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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE INVESTIGATIONS OF
FALSE SHIPBUILDING CLAIMS

MONDAY, OCTOBER 1, 1984

U.S. SENATE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE PRAC-
TICE AND PROCEDURE, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY;
AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE, Fi-
NANCE, AND SEcCURITY Economics, JoiNT Economic
CoMMITTEE, CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, DC.

The subcommittees met, pursuant to notice, at 10:40 a.m., in
room SD-226, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Charles Grass-
ley (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Proxmire and Specter.

Staff present: Lynda Nersesian, chief counsel and staff director;
Lisa Hovelson, legislative assistant; Veronica Gonzales, legislative
aide; and Richard F. Kaufman, assistant director-general counsel,
Joint Economic Committee.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF IOWA

Senator GrassLEY. Good morning. The hearing will be in order.

The purpose of today’s joint hearings is to examine the interests
for examining alleged false claims in shipbuilding and the over-
sight review of the Department of Justice’s investigation into those
matters. These interests comport with the jurisdiction of the Judici-
ary Subcommittee on Administrative Practice and Procedure and
the Joint Economic Subcommittee on International Trade, Finance,
and Security Economics which have convened here today.

I want to welcome our witness from the Department of Justice,
Mr. Stephen Trott, Assistant Attorney General for the Criminal Di-

. vision.

Mr. Trott, if you will step forward, I will swear you in before you
begin. Would you raise your right hand.
[Mr. Trott was sworn as a witness.]

TESTIMONY OF STEPHEN 8. TROTT, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY
GENERAL, CRIMINAL DIVISION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE.

Senator GrassLEY. The Justice Department has been asked to
produce various documents referred to in a letter to you, Mr. Trott,
from myself and Senator Proxmire, dated August 9, 1984. The De-
partment was notified that if those items were not produced prior
to this hearing they would be subpoenaed. Mr. Trott, do you have
those documents with you today?

1
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Mr. Trort. No; I do not, Senator.

Senator GrassLey. I would like to commend my good friend and
colleague, Senator Proxmire, for his persistence and that of his
staff in investigating alleged wrongdoings in Navy shipyards. I also
thank the Senator for his cooperation in the ongoing investigation
and this hearing.

I would like to have my colleagues present their opening state-
ments at this point. I will start with Senator Proxmire and then
Senator Specter.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Senator PRoxMIRE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, first I want to congratulate you on the hard work
you have done here, the excellent work you have done. The people
in Wisconsin, as well as in Iowa, are gratified at the hard work you
have done in trying to get some efficiency out of the Defense De-
partment and to point out some of their very serious shortcomings.

Mr. Chairman, this hearing represents an extension and widen-
ing of the Joint Economic Committee’s investigation of alleged
wrongdoing in Navy shipbuilding. In the hearings I conducted in
July, information was presented that lends great weight to allega-
tions of fraud and misconduct made by P. Takis Veliotis against
the General Dynamics Corp. Mr. Veliotis is a former general man-
ager of General Dynamics’ Electric Boat Division shipyard and a
former vice president and director of the corporation. He has been
indicted by a New York grand jury for taking kickbacks.

We have now obtained documents that point to possible fraud
and misconduct by another shipbuilder, Newport News, and create
. doubts about the Justice Department’s role in the investigation of
that firm.

The evidence at the July hearings support allegations that Gen-
eral Dynamics “bought-in” to the 688-class nuclear submarine con-
tracts knowing the costs would exceed its bid, and that it planned
to get reimbursement for overruns from the Navy by filing large
claims. The documents we have obtained so far suggest that the
company concealed facts about the overruns from the Navy. A
story in the Washington Post last week indicates that in the early
1980’s, the company concealed facts about cost overruns from its
own outside auditors. This story provides additional substantiation
for the allegations that have been made by Veliotis.

The General Dynamics case is one of a group involving massive
claims filed by Navy shipbuilders in the mid-1970’s. The Navy set-
tled the claims and paid hundreds of millions of dollars to the ship-
builders despite charges that most of the claims were false or based
on fraud.

A number of the claims were referred to the Justice Department
but, after protracted investigations they were all dropped with no
actions taken. In each instance, the Justice Department issued a
terse announcement stating in effect that there was insufficient
evidence for a prosecution. The chart on display tells the story of
the investigations of three shipyards: Lockheed, Newport News,
and General Dynamics. .



Mr. Veliotis' allegations and other disclosures made this year
raise questions about whether there was evidence of criminal ac-
tivities and whether the Justice Department missed the evidence in
its original inquiry. It is significant that the Justice Department is
finally looking into some aspects of the General Dynamics case, al-
though it is not clear how vigorously and wholeheartedly it is look-
ing.

The fact that Attorney General William French Smith chose to
set aside his official responsibilities in the General Dynamics case
so that he coild attend a ship-launching ceremony at the General
Dynamics shipyard this past summer does not exactly inspire confi-
(fi_ence in the Justice Department’s ability to fully investigate this

irm.

What about the other shipbuilding investigations? Was there evi-
dence of criminal wrongdoing in those cases? Were those investiga-
tions thorough and properly managed? Were the decisions to not
prosecute made on the merits of the evidence or were they influ-
enced by political or other considerations?

The fundamental issue here concerns cheating by defense con-
tractors. There have been many disclosures of defense contract
abuses and cheating by defense firms. Senator Grassley and I have
been involved in some of the disclosures.

When overcharges, overruns, and cheating cross the line into
criminal activities, we rely on the Justice Department for protec-
tion. The Justice Department is the last bulwark, the final defense
against contractor cheating. If the Justice Department fails to
carry out its responsibilities to investigate and prosecute defense
contractor wrongdoing, the taxpayer in the final analysis has no
protection. If the Justice Department doesn’t prosecute, that is the
end of it as far as the taxpayer is concerned. As far as the defense
contractor is concerned, if they prosecute, of course, they go to
court and if the court decides against the defense contractors, then
they can appeal and if they fail on appeal they can go to the Su-
preme Court. They have several shots at it. The taxpayer has to
rely entirely on the Justice Department.

The issue is not the Navy’s claims process or the way contracts
are written. The issue is whether the shipbuilders used claims to
cheat the Government out of the money it took to cover their cost
overruns, and if they did cheat why did the Justice Department fail
to do anything? The issue is not whether the Justice Department
has instituted a new program to deal with future cases. The issue
is how it dealt with the three cases in question.

It is not as important to know that defense contract procedures
and Justice Department programs have been changed recently as it
is to be assured that cheating can be detected and stopped, by
criminal prosecution, if necessary. If cheating has been rewarded in
the past, there is no reason to believe it will not succeed next time,
despite any new contract provisions or new programs.

Senator Grassley and I wrote in early August to Stephen S.
Trott, Assistant Attorney General for the Criminal Division, re-
questing documents and information on the Lockheed, Newport
News, and General Dynamics cases. The Justice Department spent
from 3% years to nearly 5 years investigating each one, and came
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up with nothing on each one. Congress and the taxpayer are enti-
tled to know why.

Mr. Trott’s reply was to refuse to give us any of the documents
we requested, despite the fact that we speciﬁcally asked that any
grand jury information be deleted, or “redacted,” to use the legal
term, f’)rom the documents. Mr. Trott told us his preliminary analy-
sis of the files covered by our request shows that, and I quote:

Our files and memoranda on Electric Boat and Newport News are so replete with
grand jury material that redactions may well not be feasible.

But we have obtained some documents for the Newport News
case that demonstrate otherwise. These documents were prepared
by the U.S. attorney’s office for the eastern district of Virginia or
by attorneys at the main Justice Department. A note attached to
the documents from the U.S. attorney’s office states, and I quote,
“All references to grand jury materials have been carefully delet-
ed.” The General Counsel’s Office of the GAO has reviewed the
documents and concluded that they contain no grand jury materi-

8.

The documents show that six U.S. attorneys or assistant U.S. at-
torneys who investigated the Newport News case found evidence of
criminal violations, recommended that the case be investigated fur-
ther, or recommended that it be prosecuted. The documents will be
made part of the record.

However, we have deleted from them the names of the attorneys
who worked on the case and the authors of the documents. We
have left in references to political appointees, such as the Attorney
General or Assistant Attorney General. Qur purpose in this hear-
ing is to try to understand what happened in the investigation and
" not to criticize the line attorneys and other career officials named
in the documents. We would like the focus to be on what happened
and whether the Justice Department did its job, rather than on the
personalities.

We regret that the Justice Department has not seen fit to cooper-
ate with the subcommittee. It has not given us any of the materials
we requested. We hope that this agency, and especially Mr. Trott,
will cooperate with us in the future, and that he will go beyond
what I understand he has offered to do in the letter he sent to Sen-
ator Grassley on Saturday. :

Before yielding, I want to quote from three of the documents.
The first is from a status report of the Newport News investigation
prepared in November 1981 by the U.S. attorney’s office in Virgin-
ia, and signed by two prosecutors and an attorney from the Crimi-
nal Division of the Department of Justice. This 110-page report was
sent to the Justice Department. It concluded—and I want to em-
phasize this conclusion because it is something we should not miss:

It is clear beyond cavil that the individual claims analyzed above are not only
faallse and without legal merit, but that their preparation was purposeful and crimi-
nal.

It goes on to say:

The conspiracy we have uncovered is staggering in its size and complexity . . . In
essence, the yard held the Navy’s nuclear shipbuilding program, and hence the na-
tional defense, hostage until the Navy agreed to a favorable settlement of its claims.
This successful effort to defraud the United States warrants the best effort the Gov-
ernment can muster to bring the yard and its employees to the bar of justice.




That was written in 1981.

The second document I want to quote from is a 16-page report
prepared by the U.S. attorney’s office for the Justice Department
in May 1983. It states—this is also very strong language, and I
quote:

The Justice Department’s efforts . . . in this most important case involving per-
haps the largest fraudulent assault on the Treasury in the history of the country,
were characterized by (a) the lack of accountability for management, direction, and
supervision of the case within the Department of Justice, (b) incompetency in the
handling of the investigation’s earliest stages as a result thereof, (c) constant rota-
tion and reassignment of personnel responsible for the case throughout its protract-
ed history, and (d) lengthy periods during which the case languished from inatten-
tion.

- Finally, a report signed by U.S. attorney, Elsie Munsell and
three other attorneys who work for the Justice Department was
sent to Lowell Jensen, then Assistant Attorney General in charge
of the Criminal Division. This 28-page report was sent on May 18,
1983, and it says, and I quote:

We still are convinced that there is a prosecutable case against the company and
that an indictment could be put together before October 5, 1983.

The documents indicate two things: (1) that the attorneys and
prosecutors who thoroughly examined the evidence found that the
claims were false, that Newport News had engaged in a criminal
conspiracy, and that a prosecution would be likely to succeed; and
(2) that the Justice Department mismanaged its part of the investi-
gation and allowed the case to languish from inattention for long
periods of time before finally killing it. :

Of course, we have asked to see all the documents and we will
need to examine them and question other officials before we can
make a balanced judgment of this case. What we have obtained so
far obviously suggests some very .disturbing conclusions, but there
must be tentative conclusions at this time. I am pleased that Mr.
Trott is present to answer some of our questions.

At this time, Senator Grassley, I believe our correspondence with
Mr. Trott and the documents should be placed in the record. I am
also placing in the record a chronology of the Newport News case
prepared by the staff.

Senator GrassLEy. Without objection, the request on the part of
the subcommittee is granted.

[Material submitted for the record follows:]
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August ‘9, 1984

Nr. Stephen S. Trott
Assistant Attorney General
Criminal Division

U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Trott:

Our two Subcommittees are engaged in a review of the government's
response to alleged wrongdoings in the Navy shipbuilding industry. As a
pert of our review, we are requesting information about the Justice

rtment's management of certain investigations of alleged false ship-
building claims against the Navy. The investigations we are interested in
cancern Lockheed, the Electric Boat Division of General Dynamics, and
Newport News Drydock and Shipbuilding Company, a subsidiary of Tenneco.
Our understanding is that the Lockheed investigation was closed in 1979,
Electric Boat in 1981, and Newport News in 1983. .

For each of these cases, we request copies of all prosecutors'
meworanda, including all recommendations for or against prosecution, all
reports and memoranda sbout the status of the investigations, all reports
and memoranda concerning investigative plans, all legal analyses prepared
with reference to of the cases, any dissenting views by one or more
of the attomneys with respect to any of the reports and memoranda indicated
above, and any other relevant documents or information. In addition, we
would like a copy of the report forwarded earlier this year to the Department
of Justice by Elsie Mmsell, U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District of
X‘i‘rginh, cammenting on the 1983 report of the Office of Policy and Management

ysis, Department of Justice, entitled "Review of Navy Claims Investigations,
ln!L:z other reports and memoranda of the U.S. Attorney's Office dealing with
the subject of Navy shipbuilding claims.

We understand that disclosure of evidence or testimony presented to
a Grand Jugeis prohibited. If any such evidence or testimomy is included
in any of materials indicated above, we ask that it be deleted. In this
regard; we would like to have a copy of the Department of Justice's guide-
lines concerning Rule 6(e).

"

for -

1984 ¥e would like to have this information no later than August 23 ,

Your cooperation will be great.ly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Eemator WI1ian YraaiTe o7 “ 4&_
Vice Chajrman mse'a‘ai m:n rles E. Crassley
Subcommittee on International

Subcommittee on Administrative
Trade, Finance, and Security Practice and Procedure
Bconomics Committee on the Judiciary
Joint Economic Committee




U.S. Department of Justice
Criminal Division

Amigtant Attorsey General Washington, D.C. 20530

September 7, 1984

Honorable Charles E. Grassley
Honorable William Proxmire
United States Senate
washington, D.C., 20510

Dear Senators Grassley and Proxmire:

This letter is written in response to your joint request
of August 9, 1984, for certain information regarding the Navy
shipbuilding industry. We note that your request covers an
extraordinarily large amount of material and presents complex
and significant questions relating to the critically
important and independent prosecutotal function of this
Department. This is e§pecially trué due to the fact that one
of the areas of your inquiry involves a new investigation.

As a result of the scope of your request and these other
factors, we unfortunately were not able to consider and
assess fully your request within the time period sought in
your letter. We apologize for the delay.

At the outset, we state that it is the very strongly
held policy view of this Department that prosecution
memoranda and internal deliberative documents should not be
.released outside of the Department. This policy is based on
the fundamental need for independent, objective prosecutorial

. Judgments to be made in an atmosphere wherein attorneys are
free to express all opinions, weigh and analyze all
possibilities openly. Such an atmosphere can only be
achieved where the deliberative process is held sacrosanct
and is not subjected to subsequent outside evaluation away
ftom the context of prosecutorial evaluation.

Therefore, we must respectfully decline to provide to
you any prosecutors’ memoranda, any recommendations regarding
prosecution, all internal decisional documents relating to
the handling of the cases, legal analyses, dissenting views
(if any), reports of United States Attorneys about the office
of Policy and Management Analysis report. ‘Furthét, as you
acknowledged in your request, Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules
of Criminal Procedute, precludes disclosure of evidence or
testimony presented to a grand jury. All such materials must
be withheld.



Nevertheless, we have begun a preliminary analysis, of
the extensive material which is covered by your request.
Already it is clear that our files and memoranda q@n Electric
Boat and Newport News are so replete with grand jury material
that redactions may well not be feasible. Although the
Logkheed case may not be as completely intertwined with grand
jury material, the extent of the materials involved in a full
review will require some time to make careful determinations
and to perform any necessary excisions. However, we do
assure you that our efforts in this regard are underway and
we will keep you advised of our progress through our Office
of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs., In this
regard, you might wish to note that the Government Accounting
Office has also asked for other specific information about
these cases and we are contemporaneously working to comply
with that request to the extent possible.

At your request, we are including with this letter a
copy of our guidelines on Rule 6(e).

Sincerely, ,
/

&
Stephen S, Trott

! Enclosure

cc: Robert A, McConnell
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A CTn i Lot Coots oS, September 18, 1984

Mr.. Stephen S. Trott
Assistant Attorney General
Criminal Division

.S, Dept. of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Trott:

On August 9, 1984 we requested you supply us by August 23,
1984 specific information about the Justice Department's
management of certain investigations of alledged false
shipbuilding claims against the Navy involving Lockheed, the
Electric Boat Division of General Dynamics, and Newport News
Drydock and Shipbuilding Company. We 2l1so acknowledged the
prohibition against disclosure of evidence or testimony presented
to.a 6rand Jury and asked that any such materizl be deleted.

Your September 7, 1984 response indicated you would not
comply with our request because the extensive documents in at
least two of the three cases were "so replete with 6rand Jury
materfal that reductions may well not be feasible.” You also
stated that DOJ has 2 "very strongly held policy” that "internal
deliberative documents should not be released outside of the
Department.”

Review of judicial practices falls under the jurisdiction of
the Senate Judiciary Committee and the Subcommittee on
Administrative Practice and Procedure has jurisdiction over the
False Claims Act. Accordingly, we regquest your presence to
testify in a joint hearing before the Administrative Practice
Subcommittee and the Subcommittee on International Trade,
Finance, and Security Economics of the Joint Economic Committee
on.October 1, 1984. at 10:30 a.m. VYour testimony should focus on
the Department s handling of false claims investigations in
gemeral, and partficulerly as ft relates to the cases mentioned in
our August 9, 1984 letter., In addition to your testimony, you
are requested to bring 211 documents as identified in the
aforementioned August 9 Tetter.

Your timely response and compliance would be most

. appreciated. .
M Sincerf’. '.x
e é? /// - ef
7/ \
< Charles E. Grassley //Zwm awiird /
U.S. Senator Senator
CE6:1hg

cc: Robert McConnell
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Ry 1 T s ot September 23, 1984

Mr. Robert A. McComnell
Assistant Attorney General
Office of Legislative Affairs
Department of Justice
Washington, D.C 20530

Dear Mr. McConnell:

You have arranged a meeting with me in my office, SH-135, on
Septenber 24 at 4:30 p.m. in regard to my request for certain documents
from the Department of Justice and the related hearing scheduled
October 1, 1984, . :

The Department has already refused to comply with the original
request for materials relating to management of certain investigations
of alleged false shipbuilding claims against the Navy involving Lockheed,
the Electric Boat Division of General Dynamics, and Newport News Drydock
and Shipbuilding Campany. When you meet with me tomorrow, could you
produxce a list specifying and identifying the documents contained in
your files on each of these cases, their dates, and the specific reason
the Department objects to their disclosure to this subcommittee.

In the September 7, 1984 letter fram Stephen Trott, he indicated
the Department had begqun an analysis of the material requested. I am
also aware that the Government Accounting Office has been assured by the
Department that a summary of all documents relating to these three
investigations will be provided to them by October 1, 1984, :1 therefore
trust that this request for a listing can be accommodated.

Thank you for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

\
el
rles E. Grassley
Chairman, Subcommittee on
Administrative Practice § Procedure
v’
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U.S. Department of Jusiice

Criminal Division

Assistant Attomney Genenal Washington, D.C. 20530

Septenber 28, 1984

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Grassley,

I am sorry that you declined to meet with me or, the Associate Attorney
General today to discuss the intentions of the Department of Justice with
respect to the hearing before the Administrative Practice Subcammittee on
International Trade, Finance, and Security Econamics of the Joint Econamic
Comittee on October 1, 1984, which you have asked me to attend. KHad you
met with me, I would have advised you that I have reconsidered your request
for the documents you have requested in connection with this hearing and
determined upon reflection that the materials that you have identified on
two of these matters--subject, of course, to the restrictions of Rule 6(e)
‘of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure prohibiting disclosure of grand
jury material--shall be made available to you for your use and consideration.

What I wanted to discuss with you was the procedure by which this
delicate process can appropnately be accarphshed

As I indicated to you in my letter of September 7, 1984, the paper-
work, documents, memoranda, and deliberative material on the Newport News
case are replete with grand jury material. The case itself involves an
estimated 250,000 documents and 6,000 pages of grand jury transcripts.

At various times, 15 lawyers worked on the case and contributed to the
memoranda. Under the circumstances, sorting out grand jury material from
non—grand jury material has turned out to be an arduous and a difficult
process, especially since mary of the contributors to the files no longer
work for the Government. In many instances, decisions as to whether
samething is grand jury material have been simple, and that information can
be made available to you. In other instances, however, the issues are not
.at all clear. I am advised by lawyers on my staff that a resolution of
these issues by a court is imperative before we can fully respond to your
r.request. For our protection, for yours, and most mportantly in the
interest of following the law and respecting the rights of those who were
mderscnxtinyinthegrand]uryprooess,wehavedetemmedﬂutanotim
for Supervision and Guidance in this uncertain area shall be filed as
_quickly as possible in the appropriate federal district coury. It is the
_ federal court that supervises this process, and to avoid possible errors
< that might result in a contempt of court, I believe this is the appropriate
* vehicle to resolve these issues.

We will, of course, respectthefmal judgment of the court and make
amlabletoymmtheNewportNewscaseanynatermlmatismtguarded
by Rule 6(e).
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There is ample precedent for taking this course of action. In the
case of In re Grand Jury BEmpanelled October 2, 1978, 510 F.Supp. 112
(1982), such a motion was made, and the court expeditiously issved an
appropriate order. I have included with this letter a copy of the court's
- opinion for your examination along with additional material from the United
States Attorney's Manual discussing the ramifications of Rule 6(e).

Obviously, this process will involve the careful redacting of documents
under the quidance of the court. We are prepared to do this even though it
will divert the attention of our Fraud Section attorneys away fram active
investigations on other important cases. Let me indicate in this regard
that Newport News is a case that was closed over a year ago and that the
statute of limitations has long since expired, making impossible any
prosecution at this late date. The case itself deals with requests far
‘proposals that were issued in 1969, contracts that were let in 1971, claims
that were filed against the Navy in 1975, and a settlement nearly six years
ago in the fall of 1978. I have been advised by GAO that they have turned
over to Senator Proxmire same of the memoranda that exist in this case.
Those memoranda standing alone may give you a false and misleading impres-
sion of the effort put forth by the Department of Justice on this matter
and the reasons for which prosecution was declined. When you see the
entire picture, it is my expectation that you will understand and appre-
ciate the reasons why this case could not go forward.

I also wanted at our meeting to impress upon you the difficulty and
the frustration of working with redacted documents. When you get the final
product, whole pages, paragraphs, and sentences will be missing in a way
that could create very misleading impressions. To the extent allowed by
law, we hope to be able to augment your understanding of this case through
oral briefings.

= The Lockheed case will not be as difficult to resolve because of the

camparative lack of grand jury material contained therein. However,

+. because of the time that we have been spending on Newport News and General
Dynamics/Electric Boat, we are not yet in a position to be able to give you
.access to any of the documents. However, it will be a priority to review
- these documents and to make them available to you as soon as possible. In

this connection, we have also been hard at work answering the questions put

* to us by GAO on behalf of Senator Proxmire. We are filing with GAO today
our submission in this regard, meeting the deadline of Octocber 1, 1984.

The third case--General Dynamics/Electric Boat--provides us with an
entirely different problem. As you undoubtedly know, although the statute
of limitations has run on the original claims, and the case been closed,
the investigation has been vigorously reopened on a different but directly
related basis. Because the case has been reopened, Rule 6(e) and its
interpretation by the courts even prohibit me from advising you of the
precise basis on which it has been reopened.

For a variety of reasons relative to the integrity of the law enforce-
ment process, the Department does not release any material that relates to
open investigations that are actively being pursued before a grand jury.
Such a release may jeopardize the integrity of the investigation, impede
its progress, scare off witnesses, cause the destruction of evidence, and
interfere with the constitutional and statutory rights of the people
involved. Just as soon as General Dynamics/Electric Boat is no longer in
this sensitive and delicate posture, however, we of course will be in an
entirely different position and will be able willingly to go through the
same process of making available material to you that I described earlier
in this letter with respect to Newport News. In effect, we are acceding to
your request for information, but we are advising you that the actual
delivery of that information must wait until.-a later date.
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I had also hoped at the meeting that I would be able to discuss with
you the policy that the Department of Justice normally follows in situa-
tions such as this of not releasing internal information to anyone. This
policy is based on the fundamental need for independent, objective prose-
cutorial judgments to be made in an atmosphere where attomeys are free to
express all opinions and to weigh and analyze all possibilities openly.
Such an atmosphere can only be achieved where the deliberative process is
protected fram the inhibiting effects of subsequent evaluation away from
the context of prosecutorial consideration. It was my hope that I would be
able to discuss with you to the reasans for this policy and to convince you
that its indiscriminate violation can have serious negative effects on the
ability of the Department to conduct business. Because of your manifest
concern for the importance and sensitivity of the prosecutorial process, 1
am confident that if we could discuss this issue, we would be able to work
* “out a way to handle these documents in a manner that will preserve both of
our legitimate interests in this regard.

; In closing, I am looking forward to my appearance before your
-~ Camittee at 10:30 a.m. on Monday, Octcber 1, 1984, I am certain that

" working together we can properly pursue and advance our respective
° instituticnal responsibilities. .

Sincerel
s=tnd”
Stephen S. Trott

Attachments



INVESTIGATIONS

OF ALLEGED FALSE SHIPBUILDING CLAIMS

‘Amount | Referred Justice
Contract Types of Dates of | Amounts of | Paid by | To Justice | Department
Company | Awards Ships Claims Claims Navy By Navy Action
Lockheed 1963 . Destroyer 1968-1969 $160 $ 62 December Declined
1964 Escorts million | million 1974 - Oc tober
1965 . Amphibious . - 1979
Transport Dock
Vessels
Newpor t 1967- |. Nuclear - 1975-1976 $894- $208 February Declined
News 1974 Submarines million | million 1978 August’
. Cruisers 1983
. Aircraft
Carriers
iGeneral 1971 Nuclear - 1976~-1977 $843 $634 February Declined
Dynamics 1973 [submarines million | million 1978 December
1981
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June 7,
1976

June -~
July 1976

August
1976

1977-1978

February-
March
1978

1978

Summer
1978

October
1980
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CHRONOLOGY OF NEWPORT NEWS INVESTIGATION

Newport News files cost overrun claims against the
Navy totaling $894 million on contracts for the con-
struction of seven nuclear submarines, five cruisers,
and two aircréft carriers. It threatens to stop work
on the ships if the claims are ﬂot'satisfactorily

settled.

Joint Economic Committee holds hearings on Newport News
claims, receives testimony from Admiral Rickover and

Robert Cardwell, a former Newport News official.

Senator Proxmire writes Navy and Justice Department
requesting probes into possible fraud in the Newport
News claims based on allegations of Rickover and

Cardwell and examination of claims documents.

Justice Department. tells Proxmire Fraud Section is

evaluating his request.

Admiral Rickover notifies superiors of numerous items

of possible fraud in the Newport News claims.

Navy refers Newport News claims to Justice for

investigation.

Justice Department opens investigation of claims,
sharing responsibility for the work between main
Justice and U.S. Attorney for Eastern District of

Virginia.

Richmond prosecution team begins work. Team composed
of attorneys from U.S. Attorney's Office, Criminal

pivision of Justice Departmeht, and Navy.

Richmond prosecutor recommends prosecution be
declined. U.S. Attorney rejects recommendation and

moves inquiry from Richmond to Alexandria office.
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January U.S. Attorney Justin W. Williams determines that
1981 .
Richmond investigation was inadequate and decides with

approval of Justice Department to continue investigation.

March 1981 Newport News files motion with Richmond Federal court
to terminate grand jury investigation. Court rules
against Newport News but criticizes government
attorneys for "foot-dragging."

November Status report from U.S. Attorney's Office and Criminal

1981 Diviéion, Depar tment of Justice, concludes the claims
are false and comprise a conspiracy to defraud the
government. The report recommends the investigation
be concluded by Spring or Summer 1982 so that statute
of limitations does not expire on the substantive
counts.

November  Justice Department shifts complete responsibility for

1981 staffing and prosecution of the case to the U.S.
Attorney's Office.

Spring Criminal Division of Justice Department directs a

1982 review of U.S. Attorney's conclusions contained in the
November 1981 status report.

August Justice Department review agrees with November status

1982 report and recommends that investigation continue with
emphasis on the claims effor£ as a conspiracy to
obstruct, impede, and delay the lawful function of
government and the orderly claims process.

September Author of August 1982 review is assigned to revitalize

1982 the Newport News investigation. He transmits a work

plan to the Fraud Séction of the Justice Department.

igggng Fraud Section of Justice Department sends report to

D. Lowell Jensen, Assistant Attorney General, recom-

mending the investigation be halted.



May 1983

May 18,
1983

August 30,

1983
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U.S. Xttorney's Office sends a l6-page report to the

’

Justice Department refuting Fraud Section report,
stating that the only reason for stopping the investi-
gation would be tﬁat prosecution might be barred by
the statute of limitations, and arguing that the
investigation was characterized by poor supervision
by the Department of Justice incompetency in the
earliest stages, constant rotation and reassigmment

of personnel, and inattention.

U.S. Attorney Elsie L. Munsell, two assistant attorneys
from her office, 'and an attorney from the Justice
Department Criminal Division send a report to Assistant
Attorney General Jensen critiquing the Fraud Section
report, and stating that there is a prosecutable case

against Newport News and that a two-count indictment

charging the company with conspiracy to defrauﬁ the

government could be quickly drafted.

Associate Attorney General Lowell Jensen writes Navy
General Counsel Walter T. Skallerup that criminal

prosecution is not possible.
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Washington, D.C. 20540
September I8, 1984

T : Senate Judiciary Committee
Aopinistrative Practice and Procedure Subcommittee
Attention: Lisa Hovelson
FROM : American Law Division

SUBJECT: Committee Access to Department of Justice Records

This memorandum briefly sets forth arguments for comumittee access to documents
from the Department of Justice.

Both the Jaint Economic Committee and the Senate Judiciary Committee, through
subcommittee chairmen, have requested information on the Justice Department's
handling of certain investigations of alleged false shipbuilding claims wmade by
Navy contractors. The cases—-involving Lockhead, General Dynamics and Newport
Ne;s Drydock and Shipbuilding Company—-were closed in 1979, 1981 and 1983, re-
spectively, with no charges brought. Documents sought include all prosecutors’

.nemoranda, reports and memoranda on the status of and plans for the Investigation,
all legal analyses, and "any other relevant documents or information.” Also re-
quested are a copy of a report prepared by the United States Attorney for the
Eastern District of Virginia commenting on a Department of Justice Office of
Policy and Management Analysis review of Navy claims investigations as well as
any other relevant reports and memoranda from the United States Attorney's Office.
The committees specifically disclaiwmed interest in material protected by Federal

Rule of Crfiminal Procedure 6(e) (matters occurring before a grand Jury).

The Department replied on September 7, 1984, denying access to the bulk of
the documents requested by the coumictee:

At the outset, wve state that it is the very strongly
held policy view of this Department that prosecution
memoranda and internal deliberative documents should not
be released outside of the Department. This policy is
based on the fundamental need for independent, objective
prosecutorial judgments to be made in an atmosphere
wherein attorneys are free to express all opinions, weigh
and analyze all possibilities openly. Such an atmosphere
can only be achieved where the deliberative process is held
gacrosanct and is not subjected to subsequent outside eval-
uation away from the context- of prosecutorial evaluation.
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Therefore, we must respectfully decline to provide to
you any prosecutors’ memoranda, any recommendations regard-
1ng prosecution, all internal decisional documents relating
to the handling of the cases, legal analyses, dissenting
views (1f any), reports of United States Attorneys about the
Office of Policy and Management Analysis report. Further,
as you acknowledged in your request, Rule 6(e) of the Fed-
eral Rules of Criminal Procedure precludes disclosure of
evidence or testimony presented to a grand jury. All such
materials must be withheld.

The Department also noted that one of the cases involved a “new investigation”
thereby rendering the access request more sensitive. However, the "new investiga-
tion” apparently does not represent a reopening of one of the false claims cases
but rather an inquiry into possible obstruction of justice or other peripheral
wrongdoing allegedly flowing from the original investigation. Thus, all three
cases on which the committees are seeking information are apparently closed and
the statute of limitations likely renders the reopeniug'of at least some of them
unlikely.

The information request involves the operations and management of the Depart-
ment of Justice and the agency investigation of alleged violations of criminal
lﬂiﬂ. Such subjects are within the jurisdiction of the Judiclary Coamittee. Fur-
thermore, the committee inquiry involves not only oversight of department actions

but also investigation of the need for reform of the laws involved in the tran-

- sactions being studied. The Department itself, in the review of Navy claims
investigations prepared by the Office of Policy and Management Analysis, identi-
fled changes in the laws that in its view would facilitate resolution of claims
and criminal prosecutions of law violators. The committees, therefore, have
denonstrated need for the documents and a link between the documents sought and

the subject of inquiry and a legitimate legislative purpose within committee

jurisdiction. See, Watkins v. OUnited States, 354 U.5. 178 (1957); United States

v. A.T. & T., 551 F.2d 384, 393 (D.C. Cir. 1976) (need for establishing legisla-
tive purpose and jurisdictional requisites).

‘The committees' inquiry into.the handling of particular cases also is similar
in many respects to that involved in McGrain v. Daugherty, 273 U.S. 135 (1927), a
leading case on the congressional investigatory power. There, the Supreme Court
upheld compulsory process directed to a brother of the Attormey General in the
course of a committee investigation ioto the operations and prosecutorial policies
of the Department of Justice. It held that "the power of inquiry-—with process
to enforce it--is an essential and appropriate auxiliary to the legislative func-
tion,” 273 U.S. at 174, and went on to describe the legitimacy of the commit;ee's

endeavor:
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It is quite true that the resolution directing the
investigation does not in terms avow that it is intended
to be in aid of legislation; but it does show that the
subject to be investigated was the administration of the
Department of Justice--whether its functions were being
properly discharged or were being neglected or misdirected,
and particularly whether the Attorney General and his
assistants were performing or neglecting their duties in
respect of the institution and prosecutfon of proceedings
to punish crimes and enforce appropriate remedies-against
the wrongdoers—sgpecific instances of alleged neglect being
recited. Plainly the subject was one on which legislation
could be had and would be materially aided by the informa-
tion which the investigation was calculated to elicit. .This
becomes manifest when it 1s reflected that the functions of
the Department of Justice, the powers and duties of the
Attorney General and the duties of his assistants, are all
subject to regulation by congressional legislation’, and that
the department is maintained and 1its activities are carried
on under such appropriations as in the judgment of Congress
are needed from year to year.

273 U.S. at 177-8.

The Senate resolution authorizing the committee investigation is also in-
structive and was quoted by the Court in the course of upholding the validity
of the investigation:

+++to investigate circumstances and facts, and report
the same to the Senate, concerning the alleged failure of
Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the United States,
to prosecute properly violators of the Sherman Anti-trust
Act and the Clayton Act against monopolies and unlawful
restraint of trade; the alleged neglect and failure of the
saild Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the United
States, to arrest and prosecute Albert B. Fall, Harry F.
Sinclair, E.L. Doheny, C.R. Porbes, and their co-conspira-
tors in defrauding the Government, as well as the alleged
neglect and failure of the said Attorney General to arrest
and prosecute many others for violations of Federal stat-
utes, and his alleged failure to prosecute properly, effi-
ciently, and promptly, and to defend, all wanner of civil
and criminal actions wherein the Government of the United
States is interested as a party plaintiff or defendant.
And said coumittee is further directed to inquire iato,
investigate and report to the Senate the activities of the
sald Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General, and any of his
assigtants in the Department of Justice which would in any
wanner tend to impair their efficiency or influence as rep-
resentatives of the Government of the United States.

273 v.S. at 151.

Despite the breadth of the committee's investigatory mandate, the Court had
Uttle trouble finding a legitimate legislative focus éor the inquiry. The docu-
“ment request here, on the other hand, involves a wuch more modest inquiry directed
to a particular class of recent, closed cases. Alleged nonfeasance or malfeasance

of executive officers is not the primary focus of investigation. Rather, flaws in
the gtatutes and breakdowns in the management and operation of certain types of

cases are the committees' concerns. Therefore, the McGrain umbrella would seem
to encompass this investigation and the document request pursuant thereto.
- It is also significant that the inquiry is not so much concerned with the

outcomes of particular cases or with second-guessing specific prosecutorial de-
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cisions (although such an inquiry may be entirely legitimate) as with the handling
of a group of cases and the characteristics of these cases that influenced their
outcome as a class. Attoraey General Bell made this distinction during 1977
hearings on the internal investigation policies of the Department:
I think this.is a function [examining exercises of

prosecutorial discretion by the Department) that could

be abused by Congress. If you started calling me every

day, vondering about what happened to some prosecution

in St. Louis and another in New York. But if you

wanted to come in and take a group of 100 and study

them, then you would be engaged in oversight. So there

1s a fine line between the two, and I don't think you

would ever abuse your power to engage in oversight in

the way I am talking about.

So you get to asking about details about a particular

case: How do you reach this conclusion? What was the

basis of your discretion? I think the oversight function

can be well performed by studying groups of cases and

often by just studying status of cases. But to the ex-

tent you meed to go further than that, 1 am willing to

cooperate.
Hearings on Justice Department Internal Investigation Policies Before a Subcomm.
of Bouge Comn. on Government Uperations, 95th Cong., let Sess. 59 (1977).

The committees' investigation would seem to conform to what Attorney General
lop. deemed to be legitimate oversight, namely, inquiry as to the handling of a
group of cases. While frequently resistant to the disclosure of -tnternal docu-
sents aﬁd investigatory records, the Department has in the past shared what it

vievs as "enforcement sensitive” documents with congressional committees. The

=08t ootable recent instance of such comnittee access involved superfund enforce-
ment files (many of which concerned open cases) from the Department and the EPA,
‘albeit gained only after a contempt citation. The committee's report on the
,i-perfund investigation concluded that the agency claims of lenaitlvity had been
c.xaggerated in many cases. Comm. Print 98-AA, 98th Cong., 2d Sess. 30 (August
1984). The report also recounted past examples of the Department sharing similar
information with congressional committees. Id., 56-68. These access arrangements
often {nvolved committee pledges to honor the confidentiality of the information.
The Department's September 7 response merely poiated to its "policy view” that
the requested documents should not be disclosed outgide the Department. No claims
of privilege or prejudice to ongoing cases have been made. Even with respect to

such claims, however, it is not clear that courts would necessarily uphold the

executive's claims in the face of a congressional demand. See, United States v.

AT. &§ T., 567 P.24 121 (D.C. Cir. 1977) ‘("recognulng congressional prerogatives
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even with respect to national security inforsation); CRS Report, Congressional
Inquiries into Mstters that are the Subject of Civil or Criminal Cases, March 10,
1983 (attached). Regardless, Congress possesses tools to influence the resolution
of mforut.10n access disputes short of litigation, such as the subpoena, threat-

ened or actual contempt citation, or devising comprosises involving the safeguard-

Nt sqy

Richard Ehlke

Specialist in American
Public Law

Americen Law Division

September 18, 1984

ing of sensitive data.



23

112

10338 (N.D.Tex.1980) (plastic bags). For this
reason, Goshorn's expectation of privacy in
the container was significantly greater than
that of a defendant whose contsiner reveals
its contents by its shape or feel. See Rob-
bins v. Californis, 103 Cal. App.3d 34, 162
CalRptr. 780 (1980), cert. granted, — U.S.
——, 101 8.Ct. 916, 66 L.Ed.2d 838 (1981);
United States v. Portillo, suprs, 633 F2d at
1820; United States v. Mannino, 635 F.2d
110 (2d Cir. 1980). See also Arkansas v.
Sanders, suprs, 442 U.S. at 764-765 :us 99
S.Ct. at 2593-2594.

Finally, the fact that Keefe found the
container in a trunk which also contained
loose clothing suggested that the container
had been “pressed into service as a reposito-
ry for [Goshorn's] personal effects.” Unit-
ed States v. Ross, supra, at n.6.
Therefore, even if & container made of pa-
per and plastic bags is not invariably
viewed as a repository for one'’s personal
effects, the circumstancés apparent to
Keefe at the time of this search indicated
that Goshorn might be using the container
for this purpose.

In view of the foregoing, 1 conclude that
Goshorn has established that he had a legit-
imate expectation of privacy in the contain-
er at the time of the search. As in my
original decision, 1 reject the government's
further argument that the search was none-
theless justified as sn inventory pursuant to
South Dakota v. Opperman, 428 U.S. 364, 96
S.Ct. 8092, 49 L.Ed2d 1000 (1976). See
United States v. Ocampo, 492 F.Supp. 1211,
1284 (ED.N.Y.1980); United States v. Hill,
458 FSupp. 81 (D.D.C.1978); United States
v. Vallieres, 443 F.Supp. 186, 191 (D.Conn.
1977); United States v. Cooper, 428 F.Supp.
652, 854 (S.D.Ohio 1977)3 Since Goshorn
had a legitimate expectation of privacy in
the container searched, and since the search
was eonducted without a8 warrant and does
not fall within an exception to the warrant
requirement, Goshorn's motion to suppress
is allowed

$. However, | have not reconsidered this issue
in this memorandum since this sspect of my
original decision was neither affected by United
States v. Salvued, supra. nor addressed by the

510 FEDERAL SUPPLEMENT

In re GRAND JURY IMPANELLED
OCTOBER 2, 1978 (79-2).

