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The Case for New London: Supplemental Data Submission 
Executive Summary 

At the Boston regional hearing on July 6, 2005, the State of Connecticut presented the case for SUBASE 
New London before the BRAC Commission. The State panel, which included elected officials and 
subject matter experts, presented the Commission with strategic arguments for removing SUBASE New 
London from the closure list along with numerous substantial deviations from the BRAC selection 
criteria. This document supplements the information presented at the hearing and provides additional 
detail on substantial deviations by the Department of Defense (DoD) in its evaluation. 

The data is presented in the order of the eight criteria, as it was on July 6. For easy reference, we have 
included a copy of the July 6 Connecticut briefing in the inside front pocket. 

Military value Criteria 1-3 are covered first. This section contains a supplemental statement by John 
Markowicz to his July 6 testimony, with the following attachments: (1) hrther rationale for questioning 
DoD's determination of military value, and (2) a Talking Paper from the BRAC Red Team raising 
questions about military value evaluation and pointing out weaknesses in the DoD analytical process. The 
materials all support the claim that measurements were inconsistent and inaccurate. The additional data 
amplifies the case that flaws in military value evaluation led to the systematic undervaluing of SUBASE 
New London. - 
The next section, on Criteria 4-5, provides the Commission with additional detail on understated costs, 
overstated savings and ignored expenses related to the proposed closure of SUBASE New London. 
COBRA runs for the Navy's proposal (DON-0033B) and three additional Connecticut corrected COBRA 
runs are included. For the reasons explained prior to each additional COBRA run, the Connecticut 
versions show the payback year extending from the Navy's 2014 to 2041 in Connecticut #1, 2057 in 
Connecticut #2, and to no payback in Connecticut #3 The latter COBRA analysis takes into account 
increased new construction costs for Electric Boat resulting from SUBASE New London closure, 
estimated at $50 million per year. 

Finally, the section on Criteria 4-5 includes an examination by Connecticut of the assumptions underlying 
the Navy's examination of the scenario @ON-0004) evaluating the potential savings of moving 11 attack 
submarines from Norfolk to New London. The revised scenarios include elimination of one-time military 
construction cost of $93 million for a new drydock at New London. The Navy overlooked the availability 
of a graving dock at nearby Electric Boat, currently under repair. Other revisions include the elimination 
of certain billets at Norfolk, to reflect the relocation of the SSNs. These revisions show 2025 savings 
ranging from $55 million in Revision 1 to $230 million in Revision 2. 

Only the COBRA summaries are provided in hard copy to save space. The full data runs are included on 
the accompanying CD. 

Substantial deviations from Criteria 6-7 are supported in the next section with facts and white papers 
developed by the Connecticut Department of Economic Development showing DoD's failure to properly 
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account for (i) the multiple and compounding economic impact on Connecticut and (ii) the limited ability 
of the existing infrastructure in the receiving communities to support the proposed moves. Appendices 
consist of- (1) 1995 Seawolf Class Homeporting Final Environmental Impact Statement, (2) demographic 
overviews of the existing and receiving communities, (3)  an April 2005 update by the Northeast-Midwest 
Institute on the depleted military presence in the northeast United States, and (4) questions posed to the 
Navy by Connecticut representatives, which have not yet been answered. 

Environmental costs of the proposed closure are addressed in the final section, on Criterion 8. An in- 
depth analysis by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) shows that the Navy 
failed to account for some $162 million in short- and long-term environmental cleanup costs that would 
necessarily follow closure. This section includes considerable detail contrasting the Navy's estimated of 
closure and remediation costs with those of DEP. 

Among the attachments to this section are comparisons of the environmental attributes of the existing and 
receiving locations and a report from the Connecticut Attorney General concluding that: (i) DoD's 
projections for the cost of radiological waste cleanup are unreliable, (ii) DoD failed to consider the legal 
reqhements of its Federal ~acilities Agreement @FA) in computing cleanup costs, and (iii) because of 
such failure, DoD has grossly underestimated the cost of closure to the economy of southeastern 
Connecticut. Because of the cited flaws, the Attorney General concludes that DoD has no realistic idea of 
the cost of hll cleanup of SUBASE New London. The report notes that the FFA - which governs 

w cleanup of the 20+ Supefind sites on the base -- requires cleanup before any transfer of the property. 
The Navy's assumes that the property will be transferred within six years and thus does not include the 
financial impact beyond 201 1. This is inconsistent with the FFA. 

The voluminous information provided in this supplemental submission hrther supports the removal of 
SUBASE New London from the closure list. The materials demonstrate the weakness of DoD's military 
value and other arguments for closing the base, particularly those involving costs/savings. 

The Connecticut team deeply appreciates the Commission's fair consideration of its hearing testimony on 
July 6 and the materials presented in this submission. We stand ready to respond to questions or hrther 
explain the information conveyed in this submission. 
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BRAC COMMISSION JULY 6, 2005 PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY 
( SUPPLEMENTAL) 

I submit this document and attachment thereto, as additional and 
supplemental testimony to my statements to the BRAC Commission on July 
6, 2005 in Boston, MA. 

Attachment 1, A Questioning of the Determination of Military Value, 
Revision 1, 14 July 2005, is submitted as additional material that 
challenges the Military Value data gathering and analysis presented in 
Department of the Navy Analysis and Recommendations, Volume IV and 
Appendix A thereto. Changes and revisions, as well as several new 

'(v questions, are identified by italics. In particular, it is noted that 
we have performed a Configuration Analysis run (as suggested in 
Additional Question 3) with SUBASE New London set at 100 Military 
Value Points, the Maximum Value. The "constraints" discussed in my 
July 6th testimony result in SUBASE New London being closed. 

Attachment 2, BRAC 2005 Red Team Meeting with the IEC on April 6, 2005 
is also submitted for the record. We note the Red Team comments 
regarding Military Value and Potential Weaknesses in support of our 
July 6th Testimony. 

In amplification of our testimony regarding the Naval Undersea Medical 
Institute (NUMI), we submit the following extract from the 10 pages of 
SUBASE NEW LONDON MILVAL "Unique Capabilities or Missions" deleted 
from consideration by the Department of the Navy Analysis Group (DAG). 

"NUMI houses the only Naval Training Schools for: Submarine 
Independent Duty Corpsmen (IDC), Radiation Health Officer, Radiation 
Health Indoctrination, Radiation Health Technician, and Undersea 
Medical Officer. NUMI is the center of Excellence for all 
consultative services in respect to Undersea Medicine and radiation 
health issues. 

A public-private partnership for economic development serving southeastern 
Connecticut 



The Submarine Medical Research Laboratory is DOD's Center for Undersea 
'w Biomedical Research. The laboratory's mission is to protect the 

health and enhance the performance of our warfighters through focused 
submarine diving and surface research solutions. Established in WWII, 
NSMRL was responsible for selecting personnel for training at Naval 
Submarine School, conducting specialized training in submarine 
medicine for hospital corpsmen and medical officer, and researching 
the medical aspects of submarines and diving. Today NSMRL continues 
to be the biomedical R&D leader in submarine qualification of 
submariners, escape and rescue from disabled submarines, diving 
bioeffects, and hearing conservation technology." 

It is noted that the superb performance of NSMRL at Naval submarine 
Base New London was recognized with the award of the Secretary of the 
Navy Meritorious Unit Commendation. 

John Markowicz 
Chairman 
SUBASE Realignment Coalition 
July 14, 2005 

Attachment 1: A Questioning of the Determination of Military Value, 
Revision 1, July 14, 2005 

Attachment 2: Talking Paper - BRAC 2005 Red Team Meeting with IEC on 
April 6, 2005 



A QUESTIONING OF THE DETERMINATION OF MILITARY VALUE 
Revision 1 (Changes in italics) 14 July, 2005 

In the preparation of the Navy proposals, the single most important piece of data 
may be the relative military value (MV) determined for each of the bases. These values, 
along with capacity analysis valuations, are the feedstock to the configuration analysis 
(CA), and to the extent they are incorrectly formulated, can make the CA and all that 
follows in the BRAC evaluation process meaningless. 

The assignment in the MV exercise of a single numeric value to each base implies the 
result of an objective process. This is not true. There were many steps in the valuation 
process in which the value was susceptible to the "thumb-on-the-scales" at worst and lack 
of relevance at best. Specifically: 

1. Selection of the questions - determines which areas are to be 
considered, and equally important, which areas are omitted from 
consideration. 

2. Wording of the questions - critical; the inclusion or exclusion of even 
one or two words can drive the end product. 

3. Weighting - can drive the product in the desired direction and to a 
desired answer. 

4. Analyst adjustment - non-linear and can produce a desired answer at 
the discretion of the analyst. 

'IIY All of the above subjective elements are represented in the questions which were scored 
to determine Military Value. Out of a possible 100 assignable points, the range of results 
run from 30.82 to74.50, with a median of 48.21 and a standard deviation of 10.97. No 
confidence levels or other statistical measures of reliability of the evaluation are 
provided, but given the relatively tight range of results (34 points) against a standard 
deviation of 10.97, it is fair to say the MV evaluation for BRAC 2005 is not statistically 
reliable. The same general characteristics, for example, if applicable to standardized IQ 
tests would argue that an IQ of 90 was essentially the same as 120. In actuality, for IQ 
tests, that range represents about three standard deviations. Results like these speak in 
qualitative terms to the poor quality of the questions posed, the scoring of the questions, 
and the comparative relative values assigned. These issues are detailed as follows: 

GENERAL QUESTIONSICOMMENTS 

1. Use of Cruiser Equivalent Length (CGE) is an attempt at a "one size fits all" 
approach to measuring berthing capacity. In use, it can be misleading a d  is 
subject to manipulation 

ex: 10 piers, each 70 feet = 700 feet = 1 CGE 
Useless in evaluating berthing capability other than for small boats 

ex: Max CGE derived from arbitrary rule requiring use of nesting, though 
some types of ships do not normally nest. Results in exaggerated 



capability. ex: Kings Bay CGE 13.5 impossible to berth and support 13 
TRIDENT subs at Kings Bay. 

ex: Kings Bay credited at 13.5 CGE. Extremely rare that more than 4 
SSBNs (4 CGE) in port. However, to add 6 SSNs, 4.5 CGE if all in port, 
additional pier space must be constructed. 

In comparing capabilities of two similar function bases, why was berthing 
capability for the specific type ships involved not counted? That is, the better question 
would be how many SSNs or SSBNs can be berthed and supported under normal 
circumstances? 

2. Jointness - Does not appear in any question, yet is to be a major consideration of 
the selection criteria. Was it considered in any stage of the calculation of MV? 

3. Homeland defense - same questions as 2. above 

4. Average MV of Bases -closure of lower scoring bases raises the average MV of 
remaining bases. True but irrelevant. Why was no calculation made, using the 
same questions, of the increase in MV of the receiving site of a recommended 
action? 

Ex: adding 6 SSNs to Kings Bay does not increase the calculated MV of 
Kings Bay since it is not a change of CGE. No questions ask how many 
ships; a yes answer could mean 1 ship or 20 ships, masking the clear 
advantage of higher capacity. 

Ex: Adding Sub School to Kings Bay does not significantly change the 
calculated MV of Kings Bay since only a single question addresses the 
capacity of training, and then only of "C", "F' and pipeline schools. The 
max credit for the question is only 1.85 points. 

Ex: Adding 11 SSNs to Norfolk does not change the calculated MV of 
Norfolk. No change in CGE. 

Ex: Why is not the cumulative calculated MVs of allports considered, 
instead of the irrelevant average MV? 

5. The judgment of an analyst was used in 78% of the questions/scoring. "analyst 
will apply a function for zero credit to maximum credit" What guidelines were 
given to the analyst? What quality control measures were taken to assure 
consistency in application of any guidelines? 

Ex: In scoring for the number offloating and graving docks, the same 
analyst, presumably, used a linear scale for the floaters, with each rated 



at the same value, but with graving docks, he scaled on a curve, with the 
first dock being a significant value, and additional docks being worth very 
little additional. 

Ex: In comparing the scoring between Kings Bay and New London, the 
shorter distance at Kings Bay to the 50 fathom curve, 70 vs 80 miles, is 
essentially equal in points to the difference between 3 graving docks and 
I floating drydock in New London with 1 graving dock in Kings Bay. 

6. Why was there no comparison of the normal utilization rate of pierslwharves with 
the calculated CGEs? 

Ex: a base normally utilizes pier space to berth and support 8 DDs. 
Max normal capability is 12 DDs. But under the rules, CGE may 
equal 18 CGE. Which is the better determination of excess 
capacity? 

7. Following calculation, how was MV actually used in determining closure 
recommendations? 

Operational Infrastructure Questions 

w SEA 1 CGE is a specific rating of capacity. How did the analyst award points? 

ex: CGE Earle 8 score 1.1 1 
CGE Kings Bay 13.5 score 1.15 
CGE New London 16.25 score 1.23 

With 2X as much berthing, New London scored only 0.12 over 
Earle 
With 20% more berthing, New London scored only 0.08 over 
Kings Bay 

These examples demonstrate something other than linear scoring, 
but there is no clear pattern of value assignment. DoD has not 
explained the directions given to analysts and the quality control 
procedures used. 

SEA 2 What is the basis for a bonus of up to 4.15 points for a capability of 
berthing nuclear aircraft carriers? Only one other type ship (SSBN) was considered by 
type. What is the purpose of the words "cold iron status"? On the east coast, there are 
only two carrier qualified ports, and of those, Mayport is not certified for nuclear carriers. 
Was this wording included to increase the value of Mayport by considering nuclear 
carriers with shut down nuclear power plants? 



SEA 3 Why was this question worded to include the nuclear weapons handling 
capability? Was it directed solely at Kings Bay and Bangor, since no other ports can meet 
this requirement? What justifies a weight of 4.15 points? This score = 6.5% of total MV 
of Kings Bay. 

SEA 4 How did the analyst adjust the linear feet of berthing to compute scores? 

Ex: New London 16.25 CGE 0.0 score 
Kings Bay 13.5 CGE 1.69 score 

SEA 5 Since New London received no points for its piers in SEA 4 above, how 
did the analyst adjust linear feet of piers new since 1990 to give New London a score of 
1.01 and Kings Bay a score of 0.88? 

SEA 6 How does an internet capability at the pier justify a maximum score of 2.0 
points? This, for example, equals the points for berthing a nuclear carrier at Mayport. 

Questions from SEA 4, 5 and 6 .  New London (SEA 4 )  is credited with 500 feet of 
adequate and 2040 feet of sub-standard piers In SEA 5, New London is credited with 
4008 feet of modernized pier. Does this mean that New London has 1468 feet of 
modernized but less than sub-standardpiers? With 7766 feet ofpier with internet 
protocol in SEA 6, does this mean that New London has at least 5226 feet of piers which 
are less than sub-standard? 

SEA 7 How is maximum capacity Index for Maintenance calculated and adjusted 
by the analyst? 

Ex: Kings Bay receives the highest point score of all bases with the 
exception of the shipyards at Portsmouth and Norfolk, yet maintains less than 8 subs. 

SEA 11 What is the importance of the distance to a deperming facility? What is the 
frequency of deperming a ship? 

SEA 13 Why is there no credit for a port which does not require specialized 
securitylemergency services? Are thefirst 3 parts of this question not an additional bonus 
for CVN and SSBN ports only? 

SEA 14 and 15 Why were these questions deleted late in the process? They appear to 
be worthy questions. Where did the IEG assign credit and how was it incorporated and 
scored in MV? 

SEA 16 Why is this question biased towards SSBNs? Why is there not a penalty 
for requiring very large ESQDs? 

Operational Training 



1. Why are 9 out of 11 scored questions concerned solely with the distance to 
facilitieslareas? 

2. Why do only questions SEA24 and 30 consider throughput, i.e. capacity of 
training? 

SEA 22 Why was this question deleted? Where did the IEG assign credit and how 
was it incorporated and scored in MV? 

SEA 24 Why did this question include the words "schools located within 50 
miles"? No other question permitted a base to take credit for facilities located 50 miles 
away and possibly on another base. 

ex: Kings Bay can score for facilities at NAS Jacksonville and, 
possibly, NS Mayport. 

Why are only "C", "F' and pipeline schools considered? Why is the 
capacity for basic school not considered? Does this question deliberately bias against 
New London with its large sub school? 

ex: There is no training credit for most of sub school capability 

SEA 25 and 26 Why do these questions add value to a submarine base when there 
is no relevance in distance to AAW and gunnery ranges? 

SEA 28What is the frequency of use of mine wagare training range by SSBNs? 

SEA 29 Based on usage frequency of a submarine training range, what is the 
justification for a max score of 3.15 points? 

Why does a surface ship base get value from the distance to a sub training 
range? Mayport score 1.89 New London score 0.0 Is this bias against New 
London? 

Port Characteristics Questions 

SEA 32 Why did the analyst scale the distance to the 50 fathom curve to account 
for differences only between 8 and 80 miles? 

What is the relevance to baseslstations which do not berth subs? 

ex: Ingleside score 1.13 
New London score 0.0 

Why would a sugace ship base not be benefited by further distance from 
the 50 fathom curve (i.e. from operating enemy subs)? 



SEA 33 What is the relevance of aircraft carriers ability to transit the harbor 
channel to Sub Base Bangor? Bangor score 2.08 

SEA 34a Question was deleted for non-availability of data from some activities. 
Why was the data which was available not used? 

SEA 38 How was this question scored and adjusted by the analyst? 

ex: Kings Bay requires large annual maintenance dredging, New 
London does not, yet scoring was the same 

SEA 43 What is the relevance of distance as opposed to a factor such as time from 
order to receipt? 

Environment and Encroachment 

ENV 1 Why is the question not addressing the issues of frequency and amount of 
dredging required? This treats a base needing minor dredging once every 20 years 
equally with a base requiring major dredging every year. Why is no credit given for not 
requiring annual dredging? 

ex: Kings Bay requires annual dredging but has a disposal site. 
New London does not require annual dredging. Kings Bay scores 2X New London 
because it has a large disposal site. 

ENV 2 Why is no credit given for not requiring very large ESQD arcs? Is this 
question biased towards SSBNs? 

ENV 7 How was this question answered and scored by analyst? 
ex: 7a. (40%) Kings Bay has manatees (endangered) in harbor 

7c. (20%) Kings Bay has whale calving grounds astride 
departure path to sea 

Kings Bay score 0.86 New London score 1.15 

Personnel Support 

PS 1 Why is the word "military" included? What is significance of being in 
catchment area for another base's facility? Why is distance to nearest hospital not 
considered? What justifies the max weight assigned? 

ex: 1 .Ol  points versus 0.73 for the entire list of support facilities 
such as Commissary, Exchange, Family Service Center, etc. 

PS 2 With 50% of the question based on housing wait time, how was the 
question answered and adjusted by the analyst? 

What was the definition of "adequate" with respect to bachelor quarters? 
Why were all other rooms ignored in scoring? 

'VI 



Additional Ouestions 

1. What consideration was given to the very large standard deviation value when 
comparing MV of the bases and making closure decisions? 

2. Given the closeness of the MVs of Mayport and NewLondon, was consideration 
given to closing Mayport and thus eliminating twice as much "excess capacity"? 
32.5 CGE vs 16.25 CGE 

3. What is the justification for excluding Mayport and Kings Bay from 
consideration of closing in view of the requirement to consider all bases equally? 

4. I f  the MV of New London were raised to the maximum value of 100 points and the 
configuration analysis rerun, would New London stay open? 

5. Ifthe assumption is made that New London would close and the moves proposed 
by DOD would occur, what is the increase in calculated MV of Norfolk and Kings 
Bay? 
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6 April 2005 

Talking Paper 

Subject: BRAC 2005 Red Team Meeting with the IEC (Infrastructure Executive Council), 
(Room 3E928,1630 - 1815, Wednesday, 6 April 2005) 

Background: The purpose of the meeting is to summarize the findings of the 2005 BRAC Red 
Team to date for the IEC. Significant overarching issues are: working group inconsistency of 
strategies, military value and capacity approaches; process for combining functional and service 
recommendations into BRAC recommendations; and DoD integrated story and report 
development. 

Talking Points 

BRAC Red Team asked to look at evolving recommendations from a BRAC commission and 
DoD policy perspective 

o We did not attempt to judge recommendations from military standpoint 
o Inevitably, o w  "process questions" may have influenced the recommendations 

As you expected this BRAC is more about the "R" Realignments than the "C" Closures 
Joint Cross Service Groups and Military Departments have looked at parts of DoD 
previously un-reviewed 

o JCSGs have done well but have also taken differing approaches 
o Desperately need to integrate their efforts by installation and style with consistent 

justifications 
In past four rounds, DOD has: 

o Closed - 97 bases 
o Realigned - 86 bases 
o However, the non-installation infrastructure has been largely untouched 

Size of BRAC 05 
o Much smaller number of base closures 
o Non-installation infrastructure has been looked at very hard - with large results 

Transformation 
o Was very much a part of everyone's thinking and played a huge role in strategic 

analysis 
o However in the report to the Commission, DoD must cast all recommendations 

and justifications in BRAC terms consistent with the law 
Military Value 

o Not consistently used (applied to installations, functions, and weapon platforms) 
o Quantitative 
o Qualitative 

Military judgment is part of military value calculations in some cases and 
applied after military value calculations in other cases 
Military judgment is sometimes used without adequate substantiation to 
justify overriding the quantitative military value (based on 
business/economic factors rather than military requirements) 
Since military value is the preeminent criteria for closure or realignment, 
any military judgment based decision that is not within the purview of the 
particular skills and expertise of military professionals should be 
scrutinized carefully 
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Integration 
o JCSG integration goes beyond knitting together. Each group has used different 

strategy, guiding principles, surge requirements, capacity measures, military 
value, and military judgment approaches 

o Need to boil down to BRAC language recommendations 

1 Realign I installation 1 relocating I installation 1 functions I 

BRAC Action 
Close 

I Inactivate I I consolidating 1 I activities I 
I I I privatizing I I I 

where 
losing 

Traditional: Plant Replacement Value (PRV) does not properly reflect changes in 
infrastructure 
Annual Recurring Savings is better measure 
NPV savings amounts are inflated over the past due to discount rate reductions 
Civilian positions eliminated 
Military billets eliminated or converted to warfighting roles 
Capture new capacity requirements as result of surge, Army end-strength 
increases, returning overseas units, homeland security, etc. that reduced excess 
capacity pool to work with 
Reduction of annual lease costs is another possible "good news" metric 

0 Role of BRAC Commission 

by what 
moving 

o Remove by simple majority vote, those recommendations that "substantially 
deviate from the force structure plan andlor final selection criteria" 

o Add to list with 7 of 9 votes super majority 
o Initial Commission reaction to presentation is very important 

Potential Weaknesses 
o Strategy - Lack of consistency among DoD, Military Departments, and Joint 

Cross-Service Group approaches 
o Integration, consistency, strategy linkage, ties to capacity reduction, strong story 
o Surge capacity policy - Should state that policy was for each ServiceIJCSG to 

determine surge capacity based on requirements unique to each group's mission 
o Many candidate recommendations do not need BRAC authority to implement 

BRAC militarv construction and environmental restoration costs could be 

to where 
gaining 

greatly reduced thereby increasing NPV savings if these actions were 
accomplished outside of BRAC 
We understand why these actions were included under BRAC 

o All candidate recommendations that have payback periods greater than 20 years 

and retaining what 
enclaves 

could be considered substantially deviating from the final selection criteriain that 
the COBRA model only evaluates up to 20 years 

With careful review after "roll up" most (if not all) will have shorter 
payback periods 

o Have all issues been addressed 
BRAC law requires all military installations in the U.S. to be considered 
equally (beware of statements such as "removed from further review due 
to ...) 
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Re-look at candidate recommendations removed from list before IEC 
review 

w Possible Political Issues 
o (Provide Examples) 

Deal Breakers 
o (Provide Examples) 

BRAC 2005 Story 
o Story approach is crucial with respect to commission and public perception 

Strong DoD overview of transformation and infrastructure objectives 
Opportunity to take critical review 
Modernize through transformational thinking 
Overseas moves included in BRAC deliberations so as to properly 
determine location and integrate returning units 

8 Past BRACs looked primarily at bases - 2005 BRAC looked at supporting 
infrastructure 
Strong role for Joint Cross Service Groups 

o Presentation of Results 
8 Use various very positive measures of success 

Anecdotally take credit for facilities, bases and areas freed up for returning 
units and resources freed up for homeland security and GWOT 

o Recommendations must be tied to installations 



Substantial Deviation from Selection Criteria 4 and 5: 

w 
At the July 6,2005, BRAC hearing in Boston, Gabe Stem, analyst for Connecticut's 
BRAC team, explained to the Commission how the Navy substantially deviated from 
Criteria 4 and Criteria 5. In the COBRA modeling, DoD introduced flaws into the model 
such as mixed sources of inputs, mixed quality of inputs, omitted costs and overstated 
recurring savings. It is the overstated savings that drove the results and skewed the 
comparability and value of the COBRA output. Additionally, costs that would be 
incurred by the federal government, but not directly by DoD, were ignored. Also 
overlooked were significant environmental costs and increases in submarine construction 
costs and quality that will result from the closure of SUBASE New London. (See July 6, 
2005, BRAC testimony of George Sawyer and EB President John Casey.) 

Most significantly, DoD overstates recurring savings. Claimed savings are the driving 
factor in showing a positive return on investment. COBRA results are most sensitive to 
adjustments to annual recurring savings levels. These cost and savings flaws in the 
Navy's COBRA model undermine the comparability and value of its output. 

This document provides additional details on the Navy's analytical errors and how they 
negatively impacted the COBRA model. Provided for your review is the COBRA run 
used by the Navy to evaluate Scenario DON-0033B. Also included are three Connecticut 
refined COBRA runs that are adjusted to address incorrect or missing costs in the Navy's 

'W analysis., along with DON-0004 runs requested July 6 by Commissioner Skinner. 

Specific costs misstated in the Cobra analysis are shown in the table below: 

COBRA Analysis Overview 
One-time military construction costs underestimated: $205 million 

One-time moving costs understated: $31 million 
Environmental closure costs understated: $37.1 million 
Environmental remediation costs ignored: $125 million 

Recurring personnel savings overstated: $84 milliodyear 
Recurring other unique costs underestimated $42 millionlyear 

! Loss of reduced overhead at EB unaccounted for: $50 millionlyear 

One-time military construction costs underestimated: $205 million 
DoD's analysis underestimated the cost of reconstructing the Submarine School training 
facilities. The Navy used a construction cost of $21 1 per square foot to construct the 
training center. This is similar to the cost to build a typical high school. Recent 
experience indicates a more accurate figure would be $325 per square foot. This 
increased cost can be attributed to high& structural and services requirements, such as IT 
services, security to a secret level, and the extra static and dynamic loading the 
Submarine School building must accommodate to support fire, vessel flooding, 
machinery, and other operational trainers and simulators. The $1 14 per square foot 

'W 



increase results in additional costs of $47 million. To actually construct an equivalent 
footprint to match the 10 buildings that exist at SUBASE New London, the cost would 
increase another $28 million. However, this estimate does not take into account site 
issues that exist at Kings Bay. Per a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
report on the soil conditions at Kings ~ a ~ ' ,  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. The total adjustment for Submarine School construction at Kings Bay is 
$105 million. 

The DoD proposal also showed a shortfall in BEQ funding. Kings Bay BEQ and messing 
capability improvements were not priced appropriately. The Navy identified 31 1 
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, equaling a total 2,233 required beds. That amounts to a 
shortfall of 547 beds. When those beds are multiplied by the Navy average of $37,000 a 
bed, it totals $20,239,000 in unaccounted for funding. 

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 $80,000,000. 

Our view of Navy's cost treatment has evolved as the Navy responds to questions about 
apparent omissions and inconsistencies. As we began our inquiry it appeared, for 
example, that the Navy had certified twice the pier construction unit cost (the Navy uses 
cost per square yard) for new pier construction at Norfolk than at Kings Bay. Ln response 
to our questions and after some internal investigation, the Navy reported that recitation of 
pier costs between the sites was inconsistently grouped in the COBRA algorithm. The 
Navy's recently supplied explanatory numbers now seem to suggest that when the site 
input data are similarly grouped, it is Kings Bay that reports twice the per square yard 
cost as Norfolk rather than the other way around. We expect that additional one time 
costs for piers should be reflected in COBRA and are further dialoguing with the Navy to 
redetermine what adjustment is needed. 

One-time moving costs understated: $31 million 
The one-time relocation costs are understated by $31 million. The Navy did not include 
the cost of installing and testing equipment at the receiving facility. This is estimated to 
cost $16 million. In addition, the cost of personnel relocation is understated by about $15 

I Federal Emergency Management Agency "Design Guidelines for Flood Damage Reduction" December 
15, 1981. See Page 66 for reference to Kings Bay. The FEMA report references a study regarding the 
Kings Bay Naval Base. The referenced document is a Master Plan for development of the base. It was 
prepared by Zimmerman, Evans and Leopold Inc. and AECK Associates both from Atlanta GA. The exact 
name of the study is not known. We have requested a copy from the Navy (See the DECD document 

w entitled "05. Questions to the Department of the Navy 6-28-05.doc"). The Navy has not responded to this 
request as of yet. 



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. 

Environmental closure costs understated: $37.1 million 
See Criterion 8 for explanatory detail. Please note that this estimate has increased from 
our July 6 presentation. We neglected to include an estimated $ 2 million for off-base 
Underground Storage Tanks (e.g. housing, former gas stations, etc). An individual table 
of this item can be found on page 3 1 of Attachment 2 in Criterion 8. The estimated total 
for RCRA remediation and closure costs was also changed from $14.5 million to $17 
million. Detail can be found on pages 32 and 33 of the same document. 

Environmental remediation costs ignored: $125 million 
See Criterion 8 for explanatory detail. 

Recurring personnel savings overstated: $84 million/year 
Recumng personnel reduction savings were overstated by an estimated 50% or $84 
million/year. In fact, $169 million of the $192 million net recumng savings was due to 
the elimination of 1,560 billets. The Navy justifies its recumng 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 recuning 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 recumng savings claimed from the realignment without 
incumng the one time costs of the proposal. 

DoD analysis eliminates: 
4 136 officers @ $124,972 = $17 million per year 
4 681 enlisted @ $82,399 = $56 million per year 
J 743 Civilians @ $59,959 = $53 million per year 
J Basic allowance for housing = Savings of $43 million per year 

The expected personnel savings are unrealistic and not likely to materialize. The most 
Navy documented examples of overstated billet reductions concern medical and security 
personnel. Today, 528 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. Of 
the 197 security personnel at SUBASE New London, Norfolk requested 91 billets. Yet 
Kings Bay requested only 1 additional security billet, while it is scheduled to receive an 
incremental 6,000 personnel and six nuclear attack submarines. Some economies might 
be expected, yet these ratios defy common sense. 

The proposal also eliminates all personnel support billets. It is unrealistic to eliminate all 
181 billets that normally vary with population size. 

Note that we have had discussions with the Navy over the past 30 days seeking to better 
understand all of the claimed billet reductions. In particular, we have asked the Navy to 
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parse the claimed eliminations into those associated with supporting the fixed costs of the 
SUBASE and SUBASE tenants and those associated with the variable activities at 
SUBASE. Other than providing enumeration but no detail on medical billets, the Navy to 
date has been unable to account for the source or supporting rationale of the billet 
eliminations. 

The Navy explains that certain eliminations are hard wired via algorithm into the 
COBRA model, that is, the COBRA model is programmed on a formulaic basis to 
assume a certain number of a closed facilities' personnel are eliminated under complete 
closure. This makes some sense, but as determined in the case of the proposed SUBASE 
New London closure the numbers are so extreme as to defy logic. The Navy agrees that a 
reality check is required and has told us that they will continue to work on developing a 
full description of the claimed personnel eliminations. We expect that the Navy will need 
to reverse engineer to attempt to get to an explanation that supports the formulaic claimed 
billet eliminations, an exercise which may prove useful in understanding the elimination 
claims and perhaps force a more realistic valuation. 

Recurring other unique costs underestimated: $42 million/year 
Four hundred thirty mission essential contractor billets that exist at SUBASE New 
London at $57 dollars an hour ($50 milliodyear) today are to be replaced by only 143 
government billets at $29 dollars per hour ($8 milliodyear). 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 significant costs, 
with 1 contractor employee replacing about 1.6 government employees. We believe, 
based on discussion with the contractor, 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. 

Summary of Cost and Savings Analysis: 
The Navy claims a one-time cost of only $679 million. By the end of the Navy's study 
period in 2005, they claim a net present value savings accrual of about $1.5 billion. They 
predict a break-even point of 2013 (Attachment 1). Correcting for one time cost 
underestimates and improper crediting of transferred personnel billets eliminates any 
savings in the study period, and results instead in a cost to the nation of $274 million. If 
it occurs, break-even would not be realized until the year 2041 (Attachment 2), well 
beyond the Navy's 2025 study period. 

Adding corrections for ignored environmental remediation costs at New London and the 
ignored new housing costs at Kings Bay brings this recommendation to a cost of over 
$470 million. Break-even, if it were to occur, would not be until the year of 2057 
(Attachment 3). 

In the 1990's, EB took over the maintenance activities at SUBASE New London. This 
arrangement has worked well for both the Navy and EB. As stated by EB President 
Casey in his July 6 testimony, it has reduced overhead at EB some $50 million a year. If 



the SUBASE New London closes, this advantage is lost and the cost of new submarine 

w construction will rise. $50 million a year over the four-year construction time frame 
would add $200 million to the cost of a new submarine (Attachment 4). Therefore DON- 
0033B further overstates savings because it ignores a recumng DoD cost the closure 
would impose of at least $50 Million per year. 

Discussion Point: DoD Net Present Value Discount Rate: 

In the Connecticut COBRA runs as indicated in our July 6,2005, testimony, we continue 
to use the DoD discount rate to determine Net Present Value (NPV). DoD uses a 
forecasted inflation rate for their 2006 through 2025 (20 year) study period to discount 
future revenue streams to a single 2005 present value; current DoD and Connecticut runs 
set this value at 2.83%. 

The purpose of calculating NPV is to properly state the value of a future savings or cost 
in current dollars to allow different capital investments to be contrasted and compared on 
a common basis. 

While we have not changed this value in our runs, we strongly note that for debt financed 
economic evaluations, 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%, a rate we note that is at risk of rising quickly in the near term. 

'W The inflation rate is only a good tool for estimating the value of a future dollar today if 
that future dollar savings is obtained at no cost. In the instance of government spending 
for base closings, the use of the expected rate of inflation as a discount rate is therefore 
only appropriate if the one time costs and recumng costs are funded from current tax 
revenues or savings. Since the federal government relies on debt financing to fund at 
least incremental capital expenditures, the government's cost of borrowing money is the 
appropriate discount rate to use, not the inflation rate. Wall Street has long recognized 
that the NPV benefit of debt-funded projects is appropriately evaluated with a discount 
rate based on at least the cost of money of the borrower. 

Over time the cost of debt in a stable economy is generally greater than the rate of 
inflation. 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 that 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 a 2.83% discount rate 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 
$350 to $400 million depending on the specific run. 

Ad-iusted COBRA Scenarios: 



Several of the one time cost and recumng savings recommended Connecticut 
adjustments discussed herein are illustrated in the COBRA summary run sheets attached 
hereto. Details of these runs are contained in the electronic .CBR files included with this 
report. The CBR files allow BRAC staff the opportunity to run COBRA with these 
changes as well as alternate cases. We note that the Navy is further investigating at our 
request documentation of specific claimed costs and savings. Their pending responses 
may suggest further adjustments to the COBRA analysis. We will update BRAC staff on 
the implication of any new information on COBRA output. 

Here is a summary of COBRA runs to date: 

Attachment 1: CR DON-0033B -NAVY COBRA Files. 
This is the Navy's COBRA run for the SUBASE New London closure Scenario DON- 
0033B. It is referred to as the Navy Base Case when referenced verses the Connecticut 
refined scenarios detailed below. 

Attachment 2: CR DON-0033B - COBRA CT Corrected Scenario. 
This is the Navy's COBRA run adjusted to correct for the discrepancy between the 
number of Electric Boat (EB) Contractors eliminated in New London and the number of 
additional DoD personnel added in Norfolk and Kings Bay. This COBRA run also 
treated 50% of the SUBASE New London eliminated positions as transfers from New 
London to Norfolk and Kings Bay. This scenario adds the additional $133 million in 
one-Time Cost associated with KB Pier, dismantling, moving and reconstructing sub 
school and environmental analysis costs. 

Attachment 3: CR DON-0033B - CT COBRA CT Corrected Scenario KB House 
NYLON Envir 
This is identical to the previous scenario with additional $80 million in one-time costs for 
800 Housing Units in Kings Bay and $125 million for environmental remediation in 
SUBASE New London. 

Attachment 4: CR DON-0033B - CT Corrected Scen. KB House NLON Envir EB Ovhd. 
This scenario is identical to previous scenario plus additional miscellaneous recumng 
cost of $50 million per year to reflect increased EB overhead that would be charged to the 
Navy if SUBASE New London is relocated. 

In addition to the fatal flaws in DON 0033B. Connecticut has examined the assumptions 
in the Navy's Don-0004, the COBRA runs the Navy executed to evaluate the potential 
savings of moving 11 SSN submarines from Norfolk to New London. In response to 
Commissioner Skinner's inquiry at the July 6th Commission hearing, enclosed are the 
following COBRA run summaries: 



Attachment 5: DON-0004 The Navy COBRA run evaluating transfer of subs from 
NORFOLK to SUBASE New London. The Navy's analysis included a one time cost for 
acquisition of a new drydock for New London, incorrectly ignoring the fact that an 
available drydock currently under going rebuild at EB, would be available bin time for 
any transfers obviating the need for a new drydock. Interestingly, in DON-0033B the 
Navy met a perceived need for an incremental drydock at Norfolk not by building a new 
drydock but by having a drydock towed from a Washington base to Norfolk. The 
drydock and other corrections in Connecticut runs are described below. 

Attachment 6: DON-004 CT Rev 1 -Navy COBRA Run adjusted to eliminate $95 
million in 1-Time Costs for new Drydock ($93 mill. for drydock and $2 mill. in pier 
repair costs). Also changes timing of enlisted positions eliminated in NORFOLK to 
match transfer of subs and adjusted Misc. Recurring costs associated with EB Contractors 
to match sub support positions eliminated in NORFOLK. Based on Navy experience in 
New London, 1 EB contractor can replace 1.6 military personnel-this run reflects 
reductions in personnel accordingly. NPV savings of about $55 million over the Navy 
study period ( 2005-2025). 

Attachment 7: DON-004 CT Rev 2 - Rev 1 changes plus reduces the number of enlisted 
transfers to NLON used in Don 004 by 136 enlisted billets that are not currently filled in 
NORFOLK (101 in 2006 and 25 in 2007.) Also increases the number of eliminated 
positions at NORFOLK to reflect these unfilled billets that don't have to be filled. Run 
shows results in increase of NPV savings over Rev 1. NPV savings for Rev 2 are $230 
million through 2025. 



Attachment 1: CR DON-0033B -NAVY COBRA Files. 
This is the Navy's COBRA run for the SUBASE New London closure Scenario DON- 
0033B. It is referred to as the Navy Base Case when referenced verses the Connecticut 
refined scenarios detailed below. 



CR DON-0033B -NAVY COBRA Fileszip 
711 812005 5:50:50 PM Page 1 
Filepath: C:\Docurnents and Settings\lobojl\LocaI Settings\Ternporary Internet Files\OLK2D 

Name Modiefied Size Ratio Packed 

CR DON-0033B - COBW613012005 2:26 PM5 (FINAL VE25224\1).0~t 83 4377 
Deltas-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 10998 75 271 5 
Detail-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 15651 8 95 7489 
EIR-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 12391 9 1 1159 
Error-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 61 7 33 416 
InputDat-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 82504 88 9801 
MilConAs-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 18901 87 2505 
NPV-Navy .RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 21 98 65 778 
OneTirne-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 41 398 95 1972 

0 Overhead-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 13357 89 1437 
Perslmp-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 36529 95 1886 
PersPerc-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 12831 9 1 1206 
PersSurn-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 43318 93 3027 
Summary-Navy.RPT 613012005 2:26 PM 7569 7 1 2227 



SUMMARY-NAVY. RPT 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 1/2 

Data As O f  6/16/2005 3:40:44 PM, Report  c rea ted  6/30/2005 
2:26:06 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario F i l e  : \ \ f i les\users\Br ian\My Documents\BRAC 2005\CR DON-0033B - COBRA 
6[1].10 - 20 APR05 (FINAL VERSION).CBR 
Option Pkg Name: DON-0033B Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs t o   orf folk & Kings Bay 
s t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ ~ r i a n \ M y  Documents\BRAC 2 0 0 5 \ B R A C 2 0 0 5 . ~ ~ ~  

S t a r t i n g  Year : 2006 
F ina l  year  : 2011 
payback Year : 2014 (3 Years) 

NPV i n  2025($~)  : -1,576,425 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 679,641 

Net Costs i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 

T o t a l  Beyond 

----- ------ 
M i  1 con 33,143 95,515 15,883 

413.069 0 
person -2,097 -6,777 -19,354 

-156,191 -132,068 
overhd -189 -483 - 19,096 

-129,047 -62,718 
Moving 144 3,821 9,888 

44.858 0 
Miss io  0 - 161 - 1 5 5  

10,229 -5,617 
IW o the r  239 8,197 39,454 

162,506 7,623 

TOTAL 31,240 100,111 
345,424 -192,779 

----- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

o f f  2 8 
136 

TOT 4 6 
1,560 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
o f f  2 

483 
En1 1 

4,226 
S t U  0 

TOT 4 
6.485 

146 

1,065 

7 1 

3 8 

1,320 

Page 1 



Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
Scenario T i t l e :  Close SUBASE New   on don, CT; Relocate submarines t o  NS  orf folk, VA 
and SUBASE 
Kings Bay, GA 
For the  ourDose o f  t h i s  Scenario Data c a l l .  t he  f o l l o w i n a  BRAC Act ions  are beina 
considered $o r -ana lys i s :  

< < 

~ c t i 0 n  1: c lose SUBASE New   on don, CT. 
~ c t i 0 n  2: Relocate SSNs from SUBASE New   on don, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA, t o  
i nc lude  requi red 
personnel , equipment, and support.  
~ c t i o n  3 :  ~ e l o c a t e  SSNS from SUBASE New   on don, CT, t o  ~ a v a l  s t a t i o n   orf folk, VA, 
t o  inc lude requi  red 
personnel, equipment, and support.  
Ac t ion  4: Relocate COMSUBGRU TWO from SUBASE New London, CT, t o  Naval s t a t i o n  
Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  5 :  D i ses tab l i sh  COMNAVREG NE, Groton, CT. Real ign I n s t a l l a t i o n  Management 
f u n c t i o n  t o  
COMNAVREG MIDLANT Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
~ c t i 0 n  6: Relocate NAVSUBSC~L Groton, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 
Ac t ion  7: conso l ida te  NAVSUBSCOL Groton, CT, w i t h  SUBTRAFAC N o r f o l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  8: ~ e l o c a t e  CENSUBLEARNING Groton, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 
Ac t ion  9: conso l ida te  NSGA Groton, CT, w i t h  NSGA  orf folk, VA. 
Ac t ion  10: Consol idate the  SSN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f u n c t i o n  o f  Naval submarine 
support F a c i l i t  New 
London, CT, w i t  tl TRF Kings Bay, GA. 
Act ion 11: Consol idate the  sSN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f u n c t i o n  o f  Naval Submarine 
support Faci 1 i t y  New 
London, CT, w i t h  SIMA Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  12: conso l ida te  the  ssN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f u n c t i o n  o f  Naval submarine 
support F a c i l i t  New 
 ond don, C T ,  w i t  tl NSY Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  1 3 :  ~ e l o c a t e  t h e  NAVOPMEDINST Pensacola, FL, f u n c t i o n  Naval Undersea Medical 
I n s t i t u t e  
Groton, CT, t o  NAS ~ e n s a c o l a ,  FL, and For t  Sam Houston, TX. 
Act ion 14: D ises tab l i sh  NAVHLTHCARE NEW ENGLAND NEWPORT, R I ,  f u n c t i o n  Naval 
Ambulatory 
Care Center Groton, CT. Relocate app l i cab le  support elements t o  Branch Medical 
C l i n i c  Kings Bay GA and 
NMC Portsmouth VA. 
a c t i o n  1 5 :  conso l ida te  Naval submarine ~ e d i c a l  Research Laboratory,  Groton, CT, 
w i t h  Naval Medical 
Research Center, Walter Reed Army Medical Center - Forest  Glenn Annex, S i l v e r  
Spring, MD. 
NOTE: Various S t a f f  Personnel and/or Equipment re located t o  NMC PORTSMOUTH VA, 
NAVSTA 
NEWPORT R I ,  WPNSTA EARLE NJ, NSA CRANE I N ,  and WESTOVER ARB MA. 
0 COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2/2 

Data As O f  6/16/2005 3:40:44 PM, Report Created 6/30/2005 
2:26:06 PM 

Department : Navy 
scenario ~ i l e  : \ \ f i l e ~ \ ~ ~ e r ~ \ B r i a n \ M ~  D O C U ~ ~ ~ ~ S \ B R A C  2005\CR DON-0033~ - COBRA 
6[1].  10 - 20 A P R O ~  '(FINAL VERSION) .CBR- 
Option Pkg Name: DON-0033B Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs t o  N o r f o l k  & Kings Bay 
Std F C t r S  ~ i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ ~ r i a n \ M y  Documents\BRAC 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  (BK) 
2006 2007 2008 

'W page 2 



M i  1 con 
418.269 

Person 
96,143 

overhd 
104,467 

Moving 
53,635 

Miss io  
25,296 

o ther  
163,533 

TOTAL 50,204 120,437 
861,344 79 ,895  

savings i n  2005 constant  ~ o l l a r s  
2006 2007 

T o t a l  Beyond 

M i  1 con 5 ,200  0 
5 ,200 0 

person 2 ,318 7 ,950  
252,334 169,315 

overhd 11 ,436  12,102 
233.514 89,359 

- , .  . 
Miss io  0 1 6 1  

15,067 1 4 , 0 0 0  

TOTAL 18 ,964  20,325 
515,919 272,674 

Page 3 



'Cv Attachment 2: CR DON-0033B - COBRA CT Corrected Scenario. 
This is the Navy's COBRA run adjusted to correct for the discrepancy between the 
number of Electric Boat (EB) Contractors eliminated in New London and the number of 
additional DoD personnel added in Norfolk and Kings Bay. This COBRA run also 
treated 50% of the SUBASE New London eliminated positions as transfers from New 
London to Norfolk and Kings Bay. This scenario adds the additional $133 million in 
one-Time Cost associated with KB Pier, dismantling, moving and reconstructing sub 
school and environmental analysis costs. 



CR DON-0033B - COBRA CT Corrected Scenario.zip 
7/18/2005 5:51:02 PM Page 1 
Filepath: C:\Documents and Settings\lobojl\LocaI Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK2D 

'Cu 
Name Modiefied Size Ratio Packed 



SUMMARY-CORRECTED.RPT 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 1/2 

Data As O f  6/28/2005 9:17:21 AM, Repor t  Crea ted  6/30/2005 
1:38:16 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenar io  F i l e  : \ \ f i l es \users \Br ian \My Documents\BRAC 2 0 0 5 \ C ~  DON-00336 - COBRA CT 
scena r i o  Rev 2.CBR 
Op t i on  Pkg Name: DON-00336 Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs t o  NFK & KB - CT SCen. 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i l es \users \Br ian \My Documents\BRAC 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 2006 
F i n a l  Year : 2011 
payback Year : 2041 (30 Years) 

NPV i n  2025($K): 273,727 
1 - ~ i  me Cost  ($K) : 809,094 

Net c o s t s  i n  2005 cons tan t  D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 

T o t a l  ~ e y o n d  
----  - - - -  ---- 

----- ------ 
M i  1 Con 36,163 89,456 15,879 

413,069 0 
person -673 -1,829 -9,056 

-55,847 -31,855 
overhd -38 -380 -2,262 

-7,517 -8,577 
Moving 190 3,964 10,363 

55,464 0 
~ i s s i o  0 -161 -155 

10,229 - 5,617 
Other  276 21,273 39,625 

296,974 8,367 

TOTAL 35,917 112,322 54,395 94,740 331,031 83,965 
712,371 -37,683 

2006 
T o t a l  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  1 4 11 0 11 3 9 

66 
~ n l  22 12 44 1 44 2 18 

341 
c i  v 0 18 20 1 2 0 3 11 

370 
TOT 23 34 75 2 75 568 

777 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
o f f  2 11 158 5 13 7 238 

551 
En1 23 63 1,109 2 1 1,291 2,059 

4,566 
S t U  0 0 7 1 0 49 1,447 

1,567 
C i  v 1 96 58 14 48 366 

583 
TOT 26 170 1,396 4 0 1,525 4,110 

7,267 
'W Page 1 



Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
Scenario T i t l e :  Close SUBASE New London, CT; ~ e l o c a t e  submarines t o  NS Nor fo l k ,  VA 
and SUBASE 
Kings Bay, GA - MODIFIED TO REFLECT CORRECTED CT ASSUMPTIONS 
For the  purpose o f  t h i s  Scenario Data C a l l ,  t he  f o l l o w i n g  BRAC Act ions  a re  being 
considered f o r  ana lys is :  
Ac t ion  1: Close SUBASE New London, CT. 
Ac t ion  2: Relocate SSNs from SUBASE New London, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA, t o  
i nc lude  requ i  red 
personnel, equipment, and support.  
~ c t i o n  3: Relocate SSNs from SUBASE New London, CT, t o  Naval S t a t i o n  Nor fo l k ,  VA, 
t o  i nc lude  requ i red  
personnel,  equipment, and support. 
a c t i o n  4: Relocate COMSUBGRU TWO from SUBASE New London, CT, t o  Naval S t a t i o n  
Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  5 :  D i ses tab l i sh  COMNAVREG NE, Groton, CT. Real ign I n s t a l l a t i o n  Management 
f u n c t i o n  t o  
COMNAVREG MIDLANT  orf folk, VA. 
~ c t i o n  6: ~ e l o c a t e  NAVSUBSCOL Groton, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 
Ac t ion  7: conso l ida te  NAVSUBSCOL Groton, CT, w i t h  SUBTRAFAC Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  8: Relocate CENSUBLEARNING Groton, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 

, VA. 
i o n  o f  Naval submarine 

Act ion  9: conso l ida te  NSGA Groton, CT, w i t h  NSGA Nor fo l k  
~ c t i o n  10: conso l ida te  t h e  ssN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f u n c t  
Support F a c i l i t  New x London, CT, w i t  TRF ~ i n g s  Bay, GA. 
Ac t ion  11: conso l ida te  the  SSN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f u n c t  
Support Faci 1  i t 
W on don, CT, w i t  x New SIMA Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  12: conso l ida te  the  SSN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f u n c t  
suooort ~ a c i l i t v  New 

on o f  ~ a v a l  submarine 

on o f  Naval submarine 

 ohd don, CT, w i t h  NSY Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  13: Relocate the  NAVOPMEDINST ~ e n s a c o l a ,  FL,  f u n c t i o n  Naval undersea Medical 
I n s t i t u t e  
Groton, CT, t o  NAS Pensacola, FL, and F o r t  Sam Houston, TX. 
Ac t ion  14:  ise establish NAVHLTHCARE NEW ENGLAND NEWPORT, R I ,  f u n c t i o n  Naval 
Ambulatory 
Care Center Groton, CT. Relocate app l i cab le  support elements t o  Branch ~ e d i  c a l  
C l i n i c  Kings Bay GA and 
NMC Portsmouth VA. 
~ c t i o n  1 5 :  conso l ida te  Naval submarine Medical Research ~ a b o r a t o r y ,  Groton, CT, 
w i t h  Naval Medical 
Research Center, Walter ~ e e d  Army Medical Center - Forest  Glenn Annex, S i l v e r  
Spring, MD. 
NOTE: Various s t a f f  Personnel and/or Equipment re loca ted  t o  NMC PORTSMOUTH VA. . . 
NAVSTA 
NEWPORT R I ,  WPNSTA EARLE NJ,  NSA CRANE I N ,  and WESTOVER ARB MA. 

