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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20350-1000

18 August 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Chairman Principi:

This is in response to the August 15, 2005 inquiry (HIT #14) from Mr. Frank Cirillo
of your staff requesting comments on the New London Community’s most recent
COBRA run and supporting documentation.

The Department of Navy Infrastructure Analysis Team for BRAC 2005 has
thoroughly reviewed the “State of Connecticut Summary of Cost/Savings Analysis for
Proposed Closure of Naval Submarine Base New London” dated August 11, 2005. The
Community’s analysis identified numerous changes to the closure recommendation, the
majority of which we do not concur with as identified in the attached. The Community’s
basic assertion is that DON introduced flaws into the COBRA model such as mixed
sources of inputs, mixed quality of inputs, omitted costs and overstated recurring savings.
Our subsequent review of the Community’s analysis has only strengthened the
confidence of the DoD/DON recommendation.

The Community identified an additional $452.5 million of one-time costs and an
additional $176 million/year of additional recurring costs. Of the one-time costs, the
DON acknowledges $54 million of additional one time cost due to the need for a new
floating drydock in Norfolk. The drydock that was considered available in the
recommendation has been determined to be unavailable. Of the recurring costs, the DON
acknowledges an additional $5.4million/yearr TRICARE cost attributable to the New
London area that was not reflected in the recommendation. Additionally, the DON has
previously acknowledged in my letter of 26 July 2005 to Mr. Michael Regan concerning
Naval Submarine Bases New London and Kings Bay an additional $1.2 million/yearr due
to the need for 32 additional civilian personnel to support submarine maintenance at the
receiving sites. Other than the above-acknowledged items, we do not agree with the
validity of the Community’s COBRA analysis and do not believe they should be accepted
for consideration of this recommendation. Again, we continue to fully support the DoD
recommendation as put forth.
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[ trust this information satisfactorily addresses your concerns. If we can be of further
assistance, please let me know

Sincerely,

Lo K M

Anne Rathmell Davis
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy
for Base Realignment and Closure

Attachement:
As Stated
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Excerpts from SUBASE New London Community
“State of Connecticut Summary of Cost/Savings Analysis for Proposed
Closure of Naval Submarine Base New London”
with DON Response

One-Time Military Construction Costs Underestimated ($269 Million)

DoD's analysis underestimated the cost of reconstructing the SUBASE New London
Submarine School training facilities. The Navy used a construction cost of $211 per
square foot to construct new facility at Kings Bay. This is similar to the cost to build a
typical high school.

Recent experience indicates a more accurate figure would be 3325 per square foot. This
increased cost can be attributed to higher structural and services requirements, such as
Information Technology services, security to a secret level, and the extra static

and dynamic loading that the Submarine School building must accommodate to support
fire, vessel flooding, machinery, and other operational trainers and simulators. The $114
per square foot increase results in additional cost of $47 million.

e The COBRA Model uses the $211/square foot for the Applied Instruction Building
(FAC 1712) and $222/square foot for the Simulator Facility (FAC 1721).

e The COBRA model MILCON costs are based on the Facilities Pricing Guide unit
cost factors, which account for local cost factors.

e The fire-fighting, flooding and various other machinery and trainers are already in
existence at the Trident Training Facility and are not required to be duplicated for
Submarine School.

e The additional cost of $114/square foot suggested by the Community is not
supported, therefore the additional cost of $47 million should not be factored into the
COBRA analysis.

To construct an equivalent footprint to match the 10 buildings that exist at SUBASE New
London, the cost would increase another $28 million.

e Duplication of the footprint to match the 10 buildings that exist at SUBASE New
London is not required. SUBASE Kings Bay certified that it could provide the
necessary space and facilities required by the mission by accommodation of use of
existing facilities and with the MILCON included in the recommendation COBRA.

e Therefore, the additional cost of $28 million should not be factored into the COBRA
analysis.

Submarine School estimate does not take into account site issues that exist at Kings Bay.
According to a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) report on the soil
conditions at Kings Bay, construction costs would likely be 20% higher, resulting in an
additional $30 million plus in construction costs. This is because the soil conditions at
Kings Bay require additional site work, such as piles and foundation reinforcement.
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e We have not seen the FEMA study. According to base engineers, only one area of
SUBASE Kings Bay required soil stabilization during initial base construction. This
area is not located where any planned future construction would occur. Waterfront
structures are accounted for being on piles.

e Based on unit cost factors, we do not believe the construction costs would be 20%
higher, and thus the additional cost of $30 million should not be factored into the
COBRA analysis.

The DoD proposal also showed a shortfall in BEQ military construction funding. Kings
Bay BEQ and messing capability improvements were not priced appropriately. The Navy
identified 311 available beds at Kings Bay with new construction planned for 1,375 beds,
for a total of 1,686 beds.

However, the requirements based on New London's actual BEQ population are much
higher. The Submarine School alone requires 1,500 beds, with one third of other
requirements at 633 beds, for a total 2,233 required beds. That amounts to a shorifall of
547 beds. When those beds are multiplied by the Navy average of $37,000/bed, it totals
$20 million in unaccounted-for funding.

e A source is not provided for the 311 bed excess capacity reported by the Community.
e SUBASE Kings Bay’s certified response indicated it required 286,000 square feet of
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters based on following calculations:
e SUBASE Kings Bay reported 495 bed excess capacity
e Total Student population transferring = 1519
¢ Total non-Student enlisted population transferring = 1043
e Requirement based on housing all 1519 students, 112 enlisted staff, and 200 E1-
E3 (20% of non-Student enlisted population)
e Total requirement to house = 1831 enlisted personnel
e Total requirement less excess capacity = 1336
e Total of 151 one-person room and 612 two-person rooms at 370 sq feet each
equates to 282,310 sq feet
e An additional 3600 square feet for kitchen spaces arrives at a grand total of
285,910 square feet required (rounded to 286,000 square feet)
e Note: there was a mathematical error in the Community’s response, with 1500 plus
633 = 2133 beds vice 2233 beds.
e The additional cost of $20 million should not be factored into the COBRA analysis.

The data calls report between 150 and 200 vacant Navy housing units at Kings Bay.
However, we estimate that the proposed transfer of submarine crews and their
dependents to Kings Bay will require the provision of at least an additional 800 DoD
living units, at a current cost of about $100,000 per unit, or a one time cost of $80
million.

e The DON recommendation assumes no family housing units will be constructed,
consistent with DON housing policies. Based on the number of units available and
the ability of the community to provide housing, there is no basis for additional Navy
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housing units using MILCON. According to the data reported in the Criteria Seven
section of the recommendations, the local Kings Bay community has available rental
and sale units in excess of that required. In addition, the need for 800 units is
excessive, and not supported by the number of personnel being transferred in the
recommendation.

e The $80 million should not be included in the COBRA analysis.