Misc. No. 81-0059.

United States District Court,
District of Columbia.

March 9, 1981

The Department of Justice filed motion
seeking guidance on applicability of federal
rule of criminal procedure governing grand
jury secrecy to request of Senate Subcom-
mittee on Improvement in Judicia! Machin-
ery for access to various DOJ files to enable
it to fulfill its task or examining DOJ’s
public integrity section’s investigation of
certain individual. The District Court,
Bryant, Chief Judge, held that: (1) subcom-
mittee was entitled to disclosure of certain
financial and hotel records, DOJ analyses of
those records, and- articles of incorporation
for certain corporation; (2) subcommittee
was not entitled to inventory of all docu-
ments subpoened by grand jury; and (8)
subcommittee was entitled to disclosure of
memoranda and recommendations prepared
by DOJ, as redacted by DOJ s0 as not to
revea! what actually occurred before grand

Jury.

Order accordingly.

1. Grand Jury &={1
Senate Subcommittee on Improve-
ments in Judicial Machinery, which was ex-
amining public integrity section's investiga-
tion of certain individual, was entitled to
disclosure of certain financial and hote! rec-
ords; records were not shielded simply be-
cause some of them were seen by grand
jury. Fed.Rules Cr.Proc. Rule 6(e), 18 US.
CA - e e
Court of Appeals in this case. Moreover, the

government has not pointed to any new case
law which alters my view. ’
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IN RE GRAND JURY IMPANELLED OCTOBER 2, 1978 (79-2)

113

Chteas 510 FSupp. 112 (1981)

2 Grand Jury &={1

Senate Subcommittee on Improve-
ments in Judicial Machinery, which was ex-
amining public integrity section's investiga-
tion of certain individual, was entitled to
disclosure of section’s analyses of certain
financial and hotel records, even though
those records had been seen by grand jury,
since Subcommittee was looking into sec-
tion's performance und not grand jury it-
self. Fed.Rules Cr.Proc. Rule 6(e), 18 U.S.
CA

3. Grand Jury &=41

Senate Subcommittee on Improve-
ments in Judicial Machinery, which was ex-
amining public integrity section’s investiga-
tion of certain individual, was entitled to
disclosure of articles of incorporation of cer-
tain corporation, since articles fell into cate-
gory of specifically designated documents
that preexisted grand jury and were not
protected merely because they were shown
to grand jury. FedRules CrProc.. Rule
6(e), 18 USC.A 4

4. Grand Jury =41

Senate Subcommittee on Improve-
ments in Judicial Machinery, which was ex-
amining public integrity section’s investiga-
tion of certain individual, was not entitled
to inventory of all documents subpoened by
grand jury, even though subcommittee was
seeking inventory “for its own sake,” rather
than to discover what occurred “before
grand jury, since producing such inventory
would inevitably set dangerous precedent
by revealing great deal about scope and
focus of grand jury's investigation. Fed.
Rules Cr.Proc. Rule 6(¢), 18 U.S.C.A.

8. Grand Jury =41

Senate Subcommittee on Improve-
ments in Judicia! Machinery, which was ex-
amining public integrity section’s investiga-
tion of certain individual, was entitled to
disclosure of memoranda and recommends-
tions prepared by Department of Judiciary,
but Department was entitled to redact
memoranda and recommendations, remov-
ing only those parts that contained tran-

1. Senate Standing Rule XXVI(8Xa)-

scripts of grand jury testimony or account
of what actually occurred before grand
jury. Fed.Rules Cr.Proc. Rule §(e), 18 US.
CA. ’

Michael Davidson, Senate Legal Counsel,
Paula A. Sweeney, Asst. Senate Legal
Counsel, for plaintiff.

John Keeney, Deputy Asst. Atty. Gen.,
Charles F. C. Ruff, U. S. Atty., District of
Columbia, Washington, D. C., for defend-
ant

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER *

BRYANT, Chief Judge.

The Senate Committee on the Judiciary
(Committee) has legislative and oversight
responsibility for.the Department of Justice
(DOJ). The Committee is charged by Sen-
ate Rules with the responsibility for exam-
ining the application, administration and
execution of those laws, or parts of laws
within the Committee's legislative jurisdie-
tion.! In addition, the Crime Control Act of
1976 ? requires that Congress provide legis-
lative authorization for all DOJ appropria-
tions. As part of its general oversight re-
sponsibilities the Committee has paid par-
ticular attention to the DOJ's Public Integ-
rity Section. On July 23, 1980, the Commit-
tee charged the Senate Subcommittee on
Improvements in Judicial Machinery (Sub-
committee) with the task of examining the
Public Integrity Section's investigation of
Robert L. Vesco.

In the spring of 1980 the entire Commit-
tee requested access to various DOJ files to
enable it to fulfill its oversight responsibil-

“Thes. Attorney General Civiletti informed
Senators Kennedy and Thurmond on June
23, 1980 that many DOJ files would be
available, but certain administrative prob-
lems remained to be ironed out with respect
to files in five cases, including the Vesco
case. After a lengthy exchange of corre-
spondence the Subcommittee charged with
oversight of the Vesco investigation re-

2. Pub.law No. 94-503 § 204, 50 Stat 2427.
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quested the DOJ to provide access to seven
groups of Vesco investigation documents:
(1) American Express records; (2) hotel rec-
ords; (8) DOJ analyses of American Ex-
press records; (4) DOJ analyses of hotel
records;? (5) Articles of Incorporation for
Southern Ventures; (6) an inventory of all
documents subpoenaed by the grand jury
and (7) memoranda and recommendations
prepared by the DOT¢

The DOJ balked at providing access to
these Vesco records and on November 24,
1980 filed a motion with this court seeking
guidance on the applicability of Federal
Rule of Criminal Procedure 6(e) to the Sub-
ecommittee’s request. On December 24,
1980 the Subcommittee filed an amicus cu-
rise brief opposing the Department's inter-
pretation of Rule 6(e).

Rule 6(e) provides in part that no one
shall “disclose matters occurring before the
grand jury, except ... when so directed by
s court preliminarily to, or in, connection
with a judicial proceeding.” If a document
at issue does not “disclose matters occurring
before the grand jury” it does not fall un-
der the protection of Rule 6(e). If the
document does make such a disclosure the

court is called upon to determine whether .

the party seeking the document does so “in
eonnection with a judicial proceeding™ and
whether the party has demonstrated a par-
ticularized need for the document. Douglas
Oil Co. v. Petrol Stops Northwest, 441 U.S.
211, 217-23, 99 S.Ct. 1667, 1672-1675, 60
L.Ed.2d 156 (1979).

Since the Subcommittee’s general over-’

sight proceedings do not constitute a “judi-
cial proceeding,” In re Grand Jury Investi-
gation of Uranium Industry, 1979-2 Trade
Cases (CCH) 162,798 at pp. 78,639; 78,643-

3. Initially, the Subcommittee asked for only
those American Express records and hotel rec-
ords subpoenaed by the grand jury on certain
specific days. This was later modified to in-
clude all American Express and hotel records
sccumnulated by the DOJ in the process of its
favestigation. Letter of November 13, 1880
from Michael Davidson, Esq. to the H bl
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78,644 (D.D.C. August 16, 1979), if a catego-
ry of documents fall under Rule 6(¢) the
court need not proceed to examine any par-
ticularized need for the documents and the
Subcommittee’s request for that category
of documents must therefore fail.

Rule 6{e)'s prohibition against “dis-
closfing] matters occurring before the
grand jury” is deceptive in its simplicity.
The courts have generally agreed that tran-
scripts or any account of what actually oc-
curred before the grand jury falls under the
protection of Rule 6(e).* The controversy
stems from various attempts to block access
to documents that were subpoenaed for
and/or presented to the grand jury. In the
seminal case in this area Chief Judge Lum-
bard held that

. when testimony or data is sought
for its own sake—for its intrinsic value in
furtherance of a lawful investigation—
rather than to learn what took place be-
fore the grand jury, it is not a valid
defense to disclosure that the same docu-
ments had been, or were presently being,
examined by a grand jury. ([United

States v. Interstate Dress Carriers, Inc,

280 F.2d 52, 54 (2nd Cir. 1960).]

Thus, when the Committee sought Uranium
investigation documents in 1979 this court
held that the mere fact that these docu-
ments had also been revealed to the grand
jury did not make them protected by Rule
6(e). In re Grand Jury Investigation of
Ursnium Industry, supra at 78,642.

At the same time, in evaluating 6e) re-
quests the courts have been sensitive to the
need for grand jury secrecy. If permitting
a document that is part of a grand jury
investigation to be released would encour-

tee on lmprovemenis in Judicial Machinery for
Disclosure of Documents (Memorandum of
DOJ) at A-20.

4. Letters of October 21, 1980 and October 22,
1980 from Michae! Davidson, Esq. to the Hon-
orable John C. Keeney, Depyty Assistant Attor-

G ). See M andum of DOJ at

John C. Keeney, Deputy Assistant Attorney
G 1. See M dum of the Department
of Justice concerning the Applicability of Rule
6(e) to the Requests of the Senate Subcommit-

A-16 & A-19.

8. See discussion in In re Grand Jury Investiga-
tion of Uranium Industry, supra.
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Chteas 10 F.Supp. 113 (1981)

age the flight of suspects or jury tampering
or subornation of perjury or discourage per-
sons with information from coming forward
or harm the innocent® the courts will no
doubt give careful thought to the applica-
tion of Rule 6(e).

To summarize, the courts have developed
two basic rules of thumb in the 6(e) area:
first, documents sought for their own sake
are not protected by Rule 6(e) merely be-
sause they were subpoenaed by or shown to
the grand jury; and, second, documents the
disclosure of which would reveal what actu-
Mﬁz&mm_H TJury_and
would thus frustrate the purpose of
“"‘m—rﬁi%

[1-3] Applying the sbove to the seven
categories of documents requested by the
Subcommittee,’ the court concludes that
only the inventory of all documents su
naed by the grand j

emoranda that reveal what actu-
i ore j

Tw .
ican ress and hotel records should

not be shielded simply use_some_of
those records were seen by the grand jury.
TheERalyses of these records presents a
eloser question since the Department states
that the analyses were prepared by the FBI
for the grand jury’s use and did not pre-ex-
ist the grand jury. Memorandum of DOJ
at 12 Since the Subcommittee is looking

fore holds that the analyses of the Ameri-
can Express and hotel records are not pro-
tected by Rule 6(e). The court concurs in
the DOJ's view that the Articles of Incorpo-
ration for Southern Ventures falls into that
category of specifically designated docu-
ments that pre-exist the grand jury and are
not protected by Rule 6(¢) merely because
they were shown to the grand jury?

[4) Although the scope of Rule 6(e) is by
no means self-evident, the court has con-
cluded that the Subcommittee’s request for
an inventory of all documents subpoenaed
by the grand jury falls within that scope.
The Subcommittee is undoubtedly seeking
this inventory “for its own sake”—to learn
more about the Public Integrity Section's
conduct—and not to discover what occurred
before the grand jury. But the court
shares the DOJ's concern that producing
such an inventory will inevitably set a dan-
gerous precedent by revealing a great deal
about the scope and focus of the grand
jury's investigation. Securities & Ex-
change Com’n v. Dresser Indus., 628 F2d at
1882 (purpose of 6(e) is, inter alia, to protect
the strategy or direction of the grand jury
investigation); United States v. Stanford,
589 F.2d 285, 291 n.6 (7th Cir. 1978) (dic-
tum), cert. denied, 440 U.S. 983, 99 SCt
1794, 60 L.LEd.2d 244 (1979); Davis v. Rom-
ney, 55 F.RD. 337, 34142 (E.D.Pa.1972)
(dlctum) The court therefore reluctantly

into the Public Integrity Section’s perform-
§Hce and not the grand jury luelrm
my'fa_—w-\ﬁ;laeem o a0l into that
“eategory of unprotected docuifients_that,
“havéT® mignificance of their own—here as

Part of the Public Integrity Section's inves-
tigation of Robert Vesco. The court there-

8. Douglas Oil Co. v. Petro! Stops Northwest,
441 U.S. 211,219 n.10, 89 S.CL. 1667, 1673 n.10,
0 L.Ed2d 156 (1879).

7. Seepp. 113-114, supra.

& Securities & Exchange Com'n v. Dresser In-
dus., 628 F2d 1368, 1382-84 (D.CCir.) (en
banc) (“The fact that & grand jury has subpoe-
naed documents concerning 8 particular matter
does not insulate that matter from investiga-
tion in another forum.”), cert. denied, — U.S.
-, 101 S.Ct. 528, 66 L.EA.2d 289 (1980).

ludes that an inventory ol &Il docu-
ments subpoenaed by the grand jury *dis-
close[s] matters occurring before the grand
jury” and is protected by Rule 6(e).?

{5]) Finally, the matter of the DOJs
own Vesco memoranda and recommenda-
tions must be resolved. The Subcommittee

9. Nothing in the court’s opinion is Inlended to
preclude the Sub i from g from
the DOJ an inventory of all Vesco do:umnu in
the Department's files including documents re-
ceived as a result of grand jury subpoenas. As
long u the Department does not ugregnz

that were subp d by the
MJwymchlnhvutwysMuldmnom
hlﬂng:onmndjurymecyorun Rule &(e)
into play.

’
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scknow] in fts request that
nda_would revea! mag_en
occurning before the grand jury_and_ea
5% deleted.® The Department re-
$ponds that after making all the necessary
deletions the memorands would be unintel
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FURTHER ORDERS that the Depart-
ment of Justice provide this court within
thirty days unredacted copies of the above
memoranda and recommendations, with
thosepamthatmndwedfromﬂnmp-
jes disclosed to the Sub ittee on Im-

ligible Memorandum of the DOJ at 12
Having been immersed iu Freedom of In-
formation Act and national security cases,
this eourt can indeed commiserate with ¥t
gants mired in heavily redacted documents.
But it is for the Subcommittee and not the

R'eg%ent to determine what is and what
B oot ol v mitiee over:

nght fu The Department should
earefully redact the memoranda and recom-
mendations, removing only those parts that
contain transcripts of grand jury testimony
or an socount of what actually occurred
before the grand jury.!® The court there-
fore, )

ORDERS that the Subeommnttee on lm-
pr ts in Judicial Machinery’s req
for release of an inventory of all documents
subpoenaed by the Vesco grand jury be
denied; and it

"FURTHER ORDERS that the Depart-
ment of Justice disclose to the Sub
tee on Improvements in Judicial Machinery
all Vesco American Express and hotel rec-
ords, the analyses of those records and the
Articles of Incorporation for Southern Ven-
tures; and it ’

FURTHER ORDERS that the Depart-
ment of Justice disclose to the Subcommit-
tee on Improvements in Judicial Machinery
within thirty days of the date of this order
memorands prepared by it which relate to
its investigation of Robert Vesco and rec-
ommendations made by it concerning the
Vesco case, including whether to use a spe-
cial prosecutor and/or seek an indictment,
with those parts of the memoranda and
“recommendations thal conlaim transcripts

of grand jury testimony or any account o1
nrmnfmﬁmm

jury redicted; and it
360, Sew letter, supra note 4 at A-18.

11. The DOJ submitted the memoranda and

tions in question to the court
certain parts marked to indicate the Depart-
ment's view of what clearly reveals what oc-

rec-
with

pr ts in Judicial Machinery marked.

Wendy VARGUS, Ind. and as
Administratrix of the Estate
of Jesse H. Vargus, Dec'd

v.

PITMAN MANUFACTURING
COMPANY

) v.
HENKELS & McCOY, INC.
Civ. A. No. 79-987.

United States District Court,
E. D. Pennsylvania.

March 11, 1981.

Action was brought for the wrongful
death of a crane operator, who was electro-
* cuted when the boom of the crane he was
operating came into contact with an over-
head high tension line. Following & jury
verdict in favor of the manufacturer of the
crane, administratrix of decedent'’s estate
moved for a new trial. The District Court,
Weiner, J., held that: (1) under Pennsylva- '
nia law, assumption of risk was a defense in
an action for reckless, wanton and willful
misconduct; (2) the trial court did not err in
instructing the jury; and (8) assumption of
risk wundefemetolnnctprodumhlbﬂ-
ity claim.

Motion denied. . .,;-;

curred before the grand jury. The court would
like to provide the Department a second oppor-
tunity to review these materials in the light of
the present memorandum.
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INTRODUCTION

I have been asked to- conduct a comprehensive and
objective review of the criminal investigation of Newport
News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company that was handled by
the United States Attorney's Office for the Eastern District
of Virginia and the Fraud Section. I was instructed to be
as thorough as possible and to use my own judgment in
attempting to fill any factual gaps I found. The methodo-
logy I e_mployed and the documents and people I consulted are
detzileé in Appendix—A to this memorandum. Two major parts
of the investigation are mentioned thxoughout- the Rich Richmond
phase and the Alexandria ‘phase. -

%he Richmond prosecution team began work in the Summer
of 1978. The first Richmond Grand Jury issued subpoenas in
October 1978. The Richmond prosecutors consisted of

Assistant United States Attorney ,» Navy

attorneys {Special Assistant United States Attorneys)
and - e ...+ and Fraud Section

Atterneys . ~ 7 T~ ‘and . After 18

months of investigation before two grand juries, the
Richmond prosecutors recommended ~"declination. E
Alexandria prosecution team rejected that recommendanon,
moved the matter from Richmond to Alexandria, and decided to
focus on one claim item. The Alexandria prosecutors
consisted of Assistant United States Attorneys

© and . and Appellate Section

attorney __w After 6 menths of investigation
including grand .jury work, the Alexandria prosecutors
recozmended continued investigation 2n¢ eventual indictment.
1 believe that continuation of the investigation .is
varranted at this time although problens may be encountered

that might possibly militate against later indictment.

. I will not duplicate to any extent .here the matters
éiscussed in the lengthy prosecution~xegports of the Richmond
:né& Alexandria prosecutors. Instead (after a summary of the
facts), I will focus on mostly new raterial setting forth
evidence of an alleged conspiracy to inflate claims and
éiscussing Some relevant policy cons;devations.
N
II. RS
. N\, ~

SUMMARY OF FACTS

In March 1976, Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock
Campany (NNS) filed a revised claim (known as the "Maxi®
clzin) with the Navy requesting adjustments in the prices
:ns delivery schedules of 14 ships which were either
ccapleted or under construction by ¥NNS. The clainm
superceded a previous claim submittad in August*1975 (known
s the "Mini" claim). The final ¢ ai.rn covered contracts on
the following ships:



- .= 7 ~submarines: L. Mendel Rivers (SSN 686),
Richard B. Russell (SSN .687), Los Anceles (SSN 688), Baton
Rouge (SSN 689), Memphis (SSN 691), Cincinnati (SSN 693),
end Birmingham (SSN 695).

- S cruisers: California (DLGN 36), South
Carolina (DLGN 37), Virginia (DLGN 38), Texas (DLGN 39), and -
Mississippi (DLGN 40). -

= 2 aircraft carriers: Nimitz (CVN 68) and Dwight
D. Eisenhower (CVN 69).

In February 1977, the Navy settled a claim on two of
the ships and on October S, 1978 (after review by a special
‘Navy board) it settled with NNS on the contracts for the
reraining 12 ships. The total cost overrun settlement was
$208 million of the $894 million claim submitted by the
company. The settlement purported to end all litigation
between NNS and the government over the claims. This sum was
over and above the actual progress payments made by the Navy
{approximately $2.5 billion) as the ships were being
constructed. - The contracts between NNS and the Navy were
fixed-price incentive contracts with provision for progress
" pavments and profits but no agreed-upon price. Approxi- -

mately 808 of the overruns claimed by KNS fell inte the
categories of “delay, disruption, and deterioration of
lador.™ . These are the so-called "soft" items. The
"hardware® or. "hard" items are specific components or
systems in the various ships which are constructed according
to Erawings and specifications provided by the Navy. The
special Navy board settled the claims primarily based on
"litigating risk® and pointed out 47 different claim items
(oZ approximately 300) which presented the possibility of
fravd. The Richmond and Alexanéria presecuiors concentrated
. on 2pproximately 20 of these.

A. The Hardware Items

1. Ventilation Control Air Systen

The investigation regarding the Reactor Compartment

- Ventilation Control Air System on the Class 38, 39, and 40
cruiser was extremely comprehensive as is fully described in
the Alexandria prosecution report. The allegation that NNS
frauvdulently submitted a claim and pegged it to an allegedly
vague government guidance drawing instead of admitting that
it "missed the bid" was proven to my satisfaction. However,
it should be pointed out that NNS withdrew this claim iten
and was not compensated for it. This item establishes the
methodology of the NNS claims process.. B

2. Bow Dome

The investigation regarding the Gla2ss Reinforced
Plastic Bow Dome on the Class 688 submarines is described in
the Richmond prosecution report. The allegation that NNS
falsely claimed additional costs due to a design change in
the bow of the subtmarine (from welding to bolting) was not
Agesolved. Reliance on the legal advice of outside counsel

, can be asserted as a defense. 1In any
“~event, I believe tHat the claim item on the Bow Dome was so
small ($75,000) that further investigation may not be

werranted,’

3. Cathodic Protection

The investigation regarding Cathodic Protection on the
Class 688 submarines (the installation of zinc to ship hulls
for protection against salt water) is described in the

47-418 0 - 85 - 2
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Richmond prosecution report (separate memorapdum of Navy

attorney - ). Reliance ong o

advice to press this, claim o -
leads me to conclude that prosecution

may not be vac-ranted. It should be noted that because the
Class 688 wzs a new submarine, there were many change orders
ané ouch co-fusion during construction. 1Intent to defrauvd
would be édifficult to prove, ’ .

4. Corder Nickle Tubing

The investigation regarding pricing of Copper Nickle
Tumiang cn the Class 688 submarines is described in the
Richaond presecution report. Apparently, NNS withheld the
pricing information in the Mini claim but reported it
accurately in the Maxi claim. Although I believe that a
specific false claims count is not warranted here, the
withholding of the information (to the tune of $600,000)
could possibly be used as an Overt Act in a conspiracy
charge.

5. Intermediate Gage Cutout Valves

The investigation regarding the added work of
installing Intermediate Gage Cutout Valves on-the sircraft
carrier Nimitz is described in the Richmond prosecution
report. D
eventually™the claim item was withdrawn. The“facts date °
back to 1968 and since there appear to be no intentional
risstatenents, ! believe that prosecution is not warranted.

6. Discharge Sea Chests

Analysis regarding Discharge Sea Chests (openings in
the ships' bull from which cooling water is discharged) on
the Class 33, 39, and 40 cruiser is included in the
Alexandria prosecution report. It is alleged by the Navy
analysts that NNS sought government payment because of its
own oversight of guidance drawings. Some investigation may
be indicated.

7. Reactor Shielding ’ .

Acalysis regarding Reactor Shielding (lead panels
surrounding the nuclear reactor) on the Class 38, 39, and
40 cruiser is included in the Alexandria prosecution report.”
It is alleged by the Navy analysts that NNS improperly
blamed the covernment for defective specifications when the
real cause for cracks in the shielding was poor workmanship
by NNS. Sonre investigation may be indicated.

B. Delav, Disruption, and Deterioration of Labor

1. Nimitz Delay -

The investigation regarding cdelay in nuclear testing
and delivery of the aircraft carrier Nimitz is described in
the Richmond prosecution report. The test program of the
nuclear reactors must be carefully perforred and obviously
delay will occur. The fact that NNS calculated 160
government-responsible days of delay but only claimed 123
davs arguably precludes prosecution. However, I believe
inguiry should be made as to how NNS calculated delay at
$125,000 per day (total of §$15.6 million).
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2. Dwicht D. Eisenhower Delav: Shiowav Utilization

The investigation regarding delay in delivery of the
eéircraft carrier Dwight D. Eisenhower (alleged by NNS to ke
due to government-responsible delay on the Nimitz) is
cdescribed in the Richmond prosecution report. Because of
delay on the Nimitz, NNS says it moveé construction of the.
Dwicht D. Eisenhower from Shipway 11 to Shipway 9, a smallez
facility, which resulted in construction delays. The Navy
.says that delay was due to insufficient manning by NNS not
use of the smaller shipway. If (as the Richmond prosecution
Ieport states) no compensation was eventually requested by
KNS, prosecution is not warranted. HKowever, I believe that
there is a $90 million claim item uncer this category. If
so, more analysis is necessary. ' ’

3. Dwight D.‘fiéenhouer Delay: Innerbottom Shielding

The investigation regarding delay in delivery of the
2ircraft carrier Dwight D. Eisenhower because of Navy change
orders on the innerbottom shielding surrounding the nuclear
reactors is described in the Richmond prosecution report.
The report states- that no compensation was requested by NNS
on this item.

4. Deterjoration of Labor (Parkinson's Law) -

Analysis regarding the assertion of a claim for
"deterioration of labor"” is included in the Richmond prose-
cution report under the heading "Fictitious Manhours." The
report states that NNS asked for $78 million in "deferred
work® with respect to the five Class 688 submarines. The
deterioration of labor theory of entitlement is also applied
to the ot hips, in the claim. It amounts to approxi-
ma:elyngggx;i%TioEBand is based on the unusual application
of "Parkinsc aw, "

In 1957, a British academician (Parkinson) postulated

that in 2 bureaucracy there is an inexorable growth over

- time of the number of people hired to accomplish a-given
amount of work. NNS alleges that the Navy is responsible
for all delays and thus with every revision in delivery
schedules of the ships NNS' workers became less efficient.
According to NNS, 15 minutes out of every productive labor
hour spent- in the month following a schedule change was
wasteé Cue to Parkinson's law; the second month, 13 minutes
an heur was wasted; the third month, 9.5 minutes, and so on
until the next schedule revision. At that time, the
calculation is repeated. ’ :

I believe that the bald assertion of Parkinson's Law in
the context of the shipbuilding industry without the support
of any empirical studies is Qutrageous and fraudulent.g

1

7

1. Navy Recruiting Practices

C.- Other Soft Items

The investication regarding Navy recruiting practices
is discussed in the Richmond prosecution report (separate
pemorandum of Fraud Section attorney ) and
enalyzed 'in the Alexandria prosecution report. NNS alleges
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that the Navy (Norfolk Naval Shipyard) recruited 720 NNS
emp}ogees.and that the Navy owes NNS for recruiting and
training replacements (to the tune of $24 million). If NNS
had spent wha; it claimed to train these new hires ($35,000
for each design employee, $25,000 for each production
employee), the “otal training cost for all new hires for
'1973-1974 would have been $380 million, a prepostercus sum. -
During the relevant period, NNS also recruited Navy
employees to work at NNS yst the company made no effort to
offset, . I believe that employees should be free to
voluntarily accept new jobs anywhere (including the Norfolk
Naval Shipyard). This ¢laim item i idiculous,

2. *rdded Financing Costs

. hnalysis regarding the assertion of a claim for added
interest or financing costs because of late government
progress payments is included in the Alexandria prosecution
report. I? the Navy was late in submitting progress
pavments, it-violated the terms of the. contract and NNS
might have grounés for. entitlement. But the large figure

. claimed (over $50 million) and the cuestions concerning
method of calculation indicate further investigation.

3. Impact of Environmental and Safety Regulations

Analysi$ regarding the claim for increased costs due to
environmental and@ safety legislation is included in the i,
Alexandria prosecution report. The issue is whether thef
oricinal contract assumed that NNS would absorb the costs of
ccmplying with the new environmental and health and safety
reguvlations. Even if it déid not, there may be no legal:
basis for entitlement. Further investigation is indicated.

I11.

ALLEGATIONS OF A CONSPIRACY TO INTLATE CLAIMS

1 believé that a sophisticated conspiracy to
inflate claims regarding cost overruns was begun by NNS in
the late summer of 1974 (the formation of the Contract
Controls Department). The Richmond prosecution team did
some work on this aspect of the case but did not make much
heaéway. The Alexandria prosecution team analyzed the
allegations, ___ __ . T I have done a
little bitssf investigative work but it may be too late at
this point (B years after the fadct) to prove the conspiracy
beyond a reasonable doubt. D .

NNS was acquired by Tenneco, Inc., a Houston, Texas
conclomerate, in 1968. A monument at the shipyard was
removed by Tenneco management in April 1969. The monument
contained the following statement by the founder of NNS:
"we ‘shall build good ships here at a profit if we can -- at
a2 loss -- if we must but always good ships.” The general
belief is that attitudes and conditions changed at NNS from
that time forward. A Tenneco-selected chief executive (John
P. Diesel) became President of NNS in June 1972 and Chairman
of the Board in September 1973. At that time the company
had contracted for and was building various ships for the
Ravy. Most of these ships were nuclear powered and thrs
their design and construction were supervised by Admiral
Eyman G. Rickover and his staff. Admiral Rickover alleged
that the claims were ginned up and that false and fraudulent
statements permeate NNS' claims. : .



A. The Cardwell Testimony

William C. Cardwell, a former NNS em
r ployee and member
of the antgact Controls Department, testified before
Senator William Proxmire's Subcommittee on Priorities and

' POLICY CONSIDERATIDNS‘

A. Statute of Limitations Implications

The initial NNS claim was filed on August 8, 1975. It
was revised and a final claim was submitted to the Navy on
March 8, 1976 (beyond the normal five year statute of
liritations). Thus, a false claim prosecution (18 U.S.C.
Section 287) based on the March 8, 1976 submission is barred
by the statute of limitations. However, 1 agree with the
hlexandria prosecution team that the statute begins to run
anew when and if the contractor files a subsequent amendment
to its claim. 1In addition, a false claim conspiracy theory
(1€ 0.S.C. Section 286) or a mail fraud theory (18 U.S.C.
Section 1341) could extend the time period up to at least
Cctober S, 1978 when NNS settled the claim on the 14 ships
with the Navy (the statute would then run on October 5,
19€3). Although I have not selected out the relevant
cdocucents, there are several letters back and forth between
NNE and the Navy during 1977 and 1978 that could be utilized
in mail fraud counts. For example, there is a letter dated
2pril 20, 1978 stating that NNS' review has disclosed no
maior errors or inconsistencies in the Requests for
Equitable Adjustments. -

A more significant problem is the policy consideration
of continuing an investigation that began at least four

R =X L R e 2 R
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if\ igative
strategy was formulated. At 'that tine E:aud_&g::;;mexyo:ney
’ replaced and had meetings with

the FBI preliminary to a full grand jury investigation. The
Rictmond Grand Jury began werk on the case in October 1978.
I believe that the Department of Justice should have,bequn
this investigation in earnest in the Summer of 1976

E. The Rickover Factor

Admniral Hyman G. Rickover first accused NNS of fraud in
these claims shortly after they were submitted in 1976.
Fowever, there is a long and acrimonious battle between
Rickover and the company which is documented in Rickover's
testimony on Capitol Kill, in press accounts, and in NNS®
internal memoranda. NNS lobbyist Thomas G. Corcoran was
very interested in preventing Rickover's reappointment to
Kavy service as far back as the late 1960's. Rickover
constantly feuded with NNS Chairman John P. Diesel and at
various points suggested that the government buy out the
shipyard and build its own ships.
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NNS' eriminal counsel has raised this "Rickover factor®
in its confidential memorandum to the U.S. Department of
Justice (pages 115-139) and no doubt would emphasize it as a
cefense if there were a trial. There is no doubt in my mind
that a _good ggsg could be made that Admiral Rickover and his
sta coul e painted as viciously carrying out a vendetta
against NNS and maliciously accusing the company of fraud
vhen in fact there was none. I personally believe that
Adrziral Rickover and his staff were following the proper and
patriotic course in working to uncover NNS' fraud. However,
the Richmond Grand Jury investigation should have been (and
1 think it was) independent of Admiral Rickover and thus
imcune from any charge that Rickover orchestrated the -
criminal investigation: After all if Rickover's wishes had
been followed, the case would have been indicted in 1978 or
1979,

My own theory of what occurred in the NNS claims
process is related to the Rickover factor. I_should point
out_that my theory has not been substantiated and proEaSIy
cannot be., It goes something like this: n 4. C.

7T became President of NNS. He immediately
encountered Rickover who was very demanding. Rickover
stressed the need for superior performance from NNS in
building nuclear-powered ships. Ackerman felt constantly
harassed by Admiral Rickover. Ackerman was basically an
hornest man whq had to cope with pressures from Rickover as
well as corporate headquarters. Ackerman capxtulated to
Rickover in 1971 in szgnxng a letter concerning a contract
to build submarines and in the process renouncing the advice
of his own executives. Although the submarines were being
built very soundly and nuclear safety was assured, the
cozpany was not showing a profit. Ackerman contlnued to be
harassed by Rickover and wanted out. In 1972, John P.
Diesel . was brought in as NNS President and Ackerman was
temporarily “"kicked upstairs"™ and resigned one year later.
From the start, Diesel vas out to best Rickover., Diesel
would not let Rickover dictate to Lirm. He also was very
concerned about profit and loss. Diesel had no experience
in shipbuilding but was cracked up to be a good manager. . Ia
lmy opinion, Diesel was dishonest; he deliberately set up a
lelainms process which would lead to exorbitant claims. He
kxzed up his personnel well and was able to use F. Hunter
txeech and C. Leonard Willis out front to create a massive
‘emount of paper which the Navy m;gut ‘not be able to digest.
]Zm:loyees who had no previous experience in claims suddenly
vere thrust into the process and came up with unbelievable
estirates for delay, disruption, ard deterioration of labor.
(fe also was able to rely on and use the experience and
iability of Executive Vice President Charles E. Dart in
,ust;fy;ng the claims. Diesel was not beyond blackmailing
the Navy in threatening to stop construction of Navy ships
|(NNS did stop work on the Class 41 cruiser for a while). He
tppatently used the same "confrontaztion" tactics with his
mployees (periodic layoffs occurred) and labor unions as .
ell as Rickover. Diesel resolved to spurn settlement until
e was able to recover $200 million; his strategy was to
claim four or five times that amount. The stra.egy worked.
Diesel is now Chairman of the Boaré of Tenneco.

C. Civil Versus Criminal Action

I believe the gquestion should be raised that the NNS
investigation {(as well as the other three criminal
investigations of shipbuilders) should have been handled
civilly rather than criminally. «
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-3In such a posture 2 civil suit unde
False Claims A;% (31 U.S.C. Section 231) which permzt:he
double damages would be a much better vehicle for recovery
and'pgssible deterrence of fraudulent activity. 1In
addition, the burdea of proof in a civil case is much less

than that in a criminal case and thus the chance of success
would be much greater.

Although it is not clear from NNS' settlement agreemert
with the Navy Claims Settlement Board (dated October 5,
1978), it could be argued that the settlement agreement
preclude; subsecuent civil litigation by the government to
recover allegedly false claims. NNS' criminal counsel has
raised the issue that the settlement agreement is also a bar
to criminal prosecution in its confidential memorandum to
the U.S. Department of Justice (pages 140-143). I believe

that tl_xg,‘_rja_vy_c'l_early__i_n_t_e_ndgil:g_.preclude all civil >
lizjcation by settling the claims with the company.
Bowever, the reservation clause of the settlement agreement
rese-ves any rights the government may have under certain
criminal statutes (18 U.S.C. Sections 286, 287, and 1001)
and also unéer{Bl U.S.C. 231 (the civil False Claims Act).

Although;{ believe that it would be imprudent to
. proceed civilly against NNS, the civil alternative is a
viable one and should be considered in future cases like
this, N . )

D. The Debarment/Suspension Possibility

NNS is reportedly the best of the private shipyards
that build and overhaul nuclear and non-nuclear ships for
the Navy. It has a long history of excellent craftsmanship
and bas been awarded several more contracts to build
submarines, cruisers, and aircraft carriers which are now

. ender construction. I have raised the matter of possible
édebarment and suspension of NNS (in the case of an
indictment and conviction of the company) with the Richmond
and Alexandria prosecutors. Although I don't kncw all the
procedures involving debarment or suspension of a government
contzactor, I do krnow that the matter is sclely within the
puxrview of the appropriate agency (the Navy) rather than <he
Désertment of Justice. The consensus of the people-I. talked
to wzs that there was no way NNS would be debarred or
suspencded by the Ravy. The company's work is simply too
vital to the natiounal defense for the Navy to take any steps
to halt NNS' work in building ships for the government.
Apperently, debarment is not autometic with a company's
criminal conviction but reguires affirmative action on the
pa=t of the agency. I do not know about suspension (perhaps
éuring the pendency of the criminal case).

A related issuve is the: possibility that at the time of
an indictment against NNS the company might voluntarily get
out of the business of building ships for the Navy. Diesel
se-iously considered this alternative in ezrly 1978 at the
time he ordered a work stoppage on the Class 41 cruiser
{Note: a government lawsuit forced construction work to
continue). Internal NNS documents disclose that NNS had
enough private shipbuilding business (oil tankers) at that
tipe to prosper. 1In fact construction of the North yard at
KNS vas to handle commercial shipbuilding activities.

>Adairal Rickover's suggestion that the government take over

* Kavy shipbuilding might become a reality. My feeling is
that if that were the case it would lead to massive layoffs
among the 25,000 employees at NNS and at the other private

shipyards. -
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I should point out that all of this is mere speculation
on my part. 1 do not believe that the Department of Justice
should be influenced in making a decision to prosecute or
noT to prosecute a case based solely on these considera-
tions. The only relevant factor should be whether there-is
sufficient evidence to prove & criminal violation. However,
where the evidence is borderline, nollcy consxderatzons such
2s these may be weighed, ~.

V.
CONCLUSTON

The approach of the Richmond prosecution team fand to 2
lesser extent the Alexandria prosecutzon team) was to
scrutinize speczf;c "hardware* items in the claim. This
required deep immersion in technical detail. The theory was
that if the back-up documents were not (totally supportive of
2 claim item or if a multitude of errors occurred, fraud
could be proven. Although I don't believe 1 would have
pursued that methodology in the investigation, I believe no -
one can be accused of “botching” it. I believe’tlat a lot -~
‘no*e attention should have been devoted to the initial i
allegation of a conpany-wide conspiracy to-‘inflate claims, I
have attempted to do so in Part III of this memorandum. I
jalso believe that the  "soft” items such as delay,
\disruption,.deterioration of labor, and Navy recruiting
practices should have been taken apart and shown to be
outlandish. The Richmond prosecution team's conclusion that
the claims writing process had integrity appears to be-base¢d
only on the hardware items. I believe that the final claim
rarratives withstood analysis during the-grand jury
investigation because they had been massaged and perfected
through many draf§ It prior Arafrs bad hean found far

ard items
éperhaps t e Richmond prosecutors would
not have recommended declination. In any event, the soft
itens constitute approximately 80% of the claim and may nct
be so immune from the discovery of'holes”in their -,
entitlement theory.

My belief is that a continued investigation should
focus on the NNS claims effort as a conspiracy to obstruct,
irpede, and delay the lawful function of government (18
. U.S8.C. Section 371) and the orderly claims process (18
"U.S.C. Section 286).

APPENDIX A

METHODOLOGY OF REVIEW

During my tenure with the Organized Crime and
Racketeering Section (1973-1980) I reviewed approximately
300 cases for prosecutive merit under the Racketeer .
InZluenced and Corrupt Organizations (RICO) statute. This
review of the investigation of Newport News Shipbuilding and
Drw Dock Company was undertaken by me with the same
.objectivity and thoroughness I believe I brought to my
rrevious assignments. This endeavor, however, was vastly
nocre extensive and complicated than any other case review I
hac done. Because of its importance, I am setting out here
the procedures 1 employed and the materials I examined
duzing this review.
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_Memorandum

R . Duie
Critique of the Fraud Section Memo
on the Newport News Shipbuilding
Investigation - Hay 18, 1983
To . From
D. Lowell Jensen Elsie L. Munsell
Assistant Attorney General United States Attorney
Criminal Division Eastern District of
virginia

v po— - - —

U.S. Attorney's Office

“Criminal Division
I. INTRODUCTION

In Janvary 1982, by agreement, the Alexandria prosecution
team relinquis$ed this investigation to the Fraud Section of the
Criminal Division for handling. Two months prior to that, we
wrote a thorough 110 page Status Report that summarized some.of
the more significant results of our investigation up to that
point, and also analyzed a number of possible legal defenses
raised by Ne;port News Shipbuilding (herecafter NNS). 1In that
Status”RSngi,'Qe recommended that the investigation continue,
we-didﬂgot recommend that the company or any of its employees be
indicted at that time because we felt that work remained to be

done to tu;ly develop a case. We made it clear, howvever, thit ve
believed a prosecutable case could be developed if the necessary

resources were made available,
The Status Report demonstrated that NNS had in fact con-
spired to defraud the government on a massive scale, The Status

Report tnzghcr concluded that theté was no legal impediment to a
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successful prosecution. 1In our view, the Status Report made a
very compelling argument for continﬁing the investigation,
we‘still are convinced thai there i{s a prosecutable
case against the company and that an indictment with a reascn-
ably good chance of sugcess‘could be put together before
October 5, 1983. 1/ A two count.indictment charging the company
with conspiracy to defraud tﬁe United States by obtaining payment
on anf false, fictitious or fraudulent claim,.in§v£olation of 18
0.S.C. 286 and conspiracy to defraud the'nnited States by
impeding and impairing its lawful functions under 18 U.s.c, 371
could be quickly drafted 'lg/ It is not clear whether such an
indictment would belmultiplicitous.‘ Assuming it was, there would

still be no error 1n.§llowing both counts to go to the jury.