CT SCENARIO ADJUSTMENTS 

El iminate  Recurr ing Savings associated w i t h  EB Contractors a t  NLON. 
E l iminate  a d d i t i o n a l  DOD C i v i l a i n  Emplyees a t  KB and NFK associated w i  . sub 
maintenance. 
Reduce e l im ina ted  p o s i t i o n s  by 50%. 
Increase Movement from NLON t o  KB & NFK t o  r e f l e c t  t r a n s f e r s  vs e l im inated 
pos i t i ons .  
Increase One-Time Costs a t  KB assocated w i  . T ra in ing ,  P i e r ,  R e f r i g e r a t i o n  and 
~ e l o c a t i o n  o f  Personnel & 
Equip. 
0 COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2/2 

Data As o f  6/28/2005 9:17:21 AM, Report Created 6/30/2005 
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Department : Navy 
scenar io ~i l e  : \\fi 1 es\users\~r ian\My Docurnents\~RAc 2 0 0 5 \ ~ ~  D O N - O O ~ ~ B  - COBRA CT 
Scenario Rev 2.CBR 
o p t i o n  pkg Name: DON-0033B c l o s e  SUBASE NLON CT; Subs t o  NFK & KB - CT Scen. 
s t d  F c t r s  ~ i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ ~ r i a n \ M y  D O C U ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ S \ B R A C  2005\BRAC2005.SF~ 

Costs i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 

M i  1 Con 
418,269 

Person 
119,611 

Overhd 
108,340 

Moving 
65,070 

M i  ss i  o 
25,296 

Other 
298,001 

TOTAL 53,944 129,472 
1,034,587 121,918 

Savings i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 

M i  1 Con 
5,200 

Person 
175,459 

Overhd 
115.857 

Movi na 
d 

9,606 
Miss io  

15,067 
o ther  

1,027 

TOTAL 18,027 17,149 
322,216 159,601 
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Attachment 3: CR DON-0033B - CT COBRA CT Corrected Scenario KB House 
NYLON Envir 
This is identical to the previous scenario with additional $80 million in one-time costs for 
800 Housing Units in Kings Bay and $125 million for environmental remediation in 
SUBASE New London. 
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Filepath: C:\Documents and Settings\lobojl\LocaI Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK2D 

w 
Name Modiefied Size Ratio Packed 

CR DON-0033B - COBR/6/30/2005 2158 PMnario KB H285786-ON Envi188BR 33018 
Deltas-KBNLON.RPT 613012005 2:57 PM 10959 75 2690 
Detail-KBNLON.RPT 613012005 2:57 PM 15601 1 95 7635 
EIR-KBNLON.RPT 613012005 2:57 PM 12352 91 1 146 
Error-KBNLON.RPT 613012005 2:57 PM 604 35 395 
InputDat-KBNLON.RPT 613012005 2:57 PM 82664 88 10047 
MilConAs~KBNLON.RPT613012005 2:57 PM 18797 87 2476 
NPV-KBNLON.RPT 613012005 2157 PM 4745 73 1290 
OneTime-KBNLON.RPT 613012005 2:57 PM 41229 95 1951 

0 Overhead~KBNLON.RPT613012005 2:57 PM 13318 89 1423 
Perslmp-KBNLON.RPT 613012005 2:57 PM 36360 95 1904 
PersSum-KBNLON.RPT 613012005 2:57 PM 431 87 93 3089 
Summary~KBNLON.RPT613012005 2:57 PM 8016 69 2479 



SUMMARY-KBNLON.RPT 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/2 

Data As Of 6/30/2005 1:39:04 PM, Report  c r e a t e d  6/30/2005 w 2:57:16 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenar io  F i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ B r i a n \ ~ y  Documents\BRAc 2005\CR DON-0033B - COBRA CT 
c o r r e c t e d  s c e n a r i o . c ~ ~  
Opt ion  pkg Name: DON-0033B Close SUBASE NLON CT; subs t o  NFK & KB - CT Scen. 
s t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ ~ r i a n \ ~ y  Documents\BRAC 2 0 0 5 \ B R A C 2 0 0 5 . ~ ~ ~  

S t a r t i n g  Year : 2006 
F i n a l  Year : 2011 
Payback Year : 2057 (46 Years) 

NPV i n  2025 ($~ )  : 455,777 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 1,014,094 

Net Costs i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

T o t a l  Beyond 
---- ----  ---- ---- ----  ---- 

----- ------ 
M i  1 con 36,163 89,456 15,879 56,477 215,093 0 

413,069 0 
person -673 -1,829 -9,056 - 11,407 -13,367 -19,515 

-55,847 -31,855 
Overhd -38 -380 -2,262 -3,205 234 -1,865 

-7,517 -8,577 
M O V ~  ng 190 3,964 10,363 62 8 6,405 33,914 

55.464 0 
~ i s s i o  0 -161 -155 8,081 8 ,081  -5,617 

10,229 -5,617 
o t h e r  276 21,273 119,625 44,166 114,585 202,049 

501, 974 8,367 

TOTAL 35,917 112,322 
917,371 -37,683 

2006 
T o t a l  

- - - -  ---- - - - -  ---- ---- ---- 
-----  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  1 4 11 0 11 3 9 

66 
~ n l  2 2 12 44 1 44 2 18 

341 
C i  v 0 18 2 0 1 2 0 311 

370 
TOT 2 3 34 75 2 7 5 568 

777 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  2 11 158 5 137 238 

551 
En1 23 63 1,109 2 1  1,291 2,059 

4,566 
S tu  0 0 7 1  0 49 1,447 

1.567 
c i  v 1 96 5 8 14 48 366 

583 
TOT 2 6 170 1,396 40 1,525 4,110 

7.267 
Page 1 



summary: w - - - - - - - - 
scenario T i t l e :  c lose  SUBASE New   on don, CT; Relocate submarines t o  NS  orf folk, VA 
and SUBASE 
Kings Bay, GA - MODIFIED TO REFLECT CORRECTED CT ASSUMPTIONS 
For the  purpose o f  t h i s  Scenario Data c a l l ,  t he  f o l l o w i n g  BRAC ~ c t i o n s  are  being 
considered f o r  ana lys i s :  
~ c t i o n  1: Close SuBASE New   on don, CT. 
Ac t ion  2: Relocate SSNS from SUBASE New London, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA, t o  
i n c l  ude requi  red 
personnel, equipment, and support. 
Ac t ion  3 :  Relocate SSNs from SUBASE New   on don, CT, t o  Naval S t a t i o n  Nor fo lk ,  VA, 
t o  inc lude requ i red  
personnel, equipment, and support.  
~ c t i o n  4: Relocate COMSUBGRU TWO from SUBASE New London, CT, t o  ~ a v a l  S t a t i o n  
Nor fo lk ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  5 :  D i ses tab l i sh  COMNAVREG NE, Groton, CT. Real ign I n s t a l l a t i o n  Management 
func t i on  t o  
COMNAVREG MIDLANT Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  6: Relocate NAVSUBSCOL Groton, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 
~ c t i 0 n  7: conso l ida te  NAVSUBSCOL Groton, CT, w i t h  SUBTRAFAC N o r f o l k ,  VA. 
~ c t i 0 n  8: Relocate CENSUBLEARNING Groton, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 
Ac t ion  9: Consol idate NSGA Groton, CT, w i t h  NSGA Nor fo l k ,  
Ac t ion  10: conso l ida te  t h e  SSN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f u n c t i  
Support Faci 1  i t y  New 
London, CT, w i t h  TRF Kings Bay, GA. 
Ac t ion  11: conso l ida te  the  SSN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f u n c t  
support ~ a c i  1  i t y  New 
  on don, CT, w i t h  SIMA N o r f o l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  1 2 :  Consol idate t h e  SSN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f unc t  
Support Faci 1  i t y  New 

vn . 
on o f  Naval submarine 

on o f  Naval submarine 

on o f  ~ a v a l  submarine 

 ond don, CT, w i t h  NSY  orf folk, VA. 
Ac t ion  1 3  : Relocate t h e  NAVOPMEDINST pensac01 a, FL, f u n c t i o n  Naval undersea Medical 
I n s t i t u t e  
Groton, CT, t o  NAS Pensacola, FL, and F o r t  Sam Houston, TX. 
~ c t i o n  14: D ises tab l i sh  NAVHLTHCARE NEW ENGLAND NEWPORT, R I ,  f u n c t i o n  Naval 
Ambulatory 
Care Center Groton, CT. ~ e l o c a t e  appl i cab1 e  support elements t o  Branch Medical 
C l i n i c  Kings Bay GA and 
NMC Portsmouth VA. 
Ac t i on  15 : Consol idate Naval submarine ~ e d i  ca l  Research Laboratory, Groton, cr, 
w i t h  Naval ~ e d i c a l  
Research Center, Wal ter  Reed Army Medical Center - Forest  Glenn Annex, S i l v e r  
spr ing ,  MD. 
NOTE: var ious  s t a f f  Personnel and/or Equipment re located t o  NMC PORTSMOUTH VA, 
NAVSTA 
NEWPORT R I ,  WPNSTA EARLE NJ, NSA CRANE I N ,  and WESTOVER ARB MA. 

CT SCENARIO ADJUSTMENTS 

El iminate  Recurr ing savings associated w i t h  EB Contractors a t  NLON. 
E l im inate  a d d i t i o n a l  DOD C i v i l a i n  Emplyees a t  KB and NFK associated w i  . sub 
maintenance. 
Reduce e l im inated p o s i t i o n s  by 50%. 
Increase Movement f rom NLON t o  KB & NFK t o  r e f l e c t  t r a n s f e r s  vs e l im ina ted  
pos i t i ons .  
Increase One-Time Costs a t  KB assocated w i .  T ra in ing ,  p i e r ,  R e f r i g e r a t i o n  and 
~ e l o c a t i o n  o f  Personnel & 
Equi p. 
(1 COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 2/2 

Data As O f  6/30/2005 1:39:04 PM, Report Created 6/30/2005 
2:57:16 PM 
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Department : Navy 
scenar io F i  1 e : \\f i 1 es\users\Bri an\My Documents\BRAC ~ O O ~ \ C R  DON-0033e - COBRA cT 
cor rec ted scenario.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: DON-0033B Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs t o  NFK & KB - CT SCen. 
s t d  Fc t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ B r i a n \ ~ y  ~ocuments\BRA~ ~ O O ~ \ B R A C ~ ~ O S . S F F  

Costs i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 

----- ------ 
M i  1 Con 41,363 89,456 

418,269 0 
person 676 2,906 

119,611 75,859 
overhd 11,394 11,726 

108,340 29,309 
Moving 235 4,111 

65.070 0 
~ - ,~ ~ 

M i  s s i  o 0 0 
25,296 8,383 

Other 276 21,273 
503,001 8,367 

TOTAL 53,944 129,472 
1,239,587 121,918 

savings i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  (SK) 
2006 2007 2008 

Tota l  Beyond 
---- ----  ---- 

----- ------  
~i 1 ~ o n  5,200 0 0 

5,200 0 
Person 1,349 4,735 20,493 

175,459 107,714 
~ v e r h d  11,432 12,106 16,962 

115.857 37.886 
Movi ng 45- ' 147 2,434 

9,606 0 
M i  ss i  o 0 161 302 

15.067 14,000 
o ther  0 0 0 

1,027 0 

TOTAL 18,027 17,149 40,192 
322,216 159,601 

Page 3 



Attachment 4: CR DON-0033B - CT Corrected Scen. KB House NLON Envir EB Ovhd. 
This scenario is identical to previous scenario plus additional miscellaneous recurring 
cost of $50 million per year to reflect increased EB overhead that would be charged to the 
Navy if SUBASE New London is relocated. 
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Filepath: C:\Documents and Settings\lobojl\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK2D 

'W 
Name Modiefied Size Ratio Packed 

CR DON-00338 - COBW/14/2005 2:57 PMnario KB H285944-ON EnviB8B Ovhd.CBR33078 
CR DON-0033B - COBW/14/2005 2:57 PMnario KB Ho25301-ON EnviB2B 0vhd.Out 4491 
Deltas.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 11229 76 2734 
DetaiLRPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 1 59521 95 7685 
EIR.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 12622 9 1 1 188 
Error.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 694 38 429 
InputDat.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 84958 88 10162 
MilConAs.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 19517 87 251 9 
NPV.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 2275 65 789 
0neTime.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 42399 95 1990 
0verhead.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 13588 89 1464 
Perslmp.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 37530 95 1951 
PersPerc.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 1 31 39 9 1 1244 
PersSum.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 44087 93 31 35 
Summary.RPT 7/14/2005 2:57 PM 8319 69 2574 



SUMMARY.RPT 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 1/2 

Data As O f  7/14/2005 2:52:43 PM, Report  c rea ted  7/14/2005 
2:57:25 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario F i l e  : \ \ f i les\users\Br ian\My D O C U ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ S \ B R A C  2005\DON-0033 subase NLON 
Scenario\CT co r rec ted  KBNLON EB Overhead\CR DON-0033B - COBRA CT co r rec ted  scenar io  
KB House 'NLON ~ n v i  r EB ~ v h d .  CBR 
Option Pkg Name: DON-00336 Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs t o  NFK & KB - CT Scen 
s t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ ~ r i a n \ ~ y  ~ocuments\aRAC 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

s t a r t i n g  Year : 2006 
F i n a l  year  : 2011 
payback Year : Never 

NPV i n  2025($K): 1,080,180 
1-Time Cost($K) : 1,014,094 

Net cos ts  i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

To ta l  ~ e y o n d  
----  ---- 

----- ------ 
M i  1 con 36,163 89,456 

413,069 0 
person -673 -1,829 

-55,847 -31,855 
overhd -38 -380 

142,483 41,423 
Movi ng 190 3,964 

55,464 0 
M i  s s i  o 0 - 161 w 10,229 - 5,617 
o the r  276 21,273 

501,974 8,367 

TOTAL 35,917 112,322 
1,067,371 12,317 

2006 
To ta l  

c i  v 0 
3 70 

TOT 2 3 
777 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
o f f  2 

5 5 1  
En1 2 3 

4,566 

C i  v 1 
583 

TOT 26 

---- 

15,879 

-9,056 

-2,262 

10,363 

- 1 5 5  

119,625 

134,395 

2008 

---- 

11 

44 

2 0 

7 5 

158 

1,109 

7 1  

58 

1,396 
Page 1 



7,267 

'- summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
scenario T i t l e :  Close SUBASE New London, CT; Relocate submar 
and sUBASE 

i n e s  t o  NS Nor fo l k ,  VA 
- -  

~ i n g s  Bay, GA - MODIFIED TO REFLECT CORRECTED CT ASSUMPTIONS 
For the  purpose o f  t h i s  scenario Data c a l l ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  BRAC ~ c t i o n s  are being 
considered f o r  ana lys is :  
Ac t ion  1: Close SUBASE New London, CT. 
Ac t ion  2: Relocate SSNs from SUBASE New London, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA, t o  
inc lude requi red 
personnel, equipment, and support.  
Ac t ion  3: Relocate SSNs from SUBASE New London, CT, t o  Naval S t a t i o n  Nor fo l k ,  VA, 
t o  inc lude requi  red 
personnel, equipment, and support.  
~ c t i o n  4: Relocate COMSUBGRU TWO from SUBASE New London, CT, t o  Naval S t a t i o n  
Nor fo lk ,  VA. 
Ac t i on  5:  D i ses tab l i sh  COMNAVREG NE, Groton, CT. Real ign I n s t a l l a t i o n  Management 
f u n c t i o n  t o  
COMNAVREG MIDLANT  orf folk, VA. 
Ac t ion  6: Relocate NAVSUBSCOL Groton, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 
Ac t ion  7 :  Consol idate NAVSUBSCOL Groton, CT, w i t h  SUBTRAFAC N o r f o l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  8: Relocate CENSUBLEARNING Groton, CT, t o  SUBASE Kings Bay, GA. 
Ac t i on  9: Consol idate NSGA Groton, CT, w i t h  NSGA Nor fo l k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  10: conso l ida te  the  SSN intermediate repai  r f u n c t i o n  o f  Naval submarine 
Support F a c i l i  t New 
London, CT, w i t  K TRF ~ i n g s  Bay, CA. 
Act ion  11: conso l ida te  the  SSN in termedia te  r e p a i r  f u n c t i o n  o f  Naval submarine 
Support F a c i l i t y  New 
London, CT, w i t h  SIMA ~ o r f o l  k ,  VA. 
Ac t ion  12: consol i d a t e  t h e  SSN in termedia te  repai r f u n c t i o n  o f  Naval submarine 

,Cy support F a c i l i t  New x London, CT, w i t  NSY  orf folk, VA. 
Ac t i on  1 3 :  Relocate the  NAVOPMEDINST Pensacola, FL, f u n c t i o n  Naval Undersea Medical 
I n s t i t u t e  
Groton, CT, t o  NAS Pensacola, FL, and For t  Sam Houston, TX. 
Ac t ion  14: D ises tab l i sh  NAVHLTHCARE NEW ENGLAND NEWPORT, R I ,  f u n c t i o n  Naval 
Ambul a t o r y  
Care Center Groton, CT. Relocate app l icab le  support elements t o  Branch Medical 
C l i n i c  Kings Bay GA and 
NMC Portsmouth VA. 
Ac t i on  1 5 :  conso l ida te  Naval submarine Medical Research Laboratory,  Groton, CT, 
w i t h  Naval Medical 
Research Center,  wa l te r  Reed Army Medical Center - Forest  Glenn Annex, S i l v e r  
Spring, MD. 
NOTE: var ious  s t a f f  Personnel and/or Equipment re located t o  NMC PORTSMOUTH VA, 
NAVSTA 
NEWPORT R I ,  WPNSTA EARLE NJ, NSA CRANE I N ,  and WESTOVER ARB MA. 

CT SCENARIO ADJUSTMENTS 

El iminate  Recurr ing Savings associated w i t h  EB Contractors a t  NLON. 
E l iminate  a d d i t i o n a l  DOD C i v i l a i n  Emplyees a t  KB and NFK associated w i  . sub 
maintenance. 
Reduce e l im inated pos i t i ons  by 50%. 
Increase Movement from NLON t o  KB & NFK t o  r e f l e c t  t r a n s f e r s  vs e l im ina ted  
pos i t i ons .  
Increase One-Time Costs a t  KB assocated w i  . Tra in ing ,  p i e r ,  R e f r i g e r a t i o n  and 
Relocat ion o f  personnel & 
Equip. 
~ d d  $50 m i l l i o n  per year t o  Misc. Recurr ing Costs s t a r t i n g  i n  2009 associated w i t h  

w EB overhead no longer  
- 

Page 2  



SUMMARY.RPT 
supported by Subase NLON. 

'W COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  7/14/2005 2:52:43 PM, Report c rea ted  7/14/2005 

2:57:25 PM 

Department : Navy 
scenar io  F i l e  : \ \ f i les\users\Br ian\My Documents\BRAC 2005\~0N-0033 Subase NLON 
Scenario\CT Corrected KBNLON EB Overhead\CR DON-00336 - COBRA CT co r rec ted  Scenario 
KB House NLON E n v i r  EB 0vhd.CBR 
Opt ion Pkg Name: DON-00330 Close SUBASE NLON CT; Subs t o  NFK & KB - CT SCen. 
S td  F c t r s  ~ i l e  : \ \ f i les\users\Br ian\My Documents\BRAC 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  (BK) 
2006 2007 

To ta l  Beyond 
---- ---- 

----- ------ 
M i  1 con 41,363 89,456 

418.269 0 ~. ~ 

person 676 2,906 
119,611 75,859 

overhd 11,394 11,726 
258,340 79,309 

Moving 235 4,111 
65.070 0 

25,296 8,383 
o the r  276 21,273 

503,001 8,367 

TOTAL 53,944 129,472 
1,389,587 171,918 

w savings i n  2005 cons tan t  D o l l a r s  (BK) 
2006 2007 

To ta l  Beyond 

M i  1 Con 
5,200 

Person 
l75.459 

overhd 
115,857 

Moving 
9.606 

M iss io  0 161 
15,067 14,000 

Other 0 0 
1,027 0 

TOTAL 18,027 17,149 
322,216 159,601 

Page 3 



Attachment 5: DON-0004 The Navy COBRA run evaluating transfer of subs from 
NORFOLK to SUBASE New London. The Navy's analysis included a one time cost for 
acquisition of a new drydock for New London, incorrectly ignoring the fact that an 
available drydock currently under going rebuild at EB, would be available bin time for 
any transfers obviating the need for a new drydock. Interestingly, in DON-0033B the 
Navy met a perceived need for an incremental drydock at Norfolk not by building a new 
drydock but by having a drydock towed from a Washington base to Norfolk. The 
drydock and other corrections in Connecticut runs are described below. 
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SUMMARY.RPT 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 1/2 

1:58:24 PM 
Data As O f  7/14/2005 1:57:36 PM, Report Created 7/14/2005 

Department : Navy 
Scenario ~ i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ B r i a n \ ~ y  ~ocuments\BRAc 2 0 0 5 \ ~ o r f o l k  t o  
NLON\N~V~\FINAL NON-CR DON-0004 20 APR 05.CBR 
Opt ion  pkg Name: DON-004 ~ e a l i g n  NS Nor fo l k ,  VA; ~ e l o c a t e  a l l  11 SSNs t o  
London, CT 
s t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i les\users\Br ian\My Documents\BRAC 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

s t a r t i n g  Year : 2006 
F i n a l  year : 2011 
payback Year : Never 

NPV i n  2025($K) : 274,444 
1 - ~ i m e   cost($^) : 144,036 

Net cos ts  i n  2005 cons tan t  D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

To ta l  ~ e y o n d  
---- - ---  ---- ---- ---- 

----- - - - - - -  
M i  1 con 20,967 0 0 8,600 0 

29,567 0 
person -327 -4,788 -8,412 -8,412 -15,136 

-62,179 -25,104 
overhd 11,710 18,160 18,079 18,123 27,099 

120,189 26,797 
Moving 2,192 1,901 50 0 2,076 

6,223 0 
M iss io  825 223 223 223 3 52 

2,198 352 
Other 3,675 96,818 5,466 3,466 5,102 

119,627 5,099 

TOTAL 39,041 112,315 15,406 22,001 
215,625 7,144 

SUBASE New 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  7 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
o f f  62 5 7 0 0 74 0 

193 
En1 7 12 602 0 0 601 0 

1,915 
Stu 0 28 0 0 0 0 

2 8 
C i  v 11 10 0 0 13 0 

3 4 

w TOT 785 697 0 0 688 0 
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SUMMARY. RPT 

summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
THIS SCENARIO WAS EVALUATED AT I E G  ON THE 16 DEC 04 AS BEING COST PROHIBATIVE. 
DATA I S  BASED ON CERTIFIED RESPONSES FROM "SCENARIO DON-004: Real ign NS Nor fo l k ,  VA; 
Relocate a l l  11, 18 November". 

Scenario Number: DON-0004 
Scenario T i t l e :  Real ign Ns Nor fo lk ,  VA; Relocate a l l  11 SSNs t o  SUBASE New   on don, 
CT 

For t h e  purpose o f  t h i s  Scenario Data C a l l ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  BRAC Act ions  are being 
considered f o r  ana lys i s :  

Ac t ion  1: Relocate 11 SSNs from Naval s t a t i o n  Nor fo lk ,  VA, t o  SUBASE New London, 
CT, t o  i n c l u d e  
requi  red personnel , equipment , and support.  

Ac t ion  2: Consol idate SIMA Nor fo l k ,  VA, w i t h  Naval Submarine support F a c i l i t y  New 
London, C t ,  t o  support 
t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  11 submarines. 

~ c t i 0 n  3: Consol i d a t e  SUBTRAFAC Nor fo l k ,  VA, w i t h  NAVSUBSCHOOL Groton, CT 

Ac t ion  4: Consol idate NAVMEDCEN ~o r t smou th ,  VA, w i t h  NAVHEALTHCARE NEW ENGLAND 
Newport, 
R I ,  f u n c t i o n  Naval Ambulatory Care Center, Groton, CT, t o  support t he  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  
1 1 ~ ~ ~ s  and 
support ing assets from Naval S t a t i o n  Nor fo lk ,  VA t o  SUBBASE New London, CT. 

Ac t ion  5 :  Consol idate NAVDENCEN MIDLANT Nor fo l k .  VA. w i t h  NAVHEALTCARE NEW ENGLAND w Newport, R I ,  f u n c t i o n  Naval Ambulatory Care center ,  Groton, CT, t o  support 
r e l o c a t i o n  o f  11 SsNs and 
support ing assets from Naval S t a t i o n  Nor fo lk ,  VA t o  SUBBASE New London, CT.  
0 COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 2/2 

Data AS O f  7/14/2005 1:57:36 PM, Report Created 7/14/2005 
1:58:24 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario F i l e  : \ \ f i les\users\Br ian\My Documents\BRAC 2005\Norfolk t o  
NLON\Nav \FINAL NON-CR DON-0004 20 APR 05.CBR 
o p t i o n  P K g Name: D O N - O O ~  Real ign NS  orf folk, VA; Relocate a l l  11 SSNS t o  SUBASE New 
  on don, CT 
s t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i les\users\Br ian\My Documents\BRAC 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  (SK) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

~ o t a l  Beyond ---- ----  - ---  ---- ---- 
----- ------ 

M i  1 Con 20,967 0 0 8,600 0 
29,567 0 

person 7,212 12,404 11,524 11,524 18,645 
78,390 17,080 

overhd 13,598 22,263 22,181 22,226 33,201 
146,587 32,898 

M O V ~  ng 3,590 3,102 5 0 0 3,347 
10,092 0 

Miss io  825 223 223 223 3 52 
2.198 352 

o the r  3,675 96,818 5,466 3,466 5,102 

'W 
119,627 5,099 

Page 2 



SUMMARY. RPT 

TOTAL 49,866 134,811 39,445 
386,463 55,429 

savings i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  (BK) 
2006 2007 2008 

T o t a l  Beyond ---- ---- ---- 
----- ------ 

~i 1 Con 
0 

Person 
140,570 

Overhd 
26,399 

Moving 
3,869 

~i ssi  o 
0 

other  
0 

TOTAL 10,825 22,496 24,039 
170,838 48,285 
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Attachment 6: DON-004 CT Rev 1 - Navy COBRA Run adjusted to eliminate $95 
million in 1-Time Costs for new Drydock ($93 mill. for drydock and $2 mill. in pier 
repair costs). Also changes timing of enlisted positions eliminated in NORFOLK to 
match transfer of subs and adjusted Misc. Recurring costs associated with EB Contractors 
to match sub support positions eliminated in NORFOLK. Based on Navy experience in 
New London, 1 EB contractor can replace 1.6 military personnel-this run reflects 
reductions in personnel accordingly. NPV savings of about $55 million over the Navy 
study period ( 2005-2025). 
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DON-004 SUMMARY REV 1.RPT 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 1/2 

Data As O f  7/14/2005 12:31:09 PM, Report c reated 7/14/2005 
IY 12:56:22 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario F i l e  : \ \ f i les\users\Br ian\My ~ocuments\BRAC 2005\Norfolk t o  NLON\Conn 
Revis ion  FINAL NON-CR DON-0004 CT Revised 1.CBR 
op t ion   kg Name: DON-004 Real ign NS   or folk, VA; Relocate a l l  11 SSNS t o  SUBASE New 
London, CT 
s t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ ~ r i a n \ M y  Documents\BRAC 2005 \BRAC2005 .~~~  

s t a r t i n g  Year : 2006 
F ina l  year : 2011 
payback year : 2015 (4 years) 

Net cos ts  i n  2005 constant  D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 

M i  1 con 20,967 0 
29,567 0 

per son -2,572 -11,114 
-91,297 -25,186 

Overhd 5.751 7.484 
53,563 

Moving 
6,223 

M i  s s i  o 
2,198 

o ther  
24,627 

TOTAL 30,838 2,312 
24,882 -8,256 

2006 2007 
T o t a l  

---- ---- 
----- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  7 12 

TOT 114 
338 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
o f f  62 57 

193 

697 0 
Page 1 



DON-004 SUMMARY REV 1.RPT 

'w summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
THIS SCENARIO WAS EVALUATED AT I E G  ON THE 16 DEC 04 AS BEING COST PROHIBATIVE. 
DATA I S  BASED ON CERTIFIED RESPONSES FROM "SCENARIO DON-004: ~ e a l i g n  NS  orf folk, VA; 
Relocate a l l  11, 18 ~ovember".  

Scenario Number: DON-0004 
Scenario T i t l e :  Real ign NS Nor fo l k ,  VA; Relocate a l l  11 SSNs t o  SUBASE New   on don, 
CT 

For t h e  purpose o f  t h i s  scenar io Data C a l l ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  BRAC Act ions  are being 
considered f o r  ana lys is :  

~ c t i o n  1: Relocate 11 SSNs from Naval S ta t i on  Nor fo l k ,  VA, t o  SUBASE New London, 
CT, t o  inc lude 
requi red personnel , equipment, and support.  

Act ion 2: Consol idate SIMA Nor fo l k ,  VA, w i t h  Naval Submarine Support F a c i l i t y  New 
London, c t ,  t o  support 
t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  11 submarines. 

Ac t ion  3 :  conso l ida te  SUBTRAFAC  orf folk, VA, w i t h  NAVSUBSCHOOL Groton, CT. 

Ac t ion  4: conso l ida te  NAVMEDCEN Portsmouth, VA, w i t h  NAVHEALTHCARE NEW ENGLAND 
Newport, 
RI, f u n c t i o n  Naval Ambulatory Care Center, Groton, CT, t o  support t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  
l l s s ~ s  and 
support ing assets from Naval S t a t i o n  Nor fo l k ,  VA t o  SUBBASE New London, CT. 

Ac t ion  5:  Consol idate NAVDENCEN MIDLANT Nor fo lk .  VA. w i t h  NAVHEALTCARE NEW ENGLAND 
Newport, R I ,  f u n c t i o n  Naval ~ m b u l a t o r y  Care center ,  Groton, CT, t o  support 
r e l o c a t i o n  o f  11 SSNS and 
support ing assets from Naval S t a t i o n  Nor fo l k ,  VA t o  SUBBASE New London, CT. 

Connecticut Cor rec t ions  t o  DON Run: 

1. El iminate  $93 m i l l i o n  1-Time Cost i n  2007 fo r  new Drydock i n  NLON. One i s  
a1 ready a v a i l a b l e  a t  EB. 

2. E l im inate  $2 m i l l i o n  1-Time Cost t o  r e p i a r  p i e r  f o r  new drydock. Using EB 
drydocks. 

3 .  Modify schedule f o r  e l i m i n a t i o n  of e n l i s t e d  b i l l e t s  a t  NFK t o  match movement o f  
subs. Note t h a t  t o t a l  
b i l l e t s  e l im ina ted  remains a t  1 5 5 .  

4. Reduce t h e  # o f  EB con t rac to rs  added a t  NLON t o  match t h e  # o f  sub support 
p o s i t i o n s  being 
e l im inated a t  NFK. Th is  reduces the  EB con t rac to rs  from 240 i n  t h e  DON-004 COBRA run 
t o  97. Th is  
adjustment a l s o  r e f l e c t s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  1 EB Contractor  can replace 1.6 M i l i t a r y  
personnel. These emplyees 
are p r i c e d  out  a t  t h e  same r a t e  as i n  t h e  DON-004 run ($114,000 per  yerson per  
year.) 
0 COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v6.10) - Page 2/2 

Data As O f  7/14/2005 12:31:09 PM, Report c reated 7/14/2005 
12:56:22 PM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario F i l e  : \\ f i les\users\Brian\My Documents\BRAC 2005\Norfolk t o  NLON\Conn 

'W Page 2 



DON-004 SUMMARY REV 1.RPT 
Revis ion l\FINAL NON-CR DON-0004 CT Revised 1.CBR 
o p t i o n   kg Name: DON-004 ~ e a l i g n  NS  orf folk, VA; Relocate a l l  11 SSNS t o  SUBASE New 
London, CT 
s t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ ~ r i a n \ ~ y  Documents\BRAC 2005\BRAC2005.SFF 

Costs i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  (BK) 
2006 2007 2008 

M i  1 Con 20,967 0 
29,567 0 

person 7,420 12,564 
78,394 17,080 

overhd 7,754 11,792 
80.697 17.582 

Moving 3,590 3,102 
10,092 0 

M i  s s i o  82 5 223 
2,198 352 

o t h e r  3.675 3.818 

TOTAL 44,231 31,499 27,973 36,568 44,966 40,338 
225,576 40,113 

M i  1 Con 0 0 
0 0 

Person 9.992 23.678 
169,692 42,266 

overhd 2,003 4,308 
27,133 6,104 

Moving 1,398 1,201 
3,869 0 

M i  s s i o  0 0 
0 0 

o t h e r  0 0 
0 0 

TOTAL 13,393 29,187 32,378 32,378 44,988 48,370 
200,694 48,370 

Page 3 



Attachment 7: DON-004 CT Rev 2 - Rev 1 changes plus reduces the number of enlisted 

w transfers to NLON used in Don 004 by 136 enlisted billets that are not currently filled in 
NORFOLK (101 in 2006 and 25 in 2007.) Also increases the number of eliminated 
positions at NORFOLK to reflect these unfilled billets that don't have to be filled. Run 
shows results in increase of NPV savings over Rev 1. NPV savings for Rev 2 are $230 
million through 2025. 
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DON-004 SUMMARY REV 2.RPT 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 1/2 

Data As O f  7/14/2005 12:54:19 PM, Repor t  c r e a t e d  7/14/2005 
1:11:13 PM 

Department : Navy 
scena r i o  F i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ B r i a n \ ~ y  D O C U ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ S \ B R A C  2 0 0 5 \ ~ o r f o l k  t o  N L O N \ C O ~ ~  
Rev is ion  2\FINAL NON-CR DON-0004 CT Rev i s i on  2.CBR 
Oot ion  pka Name: DON-004 ~ e a l i a n  NS  orf folk, VA: ~ e l o c a t e  a l l  11 SSNs t o  SUBASE New 
  on don, c i  

- 
s t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : \ \ f i l e s \ u s e r s \ B r i a n \ ~ y  ~ocuments\BRAC ~OO~\BRACZOO~.SFF 

s t a r t i n g  Year : 2006 
F i n a l  Year : 2011 
payback Year : Immediate 

Net c o s t s  i n  2005 cons tan t  D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 

M i  1 Con 20,437 0 0 9,130 0 0 
29,567 0 

person -7,085 -21,300 -27,862 -27,862 -30,648 -36,502 
-151,262 -36,502 

overhd 5,583 7,276 8,194 8,249 11,584 11,502 
52,389 11,282 

Movi ng 2,008 1,856 5 0 0 2,076 4 
5,994 0 

M i s s i o  825 223 223 223 352 352 
'w 2,198 352 

o t h e r  3,430 3,513 3,162 3,162 4,797 4,794 
22,859 4,794 

TOTAL 25,198 -8,432 - 
-38,254 -20,074 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
o f f  7 12 

2 3 
En1 17 1 90 

338 
C i  v 37 2 9 

103 
TOT 215 13 1 

464 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
o f f  62 57 

193 
En1 611  577 

1,789 
s t u  0 2 8 

2 8 
C i  v 11 10 

0 
Page 1 



DON-004 SUMMARY REV 2.RPT 

'r summary: ------- - 
THIS SCENARIO WAS EVALUATED AT I E G  ON THE 16 DEC 04 AS BEING COST PROHIBATIVE. 
DATA I S  BASED ON CERTIFIED RESPONSES FROM "SCENARIO DON-004: Real ign NS Nor fo l k ,  VA; 
Relocate a l l  11, 18 November". 

scenario Number: DON-0004 
scenario T i t l e :  ~ e a l i g n  NS Nor fo lk ,  VA; Relocate a l l  11 SSNs t o  SUBASE New London, 
CT 

For the  purpose o f  t h i s  scenario Data c a l l ,  t he  fo l lowing BRAC ~ c t i o n s  are being 
considered f o r  ana lys is :  

Ac t ion  1: Relocate 11 SSNs from Naval S t a t i o n  Nor fo lk ,  VA, t o  SUBASE New London, 
CT, t o  i nc lude  
requi  red personnel , equipment , and support. 

Ac t ion  2: conso l ida te  SIMA Nor fo l k ,  VA, w i t h  Naval submarine Support ~ a c i l i t y  New 
  on don, c t ,  t o  support 
t he  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  11 submarines. 

Ac t i on  3:  conso l ida te  SUBTRAFAC Nor fo lk ,  VA, w i t h  NAVSUBSCHOOL Groton, CT. 

Ac t ion  4: conso l ida te  NAVMEDCEN Portsmouth, VA, w i t h  NAVHEALTHCARE NEW ENGLAND 
Newport, 
R I ,  f u n c t i o n  Naval Ambulatory Care Center, Groton, CT, t o  support t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  
1 1 ~ ~ ~ s  and 
support ing assets from ~ a v a l  s t a t i o n  Nor fo lk ,  VA t o  SUBBASE New   on don, CT. 

Ac t ion  5: conso l ida te  NAVDENCEN MIDLANT Nor fo lk ,  VA, w i t h  NAVHEALTCARE NEW ENGLAND 
Newport, R I ,  f u n c t i o n  Naval Ambulatory Care Center, Groton, CT, t o  support 
r e l o c a t i o n  o f  11 s s ~ s  and 
support ing assets from Naval S ta t i on  Nor fo lk ,  VA t o  SUBBASE New London, CT. 

Connecticut co r rec t i ons  t o  DON Run: 

1. El iminate  $93 m i l l i o n  1 - ~ i m e  Cost i n  2007 f o r  new Drydock i n  NLON. One i s  
a l ready a v a i l a b l e  a t  EB. 

2 .  ~ l i m i n a t e  $2 m i l l i o n  1-Time Cost t o  r e p a i r  p i e r  f o r  new drydock. Using EB 
drydocks. 

3. Modify schedule f o r  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  e n l i s t e d  b i l l e t s  a t  NFK t o  match movement o f  
subs. Note t h a t  t o t a l  
b i l l e t s  e l im inated remains a t  1 5 5 .  

4. Reduce t h e  # of EB con t rac to rs  added a t  NLON t o  match t h e  # o f  sub support 
p o s i t i o n s  being 
e l im inated a t  NFK. Th is  reduces t h e  EB cont rac tors  from 240 i n  t h e  DON-004 COBRA run 
t o  97. Th is  
adjustment a l so  r e f l e c t s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  1 EB Contractor  can replace 1 .6  M i l i t a r y  
personnel . These employees 
are  p r i ced  ou t  a t  t h e  same r a t e  as i n  the  DON-004 run ($114,000 per yerson per 
year.) 

5 .    educe En l i s ted  p o s i t i o n s  t rans fe r red  from NFK t o  NLON by 101 i n  2006 and 25 i n  
2007 t o  r e f l e c t  
c u r r e n t l y  u n f i l l e d  b i l l e t s  i n  NFK. 

w 6. Increase t h e  # o f  En l i s ted  p o s i t i o n s  e l im inated i n  NFK by 101 i n  2006 and 25 i n  
Page 2  



DON-004 SUMMARY REV 2.RPT 
2007 t o  r e f l e c t  c u r r e n t l y  
u n f i l l e d  b i l l e t s  t h a t  would be e l im inated i n  move t o  NLON. Nw ,I COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 2/2 

Data As O f  7/14/2005 12:54:19 PM, Report Created 7/14/2005 
1:11:13 PM 

Department : Navy 
scenario ~i 1 e : \\fi 1 es\users\Bri a n \ ~ y  ~ocuments\BRAC 2005\Norfol k t o  N~oN\conn 
Revision 2\FINAL NON-CR DON-0004 CT Revision 2.CBR 
op t ion   kg Name: DON-004 ~ e a l i g n  NS Nor fo l  k ,  VA; ~ e l o c a t e  a l l  11 SSNS t o  SUBASE New 
London, CT 
s t d  F C t r S  F i l e  : \ \ f i les\users\Br ian\My Documents\BRAC 2005\BRAC2005.S~~ 

cos ts  i n  2005 Constant D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011  

To ta l  ~ e y o n d  
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 20,437 0 0 9,130 0 0 
29,567 0 

person 7,068 11,719 10,579 10,579 17,337 16,135 
73,417 16,135 

overhd 7,586 11,584 12,  502 12,557 17,687 17,606 
79,523 17,385 

Moving 3,244 3,016 5 0 0 3,347 4 
9 ,661  0 

M i  s s i  o 825 223 223 223 352 3 52 
2,198 352 

o the r  3,430 3,513 3,162 3,162 4,797 4,794 
22,859 4,794 

TOTAL 42,590 30,057 w 217,226 38,667 

savings i n  2005 constant  D o l l a r s  ($K) 
2006 2007 

M i  1 con 
- - 

person 14,153 33,020 
224,679 52,637 

overhd 2,003 4,308 
27,133 6,104 

~ o v i  ng 1 ,236 1 ,161  
3.668 0 

Miss io  0 0 
0 0 

o the r  0 0 
0 0 

TOTAL 17,393 38,488 
255,480 58,741 
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CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT TESTIMONY BEFORE THE BASE REALIGNMENT 

AND CLOSURE COMMITTEE JULY 6,2005 

OPENING REMARKS: CRITERION 6 & 7 

Economic Impact on Connecticut - Criterion 6,7 & 8: 

Economic Impact on Connecticut 
o Connecticut has 1.2% of U.S. population 
o 8,586 out of 12,684 (68%) jobs lost in the U.S. as a result of 

the DoD recommendations occur in Connecticut 
o Potential impact of $3.3B on Connecticut's already fragile 

economy with 31,500 + jobs lost 
o A generation to recover 

NOTES 

BACKGROUND ON SPEAKERS 
James F. Abromaitis, Commissioner, Connecticut Department of Economic and 

w Community Development 

James F. Abromaitis was appointed Commissioner of the Connecticut Department of 
Economic and Community Development on September 26, 1997. 

Commissioner Abromaitis administers economic development and affordable housing 
programs for DECD, which is the lead agency for business and housing development 
related matters in the state. He has been instrumental in overseeing the state's Industry 
Cluster Initiative as well as coordinating all state and federal housing and community 
development programs within Connecticut. 

In the year 2000 Commissioner Abromaitis was named the Outstanding State Executive 
of the Year by the Biotechnology Industry Organization. 

Commissioner Abromaitis is an ex-officio member of the Board of Directors of the 
Connecticut Housing Finance Authority, Connecticut Innovations, Inc., the Connecticut 
Development Authority, and a number of other boards, commissions and foundations. 

The Commissioner brings strong private sector and business management experience 
to public service. He held various management positions at Fleet Bank and the 
Connecticut Bank and Trust Company, including Vice President at both financial 
institutions. Prior to his banking career, Jim worked for Toyota Motor Corporation in 



Tokyo. He also played professional basketball for six years in various countries around 

w the world. 

Commissioner Abromaitis earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in Urban Studies from the 
University of Connecticut in 1979. He also received a Master of Arts from the University 
of Connecticut in 1982 and is a 1987 graduate of the University of Oklahoma's National 
Commercial Lending School. 

Commissioner Abromaitis' civic and charitable activities are many. He is a member of 
the University of Connecticut Board of Trustees and serves on several Trustee 
committees; a former President of the University of Connecticut Alumni Association; and 
a former member of the Board of Directors of Holy Cross High School in Waterbury. 

Jeff Blodgett, Vice President of Research at Connecticut Economic Resource 
Center 

Holds a master's degree in research design and statistical methods and is a frequent 
presenter at national and international conferences dealing with economic development 
research. 

Mr. Blodgett has held a variety of research positions in both academia and government 
over the past 25 years, including affiliations with Yale University and the Connecticut 
Department of Education. Prior to joining CERC, he was the research director at the 

crv Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development. 

Past president of the Hartford Area Business Economists (HABE) 
President of ACCRA, the national professional organization for economic 
development researchers. 
Board Member - New England Economic Project. 

Commissioner Gina McCarthy, Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection. 

Fomerly served as the Deputy Secretary of Operations within Governor Mitt Romney's 
Office for Commonwealth Development in Massachusetts. 

25 years of environmental experience. 

Received a Bachelor of Arts in Social Anthropology from the University of 
Massachusetts at Boston and a joint Master of Science in Environmental Health 
Engineering and Planning and Policy from Tufts University. 

Commissioner McCarthy has an extensive list of notable accomplishments at the local 
and state level and has served on numerous state and national committees, including 
the Massachusetts Low Level Radioactive Waste Management Board, the 



Massachusetts Renewable Energy Trust Advisory Board, and the New England - 

w Governor's Environment committee. 



BACKGROUND ON STRIKE FORCE 

State Agencies 
Governor's Off ice 
Office of Policy and Management 
Department of Economic and Community Development 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Department of Labor 
Office for Workforce Competitiveness 
Military Department 
Department of Education 
Department of Veterans Affairs 
Connecticut Development Authority 

Additional Organizations Providing Support 
SeCTer (Southeastern Connecticut Enterprise Region) 
CMEEC (Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy Cooperative) 
Northeast Utilities 
University of Connecticut - Center for Economic Analysis 
University of Connecticut - Center for Research, Survey and Analysis 
Connecticut Economic Resource Center 
Town of Groton 
Connecticut Department of Revenue Services 
Connecticut Department of Transportation 

)IP Connecticut Department of Public Works 
Connecticut Department of Higher Education 
Connecticut Department of Public Safety 
Connecticut Department of Emergency Management and Homeland Security 
Office of Healthcare Access 
Westem Connecticut State University 
Southeastern Connecticut Regional Planning Agency 



CRITERION #6 
w 

Substantial Deviation from Selection Criterion 6: 

Economic Impact Analysis Methodology is incomplete 
o The Region of Influence used does not equal the 

"Functional Economic Region" 
o Employment - Incomplete account of direct jobs 

1,000 contractor jobs 
2,950 spousal jobs 

NOTES 

EIA Methodology is  incomplete (See 6-A2) 
In creating economic multipliers for their analysis the DOD converted military jobs into 
private sector jobs. This translation does not work. This methodology cannot yield 
usable/realistic multipliers. 

"Static" Model used (IMPLAN) misses Cumulative Impacts 
Closed Economy - no migration of capital or labor 
Measures only demand side effects 
Measure only short-term effects 

u 
The Region of Influence used does not equal the "Functional Economic Area". 
The Region of Influence (ROI) is an artificially small region used in the impact 
assessment. Using this geographic definition excludes important economic linkages 
and impacts. Bottom line using this geographic definition understates the economic 
impact to Connecticut. (See 7-A3) 

A Functional Economic Region is a geography in which an activity node generates over 
time a cluster of supporting activities (e.g., educated workforce) and supply chain. 
Infomation and technology spillovers in the region reinforce the competitive position of 
the node and its supporting network. See e.g., "A REVIEW OF THE FEDERAL ROLE 
IN REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT," by Mark Drabenstott, Vice President & 
Director, Center for the Study of Rural America, Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City, 
May 2005, http://www.kc.frb.org/RuralCenter/RuralStudies/FederaIReview~RegDev~605.pdf 

A UCONN survey (400) (all but two counties) captures data regarding the potential sub 
base closing's impact on individual Connecticut businesses. The survey strongly 
suggests that the ROI for the Groton Sub Base extends well beyond the New London 
MSA. The UCONN Survey results are reinforced by an on-line survey (75) conducted by 
DECD (all counties). (See 6-A4) 



Incomplete account of direct employment - missing: 

VI 
o All Contractors (1,000) (See 6-A6 and 6-A7) 
o Working Spouses (2,950) (CT Department of Revenue Services) 



Substantial Deviation from Selection Criterion 6: 
Geographic Comparison 

(Graphic) 

The measurement system employed in Criterion 6 is different than the one used 
in Criterion 7 
A Different definition of MSA was used in Criteria #6 than in #7 

Criteria #6 used OMB definition 
Criteria #7 used the 2000 Census definition 

MSAIMHA Comparison (2000 Census definition of MSA) 
New London MSA (New London County) 
New London MSA 259,088 Pop 
New London MSA 666 Square Miles 
New London MSA Pop Density 389 people per Square Mile 

New London MHA (New London & Windham Counties) 
New London MHA 368,179 Pop 
New London MHA 1,179 Square Miles 
New London MHA Pop Density 312 people per Square Mile 

w Norfolk MSA (Norfolk, Virginia Beach, Newport News, VA-NC) 
Norfolk MSA 1,569,541 Pop 
Norfolk MSA 2,630 Square Miles 
Norfolk MSA Pop Density 597 people per Square Mile 

Norfolk MHA (Chesapeake, Currituck County, Fredericksburg, Isle of Wight, Norfolk, 
Portsmouth, Suffolk, Virginia Beach) 
Norfolk MHA 1,090,283 Pop 
Norfolk MHA 1,665 Square Miles 
Norfolk MSA Pop Density 655 people per Square Mile 

Jacksonville MSA 1,100,491 Pop 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 2,636 Square Miles 
Jacksonville MSA Pop Density 417 people per Square Mile 

Kings Bay MHA (Camden, Charlton, Glynn Counties GA, and Nassau County FL) 
Kings Bay MHA 179,177 Pop 
Kings Bay MHA 2,485 Square Miles 
Kings Bay MHA Pop Density 72 people per Square Mile 



The measurement system employed was not applied consistently to all sub bases 

w The common denominator for NL, KB and Norfolk was the Military Housing Area (MHA). 

Definition MHA: An MHA consists of a collection of zip codes within approximately 20 
miles of the base or 1 hour commuting time that contain 80% of a base population that 
resides off base. In the case of NL the MSA was used instead of the MHA. Use of the 
MSA (for NL) limited the geographic area to NL County. Use of the MHA would have 
extended the area to include Windham County. In the case of KB the DOD used the 
MHA (because KB is not in an MSA), which expanded the area to include 4 counties. 



Substantial Deviation from Selection Criterion 6: 
w 

Economic Impact Analysis Methodology is incomplete 
o Fiscal impacts - Not taken into account - $28M in 

unemployment compensation cost 
o Regional competitiveness 

2.5% increase in unemployment insurance rate 
Up to 3,000 additional jobs lost 

o Ignores synergy between public and private sectors 

NOTES 
Fiscal Impacts not accounted for 

$28.0 million in unemployment payments (CT Department of Labor) 
State Loses Tax Revenue 

o Income Taxes 
o Sales Tax 
o Corporate Taxes 

Increased Municipal Costs 
o Loss of Federal Impact Aid - (Pupil subsidy) 
o Groton and the NL Sub Base received the Military Child Education 

Coalition 2005 Partnership for Excellence Award 
o Groton built its educational infrastructure to accommodate military 

dependents (which account for approximately 113rd of the school systems 
enrollment). The closure of the base will leave the city with underutilized 
facilities and the cost of maintaining those facilities. 

Replacement Cost Of Public Safety Services Provided By The Sub Base (Fire, 
HazMat) 
Healthcare costs will increase for veterans, retirees and their dependents 

Regional Competitiveness 
Regional Cost of Unemployment lnsurance Cost 

o 2.5% Rate Increase To all CT Businesses (CT Department of Labor) 
o 3,000 additional jobs lost due to higher business costs in Connecticut 

(UCONN-CCEA) 

This means for each job lost, employers would have to pay approximately $5,000 
into the state's Unemployment lnsurance Fund. Further, employers' rate of 
contribution to the Unemployment lnsurance Fund would increase by about 
2.5%, raising the cost of doing business in Connecticut for all of Connecticut's 
employers (not just those in the New London MSA). 

Synergy 
o Destabilizes the Naval Defense Industry Cluster 
o 6% of nation's population is wlin 100 mile radius of New London 



Criterion #6 Supporting Attachments 

Greatest lmpact on CT - "Closure and Realignment Impacts by State" 

Critique of JPAT Criterion 6 - UCONN Center for Economic Analysis, 
Stan McMillen, PhD. 

DoD Economic lmpact Analysis Results 

Region of Influence Discussion Paper, UCONN Center for Economic 
Analysis Stan McMillen, PhD. 

University of Connecticut Survey 

Department of Economic & Community Development New London Sub 

Base Economic lmpact Analysis: Executive Summary 

Department of Economic & Community Development New London Sub 

Base Economic lmpact Analysis 

"Why Groton Is Wrong Base To Close", Daniel Goure, PhD. 

Testimony Opening Remaks - James Abromaitis, Commissioner, 
Connecticut Department of Economic & Community Development 

Criterion #6 & #7 Remarks - Jeffrey Blodgett, Connecticut Economic 
Resource Center 



Closure and Realianment Impacts bv State 
htt~://www.defenselink.rnil/brac/~df/A~~endix C FinalUpdated.~df 
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Connectlcut 

This list daes not Include locations where there were no chsnges In milltary or cMllan jobs. C-5 
Military f lpuru  include atudent load chanpw. 

u Germany, Korea, and Undistributed 

undlstnauled w Cweneas Reduclans Real~gn (r4,ees) (2) 718 670 (14,171) a 8  o (13,503) 

u Gennany, Korea, and Total (14,889) (2) 718 670 (14,171) 668 0 
Undistributed 

(13,503) 

Grand Total (135,769) (Sr,sOl) 122,987 68,578 (10.782) (1 8.225) 2,818 (28,187) 

Thla liat does not include locations where there were no chanw in mllltary or clvillan jobs. C-28 
M l l i r y  flpures indude atudent load chan-. 



GREATEST IMPACT IS ON CONNECTICUT 

68% OF THE CUTS OCCUR IN CONNECTICUT 

Even though 

CONNECTICUT HAS ONLY 1.2% OF THE US. POPULATION 

According to DoD's analysis Connecticut will lose 8,586 direct jobs from closure and realignment 
activities associated with the 2005 BRAC round. 

The DoD states that 26,187 net direct jobs will be lost as a result of all closure and realignment 
actives associated with the 2005 BRAC round. 

The DoD states that 13,503 of the net direct jobs lost will occur outside of the U.S. 

o 26,187 minus 13,503 equal 12,684. 

The DoD's analysis will eliminate 12,684 net direct jobs in the U.S 

Sixty Eight percent (68%) (8,586) of the12,684 net direct jobs lost in the U.S. as a result of the DoD 
recommendations occur in Connecticut. 



CRITIQUE OF JPAT CRITERION 6: ECONOMIC IMPACT OF BASE REALIGNMENT AND 
CLOSURE 

University of Connecticut Center for Economic Analysis 
Stan McMillen, PhD. 

Challenge 1 ROI: As stated on page 1, Criterion 6, the region of a base's economic influence is 
the geography "...in the vicinity of military operations." The region in many cases is the MSA in 
which the base is situated. For the Groton sub base, this was the Norwich-New London, 
Connecticut MSA. We argue below that this is an artificially small region due to the firms in 
other parts of Connecticut that provide goods and services to sustain base operations. In 
general, the larger the region, the larger the impact (the multiplier) because the spillover effects 
reach further into the state economy. Small study areas have significant leakage, that is, they 
make significant payments to imports or value added sectors that do not in turn re-spend in the 
study area. [Here I would include a list of firms, their location and the dollar volume of their 
base-related business.] Further, there is no evidence in JPAT's methodology that the 
IMPLAN study area (ROI) employment data agrees with actual sub base personnel types 
(military, civilian, contractor, students) and counts. We do not know the IMPLAN data year used 
in JPAT's analysis and therefore cannot verify IMPLAN's study area employment data (or 

I(V advanced institutional transfer data for SAM multipliers) with actual base employment and 
average wages (or institutional transfer) data. IMPLAN offers study area customization which 
then recalculates multipliers. Failure to acknowledge the adequacy of the default IMPLAN 
model's study area data andlor update it represents a fundamental flaw in JPAT's 
methodology. 