After further dialog with the Navy, we have determined that the Kings Bay pier costs are
understated by $10 million. We agree in part with the Navy that portions of the pier's
outfitting costs are included elsewhere in the COBRA model. However, we disagree with
the Navy's allocation of various facility services to the pier. For example, the Navy over
allocated expenses such as HVAC, water and electrical to the pier. The total pier cost per
the COBRA model is $14 million. When the aforementioned services are properly
allocated, the cost totals $24 million. Thus, there is a net understatement of $10 million.

e This information is not accurate. SUBASE Kings Bay provided the following
MILCON requirements associated with the piers needed to support the influx of
submarines which is contained in COBRA:

Facility Cost
Pier $11.1M
Waterfront Utility Plant $9.2M
Electrical Power Plant Upgrades $8.8M
Electrical Distribution Lines $4.8M
Electrical Substation $3.6M
TOTAL $37.5M

e The $10 million is not substantiated as additional costs and should not be
incorporated in the COBRA analysis.

We have also determined that the proposed lease termination, refurbishment, and
re-location of the floating dry-dock RESOLUTE (ARDM- 10) from Seattle to Norfolk . . .
A much more likely outcome would be construction of a new floating dry-dock for
approximately $93 million, as proposed in DON-0004. This would represent a net
increase of $54 million over the Navy assumption.

e NAVSEA indicates that RESOLUTE is not available to return to Norfolk due to
contractual obligations elsewhere.

e An increase of $54 million (the delta between $39M for RESOLUTE and $93M for a
new dry-dock) appears reasonable and should be included in the COBRA analysis.

One-Time Moving Costs Understated ($31 Million)

The Navy did not include the cost of installing and testing equipment at the receiving
facility. Based on Electric Boat experience, this is estimated to cost $16 million.
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o This statement is incorrect. SUBASE New London reported a One-Time Moving
Cost of $10.38 million to include installation, testing, and new site training. This cost
was included in the recommendation COBRA analysis.

e The $16 million recommended by Electric Boat is not substantiated and thus
additional costs should not be incorporated in the COBRA analysis.

In addition, the cost of personnel relocation is understated by about $15 million. The
actual cost to relocate 408 additional military personnel would be $1.2 million, and the
cost to relocate 370 additional civilians as proposed in Scenario DON-0033B would be
$13.8 million. These additional personnel relocations are discussed under recurring
costs, below.

e The Community’s assumption does a parametric analysis of transfer of BOS
personnel. The relocation of an additional 408 personnel is addressed below in the
section: “recurring personnel savings overstated,” specifically the items discussing
BOS personnel and costs.

e Since the relocation of 408 additional personnel is unsubstantiated, the additional $15
million of one-time cost should not be included in the COBRA analysis.

One-Time Environmental Closure Costs Understated ($27.5 Million)

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Underground Storage Tank

(UST) closure costs are essentially omitted, and Navy radiological cost estimates are
extremely low compared with required protocols for performing radiological assessments
and surveys. It should be noted that the RCRA closure costs and the radiological costs
would be incurred only if the base closes, and therefore cannot be viewed as the same
"non-issue" as the Navy considers the remediation costs.

DEP reviewed only installation costs and not the ARDM-4. It estimated the

RCRA costs at $4.3 million, UST closure costs at $1.2 million, and the radiological
cleanup cost at $31.5 million, for a total of $37 million. The difference between this
amount and the Navy's $9.5 million installation estimate is $27.5 million.

e The RCRA and UST cost are part of the Installation Restoration Program under the
Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) and are addressed below in the
section: “one-time environmental remediation cost.”

e The Community’s assessment that the radiological cost estimates for closure are
understated is addressed as follows:

e  The Navy's standard for radiological closure of a nuclear-capable facility is to
perform surveys and sampling to "prove the negative." We have substantial
knowledge of existing site conditions due to extensive routine monitoring. We
perform closure surveys to verify these conditions to the satisfaction of all parties
so the site can be radiologically released for unrestricted future use. For example,
the Navy has extensive and relatively recent experience in closing facilities that
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performed complex radiological work, including nuclear refuelings, and releasing
them for unrestricted future use with respect to radioactivity: Charleston and
Mare Island Naval Shipyards between 1993 and 1996, and the former S1C
Prototype nuclear reactor plant (used for training sailors) in Windsor, Connecticut
(completed in 2001). EPA and the states were fully involved throughout these
processes. An example of how the Navy does business is the fact that during the
verification survey, sample, and remediation process to release Charleston and
Mare Island Naval Shipyards, the total amount of Naval Nuclear Propulsion
Program radioactivity found in the environment that required cleanup was only
two to three microcuries at each facility, about the amount of radioactivity in a
single home smoke detector.

e SUBASE New London cost for radiological assessment is $9.95 million: $3.44
million for surveys and sampling, $3.28 million for facility dismantlement, and
$3.23 million for radiological waste disposal. The survey total was based on
release of 624,832 square feet for the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program (NNPP),
and 269,073 square feet for general radioactive material (G-RAM; all Navy non-
NNPP applications of radioactivity, such as medical or historical radium use).

e Our experience provides a firm basis for developing estimates to close facilities
that did similar radiological work and which have similar radiological histories.
Actual costs for radiologically closing Charleston and Mare Island are most
relevant for closing shipyards and Naval bases, and were used for comparison to
determine realistic closure cost estimates for other potentially closing facilities.
The resulting one-time costs were included in the BRAC totals that were used in
the decision-making process.

¢ Based on the above rationale, the additional one-time cost for radiological cleanup
should not be included in the COBRA analysis.

One-Time Environmental Remediation Costs Ignored (3125 Million)

The estimate of $23 million for remediation under the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) may be reasonable for the items it
covers. However, the reality is that closure would have to address much more than this
figure reflects.

In addition to CERCLA, full remediation must comply with RCRA, UST, PCB

and Pesticide requirements. Connecticut has identified $125 million worth of work to
properly prepare the base for transfer and re-use. Detailed accounting in support of this
amount was provided in the SDS and by Commissioner McCarthy at the August 2
meeting with BRAC staff.

Moreover, the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) requires cleanup before any

transfer of the Navy property. (Please see our SDS, Criterion 8, Attachment 4, for a
detailed memo from the Connecticut State Attorney General on this issue.) Therefore, in
order for the Navy to transfer the property before the 2011 BRAC implementation cutoff,
these costs must be included in the COBRA analysis.
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The Department did not include environmental restoration costs in calculations for
determining which bases to close. Since the Department of Defense has a legal
obligation to perform environmental restoration regardless of whether a base is
closed, realigned, or remains open, environmental restoration costs at closing bases
were not considered in the COBRA calculations. This approach is consistent with
procedures used in prior BRAC rounds and responds to Government Accountability
Office (GAO) concerns. The GAO has stated that determining final restoration costs
could be problematic before a closure decision, since neither reuse plans nor studies
to identify related restoration requirements would have been initiated.