" E.g., United States v. Colson, 662 F.2d 1389, 1392 (1lth Cir.
i

‘1981). We would rely upon the evidence of an overall conspiracy

plus individual claim items that can be-shown to be either false
or based ‘on legally outrageous theories of entitlement-or both. 2/.
Some of the claim items based upon outrageoés theories of

entitlement would have great jury appeal béqause<the company's

i/ s our Status Repott explains (pp. 105-106), there are
Various theories available that would allow us to argue that the
conspiracy continued long after October 5, 1978, when NNS and the
Navy agreed to a lump sum settlement of the company's claims.
Thus, it is far from clear that the statute of limitations will
run out on October 5, 1983. Nonetheless, the fact that an
indictment returned after October S, 1983 might be held to be
time-barred is an argument against devcting further substantial
tesources to the investigation at this point.

The statute of limitations question should be examined very
carefully before any decision is made to decline prosecution.

It is absolutely clear that the statute of limitations will
not run on a false claims conspiracy (18 U.S.C. .286) or
econspiracy to defraud the United States (18 U.S.C. 371) until at

_ least October S5, 1978.

© 1a/ It is no longer advisable to bring substantive false claim

counts under Section 287 because the Statute of Limitations .
probably ran out on such offenses on August 1, 1982, See Status

2/

-]
\

q

We would not rely solely upon claim items based on legall
utrageous theories of entitlement to compensation, Thus,gthe¥e
ould be no neeﬂ for the court to confront the interesting
uestion of whether a conspiracy to defraud the United States

could be -predicated entirely upon such claims The ¢l ’
: . aim {tems
:::;d!::t:ut::g:ou:ht?eorges of entitlement would be one lmo:q
se or n the "met *
Conapiracy cocntor . ethods ééd means® parts of both
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bad faith i{s so readily apparent and the issues are not technical.
These claim items also have the advantage of being for huge sums
of money, unlike some of the hard claim items we can prove to be
false. In this category ue'would include the following claim
items: Deterioration of Labor/Parkinson's Law ($97 million);
Navy Recruiting ($244mi11£on); Added Financing Costs (§107
mill}on): OSHA/EPA Regulations ($5.5 million): and Deferred Work
{$51.5 million). 3/ We would be happy to draft such an
indictment to aid.you in your decision. ’

II. THE FRAUD SECTION MEMO IS NOT AN ADEQUATE EVALUATION OF THE
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE NEWPORT NEWS CASE

The Fraud Section memo marshals only the arguments -- both
good and .bad -- against prosecution. Some of these arguments are
identical to those contained in the company's "Confidential
Memorandum.® The memo's characterization of the evidence and tye
potential legal defensgs available to the company cannot
withstand serious scrutiny.

It would serve no purpose here to rehach the extremely
complex evidenqe summarized in our Status Report and in

various memoranda. 4/ Nor can we respond to every peint

made by the Fraud Section memo in the two-week time period
alloted for this critique. S/ What we can do here is attempt to
show that the major factual and legal p?emises of the Fraud
Section memo are incorrect. We can also highlight some of the

most questionable aspects of the memo.

3/ The OSHA/EPA claim item can also be shown to contain a false
statement.

4/ It is important to note that ; August 5, 1982
memo discussed a number of potentially prosecutable cla.m items
that were not discussed in the Alexandria team’'s Status Report.
. . memo also developed some additional evidence of an
overall conspiracy to defraud that was not contained in the
Status Report.

X memorandum of November 17, 1982 presented
additional important evidence, some of which we summarize infra.

S/ Ve would be happy to provide you with a follov-up memo
addressing any points on which you want further analysis. It
should rot be assumed that we accept the correctness of any point
in the Fraud Section memo simply because we do not address it
here. We refer you to our lengthy Status Report for a detailed
discussion of the evidence developed up to that point.
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The memo's conclusions are.summarized at page 2. 6/ The
recommendation that the Department decline prosecution and that
-no further inves;igation be conducted }s based on three
conclusions, each of-which is incorrect: 1) that only four of
the 264 individual claim items contain false claims or false

statements; 2) that there are “"adequate leéal defenses
which will make it virtually impossible to prosecute those [four]

jtems on a false claims or false statement theory®: and 3) that
the use of an overall conspiracy to defraud theory would bg
'impossible.under existing law and *** latgeiy {inconsistent with
the evidence developed during the éix years of the
investigation.*®

Whether or not you Eécide to decline prosecution of this
case, it is important to set the historical record straight. 1In
view of the fact that the Department is presently in the process
of eva}uating its handling of the entire group of fraud cases
:eférred to us by the Navy many years ago, and in view of the
fact that more than one Senator is currently looking into this
area, we believe thét even if you decide to decli%é.prosecution
at this point, it would be a serious mistake to adopt.’
memo as the Criminal Division's explanation of why prosecution

was declined, 7/

III. THE EVIDENCE OF FRAUD

We assumed that the evidence set forth in our Status Report
" and its appendix would have convinced anyone that a massive
conspiracy to defraud the government did exist at NNS, leaving

aside the guestion whether or not it could be successfully

]

6/ The memo implies that its recomnendations arc unanimous.
But, as T—=""gtated at the mceting on May 2, 1983,
. - wrote a dicsenting memo. :
K7 Assuming that the Fraud Section's position is accepted by
you, we would recommend that, in the future, there be better
coordination between the ultimate decision makers and the line’
prosecutors. Had the Fraud Section's.views been communicated to
the prosecutors handling the investigation they could have
pursued the evidence it dcems essential to a successful
prosecution.
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prosecuted. 8/ The Fraud Section's memo gives the {mpression
that there was probably no conspiracy and little if any actual
fraud, We submit the evidence is far to the contrary., 9/ The
fact is tﬁat nolone outside the Navy {s familiar with mote'than a
small fraction of the 264 claim {tems, lg/' A substantial number
of the claim items that have received even. the briefest attention
from Department prosecutors have been shown to be either false,
zpparently false, and/or based upon legally outrageous theories
of entitlement. Thé Fraud Section's memo makes it appear that
the nine claim items discussed in our Status Report were the only
items we believed had prosecutive potential. However, our Status

Report made it clear that was not the case., We stated (Status
" Report p. 4 n.5)t

The present team's investigation has thus far
focused almost entirely on the DLGN 38-40 cruiser
contract claims for practical reasons that have
nothing to do with the relative merits of NNS's
cost overrun claims on the various ship contracts.
Thus, we have no reason to believe that the
claims on the aircraft carriers and submarines
have more integrity than the cruiser claims.

The company's 264-item claim was like a huge field of oil lying
just beneath the surface of the earth. Wherever prosecutors
prored, oil (evidence of fraud) bubbled to the surface. Mr.

probing did not even involve a grand jury investigation

" 8/ Deputy Assistant Attorney General _ - " read our
entire Status Report and commented that the evidence of fraud
detailed therein made this case appear stronger than the Littoen
case, which the Department indicted many years ago, when

was Chief of the Fraud Section. __. ________

comment was made without the benefit of the additional evidence
of fraud detailed in the various memoranda later written by . .

. We are also familiar with the evidence of fraud in the
Litton case since it was indicted in our district and

" has been assigned to that case from the beginning.

We agree with o evaluation of the relative strength
of the two cases. The most salient difference between the two
cases is that the Litton prosecution is based on a single false
claim whereas in this case we have many false claim items which
coliectively belie any innocent explanation of the company's
behavior.

S/ Indeed, the obvious fact that-the company settled for $208
million on a claim of $894 million indicates that the great
majority of claim items had no substance.

10/ The Navy experts have expressed the view that the vast
majority of the claim items are either false or based upon
frivolous theories of legal entitlement. See our Status Report
at 106 n.55 ("the KNavy CITARS indicate that some degree of fraud
was involved in the majority of the 260-0dd claim {tems.,®} ]
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or interviewing witnesses. Merely by reading the claim items,
CITARS and certain company documents already in our possession,
he was able to identify several additional claim items as

fraudglent. 11/

But the real evidence of the company's fraud is
’ !
contained in the documents and fraud convictions have been won on
the basis of documentary evidence alone, even in the face of

self-serving statements by company employees. 12/

‘A 3jury could readily infer a conspiracx to defraud the government
from the massive evidence of fraud contained in the claim, even
without the direct evidence of a conspiracg/ié/
i &BThé Fraud Section's memo examines
each iteﬁ of fraud ané each item of evidence in isolation. It
eschews any consideration of the evidence as a whole. While this
is the kind of argument the company might make to a jury at
trial, it has no place here.

It is worth mentioning some of the more significant evidence

developed by taking the time to read a few of tﬁe

hundreds of thousands of comﬁany and Navy documents in our

possession. (It should be emphasized that op1y¢;.tfny fraction

11/ spent several months in the basement of the U.S.
Attorney's Office in Alexandria reading documentary evidence and
thoroughly acguainting himself with the facts of the case.

12/ We would rely heavily upon the Navy experts who took apart
‘the ccmpany's claim to explain the significance of the documents

to the jury.

13/ A key witness on the overall conspiracy and the company's
motives is David Leighton, a brilliant engineer who was Admiral
Rickover's principal aide and the architect of the contracts with
Newport News. He would explain the series of poor management
decisions made by NNS in the early 1970s that put the company
deep in the red, BHe can testify that the company had a target
figure of $200 million in cost adjustment claims and ?hat the
company made a deliberate decision to inflate its claims
sufficiently to reach that target settlement figure.
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of the documents have §een read by any Depiitment prosecutor or

investigator.) 14/

] > had instructed __ .+ to carefully
examine two claim items (Discharge Sea Chests and Reactor
Shielding} - . .

-~
", was of the view that additional evidence of false

statements regarding “hard" claiﬁ items was needed to make a

prosecutable case -- a view we were in accord with.

The Fraud Section memo states, at p. 12, that ghe *principal
problem® with a conspiracy to file false claims theory is that
*it is not possible to prove any substantial portion of the
variéus claims to-be false.” (The four claim items recognized
as false add up to only $7 million or approximately 3
‘ " of the settlement total of $208 million.) 1In the first place, we

reject the premise that only those four claim items can be shown

to be false.
e  ———
The Fraud Sectien memo argues (pp. 13, 27-29) that, even

with respact to the four claim items it recognizeé as false,
there is no evidence of specific intenqu

‘These arguments
completely misperceive the law on specific intent and the
eriminal liability of corporations for the acts of their
employees. Moreover, the factual conclusions drawn from the
evidence in this part of the memo are extremely dubious.

The leading Fourth Circuit casecs on the intent element of a

Section 287 offense are United States v. Maher, 582 F.24 842

(1978), cert. denied, 439 U.S. 1115 (1979), and United States V.
Blecker, 657 F.2d 629 (1981). Undcr established principles of

14/ The Fraud Section memo creates the impression that this case
has been thoroughly investigated. That is not quite accurate.
In fact, the Richmond prosecution team actively investigated the
case for only about one year and its efforts were far from
effective. The Alexandria prosecutors spent only three months
actively investigating the case. ' That time was devoted largely
to proving the falsity of a.single hard claim item, the VCAS.
details some of the mistakes and false
starts that have plagued the government in his chronology of the
investigation, which is being submitted separately.
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‘conspiracy law (United States v. Feola, 420 U.S, 671 (1975)), the

same intent requirement would probably be applicable to a

conspiracy charge under Section 286 although Section 286 focuses

upon obtaining.payment for, rather than filing the false claim,
Noting that Section 287 is phfased in the disjunctive, the

Fourth Circuit held in Maher and Blecker that a conviction under

Section 287 may be obtained based on proof that a claim submitted
* ’
to the government is either false, fictitious or frauvdulent, See

also United States v. Milton, 602 F.2d 231 (9th Cir. 1979). 1In

Maher, the court held that, in each instance, the defendant must
act with knowledge that the claim was false, fictitious or
fraudulent and with a consciousness that he was doing something
which was either "morally wrong® or which-viqlaged tﬁe law, 582
P.2d at 847. sSince the knowing submission of a falsg, fictitious
or fraudulent claim.iiﬂmcrally wrong, ié is not apparent what if
anything iz added by the recquirement that the defendant act with
a consciousness that he was doing something morally wrong.
4Ind§ed, in Blecker, the Fourth Circuit made no mention of this
supposea requirement. 17/ 657 F.2d at 634. Thus, it does not
appear that the intent element of the offense requires anything

more than a showing of knowledge that the claim vas false,
fictitious or fraudulent, as stated in Blecker. In any event,

the Maher requirement that the government show that the defendant
acted with a coansciousness that he was doing somethiAQ morally
wrong adds nothing material to'thg goveznment's burden of proof.
Thus, the Fraud Sectipn memo's attempt to set up 'speéific
intent® as an insuperable evidentiary barrier to prosecution is
sheer nonsénse. Rowever the intent element is formulated, it is

not necessary to produce a confession of company officials to

177 Other courts of appeals have held that specific intent is
hot an element of a Section 287 offense (United States v. Irwin,
654 F.2d4 671, 6B1-682 (10th Cir. 1981), cert, denjed, 355 U.S.
1016 (1982)), or that it is not an element where the government
attempts to prove.that the cliaim is false or fictitious as
opposed to fraudulent (Unjted States v, Milton, 602 F.2d 231 (9th

Cir. 1979)). .
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satisfy that element. Maher itself appreved an instruction that
specific intent

may be determined from all the facts and .
circumstances surrounding the case. .And
intent ordinarily may not be proved directly,
because there is no way of fathoming or °
scrutinizing the operations of the-human
mind, but you may infer the defendant's
intent from the surrounding circumstances... .

582 F.24 at B46. This is hornbook law. E.g., United States v.
Adler, 623 F,29 1287, 1289 (8th Cir. 1980); United States v.

Rifen, 577 F.2d 1111, 1113 (8th Cir. 1978).

The Fraud Section memo (at p. 27) also cites Maher iot the
proposition that "proof of reckless 1ndiffgtence or disregard as
to the truth or falsity of a statement i{s not enoﬁgh.' But Maher
approved a jury instruction to precisely the opposite effect.

See 582 F,2d at 846. 18/
. At least one other court has also approved a recklessness

-instruction in a Section 287 case. United States v. Precision

Medical Laboratories, Inc., 593 F.24 454, 443-444 (2a cir. 1978).

To summarize, -we have shown that all the government would.neqd tﬂ"
prove in support of Section 287 counts is that Newport News
employees Submitted claims that were false or fraudulént, with
reckless iqdifference as to whether they were true or false. Of
course, the knowledge or recklessness element may be inferred
from all of the surrounding evidence, as it almost always.is.

The memo follows its discussion of specific intent with a
number of factual statements and inferences from the evidence
with which we disagree. We will comment on each of these
statements and inferences i{n turn. ’

1, "The overall process of decentraliiing the claims

1 d no right
18/ The jury Instruction stated that the contractor ha
to make :3;1§1m for payment °for work that he knew had not been
done or put on such a voucher a claim for payment with reckless
indifference as to whether the work had been done or not, that

{s, whether the claim was true or falsc.' Jbid. {Emphasis

222

supplied.)
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writing among 200 plus contract specialists and the kélssenblinq
of the clainms suggests prope} controls were present.*®

Our comment: Clearly, in view of the fact that the claim
was ext;emely complex and longer than the Encyclopedia
Britannica, one or two persons céuld not write {t. Thus, the
decentralization of the claims writing process was a necesgity.
It suggests nothing one way or the other about the integrity of

.

the process.

.

2. °The review process

fsuggesgs a weeding cut of dubious claims.

_ "> 1¢ elso provides in
several clear instances.an advice of counsel defensg. In faci,
the entire §rbcess suggests .on the surface that Newport News w;i
trying to submit only valid claims.” )

Our comment: Internal control and review, we ;ubmit, is a

neutral factor, available for use to good or evil ends-

It is also a fact that the company's soft claim
items, which constitute the bulk of the $894 million claim, are

largely based on outrageous theories of entitigmént(

3] for the

Our careful dissectiond
VCAS item revealed a sophisticated effort “to combine fabricated
facts with leggi_ﬁheo:y in such a way that the end product -~ the
£inal version of th; éiaim -=- would appear to be valid on its
fuce.; Status Report at 46-47. The VCAS-evidence detailed in
our Status Report alsc clearly reveals that proper internal
controls were absent from the claims process.Ilf the review

__ Pprocess did in fact eliminat@items, all that suggests is the

sophigtication of the conépiracy. pe e e
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3. ."Second, the motivation to submit accurate claims
is readily appa}ent. Newport News employees had t%e petcép-
tion that Admiral Rickover intended to accuse Neupart.News of

SR

fraud,.*

/

Our comment: It is hardly determinative to speculate that
this company or any of the ‘other shipyards was deterred £;om
submiiting false claims by the feQ; that Admiral Rickover would
accuse them of fraud. The company's motivaéion to submit false
claims {s readily aéparent from analysis of its financial

problems in the relevant time period.

.\?he evidence, tending to show
7/
good faith throughout the claims process, negates specific intent
to defraud."

Our comment: This statement is unsupportable

5. *Third, in a limit;E—;;osecution of two or gh:ee claim
{terms, the Government would be in the anomalous position of
arguing that intent to defraud is present although the extent of
the fraud we could establish would at most be two or tﬁree
fraudulent items out of 264....°

Our comment: Although the memo states on f. 2 that four
claim items "appear to contain false claims or false statements, "
it argues here that °the extent of the fraud we could establish
would at most be two or three fraudulent items.® What happened
to the four false items on p. 2?2 Of course, vwe bﬁlfeve that we
could demonstrate that many more items are falseﬁbt based on
legally outrageous theories of entitlement,

also finds "little evidence to suppoii the
alternative prosecution theory® that the company conspired to
defraud the United States by submitting a massive number of

claims it knew to be meritless in an effort to overload the Kavy
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claims adjustment process. 19/ In view of the large number of

frivolous claims on soft items, we do not understand how Mr.

can claim there is little evidence to support this

conspiracy theory.

meritoriousu
P Ll Eoddtad,

We are obviously

capable of identifying a plethora of claim items as non-

states (p. 17) that there is "no authority for
predicating a ;cnspi:acy to defraud the United States by impeding
and impairing its lawful functions on conduct that does ﬂot
include a component of deception or trickery.® Even if that were
the law -- and we do not concede that it is -- it hardly would
stand in the way of a successful prosecution under Section 371
in this case, where there is abund#nt evidence of "deceit, craft,
trickery, or at least means that are dishonest.” Hammerschmidt

v. United States, 265 U.S. 182, 188 (1924). 21/ The statement

(p. 17) that Rarmerschmidt is “the case most closely resembling
this one™ is simply wrong. The memo's own summary of the facts-
in Hammerschmidt shows that it was a prosecution against irdi-
viduals wﬁo.were urging non-compliance with military‘régistration
laws by circulating handbills. fhere was concededly nothing

deceitful or dishonest about this First Amendment activity.

19/ 1t is perhaps more likely that the company submitted the
meritless claim items in the expectation that the Navy would
settle the whole claim on a percentage basis than that the

' company actually expected to overwhelm the Navy's claims

adjustment process.

.

21/ The Hammerschmidt opinion adds, immediately after the words
quoted by ., that "[i)Jt is not nccessary that the Govern-
ment shall be subjected to property or pecuniary loss by the
fraud, but only that its legitimate official action shall be
defeated by misrepresentation, chicane or the overreaching of
those charged with carrying out thg;gpvernmcnt intention."
Ibid.; emphasis supplied.

There is nothing novel about the Scction 371 count we
propose, It was successfully used in the Norfolk Ship
prosecution in our district in 1974.
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In any event, it i{s doubtful that the Hammerschmidi require-

ment of deceit, craft, trickery or dishonesty has survived later

cases. In United States v. Shoup, 608 F.2d 950, 963-964 (3d Cir.
1979), a case cited by the memo, the court of appeals stated that

the Hammerschmidt language "has long ago been discarded by the

cquéts. Secéion 371 now reaches 'any conspiracy for the purpose’
of impaixing, obstructing, or defeating the lawful function of

any department of government. Dennis v. United States, 384 U.S.

855, 861 (1966)." Thus, contrary to the memo, __ggg is not a
case where the court ®found a conspiracy to defraud without
stating the express requirement that'thefs_gf ?roof of trickery/
deception.® .. Rather, tha Shoup decision cleérly rejected thc
Barrmerschmidt language ghat the memo asserts (p. l18) "presents an

insurmountable *** problem.® 22/

IV. POTENTIAL DEFENSES AVAILABLE TO THE COMPANY

In addition to the'legal 1ssueslwe have already_disposea of,
the memo sets up various defenses as obstacles to a successful
Prosecution.ot the company. Here, we will briefly show that none
‘of these "defenses" poses a problem.

A The Admiral Rickover Defense

Admiral Rickover is8 one of the most widely admired Americans
of our time. Threzx former presideﬁts from both parties attended
a recent dinner in his honor. His commitment to integrity in the
procurement process is widely known. We can readily argue that,
in this case, he had reason to be vigilant with respect to the

company's claims. A jury would love it. El

22/ The Shoup decision is also significant insofar as it
irvolved 2 factual situation somewhat analogous to that posited
by --"the filing of a report that contains no
misrepresentations or concealments but is deliberately
misleading. The Third Circuit held that *[a)lthough Shoup may
have submitted a technically accurate report, the jury
nonetheless reasonably could have concluded that he intended to
defraud the Unxted ,States,” 608 F.2d at 950. So too here, even
if the company's claim did not contain a single falsehood or
concealment, it was still designed to obtain some payment on
claim items that the company knew had no legal merit. Such
behavior is plainly "dishonest" even within the meaning of
Rammerschmidt. See also United States v, Johnson, 337 F.24 180,
184- 185 (Z:E Cir. 1964).




B. Preindictment Delay

The memo suggests (pp. 29-30) that if an indictment is
returngd it might be dismissed by the district court on grounds
of preindictment delay. 23/ .

\Eheré i{s no legal basis for a motion to dismiss based on
preindictment‘delay. Delay attributable to lack of diligence or
even negligence on the part of the government does not provide a
basis for a due process/preindictment delay claim. Intentional
misconduct or reckless disregard for the defendant's interests
must be shown. There is no evidence that the government
intentionally delayed this investigation for the purpose of

prejudicing the company's rights. Moreover, there is no evidence
“that the company has been prejudiced by the delay. Both

prejudice and intentional misconduct must be shown to support a

preindictment delay claim. United States v, Lovasco, 431 U.S,

783 (1977); United States v. Marion, 404 U.S. 307, 324-325 {(1971).

C. The Settlement Figure ($208 Million) Is Regarded By The
Navy As Fair

The memo states {(p, 31) that "the final sum paid as an
equitable adjustment ($208 million) is regarded as fair by
relevant Navy officials,® We would like to know who these
anonymous Navy officials are. Certainly, the Navy officials we
have talked to do not regard it as fair., 1In any event, whether
or not the $208 million settlement was fair is, of course,

legally irrelevant, E:gq., United States v, Pintar, 630 P.24

1270, 1277-1278 (8th Cir. 1980); United States v. Anderson, 579

P.2d 455 (8th Cir.), cert. denied, 439 U.S, 980 (1978).  This is
especially true where a known consideration for settlement by the

Navy was ®"litigative risk.*

D. The Company's Criminal Liability For The Acts Of
Its Employees

Throughout the memo and its appendix, it is asserted that 1)

there is no link between any of the alleged high level con-

373/ We have excluded from this memo discussion of the management
of this investigation. That topic is a proper subject for
inquiry in an effort to learn how to better manage similar
investigations in the future.
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spirators and particular claim items that have been shown to be
false or based upon legally outraéeous theories of entitlement;
and 2) the absence of such an evidentiary link is somehow fatal
"to this prosecution. We submit this is wrong for a number of
reasons. 1In the first place, the claims writers were themselves
conspirators. The con;piracy wvas not limited tm@m>nd a few
~ high level officifls of the company. Sccond, the higher-level

[

. officials were at least aware of the fact that the soft claim

items were basedon outrageous theories of entitlement. Thus,
they cannot avoid responsibility for those items. Third, the
circumstantial evzdence allows cne to infer that at least some of
the hiqher-ups were also aware of the falsity of many of the hard
claim items ‘and either condoned or encouraged such falsity.
Fourth, ‘and most important, the memo's apparent uqsumpéion that
the compaﬁy cannot be held criminally liable for the actions of
the lower ievel claims writers unless there is evidence that
higher level officials weée ulsé involved in generating false

claims is simply incorrect. See, e.g., Paul F. Newton & Co. v,

Texas Commerce, 630 F.2d 1111, 1121 (5th Cir. 1980); United
States v, Beusch, 596 F.2d 871, 877-878 (9th Cir. 1979); Apex Qil

Co. v. United States, 530 F.2d 1291, 1295 (8th Cir. 1976); United

States v. Dye Constructlon Co., S10 F.2d 751 (l10th Cir. 1975);

Steere Taﬁk Lines, Inc. v. United States, 330 F.24 719 (Sth Cir.

1963); Continental Baking Co. v, United States, 281 F,2d4 127,

149-150 (6th Cir. 1960); United States v. Milton Marks Corp., 240

,F.2d 838 (3d Cir. 1957); United States v. Steiner Plastics Mfg.

Co., 231 F.28 149 (2d Cir. 1956). As already noted, a
corporation may not escape criminal liability for the acts of its
employees even if those acts afe in contravention of repeatedly

stated corporate policy.

"The employer 'does not rid himself of (the

duty to eliminate illegal practices] because

the extent of his business may preclude his
personal supervision, and compel reliance on .
subordinates. He must then stand or fall

with those whom he selects to act for him.

He s in the same plight, if they are

delinquent, as if he had failed to abate a
nuisance on his land."
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Continental Baking Co. v. United States, supra, 201 F.2d at 150,
‘quoting Dnited States v. Armour, 168 P.2d 342, 343-344 (34 cir.

1948) (emphasis in original), 2%/

The memo asserts (p. 19) that ®in the unique contcxt of a
corporation coﬁﬁitting the offense of false statement, the
Government has the obligation to prove;EE?t knowledge of the
falsity was centralized in one officer oftzhployee.' It is not
apparent what ®"centralized® means here. AThe memo seems to be
suggesting éhat it must be shown that Sn:fngtifiablg employee
had knowledge of the falsity of each claiﬁ item; in other words,
it would not be enough for the government to prove that whoever
wrote a pa:ticulag claim item must have known it was false.
Accordingly, unless the government could identify the particular
1nd1viduals'involved, the company would escape lfisility. (See
memo at 23.) But we know of no case law so hélding and we would
be surpriﬁéd if a couztuheld that a compény can defena itself by
refusing to identify the individuals tesponsiblq\fot particular
claim items. In any event, we do know who was reépoqsigle for
the preparation of all-the company's claims on the nucleaF

carriers and cruiserg”
E. Materiality

One claim item that the memo concedes (p. 24) “holds some

pogential for bging Proven to be fraudulent® involves the }eactor

Plant hot discharge sea chests on the cruisers. 26/ However, the
. N — .
memo states {ibid.) that, '[n]otwithstandinq the apparent

inac?urucy of Fhe Discharge Sea Chest claim, there are technical
problems which would preclude a prosecution predicated on thig
item even assuming otherwise sufficient evidence were developed
in further grand jury proceedinés.' These "technical problems*

are two in number. First, the fact that the Navy had already

25/ In the appendix to his memo, states (App. 21) that
Twe could not impute fraudulent intent to Newport News through an °
employee who was both aware of the 'vague and ambiguous' language
in the [VCAS] claim and was also aware that such language was
false.® This makes no sense. The three cases cited for that
proposition hold precisely the opposite.

26/ In our opinion, we and
conclusively that tﬂls item is fraudulexzfe #lready proven



reviewed and rejected the company's 1974 request for a contract
adjustment to cover additional costs it claimed had been incurred
in building the discﬁazge sea chests "could arguably preclude
that item from being 'material' to the Government in a false
claim prosecution.® Elsewhere (pp. 18-19), the memo also implies
that this mateziality requirement uould somehow present a problem
for us. Hoﬁever, it is well settled that the test for
‘materiality is merely "whether the false statement has a natural
tendency to influence, or was capable éf influencing, the
decision of the tribgnal in making a determination required to be

made.®™ United States v. Snider, 502 F.2d 645, 652 (4th Cir.

1974), quoting Weinstock v. United States, 231 F.2d €99, 701-702

(D.C. Cir. 1956). The cases make it clear that a stetement may

be material even though the government does not actually rely on

it. "It is enough that 'the potential for subversion of an
agency's functioning {can) readily be inferred.'®™ United States
v. McIntesh, 655 F.24 80, BB.jSth Ci;. 1981), gquoting United
States v. Beer, 518 F.2d 168, 172 (Sth Cir. 1975). ."A statement
can be material even if it is ignored or never read by the agency
receiving the misstatement {citation omitted.] ‘'False statements

must simply have the capacity to impair or pervert the

functioning of a governmental agency.'®™ United States v. Diaz,

680 F.2d4 1352, 1358 kllth Cir, 1982), quoting United States v,

Lichenstein, 610 F.2d4 1272, 1278 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 447

U.S. 907 (1980). See also United States v. Cowden, 677 F.2d 417,

-41% (8th Cir. 1982).

In light of this case law, 1t is not possible to argue that'
the false statements contained in the Discharge Sea Chest claim
iten were immaterial., 'The false statements were clearly capable
of i;fluencing thé“NaGy. The fact that the Navy réieéted a
similar claim two years earlier might have been overlooked. 1If
'ﬁNS thought the claim item could rot influence the Navy it

obviously would not have submitted it.
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The second "technical problem" ’ perceiéc: (p. 25}
in the Discharge Sea Chest cl;im item (and also in’ the VCAS claim
item) is that the company “could also argue with some merit that
the contract specifications were ambiguous and susceptible to the
interpretations embodied in its claims.® This is clearly wrong.

‘The specifications £6r both items were more than adequate.’

" V. POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

We xecogﬂize that the decision whether to proceed or to
close this investigation at this time is a difficult ;ner on
which reasonable lawyers can differ. 1In order to reduce the
- 1itigative risk zaised by the statute of limitations éuestion,
there would have to be a substantial, full-time investment of
proseéutorinl resources ih thelface of conflicting demands for
those resources. TFor those gnfamiliar‘with the case materials,
there would necessarily be lead - 1éarning time involved. It is
also reascnable to expect that the case brought could not be
given.the polish in preparation desired by dedicated'prosecuto:s,
which fact increases trial risk. On the other hand, there are
siqnlficaht policy considerations that urge one last try.
Declination, o; these facts, would tend to confirm the speculation
that sophisticated conspiracieslcan escape criminal sanctiens.
This is particularly of concern, where, as here, the contractor

has advanced large, frivolous claims and has sought insulation

He should also keep in mind that the damage to the
United Sthtes involves not just the final payment, but the time
and expense needed to evaluate and deal with frivolous claims, to
the deéiincnt of ongoing agency tasks. .The:e is a real need to

deter such conduct in the future. thﬁithstandinq delsys and
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digressions, the United States has invested much time and effort
in this investigation. A further short investment, which, we
believe, could reasonably be expected to result in a prosecutable
case, n;y be warranted. Whatever the final decision, it is our
hope that éhe legal and managerial.lessoﬁs to be learned from the

pepartment's experience of this investigation will not be lost,

. Thank you for the courtesy of hearing our views on this

matter.

cc: Jensen
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Sutject . : Duze ;
Investigation of Newpart News Shipbuilding and Septenber 24, 1982
Dry Dock Conpany — Work Plan for October - ” .
Novenber 1982 ————y

- 7

To ]r —Emm [ -

Fread Section . ' R

Criminal Division . Cririnal Divisien

" Brench cnteff T notified me officially & week ago  °
that I was being assigned to revitalize the investigation of Newport News

Shipbuilding and Dock Corrpany. : asked me to prepare a

Dry
short work plan wvhich I am submitting to you. It should be noted that no
cther line attorneys have yet been assigned to this matter and I am
therefore proceeding alone., |

1. Ctrgmizaﬁm of Files,

2. %ofase. ‘{uviewis that the case will be made if the
evidence on conspiracy to inflate claims (the conpany-wide conspiracy
in 1974) can cxbined with the "soft? items and the one
= S e arparay (Ventilation .
trol Air System). _believes that additional "hard® items
(specifically Discharge Sea Chests and Reactor Shielding) should be

examined closely to discover "false" statements. Be has instructed re to
d 50, This will require deep immersion in technical detail starting vith
the Claim Ytem Technical Analysis Reports (CITARs) prepared by the Navy
engineers, B ' )

Possible theczies.‘of the case (not mrtually exclusive) include:

. a. The actual falsity theory. Bours worked, material used,
and thus actual costs claimed were deliberately false. This theory would
focus on 18 U.S.C. Section 287 or 18 U.S.C, Section 1001 and primarily
look to the "hard® items. . .

b. The reckless disregard theory, Claim narratives were
misleading, inaccurate, and, sloppy but not blatantly false, This theory
would focus on 18 U.5.C. Secticn 286 and look to the entire clains
process involving both "hard® and "soft™ itess,

. " €. The costruction/overturden theory. The claims effort wes
- specifically calculsted to delay and inpede the crderly finction of Navy
procurenent by piling together reams and rezns of screwhat factual but
msaningless jibberish, This theory could utilize either 18 U.S.C,
Sections 371 ar 286. T
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4. The lulling theary. The claim narratives were put
together quickly but were re-examined by the campany during the period
of time that the Navy Claims Settlement Board analyzed then (1976-1978).
During that pericd, several communications were mailed to the Navy
revising parts of the claim, withdrawing same claim items, and attesting
to the truthfulness of the remaining clain, This thecry would focus on

18 D.5.C. Section 1341,

mllion an insi can be "flipped,® individuals as well as the
capany should be prosecsted under 18 U.S.C. Section 286.

3. Game Plan,

b. Read-and digest the CITARs on Discharge Sea Chests and
Reactor Shielding and possibly a few other now items, Determine the

appropriate witnesses and docurents on these new items,
%’ €. Pursue the allegaticns on the conspiracy to inflats
3 1eimse

-

:

d. Oatl:;e and crganize the alreadv-cathered evidenre an
Ventilation Control Air System..

¢, Debrief former Navy engineer David T. leighton
specifically cn the method of proving fravd in delay, disnuption, and
detericration of labor cleims, Determine the appropriate witnesses and
documents on these items, ' :

-

h. Ilocate any "negotiation memos® prepared by the Navy Clairg
Settlement Board to determine if there was or was not factual reliance
by the Navy on the claim submitted by the campany. Although reliance is
not an elerent of the crime, the existence of reliance by the Ravy would
help this case. .

f. Recommend vhether the investigation should be continued
for 60 more days. . . )

.

«: D, Iowell Jensen .
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NEWPORT NEWS SHIPBUILDING & DRYDOCK INVESTIGATION

CHRONOLOGY *

i i the
Subcommittee Note: This chronology was prepa{ed.by
éffice of U.S. Attorney, Eastern pistrict of Virginia,
May 18, 1983)

. There can be only one legitimate reason for declining further
investigation and ultimate prosecution of the Newport ﬁéus Shipbuildin’
. ] | . : A
(NNS) case, i.e., that, as a practical matter, a profecution is time
barred. None of the reasons for declining ‘to invesiigaté further,
as set forth in the undated memorandun to the: Eonorable Lowell
Jensen have factual or legal validty. 1l/ /
Although, there are several misstatements of law and critical i
onissions in the memo, the most serious misimpression created
is that the recommendation to close the case comes at the end of an
intensive, exhaustive, and competently conducted multi-year
investigative effort by the Justice Lepartment. Nothing couvld be
further from the truth. The Justice Department's efforts, instead,
in this most impcrtant case involving perhaps the largest fravdulent
assault on the Treasury in the hiszory of the country, were
27 Those reasons simply stated are:-
"a) The case is too old;

b} Judge Merhige won't like it if we continue;

c) There is no evidence of criminal intent;

d) The Navy is to blame;

e) Newport News doesn't like Admiral Rickover and any misconduct
was the Admiral's -- not the yard's:

f}! The case is too complex;

g) Filing false claims is normal business condoned by everyone
in the shipbuilding industry and the Navy, except Acmiral
Rickover =- and he is a “"factor" -- whatever legal
significance that term has in assessing the viability cf
a criminal prosecution;

h) All or some combination of the foregoing.

Counter views on the matter are fully explicated in a) our

November, 1981 Status Report, bl our other papers directed

in rebuttal to the memo submitted herein and c) Mr.

several papers recommending prosecution.
characterized by a) the lack of accountability for management,

direction and supervision of the case within the Department of
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Jﬁltico, b) incompetency in the handling of the investignt&oﬁ"
earliest stages as a result thereof, c; constant rotation and
reassignment of personnel éesponsible for the case throughout
its grotracted histcry and &) leag:hy periude during which ule
case languished from in;:tencion.

At the outset of the Newport News matter, working in taendem

.
———

with Messrs. ‘and * of the Department's Fraud Sectio

then United States Atto:nQy (USA)} for the Eastern District of
Virginia (E.D.Va.), William B. Cummings, established within his
district a Fraud and co::upgion Division so as to better provide a
stable graagvork for making attorney manpéwer nvailablg to share
in the sFatting of not only the investigation of NNS, but also the
Litton case (a8 similar matter involving another shipbuilder that ’
Lad already proc;eded to indictment). One problem was that the
new unit's area of responsibility extended to fraud and corruption
matters other than the shipyard cases involving Newport News and
Litton, resulting in attorney personnel from the USA's office bein¢
too thinly spread. 2/ However, the plan was to augnent the USA's
staff with personnel from the Department's’ Fraud Section. Staffin.
management, and periocdic review of Lit:on,_which had been ongoinq
for several years prior to the xnceptxon of the nred to inves»;gate
the NS matter, had always been 2 joint effort of .shared xcsnon*ib‘li
between the Fraud Section in Main Justice and the USA ‘for the E.D.Va.
Indeed the decision to indict Litten was made personally by former

Attorney General Griffin Bell. It was understood at the outset of i

the NNS matter that it was to be handled in the same manner as Litton’
and that the creation of the special unit within tre USA's cifice,
augmented by personnel from the Fraud Section at Main Justice, would
provide an'imp:oved capacity for direction, staffing, etc. than hau
been the case during the initial phases of the Litton investigation.
The initial staffing of the NNS matter reflected the shared
responsibility concept. The two lead attorneys were
from the Department's Fraud Section, and
!7 Othe: sxgn;fxcan: cases referred to the United Stater Attorrnd:
Office in Virginia for prosecution at the time, were the
Randell - Mumfcrd security fraud case, arnd the congressiornal
bribery - tazx evasion case involving Murdock Head. Bcoth case:
were assigned to the district's newly formed Fraud Section. ©
. Randall case was jointly staffed with a senior atterney fren

the Department's Fraud Section; the Lead case was stafﬁed~com;
by the United States Attorney's Office.
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‘lxen the United States Attorney's Office;'two Kavy attorneys were
zmade Special Assistants, - and -‘1, both of
whom were represented to have had considerable litigation experience
before the ASBCA; ample investigative resources of the FBI and the
NIS were also designated to assist.
was selected by the Fraud Section of the Criminal

Divis.on because of his considerable experience and demonstrat.d
ability in.runnigq complex fraud grand juries, was
selected by the United States Attcrney's Office because of talent
he haa demonstrated in handling complex civil litigation. Aalthough

. had no sﬁbsgantial experience running major eriminal .
investigations, this deficiency in hi; background was thought to
be o!!sot‘by the extensive experieéce of in thig arca.

A grand jury was impaneled in tbeAE.D.Va. in October, 1978,
in Richmond. Taking of tesﬁimony commenced soon thereh!te;.
Unfortunately,';lmost ag soon as the grand jury phase of the
investigation commenced, was hsgigped by his supervisors
in Main Justice to other time comsuming and significant matters.
These other case assignments limited the time B : was able
to spend on the NNS investigation. 1Indeed, well before the first
feax of the investigation ended, \ active involvement
with the case had ceased. 3/

' 3 was replaced by another Main Justice atterney,

) ; who was relatively Sew to the Fraud Sectiop §nd to the
field of criminal lay. ¢+ like ber pzedg?esggr L v
had other case responsibilities, which tixgé-consumed much, and
then later vi:tuaily all, of be:'time. Accordingly, iike o v
her participation in the NNS matter ceased. Indeed, by early 1980,
no Main Justice Dgpartment line attorney was in any way involved
with the investigation, and there would be no line attorney assigneé
again until mid-1982. ' The investigation thus was principally conduc
from late 1978 until early 1981 by Assistant United States Attorney

who had no experience in complex criminal investigations.

3/ Later | ;__" would self-describe bis role in the case as

that of a “troubleshooter”., Personnel in the USA's Office,

however,'consxdered him as a lead attorney for both investigati
and trxal purposes.
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The so-called "Richmond phase” of the grand jury investigation
lasted from late.1978 through tbhe end of 1978, At th; end of 1979,
the Richmond prosecution team traveled to Alexandria and presented
a series of written memorandQ to the USX for the E.D.Va., then
Justin W. Williams, and other experienced nembers of his staff.

made it clear at this meeting that the Fraud Section nnd)oz
higher authority within the Department of Justice would decide
the future of the case. It was clear that decision making authority
according to Lo did not rest with the United States Attorney.