Challenge 2 FTE vs BEA employment: On pages 3,6 and 7, job changes are expressed as full 
time equivalents (FTEs). IMPLAN uses QCEW (formerly ES-202) employment data which is 
expressed as full and part time positions implying that the numerator at least in Appendix 2, 
Section 4c is incorrect. This represents a flaw in JPAT's methodology. 

Challenge 3 Militarv occupations are not necessarily similar or analoaous to civilian 
occupations: Indirect employment multipliers derive from output per worker by sector. JPAT 
recognizes that most 1-0 models do not have such data for military personnel (Appendix 2, Step 
4). JPAT therefore mapped military occupational specialties (MOS) onto standard BLS 
occupations (SOC), thus making certain military occupations have equivalent private sector 
output per worker. Thus, beginning with 16,000 military occupational specialties, more than 
13,000 were not mappable because they had no corresponding occupational specialty in the 
crosswalk table that maps MOS to SOC. With some work, JPAT mapped the MOSes to 334 
SOCs (Appendix 2, Steps 4a, b). We have no reason to believe that military occupations, even 
if similar or analogous in some way to a private sector occupation, have the same output per 
worker in that occupation. Thus, this methodology to develop indirect employment 
multipliers is fundamentally flawed. 



The SOCs have to be distributed into industrial sectors, as it is with the latter which multipliers 
associate. Normally, this would be a standard crosstab using SOC matrix software that the 

u' state's department of labor could perform; however, JPAT performed this distribution manually 
(Appendix 2, Step 4b). Furthermore, the distribution of occupations by industry is region- 
specific and there is no reference to the ROI for this estimation. These represent additional 
fundamental flaws in that there is no cross check with a readily available crosstab and no 
region-specificity for occupation by industry. 

JPAT recognizes civilian and contractor contributions to economic impact and explicitly 
includes them in the calculation of indirect and induced multipliers for each base (Step 6), but 
earlier in Step 4e it is not clear how JPAT distributes civilian and contractor occupations into 
private sectors and therefore how it develops their respective indirect employment multipliers 
(they consume food, fuel, electricity and other goods and services the base buys from 
Connecticut businesses). This hidden aspect of the indirect employment multiplier 
development represents another fundamental flaw in their methodology. 

Challenge 4 Contractors do not necessarilv have the same occu~ational distribution as military 
occupational specialties: To develop induced multipliers for contractors, JPAT distributes these 
occupations across sectors using weights derived in Step 4c for military to private sector 
equivalents relative to total employment in the ROI. We see no reason why mission support 
contractors should follow the same occupational distribution as military occupations mapped to 
private sector occupations. This represents another fundamental flaw in their 
methodology. 

Challenge 5 Induced multipliers are mis-specified: In Step 5, JPAT develops induced 
multipliers for military, civilian, contractor and student employees. Step 5a states that the 
induced multiplier is the IMPLAN "(Type N Multiplier - Type 1 Multiplier)." There is no Type N 

w Multiplier in IMPLAN. It is possible that JPAT used the Type I1 or Type SAM multipliers, with the 
latter being more appropriate in that the SAM takes account of "all social accounting matrix 
information to generate a model that captures inter-institutional transfers. A model can be built 
that incorporates not only households, but also other institutions as well."' Further, IMPLAN 
states, "For households, the Type SAM multipliers use information about inter-institutional 
transfers to account for commuting, social security tax payments, as well as household income 
taxes and savings. Labor income is transferred to the factor account, which distributes the 
income to households who live in the region, social security taxes, and [to] households that live 
outside the region. Households that live in the region then make consumption expenditure with 
only disposable income as well as making payments to income taxes and savings." 
"Similar multipliers can be derived to capture investment or any other institutions. For example, 
government can be included in the model if we think that government activity is directly linked to 
the local economy." 

Furthermore, if the SAM multiplier was chosen, the IMPLAN multipliers reported depend on the 
institutions selected, for example state and local education and non-education sectors (and 
other) 'institutions'. In this case (SAM), omitting the state and local education, non- 
education and investment institutional sectors is a fundamental flaw. This hidden aspect 
of the induced employment multiplier development represents another fundamental flaw 
in JPAT's methodology. 

' IMPLAN User's Guide, Version 2, 1999, MIG, Inc. Stillwater, MN, www.im~lanaro.com, pages 171-172. 

w 



Challenge 6 Choice of model: IMPLAN is an inappropriate model to estimate economic 
impacts that evolve over time. The COBRA Realignment Summary Report (COBRA v6.09) - 

w Page 112, Data as of 411 3/2OO5 4:02:41 PM, Report Created 4/13/2005 5:15:5l PM indicates 
positions eliminated and realigned commencing in 2006 with specifics each year through 201 1. 
An economy adjusts to employment and other shocks through a variety of mechanisms related 
to relative price changes over time and perceived relative employment opportunity (or lack 
thereof). These mechanisms include capital-labor substitution (precluded in IMPLAN), changes 
in the composition of the labor force (and participation rates) as relative prices of goods and 
services and employment opportunities change in the region. Economic migration is affected by 
the employment shocks depicted in the COBRA report. These changes over time imply the 
need for a dynamic model that admits substitution, migration and global trade re-balancing. 
REMl is such a model and would be a better product to use in this case. Further, the increased 
unemployment in the region will cause all Connecticut firms to pay increased UI insurance. 
Members of military and non-military households who work in Connecticut's private sector would 
withdraw their labor, a supply side effect. REMl handles non-wage labor cost and labor supply 
changes. Ignoring the economic dynamics and supply side impact of the proposed base 
closing forecloses an assessment of a more realistic economic impact as stipulated 
under Criterion 6 and represents another fundamental flaw in JPAT's methodology. 

Challenge 7 Svneruies: In its effort to be uniform, JPAT ignored the rich linkages between the 
Groton sub base and the state in which it sits. In addition to procurement from all corners of the 
state, base personnel send their children to some of the best private schools in the country, 
military and non-military households supply labor to the private sector (from spouses and other 
household members) representing an ignored direct effect, and veterans obtain services not 
otherwise immediately available. The 2005 Retired Military Almanac (page 237) states there 
are 10,651 DoD retirees and 630 Coast Guard retirees in Connecticut many of whom depend on 

w the military base for healthcare and other services. The Almanac (page 238) estimates that 
retired pay for this population is $14.35 million per month for DoD retirees and $1.045 million 
per month for USCG retirees. It is reasonable to expect that some members of this population 
will leave Connecticut if the sub base closes. JPAT ignored the economic consequences of (1) 
additional direct employment losses, (2) reduced consumption spending in the ROI and (3) 
healthcare-related hardships some veterans would face. These omissions represent another 
fundamental flaw in JPAT's methodology. [We have not mentioned remediation burdens or 
consequences of capital transfers (land, structures and equipment)]. 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS RESULTS 

Department Of Defense Base Closure And Realignment Report, Volume I, Part 2 
of 2: Detailed Recommendations, May 2005 

Recommendation for Closure 
Submarine Base Xew London, CT 

Recommendation: Close Naval Submarine Base New London, CT. Relocate its assigned 
submarines, A d a r y  Repair Dock 4 ( m b f 4 ) ,  and Nuclear Research Sutbmafine 1 (NR- 1) 
a l q  with i k  dedicated gmsomd, equipment 3nd support t~ SUbmmne Base Kings Bay, G-4, 
and Natd  Station Nodo& VA. Relocate the intermediate h e  repair function to Shm 
Interme&ak Repair Activity N a f o k  at Naval Shipyard Norfok VA, and T&1t Refit Facility 
Kmgs Bay, GA. Relocate the Naval Submarine School and Center for Submame Learmng to 
Shrine Base Kings Bay, GA Ccn~~hdate the Naval Security Group h v ~ t y  Goton, CT 
wth Naval Security Group Actimty Norfok %'A at Naval Statmn N o r h k  VA Consohdate 
Nm-al Submarme Medical Research Laboratory Groton, CT. wth Naval Med~cal Research 
Center at Walter R e d  Medical Center Forest Glenn Armex, ED. Relocate Naval 
U h a  Medical Inshtute Groton, CT to Naval .br Statton Pm~sacola, FL, and Fort Sam 
Houstoq T X  Consohdate Navy Reg~on Northeast, New London, CT, with N n y  Regioq Wd- 
Atlanhc, Norfolk, \A. 

w Justification: The exlstmg bedung capacity at -mrfacetsuhsu&e mstallatxws exceeds the 
capacity required to s~lpport the Force Stnlctutre Plan. The closure of S u b n m e  Base New 
London materially contributes to the maximum reduction of excess capacity while increaslng the 
average mrlitary r;alue of the re?na~ning bases m dus f u ~ t i o m l  area. Suffiuent capacity and 
fleet chsped  1s mantamed m t h  the East Coast submarule fleet lomeports of Naval Station 
Norfolk and Submaruze Base Kmgs Bay, mthout affecimg operattonal cap~bslity. The 
mtennechate n ~ b n e  rep= funcbon IS relocated to Shore Intennedmte Mamienance Acuvlty 
Narfo& at Norfolk Naval Shpyxd, and the Trident Refit F d t y  Kmgs Bay, GA, iu support of 
the relocahng submarrnes. Consol~datmg the Naval Submafine Medcal Research Laboratory 



w 
with assets at the Walter Reed Anny M d c a l  Center F-t Glenn Annex mll create a 130D 
Center of Hyperbaric and Undersea Mediriot that wll increase synergy by wnsoh&t~ng 
prewowly separate arurml and human research capabihes at a wgle locahou Tlre 
consolidation of Navy Region. Northeast wth Navy Region, Mid-Athbc IS one element of the 
Departmmt of the Navy eff& to reduce the number of Installation Managment Resons h m  
twelw m eight. Comohdatlon of the Regmns rationahas regionai management structure and 
allows for qqxnt~rmhes to collocate r e g o d  entities to ahgn management concepts and 
efiiuenaes. 

Payback: The total eshmated one-& cost tn the Department of Defense to unplement ths 
recommendation IS 5679.6hf. The net of all costs and savings to the Department daring the 
implementation pen4  is a cost of S345.4M. Annual recumng savmgs to the Department after 
;a>lempnfation are S192.8M wd a payback expected in three years. The net present value of 
the costs and savmgs to dx Department over 20 years 1s a s a m g s  of $1,576 1M. 

Econolnic Imoact on Communities: Ass~unina no economc recoven. ths recommendahon 
could result m a  nlaxitnum potential reduction o i  15,808 jobs (8,457 &At jobs and 7,351 
d i rec t  jobs) aver the 2006-301 1 period in the Norwich-New London, CT Metropohtan 
Shtst~ccal Area, wluch is 9.4 percent of ec-mc arpa employ-tt The aggregate ec-onomc 
impact of all recommended achons on tlus economic region of influence was considered and IS at 
Appendix B of I. 

Community Infra~tlucture A5sessment: A rmmv of commmty arnbutes imbcates no msues 
regarding the a b h y  of the lnfnstIuaun of the conmumties to support mrssions. forces, and 
p a d .  There are no hmwn conmun~ty mhstructure unprdunents Xo ~mplementation of d 

w recomfnendabons a£ktang the mstallabcm In ths  recommendahon 

Environmental Impart: Navd Stabon Norfolk, VA rs m hhntenance for Ozone (I-Hour] and 
I\lar@ Non-attamment for Ozone @-Hour) An h Confcarmty Deterrmnatiun may be 
required. There are potmtial impacts for dredgmg, manne mtnmds, resources, or sanchlanes, 
threatened and endangered specmes. aud water resources N s a l  Sh~pyard Norfolk, VA, l m  the 
same au status as Natal Stahon Norfolk There may be s~nular water resource impacts 
Submarine Base I b g s  Bay, GA, IS m Attamnaent. Tllere are potentzal impacts for &edgmg, 
manne manmrals, resources, or sanctrmies, threatened and endangered spectes, and water 
resources N a d  Au Statmn Pensacola, FL, IS tn Attammat There are potennal ltnpacb to 
cultural, archeologcal. mhal resources, waste management, and wetlands. Wal~er Reed Medrcal 
Centa-Farrest Glm Anna LID, LS in Severe Non-attainment for Ozone (1-Hour and 8-Hour) 
and an Air Canfonmty Detemunatron unll be requiied There are potenttal ~~npacts to land use 
consnamts or smsltive resotuccs, and wetlands. Fort Sam Hou~~ton, Ty LS m Aitallllll~ilt. Tliere 
are potentla1 impacts to cultural archeolopcal, tribal resources. tlueatened and endangered 
species. and water resources No ~ m n p d s  are ant~ctpated for the remauling resome areas of 
noise, or naste tnanagc1nent ThLs rec-tlon d c a t e s  unpacts of costs at the mstallafions 
muvolt-ed. w l r h  reported $1 1.3M la costs for waste management and en\~w~iltllental comphaxe. 
These costs were mduded m the payback cala~latmn N a d  Sub.manne Base New Loodon, CT, 
the clos~ng mtdlatmn, reports $23 9M m cwts for ennmnmental restoratmn Because the 
Department has a legal obhgahon to perfonn en~iuonmental restoratmon regardless of whether an 
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installation is closed, realigned, or remains open, this cost is not included in the payback 
'1Y caSculation The aggrrgate envimmnestal nnpact of dl recommended BRAC actions affecting 

th installatlws iu this mammendabon has been r m v e d  Thue are no known enwontnental 
uupediments to implementation of this reconrmendation 
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University of Connecticut 
Department ofP.vblic Policy 

July 5,2005 

The University of Connecticut's Department of Public Policy recently conducted a survey of 
Connecticut businesses to assess the potential impact of the possible closure of the Naval 
Submarine Base New London (SUBASE NLON), located on the east side of Thames River in 
Groton. Businesses in the six counties closest to the base were surveyed and New London 
County businesses were oversampled to allow for more detailed analysis of the immediate area. 

The survey found that more than a quarter (26%) of New London County businesses do 
business directly with the Submarine Base compared to a rate of 6% of all businesses 
surveyed. Of the New London County businesses that do business directly with the Submarine 
Base, 20% conduct more than a quarter of the their overall business with the base. 

The vast majority of New London County businesses have indirect business with the Submarine 
Base, either through transactions with suppliers or personnel. Fully 84% of New London County 
businesses report at least some indirect business with the base and 12% conduct more than a - quarter of their total business through indirect relationships with the base. The two other eastern 
Connecticut counties, Tolland and Windham, also report a significant amount of indirect 
business with the Submarine Base as 23% of Tolland businesses and 21% of Windham 
businesses report indirect business. Middlesex (24%) and Hartford (1 5%) county businesses 
also report significant indirect business. 

A majority (57%) of New London County businesses report that they would see a decrease in 
business if the Submarine Base were to close. Fifteen percent of business in the six counties 
report their overall business would decrease if the base were to close, with the highest level of 
businesses seeing a decline in Middlesex (24%) and Windharn (21%), followed by Tolland 
(17%). Only 1% of companies reported a potential for increased business as a result of any 
base closing, and it should be noted that these included moving companies. 

The impact of the base closure would result in layoffs for a number of businesses. New London 
County would be the hardest hit by these anticipated layoffs with nearly twenty percent of 
companies (18%) reporting that layoffs would occur. Middlesex County and Windham County 
would each see 9% of businesses hit by at least some layoffs. 

Analysis of the overall impact in terms of business closures and relocations shows that 5% of 
business in New London and the 4% in Middlesex report they would be very likely to close at 
least one location if the Submarine Base were to close. These figures include 2% of companies 
in each county that would close entirely. An additional 10% of New London businesses report 
they would be somewhat likely to close a location or the entire organization if the base were to 
close. 



New London and Middlesex counties would also see some business relocation if the Submarine 
Base were to close, with 2% and 4% of businesses reporting they would be very likely to 

)r relocate. 

The survey was conducted using Dunn and Bradstreet and Info USA databases of businesses 
with 5 or more employees in Connecticut. The survey included Hartford, Middlesex, New Haven, 
New London, Tolland and Windham counties. Businesses were selected randomly. 

REGION OF INFLUENCE DISCUSSION PAPER 

University of Connecticut Center for Economic Analysis 
Stan McMillen, PhD. 

The Military Base's Region of Influence 
As stated on page 1, Criterion 6, the region of a base's economic influence is the geography 
"...in the vicinity of military operations." The region of influence in many cases is the 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) in which the base is situated. For the Groton sub base, this 
is the Norwich-New London, Connecticut MSA. According to JPAT 6, Appendix 2, Step 3 (page 
16), the definition of a MSA was taken from the Census 2003 definition and is composed of 
counties.' In Groton's case, this is New London County, Connecticut. We argue below that this 
is an artificially small region due to the location of Connecticut firms outside New London 
County that provide goods and services to sustain base operations. In general, the larger the 
region, the larger the economic impact (the multiplier) because the spillover effects reach further 
into the regional economy. Small study areas have significant leakage, that is, they make 
significant payments to imports or value added sectors that do not in turn re-spend in the study 
area. In the case of the Groton sub base, the economy supporting base operations evolved 
over a century as specialized firms and workers came into being and refined their skills and 
specialties as the military and other needs (e.g., medical, construction, educational) changed 
over time. That is, an industry cluster formed that contains the specialized technologies, 
processes and labor necessary to support base operations. 

Once industries (in this case the military base and its supporting cluster) choose locations, 
usually in urban areas, they stay long capitalizing on the specialized and high quality workforce 
available in the region. Workers in these industrial clusters share information and ideas on 
many levels and they all profit. Such network externalities foster mass production through scale 



economies, encourage cluster growth and diversification through the availability of specialized 
input services to production; they foster a highly specialized labor force and the production of 

w new ideas (technology) and human capital creation (through higher education), and, the 
presence of highly developed infrastr~cture.~ Cities such as Groton, New London and Norwich, 
Connecticut and Providence, Rhode lsland provide the natural venue for intense interpersonal 
contact, and for the diversity of activity, religious, cultural and artistic that fosters the creation of 
new ideas. Richard Florida has updated this idea with his 'creative class' that makes cities 
highly competitive and exciting places to live.4 The creative class consists of engineers, artists, 
scientists, information technology workers, and, indeed, technology workers in all sectors 
(biotech in New London County is one example). In cities where they mix and experience 
diversity in race, culture, and lifestyle, the creative class generates ideas that foster 
technological and cultural growth, and thus, further the development of human capital that is 
vital in today's knowledge economy. 

To the extent that information is complementary, its impact varies directly: in strictly independent 
knowledge exchange (one with no complementarity), one firm or person can passively absorb 
information and ideas floating around without revealing its or her own knowledge. There are no 
joint gains from mutual exchange. Aydogany 8. Lyonz (2004) state: "in 'complementary' 
knowledge exchange, there is an interaction that generates new insights and joint benefits not 
recognized by either party prior to the encounter, but only if both parties actively exchange their 
knowledge. In this type of exchange, both parties gain from a mutual revelation of information, 
and the whole is greater than the sum of the  part^."^ Further, 'When complementarities are 
large, knowledge exchange is facilitated when firms have the ability to meet in a central location, 
thereby economizing on travel costs. When complementarities are small, however, a tradeoff 
emerges in the use of a central location." These observations suggest that firms with similar 
functions, processes and output (goods andlor services) may be better off co-locating in an 

w urban area that facilitates productive information exchange. Such exchange builds specialized 
and hi hly productive human capital that firms value and allows them to increase their scale and B .  scope relatlve to firms in exurban areas or to firms that have dispersed operations. 

The Region of Influence Should Be A "Functional Economic Region". 
The Groton sub base Region of Influence (ROI) is an artificially small region (New London 
County) for the economic impact assessment. This definition excludes important economic 
linkages and impacts beyond New London County as evidenced by two surveys of firms 
supporting base operations.' (See 6-A4) The surveys strongly suggest that the ROI for the 
Groton Sub Base extends well beyond the Norwich-New London MSA. In fact, given its 
proximity to Rhode Island and ad hoc evidence of Rhode Island firms that support base 

3 These ideas were crucial to Alfred Marshall ([1890], 1920, chap. X) for agglomeration to occur and be sustainable. 
Florida, R.  (2003). "Cities and the Creative Class," City & Community, 2:1, March, 

htt~://www.creativeclass.ordacrobat~flonda.odf. Other working papers on the subject are at: 
htt~://www.creativeclass.ore/ flight writings.shtm1. 
' ~ ~ d o ~ a n ~ ,  N. and Thomas P. Lyonz (2004). "Spatial Proximity and Complementarities in the 
Trading of Tacit Knowledge." Working Paper, h t t p : / / e c o n w p a . w u s t l . e d u / e p s / m i c / p a p e r s /  

Chandler, Alfred (1994). Scale and Scow: The Dynamics of Industrial Cavitalism, The Belknap Press of Harvard 
University Press, Cambridge, MA. 

The first is an online survey (htt~://www.ct.~ov/ecd~cwv/view.as~?a=l115&~=292890); the second is a University 
of Connecticut Department of Public Policy phone survey of 404 businesses in six Connecticut counties. A 

w summary of the surveys appears in the Appendix. 



operations. the restriction of the economic impact to New London County is unwarranted and 
dbwnwardly biases economic impact results." 

A Functional Economic Region is a geography in which an activity node (core economic activity 
or driver) generates over time a cluster of supporting activities (e.g., an educated and highly 
skilled workforce) and supply chain. Information and technology spillovers in the region 
reinforce the competitive position of the node and its supporting network. Mark Drabenstott, 
Vice President & Director, Center for the Study of Rural America, summarizes (pages 33-47) 
the literature on regional economic growth and development with several examples and support 
the key points made above, namely, the emergence of clusters due to agglomeration and the 
diffusion of knowledge and innovation which spawned them. We contend these competencies 
gave rise to a region that has no peer in the research, development and production of state-of- 
the art submarine vessels. Moreover, the technologies that developed in support of submarines 
also support at a fundamental level (laser welding and advanced metal working) other defense 
and commercial industries (gas turbines, helicopters, space systems) in Connecticut. 

Drabenstott (2005, page 62) points out that a functional economic region, "...may not align with 
the jurisdictional lines of state or local government. The key for [federal] development policy in 
the future is supporting functional economic regions, many of which will bear no relation to the 
lines that now demarcate political jurisdictions, such as cities and counties. Moreover, most 
functional economic regions are discovering that some level of scale or critical mass is 
important to competing in global markets. Thus, many regions will probably be of a size that is 
somewhere between the size of a county and a state-multi-county in many cases." 

We conclude that the a ~ ~ r o ~ r i a t e  reaion of influence for the Groton sub base is the seven 
Connecticut counties (&clubing ~itcrhfield) and at least Washington County in Rhode Island. 

w 
Criterion 6 Geography is Different from Criterion 7 Geography 
Criterion 6 uses the newest OMB definition for MSAs in the US." OMB defines MSAs, MDs, 
Micropolitan Statistical Areas, NECTAs, and aggregations of these geographies. Census uses 
these definitions as the geography in which to aggregate statistics collected at the block and 
block group levels. The difference between JPAT 6 and JPAT 7 criteria is the year of the 
definition. JPAT 7 uses the 1999 definition (actually the 1990 definition) and JPAT 6 uses the 
2003 definition (actually the 2000 definition). The definitions changed because of population 
changes that were likely aggregated from the block and block group levels to higher levels at 
which point the OMB changed the definitions of the geographies containing so many persons 
and a major city (defined on page 2 and top of page 3 in the document referenced in footnote 
9). This is in most cases a county or collection of counties and Census 2000 data at the county 
level corresponds with OMB 2003 definitions. Using the newer definition of MSA in JPAT 6 
lowers the economic impact relative to using the JPAT 7 definition for all bases because the 
region of influence in the latter is larger geographically than the former. Moreover, the JPAT 7 
methodology prescribes using Census 2000 data that corresponds with the latest OMD 
definitions while inserting that data into regions defined for the 1990 Census. This is simply 
incorrect. 

Simple experiments with IMPLAN show this. 
Drabenstott, Mark (2005). "A Review Of The Federal Role In Regional Economic Development," Federal Reserve 

Bank of Kansas City, May, http://www.kc.frb.org/RuralCenter/RuralStudies~ederalReview~RegDev~6O5.pdf 

'W 'O http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/bulletins/fndix.pdf 



Using the older definition of MSA in JPAT 7 increases the geographic area in which the 
w receiving community is viewed. The larger the area reviewed, the greater the chance of the 

receiving community to satisfy the JPAT 7 requirements. With respect to the Groton sub base 
closure andlor realignment, this helps Kings Bay and Norfolk. The older definition of the 
Norwich-New London MSA includes parts of Middlesex, New London, and Windham counties in 
Connecticut and parts of Washington County, RI. The new definition contains only New London 
County. JPAT 6 consistently applies the latter definition for its ROI for economic impact. JPAT 
7 consistently applies the former definition for its assessment of the 'The ability of the 
infrastructure of both the existing and potential receiving communities to support forces, 
missions, and personnel." An advantage accrues to the receiving communities in JPAT 7 terms 
relative to communities from which bases leave according to JPAT 6 terms. This is patently 
inconsistent and unfair. 

The fundamental issue here is that the Groton sub base by virtue of its age, has built up 
a network of sophisticated technologies and workforce in the region that extends beyond 
New London County and thus, in any case, restricting the economic impact to New 
London County is unrealistic. 



w THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF M E  NEW LONDON NAVAL SUB BASE AND M E  ELECTRIC 
BOAT COMPANY TO THE ECONOMIES OF CONNECTICUT 

AND SOUMEASTERN CONNECTICUT 

A Department of Economic and Community Development Economic lrnpact Analysis 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

At the direction of Governor M. Jodi Rell, the Connecticut Department of Economic and 
Community Development (DECD) has conducted a study to estimate the contributions that the 
U.S. Naval Submarine Base New London in Groton Connecticut (New London Naval Sub Base) 
and the Connecticut operations of the Electric Boat Company make to the Connecticut and 
Southeastern Connecticut economies. 

The New London Naval Sub Base is subject to the BRAC process, as are all domestic military 
installations. Connecticut has cause to be concerned as the New London Sub Base was 
considered for closing in previous BRAC rounds and competition for location or realignment of 
base operations is likely from a number of sites. This report presents the results of that 
analysis. 

Introduction 

The New London Naval Sub Base, located on the eastside of the Thames River in Groton, w Connecticut, has been an integral part of Connecticut's maritime history dating back to 1868 
when the State gave the Navy 11 2 acres of land along the Thames River to build a Naval 
Station. Since that time, the base has been fully operational during two world wars, the Korean 
and Vietnam conflicts, the Cold War stand off between the United States and Soviet Russia and 
most recently the Gulf War, the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and the international war on 
terror. Even though the nature of these conflicts has changed over the years, the U.S. 
submarine force continues to play a vital role in our national defense, and the New London 
Naval Sub Base is at the forefront of this changing mission. It has evolved into a unique facility 
that combines submarine operations with specialized training and cutting-edge submarine 
warfare research and development. 

The co-location of the Sub Base with the Sub School and the various research and 
development tenant commands creates a synergistic effect that results in the "whole being 
greater than the sum of its parts." The close proximity of these entities results in the free flow of 
information and ideas that create greater operational efficiencies and enrich the educational 
environment. Further enhancing the capabilities, efficiencies and benefits of the Sub Base's 
configuration and location is its close physical and working relationship with the Electric Boat 
Company. 

The US. Navy considers that Electric Boat, by virtue of its vast experience and innovation, is 
the world's premier resource for submarine technology. Electric Boat has maintained this 
position since designing the very first submarine for the U.S. Navy, HOLLAND, over one 
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hundred years ago. The experience and innovation offered by Electric Boat has been, and 
remains, the dominating influence in development of nuclear powered submarines in this w modern era. 

The inherent strength of Electric Boat derives in great measure from its enduring dedication to 
one product, for one customer. Electric Boat designs, builds, and supports submarines for the 
U.S. Navy. This dedication means that submarine technology is Electric Boat's number one 
priority. This dedication provides the US. Navy with the best submarines in the world. 

The Contributions of the New London Naval Sub Base and the Electric Boat Company 

While there has been a relationship between the operational submarines at New London Naval 
Sub Base and the ship designers and builders at Electric Boat, only in the last six years has the 
interdependence become essential to both facilities. 

The Sub Base and its tenant commands depend on Electric Boat to provide the skilled 
tradespersons, supervision, and engineering support required to perform most Intermediate- 
level maintenance on the ships stationed there. Similarly, Electric Boat needs the work on the 
submarines at the Sub Base to maintain its skilled workforce above the "critical massn level in 
the current submarine Low Rate Procurement (LRP) environment. 

The results of this study confirm the fact that the New London Naval Sub Base and the Electric 
Boat Company are significant and critical parts of the Connecticut and Southeastern 
Connecticut economies. 

The Navy's Sub Base in Groton, Connecticut, and Electric Boat, within short commuting 
distances of each other, work closely together to maintain the Navy's nuclear submarine force. 
This partnership is significant and can support not only scheduled routine maintenance and 
modernization, but also emergent or unscheduled work requiring technical expertise, depot level 
capabilities and a skilled resource-pool to accommodate surge requirements. The 
complementary Sub Base/Electric Boat Company relationship affords the government savings 
as well as efficiency and skilled resource flexibility, creating a synergy that is critical to the Navy 
and national defense. 

Some Key Findings Are: 

New London Naval Sub Base 

Contributes approximately $841 million to Connecticut's GSP on average annually. 

Increases personal income for Connecticut residents by approximately $431 million 
on average annually. 

Creates 6,794 direct jobs and approximately 2,537 indirect jobs in Connecticut. 

Contributes approximately $29 million in net new revenue to the state on average 
annually. 

Department of Economic and Community Development Economic Impact Analysis 
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Contributes approximately $51 9,000 in net new IocaVregional revenues on average 
annually. 

Sub School 

Contributes approximately $434 million to Connecticut's GSP on average annually. 

lncreases personal income for Connecticut residents by approximately $230 million 
on average annually. 

Creates 3,573 direct jobs and approximately 1,137 indirect jobs in Connecticut. 

Contributes approximately $16 million in net new revenue to the state on average 
annually. 

Contributes approximately $1 39,000 in net new local/regional revenues on average 
annually. 

Combined New London Naval Sub Base and Sub School 

Note: 

There are 7,800 military personnel stationed at the base and over 650 reservists drill 
there annually. The base employs 1,400 civilians and over 1,000 contractors. Annual 
military and civilian payroll is approximately $452,000,000. The main base currently 
occupies more than 687 acres with approximately 230 major buildings that have an 
approximate replacement value of $914,000,000. 

Contributes approximately $1.3 billion to Connecticut's GSP on average annually. 

lncreases personal income for Connecticut residents by approximately $666 million 
on average annually. 

Creates 10,367 direct jobs and approximately 3,673 indirect jobs in Connecticut. 

Contributes approximately $44.7 million in net new revenue to the state on average 
annually. 

Contributes approximately $601,200 in net new local/regional revenues on average 
annually. 

Scenarios are not cumulative because they were run independently of each other 
within a dynamic model. 

Electric Boat Company 
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The company's Connecticut work force is approximately 8,750 employees: 8,250 at 
the Groton shipyard and 500 on-site at the New London Naval Sub Base. The 
Groton shipyard is a 2.9 million square foot facility. 

Contributes approximately $2.0 billion to Connecticut's GSP on average annually. 

Increases personal income for Connecticut residents by approximately $1.3 billion on 
average annually. 

Creates 8,250 direct jobs and approximately 9,208 indirect jobs in Connecticut. 

Contributes approximately $1 17.6 million in net new revenue to the state on average 
annually. 

a& 
Contributes approximately $6.4 million in net new localiregional revenues on average 
annually. 

Study Mechanics 

Two econometric models were used to estimate the contributions of the New London Naval Sub 
Base and the Electric Boat Company to the Connecticut and Southeastern Connecticut 
economies: the REMl Policy Insight model and the Federal Bureau of Economic Analysis's 
RlMS II multipliers. 

Two different models were used in the preparation of this study in an effort to take advantage of 
the respective strengths and differences of each. The REMl Policy lnsightTM Model provides a v quantitative, dynamic, and theoretically based projection of the Sub Base, School, and the 
Electric Boat Company impacts on the economy over time. In this approach, a simulation is 
"run" using economic variable values as inputs. Then, the "difference" in the simulation forecast 
from the control forecast represents the "economic impact." The RlMS II modeling approach 
conveys the interaction among industries well, but is static, representing only a one-time effect 
rather than over a period of years. So annual averages in REMl Policy lnsightTM Model are the 
closest comparable measure to the RlMS II multiplier effects if the latter were to persist in each 
successive year over time. 

The effect of the closure of the New London Naval Sub Base would be an annual loss to the 
Connecticut and Southeastern Connecticut economies of approximately $1.3 billion in GSP and 
approximately 14,040 direct and indirect jobs. A loss of this magnitude would be disastrous for 
Southeastern Connecticut and certainly a heavy blow to Connecticut's overall economy. 

Contribution Implications in Light of the Current Round of Base Realignments and Closures 

The Department of Defense (DOD) is currently in the process of preparing its recommendations 
for the closure and realignment of existing U.S. military installations. These recommendations 
will be forwarded to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (Commission) on or about 
May 16,2005. Based on the DOD report the Commission will prepare its own 
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recommendations. The Commission will then forward their recommendations to the President. If 
approved by the President, the recommendations will be forwarded to Congress for legislative 

w action. 

The state has reason for concern, as the New London Naval Sub Base appeared on the base 
closure list in previous BRAC rounds. 

In light of the possibility of a closure of the New London Naval Sub Base, it is additionally 
important to examine the unlikely but possible economic consequences associated with a 
closure of the facility on the Electric Boat Company. The Sub Base depends on the Electric Boat 
Company to provide the skilled tradespersons, supervision, and engineering support required to 
perform most Intermediate-level maintenance on the ships stationed there. Similarly, the 
Electric Boat Company needs the work on the submarines at the Sub Base to maintain its 
skilled workforce above the "critical mass" level in the current submarine Low Rate Procurement 
(LRP) environment. 

The complementary Sub BaseIElectric Boat Company relationship affords the government 
savings as well as efficiency and skilled resource flexibility, creating a synergy that is critical to 
the Navy and national defense. As such, the closure of the New London Sub Base would have 
the effect of eliminating from the local and state economies one of the largest employers in the 
county and the state and reduce the workload of the Electric Boat Company. 

In summary, the data indicate that the joint contribution to the GSP of the combined New 
London Naval Sub Base, Sub School, and the Electric Boat Company is approximately $3.3 
billion and approximately 31,500 jobs. A contribution of this magnitude is vitally important to 
Southeastern Connecticut and the state of Connecticut as a whole. 

w 
However, it should be noted that in a recent statement issued by John P. Casey, President of 
the Electric Boat Company to the Commissioner of DECD, Mr. Casey remarked, "We have 
stated publicly on numerous occasions that Electric Boat fully intends to remain in business. 
We have a significant backlog with the Virginia Class submarine program as well as design and 
engineering work associated with a variety of Navy programs. We would be a somewhat 
different business if the Base were to be lost, however, we expect to remain the Navy's 
preferred provider of nuclear submarine capability." 
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THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE NEW LONDON NAVAL SUB BASE AND THE ELECTRIC 
BOAT COMPANY TO THE ECONOMIES OF CONNECTICUT 

AND SOUTHEASTERN CONNECTICUT 

A Department of Economic and Community Development Economic Impact Analysis 

At the direction of Governor M. Jodi Rell, the Connecticut Department of Economic and 
Community Development (DECD) has conducted a study to estimate the contributions that the 
US. Naval Submarine Base New London in Groton, Connecticut (New London Naval Sub 
Base) and the Connecticut operations of the Electric Boat Company make to the Connecticut 
and Southeastern Connecticut economies. This report presents the results of that analysis. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The New London Naval Sub Base and Electric Boat Company are a significant part of the 
Connecticut and Southeastern Connecticut economies. The results of this study confirm this 
fact. The co-location of the New London Naval Sub Base and Electric Boat Company in New 
London County create synergies that provide enormous benefit to our nation's national defense 
and manufacturing base. 

These two entities contribute approximately $3.3 billion to the state's Gross State Product 
(GSP) and are responsible for approximately 31,500 direct and indirect Connecticut jobs. 

)r Purpose of Study 
The primary purpose of this study is to estimate the contribution made by the New London 
Naval Sub Base and the Electric Boat Company's shipbuilding and ship maintenance operations 
to the economies of Connecticut and Southeastern Connecticut. 

This study was designed to estimate the contributions of the New London Naval Sub Base and 
the Electric Boat Company to the Connecticut and Southeastern Connecticut economies. The 
process began with a review of the body of existing work that had been done in this area, 
primarily several impact studies that specifically address the New London Naval Sub Base and 
Sub School, the Electric Boat Company (or both) and/or the economic landscape of 
Southeastern Connecticut. (A brief summary of these studies is included in this report.) The 
DECD then developed an impact analysis methodology for measuring the subjects' economic 
contributions. Modeling scenarios were devised and the variables necessary to run simulations 
were selected. Data was collected from numerous sources and the analysis was conducted. 

This report is not intended to make recommendations about the base itself or Electric Boat 
directly, nor is it intended to be an analysis of strategic advantages or political realities. Rather, 
its sole purpose is to provide an economic impact analysis (EIA) of two important assets to the 
regional and state economies. 

Assumptions and Inputs 
In an effort to estimate the contribution of the New London Naval Sub Base and the Connecticut 
operations of the Electric Boat Company, seven scenarios were developed and modeled using 
two different models, the Regional Economic Modeling, Inc. (REMI) Policy lnsightTM model, and 
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the federal Bureau of Economic Analysis' Regional Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS 11). 

w Data to support these scenarios was collected from numerous sources and analyzed. 

The scenarios modeled are as follows: 

1. The contributions of the New London Naval Sub Base and the Naval Sub School. 

2. The contribution of the New London Naval Sub Base. 

3. The contribution of the Naval Sub School. 

4. The contributions of the New London Naval Sub Base, Naval Sub School, and the 
Electric Boat Company. 

5. The contributions of the New London Naval Sub Base, Naval Sub School, and the 
Electric Boat Company (with reduced activity). 

6. The contribution of the Electric Boat Company. 

7. The contribution of the Electric Boat Company (with reduced activity). 

These scenarios were selected because they break the Naval Facility down into its major 
constituent components. This allows for the analysis of different combinations of activities, 
ultimately eliciting a range of impacts that represent the full spectrum of value that the state and 
local economies derive from the presence of the Naval facility and the Electric Boat Company. 

Due to the unique and interdependent relationship between the New London Naval Sub Base 
and the Electric Boat Company, it is important to measure the contributions of each entity and 
their combined contribution. Two of the aforementioned scenarios examine the combined 
economic impact of the sub base and the company. 

Sources for the supporting data include the New London Naval Base, the Electric Boat 
Company, the Sub Base Realignment Coalition, the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) and 
publicly available documents. 
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11. REVIEW OF PREVIOUS STUDIES 

The contributions of the New London Naval Sub Base and the Electric Boat Company have 
been measured by numerous studies over the years. Note: None of the data appearing in this 
section was used in the current estimation of the contribution of the New London Naval Sub 
Base andlor the Electric Boat Company. 

A Summary of the Findings of Previous Economic Impact Studies of the New London 
Naval Sub Base andlor the Electric Boat Company. 
The University of Connecticut's Connecticut Center for Economic Analysis (CCEA) prepared 
several studies from 1993 to 1995 examining the potential effects of spending and employment 
reductions that would be the result of the closure andlor realignment of the New London Sub 
Base. All of these studies employed the REMl Policy Insight Model, developed by Regional 
Economic Models, Inc., the "REMI" model. 

Groton-New London Submarine Base Closinq: An Economic Impact Stud$, 347/93 
This study examined the loss of 4,655 military positions at the New London Naval Sub Base. 
This loss was combined with the alternative of relocating 3,542 Orlando, Florida naval training 
positions to Connecticut for a net loss of 1,113 military positions and 1,114 civilian positions, or 
2,227 "direct" jobs. Four cases were examined: (1) Gain Orlando/Previously "normal" defense 
expenditure reductions, (2) Gain Orlando11993 expenditure level cuts, (3) No Orlando previously 
projected cuts, (4) No Orlando11993 projected cuts. With Orlando, total State employment falls 
2,714 by 2000. Without Orlando, employment drops by 8,414 (Cases I and Ill). With Orlando, 
jobs fall by 698 by 2000, and without Orlando by 2,201 (Cases II and IV). 

w Defense Spendina Cuts in New London County: An Economic Impact Stud?, 5/11/93 
Having acquired, with DECD funding, the New London County REMl model, the CCEA 
examined the impact on New London County and Connecticut both in terms of job loss and 
population loss under four scenarios: ''Worst case 1"-all known defense cuts and base closure 
resulting in 31,323 lost jobs (21 % of New London County workforce); "Navy recommendation 
case 2" -all known defense cuts and base closure, but Orlando moves to Groton resulting in 
26,122 lost jobs (1 7.6%); "status quo case 3" - retain the sub base but cut Electric Boat 
employment to 7,500 by 1997 resulting in 23,651 lost jobs (16%); "best case 4" - retain base 
with all known and planned cuts including the Electric Boat Company cuts resulting in a loss of 
20,052 jobs (13.6%). All had "an enormous effect." 

Naw's Recommendations for New London County to the BRAC ~ommissiot?, 5/5/95 
In this study CCEA examined the impact of three realignment and closure scenarios. Case A: 
Navy recommendations are carried out in combination with already executed cuts and the 
Electric Boat Company, closing of the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, and transfer of the 
Naval Nuclear Training School to South Carolina. This results in 14,003 jobs lost and an $837 
million reduction to GSP. Case B: same as Case A, but with the addition of the Training School 
transferred to Groton. This results in 11,020 jobs lost and a $916 million reduction to GSP. 
Case C: Only the NUWAC is closed. This results in the loss of only 2,015 jobs and an $89 
million reduction in GSP. 

More recently, in 2004 the Southeastern Connecticut Enterprise Region (seCTer) and the 
Southeastern Council of Governments contracted with Mt. Auburn Associates, PPSA, and 
CERC to prepare a Comprehensive Economic Develo~ment Strateay(CEDS) for the U.S. 

Or 
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Economic Development Administration. This report, while not specifically focused on the 
contribution of the New London Sub Base or the Electric Boat Company to the economy of 
southeastern Connecticut, does include the contribution of these two entities in its examination 
of the southeastern economic landscape. The authors of the study modeled the impact of the 
closure of the Sub Base using the IMPLAN econometric model. The results of their econometric 
analysis concluded that the "economic impacts associated with the closing of the Submarine 
Base would be quite severe and long lasting. Our analysis suggests that if both the base and 
the Electric Boat were to close, local impacts in New London would include the direct and 
indirect loss of $2.4 billion in industly sales, the direct loss of more than 15,000 jobs, as many 
as another 8,000 due to the ripple effect, and a 15 percent drop in the gross regional pr~duct."~ 
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Ill. NEW LONDON SUB BASE HISTORY AND CHARACTERISTICS 

w 
History 
The ~ a v a l  Submarine Base New London is the Navy's first Submarine Base and is currently the 
home of the nation's "Submarine Force." In 1868, the State of Connecticut gave the Navy 112 
acres of land along the Thames River to build a Naval Station. The base was originally used as 
a coaling station by Atlantic Fleet small craft, however on October 13,191 5, the monitor Ozark, a 
submarine tender, and four submarines arrived in Groton and shortly there after additional 
submarines and support craft arrived and the facility was named as the Navy's first Submarine 
Base. Following World War I the Navy established schools and training facilities at the base.5v6 

Location 
The New London Naval Sub Base is located on the eastside of Thames River in Groton, 
Connecticut, across from the city of New London. Although the base is physically located in 
Groton, Connecticut, the base originally had its main offices and housing in the larger city of 
New London, and hence was christened as Naval Submarine Base New   on don.' 

The location of the Sub Base provides many benefits to the Navy. It is located in a "protected 
harbor which offers protection from adverse weather. It is in close proximity to the Electric Boat 
Company - the leading submarine builder and servicer and it provides Naval personnel and 
their families access to a high quality of life. 

Salary.com, a national Web site specializing in salary and compensation data, recently 
conducted a national survey to find the best and worst "US. cities in terms of affordability." The 
survey looked at "a variety of financial factors, ranging from median salaries to unemployment 
rates and the cost of living. Those factors determined this year's 'best and worst' rankings of 

I(V what it termed 'profitable cities,' or those  laces where workers can qet more out of their 
pavchecks."' 

Dan Malachowski of Salary.com asks the question: "Have you ever considered becoming a 
resident of the historic whaling port of New London, Connecticut?" He describes the community 
as follows: "An old colonial town founded in 1646, New London is set between New York and 
Boston and is home to the US. Coast Guard Academy, as well as Connecticut College." He 
goes on to state that, "this colonial gem is not stuck in the past. New London topped our list with 
salary ranges above the national average, a low cost of living, and a low unemployment rate."g 

In contrast, San Diego, another city home to a naval facility, made it into the bottom five cities 
on the list because of its high cost of living.'' 

Land and Facilities 
Along with 36 acres at Fife Park, the main base currently occupies more than 687 acres 
containing approximately 230 major buildings with an approximate replacement value of 
$914,000,000. The base also has over 530 acres of family housing comprised of 2,101 Navy 
housing units plus 75 units at the Navy Lodge and 12 barracks with 1652 units, plus 150 units at 
the Groton Chalet. The base is home to more than 70 tenant commands. Approximately 12,000 
family members and 12,000 retirees utilize the bases facilities annually along with over 15,000 
additional USNUSAFIUSCGIUSMC personnel. The base has a combined annual 
electricitylwaterlgaslsewer bill of $17,870,000.'' 
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The base is also homeport to 1 Floating Drydock (ARDM-4) operated by Electric Boat, Naval 

21 Research-I, the Navy's Nuclear-Powered Research Submarine and the Naval Research -1 
Support ship." 

Personnel and Payroll 
There are 7,800 military personnel stationed at the base and over 650 reservists drill there 
annually - which amounts to 167 full-time equivalent jobs in the economy (see methodology). 
The base employs 1,400 civilians and over 1,000 contractors. Annual military and civilian payroll 
is approximately $452,000,000.'~ 

Submarines Stationed: 
The base is homeport to 18 Nuclear Attack Submarines: l4 

14 LOS ANGELES Class (7 SSN-688 (2 VLS), 7 SSN-6881) 
3 SEAWOLF Class (SSN-21) 
1 VIRGINIA Class submarine - VIRGINIA (SSN-774) 

Major Tenant Commands 
There are more than 70 Tenant Commands located on the New London Sub Base. The major 
commands include: 

Commander Navy Region Northeast 
This command is "headed by a flag officer, exercises military command over and 
provides primary support to Navy shore installations from New Jersey to Maine. Falling 
within Northeast Region's area of responsibility are: Naval Submarine Base New 
London; Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine; Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, 
Maine; Naval Weapons Station, Earle, NJ; Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst, NJ; 
Naval Support Unit Saratoga Springs, NY; and Naval Station Newport, ~ 1 . " ' ~  

Commander Submarine Group TWO 
This command is "headed by a flag officer, exercises command of Commander, 
Submarine Forces, U.S. Atlantic Fleet forces administratively assigned and operation 
control of units of other forces when assigned. The primary purpose of Group TWO is to 
provide support, maintain personnel and material readiness, standards and work for 
increased economy and efficiency."16 

Naval Submarine Support Center 
This command is 'responsible to centralize administrative control and support functions, 
economize resources and provide a common pool of experts by providing complete 
functional support to the Squadron Commander of Submarine Squadrons TWO and 
FOUR, and Submarine Development Squadron TWELVE, in the areas of Administration, 
Medical, Le al, Chaplain, Supply, Combat Systems, Engineering, Communications, and 9 operations." 

Submarine Squadron TWO 
"Squadron TWO'S mission is to carry out the assigned tasks designated by Commander 
Submarine Force US. Atlantic Fleet; to provide operation direction as well as 
administrative and logistic support to assigned  hips."'^ 
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Submarine Squadron FOUR 

'cV The 'Commander, Submarine Squadron FOUR'S mission is to carry out the assigned 
tasks designated by Commander, Submarine Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet and to provide 
operational and engineering support to assigned ships."lg 

Submarine Development Squadron TWELVE 
'In addition to providing operational and engineering support to assigned ships, 
Squadron TWELVE is tasked as tactical development authority for Submarine Forces 
Atlantic and Pacific. This is a unique responsibility, which is dedicated to the formulation 
and improvement of submarine tactics and to the measurement of the effectiveness of 
the newest  submarine^."^^ 

Naval Submarine Support Facility's 
This command's "primary mission is direct support to submarines assigned to 
Squadrons TWO, FOUR and TWELVE. Visiting ships are often supported. NSSF is 
organized along the lines of an afloat submarine tender Intermediate Maintenance 
Activity and employs more than 1200 sailors and civilian  specialist^."^^ 

0 Naval Submarine School 
This command is the 'oldest fleet functional school in the navy and the only Submarine 
training school in the Navy. Submarine School instructs over forty thousand Sailors 
annually in courses ranging from one day to over six months in length. As the "Center of 
Excellence for the Submarine Force" Submarine School conducts all levels of training for 
both officers and enlisted per~onnel."~~ 

.I' Naval Undersea Medical Institute 
This command is "tasked with providing training in undersea medicine and radiation 
health to designated medical department personnel, and to provide technical support in 
matters related to undersea medicine and radiation health to naval operating forces and 
activit ie~."~~ 

Naval Ambulatory Care Center 
'The Naval Ambulatory Care Center in Groton, Connecticut is an outpatient medical 
treatment facility that provides primary medical care and coordinates access to other 
levels of health care services for active duty, retirees and eligible family members 
entitled to care, Inpatient care and limited specialty care services are provided through a 
partnership agreement with local civilian hospita~s."~~ 

The Naval Submarine Medical Research Laboratory 
This command 'constitutes the Navy's only submarine platform designated medical 
research and development laboratory dedicated to the unique problems engendered by 
the operational submarine fleet. This Laboratory maintains a library, which constitutes 
one of the most complete libraries of submarine and diving information in the wor~d.'"~ 

Naval Security Group Activity Groton 
The "NSGA Groton provides cryptologic direct support systems installation, 
maintenance, and personnel augmentation support to US. Atlantic Fleet  submarine^."^^ 
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Meteorology and Oceanography 
This command "provides meteorological support and services to local commands, and 
supports waterfront units with environmental services and products for training, 
underways, and deployments. The Component's website offers local and regional 
weather information, and updates on tropical cyclone warnings and base Conditions of 
Readiness status during hurricane season."" 

Recent Activity and Current Situation 
The Sub Base has recently completed numerous infrastructure improvements. Approximately 
$98.5 million in investments were made at the base in fiscal year 2004 and to date, an 
additional $50 million has been awarded for improvements in fiscal year 2005. Major projects 
included: Barracks Renovation, renovation of Warehouse 8-33, and the construction of the new 
Navy ~odge." 

Lower Base 
lmprovements to the Lower Base include the conversion of Pier 17 North Conversion and 
Waterfront Re-capitalization  effort^.'^ 

The Pier 17 North Conversion project is a $1.4 million upgrade to pier 17 North to accommodate 
Virginia Class ships. lmprovements to the pier include: new fendering, steel supports, electrical 
upgrades, jib cranes and bollards and mechanical systems. This project was 99O/0 complete as 
of April 2005.~' 

The Waterfront Re-capitalization Project includes a $30 million upgrade to all Sub Base piers to 
accommodate Virginia Class. This project starts with the demolition of Piers 4, 6, and 13. A 
new pier will be built in the current area of Pier 6. As of April 2005 contracting was in final 
stages in Philadelphia. Work on this project is to commence in the summer of 2005.~' 

Maintenance dredging in areas between Pier 10, 12, and 13 as well as on the north and South 
sides of Pier 31 is to be completed in 2005 .~~  

SUBSCOL Campus 
In February 2005 the DOD announced that M. A. Mortenson Co., of Minneapolis, Minnesota, is 
being awarded a $13,167,000 contract for the construction of the new Mkl0 Submarine Escape 
Trainer. It is anticipated that the ground breaking for the trainer will occur in August of 2005 and 
the project completed by May of 2007. This project provides approximately 22,800 SF of 
classrooms, mechanical, electrical, and other support space for the escape columns and 
escape hatches.33 

Upper Base 
lmprovements to the Upper Base include new security gates, a new dental clinic, a new facility 
for IBU-22, the renovation of the Naval Ambulatory Care Center and a new public private 
housing venture.34 

The new security gateway opened in November of 2004. The gate allows for four lanes of 
entering traffic under an 18-foot tall canopy and provides for commercial vehicle inspection at 
the gate rather than on the base. The project is phase one of a two-phase, $6.5 million design 
and build project begun in 2003 by James N. Gray Company of Kentucky. The second phase, 
Gate 1 renovations, has just begun and should be completed by fall 2 0 0 5 . ~ ~  
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The Navy Region Northeast and GMH Military Housing-Navy Northeast LLC entered into the 
Navy's newest and largest public-private venture (PPV) housing project in November of 2004 
with the goal of providing quality and affordable housing for military families in the Northeast. 
The project privatized approximately 5,600 Navy homes spanning seven Naval installations, five 
states, and 13 communities. For the New London Naval Sub Base, some 2,100 existing Navy 
Family Housing homes have been turned over to GMH and many are part of a six year, $300 
million Initial Development Plan (IDP). Under the New London Naval Sub Base IDP, more than 
1,000 old homes will be razed, and replaced by more than 900 new homes. Additionally 275 
homes will be renovated. The groundbreaking ceremony for this project was held in February of 
2 0 0 5 . ~ ~  

The Naval Sub Base, Submarine School And Various Tenant Commands 
The co-location of the Sub Base with the Sub School and the various research and 
development tenant commands creates a synergistic effect that results in the "whole being 
greater than the sum of its parts." The close proximity of these entities results in the free flow of 
information and ideas that create greater operational efficiencies and enrich the educational 
environment. 

The location of all of these functions in New London County also affords the base's naval 
personnel and their families access to the high quality of life available in southeastern 
Connecticut, including excellent schools, significant cultural and recreational amenities and, 
according to Salary.com, unmatched aff~rdability.~~ 

The Groton location also fosters the close working relationship between the base and the 
Electric Boat Company. This relationship produces both tangible and intangible synergistic 

w efficiencies that provide enumerable benefits to the Navy and to U.S. national defense. 