Attached is some detailed information on the $23 million environmental restoration
Cost to Complete estimate for New London that was included in the Criterion 8
analysis. It is noted that since the inception of the DERA program, $56.5 million has
already been expended through FY 2003. Included in that attachment is the list of
Applicable, Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) under Federal and
state law. Both Federal and state law are integrated into the Installation Restoration
program where applicable.

In addition, it should be emphasized that the State of Connecticut, particularly the
Department of Environmental Protection, has been an active partner with the
Department of the Navy in the Installation Restoration program at Naval Submarine
Base New London. From the time they signed the Federal Facilities Agreement on
October 26, 1994 through today, they have been informed of and fully participated in
our process. Under our Defense and State Memorandums of Agreement (DSMOA)
they have been provided reimbursement funding for their regulatory oversight of the
New London program. They most recently received $30,000 in advance for their July
1, 2005 to June 30, 2006 oversight at New London as well as the restoration sites at
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Detachment in East Lyme and the Naval Weapons
Industrial Reserve Plant in Bloomfield. From FY95 through FY04, the State of
Connecticut has received DSMOA funding ranging up to $1.5 million annually.
Again, the State of Connecticut have been partners in our restoration program at New
London.

Additionally, the State of Connecticut, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the
Department of Navy signed a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA), that “(i) Provide for
the appropriate involvement by the State in the initiation, development, selection and
enforcement of Remedial Actions to be undertaken at the NSB New London (NSBNL),
including the review of and comment on all applicable data as it becomes available;
consultation regarding studies and reports; the development of action plans and
other deliverables; and identification and integration of State ARARs* for the
Remedial Action process; “(*ARARs- Applicable, Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements)

The FFA memorializes that the Navy must complete all remedial action determined to
be necessary before the property may be deeded over. This FFA anticipates that
remedy selection will be the product of a three-party discussion, taking into
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consideration the use to be made of the property, and allows for early transfer of
property before remediation is complete. Neither CERCLA, nor the FFA, requires
clean-up completion prior to property transfer. Early transfer of installations with
NPL sites can be accomplished upon concurrence of DoD, EPA and the governor.

¢ Based on the above rationale, one time environmental remediation costs should not be
incorporated in the COBRA analysis.

Recurring Personnel Savings Overstated ($84 Million/Year)

Of the 46 functions considered in the Navy's COBRA, recurring personnel

reduction savings are overstated in 18 of those functions by a wide range of factors. Over
all functions, this overstatement averages about 50%, or $84 million/year. In fact, $169
million of the $192 million net recurring savings was due to the elimination of 1,560
billets. The Navy justifies its recurring savings by assuming the 1,560 unspecified
personnel are in excess at Norfolk and Kings Bay. Elimination of these billets is the bulk
of the recurring savings.

Clearly, if such excess labor does exist at Norfolk and Kings Bay, the Navy could
merely eliminate these billets in place and achieve the same substantial recurring savings
claimed from the realignment without incurring the one-time costs of the proposal.

The DON-0033B scenario eliminates:

136 officers @ $124,972 = $17 million per year

681 enlisted @ $82,399 = $56 million per year

743 Civilians @ $59,959 = $53 million per year

Basic allowance for housing = Savings of $43 million per year

The expected personnel savings are unrealistic and not likely to materialize. The
most significant Navy-documented examples of overstated billet reductions concern
medical personnel and personnel funded under Base Operating Support (BOS) lines.

Today, 533 medical billets at SUBASE New London service 8,045 personnel.

Only 62 are to be relocated to service 6,485 relocated personnel. This represents an
unfathomable 725% increase in the ratio of service personnel to medical providers.
Subsequent to its July [ report to the BRAC Commission, the Government

Accountability Office (GAO) found that 214 of the medical billets at New London are
being eliminated outside of the BRAC process and, thus, should not have been counted as
savings. This reduces the claimed recurring savings by $18 million.

e The analysis conducted by the receiving medical facilities and certified by the Bureau
of Medicine is summarized below:

Branch Health Clinic in Kings Bay, GA (39 Billets Authorized)
A. Students moving to KBAY (1,447)
New stand alone MED/DEN Clinic to be constructed
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2 Physician Assistants

8 Mental Health Services
15 Dental services

Total of 25 Personnel

B. Increase in Branch Health Clinic for other Active Duty and Dependants
Used 1:1000 for Primary Care Manager/patient
Used 1:500 for Dentist/Active Duty
Assume influx of 1300 Active Duty and 1800 family members
3 Physicians
8 Corpsmen
3 Pharmaceutical Services
Total of 14 Personnel

Naval Dental Clinic MIDLANT/Naval Medical Center Portsmouth, VA
(28 Billets Authorized)
e Assumed total of 2983 Active Duty with 7458 family members
¢ Sufficient primary care capacity to care for the projected increase of
10,441 Prime enrollees.
3 Dentists
6 Dental Techs
7 Providers (Undersea Medicine/Flight Surgeon-for NOMI support)
9 Hospital Corpsmen
3 Civilians

e For the purposes of BRAC analysis, personnel data was collected based on manpower
authorizations as of September 2003 and projected through FY2011. This information
is used as the baseline in all BRAC analysis, DOD-wide, to ensure consistency of
analysis. The exception in the analysis were personnel numbers adjusted in our
recommendations if Force Structure Plan changes directly impacted the size of units
being realigned in a recommendation, e.g. decommissioning of MHC between
FY2006-2011. Therefore, although it is recognized there could be adjustments to
manpower authorizations, both upward and downward in execution, for analysis
consistency we used the certified data as provided.

Another item overlooked in DON-0033B is the cost to provide medical services to
armed services retirees in the New London area. Once we pointed this item out to the
Navy, they agreed and calculated this cost to be $5 million per year.

e Underestimate of TRICARE costs resulting at New London is in fact an error. Of
note, TRICARE costs were included as appropriate for all receiving sites. Therefore,
based on the above review, the DON acknowledges that only $5 million/yr of the $84
million/yr identified by the Community should be included in the COBRA analysis.

e It should be noted that we had previously included cost associated with increased
TRICARE at Kings Bay and Norfolk, as well as building additional medical facilities
at Kings Bay.
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With respect to BOS, of the 1,188 BOS billets at SUBASE New London, only

283 billets were added at Kings Bay and Norfolk combined, with a plus-up to non-payroll
BOS of $3 million -- equivalent to about 50 civilian billets. This would be a relocation
equivalent to 333 billets, far below the 594 billets that the standard COBRA algorithm of
50% fixed 50% variable would seem to have required. Some economies might be
expected, yet these ratios defy common sense.

e The significant reduction in Base Operating Support (BOS) personnel required at
SUBASE Kings Bay and NAVSTA Norfolk is indicative of the difference between
BOS managed by government employees vice non-payroll (contract) personnel.