Each of the lawyers on the prosecution team, including the ’
Navf lawyers, éhen discussed the status of the iqvestiga:&o&.
and AUSA _: generally were of the view that ;he inve;tigation
should be closed. .Tha Navy attorneys avoided making recommendations
detez:ihg instead to ihe presumed‘expexiise of the Justice Departmen
to determine what constituted actionable criminal fraud. One of th;
several claims items discussed was NNS' claim for equitable adjustme
on a coqtraét‘tor the construction of Guided Missile Cruisers. This
_1tem was the Ventilation Control Alr Systeﬁ (VCAS} on these ships.

This item is discussed at length in the 1981 Status Report. It

had been assigned initislly to , & Navy attorney. i~
b SRk L T A s TR e ST T T I WeE

the final version suggested conduct i

BarC e o e g
" the construction of the claim comparable to that which had caused
then Attorney General Bell to authorize the indictment in the
Litton Shipbuilding false claims case.

A Navy attorney assigned to the prosecution team had been
principally responsible for investigating the VCAS claim item, and
thus ~ . and had only general familiarity with its evident
detail. 4/ USA Willianms, notwithstanding the ' pronouncements
concerning control of the case by the Fraud Section or higher at
Main Justice, directed the prosecution team to go back and
concentrate intensively on this one claim item to determine whether
it could stand alone as a prosecutable case or if pursuit thereof
I/ As noted in the November, 1981 Status Report, the initial

investigative effort was compartmentalized. Each attorney

had his own number of individual claim items to pursue and
generally had little detailed knowledge of what bis colleagues
were doing. This manner of proceeding is not criticized. It
was necessitated by the complicated and/or clever manner in
which the massive claims, many dealing with sophisticated

shipbuilding, engineering and accounting concepts, were
submitted and documented.

47-418 0 - 85 - 3
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were received by the USA's Office from Main Justice.

In October, 1981, T .forwarded to USA ¥illians a series
of individually prepared prosecution reports. These were little

more than a rehash of what had been submittea a year earlier.
r

3&150 submitted an update memorandun, ostensibly swmmarizing
all investig}tive efforts to that time. aéain represented
that the collective view of all the attorneyé involved in the case

. was that the investiga?ion should be shut down. As'indicated in

the November, 1981 Status Report, + statement was inaccurate,

especially as to the views of the Navy attorneys, and could only

. ~ !
have been accurate as to the views expressed by bim angd i
year earlier, _ had since disappeared from the prosecution team.
Upon reqeip&?gf series of prosecution reports and

status memo,'USA Williams directed the Chief of his Fraud aﬂd
Corruption Urnit, AUSA » to commence an in depth review

and advise if he concurred in __ . recomnendation to close

—

i - B N
the inveéstigation. ] selected AUSA = + presently

Criminal Chief of the USA's Office in the E.D.Va. to assist him.
Upon conclusicn of this effort, they determined the following:

* 1} Contrary to instructions, the VCAS Claim Item had
not been investigated with the degree of urgency,
intensity and professionalism warranted, expected
and directed a year earlier. . .

2) Neitheri_____ nor any other Main Justice attorney b R

participated in the effort at all -- indeed they
had completely disappeared -from the case.

3) The Navy attorneys had departed and goné back
to their Department. :

- ——— :‘J—-.“.".{ R S

d L = T A e Ty

SRR LR : . = =
5) John Diesel, President of 1i55S had been interviewed

informally, off the record, in the presence of his
attorney, (Arnold Weiner,) after he had been firse
informed by | by letter in substantial detail
of the -areas of inquiry. No representatives of the
government present during this session could recall
when asked by AUSA " T and.—__ ~ who said what
to whom during this interview.c nor have written notes
of what was said ever been found.~. Diesel was not the
only yard employee who was interviewed in this
iniormal manner. . -
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6) The questions posed a year eat;ig;_remained unanswered.
It was recommended to the USA that pergbnnel from the USA's
Office undertaké to do what had been previously requested of the

“Richmond team", i.e., intensively and thoroughly investigate all

‘a media blitz externally in the Tidewater, §irginia papers and in
the Washington Post. Thé general thrust of éhq_Pssault was to attac:
Admiral Rickover as the architect of the yard's é;esent legal
difficulties. The yard also wrote a letter to - T,
then an Acting Assistant Attorney General,_suggesting that USA

Wwilliams and his staff were out of control and regquesting that

look intc the decision of the USA to resume grand jury
activity. The letter recited that AUSA ~— had recommended
that the investigation be terminated.

At about, this time, (late December, 1980 to early January, 1981}

USA Williams accompanied by AUSA , met with

'
of the Department's Fraud Section, to advise her concerﬂin
the status of the Nﬁs matter and to brng ber up to date with regard
to the investigation plan. No objections were raised by to %
the investigative plans of the USA. The general tenor of the meeting!
1

was that of "good luck” and thanks for keeping us in the picture. Itl

l

that she was not accepting any investigative|

was made clear by

or prosecutive responsibility with regard to the matter -which had

earlier been abandoned by her personnel. 5/ i
i

t7 By this time, in early 1981, Main Justice participation in

- the Litton prosecution case had likewise ceased. Indeed, at
this juncture, attempted to avoid any active
responsibility for or with it - a stance somewhat surprising
to us in Alexandria given the case's national prominence and
also, as noted above, the historical involvement of both
offices in the case's initial staffing, supervision and
management..
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in addition to the assaults in the press, Mr. Hunter Creech,
then General Counsel of NNS (now deceased), approached and discussed
the possibility of making films to show to.prospective grand jury
witnesses in the NNS investigation with an agent of Murdock Eead,
convicted former Director of the Airlie Foundation. Head had
earlier been convicted in the E.D.Ya. by AUSA for a conspiracy
to bribe Coqgrgssmen and evade federal taxes following a thorough
grand jury investigation. Creech was apparently soliciting Airlie's
filmmaking assistance and its knowledge of the prosecutive tactics
of the Alexandria based ptosecutoxs. In late March, 1981; the yard

f;led 2 motion before the district court seeking a) an order texrminati

/yyrs}hgﬁﬂﬁhf:] -
the i>and b) an order directing that continued enforcement

of an alreasdy outstanding grand jury subpoena end. Judge Herhige

denied both motions but read the :iot act to the government

. attorneys rega ding what tbe Court perceived as foot- draggxng in

the znvestigat;on. He indicated he might allow

the government only a year to wrap up the matter. 6

In sum, Newport News thus ceased to view the continued
investigation as pedagogical exercise which it would continue
to humor with its compelled collective presence. Rather, by this’
txme,'NNS had become actively engaged in trying to shut the ‘
investigation down by, inter alia, ;etters to the Department,
motions filed before the district court suggesting foot-dragging
and bad fa;th by the government, press attacks, especially against
Rickover, etc. and educatxon cf its people in order to limit the

' amount of informayzon that might be provided to investigators
At the.coﬁclusion of the government's efforts on ;he VCAS
- Claim Item, the USA's Office believed that it had developed

sufficient additional information which clearly indicated that,
not only was NNS the potential target of a substantive false
claims charge, but there were potential grounds f£oRgEEEITEGET .
charges against individuals. 3/
?7___33—33?_§epaxate ‘meme, we have conclusively demonstrated

the legal infirmity of the Court's authority to so limit

a grand jury investigation.

1/ The potential for a perjury prosecution is not time barred
and could be pursued.




In April, 1981, active grand jury investigation ceased. 8/

In mid summer of 1981, the new Reagan Administration’'s Jus}ice
Department appésared to some of us in the field to be stil) in the
process of formulating and articulating its priorities in allocatinc
c;ncededly sparse prosecutional resources. Thus, before continuing
to expgnd our own sparce prosecutorial resources in the E.D.Va.,
it was the considered opinion of the then USA's Office to memoriali:
the status of the investigaticn for the benefit of the Department ar
the new USA. The 1981 Status Report was the product of that
decision. 8/

On November 1, 1981, the Status Report was finaliz!d and dissemi
10 qqu?z}nt officals within the Department of Justice. No-active
- investigation had been undertaken since earlier that
March., In late, November, 19é1, the new ﬁSA, Ms. Elsie Munsell,
was sworn into office: By this time, complete responsibility for
the staffing and prosecution of both lLitton and Newport News had,
by default, shifted entirely to the USA's Office in the E.D.Va.
Upon assuming 6££ice, USA Munsell made structural and pexssnnel
changes within the USA's Office. The Fraud and Corruption Division
—————y

was absorbed and subsumed within the Crimipal Division.

.. . - ——— . -

USA Munsell shortly thereafter consulted Main

e

Justice about policy and staffing problems.on both NNS and Litton.

!7 As stated, the_AUSA's responsible for the early 1981 grand jury

sessions were and | {. AUSA __ ¢ had to cease wor
o3 NNS in order to begin preparation for the retrial of Murdock
Heéead in June, 1981, AUSA § used the time from April

to June to review Navy CITARS and other aspects of the
investigation so that, when ~ was free of his
responsibilities in the Eead case, the two could continue
with the NNS grand jury effort. It wse Aurina this time
period that AUSA . discoveredy... .

») memos authored by the Navy attorneys
dissenting to recommendations to close the investigati
and c) .letters to Diesel, President of NNS, and other yard
employees, indicating areas of inquiry prefatory to informal
interrogation, a tactic used with apparent frequency by the
Richmond prosecutors, particularly with high level NNS official

8/ |, To somewhat over-simplify, the thrust of the Status Report was
as follows: We have proven A to be false and to have been
purposely constructed as suchk; if we should prove the sanme
with regard to B, C, D and E, does this justify continuing
the investigation with a firm view towards prosecution? At
approximately the same time, the yard subnitted to the
Justice Department a big, blue, handsomely bound memorandum
giving many reasons why it should not be indicted,
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In January, 1982, representatives of the USA Office met at

the Main Justice Department with Messrs. Jensen, and

representatives of the Department'’s Fraud Section. Following that

meeting, AUSA ~ was instructed by USA Munsell to commence.

preparation of He and AUSA.

were relieved of any further responsibility for NNS. The NNS

invesigation was to be' undertaken completely by Main Justice.

Nothing happened for several months. Tben, in late spring, Mr.

' (of the Justice Department’ s Offﬁce of

—_— ’

Economic Crime Enforcement, came to the USA's Office to rewgew the

status of the NNS investigation. .was the sole attozney sent

to conduct this review. 10/ ‘ ’

] Among other things, Weiner's superiors, wanted him to evaluate

the conclusions contained in the 1981 Status Report. Because

preparation of the Status .Report had taken three attorneys (AUSA's
and- T and Special AUSA ~  _ T A several months

to prepgégi it was commendable tth it took ~ , who theretofore

had been unfamiliar with the case, only four months to retrace

the steps of his predecessors. On August 5, 1§é2,_t_—_‘—1 issued

a memo setting fo:th‘his conclusions. ___  conclusions were

almost identical to those reached by the authors of the 1981

Status Report. _ emphasizedAthe urgency in proceeding with

the case. .Eight additional months had elapsed éince the 1981 Statu

Report and statute of limitations considerations therefore became

———

that much more urgent. ~himself noted this problem in his

‘memo..
i ! views were rejected by his superiors. 1In a memo
~———
dated November 17, 1982, vigorously dissented from the
decision to close down the investigation. Four more months
elapsed without progress until, apparently in March of 1983, when
the Department's Fraud Sectionlprepared written justifications for
its earlier decision to close the case. Contra views were not
solicited until late April. Subsequently, representatives of
the USA's Office have registered vigcrous dissent with the Fraud
Section's factual and legal analysis under separate cover.
IO/ The Y memo now suggests that three or four full tirma
attorneys were a ninimum necessary for a successful

completicn of the NNS_investigation. ~ neglects to
explain why he sent __ _tover alone.
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. . CONCLUéION
The foregoing should put to rest any suggestion that the KNS
case has been completely and competently staffed and managed

over the years. Indeed, the investigation has beeﬁ characte:ized"by

a series of false starts, interruptions, delays and disruptions, .

overlaid with a patina of institutional nonaccountability and_

negligence. The rationale for concluding this important invef:igation
cannot be predicated upon: ,
a) tbé large complex nature of the items procu¥ed;
b} the Navy; or
¢} upon several other reasons advanced.
Rather the blame for the case's poor handling must rest on thic
Department itself in failing ;t the inception of the investigation
-to0 fully appreciate ~ when clearly warned - of its complex natuce,
ard then insuring t?at it would be fully and ;dequacely manned and
managed through te cénclusicn. To close this case out now fo; the
reasons advocated in the memo would be quite literally to
add insult to injury. Simply put, the handling of this case was
hardly this Departneni's finest hour. A
h RBesnactfnlly submitted

Assistant United States Attorney
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STATUS REPORT REI: INVESTIGATION OF NEWPORT NEUS
SEIPBUILLING CLAIMS FOR TDQUITARLE ATDJUSTMENT

~ Eastern District of virginia

Eastern District of Virginia

Criminal Division
Department of Justice

CAUTION:

(Subcommittee Note: This report was prepared by the U.S. Attorneys
Office, Eastern District of Virginia, November 1981)
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STATUS REPORT RE: INVESTIGATION OF NEWPORT NEWS
SBIPSUILDING CLAIMS FOR EQUITABLE ADJUSTMERT

I. INTRODDCTION
. In Januarf 1951, Justin W, Willians, the United States
Attorney for the Eastern District of virginia, after consulta-
\_. -
tion with 'members of his senior staff, ! ']pi
the Fraud Section, Department of Justice; and with the approval

:  mme———— Y
of the«ghg? Acting Assistant Attorney General, .

OONO

directed that an iﬁvestigation into allegations of fraud in

the subnission of cost overrun claims by Newport News Shipbuilding
& Dry Dock Co. (bereinafter "NNS® eor “"the and'f be continued._ )/
The United States Attorney's decisien was made after a very
detailed analysis of a preliminary prosecution report had been.
undertaken., '

The preliminary report's conclusion that there vas insufggcient
evidence of ctininal'vronqdeing by the Yard ia the preparation
and filing of its claims and the report's recommendation to
terninate the investigation were rejected by the Dnited States
Attorney as premature, absent the kind of thorough investigation
warranted by the seriousness of the Navy's allegations. The
prosecution report was prepared principally by L
former Assistant United States Attorney for the Eastern District
of virginia, who led the investigative team comprised, at
various times, of attorneys from the Fraud Section of the
Department of Justice, attorneys from the Havy assigned to the
Departnent of Justice, and numerous FBI and NIS agents. This

" initial érosecution report purported to represent the collective
view of all the attorneys tben.assigned to the investigation._ 2/
.In fact, it was later discovered that the Navy attorneys disagreed

with -Mr. t .... recommendation,

0f the manf claims addressed in the preliminary prosecu-
tion report, we determined that NNS' claim on the Control Air
System (contained in the Proposal for Equitable Adjustment on
the cruiser contract) should be focused upon. It vas_;he only
claim item for which the preliminary claim drafts.had not been

destroyed by NNS, as part of its document destruction policy.
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The preliminary drafts contradicted the facts stated in the
final claim version submitted to the Navy._:_/<&‘_’

Finally, this claim appeared ty?féal of a

pattern of fraﬁd involving other claims referred to the DQpartment
of Jugtice, nost of which had not been investigaéed in depth

and some of which apparently had not been investigated at

_“11'_i/ Many ¢laim narratives omitted critical facts and/or
contained false statements of material facts justifying entitlement.
'Othe{ claim narratives, althouéh not containing false facts,
appeared to be predicated upon legal theories of entitlement

with little or no support in the body of governnent contract

law; while other claims contained false statements as well as

spdflous theories of entitlement.

Part II lny§ out the evidence of -a massive conspiracy to
inflate the value of NNS' claims against the Navy. Part III
provides an iﬁtroduction to the cruiser contract and the éost
overrun claims process. As indicated above, Part IV focuses
entirely on a single claim item within the Proposal for Equitable
Adjustment on the cruiser contract -— the Ventilation Control
Air System claim. Part V briefly summarizes the evidence on
several other claim items -- most of which also arise out of
the DLGN 38-40 cruiser contract -7 tiinirretcamyateritOTrem)

These summaries

are sufficient to show that each of the claim items discussed
is £alse; The reader who doces not want to wade through our
ﬁery detailed technical analysis of the Ventilation Control
Air System might wish to skip Section 3 of Part IV, which
analyzes the contract docun;nts relating to that claim and
demoﬁstrates that the clainm is false on that basis.

Part VI analyzes two legal questions raised by Newport
News in the "Confidential Memcrandum® it recently submitted to

the Department of Justice. We show that the proposals for

equitable adjustment submitted by NNS are "claims® within the
meaning of 18 U.S.C. §287._6/ We then show that a prosecution
of ¥NS is not barred by the statute of limitations and thdt an

important later part of the conspiracy relates to efforts by
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NNS to pressure the Navy into agreeing to a favorable settlement

of its cost overrun claims. Part VII contains our brief conclusion

and recommendatiens.
II. EVIDENCE OF A MASSIVE CONSPIRACY TO DEFRAUD THE UNITED STATES

1. The Organization of the Yard's Claims Effort

Due to the unprecedenteé size of its claims effort, KNS
iy :
created a special organizational component known as ‘'Contract

i
Controls' to investigate, analyze, write and price out the

multitude of individual claim itens

”yh%w.%Mthuuﬂ_s:\jtontract ContrQISfinto‘

. :> One person was in charge of
submarine construction and overhaul, anotﬁer all surface shié\
construction and overhaul, and a third in charge of support,
administration and clerical serﬁices@y The next
rung on the organizational ladder consisted of 'team leaderi;ﬁ
-- individuals with supervisory responsibility for preparing
the claims on various classes of ships. Below the ‘teanm
‘leaders' were 'analysts} and 'invéstigators.' Analysts were
aséigned'specific claim items to rese;tch and write up. More
often than not, they would be engineers, designers, preductien
contrel schedulers and other technical types an loan from
their respective departments to Contract Contfpls. They
frequently had first-hand involvement in the design and/or

production of the sysg§;>assigned to them for claims activity

N

from the claims writers' area of responsibility. The suggestion

' The pricing function in claims preparation was divorced

made in the earlier prosecution report was that this division
of labor was an index of the Yard's "institutional good faith*"
in its claims effort. ‘;:éause there was no hard evidence of
prearranged dollar target figures being imposed on the claims
writers, for which they were required to create a theory of

Ravy liability, the Yard's integrity was presumed.
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We believe t&is cégclulion was erroneous for a number o
reasons. First, the pricing of claims, ke the pricing of
bids on new ship construction, {s an engineering lpecialty:
that most, if not all, of the claims writers were incapable
of performing. Second, this division of functions enabled the
senior claims vriters to use their in-house cost estimators as
good technical sounding board; for their clnim‘theories,

i.e., it afforded Contract Conérols the benefit of obtaining
'diy runs’ prior to submitting its creative endeavors to the
Navy. Third, a division of labor would necessarily limit and
fragnent knowledge and appear to negatQ coréorate criminal
intent. Challenged claim items could more plausibly be explained
asg "mistakes". Thus, a sinister inference could be.drnwn as
readily as an {nnocent one from the structure NNS set up for

its claims effort. Hitﬁ the exception o!ll few top people,'nc

one would be in a position to put the whole picture of the

Slains effort together. \

I1II. INTRODUCTION TO THE CRUISER CONTRACT AND THE CLAIMS PROCE3S

1. The Cruiser Contract

The ﬁequest for Proposal (RFP) on .the 3‘ctuilers (bLGN
38, 39, 40) was issued to the Yard in November 1969, The RFP
contained, as is customary, detailed specifications and guidance
drawings so as to enable the contractor to prepare its biad.
The contract for these three nuclear poveredVCtuisers, identified
by number R00024-70-0252, was definitized effective December 21,
1971 when modification P00007 was signed, establishing a delivery
date, target price, target profit, incentive fee share arrangenent,
ceiling price and other provisions. The arrangement by which
NS was to be compensated is described in Defense Acquisition
Regulation {DAR) 53;404.4 as a fixed-price incentive contract.
(DAR §3-404.4 is set forth in the separate appendix to this
memorandum as Exhibit #10)%

Dnderstanding this type of contract will allow the reader
to appreciate precisely vhat NNS was seeking in its claims

effort. Under a !1xed-péice incentive contract, the contractor
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is rewarded if he performs under projected costs and is penalized
if he performs over projected costs. A good discussion of the
fixed-price incentive contract is contained in Departzent of

the Army Pamphlet No. 27-153, PROCUREMENT LAW, at 5-5 (January
1956 ed.):

(1) Fixed-price incentive contract.
The fixed-price incentive contract is a
fixed-price contract providing for .a variable
profit to the contractor. The amount of
profit is determined by a formula set
forth in the contract which rewards the
contractor with additional profit when he
operates efficiently and penalizes him by
reducing his profit when he operates inefficiently,
Use of this contract requires, first,. that
a realistic cost estimate (called the
target cost) be made. To this apount a
reasonable allowance for profit (called
target profit) is added. A maximum amount
which the final contract price cannot
exceed (called ceiling price) is next
determined., A final profit and adjustment
formula {s then established which should
reflect the risks involved. After performance
of the contract, the final costs are determined
by negotiation between the contractor and
the Government. The formula is then applied
to the final costs to determine the final
profit., When the actual cost of the contract
equals the target cost, then the final
profit equals the target profit. If the
final cost of the contract is less than
the estimated cost the contractor shares
the cost savings by receiving a profit
greater than the target profit. A final
cost greater than the target cost causes
the contractor to share in the cost overrun
by receiving a profit less than the target

profit. If the final cost equals the ‘
price ceiling, the contractor receives no %-
profit; and vhen the final cost exceeds

‘tﬁE—E?ice ceiling, the contractor must

absorb the excess at his own expense. In

this type of contract, the contractor is

required to peform even if his costs rise
considerably above the price ceiling.

The foregoing can be illustrated with the following three
examples. situhtipn one (1) assunes ;n underrun of Aqxicipated
. cost; situation two (2) assumes an overrun of anticipated. '
- cost; situation three (3) assumes a cost overrun beyond ceiling

price, For all three examples the following figures are

assumed:
Target Cost (TC) - $100,000
Target Fee (TF) - s 10,000
Ceiling Price (CP) -~ $120,000
Share Ratio (SR) - 60/40 *
. The government's share appears on

the left side of the ratio.
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Situation (1): Assume the contractor performs for $90,000;
he gets $90,000, i.e., his costs, plus his fee of $10,000; in
addition he will share 40% of the $10,000 cest underrun or
$4,000. Thus the contractor will receive a total of $104,000.
The contractor's total profit is $14,000 rather thanvghe
$10,000 he would have received had he performed at projected
or target cost. In this example, the contractor has been
revarded for his efficiency in performing below target cost.

Situation (2): " Assume the contractor performs for 5110;000;
he will réceive from the government the full amount of his
incurred costs of $110,000; however, he will receive a total
of only $116,000. Eis profit is $6,000, $4,000 less than the
target fee of $10,000. The math on this is as follows:
$10,000 cost overrun X 40% = SA,OOO; $10,000 (TF) - $4,000 =
$6,000 profit; $110,000 (costs) + §$6,000(profit) = $116,000.
Here the cogt:ac£o£ i{s penalized for his inefficiency in
gerfcfhigé over target cost.

Situation (3): Assume the contractor performs for $125,000;
he will receive only $120,000 from the government. In this
situation the contracter finds himself in a loss positiop.
Bowever, the governmeﬁt has no obligation beyond the ceiling
price. . ’

Another term associated with the fixed-price incentive
contract is Point of Total Assumption (P.T.A.). This is
-reached when the cost plus computed profit reaches ceiling,
thus, if cost should increase further the government will pay
no more. Even when P.T.A. is reached, the contractor still
makes ; profit until ceiling price (CP) is reached, but the
contractor will absorb 100% of all costs beyond the P.T.A.
After CP is reached, the contractor is in a loss situation.

All the foregoing terms and concepts are graphicilly

illustrated in Exhibit #12 in the appendix. f27/<j}
As the earlier prosecution report indicated, NNS had - .

overrun the contnctby approximately $200 million.

If the government was Redd-r¥sponsible for these overrun

costs, NNS would be entitled to an equitable adjustmeni to the
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various target figures. The object of the claims effort was
to push the T.C.'s and ceiling prices (and hence P.T.A. figures)
as far to the right on the graph as possible. The Yard's plan
was to inflate the actual amount of its cost overruns by a
buge factor with the expectation of settling with the Navy at
a percentage of the total amount claimed - hapetully at a
tigdre that .would put the Yard in a profit position.
The claims were so massive tﬁat they had to be disposed
of outside normal Navy channels. ' The Navy established a special
Claims Settlement Board chaired by Admiral F.F. Hangana;o. It
settled NNS' claims on contracts covering seven submarines,
two aircraft carriers and three cruisers (DLGN 38, 39, 40) for
-approximately $163.7 million on October 5, 1978. Earlier, in
‘February 1977, the Navy had settled MNS's claim on two predecessor
nuclear cruisers (DLGN 36 and 37) for $44.4 million. In sunm,
uus‘s claims effort netted approximately $208 million -- a
figure placing the Yaré in a profit position on its Navy contracts.
Coincidentally or not, this $208 million figure represented -
approximately a fifth of the almost §1 billion ceiling price
adjustment ‘claimed by NNS in its severgl proposals for equit-

zble adjustment.

2. The Clains Process

A. Introdhction

Here, we briefly discuss the clains process to e;;ble
the reader to understand the contractual basis for entitlement
to rexmbursemeq\\for additional expendxtures caused by the
government when it mod;fies the basic contract by altering
such thxngs as specxficat:ons, delivery date, price and
quantity. The reader should also understand the procedural
route, defined by the contract’ and the DAR provisions, which
the contractor must follow in order to obtain such additional
Eompensation.

B. Change Orders

Pursuant to the changes clause in the cruiser

contract, the Navy reserved the right to uniiaterally modify

its tefus _9/ DAR §1-201.1 defines a change order a§ "a

'
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vritten order signed by _the contracting officer, directing
the contrlctof to make ch;;ges which the'chasges clause of
the contract authorizes the co;t;;cting officer to order
without the consent of the contractor.” According to the
changes clause {n the cruiser contract, this right was to be
exercised by written direction from the contracting officer
and was limited to "changes within the general scope of this

contract.® The clause allows the contracting officer to

make modifications only in any one or more of the following:

(i) drawings, designs or specifications; :
(ii) methods of shipment or packaging;

(iii) place of delivery.

This right of the Ravy to make the changes specified in
the changes clause was provided for at the time the contract
was executed. Thus, neither the consent of the contractor
nor new consideration is necessary in order for the change
order effectively to modify the terms of the contract. The
Navy's exercise of its right to issue a change order usually
entitles the contr;ctot to an equitable adjustment; however,
agreement on appropriate equitable adjustment is not a
condition precedent to the effectiveness of a change order.
Army Pamphlet No. 27-153, PROCUREMENT LAW, at 10-4 (1976).

c. Authority to Issue Change Orders

As the changes clause indicates, it is the contracting
officer, as the authorized agent of the government, who may
make changes at any time within the scope authorized by the
clause. DAR §1-201.3 provides that the term contracting
officer "also includes the authorized representative of the
contracting officer acting within the limits-of his authority.®

D. Written, Oral and Other Orders

Paragraph (a) of the changes clause of the cruiser
contract requires that change orders be in writing, Paragraph
(b) addresses Eommunications other than formal written directives
which the contractor ﬁight consider a change order. Ié

provides, in pertinent part:
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(b) If the Contractor considers that

any other written or oral communication,
including any order, direction, instruction,
interpretation, or determination, received
from a representative of the Government,
or that any other action or omission of
the Government, constitutes a change
order, the Contractor shall so advise

the Contracting Officer in writing

within ten (10) days, and shall request
his written confirmation thereof.

This provision in the changes clause is a recognition
of the de facto or "constructive® change order. We shall
discuss the constructive change order in more detail below,

E. - Scope of Change Orders

As discussed above, paragraph (a) of the changes
clause limits changes to those ®within the general scope of
this contract.® 1If a court or administrative review board
finds that a modification is outside the general scope of
the contract, then it is deemed a ®cardinal® change as
contrasted to a "permissible® change. 1If the change {s not

‘within the scope of the work contemplated by the parties,
then it is one which the contractor can legally refuse to

perform. Prior to the enactment of the Contract Disputes

Act of 1978, 41 U.S.C. §605, a cardinal change allowed the
contractor to sue for breach of contract damages in the
Court of Claims and thus divested the administrative reviev
boards of jurisdiction. Army Pamphlet No: 27-153 at
10-7.. 10/ '
F. Notice
Paragraph (e) of the changes clause of the cruiser
contract requires the contractor to submit a claim for
equitable adjustment occasioned by a change order to the
;ontracting officer within 30 days fro; the date of receipt
by the contractor of the notification of the change.
G. Equitable Adjustment
The term "equitable adjustment® is u;ed to describe
administrative means of arriving at a price adjustment once
a contract has been modified-by a change order. It can
result in either an increase or decrease in the price, The

Court of Claims explains equitable adjustments as follows:
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eguitable adjustments ... are
simply corrective measures utilized to
keep a contractor whole when the Government
modifies a contract, Since the purpose
underlying such adjustments is to safeguard

the contractor against increased costs
engendered by the modification, it appears
patent that the measure of damages cannot
be the value received by the Government,
but must be more closely related and
contingent upon the altered position in
which the contractor finds himself by
reason of the modification.ll/

.

B. The Disputes Procedure
Effective March 1, 1979, the Contract Disputes. Act

of 1978 significantlf altered existing disputes procedures.
The new provisions apply not only to contracts awarded after
vthg effective date but also to any claim on a contract notwith-
standing the award date, if the contractor elects to proceed
under the new rules,12/ Since the Yard's claims for equitable
adjustment were filed prior.to the effective date of the Act,
and since the Yard did.not eiect to proceed under the Aét,
attention will be focused upon the former procedure.

A dispute begins when a disagreement arises between the
contractor and the contracting officer. The preferred method

of settling disputes is of course by agreement between the
parties. Failing that, the first steb in the disputes procedure
s 2

prescribed by the disputes clause of tée contract is for the
contracting officer to decide thé dispute ﬁhilaterallz. See
Army Panmphlet No. 27-153 at 13-3. This process is triggered
when the contraéior files his claim for equi}able adjustment
pursuant to the changes clause. Paragraph (e} of the changes
clause of the cruiser contract provides, in pertinent part:

. {e) Any claim by the Contractor for
adjustment under this clause must be
asserted within 30 days from the date of
receipt by the Contractor of a written
change notice under (a) above or the
furnishing of a written notice under (b)
above; provided, however, that the -
Contracting Officer if he decides the
facts justify such action, may receive
and act upon any claim asserted at any
time prior to final payment under this
contract.
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Paragraph (£) provides that ®"([flailure to agree to any
adjustment shall be a dispute concerning a gquestion of fact
within (the disputes clause].® The di;putes ciause_requizes
the contracting officer to reduce his decision to writing and
to advise the contractor of his right to appeal his decision
to the Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals (ASBCA).13/

.Thus, under this system, factual disputes unable to be
worked out at the contracting officer levél were to be
settled by the ASBCA, the duly authorized representative of
the Secretary of Defense. The decision of the Board as to.
quest;ons of fact was to be "final and conclusive unless
determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to have been
‘fraudulent, or capricious, or arbitrary, or so grossly
erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith, or not supported
by substantial evidence.'li/

Thus, the claims that are the subject of this investigation
are those written demands for payment on cost overruns that
NNS submitted to the contracting officer for his unil;teral

evaluation.

Iv. CLAIM NO. 5.2.8 ON THE REACTOR COMPARTMENT VENTILATION
CONTROL AIR SYSTEM

Introduction

NNS' Proposal for Equitable Ad)ustaent on the cruisers
was filed with the Navy on August 8, 1975.' Claim Item 5.2.8
for the Ventilation Control Air System was but one of approximazely
60 separately priced out claims in the Proposal for Equitable
Adjustment filed on the cruisers. on August 1, 1977, NNS
filed with the contracting officer a letter updating its cost;
on several of its proposals for equitable adjustment, including
that for the cruisers. A copy of that letter is included 1n'
the appendix and identified as Exhibit #15.

In this part of our memo, We review the evidence relating
to Claim Item 5.2.8 in great detail. We do this for two
reasons. First, this claim .is important because it alane
reveals the Yard's modus operandi in preparing {its fraudulent

cost overrun claims. Second, this is the cne claim item that
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has been thoroughly investigated by the current prosecutioa
temw/, B,

into five sections. In Section 1, we describe the physical

We have divided this part of the memo

characteristics of the Ventilation Control Air System (VCAS).
In Section 2, we describe the Yard's claim for its cost
overrun on the VCAS and briefly explain why the claim is
false, In Section 3, we show in more detail that Claim Item
$5.2.8 is false; based on the contract documents themselves.
In Section 4, ve gnalyze'the preliminary drafts of Claim Item
5.2.8 to show the.fraudulent modus opeéandi used by NNS to
develop the claim item., Finally, in Section 5, we revicw the
highlights of the 1700 pages of grand jury testimony taken

on this single claim item. The falsity eE Claim Item 5.2.8 is

demonstrated by the contract documents, the preliminary drafts
\

News., Moreover
been able to neutralize all wvitnesses who could possibly be
;ut forward by the Yaré in an attempt to escape conviction on
this claim item.

1. A Physical Description of the Ventilation Control Air
System

The Navy's Claim Item Technical Analysis Report (hereafter

CITAR)15/ defines the reactor compartment Ventilation Control
Alr System (VCAS) as follows:

The reactor compartment ventilation
control air system is a system of pipes
and valves that controls the flow of
compressed air from the ship's compressed
air system to the individual pneumatic
operators on the large butterfly valves in
the reactor compartment ventilation
system.

e e T W % G Y i TR

= e
The reactor compartment Ventilation Control Air System is

a system sepa:atelfrom the reactor compartment ventilation

system. The VCAS is the activator of the reactor compartment

ventilation system
NNS separately priced out and claimed overruns on both

the reactor compartment Ventilation Control Air System and the
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reactor cbmpqrtment ventilation system (hereafter ®“ventilation
s}sten‘).

The ventilation system basically functioned to cool the
nuclear reactor plant on the ship by bringing cool air from
the outside in with fans, and then exhausting the heat through
the stacks. . B o

The ventilation system on the DLGN 38-40 series of cruisers
was considerably bigger and more complex than its predecessor
system on the immediately preceding class of cruisers, the
DLGN 36-37, wﬁich NNS also built.

Some of the largest components comprising the ventilation
system on both the DLGN 36 and 38 ships were valves. To
simplify, there were five valves on the DLGN 36 cruisers for
each reactor plant, and all of them were *diverting valves®;
on the DLGN 38 cruisers there were fourteen valves for each
;eactot plant. 0f these fourteen valvesvsone were "diverting®
only; others were "isolation® only, while the remaining vulv;s
conbined both isolation and diverting fuhct}ons. As we shall
demonstrate in more detail below, NNS appreciated this major.
difference in the systems when it included the cost of the
bigger, more complicated and more expensive val&es in its bid
on the DLGN 38B.

The upgraded ventilation system on the DLGN 38 cruisers
required a more extensive activating ‘system, the VCAS, to
éperute the more extensive valve con;iguration. The VCAS on

the DLCN 38 cruisers was a brand nev system which was broken

out and defined with particularity in written specifications
and on a separate guidance drawing furnished to NNS with the

bid package at the time the RFP was issued.

2. NNS's Theory of Entitlement on the ventilation Control
Air System

. The Yard's factual allegations in Claim No. 5.2.8 for the
ventilation Control Air System are well summarized in the Navy

CITAR:
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The Contractor represents thut'he
was misled by the Ship's Specifications,
allegedly vague contract guidance drawings,
and the lack of other design data during
the bid process. He states that he assumed

for bid purposes that he would be building
a simpler reactor compartnment ventilation
control air system similar to that in CGN
36 except for the high pressure portion of
the system which he states he properly
recognized as being more complex in CGN 38
than in CGN 36. He asserts that, subsequent
to the contract definitization, continued
Government actions and inactions precluded
his recognition of the effort he would
have to expend and added to this effort.

Ex. #14 at p. 2. This factual preéicate of defective specifications
and a vague guidance drawing, advanced as a basis for entitlement,

is described in the lexicon of Government contract law as a

"constructive change order.”

- 7
The authors of Army pamphlet 27-153 describe the constructive
~change order as a legal fiction and define it as:

any conduct by a contracting officer
or his authorized agent, other than a
formal change order or supplemental
agreement, vhich has the effect of prescribing
new or different work than required under
the contract. 1In effect, the Boards
exercise a corrective function over con=-
tracting officers by retroactively recog-
nizing Government caused changes to a
contract, and by providing relief as
prescribed in the ®changes clause”,

Id. at p. 10-6.

sy shovs that what

= g ean

The evidenc
in fact happeqed was that the Yard "blew the bid.” The Ventilation
Control Air System on the DLGN 3B series of cruisers was l.. N
brand new system designed to service the upgraded reactor
plant ventilation system. Because the VCAS was so integrally
xrelated to the reactor .compartment ventilation system (a major
nuclear system), the Navy in its specifications (supplied to
the Yard as part of the bid package with the RFP) explicitly
defined the VCAS itself as a “"nuclear system®, and mandated
that it be built according to non-deviation working drawings

that would be furnished by the Navy to the Yard.
NS H18aTr o/

The &

Flevealed that when assignments

were made to the Yard's new ship cost estimators (whose job it
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was to prepare the contract bid figures) the VCAS item simply
fell through the cracks. The non-nuclear section apparently
thought the nuclear section had cognizance over the item and

vice vetsa.</ s

sibstantial part without charge for that specific item. The

Yard will argue that the equities are therefore against an
indictment based upon the VCAS claim. We strongly disagree,
for a numbét of reascns.

In the first place, the VCAS claim is but one of many
false claims knowingly submitted by NNS. It is not an isolated
instance of the Yard seeking, albeit. through devious means, to
make itself whole for work it has performed.l}7/ -Second, the
price for the DLGN 38-40 contract was negotiated on a gross or
*bottom line" basis, not item by item. It is a fact that
defense contractors sometimes submit low bids with the-expectntion
of m;king a kxilling on subseguent change orders and claims
activity. Third, the Yaré had an avenue of relief available
to it had it simply wished to seek compensation for its error
with regard to the VCAS item bid. Public Law 85-804, 50
U.S.C. (Supp.) 1431-1436 affords a contractor relief in certain
situations where he suffers a loss because of unfair government
action. Pursuant to DAR Section 17-204.3(ii), relief is
available for ®a mistake on the part of the contractor which
is so obvious that it was or should have been apparent to the
contracting officer.”

Rather than pursuing what would have been a colorable
claim under DAR Section 17-204.3(ii), or seeking relief through
a private bill in Congress (see Procurement Law at p. 13-14),
the ‘Yard chgse to file a totally false claim on the Control
Air item.

The seriousness with which the Congress regards the
£iling of false claims is underscored by the Contract Disputes

Act of 1978, 41 D.S.C. §604, which provides:
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If the contractor is unable to support
any part of his claim and it is determined
that such inability is attributable to
misTepresentation of fact or fraud on the
part of the contractor, he shall be
liable to the government for an amount
equal to such unsupported part of the
claim in addition to all costs to the
Government attributable to the cost of
reviewing sald part of his claim. Liability
under this subsection shall be determined
within six years of. the commission of such
misrepresentation of fact or fraud.

Under this provision there need be no actuval damage to the

government other than the costs attributable to reviewing the

claim. Of course, in this case the costs of revieving NNS's

unprecedently large clains have been enormous

3. A Detaiied Analysis Of The Ventilation Control Air

System Claim Based Ubon The Contract DOCuments

The final claim narrative on the VCAS submitted by NNS is °

included in the appendix as Ex. #5. The heart of the narrative
{s set forth in the introductory paragraph: ’

5.2.8 Control Air System

Section 9890-la, PROPULSION: NUCLEAR
POWER, General, of the specifications,
provides that two reactor plants similar
to those provided in the DLGN 36 Class
will be installed in the DLGN 38 Class.

As the opening statement in the specifica-
tion section governing nuclear power, the
Contractor had the right to assume, and
did assume, that the reactor plant design
for the DLGN 38 Class would be similar to
that employed in the DLGN 36 Class. This
same specification section, 9890, provided
that reactor plant ventilation system
fans, filters, valves, and instruments
shall be in accordance with Government
furnished Contract Guidance Plan DLGN
38800-4375731. Although this plan was
available to the Contractor at the time of
definitization of the contract by Contract
Modification P00007, with an effective
date of December 21, 1971, it could not
then be recognized that it was so vague
and misleading as to be deficient for
either proposal or performance purposes.
Specifically, with the exception of the
high pressure (BP) air system, these
documents did not reveal the extent of any
changes in the design of the DLGN 38
reactor plant ventilation control air
system; and as a result, the contract was
definitized with only the changes in the
high pressure air portion included in the
Contractor's pricing. The balance of the
control air system was considered to be
similar to that incorporated into the DLGN
36 Class ships; that is, it was considered
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that the control air system would be a
small non-nuclear system serving the
reactor compartment ventilation valves and
not an extensive and enlarged nuclear
system serving the reactor compartment
isclation and diverting valves.

