next year. As a result of the
reports of those two bodies, the United States created an Air
Force which has made this nation the supreme Air Power in the world,

a position we have maintained to this day.

TIE-IN WITH COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT TRAINING ACT OF 1974

Several billion dollars are estimated to be funnelled into the
economy through the CETA Program now under way, which provides funds
for local communities to hire public service employees. An upper
limit of $10,000 to $12,000 annual salary per employee is built
into this program.

Shipbuilding costs are about evenly divided between material
and labor.

We are now spending about $4 billion per year on new naval
construction.

It is estimated that we should be spending $8 billion to be

L X
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at the proper level. My e



This would provide $4 billion more for Navy shipbuilding, one
half of which, or $2 billion, would be available for payroll.

One hour of productive shipbuilding labor costs about $14 with
basic wage, fringes, overhead, etc.

One man year is 2,080 hours x $14 equals $29,000. $2 billion
divided by $29,000 equals 69,000 shipyard workers per year.

One shipyard job has a tertiary employment effect. 69,000 x
3 equals 207,000 employees.

Thus, the critical need for Sea Power buildup could be met by
the use of a portion of these emergency employment funds.

This would be politically acceptable if properly communicated.

There are several Navy vessel types, fully engineered and
susceptible of commencing building in a few to several months and

adaptable to shipyards in wvarious parts of the country.



~ Enclosure A
USSR/US FLELET CurPliRisoN

DRY CARGO December 31,
USSR¥ us

LESS THAN 10,000 DWT GREATER THAN 10,000 DWT || LESS THAN 10,000 DWT GREATER THAN 10,000 DWI

NUMBER  TOTAL DWT NUMBER  TOTAL DWT NUMBER  TOTAL DWT NUMBER  TOTAL DWT
BREAKBULK ‘ 374 1,798,301 314 4,120,158 2 3,429 157 2,175,720
BULK 86 481,634 18 569,512 - - 27 618,666
CONTAINER 10 62,450 - - 18 151,270 | 94 1,707,023
RO/RO-CONT 1 4,000 - - 2 4,380 5 76,956
RO/RO ' - - - - 2 9,208 8 107,266
REEFER . 23 105,462 - - 1 6,877 - - -
TIMBER CARRIER 368 1,660,240 9 126,000 - - - -
PASSENGER/CARGO 7 9,070 - - 4 33,107 - -
CARGO/TRAINING I V. 59,595 - - - - - -
LASH/SEABEE = - - - L= - 23 724,246
TOTAL ‘ 881 4,180,752 341 4,815,670 29 208,271 314 5,409,877

TANKERS

NUMBER  TOTAL DWT NUMBER  TOTAL DWT
LESS THAN 50,000 DWT 247 3,959,385 151 4,644,386
50,000 to 100,000 DWT 11 557,364 ) 30 2,018,366
GREATER THAN 100,000 DWT 1 150,000 18 1,873,685
TOTAL 259 4,666,749 ' 199 8,536,437

*Only ships of 1,000 gross rated tonnage and above included
*Does not include Caspian Sea Fleet
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Enclosure B

DRY CARGO SHIPS ON'ORDER BY FLAG™*. . . 1 NOV 1974

[EXCLUDING CONTAINERSHIPS) 2

MILLIONS OF DWT

U.S.S.R.
LIBERIA
PANAMA
JAPAN

GREECE

GREAT BRITAIN
ARGENTIA
NORWAY
CHINA

SPAIN

BRAZIL
KUWAIT

CUBA
DENMARK
*FLAGS WITH LESS THAN 200,000 DWT ON ORDER NOT SHOWN  source: eaireLay INTEmmaTIONAL swPPinG JouRuaL
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Enclosure C

SHIPS GENERAL CARGO SHIPS IN THE NDRF
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Mr. Rgbert E. Mayer
Vice President : ‘ S ks
Statgs Line R
32Qf California Street _
Sah Francisco, California 941"04"

DRAFT

MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARY KISSINGER

FROM: THE PRESIDENT

Bob Mayer, the writer of the attached pbctoltat,fs a close

personal {riend.

You will note his observation and suggestion to sea power and

his suggestion for & Presidential Commission on this subject.

Accompanying is a copy of ny response t him. and 1 would appreciate :
k ; TNaL

your having the NSC review tnts.
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Decémher‘S, '149'71"1?}E

-fﬁﬁ%ﬁono?able Gerald R. Ford
President

The White House

Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The purpose of this letter is to respectfully suggest that;
your office give consideration to the appointment of a

Presidential Commission on Sea Power. My vipvs o1 the sub
ject, which I have held for over two yedrs, are: lﬁcﬂ by.
many whose opinions and qualifications 1 reSpect, includ}j&
high ranking military officials and others.

Because of the lack of a unified public view on the subject.
there exists in the Congress today a wide divergence of )
opinion on the importance of Sea Power to America and on
the size and makeup of the Urited States Navy.

The Cuban missile confrontation in 1962, in whidﬁﬁkuﬁti.ﬁ:v
backed down because of superior U. S. muclear weapoury anl;.‘
Sea Power, led the Soviets to the conclusion that never A‘vf
would they be confronted with such a preponderance of’ pover..
Being a totalitarian state, free of the requirement to debate
defense expendltures, that determination gave them strategicp"
nuclear parity in a few years and more recently (in the vieﬂ-
of some) a Sea Power superior to the United States, who heid
the lead in both of tn. se areas since World War II. 5 Vg

R

In contrast, our Congress in the past four years has rcéuclﬂ

o,

our defense budgets by two billfon, three billion, five ~™%
billion and three and one half billion, respectively. 5

&&uﬁyv%

In relinquishing his command on June 30, 1974, the retlriu‘
Chief of Naval Operations told an audience uhich included
yourself, then serving as Vice President, that the United
States has lost its supremacy at sea. He added that, e
our Navy has reached a point where the odds are ¥t can no
longer guarantee free use of the ocean lifolinns to Uy 8.