¢ The increase in non-payroll BOS at Kings Bay and Norfolk is $14.9 million/year as
reflected in the recommendation COBRA analysis, vice $3 million/year as stated
above. Using the example of SUBASE Kings Bay, the total base population
increases from 9,743 to 12,967, which is a change of 33 percent. Non-Payroll BOS
change is 17%, which would reflect the 50% ratios stated above. This result was
determined through COBRA algorithms and correlates well with expected results.

Finally, as described generally in the GAO report of July 1, 2005 (GAO-05-785,

p. 104), many SUBASE New London billets were already scheduled for elimination. The
Chief of Navy Installations (CNI) initiated these eliminations. For example, SUBASE
New London has already experienced a reduction of non-medical billets from 1,223 as of
September 30, 2003, to 994 today. This billet reduction results in an overstatement in the
Navy COBRA model in recurring savings of $19 million. This savings should not be
attributed to BRAC. Significant further CNI reductions are planned at New London
through 201 1. These plans are current, assume continued operation of the SUBASE, and
are not related to BRAC.

e For the purposes of BRAC analysis, personnel data was collected based on manpower
authorizations as of September 2003 and projected through FY2011. This information
1s used as the baseline in all BRAC analysis, DOD-wide, to ensure consistency of
analysis. The exception in the analysis were personnel numbers adjusted in our
recommendations if Force Structure Plan changes directly impacted the size of units
being realigned in a recommendation, e.g. decommissioning of MHC between
FY2006-2011. Therefore, although it is recognized there could be adjustments to
manpower authorizations, both upward and downward in execution, for analysis
consistency we used the certified data as provided.

Recurring Other Unique Costs Underestimated ($42 Million/Year)

Four hundred thirty-eight mission essential contractor billets that exist at

SUBASE New London at $57 dollars an hour (350 million/year) today are to be replaced
by only 143 government billets at $29 dollars per hour ($8 million/year). This does not
make sense based on experience in New London where just the opposite occurred.:
contractor billets replaced government billets. The Navy directed (and continues to use
in the field) substitution of contractor employees at New London because it saved
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significant costs, with one contractor employee replacing 1.6 enlisted personnel.

We believe, based on discussion with EB, that Norfolk Naval Shipyard or a
contractor will still need skilled labor and that, therefore, Navy claimed savings are
overstated by $42 million per year. It is worth noting that in the original data call,
Norfolk requested 207 maintenance billets at an average of $87 per hour ($36
million/year) to support two-thirds of the New London submarines. This request was
apparently ignored.

e The DoN COBRA analysis incorporates $50.8 million of recurring savings based on
the elimination of contract support for Naval Submarine Support Facility as provided
by Electric Boat and others. To account for maintenance at receiving sites, a
combined increase of 175 civilian positions was identified and incorporated, utilizing
the standard, approved COBRA personnel model. This is a correction to the
recommendation value of 143 civilians (as previously acknowledged in my letter of
26 July 2005 to Mr. Michael Regan concerning Naval Submarine Bases New London
and Kings Bay). The personnel requirements augment the programmed work force at
the receiving sites to accomplish the required maintenance. This result has been
thoroughly analyzed and evaluated for accuracy by the Industrial Joint Cross Service
Group. The result makes sense given the economies of scale at the receiving
facilities to accept the additional maintenance, the future workload and programmed
personnel at the receiving sites.

e Additionally, the Community’s COBRA not only included the additional $50 million
of annual recurring cost, but also eliminated the savings from the recommendation
COBRA, thereby double counting this additional recurring cost.

e The DON acknowledges an approximate increase of $1.2 million of annual recurring
cost, which should be included in the COBRA analysis to reflect the 32 additional
civilian personnel.

Additional Electric Boat Overhead ($50 Million/Year)

EB currently performs submarine overhaul and repair work at its shipyard in
Groton. As EB President Casey testified at the July 6 hearing, this work absorbs $50
million of total EB overhead per year. If this work were lost, this overhead cost
necessarily would be applied to new submarine construction.

e The Community’s estimate of $50 million/year in overhead is nearly equal to the
entire value of the maintenance contracts that would be impacted by the closure. The
fixed overhead associated with the New London submarine maintenance support is
approximately $9M in FY 2005. The actual value that would be applied to other
contracts would depend on the value of contracts in place at the time of execution and
would be appropriately absorbed by those contracts.

e Attached is a letter response to Representative Simmons addressing this issue.

10



DCN 8446

e The $50 million/year of additional overhead is a clear overstatement and should not
be included in the COBRA analysis.

Discussion Point: DoD Net Present Value Discount Rate

The attached Connecticut COBRA run uses the DOD discount rate of 2.83% to

determine Net Present Value (NPV). While we have not changed this value in our run,

we strongly note that for debt financed economic evaluation, the correct discount rate is
not the forecasted inflation rate, but rather the cost of money to the borrowing entity. For
the federal government, this should be at least the cost of debt financing, such as the ten-
year treasury rate, currently at about 4.25%.

Using a higher discount rate lowers the savings or costs in terms of NPV. In other
words, the value of a future dollar today depends on the cost of achieving that dollar
savings. If the cost requires the issuance of debt, then the cost of acquiring that money
must be included in evaluating that future revenue stream. That cost diminishes the value
of that future dollar above the simple cost of inflation. The difference between 2.83%
and a 4.25% discount rate in a cost benefit analysis such as COBRA DON-0033B is that
the higher rate diminishes the value by about $300 million in the Navy COBRA run.

* The standard reference for calculating future value of government costs and savings is
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular No. A-94, "Discount Rates to Be
Used in Evaluating Time-Distributed Costs and Benefits," dated March 27, 1972. For
BRAC 2005, OSD directed the military departments and the joint cross-service
groups to use the average of the 10-year and 30-year Real Treasury Interest Rates as
published by OMB in January 2005, as the discount rate for COBRA analyses.
Therefore, the discount rate used for all DOD BRAC scenarios is 2.8 percent (10-year
rate is 2.5 percent and the 30-year rate is 3.1 percent).

11
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Based on the above review, the DON has acknowledged $54 million of additional one-
time costs and $6.6 million of annual recurring costs, which should be reflected in the
COBRA analysis. These additional costs have been previously acknowledged and do not

appreciably affect the final COBRA result.

COBRA Analysis Overview

One-Time Costs Community Analysis | DON Acknowledged
One-time military construction costs $269 M $54M
underestimated:
One-time moving costs understated: $31 M $0
One-time environmental closure costs $27.5M $0
understated:
One-time environmental remediation costs $125M $0
ignored:

Total One Time Costs $452.5M $54
Recurri&g Costs
Recurring personnel savings overstated: $84 M/yr $5.4M/yr
Recurring other unique costs $42 M/yr $1.2M/yr
underestimated:
Recurring loss of reduced overhead at EB $50 M/yr $0
unaccounted for:
Total Recurring Costs $176M/yr $6.6M/yr

12
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20350-1000

26 July 2005

Mr. Michael Regan
505 Hudson Street
Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Regan:

This is a response to your June 27, 2005 request for information regarding the tools used
{0 assess the economic impact of the proposed BRAC recommendations and infrastructure for
Naval Submarine Bases New London and Kings Bay. This response has been coordinated with
the Commander, Fleet Forces Command.