The proximity of the Electric Boat Company's facility on the eastside along with the company's 
unique Quonset Point, R.I. construction facility give the base a distinct synergy for Navy 
production and operations. The Electric Boat Company has a variety of docks reserved for 
shipbuilding, refitting and repair along with barges, including berthing barges for the personnel 
of vessels undergoing refitting or repair. For a century, the Electric Boat Company has been at 
the forefront of submarine technological development and innovation. 

Deparlment of Economic and Community Development Economic Impact Analysis 
The Cordtibutions of the New London Naval Sub Base and the Elecltic Boat Company lo the Ewnomies of Conneclicut and Southeastern Connecliwd 



IV. CONTRIBUTION OF THE NEW LONDON SUB BASE AND SCHOOL TO THE 

~ly CONNECTICUT AND SOUTHEASTERN CONNECTICUT ECONOMIES 

Scenario 1 illustrates the combined contributions of the Navy Base and Sub School complexes. 
Scenarios 2 and 3 show the independent contributions of each. 

Table 3: REMl Model Results Summary for the New London Naval Sub Base and Sub 
School 

REM Model Results Surrmary Table 

Note: Scenarios are not cumulative because they were run independently of each other 
within a dynamic model. 

Table 4: RIMS II Model Results Summary for the New London Sub Base and School 

RlMS II Model Results Summary Table 

GSP is productivity ($99,379) x Total Employment 
Personal Income is 112 GSP 

Scenario 

The results of Table 4 largely confirm the REMl Policy lnsightTM model results in Table 3. 
Scenario 3 (the School alone) has the smallest economic impact. The relatively modest 
variation in magnitude of the impacts under each methodology is mostly attributable to the 
averaging of multipliers across industries. What is notable is that the size and relative order in 
both methodologies is consistent. 

In summary, the data indicate that the contribution of the combined New London Sub Base and 
Sub School to the state's economy is approximately $1.3 billion in GSP and approximately 
14,040 direct and indirect jobs. 

Gross State 
Product 
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V. THE ELECTRIC BOAT COMPANY 

w 
The Electric Boat Company is a subsidiary of the General Dynamics Corporation. The Electric 
Boat Company is part of General Dynamics' Marine Systems Group. The company's primary 
operations are the shipyard in Groton, Connecticut and the automated hull-fabrication and 
outfitting facility in Quonset Point, Rhode Island. The combined operations have a current 
workforce of approximately 11,300 employees. The company's Connecticut work force is 
currently 8,750 employees: 8,250 at the Groton shipyard and 500 on-site at the New London 
Naval Sub ~ase.~8The Electric Boat Company's Groton shipyard is a 2.9 million square foot 
faci~ity.~' 

overview4' 
The U.S. Navy considers that Electric Boat, by virtue of its vast experience and 
innovation, is the world's premier resource for submarine technology. Electric Boat has 
maintained this position since designing the very first submarine for the U.S. Navy, 
HOLLAND, over one hundred years ago. The experience and innovation offered by 
Electric Boat has been, and remains, the dominating influence in development of 
nuclear powered submarines in this modern era. 

The inherent strength of Electric Boat derives in great measure from its enduring dedication to 
one product, for one customer. Electric Boat designs, builds, and supports submarines for the 
US. Navy. This dedication means that submarine technology is Electric Boat's number one 
priority. Electric Boat is focused on what it does best, and only on what it does best. This 
dedication provides the U.S. Navy with the best submarines in the world. 

Electric Boat designed the first nuclear submarine, NAUTILUS as well as the first strategic 
missile submarine, GEORGE WASHINGTON. Of the 19 nuclear submarine classes developed, 
Electric Boat designed 15, and shares design responsibility on one other, SEAWOLF, with 
Newport News. Electric Boat designed the nuclear propulsion plant in every submarine class, 
save one, and designed every single strategic missile submarine this nation has produced. 
Electric Boat pioneered the modular construction process, more than 20 years ago, and is now 
using the third generation improvement of this process on the Virginia Class and SSGN 
Programs 

Of the 197 nuclear submarines delivered or under construction for the U.S. Navy, Electric Boat 
is responsible for 98. Six other shipyards arelwere responsible for the remainder. 

Electric Boat's design history and experience in building 16 lead ships in the nuclear era has 
produced a "world class" technology base in specialized areas such as propulsion plant design, 
structural acoustics, hydrodynamics, weapons handling, manufacturing, and modular 
construction. 

Electric Boat's Groton shipyard occupies 11 8 acres along the Thames River in Groton, 
Connecticut supporting both new construction and maintenance activity. 

New construction work centers around the Land Level Ship Construction Facility (LLSCF) built 
in the early 1970's to support the Trident ballistic missile submarine program. The LLSCF 
receives hull sections and modules from Quonset Point, assembles them into a completed 
submarine, and then positions the ship for float-off using electriclhydraulic transfer cars and a 

w pontoon in the associated graving dock. 
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w Two additional dry docks, piers and shops also support overhaul and repair activities for active 
submarines, primarily those assigned to the New London Naval Sub Base. 

"COATS" stands for CCSM Off-hull Assembly and Test Site. The $1 1.5M facility for land-based 
integration and test of Virginia Class combat system modules and electronic equipment at the 
Groton shipyard was dedicated in July, 1999. 

COATS represents a shipyard industry first. The Combat System Module is: fully assembled off 
hull and populated with non-propulsion electronics equipment; provides for controlled testing of 
the combat system module without impacting hull construction; and provides friendly shock 
environment for commercial electronics. Once the COATS test phase completes, the CCSM 
module is transported to the ship for insertion and integration with ship and hull systems. 

Final hull assembly is accomplished at the Groton Shipyard. The Land Level Ship Construction 
Facility (LLSCF ) is capable of launching and dry-docking submarines weighing up to 17,500 
tons, and can receive individual hull sections and units weighing up to 1,400 tons using the Sea 
Shuttle transporter. 

The LLSCF provides a controlled environment for the accurate alignment and fit-up of hull 
sections and modules. A rail-tracked grid embedded in the facility, and electro-hydraulic 
transfer cars, enables sections or the entire ship to be moved about the facility. Overhead 
cranes and covered utility pits provide efficient support for final assembly and outfitting activity. 

After launch, approximately one year prior to ship delivery, waterborne testing and sea trials 

w take place. This period is used to groom and test the ship's systems, train the Navy crew in their 
operation and maintenance, and eventually turn over the completed systems and compartments 
to the Navy. Along with the various dock trials, acoustic trials, and weapons launch tests, 
propulsion plant tests, and other waterborne evolutions, the ship typically undergoes three sea 
trials before delivery to the Navy. 

Current Business 

Virginia program4' 
The VlRGlNlA Class submarine was designed by Electric Boat. It is the latest class of 
advanced capability fast attack submarines to be designed and delivered to the United States 
Navy. From its inception, the challenge of the VlRGlNlA Program was to find the optimum 
balance between capability and affordability. 

The VlRGlNlA Class has been designed with reconfigurable spaces and features that make it 
adaptable and responsive to the changing and evolving threat. The VlRGlNlA is the first naval 
combatant to be designed to meet the Post Cold War challenges of a new, uncertain threat 
environment - those conflicts in the near shore littoral environment. It supports seven critical 
post Cold War missions: covert intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR); anti- 
submarine warfare; special forces warfare; precision strike warfare; anti-surface ship warfare; 
mine warfare; and provides support for Joint Forces. 

The VlRGlNlA Class DesignIBuild (Integrated Product and Process Development) contract was 
the first of its type for a DOD Cat 1 acquisition program. At the time of the contract award in 

w January, 1996, Electric Boat, with no precedent to follow, worked hand-in-hand with the Navy 
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and led the development of new tools, processes and procedures, and trained shipyard 

w workforce and oversight organizations to promulgate the required cultural change in the entire 
submarine enterprise. VIRGINIA literally has raised the performance bar for submarine 
technology and shipbuilding management and is providing the model for shipbuilding of the 
future. One indication of our success was when we received the Pentagon's David Packard 
Award for acquisition excellence. It was the first US. Navy warship to be designed using 
advanced computer-aided design and visualization technology that supports integrated design 
and manufacturing from a single product model database. 

Each ship of the Class is being constructed by both General Dynamics Electric Boat in Groton, 
Connecticut and Quonset Point, Rhode Island, and by Northrop Grumman Newport News in 
Newport News, Virginia. Construction is being accomplished under a unique co-production 
teaming agreement whereby the construction of the ship's 18 major modules has been assigned 
to respective yards and the delivery of each ship is alternated between each yard. Today, the 
class design is complete and the program is in low rate production at one ship per year. Electric 
Boat is the prime contractor for the entire construction program. 

On October 12, 2004, the Electric Boat Company delivered the lead ship, U.S.S VIRGINIA 
(SSN774), just 3.5 months from a contract delivery date established over ten years earlier. The 
lead VIRGINIA, SSN774 was the first Electric Boat Company submarine delivery in 6 years - - 
and the first lead ship in 7 years. The second ship, SSN775, will be the first NGNN submarine 
delivery in 8 years -and the first lead ship delivered by them in 28 years. 

Seawolf4' 
The SEAWOLF Program was designed to counter high performance Soviet submarines at the 
end of the Cold War. The need for a large number of SEAWOLF Class submarines was VI obviated by the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989. Initially planned to be a 30 ship class, the 
program was reduced to three ships. The U.S.S JIMMY CARTER (SSN23) is the third and final 
SEAWOLF Class submarine. Following closely on the heels of the delivery of the U.S.S 
VIRGINIA, U.S.S JIMMY CARTER was delivered to the U.S. Navy on December 22,2004. This 
marked the second delivery by Electric Boat in three months. 

Differentiating the SSN23 from all other submarines is its Multi-Mission Platform (MMP), which 
includes a 100-foot, 2500-ton hull section that enhances payload capacity, enabling the ship to 
accommodate the advanced technology required to develop, test and deploy the next 
generation of weapons, sensors and undersea vehicles. 

SSN23 MMP DesignJBuild program success has been unprecedented. Key to this success was 
the ability of experienced design and engineering personnel to roll off of VIRGINIA and 
immediately onto another major design program -- the MMP, a project as complex as the 
construction of an entire Los Angeles Class submarine. Beginning with a notion that was little 
more than a Power Point slide, Electric Boat moved from concept design, to completion of detail 
design in 29 months -- half the time historically needed to advance through this development 
cycle. Five months later, this unique 2,500-ton module was delivered to the Groton shipyard for 
assembly with the host ship. 

S S G N ~ ~  
Electric Boat is also the prime contractor for the conversion of four Trident SSBN submarines to 
SSGN configuration taking place at the Norfolk Naval Shipyard and at Puget Sound Naval 
Shipyard. This effort leverages Electric Boat's experience as the designer and sole builder of w 
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Trident SSBN submarines. Trident SSGN conversion will provide key capabilities for covert 

'CI strike and clandestine Special Operations Force (SOF) missions. 

The SSGN will provide up to 154 Vertical Launch Weapons from missile tubes previously 
housing ballistic missiles. Additionally, the SSGN will include an enhanced VIRGINIA Class 
communications suite and a dedicated command and control space for better mission planning. 
The platform will also be modified to host two Special Operating Forces lockout chambers using 
dual Dry Deck Shelters andlor Advanced SEAL Delivery Vehicles. The reconfigured ship will be 
able to house 66 SOF personnel and provide a dedicated SOF command and control planning 
center. SSGN will also function as an experimental test-bed to develop innovative operations 
concepts and payloadlsensor alternatives for incorporation on future submarines. The large 
missile tubes inherent on this platform provide the volume to demonstrate and deploy non- 
traditional submarine payloads in an operational environment. The use of SSGN as a test bed 
for future capability to be included in future undersea systems forms the foundation for the 
transformation of the submarine force into the future. 

Life Cycle Support, Maintenance and ~odernization" 
Electric Boat provides centralized life-cycle support for U.S. Navy submarines and submersibles 
via an experienced design, construction and fleet support organization supporting all classes of 
submarines. Electric Boat provides on-site fleet support at Kings Bay, Bangor, Norfolk, Puget 
Sound, Groton and Portsmouth and fly away teams at other locations as requested. Support 
provided includes design, engineering, planning, maintenance, material procurement and 
installation services that directly support the safe and reliable operation of the US. submarine 
force. 

Additionally, in 1998 the Electric Boat Company began re-establishing itself as a major depot 
level submarine maintenance, modernization and repair activity. Supporting that transition has 
been a robust engagement with NAVSEA, the Naval Shipyards and other field activities in the 
various initiatives supporting the Navy's ONE SHIPYARD concept. Fundamental to this 
engagement is Electric Boat's commitment to align its maintenance related processes with 
those of the Navy. Electric Boat is now performing depot level availabilities including Interim 
Dry Dockings (IDDs), Selected Restricted Availabilities (SRAs, Depot Modernization Periods 
(DMPs), and scheduled Pre-Inactivation Restricted Availabilities (PIRAs) of LOS ANGELES and 
SEAWOLF Class submarines in its Groton shipyard and at the Naval Submarine Base. 

Much of the cost debate for naval ships has been focused on acquisition cost. A truer metric 
may in fact be total ownership, or total life cycle costs. Nuclear submarines inherently possess 
low total operating costs due to their minimal manning; and, they require no at-sea logistics 
train, no protective escorts, and little support infrastructure ashore. Today, technology 
advancements have led to the development of a life of the ship core, eliminating the need for 
major refueling overhauls on our attack submarines. On VIRGINIA, crew manning for at-sea 
operations, one of the key drivers of program life cycle cost, has been reduced by 12% from 134 
to 118. In fact, on the VIRGINIA program, there has been a 30% reduction in total ownership 
cost from previous submarine classes. 

Tango ~ r a v o ~ ~  
The Tango Bravo Program is a collaborative effort between the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency (DARPA) and the United States Navy to execute a technology demonstration 
program to break through the "technology barriers" and enable innovative design options for a 
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future submarine. This effort is also aimed at decreasing platform infrastructure and the cost of 

w the design and production of that future ship. 

In October 2004, Tango Bravo proposals were sought in five technology demonstration areas: 
(1) shaftless propulsion, (2) external weapons stow and launch, (3) hull adaptable sonar array, 
(4) radical ship infrastructure reduction, and (5) reduced crewtautomated attack center. Electric 
Boat was notified in March 2005, that they had been selected for three Tango Bravo contract 
awards, subject to successful negotiations. The $600 million programmed in the current Navy 
plan for an undersea superiority system could be used to advance these technologies and 
integrate them into a future VIRGINIA, or to start a design effort to produce a lower cost nuclear 
submarine. Combined, these technologies could lead to a complete re-architect of the 
submarine for the first time since the Nautilus. This new architecture could remove the 
constraints in present submarines imposed by the shaft line and torpedo roomttorpedo tubes. 
The initiative also could provide for the insertion of new technologies to ensure submarine 
relevance in the future threat environment where it will deploy. 

Spiral integration of these technologies, such as external weapons, could be developed in 
parallel with a new forward end. Shaftless propulsion, likewise, could become a designtbuild 
effort resulting in a new stern and engine room section. By continuing VIRGINIA production, 
ships of opportunity will provide an integrating platform. 

Several studies have recently been conducted on future fleet architectures. All have recognized 
the enduring value of submarines for future naval operations. Furthermore, under all known 
force level scenarios, including the most recent Navy 30-Year Interim Report to Congress, 
procurement of 2 ships per year will be needed to maintain undersea superiority and replace the 
aging fleet of LOS ANGELES Class (SSN688 Class) attack submarines as they retire over the 
next several decades. The 30-Year report neglects to indicate a new SSBNiSSGN design will 
be needed in the next decade. Absent new design work, the submarine design industrial base 
will not be around to perform this effort. 

Electric BoaVNaval Submarine Base synergies4" 
While there has been a relationship between the operational submarines at the New London 
Naval Sub Base and the ship designers and builders at Electric Boat Corporation ever since the 
arrival of the tender Ozark and her charges in October 191 5, only in the last six years has the 
interdependence become essential to both facilities. 

The Submarine Base and its tenant commands depend on Electric Boat to provide the skilled 
tradespersons, supervision, and engineering support required to perform most Intermediate- 
level maintenance on the ships stationed there. Similarly, Electric Boat needs the work on the 
submarines at the Base to maintain its skilled workforce above the "critical massw level in the 
current submarine Low Rate Procurement (LRP) environment. 

Carrying the Navy's Regional Maintenance concept one step further, the Electric Boat Company 
has entered into extremely successful partnerships with the New London Naval Sub Base and 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNSY). While some of the relationships and activities are 
cemented in contractual terms and conditions, it is the genuine spirit of co-operation and joint 
dedication to Fleet readiness, which is most significant. Several specific initiatives are 
discussed below. 
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New England Maintenance Manpower Initiative (NEMMI)~~ 
Starting in 1999, NEMMl has resulted in the phased transition of 431 non-submarine qualified 
military billets at the Naval Submarine Support Facility (NSSF) at the New London Naval Sub 
Base to 263 civilian Electric Boat Company shipyard employees. This has allowed non- 
submarine sailors to be reassigned to ships or stations other than at Groton, while the joint 
civilian 1 Navy workforce at NSSF still provides quality shore billets for submarine-qualified 
sailors. The Electric Boat Company is also now providing the equivalent of 4 divers to assist the 
Navy dive team. 

The integrated workforce is responsible to Commanding Officer, NSSF for work completion and 
certification, but can draw on the resources of Electric Boat for surge capacity or unique skills 
and capabilities. Currently, the average Electric Boat Company journeymen at NSSF has over 
24 years of shipbuilding experience - - a tremendous training environment for the assigned 
sailors. 

Nuclear Regional Maintenance Department (NRMD)~' 
Implemented in March 2001, the Electric Boat Company is managing the New London Naval 
Sub Base nuclear repair work with a combined Electric Boat Company / military team. The 
Electric Boat Company provides a core staff of 27 responsible for planning and execution of 
work under the Electric Boat Company's nuclear license, and coordinates the activities of the 76 
assigned military personnel. 

The permanently assigned workforce is augmented as needed from the Electric Boat Company 
Groton shipyard to support major evolutions or periods of high workload. It is not uncommon to 
have 100 additional Electric Boat Company workers supporting NRMD activities. All assigned 

w military and civilian personnel report to Electric Boat Company supervision. 

Thames River ~ r y d o c k s ~ '  
Prior to 2001, there were two floating drydocks at the New London Naval Sub Base, which 
supported short-term and emergent repair periods on the ships assigned to Groton. In addition, 
Electric Boat had three graving docks, which were needed to support the Cold War submarine 
production rate of up to three attack and one ballistic missile submarine per year. However, as 
the Electric Boat Company shifted to low rate production in the mid-90s, these three docks were 
significantly under-utilized. 

In August 2001, the Navy inactivated the floating drydock Oak Ridge (ARDM-I) at the New 
London Naval Sub Base, avoiding the expense of an upcoming major overhaul of the 1944 
vintage drydock. This left insufficient Navy drydock capacity for the volume of work. As a 
result, in February 2002 the Navy leased the use of one of the Electric Boat Company's 
drydocks. The dockings at the Electric Boat Company carried out to date under this contract 
have utilized New London Naval Sub Base, Electric Boat Company, Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, and other contractor personnel all working together to provide the best and quickest 
maintenance service. Due to the present high volume of maintenance work contracted directly 
to Electric Boat, this lease is not currently in effect, but can be resumed should the Navy require 
the asset. 

This cooperative arrangement was carried a step further in July 2002, when the Electric Boat 
Company and the Navy entered into a Government-Owned / Contractor-Operated (GOCO) 
contract for the Electric Boat Company to maintain and operate Shipping Port (ARDM-4), the 

w remaining Navy floating drydock at the New London Naval Sub Base. Thirty-six core Electric 
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Boat Company personnel reporting to Electric Boat Company supervision maintain and operate 

u(yr the Shipping Port on a day-to-day basis, while surge personnel from the shipyard support 
docking evolutions. The utilization rate for Shipping Port has been extremely high, with the 12 
dockings to date resulting in a ship in dock over 75 percent of the time in FY03 and FY04, and a 
projected occupancy rate of over 90 percent in FY05. 

Naval Submarine Base New London and Electric Boat 
The net result of these actions - - NEMMI, NRMD, and Drydocks - - is a balanced, flexible asset 
pool, which provides maximum service to the Fleet at minimum cost, while still supporting the 
construction of nuclear submarines. The number of sailors required has been dramatically 
reduced, there is more efficient utilization of facilities, the Navy has quick access to the 
capability and capacity resident at the Electric Boat Company, and critical skills are being 
maintained in the Electric Boat Company workforce. 

In a recent statement issued by John P. Casey, President of the Electric Boat Company to the 
Commissioner of DECD, Mr. Casey remarked, "We have stated publicly on numerous occasions 
that Electric Boat fully intends to remain in business. We have a significant backlog with the 
Virginia Class submarine program as well as design and engineering work associated with a 
variety of Navyprograms. We would be a somewhat different business if the Base were to be 
lost, however, we expect to remain the Navy's preferred provider of nuclear submarine 
capa bilit~."~' 

The Navy's submarine base in Groton, Connecticut, and Electric Boat, within short commuting 
distances of each other, work closely together to maintain the Navy's nuclear submarine force. 
This partnership is significant and can support not only scheduled routine maintenance and 

w modernization, but also emergent or unscheduled work requiring technical expertise, depot level 
capabilities and a skilled resource-pool to accommodate surge requirements. The 
complementary Sub BaseIElectric Boat Company relationship affords the Government savings 
as well as efficiency and skilled resource flexibility, creating a synergy that is critical to the Navy 
and national defense. 
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VI. CONTRIBUTION OF THE ELECTRIC BOAT COMPANY TO THE CONNECTICUT AND 
w SOUTHEASTERN CONNECTICUT ECONOMIES 

The Electric Boat Company is also a critical part of the Connecticut and Southeastern 
Connecticut economies. 

The Electric Boat Company in total represents approximately 17,458 jobs in Connecticut. 
"Direct" employment is 8,250. There are 500 more contractors working for the Electric Boat 
Company that are located onsite at the New London Naval Sub Base, for a total Connecticut job 
count of 8,750. Including these 500, there are a total of approximately 9,208 "indirect" (spin-off) 
jobs. However, the Electric Boat Company, in close proximity to the Sub Base and Sub School, 
is ultimately the source of employment for a total of 1,000 contractors in Connecticut's economy 
(500 at the base and 500 in "all industries" in work related to the Electric Boat Company and the 
base). 

Moreover, the Electric Boat Company's annual average contribution to GSP is approximately 
$2.0 billion. GSP is the single most comprehensive statistic, other than the number of direct 
and indirect jobs. It measures the final product and services produced in the state in any given 
year. Even beyond these economic facts, the Electric Boat Company has a long and proud 
history of contribution to Connecticut. 

Scenarios 6 and 7 measure the separate impact of Electric Boat alone and the contribution of a 
portion (in this case 112) of the current level of EB activity alone. 

Table 3: REMl Model Results Summary for the Electric Boat Company 

w REMl Model Results Summary Table 1 
Scenario 1 ~ r o s s  State 1 ~ersonal 1 ~irect llndirect lstate 1 LocaVRegional 

I 1 lncome (Employment I Employment I Revenues 1 Revenues I 

Table 4: RlMS II Model Results Summary for the Electric Boat Company 

I RlMS II Model Results Summary Table I 

GSP is productivity ($99,379) x Total Employment 
Personal lncome is 112 GSP 

Scenario 
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VII. THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE NEW LONDON NAVAL SUB BASE, SUB SCHOOL AND 
THE ELECTRIC BOAT COMPANY TO THE ECONOMIES OF CONNECTICUT AND " SOUTHEASTERN CONNECTICUT 

Scenario 4 -- the single largest impact of all seven simulations -- dramatically demonstrates the 
enormous impact of the Navy Base and Sub School, combined with the Electric Boat Company. 
Scenario 5 shows the impact of the Navy Base and School together with a reduced (by %) level 
of activity at the Electric Boat Company. 

Table 5: REMl Model Results Summary for the New London Naval Sub Base, Sub 
School and the Electric Boat Company 

I REBA Modei Results Summary Table I 

Table 6: RIMS II Model Results Summaw for the New London Naval Sub Base. Sub 

4 
5 

School and the Electric Boat Company 
- 

RIMS II Model Results Summary Table 

Product 
($ billions) 

$ 3.253 
$ 2.299 

GSP is productivity ($99,379) x Total Employment 
Personal Income is 112 GSP 

Income 
($billions) 

$ 1.982 
$ 1.301 

Scenario 

In summary, the data indicates that the joint contribution to the state's economy of the Sub 
Base, Sub School, and the Electric Boat Company is approximately $3.3 billion in GSP and 
approximately 31,500 direct and indirect jobs. 
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Employment 

18,617 
14,492, 

Gross State 
Product 

Employment 

12,881 
8,407 

Personal 
Income 

Revenues 
($ millions) 

$ 162.2 
$ 104.9 

Direct 
Employment 

  eve nu& 
($millions) 

$ 5.764 
$ 2.922 

Indirect 
Employment 



VIII. BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
w 

In November of 2002, Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld stated, "Congress authorized a 
base realignment and closure [BRAC] round in 2005. At a minimum, BRAC 2005 must eliminate 
excess physical capacity; the operation, sustainment, and recapitalization of which diverts 
scarce resources from defense capability. However, BRAC 2005 can make an even more 
profound contribution to transforming the Department by rationalizing our infrastructure with 
defense strategy. BRAC 2005 should be the means by which we reconfigure our current 
infrastructure into one in which operational capacity maximizes both warfighting capability and 
eff iciency."'O 

The DOD is in the process of selecting military installations within the United States for either 
closure or realignment. The process begins with the preparation of a list of installations to be 
closed or realigned by the DOD. The DOD must follow a proscribed set of criteria when 
deciding what installations to close or realign (see below). 

Once the list has been prepared, the Secretary of Defense must submit it to the congressional 
defense committees and the BRAC Commission. This is scheduled to occur on or about May 
13,2005. The General Accounting Office must then prepare and submit a report to defense 
committees on its analysis of the DOD BRAC process and recommendations. This is scheduled 
to occur by July 1, 2005. The BRAC Commission then will prepare and submit its 
recommendations to the President. This is scheduled to occur by September 8, 2005. The 
President must either approve or disapprove the Commission's recommendations in their 
entirety. If approved, the recommendations are sent to Congress, which has 45 days or until the 
adjournment of Congress to disapprove the recommendations on an all-or-none basis; 

w otherwise, they become binding. The President is scheduled to either approve or disapprove the 
list by September 23, 2005. If the President disapproves the list, the Commission has until 
October 20, 2005 to consider the President's objections and to send a revised report back to the 
President. If the President had rejected original recommendations, he must forward the revised 
Commission recommendations to the Congress by November 7,2005. 

Closure and Realignment Criteria 
In selecting mi~itar~~nstallations for closure or realignment, the DOD, giving priority 
consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), will consider: '' 
Military Value 

1. The current and future mission capabilities and impact on operations readiness of the 
total force of the DOD, including the impact on joint warfighting, training and readiness. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including 
training areas suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a 
diversity of climate and terrain areas for the use of the Armed Forces in homeland 
defense missions) at both existing and potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge and future total force 
requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations and 
training. 

w 4. The cost of operations and the manpower implications. 
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Other Considerations 

WV 
5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, 

beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to 
exceed costs. 

6. The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military installations. 

7. The ability of the infrastructure of both the existing and potential receiving communities 
to support forces, missions and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential 
environmental restoration, waste management and environmental compliance activities. 

The DOD will use the aforementioned selection criteria along with their force-structure plan and 
infrastructure inventory to make recommendations for the closure or realignment of military 
installations inside the United States. The 2005 BRAC Commission will also use these criteria 
for their review of the DOD's final recommendations. 

BRAC and the New London Naval Sub Base 
The New London Naval Sub Base is subject to the BRAC process, as are all domestic military 
installations. Connecticut has cause to be concerned as the New London Sub base was 
considered for closing in previous BRAC rounds and competition for location or realignment of 
base operations is likely from a number of sites. In particular, Norfolk, Virginia is the home of 
the Norfolk Naval Station and other Navy facilities and commands. Together they are, by far, 
the largest naval presence on the east coast. The Atlantic Fleet is based there, as is the 
Commander Naval Submarine Forces Two submarine squadrons, attached to New London 
base Sub Group 2, are based in Norfolk. 

In 1988 a nonpartisan commission proposed to close 86 military installations entirely, partially 
close five others, and realign 54 more. In 1989, Congress adopted these recommendations. In 
1991, to increase public comment on the 1988 round of closings, Congress approved the 
National Defense Authorization Act of 1991 (P.L. 101-501), creating an independent 
Commission on Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) and calling for three more rounds of 
closures in 1991, 1993, and 1995. As the New London Sub Base was among the bases slated 
for closure, a Sub Base Realignment Coalition was established to prevent the closure. The then 
Department of Economic Development (DED), working in partnership with the Coalition, initiated 
a series of actions in order to assess the potential for economic disruption in the communities of 
New London County. 

The President rejected the proposed base closure in 1993. However, in 1995, the Navy 
successfully recommended to close the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, New London 
Laboratory and transfer the Nuclear Training School from Groton to South Carolina. 

Contribution Implications in Light of the Current Round of Base Realignments 
and Closures. 
The DOD is currently in the process of preparing its recommendations for the closure and 
realignment of existing US. military installations. These recommendations will be forwarded to 
the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (Commission) on or about May 16, 2005. 

' w Based on the DOD report the Commission will prepare its own recommendations. The 
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Commission will then forward their recommendations to the President. If approved by the 

w President the recommendations will be forwarded to Congress where a joint resolution would be 
required to vote down the entire list, otherwise is automatically approved. 

The state has reason for concern, as the New London Naval Sub Base appeared on the base 
closure list in previous BRAC rounds. 

In light of the possibility of a closure of the New London Naval Sub Base, it is important to 
examine the economic consequences associated with a closure of the facility. The close 
physical proximity of the sub base and the Electric Boat Company provide enormous benefits to 
both entities in the development, construction and maintenance of submarines. 

As such, the closure of the New London Sub Base would have the effect of eliminating from the 
local and state economies one of the largest employers in the county and the state and reduce 
the workload of the Electric Boat Company. 

The effect of the closure of the New London Naval Sub Base would be an annual loss to the 
Connecticut and Southeastern Connecticut economies of approximately $1.3 billion in GSP and 
approximately 14,040 direct and indirect jobs. A loss of this magnitude would be disastrous for 
Southeastern Connecticut and certainly a heavy blow to Connecticut's overall economy. 
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IX. STUDY METHODOLOGY 

w Any economic impact analysis must quantify the overall effects (for example, changes in output, 
employment, income, tax revenue) resulting from a policy or economic shock. 

In this case, the methodology should take into account not only the impact of the personnel at 
the Navy Sub Base in Groton but also the jobs at the neighboring shipbuilding plant at the 
Electric Boat Company. If the Navy Base were to close, it would have severe implications for 
the company. The following scenarios were modeled: 

1. The contributions of the New London Naval Sub Base and Naval Sub School. 
Reduce military employment by 7,800~' 
Reduce civilian employment by 1,400~~ 
Reduce contractors by 1,000~~ (500 at the baseYs55, 500 in all indu~tries',~) 
Reduce Reserve Center Employment by 167'. 57 

$50.3 million loss of local construction industry sales in 2005~~ 

2. The contributions of the New London Naval Sub Base. 
Reduce military employment by 5,427 
Reduce civilian employment by 700 
Reduce contractors by 500 at the base 
$50.3 million loss of local construction industry sales in 2005 

3. The contribution of the Naval Sub School. 
Reduce military employment by 2,373 
Reduce civilian employment 700 
Reduce contractors by 500 in all industries 

4. The contribution of the New London Naval Sub Base, Naval Sub School, and the 
Electric Boat Company. 

Reduce military employment by 7,800 
Reduce civilian employment by 1,400 
Reduce contractors by 1,000 (500 at the baseY, 500 in all industries*) 
Reduce Reserve Center military employment by 167 " 
$50.3 million loss of local construction industry sales in 2005 
Reduce firm employment in Rest of Transportation Equipment by 8,250" 

5. The contribution of the New London Naval Sub Base, Naval Sub School, and the 
Electric Boat Company (with reduced activity). 

Reduce military employment by 7800 
Reduce civilian employment by 1,400 
Reduce contractors by 1,000 (500 at the baseY, 500 in all industries') 
Reduce Reserve Center military employment by 1 67n 
$50.3 million loss of local construction industry sales in 2005 
Reduce firm employment in Rest of Transportation Equipment by 4,125 

6. The contribution of the Electric Boat Company. 
Reduce firm employment in Rest of Transportation Equipment by 8.250 
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7. The contribution of the Electric Boat Company (with reduced activity). 
Reduce firm employment in Rest of Transportation Equipment by [I121 4,125 

*Allocated according to the each industry's share of input required to produce $1 of federal 
military purchases. 

' Modeled as "rest of transportation equipmenr employment (includes submarines). 

"650 drilling reservists were converted to 167 full time equivalents for modeling purposes. 

For each of these scenarios, two different economic models are employed for this methodology. 
The two models are described next to show their different approaches to the measurement of 
economic impacts. Each has its strengths and weaknesses. Both methods will be employed for 
the purposes of comparing the size and direction of the expected change in direct and ripple 
effects on jobs, gross regional product, and income. 

Regional Economic Models, Inc.'s (REMl's) Policy Insight TM model is a widely known and 
internationally applied econometric model. REMl has an underlying baseline or control forecast 
against which a simulation forecast is run and the differences show the magnitude of the 
resulting impact. In the model businesses produce goods and services to sell to other firms, 
consumers, investors, and government using such intermediate goods as labor, capital, and 
fuel. Population determines the labor supply. Together the demand and supply of labor 
determine wages. People will move into an area in part if wages go up. Businesses will also 
substitute capital for labor if wages are higher. Changes in wages in turn impact incomes and 
that influences consumer spending. The model takes into account these kinds of interactions in 
the behavior of households and firms. REMl is a dynamic model allowing inputs over a single " year or multiple year periods and forecasting results for each year up until 2035 if desired. 

Certain key results of the model allow the user to quantify the impact of many differing economic 
changes that the user may want to introduce, such as the entry or departure of a firm, or in this 
particular case, the loss of a sub base and accompanying major sub-supplierlemployer. The 
methodology simulates the interaction of many variables simultaneously. 

An alternative methodology is the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) RIMS I1 model that 
relies on published 'multipliers" (for employment, output, and earnings). BEA's methodology 
can be used to verify the validity of other methodological approaches, but it is much less 
sophisticated in that it simply considers the direct effect to be the initial injection (or shock to the 
economy), and the combined indirect and inducedeffects to be this value times the multiplier 
minus one. 

Direct impacts are defined as anything that is an immediate consequence of subbase 
economic activity. This may include the activities of the Navy, federal civilian employees, 
payroll to Navy officers and others with a direct involvement in sub base operations. These 
entities may be located either on- or off-site. Employing labor in daily base operations and 
federal government capital investments in sub base construction are examples of sub base 
activities that generate direct impacts. 

Indirect impacts are derived from economic activities of primarily off-site enterprises that 
serve the sub base, e.g. non-defense service providers such as fuel, fabricated metal, food 

ly 
and beverages, other raw materials that support sub base activity. Indirect effects result from 
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sub base operations and otherwise might not occur at the location under analysis, but are 
auxiliary to the main operations. 

Induced impacts measure the effects of successive rounds of spending from the direct 
and indirect impacts. An example of an induced impact is a local merchant going out to the 
movies or to dinner because of income earned from Navy personnel spending in his or her 
business. Dependents of military personnel can be an important determinant of this impact as 
their expenditures can be significant to the local economy. These rounds of expenditures induct 
more local jobs and income in the general economy of the surrounding local area to the extent 
that such goods and services are locally produced. Only the purchases of locally produced 
goods and services are relevant to this analysis. For example, a household hiring a local 
carpenter to construct a garage is local spending. The purchase of a bicycle made in another 
state or foreign country is not local but rather an import from outside the region. 

Finally, DECD was not concerned with separating the induced from the indirect impacts in this 
study. All of the effect above the multiplier minus one represents the combined indirect and 
induced effects. 

Consistent with past studies, this study estimates four measures of economic impact: 

Value added: new output created within the region resulting when input supplies and 
materials are processed by labor to produce a product or service. The model result's 
"gross regional product" represents this concept. 

Payroll: a component of value added, representing the payment for the labor involved i~ 
creating new output. 

Employment: the number of jobs required to create new output. 

Net New State and Local Tax Revenue: New revenues minus new expenditures. 
I 

Measurement Tools Used in This Study 
As indicated earlier, to generate the aforementioned measurements DECD employed two 
different types of models. REMl's Policy Insight and BEA's RlMS It. By using two different 
approaches DECD can pool the collective strengths of both while compensating for their 
individual weaknesses. Briefly, REMl provides a more robust and comprehensive picture of the 
New London Naval Sub Base and the Electric Boat Company's relationship to the economy, 
while RlMS II is a more common approach that may allow for comparison to similar studies 
done for military bases that used RlMS I1 multipliers and inter-industry relationships. 

RlMS II 
The US. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) Regional Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS) 
is a frequently used method of estimating economic impacts. The system was developed in the 
1970's to answer the call for greater quantification of social benefits in economic terms. For 
example, the precise dollar value of clean air, good health, highway safety, and recreation 
associated with reservoir construction, etc. was rarely quantified. Benefitkost analysis was 
developed in part to answer that need. RlMS II is the updated version of this kind of 
quantification but of direct and indirect economic effects. The approach focuses on inter- 
industry relationships and regional multipliers using data specific to Connecticut's economy. 
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Application of RlMS I1 -The Multiplier Approach 
The RlMS I1 multiplier approach to economic impact analysis is fairly straightforward. 
Depending on the nature of the primary input data available, one can use multipliers in any one 
of three categories: earnings, output, or employment. Therefore, if the user knows what the 
payroll for a given project will be, but not the related investment, the earnings multiplier can be 
used to measure total economic impact. Alternatively, if only the sales are known, an output 
multiplier can be used to estimate total impact. Finally, if only employment is known, total 
employment impact can be measured using the employment multiplier. The user should be 
cautioned however, that total economic impact is notthe sum of all three. Each is a different 
and alternative concept of impact and stands on its own. The availability of three multipliers 
allows the project impact to be viewed from three different perspectives. 

Thus we have the following possible relationships: 

(Direct Change in Employment) x Employment Multiplier = Total Employment 
lmpact 

I (Direct Change in Earnings) x Earnings Multiplier =Total Earnings lmpact 

(Direct Change in Output) x Output Multiplier = Total Output lmpact 

(II The BEA's multipliers are based on the principle that every industry sector of the economy uses 
inputs from and sells output to all other industry sectors to varying degrees. Thus the input- 
output relationship (a national table) plays a key role in the value of the individual industry 
multipliers, and it can be important to know exactly what industries are involved in any given 
project. 

Likewise, the combined indirect and induced effects are the product of the direct change times 
the fraction that the multiplier is above (or below) 1.00. For example, an output multiplier of 1.7 
means that the indirect effects are: 

(Direct Change in Output) x (.7) = (Combined Indirect and Induced Effect) 

In this example, a direct change in output (say from a $1.0 million injection of federal defense 
dollars) has a total output effect on the economy of $1.7 million, or $1.0 million directly and $0.7 
as a result of indirect and induced spending. 

One limitation of the RlMS II multiplier approach is that the result is for a single point in time (i.e. 
a snapshot), not over a period of time. The issue for the analysis of the Sub Base and Electric 
Boat is that policy decisions made today have future consequences. It is often preferred to look 
at the effects of an economic change over a ten or twenty year horizon as some variables are 
affected differently over time. 

REMI 
A dynamic tool for assessing economic impacts is Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI) 

w Policy lnsightTM model. REMI has provided modeling tools to government organizations (of all 
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levels) and private consultants for over 20 years. Its economic model, Policy Insight, has at its - core an input-output component in order to capture the supply relationships between firms. Built 
onto this are simultaneously estimated systems of econometric equations for five major inter- 
linked "blocks," namely Demographic, Labor and Capital Demand, Market Shares, Wages- 
Prices-Production Costs, and Output. Incorporating the latest in economic theory, allowing the 
user to enter data in multiple years, and forecasting for multiple years the future value of dozens 
of economic and demographic variables, the REMl model provides a rich array of results. A 
forecast horizon that may reach from the present to 2035 can be selected depending on the 
user's preference. 

In sum, there are many other reasons why the REMl model is a suitable and preferred tool of 
analysis, such as the users ability to use multiple inputs, multiple forecast variables as well as 
the models sophisticated variable interactions, its dynamic (rather than static or 'snapshot") 
feature, its basis in economic theory, and the model's incorporation of a sufficient number of the 
variables that are likely to change in a counter factual simulation used to estimate the 
contribution of a sub base to its host community and state economy. The REMl Policy lnsightTM 
model has been tested and proven successful in a numerous range of applications. 

Application of REMl to Military Base Installations 
The REMl model is highly sophisticated and extremely adaptable, yet its complexity may pose 
some initial user questions because of the thousands of policy variables from which the user is 
able choose. The user must make some key decisions even before running any simulations. 
Among these would be: What are the most important input variables, and why? Is such data 
available? What are the likely sources? How will the input data enter the model (e.g. as 
changes in employment or as changes in investment) and for what period of time? 

A strong precedent established by other studies and all previous studies of the New London 
Naval Sub Base without exception is the choice of employment as the "key driver variable." 
Based on findings in other military studies that employment makes the largest contribution to 
changes in the economy as well as frequent REMl recommendations, this application will use 
Navy and civilian employment as key inputs. Military employees also have dependents that 
may be part of the labor force by holding jobs in the local goods producing or services producing 
sectors. Their presence in the labor market and their local purchases are potentially significant 
contributors to the regional economic impact. This makes a strong case for the use of two 
primary driver input variables here: federal civilian government employment and federal military 
government employment. 

Another user might have reasoned that "investment" (federal capital spending) at the sub base 
is an appropriate input variable and let employment adjust itself endogenously in the model 
since the REMl model 'automatically" accounts for changes in employment associated with 
changes in investment. The REMl model has the powerful capability of forecasting both the 
interaction and the long-term consequences of major employment changes as a result of other 
industries' capital spending. The model does not automatically estimate employment 
associated with government spending, however, because government spending is instead a 
function of population. However, government spending can still be taken into account in the 
model as "sales" in the industries in which the spending occurs, provided expenditures by major 
industry category can be made available for this study. 

Composition and Availability of Data 
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All scenarios: 

w 
Federal Civilian Government Employment (number) -- Federal government employment 
in a local area is a fixed proportion of government employment in the nation. The Civilian 
Employment (number) policy variable changes the level of local employment in the federal 
civilian sector by the amount entered. Civilian and Military employment are distinct variables 
and so must be entered separately. Data on each is required separately. This policy 
variable is located under Labor and Capital Demand Block, Employment in the policy 
variable hierarchy. 

Federal Military Government Employment (number) - Federal government employment 
in a local area is a fixed proportion of government employment in the nation. The Military 
Employment (number) policy variable changes the level of local employment in the federal 
military sector by the amount entered. Civilian and Military employment are distinct 
variables and so must be entered separately. This policy variable is located under Labor and 
Capital Demand Block, Employment in the policy variable hierarchy. 

Government Spending (amount) - This captures state and local expenditures 
that result in direct payments for goods and services. In the absence of any 
better data it may be possible to use Navy defense expenditures in Connecticut 
as a proxy for private investment spending. 

lndustry Sales (amount) - Subcategories of total federal outlays related to the 
New London Naval Sub Base operations spending and capital spending by major 
industry (e.g. utilities, construction, food, fuel, machinery, transportation services, 
maintenance and repair, capital projects, etc.) for a typical year. [In the RlMS II 
modeling, this will be the basis of the Total Output Impact. If individual industry 
data are unavailable, US. spending for the Navy from the DOD Directorate for 
Information on contract awards will be used as a proxy.] 

Electric Boat Company scenarios: 

Transportation lndustry (SIC 37) Employment (number) -This input variable 
will be used in the scenario with the loss of Electric Boat in addition to the closing 
of the New London Naval Sub Base (i.e. a "worst case" scenario) It will be a 
count of the job loss at EB. [In the RIMS II modeling, this will be the basis of the 
Total Employment Impact.] 

Data Sources 

Quantification of economic impacts requires input data from a number of 
sources: 

US. Department of Defense (DOD) 

Federal civilian and federal military government spending by major industry 
category are needed. Operational spending and capital spending data for a 
typical year will be requested and allocated to the model's Government Spending 
and lndustry Sales policy variables by category as available. 
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New England Economic Partnership (NEEP) 

NEEP is a consortium of academic, private sector, government, and banking 
institutions in the six New England states that for the last 30 years has produced 
(with the assistance of a national forecasting consultant) six proprietary semi 
annual state and a regional New England-wide forecasts. NEEP confirms the 
following: 8,200 Navy personnel, 1,400 civilian workers and 1,000 contractors 
employed by the Groton facility. 

Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) 

BEA provides the RIMS II multipliers being used for estimating economic impacts 
as an alternative check on the REMl forecast. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 

The BLS is the source of many of the REMl model's control forecast variables. 

Census 

Census is the primary demographic data source in the REMl model's control 
forecast. 

The Electric Boat Company 
'CI 

The company's Connecticut employment is 8,750, 500 of witch are located on-site 
at the New London Naval Sub Base. 

Sub Base Realignment Coalition 

A regional group of political, economic, development, state and local officials 
whose mission is to build the best possible case for retention of the Sub Base as 
an integral and significant contributor to the economy. They provided preliminary 
and supplemental data as it became available to them. 

Interpreting Results 
Using the REMl model produces results data about the effect of the Sub Base and the Electric 
Boat Company on the Connecticut and southeastern Connecticut economies. The economic 
concepts below are among the major results presented in this study and represent the major 
variables used to assess the overall economic contribution made by the Sub Base and the 
Electric Boat Company. 

Employment- Employment represents one of the most tangible aspects of the military 
installation to the area, namely full-time jobs for a given year. Employment is one measure 
of the benefit of the base and can be used to compare this facility to other military base 
facilities. 

Aggregate Personal Income - The total of all income to labor, owners of capital (proprietors' 

w income), and entrepreneurs for their contribution to the production of output. It is a typical 
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measure of the standard of living to the region's population. Higher aggregate personal 

w income indicates a better standard of living. Higher income also has implications for future 
demand for goods and services in the rest of the economy. 

Gross Regional Product (GRP) - Also called Gross State Product (GSP) when the "region" 
is the entire state, this is the total dollar value of all final goods and services produced in the 
region in a given year. It conveys output in dollar terms similar to the way Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) does for the nation as a whole. 

State and Local Tax Revenues- In-state facilities typically generate both local taxes and 
local expenditures. This is less true of a military installation because of exemptions of 
federal property, but state income and sales taxes are impacted and the facility does have 
implications for local expenditures such as police, fire, schooling, etc. The net of revenues 
minus expenditures is net new state and local revenues. 

In addition to these formally presented results from the model, REMl allows users to see other 
statistics related to changes in productivity (due to labor and capital access), wage increases 
because of industry pressures, commodity prices because of excess demand, and numerous 
others. 
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w Why Groton Is Wrong Base To Close 

By Daniel Goure 
Published on 7/3/2005 in the New London Day 

Over the past 12 years there have been five Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 
commissions leading to the elimination of some bases and other military facilities. The 
process for determining which facilities to close or realign is relatively straightforward. 
The Department of Defense proposes a list of bases that is reviewed by an independent 
commission that passes the final set of names to Congress, which must vote to accept 
or reject the list as a whole. In general, if a facility is on the Pentagon's initial list, its fate 
is sealed; but not always. Historically, about 15 percent of the initial recommendations 
are changed or rejected by the commissioners. 

The decision to close the submarine base at New London is an example of the one-in- 
seven cases in the BRAC process where the Pentagon gets it wrong. DOD wants to 
save money by consolidating all East Coast submarines at two facilities, Norfolk and 
Kings Bay. But just moving the 16 boats at New London would not save much money. 
The "answer" was to close the entire facility. 

The recommendation is wrong on two counts. 

w First, it is inconsistent with the 2005 BRAC criteria. In particular, closing New London 
will negatively impact the operational readiness of the submarine force. New London is 
home to more than just its three submarine squadrons. It also houses the Submarine 
School and the Naval Submarine Support Facility. The Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
which develops new operational concepts for submarine operations, is close by at 
Newport, R.I. Next door is General Dynamic's Electric Boat Division that both builds 
nuclear submarines and designs future boats. The value for readiness of co-locating 
submarine training, concept development and design work with a nuclear submarine 
shipyard cannot be overestimated. 

Second, it incorrectly assesses the savings from New London's closure. A synergy 
exists between the base and the shipyard. Skilled personnel from EB provide 
maintenance support for New London. This maintenance work is critical to keeping a 
large and capable work force at EB. Advanced submarine design work at EB, such as 
the Tango Bravo program, benefits from the close proximity of the Submarine School 
and Undersea Warfare Center. 

Submarine crews, who go on board their boat a year or more before it is launched, 
make use of the facilities at the naval base. Without the base, the cost of servicing their 
needs will inevitably rise. New London is one half of a sophisticated, complex and 
world-class submarine designlbuildlrepair capability. One will not do well without the 
other. It is not simply a matter of dollars saved but of capabilities potentially lost. 

w 



The BRAC Commission should easily recognize that closing New London is a bad idea. 
Any savings gained are likely to be offset by such tangible losses due to increased 

IV maintenance costs and the intangible costs associated with destroying a unique 
network of capabilities. Weakening the U.S. strategic advantage in undersea wartare is 
not worth a few hundred million dollars of savings. 

Dr. Goure is a vice president with the Lexington Institute, a nonprofit, public-policy 
research organization headquartered in Arlington, VA. He has worked at the senior 
levels of the Department of Defense, and as a senior analyst on defense issues with the 
Center for Strategic and International Studies, the Center for Naval Analyses, Science 
Applications International Corporation, SRS Technologies, R&D Associates and System 
Planning Corp 



TESTIMONY - OPENING REMARKS 
JAMES ABROMAITIS, COMMISSIONER, 

\CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMllTEE HEARING JULY 6,2005 

My name is Jim Abromaitis, Commissioner of Connecticut Department of Economic and 
Community Development. 

Before we get into Criteria 6-7-8, let me just remind the Commission that the State of 
Connecticut has only 1.2% of the U.S. population while having the 23' ranked economy 
in the nation. 

Our State is rich in tradition, quality of life and most important, in economic terms, 
second to none in the productivity of its workforce. 

With these facts in mind, the DoD recommendation to the BRAC Commission to close 
the Submarine Base New London in Groton as well as their other recommendations 
related to Connecticut, hit Connecticut harder than any other state. 

IW 
The net effect of job loss is 8,568 out of the national net number of 12,684. That is 
68%. Largest single closure before the BRAC in terms of jobs lost. (See 6-A1) 

The overall impact of the SUBASE New London closing over the course of the phasing 
proposed could, based on our own analysis, affect 31,500 jobs and has a negative 
economic impact of $3.3 billion dollars. (See 6-A5 and 6-A6) 

Our economy is still recovering from the last recession and this base closure would take 
Connecticut a GENERATION to recover. 

Based on these facts, Governor Rell assembled a "Strike Force" of nine state agencies 
to analyze criteria 6-7-8. 

I believe our analysis will demonstrate that there were substantial deviations which 
penalized New London and do not fulfill the requirements outlined under each Criterion 
nor did the DoD adequately or fairly consider the unique characteristics of the New 
London SUBASE, its host communities, the national security implications and the 
synergistic relationship between an active SUBASE, sub school and Electric Boat: a 
relationship that produces both tangible and intangible efficiencies that provide 
numerous benefits to the Navy and towards U.S. national defense. 

I have the pleasure of introducing Jeff Blodgett, Vice President of Research at " Connecticut Economic Resource Center who along with the Strikeforce analyzed 



Criterion 6 & 7. The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection looked at 
Criterion 8. Commissioner Gina McCarthy will go into greater detail regarding the 
issues surrounding Criterion 8 and the environmental costs touched on earlier by Mr. 
Stern. 



TESTIMONY - CRITERION #6 AND #7 REMARKS 
JEFFERY BLODGEll, VICE PRESIDENT, 

CONNECTICUT ECONOMIC RESOURCE CENTER 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMlllEE HEARING JULY 6,2005 

Good morning. My name is Jeff Blodgett and my task this morning is to provide a critical review 
of issues pertaining to the economic impact of the proposed closure of SUBASE New London. 

In addition, I will also discuss issues pertaining to the capacity of the New London 
region as it compares to Norfolk and Kings Bay under criterion 7. 

In regards to the BRAC economic impact analysis I would like to detail several key 
weaknesses and data omissions. 

First). There was a significant omission of thousands of jobs: 
SUBASE contractors - approximately 1,000 
Spousal jobs - 2,950 

Second). The economic region was defined differently in New London (next slide) as 
you can see, the other two regions are about 4 times the size of New London. This 
results is an under statement of economic impacts. 

w Third). Because the BRAC model is static it cannot capture the long-term impacts of 
this multi-year shutdown. No data on the migration of population and capital are 
available. 

(Next Slide) 

Fourth). The model provides no estimate of fiscal impacts on state and local 
government. From work that we have done we know the lose of the base could cost the 
state more than $45 million annually. Fiscal impacts on local communities would be 
especially devastating as well. 

Fifth). Regional competitiveness will be adversely impacted increased unemployment 
claims will necessitate raising the rates paid by business and estimated 2.5%. This 
increases business costs in an already pricey state, resulting in the loss of an additional 
3,000 jobs. 

(Next Slide) 

In summary, there are several key deficiencies in the BRAC economic impact analysis. 



The static economic model used in the BRAC analysis does not capture the 
impacts over a period of several years, particularly the out migration of labor and 
capital. 