The thrust of Claim 5.2.8 i{s that because of misleading
language in the contract specifications, and a "vague Ahd
misleading” government furnished guidance plan, NNS was misled
when it prepared its bid into thinking that the Contrel Air
System on the DLGN 38 would be a small non-nuclear system
similar to the system the Yard built on the predecessor class
of cruisers (DLGN 36~-37). But a careful review of all the
relevant speéifications and the guidance plan for the VCAS
belies the Yard's allegations. The following provisions from
the DLGN 38 specifications are critical to our analysis:

Section 5890-I-a provides that

{t]wo reactor plants similar to those provided
in DLGN 36 Class shall be installed in
accordance with working drawings...[t]hese
working drawings ... shall be used without
deviation unless specifically approved by
NAVSHIPS 08 or its designated representa-
tive.18/ .

Section 9890-1-b provides that

(t]he Government furnished vorking drawings
will be based on contract drawings and
contract guidance drawings and will cover
the following areas: .

1. Reactor plant fluid systems as
defined on Contract Guidance drawings
DLGN 38 800-4385710 through 800~
4385731.19/

2. -Ralctor compartnent ventilation
and blowoff system....

Section 5021-1-b defines contract guidance drawings as
*NAVSHIPS dray;qgs forming part of the specifications [thcﬁ]
serve as an illustrative guide for developing w%tiing drawings.®
As our Navy experts explain, contract guidqpce_@rav(ngs are

supplied to a contractor as part of the bid package so as to

assist him in preparing his bid.,w

loctibn 9020;1-6 of the specifications ideﬁtify all the
hull contract guidance drawings separately by number and

&clctiption. Of particular significance is guidance drawing
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731 for the’Reacto} Compartment Ventilation Control Air
System. Section 9020-1-d also identifies other guidance
drawings that relate either directly to the VCAS itself or
have significance in the analysis of the. integrity of the
claim narrative. They are:

Diagram 723 - Reactor Compartment Containment
Pressure Control System

Diagram $732 - Reactor Compartment Ventilation
and Blowoff System

Diagram #765 - Diagrammatic Arrangement of Compressed
Air Systens

The lead-in sentence to the listing of the guidance
drawings provides: "The following contract drawings and
contract guidance drawings form part of these specifications.”

The specifications dealing with the ships' high pressure
air system in Section 9490-1 provide:

Reactor Plant Air System -« Supplies from
the high pressure air system shall be
provided to serve’ the reactor plant con-
trol air system and reactor plant
ventilation control air system. These
connections and associated reducing sta-
tions shall be in accordance with 9890-1,
[Emphasis added.)

NNS religs'ﬁeavily upon the word "similar® appearing in
Section 9890-1-a. Needless to say, the voré similar does not
mean the same. As discussed above, the reactor compartment
ventilation system, which éhe Control Air System serviced, was
lignificangly upgraded on the DLGN 38 from its predecessor
version on the DLGN 36. Contrary to the suggestion in Claim
5.2.8, NNS appreciated this fact and prepared its bid estimates
for most of the upgraded features of the reactor compartment
ventilation system and rel;t;d systems accordingly. This is
documented in their estimate sheets.

For instance, as our Navy experts explained, contract
guidance plan $732 covers the entire reactor compartment.
ventilation system; it 1ist; all the valves needed for the
system. NNS prepared a bid on all 14 valves. As previously
discussed, the number of val;es on the DLGN 36 was less than
half those required on the DLGN 38. 1In addition, the latter

valves were bigger and more complicated than those on the DLGN
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36. Contract guidance drawing 732 specifically mentions the
Control Air System. Annotations appearing on drawing 732
direct the reader (estimator) to the specifications book.
which in turn refers the reader back to guid{nce plan 731.

The Ventilation Control Aif System on the DLGR 38, unlike
that on the DLGN 36, was to be built according to non-deviation
working drawings which were to be prepared and furnished the
Yard by the Navy's design agent, Electric Boat, the reactor

plant lead yard (RPLY) located at Quincg, Mass. Unlike the
DLGN 36, a separate guidance plan for the VCAS, drawin§ 731, was
furnished NHS‘Si thé Navy in a bid package. Seckion 9890-i-b
gpecifically identifies guidance drawing 731 as “nuclear;®
indeed, that Section is titled *"Propulsion: Nuclear Power.”
The title block eon drawing 731 shows it was prepared by the
RPLY; the Navy approval signature on the drawing includes the
words "Naval Ship Systems Command - 08" =-- the designation for
Adniral Rickover's command, which has responsibility for all
the nuclear systeﬁs on the ships. Thus, NNS' assertion that

it thought the VCAS was ; small, non-nuclear system is palpably
false.

The Yard admits in Claim 5.2.8 that it included the high
pressure portion of the VCAS in its bid, but states that
*these documents ([i.e., the ibecifications and guidance élan
731) ... did not reveal the extent of any changes in the
design of the DLGN reactor plant Ventilation Contrel Air
System.®* This statement is false. ' T

Our Navy experts explained that air from thg DLGN 38°'s
bhigh pressure air system was needed to serve the upgraded
reactor compartment Ventilation Control Air System (VCAS).
This was not the case on the DLGN 36, which used low pressure

air only to service its less complicated VCAS.20/

NNS must have recognized the upgrnaed character of the
VCAS on the DLGN 36's because it included the. high presiure
air system component of the VCAS in its bid for the DLGN 38

ship:;
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Guidance plan 765 covers the compressed air system for
the entire ship. Guidance plan 765, like guidance plan 732,
ultimately refers the reader back to plan 731. A Yard cost
estimator namedy as tas'keq to prepare the estimate for

" the DLGN 38's entire compressed air system including the high
Pressure air component. Our Navy experts provided us with
copies of stimate sheets. These estimate sheets
unequivocally demonstrate thaM:ead and prepared a
portion of his bid for the vessel's high pressure air systenm
from guidance plan 731..<« ‘estimate does not 1nAc‘11':Be
the bulk of the VCAS system detailed on 731 i.e., the low
pressure portion of the system. As we learned through the

Zﬁ/investiqationﬁ, the remainder of the VCAS was
considered to be ancther estimator's responsibility. In sum,
NNS ‘'was aware of plan 731 and that plan was not defective
becaus<“\‘read and studied the plan and was able to
Prepare an accurate cost estimate of that portion of the VCAS
system assigned to him vithout any trouble. NNS' allegation
that guidanc? plan 731 vas ®vague and misleading® and thus
inadequate £6t bid purposes is simply without foundation.

Our Navy experts also drew to our attention a system that
was subsequently Eeleted from the DLGN 38, the "containment
pru.sure control air system”. 1Its guidance plan is identified
in the cpecificafions as 723. The Navy experts advise us that
guidance plan 723 is very similar to guidance plan 731 .fot the

VCAS: &.\ms cost estimatoxw;s tasked

to prepare the estimate for the system covered by drawing

723.21/ The Navy experts indicate thaw}stimate

sheets for the system reflected on .guidance drawing 723 reveal
a great deal of precision. The point is thw-.\s
able to prepare a very accunte,i:id for a system similar in
design to that of the VCAS on the basi.s of a guidance Plan

{723) very similar to plan 731 for the VCAS.

ﬁ‘ At our request, he redid his estimate for the

. containment pressure control air system, using guidance plan

723. Schiller agreed that guidance drawing 723 provided hia
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vith adequate detail to prepare his esilnqte for valves,

fictings, piping, flanges, hangers and storu.b
utho;sgh wud hot comment on. guidance plan 731's

adequacy for bid preparation, the Navy experts assure us that
it 1; just u; adequate as 723 -- and we can easily prove that
vith expert tcstimdny.

- -_En lunn;ry then, the Yard's own englneers, present and
former, put to rest Claim 5.2.8's allegations that guidance
plan 731 was so "vague and misleading® as to be inadequate for
bid purposes, and that this diagram, together with misleading
language in the written specifications, indicated a small non-
nuclear system, rather than ad(upgraded nuclear system,

Claim 5.2.8 alleges that the VCAS was an "evolving*
system and that the first "meaningful indication' of the size
of the system (compared to that on the DLGN 36) did not becone
apparent until July 1973, when the Yard received Rev. B, a
wvorking drawing. The claim ngrrative indicates that KNS
recognized material changes on this working drawing, notified
.the Navy anb'ultimately negotiated a shpplemental agreenent
with the Navy for certain of the changes. ~C1aim 5.2.8 states
that when the Yard wvas preparing its estimate for the "out of
scope” work detected on Rev. B, it wvas unable to fully claim
for all the added costs to the VCAS because the Navy furnished
design data was "so incomplete and ambiguous as to preclude ’
neln{ngful analysis,” and because the working drawings failed
to indicate piping lengths required in the VCAS. These allega-
tions are also false. -

The Navy engineers who prepared the CITAR on Claim 5.2.8
have carefully retraced the chronology of events, including
all communications between the Navy and the Yard, and have
.destroyed NNS' al{legations of *system evolution.'(w‘o-

The Navy CITAR shows that on May 30, 1972, the vard
notified the Navy that the working drawing for the VCAS was
overdue and urgently needed. The Navy responded on &une 5,
1972, by furnishing a working drawing with a level of detail

much greater than on the guidance plan. In June 1973, the
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Navy issued another vofking drawing, Rev. B,23/ Rev. B added ’
high pressure air reducing stations to the VCAS that were not
found on guidance plan 731. On Xugust 30, 1973, the Yard sent
TWX 107 to the Navy advising that it considered the additional
material (i.e., added reducing stations) beyond the scope of
the contract. The important thiné to note here is that TWX
.107 listed only the added reducing stations as a constructive
change entitling it to added compensation. TWX 107 explicitly
states that the Yafd éﬁreful;y compared'Rev. B. w%th-éuidance
plan 731 in arriving at its conclusion:
1. Newport News review of (EB Dwg.
.38643-01X01) reveals materials specified

which are not on contract guidance drawing
800-43857131.

2. Newport News considers the additional
material on (EB Dwg. 38643-01X01) will
involve work beyond the scope of contract
NOO024-70~-C-0252.

3. Newport News is preparing an order-
of-magnitude estimate of the additional
cost and will inform NAVSHIPS by separate
communication.

As a result, on September 26, 1974, the Navy authorized
the contracting officer to negotiate a contract modification
to include the air reducing stations not shown on guidance
plan 731.24/ On November 14, 1974, the Navy and Yard executed
MOD ADD468, a bilateral supplemental agreément incorporatihg
the changes authorized by HMR-145.

On October 1, 1974, and Rovember 21, 1974, the Navy
issued NNS detailed installation working drawings for the
Ventilation Control Air System. These drawings detailed the
exact routing of piping, piping dimensions, and exact installa-
tion locations for mounting VCAS components. As the CITAR, Ex. #14
underscores at p. 25:

These detailed drawings could not have’
been developed until information on- the
shipbuilder's components and structure

had been received from the shipbuilder to
enable the RPLY to work out a satisfactory
design in conjunction with the shipbuilder.
It is noted that these drawings were to be
provided "as they become available” in
accordance with the terms of the contract.
The drawings were provided as early as

receipt of satisfactory shipbuilder informa-
tion reasonably allowed.
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Claim S5.2.8 seeks compensation for installing components
listed both on the original guidance plan and the two subse-
quent detailed vworking drawings. But i{f the Yard actually
consi{dered any of these components -- other than the added
reducing stations -- to be new or othervise outside thé. scope
of the contract, it clearly would have prométly notified tﬂé
NaQy of that fact, as reguired by the changes clause of the
contract. The fact that the Yard failed t; make any other
claim contemporanecus with its claim for the added reducing
stations is persuasive evidence that it did not consider the
working dravings to have added anything to the coriginal guidance
plan for which the Navy was required to pay additicnal compensa-
tion.25/ '

In sun, Claim 5:2.8'3 theory of an "evolving design® in

»:> The claim narrative
indicates that NNS cost estimators actually read and relied
upon the Navy's guidance plan-and specifications in heiping to
prepafe NNS' contract bid, and that NNS' bid did not take
account of the true cost of the VCAS because of deficiencies
in the documents supplied by the Navy. However, in reality,
the Yard, through mismanagement, simply overlooked the bulk of
the VCAS system in preparing its bid. Thus, whether or not
tﬁe documents supplied by the Navy were vague or misleading is
actually beside the point because NNS employees, with the
exceptien o aever even looked at them. 1In aﬁ& event,
as we have shown, the documents supplied by the Navy vereA
perfectly adequate to enable the Yard to prepare an accurate

bid, had it taken the trouble to read them.

V. OTHER FALSE CLAIM ITEMS UNDER INVESTIGATION

1, OSHA and EPA Claims

" ... NNS alleges in Claim item 5.9.2 on the DLGN 38-40 cruiser
contract that it incurred increased costs due to government

.. actions, specifically, the passage of environmental legislation
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including the Clean Air Act of December 1970 and the Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of October 1972. Claim item
5.9.3 on the cruiser contract alleges that Newport News incurred
additional costs due to the governﬁent's passage of the Occupational
Salety and Health Act of 1970.

NNS alleges that since the contract negotiations were
based upon its September 15, 1970 bid proposal, no consideration
was given to the impact of the subsequent C;ean Air Act or Vater
Pollution. Control Act Amendments. NNS also alleges that since
OSﬁA was not-established until April 1971, no consideration was
given to the impact of OSHA on the proposed contract.

Claim item S.9.2 (Added En#ironmental Control Reqguirements)
states, in pertinent part:

In December of 1970, the Environmental
Protection Agency was established and
under the authority of the amendments, the
emission standards were subsegquently
promulgated. The federal water pollution
control act amendment was enacted during
1972 (October). During this same period,
actions were under way which would lead to
definitization of the contract. Since the
negotiation in progress was of the 1970
proposal, no consideration was given by
either contracting party to the impact of
the Clean Air or Water Pollution Control
Act Amendnents upon the proposed contract.

Claim i{tem 5.9.3 (Occupational, Safety and Health Act of
1976) states, in pertinent part:

During the sanme period [December 19635 -~
December 1971), the Government enacted the
Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)
in April of 1971. Since the negotiation
in process was of the contractor's 1970
proposal, no consideraticn was given by
either contracting party to the impact of
OSHA upon the proposed contract. In this
section of the proposal, the contractor
vill show that OSHA did have an effect
upon the performance of this contract,
wvhat that effect was, and that the Govern-
ment, in the contract, had agreed in such
cases to an equitable adjustment.

The claims then set out NNS' argument as to why these .
added costs should be passed on to the gove:nhent, including
the steps the Yard tock in or?er to comply with the new legisla-
tien.

The original bid proposai was submitted by NNS in re-

sponse to the RFP and guidance plans which were sent to KNS in
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November 1569. The original NNS bid proposal wvas submitted on
September 15, 1970. However, on July 33, 1871, a supplemental
proposal was submitted by the vard. In its July 1§71 bid
propesal, the Yard attributed a direct cost of 53,700,608 plus.
2.4 percent of overhead (amounting to $2,556,000) for compliance
v?th OSHA and EPA requirements.4l/ Schedule E, attached to

the July 1971 bid proposal, feads as follows:

The proposed target costs for these ships
includes 51,870,591 for the DLGN 38,

$987,675 for DLGH 39, and §932,338 for the
‘DLGMN 40 to cover the estimated impact of
current laws such as the Occupational

Safety and Health Act of 1970 and Environ- .
mental Control legislation on direct costs -
and associated overhead. Estimated costs
were derived by applying a 2 percent

factor to all productive {including
supervisicn) hours plus associated over-

head to reflect the loss of efficiency,
expected due to the necessity of operating
under the adverse constraints. Also

included for each ship is an estimated
$50,000 for miscellaneous consumable
materials. :

The proposed overhead rate includes 2.4
percent to cover additional and direct
costs estimated to be incurred as a result
of thé legislation. The additional over-
head was derived by evaluation of the
capital expenditures required, cost of
indirect labor, lost direct labor hours
for various medical examinations, record
kxeeping and other miscellaneous costs.42/

Thus, it is crystal clea} that, contrary to the representa-
tions made in claim items 5.9.2 and 5.9.3, consideration was
given to possible increased costs due to EPA and OSHA require-
ments.

It is important to note that even if the Yard's OSHA and
EPA claims were factually correct, they would still lack any
legal foundation since it is firmly established that the
United States as a contractor cannot be held liable directly

or indirectly for public acts of the United States as a

sovereign.43/ . Borowitz v. United States, 267 U.S. 458 (1925):

Sun 0il Co. v. United States, 572 F.24 786, 817 (Ct. Cl.

1978); Tony Downs Foods C&. v. United sStates, 530 F.2a 367,

370-371 {Ct. Cl. 1976); Glasgow Associates v. United States,

495 F.24 765, 770 (Ct. Cl. 1974); Reynolds Metal Company v.

United States, 438 F.2d 983, 987 (Ct. Cl. 1971): J.A. Jones

47-418 0 - 85 - 4
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Construction Co. v. United States, 390 F.2d 806, 887 n.3 (Ct.

Cl. 1968); Wunderlick Contracting Co. v. United States, 351

F.2d 956, 967 (Ct., Cl. 1965). The fact that the OSHA and EPA
claims lacked even a colorable legal basis is another indicium

of NNS' lack of good faith.

2. Navy Recruiting Claims

NNS alleges that it encountered unanticipated costs of
323,723,1?2.00 in the performance of its contracts on the'i4
vessels as t@e result of Navy recruiting . practices. .This
figure was-divided equally amongst the 14 ships in the amouﬁt
of approximately $1.7 million each.

The claim alleges that "the contractor incurred added
costs for recruiting, hiring and ttaiping of new and replacement
employees as well as added costs to adjust workloads as a
result of the ynanticipated departure of employees who were

.recruited by the federal government.® It further alleges that
the government(s promotional advertising had a direct effect
upen the loss of employees to the government, specifically th;
Norfolk Naval Shipyard. The loss of employees was primarily
due to the Navy's intenﬁive recruiting campaign during May and
June 1974. ’

In order to fulfill its contractual obligations during
the period January 1, 1973, through October 31, 1974, NNS had
to maintain‘a level 62 employees sufficient to perform the
contracts oﬁ the 14 ships. Therefore, it claims {t mounted an
extensiv; recruitment effort.44/ In approximately 10 pages of

claims narrative NNS sets out {ts recruiting efforts to attract

hourly employees, and design and salaried employees. The
narrative is vrittén in suéh a way as to lay blame on the Navy
for Nns' difficultly in obtaining the results it delires frgm
its recruiting effot%ﬁ. Although NNS asserts that 10,;93
employees voluntarily fesigned from Januar& 1, 1973, through
October 31, 1974, it was only able to deterﬁine that 342 of
those employees were taking' jobs with the Navy. There were,

however, no specific reasons given why those employees left
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Newport News, or why they joined the Navy. The figure of 342
represented those employees who indicated that they were
leaving for the Navy out of the 4,722 who had agreed to give
exit intervievs. NNS calculated that 720 employees left the
Yard éo join the Navy, based on an extrapolation from the 342
enployees known to have joined the Navy. A

The thrust of the claim is that as a result of Navy
recruiting efforts a number of employees left NNS to take
positions with the Navy. Consequently, in order to maintain
{ts workforce, NNS had to recruit nev employees. 1In order to
maintain the level of proficiency of its employees, training
and recruiting costs were incurred. NNS based its calculations
on a figure of §25,000 training costs for a skilled union
employee and $35,000 for a salaried or design employee. These
calculations were premised upon the recruitment of employees
with a zero skill level, and a five-year training period.
Purthermore, the figure included salary costs while the new
snployee was doing productive work.

This claim seems ripe for further investiéation_pecause
the legal theory of entitlement is completely sputiou$ for the
same reason that the OSHA and EPA claims are -- it ignores the
sovereign act doctrine; and the trainiAg and tét?uiging costs
are calculated in a fashion that shows a conscious di;;igard
fof the truth. . )

1. Many vacancies were created by voluntar§\€?rm§nations
of employees with little experience. Consequently, ; new
employee could be trained to that relatively low level of

) proficiency at minimal cost. The number of terminations
c;aimed during the period included terﬁinations of all employ-
ees, skilled and unskilled summer help, janitors and secretar-
fes. ' '

2. Many of the vacungies were £illed byhrehires-vho
needed minimal training. For example, in 1973, NNS fill;d_“A
38.6 percent of its vacancies vitﬂ rehires and in 1974, 45.7

percent.
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3. Newport News failed to mention that the Navy also
loses skilled employees to Newport News, thus reducing NNS'
training costs.

4. Newport News states in its claims narrative that
costs due to Navy recruiting were unanticipated. However, it
is clear that the Yard has historically lost emplofees to the
Nn;y.

"5, NNS did'not compare the size of its claim with its
actual recruiting and training costs to verify the accuracy of

the estinmate.

6. No base period of comparison was established to show
whether there was an increase in terminations during the
claim period due to intensified Navy recruiting activity.

7. A Yard employee who worked on the training costs
came up with a figure of 524,000 per union skilled emplovee
and 531,006 ber desigd and salaried employee while in its
claim NNS used a higher figure resulting in an overall increase
of §1.7 million. )

That RNS' claims in this area are grossly exaggerated is'
shown by the fact that were NNS to calculate its retraining
costs for all job vacancies at the same rate it calculated its
retraining costs allegedly attributable to Navy recruiting,
the amount would be more than §$333 millign. a sum equallto

§5.6 percent of NNS' total direct and indirect labor costs for

{its work force of 24,000 plus amployees.

3. Claim Item VII.B.8 (Bow Dome) and Claim Item VII.B.9
(Cathodic Protection) in MNS' Proposal for Bquitable
Adjustment on the 688 Class Submarines

The prosecution report prepared by the initial investiga-

tive team addressed these two claim items at some length. The
Yard's claims on these two items are devoid of merit -- a
conclusion concurred in by the initial investigative team.

It will be recalled from the initial pros report that
the sequence in the initial preparation, filing, rewriting and
refiling of these two claims was virtually identical.45/ The

claim narratives for both items, as initially written and
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filed with the Navy, were based upch an erronecus premise ——
that the Yard prepared its bid on the two 1tem; after the new
ship estimators reviewed Navy-furnished spécifications and
mistakenly concluded th;regrom that a particular method
(velding) was required for installation of both items. The
Yard later learned, after receiving Ravy~furnished working
drawings, that a more expensive installation.nethod (bolting)
would be~requirea. According to the initial claim narratives,
these 'cﬁanges' resulted in govetnment-reiponsible cost over-

rung on both items. As with the VCAS claim on the DLGN 38-40

cruisers, the Yard's theory of entitlement for these two
clains was predicated upon the "constructive change order® *

doctrine. .
SECENTEEETSe ) The revritten claims contain material omissions

of fact and state a spurious theory of entitlement bearing no
relationship to the historical events leading to the Yard's
cost overrun on these two items.

The reviewers in.the'bgpaztment have the initial prosecu-
tion memorandum with attachments for these two claims, as well
as the spade memos for these claims prepared by Assistants in
the United States Attorney's Office in the Eastern District of
Qirginia.

4. pischarge Sea Chests Claim

NNS claims that it encountered three areas of added work
and increased costs in connection with the reactor plant hot
discharge sea chests on the DLGN 38-40, the cruiser contract,
which were not contemplated Sy the parties. This added cost
allegedly resulted from deficient specifications and/or deficient
Navy data. .

Discharge sea chests are openings in the ship's hull from
which cooling water or other fluids used internally in the
ship are discharged. The sea chests discussed in the claim
are only in the reactor plant systems. Because discharges via
the sea chests are of high velocity, ;nd elevated temperatures,
they may cause accelerated corrosion.

Thg"claim concerns three lpeciti; areas involving the

dzsch;rge sea chests. Pirst, the sea chest material was
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changed from steel to monel; secdnd, thermal sleeves were
and, third, welding instructions on the working drawinq§ were
allegedly vague, unclear or incomplete, causing rework of
previously welded components.

. Because of the corrosion problems, the‘design of the sea
chests was changed on the CVN 65 (U.S.S. ENTERPRISE). The
Navy, in Hé{ch 1969, had its design agent, MNS, redesign the
sea chests in order to minimize the effects of the discharge.
NNS recommended and the Navy concurred in the installation of
monel sea chests with thermal sleeves for the carrier in 1969;
and NNS assisted in the installation of eight monel sea chests
with thermal sleeves in the_n.s.s; ENTERPRISE during October
1969. .

As part of the DLGN 38 bid package, NNS has the specifica-
‘tions and contract guidance drawings in November 1969. The
contract guidance drawvings, 722, 729 and 730, showed that
monel sea chests with thegmal sleeve; would be required. The
three drawings indicated by a detailed enlargemént or legend’
note, or both, that the co&lant discharge sea cheéts, stean
generator release valve discharge sea chests, and the steam
generator blow down sea chests, "shall contain 'thermal sleeves',
shall be monel, and shall be welded integril with the hull.”

On two of the guidance drawings, an arrow points to the sea

chests, and the words ®THERMAL SLEEVES" appear, together with

a drawing of the sleeves, On another, 522, aiongside the

symbol for the sea chests, are the words "See note 31." Note
31l states that "in lieu of flanged sea valve a flange spool
plece shall be located downstream of sea valve to allév removal
of sea chest thermal sleeve." The three drawings on the
DLGN 38 also indicate, by detailed enla%énent, a thermal
sleeve extending beyond the exterior of the ship's hull. A
comparison between the DLGN 36 and DLGH 38 contract guidance
drawings shows that the DLGN 36 drawings bear the notation
“waster piece” where the DLGN 38 drawings note "thermal sleeve®.
The diagram on the DLGN 36 drawings indicates a waster piece

that does not project beyond the exterior of the ship's bhull.
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Furthermore, on September 7, 1971, the reictctiplant lead
year (RPLY) issued the working drawings for monel sea chests
and thermal sleeves for the DGN 38. They vére entitled,
*Discharge Sea Chests . . . Nuclear.® ‘It is clear from the
Yard's acknowledgement of receipt of those &rawings thdt they
were 1n.the Yard's possession on September 10, 1871, prior to
bid and contract definitization. The drawings set out the
type of sea chests that the DLGN 38 class ships were required
to have. BHowever, with regard to the steam generator bottom
blow sea chests (2 of B), the design was indicated to be monel
with thermal sleeves but the drawing vas "reserved."

A Teview SE_E;}agruph 9480-0-A of the cruiser specifications
indicates that Section 9480 -- uhiéh spécifies that the hull
be made of steel, a less expensive metal than monel -- is(not
applicable to reactor plant sea chests unless noted elsewhere.
Thus{‘tongfgry to NNS's position, there is.no conflict between
the workingﬁa}avings ané Section 94E0. Furthermore, a compari-
son of the specifications for the DLGN 36, 38 and CVN 68
indicaé;;i}hét the wvords of Section 9480 are similar in all
three. Siénificantly, the CVN 68 was built having monel sea
chests with thermal sleeves similar to the DLGN 38. Thus, in
building the CVN 68, NNS &id not interpret Section 9480 in the
same manner as it allégedly aid in biading on the DLGN 38
cruisers.

After receipt by Hewport News of the adv;nce copies of
the vorking dFavings on September 10, 1971, th;y were‘appatently
reviewed and material procurement initiated, since on October
1, 1971, LAR 98-9453 (;ii}son Action Request) was {ssued
requesting a change in the drawings to facilitate welding. It
is clear that the LAR could have been prepared only after a
detailed review of the design for the discharge sea chests.
On November 3, 1971, alsoc before contract definitization, NNS
issued a supplenment to the LAR which noted a structural interference
between the sea chest flange and a gusset. The supplement
stated (after receiving Electric Boat's reply to LAR 98-9453,

which permitted the use of a weld ngck flange in lieu of a
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flat plate flange), that NNE had investigated the installation
reguiéements. Thus, it is pppareﬁt from NNS' request for a
change in the non-deviation drawings that it had reviewed them

in detail.
Cn November 24, 1971, the reactor plant lead yard, Electric

Boat, sent NNS the working drawings. They were unchanged from
the advance working drawings except for the change asked for
by NNS. On December 21, 1971, the contract was definitized.

On April 12, 1974, tée RPLY issued révision B to th; sea
chest drawving for the steam generator Slow down sea chests,
which earlier had been ®"reserved”. On May 16, 1974, NNS
issued a teletype communication (7WX) stating that it considered

.the cruiser sea chest work to be beyond the scope of the
contract because the sea chest designs for all reactor plant
sea chests wvere "significantly naré complex® than on the :DLGN
36 ships and because NNS had overlooked the fact that they
were to be nade of mqnel. NNS stated that it "overlooked® the
monel shown in the DLGN 38 guidance drawings Qhen it submitted
its bid and only became aware of the complexity of the sea
chest design on April 12, 1974, when Rev. B of the sea chest
drawing was received. On-October 16, 1574, the government
responded by setting out the above mentioned chronology of
events, which clearly indicated that NNS knew or should have
known of the DLGN 38 design for the discharge séa chests and
rejected its contention that {t was beyond the scope of the
contract. It is clear that NNS was seeking government payment
for its own oversight both in its fwx and in the claim. After
the government's response to the TWX, nothing further was
heard from NNS on the matter until the claim was filed in
Augucﬁ of 1975.

The thrust Bf the portipn of the claim concerninq weld
joint numbers is that the RPLY falled to include suchlnunQers
in the dfavings it supplied to NNS. Howeve;, weld joint
numbers are simply not required, altnough':hey are o%teh
included to draw attention to particularly important welds.

NS was required to make welds that would meet standard inspection
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requirements regardless of whether weld joint numbers were
included.

In sum, there can be no dispute that, prior to contract
définitization, NS had specifications and contract guidance
drawings that clearly indicated that the discharge sea chests
wer; to be constructed of monei with thermal sleeves. IMNS'
recognition of this requirement is shown by its issuance of
LAR 98-9453 and the supplement thereto, which éequésted'a
change in the advance copy oé the sea Ehes:-vorking drawings
that had been received by NNS on September 10, 1971. If NNS
iissed the bid on the discharge sea chests, it was clearly the
‘result of its oversight, as NNS conceded in its TWX issued on
May 16, 1974. NNS' claim that its cost overrun was due to
deficient government supplied guidance drawings and specifi-
cations is knowingly false.

5. , Added Interest or Financing Costs

In all-of its proposals, NNS claims equitable adjustment
for interest or financing costs. NNS nsgefts that the Navy
falled to make progress payments in sufficient amounts for
change work caused by the Navy, thus requiring it to provide
financing for such additicnal work. The financing clainms
totalled §$50,473,275 excluding the DLGN 36, 37, 41 and 42.

A common thread runs throughoui each of the narratives.d6/
The claim on the DLGN 38, 39 and 40 states in pertinent part:

Bad the billing base been adjusted to

cover the changes, and had progress payments
been forthcoming as contexmplated by the
contract, the contractor would either have
reduced his short term bank bcrroving or’
increased his investments. -

The amount of each claim was calculated similarly. On a
monthly basis, NNS took the-cumulative cost of building the ]
ship as of the end of that -month and added five percent.4?/
NNS then subtracted all Navy payments to date, which resulted
in a figure, "loass of revenue®, to vbich vas added the cumulative
prior months' intersst. This figure was then multiplied bty
115%. (This percentage was used because NNS claimed that a

compensating balance of iss bad to be maintained on depesit at
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a bank in order to qualify for loans at the prime rate.) This

figure was then compared to NNS' actual average monthly borrowing

for the entire Yard. Interest was then calculated on the

of the two figures. But if the average NNS wide borrowings
were less than ;he loss of revenue, the difference Has.ﬁsed to
calculate the-ihterest on investments that could have been
made if the Navy was paid for the change work on time,

Additionally, on the suﬁmarines SSN 686 and 687 claim
narrative, NNS stated that {t claimed adjustmant for additional
financing costs incurred as a result of changes in FICA.

While NNS' theory of entitlement may be correct here, the
methodology used in calculating the interest or added financing
costs again indicates a total disregard for the truth. First,
NNS simply assunea that all cost overruns were the result of
Navy actions. It made no attempt to distinguish between cost

. overruns that might be attributable to the Navy and those that
vere so clearly not the‘Navy's responsibility that it never
even sought compensation for then. Second, NNS calculated its
borrowings based upon the prime interest rate when in fact it
borrowed substantial sums from its parent company, Tenneco, at
less than t§e prime in:e;est rate. Because no compensating
balance was required by Tenneco, the 115% multiplier should
not have been used on monies borrowed from Tenneco. App;rently,
NNS' calculations also improperly excluded escalation payments
on the DLGN 36 contract. .Excluding these escalation payments '
increased the difference between payments made by the NaQy and
NNS' monthly cost overruns. Finally, NNS is claiming interest
on its administrative time lag in requesting progress payments.
Elinination of the time lag element, i{.e., the time used to
prepare and prese;; a cl;im to the Navy for progress payment
after the work was performed on the DLGN 38-40 contract, results
in a decrease of $1,442,589.00 in the claim amount.

6. Reactor Shielding Claim i

" NNS claims that it encountered unanticipated problems in
building the reactor shieldi?g on the DLGN 38-40 series of '

cruisers due to alleged defi%kencies in the government-furnished
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design. According to the clgim, the design did not.allov for
adequate dissipation of thelheat geperated during installation
of lead shielding. Moreover, the d;sign required NNS to
fabricate certain lead panels in a more complex manner than
necessary and the Government did not approve NNS' recommended
simplification until too late. ansequeétly, NNS was entitled
to costs arising from its investigation of the problems,
including engineering efforts to reconmend design changes, a
mock-up fabrication, and additional production efforts to
implement the r;commended design changes that corrected the
alleged deficiencies. The claim also seeks equitable adjustment
for disruption and delay caused by the deficient Government
supplied drawings and plans.
The shielding discussed in the claim consists of a primary
. and a secondary shield. The primary shie}d surrounds the
entire reactor vessel while the secondary shield surrounds
the reactor compartment. The shields consist of a cflindrical
inner steel wall or bulkhead with a series of vertical and
horizontal structural steel stiffener plates (divider plates
forming a honeycémb-like array of cells called *bays® on the
outside of the cylinder). Le;d slabs are installed in each
bay and each lead slab is bonded a;ound the perimeter to
the steel vail and the divider plates by lead. The melted
lead must bond to the gteel and fuse to the leaa slab. wPoly-
ethylene plastic shielding material or a more temperature .
resistant material known as PPC were required to be installed;N
over the top of the lead sheets. The shield bay is required V
to be sealeq with a stqgl cover plate that is welded to the
divider plates and seals the plastic spielding material " “

within the shield bays.

) A. The primary shield'may be fabricated essentially as
a coppletg cylindrical assembly in the Yard shop. The s;condaty
shield, which is a larger, heavier structure, cannot be handled
in the same manner. Consequently, NNS built the secondary

shield in segments and installed the plai:ic shielding material
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(polysthylene) in many bays of -the secondary shield in the
Yard shop before welding the segments together on the ship.
Assemblf of the segments required that lead and plastic not be
1nstailed in the shield bays that contained “erection butts.®
Erection butts are the welded structural joints which join
individual segments of the shielded bulkhead to the ship and
to each other. Once these erection butt welds are made, lead
and plastic shielding ;us: be installed over them to complete
the shield installation. .

buring construction in late 1972, KNS recognized "a
potential problem®” with the secondary shield. A mock-up vas
constructed and a LAR (Liaison Action Request) dated February 8,
1973, was initiated. The problem was that the heat required

:to join the lead panels in bays containing erection butts wvas
great enough to melt sliop~installed polyethylene in the shield

bays. A similar ﬁroblem was recognized by Newport News in the
primary shielqsqrouqd the temporary access openings. fhe .
mock-up confirmed NNS' concerns ;nd it proposed five ways in
which to remedy the problem: (1) install the polyethylene in
the bays on board the ship after the erection butts in adjoining
bays were connectéd:.(z) use a high temperature polyethylene
(PPC); (3) use caulking instead of lead to connect panels
adjacent to erection butts; (4) use.asbestos sheet insulation
to protect the polyeéhylene; and (5) accept the melting. The
RPLY in a series of Plan Revision Notes (fRNs) approved the
use of a more expensive heat resistant polyethylene (PPC) at

NNS's option.

B. In mid 1973, cracks Szre discovered in the pgimary
shield while it was being fabricated in the shop. An investiga-
tion by NNS revealed that the cracks were due to poor vorkmanship.
NNS assured the Navy that steps upuld be taken to prevent a
posgible recurrance.

HBowever, in October 1973, a new problem arose when lead
cracks and unbonding were discovered again in the primary
shield and also in the secondary shield. NNS first investigated

its personnel but ®determined” that procedures wvere in accord
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wvith military welding standards and the *contractor's personnel
possessed adequate skill and exerted reasonable care.®” NNS

notified the Navy of these problems in Decenber 1973 and
.January 1974. The Navy suggested by letter that a similar

problem had occurred at other shipyards which “"showed the need
for including tenperature control requirements in the proceéuzes
for lead bonding to minimize the costly rework and repair for
bond defects.* On the same date, NNS recommended either the

use of the caulk method (packing of lead between joints) or

the installation of doubler plates to provide Addiiicpal heat
sink and heat diffusion. For the first time, in March 1974,

in a LAR, the Yard considered the p:cﬁlems to be traceable to

*defective specifications®” and not poor workmanship.

C. In another part of the claim, NNS asserted that a:
non-daviation drawing, 842, required lead of varying thick-
nesses be installed around the periphery of the primary shield
tank., In order to accomplish this, NNS had to cast lead slabs
in the required thicknesses and join them by bonding. NNS
alleged that past experience had shown this to be compliqated
and exéensive. NNS proposed that a standard sized parent slab
be installed with a pigqyback' slab welded on to £ill in the
shield tank. The Navy at first refused because {t £eared that
the requested process change would result in delay. Once the
Yard, two and a half months later, provided more details, as
well as a proposed drawing revision, the Navy approved the
requested change. NNS claims that the change was implenented
too late to be used on DLGN 38 and 39 and therefore that it

wvas entitled to compensation for the amount that would

have been saved had it been able to use the piggybacg method
on those two cruisers. .

The proslems recounted by NNS in this item had nothihg to
do with defective specifications. The contractor had prior
experience with the fabrication techniques and was aware, or
should reasonably have been aware, of the fact that excessive
heat coulﬁ result in melted polyethylene and unbonded lead.

The applicable shielding drawing, 842, was in the-hands .of the
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contractor prior to contract definitization and included
certain notes which specified that temperatures for poly-
ethylene and lead were not to exceed specific limits that were
classified as confidential.

In addition, for bidéing purposes on the DLGN 38, IS had
been given NAVSHIP's drawing 245-4444872. #atagraph 3.1.2 of

that drawing stated:

Plastics [polyethylene] are flammable
materials. Normal fire hazard precautions
should be observed during handling and
storage. During installation when the
plastic {s located close to welding or
burning operations, it should be protected
by a flameproof material. Edge bonding

of slabs (or other structural work requir-
ing high heat) in adjacent areas must be
complete before plastic is installed
unless precautions are taken to prevent
the possibility of damaging the plastic.

Thus, it is clear that NNS knew prior to definitization of the

contract, that the polyethylene layers and lead slabs could be
danaged by excessive heat. The fact that excessive heat

.danage did occur resulted not from the fact that the drawings
or specifications were defsctive, but from the fact that NNS
ignored the caveats against excessive heaé. NNS attempted to
fabricate the shielding layers at too fast a rate, which
resulted in excessive heat generation.

Furthermore, the fabrication and installation sequence
is not dictated by the Havy through non-deviation drawings,

but rather is determined by the contractor. That the Yard was
in fact awvare of the potential problems at the time of contract
definitization is indicated by the fact that it increased the
contract price by 60 percent to take account 9£ the anticipa-
ted slow rate of fabrication.

It is significant that NNS' original correspondeﬁce and

LAR did not suggest that the Navy's design specifications were
defective. It was only in March 1974 that NNS first indicated
that the specifications might be defective and that the work
resulting from Approéal of the LAR "might not be within the

scope of the contract.” It is interesting to note that March
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1974 is around the time that the Contract Controls cperation
was set up with Willis as its head.

Furthermore, as to the claim regarding the lead fissures,
RNS recognized that bonding techniques are an "art® dependent
on worker techniques and not sugsceptible to written specifica-
tions. NNSugcnduct;d an 1nvestigafion into the qualifications

- and performance of its lead burners to determine whether
NNS could reduce the number of defects, thereby saving production

costs, and to support NNS's request that the Navy accept
defects that could no longer be discoveréd._ It should be
npied that a{ter NNS's investigation and implementation of
corrective action, no further reports of u;bonding or reguests
for acceptance of lead bond defects were made. Thus, the cost
of NNS' investigation of its lead burners should not have been
chafged to the Navy. .