Known Errors

During the 6/24/05 teleconference you mentioned that you know of 4 errors.

[.  Please tell us what those four known errors are.

2. Please tell us of any other errors that have come to your attention since the teleconference.

During the week of 27 June in a telephone conversation between Mr. Gabe Stern, your
staff, and CDR Steve Cincotta the following information was provided:

The DON review of the DON-0033R COBRA run, identified four discrepancies in the
final report:

1. COBRA Screen Three: Transfer of Personnel from New London to Kings Bay once (1)
civilian indicated in FYO06 is should actually be allocated to FY08 making the FYO0S total
32 vice 31.

2. COBRA Screen Six: Base Personnel Information. The 37 civilians gained in FY08 at
Kings Bay should be doubled (two separate set of 37 bodies for different functions)
bringing the total to 74 in FYO03.

3/4. COBRA Screen Six: Base Personnel Information. The personnel reported gained
for Norfolk Naval Shipyard in FY 10 and FY 11 appear to be in error (should read 61 in
FY 10 and 40 in FY 11 vice 64 and 42 respectively).

LEconomic Impact Analysis

Data

Vendor Data

Please provide a list of vendors that supply goods or services or do work for or at the New
London Sub Buse (e.g., construction) for the past three years (please break data out by year).
For each vendor please state their location (address: zip code or town) and the dollar value of
business conducted with each vendor.
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This information was not collected or used as part of the BRAC process. The compact
disk, which is included, provides a partial list of vendors.

Spousal Employment
Please provide the number of spouses (and working age dependents) of military personnel
stationed at the New London Sub Base employed in the private sector.

This information was not collected in the BRAC process and is not readily available.

Private Schools

Please provide the number of federal civilian and military dependents stationed at the New
London Sub Base that attend private school. Please organize the data according to the following
grade groupings: K-5. 6-8, 9-12.

This information was not collected in the BRAC process and is not readily available.

Public Safety Services
Please provide the following data regarding public safety services provided to surrounding
communities by the New London Sub Base:

1. Number of public safety related calls answered off the Sub Base and outside of the
military housing area. Please separate by category (fire, HAZMAT, police, medical,
etrc).

2. Please provide the annual cost or dollar value of answering these calls.

This information was not collected in the BRAC process. The only available uncertified
data at this time is for CY05. Cost data is not available. The following numbecr of calls
were answered:

Fire: 185 HAZMAT: 6l EMS: 106

Services to Veterans and Military Retirees
Please provide the following information regarding services to Veterans and Military Retirees:
1. A list of services provided to Veterans and Military Retirees by/at the New
London Sub Base.
2. The number of Veterans and Military Retirees that use services provided by/at the
New London Sub Base annually.
3. The cost or value of providing these services
4. The dollar value of these services to Veterans and Military Retirees

This information was not collected in the BRAC process. Attached with the compact
disc is a document containing a partial list of available veteran and retiree services.
Please note that veterans and retirees are also allowed to usc the general base support
services (exchange, commissary, medical, dental, MWR, etc). Breakout data for amount
of usage is not available.
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Comparative Data
Please provide reproducible aerial photo(s), with scale noted, of the existing piers to be used for
attack subs in New London, Kings Bay and Norfolk. Please provide reproducible aerial

photo(s), with scale noted, of the existing piers to be used for attack subs in New London, Kings
Bay and Norfolk

Aerial photos of the submarine piers at Naval Submarine Bases New London, Kings bay
and Norfolk are provided in the attached disk.

Modeling

EIT (The Web Based Model/Tool)

Pleuse provide a copy of or access to the EIT used in the economic impact analysis and the data
used to obtain the results reported in BRAC Report volume 2 for the New London Sub Base.

The Economic Impact Tool (EIT) was used by all DoD organizations to assess the
economic impact of proposed BRAC recommendations on existing communities in the
vicinity of military installations. The process used to determine economic impact is
described in further detail in the “Economic Impact Joint Process Action Team Report”
which is available accessible through the Internet at http://www_jpatbeit.org.

The military, civilian, and student data used to obtain the results for the Submarine Base
New London can be found in the Economic Impact Report of the COBRA run associated

with its recommendation. The New London extract from that report is provided below:

SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT (N00129)

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20t1  Total
Jobs Gained-Mil 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jobs Lost-Mil 49 89 1,322 29 1,483 2,554 5,526
NET CHANGE-Mil -49 -89 -1,322 29 -1,483 -2.554 -5,526
Jobs Gained-C1iv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jobs Lost-Civ | 113 78 15 68 677 952
NET CHANGE-Civ -1 -113 -78 -15 -68 -677 -952
Jobs Gained-Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jobs Lost-Stu 0 0 71 0 49 1,447 1,567
NET CHANGE-Stu 0 0 -71 0 -49  -1.447 -1,567
The direct contractor data, by year, entered into the EIT follow:

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20111
Direct Contractor 0 +3 -100 -92 -97 -120

The complete COBRA run for Candidate Recommendation DON-0033R Closure Naval
Submarine Base New London can be located at the BRAC Commission website.
http://www.brac.gov.
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IMPLAN

Please provide a description of the version (including structural matrices and region data dates)
and the configuration of the IMPLAN model used that includes (but is not limited to):
I. Was it a county model or a zip code derived model?

The county IMPLAN model was used to estimate multipliers for each relevant Region of
Influence (ROI) using 2001 data and structural matrices.

2. If it was a county model please provide a list of the counties included.

Countics within the relevant ROIs were used as listed in the appendix to OMB Bulletin
04-03 (available online at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/bulletins/fy04/604-
03_appendix.pdf).

County models were not available for Puerto Rico and Guam; upon the advice of an
independent review panel, results from the Key West-Marathon, FL, Micropolitan
Statistical Area (Monroe County, FL) were used as a proxy for multiplicrs for the San
Juan-Caguas-Gaunabo, PR Metropolitan Statistical Arca, and results from the Honolulu,
HI, Metropolitan Statistical Area (Honolulu County, HI) were used as a proxy for the
Guam ROL

The OMB Bulletin 04-03 appendix (p. 47) states that the part of Sullivan City, MO, that
is within Crawford County, MO, is a part of the St. Louis, MO-IL, Metropolitan
Statistical Area, per P.L. 100-202, Section 530. Since a county model was used, all of
Crawford County was included in the MSA

3. Ifitwas a zip code model please provide a list of the zip codes included.
A zip code model was not used.

Region Of Influence (ROI)
With regard to the "ROI'”

1. Was any effort made to equalize the ROI when different bases had very different size
MSA’s?

The absolute number of job changes was reported for each basc. This allowed for a
comparison of the size of the impacts relative to other bases, irrespective of ROT size.