0 The economic region is defined inconsistently with Norfolk and Kings Bay, 
resulting in an underestimate of job loss! 

Not all job losses were reflected in the BRAC analysis. The omission of 
thousands of jobs meant that the BRAC analysis is grossly incomplete. 

Sixth). And finally, the fiscal impact on state and local government has not been 
considered. 

In light of these findings, and considering the problems cited in our written materials, it is 
readily apparent that the BRAC economic impact analysis significantly understates the 
devastating impact that this closing would have on the regional economy. 

(End #6 --- Next Slide) 

Criterion 7 - Capacity 

Turning now to Criterion 7 which, as you know, deals with the ability as it currently 
exists of the infrastructure of both the existing, and potential receiving communities. 

We did undertake a detailed and comprehensive analysis based on the several metrics 
used by BRAC for Criterion 7 and our analyses and comparisons will be submitted as 
part of our written testimony. 

At this point, however, I would like to draw your attention to a study conducted by the 
Department of the Navy (refer to slide) 

This study dealt with the capacity of three east coast bases, New London, Norfolk and 
Kings Bay, to handle the new SEAWOLF attack submarine. The consultant hired by the 
navy undertook, in a thoughtful and deliberative process, a comprehensive capacity 
analysis based on 14 criteria identified by the Navy, in ten of the 14 criteria. 

(Next Slide) 

Subase New London was ranked first among these bases. As you can see by reading 
this list, these criteria from 1995 are similar in most respects to those being used in the 
current BRAC round. 

(Next Slide) 

As a result of this analysis, Subase New London received the highest overall ranking 
and was the final homeport recommendation of the consultant. (Read quote) 



Therefore, I submit to the BRAC Commissioners, that if this comprehensive, well- 
documented analysis resulted in Subase New London being selected as the best overall " choice for homeporting attack submarines, in 1995 and, given that the only change in 
any of the 3 bases since has been a $100 million infrastructure expansion and upgrade 
at Subase New London, then what was true in 1995 still remains true in 2005 --- Subase 
New London remains the base of choice in regards to homeporting attack submarines. 
In face of the objective, rigorous navy-sponsored analysis, it is clear that reason and 
logic dictate that Subase New London be stricken from the list of bases slated for 
closure. 

Thank you for your attention and consideration of these comments. 



w 
CRITERION #7 

Substantial Deviation from Selection Criterion 7: 

Navy Study re: Homeporting of SEAWOLF class submarines 
o In 10 of the 14 criteria New London was 1st 

Strategic Value 
Operational Suitability 
Quality of life 
Maintenance Capability 
Training Capability 

= lntegrated Logistics Support 
Ordinance Capability 
Maintenance Dredging 
Built Environmental Impacts 
Community Support 

NOTES 

W Navy Final Environmental Impact Statement for Homeporting the SEAWOLF Class 
Submarine on the East Coast (See 7-A1) 

The Navy commissioned an EIS in 1995. The EIS address the need, alternatives, and 
environmental consequences of homeporting 3 SEAWOLF class submarines at an 
existing port on the east coast. NL, KB and Norfolk were each evaluated as homeports. 

By a very wide margin, the preferred alternative was to homeport the SEAWOLFs, in 
NL. (Lowest score is best) 

NL 20pts 
Norfolk 27 pts 
KB 32 pts 

Each potential homeport was analyzed and ranked by 14 evaluation criteria. NL ranked 
1'' in 10 out of the 14 criteria. 

Ranked 1st 
Strategic Value 
Operational Suitability 
Quality of life (Tied with KB) 
Maintenance Capability 
Training Capability 

w Integrated Logistics Support 



Ordinance Capability 
Maintenance Dredging 
Built Environmental lmpacts 
Community Support (Tied with KB & Norfolk) 

Ranked 2nd 
Dredge Sediment Disposal 
Natural Resources lmpacts 

Ranked 3rd 
Initial Dredging 
Water Quality lmpacts 

Quality of Life (See 7-A4 and 7-AS) 
New London has a superior quality of life: 

o More child care per capita 
o More educational opportunities (institutions of higher learning per cap) 
o Higher skilled workforce (higher educational attainment) 
o More and higher paying job opportunities for spouses/other household 

members 
o More culturaVentertainment opportunities (theaters, performing arts, 

historical sites, casinos) 
o Greater capacity to absorb K-12 population 



Substantial Deviation from Selection Criterion 7: 

Results From Navy SEAWOLF Study 
o "The preferred alternative to homeport the SEAWOLF is the 

SUBASE New London" (over Norfolk and Kings Bay) - 
Page 2-96 

o "The significant added value to Submarine Force 
operations that accrue with the regional concentrations of 
submarine command, tactical development, maintenance, 
training, and medical research assets; ..." - Page 2-96 

NOTES 

Read the slide verbatim 

This study looked at similar key criteria as the BRAC. Based on the data 
available we can see no significant changes in the data, which would justify a 
different outcome - other than the biased weighting assigned by DoD e.g PS-1 
where NL received a score of zero. rather than the 1 .O1 it should have received. 

o Attribute: Personnel Support, Component: Medical - PS-1. Is your activity 
within the medical catchment area of an in -patient military medical 
treatment facilitp Yes - Newport, RI (Source: Supplemental Information 
To Volume IV Of DoD Base Closure Report). 



Substantial Deviation from Selection Criterion 7: 

Regional significance of New London Re: Homeland Security 
o The area is a target-rich region 
o Both the Submarine Base and the U.S. Navy have been 

leaders in regional counter-terrorism efforts 
o Northeast Midwest lnstitute -Unguarded Region - April 

2005 

NOTES 

Regional Significance of New London Re: Homeland Security (See 7-A6) 

The GrotonINew London area is a target-rich region. Some of Connecticut's Key Assets 
include: 

Pfizer Pharmaceuticals; 
Dominion/Millstone Nuclear Power Station; 
Plum Island, a federal research facility specializing in animal diseases is located 
approximately ten miles from the New London coastline 
General Dynamics -- Electric Boat Shipyard; 
Dow Chemical Company; 
Amerada Hess Petroleum Facility; 
Mohegan Sun Casino and Foxwoods Casino; 
Thames Shipyard and Repair Company; 
U.S. Coast Guard Academy; 
The Fisher Island and Cross Town Ferries; 
Cargo ships and tankers utilizing shipping lanes in Long Island Sound; 
The deep water Port of New London, serving as a port of call for cruise ships; 
Fisher's Island; and 
Block Island 

The U.S. Navy has increased boat patrols in the area in addition to the United States 
Coast Guard, and their presence is an effective deterrent to anyone contemplating a 
maritime attack in the area. 

The location of the Submarine Base with its own Fire Department and HAZMAT Team 
is critical in responding to other U.S. ports on the eastern seaboard including Newport, 
Rhode Island, which hosts the Naval War College and the Underwater Systems 
Program. Submarines and other naval assets coming from Virginia would not be able to 
respond as quickly nor have the "omnipresence factor" that exists today because of the 
location of the base in New LondonIGroton. 

Northeast Midwest Institute - Base Closings and Military Presence in the Northeast- 
Midwest: 
The Nation's Unguarded Region - April 2005 



QV The Northeast and Midwest stand out as the nation's least guarded regions at a 
time when military concerns increasingly focus on homeland defense and as the 
U.S. Defense Department prepares to significantly reduce its installations on 
home soil. 

The 18 northeastern and midwestern states, which hold about 40 percent of the 
nation's population, account for only just more than 10 percent of the active duty 
military personnel located in the country. 



Criterion #7 Supporting Attachments 

7-A1. Environmental Impact Home Port SEAWOLF 1995 

7-A2. Comparative Data Matrix Summary 

7-A3. Comparative Geography 

7-A4. Connecticut Population Density 

7-A5. Comparative Data Matrix Charts & Graphs 

7-A6. Homeland Security Issues for BRAG 



IV Criteria #7 
The DOD must assess the ability of the infrastructure of both the existing and potential 
receiving communities to support forces, missions and personnel. 

In order to assess a community against Criteria 7 the DOD used the following data categories: 
Demographics, Child Care, Cost of Living, Education, Employment, Housing, Medical, 
SafetyICrime, Transportation, Utilities. 

Comparative data for the aforementioned categories (and others) has been collected and is 
currently being analyzed. Preliminary analysis has yielded the following: 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
0 New London has a greater concentration of its population with bachelor's degrees 

and above (26.3%) than Camden County (1 5.9%) and the Norfolk metro (23.7%). 

rn In terms of population density, New London is a strategic location within the Boston-New 
York corridor. Approximately 6% of the US. population lives within a 100-mile radius of 
the Groton submarine base, compared to about 1% each around the Kings Bay, GA and 
Norfolk, VA bases. 

Between 2000 and 2004 the labor force of New London County and the Norfolk metro 
grew faster than their population. In Camden County, the opposite was true: strong 
population growth was coupled with slower labor force growth. 

'W In New London County there are 7.4-day care providers (including nursery schools and 
Head Start programs) for every 1,000 children under the age of five. In Camden County, 
that ratio is 4.2, and in the Norfolk metro, 4.3. 

BUSINESS PROFILE 
The industries in Camden County with the largest relative employment concentrations are 
those that serve the local population. In the Norfolk metro, the economic base industries 
primarily serve local and tourism demand. As for New London County, its industries 
include a mix of serving the local and tourist populations, as well as fueling the 
technology sector (amusement industries, museums, chemical manufacturing, other 
information services, accommodations, utilities, food services, water transportation, and 
waste management). All areas have employment concentrations in transportation 
equipment manufacturing; specialized submarine design and construction is a part of New 
London County's historic and current business profile. 

Similarly, with major employers, those in Camden County primarily serve the local 
population. In the Norfolk metro, major employers serve the local population, including 
healthcare and higher education, while the New London major employers serve the local 
and visiting populations as well as provide opportunities for employment in the 
technology and healthcare sectors. 

EDUCATION 
The high school dropout rate in Camden County, 4.7%, is higher than the New London 

_I rate of 2.8% and Norfolk metro's 1.8%. 



Sixty-four percent of New London County students who took advanced placement 
tests scored a three or higher, versus 55% in Camden County and 63% in the Norfolk 

W metro. 

0 Connecticut 4'h-grade and students fare quite well across the board on the 
NAEP tests, averaging better than their Georgia and Virginia counterparts by 60% and 30% 
respectively. New London County's average combined SAT score of 1,024 is 80 points 
higher than the Camden County average and comparable with the Norfolk metro. 

The percentage of teachers who are "highly qualified" according to the No Child Lett 
Behind Act in New London County is  practically universal at 99% versus Camden 
County at 97% and the Norfolk metro at 95%. 

There is a difference in the student-teacher ratios: In New London County, there is one 
teacher for every 13.1 students. In the Norfolk metro, the ratio is 13.8 to 1, and in 
Camden County, 18.3 to 1. 

There is one community college located in Camden County, and two institutions have 
degree programs on the sub base. In New London County, there are two private 
colleges, one public university, a community college, and the U.S. Coast Guard 
Academy. The Norfolk metro area has approximately 30 private and public institutions of 
higher education, including community colleges, associate programs, and four-year degree 
programs. 

Groton Public Schools and the New London U.S. Naval Submarine Base are 

w recipients of the Military Child Education Coalition 2005 LTG (Ret.) Pete Taylor 
Partnership of Excellence Award for "demonstrating (an) ongoing commitment to working 
together for the future of our children ... Strong ties exist between the Groton Public Schools 
and the military community. Partnerships and bonds have been developed for the benefit of 
the children and will continue to expand into the future." 

The Camden County school system would expect approximately 1,000 additional students 
in its school system if the Groton submarine base families relocated. An increase in 
school enrollment of almost 10% may affect the capacity and the quality of resources 
available to the children in the Camden County schools. 

LABOR FORCE 
The employment participation rate in  New London County is 54.5% versus 37.9% in 
Carnden County and 49.3% in the Norfolk metro. 

Only 3% of New London County residents travel out of state to work, versus more than 
13% in Camden County and 2% in the Norfolk metro. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
The submarine base fire department has 54 FTE with an annual salary and operating 
budget of $5.6 million. There are at least 17 firefighters on staff 24 hours a day, 7 days 
per week. These firefighters are all trained in emergency preparedness to at least the EMT 
level. Besides the base necessities, this fire department responds t o  working fires i n  the 
surrounding communities of Groton, Mystic, Waterford, Ledyard and Gales Ferry. Two 

w ambulances provide mutual aid to Groton, Ledyard, Gales Ferry and New London. If the 



submarine base resources relocated, these communities would have to absorb these costs 
for emergency services. w 
In addition, the US. Navy has two additional boat patrols in New London that would 
have to be replaced by the US. Coast Guard, should the U.S. Navy relocate. 

HEALTHCARE 
Overall mortality rates in New London County are lower (777.7 per 100,000 people) 
relative to Camden County (870.6) and Norfolk city (1,032.6). 

GEOGRAPHY & CLIMATE 
New London is closer than King's Bay and Norfolk to a number of strategic locations 
including Gibraltar, Lisbon, Paris, London and Oslo. 

Average elevation in New London is 33 feet, versus 16 feet in Camden and 12 feet in 
Norfolk. 

Hurricanes and tropical storms affect Camden County and the Norfolk metro more so 
than New London County, which can have an impact on mobilizing resources. 

The road and bridge conditions are generally comparable in all three regions; however, 
Camden County has a high water table and relatively poor soils. 

ENVIRONMENT 
Camden County is the home to a number of threatened and endangered species, which 

w make construction and dredging more difficult. There are a few threatened and endangered 
species in the Norfolk metro, and no known state or federally listed threatened or 
endangered species in New London County. 

Dredging is  an occasional activity in New London County, an ongoing one in Camden 
County, and occurs somewhat occasionally in the Norfolk metro. 

The cost of closure and remediation for the Groton submarine base is estimated to be 
approximately $175 million. 

HOUSING 
The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics does not publish a cost of living index for these areas. 
As a proxy, median monthly rent is used. New London County's $646 per month is 17% 
higher than Camden County, and 5% higher than Norfolk MSA. However, New London 
County's median household income of $54,586 is higher than the Camden County and 
Norfolk metro averages by 23% and 18% respectively. 

Annual housing permits in Camden County do not comprise one percent of the new permits 
in Georgia. In New London County housing permits were 12% of Connecticut's total in 
2004, and the Norfolk metro registered 16% of Virginia's permits. 

The homeownership rate in New London County, at 60%, is slightly higher than that of 
Camden County (55%) and the Norfolk metro (59%). 



VETERANS 

w More than 10,600 DoD retirees live in Connecticut. Many of these veterans look to the 
sub base for resources, not to mention their spouses and dependents and those living in 
western Massachusetts and Rhode Island. 

FISCAL 
Connecticut has a relatively "lean" government staff-public sector employment is 15% 
of total employment, compared to 16.4% in Georgia and 18.2% in Virginia. 

Fair market value per capita in Georgia is $65,598, vs. $83,142 in Virginia and $139,751 
in Connecticut. 







Connecticut and New London County have had a 
consistently high level of bachelor's degree recipients. 

Geography 

New London County 

Camden County 

Norfolk Metro 

Jacksonville, FL 

Connecticut 

Florida 

Bachelor's Degree or more 

Georgia 

Virginia 

Source: CERC DataFinder 

1990 

21.8% 

13.4% 

19.8% 

18.6% 

27.2% 

1 8.3% 

U.S. 

1 9.3% 

24.5% 

2000 

26.2% 

16.0% 

23.8% 

22.9% 

31.4% 

22.3% 

20.3% 

24.3% 

29.5% 

2004 

26.2% 

15.9% 

23.7% 

23.0% 

31.4% 

22.3% 

24.4% 

2009 

26.3% 

16.0% 

23.7% 

23.1 % 

31.4% 

22.3% 

24.3% 

29.5% 

24.3% 

29.5% 
- - 

24.4% 
- - -  

24.4% 







In New London County there are 7.4 day care providers (including 
nursery schools and Head Start programs) for every 1,000 children 

under the age of five. In Camden County, that ratio is 4.2, and in the 
Norfolk metro, 4.3. 

Camden County Norfolk Metro New London County 

Sources: U.S. Census, D&B Sales & Marketing Solutions 

Sources: U.S. Census, U.S. BLS 



Economic Base Industries in Norfolk Metro* 

I Industry Description 

Water Transportation 

Museums, Historical Sites & Similar Institutions 

Scenic & Sightseeing Transportation 

Transportation Equipment Mfg 

Personal & Laundry Services 

Support Activities for Transportation 

Utilities 

Repair & Maintenance 

Specialty Trade Contractors 

Real Estate 

Source: Economy.com; Calculations by CERC 
based on relative employment concentrations (location quotients) 



Major Employers in Camden County 

Employer 

Kings Bay Naval Subase 

I VT Griffin Services I 700 1 

Employees 

8,940 

Camden County Schools 

I Express Scripts I 650 I 

1,700 

Lockheed Missiles 

1 Camden County Government I 350 1 

430 

Wal-Mart 425 

Source: http://www.camdenchamber.com/the-chamberlmember- 
profile.cfm?id=345&searchtext=The%20Camden%20Partnership 

I Camden Medical Center 260 1 





Major Employers in Norfolk Metro 

Employer I Employees 1 
I U.S. Federal Government 

I Northrop Grurnman Newport News 

( Sentara Healthcare 
I 
Riverside Health System 

Source: http://www.taubman.com/Shopcen/Centers/MacAlthur/markets.htm 

College of William & Mary 

Naval Medical Center Portsmouth 

Colonial Williamsburg 

Smithfield Packing Company, Inc. 

Bank of America 

Old Dominion University 

4,693 

4,028 

3,500 

3,113 

3,000 

2,956 



The high school dropout rate in Camden County is higher 
than the New London and Norfolk metro rates. 

Camden County Norfolk Metro New London County 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics 

u v u l u ~ .  I 111p.11 vvrr rr.aGulG1 .Vl y p u l m  L u ~ l 1 ~ 1 1 l y u l  IULUUVI I V I ~ G . ~ U I  





Higher Education: Number of Institutions 

There is one community college located in Camden 
County, and two institutions have degree programs on 
the sub base. 
In New London County, there are two private colleges, 
one public university, a community college, and the U.S. 
Coast Guard Academy. 
The Norfolk metro area has approximately 30 private 
and public institutions of higher education, including 
community colleges, associate programs, and fou r-year 
degree programs. 

Sources: Camden County Chamber of Commerce; Virginia BOE; Connecticut State Department 
of Education 



Sixty-four percent of New London County students who 
took-advanced placement tests scored a three or higher, 
versus 55% in Camden County and 63% in the Norfolk 

metro. 

V) 

8 Camden County Norfolk Metro New London County 

Sources: Georgia BOE, Connecticut State Department of Education, 
http:Napcentral.collegeboard.com/article/O,3045,149-0-0-41919,00.html 





Public Safety: If the submarine base resources 
relocated, communities would have to absorb 

costs for emergency services. 
The submarine base fire department has 54 FTE with an 
annual salary and operating budget of $5.6 million. 
There are at least 17 firefighters on staff 24 hours a day, 
7 days per week. These firefighters are all trained in 
emergency preparedness to at least the EMT level. 
Besides the base necessities, this fire department 
responds to working fires in the surrounding 
communities of Groton, Mystic, Waterford, Ledyard and 
Gales Ferry. 
Two ambulances provide mutual aid to Groton, Ledyard, 
Gales Ferry and New London. 

Source: Department of Homeland Security 





New London has a higher average elevation, 
which may reduce its risk for flooding. 

Kings Bay Portsmouth,NorfolkNaval NewLondon,Thames 
Shipyard River 

Source: Western CT State University 



Physical Infrastructure 

The road and bridge conditions are generally 
comparable in all three regions 
Camden County has a high water table and relatively 
poor soils 

Source: CT DECD 



Dredging Frequencies 

Dredging is an occasional activity in New 
London County, an ongoing one in Camden 
County, and occurs somewhat occasionally in 
the Norfolk metro. 

Source: CT DEP 



Median Household incomes are highest in 
Connecticut and New London County 

CT New VA GA Norfolk US. Camden 
London Metro County 
County 

Source: CERC DataFinder 



Veterans Utilize New London 
Submarine Base Resources 

More than 10,600 DoD retirees live in 
Connecticut. Many of these veterans look to the 
sub base for resources, not to mention their 
spouses and dependents and those living in 
western Massachusetts and Rhode Island. 

Source: DoD, Office of Actuary 



Connecticut has a relatively "lean" government staff- 
public sector employment is 15% of total employment, 
compared to 16.4% in Georgia and 18.2% in Virginia. 

Y 
Georgia 

Source: U.S. BLS 

Virginia Connecticut 



Fair market value per capita in Georgia is $65,598, 
vs. $83,142 in Virginia and $1 39,751 in 

Connecticut. 

Georgia Virginia Connecticut 

Sources: CT Office of Policy and Mgmt; VA Dept of Taxation; GA Dept of Revenue 



" HOMELAND SECURITY ISSUES FOR BRAC 
Connecticut Department of Emergency Management and Homeland Security 

The GrotonINew London area is a target-rich region. Its tourism and gaming 
industry make it vulnerable to terrorist attacks. The Mohegan Sun and Foxwoods 
Casinos draw between 40,000 and 60,000 patrons per day. The region is home to 
the 2005 Cerebral Palsy International Sports and Recreation Associations (CP- 
SIRA). Other tourist attractions include the Mystic Seaport and Aquarium, the Op 
Sail event, and the annual July fireworks display which draws a crowd of 
approximately 200,000. The 1-95 corridor is one of the most heavily traveled roads 
during the summer months, with thousands of motorists traveling this area every 
day. 

Key Assets include: 
General Dynamics -- Electric Boat Shipyard; 
Do w Chemical Company; 
Amerada Hess Petroleum Facility; 
Pfizer Pharmaceuticals; 
Dominion/Millstone Nuclear Power Station; the Mohegan Sun Casino and Foxwoods 
Casino; Thames Shipyard and Repair Company; 
US.  Coast Guard Academy; 
The Fisher lsland and Cross Town Ferries; 
Cargo ships and tankers utilizing shipping lanes in Long lsland Sound; 
The deep water Port of New London, serving as a port of call for cruise ships; 
Fisher's Island; 
Block Island; and, 
Plum Island, a federal research facility specializing in animal diseases is located 
approximately ten miles from the New London coastline. 

The location of the Submarine Base with its own Fire Department and HAZMAT 
Team is critical in responding to other US. ports on the eastern seaboard including 
Newport, Rhode Island, which hosts the Naval War College and the Underwater 
Systems Program. Submarines and other naval assets coming from Virginia would 
not be able to respond as quickly nor have the "omnipresence factor" that exists 
today because of the location of the base in New LondonIGroton. 

The U.S. Navy has increased boat patrols in the area in addition to the United States 
Coast Guard, and their presence is an effective deterrent to anyone contemplating a 
maritime attack in the area. 

Both the Submarine Base and the U.S. Navy have been leaders in regional counter- 
terrorism efforts. The Base has responded to emergencies from South Weymouth, 
MA to New York City. Because of their unique skills, they represent a key federal 
asset for Southern New England. 



Closure of the Submarine Base is a multi-state issue. If this federal asset is 

w eliminated, there will be no other core group of federal emergency responders of this 
caliber in New England. This federal asset is important not only to Connecticut, but 
also to New York, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts. 

The Submarine Base is the largest federal asset in the area and would be extremely 
critical to the "target rich" area in case of any mass casualty incident. As noted in 
Connecticut's Southeastern Regional Emergency Plan, the Base is a key asset that 
responds to the surrounding communities. Southeastern Connecticut, which has 
relied on the Base and its personnel for so many critical emergency services, would 
be forced reevaluate its emergency response plans. Some communities may need 
to hire full time firefighters in an effort to maintain the "status quo" response that 
exists today, with costs in the vicinity of $5.6 million. 
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Department of the Navy 
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U.S. Atlantic Fleet 
Norfolk, Virginia 

Prepared in accordance with: 
National Envinmental Policy Act 
Section 102 (2) (C) 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
FOR 

SEAWOLF CLASS SUBMARINE HOMEPORTING 
ON EAST COASF OF TEE UNITED STATES 

Contact: 
Mr. Robert Ostemrueller 
Northern Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
10 Industrial Highway 
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Telephone Number: 610-595-0759 

QU This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) addresses the need, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences of homeporting three SEAWOLF class submarines at an existing submarine homeport on 

I 
the .east coast of the United States. This docmemt supersedes the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for SEAWOLF Class Wmarb Hameporting on the East Coast of the United States, 
dated February 1995. Naval Submarine Base New London, Naval Station Norfolk, and Naval 
Submarine Base Kings Bay were each evaluated as potential homeporn. 'Ihe e f f m  of dredging to 
accommodate the larger d i i i o n s  of the SEAWOLF class submarine; altmwives to dispose of dredge 
sedii; and facilities requiranents to acconunodate the submarines, crews, and families at each 
location alternative are pmsened. The preferred alternative is to homeport tfrt SEAWOLF class 
submarinw in Naval Submarine Base New London. The primary impact associated with this action is 
dredging and disposal of 1.1 million cubic yards (800,000 cubic meters) of dredge sediment from the 
names Rivu. I 
This FEIS presents and responds to caanments on the DEIS that were received from Federal, state and 
local agencies and the gemal public. Throughout the document, text revisions and modifcations that 
have occurred since publication of the DEIS (with the exception of minor typographical corrections) 
are indicated by a double vertical line appearing in the margin. Section 10, Comments and Responres, 
is an entirely new seaion; although the vertical line in the margin does not appear in seaion 10, no part 
of this section appeared in the DEIS. 

Prepared by: 
MAGUIRE GROUP INC. 
New Britain, Connecticut 
July 1995 

w 



EXECUllVE SUMMARY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This document is a F i  Environmental impact Statement (FEIS) prepared pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations 
implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508) and the Department of the Navy Environmental and 
Naaval Resources Program Manual (OPNAVINST 5090.1B: Chapter 2). This FEIS is intended to 
analyze the potential environmental impacts as well as operational and economic factors associated 
with homeporting three SEAWOLF class submarines on the east coast of the United States to aid 
Navy decision making. This document also provides a response to comments made by federal, state 
and local officials, special inmest groups, and private citizens on the Draft Environruental Impact 
Statanent (DEIS), which was published in Pebmary 1995. 

In 1991, a DEIS was prepared for the proposed dredging of the Thames River for transit of the lead 
ship of the SEAWOLF class submarines (SSN 21) from its manufacauer, Electric Boat, to pier 33 
at the Naval Submarine Base New M a n  (SUBASE NLON) for operational testing, known as sea 
trials. The dredging of the river to -41 feet mean low water (MLW) (12.5 me&rs (m)) and piers 32 
and 33 to -43 feet MLW (13.1 m) resulting in the removal of 2.7 million cubic yards bd') of 
sediment was proposed. At that time, no decision as to the homcport location for the lead ship and 

w other SEAWOLF submarines had been made. 

In 1994, President Clinton announced that the preferred homeporting alternative for the SEAWOLF 
submarines was SUBASE NIXIN. Funding for construction of two SEAWOLF submarines has been 
authorized, while funding for a third and final SEAWOLF is currently in debate. This homeporting 
decision modified the proposed action to the degree that the NEPA process needed to be re-initiated. 
Scoping hearings were held for the proposed action in August 1994 and a DEIS was issued in 
February 1995. Public hearings wue held in March 1995 to solicit comments on the DEIS. resulting 
in the preparation of this document, the PEIS. 

This FEIS contains a separate section (10) which presents DEIS comments and responses. The entire 
DEIS (except for some appendices) has been reproduced with comment responses incorporated into 
this document. Also, modifications to the DEIS text including clarifications and new infonalatia 
have been incorporated into this FWS. In instances where the DEIS text has been modified in this 
FEIS, a vertical line along the right hand margin appears to identify the word, sentences, paragraphs 
or graphical items that have been changed. 

EX- 1 



I Proposed Action I 
The Federal action is the proposed homeporting of three SEAWOLF class submarines at an 
appropriate Naval facility on the east coast of the United States. The first submarine of the class 
(SSN 21 SEAWOLF) will be ready for pennanent homeporting in December 1997. The SEAWOLF 
and Ule second SEAWOLF class submarine (SSN 22 CONNECTICUT) are currently under 
construction at Electric Boat in Groton, Connecticut. The second SEAWOLF class submarine will 
be delivered in the summer of 1998. The third SEAWOLF class submarine, once funded, is 
expectwl to be delivered in 2002. 

SEAWOLP class submarines are a follow-on class to the Los Angeles class (SSN 688). The 
SEAWOLF class submarine is an attack submarine which will possess reduced acoustic and 
electromagnetic signatures, higher fop speed, greabx maximum operating depth, greater ordnance 
capacity and other technological improvements commensurate with the state of the art in submarine 
design. 

The three submarines of the SEAWOLP class will replace existing assets as other submarines are 
inactivated. These three attack submarines will also be incorporated intn the US Atlantjc Fleet over 
a six year period. Since these ships are replacements for existing submarines, and because they will 
be delivered to the Fleet over a six year period, the impact on existing facilities will be minimal. 
There are differences in haw the three locations satisfy the requirements for selecting a homeport 
and these factors will be analyzed 

Because of the larger dimensions of the SEAWOLF class submarine, deepening of the existing 
channels and berths where the ships will be moored may be required. Dredging and disposal of 
marine sediments to accommodate the SEAWOLF class submarines are the only substantial activities 
envisioned in the homeporting action. 

Alternatives 

Eleven locations on the US east coast have been considered as candidates to serve as homeport for 
the SEAWOLF class submarines. All eleven Naval sites were compared and ranked for homeport 
suitability. Eight sites were eliminated from de$iled evaluation given limited existing assets and the 
probable extensive financial and environmental impacts involved in needed upgrades or new 
development. Three locations were selected for further evaluation as each is an existing homeport 
for submarines. 

The three candidate homeports are: 

Naval Submarine Base New London (SUBASE NLON) Groton, CT 
Naval Station Norfolk (NAVSTA NORVA) Norfolk, VA 
Naval Submarine Base Kings Bay (SUBASE KB) Kings Bay, GA 
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Each potential SEAWOLF homeport is analyzed and ranked according to fourteen evaluation criteria. 
These criteria range from operational considerations and environmental impacts to strategic 
significance or military value. The miteria are defined and reasons for the ranking are depicted. 
Environmental consequences are summarized as part of the evaluation of alternatives. Information 
on the key feafures of each homtport alternative for all of the evaluation criteria are depicted in 
Table ES-1. The unweighed rankings give the homeport alternative with the most suitability, least 
adverse environmental impact, or highest positive effect, the lowest positioning score. 

Within each location, alternative types of dredging equipment and methods of dredge disposal are 
evaluated as there are differing environmental and cost considerations involved in each. Hydraulic 
and mechanical dredging equipment are considered. Open water, upland, combination of open 
waterhrpland and s e d i i t  treatment are evaluated as disposal options. For the New London 
alternative, open water disposal is best served through the use of an enclosed clamshell bucket 
dredging to a barge for transport to the designated open water site in Long Island Sound (LIS). The 
New London Disposal Site (NLDS), located due south of New Lwdon harbor, is the preferred 
location for disposal of dredged sediment, whik the use of the Central Long Island Sound Disposal 
Site (CLKDS), located off New Haven harbor, is also a feasible option. 

Hydraulic dredging is more suitable for both the Norfolk and Kings Bay alternatives as nearby 
upland sites would be used for sediment disposal for the SEAWOLF homeporting project 

Summaries of the impacts of homeporting the SEAWOLF at each of the three candidate homeports 
are provided below: 

SUBASE New London Alongside Berths 8N, 8S and 10s as well as portions of the Thames 
River channel must be deep.&; an estimated 1.1 million yd) 

m3) of sediment wll be removed and disposed of at a 
umber site in US; some of the d i t s  within the 

are con ' with metals and polyammatic 

s d i t  with mantaminated sediment as a condition to use the 
wata site; =rary impacts to water quality, benthic 

I rh) r e q u w a i n g  of h contamhted I 
"a?=' org sms and aquatic itat will ocrw from both dredging and 
ditgosll activities; similarly, temporary impacts to air quli  
am ient noise levels and aesthetics can be expected during 
dredging operations. 

E I 

To sustain SEAWOLFapable depths of water at the SUBASE over 
its 30 year life cycle, mamtenance dredging will be required twice. 
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NAVSTA Norfolk 

SUBASE Kings Bay 

Submarine maintenance and other support need8 of the SEAWOLF 
can readily be met at New London without new construction or 
ph sical expansion of existing facilities. Three SEAWOLF class 
su I! marines will be hased into the existing ho orted attack 
submarines at the S d ASE over a six year enod resu ting in fewer 

2Q& 
"P 

total hameported submarines by the year than there are in 1995. 

c""ide%Ms '8 lacement concept, New London will absorb the 
influx of SEA OLF class crew members and another 600 family 
members within existing Navy housing or in the nearby community; 
positive economic impacts from homeporting wilJ provide needed 
stimulation to the regional economy. 

Ap roximately 325,000 yd' (ZO,OOO m3 of dred in will be required 
to ! eepen water depths between Piers 22 and 23 kff orfoik; there are 
elevated levels of metals and PAHs in the dredge sediment; sediment 
would be dredged via hydraulic means to the nearby Craney Island 
d i p  site where contaminated dredged material is rapted,  
a1 ough long term capacity may be an issue; temporary impacts to 
water quality, benthic organisms and tic hab~tats will oaxr as 
will short term effects to air quality noise during the dredging 
operation. 

3 
Given historical siltation rates, maintenance dredging would have to 
occur six times over SEAWOLF'S life cycle. 

Submarine maintenance and other s ort services are readily 
available at Norfolk. Housing, particular "PP y family housing, is limited 
on the base and the introduction of the SEAWOLF would replace 
families currently on waiting lists; le housing is available in the 
community. S i l a r  to New London ?8 orfolk serves as ho 
attack submarines; and over the timekame when the SEAWO "P" F class 'Or 
submatines will be phased in this total submarine fleet is planned to 
be reduced by more than half (from 25 to 10). 

Economic impacts would be beneficial however, the relative scale of 
three submarines in the context of one hundred vessels being 
homeported in Norfolk is minor. 

The SEAWOLF would be berthed at layberths 1, 2, and 3 at the 
former POWRISlPOSEIDON site (Site 6) in this TRIDENT 
ho'w-"m aPP roximately 150,000 yds (114,006 rn3 of sediment must 
to be removed to accept the increased draft of the SEAWOLF class. 
Dredge sediment is generally clean sand, although l i o c k  is 
expected to be encountered below -40 feet (ft) (12.2 meters (m)) mcan 
low water (MLW). Sediment can be hydraulically dredged and 
disposed of at Navy owned upland sites near the project area; 
teniporary impacts to water, aif and aquatic habitats would occur; 
precautions are nieeded during dredgii and increased vessel 
movements to avoid any adverse impacts to sensitive marsh. and 
coastal ecosystems which provide habitat for numerous threatened and 
endangered species. 
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Kings Bay experiences a significant shoaling and siltation rate which 
r-s annual dredging to maintain project depths; as such, 
mamknance dredging would ocw 30 times during the life of the 
SEAWOLF. 

Capacity in submarine maintenance and other su port services is 
te althaugb levels of effort would need to increased and "p" L 

ment ad ted to support attack submarines. Homeporting the 
%%OLF i s  submarines in SUBME Kh s Bay does not 
represent a lacement given the current d icated TRIDENT 
mssion of the =? ase. 

d 
Housing articularly for families, is l i t e d  on base; ample housing P is availah e within a 60 minute commute of the base. 

Homeportin the SEAWOLF would provide substantial economic 
benefits to i&le communitv as the direct influx of 402 crew and 600 
famil members would be very significant to this rural county of 
30,& population; maintenance of public facilities and infrastructure 
could b6 an issue: 

- 

The radiological effects of homeporting and conducting maintenance on SEAWOLF submarines have 
been analyzed for each alternative. These analyses show that the radiological impacts from each 
alternative are negligible, and indistinguishable between alternatives. 

The SUBASE NLON alternative will better serve the strategic and operational missions of the 

9 SEAW0L.F. The synergism of submarine planning, tactical deployment, research, and training that 
is available in New London greatly exceeds that of other alternatives. Adverse environmental 
impacts of homeporting the SEAW0L.F class submarines in New London will be short term, related 
to the immediate timeframe of the dredging and disposal activities. Selection of New London as the 
preferred alternative will result in an environmentally sound, cost effective and implementable 
homeport for the SEAWOLF, which, is in the best interests of the country's national defense. 

Desaiption of the FWerre!d Alternative 

For SUBASE New London to be able to serve as homeport, portions of the navigation channel and 
alongside two piers must be dredged to SEAWOLF project depths. Dredging the Thames River and 
disposal of dredged sediment are the only substantial activities needed for the SUBASE to serve as 
homeport. 

In the DEIS (Navy 1995), the proposed dredging area was the full channel width from the 1-92 
Bridge to pier 33 at northern end of the SUBME. The dredging volume was 1.7 million yd3 (1.3 
million m3. S i  the issuance of the DEB, the Navy has evaluated ways of reducing the dredged 
material volume as a means of minimiz'ig environmental impact. Specifically, the selection of piers 
south of piers 32/33 for use as SEAWOLF berths and limitation of the channel dredging width within 
known contaminated areas is proposed. To implement the preferred alternative, the following related 
actions are required: 
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Dredge 1.1 million yd' (800,000 m') of sediment Erom the Thames River from the 1-95 
bridge to pier 17 and alongside betths.8~. 8S and 10s to obtain depths of -39 ft (11.9 m) 
MLW and -42 ft  MLW (12.8 m). respectively. This represents a reduction of 600,000 yd3 
(459,000 m3). 

I Dispose of dredged sediment at the New London Disposal Site (NLDS); 

Utilize existing accommodations for 402 crew and 600 additional family members in available 
on-base housing or in the community; and 

Use available maintenance, training, tactical development and research assets for attack 
submarines that currently exists at SUBASE NUlN or the immediately surrounding 
comrrmnity . 

Enrviro~unental Consequences of the Preferred Alternative 

The primary consequences of implementing the proposed action will be the effect on the environment 
of the Thames River and the open water disposal sites in LIS. 

The Thames River is a tidal estuary formed at the confluence of the Yantlc and Shetucket Rivers in 
Norwich, Connecticut. It extends souhward 16 miles (mi) (25.6 kilometers &TI)) to LIS at 

w Groton/?kv London. The SUBASE is located on the east banks of the Tharnes River approximately 
seven miles from LIS. 

I 
The proposed dredging for the SEAWOLF homeporting project will deepen the navigation channel 
of the Thames River north of the 1-95 Bridge to the pier 17 at the SUBASE, a distance of 
approximately 2.5 mi (4.0 km), to -39 ft (1 1.9 m) MLW from existing channel depths averaging -36 
ft (11 m) MLW. Similar depths alongside the proposed homeport Piers 8 and 10 will be deepened 
to -42 A (12.8 ID) MLW. 

The NLDS is a one square nautical mile area located approximately 2.5 miles due south of the mouth 
of the Thames River. The site is actively used for dismal of dredged marine sediments. Use of the 
NLDS is preferred because of its proximity to the dredging area. However, use of CLISDS is a 
viable disposal alternative. The NLDS is closely regulated and monitored by the Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE). The site has been used primarily for placement of sediment dredged from the 
Thames River. Studies have shown that with proper management techniques in place, no significant 
short-term or long term environmental effects have occurred at the site. It is also the least expensive 
disposal option given its relatively short distance from the area of proposed dredging. For these 
reasons, the NLDS is the preferred disposal location. 

1 Sediment sampling programs have been conducted by the Navy in 1990, 1992, 1994 and 1995 for 
the purpose of characterizing existing biological, physical, and chemical conditions of the sediment 
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to be dredged from the Thames River. Analysis of samples has shown that to be dredged 
are very similar to sediments previously dredged in the Thames River and dumped at the NLDS. 
Sediments from the channel tend to be cleaner than sediments near the pier areas. 

Benthic toxicity results on project sediments indicate that sediments to be dredged are not toxic to 
boctom-dwe11ing organisms. Bioaccumulatim testing has revealed that channel sediments near the 
SUBASE piers m l d  cause aa:umulation of organic contaminants in the tissues of benthic organisms. 
Also, s e d i t s  at piers 8 and 10 contain comparable contaminant levels and would likely cause 
similar bioaccumulation effects. These sediments would be capped at the disposal site with clean 
sediments from the channel north of the 1-95 bridge to an area just south of the SUBASE. 
Ideatifcation of sediments suitable for use as capping mattrial has been approved by Federal and 
state regulatory agencies. 

A capping plan which uses norrcontaminated sediment from the proposed project to cover 
contaminated sediment from the pier areas will be employed for open water disposal. 

A study of the impact of the SEAWOLF project dredging on the hydrodynamics of the river 
concludes that there will be insignificant changes or impacts to the riverine dynamics and no effect 
on the existing periods of low dissolved oxygen in the upper reaches of the river. 

Dredging by clamshell bucket will have temporary impacts to aquatic organisms and water quality 
in the river. Removal of sediment will temporarily increase turbidity levels in the water cohrnn, but 

w these levels will return to nonnal conditions soon after dredging with no appreciable damage to 1 
finfish and other aquatic biota. Very low concentrations of chemicals that have been introduced into 
the river from various point and non-point source discharges and have settled into the sediments will 
be released into the water column during dtedging. 

Benthic organisms living in and near the river bottom at the point of dredging will either be 
transported to the scow and eventually the disposal site or killed. Comparison of benthic 
communities sampled as part of the TRIDENT Dredging EIS in 1978, and communities sampled in 
1990 for this project, reveals very similar composition and abundance of species. This suggests that 
successful recolonization has occurred and similar recovery is expected for this project. 

Information from several monitoring @AMOS) reports issued by the ACOE reveals that sediment 
deposited at the NLDS from the Thame~ Rivtr has not caused any significant damage to the ecology 
or water quality of that area. Studim of disposal mounds in LIS have shown that chemicals I 
appearing in cappad material have not migrated into the cleaner sediment layers near the surface. 
~esearch has also shown that material deposited at NLDS tend to remain in their original position. 

Body burden analyses of benthic organisms at the NLDS have been performed by the ACOE, 
UCONN, National Oceanic and Atmosphaic Administration (NOAA) and Connecticut Department 
of Environmental Protection (CTDEP). Thew studies have shown no signficant bioaccumulation of 
contaminants as a result of dredged material disposal. This suggests that fish and other aquatic 
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w 
I organisms in the vicinity of the disposal site do not contain elevated contaminant levels and therefore 

no buman health risks are expected. 

Consequences of the project on the socioeconomics of the region are expected to be positive. Over 
the long term, direct and indirect payroll for the full three submarine SEAWOLF crews is expecred 
to exceed $20 million annually. Housing, schools and public infrastructure are adequate to absorb 
the influx of SEAWOLF crews and families. 

The following measures will be employed to ensure minimization of impacts to the Thames River 
and disposal site environment 

Use of enclosed clamshell bucket to minimize spillage of dredge sediment from 
dredge equipmeat; 

0 Adherence to no barge overflow qirements; 

Capping of dredged sediment deemed "contaminated" with cleaner sediments; 

Observance of seasonal restrictions on dredging; 

An intensive series of hydrographic monitoring of disposal site during and after 
disposal operations to ensure proper placement of sediment; 

I 0 
Sediment profile photography of the diiposal mound and; 

I Use of precision navigational equipment and a taut wirs buoy by the dredging contractor. 

Coodination and Pablic InvoIvOmcat 

Considering the commencement and publication of a related DEIS on proposed sea trials for the 
SEAWOLF, coordination with the public and resource agencies for this project has been on-going 
since 1990. SEAWOLF sea trials DElS scoping and public hearings were held in 1991, during 
which the public was informed and comments were received on dredging issues related to 
accommodating the SEAWOLF at SUBASE NLON. 

Coordination has expanded with this homeporting DEIS to include not only the New London region 
but Norfolk and Kings Bay as well. Scoping meetings were held in each of the three locations in 
August 1994. A separate scoping session was requested and held with representatives of the Fishers 
Island Conservancy and Connecticut Fund for the Environment in September 1994. Comments from 
the public have been used to identify key issues in each location. Regulatory agencies in each area 



have also been contacted and correspondence and summaries of communication are included in 
section 14.1 of this FEIS. 

Public hearings on the DEIS (Navy 1995) were held in March at each of the candidate homeport 
locations. Comments have been received gnd responded to as presented in section 10. 

S e d i i n t  testing requirements have been a key consideration. Ova a dozen meetings and many 
more informal diicussions have occurred bctwtar the Navy and state/Fedtral regulators. As a result, 
the tests undertaken and reported in this FBIS, including suspended phase bioassays, represent the 
most wmprehcnsive and up-to-date charactaization of sediments in the history of Thames River 
dredging. 

Recently, Federal and state pmnits have been applied for by thc Navy. On July 5, 1995, a section 
401 Water Qualitj Certificate was issued by the CTDEP for the SEAWOLF Homeporting Project. 
Also. in conjunction with that certificate, the CTDEP c o m e d  with the Navy's detenninabim that 
its proposed activities are consistentwith the State's federally approved wastal management program. 
The water quality certificau authorizes disposal at the NLDS only. Should it become necessary to 
apply for a modification to authorize disposal at the CLISDS, CTDEP has d i i  that such an 
application must include: "sediint sampling for the presence, abundance and stratification of 
Aleumdrium tumurensk cysu.. . " (mEP Water Quality Certificate. WQC-GW-95-029. dated July 
5. 1995). The Navy will conduct thc appropriate sampliing and analysis should it become necessary 
to request the change in disposal sites. 

u 
The Navy's record of decision (ROD) will be published in the Federal Register in August 1995 and 
distributed to recipients of the FEIS. 

- 
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ACHP 
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CWA 
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Dm 
DEB 
DEP 
DNR 
DO 
DOD 
DOE 
DOSF 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Amy Corps of Engineers 
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway 
Archeological Resource Management Plan 
Advanced Special Hull Treament 
Bachelors Enlisted Quarters 
Basic Facility Requirements 
Biological Oxygen Demand 
Bachelors Officer Quartets 
Base Closure and Realignment Act 
Clean Air Act 
Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Board 
Connecticut Coastal Management Act 
Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Comprehensive Environmental, Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act ("Superfund") 
Code of Federal Regulations 
Connecticut Geological and Natural History S w e y  
Curie 
Community Impact Assistance (Program) 
Controlled Industrial Facility 
Confined Disposal Facility 
Centimeter 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Captain of tbe Port (US Coast Guard) 
Catch per Unit Effort 
Central Long Island Disposal site (New Haven Disposal) 
Connecticut Dcpanment of Economic Development 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Clean Water Act (=A) 
Coastal Zone Management Act 
Destroyer & Submarine 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Department of Environmental Protection (State of Conweticut) 
Department of Natural Resouces (State of Georgia) 
Dissolved Oxygen 
Department of Defense 
Department of Energy 
Defensive Ordnance Support Facility 



DOT 
EA 
EHW 
EIS 
EPA 
ESA 
B Q D  
FEIS 
FEMA 
@ 
FHMA 
F'fRM 
FIS 
msc 
f p s  
fl? 
ft' 
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Military Construction 
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Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Naval Sea Systems Command 
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New London Disposal Site 
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Naval Nuclear Power Training Command 
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Ocean Service 
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination Program 
National Register of Historic Places 
Naval Submarine Base (Kings Bay) 
Naval Submarine Base (New London) 
Naval Submarine Support Facility 
Naval Undersea Warfare C e m  
Ozone 
Chief of Naval Operation Instruction 
Operational Health and Safety Administration 
Ocean Surveys, Inc. 
Organism Sediieat Index 
Oily Waste Treatment Facility 
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
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Roentgen-Equivalent-Man 
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management 
Record of Decision 
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Southeastern Connecticut Regional Pluming Agency 
Ship Intermediate Maintenance Activity 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
State Implementation Plan 
Suspended Material Concentration 
Selected Restricted Availability 
SolidificationlStabilization 
Naval Submarine Base 
Submarine School 
Strategic Weapons Facility Atlantic 
Theoretical BioBCCUrnulation Potential 
Temporary Collection Area 
Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
Total Organic Carbon 
Trident Refit Facility 
Trident Training Facility 
Toxic Substances Control Act 
United States Administrative Code 
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United States Public Health Service 
Underground Storage Tank 
Virginia Department of Air PoUution Control 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
Virginia Department of Transportation 
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Virginia Marine Rcsourccs Commission 
Volatile Organic Compound 
Virginia Water Control Board 
Wide Aperture Array 
Western Long Island Sound 
Water Pollution Control Authority 
Naval Weapons Station (Yorktown) 
Wastewater Treatment Facility 
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Education k-16+ 
Lead DOE Mark Staplebm 86G7IM520  mark.staple~po.state.dw 

A 1 DOE Marybeth AleslrJviz 86&71%6511 marybeM.aleskwiz@pa.state.ct.us 

'V DATA 

Dab S w M  

AP: #of students taking h e  test 
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f -: 

enrollment projections (5-year proj.) 

teachw qualifications (% highly 
qua1iIied)t 

posl sez instiNtioN 

post sec attendance 

NAEP Score: Math. Grade 4 
NAEP Score: Reading. Grade 4 
NAEP S m  Writing. Grade 4 
NAEP Scoce Mam. Grade 8 
NAEP Sum: Reading. Grade 8 
NAEP Score: Writing, Grade 8 

9,417 

N/A 

97% 

Coastal Georgia 
Community College; 
Vnldosm Sets 
Univmity and 
Bmau  College have 

desrrc programs at 
h e  Kings Bay Navy 
Campus 

GA 
27 
27 
23 
22 
26 
25 

276,198 

N/A 

94.5% 

TheNorfolk mem 
area har 34 private 
and public 
instimtions of h i g h  
education, including 
community wllegn, 
apoociateprognms, 
and four-year degree 
programs. See 
attached excel file. 

VA 
36 
35 
29 
31 
36 
32 

43,109 

41,363 

98.8% 

Connecticut College 
Lyme Academy 
College of Fine Art.l 
University of 
Connecticut at Avcry 
Point 
'IhrreRivm 
Community College 
U. S. Coast Guard 
Academy 

CT 
41 
43  
49 
35 
37 

NCES 
NCES 
NCES 
NCES 
NCES 

2003W004-  
05 

2005 

2003-04 

Georgia BOE website, Connecticut State 
Department of Education. 
www.schoolmamrs.com 

Connecticut State Depmen t  of Education 

Georgia BOE mbsite, Connecticut State 
Departmmt of Education. Virginia BOE websin 

http:Nwww.wmdenchamber.Com/thb 
chamberlmember- 
pmfik.chn?ld=3458seanhte~The%20Cam 
denl620Parblership (Section I) 8 
http:l/www.csde.state.ctctuJIpubI'Ic/~de~n,port 
slreportsection.asp 

I 

451 NCES 



Additional Education Notes: 
1. Groton has 5.572 students in @es PreK-12 and 1,453 (26%) am dependents of active duty military 

members. 

2. An additional 540 (10%) students have parents that work on federal property. 

3.189 spedal needs students am military dependents. 

4.4 militaw de~endent soedal need students are placed outside of the Gmton Public School System. The . . 
disblct has a total of 843 Speaai needs students. 

5.11 students attend Regional Multicultural Magnet School in New London. 5 students attend Vocational 
Agricultural School in Ledyard. 

6. PreK is available in 6 of 9 elementaw schools. Each of the 3 elementaw schools sewina 75% or m r e  of w r  

Dr. Christopher Clwet. Superintendent of 
Schools, New London. CT 
Dr. Chrlstopher Clouet, Superintendent of 
Schools, New London, CT 
Dr. Christopher Clwet. Superintendent of 
Schools, New London. CT 
Dr. Christopher Clouet. Superintendent of 
Schools, & London. CT. 
Dr. Christopher Clwet, Superintendent of 
Schods. New London, CT 
Dr. Christooher Clwet. Su~erintendent of 

military dependent students has a PreK 
- 

7. All elementary schools have halfday and fullday kindergarten dasses available. 

8. All schools in Gmton have active duty milltary parents. 

Charies Bamum Elem. 324 students 90% 

Mary Morrison Elem. 302 75% 

Rtch Middle School 268 59% 

Fltch High School 224 15% 

Schods. N'ew ~ondon,.CT' 
Dr. Christopher Clouet. Superintendent of 
Schods, New London, CT 
Dr. Christopher Clouet. Superintendent of 
Schods, New London. CT 
h. Christopher Clouet, Superintendent of 
Schods, New London, CT 
Dr. Christopher Clouet, Superintendent of 
Schools, New London, CT 
Dr. Chdstopher Clouet, Superintendent of 
Schools. New London, CT 
Dr. Christopher Clouet. Superintendent of 
9rhm-A- Maw 1 nnrlnn CT 

t 
, -- .--, . . - .. --. .--. ., - . 

Pleasant Valley Elem. 1 95 76% ,-- .--, . .-.. --. ."-. ., - . Dr. Christopher Clwet, Superintendent of 
Srhrvrl* Now I m r l m  CT 

Gmton Heights Elem. 12 9% , -- .-,", . .-.. --. .--. ., - . 

u Nmnk Fl-~ 18 5% JDr. Christopher Clouet, Superintendent of I 

Dr. Christopher Ciouet. Superintendent of 
. w d e  Npw I CT 

Claude Chester Elem. 18 5% 

Colonel Ledyard Elem. 8 5% 

Eastern Polnt Elem. 20 5% 

Dr. Christopher Clouet. Superintendent of 
.Grhnnle Nnw 1 nndnn CT --.--, ..-.. --..--.., -. 
Dr. Christopher Clwet. Superintendent of 
Schools, New London. CT 
Dr. Christopher Clouet. Superintendent of 
Schools, New London, CT 

. . . . . -. - . . . . . - - ,- 
S.B Buller 16 4% 

Culer Middle School 19 4% 

West Side Middle 9 3% 

( 9. mere has been a longstanding relationship between the Sub Base and the Gmton Public School system. 