Soviet fleet."



‘ﬁ%a‘Washington, A Navy Leaguc addres
ept ’ ¥ "1 must conclude ‘that ue~mig&f .
“hard preSSed to. keep the sealanes- open betwesapn the Unit db
hs and Furope in a potentlal western Eurapean danflfct‘""}.

t is essential to the welfare of the United States that xe
attAdn pational unity of thought on the question of Sea .
< Power for America. :

" In the words of a prominent U. S. publication, ”Only,JJ—
Amepican people and Congress hecome convinced that the i

danger is real will they do what is necessary to prevent K .

rthe Soviets from displacine rthe U, U. 33 the world's No. ¥ :
military pow 'r." Th: authors ot thi - letter are of the view T
that our Sea Power nmuot At -3t equal that of Russiajgi and .

that such an e rality is equali’ important now that d&
has been reachea with the world's other leading powet.
can be maintaincd only through strength,

1.

We believe that only the Chie!: Executive can take the. 8&!93

‘necessary to accomplish concoptual unity in this a#&gr~
that this can best be acc mplished by your creating &%
Precidential Sea P..evr Commi- - on, made up of such broad
epresentation as to produci an express on nf the concensus

of leadership -in all , rtinen. areas of our sociz’y today. :

Whatever the tenor of that Commission’s report to you
gqnple andthe Congr W 4 "ave the lenofit of the¢lbs ~
thing possible t)» an enl;«hrene,, authorirative publle:policy
on: ghe“subject. If th  report .onvinc : the people and the
7 wgréss that we should irtain 1 .- « Power equal to the
‘Goviet Russia, then we cun oL abrut 1* iomediately, anﬂ‘ﬂ!
~pe¥leve there is no tise t- 1ar . Lf the report.convitices
¢ouvﬁnatlon that there is anothor way *n geo, then we lam -go
doun such a road with that nationa. unity ~¢ 2ur-ose B@
esseéntial to success. '

mdl am £fully aware that yoeur gec &y be far abead of;na;o
thﬁ& ‘guybject and that thi- cosmanicatior say he Sou‘khlt1j

“ugerfluous. 1£ 50, please charge it siaply to »y desire to,

b

Re pectfuily~subti:ted*

CAveL ST sAMSELE COMPANY

octaert L. Mafr
¥ Tre o lernt

%




3 chapters follow, but not digitized for copyright reasons

xiv Introdsmction

Such research developments have been essential for the comprehension
of the contemporary Presidency. A further aspect of the Presidency, however,
has sericusly been ignored—the area of Presidential policy intelligence capabili-
ties. Up to now, the many excellent studies of the Presidency have rarely
explored in detail the functioning of Presidential policy processes, the sub-
institutions within the Presidency, the formal and informal networks of advisers

- and support staffs which can facilitate or inhibit responsive Presidential policy
TH leadership. There are obvious reasons why this has been the case. It is always
PR difficult to analyze systematically an intangible such as personality and the way
AL it affects or obscures essential policy outputs. It is even more difficult to traee
Sy and discuss the genesis of political and policy invention. Often, too, even
iy the materials for such a study are unavailable. And, of course, it is only recently
Thd —within the last three administrations—that we have witnessed the burgeoning
G ‘ of specialists, advisers, task forces, commissions, and White House conferences,
{  whose role it is to gather intelligence, organize it into coherent, manageable
fFo form, analyze it, and then try to translate it into recommendations for action
{trt s programs for the President or his Cabinet.
Bt . Every President has had his entourage of formal and informal advisers, but
he the recent geometric increase in the number and functions of these advisers has
se been remarkable. Speaking of the 1964 effort to fashion Great Society pro-
th grams, Stephen K. Bailey went so far as to suggest that:
: Within 2 few weeks’ time tne President and White House staff organized the
o . - largest, most detailed, and most highly differentiated a4 hoc mobilization of
expertise in our country’s history.2
¢ Presidential contact with the universities, foundations, and other nongovern-
" mental research institutions has reccived some considerable praise. Journalist
i Theodore White has observed that, “Never have ideas been sought more

hungrily or tested against reality more quickly.” 3 Political scientist Aaron
Wildavsky substantially concurred when he asserted that:

In foreign affairs we may be approaching the stage where knowledge is power.
There is a tremendous receptivity to good ideas in Washington. Most anyone
who can present a convincing rationale for dealing with a2 hard world finds
a ready audience. . . . The man who can build better foreign policies will
find Presidents beating a path to his door.4

Emphasis,” Dasedalss, Summer, 1968, pp. 938-968 and Jamés D. Barber, "Classifying
and Predicting Presidential Styles: Two ‘Weak' Presidents,” jowrnal of Social lssues,
vol. 24, July, 1968.

2 Stephen K. Bailey, “A White House—Academia Dialogue” in Bertram M. Gross,
ed., A Grear Society?, New York, Basic Books, 1968. p. xii.

8 Theodore H. White, “The Action Intellectuals,” Life, June 9, 1967, p. 44-

4 Aaron Wildavsky, “The Two Presidencies,” Trans-aciion, December, 1966, p. 14.
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