: As to the claim regarding the delayed implementation of
the "piggyback®™ method of lead installation on the primary
shield, two observations may be made: (1) the requested change
was made to facilitate NNS's construction; and (2) the original
design was f?asible. Besides the guidance drawing, NNS ;eceived
the non-deviation working drawing§ on July 27, 1971, pfior to
contract definitization. Thus, NNS should have recognized a
need to suggést any alternate methods which would facilitate
its construction. After the initial rejection, NNS vait;d 2-
1/2 months before it submitted fuztﬁer documentation to sdppcrt
its request, vhich was finally approved.

Another interesting aspect of this claim i{s that the
issue of a contract change for portions of this work was
thoroughly and formally documented and discussed between NNS
and the N;vy at the time. It was apparently :e;olved in
discussions with the Senior Vice President for Contracts and
the Vice President for Engineering, vﬁo agreed to cancel a

prior letter identifying a contractual disagreement and
potential request for a contract adjustment. Both the con-

tractor's prior letter and the letter formally withdrawing it

were signed by the Director of Contract Controls, Willis.
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NNS's claim cites the correspondence relating to this matter

at length, including the letter identifying the contractual
disagreement. However, it o%its the fact that the vard formally
cancelled that letter. Thus, besides the possible fraud in

the claims write-~up regarding NNS's conclusion that theAproblems
resulted from defective specifications, this is another example
of an apparently deliberate.omission of a material fact that,

if revealed, would have cast serious doubt on the validity of .

the claim,

VI. THE PROPOSALS FOR EQUITABLE ADUSTHENT ARE “CLAIMS" WITHIN
THE MEANING OF 18 U.5.C. §287 AND THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS
DOES NOT BAR AN INDICTMENT BASED OW THE FILING OF THOSZ
CLAIMS ’

1. Newpdrt.News contends (CM 40-51)48/ that its proposals
S -
for equitable adjustment are not “"clains® within the meanins of

18 U.S.C. §287 and that it i{s therefore not subject to prosecution

~.

under that sectiSn:BfIthe criminal code. This contention is
frivolous. .

The forerunner of Section 287 was enacted in 1863, as part
of £he False Claims Act, ‘5011991ng a series of sensational
Congressional investigationg into the sale of provisions and

‘munitions to the War Department.® United States v. McNinch, 356

U.S. 595, 599 (1958). As the Supreme Court explained in McNinch

(ibid.), . .

[tlestimony before the Congress painted a
sordid picture of how the United States had
been billed for nonexistent or worthless
goods, charged exorbitant prices for goods
delivered, and generally robbed in purchasing
the necessities of war. Congress wanted to
stop this plundering of the public treasury.

Although the False Claims Act (hereinafter "the Act®) was enacted

specifically to prevent military contractors from plundering the

public treasury (see also 356 U.S. at 599~600, n.9), the statute's
prohibitions have been broadly applied °“to reach any person who

knowingly assisted in causing the governnent to pay claims which

vere grounded in fraud.® United States ex rel. Marcus v. Hess,
317 U.S. 537, 544-545 (1943). “Debates at the time suggest the

Act was intended to reach all types of fraud, without gpuli!ica:iohf
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that might result in financial loss to the Government.® United States

v. Neifert-thite Co., 390 U.S. 228, 232 (1968)(emphasis’ added).

The Supreme Court “has consistently refused to accept a
rigid, restrictive reading” of the Act, even though it "impose|s]
criminal sanctions as well as civil." 1bid.‘ For example, in

United States v, Neifert-White Co., supra, a civil action to

recover statutory forfeitures, the question was whether the Act
~applied to the supplying -of false information to the Commodity
Credit Corporation in suppért of a loan application. The district
court dismissed the action on the ground that an application for

a CCC loan, as distinguished from a claim £orlpayment of an
obligation owed by the Government, {s not a "claim® within the
meaning of the Act., The cour; of appeals affirmed the district
eourt's decision but the Supreme Court unnnimouﬁly reversed,

The Court held (350 U.S. at 233; emphasis added) that the statute

*reaches beyond 'claims' which might be legallv enforced, to all

frauvdulent attempts to cause the Government to pay out sums of
noney.® The Court distinguished its prior decision in United States
v. Cohn, 270 U.S. 339 (1926),.°n the ground that Cohn involved a
fraudulent application to obtain the release of merchandise which
belonged to the claimant ang which vas being held by the customs
authorities as bailee only. The Court observed (390 U.S. at 231;

‘cnphasis added) that Cohn *did not involve an attempt, by fraud,
to cause the Government to part with its money or property,

either in discharge of an obligation or in response to an’

application for discretionarv action. 43/

* The breadth of the Act is also i{llustrated by the Court's

decision in United States ex rel. Marcus v. Eess, supra, a qui

tam or informer suit brought in the nane of the United States.
The respondents were electt;cal contractors employed to work
on P.W.A. projects in the Pittsburgh area. Their cqnt:acts
were made with local governmental units rather than with the
Onited States government, but a substantial portion of their
pay canme frqm the United States. '’ Respcndents submitted monthly
estimates for payment to the local sponsors on P.W.A. forms.

While the estimates themselves were apparently truthful and.
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accurate, the contract price. was inflated because of a prior
collusive bidding scheme. The Supreme Court held that the
monthly ;stimates vere fraudulent claims "well within the
prohibition of the statute.® 317 U.S. at 542. The Court
explained (id. at 543-544):

The government's money would never have been
placed in the joint fund for payment to respondents
had its agents known the bids were collusive. By
their conduct, the respondents thus caused the covern-
ment to pay claims of the local sponsors in order
that they might in turn pay respondents under contracts
found to have been executed as-the result of the
fraudulent bidding. This fraud did not spend itself
with the execution of the contract. Its taint entered
into every swollen estimate which was the basic cause
for payment of every dollar paid by the P.W.A. into
the joint fund for the benefit of respondents. The
initial fraudulent action and every step thereafter
taken pressed ever the ultimate goal -~ payment of
government money to persons who had caused it to be
defrauded.

The Court added that the Act was'intended to provide brocad protectibn
against those who would "cheat the United States", and that “the
fraud here could not have been any more ot-an effort to cheat the
United States if there had been no state intermediary.” Id. at
544.

While the foregoing cases demonstrate that the statutory
term *claim® has been interpreted broadly to reach ®all fraudulent
attempts to éuuse the government to pay out suns of money”

(United States v, Neifert-white, sﬁpra, 390 U.S. at 233), it

requires no such broad interpretation to encémpass the conduct
involved here. Rather, Newport News' proposals for equitable
adjustment - -lie at the verf core of the conducé Congress sought to
proscribe in the Act. . ‘ ‘
Newport News concedes (CM 41), as it must, that the proposals
"assert|ed] the right to receive compensation from the government.”
Moreover the changes clause of the contract with Newport News

(Article 29) uses the terms "claim® and "equitable adjustment®

interchangeably. 5o/ See United States v. Wertheimer, 434 F.2d

1004, 1006 (24 Cir. 1970). Nonetheless, Newport News argues (CM
41) that its proposals were not "claims® because they were “incapable
thenselves of effectuating the payment of ... compensation" by

the Treasury, i.e., the proposals first had to be evaluated and
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approved by the Navy. This argument is nonsensical on {ts face.

The Treasury presumably never pays claims against it without an
evaluation of their validity by some government agencyt however
cursory. It u;s reasonable to expect that the Navy would closely
scrutinize the unprecedentedly large claims amounting to nearly a
billion dollars contained in the Yard's several proposals for
equitable adjustment. But the fact that Newport Wews realized
that its claims would not simply be accepted at face value and
immediately paid out does not alter the fact that the proposals
were claims for compensation. The sﬁpreme Court has held that
«ven an application for a government loan is a "claim® under the
Act, despite the fact that the granting of the loan is a matter

for agency discretion. United States v. Neifert-White Co.,

supra. A fortiori, the fact that Newport News may have envisaged

its claims as subject to negotiation with the Navy does not alter

their status as claims. United States v, Mastros, 251 F.2¢ 808

(38 Cir.), cert. denied, 358 U.S. 830 (1958).

A contractor may not excuse the submission of false claims
to the government on the ground that it is willing to settle for
something less than the full sum it initially demands. 1If this
were not the case, then the very purpose of the False Claims Act
would be frustrated. Every contractor could escape liability for
‘the submission of fraudulent claims to the Treasury on the ground
that its claim, no matter how false, was deemed to be subject to
negotiation. But this is plalnly not what Congress intended, nor
what the Supreme Court meant when it said that the Act prohibits
"all fraudulent attempts to cause the Government to pay out sums

of money.'- United States v. Neifert-white Co., supra, 390 U.S.

at 233, :
Newport News asserts (CM 40, 50) that the case law inter-

preting the False Claims Act has never applied the titm "claim®.
to a propo;al for equitable adjus:ﬁent submitted by a défense
contractor and that applying Section 287 to its proposals

would expand the statute's reach "unforseeably and retroactively®
in violﬁtion of the due process clause. Newport News complains

(CM S0) that it has been ®"'lulled into the reasonable impression’
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that the proposals were not to be treated as 'claims*'®, quoting

United States v. Insco, 496 F.2d 204, 209 (5¢h Cir. 1%74).

In view of the fact that there are relatively few reported
cases that address the question of what constitutes a claim
within the meaning of the Act, {t {s not surprising that no

reported case specifically deals with Hewpé:t News' contention

that a proposal for equitable adjustment submitted by a defense

contractor is not a ®"claim". This does not mean, however, that

the government's application of Section 287 is novel or unfore-
seen. Indeed, on April §, 1977, another major shipyard was
indicted under Section 287, on the basis of a similar fraudulent

proposal for equitable adjustment. United States v, Litton

Systems, Inc., d4/b/a Ingalls Nuclear Shipbuilding Division,. Crim.

No. S§78=-00031(R) (S.D.Miss.)51/ Litton raised almost the sanme
issue as Newport News raises here.53/ The district court
in Vvirginia summarily rejected Litton's tontention:
Regardless of whether you call it a
claim or an offer of settlement, or [an)
equitable adjustment submission, the fact is
that what is charged here is an assertion of
an entitlement to money from the United
States in May of 1972. That is a clainm
within the meaning of the statute which it is
here charged was violated. That is within
the statute of limitations, and, therefore
the crime is not time barred.
May 20, 1977 Tr. of Rearing before Judge Albert V. Bryan, Jr.
on Litton's notiqp to Dismiss the Indictment, at p. 126.

It is qorth-poting that on appeal from Judge Bryan's
dismissal of the indictment fof prosecutorial misconduct, the
court of appeals characterized Litton's May 1972 offer of
settlement as a "claim” without discussion of the issue,

United States v. Litton Systems Inc., 573 F.2d 195, 196 (4th

Cir. 1978).

2. Neu?o:; lHews also contends (CM 22-26) .that an indict-
ment based Qppn the VCAS claim would be barred by the>fivg
year statute of limitations, lé U.S5.C. §32B2. NNS reasons
thgt because the VCAS claim was contained in the Proposal for
Equitable Adjustment submitted on August 8, 1975, the statute
of limitations ran out on August 7, 1380. Like Litton Systens,

NNS takes the position that the statute of limitations begins
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to run on a Section 287 charge as scon as the elements of the
offense have.been committed. However, as in the Litton case,

- we take the position that the statute of limitations begins to
run anew when and if the .contractor files a subsequent amendment
of its claim or a new claim.53/ Thus, in our view, NNS'
letter of August 1, 1977 (contained in our appendix as Ex.
#15), vhich informed the Navy of changes in the projected
£inal costs of all the shib; for which the Yard had submitted
cost overrun clains, bad the effect of starting the running of
the statute of limitations anew for each of the claims. The
changes in the final cost £igures would, of course, have
altered the amount of dollars that each claim was worth, and
therefore they constituted a material Amendmenf to the claims

as originally submitted. Similarly, the offer of settlement
in the Litton case, filed some 18 months after the original

clzim had been filed, was accompanied by a downward revision
of estimated final ship construction costs. The offer of
settlement was held to be a "claim® vithinb Section 287,
which had the effect of extending the statute of limitations
by 18 months. -Judge Bryan therefore denied Litton's motion to
dismiss the indictment on statute of limitations grounds.
Unless Judge Bryan's decision in Litton was wrong, NNS' view
of the almost identical statute of limitations question pisented
here cannot prevail.

In any event, while the statute of limitations question
presented by a prosecution for substantive Secticn 287 viola-

tions is not entirely free from doubt, Newport News has conven-

1ent1y iqnored the fact that we can indict the Yard nnd its
employees for conspiracy to defraud the United States under
either 18 U.S5.C. §286 or $371. Because conspiracy is the
classic continuing offense, an indictment under Section 286 or
371 would clearly present no statute of limitations question.
Rewport News-dées not contend otherwise, and Litton Systens,
in its statute of limitations argument, conceded that had it
been indicted for conspiracy rather thﬁn for a substantive

violation of Section 287, there would have been no statute of

1im{tations issus in the case.
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_ The key count of the indictment we now contemplate will
charge Newport News with a violation of 18 U.S5.C. §286. It

provides:

Whoever enters into any agreement,
combination or conspiracy to defraud the
United States, or any department or agency
thereof, by obtaining or aiding to obtain the
payment or allowance of any false, fictitious
or fraudulent claim, shall be fined not more
than 510,000 or imprisoned not more than ten
years, or both.

The beauty of Section 286 is that 1) it makes obtaining pavment

from the government the ultimate object of the conspiracy, rather
than the mere filing of the false claims; and 2) it has a ten
year penalty provision, in contrast with the five year provisions
in Sections 287 and 371.

We plan to show NNS's elaborate attempts to obtain payment

on its claims. This part of the cpnspiricy included lobbying and
testifying on Capitol Hill, and efforts to blackmail the Navy by
threatening, igggg alia, to withdraw entirely from the Navy's
nuclear shipbuilding prograg. In view of the fact that Newport
News is one of only two shipyards capéble of building nuclear
ships for the Navy and the only shipyard that buildi nuclear
aircraft carriers, such blackmail threats had to be taken serious-
ly by the Ravy. The threats are contained in letters from the
highest officials of Newport News to Navy and DoD officials. One
such letter, from former NNS President J. P. Diesel to Deputy
Secretary of Defense William P. Clements, is included in the

appendix as Exhibit ¢16. This letter is but one of several in

our possession of like import. We intend to pursue this aspect

of the conspiracy vigorously.

Under section 286, the statute of limitations would not

begin to run until at least October 5, 1978, when the Yard and

the Navy agreed to a lump sum settlement of the Yard's claims,

Thus, an indictment would clearly not be time barred before

Qctober S, 1983. Indeed, insofar as Newport llews continues t:z
assert a claim of entitlement to additional vast sums of money
based on the original false claims, the conspiracy is one that
continues up to the present time.54/ 1In its Confidential Memo-

randun, lewport lews brazenly asserts two legal theories under
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which it is entitled to seek additional compensation from the
Navy. First, MNS argues (CM 143-155) that it is entitled to
rescind the settlement it reached with the Navy and seek full
compensation for all of its cost overrun cl;ims because, by
instituting this criminal iqvestigatioh, the Navy has allegedly
breached ®an implied contractual duty to take no action which
will impede the enjoyment by the Company of the benefits of the
settlement agreement™ (CM 152). The Yard contends (CM 156-169)
in the alternative that it is entitled to additional sums of
money for the 21 claim {tems that were, unbeknownst to it,
®"excluded® from the settlement by the Navy because they vere
_regarded as probably fraudulent.55/ We have requested the
Civil Division of Main Justice to evaluate the merits of these ]
two conttaétuél arguments. éof'present purposes, it is aufficien:
to point out that in the very same Confid;ntial Memorandum in
which 1MS initially argues that a prosecution is time barred, it
actually concludes by reasserting all of its original false
clains, tﬂereby extending the Section 286 conspiracy until the
present time. By the same token, the Confidential Memorandum may
also have the effect of either extending the statute 62 limita=-
tions on the original claims for purposes of a prosecution under
Section 287, or may‘itselr éonstitute.the tiling of a new group

of false claims against the United States.

VII. CONCLUSION AND RECOMHMENDATIONS j

1. It is clear beyond cavil that the individual claims analyzed
above are not only false and without legal merit, but that their

preparation was purposeful and criminal. ’ \

Moreover, vhen the individual claims are evaluated against

a broadly based conspiracy, and
against each other as well, it is apparent that NNS appt;a;hed

the claims effort with the singleminded purpose of inflating the
claims to the greatest extent possible. The inference i{s i{nescapable
that ﬁNS' plan was to make the clains huge enough to choke the
Navy's normal procedural'mechanism for their orderly reviewv.

The claims could then be settled en bloc, through horse-trading -- a
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pfocess that would allow the Yard to collect millions of dollars
on claims that had no merit. This in fact happened.

The conspiracy we have u;covered is staggering in its size
and complexity. NNS' claims effort was pezhap§ the largest
assault on the Treasury in American hiétory. Because of the
sheer size and complexity of its claims, and because the government
lackeQTthe immense resources required to litigate each claim in
court, NNS' scheme succeeded. The Navy settled the ciaims for
§208 million. The evil inherent in the conspiracy to defraud the
gbvetnment vas exace?bated by NNS' use of extortion tacticé to
pPressure the Navy into agreeing to a settlement of its claims,

In essence the Yard held the Navy's nuclear shipbullding progranm,
and hence the national defense, hostage until the Havy agreed to
& favorable settlement of {ts claims. This successful effort to
defraud the ante; States warrants ;he best effort the government

can muster to bring the Yard and its employees to the bar of

dnarica

Statute of limitations considerations make it advisable
that the investigation be concluded by late spring or‘iarly
summer 1982. Othervise, we may not be able to bring substantive
287 counts. Obviously, .because of the sheer number of claims
and the short time rem:zxihg‘K?ost of the claim items cannot
be investigated at all, much less with the thoroughness given
the VCAS claim. Boweve:ivye can'pursue the‘several claims

SN
discussed in this memo within“the time remaining, as well as

Lol orovided that the present
.anvestigative team'is ﬁot sidetra;ked with other case assignments.
Of course, we do not want to return an indictment on one claim
item alcone. .Several individual claims must be included to
show a pattern, to dispel any argument of mistake, and to
demonstrate the existence of the overall conspiracy.

Much the time lost in the-investigation to date must be
overly compartnentiiized approach to the case by the several
attorneys who earlier participated in the investigation.

Almost as soon as a Main Justice attorney got deeply involved
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in the investigation he or she would disappear to work on
other cases. 1In addition, the Justice attorneys relied too
heavily on the Navy attorneys to conduct detailed grand jury
investigation which they later failed to assimilate. The
Navy attorneys were often lo;t in the field of criminal law
and frequently appeared to receive little or no guidance from

the Justice Department attorneys.

The Navy attorneys were reluctant to express their bottom line
vieus on various claims; and on the occasions when tbef did so
their views were often disregarded, as in the preparation of

the initial pros memo. This lack of contiﬁuity of counsel was
hoted by Judge Herhige'Bn April 22, 1981, when he ruled-against
NNS' motions to quash the enforcement of existing subpoenas,
and“to terminate the grand jury investigation EREEFCINEES
2. In addition to continuity of nlsigﬂgents, we need paralegal

assistance to digest the grand jury testisony and organize and

-lslclblc docunentary evidence.(fffa‘- : .
The United States Attorney's otftce for

the Eastern Distridt of virginia can provide one paralegal; we

request one additicnal paralegal assistant from the Departhen:.
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FOOTNOTES

1/ The cost overrun claims are contained in separate "proposals
Tor equitable adjusiment®” on four ship construction contrac:s.
The claimi were referred by the Navy to DOJ for investigation.
NNS' proposals for equitable adjustment related to contracts
nunbered N00024-67-C-0325 (2 aircraft carriers), RO002{-€65~-C-
0307 (2 637 Class attack submarines), N00024-71-C-0270 (4 688 .
Class attack submarines) and N00024-70-C-0252 (3 guided missile
cruisers). Each proposal for equitable adjustment contains
many separate claims of entitlement. Generally, each claim is
separately analyzed and priced out. NNS' claims effort was
prodigious., Some 1500 NNS employees were involved in the
-preparation of the claims. The claim books, stacked together,
are thicker than the Encyclopedia Britannica and much more
technical. ’

2/ Copies of this preliminary prosecution report as well
as spade memos prepared by attorneys in the Fraud Section of
the United States Attorney's Office, Eastern District of
virginia, have been submitted to . at the Department
of Justice. .

3/ The preliminary drafts revealed a careful massaging of
Tact and legal theory by claims writers to create a final
version that could be expected to pass muster with the Navy.
An analysis of these crucially important preliminary drafts
is contained in part IV, Section 4 of this memorandum.

=/ ent team's investigation has thus far £ocgsed
llnoszh:ngiizly on the DLGN 38-40 cruiser contract claims for
practical reasons that have nothgng to do with the relative .
merits of NNS' cost overrun claims on the various ship contracts.
Thus, we have no reason to believe that the claims on the
aircraft carriers and submarines bave more integrity than the

cruiser claims.

[ The proper unit of prosecution is a difficult question we

ave not yet researched. It may be that eAch‘ptoposal for
equitable adjustment constitutes a single claim for purposes
of prosecution. Alternately, each separately priced claim
‘item within the proposals may provide the basis for a separate
Section 287 count. See generally, United States v. Bornstein,
423 U. S. 303 (1976).

7/ Deleted

8/ Deleted

$/ The changes clause {s found in Article 29 of the DLGN
=40 contract. It is set forth on pages 9-11 of the CITAR
(Ex. #14) in the appendix.

10/ Section 84 of the Contract Disputes Act of 1878, 41
U.S8.C. §607, has expanded the jurisdiction of agency boards
of contract appeals, These boards now have the power to
decide all claims relating to a contract and may grant any
relief to which the contractor would be entitled if asserting
a claim in the Court of Claims. Accordingly, breach of
contract claims may be settled by the boards.
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11/ Bruce Constr. Corp. v. United States, 163 Ct. Cl. 97,
- . F.20 5 s, 518 (IQ;:).

12/ Contract Disputes Act of 1978, 41 U.S.C. §60S.

13/ See DAR §1-314(d).

14/ paR §7-103.12(2), para.(a).

15/ Navy experts prepared CITARS on each of the multitude
"of claim items. MNeedless to say, the time, effort and money
spent in their preparation was prodigious., Without exception,
the CITAR'Ss we have reviewed represent meticulous research and
analysis, and prowide a sound basis upon which to commence
investigation. The CITAR con the Control Air System is included

in the aprendix as Ex. ¢1l4.

§/ Neither of these two systems are to be confused with the
reactor plant control air system.® As the Navy's experts
note in footnote 1 on page 8 of the CITAR: "The reader's
attention is called to the fact that the reactor plant control
air systen in both CGN-36 and CGN-38 is not ‘the reactor compartment
ventilation gontrol air system.® The reactor plant control air
Bystem CONtrols reactor plant components other than the ventilation

valves and is a separate systenm.
17/ Deleted - ’

18/ All the relevant specifications relating to the reactor
compartment Ventilation Control Air System are included in the

appendix as Ex. 13.

19/ Bereafter guidance plans (also known as guidance drawings)
Shall be referred to by their last three digits.

29/ Specification Section 9490-1-d provided only that the

DLGN 36 ships' “"high pressure air system shall ... serve the
reactor plant control air system." - By contrast, specification
Section 9490~1 for the DLGN 38 class ships made it clear that the
high pressure air system was to service both the reactor plant
control air system and the reactor plant Ventilation Control

A@z System (VCAS). .
21/ Deleted

22/ Deleted

23/ Rev, B, was prepared by the

Boat Division, of Quincy, Mass.
as E{lectric} B{oat} Drawing 38643~

Navy's design agent, Electric
Rev. B. is referred to by RNS

olxol.

24/ EMR-145 at paragraph R. HMR means HBeadgquarters Modification
Requast. .

4

26/ Through 40/ deleted.

41/ Thus, the total amount of money included in the bid

proposal for compliance with OSHA and EPA requirements was

$6.256,608.

42/ Apparently, there was further communication between the
Wavy and NNS regarding these additional costs. In a memorandum
dated ‘August 11, 1971, to the Defense Contract Audit Agency, the
;Yard responded to a number of questions raised by the Navy
regarding the July 1971 proposal. The letter is signed by a

J. E. Ware, Assistant Cost Engineer, with copies to Mr. E. A.
Brown, D.C.A.A.; Mr. C. L. Willis; Mr. C. E. Dart; and the Cost

Engineering Department.
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4)/ The government can agree in a contract that it will do nae
ereign act that would hinder the private contractor in the

execution of the contract and that if it does so, it will pay
.the other contracting party the amount by which its costs are
increased by the government's sovereign act. Amino Brothers
Company v. United States, 372 F.2d 485, 491 (Ct, CI. I9¢7).

owever, the crulger contract has no such clause. In its OSHA
and EPA claims the Yard maintained that the contract did in
fact contain such a clause, The Yard cited Clause 75,
entitled °Health, Safety and Fire Protection®, which was added
to the cruiser contract by Supplemental Agreement P00007 on
December 21, 1971. But the Yard ignored the fact that Clause
75 is limited to increased costs caused by compliance with new
tegulations and requirements ®with respect to the risks
described in the Article of this contract entitled ‘'Nuclear
Risk -= Indemnification Under P.L. 85-804.'" The Yard's claim
harratives quote Clause 75 selectively in order to give the
misleading impression that the sovereign act provisions relate
to all government health and safetv regulations.

44/ During this same period, Newport News was diverting
some of its employees for the purpose of constructing ofl tankers
at its new civilian Yard. It fails to mention this fact in its
narrvative,

45/ NNS filed vhat was described in the earlier pros
memo as a "mini-claim® on the 688 submarines in 1975, expecting
a quick settlement. When settlement discussions failed, NNS
£iled & claim in 1976 for twice the amount. That claim is
described as the "maxi-claim® in the first pros report.

174 In each claim, NNS indicated that its financing costs
were not traced to any specific ship contract.

47/ ye do not know what the 5% add-on represents.

W/ ecM® refers to the Confidential Memorandum recently submitted
by Nevport News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company to the Department
of Justice. _

Ly See-also United States v. Mastros, 257 F.2d 808,809 (34 -
Cir.), cert. denied, ~S. 830 (1958), holding that a settlement
proposal was a *claim” against the Army within the meaning of
Section 287 hecause it "sought the collection of money from the

U.S. Treasury.”

%%/ In a hearing before Judge Merhige, counsel for NNS stated

at °®vwhen I say claim, I mean reguest for equitable adjustment,
a term we use intezchangeably.'@ﬂmmzz?

S

& Counsel for Newport News also represent Litton Systems and

thus cannot be unavare of the Litton case,

$2/ Litton did not even contend that its Proposal For Equitable
justment was not a ®claim®. Rather, {t made the slightly

more plausible argument that a letter dated May 1972, in which

it offered to settle its outstanding claim (i.e., the Proposal)

was not itself a claim within Section 287.

53/ Indeed, at least two cases have held that the deposit or
presentation for payment of a government check to which the
depositor was not entitled is a false claim against the United
States within the meaning of Section 287 and the civil false
claims statute, 31 U.S.C. §231. United States v. Branker, 395
.24 881, 889 (2d Cir. 1968), cert. denied, 393 U.S. 1029 (1969);
Seolnick v. United States, 331 F.2d 598 (ist Cir. 1964).

S4/ Assuming that counsel for Newport lews are aware of the
Talse character of the claims, they would be subject to
prosecution as co-conspirators under Section 286, and very
lixely under Section 287 as well.

S3/ W¥e do not yet understand why the Navy chose to exclude
only those 21 claim items from the settlement, since the Navy
CITARS indicate that some degree of fraud was involved in the
majority of the 260-0dd claim itenms. ’
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Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Specter.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER

Senator SPECTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

At the outset, Mr. Chairman, I commend you for the diligence in
considering this matter in your capacity as the chairman of the Ju-
diciary Subcommittee on Administrative Practice and Procedure,
and I can personally attest to the outstanding job that you have
done in chairing that committee on which I have served for 4
years, and I similarly commend Senator Proxmire who in his ca-
pacity as vice chairman of the Subcommittee on International
Trade, Finance, and Security Economics of the Joint Economic
Committee on the very important matter that is before the joint
committee hearing here today.

In my own judgment, it is especially important that there be
oversight by Congress of the Department of Justice, simply the rea-
sonable limitations of a matter especially relating to the Depart-
ment of Defense and general policies.

When we have a Department of Defense authorization bill and
appropriations bill now in the range of $292 billion, it is very im-
portant that, as an aid to the management of DOD, that there be
criminal prosecutions where appropriate. It has become a massive
operation as we sought to utilize management principles in the
overall control of the Department of Defense budget and that
budget has increased from $169 billion in- fiscal year 1981 to a
figure in the range of $292 billion at the present time, and it is a
mammoth undertaking to administer and we see the illustrations
of problems which are necessarily pressing in the Department of
Defense and the enormity of the job. That is why it is especially
important that criminal process be used where appropriate to deter
wrongdoing. It is simply not possible to go over every single trans-
action to see to it that the defense contractors obey the law because
there are so many.

The burden of the criminal law is to move ahead and prosecute
and to deter others, and it is in this context that I think these over-
sight hearings are especially important.

It should be noted in terms of Assistant Attorney General Ste-
phen Trott that he is a relative newcomer to this process and that
a good bit of what has been referred to so far involve actions of the
past and which Mr. Trott was not a party to. Of course, his respon-
sibility, as he is here today, is to make a response in terms of his
being Assistant Attorney General at the present time.

I would focus on only one item which Mr. Trott has identified in
his letter of September 28 in a continuing effort to try to reach
some accommodation, where Mr. Trott writes to Senator Grassley
relating to his concern about not producing internal information.
He says at page 3:

This policy is based on the fundamental need for independent, objective prosecuto-
rial judgments to be made in an atmosphere where attorneys are free to express all
opinions and to weigh and analyze all possibilities openly. Such an atmosphere can

only be achieved where the deliberative process is protected from the inhibiting ef-
fects of subsequent evaluation away from the context of prosecutorial consideration.

I would say, Mr. Trott, that I appreciate the fact that you are
identified as an experienced prosecuting attorney, as myself, and it
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is a matter of some delicacy to balance, but I do believe that the
Judiciary Committee has an oversight responsibility and an over-
sight prerogative in terms of what is being done in the Department
of Justice, and I do believe that we have to exercise a balance in
prosecutorial discretion.

In terms of the comments that have been made today about
grand jury information, this incident may well provide the basis for
some reform of the law on that subject. The purpose for having
grand juries meet in secret I think is not comprehended where the
Congress makes an inquiry in connection with our oversight work
on the Departinent of Justice, and it may be that if the current
laws limit what we can get in an oversight hearing, that we will
choose to modify the laws of secrecy. We could say our rules of
criminal procedure are subject to congressional determination. The
Congress ought to have access to secret grand jury information for
our oversight responsibility. That presumes that we have a right to
receive secret information, which I think we do. So if we find in
this inquiry that the existing law is too narrow to circumscribe,
that is a matter that we may well seek to address and think about
change in Federal law of grand jury secrecy.

But I concur with my colleagues, Senator Grassley and Senator
Proxmire, on the importance of the hearing. I am sympathetic to
the considerations that you have made, Mr. Trott, especially that
you have been called to the fore under oath on a voluminous file
which is not really of your own making. But I do think it is impor-
tant that we proceed.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator GrRAsSSLEY. Before we proceed with Mr. Trott’s testimony,
I have a statement on the part of the subcommittee that I would
like to make in my capacity as chairman of the subcommittee. I
would like to lay it out more clearly than I have in the past, Mr.
Trott, on our purposes for this hearing.

Oversight and review of the Federal departments is a necessary
function of the legislative branch. This hearing represents a first
step in the oversight process of the Justice Department’s handling
of three shipbuilding cases—those referred to by Senator Proxmire
and which appear in the display chart.

My recent dealings with the Justice Department are suspiciously
similar to resistence I have encountered with the Department of
Defense. From DOD I have gotten nothing but bureaucratic games,
bureaucratic semantics, and bureaucratic coverups.

This subcommittee has received testimony and evidence of De-
fense Department retaliation against some of its most diligent em-
ployees, of coverups of gross over-pricing and quality-control prob-
lems, of obstacles to the flow of information to Congress and of gen-
eral administrative abdication.

The only response to this evidence from the Pentagon has been
happy talk. No countervailing evidence. No corrective action, just
plain happy talk.

The only thing I have learned while pursuing information from a
bureaucracy is where there is smoke there is usually fire.

I do not know yet if that is the case with the Justice Depart-
ment, but this subcommittee has a responsibility to find out and it
intends to find out.
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In this present matter before us, we begin a review of the Justice
Department’s handling of three shipbuilding cases.

In addition to press accounts and statements by Mr. P. Takis Ve-
liotis regarding the General Dynamics case, we have reviewed the
Department’s own study called Review of Navy Claims Investiga-
tions, which was dated July 22, 1983, which itself criticized the De-
partment’s handling of shipbuilding cases. And we know from Jus-
tice’s own record that it rarely finds sufficient evidence against
large corporations.

After reviewing the available evidence and in exercising our
function of oversight of Justice Department practice, these two sub-
committees requested the Department on August 9 all prosecutors’
memoranda and other documents related to the three shipbuilding
cases.

Since that time, we have received no documents from DOJ. In-
stead, we were given refusals. Some of the refusals have been
polite, some not so polite. We have been told, in effect, three things
at various times: One, that a separation of grand jury material, per
our request, was not performed; two, that the grand jury informa-
tion is “too intertwined”’ to make redacting possible notwithstand-
ing legal precedent; and, three, that it is the “very strongly held
policy of this Department that prosecution memoranda and inter-
nal deliberative documents should not be released outside of the
Department.”

This morning we are releasing documents which contradict what
we have been told by the Justice Department.

First, grand jury information had been redacted from certain
memoranda pertaining to the Newport News case.

Second, grand jury material was hardly intertwined.

And third, these documents were, in fact, given to an agency out-
side the Justice Department. .

These memoranda were prepared by six separate prosecuting at-
torneys closest to the investigations. Their conclusions are varying,
and their arguments convincing.

These documents urge in the strongest possible terms that pros-
ecution be pursued now. Absent countervailing evidence, serious
questions remain to be answered.

Just 2 days ago, after Justice finally decided we were serious
about pursuing this review, the Department delivered another,
more extensive letter, but again contradicted itself.

The letter stated that DOJ had acceded to our request. On the
contrary, it did no such thing. What we really got were delays, ex-
cuses, and DOD-type happy talk.

Initially, a windew was left open on access to the Lockheed case.
The September 7 letter we received from Mr. Trott stated, “the
Lockheed case may not be as completely intertwined with grand
jury material.”

In the new letter, dated September 28, the window shifts from
Lockheed to Newport News. This occurs, of course, after we had se-
cured the Newport News memoranda from other sources.

The new letter indicates the process will begin soon, through
Federal court, to give us redacted Newport News memoranda, this
in defiance of legal precedence.
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Meanwhile, Lockheed shifts to the back burner, for reasons of
time and resources. And the General Dynamics case is reopened
and therefore remains untouchable. Three cases—three excuses.
That is not, in my words, acceeding to our request for information.
That is called stonewalling, just plain old stonewalling.

So that there be no doubt, I would like to insert for the record
the entire history of our correspondence with the Justice Depart-
ment related to this matter.

The bottom line is this: The evidence does not favor the Justice
Department. The internal Justice study, press accounts, and public
statements by Mr. Veliotis and others, and the Newport News doc-
uments we will release today all contradict assurances from the
Justice Department that it has done a competent job of investigat-
ing these three cases. And I will emphasize, as Senator Specter did,
that this is over a period of more than one administration.

We have seen nothing from Justice to counter these points. All
we get are excuses, delays, and contradictions. Only discussions of
policy and practice were offered, of reopened cases, and of insuffi-
cient evidence. It is clearly a case of evidence versus nothingness.

This subcommittee not only has a right but an obligation to
review Justice Department practice, particularly when the evi-
dence contradicts what we are hearing from the Department.

Beyond jurisdiction, there are other legitimate and substantive
grounds for our continuing to investigate these cases. There are
legal, constitutional and legislative grounds and these will be dis-
cussed during the course of today’s hearing.

But perhaps the most pertinent grounds now for pursuing our in-
vestigation is that of suspicion, arising from contradictions we have
already encountered.

What about other documents and other cases? The assurances we
have been given, as well as future assurances, can no longer be
trusted. What kind of relationship can exist now between Congress
landdii’he Justice Department since the basis for trust has been vio-
ated?

My greatest fear is that this kind of activity feeds a cynicism and
growing mistrust in our public officials and institutions that leaves
a lasting impression, a bad case of political halitosis.

As previously indicated, this subcommittee is obliged to pursue
this matter and it fully intends to.

Since no other Senators are present now, I turn to our witness,
Mr. Trott. You may proceed.

Mr. Trorr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, Senator Proxmire,
let me thank you for redacting the names of the individual attor-
neys that were involved in the reports. That is a sensitivity which
v;)e appreciate and I just want to tell you that we are grateful for
that.

Second, I wish to, in view of my statement to you earlier that we
have not brought the documents that have requested today, to go
into some greater detail on that, with your permission, Mr. Chair-
man, on the record. Is that appropriate?

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes.

Mr. Trort. On September 28, as you made reference, I sent di-
rectly to you, because we had been d1scussmg this, a letter that in-
dicates as follows:
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DEeAR SENATOR GrassLEy: I am sorry that you declined to meet with me or the
Associate Attorney General today to discuss the intentions of the Department of
Justice with respect to the hearing before the Administrative Practice Subcommit-
tee on International Trade, Finance, and Security Economics of the Joint Economic
Committee on October 1, 1984, which you have asked me to attend. Had you met
with me, I would have advised you that I have reconsidered your request for the
documents you have requested in connection with this hearing and determined upon
reflection that the materials that you have identified on two of these matters, sub-
ject, of course, to the restrictions of rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proce-
dure prohibiting disclosure of grand jury material, shall be made available to you
for your use and consideration.

In that respect, Senator Specter, the observation you made earli-
er I think is appropriate. As I discussed with Senator Proxmire
during my last appearance before him up here on the Hill, rule 6(e)
does prohibit you from getting access to information which you
very well may need in order to evaluate these crucial issues. And I
suggested myself to Senator Proxmire that the remedy for this may
very well be in legislation to enable you to conduct appropriately
your oversight function.

Back to my letter:

What I wanted to discuss with you, Senator Grassley, was the procedure by which
this delicate process of turning over to you the documents that you have requested
will be accomplished.

As I indicated to you in my letter of September 7, 1984, the paperwork, docu-
ments, memoranda, and deliberative material on the Newport News case are replete
with grand jury material. The case itself involves an estimated 250,000 documents—

And I am advised this morning that most of those have been
turned back over to Newport News, which is standard procedure
after a grand jury investigation—

And 6,000 pages of grand jury transcripts. At various times, 15 lawyers worked on
the case and contributed to the memoranda. Under the circumstances, sorting out
grand jury material from non-grand material has turned out to be an arduous and a
difficult process, especially since many of the contributors to the files no longer
work for the government. In many instances, decisions as to whether something is
grand jury material have been simple, and that information can be—

And will be—

made available to you. :

In other instances, however, the issues are not at all clear. I am advised by law-
yers on my staff that a resolution of these issues by a court is imperative before we
can fully respond to your request. For our protection, for yours, and most important-
ly in the interest of following the law and respecting the rights of those who were
under scrutiny in the grand jury process, we have determined that a motion for su-
pervision and guidance in this uncertain area shall be filed as quickly as possible in
the appropriate Federal district court. It is the Federal court that supervises this
process, and to avoid possible errors that might result in a contempt of court, I be-
lieve this is the appropriate vehicle to resolve these issues.

We will, of course, respect the final judgment of the court and make available to
you on the Newport News case any material that is not guarded by rule 6(e).

There is ample precedent for taking this course of action. In the case of In re
Grand Jury Empanelled October 2, 1978—

A copy of which I include for all members of this committee for
ease of reference—

Such a motion was made, and the court expeditiously issued an appropriate order.
I have included with this letter a copy of the court’s opinion for your examination
along with additional material from the Department of Justice regarding rule 6(e})—

This morning I have consulted with John E. Keeney, the princi-
pal deputy who was the lawyer who handled that motion. These
are the documents which I have referred to in my letter that relate
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to the file in that case. I have talked with Mr. Keeney. I have now
gone over—and parenthetically he was out of the office last week—
what the procedures are in an operation like this and they essen-
tially amount to a friendly lawsuit where in the Justice Depart-
ment and the Senate are combined and go into court for guidance.
That is our suggestion in this case in order to make sure, as I said
before, that we respect the rights of everybody involved in this
matter.

I might bring to the attention of the committee in that respect
that there has already been one lawsuit brought by Newport News
against the Federal Government in this investigation. I suggest in
order to preclude another such lawsuit that this is the appropriate
way to proceed. This is the way the Senate has handled this before,
and this is the way the Justice Department thinks it ought to be
handled now. It will result in an expeditious decision as to the
manner in which our deliberative internal documents shall be
handed over to you. [Resumes reading:]

Obviously, this process will involve the careful redacting of documents under the
guidance of the court. We are prepared to do this even though it will divert the at-
tention of our Fraud Section attorneys away from active investigations on other im-
portant cases.