I During the 2003-2004 school year, milhary personnel and family members volunteered in the schools accounted Dr. Christopher Clouet, Superintendent of 
for 31,360 hours. The five leading miltary schools documented Over 13.400 hwrs or 43% of the dlsbM total. I Schools. New London. CT 1 

Schools, New London, CT 
Dr. Christopher Clouet, Superintendent of 
Schools, New London. CT 
Dr. Christopher Clouet. Superintendent of 
Schools. New London, CT 
Dr. Christopher Clouet. Superintendent of 
Schools, New London. CT 

The Military Superintendent's Liakon Committee (MSLC) was formed in 1995 and continues to meet monthly. 
The MSLC through m U l l y  meetings address quality of llfe issues which enhancas cmss Wmmunlcatlon on 

academic and military topics. 

10. The Town of G m b  mnuatly receives, lor Town use, appmxirnately $6 to $7 millions fmm Federal Impact 
Aid for students on federal property. 

Dr. Christopher Clouet, Superinbndent of 
Schools, New London, CT 

Dr. Christopher Clouet, Superintendent of 
Schools. New London. CT 

What Is the Ledyard Publlc School student enrollment In  ursdes PreK-12, and how many students are (Based on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 
Ledyard has 3000 students in grades PreK-12 and 370 (12%) are dependents of active duty Naval military )Based on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 

I I I I I 

1 

There is not a large amount of sludents with families mnected to the sub base, maybe 50 parents with ties to 
the Navy. There is a large ancillary dependency on the sub base. le. Many employers, as well as M a t e  

businesses, in me area affected. 

I I I I 

How many additional Ledyard students have civilian parents who work on -1 property in the area? (Based on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 
An addilional 114 (3%) stuaents have parents that work on federal properly. lBased on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 

Dr. Christopher C1ouet* "perintendent Of 

Schools. New London. CT 

I I I I I 
How many Ledyard special needs students are military dependents? IBased on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 

We have 33 students. [Based on October 1, 2004 Federal Survey 
I I I I I 

many Ledyard military dependent special need students are placed outside of the Ledyard Public (Based on October 1.2004 Federal Survey 
We have 0 students. 1 Based on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 

EducaYon - Page 1 



I I I I I 
How many Ledyard m l l i  dependent students attend area school settings? (Based on October I. 2004 Federal Survey 

Regional Multicultural Magnet Schod in New London - 2 students (Based on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 

Between Groton and Ledyard. there are 1.860 milltary dependent students. 
Camden County schools had total 9.569 enrollments, according to GA DOE. 
If Gmton subbase were dosed, that means 1.860 students will attend Camden 
uxrnty schools which translates a 19.4% Inmase of schod enrollments In 
that region. 

I I I I 
Is PreK avallable In Ledyard elementary schoob? 

-A disbict-wide Pre-K pwram b housed in Gallup M School. This pwram services Identified spedal 
1 I I I 

Are halfday and fullday Kindergarten classes available In Ledyard Elementary Schools? 
Three elementary schools have halfday kindergarten classes available. There are no fullday Kindergarten 

I I I I 

Education - Page 2 

Based on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 
Based on Octobr 1.2004 Federal Survey 

Based on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 
Based on October 1,2004 Federal Survey 
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The Groton Public Schools and iheNew London U. S Naval Submarine Bax  an proud to announce msl we are the recipients of the Military Child Education Coalition w 2005 LTG (Ret.) Pelc Taylor Parhcnhip of Excellence Award for demonshating our ongoing connnibnent to working together for the future of our chddrm. Thls 

award m g n u e s  our jolnt efforts to further our goal of achieving academic success and well-being for every ch~ld in Gmton. 

A representative from the Gmton Public Schools and the U. S. Naval Submarine Base will receive the Parhership of Excellence Award at the ZOOS National Military 
Child Educational Coalition Conference to be held June 29 -July 1,2005 in Atlanta, GA. 

This award was established in 2004 by the Board of Directors of the Military Child Education Coalition (MCEC), a national organization f o m d  in 1998. The aim of 
this award was to "'encourage and promote the outstanding parbrenhips (hat exist behveen military installations and school districts." 

Quality of life issues for military personnel and their families have always been a focus for the Groton community. In 1995, The Military Superintendents' Liaison 
Conunittee [MSLC) .mr f o n d  and a formal bond was established between the Navy Base and the Gmton Public Schools to enhance cross communication on c u m t  
academic and military irsua. The committee ansists of arca superintendents, school and military pcnmnel who m M  regularfy to address issues affecting the military 
dependent child and hmily. The initial task was standardization of phpiul  examination requirements for students who transfa in and around southmkm Comecticut 

lhis successful endeavor led the MCLC to organize the first regional conference to bring military and school personnel together. This conference took place in 
Connecticut in 1996 and quickly p w  into anational movcmnt, with an international conference taking place in Virginia in 1998. Both conferences w m  

tremendously successful in identifying. addresing. and bringing national aticntion to the issues facing the military child and family. 

The forming of MCEC in 1998 brought these efforts to the next level. MCEC was chartmd with the goal of addressing quality of life issues for military families. The 
US. Naval Submarine Base and the Omton Public School Syskman mmbm of MCEC. In July 2003, the fiRh annul  MCEC conference was held at the Mystic 

Mation in Gmton. Reptsmtatives from the MSLC w m  involved with the planning and facilitating of the 2002 and 2003 annual MCEC conferences. Membm of 
our MSLC have also pmmtcd at the last four MCEC confmces  and will also present at the 2005 conference. 

The following are some examples of local efforts which led to our receiving this award: Navy 101, a seminar for new teachers orienting them to tiu issues of military 
life and bansitions affection school age children; the Annual Volunteer Brealdast honoring military pmonncl who serve in local schooh; the development of 

partnerships behveen schools and military penonnel; and the inclusion of educational i n fomion  in theNavy's Welcome Aboard packet 

Strong ties exist between the Omton Public Schools and the mlltary community. Par!nershlps and bonds have been developed for the benefit of the chlldrm and will 

c- - continue to expand into the future. 

For additional information feel free to contact Mrs. Sally Keating at skeating@groton.kl2.ctus or visit the webpage of the Military Child Educational Coalition at 

'CY www.militarychild.orglAwatd.asp. 
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r. Phvsical Infastructure 

w Lead DECD Brian Dillion 860-2704156 brlan.dillion@po.state.ct.us 

- - ---- 

'for new developments 
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DVA Linda Schwarb: 860-721-5891 
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DATA 
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DoD retirees 65+ Y n  
Coast Guard retirees 65+ Yrs 
DOD monthly payment 65* Y n  
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'DOD retirees 
Army retirees 
Navy retirees 
Marines retkees 
Air Force retirees 
'Coast Guard retirees 
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6;;;: Safety 
Dept. Homeland Security Skip Thomas 860-2580800 

The submarine base fire department has 54 FTE with an annual salary and operating budget of $5.6 million. 
There are at least 17 firefighters on staff 24 hours a day, 7 days per week. These firefighters are all trained in 
emergency preparedness to at least the EMT level. Besides the base necessities, this fire department responds to 
working fires in the surrounding communities of Groton, Mystic, Waterford, Ledyard and Gales Ferry. Two 
ambulances provide mutual aid to Groton, Ledyard, Gales Ferry and New London. If the submarine base resources 
relocated, these communities would have to absorb these costs for emergency services. 

In addition, the U.S. Navy has two additional boat patrols in New London that would have to be replaced by the 
U.S. Coast Guard, should the U.S. Navy relocate. 

Public Safety - Page 1 
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Updated Northeast-Midwest lnstitute Report 
Unlike the May 2004 report, the April 2005 update to Base Closings and Military Presence in 
the Northeast-Midwest includes data for all 50 states regarding changes and ranks for the 
decline in active duty military and total Defense Department personnel from 1987 to 2002, and 
also information about military reserve and National Guard forces. The Northeast-Midwest 
accounts for a greater share of the nation's reserves and National Guard than its active duty 
military personnel. This revised April 2005 report analyzes the regional distribution of reserve 
and guard forces and also includes them in totals for Defense Department military personnel. 

The Northeast-Midwest lnstitute report on Base Closings and Military Presence in the 
Northeast-Midwest - both the 2005 update and the original 2004 version - use Defense 
Department personnel data from September 30,1987, and September 30,2002, to measure 
the state and regional impacts of base realignment and closure (BRAC) decisions from 1988, 
1991, 1993, and 1995. While the numbers are affected by actions aside from the BRAC 
rounds, they show the actual shifts in personnel over time and therefore offer the best 
information about staffing changes. These numbers allow for comparisons of actual personnel 
from before any decisions about realignments and closures to seven years after the 1995 
decisions. By contrast, data from the Defense Department's Office Economic Adjustment on 
"1995 BRAC Commission Estimates of Job Gains and Losses" are based on expected 
outcomes only and fail to incorporate important changes that the 1995 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission made to previous BRAC commission decisions about base closings. 

Northeast-Midwest lnstitute 
The Center for Regional Policy 

The Northeast-Midwest lnstitute is a Washington-based, private, non-profit, and non-partisan 
research organization dedicated to economic vitality, environmental quality, and regional equity 
for Northeast and Midwest states. Formed in the mid-1970s, it fulfills its mission by conducting 
research and analysis, developing and advancing innovative policy, providing evaluation of key 
federal programs, disseminating information, and highlighting sound economic and 
environmental technologies and practices. 

The lnstitute is unique among policy centers because of its ties to Congress through the 
Northeast-Midwest Congressional and Senate Coalitions. Co-chaired by Sens. Susan Collins 
(R-ME) and Jack Reed (D-RI), and Reps. Steven LaTourette (R-OH) and Marty Meehan (D- 
MA), the bipartisan coalitions advance federal policies that enhance the region's economy and 
environment. 

The states served by the lnstitute and Coalitions are Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Indiana, 
Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Wisconsin. 

'ilV 
For more information about the lnstitute and its work, visit www.nemw.orq. 
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Summary: The Regional Imbalance in the Nation's Military Presence 

The Northeast and Midwest stand out as the nation's least guarded regions at a time when military concerns 
increasingly focus on homeland defense and as the US. Defense Department prepares to significantly reduce its 
installations on home soil. The 18 northeastern and midwestern states, which hold about 40 percent of the 
nation's population, account for only just more than 10 percent of the active duty military personnel located in the 
country. The region contains densely populated metropolitan areas, critical transportation and 
telecommunications infrastructure, key border crossings and ports for international trade, and the resources that 
produce more than 40 percent of the nation's annual economic output - yet together the 18 states of the 
Northeast-Midwest contain fewer active duty military personnel than Texas alone, or the state of California. 

That regional imbalance in the military's national presence could grow worse if the burden for military cutbacks in 
2005 and beyond disproportionately falls on the Northeast-Midwest, as it has in past. From 1987 to 2002, when 
the Defense Department carried out four rounds of base closings and realignments, the number of active duty 
military personnel fell by 41 percent in the Northeast-Midwest, compared to 21 percent in the South and West. 
For reserve and National Guard forces, the region experienced a 37 percent drop, compared to 22 percent for the 
rest of the country. For civilian Defense Department employees, the decline in the Northeast-Midwest was 41 
percent, compared to 34 percent elsewhere. 

In May 2005, the Department of Defense will release recommendations for base closings and realignments 
designed to reduce redundancies, trim excess physical capacity, and yield major cost savings. The Defense 
Department estimates that its current 276 major U.S. installations exceed its infrastructure needs by 24 percent, 
using the 1989 ratio of personnel to physical plant. Based on the experience of base realignment and closure 
(BRAC) rounds in 1993 and 1995, the Defense Department anticipates that BRAC 2005 will yield a one-time 
savings of $3 billion to $5 billion by 2011 and then reoccurring, annual savings of $5 billion to $8 billion thereafter. 

u Closings and realignments will affect all types of defense facilities, not just military bases. 

This reduction in infrastructure costs could free up funds not only for Defense Department priorities but also for 
tax cuts or spending by other federal agencies. Very few Northeast-Midwest states benefit disproportionately 
from defense spending. The Northeast-Midwest region, which is estimated to contribute 44 percent of the federal 
taxes, accounts for just 25 percent of Defense Department spending in the United States, compared to 41 percent 
of the U.S. spending by all other federal agencies, according to fiscal 2003 data. Regional inequities in overall 
defense spending significantly and adversely affect the return on federal tax dollar for many northeastern and 
rnidwestern states. 

The forthcoming base realignments and closings must be made in a way that recognizes regional inequities in 
defense capabilities and spending, addresses homeland defense concerns, and acknowledges that the military's 
presence is important to states and regions in this age of unconventional threats, especially terrorism. When it 
comes to homeland security, the military has only a minor presence in the vital Northeast-Midwest region, and, as 
the U.S. General Accounting Office has noted, the Defense Department's 'force structure is not well tailored to 
perform domestic military missions." While it would make little sense to distribute military personnel throughout 
the county simply for the sake of geographical balance, it also would make little sense to further reduce the 
already small share of military personnel in the vulnerable Northeast-Midwest. 

Low Military Presence in the Northeast-Midwest 

Regional shares of actlve duty military personnel 

The Northeast and Midwest account for a startlingly small share of the nation's active duty military personnel, 
even before decisions about U.S. base closings and realignments for 2005. The defense presence is skewed to 
the West and even more so to the South. The Northeast and Midwest experienced significantly steeper drops in 
active duty military personnel and total Defense Department personnel from the first round of base closings in 
1988 to the present. (See Table 1.) As fiscal 2003 opened (six months before troops were deployed to Iraq), only 
about one-tenth (10.9 percent) of all the active duty military personnel located in the United States were based in 
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the Northeast-Midwest, even though the region comprised almost two-fifths (39.6 percent) of the nation's 
population. (See Table 2.) The regional breakdown for active duty military- not including reserve and guard 
forces -is as follows: 

w Midwest - 3.4 percent of the active duty military personnel in the country and 18.6 percent of the population. 
Northeast - 7.4 percent of the active duty military and 21.0 percent of the population. 
South - 55.4 percent of the active duty military and 33.7 percent of the population. 
West - 33.7 percent of the active duty military and 26.7 percent of the population. 

Defense Department data for levels as of September 2002 show 113,700 active duty miliary personnel located in 
the Northeast-Midwest, 578,800 in the South, and 352,600 in the West, with 123,900 in California alone. The 
Northeast-Midwest also lags behind the South and West for share of reserve and National Guard forces, at about 
one-third (34.8 percent) of the national total; share of civilian Defense Department personnel, at just more than 
one-quarter (26.0 percent); and share of overall Defense Department personnel, at just less than on-quarter (24.0 
percent). (See Tables 2 and 3.) Aside from military bases, some of the larger concentrations of civilian personnel 
in the Northeast-Midwest are found at Defense Department arsenals, weapons centers, and similar facilities 
where workers research, design, test, acquire, and produce weapons and equipment; military academies. 
colleges, and training facilities; supply depots and supply service centers; military hospitals and medical centers; 
defense logistics centers; and shipyards where naval vessels are maintained and produced. 

Concentrations of active duty military personnel by state 

Comparisons between state shares of U.S.-based active duty military personnel and state shares of the U.S. 
population indicate where the military are concentrated at present, prior to the BRAC 2005 decisions. The 
Northeast-Midwest includes only two of the 24 states where the share of active duty military exceeds the share of 
population. The two states are Delaware and Maryland. The other sixteen Northeast-Midwest states have 
relatively low concentrations of military personnel given the size of their populations. (See Table 2.) By contrast, 
the share of active duty military exceeds the share of population for 13 of 18 states in the West and nine of 14 
states in the South. The Northeast-Midwest accounts for six of the top ten most populated states (NY, IL, PA, OH, 
MI, and NJ) but none of the ten states with the largest populations of active duty military personnel. (See Tables 
4 and 5 for levels and ranks of active duty military, total Defense Department personnel, reserves and National 
Guard, and Defense Department civilian employees.) 

'V' / States where Lags Share of ~opulation] 

U _  -- 
Compares state shares of US.-based military 

to state shares of U.S. population, 2002 

Active duty military. 
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Northeast-Midwest share of major defense installations 

w Not surprisingly, northeastern and midwestern states also account for a relatively small share of the major military 
bases located in the United States, according to the Defense Department's Base Structure Report for the start of 
fiscal 2003. For sites larger than ten acres and with plant replacement values of more than $10 million, only 76 of 
the 300 installations with the largest number of personnel are located in the Northeast and Midwest. The region, 
therefore, is home to just one-fourth (25.3 percent) of the top 300 sites. (See Table 6 for regional data on top 
300. For a detailed listing of Defense Department properties in the Northeast-Midwest by state, see the 
Appendix.) For the purposes of this Northeast-Midwest Institute report, personnel levels, in addition to installation 
size and value, were used to define major sites. 

Disproportionate Cuts for the Northeast-Midwest, 1987-2002 

The Defense Department significantly reduced the number personnel in the United States from 1987 to 2002, in 
part through decisions on base closings and realignments in 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995. The Northeast- 
Midwest sustained a disproportionately high share of those reductions. Of the total decline in U.S.-based active 
duty military over the period, almost one-quarter of the cut (23.4 percent) occurred in the 18 northeastern and 
midwestern states, even though the region accounted for only about one-seventh (13.9 percent) of the nation's 
military personnel in 1987. For total U.S.-based Defense Department personnel, the Northeast-Midwest 
accounted for 37.7 percent of the drop from 1987 to 2002 but only 27.9 of the baseline 1987 level. (See Table 7.) 
More than half (52.8 percent) of the cuts in reserve and National Guard personnel from 1987 to 2002 occurred in 
the Northeast-Midwest region, which accounted for about two-fifths (39.8 percent) of the nation's 1987 reserve 
and guard. For Defense Department civilian employees, the region accounted for 28.3 percent of the personnel 
in 1987 but sustained 32.4 percent of the cuts through 2002. (See Table 8.) 

Percentage cuts by region 

Defense Department data show that the number of U.S.-based active duty military personnel nationwide dropped 
'Iry by 332,400, or 24.1 percent, from 1.377 million in September 1987 to 1.045 million in September 2002. Active 

duty military personnel in the Northeast-Midwest fell 40.6 percent over the period. The drops were steepest for 
the Midwest, where the number of military personnel fell by 46.6 percent from 67,000 to 35,800, and for the 
Northeast, where the number fell 37.5 percent from 124,400 to 77,800. In the Northeast's six New England 
states, the number of active duty military personnel fell 58.4 percent from 30,600 to 12,700. The percentage 
decline for the West, at 29.8, also exceeded the national rate. The South, however, experienced only a 15.3 
percent drop. (See Table 9.) In terms of US.-based reserves and National Guard, the Northeast and Midwest 
experienced a 36.9 percent drop, compared to a 21.9 percent decline in the South and West. (See Table 10.) 
For civilian Defense Department personnel in the United States, the Northeast-Midwest saw a decline of 41.0 
percent from 1987 to 2002. while the drop for the rest of the nation was 33.8 percent. (See Table I I .) And for 
Defense Department personnel overall, the totals declined 38.6 percent in the region and 24.7 percent elsewhere. 
(See Table 12.) 

"111 
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Active duty militafy 

State declines 

At the state level, nine Northeast-Midwest states and six others saw a drop of 40 percent or more in the active 
duty military personnel located within their borders from 1987 to 2002. Among those 15 states, the steepest 
percentage declines affected New Hampshire. with a 92.1 percent drop of 3,800 military personnel to just 300; 
Michigan. with an 87.4 percent drop of 8,000 to 1,200; and Indiana, with an 84.1 percent drop of 5,500 to 1,000. 
In percentage terms, California ranked 151h behind nine Northeast-Midwest states for its 40.0 percent drop in 
active duty military personnel from 1987 to 2002, although California sustained the largest decline in number 

w (down 82,500). (See Table 9 for detailed data on active duty military personnel in all 50 states. See Tables 10 
and 11 for detailed data on reselves and National Guard and Defense Department civilian employees in 
Northeast-Midwest states.) 

States Where Active Duty Military Declined by 40 Percent or More, 1987-2002 

New Hampshire 
Michigan 
Indiana 
Tennessee 
Massachusetts 
New Jersey 
Maine 
Pennsylvania 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 1 mi0 
Connecticut 
California 

1987 
Military 

4,143 
9,300 
6,543 

10,549 
9,355 

19,673 
5,849 
6,600 

23,825 
9,793 
6,744 

13,498 
1 1,780 
7,223 

206,495 

2002 
Military 

326 
1 ,I 73 
1,041 
2.554 
2,427 
6,306 
2,689 
3,098 

11,354 
4,855 
3,350 
7,793 
6,899 
4,239 

123,948 

Change in 
Military 

1987-2002 

-3,817 
-8,127 
-5,502 
-7,995 
-6,928 

-13.367 
-3,160 
-3,502 

-12,471 
-4,938 
-3,394 
-5,705 
-4,881 
-2,984 

-82,547 

Percentage 
Change in Rank for 

Military Percentage 
1987-2002 Decline 
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Nationwide, the percentage decline in active duty military personnel exceeded the U.S. mark of 24.1 percent for 
26 states, including hvo-thirds (12) of the 18 northeastern and midwestern states. (See Table 9.) 

w 

Compares percentage drop in military for states 
to percentage drop for US.  (-24.1%), 1987-2002 

Active duty military. I % drop military greater than U.S. (26) 
% drop military less than U.S (24) 

In terms of percentage declines for overall Defense Department personnel (active duty military, reserves and 
National Guard, and civilian), the Northeast-Midwest accounted for eight of the ten states that experienced the 
steepest drops from 1987 to 2002, and lwo of the next five. New Hampshire and New Jersey both experienced 
drops of more than 50 percent. California ranked seventh behind six Northeast-Midwest states for its 42.2 
percent drop in total Defense Department personnel, although California sustained the largest decline in number 
(200,300). (Table 12 for detailed data on total Defense Department personnel in all 50 states.) In some cases. 
for states in the region and throughout the country, reductions in personnel may have resulted from a shift in 
workers from one state to defense facilities in nearby states. 
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States with the Steepest Percentage Declines in Overall Defense Department Personnel, 1987-2002 
Includes reserves, Percentage 
National Guard, and Change in Change in 
DoD civilian. 1987 2002 Total DoD Total DoD Rank for 

Total DoD Total DoD Personnel Personnel Percentage 
Personnel Personnel 1987-2002 1987-2002 Decline 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
Michigan 
Massachusetts 
Pennsylvania 
Indiana 
California 
New York 
Maine 
Connecticut 
Tennessee 
Alabama 
Ohio 
Illinois 
Nebraska 

I States where Percent Dror, in Total Defense Exceeds U.S. Rate I 

Compares percentage drop in total DoD employment 
-e=g200 for states to percentage drop for US. (-28.6%). 1987-2002 1 

% drop total DoD greater than U.S. (22) 
n % drop total DoD less than US. (28) 
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Major Base Closings from Previous BRAC Rounds 

In keeping with recommendations from the Base Realignment and Closure Commissions for 1988, 1991, 1993, 
'II. and 1995, the Defense Department closed about 450 installations in the United States and the territories. 

including 95 major facilities in the states and lwo in Guam. For seven of the 95 major closings in states - 
including three in the Northeast-Midwest - the use of the military facilities was shifted over to the reserves and 
National Guard. 

The Northeast-Midwest accounted for 35 of the 95 major closings in the states, or more than one-third of the total. 
despite the region's smaller share of Defense Department personnel in 1987 (13.9 percent of the US.-based 
active duly military personnel and 27.9 percent of all Defense Department personnel). Major closings took place 
in 11 of the 18 northeastern and midwestern states, as well as eight of 18 western states and nine of 14 southern 
states. And the Northeast and Midwest accounted for seven of the 12 states that experienced three or more 
major closings during the prior BRAC rounds - PA (6), IL (5), NY (5), IN (4). MD (4), MA (3), and OH (3). (See 
Table 13.) California accounted for 24 of the 95 major closings from prior BRAC rounds. 

The Defense Department estimates that the four previous BRAC rounds created a net savings to the federal 
government of $29 billion through fiscal 2003 from all closures and realignments in the United States after 
accounting for associated expenditures, including environmental restoration costs. The department estimates 
reoccurring, annual savings of $7 billion beyond fiscal 2003 through reduced operating costs and increased 
operating efficiencies. 

In selecting major sites for closure in prior BRAC rounds, the Defense Department and the BRAC Commissions 
looked at the military value of the facilities compared to current needs and future plans for the armed forces, with 
an eye toward reducing redundancies and costs, increasing efficiencies, avoiding investment in deteriorating 
infrastructure, and consolidating technology and expertise in the case of research and design operations and 
medical centers. The deciding factors for many closings were issues common in the more densely populated 
areas of the Northeast-Midwest - land constraints, high costs, urban growth and the resulting encroachment upon 
the military's ability to maneuver in an area, and the likelihood that the Defense Department would receive 
significant revenues from the sale of a closed property. Many of the same factors will come into play for BRAC 
2005. 

BRAC 2005 Process and Criteria 

BRAC Process 

For BRAC 2005, the secretary of defense will release by May 16,2005, a list of military installations 
recommended for reductions and closings based on force structure plans, infrastructure inventory, and specific 
criteria for the 2005 BRAC round. The list of proposed closings and realignments will go to the nine-member 
BRAC Commission, recently appointed by the president. The BRAC Commission will review the secretary's 
recommendations, hold publicmeetings to solicit input, change the secretary's recommendations if necessary, 
and submit its own recommendations to the president by September 2005. In the past. BRAC Commissions have 
adopted the vast majority of the secretary's recommendations. If the president approves the commission's 2005 
recommendations, they become binding upon the Defense Department unless Congress enacts a joint resolution 
disapproving the full list of recommendations within 45 legislative days of submission by the president. If the 
president disapproves of the recommendations, the commission must revise its recommendations and resubmit 
them to the president by October 20, 2005, again for approval and implementation, barring disapproval from 
Congress. 

BRAC Criteria and Homeland Defense Issues 

Both the secretary of defense and the BRAC Commission will make decisions about base closings and 
realignments using criteria compiled by the Defense Department and reviewed by Congress. As with previous 
BRAC rounds, the primary emphasis for 2005 falls on criteria related to the military value of the installations. The 
2005 BRAC criteria are very similar to criteria used in previous BRAC rounds but with an added emphasis on joint 
capabilities and utilization among the different components of the armed forces. The 2005 criteria contain a 
number of other differences, including mention of 'staging areas for the use of the armed forces in homeland 

w defense missions." Explicit mention of homeland defense in the criteria may be important to the Northeast- 
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Midwest region, which accounts for only about 15 percent of the nation's land but holds about 40 percent of the 
nation's people and includes many potential targets for terrorism, as demsnstrated by the horrific attacks on New 
York City on September 11. 2001. 

'IV Some have criticized the Defense Department's existing force structure plans for not adequately addressing 
homeland security threats and domestic military missions, although the department has made adjustments and 
expects to make more as part of its 2005 ~uadrennial Defense Review. ln January 2004, U.S. senator Kay 
Bailey Hutchinson (R-TX) called on the Defense Department to alter its 2005 BRAC criteria in light of domestic 
military concerns, saying in a letter to the Pentagon that the Department of Defense 'should also consider how 
closing or [realigning] installations affects our homeland security. The current ... criteria, very similar to that 
proposed in previous BRAC rounds, do not fully reflect the security issues our country faces in the wake of 
September I I, 2001. Our nation is not dealing with the same threats we were in 1995 and therefore we must 
develop new strategies to insure the military does not close a base only to later realize its costly mistake." 

Final Criteria 

The final BRAC 2005 criteria are listed below. The first four items relate to the issue of military value and are 
weighted more heavily, while the last four recognize other considerations. 

1. The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of the Department of 
Defense's total force, including the impact on the joint wartighting, training, and readiness. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including training areas suitable for 
maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain areas and staging areas 
for the use of the armed forces in homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force requirements at both existing and 
potential receiving locations to support operations and training. 

4. The cost of operations and the manpower implications. 

w 5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, beginning with the date 
of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs. 

6. The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military installations. 

7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' infrastructure to support forces, missions, 
and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential environmental restoration, waste 
management, and environmental compliance activities. 

Conclusion: Avoid Cuts in the Military for the Northeast-Midwest 

The Defense Department and the 2005 BRAC Commission should steer clear of base closings and deep cuts in 
military personnel for the Northeast-Midwest region in 2005 and beyond. The Northeast and Midwest have 
sustained steep reductions in Defense Department personnel through the four rounds of base closings and 
realignments since 1987, with the number of active duty military in the region dropping 41 percent over the period, 
compared to only 21 percent for the rest of the country. More than half the drop in reserve and National Guard 
forces since 1987 happened in the Northeast-Midwest region. Now as the nation prepares for another round of 
closings and realignments, the Northeast-Midwest accounts for just more than 10 percent of the US.-based 
active duty military personnel, although the region holds almost 40 percent of the nation's population and 
accounts for more than 40 percent of its annual economic output. The region accounts for less than a quarter of 
all Defense Department employment in the United States. With increased attention to the military's role in 
defending the homeland and responding to terrorist threats, it is clear that the Northeast-Midwest region needs a 
strong military presence. BRAC 2005 must not further erode the limited defense presence now in the region. 

w 
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Data Sources and Notes 

w Defense Department Personnel: The data in this report regarding active duty military and civilian Defense 
Department personnel are as of September 30.2002 and 1987, and they come from Distribution of Personnel by 
State and Selected Location (M02), produced by the Defense Department's Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports. U.S. levels exclude personnel in Puerto Rico and the territories, as well as those afloat 
or in foreign countries. In some cases, especially those pertaining to metropolitan areas, military departments 
may report personnel by parent installation or assigned location rather than their operating location. Different 
branches of the armed forces may differ in their reporting practices for personnel in transit or transition, as well as 
personnel on temporary duty. 

Data on reserves and National Guard also are for personnel levels as of September 30,2002 and 1987, and they 
come from AtlasData Abstract for the United States and Selected Areas (fiscal years 1987 and 2002) produced 
by the Defense Department's Directorate for Information Operations and Reports. The atlasldata abstract also 
includes numbers for active duty military and civilian Defense Department personnel, which are comparable to the 
data found in Distribution of Personnel by State and Selected Location (M02). 

Population and Federal Spending: State and regional population data, used to identify concentrations of military 
personnel, are estimates from late 2004 by the U.S. Census Bureau for state populations as of July 1,2002. Data 
on shares of Defense Department and other federal spending for fiscal 2003 also come from the Census Bureau. 

Major Military Installations: Data regarding current major military installations are for the Defense Department's 
physical plant as of October 1,2002, and they come from Base Structure Report (A Summary of DoD's Real 
Property Inventory): Fiscal Year 2003 Baseline, produced by the Office of the Deputy Undersecretary of Defense 
(Installations 8 Environment). The Base Structure Report catalogs sites of more than ten acres in size and with 
plant replacement values of more than $10 million. The Defense Department compiles personnel counts for this 
inventory report from a variety of sources and includes in them both military and civilian personnel of the Defense 
Department, as well as personnel authorized for a site but not employed by the Defense Department. The tallies 
of personnel in the inventory differ significantly from those found in the Defense Department's report on 
Distribution of Personnel by State and Selected Location and its Atlas/Data Abstract for the United States and 

"""""""""""""""""""" 
Selected Areas. (See Table 14.) The Northeast-Midwest Institute used the inventory data on personnel in order 
to identify 300 major installations from those listed in the Base Structure Report. 

Previous Base Closings: Data on closings from previous BRAC rounds come from the Defense Department's 
Report Required by Section 291 2 of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended 
through the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003, March 2004. That Defense Department 
report does not identify the criteria used to designate base closings as major, however the report does describe 
major bases as ones 'sited on large installations that provide the variety of support functions [that] forces need." 

Sources 

Cahlink, George. "BRAC to the Future." Air Force Magazine, April 2004. 

'Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510, as amended through the National 
Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 2003)," as posted on the web by the U.S. Department of Defense, 
Secretary of Defense. Web access: htt~://www.defenselink.millbrac/docslleaisO3.~df. 

Holman, Barry W., Military Base Closures: Observations on Preparations for the Upcoming Base Realignment 
and Closure Round (Testimony before the Subcommittee on Readiness, Committee on the Armed Services, 
House of Representatives). Washington, D.C.: U.S. General Accounting Office, March 25, 2004. 

Lockwood, David E.. Military Base Closures: Agreement on a 2005 Round. Washington, D.C.: Congressional 
Research Service, updated January 22,2003. 

Lockwood, David E., Military Base Closures: Implementing the 2005 Round. Washington, D.C.: Congressional 
Research Service, February 4, 2004. 

w U.S. Defense Department. Base Closure and Realignment Report, Washington, D.C., December 1988. April 
1991, March 1993, and March 1995. 
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US. Department of Defense, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, AtladData Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas. Washington, D.C., fiscal years 1987 and 2002, no publication date. 

w US. Department of Defense, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by 
State and Selected Location (M02). Washington, D.C., September 30, 2002, and September 30, 1987 (dates 
refer to when data were compiled, not dates of publication). 

U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Deputy Undersecretary of Defense (Installations 8. Environment), Base 
Structure Report (A Summary of DoD's Real Property Inventory): Fiscal Year 2003 Baseline, no publication 
date. 

U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary, 'Department of Defense Selection Criteria for Closing and 
Realigning Military Installations inside the United States." as published in the Federal Register, Vol. 69, No. 
29, February 12.2004. 

U.S. Department of Defense. Office of the Secretary, 'FY 2002 National Defense Authorization Act: BRAC 2005 
Timeline." Web access: http:llwww.dod.aovlbracldocsltimeO3.~df. 

U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary, 'Frequently Asked Questions." Web access: 
htt~:llwww.dod.qovlbracl02faas.htm. 

U.S. Department of Defense, Report Required by Section 2912 of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990, as amended through the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003. Washington, 
D.C., March 2004. 

U.S. General Accounting Office, Military Base Closures: Better Planning Needed for Future Reserve Enclaves. 
Washington. D.C.: June 2003. 

US.  General Accounting Office. Homeland Defense: DoD Needs to Assess the Structure of U.S. Forces for 
Domestic Military Missions. Washington, D.C.: July 2003. 
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Table 1. Change in U.S.-based Active Duty Military 
and Total Defense Department Personnel, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwe: 

State or Region 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

South 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
District of Colun 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Total 

st lnstitu 

Change in 
Total DoD 

personnel3 

Percent 
Change in 
Total DoD 

~ a n k '  for 
Percent 
Drop in 

12 
16 

Not rated 
36 
48 
29 
31 
40 
50 
24 
25 
11 
38 
42 
46 
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Table 1. Change in U.S.-based Active Duty Military 
and Total Defense Department Personnel, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest r-- 

I State or Region 

West 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 
Wyoming 

Total 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Mic 

South 
West 
South and West 

U.S. ~otal '  

Change in 
Total DoD 

personnel3 
1987-2002 

Percent ~ a n k '  for l---l-l 1 Change in I Percent I 
Total DoD Drop in I 1987-2002 ( Total DoD 1 

' ~ i s t s  change from September 30,1987. to September 30.2002. in Defense Department active duty military personnel in the 
United States. The personnel data do not include individuals in the reserves or National Guard, or personnel afloat. In some 
cases, especially those pertaining to metropolitan areas, military departments may report personnel by parent installation or 
assigned location rather than their operating location. Different departments of the armed forces may differ in their reporting 
yactices for personnel in transit or transition, as well as personnel on temporary duty. 
Rankmgs exclude the District of Columbia and, in the case of active duty military personnel, any states which experienced an 

increase rather than a decrease from 1987 to 2002. 
3 Lists change from September 30, 1987, to September 30, 2002, in Defense Department personnel in the United States for 
active duty military, reserve and National Guard forces, and civilian employees. 
4 ~ . ~ .  totals exclude foreign-based personnel, as well as personnel in Puerto Rico and the territories. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for active duty military and Defense Department civilian 
employees from the Department of Defense. Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by 
State and Selected Location (MOZ), September 30, 1987, and September 30,2002, and based on data for reserves and 
National Guard from Department of Defense. Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports. AtIasData Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas, fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 
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Table 2. Shares of U.S.-based Active Duty Military, 
Total Defense Department Personnel, and Population, 2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

State or Region 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

MidAtlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

w Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Midwest 

South 
West 
South and West 

U.S. ~o ta l '  

w 
Northeast-Midwest Report 

Percent of 
'opulation1 

1.2 
0.4 
2.2 
0.4 
0.4 
0.2 
4.9 

0.3 
1.9 
3.0 
6.6 
4.3 

16.1 

4.4 
2.1 
1 .o 
3.5 
1.7 
4.0 
1.9 

18.6 

21 .o 
18.6 
39.6 

33.7 
26.7 
60.4 

100.0 

Total 
Defense 

Dept. 

personnel3 

Percent of 
Total 

Defense 
Dept. 

Personnel 



' ~ a s e d  on population estimates for July 1, 2002, as of late 2004. 
2 Counts the Defense Department active duty military personnel in the United States as of September 30, 2002. The personnel 
data do not include individuals in the reserves or National Guard. or personnel afloat. In some cases, especially those 
pertaining to metropolitan areas, military departments may report personnel by parent installation or assigned location rather 
than their operating location. Different departments of the armed forces may differ in their reporting practices for personnel in w transit or transition, as well as personnel on temporary duty. 
koun ts  the Defense Department personnel in the United States for active duty military, reserve and National Guard forces, 
and civilian employees as of September 30, 2002. 
4 ~ . ~ .  totals exclude foreign-based personnel, as well as personnel in Puerto Rico and the territories. The District of Columbia 
is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for active duty military and Defense Department civilian 
employees from the Department of Defense, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by 
State and Selected Location (M02). September 30. 1987, and September 30.2002. and based on data for reserves and 
National Guard from Department of Defense, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, AtlawData Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas. fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 
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Table 3. Shares of U.S.-based Reserves & National Guard, 
Civilian Defense Department Employees, and Population, 2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

btate or Region 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vemlont 

Total 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Midw 

South 
West 
South and West 

rest 

Pel 

Popl 

Defens 

Percent o 
Civilia 

Defens 

De p{ 
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' ~ased  on population estimates for July 1.2002, as of late 2004. 
'counts U.S.-based reserve personnel of the Armed Forces, including the National Guard, as of September 30,2002. 
Counts the Defense Department civilian personnel in the United States as of September 30,2002. 

'US. totals exclude foreignbased personnel. as well as personnel in Puerto Rim and the tenito"es. The District of Columbia 
is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for active duty military and Defense Department civilian 
employees from the Department of Defense, Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by 
State and Selected Location (M02). September 30. 1987. and September 30. 2002. and based on data for reserves and 
National Guard from Department of Defense, Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports. AtIadData Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas. fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 

Northeast-Midwest Report 



Table 4. Ranks for U.S.-based Active Duty Military, 
Total Defense Department Personnel, and U.S. Population, 2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

tate or Re ion L 
New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

MidAtlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Midwest 

South 
West 
South and West 

U.S. ~ o t a l *  

w 
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D 
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Rank fo A 



'counts the Defense Department active duty military personnel in the United States as of September 30, 2002. The personnel 
data do not include individuals in the reserves or National Guard, or personnel afloat. In some cases, especially those 

u pertaining to metropolitan areas, military departments may report personnel by parent installation or assigned location rather 
than their operating location. Different departments of the armed forces may differ in their reporting practices for personnel in 
transit or transition, as well as personnel on temporary duty. 
'counts the Defense Department personnel in the United States for active duty military, reserve and National Guard forces, 
and civilian employees as of September 30, 2002. 
3~opulation estimates for July 1,2002, as of late 2004. 
'u.s. totals exclude foreign-based Defense Department personnel. as well as individuals in Puerto Rim and the territories. 
The Disbict of Columbia is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for active duty military and Defense Department civilian 
employees from the Department of Defense. Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by 
State and Selected Location (M02), September 30, 1987, and September 30, 2002, and based on data for reserves and 
National Guard from Department of Defense, Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports, Atlas/Data Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas, fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 
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Table 5. Ranks for U.S.-based Reserves & National Guard, 
Civilian Defense Dept. Employees, and U.S. Population, 2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

btate or Reglon 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

Mld-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Mic 

South 
West 
South and West 

U.S. ~o ta l '  

dwest 

Reserves 
Nationa 

10,187 
7,201 

22,286 
5,189 
5,737 
4,730 

55,330 

6,124 
25,440 
22,805 
47.334 
49.334 

151,037 

37,597 
24,374 
15,756 
26,527 
22,806 
40,354 
22,578 

189,992 

206,367 
189,992 
396,359 

442,702 
298,777 
741,479 

1,137,838 

Rank 
Reserve 

Natia 
Gu Po ulation 1 

3,458,587 
1,294,894 
6,421,800 
1,274,405 
1,068,326 

616,408 
14,134,420 

805.945 
5,450,525 
8,575,252 

19,134,293 
12,328,827 
46,294.842 

12,586,447 
6,156,913 
2,935,840 

10,043,221 
5,024,791 

11,408,699 
5,439.692 

53,595,603 

60,429,262 
53,595,603 

114,024,865 

96,941.498 
77,007,561 

173,949,059 

267,973,924 

Rank fo 

29 
40 
13 
4 1 
43 
49 

45 
18 
9 
3 
6 

5 
14 
30 
8 

2 1 
7 

20 

w 
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'counts US.-based reserve personnel of the Armed Forces. including the National Guard, as of September 30,2002. 
'counts the Defense Department civilian personnel in the United States as of September 30, 2002. 
3 

w 4 

Population estimates for July 1. 2002. as of late 2004. 
U.S. totals exclude foreign-based Defense Department personnel. as well as individuals in Puerto Rico and the territories. 

The District of Columbia is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for active duty military and Defense Department civilian 
employees from the Department of Defense. Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by  
Sfafe and Selected Location (MOZ), September 30, 1987, and September 30, 2002, and based on data for reserves and 
National Guard from Department of Defense. Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, AtladData Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas, fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 

w' 
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New England 

Table 6. Northeast-Midwest Sites in Top 300 for Defense Dept. 
by Size, Value, and Personnel (Ranked by Personnel), 2002 

VI Noriheast-Midwest InslitUte, April 2005 

Connecticut 
NAVSUBASE New London CT 

Maine 
NSY Portsmouth NH 
NAS Brunswick 

sites' 

Massachusetts 
Hanscom AFB 
Westover ARB 
Devens Reserve Forces Tng Area 
Otis ANG Base 
Barnes Municipal Airport ANG 

Branch No. 

New Hampshire 
Pease AFB 

Rhode Island 
NAVUNSEAWARCENDIV Newport RI 
Quonset State Airport ANG 

Vermont 
Burlington lntl Airport (ANG) 

Acres 

Mid-Atlantic 

Plant 
Replacement 

value2 

(in millions) 

Total 

Personnel 

On site3 

Delaware 
Dover AFB 
New Castle County Airport 

Rank for 
Total 

Personnel 

Maryland 
NAVAIRWARCENACDIV Patuxent 
Andrew AFB 
Fort George G Meade 
Aberdeen Proving Ground 
USNA Annapolis 
NATNAVMEDCEN Bethesda MD 
Fort Detrick 
NAVSURFWARCENDIV Indian Head 
NAVSURFWARCEN MD 
Martin State Airport ANG 
U.S.A. Adelphi Laboratory Ctr 

Navy Active 

Navy Active 
Navy Active 

AF Active 
AF Reserve 

Army Reserve 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 

AF Active 

Navy Active 
Air Natl Guard 

Air Natl Guard 

AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 

Navy Active 
AF Active 

Army Active 
Army Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Army Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 

Air Natl Guard 
Army Active 
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Table 6. Northeast-Midwest Sites in Top 300 for Defense Dept. 
by Size, Value, and Personnel (Ranked by Personnel), 2002 

V' 
Northeast-Midwest Institute. April 2005 

New Jersey 7 
McGuire AFB 
Fort Monmouth Main Post 
NAES Lakehurst 
Picatinny Arsenal 
Fort Dix 
WPNSUPPFAC Yorktown Det Earle 
Atlantic City lntl Airport 

sites' 

AF Active 
Army Active 
Navy Active 
Army Active 

Army Reserve 
Navy Active 

Air Natl Guard 

New York 
Fort Drum 
West Point Mil Reservation 
Stewart lntl Airport 
Niagara Falls IAP-ARS 
Schenectady Airport ANG 
Hancock Field ANG 

No. 

Army Active 
Army Active 

Air Natl Guard 
AF Reserve 

Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 

Pennsylvania 9 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Willow Grove ARS 
NAVSUPPACT Mechanicsburg 
NAS Willow Grove 
NAVSURFWARCEN SHIPSYSENGSTA 
Pittsburgh IAP-ARS 
Fort lndiantown Gap ANG Station 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Harrisburg IAP 

Branch 

Midwest 

Acres 

Illinois 
Scott AFB 
NTC Great Lakes IL 
Rock Island Arsenal 
Sheridan Reserve Complex 
Naval Hospital Great Lakes 
Greater Peoria Regional Airport ANG 
Springfield (TS Cp Lincoln) 
Capital Municipal Airport ANG 

Indiana 
NAVSURFWARCENDIV Crane 
Fort Ben Harrison USARC 
Hulman Regional Airport 
Fort Wayne lntl Airport 

Army Active 
AF Reserve 
Navy Active 

Navy Reserve 
Navy Active 
AF Reserve 

Air Natl Guard 
Army Active 

Air Natl Guard 

8 
AF Active 

Navy Active 
Army Active 

Army Reserve 
Navy Active 

Air Natl Guard 
Army Guard 

Air Natl Guard 

4 
Navy Active 

Army Reserve 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 

Replacement 

value2 

Total 

Personnel 

On site3 L Rank for 

Total 

Personnel 

w 
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Table 6. Northeast-Midwest Sites in Top 300 for Defense Dept. 
by Size, Value, and Personnel (Ranked by Personnel), 2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Iowa 
Des Moines Reserve Complex 
Sioux Gateway Airport (ANG) 

Mlchigan 
Detroit Arsenal 
Selfridge ANG Base 

Plant 
Replacement 

value2 

2 
A n y  Reserve 40 32.7 
Air Natl Guard 288 95.5 

Personnel Total 

Minnesota 2 
Minneapolis-St Paul IAP-ARS 
Fort Snelling USARCIAMSA 

Ohio 
Wright Patterson AFB 7 
Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport ARS 
Rickenbacker ANG Base 
83D Div Memorial USARCIAMSA 
Springfield Beckley Municipal Airport 
Toledo Express Airport ANG 
Mansfield Lahm Airport ANG 

Wisconsin 
Fort McCoy 
W. Silver Spring Complex 
Gen Mitchell IAP-ARS 
Truax Field 

Army Active 170 $384.9 
Air Natl Guard 3,070 $743.0 

AF Reserve 246 $264.3 
Army Reserve 68 $44.6 

AF Active 8,145 $5,253.8 
AF Reserve 658 $163.8 

Air Natl Guard 1,097 $272.3 
Army Reserve 19 $25.4 
Air Natl Guard 114 $91.6 
Air Natl Guard 135 $77.8 
Air Natl Guard 224 $67.7 

Army Reserve 127,730 $1.571.6 
Army Reserve 127 $63.1 

AF Reserve 103 $122.6 
Air Natl Guard 1 54 $195.5 

'~ i s t s  Northeast-Midwest sites from the Defense Department's real property inventory (as of October 1. 2002) consisting of 
more than ten acres, having plant replacement values of more than $10 million, and having 970 or more personnel, including 
on-site individuals with the reserves and National Guard and on-site individuals not employed by the Defense Department. 
Uses names and abbreviations from the Defense Department. In most cases where the parent unit for a site is located in 
another state, the inventory data for that site reflects information relevant only to the facilities at that site and not the parent 
unit. The Defense Department made exceptions to this approach regarding sites and parent units for Air Force strategic 
missile sites, in which cases the data from the sites were rolled up and counted for one of seven parent installations. 
'plant replacement values are for the estimated costs of replacing facilities and supporting infrastructure at the time that the 
inventory was compiled. 
3 ~ h e  Defense Department compiled data on personnel from a variety of sources. Personnel includes military and civilian 
Defense Department personnel from all branches of service, as well as civilian personnel at the site but not employed by the 
Defense Department. Military personnel includes individuals in the reserves and the National Guard. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute compilations and rankings based on data from the Department of Defense. Office of the 
Deputy Undersecretary of Defense (Installations 8 Environment). Base Structure Report (A Summary of  DoD's Real Property 
Inventory): Fiscal Year 2003 Baseline (no publication date). 
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Table 7. Shares of 1987 U.S.-based Active Duty Military and 
Total Defense Dept. Personnel, and Shares of Drop 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

[State or Region 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Midwest 

South 
West 
South and West 

U.S. ~otal '  

U.S.-base 
Defens 

Percent o 
Drop in Tota 

U.S.-base 
Defens 

Dept. 
1987-200 1 

VI 
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1 Shows the percentage of U.S.-based Defense Department active duty military personnel as of September 30,1987. The 
personnel data do not include individuals in the reselves or National Guard, or personnel afloat. In some cases, especially 

v those pertaining to metropolitan areas, military departments may report personnel by parent installation or assigned location 
rather than their operating location. Different departments of the armed forces may differ in their reporting practices for 
gersonnel in transit or transition, as well as personnel on temporary duty. 
Takes the state or region's decline in U.S.-based Defense Department personnel from September 30, 1987, to September 30, 

2002, as a percentage of the total drop for the United States. Negative levels indicate increases. rather than decreases, in 
personnel. 
Shows the percentage of U.S.-based Defense Department personnel for active duty military, reserve and National Guard 

forces, and civilian employees as of September 30,2002. 
4 ~ . ~ .  totals exclude foreign-based Defense Department personnel. as well as individuals in Puerto Rico and the territories. 
The District of Columbia is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for active duty military and Defense Department civilian 
employees from the Department of Defense. Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports. Distribution of Personnel by  
State and Selected Location (M02), September 30, 1987. and September 30, 2002, and based on data for reserves and 
National Guard from Department of Defense, Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports, Atlamata Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas, fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 
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Table 8. Shares of 1987 U.S.-based Reserves & National Guard 
and Civilian Defense Personnel, and Shares of Drop 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

btate or Region 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Mldwe 

South 
West 
South and West 

U.S. ~ o t a l '  

w 
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Civilia 
Drop in  Tota 

Civilla 
Defens 

Dept. 



'shows the percentage of U.S.-based Defense Department reserve personnel of the Armed Forces, including the National 
Guard, as of September 30, 1987. 

w '~akes the state or region's decline in U.S.-based Defense Department personnel from September 30. 1987, to September 30, 
2002, as a percentage of the total drop for the United States. Negative levels indicate increases, rather than decreases, in 
ersonnel. 

'Shows the percentage of U.S.-based Defense Department civilian personnel as of September 30, 1987. 
4 U.S. totals exclude foreign-based Defense Department personnel, as well as individuals in Puerto Rico and the territories. 
The District of Columbia is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for active duty military and Defense Department civilian 
employees from the Department of Defense. Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports. Distribution of Personnel by 
State and Selected Location (M02). September 30,1987. and September 30.2002, and based on data for reserves and 
National Guard from Department of Defense. Directorate for Information Operations and Reports. AlIadData Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas, fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 
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Table 9. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for U.S.-based Active Duty Military, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

( State or Region 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachuselts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

South 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Total 

Percent 

Active Active 

~ i l i t a r y '  Military 
1987 1987 

Percent of I Acti&~; 1 Active 
D u b  

~ i l i t a r y '  Military I 200* 1 200; 

Change in  
Active 

Military 
1987-2002 

-52.3 9 
-50.4 10 
-2.2 Not rated 

-26.3 25 
2.4 N A 

-13.0 38 
-34.5 17 
-19.8 32 
-0.5 46 

-23.1 28 
-15.0 35 
-75.8 4 
-14.8 36 
-9.1 44 
32.9 N A 

-1 5.3 
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Table 9. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for U.S.-based Active Duty Military, 1987-2002 - 

w Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Active 

1987 

West 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 
Wyoming 

)r Total 

Northeast 124,436 
Midwest 67.038 
Northeast and Midwest 191,474 

South 683.394 
West 502,563 
South and West 1,185,957 

U.S. ~otal '  1,377.431 

Percent 
of 

Actlve 
Duty 

Military 
1987 

1.6 
1.8 

15.0 
3.1 
3.3 
0.4 
1.7 
1.1 
0.3 
1 .o 
0.7 
1.2 
0.8 
0.1 
0.5 
0.4 
3.1 
0.3 

36.5 

9.0 
4.9 

13.9 

49.6 
36.5 
86.1 

100.0 

Actlve 
Percent of Change in Percent 

Active Active Change in 
Duty ( D" Act. Duty 

Military Military Military 
2002 1987-2002 1987-2002 

Rank for 
Percent 
Drop in 

23 
43 
15 
22 
27 
24 
21 
N A 
39 
12 
34 
20 
18 
45 
11 
42 
40 
3 1 

'counts Defense Department active duty military personnel in the United States as of September 30. The personnel data do 
not include individuals in the reserves or National Guard, or personnel afloat. In some cases, especially those pertaining to 
metropolitan areas, military departments may report personnel by parent installation or assigned location rather than their 
operating location. Different departments of the armed forces may differ in their reporting practices for personnel in transit or 
transition, as well as personnel on temporary duly. 
'u.s. totals exclude foreign-based personnel, as well as personnel in Puerto Rico and the territories. The District of Columbia 
is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute cal~ulations based on data from the Department of Defense. Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports. Distribution of Personnel by State and Selected Location (M02). September 30, 1987, and 
September 30. 2002. 
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Table 10. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for U.S.-based Reserves & National Guard, 1987-2002 

'cV Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

( State or Region 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Mldwest 

South 
West 
South and West 

Reserves 
&National 

~uard '  

Percent of 

Guard ~uard '  

Percent of 
Reserves 

& National 

Guard I 2002 

Change in 

8 National 

Guard 

Percent 
Change in 

Reserves & 

Nat. Guard 

Rank for 
Percent 
Drop in 

Reserves 8 

8 
25 
2 

11 
6 
32 

27 
26 
5 
1 

12 

14 
7 

29 
3 

18 
10 
15 

w 
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'counts the US.-based Defense Department reserve personnel of the Armed Forces, including the National Guard, as of 
September 30. w 2 ~ . S .  totals exclude foreign-based personnel. as well as personnel in Puerto Rico and the territories. The District of Columbia 
is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for reserves and National Guard from Department of Defense, 
Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, AtlasData Abstract for the United States and Selected Areas, fiscal years 
1987 and 2002. 
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Table 11. Levels, Changes, and Ranks for U.S.-based 
Civilian Personnel of the Defense Department, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

State or Region 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

Change in 
Civilian 

1987-2002 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Midwest 

Percent 
Change in 

Civilian 
1987-2002 

Civilian 
Defense 

~ e p t . '  
1987 

South 
West 
South and West 

U.S. ~ o t a l '  

Percent of 
Civilian 

1987 

Percent 

Drop in 

1 Counts the Defense Department civilian personnel in the United States as of September 30. 
Z ~ . ~ .  totals exclude foreign-based personnel, as well as personnel in Puerto Rico and the territories. The District of Columbia 
is included in the South. 