A second key metric reported was the number of job changes as a fraction of ROI
employment. The fact that the ROIs had very different populations and numbers of jobs
was important to the analysis, and therefore was not modified in any way.

The statistical areas used for ROI were corc areas and adjacent territory determined by
the OMB to have "a high degree of social and economic integration” as measured by
commuting ties. (OMB Bulletin 04-03 Appendix, page 2.)
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2. Why wasn't the Brunswick, GA MSA used for Kings Bay?

Kings Bay is not located within the Brunswick, GA, MSA in accordance with the OMB

Bulletin 04-03.

a. What was the rationale for not using it?

Naval Submarine Base Kings Bay is within Camden County, GA, which according to
OMB Bulletin 04-03 (appendix, page 89) is in the St. Mary’s, GA, Micropolitan
Statistical Area. The Brunswick, GA, Metropolitan Statistical Arca (MSA) (appendix,
page 27) comprises Brantley County, Glynn County, and McIntosh County.

b.  Were simulations run to determine if it influenced the final outcome?

The Department did not conduct simulations of installation impacts using alternate
MSAs. We developed a process to assign installations to MSAs using existing guidance
(i.e., OMB Bulletin 04-03) and remained consistent in the application of that process.

Data Calls

With regard to data collection for the individual fucilities:
. Did all of the tenant commands at New London, Kings Bay and Norfolk provide data; if not,

which commands did not provide data?

2. If an individual command did not provide data, how was the data generated? If generate by

others how was the data verified?

The following DON activities provided data used in the analysis process for the New
London, Kings Bay, Norfolk Candidate Recommendation (also known as DON-0033R):

CENSUBLEARNING_GROTON_CT

COMFLTFORCOM _NORFOLK_VA

COMNAVREG_MIDLANT_NORFOLK_VA

COMNAVREG_NE_GROTON_CT

COMSUBGRU_TWO IAT FROZEN

NAVHLTHCARE _NEW_ENGLAND_NEWPORT RI

NAVOPMEDINST_PENSACOLA_FL

NAVSECGRUACT_GROTON_CT

NAVSECGRUACT_NORFOLK_VA

NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA

NAVSTA_NORFOLK_VA

NAVSUBMEDRSCHLAB_NEW_LONDON_CT

NAVSUBSCOL_GROTON_CT

NAVSUBSUPPFAC_NEW_LONDON_CT

NSHS_PORTSMOUTH VA

SIMA_NORFOLK_VA

SUBASE_KINGS_BAY_GA

SUBASE_NEW_LONDON_CT

SUBTRAFAC_NORFOILLK_VA

TRITRAFAC _KINGS_BAY_GA




DCN 8446

( TRIREFFAC_KINGS_BAY_GA

Refer to DoD Question #590 of each of these activitics for a complete Tenant list. For
tenants not listed above, parent commands as indicated in DoD #590 were responsible for
coordinating and providing applicable responses.

3. Please identify each instance where facility (or other) data was submitted but not used or
modified by those using COBRA or any other analysis. Please provide the rationale for each
deviation.

4. Please provide a list of all default values used in the COBRA model.

5. Please describe the criteria to decide whether to use a defuult COBRA value.

Pertaining to the closure of Naval Submarine Basc New London, all data used in the
COBRA analysis was certificd data as described in the footnotes contained in the
COBRA input. Default COBRA Model values for facilities were used with the exception
of those were certified Total Cost were reported based on exceptional requirements for a
given facility which would not be accurately accounted for in the Department of Defensc
Facility Pricing Guide.

All default values in the COBRA Model can be found within the model itself which is
available via the www.defenselink.mil/brac website.

Housing

Please provide a copy of the executed contract between the federal government/Department of
Defense/Navy and (believed to be) GMH for the privatization of the military housing at the New
London Sub Base.

The Real Estate Ground Lease and Conveyance of Facilities contains all the terms and
conditions regarding the long-term lease of Government-owned land and the transfer of
title to the improvements (housing). A copy of the ground lease executed between the
Navy and GMH Military Housing — Navy Northeast LLC is attached.

In past BRAC rounds, the federal government has had to compensate similar companies in
similar contracts for lost revenues, breach of contract, etc. as a result of any installation
realignment and/or closure actions. If so, what did each cost?

None of the previous BRAC rounds involved contracts similar to those executed, using
the military housing privatization authoritics (which were enacted in 1996).

Please provide all documents related to similar privatization efforts at Kings Bay and/or
Norfolk.

Housing privatization agreements, involving Kings Bay and Norfolk, have not been
executed. We plan to execute agreements involving Norfolk housing in August 2005 but
those documents have not been finalized.
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Kings Bay Data
Schools in the region that serve the base will likely need to grow significantly to serve the

expanded base population. Has this been considered and if so, where is this additional expense
defined in the COBRA?

The COBRA analysis of the Naval Submarine Base New London does not include
specific costs {or the local community to build new schools.

The existing hospital facility may need to be expanded to serve the health care needs of the
expanded base. Has this been confirmed and if so were these costs identified in the COBRA

Naval Submarine Base Kings Bay COBRA analysis includes costs associated with the
construction of a new Medical Treatment Facility on board the installation in
consideration of an increasc in military medical health care services.

There have been reports of salt-water infiltration to the water supply system North of C amden
County. Please confirm the validity of these reports and whether an impact and cost analysis
has been done. If this is the case what is the cost? Was this included in COBRA?

Installation engineers are not aware of saltwater infiltration into the water supply system
North of Camden County. Regardless, Naval Submarine Base Kings Bay does not
receive potable water from outside sources. The installation generates potable water

from groundwater via the Floridian aquifer. There has been no saltwater infiltration into
the base’s water supply system.

The frequency of dredging needed at Kings Bay is already significant. Will the addition of more
subs increase the size of the area that needs to be dredged? If so, by how much and what will the
additional cost be? Was this considered? If so where is it reflected in COBRA?

One time dredging costs for construction/refurbishment are included for the Auxiliary
Repair Drydock — Medium within the $5.7M amount as provided in the fleet certified
data. For recurring dredging, no additional dredging will be required. The area is
already dredged to the depth of 46" and 41’ with a maintained depth of 42" and 37'. The

enclosed image applies (green line along the pier area indicates the area already being
dredged).

There is a notable absence of large businesses near the Kings Bay Base to accommodate spousal
employment and career needs. This is in significant contrast to Groton Ct. where such
opportunities are prevalent. Has this socioeconomic factor been considered in the decision-
making process or cost included to bolster the local economy?

Questions considering employment and career needs are considered in Criterion Seven.
The Joint Process Action Team Criterion Seven (JPAT 7) identified three attributes and
developed questions to collect data from DoD activities. Three attributes: Cost of
Living, Employment and Education address the community’s existing capacity to support
current and potential additional forces, missions, and personnel. The JPAT 7 Report
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describing the process methodology and approach in collecting this data is available at
http://www.defenselink.mil/brac/minutes/action/01-Com-Infrastructure-JPAT-Report-5-
13-05.pdf. DON narrative reports which summarize activity responses is available at the
same website by selecting “Department of Navy” Zip File (29MB).