If I could jump down:

I also wanted at our meeting to impress upon you the difficulty and the frustra-
tion of working with redacted documents. When you get the final product, whole
pages, paragraphs, and sentences will be missing—

As they have been in the documents that you have already
gotten from GAQO—

To the extent allowed by law, we hope to be able to augment your understanding
of this case through oral briefings—

And supplementation to all the members. And I might include in
that respect that you have now just a small portion of the internal
documents and memoranda that relate to this case.

It is my belief and the belief of the department that when you
obtain all of the material and all of the memos, including the
memos written by the many employees who decided that this was
not a prosecutable case, at the very least you will understand and
hopefully appreciate the reasons why it was the final judgment of
the Justice Department in connection with Newport News and
Lockheed that these cases could not go forward.

As Senator Specter indicated, a grand jury investigation and a
prosecution surely is necessary where appropriate, but I fully be-
lieve that Senator Specter would also agree that when a prosecutor
believes in the exercise of his or her best professional judgment
that there is no case because the evidence is lacking, that it would
be abuse of discretion to prosecute an innocent person simply to
avoid any political fallout that might occur.

As I indicated also, Lockheed should be easy and we are going to
attend to that as quickly as we can. Now, the third case involves
General Dynamics/Electric Boat, and that provides us with an en-
tirely different problem. As you undoubtedly know, although the
statute of limitations had run out on the original claims, and the
case closed, the investigation has now been vigorously reopened on
a different but directly related basis. Because the case has been re-
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opened, rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and
its interpretation by the courts even prohibit me from advising you
of the precise basis on which it has been reopened.

If this were a state prosecution, as Senator Specter knows, I
could tell you the basis on which this has been reopened, but under
rule 6(e) even that, for the protection of those being investigated, is
prohibited from public scrutiny.

For a variety of reasons relative to the integrity of the law enforcement process,
the department does not release any material that relates to open investigations
that are actively being pursued before a grand jury. Such a release may jeopardize
the integrity of the investigation, impede its progress, scare off witnesses, cause the
destruction of evidence, and interfere with the constitutional and statutory rights of
the people involved.

Just as soon as General Dynamics/Electric Boat is no longer in this sensitive and
delicate posture, however, we of course will be in an entirely different position and
will be able willingly to go through the same process of making available material
to you that I described earlier in this letter with respect to Newport News. In effect,
Senator Grassley, we are acceding to your request for information, but we are
simply telling you with respect to the open case that delivery must wait until we
are not in a position of conducting an open investigation.

I had also hoped at this meeting that I would be able to discuss with you the
policy that the Department of Justice normally follows in not releasing internal doc-
uments.

Senator Proxmire, of course, has picked up on that, as has Sena-
tor Specter, and both of you seem to understand full well the mis-
chief that this can cause in other cases which we are investigating
now and in the future. I am confident in saying that I believe this
committee in the exercise of its legitimate oversight responsibility
can find a way to protect that interest of the Department of Justice
while at the same time pursuing your own legitimate interests in
making sure that the Department of Justice currently is pro-
grammed to handle these cases that in many respects involve num-
bers of dollars in claims brought against the Federal Government
that truly only astronomers can comprehend.

Finally, the GAO has been commissioned to do a study. Senator
Proxmire has met with them, as I believe have members of his
staff. We have completed our initial submission which we promised
by October 1. It sets out in detail the parameters of the investiga-
tions. I think that should be of some help to you and we will con-
tinue to cooperate with GAO to the extent that is possible.

Now, may I in closing—and I am sure that we will have some
questions on this—beg to differ with you on one respect, Senator
Proxmire, and that is with respect to your statement that you're
not particularly here to talk about what is in place now.

Well, I hope we are here to talk about what is in place now we
have done intensive internal examination of the capacity of the De-
partment of Justice to respond to these enormous investigations.

As you point out on your chart—which, with your permission, I
would like to refer to over there—these investigations involving
Lockheed dealt with contracts that were awarded in 1963, 1964,
1965, and claims that were made in 1968 and 1969, referred to the
Justice Department of 1974. The capacity of the Department of Jus-
tice to handle those claims is important.

The Newport News case was started in 1967. The claims were
made in 1976 and your chart—I believe this is accurate in connec-
tion with my files—shows referrals to the Department of Justice by
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the Navy in 1978. And then, of course, General Dynamics, the
same process, was in 1978.

Since 1978 and now, the capacity of the Department of Justice to
respond to these types of claims and to handle white-collar fraud
against the Government has been completely changed.

A number of years ago, in September 1982, the Attorney Gener-
al, in response to some of the memos that you referred to, criticiz-
ing the ability of the Department of Justice to respond quickly to
these kinds of cases, established within the Criminal Division the
Defense Procurement Fraud Unit. And as I indicated to you in one
of my letters, in the area of white-collar crime, the No. 1 law en-
forcement priority of this administration is fraud against the Gov-
ernment and Government procurement fraud.

The purpose of this unit has been to serve as the principal pros-
ecution enforcement vehicle in DOD-related fraud investigations.
The unit incorporates attorneys from the Department of Justice as
well as attorneys, investigators, and accountants from the Defense
Department.

The unit’s mission is to screen and manage the most significant
defense procurement fraud investigations and cases. It is also re-
sponsible for handling directly the investigation and prosecution of
as many cases as its resources permit. Many significant cases con-
tinue to be referred to the U.S. Attorney’s Office for handling.

The Economic Crime Council has taken up defense procurement
fraud as one of its No. 1 priorities and we are conducting seminars
within the Defense Procurement Fraud Unit for other U.S. attor-
neys’ offices in areas where these kinds of claims are filed, provid-
ing technical assistance to those offices where needed.

The present staffing of this unit, which is physically located in
Alexandria, VA, is as follows: Four experienced Criminal Division
trial attorneys, including one chief, one assistant U.S. attorney
from the eastern district of Virginia, two Department of Justice
Civil Division trial examiners, four attorneys on detail from the
Navy, the Army, the Air Force, and the Defense Logistics Agency,
four investigators on detail from Army CID, Navy NIS, Air Force
OSI, and Defense Criminal Investigative Service, an FBI liaison
representative and, of course, the entire white-collar capacity of
the FBI has been made available to work on these kinds of cases.
An MOU has been signed by the Secretary of Defense Caspar
Weinberger, bringing together the DOD IG and the FBI on title 18
investigations, and we have also in the unit DCA auditors.

The present staffing therefore includes 11 lawyers, with in-
creases expected within the next several months. Senators, this is a
night-and-day change from the 1970’s when these cases first wan-
dered into the Department of Justice. We had a Fraud Section. We
had very, very fine lawyers. However, none of them had any expe-
rience with the complexities of these kinds of cases. Recognizing
that shortcoming on the part of the Department, we established
this unit and now we have in place a career unit that can respond
instantaneously to the problem. It has learned good lessons from
the Newport News, General Dynamics/Electric Boat, and Lockheed
experiences.

The defense procurement enforcement priorities that have been
developed over the years are as follows: First, product substitution
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cases, substituting a defective or lower quality item for that re-
quired by the applicable contract. Examples of recent cases include
suppliers of defective parachute cord, undertested semiconductors
and vehicle parts, defective armorplating, defective bolts to support
aircraft wings, and second, labor mischarging and defective pricing.
These are largely accounting cases involving false claims based on
a falsification of work performed.

Examples of recent cases include the Sperry case, System Archi-
tect tried successfully in Boston, and Market Research in which the
company plead guilty, and bribery cases and more along those
lines.

So, yes, I agree that what has gone on in the past is very impor-
tant because it is on the basis of what has happened in the past
that we learn the lessons of today and the future. The noted histo-
rian George Santayana said that those who do not know what hap-
pened in the past will be condemned to repeat it in the future. We
are confident that, based on our internal analysis of what has gone
on, we are not in a position of that person who does not know what
went on in the past and we hope that working with you we would
be able to continue to learn lessons that will enable us to go for-
ward in the future.

Finally, let me correct one misimpression that continues to exist,
notwithstanding continuous attempts by the Department of Justice
to correct this, and that is, Senator Proxmire, the Attorney Gener-
al did not recuse himself from the General Dynamics case so that
he could attend a launching of the boat. With all due respect, the
Attorney General recused himself from the General Dynamics case
because it was his belief that law firm work done by his old law
firm for General Dynamics put him in a conflict of interest position
with respect to General Dynamics, and he felt it was important,
since his law firm apparently had done work for General Dynam-
ics, that he not be in the decisionmaking line process.

I know that I have probably taken more time than expected. I
thought it was important to set the record straight. At the risk of
being redundant, Senator Grassley, let me tell you that just as soon
as we have cut out 6(e) material from every document that you
have referred to in Lockheed and Newport News, we will make this
available to you and sit down to the extent possible to supplement
this for you so that you will see that these are decisions that were
not influenced by anything other than the evidence and the law.
The decisions were made by people who are reasonable lawyers and
whose judgment differed on some of these cases, but in the final
analysis the three cases were appropriately decided.

The lawyers on these cases, although there was some disagree-
ment at lower levels, came to the final conclusion at the manage-
ment level that these were cases that were not supported by the
evidence or the law, notwithstanding the opinion of everybody, that
the entire equitable claims system itself leaves plenty to be desired.

Thank you.

Senator GRrAsSLEY. Just as I said in my opening statement, I
think you have discussed three cases where we get three excuses.
Now, you say you are going to, just as soon as possible, get this in-
formation to us. When is that going to be?

47-418 0 - 85 - 6



130

Mr. Trorr. Senator, we will sit down with any lawyer that you
provide to us and the counsel for the Senate and we will go in and
file a friendly lawsuit just as soon as we can type up the case.

Senator GrassLEY. I have a point I want to make later on the
lawsuit. In the meantime, I would like to point to your September
7 letter in which you indicated to Senator Proxmire and me that
you would not release any of the documents that we requested on
August 9. You stated that submission of such information would
violate a very strongly held policy. Those are the words of the
letter—very strongly held policy of the Department that such docu-
ments should not be released

Now, you also stated that in the Newport News case, that it is
“clear that our files and memoranda * * * are so replete with
grand jury material that redactions may well not be feasible.”

I would again like to call your attention to the fact that some
memoranda from the Newport News case were released outside of
the Department as early as November 1983, nearly 10 months prior
to your letter, and grand jury material was carefully removed from
those documents at that time.

So my question to you then, is this contradiction a reflection of
your office’s integrity or competence?

Mr. Trotr. I am sorry, a reflection of our office’s what?

Senator GRASSLEY. Integrity or competence, this contradiction?

Mr. TrotT. I cannot hear the last word.

Senator GrassLey. Competence. I think you did hear me but I
have repeated it and now I think you understand.

Mr. TrorT: Senator, I do not take kindly to being accused of pre-
tending not to hear what you said. I happen to have a bad hearing
problem in my left ear. I did not hear the last word that you said. I
will tell you when I cannot hear, and when I cannot hear 1 will not
answer your questions. . ‘

Now, the normal policy of the Department of Justice is as stated,
and Senator Proxmire knows this, we have gone over this problem
many times. We do not release internal deliberative material. How-
gve)r, a policy is a policy, it is not a law, it is not a rule, it is not

(e). , ’ .
On one occasion in the past when our judgment was that matters
like this ought to be released, we did exactly that. You will see, if
you take a careful look at the case entitled “In re Grand Jury Em-
paneled October 2, 1978, that the Department of Justice’s position
was that the redacted memos should not be released because they
are nothing more than confusing and misleading. :

Now, when we went into court and discussed that issue, the
court ruled that that is the problem of the Senate, not the Depart-
ment of Justice, and I have agreed that we are going.to let that be
your problem and not ours and that we are going to try to the
extent permitted by law to explain these memos to you. It was not
a contradiction. It is our policy not to release these documents.

However, as I said in my letter, in view of your interest, in view
of what this is now turning into, you are looking into the Justice
Department itself, it is my judgment that it is best to take the lid
off and let everybody see what it is for what it is and that is what
we are going to do as soon as we make sure that it is being done in
an appropriate way. -
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Senator GrassLEY. For the record, these documents were never-
theless released. There are two separate but corroborating sources,
the U.S. Attorney’s Office and the General Accounting Office, and
it included all grand jury information extracted from these docu-
ments.

Now, these documents I have here are the only evidence that we
have and we did not obtain them through the Justice Department.
And both Senator Proxmire and I have indicated that the prosecu-
tors concluded ample evidence of wrongdoing existed and that pros-
ecutions on several theories could be successful. We question why
no such prosecutions were pursued.

The authors of some of the documents themselves raised the
question, and I would like to quote again, as Senator Proxmire did,
from the original report of the U.S. attorney charged with the in-
vestigation of the case, and I quote:

It is clear beyond cavil that the individual claims analyzed above are not only
false and without legal merit, but that their preparation was purposeful and crimi-
nal . . . The conspiracy we have uncovered is staggering . . . The Newport News
claims effort was perhaps the largest assault on the Treasury in the history of the
country . . . This successful effort to defraud the United States warrants the best
effort the government can muster to bring the yard and its employees to the bar of
Jjustice.

Mr. Trott, does the Department always decline to prosecute on
the face of a strongly worded recommendation from at least 6 pros-
ecutors, its own prosecutors?

Mr. TroTT. When it is determined on review by senior career
people that the recommendations are not supported by the facts,
the answer is yes. And let me answer another insinuation that you
made, and that is that these were released by the Justice Depart-
ment and therefore our policy is not as stated to you in the letter.

The documents that you have were prepared by the eastern dis-
trict of Virginia and they are a very small portion of the delibera-
tive material in this case. You will get all of it just as soon as we
go through this process. The release of those documents was made
to the Navy by the eastern district, so that the Navy could in a
continuing sense understand what we were doing in our attempt to
upgrade our efforts to be able to cope with these cases, and also to
explain to the Navy what was going on. These documents were not
released to anybody other than the Navy. It was a violation of
policy for the Navy to release those to GAO without our permission
and 1 have so told the Navy and so indicated to GAO. But be that
as it may. That is irrelevant. It was our policy to hold these inter-
nally. That was not an authorized release of information.

Second, let me just read you another section of one of the docu-
ments that I believe you have. I remind you that in the Newport
News case, which you are referring to, the Richmond prosecution
team began work in the summer of 1978. The first Richmond grand
jury issued subpoenas in October 1978. The Richmond prosecutors
consisted of assistant U.S. attorney (blank), two, Navy attorneys,
special assistant U.S. attorneys (blank) and (blank), and Fraud Sec-
tion attorneys (blank) and (blank), four and five. This is the first
Richmond prosecution team involving U.S. attorneys from Virgin-
ia, the Fraud Section, and the Navy.
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“After 18 months of investigation before two grand juries, the
Richmond prosecutor recommended declination. The Alexandria
team rejected that recommendation.” So what you are dealing with
here is a situation, as I described earlier to Senator Proxmire, a sit-
uation wherein, for the purpose of being charitable, reasonable
]s)gople were in disagreement. This eventually went to the Fraud

ction many years later where it was reviewed again.

I would simply ask you, Senator Grassley, to absolutely read and
digest every word that you now have, but to withhold judgment on
the integrity of this investigation until you have before you all of
the internal documents that will explain why it was the decision of
the senior people in the Justice Department—and I am talking now
about Fraud Section lawyers who made the recommendation to the
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division—
that the case would not go forward.

Senator GrassLEY. That is the type of information we are trying
to get and to date this is the only information we have and you
have declined to comply with our request for information so far
and with your reasons given we obviously have to agree with
your——

Mr. TroTT. And we will be delighted to sit down, as I have indi-
cated, and try to go through this with you and explain it to you
because, as Senator Specter will tell you, sorting out this informa-
tion is complex. You are dealing with a situation which, I am told,
involves 250,000 documents, and 6,000 pages of grand jury investi-
gation came out of this case. If we cannot even get 15 lawyers to
agree, I might ask how in the world are we going to get 12 jurors to
agree when the burden of proof is beyond a reasonable doubt to the
satisfaction of each individual juror? I am simply asking that you
hold your final judgment on it until you see all the facts; and,
second, that when you see the package that you will treat this in
such a way, as Senator Proxmire already has, to protect the identi-
ties of the lawyers involved so that we will not find ourselves in a
situation in the future where nobody is going to write anything,
nobody is going to make a recommendation for fear that it will be
quoted out of context, lifted out of context, and subjected to unfair
scrutiny. The whole package will be yours.

Senator Proxmire. Will the chairman yield for just one com-
ment? What you are asking, Mr. Trott, is for a 1-year delay.

Mr. Trort. No, I am not.

Senator PROXMIRE. Sure you are. You are going to court for con-
sideration of this and our estimate, the best advice I can get is that
it will take 1 year.

Mr. TrorT. o gave you that advice?

Senator PROXMIRE. A very competent counsel, Dick Kaufman.

Mr. Trorr. Well, I think that is one thing we can stipulate on,
Mr. Kaufman is very competent. Mr. Kaufman, I would believe
that we can sit down and draw up the paperwork, since I already
have the matrix for this right now, and get this filed in court just
as quickly as we can. The only other thing that has to be done
ls__

Senator PrRoxMIRE. May I say that the court already did this once
and it took them a year to do it, the very thing you are talking
about. The court did it.
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Mr. Trorr. Let’s beat that record.

Senator ProxMIRE. Here we go again.

Senator GrassLEY. Well, these documents that we talk about that
I mentioned that we have reflect the views of at least six Justice
Department prosecutors. Included in those six attorneys are groups
from main Justice as well as from the district attorney’s office in
New Orleans.

For the record, I would like to indicate at this time that these
prosecutors have all been requested to appear as witnesses before
our subcommittee. In this regard, they are now considered congres-
sional witnesses and they are afforded protection under 18 U.S.C.
1505.

Mr. Trotr. Would you spell out what those protections are, Sena-
tor, for the benefit of the audience? ’

Senator GrassLey. Well, I have had to repeat this so often on the
part of Defense Department employees that it would be very easy.
They are protected from retaliation as a result of their participa-
tion from those within the Department.

Mr. Trorr. I can absolutely assure you that that is not an issue.
But I would tell you that this raises the exact reasons why we have
our policy. Now, with all due respect, you are going to get into
career lawyers, and I can tell you that the past history has been
that when this is done to career lawyers, the long-term effect—and
I mean negative effect—on the ability of the Department of Justice
to engage in the type of interchange of ideas and theories is seri-
ously inhibited.

1 would simply ask you, before you call the witnesses up before
you to testify, that you first have the benefit of all the documents
so that you will have the perspective within which to judge the——

Senator GrassLEY. That is exactly what we want.

Mr. Trorrt. I am delighted.

Senator GrassLEY. Mr. Trott, in addition to our original request
we also asked the Department to supply us with a list of documents
mrtai)ning to these investigations. Have you brought that list

ay?

Mr. Trortr. We could not have gotten together such a list at this
time if we put the entire Department of Justice working on it. I am
told that these documents are sprayed all over the Government.
You are talking about documents that were pulled together from
1978. All documents, as I said before, our estimate of 250,000 docu-
ments, most of which in terms of originals have been returned to
Newport News, copies of which now are piled in boxes that we
have in the fraud section, and you can find copies in the FBI, and
other places.

As I said, we are diverting the resources of the Fraud Section to
try to go back and recreate this. Many of the lawyers who worked
on this do not even work for the Government any more. We are
doing our best and we will continue to do our best.

Senator GrassLEY. Understand what we are most interested in is
the memoranda of the Department that were prepared in order to
decide whether or not this case ought to be pursued.

Mr. Trort. We have those. They are being redacted now and I
understand that most of the possible redactions have been done.
The career lawyers who are responsible for that are working on
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that. They worked on it over this weekend. They have been work-
ing on it for weeks and we believe that we will have this internal
memoranda in condition so that they can put it together rather
quicfl;dy for a judge’s determination as to what is 6(e) and what is
not 6(e).

Bear in mind, I think that this is the best way to do this because,
if we are talking about time, the last thing that we need is for a
lawsuit from people who-are under scrutiny of the grand jury
claiming that we are violating their rights in releasing 6(e) infor-
mation. If we go into a court and get a decision up front as to what
can be released and what cannot be released, that is the fastest
possible way to get that information to you.

Senator GrRASSLEY. Mr. Trott, I would like to quote you from an
analysis that we asked the American Law Division of the CRS to
do on our request for access to the Department of Justice records.

Mr. Trotrr. I am sorry, Senator, the CRS? :

Senator GrassLEY. The Congressional Research Service.

Mr. TrotT. All right.

Senator GrassLEy. I would also at this time like to enter the
complete study in the record that I am quoting from at this point,
and I quote:

The information request involves the operations and management of the Depart-
ment of Justice and the agency investigation of alleged violations of criminal laws.
Such subjects are within the jurisdiction of the Judiciary Committee. Furthermore,
the committee inquiry involves not only oversight of department actions, but also
investigation of the need for reform of the laws involved in the transactions being
studied. The department itself, in the review of Navy claims investigations prepared
by the Office of Policy and Management Analysis, identified changes in the laws
that in its view would facilitate resolution of claims and criminal prosecutions of
law violators. The committees, therefore, have demonstrated need for the documents

and a link between the documents sought and the subject of inquiry and a legiti-
mate legislative purpose within committee jurisdiction.

How do we perform oversight in light of DOJ’s delaying, and
that it will take a long period of time to get this——

Mr. TroTT. Senator, I absolutely deny the characterization that
we are delaying. That is not our intention in this. It is not mine at
all. We are dealing with rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure. An intentional violation of rule 6(e) can result in a Fed-
eral charge being brought against somebody for doing that.

I am talking about lawyers. When I am involved in releasing in-
formation, I want to make sure that I am not violating the Federal
law. As I said before, in reading through these documents, the law-
yers called me up and said we have situations on our hands in
these memos where we do not know whether this is releasable, be-
cause what you have is a situation where you have 100 witnesses in
a grand jury, 6,000 pages of transcript, and 250,000 documents.
Then the lawyers sit down and they prepare a memorandum ana-
lyzing what they have, as you can well imagine, the memorandum
refers in many instances to grand jury material. It talks about wit-
nesses, it talks about exhibits, and you have to take those out of
the memoranda.

Senator GRASSLEY. Are you telling me you are going to go to
court or the Department is going to go to court on every question
regarding 6(e)?
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Mr. TroTT. Absolutely. not. As I'said in my letter, much of the
information: is absolutely clear and we already have working redac-
tions done, but I am told that there are other aspects of this that
are not that clear and the lawyers advise me that we handle this
with the Senate exactly as it was handled before.

Senator GrassLEY. Well, once we get hold of the ones that are
clear, will you feel the necessity to go to court?

Mr. TrorT. I would not want those if I were you because you will
get a three-quarters document instead of half of the document, and
this is what I wanted to talk to you about last week and point up
to you the difficulty of dealing with redacted documents. The docu-
ments that you have are redacted, and is it not true, Senator, that
the documents that you have have missing pages, missing para-
graphs, missing sentences, and missing words? Is that true with re- -
spect to the documents that you have? :

Senator GRrASSLEY. These are things for us to decide based upon
the information that we get from you, for us to decide what is valu-
able to us and what is not. S

Mr. TrotT. I am simply pointing out to you that you have redact-
ed documents and that-is what you are going to get from us, not
out of any intention on our part but by law. -

Senator PROXMIRE. Mr. Trott, you are one of the most unusual
witnesses that I have heard in the Senate. You have been standing -
now for more than 1 hour and I do not think I have ever been—
and I have been to thousands of——maybe not thousands, but many,
many hundreds of hearings and I have never seen a witness do
this. Is there a reason for this? Is it because you are on a higher
level ‘and you can look down on us? - o )

Mr. Trott. I think better on my feet and I have a bad back.

Senator Proxmire. Those are pretty good: .reasons. ~Maybe 1
should stand up. ' g o

Mr. Trott. If you have a bad back, maybe we could share doc-
tors. I need some help. A o

Senator PrRoxMIRE. Well, it is not that bad. ‘

First, I want to make an observation and then I am going to
have some questions for you. Your reference to the new Defense
Department Procurement Fraud Unit seems to me to be an old
gag. It is the oldest gag in the bureaucracy. First, we are assured
that any problem can be handled by the system. When the system
fails and the defense contractor accused of cheating is proven to
have cheated and to have gotten away with it, what does the bu-
reaucracy do? It reorganizes and says we have a new program in
place so the old abuses cannot recur, and of course they do. After a
new round of .congressional hearings, there is a new bureaucratic
reorganization, and it goes on and on.

Our interest here is what happened, did the Justice Department
do its job? Now, that means we have to go back and cover some
history here—and I realize that you were not in the Justice De-
partment when this happened, you have had to review that and we
have asked you to do that before you came up here as a witness.

But going to the documents we have put in the record, the initial
responsibility for the investigation resided in the U.S. attorney in
Virginia and the main Justice Department in Washington, specifi-
cally the Fraud Section of the Department.
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Now, one of the two lead attorneys in the Fraud Section, of the
two attorneys, only one in the Justice Department had experience
in criminal cases, yet when the grand jury phase of the investiga-
tion began in October 1978, the Department took that attorney off
the case and gave him an assignment elsewhere. His replacement
had little experience in criminal law and worked only parttime on
Newport News. Can you explain this inefficient way Justice assigns
attorneys to cases?

Mr. Trott. Senator, I cannot. I have not asked anybody how the
assignments were made. They are according to the chronology of
one of the assistants and I have no reason to disbelieve the chronol-
ogy. It is absolutely clear, as you pointed out, that there was a need
for adjustment. I am really sorry that you call this just a new ver-
sion of the old gag. I think if the Justice Department had not done
anything, we would be up here getting criticized for not having a
defense procurement fraud unit.

Well, we have done something. We have studied this thing to
death and we have come up with a way of handling it and, Sena-
tor——

Senator PROXMIRE. But the way you establish credibility though
is to do something on these cases, not just dismiss them.

Mr. TrorT. Senator, I have invited you twice to come over and
see the new gag, and I would——

Senator PRoXMIRE. The new what?

Mr. Trorr. Did you call the Defense Procurement Fraud Unit
just a new version of the old gag? Twice I have asked you to come
over and personally inspect the Defense Procurement Fraud Unit.
When you and I and Mr. Kaufman and Mr. McConnell, I believe it
was, met, I suggested that we would be delighted to have you come
over and see the Defense Procurement Fraud Unit, talk with the
Navy investigators, talk with the FBI people, talk with the Depart-
ment of Defense, talk with the employess and decide yourself
whether this is just a new version of the old gag or whether it is a
good unit. I think it is a good unit.

Then later on I wrote you a letter and I indicated again that we
would be delighted for you to come over and personally tour this,
so that you will not have to take my word in a committee hearing.
You can draw your own conclusions.

Second, we did address these problems that occurred back in
1978 and that is why we got rid of our old way of doing things.
Now we have a unit, we have 11 lawyers in place whose job is to do
nothing but this.

Senator Proxmire. Well, I think it would be interesting and
pleasant to go over and make a review there or view the FBI, but I
do not think it gives you a real understanding necessarily of
whether you are doing your job. '

Let me ask you this: In early 1980, no main Justice Department
line attorney was in any way assigned to the case. No line attorney
was assigned to the case until mid-1982. Do you agree that the
turnover in Justice Department attorneys has hampered or slowed
the investigation? Can you explain why your Department has han-
dled the case that way?

Mr. Trott. Newport News, you are talking about the chronology
that you were supplied. I have been advised—and I found myself
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going through the documents—that this case is essentially being
handled by a U.S. attorney in the eastern district of Virginia. I do
not say that as a criticism but simply as an observation. The team
that was put together was working out of Richmond was under the
direction of the U.S. attorney in Virginia. An assistant U.S. attor-
ney was essentially running the operation.

As I read to you earlier, that five-person team conducted this ex-
tensive grand jury investigation and came to a conclusion that
there was nothing there so they should not go any farther. At that
point, other lawyers in the eastern district came in and they dis-
agreed with their own team. From what I can tell, they then
picked up the case and pared it down to a single-item investigation.
They took it back and they investigated it further with the grand
jury and even at that juncture, came up nothing. The documents
are going to reveal, when you see all of them, that then the U.S.
attorney’s office in the eastern district of Virginia at that point let
the case go inactive.

What happened at that juncture was that there was a change in
the administration and this administration began to go out, indi-
cating that defense procurement fraud was an important part of
our agenda. The U.S. attorney’s office in the eastern district of Vir-
ginia then prepared this document called Status Report, and I be-
lieve you probably have a redacted version of this document. Am I
correct?

Mr. KAUFMAN. Mr. Trott, we have a copy of the internal review
from the Justice Department on the cases and that review did not
include Newport News. I am not sure what you are holding is an
unexpurgated copy of that document. You see, we are at a disad-
vantage because what we had hoped also to find out was exactly
what you do have. You tell us you have all of these internal docu-
ments. I am assuming you have the documents that we have been
told by the Navy were turned over to the GAO. I have not been
shown exactly what you have. _

Mr. TroTT. In any event, this status report was prepared by the
eastern district at the time this case was presented in this form.
This case was inactive and the Fraud Division got into it, reviewed
it over here in the Department and picked it up and turned it
again into an active investigation. The result of that active investi-
gation over here in Washington, the final conclusion arrived at was
that there was insufficient evidence of criminal intent to bring a
case.

Senator PROXMIRE. Now, let me proceed with these questions to
try to find out how much attention, what resources were put on
this case, and let us take a look at this case. The U.S. attorney’s
office in Virginia said that as a result of turnover, the initial inves-
tigation was principally conducted in late 1978 and early 1981, be-
tween that period, by an assistant U.S. attorney who had no experi-
ence in complex criminal investigation. Do you agree or disagree
with that?

Mr. Trorr. I do not know the man. I would not know him if he
came in here right now and sat down next to me.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. All right, then let me ask you this: The uUs.
Attorney’s Office says——
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Mr. Trort. I am sorry, Senator, I was not finished. But I can tell
you that was a case that was handled by five people, not just one,
at various times, including Navy lawyers. The original report came
out from them to the effect that there was insufficient evidence to
proceed. In case I do not make myself clear, Senator—— ,

Senator PROXMIRE. The man said that—who had no experience
in complex criminal investigation, do you agree or disagree?

Mr. TroTT. Well, I can tell you what his background is, but with-
g;lt actually meeting somebody and going through the ropes with

m——— ‘ . N :

Senator Proxmire. Well, would you differ with him?

Mr. TrotT. I do not know. I do not know. But I do know this; T do
know that you are correct when you point out that there were seri-
ous deficiencies in the 1970’s in the way in which the Government
reacted to these cases. Those have been addressed—by the way, you
are going to get the famous response to the OPMA report also.

Senator Proxmire. Well, let me just—you have answered my
question when you said you did not know. Let me ask the next
question. The U.S. Attorney’s Office says there was a meeting at
the end of 1979 between his office and the Fraud Section at main
Justice, and the Fraud Section made it clear that the Fraud Sec-
tion or “higher authority within the Department of Justice had de-
cided not to bring a case.” In view of the fact that the Department
devoted such scanty time to the case, why did it insist on retaining
the decisionmaking authority for it? The U.S. Attorney’s Office had
done most, if not all, of the work. Why were they not allowed to
decide whether to prosecute? L '

Mr. TrotT. Because the case was turned over to the Department
of Justice Fraud Section, the eastern district of Virginia washed its
hands of the case and the lawyers that were put on the case for the
Fraud Section are more experienced than the other lawyers that
had been working on it in the eastern district of Virginia, who, by
the way, only said that there should be further investigation, never
that the case was ready to go for prosecution. The lawyers—when
you see the whole package and you get a better view of who the
lawyers were who came to the conclusion that these cases were not
cases that could be brought in a court of law—when you get the
whole picture, I think you will understand what was done there.
The Fraud Section——

Senator ProxMIRE. In 1981, the second Fraud Section attorney
was withdrawn by main Justice from the case. According to the
US. Attorney’s Office, he “disappeared from the prosecution
team.” Newly assigned lawyers started working on the case. Do
you know who that was?

Mr. Trorr. I do not know.

Senator ProxMmIRE. Now, the U.S. Attorney’s Office says that
about 1981 they established a new team with more experience in
criminal cases to take over the case. The new team learned that
John Diesel, president of Newport News, had been interviewed by
the additional team of prosecutors, off the record, in the presence
of his attorney, after he had been informed by substantial letter of
the areas of inquiry. The new team was not able to locate any
notes of what Diesel said. They learned that others had been inter-
viewed in a similar way. Is that an accepted way to investigate a
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criminal case? Are potential targets in an investigation normally
told in advance what areas they will be questioned about?

Mr. Trorr. There is also another memo that says that that was
not irregular at all under the circumstances, and that is done fre-
quently.

Senator ProxMire. Now, it was reported in the New York Times
last week, on September 26, that the U.S. attorney in Cleveland
was suspended for tipping off somebody who was the target of an
investigation in counterfeiting designer clothing and jewelry. Is it
not a serious violation of law enforcement standards and perhaps a
legal violation to tip off the target of an investigation, the way Mr.
Diesel was tipped off?

Mr. TrotT. Senator, [——

Senator PROXMIRE. Or is there a double standard, one for design-
er clothes cases and one for false shipbuilding?

Mr. TrotT. I hope that is a rhetorical question, Senator, because
the answer ought to be obvious. The two are unrelated and have
nothing to do with each other at all.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. Well, in one case the person who made the
tip was suspended.

Mr. TroTT. Senator, you are characterizing something with a
single concept called tipping off. 1 do not believe that there was
any tipping off in the Newport News investigation. By following
these standards of conduct, of course, the logic of your state-
ment——

Senator ProxMIRE. Well, was Diesel tipped off?

Mr. Trorr. I do not know. I doubt it from what I have read. It
so}llmds like it was a standard thing that is frequently done
when——

Senator PROXMIRE. Are there not guidelines for prosecutors in
this area?

Mr. Trortr. Tipping off?

Senator PROXMIRE. Well, on notifying the targets on what is
being investigated. :

Mr. TroTT. There are general guidelines. Frequently targets are
told exactly what they are being looked into for, and they know al-
ready. Besides——

Senator PrRoXMIRE. Would you supply those guidelines for the
record?

Mr. TrorT. I assume there is something in the U.S. attorneys
manual. It is very general, but I will get those for you.

Senator ProxMiRe. In March 1981, Newport News asked the
Richmond Federal District Court to terminate the investigation.
On April 22, Judge Merhige——

Mr. TrOTT. I'm sorry, would you repeat that, please?

Senator ProxMIRe. In March 1981, Newport News asked the
Richmond Federal District Court to terminate the investigation.
Judge Merhige ruled against the shipyard and read the riot act to
the Government, accusing them of dragging their feet in the inves-
tigation and criticizing the lack of continuity among the Govern-
ment’s legal counsel. Do you agree that as of that time the Govern-
ment had not handled the investigation in an expeditious and thor-
ough manner, or do you believe the court was wrong in criticizing
the Government?
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Mr. TrotT. Senator, I am really not in a position to judge. As I
pointed out earlier, I was not there at the time, I did not have any-
thing to do with this case at all. I am not trying to distance myself
from it. All I have is a bunch of memos that talk about what before
was done. I am certain that if you had the original prosecution
team in here, they would bristle at the suggestion that they didn’t
do what they should have been doing. I am sure if you had another
group of people in here that disagreed, they would say that the
first team didn’t get down to business, and if you got the third
team in here, the third team would say that the second team didn’t
get down to business. But I was not there and I cannot tell you.

Senator PrRoXMIRE. Senator Specter has to leave, so I am going to
ask one more question and then I will follow up later on. Are you
aware that in April 1981, the U.S. attorney’s active grand jury in-
vestigation had to be suspended for several months because of a
shortage of manpower? Would you explain why main Justice had
not by that time assigned a line attorney to help in the investiga-
tion?

Mr. Trort. No; I do not know that information. Senator, if you
can specify some of these questions to me in writing, I will try to
get that information——

Senator Proxmire. Fine. I am just going to say that I hope you
will go over this transcript and the questions you could not answer,
answer if you can in writing.

Mr. TroTT. And as soon as we can get the full package to you, as
I said, we would be willing to sit down and try to fill in these gaps.
They will not be filled in by the redacted memos themselves.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Trott, on the last point that Senator Prox-
mire was concerned about, it may take a year to get, it probably
would if it were handled in the regular course, but would you be
willing to cooperate with counsel for the committee in preparing
the petition and having it hand-carried by your staff and the coun-
sel for the committee to the appropriate district judge with a re-
quest that the judge make as close to an on-the-spot decision as
possible?

Mr. TroTT. Senator, as I indicated earlier, I have a copy of this
decision—I hope you have a copy of it also—and I have indicated
that this will be a friendly lawsuit. We will be guided only by Fed-
eral law and by rule 6(e). This morning I asked John C. Keeney,
my principal deputy, who was involved in that lawsuit, to get out
the files. He was not here last week or we would have gotten them
out last week. We have now all the documents so we can work
from those documents and get it together, this type of a motion,
just as expeditiously as we possibly can. That is the long answer.
The short answer is yes.

Senator Specter. Well, my question was, Would you cooperate
and work with counsel for the committee and hand-carry such a
petition to the applicable judge?

Mr. Trotrt. That is the short answer—yes.

Senator Specter. Well, I think the petition could be drawn
before the day is out and hand-carried—or tomorrow.

Mr. Trort. The one thing that——
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Senator Specter. You and I have had experience in drawing up
complex petitions, but they do not have to recite the history of the
world. It could be done during the course of the next 24 hours.

Mr. TrOTT. Senator, as I tried to indicate, the Fraud Section has
a number of massive investigations going on at the present time,
including General Dynamics/Electric Boat. The lawyers who are
actively working on those things are also the lawyers who have to
work on this. We have a GAO study going, we are trying to redact
documents, we are trying to pull the other documents, and now
this morning we are going to sit down with them and ask them to
do a—what I am telling you is we cannot promise we can do it in
24 hours. What I am promising you is that we will do it without
wasting any time and with all deliberate speed.

Senator SpecTer. All right. You are saying that you will make it
a priority item for those lawyers notwithstanding their other press-
ing business?

Mr. TrotT. That’s right.

Senator SPECTER. And that it will be done as promptly as possi-
ble. My contention is that we can do it in the course of a day.

Senator GrassLEY. The Senator I hope is cognizant of the history
of this whole thing. We asked for information in August and there
is some reluctance on my part to accept the judgment that we are
going to get right after it. We had to have a hearing to get to
where we are today.

Senator SPECTER. Senator Grassley, I am not disagreeing with
you, but I obviously am saying that we are where we are. What 1
was suggesting is to establish a timetable. Mr. Trott said he would
put his people right on it. Presently, it is noon on October 1. I have
seen a lot of these applications and they can be done in the course
of a day. Then, Senator Grassley, if your counsel will hand-carry
the matter to the Federal judge, it is different than if it is handled
in due course and then it will not get there for several weeks and
that judge would handle it like any other matter. '

Senator GrassLEYy. Well, are you including in that that we ask
guidance on all three cases as well as Newport News? It is my un-
derstanding that you are talking about asking them to write it on
the Newport News case.

Mr. Trort. Right now we are doing Newport News. As I said, I
think Lockheed can probably be handled without this problem.
Again, we have not even been able to get the Lockheed files out. I
am failing to impress upon anybody here the enormity of this task
and the numbers of documents and the fact that they are dispersed
all over the eastern coast.

Senator SpecTer. Well, Mr. Trott, let’s take the first case first.

Mr. Trorr. Newport News.
| Senator SpecTER. Newport News we will work on expeditious-
y_—

Mr. Trott. That is right.

Senator SPECTER [continuing]. And get the petition out in 24
hours and it will be hand-carried directly to the judge and he can
rule on it on the spot if he can, he will handle it as expeditiously as
he can, recognizing that there is a request from the congressional
committee, the subcommittee and the Department of Justice.
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Mr. TroTT. Senator, if you wish I can give you an update every
Zﬁ hours as to exactly where we are in that process, and I will do
that.

Senator SpeEcTeR. All right.

Mr. Trorr. Or a member of your staff, we will not bother you
with the trivial details.

Senator SpEcTER. All right. Now you say as to the other part that
you have not had a chance to get it out——

Mr. Trorr. Lockheed. '

Senator SPECTER. Lockheed. Why is that, Mr. Trott?

Mr. TrotT. You are talking again about a case that was referred
many years ago to the Navy, a case that was declined 5 years ago.
We have had our lawyers working on General Dynamics/Electric
Boat, including lawyers traveling in Europe, investigators traveling
in Europe, we have had lawyers who are closely connected working
on Newport News, and it is simply a question of the enormity of
the task. I cannot stop all of their investigations and cases and say
we are going to find Lockheed.

My people tell me that they are going to get to—are you aware
of the parameters of the GAO study that has been responded to?
The deadline was October 1, today. I told my people to meet that
deadline and they have been using most of their talents and ener-
gies to meet that deadline and I am told that they have.

Senator SpecTER, Mr. Trott, I am disposed to be sympathetic to
the problems, but you have a department with 700 or 800 attor-
neys, how many?

Mr. Trorr. There are 700 to 800 people in the Criminal Division
alone, but that does not imply that 700 or 800 people are available
for this. What I can do is, I will have your same staff person con-
tacted this afternoon and give them an exact status report on when
Lockheed can be redacted and we will let you know when that can
come about.