Civilian 
Defense 

~ept . '  
2002 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data from the Department of Defense, Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by State and Selected Location (MOZ), September 30. 1987, and 

'11 September 30.2002. 

Percent of 
Civilian 

2002 
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Table 12. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for Total U.S.-based Defense Department Personnel, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

I State or Region 

MidAtlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

1987 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

South 
Alabama 
Arkansas 

District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Total 

Northeast-Midwest Report 

Percent of 
Total ~ o t a l '  1 1987 1 2002 

Percent of 
Total I 2002 

0.6 
0.6 
1 .I 
0.2 
0.5 
0.2 
3.2 

0.4 
3.1 
1.5 
2.8 
2.8 

10.7 

2.7 
1.2 
0.6 
1.3 
0.9 
2.5 
0.9 

10.1 

2.2 
0.9 

1.3 
4.8 
4.8 
2.1 
1.8 
1.6 
5.1 
2.3 
2.5 
1.2 
8.3 
7.4 
0.5 

46.7 

Change in 
Total 

-1 1,299 
-1 0,704 
-30,487 
-7,072 
-4,767 
-1,499 

-65,828 

-3,644 
-25,582 
-43,695 
-57,727 
-61,420 

-192,068 

-39,468 
-26,201 
-5,446 

-34,640 
-10,262 
-38,877 
-10,921 

-165.815 

-36,026 
-12,466 

-5,372 
-36,185 
-10.722 
-18,789 
-15,848 
-10,662 
-6,889 

-25,789 
-27,194 
-21,188 
-59,756 
-47,270 
-2,191 

-336,347 

Percent 
Changeln 

Total 
1987-2002 L Percent 

Drop in 

10 
9 
4 
1 

26 
35 

28 
34 
2 
8 
5 

14 
6 

32 
3 

23 
13 
20 

12 
16 

Not 
rated 

36 
48 
29 
31 
40 
50 
24 
25 
11 
38 
42 
46 

34 



Table 12. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for Total U.S.-based Defense Department Personnel, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

West 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 

State or Region 

u Wyoming 
Total 

~ota l '  
2002 

Northeast 646,775 
Midwest 450,450 
Northeast and Mldwest 1,097,225 

~ota l '  
1987 

South 1,650.435 
West 1 ,I 86.604 
South and West 2,837,039 

Percent of 
Total 
2002 

Percent of 
Total 
1987 

U.S. ~otal '  3,934,264 

kounts the Defense Department personnel in the United States for active duty military. reserve and National Guard forces, 
and civilian employees as of September 30. 
'US. totals exclude foreign-based personnel, as well as personnel in Puerto Rico and the territories. The District of Columbia 
is included in the South. 

Change in 
Total 

1987-2002 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for active duty military and Defense Department civilian 
employees from the Department of Defense, Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by 
State and Selected Location (M02), September 30, 1987, and September 30, 2002, and based on data for reserves and 
National Guard from Department of Defense. Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports, Atlas~Data Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas, fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 

w 
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Percent 
Changeln 

Total 
1987-2002 

Rank 
for 

Percent 
Drop in 

Total 



Table 13. Major Closings of Military Installations in the 
Northeast-Midwest from BRAC Rounds 1988,1991,1993,1995 
Noriheast-Midwest Institute. Apn7 2005 

New England 

Maine 
Loring Air Force Base 

sites' - 

Massachusetts 
Naval Air Station 
Fort Devens 
Army Material Technology Laboratory 

No. Branch 

New Hampshire 
Pease Air Force Base 

Mid-Atlantic 

BRAC 

Round 

Maryland 
Fort Holabird 
Fort Ritchie 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Div. Detachment 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center 

Rank for 
No. of 
Major 

Closings 

New Jersey 
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal 

New York 
Seneca Army Depot 
Roslyn Air Guard Station 
Naval Station Staten Island 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base 
Naval Station New York 

Pennsylvania 
Fort lndiantown Gap 
Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft Div 

Defense Personnel Support Center 
Naval Station Philadelphia 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 
Naval Hospital Philadelphia 

1 
Air Force 

3 
Navy 
Amy 
Army 

1 
Air Force 

4 
Amy 
Army 
Navy 
Navy 

1 
Army 

5 
Army 

Air Force 
Navy 

Air Force 
Navy 

6 
Army 
Navy 

DLA~ 
Navy 
Navy 
Navy 

w 
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Table 13. Major Closings of Military Installations in the 
Northeast-Midwest from BRAC Rounds 1988,1991,1993,1995 

w Northeast-Midwest Institute. April 2005 

Midwest 

- 

Illinois 
Savanna Army Depot Activity 
Naval Air Station Glenview 
O'Hare International Airport Air Force Reserve Station 
Fort Sheridan 
Chanute Air Force Base 

Indiana 
Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft Div. 
Fort Ben Harrison 
Grissom Air Force Base 
Jefferson Proving Ground 

Rank for 
No. of 
Major 

Closings sites' 

Michigan 
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base 

Ohio 
Gentile Air Force Station 
Newark Air Force Base 
Rickenbacker Air Guard Base 

No. 

5 
Army 
Navy 

Air Force 

A='Y 
Air Force 

4 
Navy 
Army 

Air Force 
Army 

Branch 

2 
Air Force 
Air Force 

BRAC 
Round 

3 
Air Force 
Air Force 
Air Force 

'sites are based on Defense Department identification of major closings in the United States, including 95 in the states and 
two in Guam. According to the US. General Accounting Office, the use of military facilities was shifted over to the Army and 
Air Force Reserves in the case of seven of the 95 major closings in the states, including Grissom Air Force Base in Indiana. 
Fort Devens in Massachusetts, and Fort lndiantown Gap in Pennsylvania. 
'~efense Logistics Agency. 

Sources: Northeast-Midwest Institute compilation based on data and information from Department of Defense, Repod 
Required by Section 2912 of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended through the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003. March 2004, Appendix C. and US. General Accounting Office. Military Base 
Closures: Better Planning Needed for Future Reserve Enclaves. June 2003. 

1 
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Table 14. Personnel Counts from the Defense Department's 
Real Property Inventory as of October 2002' 
(Inventory data for military, civilian, and total differ significantly from data in the Defense Department's 
reports on  personnel, which are highlighted elsewhere in this Northeast-Midwest Institute analysis. Tallies for 
Military personnel Include reservists and members o f  the National Guard.) 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

tate or  Re ion b 
New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
Total 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 
Total 

Northeast 
Midwest 
Northeast and Mil 

South 
West 
South and West 

U.S. ~ o t a l '  

dwest 

Milita i 
12.497 
7,724 

19,705 
3,977 
5,938 
4,807 

54,648 

8,931 
42.192 
23,905 
42,691 
35,603 

153,322 

32,105 
21,387 
9,641 

16,747 
16.437 
31,493 
18,084 

145.894 

207.970 
145,894 
353,864 

845,489 
563,628 

1,409.117 

1,762,981 

Milita 3 
0.71 
0.44 
1.12 
0.23 
0.34 
0.27 
3.10 

0.51 
2.39 
1.36 
2.42 
2.02 
8.70 

1.82 
1.21 
0.55 
0.95 
0.93 
1.79 
1.03 
8.28 

1 1.80 
8.28 

20.07 

47.96 
31.97 
79.93 

100.00 

Rank 
Milii Total I 

13,542 
12,168 
22.501 
4.015 
9,706 
4,807 

66.739 

9.650 
67,959 
34.301 
47,359 
44,679 

203,948 

39,764 
25.552 
9.664 

20,218 
16,611 
41.772 
19,198 

172.779 

270.687 
172,779 
443.466 

1,037,676 
681,152 

1,718,628 

2,162.294 

Rank fo 

36 
39 
28 
50 
42 
49 

44 
9 

21 
12 
16 

18 
26 
43 
31 
34 
17 
33 

 o or personnel data in the real property inventory, the Defense Department compiles information from a variety of 
sources and includes both military and civilian personnel of the Defense Department authorized for a site or 
installation, as well as personnel authorized for a site but not employed by the Defense Department. The tallies of 
personnel in the inventory report differ significantly from those found in the Defense Department's report on 
Distribution of Personnel by State and Selected Location and its AtladData Abstract for the United States and 
Selected Areas. The numbers for military personnel from the Base Structure Report indude individuals at the site who 

w are in the reserves or National Guard. 
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21ncludes all known military personnel authorized for a site or location, including active duty, reserve and National 
Guard personnel. 
31ncludes all known civilian personnel employed by the Defense Department and authorized for a site or location, or, in 
the case of the Navy, assigned to a site or location. 

1 41ncludes all known military and civilian personnel employed by the Department of Defense as well as other civilian 
personnel not employed by the Defense Department but authorized for a site or installation, including full-time 
cantractors, if information about them was available. 

5 ~ . ~ .  totals exclude foreign-based personnel. as well as individuals in Puerto Rico and the territories. The District of 
Columbia is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute compilations and rankings based on data from the Department of Defense. Office 
of the Deputy Undersecretary of Defense (Installations 8 Environment). Base Structure Report (A Summary of DoD's 
Real Property Inventory): Fiscal Year 2003 Baseline (no publication date). 
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Connecticut 
Stratford Army Engine Plant 
AASF Bradley IAP Ng 
AVCRAD Groton New London Airp 
MTA Camp Rowland 
TS Camp Hartell 
TS Stones Ranch Military Reser 
Berry-Rosenblatt USARC 
BG John W Middleton USARC 
Bradley lntl Airport (ANG) 
Orange ANG Communication Station 
NAVSUBASE New London CT (Multi-Sites) 
NUWC CSO New London CT (Multi-Sites) 
NWlRP BloomSeld 
Other Sites 
State totals 

Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 
(Includes closed or unused properties for which the Defense Department still held the deed as of October 2002.) 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Delaware 

sites' 

Duncan Armorv AASF 
NG New Castle TS Rifle Range 
TS Bbts 

Branch 

Wilmington 
Dover AFB 
Dover Family Hsg Annex 
New Castle County Airport 
Other Sites 
State totals 

Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 

~ c r e s '  

Army Guard 26 
Army Guard 227 
Army Guard 194 
Army Guard 15 
AF Active 3,824 
AF Active 77 
Air Natl Guard 79 

124 
4,566 

Northeast-Midwest Report 

Plant 
Replacement 

~ a l u e ' ' ~  

(in millions) 

Total 

Personnel 

On site4 



lllinols 
Charles Melvin Price Spt Ctr 
Joliet AAP Elwood 
Joliet AAP Kankakee 
Rock Island Arsenal 
Savanna Depot Act 
Bartonville (Peoria Jafrc) 
Bloomington Armory OMS 
Crestwood Armory OMS 
Machesney Park Armory 
Marion Armory OMS 
Marseilles (MTA Tng Area) 
N Riverside (Ng Maint Center) 
NG Quad Cities Armory OMS 
Peoria AASF # 3 OMS 
Springfield (TS Cp Lincoln) 
Urbana Armory OMS 
C M Price Ctr Land For Future 
Col P. Schulstad USARC 
North Shore Memorial USARC 
Parkhurst USARClOMSlDs 
Sheridan Reserve Complex 
USAR Joliet Outdr Tng (Elwood) 
Vietnam Vet Memorial USARC 
Scott AFB 
Scott Radio Relay Annex 
Capital Municipal Airport ANG 
Greater Peoria Regional Airport Al 
Naval Hospital Great Lakes 
NTC Great Lakes IL (MultiSites) 
PWC Great Lakes 
Other Sites 
State totals 

Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 
(Includes closed or unused properties for which the Defense Department still held the deed as of October 2002.) 
Northeast-Mihvest hstitute, April 2005 

lndiana 
Fort Benjamin Harrison 
lndiana AAP 
Jefferson Proving Ground 
Newport Chem Depot 
MTA Arfta Camp Aner 
Fort Ben Harrison USARC 
Lyle J. Thompson USARC 
Grissom AFB 
Fort Wayne lntl Airport 
Hulman Regional Airport 
NAVSURFWARCENDIV Crane 
NAWC-AD CSO Indianapolis. IN 
Other Sites 
State totals 

sites' 

Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
AF Active 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 

Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 

Branch 

Northeast-Midwest Report 

~ c r e s '  

Plant 
Replacement 

value" 

(in millions) 

Total 
Personnel 

On site4 



lowa 
lowa M P  
Boone Armory, OMS & AVN 
Council Bluffs 
Davenport M S F  
Dubuque 
TS Camp Dodge Johnston 
Waterloo Avn Armory 
Des Moines Reserve Complex 
Des Moines lntl Airport ANG 
Sioux Gateway Airport (ANG) 
Other Sites 
State totals 

Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 

u (Includes closed or unused properties for which the Defense Department still held the deed as of October 2002.) 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Maine 
MTA Deepwoods 
MTA Riley-Bog Brook 
TS Caswell 
TS Hollis Plains 
Columbia Falls Radar Site 
Seanport Defense Fuel Support Point 
Bangor lntl Airport (ANG) 
South Portland ANG Station 
NAS Brunswick 
NAVSECGRUACT Winter Harbor 
NAVSPTACT Portsmouth NH 
NCTS Cutler 
NSY Portsmouth NH (Multi-Sites) 
Other Sites 
State totals 

sites' 

Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 

Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
AF Active 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 

Branch 

'U 
Northeast-Midwest Report 

~ c r e s '  

Plant 
Replacement 

~ a l u e ~ ~ '  
(in millions) 

Total 

Personnel 

On site4 



Maryland 
Aberdeen Proving Ground 
Blossom Pt Field Test Facility 
Defense Mapping Agency 
Federal Regional Center Olney 
Fort Detrick 
Fort George G Meade 
Fort Ritchie 
U.S.A. Adelphi Laboratory Ctr 
Walter Reed AMC Forest Glen 
Walter Reed AMC Glen Haven 
Edgewood Area, APG 
Havre De Grace Military Res 
MTA Camp Fretterd 
MTA Gunpowder Military Reservation 
Pikesville Mil Res 
Pvt Henry Costin 
1Sg Adam S Brandt USARC 
AMSA# 83. Curtis Bay 
Andrews AFB 
Brandywine Globecom Annex 
Governors Bridge Globecom Annex 
Summerfield Family Hsg 
Martin State Airport ANG 
Cardemck MD NSWC CSO 
COMNAVDIST Washington DC (MultiSites) 
NATNAVMEDCEN Bethesda MD (Multi-Sites) 
NAVAIRWARCENACDIV Patuxent (Multi-Sites) 
NAVMEDCLINIC Annapolis 
NAVSURFWARCEN MD (Multi-Sites) 
NAVSURFWARCENDIV Indian Head 
NRL Washington DC (Multi-Sites) 
PWC Washington DC (Multi-Sites) 
USNA Annapolis 
Other Sites 
State totals 

Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 
(Includes closed o r  unused properties for whlch the Defense Department still held the deed as of  October 2002.) w Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
AF Active 
AF Active 
AF Active 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 

sites' 

w 
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Branch ~ c r e s '  

Plant 
Replacement 

(in millions) 

Total 
~alue'~"ersonnel 

On site4 



Massachusetts 
Soldier Systems Center 
Devens 
MTA Camp Curtis Guil 
MTA Camp Edwards 
TS Nike 19 Coe #25326 
Cpl G M Craig USARCIAMSA 163 
Devens Reserve Forces Tng Area 
Fort Devens Trng Annex Sudbury 
South Boston Support Activity 
USARC Hingham Cohasset 
Westover AFRC 
Cape Cod AFS 
Hanscom AFB 
Barnes Municipal Airport ANG 
Otis ANG Base 
Westover ARB 
Hdqtrs 4th MAW (Multi-Sites) 
NlROP Pittsfield 
NWlRP Bedford 
South Weymouth NAS CSO 
Other Sites 
State totals 

Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 
(Includes closed or unused properties for which the Defense Department still held the deed as o f  October 2002.) 
Northeast-Midwest Institute. April 2005 

Michigan 
Detroit Arsenal 
Sebille Manor FH Michigan 
US Army Garrison Selfridge 
Detroit Artillery 
Grand Ledge AASF 
Grayling Airfield 
ITA Fort Custer Trng Center 
Jackson 
Lansing CSMS 
MTC Camp Grayling 
Southfield USARC 
Escanaba Defence Fuel Support Point 
Alpena County Regional Airport 
Selfridge ANG Base 
W K Kellogg Airport 
Other Sites 
State totals 

sites' 

Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
AF Active 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
AF Reserve 
USMC Reserve 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 

Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Amy Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 

Branch 

Norlheast-Midwest Repod 

~ c r e s ~  

Plant 
Replacement 

valuezv3 

(in millions) 

Total 

Personnel 

On site4 



Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 
(Includes closed or unused properties for which the Defense Department still held the deed as of October 2002.1 

Minnesota 
Twin Cities AAP 
Arden Hills Army Training Site 
NG Rosemount Armory 
Arden Hills USARC 
Fort Snelling USARCIAMSA 
Duluth lntl Airport (ANG) 
Minneapolis-St Paul IAP-ARS 
NlROP Minneapolis 
NAVAIRESCEN Minneapolis 
Other Sites 
State totals 

~. 

Northeast-hiidwest Institute, April 2005 

New Hampshire 
NG NH Training Site 
NH Veteran's Cemetery 
State Military Reservation 
AFRC. Londonderry 
New Boston AFS 
Pease AFB 
Pease lntl Tradeport 
Other Sites 
State totals 

sites' 

Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Air Natl Guard 
AF Reserve 
Navy Active 
Navy Reserve 

Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
AF Active 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 

Branch 

Northeast-Midwest Repod 45 

~ c r e s '  

Plant 
Replacement 

~alue',' 
(in millions) 

Total 

Personnel 

On site4 



Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 

New Jersey 
Fort Monmouth Evans 
Fort Monmouth Main Post 
Fort Monmouth Wayside 
Military Ocean Tml Bayonne 
Picatinny Arsenal 
Dover Picatinny Arsenal 
Lawrenceviile Dmava Complex 
Monistown Armory 
Sea Girt MTA NJ NGTC 
Somerset Armory 
Teaneck Armory1 OMS1 
Trenton Aviation ArmorylMercer 
TS Fort Dix 
West Orange Armory 
Wesffield ArmorylOMS 
Caven Point USARC 
Fort Dix 
Pedricktown Support Facility 
Sgt J.W. Joyce Kilmer USARC 

w USARC and CFMS Kilmer 
Air Mobility Warfare Center 
Fort Dix Family Hsg 
McGuire AFB 
Atlantic City intl Airport 
NAES Lakehurst 
NAWCACDIV CSO Trenton NJ (Multi-Sites) 
WPNSUPPFAC Yorktown Det Earle 
Fort Dix NJ NAVRESCEN 
Other Sites 
State totals 

w (Includes closed or unused properties for which the Defense Department still held the deed as of October 2002.) 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Army Active 
A n y  Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
A n y  Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
AF Active 
AF Active 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Reserve 

Sites' 

w 
Northeast-Midwest Report 

Branch ~ c r e s '  

Plant 
Replacement 

~ a l u e ~ ~ '  

(in millions) 

Total 
Personnel 

On Site4 



New York 
Bellmore 
Fort Drum 
Fort Hamilton 
Fort Totten 
Hancock Army Complex 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
Stewart Annex 
Watervliet Arsenal 
West Point Mil Reservation 
Albany AASF #3 
Fort D N ~  Mates OMS 
Hancock Field Armory OMS #5 
Kingston Armory OMS #7 
Latham Complex (State HQs) 
MTA Camp Smith 
Newburgh Armory 
NG Youngstown Wets 
Peekskill Armory 
Rochester Armory 
Rochester Armory AASF OMS 
Ronkonkoma Armory AASF OMS 
Troy Armory OMS # I 7  
Utica Armory OMS #6 
Amityville USARC 
CW2 Kerry P. Hein USARC 
Ernie Pyle USARCIAMSA # I2  
Maj D W Holleder USARC 
Niagara Falls AFRC 
Orangeburg USARC 
Sgt Horace D Bradt USARC 
Staten Island USARC 
Stewart Newburgh USARC 
Air Force Plant No 59 
Newport Test Annex No 2 Transmitter 
Rome Laboratory 
Verona Test Annex 
Francis S Gabreski Airport (ANG) 
Griffiss Northeast Air Defense (Nead ANG) 
Hancock Field ANG 
Schenectady Airport ANG 
Stewart lntl Airport 
Niagara Falls IAP-ARS 
Brooklyn NS CSO 
NAVSUBASE New London CT (Multi-Sites) 
NAVSUPPU Saratoga Springs 
(New York continued on next page) 

Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 
(Includes closed o r  unused properties for which the Defense Department still held the deed as of October 2002.) w Northeasf-Midwest Institote, April 2005 

Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
AF Active 
AF Active 
AF Active 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
AF Reserve 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 

Northeast-Midwest Report 

sites' Branch ~ c r e s ~  

Plant 
Replacement 

(in millions) 

Total 
Personnel 

On site4 



(New York, continued) 
NWlRP Bethpage 
NWlRP Calverton 
Staten Island NS CSO 
NAVMARCORESCEN Brooklyn 
Other Sites 
State totals 

Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 

w (Includes closed o r  unused properties for which the Defense Department still held the deed as of  October 2002.) 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Ohio 
Defense Supply Center Columbus 
Lima Army Tank Plt 
Ravenna AAP 
Akron-Canton Aprt 
Beightler Armory 
Camp Perry Training Site (MTA) 
Newark 
Rickenbacker (MTA) 
TS Hawk McConnelsville 
TS Newton Falls (Raap) 
Walbridge 
83D Div Memorial USARCIAMSA 
Cooney USARCIAMSA #I65 S-S 
Fort Hayes Memorial USARC 
Kings Mills Memorial USARC 
Rickenbacker Storage Facility 
Toledo Area USAR 
Cincinnati Defense Fuel Support Point 
Wright Patterson AFB 
Blue Ash ANG Station 
Camp Perry ANG Station 
Mansfield Lahm Airport ANG 
Rickenbacker ANG Base 
Springfield Beckley Municipal Airport 
Toledo Express Airport ANG 
Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport ARS 
NTC Great Lakes IL (Multi-Sites) 
NAVAIRESCEN Columbus 
Other Sites 
State totals 

sites' 

Navy Active 148 $279.3 3 
Navy Active 6,048 $254.3 0 
Navy Active 213 $194.0 4 
Navy Reserve 199 $58.1 633 

9.980 $797.3 14,314 
157.321 $10,992.8 47,359 

Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
AF Active 
AF Active 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
AF Reserve 
Navy Active 
Navy Reserve 

Branch 

Northeast-Midwest Report 

~ c r e s '  

Plant 
Replacement 

~ a l u e ~ '  

(in millions) 

Total 
Personnel 

On site4 



Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 

Pennsylvania 
Carlisle Barracks 
Defense Distrib. Susq. 
Fort Ritchie Raven Rock Site 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Scranton AAP 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Fort Mifflin 
Harrisburg 
Philadelphia 
TS Fort lndiantown Gap 
Wilkes-Bane Kingston 
Charles E. Kelly Spt Facility 
ECS AMSA # I  03 (G) 
Johnstown Aviation Support Fac 
Proposed USARCIOMSIAMSA# 105 
Tacuny Warehouse Site 
USARC Edgemont 
Worcester USARC 
Fort lndiantown Gap ANG Station 
Harrisburg IAP 
Pittsburgh lntl Airport (ANG) 
Pittsburgh IAP-ARS 
Willow Grove ARS 
NAVSUPPACT Mechanicsburg 
NAVSURFWARCEN SHIPSYSENGSTA 
Philadelphia NH CSO 
Warrninster NAWC-AD CSO 
NAS Willow Grove 
NAVMARCORESCEN Pittsburgh 

Other Sites 
State totals 

(Includes closed or unused propertles for which the Defense Department still held the deed as of October 2002.) w Northeast-Midwest Institute. April 2005 

Rhode Island 
Camp Fogarty Tng Site 
Davisville Family Hsg 
Coventry ANG Station 
North Smithfield ANG Station 
Quonset State Airport ANG 
CBC CSO Davisville RI (Multi-Sites) 
Naval Station Newport RI (Multi-Sites) 
NAVAMBCARECEN Newport 
NAVUNSEAWARCENDIV Newport RI (Multi-Sites) 
Other Sites 
State totals 

sites' 

'w 
Northeast-Midwest Report 

Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
AF Reserve 
AF Reserve 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Reserve 
Navy ReSe~e 

Branch 

Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 
Navy Active 

~ c r e s '  

Plant 
Replacement 

~ a l u e " ~  

(in millions) 

Total 

Personnel 

On site4 



Vermont 
NG Ethan Allen AFB (MTA) 
So Burlington 
TS Camp Johnson 
TS Ethan Allen Range 
Burlington lntl Airport (ANG) 
Other Sites 
State totals 

Appendix: Detailed Listing of Defense Department's Real Property 
in the Northeast-Midwest by State, October 2002 
(Includes closed or unused properties for whlch the Defense Department still held the deed as of  October 2002.) 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Wisconsin 
Badger AAP 
Camp Williams (Tomah) MTA 
Educ Training Ctr (Sparta) 
Madison (Truax Field) 
TS Fort McCoy (Sparta) 
Denis J. Murphy USARCIAMSNOMS 
Fort McCoy 
W. Silver Spring Complex 
General Mitchell lntl Apt (ANG) 
Hardwood Weapons Range (ANG) 
Truax Field 
Volk Field 
Gen Mitchell IAP-ARS 
NCTAMS LANT Norfolk VA (Multi-Sites) 
Other Sites 
State totals 

sites' 

Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Air Natl Guard 

Army Active 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Guard 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Army Reserve 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
Air Natl Guard 
AF Reserve 
Navy Active 

Branch 

'separately lists Northeast-Midwest sites from the Defense Department's real property inventory (as of October 1,2002). 
Individual listings are for sites consisting of more than ten acres and having plant replacement values of more than $10 million. 
Data for "Other Sites" show aggregate amounts for those sites in a state that do not meet the critria for size and value. The list 
includes closed or unused properties for which the Defense Department still held the deed as of October 2002. Sites are listed 
using the names and abbreviations from the Defense Department. The "multi-sites" designation indicates that the parent unit 
is located in another state, so, in most cases, the data shown only relect those facilities listed in the state. The Defense 
Department made exceptions to this approach for multi-sites listings of Air Force strategic missile sites, in which cases the 
data from the sites were rolled up and counted for one of seven parent installations. 
' ~c res  and values for sites within a state may not sum to the state total, in keeping with the levels listed in the source data 
from the Defense Department. Some of these descrepencies likely stem from rounding. 
3 ~ l a n t  replacement values are for the estimated costs of replacing the facilities and supporting infrastructure at the time that 
the inventory was compiled. 
4 ~ h e  Defense Department compiled data on personnel from a variety of sources. Personnel includes military and civilian 
Defense Department personnel from all branches of service, as well as civilian personnel at the site but not employed by the 
Defense Department. Military personnel includes individuals in the reserves and the National Guard. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute compilations based on data from the Department of Defense. Office of the Deputy 
Undersecretary of Defense (Installations 8 Environment), Base Structure Report (A Summary of  DoD's Real Property 
Inventory): Fiscal Year 2003 Baseline (no publication date). 

~ c r e s '  
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Summary Table 1. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for U.S.-based Active Duty Military, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Active 

~ i l i t a r y '  

Percent of 
Active 

Duty 
Military 

1987 

Active 

~ i l i t a r y '  
2002 

Percent of 
Active 

Military 
2002 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

MidAtlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

South 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Total 

I Mllitary I Military 
1987-2002 1987-2002 

Percent 
Drop in  

Act. Duty 

14 
7 
5 
1 

26 
41 

33 
37 

6 
29 

8 

19 
3 

N A 
2 

30 
13 
16 

9 
10 

Not rated 
25 
N A 
38 
17 
32 
46 
28 
35 
4 

36 
44 
NA 



Summary Table 1. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for U.S.-based Active Duty Military, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 w 

Active Active 

Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 
Wyoming 

Total 

Northeast 124,436 
Midwest 67,038 
Northeast and Midwest 191,474 

South 683,394 
West 502,563 
South and West 1 .I 85,957 

Percent 
Change in 
Act. Duty 

Military 
1987-2002 

Percent 
Drop in 

Act. Duty 

'counts Defense Department active duty military personnel in the United States as of September 30. The personnel data do 
not include individuals in the reserves or National Guard, or personnel afloat. In some cases, especially those pertaining to 
metropolitan areas, military departments may report personnel by parent installation or assigned location rather than their 
operating location. Different departments of the armed forces may differ in their reporting practices for personnel in transit or - .  
transition, as well as personnel on temporary duty. 
2 US. totals exclude foreign-based personnel, as well as personnel in Puerto Rico and the territories. The District of Columbia 
is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data from the Department of Defense, Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports. Distribution of Personnel by State and Selected Location (M02), September 30. 1987, and 
September 30. 2002. 

w 
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Summary Table 2. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for Total U.S.-based Defense Department Personnel, 1987-2002 w Northeast-Midwest Institute. April 2005 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 

State or Region 

New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

~ o t a l '  
1987 

Mld-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

South 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Total 

Percent of Percent of 
Total ~o ta l '  Total 

2002 1 2002 1 1987 ( 
Change in  

Total 
1987-2002 

Total 1 Dr;:;; 1 
1987-2002 

-37.0 12 
-33.5 16 
-12.6 Not rated 
-21.1 36 

-7.4 48 
-23.9 29 
-23.7 3 1 
-19.6 40 
-4.6 50 

-28.1 24 
-27.6 25 
-38.2 11 
-20.5 38 
-18.6 42 
-14.1 46 
-20.4 

w 
Northeast-Midwest Report 



Summary Table 2. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for Total U.S.-based Defense De~artment Personnel, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

~ o t a l '  
State or Region 1987 

West 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 
Wyoming 

Total 

Northeast 646,775 
Midwest 450,450 
Northeast and Midwest 1,097,225 

South 1,650,435 
West 1,186,604 
South and West 2,837,039 

Percent of 
Total ~ o t a l '  1 1987 1 2002 

I I I Percent 

Total Total Total 

Percent 

Drop In 

'counts the Defense Department personnel in the United States for active duty military. reserve and National Guard forces, 
and civilian employees as of September 30. 
'u.s. totals exclude foreign-based personnel, as well as personnel in Puerto Rico and the territories. The District of Columbia 
is included in the South. 

Source: Northeast-Midwest Institute calculations based on data for active duty military and Defense Department civilian 
employees from the Department of Defense, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by 
State and Selected Location (M02), September 30. 1987, and September 30,2002. and based on data for reserves and 
National Guard from Department of Defense. Directorate for Information Operations and Reports. AtladData Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas, fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 
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6/28/2005 1059  AM 

w From: Michael.regan@po.state.ct.us 

To: steven.cincolta@navy.mil, dennis.biddick@navy.mil 
CC: GStern@cmeec.org 

Subject: Questions 

Gentlemen, attached are our questions as discussed in the teleconference on Friday June 24.2005. Per 
your request we have put them in writing. Gabe Stern asked me to forward these to you directly. 

Please feel free to contact me if you should have any questions or require clarification. As discussed, we 
are on a tight time frame. Your prompt attention and response are most appreciated. 

Please let me know that you received this email. Thanks 

Questions 6-27-05.do 

Michael Regan 
CT DECD 
505 Hudson Street 
Hartford. CT 061 06 



'W QUESTIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

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

1. 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. 

ECONOMIC 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 Base (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. 

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. 

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. 

IW 
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, etc). 

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

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 bylat the New 
London Sub Base. 

2. The number of Veterans and Military Retirees that use services provided 
bylat 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 

COMPARATIVE DATA 
Please provide a copy to the King's Bay Naval Base Master Plan prepared by "Zimmerman, 
Evans and Leopold Inc." and "AECK Associates" both from Atlanta GA. 

' w 



Please provide reproducible aerial photo(s), with scale noted, of the existing piers to be used for 

-w attack subs in New London, Kings Bay and Norfolk. 

MODELING 
EIT (The Web Based ModeliTool) 

Please 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. 

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): 

1. Was it a county model or a zip code derived model? 

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

3. If it was a zip code model please provide a list of the zip codes included. 

REGION OF INFLUENCE . With regard to the "Region of Influence" (ROI): 

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

2. Why wasn't the Brunswick, GA MSA used for Kings Bay? 

What was the rational for not using it? 
Were simulations run to determine if it influenced the final outcome? w DATACALLS . With regard to data collection for the individual facilities: 

1. 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? 

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 default COBRA value 

HOUSING 
Please provide a copy of the executed contract between the federal governmentlDepartment of 
DefenselNavy and (believed to be) GMH for the privatization of the military housing at the New 
London Sub Base. 

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 andlor closure actions. If so, what did each cost? 



Please provide all documents related to similar privatization efforts at Kings Bay andlor Norfolk. 

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 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. 

There have been reports of salt-water infiltration to the water supply system North of Camden 
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? 

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? 

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? 



Naval Submarine Base 
Groton, Connecticut 

Environmental Criteria Review 

Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 

June 22,2005 



The Navy significantly deviated from the BRAC selection criteria by 
excluding environmental restoration costs from its evaluation. 

The Navy identified in summary fashion a total of $32.95 million in 
environmental costs to be incurred through closure of the submarine base in 
Groton and has unlawfully excluded remediation costs from its analysis. 
The Secretary's refusal to properly consider environmental restoration costs 
cannot be accepted by the Commission, as the recommendation to close 
SBNL violates the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended ("BCRA").' 

As required by the BCRA, the Secretary developed "the criteria proposed to 
be used . . . in making recommendations for the closure or realignment of 
military installations" for the 2005 round of base closure proceedings.2 
Those criteria became the Congressionally-mandated standard for closure 
recommendations by operation of the statute and cannot be ignored by the 

The Congress has directed that the Secretary "shall consider . . . 
the impact of costs related to potential environmental restoration" of military 
facilities in order to prepare a valid closure re~ommendation.~ This criterion 
was substantially expanded from the environmental criteria used in prior 
base closure rounds to specifically include environmental cost 
considerations in closure  decision^.^ 

The Secretary violated the statute by refusing to consider the presently 
estimated costs of restoration of Submarine Base New London related to 
more than twenty areas of identified contamination. The sole basis for this 
clear violation of the statute is a policy memorandum issued by the Under 
Secretary of ~ e f e n s e . ~  The Secretary of Defense cannot ignore the will of 

' 10 U.S.C.02687 Note ("BCRA") 
' BCRA §2913(a) 
' BCRA §2913(e) 

BCRA 529 13 (c)(4) 
"GAO, Military Base Closures: Observations on Prior and Current BRAC Rounds," GAO-05-614 (May 3, 

2005). Table 1, p. 22. The expanded environmental criteria was codified in Public Law 108-375, Section 
2832 (Oct. 28,2004). 

Memorandum, "Transformation Through Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC 2005) Policy 
Memorandum Four-Selection Criteria 7 and 8," Michael W. Wynne, December 7,2004, p. 3, in Base 
Closure and Realignment Report, Vol. I, Appendix E, p. E-81, (May 2005). 



Congress by application of a policy memorandum. There can be no greater 
"substantial deviation" from the final criteria of the statute than to refuse to 
consider identified significant costs as required by the evaluation criteria. 

The DOD consistently and historically underestimates environmental 
restoration costs. 

The current estimate of one category of restoration costs that the Secretary 
chose to ignore for Submarine Base New London is $23 ~nillion.~ The 
absolute refusal to consider this cost is a deviation that cannot be ignored, 
regardless of its magnitude. Moreover, the Commission should consider that 
the estimate of closure costs may substantially undervalue restoration costs 
if past experience is any guide. Such DoD estimates have been known to 
undervalue actual restoration costs to varying degrees over time.8 A recent 
GAO report also notes that approximately 65 per cent of the Navy's almost 
13,000 un-transferred acres could not be transferred because of 
environmental  reason^.^ The Secretary's failure to apply prior experience of 
base closure restoration to the operational estimated cost of $23 million also 
suggests an exclusion of costs known to potentially affect closure decisions. 
Congress was well aware of the difficulties in estimating environmental 
restoration costs and the impact such costs could have on base closure 
 decision^.'^ Nevertheless, the Congress required the Secretary to include 
such costs in the closure analysis for all installations. This Commission 
must not condone and compound the Secretary's violation by recommending 
a closure decision that was made in violation of the law. 

The cost estimates that have been provided through the BRAC process for 
remediation of the Submarine Base in Groton, Connecticut, while probably 
accurate for certain remediation work under the Federal Superfund program 

- - 

' Recommendation for Closure Submarine Base New London, CT, Base Closure and Realignment Report, 
Vol. 2, DON - 1 1  (May 2005). 

"Congressional Budget Office, Cleaning Up Defense Installations: Issues and Option" (January 1995), pp 
17-22; "GAO, Military Base Closures: Updated Status of Prior Base Realignments and Closures," GAO- 
05-1 38 (Jan. 13,2005), pp. 25-28. 

"GAO, Military Base Closures: Observations on Prior and Current BRAC Rounds," GAO-05-614 (May 3, 
2005). p. 10. 

w 'O See, e.g., "Congressional Budget Office, Cleaning Up Defense Installations: Issues and Option" (January 
1995), pp 17-22. 



(CERCLA), do not adequately address many other site remediation and 
closure requirements. 

The Navy has only estimated closure and remediation costs of $32.95 
million, and they claim, without authority to do so, that $23 million of 
that should be ignored as a cost already required. 

The total DEP estimated cost for remediation and closure of the Sub Base 
under all environmental programs is approximately $162 million based 
on most of the site being remediated to residential standards. 

The Navy fails to make appropriate and necessary distinctions between 
closure costs and remediation costs. 

The distinction between closure costs and remediation costs is of particular 
importance in this instance because of the way in which the Navy addressed 
these issues in its comparative analysis of the costs of various base 
scenarios. Specifically, the Navy has asserted that it did not include 
remediation costs because those costs would arise regardless of any closure 
or realignment decision. Even if this is a reasonable position to take, it then 
highlights the gross under-representation of closure costs that would & 
arise under a base closure or realignment scenario. The environmental costs 
attributable to closure andlor realignment of the base are triggered by the 
federally required closure of hazardous waste facilities (RCRA) and 
underground petroleum storage tank systems (USTs). Also, excluding 
remediation costs altogether ignores the fact that remediation would have to 
be accomplished in a much shorter time frame upon closure, most likely at 
higher cost, compared to keeping the base open, if the federal government is 
to make the base available for reuse as soon as possible after closure and 
meet its obligation to mitigate economic impacts on the affected community. 



(1) Comparison of Navy and DEP Estimates for Remediation 
and Closure 

(a) Environmental Closure 

The Navy significantly underestimated and understated the environmental 
closure costs associated with closure of the Sub Base. RCRA and UST 
closure costs are essentially not included at all, and Navy radiological cost 
estimates are extremely low in light of 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 
views the remediation costs. 

Program DEP estimate Navy estimate 
RCRA closure $4,3 17,250 $1,000 
UST Closure $1,265,000 not identified 
Radiological $3 1,5 10,000 (1) $9,950,000 

Total $37,092,250 $9,95 1,000 

(1) incorporates the Navy's estimates for facility dismantlement and 
waste disposal 

The DEP radiological closure cost estimate is based upon surveys and 
sampling necessary to demonstrate site release compliance with the Multi- 
Agency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM) 
developed by federal agencies in 1997. This estimate was developed using 
the State's experience with other facilities in Connecticut performing 
radiological activities to support closing. The Navy estimated the closure 
costs for the Sub Base to be $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 $3.44 million estimated by the Navy for 
surveys and sampling is consistent with the cost of a Characterization 



Survey for a facility the size of the Groton Sub Base. However, 
characterization Surveys do not meet the statistical requirement of 
MARSSIM and are not substitutes for MARSSIM required activities 
including the Final Status Surveys. Use of Characterization Surveys alone 
grosslv underestimates closure costs. Both the Department of Energy (Naval 
Nuclear Propulsion Program), and the Department of Defense (US Navy) 
participated in the development and agreed with MARSSIM as the federally 
acceptable approach to demonstrate radiologic compliance for site closure. 

@) Remediation 

The Navy has provided an estimated cost of $23 million for remediation of 
the Sub Base under CERCLA. While this estimate may be reasonably 
accurate for the items it covers, the reality is that remediation of the Sub 
Base would have to address many more program requirements and areas of 
concern than are reflected in this figure. In addition to CERCLA, full 
remediation would address RCRA, UST, PCB and Pesticides requirements. 
The Navy has significantly underestimated clean-up costs associated with 
preparing the base for transfer and re-use. 

Program DEP estimate (1) Navy estimate 
CERCLA $65,019,975 $23,000,000 (2) 
RCRA $12,682,806 0 
UST $12,130,000 partial in CERCLA 
PCB $652,147 66 ( 6  66  

Pesticides $35,000,000 0 

Total $125,484,928(3) $23,000,000 

(1) DEP estimates reflect more of the base being remediated to 
residential standards, and the likelihood that additional 
contamination will be found 

(2) Includes no further remediation for the Area A wetland DDT 
contamination, an approximately $42 million item under DEP's 
estimate 

(3) Based on predominantly residential standards 



BRAC estimates for clean-up costs has historically proved to be low. 
Recent remediation cost estimates for both the Stratford Army Engine Plant 
in Stratford, Connecticut, and the Davisville Construction Battalion Center 
in Davisville, Rhode Island are about 50% higher than original estimates 
from the 1995 BRAC process. In a September 5, 1996 letter to the House 
Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs and Criminal 
Justice, the GAO indicted that "...typically after a base is slated for closure, 
the likelihood increases that additional contaminated sites will be identified 
as more investigative work is performed." The GAO cited as an example 
the Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire. Before the base was closed, 
the Air Force had identified 18 contaminated sites at the base, but as the 
closure progressed, a total of 55 sites were identified. The Groton Sub Base 
higher DEP cost estimates are more comprehensive and realistic due in part 
to the existence of additional sites requiring remediation under other 
programs not addressed by the Navy for the Groton site. 

(2)Summars of Cost Comparisons 

DEP estimate 

Closure $37,092,250 

Remediation $125,484,928 

Total $162,577,178 

Navy estimate 

$9,95 1,000 

$23,000,000 

$32,95 1,000 

(3) Environmental Conditions Affecting Military Readiness 
and Operational Costs 

The Navy did not sufficiently consider the additional costs and potential 
military vulnerabilities associated with natural resource conditions at Kings 
Bay. These costs and vulnerabilities are minimal or nonexistent at New 



London, but would be exacerbated by moving SSNs from New London to 
Kings Bay. 

Dredging ': Shoaling rates at Kings Bay are exceptionally high, 
necessitating annual maintenance dredging and on-going sediment 
control measures to maintain adequate depths for the navigational 
channel and SSBN berths. In contrast, sedimentation rates at New 
London are very low, precluding the need for frequent maintenance 
dredging and costly sediment control measures. The Navy has not 
accounted for the additional costs to dredge and maintain new berths 
at Kings Bay for SSNs from New London .' 

Hurricanes: The risk of impacts from severe hurricanes and tropical 
storms is significantly higher at Kings Bay than at New London due to 
the higher frequency of such storms at Kings Bay. Within 180 
nautical miles of Kings Bay, there is an average of 1.4 tropical storms 
and hurricanes per year versus .76 for GrotodNew   on don.^ While 
all Navy bases are considered vulnerable to severe storms, the Subase 
at New London experienced a major storm surge of 10.5 feet National 
Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) (occurring during a nearly high 
tide) during the devastating hurricane of 1938.~ Models for Kings 
Bay have predicted a storm surge of 23.2 feet NGVD during a 
category 5 storm. Therefore, Kings Bay, a good portion of which lies 
below 10 feet, is much more vulnerable to severe storms and 
associated storm surges than New London where the 10-foot elevation 
is located very close to the waterfront and the base slopes up to an 
elevation of 230 feet. In addition, shoaling in Kings Bay and the 

FY05 Kings Bay maintenance dredge $4.7Ucy; FY04 Norfolk Harbor dredging &disposal costs 
$1 .591~~;  last major dredging at Subase NL was 1996 dredge for Seawolf at $2 .651~~.  

Without knowing the exact configuration and number of new vs. existing berths at Kings Bay &Norfolk 
to accommodate relocated NL SSNs, it is impossible to determine the volume, extent, type, and therefore 
cost of new dredging required. 

All data in this paragraph h-om The Department of the Navy's Hurricane Havens Handbook for the North 
Atlantic unless otherwise noted - (http://~ao.cnn1oc.navv.mil/nmosw/tr8203nckineshav/text~sect I .htm), 
(htto://pao.cnmoc.nevv.mil/n1no~~/tr8203nc/nlondotexsect7htn), and 
htt~:Npao.cnmoc.navv.n~iYnn~osw/tr8203nc/kingsbay/text/sect4.htm) 
At its peak intensity, the '38 Hurricane was a category 5 storm on the Saffir-Simpson Scale with maximum 
sustained winds of 161 mph. 

4 The Long Island Express, The Great Hurricane of 1938 

9 htto://www2.sunvsuf~olk.cd~1/m~ndiasn8huicanc/track.html 



upper Cumberland Sound Channel can be particularly exacerbated by 
a significant storm, negatively affecting usable channel depths. 
Further, due to observed currents, Port Services generally conduct all 
major ship movements during periods of slack water. Therefore, 
during and following a significant storm event, operations and 
readiness could be seriously compromised. No such constraints exist 
at Subase New London. 

Endangered species: While elaborate operational protocols at Kings 
Bay have been designed to minimize impacts to federally protected 
species including right whales, manatees and sea turtles, the Navy has 
not accounted for the additional costs and operational constraints 
necessary to protect the threatened species from impacts resulting 
from the relocation of SSN operations and support facilities to the 
Kings Bay environment.' Additional ship movements would cause 
restrictions/precautions on those new ship movements and increased 
monitoring costs to mitigate the additional impacts. Further, 
additions/modifications to upland areas of Kings Bay would have to 
include all necessary safeguards to protect upland endangered and 
threatened species such as the indigo snake, peregrin falcon, grey fox, 
southern bald eagle, wood stork, logger-head shrike, red-cockaded 
woodpecker, and Kirkland's and Bachman warblers. By contrast, the 
well-established facilities and operations at Subase New London can 
continue to function with little or no adverse environmental impacts, 
in large part due to the almost total lack of endangered or threatened 
species. 

' Lack of site specific information on existing environmental conditions at the base, the proposed locations 
of the various SSN operations to be moved to Kings Bay, the amount of additional ship movements 
anticipated, and the Navy's existing operational costs associated with the endangered species mitigation 
measures make it impossible to evaluate the specific impacts to endangered species and the costs associated 
with minimizing those impacts. 
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Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Construction Battalion Unit Drum Storage Area 

I Site Number: I 

Site Description: 
Fomer drum storage area on top of Area A landfill 

Nature of Contamination: 
Limited soil contamination from spillage or leakage from drums 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

I Investigation I Remediation Work Done: I 
) Contaminated soil from this site consolidated under Area A landfill cap I 
Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
None. Navy and DEP agree, included in Site 2A Area A Landfill 

estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Engineered control, direct exposure and pollutant mobility criteria do not apply 

w Cost Estimates: 
None, included in Site 2A Area A Landfill 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Area A Landfill 

Site Number: 
2A 

Site Description: 
13 acre mixed waste landfill in operation 1963 to 1973. Received incinerator ash, 
battery acid, refuse and debris. 

I Nature of Contamination: I 
( Volatile organics, metals, PCBs, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) I 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund. 

- -- 

Investigation I Remediation Work Done: 
Multi-layer cap completed in 1997. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Operation and maintenance of cap, ground water monitoring (22 years remain of 

I 30 planned years monitoring). Navy institutional control will need to be converted 
to ELUR. Groundwater remedy will be included in Basewide groundwater 
o~erable unit. 

Cost Estimates: 
$2,577,240 DEP estimate for remaining 22 years of operation and maintenance 
including groundwater monitoring. Navy estimated $1,823,818 in 1995 for 30 
years of operation and maintenance not including groundwater monitoring. 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Engineered control, direct exposure and pollutant mobility criteria do not apply 



3 

Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Area A Wetlands 

Site Number: 
9P 

w 

Site Description: 
The site is a 23.6 acre wetland filled with dredge spoil, located immediately 
adjacent to the Area A Landfill. The wetlands were created in the late 1950s 
when approximately 1.52 million cubic yards of dredge spoils were pumped into 
the area from the Thames River and contained behind an earthen dike. Between 
10 and 35 feet of dredge spoils underlie the wetlands. The wetlands drain via a 
culvert to the Area A Downstream Watercourses (Site 36). DDT was reportedly 
applied to a pond in one area of the wetlands. The DDT contaminated sediment 
that the Navy removed from the Area A Downstream Watercourses is believed to 
have resulted from this application. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Pesticide, PCB and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) contamination in 
soil and sediment, manganese contamination in ground water. 

a 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation (RI) for Superfund 

Investigation / Remediation Work Done: 
Phase II Rl cnmnlntnri 1 QQ7 I 
Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Feasibility study (FS) planned for 2006 or 2007. Phase II RI results indicate 
some removal of sediments contaminated with metals, PAHs and pesticides will 
be necessary, extent of removal will be determined by FS. State estimate 
assumes 20 acres of sediment excavated to depth of 3 feet. 

Cost Estimates: 
$42,106,852 for feasibility study and excavation, $1,138,000 for post- 
remediation groundwater monitoring (DEP estimates). 

1 Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Not enough information available to make separate estimates for remediation to 

I residential vs. industrial/ commercial standards. However, state assumes 
remediation to residential direct exDosure criteria would be reauired. Pesticide 1 remediation levels driven by ecological standards, which are ~dwer than human- 



1 
I health based standards. I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Area A Downstream Watercourses I 
Site Number: 
3A 

Site Description: 
Watercourses that drain from the Area A Wetlands (Site 28) to the Thames 

1 River. I 
Nature of Contamination: 
Pesticides and metals in soil and sediment 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
10,000 cubic yards of soil and sediment contaminated with pesticides and metals 
excavated in 1999 and 2000; restoration of the watercourses and associated 

I Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring. etc.): I I Monitoring of wetland restoration and groundwater I 
Cost Estimates: 
$404,000 DEP estimate for long term groundwater monitoring. Navy estimated 
$50,000 in 1998 for five years of operation and maintenance of the wetlands 
restoration. 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Remediation was to residential standards (to ecological standards for 

1 pesticides). 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Overbank Disposal Area (OBDA) 

Site Number: 
38 

Site Description: 
Limited dump area on slope from Area A Landfill to Area A Downstream. 

I Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): I 1 Navy remedial investigation for Superfund I 

( Engineered control, direct exposure and pollutant mobility criteria do not apply I 

VI 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
Debris and contaminated soil removed, consolidated under Area A Landfill cap. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
None, Navy and DEP agree included in Site 2A Area A Landfill 

Cost Estimates: 
None, included in Site 2A Area A Landfill 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navv. DEP. etc.): 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
New Source Area 

Site Number: -- 
I Site Descri~tion: I 
1 Limited dump area located within site 3A Area A downstream. I 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy feasibility study for Superfund 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
Investigation complete. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Debris and contaminated soil to be removed. Record of decision signed I 

I Cost Estimates: I 
1 $592,574 DEP estimate for remediation and post-remediation monitoring I 

Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 

1 Remediation proposed to residential standards I 



Naval Submarine ~ a s e ,  Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Rubble Fill Area at Bunker A-86 

I Site Number: I 

Site Description: 
Limited dump area near Area A Landfill. 

I Nature of Contamination: I - -~ ~ -~ 

Construction debris, empty drums, and associated contaminated soil. I 
Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation 

Investigation / Remediation Work Done: 
Debris and contaminated soil was removed and consolidated under the Area A 

- 
Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long tern monitoring, etc.): 
None, Navy and DEP agree included in Site 2A Area A Landfill 

I Cost Estimates: I 
None, included in Site 2 Area A Landfill I 
Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Engineered control, direct exposure and pollutant mobility criteria do not apply 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Defense Reutilization and Marketina Office (DRMO) 1 

I Site Number: I 
6 

Site Description: 
Landfill and waste burning area operated from 1950 to 1969, including waste 
battery acid underground storage tank (UST). Currently surplus material 

Nature of Contamination: 
Lead, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and PCBs in soil. No 
significant groundwater contamination. 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Operation and maintenance of cap, long-term groundwater monitoring. Any 
groundwater remediation necessary would be included in basewide groundwater 
operable unit. Deed restriction would need to be converted to environmental 
land use restriction (ELUR). Still needs a final Record of Decision. 

Cost Estimates: 
$1,044,320 DEP estimate for long-term groundwater monitoring and operation 
and maintenance of the cap. Navy estimated $618,000 net present value of 30 
vears of monitorina in 1998 dollars 

Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navy. DEP, etc.): 

1 Engineered control, direct exposure and pollutant mobility criteria do not apply 1 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

I Site Name: I 

Site Number: 
7 

Site Description: 
Torpedo maintenance shops, with former underground storage tanks (USTs)and 
two former septic systems. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Soil contaminated with solvents and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): I 
1 Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: I I USTs removed and some contaminated soil I 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
The Navy signed a record of decision for soil in September 2004. Former septic 
system and 1,600 yards of contaminated soil to be removed. Any groundwater 
remediation necessary would be included in basewide groundwater operable 

( unit. 