Employment questions were developed to provide a relative indicator of job availability
in the local community, cducation questions were developed to provide an indicator of
the intellectual capital in the local community and the cost of living questions were
developed to provide an indicator of the cost of continuing and higher education.
Specific costs to bolster the local economy of Kings Bay, GA, were not considered.

I trust this information satistactorily addresses your concerns. If we can be of further

assistance, please let me know.

{
P

'./

Attachments:
As Stated

Copy to:
The Honorable Rob Simmons

Sincerely,

Anne Rathmell Davis
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy
for Base Realignment and Closure
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The Department of the Navy carefully considered the impact of costs related to potential
environmental restoration by using the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP)
costs funded through the Defense Environmental Restoration Account (DERA). These were
chosen because they were a source of known, pre-existing environmental restoration projects that
could be certified. The DERP follows Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA), passed by Congress in 1980, which established a requirement and
a framework for the identification, investigation, and cleanup of hazardous substances resulting
from past practices. The CERLA approach, which the DoD uses for all DERP sites, is outlined

Figure 13
CERCLA Environmental Restoration Process Phases and Milestones
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Partnership between the Department of the Navy, the states, and other Federal agencies
facilitates the successful environmental cleanup at Department of the Navy installations. The
Department of the Navy has continually involved the EPA and the state of Connecticut in
planning and implementation of the environmental cleanup and restoration activities at NSB
(NSB) New London.

The Department of the Navy has a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) signed in January1995
with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the then State of Connecticut
Commissioner for the Department of Environmental Protection, to involve the EPA in the
environmental restoration process by detailing the agency’s and the State’s roles in the
environmental restoration process at NSB New London. Since, NSB New London is a DERP
installation, the Department of the Navy follows the CERCLA process. State standards and
regulations are taken into account depending on their applicability and appropriateness to the
cleanup. The FFA notes in pertinent part:
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[From the Purpose of Agreement section of the FFA between the EPA, the State of Connecticut
and the Department of the Navy regarding NSB New London]:

“(i) Provide for the appropriate involvement by the State in the initiation, development,
selection and enforcement of Remedial Actions to be undertaken at the NSB New London
(NSBNL), including the review of and comment on all applicable data as it becomes
available; consultation regarding studies and reports; the development of action plans
and other deliverables; and identification and integration of State ARARs* for the
Remedial Action process; *

(*ARARs- Applicable, Relevant and Appropriate Requirements)

Additionally, the Department of the Navy has a Defense and State Memorandums of
Agreement (DSMOA) with the State of Connecticut. DMSOA establishes an ongoing
partnership between the state and DoD. DSMOAs, which facilitate active state participation in
DoD's cleanup program, provide the states with funding to reimburse their contributions to
DERP. DoD provides reimbursement to the states for technical services for up to one percent of
DERA and one and one half percent of BRAC costs. Additionally, DSMOAs specify that DoD
will reimburse states for regulatory oversight provided in support of Federal environmental
restoration activities at DoD installations. Acceptance of these funds indicates state regulatory
involvement in the DoD DERP program. The current DSMOA that the Department of the Navy
has with the State of Connecticut was signed in April 1998, and the State of Connecticut was
reimbursed for less than $1 million for FY04 (from the Defense Environmental Programs Fiscal
Year 2004 Annual Report to Congress). Through FY9S5 through FY04, the state of Connecticut
has received DSMOA funding for actions at DoD installations ranging from $1.5M to less than
$1M annually. After signing a DSMOA, the State of Connecticut and the Department of the
Navy enter into a 2-year cooperative agreement (CA) that outlines the activities the state will
perform and the funding it will receive. The current CA for the State of Connecticut was signed
in July 2004 and lasts until June 2006.

The remaining $23.9 million listed as Cost to Complete for NSB New London from DERA
the pays for the Cost to Complete (CTC) clean-up, yearly inspections, groundwater monitoring
and any anticipated long-term monitoring and maintenance associated with the cost at 10
remaining sites identified at NSB New London. "Clean-up" under DERP is undertaken on a
"clean to current use" standard, which in the case of New London is industrial. Of the 23
CERCLA sites originally identified at NSB New London, 13 sites have been cleaned up
including 3 landfill sites that have been capped. The three-landfill sites that are capped include
on-going groundwater monitoring and yearly inspections. Monitoring at these sites was planned
for 30 years. The first site monitoring began in 1998 and the other landfill sites began in 1999
and 2001.

A specific summary of the current, as of Fall 2004, installation restoration costs at NSB New
London is provided below:
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NSB NEW LONDON, CT
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM (CTC Data as of President’s Budget

Submission-Fall 2004 submission)

IR Sites CIC CTC Details

I Costs™

Site 2 - Area A Landfill $1,682,100 | Site has been capped. Estimate is based upon
current costs for O&M of the cap.

Site 3 — Area A Downstream $1,673,610 | Site has been remediated. Estimate is based
upon current costs to monitor and maintain the
wetlands restoration.

Site 6 — DRMO $1,547,428 | Site has been capped. Estimate is based upon
current costs for O&M of the cap.

Site 7 — Torpedo Shops $1,367,871 | The ROD stipulates that the soil will be
excavated and disposed oft-site. GW will be
monitored.

Site 8 — Goss Cove Landfill $2,008,811 | Site has been capped. Estimate is based upon
current costs for O&M of the cap.

Site 10 — Fuel Oil Storage $2,478,238 | This CTC is based on in-situ type clean up

Tanks (Lower NSB) alternatives (soil vapor extraction, air sparging)
and enhanced bioremediation.

Site 11 — Power Plant Oil $2,189,184 | This CTC is based on in-situ type clean up

Tanks (Lower NSB) alternatives (soil vapor extraction, air sparging)
and enhanced bioremediation.

Site 13 — Building 79 Waste $2,156,649 | This CTC is based on in-situ type clean up

Oil Pit (Lower NSB) alternatives (soil vapor extraction, air sparging)
and enhanced bioremediation.

Site 14 — Overbank Disposal $86,105 This CTC is costs associated with preparing a no

Area Northeast further action ROD.

Site 17 — Building 31 $955,169 | This CTC is based on excavation of lead

(Lower NSB) contaminated soil and disposal off-site.

Site 19 — Solvent Storage $800,503 | This CTC is based on excavation of lead

Area (Lower NSB) contaminated soil and disposal off-site.

Site 21 — Berth 16 $1,249,386 | This CTC is based on excavation of lead

(Lower NSB) contaminated soil and disposal off-site.

Site 22 — Pier 33 $1,744,016 | This CTC is based on excavation of lead and

(Lower NSB) TPH contaminated soil and disposal off-site.

Site 24 — Building 174 $1,289,693 | This CTC is based on excavation of PAH and

(Lower NSB) TPH contaminated soil and disposal off-site.