Senator SpecTer. Well, Mr. Trott, I would suggest to you two
things: Senator Grassley has a point when he says that it has re-
quired a hearing to move as far as we have. I know how busy you
are, but there are matters of priority and I would say that when
you have the press of Senator Grassley and Senator Proxmire on
this matter, albeit the same old matter involving Lockheed, that it
would be doable, to reassign some attorneys and get at the Lock-
heed files and try to redact it as it is. You can tell us if somebody is
working on it and give us a status report as to what they are doing.

There is the impression, Mr. Trott, that the Department of Jus-
tice does not care about what the congressional committee is doing.

Mr. Trort. I am afraid that that is the impression I am probably
responsible for, and it is not true. As I indicated, we have respect
for the committee and what it is doing and the positions we have
taken have been not inconsistent with the positions we have taken
in the past with respect to internal deliberative material.

Senator, you ran a district attorneys office, and I think you can
agree with me that if you were to get in a situation in a complex
case where your lawyers making judgments get buffeted around, it
might interfere with your ability as a district attorney, where the
buck stops, to make judgments on——
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Senator SpecTER. Mr. Trott, let me come to that. Let us take the
beginning point. You have implied that on Lockheed you have not
started the review with a view to having something done with the
committee’s request. That is the fact of the matter, as you have ex-
plained yourself, is it not?

Mr. Trorr. Well, I am not sure that they—my lawyers that are
doing this tell me that there is going to be no problem with redact-
ing the material, but I cannot tell you honestly under oath what
they have done or what they have not done. N

Senator SpecTER. Mr. Trott, I would expect you to be able to do
that. I would expect you to be able to tell this subcommittee what
has been done on the Lockheed files.

Mr. Trorr. I will be able to tell you before the close of today.

Senator SpecTter. Well, we would appreciate that. If you need
more attorneys, Justice has a budget something on the nature of
$2.3 billion. I know you have a lot of responsibility, but I would say
that this crescendo of potential conflict between the Congress and
the executive branch, which we all would be well advised not to en-
tertain——

Mr. TroTT. Senator, I am not sure—again, I use that in a techni-
cal sense—] am not sure that the documents can be redacted by
any old lawyer. I think you have to have people looking for grand
jury material who understand the grand jury investigation, other-
wise—grand jury material does not stick right out and say “grand
jury material.”

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Trott, all of your answers have been re-
sponsive except to my questions. I am just saying to you to get a

" lawyer who understands this among your array of talent and give
us a report concerning when you can get an answer to the subcom-
mittee.

_ Mr. TrorT. For the third time, I will tell you that before the day
is over—— :

Senator SpecTERr. That is fine: I understand that it requires some
substantial talent. Mr. Trott, let me come to ‘a question that Sena-
tor Proxmire raised which is some concern to me. I have read in
the media that the Attorney General had taken himself off the
case. Can you give us what really happened there? Was that news
account correct? Did Senator Proxmire accurately characterize the
problem? What did happen with the Attorney General’s participa- .
tion in this matter? -

Mr. Trorr. Senator, I am advised that because of previous law
work done by the Attorney General’s firm before he became Attor-
ney General, it was his belief that it would be a conflict of interest
for him to have anything to do with the General Dynamics investi-
gation or anything at all having to do with General Dynamics.

Senator SpecteR. Well, that would be a perfectly good reason.

Mr. TrotT. And that is——

Senator SpeEcTER. You do not suggest that he made a speech——

Mr. Trorr. Oh, no. That is why he recused himself from this
case. There is a time-honored position that we have in the Depart-
ment of Justice, when we first——

Senator SpecTER. You do not have to go over that with me. I un-
derstand. I think it would be useful for the subcommittee to get the
details of what work the Attorney General or his firm had done for
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that particular party which led to the practical basis for staying
out of the case.

Senator GrassLEY. Are you requesting that we ask for that infor-
mation?

Senator SPECTER. Yes.

Senator GrassLEY. I will be glad to do that.

Mr. TrorT. Senator, may I ask that that be done in writing di-
rectly to the Attorney General? There may be an attorney-client
privilege involved in this, I am not sure. I would be loathe to carry
that request back and I would request that that be done in writing.

Senator GrassLey. OK.

Senator SPECTER. Well, I think it may be that Attorney General
Smith has been done a disservice by what has been in the media if
there is a genuine conflict here. You do not have to pry into some-
thing that involves what any client has said to the Attorney Gener-
al to get into the attorney-client issue. Just the fact that represen-
tation is sufficient that it would preclude him from participating in
this situation.

Mr. TrorrT. Yes; it is. ’

Senator SpECTER. Let me ask you, if you can in a direct way,
without breaching confidence, tell us why it is that when a staff
recommendation says that it is clear beyond doubt that an individ-
ual has been involved in not only fraud and false data but their
preparation has been criminal, is it possible to indict on the
strength of that?

Mr. Trorr. Yes; it is.

Senator SrecTER. Can you tell me why the superiors did not on
the strength of that seek a prosecution?

Mr. TrotT. Well, I do not believe that it is fair to say that pros-
ecution was the conclusion. I am advised that it was the belief of
the eastern district that there was something there someplace and
further investigation was called for. It was not stated in the memo,
as I read them, that on the basis of the investigation that a pros-
ecution ought to be———

Senator SpecTteER. Have you reviewed these files and determined
that to be the case, because on the face of it it looks like this was
the case. My question to you is, Do you know enough about the de-
tails to say that this memo was only asking for more investigation?

Mr. TrorT. I am a victim of hearsay, because I was not there, but
I have been told that the recommendation was for further investi-
gation. There was a series. of meetings back and forth and the
fraud section lawyers who worked on this case came to the conclu-
sion, as did the early lawyers from the eastern district of Virginia,
that the evidence was not there. There was a series of meetings,
there was give and take back and forth and the eastern district
lawyers were told, “You say that but what is the evidence?”’ I am
told that they had none and could not come up with any to fill in
the elements of the offenses that would be necessary for prosecu-
tion.

Mr. SpEcTER. Mr. Trott, have you had an opportunity to review
the files? This is hearsay and is fine as long as there is thorough
analysis. Every report is hearsay, but that is different from what
someone may say in an offhand manner. Have you had an opportu-
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nity to review the files and come to your own judgment that pros-
ecution was not warranted?

Mr. TroOTT. Senator, I have had the opportunity to read all of the
deliberative memoranda that are involved in this case. I have had
the opportunity to talk with the lawyers who made the final deci-
sion in the Fraud Section. I have not had an opportunity to talk
with the lawyers in the eastern district, either the interim team
who said there should be further investigation or the original team
that said it should be declined in 1978. I have not had a chance to
read the 6,000 pages of grand jury transcript or look at the docu-
ments, but I have come to the conclusion that the final professional
decision that was rendered in this case that it should not go for-
ward was a professional decision based on evidentiary deficiencies
in the case. That is the way it appears to me in the limited contact
that I have had with the files.

Senator SPECTER. When you say evidentiary deficiencies, are you
saying that as a matter of law the case would not have gotten to
the jury?

Mr. TrotT. It appears to have been the judgment of the lawyers
who made the final decision that that is probably the case. There
;vas (i':l lack of evidence showing criminal intent to cheat and de-

raud.

Senator SPECTER. But the issue of criminal intent to cheat and
defraud is a matter of inference, that is something which arises as
an inference from the facts. You said earlier that you could not
persuade so many lawyers, you could not persuade 12 jurors—I
would raise the question that if there was sufficient evidence to get
to a jury then it may well be that that is the kind of a case that
ought to be pursued, even though it might not be as open and shut
as the prosecutor would have liked. There are varying standards
where that type of case ought to be prosecuted, and I ask you the
question of whether there would be compulsory dismissal for insuf-
ficient evidence to even get to a jury, which then would take us
beyond the realm of prosecution, as opposed to a case that would
get to the jury, then it would be up to the jury because there may
be very good reasons in cases like this in the face of doubt by the
prosecutor to take a matter to the jury and let them resolve it.

Mr. Trott. There is extremely good reasons to do that, I agree.
You and I both in the past, as local prosecutors, have done exactly
that, where there were questions that ought to be resolved, we let
the machinery resolve it. It is my belief, in talking with the law-
yers who made the final decision that there was a paucity of evi-
dence to establish criminal intent of such a variety that it would
have made going forth with such a case an abuse of prosecutorial
discretion, I guess—and I have never asked them the question in
these terms—that that means that they feel it would not have
gotten to a jury, but I believe that is probably what they would tell
you.

Once again, I would ask you to withhold final judgment on this
until you have seen those parts of their memos that will be made
available to you, redacted of course, to reflect on why they did
what they did.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Trott, just one final question. As it is in
the nature and kind of resources that you have, the Department of
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Justice is vastly understaffed. Virtually every prosecutor’s office is.
And there is some consideration being. given in-some quarters,
myself included, to a proposal which would authorize the Depart-
- ment of Justice to employ special counsel in complex cases involv-
ing fraud or involving organized crime: As this shows, there is.con-
stant turnover which might go forward on the surface, I do not
know, and there is a lack of experience in terms of who can be per-
suaded or induced to stay in the prosecutor’s office over a long
period of time. . - L .

The English have a system, as you doubtless know, where ‘when
they have an important case, they have special counsel come in,
heavy boys, comparable to the kinds of defense teams which. are
available for the defense, that this case may be the kind of ap-
proach we need for that kind of greater maturity, so it may be that
if you have some prosecutors who think that the case can go for-
ward—if I had a prosecutor who really thought he had a good .case
and I had some questions about it, I would be very much disposed
as district attorney to let the assistant carry the sense of the case
forward because he may well be able to persuade a jury, have more
sense and more feel for the details and can go forward. - . .

Mr. Trort. Senator, what you said is absolutely correct, and that
is why the Attorney General and Secretary Weinberger created a
Defense Procurement Fraud Unit. As you:know,-prosecutors come
and go and one of the biggest problems-any prosecution-agency has
is developing an expertise only to see that person or those ‘persons
leave a prosecution agency to go into private practice for greener
financial pastures. Recognizing that this happens in the U.S. Attor-
ney’s Office and even in the Fraud Section, we created the special
Defense Procurement Fraud Unit. It is really very, very unique.
Recognizing that these areas are not areas in which -anybody can
get up to speed overnight, we said we are going to sit down and we
are going to create a continuous presence in this aréa with 11 law-
yers from all the affected agencies who will not have to go back to
school to learn what these things are all about when a case comes
through the door. We have taken that approach in this complex
area.

Senator SPECTER. I have a sense that you might be well advised
to have some more help and that is something that the Judiciary
Committee would like to take a look at. . ‘

Mr. Trorr. We would be delighted to discuss it with you and,
Senator, may I repeat my invitation to you also to come over and
tour the unit. I know you are very interested in this area and we
would be delighted to show you exactly who these people are and
what they are doing and how it is set up to receive these claims
and the seminars we are now putting on for U.S. attorneys.

Senator SpecTeR. I will be looking forward to getting the 6,000
pages of notes and testimony.

Senator GRrAsSLEY. Being suspicious, I wonder why Secretary
Weinberger asked me to come over and view the aspects of the De-
fense Department. Let me say—— .

Senator SpecTer. It will not be a change of temperament to be
suspicious.

Senator GrassLEy. Before you go, I would simply like to say I
know you have been in Washington long enough and I have been
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in Washington long enough to recognize what I refer to as mafana.
We have been getting excuses for too long and we are not going to
accept excuses. What we want is to just get these documents, from
my standpoint. None of our deadlines have been met so far, none of
them. In fact, we have had even snotty verbal remarks that Mr.
Trott will pay attention only to his deadlines, not to ours, so you
see what we are dealing with.

Mr. Kaufman and then Senator Proxmire.

Mr. KAurMaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I may just speak for
the record that the reference Senator Proxmire made to Attorney
General Smith’s appearance at the General Dynamics shipyard had
to do with his participation in a ship launching taking place at the
shipyard, and he was therefore questioning whether the Justice De-
partment under the circumstances where the Attorney General
takes part in a ship launching of a company that is under investi-
gation can independently pursue that investigation.

Second, Senator Specter also quoted from a 1981 report from the
U.S. Attorney’s Office which appears to recommend prosecution,
which concluded that there were criminal offenses in the case, and
Senator Specter was discussing that with Mr. Trott.

1 would like to state for the record again that Senator Proxmire
quoted a later document dated October 5, 1983, that was signed by
the U.S. attorney in Virginia as well as several other assistant at-
torneys, which stated “We still are convinced that there is a pros-
ecutable case against the company and that in fact could be put to-
gether before October 5, 1983.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to state for the record that
the Federal district court case that Mr. Trott referred to which ear-
lier had been asked to provide official guidance of the Justice De-
partment in another matter, was a case involving the Vesco inves-
tigation, and in that case, the Senate Judiciary Committee had re-
quested certain documents from the Department of Justice con-
ducting its investigation of Mr. Vesco. The Department of Justice
rejected all of the requests for documents requested before going to
the Federal district court and asking for judicial guidance.

Now, the Senate Judiciary Committee began its request for docu-
ments in the spring of 1980. The district court announced its deci-
sion on March 9, 1981, about 1 year later. But the most important
thing about this decision is that the district court ruled that the
Justice Department should redact the Department of dJustice
memoranda being requested by the committee and turn those re-
dacted documents over to the committee. It is therefore question-
able at this point in Senator Proxmire’s mind and my own what
the purpose would be of going back to the Federal district court
again to seek guidance on a matter that has already been deter-
mined and which Mr. Trott appears to acknowledge still stands as
good law today.

Now, if I can, Mr. Chairman, ask a few questions before Senator
Proxmire gets back——

Mr. Trorr. May I respond quickly to the last two statements
first, Mr. Kaufman, with your permission?

Mr. KaurMAN. Certainly.

Mr. Trorr. I am advised—No. 1, I am advised—and I have not
had a chance to look into this—that the court decision came down
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only 32 months after filing. No. 2, that copy of the decision that I
gave to you last week by messenger so that you could examine it;
No. 3, we are not saying that we have some position that says you
cannot redact memos. Let me clarify that. I am sorry if I have not
made that clear.

My lawyers are telling me that there are some areas that they
do not know whether they can give to you or not because of 6(e).
Those are the areas that we want to question, not the other. We
agree to the other. It was my idea, but the—why are you shaking
your head?

Mr. KaurMmaN. Because I do not think you understand the point,
Mr. Trott. The same point was made by the Justice Department
before the Federal district court in 1980 and the court told the Jus-
tice Department then, you take those documents and redact them,
you take out the grand jury material and then turn the documents
over to the committee.

Mr. Trorr. Mr. Kaufman, I beg to differ. I do understand the
point. My point is that the lawyers tell me that there is some mate-
rial in there that they would like to turn over to you but they want
to make sure by consulting with the court that they are not going
to be held responsible for a 6(e) violation. Have you ever redacted a
6(e) document? It is not that easy.

Mr. KAurMAN. The court made it clear in the Vesco case that it
was the responsibility of the Justice Department to redact the doc-
uments and turn them over to the committee. The court did not
undertake to do that job for the Justice Department. The court said
you do it, you turn the documents over to the committee and then
give me copies of the unredacted documents and the redacted docu-
ments.

Senator GrassLEy. His point is that the decision has already
been made. '

Mr. Trort. And my point is that the decision has already been
made but that we have material that is in memos that came out of
grand juries and our lawyers tell me that the Federal court has
control over this information and we had better go get a court
ruling on whether this is 6(e) or not because they are not sure.

Mr. KaurmaN. Well, Mr. Trott, why did you not turn the docu-
ments over to the committee redacted, those that do not have that
special problem, and then go to court with the ones that you do
have a special problem with? Or do you have the same problem
with every document?

Mr. Trotr. I guess we can talk about that possibility, but I am
not sure you want to get two sets of documents, one redacted great-
er than the other.

Mr. KAurMAN. Mr. Trott, I think what we are saying is that it
appears that you are trying to do before the district court what the
district court has already done once.

Mr. Trort. No.

Senator GRASSLEY. It appears—that is the way it appears to me.
Go ahead.

Mr. KaurmaN. If T could pick up on the questions that Senator
Proxmire left before going over to the floor, the U.S. Attorney’s
Office states that by late November 1981, complete responsibility
for the staffing and the prosecution of the Newport News case as
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well as for an earlier case involving Litton had “by default shifted
entirely to the U.S. Attorney’s Office.” In other words just at the
point where we had assumed responsibility for the case originally,
had shifted by default to the U.S. Attorney’s Office. Is that correct?

Mr. Trorr. That is what the memo says. I don’t know whether it
is or not. I do not know how the decision was made.

Mr. KaurMman. In November 1981, the U.S. Attorney’s Office, to-
gether with an official in the Criminal Division of the Justice De-
partment, prepared a 110-page status report which concluded what
Senator Proxmire has already quoted, and I think Senator Specter
has quoted, that “It is clear beyond cavil that the individual claims
analyzed above are not only false and without legal merit, but that
their preparation was purposeful and criminal.”

The report also criticized the Justice Department’s handling of
the case because “almost as soon as the main Justice attorney got
deeper involved in the investigation, he or she would disappear to
work on other cases.”” What did your division, the Criminal Divi-
sion, do when it got that report? What was the reaction to that
report?

Mr. Trorr. I do not know.

Mr. KaurMmaN. This was a 1981 report sent to your division, the
Criminal Division.

Mr. Trorr. I was in California at the time. I do not know.

Mr. KaurMaN. Is it correct that the status report urged that the
investigation be continued and that the Justice Department assign
more staff resources to the U.S. Attorney’s Office? Do you know if
that is a true statement?

Mr. Trorrt. I believe it is, but I have to go through and consult
the documents to make sure that is the case. As I say, when you
get all the documents and familiarize yourself, you will have most
of the answers to these questions. :

Mr. KaurMaN. In January 1982, the Fraud Section of your divi-
sion in the Justice Department removed the prosecution team from
the case and reassumed total responsibility for the investigation.

Mr. Trott. What is the time that you are referring to?

Mr. KaurMmaN. The U.S. attorneys prosecution team in the east-
ern division of Virginia. In January 1982—— :

Mr. Trorrt. I am not sure that is accurate. I have been told that
is not accurate.

Mr. KaurMmaN. According to the document, that is what the U.S.
Attorney’s Office said.

Mr. TrorT. And I have been told that is not accurate.

Mr. KaurMaN. You are saying that the Justice Department did
not assume total responsibility for the case in January 1982 in a
meeting which took place between members of the U.S. Attorney’s
Office for the eastern district of Virginia and members of the
Criminal Division of Justice?

Mr. Trort. No, I am saying that the eastern district of Virginia,
as far as I can tell, was not removed because to my knowledge,
based on what I have been able to piece together, they were never
involved in it in the first place. The case came over to the Fraud
Section and the only reason the eastern district was involved was
because they had it in the first place and there were a series of
meetings back and forth to make sure that we were not missing
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something that they had seen or that our judgment on the case
was sound or vice versa. It is not my understanding that they were
on the case at that point and removed. It is my understanding that
the case had been turned over to the Fraud Section before that. I
may be mistaken, but that is what I believe.

Mr. KaurmaN. So then you are acknowledging that the Fraud
Section had assumed responsibility but you are not sure whether
the U.S. Attorney’s Office had been removed from the case. Are
you acknowledging that the Fraud Section had responsibility?

Mr. TrorT. On Newport News?

Mr. KAUFMAN. Yes.

Mr. TrorT. Yes, the final decision on this case was made by the
Fraud Section of the Criminal Division, in consultation with
other——

Mr. ?KAUFMAN. They had assumed responsibility for the investi-

ation?

g Mr. TrotT. I am not sure for the investigation, but for the case.

Mr. KaurMaN. Well, we are talking about the investigation. The
point made earlier was that the Justice Department was going to
let the U.S. Attorney’s Office know and the final decision will be
made by Justice, but the responsibility for doing the work on the
investigation was left in the U.S. Attorney’s Office. Now I am
asking whether in January 1982 the Justice Department took re-
sponsibility for the investigation.

Mr. Trorr. Mr. Kaufman, I just might make a mistake and mis-
lead you by answering that complex question. Again, you can write
these questions down, we will be able to go back to all the lawyers
that were involved and recreate what happened then. If I ‘was
there, maybe I could give you a better idea as to exactly how it
happened, but I was not. I am dealing from files, I am dealing with
conversations of other people and I am afraid I am just going to
mislead you if I try to repeat to you my understanding of precise
cuts like that.

Mr. KaAurMAN. Mr. Trott, the transcript of this hearing will be
forwarded to you and you will have all the questions at that point
that were read into the record.

Mr. TrotT. I am assuming then that the request, this is a formal
request that we will go back with the transcript and try to answer
the questions?

Mr. KaurmaN. That is what Senator Proxmire asked earlier and
I am saying that the usual procedure in cases where witnesses do
not answer questions orally——

Mr. TrorT. And you want those questions answered in writing to
Senator Proxmire?

Mr. Kaurman. Well, they would be submitted to the two subcom-
mittees. -

According to the U.S. Attorney’s Office, after the Fraud Section
of Justice assumed total responsibility for the investigation in Jan-
uary 1982, “Nothing happened for several months.” In other words,
there was no further action on the investigation for several months
after January 1982. Is that correct?

Mr. TrorT. I do not know. Again, you are reading from one
memo out of many memos, and I would ask you to examine all the
memos of the people that were involved in this. The eastern dis-
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trict may not have known what was going on in the Fraud Section.
I just do not know.

Mr. KaurMmaNn. Do you know whether in late spring of 1982 the
Justice Department assigned a single attorney from the Criminal
Division to review the status of the investigation and to assess the
"Virginia U.S. attorney’s conclusions?

Mr. Trorr. This is 1982?

Mr. KaurMaN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Trorr. Can you give me the date again?

Mr. KaurMan. In the spring of 1982. We would like to know
whether that occurred, if so, what the date was and when the
review began. - ) . :

Mr. TrorT. Have you seen the GAO submission?.

Mr. KaurMaNn. No, sir.

Mr. Trorrt. The spring of 1982?

Mr. KaurMaN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Trorr. If you could give me the name, I might be able to
answer. In the spring of 1981 is—— .
~ Mr. Kaurman. We will be glad to, but the name is not in the
redacted document and it is one of the documents that is a result
of the review of the Justice Department——

Mr. TrorT. Can you give me the date again?

Mr. KaurMaN. The spring of 1982.

Mr. Trort. Can you give me the date of the document that says

- spring of 1982?

Mr. KaurMaN. The date on the document——

Mr. TroTT. August 5, 1982, is that the date of the document?

Mr. KaurMmaN. -Yes, the document which resulted from that
rl‘gcé%rd was completed and signed and delivered on August 5,

Mr. TrotT. Yes. That——
~ Mr. KaurMaN [continuing). The review of the recommendations
that the U.S. attorney had made in November 1931.

Mr. TrotT. Yes. You have that document. That is right.

Mr. KaurmaN. What we are asking is the basis for the review.

Mr. TrorT. Again, I do not know. All I know is that the docu-
ment is dated August 5, 1982.

Mr. KaurmaN. We would also like you to tell us for the record
why a single attorney was assigned to review a 110-page report
from the U.S. Attorney’s Office, summarizing the experience of sev-
eral years of investigation and making recommendations and draw-
ing conclusions about the case and requesting further resources to
be assigned by the Justice Department at that time.

Mr. Trorr. I am not sure that I can tell you because I do not
know who that person was.

Mr. KaurmaNn. Would you also indicate for the record if it is true
that this attorney was assigned to do that review, that there was
quite a delay in making that assignment, since the U.S. attorney’s
report and recommendations had come to the Justice Department
in November 1981? And why did 4, 5, or 6 months go by before you
assigned somebody to review what the U.S. attorney recommended?

Mr. Trorr. Mr. Kaufman, that assumes two things that I told
you I do not have any information on, No. 1, that the assignment
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was in the spring and, No. 2, that there was a delay. I cannot
answer the question.

Senator PROXMIRE. I want to apologize to the chairman for being
absent. I had to go to the floor to make a statement and I want to
thank the chairman of the committee and also Counsel Kaufman.
He has done an awful lot of work on this and a lot of very good
work.

Mr. Trott, I am very impressed that you are still standing up. Is
it not time to rest your feet and give your back a workout?

Mr. Trotrt. No, thank you, Senator. My feet are fine.

Senator PROXMIRE. You are not only extraordinarily articulate,
but you are high level. Is it not correct that the review ordered by
Justice was completed on August 5, 1982?

Mr. TroTT. Yes.

Senator PROXMIRE. And the conclusions were almost identical to
those in November 1981 in the report of the U.S. attorney?

Mr. TrotT. No.

Senator PRoxMIRE. They were not? How did they differ?

Mr. Trorr. Well, it is my impression from reading the memos
that there was a different focus that was added by the August 5,
1982 memo, regarding what investigation track should go from
there. This attorney seemed to have just a slightly different twist
on it. They were not identical at all. But the overall——

Senator PrROXMIRE. There was a slightly different twist on it.
They are almost identical. You said they had a slightly different
twist. »
Mr. Trort. I am sorry, I did not hear the word “almost.” What
happened here was that Mr.—that lawyer essentially agreed with
the attorneys from the eastern district that the investigation ought
to proceed, in that respect you are right.

Senator PROXMIRE. So the review of it ends up urging proceeding
with the case. Now, I want to read what the August 5 review con-
cluded about what is known as Parkinson’s Law: “I believe that the
bold assertions of law in the context of the shipbuilding industry
without the support of any empirical studies is outrageous and
fraudulent.”

Concerning another part of the handling by the Justice Depart-
ment, “This claim is ridiculous.” Do you agree that the August 5
review essentially agreed with the 1981 report of the U.S. attorney?

Mr. TroTT. You are asking me for a gross characterization and I
am really not able to do that.

Senator ProxMiIRe. They are your documents. You should be able
to do that because your job is to study these.

Mr. Trorr. It never ever crossed my mind to compare the two
and ask whether they essentially agree or not.

Senator Proxmire. Didn’t the attorney after the review note that
because of the passage of time, the statute of limitations consider-
ations were becoming urgent? The statute of limitations consider-
ations——

Mr. TROTT. Senator, the report currently as you have it as redact-
ed speaks for itself and I would agree that the report says anything
that you read from it.
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Senator PROXMIRE. Is it not true that 8 months had elapsed in
November 1982, and there had been no progress in the investiga-
tion?

Mr. TrorT. I do not believe that is the case. I do believe there
had been some progress, but obviously not in the direction which
you would like.

Senator ProxMIRE. Well, what progress?

Mr. TroTT. The case was finally concluded. You had an open
matter and it was finally concluded and that at least in Webster’s
is the——

Senator ProxMire. This had been concluded?

Mr. Trorr. No; I am sorry——

Senator ProxMiRE. Well, that was the question.

Mr. Trorr. Well, I think it was progress to have additional
review of the case and another memo presented.

Senator PROXMIRE. But no further investigation, no work on the
case, no progress?

Mr. TROTT. I am not sure whether there was investigation or not.
Probably there was not. The case when we got it from the eastern
district of Virginia was absolutely dead and the issue was whether
or not there ought to be further investigation.

Senator PROXMIRE. Can you explain why the Justice Department
rejected the conclusions and review of the U.S. attorney’s report?

Mr. TroTT. Because they were without foundation and not sup-
ported by the evidence or the law.

Senator ProxMIRE. The Justice Department attorney wrote the
August 5 report and said since September 24, 1982, memo, that he
been directed to “revitalize the Newport News investigation.” He
then proceeded to outline the work plan for 1982. What happened
to the work plan to revitalize the investigation in 1982? Did you
reject it? If so, when and why?

Mr. TroTT. I am not positive and I will answer that in writing.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. The conclusions in the August 5 review were
rejected by some higher authority in Justice. On November 17,
1982, the author of the August 5 review vigorously dissented with
the decision to close the investigation. What happened between
September 1982 and November 1982, those 2 months, to cause the
strange turn of events? Was there another review or study between
those two dates?

Mr. TroTr. Can you give me those dates again?

Senator PrRoxMIRE. September 1982 and November 1982.

Mr. TrorT. Do you mean September 24, 1982, memo?

Senator PRoXMIRE. That is right. '

Mr. TrorT. And the November——

Senator PRoxMIRE. And November 1982.

Mr. TroTT. There may have been some meetings in there, but I
am not sure. I cannot recreate them.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. I understand Lowell Jensen made the final
decision to terminate the investigation in August 1983. Did you dis-
cuss this case with Mr. Jensen and can you explain his action?

Mr. Trorr. I have discussed it with Mr. Jensen and I am advised
that the case, the final decision was made by Mr. Jensen, based
upon the recommendation of the senior people in the fraud section,
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the lack of evidence, to support the elements of any Federal crimi-
nal charges. '

Senator ProxMIRE. Do you dispute the conclusion by the U.S. at- -
torney in the report of May 1983, that ‘“The investigation is charac-
terized by a series of false starts, interruptions, delays, obstruction
througg the patina of institutional nonaccountability and negli-
gence’’? : _

Mr. Trort. Senator, I am not sure that I am personally in a posi-
tion to be able to give you that sort of characterization. That is
what was said in the memo, but I suspect that other people in the
l%lepartment would feel very differently about that. It is true
that—— .

Senator PROXMIRE. It is your Department. I want your judgment.

Mr. TroTT. I am unable to give you a judgment? on that, Senator.
I will not hazard a judgment that I am not sure of. I was not
around then. There is no question about it, as I said earlier, the
Department was not coping very well with these cases and that is
why the Defense Procurement Fraud Unit was created.

Senator Proxmire. Now, this is not ancient history. This is a
very, very serious allegation. The investigation has been character-
ized by a series of false starts, interruptions, delays, obstruction
through the patina of institutional nonaccountability and negli-
gence. That is May 1983. It is not ancient history. '

g%r. Trort. May 1983, referring all the way back to February
1978. '

Senator PrROXMIRE. We are referring to the whole case. You re-
viewed this case. Do you acknowledge that while the statute of lim-
itations may have run on the violation of the False Claims Act, it
may not have run on the conspiracy to defraud the Coovernment,
and violations may have not run on any perjury or obstruction of
justice violations? :

Mr. TroTT. You gave me three things there. Obviously, it has not
run on perjury or obstruction if the perjury or obstruction is within
the statute. I am not sure whether or not it has run on conspiracy
because that would require an action within the statute. I do not
‘believe there are any in the statute. :

Mr. KAurMAN. Would you expand on that response for the
record, Mr. Trott, after reviewing the documents that we have re-
leased today and the discussion of that matter?

Mr. Trott. Whether or not the statute of limitations has expired
on Newport News with respect to any conspiracy?

Mr. KAUuFMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. TroTT. Yes.

Senator PrRoxMIRE. Now, Mr. Trott, would you say that the inves-
tigation of General Dynamics case was handled with the same
degr;ee, a greater degree or a lesser degree as the Newport News
case?

Mr. Trotr. [No response.]

Senator PrRoxMIRE. Mr. Trott, maybe you would like to take these
back to your office. I asked you a question and if you prefer I will
repeat it again. Would you say the investigation of the General Dy-
namics case was handled with the same degree, a greater degree or
a lesser degree of competency as the Newport News case?

Mr. Trorr. It is awfully hard for me to make that kind of a——
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Senator ProxMiRrE. Surely, you are on the spot. I am asking you
to go back and look it over and give it to us in writing.

Mr. TrorT. Certainly there were fewer people involved in the
General Dynamics case. To my knowledge, there were no false
starts and there was a continuity of personnel, both investigators
and prosecutors, so certainly in an abstract sense, I think we have
learned a lesson from Lockheed that we can apply to General Dy-
namics. That is my best judgment, standing at a distance.

Senator ProxMIRE. Did Lowell Jensen ultimately make the final
decision on the General Dynamics case?

Mr. TrortT. I believe so.

Senator Proxmire. Have you discussed the General Dynamics
case with him?

Mr. Trorr. Yes.

Senator ProxMIRE. What did you discuss?

Mr. TroTT. In the General Dynamics case?

Senator PROXMIRE. Yes, sir.

Mr. Trotr. I guess I first started discussing the General Dynam-
ics case with Mr. Jensen 13 months ago when Takis Veliotis came
to our attention in the Frigitemp case up in New York. Mr. Velio-
tis was indicted in the southern district of New York for kickbacks.
Not knowing anything at all about Mr. Veliotis or General Dynam-
ics or anything, I remember talking to Mr. Jensen about it, to find
out what he knew and who to talk to. I then got into the Fraud
Section and talked with the Fraud Section chief and deputy chief
about the case and got also a copy of the OPMA report and, I re-
member discussing that with Mr. Jensen and asking why we had
done the OPMA report. Mr. Jensen told me that it was clear to
him that we could do better than we had been doing, that the
OPMA report was designed to discuss these cases and analyze them
so we would know how to go forward in the future and cutout some
of the foulups.

On and off, I continued to discuss it with Mr. Jensen over the
next 8, 9, 10 months our continuing attempts to secure the coopera-
tion of Mr. Veliotis and I had also talked with him about general-
ly—this is in a very general sense—what happened to the General
Dynamics case and was told that there was never any evidence
that could be uncovered that would fill the element of the intent
that is required for Federal criminal prosecution. That is generally
the kinds of things that I have talked with him about.

Senator PROXMIRE. My last question is this—incidentally, I want
to express admiration—Mr. Trott and I went to the same high
school and we are very proud of that school and, although we dis-
agree on some things, obviously 1 have great respect for your abili-
tyh anld your articulateness and obviously you learned well in
school. :

Mr. Trotr. That is correct, Senator, I enjoyed that experience
very much.

Senator ProxMiIRe. Now, the Attorney General has removed him-
self from the General Dynamics case but attended a ship launching
ceremony, as 1 referred to earlier. Lowell Jensen, your immediate
superior, made a decision to terminate the General Dynamics case
and the Newport News investigation. Your attorneys under you
recommended the termination of the investigation. What assurance
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can you give us that you have the independence and the capacity
to make an objective decision about prosecuting or not prosecuting?

Mr. Trorr. First, Senator, with all due respect to your initial
characterization of the Attorney General’'s handling of the case,
again I would repeat, I am advised that the Attorney General did
not remove himself from the case so that he could “go to a ship
launching ceremony.” I am advised that the Attorney General,
under the procedures that are in the Code of General Rigulations
and specified in the rules of the Department of Justice, I believe
that because of his prior association in a law practice with General

amics, that it would create a conflict, at least the appearance
of a conflict of interest for him to be making any judgments on
that.

Senator ProxMIRE. That is exactly why he should not have gone
to the ship launching ceremony. That is about as conspicuous as
possible. I got all kinds of calls about that. I did not make any com-
ment on it, as I recall, but it seems to me now that that showed an
unusual insensitivity and it looks like a conflict of interest.

Mr. TroTT. Senator, I am addressing myself only to your state-
ment that he recused himself, so that he could go to the launching.
That is not exactly how it happened. The only thing I can tell
you——

Senator ProxMIRE. He just should have refused to go.

Mr. Trort. I understand that the invitation came from the Navy,
not the company. In any event, what assurance can I give you? Ob-
viously, I could not give Senator Grassley any assurance, because I
have not impressed him at all today. The only thing I can tell you
is that I have been in this business for 20 years and I know only
how to do one thing. Some people may disagree with me or they
agree with me. I call it the way I see it and if there is evidence
there that somebody has broken the law and we have a case that
can be brought into court, we will take it into court. By the same
token, I feel it is the prerogative of the prosecutor, indeed the re-
sponsibility of the prosecutor not to throw cases against people in
court just to stay out of the heat and defer to some other position
down the line. So what can I tell you? I have been in this business
{orkZO years and I will be in it for maybe 20 more years if I am

ucky.

Furthermore, you have career lawyers in the Department of Jus-
tice and you will be able to see all of these documents. And if you
ask me are there political influences being brought to bear, I will
defy you in your examination of these memos to find any influence
other than prosecutors, working hard to analyze the evidence and
the law. And that is the way it is done in the Department of Jus-
tice, and it is a position of which I am proud.

Mr. KaurMaN. Mr. Trott, you have offered to allow the staff to
prepare the documents. Would you also allow the committee staff
to interview attorneys who worked on the case and the FBI agents
who worked on these cases.

Mr. Trorr. Mr. Kaufman and Senator Proxmire, I am not em-
powered to make that statement to you today. I may be Assistant
Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division, but I report
to superiors and that request would have to be presented to them.
And rather than using the transcript and all, if that is a request
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that the committee would like to make, I would ask that it be ad-
dressed in writing to the Attorney General.
. Senator ProxMIRE. Thank you very much, Mr. Trott.

1 have a closing statement 1 would like to make before we con-
clude. We began this inquiry because of an apparent pattern in the
way the Justice Department has managed the criminal investiga-
tion of a group of massive Navy shipbuilding cost overruns. Each
case has been characterized by delays, and unusual staff turnover.
Each case was under investigation for long periods of time, 3% to §
years. The effect of these protracted investigations was to close off
congressional inquiry.

It is understandable that criminal investigations need to be con-
ducted in secrecy, but one must wonder about the integrity of a
Federal investigation that takes years to complete and then is ter-
minate virtually without explanation.

The Department’s own internal review of three of the investiga-
tions indicate serious mismanagement by the Government. The
Newport News case was not included in the review. I believe that
today’s hearings suggest that it has been one of the most misman-
aged cases of all.

We cannot know the full extent of mismanagement until we get
all the relevant information about the Lockheed, General Dynam-
ics, and Newport News investigations. However, to obtain that in-
formation requires a review of the Justice Department’s actions.
The Justice Department, Mr. Trott in particular, has been most un-
cooperative so far. His replies to our letters have been delayed and
unresponsive. The requests for information have been denied. The
requests for documents have been rejected.

The General Accounting Office’s request for access to the Depart-
ment’s files has so far been denied, as have the requests to inter-
view the attorneys and FBI agents who worked on these cases. The
Justice Department seems to be hunkering down and stonewalling
our efforts to become informed and perform our jobs. An offer to
seek judicial guidance seems to be a last minute delaying tactic.

My conclusion is that the Justice Department’s excuse for not co-
operating do not hold water. Mr. Trott and his colleagues have
been most unreasonable.

Mr. TroTT. Senator Grassley, may I add a couple of things? First
of all, I would like to ask, how are we to find out the identity of the
person with whom we will work to make this motion to the court
to make these documents available to you?

I was going to add, we will do it unilaterally, if you wish.

Senator GrassLEY. We would suggest that Justice try to respond
to our request and after that we will make a decision.

Mr. Trorr. Thank you, Senator. I further want to say, that you
referred to some snide remarks that were made by me. I think I
simply ought to apologize to you in that respect, and tell you that
the remarks were neither intended to be snide and in my judgment
were not snide. .

" You refer I think to a conversation I had with your secretary
when she called up and wanted to know where the documents
were. No. 1, I thought I was going out of my way to talk with your
secretary rather than defer to somebody who did not know any-
thing about it. What I said was when I was asked why were the
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documents not up here on August 23, I said with all due respect
your deadline, that the 23d was not ours. That was not intended to
be a snide remark. If you took it as such or a slur against your
office, I have no hesitancy to apologize to you personally or to the
office that you hold.

Senator GrassLEy. With all due respect, I would like to introduce
you to the staff person you made the snide remark to. You have
said——

Mr. Trortr. I apologize to her then, if she feels it is necessary.

Senator GrassLEy. You have said you will allow us access to in-
formation. This is a contradiction of your first response to our re-
quest. Even now your offer seems to ks in the future tense. I have
yet to see one piece of paper and I have my doubts as to when I
will.

You ask what will impress me. I would say documents and evi-
dence is what impresses me. In the Vesco decision, the court deter-
mined what was and what was not 6(e) material. The court ordered
DOJ to turn over the redacted documents within 30 days. And it
also ordered DOJ to turn over those documents to the court. The
issue of our right to documents has already been decided as far as I
am concerned.

I would like to make it clear that I would have been more than
happy to meet with you prior to this hearing if we were going to
receive documents. That was not the case. As your letter 2 days ago
indicated, you wanted to discuss the reasons why we could not get
documents. Now, I am not interested in excuses but am interested
in results.

The term “justice” implies commitment to generally accepted
standards of right and wrong. This includes the administering of
deserved punishment or reward. _

Many times, the process of justice is selective: As Johnathan
Swift once wrote, “Laws are like cobwebs which may catch small
flies but let hornets and wasps through.”

I would suggest it is often not the laws themselves that are like
cobwebs, but the administering of laws.

It is the responsibility of our Department of Justice to assure the
Jjust administering of laws. And that means as it applies to hornets
and wasps, as well as small flies.

It is not at all clear, based on the available evidence, that the
Department is fulfilling its responsibility in that regard. I truly
hope this is not the case. But we have a responsibility to find out.

As indicated, if the Department refused to produce the requested
documents, they would be subpoenaed. I am now delivering that
subpoena and I suggest to you, Mr. Trott, and to the Department,
that you do everything in your power to comply with this subpoe-
na. If the public interest is to truly be served, we must get all the
facts out on the table. For oversight without information cannot be
performed, and real justice will not be served.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the subcommittees were adjourned.]
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