Site 25 — Lower Base $1,786,019 | This CTC is based on excavation of lead

Incinerator (Lower NSB) contaminated soil and disposal off-site.

UST 01 — Dolphin Mart $84,857 This CTC is 3 years of monitored natural
attenuation.

UST 05 — Mitchell Manor $42,967 This CTC is 1 year of monitored natural

(NY)

attenuation.




NSB NEW LONDON, CT

STATE OF CONNECTICUT ARARS

Requirement Citation Status
Remediation Standard C8G 22133k RUSA 220-133k | Applicable
Regulations ~ | through 3
Hazardous Waste Management: ROSA 2244404 100-10] Appheable
Generator and Hundler
Requirements, Listing, and
Ideatification
Flazardous Waste Manugement: ROSA 224449 104 Applicable
Treatment, Storage or Disposal
Facihty Standards
Hazardous Waste Management RCSA 2234490 - 102 Applicable

Generator Standards

Connecticur Guidelines tor Soil
Eroston and Sedunent Control

Connecticut Council on Soil and
Water Conservalion

To Be Considered

Water Quality Sundards CSG 22a-426 Applicable
Intand Wetlands and CSG 22a-37 through 45, RUSA Apphcable
Watercoueses 22a-39-1 through 15

Wier Polluiion Control ROUSA 224-420- 1 through 8 Applicable
Coustal Management Act CSG 22a-901w0 112 Applicable
CT Endangered Species Act CSG 26-3030 314 Applicable

State Hazardous Waste
Management: Interim Status
Favilities and Groundwarer
Monitoring Requirements,
Closure and Pose-Closure
Reguirements

ROSA 2264498 103

Relevant and Appropriate

Stute Solid Waste Management ROSA 220-209-1 10 15 Apphcable
Sufe Storage of Oib and Chemical | RCSA 29-337-1 1o 3 Applicable
Liguids

Air Pollution Control - Control RCSA 22a - 174-20 Applicable
of Organic Compound Emissions

Abr Pollution Control ~ Control RCSA 224-174-23 Applicable
of Odors

Adr Pollution Control — Conteol RCSA 225.174.29 Applicable
of Hazardous Air Poliutants

Asr Poilution Control - Contraol ROSA 22a-174-18 Applicable
of Particulute Erissions

Connecheut Water Diversion C5G 22a-365 10 378 Applicable
Policy Awt

Tidal Wellunds RCSA 22a-30-1 through 17 Applicable
Control of Notse Regulations RCSA 22a-69-1 through 7.4 Apphicable

Notes: CSG = Connecticut General Statutes

RCSA = Regulation of Conoeeticut State Agencies
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NSB NEW LONDON, CT
FEDERAL ARARS

Requirement

Citation

Status

Cancer Slope Factors

To Be Considered

Reference Dose

T Be Considered

Clean Witer Act: Section 402, A3USC 1342 Applicable

National Pollution Discharge 40 CEFR 122 through 125

Eliination System

Clean Water Act Section 404 33 USC 1344, 40 CFR Part 230 Applicable
and 33 CIR Parts 320323

Exccutive Order 11990): Bxecutive Oder (1990, 40 CTR Applicable

Protdection of Wetlands Part &, Appendix A

bxecutive Order 198RS Executive Order | TURR Applicable

Floodplain Management

Fish and Wildlite Conservation 16 USC Part 661 vt seq.; 40 CFR Applicible

Act Secrion 6,302

Coastal Zone Manazement Act 16 USC Parts 1451 et se. Apphcable

Federal PCR regulation under 40 CFR Pan 761 Applicable

TSCA

RCRA - General requirements

40 CER Part 264 Subpart A

Relevant and Appropriate

RCRA - Preparedness und
Prevention

40 CFR Part 264 Subpart €

Relevant and Appropriate

RCRA - Contingency Plan and
Emergency Procedures

40 CFR Part 264 Subpart D

Relevant and Appropriae

RCRA - Releases from Solid
Waste Management Units

40 CFR Part 264 Subpart ¥

Relevant and Appropriate

RCRA ~ Closure and Post-
Closure Reguirements

4 CEFR Part 264 Subpart G

Relevant and Appropriate

Clean Air Act — National
Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants
INESHAPs)

4 CFR Purt 614

Relevant and Approprime

Clean Air Act - Non-methane
organic compounds NMOCs

Proposed Rule — 56 FR 24468, o
be codified at 40 CFR Part 60
Subpart WWW

To Be Considerad

USEPA Technical Guidance
Final Covers on Hazardous Waste
Landfills and Surface
Impoundnments

EPA/ 330-SW-8U.047

Fo Be Considered

Wager Quality Criteria for DDT
and Metabotite

EPA 40-80-038

To Be Considered

Technical Basis tor Deriving
Sediment Quality Criteria for
Non-lome Organie Contarminants
for Protection of Benrhic
Organisims by using Equilibrivm
Partitioning

EPA-R22-R-93-01 |

To Be Considered

NOAA Incidence of Adverse
Biological Effects within Ranges
of Chemical Concentration in
Marine and Estgarine Sediments

Long et al.

To Be Considered

Guidance on Remedial Actions
for Supertund Sites with PCB
Contaminaticon

OSWER Directive 9355.4.01

To Be Considered

Notes: USC = United States Code: CEFR = Code of Federal Regulations
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY DCN 8446

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20350-1000

August 10, 2005

The Honorable Robert R. Simmons

United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Simmons:

This is in response to your recent letter concerning Electric Boat (EB), New London,
CT. The answer to the question contained in your letter has been coordinated with Naval
Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA). Your question and our response follow.

If SUBASE New London is closed, please quantify the resulting cost impact to the Navy
of new submarine construction; major submarine conversion and alteration; and
submarine maintenance and repair.

Closure of SUBASE New London will not impact submarine conversion and
alteration since the last SSGN conversion is scheduled for completion by October 2007.
The impact to new submarine construction and submarine maintenance and repair is that
the fixed overhead from EB maintenance contracts that support work at SUBASE New
London would be distributed to existing contracts unaffected by the closure, e.g., new
construction, planning yard, and design/research and development contracts. The FY05
value of the maintenance contracts impacted by the closure recommendation is $56.6M,
of which approximately $9M is fixed overhead that would be distributed to other existing
contracts. The FYO0S5 value of unaffected contracts (the Virginia Class new construction
contract/options, Virginia Class Lead Yard Services contract and the Submarine Planning
Yard contract) is $910M. Therefore, the redistributed $9M of fixed overhead (in FYO05
dollars) is less than 1% of the unaffected contracts based on FY0S contracts in place.

The actual dollar impact would depend on the value of the contracts in place at the time
of closure.

I trust this information is responsive to your requirements. If we can be of further
assistance, or if you would like to meet with me staff to discuss this matter further, please
contact me at (703) 602-6500.

Sincerely,

LR L

Anne Rathmell Davis
Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy
for Base Realignment and Closure