Cost Estimates: 
$939,765 DEP estimate for remediation and post-remediation monitoring. Navy 

I estimated $440,000 for excavation only. I 
Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Remediation proposed to residential standards 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Goss Cove Landfill 

Site Number: 
8 

Site Description: 
Mixed waste landfill operated from 1946 to 1957. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Volatile and semi volatile organic compounds and metals in groundwater (VOCs 
may be from offsite source). 

/ Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): I 1 Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 1 
Investigation / Remediation Work Done: 
A multi-laver cap was installed in 2001. Possible volatilization of PCE in 

1 into overlying Nautilus museum was evaluated and determined not I 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Operation and maintenance of cap, long-term groundwater monitoring. I 

I institutional control will need to be converted t o  ELUR. Any groundwater I 1 remediation needed will be included in basewide groundwater operable unit. I 
Cost Estimates: 
$392,700 DEP estimate for long-term groundwater monitoring and operation and 

( maintenance of the cap. 
- - - 

I 
I Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for I 
I estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): I I Engineered control, direct exposure and pollutant mobility criteria do not apply I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

I Site Number: I 

-- 

Site Description: 
750,000 gallon underground storage tank used for storage of oily bilge water. 
Part of the Fuel Tank Farm (Site 23). . 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

I Investieation 1 Remediation Work Done: I 
I Tank was cleaned and closed in dace in 1994 I 

-- 

Cost Estimates: 
None, included in Site 23 and basewide groundwater operable unit . 

'VI 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
See site 23 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Unclear if closed to underground storage tank andlor RCRA requirements. If 
need, can be addressed as part of Site 23 Tank Farm and basewide 
aroundwater 0~erable unit. 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Lower Base Fuel Storage Tanks and Tank 54-H 

Site Number: 
10 (part of Zone 1, Lower Base) 

Site Description: 
Six diesel, lube oil, and hydraulic oil underground storage tanks, and associated 

Nature of Contamination: 
Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and total petroleum hydrocarbons I 
Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

Investigation / Remediation Work Done: 
Four USTs were decommissioned, two USTs now serve as containment for 
newer steel tanks. Several rounds of investigation completed. Some product 
removed from catchbasins in area. 

Cost Estimates: 
$3,142,637 DEP estimate for investigation, remediation, and groundwater 
monitoring (also includes sitel 1). No Navy estimate available. 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Remediation to ~ollutant mobilitv criteria (excavation to water table). Will require 
I environmental land use restriction for pollhion remaining below the water tatile. I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Lower Base Power Plant 011 Tanks I 
Site Number: 
1 1  (part of Zone 1, Lower Base) 

Site Description: 
Two #6 fuel oil, one waste oil, one diesel underground storage tanks (USTs), 
and associated pipelines 

( Additional investigation, excavation of petroleum contaminated soil. 1 
w 

Cost Estimates: 
Included in cost estimate for Site 10. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and total petroleum hydrocarbons 
(TPH) in soil and groundwater 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

Investigation / Remediation Work Done: 
All USTs decommissioned, three now serve as containment for newer steel 
USTs. Several rounds of investigation completed. Product removed from 
catchbasins in the area. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 

Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Lower Base - Building 79 Waste Oil Pit 

Site Number: 
13 (Part of Lower Base Zone 4) 

) Site Description: I 
I Former concrete waste oil pit in building used for maintenance of diesel engines I 

Nature of Contamination: 
Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), 

) lead in soil and groundwater I 
Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
Pit has been sealed. Product removed from catchbasins and aroundwater in - I area. Several rounds of investigation completed. I 

- -- - 

I Cost Estimates: 
- 

I 

w 

- - - . - - . -. . - - . 

1$4,686,185 DEP estimate for additional investigation and soil remediation (also I 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Additional soil and groundwater investigation, and soil remediation. 

- 
I includes site 191. No Naw estimate available. I 
I Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for I 

estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Remediation to pollutant mobility criteria (excavation to water table). Will require 

I environmental land use restriction for pollution remaining below the water table I 



16 

Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

I Site Name: I - - - - - . - . 

Overbank Disposal Area Northeast (OBDANE) I 
1 Site Number: I 

Site Description: 
Limited dump area in northern portion of base. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Volatile organic compounds, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
pesticides, arsenic, and lead in soil. 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
270 tons of debris and contaminated soil were removed and disposed of off-site 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Navy and DEP agree no additional soil remediation needed. Any groundwater I 

I remediation necessary would be included in basewide groundwater operable I 

Cost Estimates: 
None, included in basewide groundwater operable unit 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Soil remaining at the site meets the direct exposure and pollutant mobility 
criteria. 

4 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

I Site Name: I - - 

Spent Acid Storage and Disposal Area (SASDA) I 

Site Description: 
Former waste battery acid underground storage tank (UST). 

I Source of Information (ex .  Navv. DEP. etc.1: I 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
UST and 31 8 tons of contaminated soil removed in 1995. I 
Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Navy and DEP agree no additional soil remediation needed. Any groundwater 
remediation necessary would be included in basewide groundwater operable 
unit. 

- - -- --- 

cost ~scmates: 
None, included in basewide groundwater operable unit. 

) Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/basis for I 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
DEP sampled and confirmed that remaining soil met pollutant mobility criteria. 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Hospital Incinerators .. 

Site Number: 
16 

2 

Site Description: 
Incinerator operated by the base hospital at two locations during the 1980s to 
destroy medical waste and medical records. 

Nature of Contamination: I 
1 Source of Information ( e . ~ .  Navv. DEP. etc.): I 

Investigation / Remediation Work Done: 
The Navy demonstrated compliance with the remediation standard regulation soil 
criteria at this site. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Navy and DEP agree no additional soil remediation needed. Any groundwater 
remediation necessary would be included in basewide groundwater operable unit 

Cost Estimates: 
$0 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navy. DEP, etc.): 
Complied with residential standards I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Hazardous MaterialsISolvent Storage Area (Building 31) I 

I Site Number: I 
1 17 loart of Lower Base Zone 3) I 

-- - - - -- pppp - 

Site Description: 
Former battery overhaul shop and hazardous waste storage building 

Nature of Contamination: 
Lead, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), total petroleum hydrocarbons 
(TPH) in soil and groundwater 

1 Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): I I Navy remedial investigation for Superfund I 
Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
Building has been removed, concrete slab remains under parking lot with 
stabilized soil underneath it 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Additional investigation of PAH and TPH contamination, additional soil 
remedintinn- 

I Cost Estimates: I 
1 $1,487,605 DEP estimate for additional investigation and soil remediation. No I 1 Navy estimate available. I 
Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navv. DEP. etc.1: 

I Remediation to pollutant mobility criteria (excavation to water table). Assumes 
slab and stabilized soil remain in place. Will require environmental land use I 1 restriction for pollution remaining below the water table I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Solvent Storage Area (Building 33) 

Site Number: 
1R I 
Site Description: 
Former solvent storage area in the southem portion of the base. 

x 

Nature of Contamination: I 
Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
N a w  I 
Investigation / Remediation Work Done: 
Limited geoprobe investigation with five borings and three temporary wells 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Possible additional investigation - solvents in soil and groundwater not far from 
this site in the tank farm and spent acid storage and disposal area. Navy 

1 assumes no further action. I 
Cost Estimates: 
$1 10,425 DEP estimate for additional investigation. Ongoing monitoring if 
necessary would be part of basewide groundwater operable unit. Navy assumes 
no further action. 

) Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 1 
I estimate (Navv. DEP. etc.): I . ., 1 Remediation may not be necessary depending on outcome of additional I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Solvent Storage Area (Building 31 6) 

Site Number: 
19 (part of Zone 4, Lower Base) 

Site Description: 
Building formerly used for solvent storage 

Nature of Contamination: 
Lead, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), total petroleum hydrocarbons 
(TPHI in soil and aroundwater 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
Several rounds of investigation completed. Product removed from catchbasins 
and groundwater in area. 

1 Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): I 
U 1 Additional soil and groundwater investigation needed. I 

I Cost Estimates: I 

I Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navv. DEP. etc.): I 

~ , ,, , ~, 

see Site 13 I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Area A Weapons Center 

Site Number: 
7n I 
Site Description: 
Site used for storage & maintenance of torpedoes & other weapons. Since 1990, 
Navy has been investigating the extent & degree of contamination. ROD was 
signed in 612000. L 

1 Nature of Contamination: I 

I Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): I I Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 
- 

I 
Investigation I Remediation Work Done: 
Approximately 200 cy of contaminated soil was removed from the site. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Navy and DEP agree no further soil remediation needed. Any groundwater 
remediation necessary would be included in basewide groundwater operable 

1 Cost Estimates: I 

- - I Industrid commercial and residential basis for I 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Berth 16 

Site Number: 
31 lnart nf 7onn 7 1 nwer Rase\ I 

I Site Descri~tion: I 
Fomer incinerator, diesel underground storage tank (UST), and diesel pipeline 

Nature of Contamination: 
Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), 
lead in soil and groundwater 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
Several rounds of investigation completed. The UST has been removed and the 
pipeline decommissioned. 

Cost Estimates: 
$6,748,010 DEP estimate for additional investigation, remediation and post- I 

w 

I remediation monitoring. Also includes site 25. I 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation. FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Additional investigation and soil remediation 

I Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Remediation to pollutant mobility criteria (excavation to water table). Will require 

1 environmental land use restriction for pollution remaining below the water table 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Pier 33 

Site Number: 
22 (Zone 5 Lower Base) 

Site Description: 
Former indoor battery acid aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), associated I 

( underground piping, fuel oil underground storage tank (UST) I 
I Nature of Contamination: I 
I Total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and lead in soil I 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
At least one round of investigation completed. ASTs, piping and UST have been 
removed. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Additional investigation, soil remediation 

Cost Estimates: 
$870,778 DEP estimate for additional investigation, soil remediation and post- I 1 remediation monitoring 

- 

I 
( Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 1 

estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 

Industrial/commerciaI standards. 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Fuel Tank Farm 

I Site Number: I 

I Nature of Contamination: I 
Petroleum contaminated soil and free product I 
Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund . 

- 1 soil remediation and free product recovery. I 

w 

) Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for I 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
USTs have been closed in place, some soil remediation and removal of free 
product. Numerous rounds of investigation have been conducted. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Additional investigation needed, soil remediation and possibly removal of free 
product. Navy assumed no further action. 

Cost Estimates: 
$1 90,355 DEP estimate for additional investigation. $650.000 DEP estimate for 

estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
DEP estimate is for remediation to residential standards. 



26 

Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

I Site Name: I - -. ~ 

Central Paint Accumulation Area (Building 174) I 
Site Number: 
24 (Zone 6 Lower Base) 

Site Description: 
Former boat sandblasting and painting, and storage of lead ballast 

Nature of Contamination: 
Total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) in soil, lead in sediment 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy. DEP, etc.): 
Navy remedial investigation for Superfund 

Investigation / Remediation Work Done: 
One round of investigation 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Additional investigation and soil remediation 

Cost Estimates: 
$268,111 DEP estimate for additional investigation, soil remediation and post- I - 
remediation monitoring 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
lndustriaVcommercial criteria 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 
- 

site ~ a m e : -  
- 

Lower Subase Classified Materials Incinerator 

I Site Number: I 
1 25 (part of Zone 7 Lower Base) I 

Site Description: 
Former incinerator 

Nature of Contamination: 
Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), 
lead in soil and groundwater 

I Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): I 1 Navy remedial investigation for Superfund I 
I Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: I - I Several rounds of investigation completed 1 
I Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): I 
( Additional investigation, soil remediation I 

Cost Estimates: 
Included in Site 21 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
see Site 21 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Zone 2 Lower Base 

I Site Number: I 

Site Description: 
Diesel and fuel oil pipelines through part of lower base not included in numbered 

-- - -- - - 

Nature of contamination: 
Lead, polvnuclear aromatic hvdrocarbons (PAHs) and total petroleum 

( hydr6cardons (TPH) in soil, from sources within this zone and from adjacent I I numbered sites I 
I Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): I 1 Navy remedial investigation for Superfund I 
1 Investi~ation 1 Remediation Work Done: I 
1 at least one round of investigation I 

W I Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): I 
) additional investigation, soil remediation 

- 

I 
Cost Estimates: 
$1,333,369 DEP estimate for investigation, soil remediation and post- 
remediation monitoring 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Remediation to pollutant mobility criteria. Environmental land use restriction will 
be needed for pollution remaining below water table. 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Radiological contamination 

r 

1 Site Number: I 

Site Description: 
Various locations and areas at the base where radiological materials were used, 
including nuclear propulsion, general nuclear materials usage, and the possibility 
of the historical storage of nuclear weapons. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Radiological 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
1997 Historical Radiological Assessment (HRA) done by the Navy, plus DEP I 1 records regarding activities at the Sub Base I 
Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
1997 HRA was inadequate. Although anecdotal information indicates that some 
radiological releases have been addressed historically, it appears that all 
radiological issues have not been addressed as part of the CERCLA related 
remediation that is underway. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
(1) Revised Historical Radiological Assessment, Decommissioning Plan, Dose 
Modeling, Characterization Survey including Thames River Final Status Survey 
(2) Final Remediation 

Cost Estimates: 
(1) $25 million 
(2) $6.5 1 million 
(3) Total 3 1.5 1 million 
Based on a comparison to similar work done at other nuclear facilities, 
considering factors such as the size of the site, number of buildings where 
radiological materials were used, types of materials used and length of 

I Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for I 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Suitable for unrestricted use (note that the remediation standard regulations do - 

( not address radiological contamination) I 
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Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

I Site Name: I - - - . - . . --- - . 

I Aboveground and underground petroleum storage tanks (other than tank farm I I site 23-and power plant tanks site 11) 
- 

I 
I Site Number: I 

none 

Site Description: 
Active aboveground storage tanks (ASTS) and underground storage tanks 
(USTs), previously closed USTs 

Nature of Contamination: 
Petroleum contamination in soil and groundwater 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Naw tank inventorv I 

) Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: I - 

( Some locations have been investigatedand remediated; others unknown 
- 

1 closure and cleanup costs I 

W 

I Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for I 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Additional investigation, proper closure, potentially soil and groundwater 
remediation 

Cost Estimates: 
$10,120,000, based on DEP and EPA estimates of general UST failure rates and 

estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Remediation to residential standards 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Off-base underground petroleum storage tanks at Navy housing and other 
facilities, including a former gas station 

Site Number: 
none - 
Site Description: 
Active and historic underground storage tanks (USTs) 

Nature of Contamination: 
Petroleum contamination in soil and groundwater 

I Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): I 1 Navy tank inventory I 
Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
Some locations have been investigated and remediated; others unknown 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Additional investigation, proper closure, potentially soil and groundwater 
remediation 

Cost Estimates: 
$2,010,000, based on DEP and EPA estimates of general UST failure rates and 
closure and cleanup costs 

I Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for I 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Remediation to residential standards I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Various RCRA Sites: 

I Permitted RCRA TSDF Permit No. DEPIHWM-095-004 (RCRA TSDF Closure 
Site) 

I Building A-85 Container Storage Area and Building A-86 (a.k.a. A-87) Container 
Storage Area Former RCRA TSDFs (RCRA TSDF Closure Site) 

I RCRA Generator Storage Areas (RCRA Generator Closure Site) 

w 

- 

- 
Site Number: 
none 

Site Description: 
The treatment, storage and disposal facility (TSDF) was issued a RCRA permit 
to operate in April 2003. The permit will expire in 2008. 

The two former TSDF container storage areas (A-85 and A-86/87) were 
reportedly closed prior to the Department's approval of a closure plan. The 
closure activities were performed "at risk (meaning without approval). The 
status of closure certifications has not been confirmed to date. 

According to the Navy and CT DEP sources, there are 134 hazardous waste 
generator accumulation areas at the Submarine Base. Some of these locations 
include storage pads up to 7,400 square feet in area, entire buildings, and 
various storage tanks with aboveground and underground piping. Since these 
are waste accumulation areas for less than 90 days, each area must undergo 
generator closure pursuant to RCRA requirements. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Specific contamination is unknown, but these are potential hazardous waste 
release areas. It is estimated that approximately 20% of the generator storage 
sites would require soil and/or groundwater remediation.Typical contamination 
constituents may include, but not limited to, volatile organics, semi-volatile 
organics, heavy metals, pesticides, PCBs, and total petroleum hydrocarbons. 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Combination of Navy and CT DEP 

Investigation / Remediation Work Done: 
None documented to date 



Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Removal and disposal of hazardous wastes or hazardous waste constituents; 
decontamination of eaui~ment. structures and soil in accordance with RCRA I TSDF and generator d&ure r&uirements. I 

1 Cost Estimates: I 
$1 7,000,056 I 
Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for I 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
CT DEP Residential Direct Exposure Criteria. 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

I Site Name: 
I Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) I 
I Site Number: I 

none 

Site Description: 
Transformer locations base-wide which have had PCBs. 

A 

Nature of Contamination: 
PCB equipment and releases from leaking transformers to surrounding media 
such as soil, concrete, asphalt, wood, sediment, surface water and the like. 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
DEP inspections and spill reports, documentation provided by the Navy. - 
I Investigation I Remediation Work Done: I 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Characterization sampling to determine limits of each release, remove 
contaminated media asphalt, concrete, wood, and excavate contaminated soil 
and sediment, and perform post-cleanup sampling and monitoring to confirm 
effectiveness. 

Cost Estimates: 
$652,147 

I Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for I 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
PCB standards 10ppm industriaUcommercial and 1 ppm residential for solids, 
0.5ppb surface water protection and GA groundwater - per combination of CT 
RSRs and 40 CFR 761. 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Basewide pesticide application at buildings 

Site Description: 
Base-wide, pesticide application to soils surrounding various buildings. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Historic use of synthetic organic pesticides. 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
None available from Navy. DEP estimate based on experience at other sites. 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
None for historic use of ~esticide a~plication at the ~erimeter of Base buildinas. 
Except for the application of pesticib'es at golf course, which is done by ~ a v y -  
personnel, the application of pesticides at the Base is contracted out to a private 
pesticide applicator. That has been the Navy's practice for approximately 10 
vears. 

pesticides at approximately 200 bhdings at the Base. ~ s s u k i n ~  soil eGending 
five feet laterally and four feet deep from the perimeter of all buildings exceeds 
direct exposure criteria, soil may need to be excavated to an acceptable level 
and back filled with clean soil. 

w 

Cost ~stimates: 
For each of the 200 buildings, assume $2,000.00/building for Phase II and Ill 
work including soil sampling, lab analyses, labor, and mobilizing a Geoprobe. At 
$2,00O/building the cost for the Phase II and Ill work is estimated at 
$400,000.00. Assuming a cost estimate for soil excavation,disposal and backfill 
at $140,00O/building, soil remediation costs are estimated to be $28 million 
dollars for the 200 buildings. Adding a 25% contingency, the total cost is 
estimated at $35 million. 

- -~~ - 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Conduct a Phase ll and Ill investigation for the Dresence of svnthetic oraanic 

I The total cost for the Phase II and Ill work and soil remediation is estimated at 
$28.4 million dollars. 

w 

Industrid commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
DEP estimates assume remediation to residential direct exposure criteria. 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
asbestos in buildings and other structures 

Site Description: 
Base-wide, absestos in various buildings, above ground pipes, underground 
steam tunnels and other structures. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Asbestos containing materials (ACM), asbestos containing building materials 

Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 
DEP review of Navy asbestos surveys 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
AHERA style asbestos surveys have been completed for each habitable 
structure. Non-habitable structures have not been surveyed. AHERA surveys 
identify asbestos that may be disturbed in day to day operations, but do not 
typically identify asbestos in normally inaccessible locations. In a demolition 
situation, NESHAP (National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants)- 
compliant asbestos surveys are required. These are destructive in nature and 
are intended to locate asbestos containing materials that may be a source of air 
contamination if subjected to the forces of demolition. 

- - -- - - - - - 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
If no buildings are slated for demolition, then no additional work is needed. 

If demolitions are scheduled, then supplemental NESHAP-compliant surveys 
need to be completed for each habitable structure slated for demolition or 
renovation. 

For non-habitable structures scheduled for demolition, complete NESHAP- 
compliant surveys need to be done for each structure that has not previously 
been surveyed. This includes items such as above ground steam pipes, 
underground steam tunnels, above ground storage tank installations, 
freestanding or buried electrical vaults, etc. 
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Cost Estimates: I 
For each building slated for demolition: 

Figure $500 to provide supplemental NESHAP-compliant surveys for each 
habitable structure. This figure is based on one person and one day of labor per 
habitable structure. Since there are around 200 buildings, the cost to provide 
supplemental NESHAP compliant surveys for every building would be around 
$100,000. This includes allowance for some sampling and possibly some 
removal. 

It would be difficult to estimate the cost involved in surveying non-habitable 
structures, since there did not appear to be a comprehensive survey of those 
locations. The task includes compiling a list of possible survey locations, the 
actual survey (to include sampling), and reporting. Based on 10 days labor (3 
days research, 5 days survey, 2 days reporting) at $500 per day, with a sampling 
allowance of $2500, this item is loosely estimated at about $7500. 

These estimates do not include the cost of abatement of asbestos found as a 
result of the surveys. 

For the purpose of estimating asbestos abatement costs, a figure of 
$3.00/square foot and $5.00/square foot was used to calculate asbestos removal 
costs for officehesidential and industrial type buildings at the base, respectively. 
It was assumed that 20% or 532,000 square feet of total building area at the 
Base comprises industrial type buildings and 80% or 2,128,000 square feet 
comprises office/residential type buildings. Based on these figures, it is 
estimated that asbestos removal costs for industrial buildings and 
officehesidential buildings at the base are @ $2.66 million and $6.4 million, 
respectively. Adding a 25% contingency to the aforementioned costs brings the 
total estimate for asbestos removal at Base buildings to $1 1.30 million. This 
estimate does not include buildings constructed after 1988 and presumably do 
not contain ACM. 

I Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source/ basis for 1 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
Federal NESHAP standards. See discussion above. I 



Naval Submarine Base, Groton, CT 

Site Name: 
Sitewide Groundwater I 
Site Number: 
Various sites 

Site Description: 
The Navy is addressing groundwater throughout the lower base together with 
soil. The Navy is addressing groundwater in the upper base separately from soil. 
The Navy has divided groundwater in the upper base into northem, central, and 
southem zones. All except one of the numbered installation restoration sites are 
located in the northem or southem zones. All groundwater evaluations to date 
have focused on the northem and southem zones. 

Nature of Contamination: 
Low concentrations of chlorinated solvents. metals and ~etroleum C O ~ D O U ~ ~ S  

are present in groundwater in the northem and southen; portions of the upper 
base. Little information is available regarding groundwater in the central portion 
of the upper base. Chlorinated solvents from offsite source in groundwater at 
Goss Cove Landfill. 

I Source of Information (e.g. Navy, DEP, etc.): 

Investigation 1 Remediation Work Done: 
Remedial Investigation and feasibility study complete for upper base. Monitored 
natural attenuation with institutional controls to prevent use of groundwater 
selected as interim remedy for Area A Downstream Watercourses (Site 3A) and 
Torpedo Shops (Site 7). No further action selected as interim remedy for 
Overbank Disposal Area Northeast (Site 14), Spent Acid Storage and Disposal 
Facility (Site 15), Solvent Storage Area (Site 18), and Area A Weapons Center 
(Site 20). The Navy continues to monitor groundwater at the Area A Landfill (Site 
2A), Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (Site 6), and the Goss Cove 
Landfill (Site 8). No monitoring wells in central zone of base. 

Work Still Needed (e.g. excavation, FS, long term monitoring, etc.): 
Navy to continue groundwater monitoring at Sites 2A, 6, and 8. Navy plans to 
select interim groundwater remedies for remaining sites by 2007. Navy will select 
a final remedy for all sites once soil remediation has been completed throughout 
the base. All studies have focused on groundwater contamination associated 
with numbered installation restoration sites. Navy has not considered possible 
ground water contamination associated with RCRA sites, PCBs, etc. Additional 
investigation of groundwater in central zone of base will be needed to determine 
whether groundwater contamination has resulted from these sources. 



W Cost Estimates: 
Navy estimates cost of monitored natural attenuation with institutional controls 
for Sites 3A and 7 at $1 18,900 for capital costs and $504,400 for operations and 
maintenance (net present worth). The Navy has not provided cost estimates for 
addressing groundwater in the remaining portions of the upper base. 

Industrial/ commercial and residential standards, including source1 basis for 
estimate (Navy, DEP, etc.): 
DEP groundwater standards for GB area include surface water protection criteria 
and volatilization criteria. 



Environmental Resource Impacts for BRAC's Ten Resource Areas 

Environmental 
Resource Area 

9i r  Quality 

C u l t u d  
ArcbeologicaV 
Tribal 
Resources 

Dredging 

Vaval Submarine Base New 
London 

(Retaining Base) 
acility has required stationary 

source (NSR) and facility 
(Title V) air krmits in - 
place for regulated 
activities.I4 

ransportation conformity 
budgets already accounted 
for in air 

trong history of submarining 
at the s u b k  positive 

- 

impact to sailors stationed 
there 

lautilus Museum 

'hames River is a glacially- 
produced bedrock gorge 
confining over 100 feet of 
glacial and post-glacial fill. 
Most of river contains fine 
sand and silt from inland 
washing. Course gravel 
and rock exists along the 
banks.6 

iediments contained varying 
concentrations of metals, 
polyaromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAH), pesticides, 
polychlorinated biphenyls 
PCBs) and other chemicals 
above naturally occurring 
background levels. PAHs 
are the most consistently 
encountered chemicals. ' 

,imited water quality data 
exists for the Thames River 
near the subase. However, 
one sample at Pier 32 in 
1991 revealed no detectable 
PAHs and low metal levels. 
Ambient concentrations of 

Norfolk Naval Station, VA 
(Gaining Imtallation) 

Facility would have to seek new 
permits from permitting 
authority for activities affecting 
air  resource^.'^ 

Transportation conformity may 
have to be evaluated based on 
attainment status of the air 
quality control region.14 

Thimble Shoal must be dredged 
every 3 years? 

Harbor Entrance needs dredging 
every 18  month^.^ 

Between piers 22 and 23, dredging 
every four years.2 

Frequent dredging activities also 
occur from the piers to the 
ocean. 2 

Disposal at materials management 
area (MMA).' 

Concern about capability to 
continually expand Craney 
Island M M A . ~  (1995) 

Alternatives are ~imited.~ (1995) 

Long term is problematic? (1995) 

Sediments are generally not 
suitable for open water disposal 
and must be placed in an upland 
Confined Disposal Facility 

Kings Bay Naval Submarine 
Base, GA 

(Gaining Installation) 
Facility would have to seek 

new permits from 
permitting authority for 
activities affecting air 
 resource^'^ 

Attainment for all criteria 
pollutants.'4 

By 1980,27 archeological 
sites on the base were 
identified for possible 
placement on the National 
Register of Historic ~laces. '  

21 archaeological sites that 
have been identified as 
eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic 
placesZ 

Annually maintenance dredge 
1 million cubic yards.2 

Frequent dred ing causes 
disruptions. f 

Georgia's DNR concerned that 
increased dredging at Site 6 
may facilitate saltwater 
intrusion into the ground 
water systemZ 

Has Navy-owned dredge 
sediment disposal facilities.' 

Sediment specific testing not 
needed.' 

Have on- oing dredging 8 permit. 

Dredging would have minimal 
impact (for seawolf)? 

There are 3 upland Confined 
Disposal Facilities (CDF) in 
current use with an 
estimated lifespan of 30 



Environmental Naval Submarine 
Resource Area Base New London 

(Retaining Base) 
several metals approached 
or slightly exceeded EPA 
water quality criteria6 

Siltation and shoaling rates 
are insignificant; need for 
periodic maintenance 
dredging is infrequent.' 

When needed, spawning 
season windows minimize 
damage.' 

Maintenance dredging is 
planned and authorized at 
New London around the 
piers with adequate disposal 
options for the sediments at 
the nearby New London 
Disposal Site (NLDS) open 
water site and within 
Thames River Confined 
Aquatic Disposal (CAD) 
cells. Long intervals 
between maintenance 
dredging events minimizes 
demands on sediment 
management options, 
extending availability of 
disposal options. In 1995 
the estimated remaining 
capacity of the NLDS was 
18 million cy, 
approximately 46 yrs at the 
long term average disposal 
of 370.000 cyl yr. Based 
upon disposal use over the 
past 10 yrs that has 
averaged less than half that 
value, at least 44 yrs of use 
is still available at NLDs'O 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 
(CDF) at the Craney Island 
Materials Management Area. 
Craney Island currently must be 
managed in an increasingly 
intensive manner for dewatering 
and placement of sediment to 
maximize capacity; currently 
estimates make Craney Island 
available to 2020. Proposed 
plans to expand Craney Island 
will result in significant direct 
impacts to existing shallow water 
habitats2 (as of 1995) 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

years in 2005. To minimize 
sediment volume placement 
in the CDFS to prolong 
usable life, sandy sediments 
suitable for beach 
nourishment are placed on 
GA & FL beaches." 

Dredging ~ondi t ions '~  

Hopper dredging shall be 
completed during months of 
Dec. through March due to 
sea turtle abundance (can be 
adjusted under certain 
conditions) 

4COE shall arrange with 
NMFS approved observers 
aboard hopper dredges to 
monitor spoils, overflow, 
screening and dragheads for 
sea turtles 

Hopper dredge shall be 
equipped with screening 
and baskets to better 
monitor the intake and 
overflow of dredged 
materials for sea turtles and 
remains 

ACOE and NMFS shall 
develop a protocol for 
testing and evaluation of 
new draghead designs 
andlor deflector devices 

[f project commences during 
sea turtle nesting season 
(April 1 through October 
30, then applicant must 
initiate a sea turtle nest 
relocation program 60 days 
prior to work, only to be 
conducted by personnel 
with prior experience and 
training 

Nest surveys must be 
conducted daily between 
sunrise and 9 a.m. each day 

Nourished beaches shall be 
plowed to a depth of at least 



Environmental Naval Submarine 
Resource Area Base New London 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

36 inches immediately 
following completion-of 
beach nourishment 

Escarpments in excess of 12 
inches extending more than 
90 feet in length and 
exceeding an average CPU 
at the 6,12, or 18 inch test 
depths shall be 
mechanically leveled to the 
natural beach contour prior 
to May 1 

Material disposed ion the 
project site must meet FX 
DEP standards for beach 
quality sand suitable for sea 
turtle nesting 

If turtle nest is dug up, person 
responsible for nest 
relocation must be notified 
for removal of nest to beach 
hatchery. Top of each egg 
must be marked with a 
nontoxic felt-tipped pen and 
individually and gently 
placed in 2-3 inches of 
moist sand in a rigged- 
walled container, being 
careful not to change the 
axis of the eggs. Eggs must 
be covered with fine nylon 
mesh and then 2-3 inches of 
moist sand, shaded from 
sun, immediately 
transported to hatchery. 
Eggs shall be placed one at 
a time in the artificial nest 
chamber, while ensuring the 
orientation of each egg 
remains as in the natural 
nest. 

Reports shall be submitted to 
FWS 

Permittee shall instruct all 
personnel of potential 
presence of manatees and 
the need to avoid collisions 

Permittee shall advise 
personnel of civil and 



Environmental Naval Submarine 
Resource Area Base New London 

(Retaining Base) 

Land Use 
Constraints1 
Sensitive 
Resource 
Areas 

Quality of Life 

Strong community, political 
and civilian industrial 
support.2 

Submarine warfare focus and 
as a result is uniquely 
responsive to Submarine 
Force family issues and 
needs of single 
 submariner^.^ 

Large maintenance and 
training infrastructure2 

Minimal waiting for housingZ 

Personnel support services 
(child development 
centers, disbursing, 
administrative, legal, 
family service center, 
Commissaries, Navy 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Quality of L i e  

Substantial waiting lists for Navy 
housing 

Personnel services mixed between 
afloat su port ships and ashore 
facilities P 

Medical and dental services 
located 15 minutes away. 
Naval Hospital Portsmouth 
located 20 minutes away2 

Dense population of Norfolk also 
means traffic con estion and ! other discomforts 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base. GA 
(Gaining installation) 

criminal penalties for 
harming, harassing or 
killing manatees 

All vessels shall operate at "no 
wakelidle" speeds at all 
times while in water where 
draft of vessel provides less 
than four feet clearance 
from the bottom 

If manatee sighted within 100 
feet of area, all appropriate 
precautions shall be 
implemented including 
ceasing activities if 
appropriate 

Any collision andlor injury to 
a manatee shall be reported 
immediately 

A log detailing sightings, 
collisions and injuries to 
manatees shall be 
maintained 

Quality of Life 

Substantial waiting lists for 
Navy housing2 

Medical, dental clinic within 
15 minutes of waterfront, 
more detailed services from 
local civilian carriersZ 

Current shortages in on-base 
housing, would be 
exacerbated with intro of 
installation expansion, Ion 5 driving commutes possible 

Kings Bay has limited 
infrastructure, on the base 
itself, and very, very 
limited infrastructure in the 
county in terms of roads, 
schools, housing'' 



Environmental Naval Submarine 
Resource Area Base New London 

(Retaining Base) 
exchange) are fully 
developed ashore, no need 
for expansion2 

Naval hospital on base, 
medial and dental services 
on waterfront, a short 
walk2 

Having available housing on- 
base is an asset to minimize 
isolation of family 
members and develop a 
sense of community, 
particularly during times 
when crews are at sea.2 

New London's advantage - 
specialization as a subase, 
availability of housing on- 
base2 

Strategic Situation 

Shorter distance to Gibralter 
and the North Atlantic an 
advantage2 

The regional co-location of 
operating and development 
commands, warfare centers, 
research, medical and 
training facilities provides 
unsurpassed synergism 
which promotes an efficient 
and cost-effective submarine 
support community? 

Proximity of Electric Boat a 
major plus - New London 
has a readiness advantage 
stemming from its 
proximity to EB; submarine 
maintenance can be handled 
more quickly and 
efficiently2 

Ability of the submarine 
manufacturerlmaintainer to 
work with and exchange 
ideas and lessons learned 
with the submarine 
operators enhances the 
readiness and effectiveness 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Strategic Situation 

Splitting up submarine tactical 
development, research, medical 
practices development and 
training between two 
 installation^.^ (extmpohed 
from FEIS) 

Compromises operational 
efficiency due to significant 
expenditure of out of area travel 
and staff liaisons required 
between the two bases? 
(extnapolaiedfrom FEIS) 

Cruise missiles and torpedoes 
would be transported to 
Yorktown. VA for maintenance 
and long-term storageZ 

Magazines for non-missile storage 
not available (1995 - still 
true?)2 

Ordnance handling event waivers 
of explosive safety criteria are 
required for pierside ordnance 
handlingZ 

Newport News Shipyard has 
some planning responsibilities 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

Strategic Situation 

Splitting of facilities dilutes 
the focus on Strategic 
Systems operation and 
efficiency.' (extrapolated 
from FEIS) 

Compromises operational 
efficiency due to significant 
expenditure of out of area 
travel and staff liaisons 
required between the two 
bases.' (exlrapolatedfrom 
FEIS) 

Ordnance storage for the 
Seawolf would be provided 
at the nearest off-base 
facility with weapons 
transported to Kings Bay 
when required (i.e., not 
readily available). 
Potentially could expand 
the weapons storage site but 
costs not determined.' 



Environmental Naval Submarine 
Resource Area Base New London 

(Retaining Base) 
of the force and the 
performance of the 
submarines themselves 

+om1886-1996(111 year 
period), were 84 tropical 
storm and hurricanes 
that threatened the 
GrotodNew London area 
(came within 180 nmi of 
GTINL) An average of -76 
tropical stonm or 
hurricanes per year" 

Within 180 nautical miles of 
GrotodNew London, there 
is an average of .76 tropical 
storms and hurricanes per 
year" 

3ubase at New London 
experienced a major storm 
surge of 10.5 feet National 
Geodetic Vertical Datum 
( N G M )  (occurring during 2 

nearly high tide) during the 
devastating hurricane of 
1938" (At its peak intensity 
the '38 Hurricane was a 
category 5 storm on the 
Saffu-Simpson Scale with 
maximum sustained winds 
of 161 mphI2) 

Subase is located six miles 
north of the mouth of the 
Thames River, offering it 
considerable protection 
from the effects of a 
hurricane or tropical storm6 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 
but have to liaison with Electric 
~ o a ?  

Srom 1886 - 1997 (1 12 year 
period), were 143 tropical 
storm and hurricanes that 
threatened the Norfolk area 
(came within 180 nmi of 
Norfolk) An average of 1.27 
tropical storms or hurricanes 
per year" 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

Hurricanes 

+om 1886 - 2002 (1 17 year 
period), were 164 tropical 
storm and hurricanes that 
threatened Kings Bay area 
(came within 180 nmi of 
Kings Bay) An average of 
1.4 tropical s t o m  or 
hurricanes per year" 

Within 180 nautical miles 
(nmi) of Kings Bay, there is 
an average of 1.4 tropical 
storms and hurricanes per 
year" 

Models for Kings Bay predict 
a category 5 storm could 
result in a storm surge of 
23.2-feet NGVD at Kings 
~ a ~ "  

Extremely vulnerable to the 
effects of a hurricane strike2. 

Development of a hurricane 
anchorage is precluded by 
the poor holding quality of 
the bottom in the sounds2 

The deeply cut access channel 
would be subject to sudden 
shoaling under certain 
circumstances of a 
hurricane strike2 

Natural resources abundant in 
this 16,000 acre area.2 

Important habitat for many 
species of wildlife and 
vegetation2 

Naval Submarine Base Kings 
Bay is home to a variety of 
animals, including: 229 



Environmental Naval Submarine Norfolk Naval Kings Bay Naval 
Resource Area Base New London Station, VA Submarine Base, GA 

(Retaining Base) (Gaining Installation) (Gaining installation) 
I I birds. 68 mammals, 67 

reptiles (5 poisonous 
snakes), and 37 
amphibians. Twenty of 
these species are threatened 
or endangered.2 

Kings Bay, Georgia lies in 
marshy, flat terrain behind 
a long, low barrier island 
which separates it from the 
open ocean. 2 

Subase located among 
valuable marsh (4,000 acres 
are protected wetlands) and 
many acres of forested 
habitat' 

3,000 acres of saltwater marsh 
and tidal streams' 

Some construction needed for 
stowage for missiles and 
non-missile ordnance2 

I Construction of new magazine 
needed2 

Submarines reach their base at 
Kings Bay via a long 
channel which has been cut 
through the shallow coastal 
shelf and muddy tidal 
sound. 

The only natural shelter from 
winds is provided by forest 

Additional demands would 
require new d e v e ~ o ~ m e n t . ~  

Additional personnel 
associated with Seawolf 
would seriously overload 
personnel support facilities 
on the Subase as they 
currently exist. A 
significant financial impact 
upon the Subase is identified 
with respect to providing 
additional support facilities2 

1 The additional personnel 



Environmental Naval Submarine 
Resource Area Base New London 

(Retaining Base) 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

would add incrementallv to. . . 
and aggravate, problems 
associated with inadequate 
facilities2 

Land use constraints 

Approx 80% of subase land is 
owned in fee, 20% is 
leased2 

Base is very flat (slopes of 0.2- 
1.0%) with surface runoff 
being slow2 

75% of soils on the subase 
maintain a seasonally high 
water table; rainwater tends 
to pond in low spots 
throughout the base during 
and after storm events2 

Overall region is rural.2 

Homeporting of the Seawolf 
would have required joint 
utilization of the TRF (the 
largest command associated 
with the Trident) support 
facilities as well as TRF 
personnel. 2 

The Seawolf possibly requires 
the extension of a pier, a 
sizable construction project. 
Primary estimates for 
improvement costs was 
$100,000 to $500,000 (in 
1995). There may be no 
other areas at Kings Bay 
considered suitable for the 
Seawolf. 

Pier at layberth 3 does not 
have sufficient length or 
width to accommodate the 
third Seawolf. At a 
minimum, additional 
construction could be 
required depending on the 
structural capacity needed. 
Costs could total up to 
$500,000 to upgrade the 
pier.2 



Environmental Naval Submarine Norfolk Naval 
Resource Area Base New London Station, VA 

Marine 
Marnmald 
Marine 
Resourced 
Marine 
Sanctuaries 

(Retaining Base) (Gaining ~n&llation) 

Primarily impacted resources 
would be fish, shellfish, 
aquatic habitat and benthos 
(seawolf$ 

Some short term adverse 
impacts adverse impacts to 
natural resources? 

Spawning season windows 
will minimize damage.' 

Used by resident and 
migratory fish as spawning 
and nursery area. Species 
present include: 

winter flounder 
windowpane flounder 
mummichog 
striped killifish2 

Can be feeding area for long- 
range coastal migrants 
including menhaden, 
bluefish, striped base, 
mackerel, tautog, weakfish. 
porgy, and whiting.2 

No commercial finfish fishery 
but intense recreational 
fishing? 

Lobster - commercial and 
recreational.' 

Oyster beds in area of 
Mamacoke Island and in 
~ e d  yard' 

Seasonal dredging windows 
recommended.' 

Threatened loggerhead and green, 
and the endangered Kemp's 
ridley sea turtles known to 
forage in Chesapeake Bay, 
though not generally observed in 
the vicinity of the Norfolk piersZ 

No threatened or endangered 
freshwater fish or invertebratesZ 

Hardshell clams present. Due 
to high fecal cloiform 
levels, some shellfish 
relaying is done.' 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

Subase would also need new 
berthing camels designed to 
accommodate the Seawolf, 
additional towed array 
barge, sail staging, Type 8J 
periscope, Seawolf specific 
masts and antennas, and a 
fifth specialty tug.' 

Species under jurisdiction of 
NMFS include: 

Five species of sea turtles - see 
Threatened &Endangered 
Speeies/Critical Habitat 
section 

Right whale also inhabits the 
area - see Threatened 
&Endangered 
Species/Critical Habitat 
section 

Manatees which are federally 
endangered are in the area - 
see Threatened 
&Endangered 
SpecieslCritical Habitat 
section 

The FUGA calving ground 
(only known right whale 
calving area) is designated 
as critical habitat for the 
right whale (Kings Bay is in 
this area)' 

Shortnose sturgeon has been 
observed historically in 
Cumberland Island; requires 
a Dec 15 - Feb 15 dredge 
window - see Threatened 
&Endangered 
SpecieslCritical Habitat 
section 



Environmental Naval Submarine 
Resource Area Base New London 

(Retaining Base) 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

Noise 

Threatened & 
Endangered 
Speciesl 
Critical 
Habitat 

Current noise and vibration 
levels are minimal, typical 
of those expected with on- 
going activities and 
operations2 

Primary source is traffic and 
on-going construction 
activities2 

No known state or federally- 
listed threatened or 
endangered species in the 
Thames ~ i v e ?  

Occurrence of leatherback 
turtle and loggerhead turtle 
(both Federally threatened) in 
Long Island Sound is rare to 
unco~nmon~ 

Peregrine falcon frequents area 
from time to time6 ' 

Noise levels vary greatly 
throughout the year2 

Submarine tenders handle 
intermediate maintenance 
operations which involve some 
noise producing activities2 

Buds observed on and around 
Craney Island: 

Two subspecies of peregrine 
falcon, one federally listed as 
endangered, one as threatened, 
observed in area of Craney 
1~1and~ 

Bald Eagle - federally 
endangered are observed as 
transients2 

Piping plover - federally 
threatened, have nested on 
Craney 1sland2 

Wilson's lover - state 
endangered. nesting population 
present2 

Least tern - species of special 
concern in VA, nests on 
shoreline of Craney Island 
disposal site; is given special 
protection by ACOE during 
nesting season2 

Turtles - federally threatened 
loggerhead and green, 
federally endangered 
leatherback and Kemp's 
ridley are observed in 
Chesapeake ~a~~ 

Juvenile loggerheads and 
Kemp's ridley migrate into the 
Bay to forage in channels and 
mouths of tributaries2 

Noise levels at subase are 
typical of those normally 
found at other bases. 
Industrial-type activities are 
localized, zoned away from 
residentiaVrecreationa1 
uses. Have adequate 
buffers.' 

Diverse and extensive group of 
Federally threatened or 
endangered species nearby 
Cumberland Island 
National Seashore, St. 
Marys River and 
Cumberland Sound, with 20 
species located on the base2 

rhree species of particular 
concern, especially with 
regard to potential impacts 
from dredging and 
increased ship traffic are2: 

right whale 
manatee 
sea turtles 

Right whale 

Most endangered whale in 
N. ~ t l a n t i c ~  

Protected by the Marine 
Mammal Protection ~ c t ~ .  

The FUGA calving ground 
(only known right whale 
calving area) is 
designated as critical 
habitat for the right 
whale (Kings Bay is in 
this area)2 

Right whales exhibit 
behaviors making them 
prone to ship collisions2 

National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric 
Administration outlining 
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Norfolk Naval Kings Bay Naval 
Station, VA Submarine Base, GA 

freshwater fish or limits for all ships over 
invertebratesZ 

Vo know threatened or 
endangered species of plants, 
insects, reptiles, amphibians or 
birds on upland area of baseZ 

DoD Question #248-250 asked 
about Threatened and 
Endangered Species. Naval 
Station Norfolk, VA reported 
that federally-listed Threatened 
and Endangered species are not 
present. However, peregrin 
falcon and piping plover are 
according to Seawolf FEIS (see 
above) 

65 feet in length in areas 
it deems critical to the 
survival of the remaining 
300 whales (impose 
speed limits of 10 to 14 
knots and have vessels 
travel in established 
shipping lanes in the 
calving area from Dec. 1 
through March 3 1). 
NOAA officials have 
said that any increase in 
vessel traffic in that area 
could be a concern for 
calving-area protection 
efforts! 

The Navy stated that must 
not be subjected to speed 
limits and lane 
restrictions.' 

The Ocean Conservancy, 
stated in a Nov. 15 letter 
to NOAA that Navy 
vessels account for 17 
percent of all whale-ship 
collisions, the highest of 
any single source. 
Researchers attribute the 
death of one pregnant 
female whale in 2004 to a 
Navy ship. Another 
whale death in 1995 is 
attributed to a Navy 
submarine. ' 

Whale sightings at the 
southern tip of 
Cumberland Island (6 
miles from Site 6)' 

Increased boating traffic 
and homeport operations 
will impact the potential 
of a collision with a 
whaleZ 

Three Seawolfs expected to 
generate an additional 30 - 
trips per year, with 20 
trips while the right 
whale is in the LeaZ 
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(Retaining Base) 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

Is a Right Whale Early 
Warning System 

Manatees - federally 
endangered 

Manatees do occur in Site 6 
vicinity; management 
practices must be 
observed during dredging 
operations (see FElS for 
details of Management 
Plan - page 8-7)'. 

Kings Bay is a favorite 
congregation area for 
manatees during warm 
season, moving between 
area near Crab Island and 
the Subase in predictable 

Especially prone to collisions 
with boats, are often 
struck by boatsZ 

All conkacts contain 
language about 
endangered species - sea 
turtles, whale and Florida 
manatee - being sighted 
in the general vicinityZ 

Florida manatee - protected 
under the: 

Marine Mammal 
Protection Act 

U.S. Endangered Species 
Act 

Georgia Endangered 
Wildlife Act 

Florida Growth 
Management Act 

Sea turtles 

Loggerhead (official state 
reptile) utilizes barrier 
islands of SE Georgia as 
nesting groundZ 

Zumberland and Amelia 
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Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 
islands are both barrier 
islands, excellent habitat for 
sea turtlesZ 

Turtles return to Kings Bay 
area in early April, stay 
through fust weeks of 
~ecernber' 

No historical sightings of sea 
turtles in Kings ~a~~ 

36 dredge-related sea turtle 
incidents recorded for 
Fernandina Harbor (south 
of Kings Bay on Amelia 
Island, Florida, on southern 
extension of St Marys 
River) 

The Summary of Cumulative 
Environmental Impacts 
report and the Summary of 
Scenario Environmental 
Impacts report prepared 
through the BRAC process 
do not mention the 
threatened green sea turtle 
which have been observed 
on the Base (see dredging 
conditions in Dredging 
section) 

Following have been observed 
at the basez: 

Federally threatened 
Indigo snake 
Peregrine falcon 
Grey fox 
Piping plover 

Federally endangered 
Manatee 
Southern bald eagle 
Wood stork - feeds and 

roosts on base 
Wood stork foraging 

and roost area on 
base is a designated 
wood stork 
mitigation and 
management area, 
affording them 
special protection 
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Waste 
Management 

(Retaining Base) 

Vew London Submarine Base 
is a EPA designated 
Superfund Site 

iesource Recovery Facilities 
are available for disposal of 
MSW, C&D (clean wood) 
and certain special wastes 
(need to have some BTU 
value). Current tipping 
fees: MSW - $50 - 
$60lton; C&D and s cia1 
waste - $>$100lton ,$ 

lvailable statewide landfill 
disposal capacity in 
Connecticut is extremely 
limited. There are two or 
three available landfills that 
would be able to accept 
C&D and special waste, 
virtually no landfill 
disposal capacity for MSW. 
Two of these landfills will 
exhaust their permitted 
capacity by calendar year 
2009. Tipping fees (not 
regulated by state) are 
established by the 
ownerloperator of the 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Norfolk Naval Base (Sewells 
Point Naval Complex) has a 
EPA designated Superfund 
site4 

Approximately fifty (50) landfills 
statewide, that could be utilized 
for the disposal of solid waste. 
Tipping fees (not regulated by 
state) are established by facility 
ownerloperator and are subject 
to change. Current tipping 
fees: MSW - $55 - $60lton and 
C&D - <$20lton. No 
information available on 
tipping fees for special waste" 

The base has a refuse disposal 
agreement with Southeastern 
Virginia Public Service 
Authority (SPSA) 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

and to encourage 
growth among the 
125 wood storks 
found on the base 

Loggerhead shrike 
Red-cockaded 

woodpecker 
Kirtland's warbler2 
Bachman warbler 
Shortnose sturgeon has 

been observed 
historically in 
Cumberland Island; 
requires a Dec 15 - 
Feb 15 dredge window 

State threatened2 
Least tern 
Gopher tortoise (is a 

federal candidate 
species and observed 
on the base 

No National Priorities List 
(Superfund ) sites in 
Camden County, ~ e o r ~ i a '  

Approximately one-hundred 
fifteen (1 15) landfills 
statewide, seven (7) are in 
Camden County, which 
could be utilized for the 
disposal of solid waste. 
Tipping fees (not regulated 
by state) are established by 
facility ownerloperator and 
are subject to change. 
Current tipping fees: MSW 
- $25 - $30lton; C&D - 
$25lton. No information 
available on ti ping fees for 
special waste. P, 

Kings Bay has an inert 
material (brick, concrete, 
yard waste) disposal facility 
on the baset3 
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Water 
Resources 

(Retaining Base) 
facility and are subject to 
change. Current tipping 
fees: C&D - $60 - $80/ton 
and special waste - $70 - 
$85/ton.I3 

l'hames River 

I'hames River: 
Major conveyor of 
wastewater and industrial 
discharge - WWTF in 
Norwich, Montville, 
Groton, and New London, 
Dow Chemical, Montville 
Power Plant, AES Thames 
Cogeneration Plant, the 
Subase, Electric Boat, and 
~f ize r?  

Shellfish beds (relay beds) are 
located in area of 
Mamacoke Island and in 
Led yard 

Tharnes River in vicinity of 
Subase is classified SUSB 
[water currently classified 
as SC (suitable for fish, 
shellfish and wildlife 
habitat, certain aquaculture 
operations, recreational 
uses, industrial and other 
legitimate uses including 
navigation. Present water 
quality conditions preclude 
the full attainment of one or 
more designated uses some 
or all of the time. One or 
more Water Quality Criteria 
are not being consistently 
achieved) with a restoration 
goal of SB (suitable for 
marine fish, shellfish and 
wildlife habitat, shellfish 
harvesting for transfer to a 
depuration plant and relay 
(transport) to approved 
areas for purification prior 
to human consumption, 
recreation, industrial and 
other legitimate uses 
including navigation)16 

Criteria not currently met due 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

Elizabeth River 

Vumerous point source discharges 
upstream, where low flushing 
rates exist, have exacerbated 
water quality impacts of 68 
VPDES permitted facilities 
discharging to the Elizabeth 
River, nine being major 
discharges 

4pproximately 16,320 acres of 
shellfish grounds have been 
condemned in the Elizabeth 
River due to contaminants and 
fecal coliforms from a 
combination of point and non- 
point sources 

rributaries to Elizabeth River 
have heavy metals, petroleum 
hydrocarbons and PAHs as well 
as frequent occurrences of low 
and hypoxic DO 

Heavy metals (copper, chromium, 
nickel, lead, zinc and arsenic), 
petroleum hydrocarbons and 
PAHs found in the tributaries to 
the Elizabeth River 

Kings Bay 

Water Resources have been 
impacted by point and non- 
point sources 

Dredging 
Effluent from dredge 

disposal areas 
Sewage effluent 
Construction 
WF industrial 

operations 

Surface water monitoring 
showed elevated levels of 
orthophosphate, lead, zinc, 
COD, BOD, TOC, and 
TKN. Low levels of DO 
also found.' 

Estuarine water quality 
showed elevated levels of 
fecal coliform at most 
stations as well as copper 
and lead at localized 
stationsZ 

Overall contaminant levels 
seen to fluctuate from year 
to 

Estuary is generally well- 
mixedZ 

Suspended sediment is 
continuously transported 
through the estuary by tidal 
currents and fresh water 
inlets. Gross transport of 
approx. 6,148 cubic yards 
for a single measured tidal 
cycle have been calculated? 

An estimated 600,372 cubic 
yards of suspended 
sediment is transported 
seaward through the inlet 
every year. 2 
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(Retaining Base) 
to veriodic high bacteria 
lev& and/or Tow DO in the 
lower saline layer in the 
upper reaches of the river. 

Do levels in the lower river 
near the subase are at levels 
that support a healthy 
ecosystem. 
[Two ambient (background) 
water quality measures are 
especially relevant - total 
organic carbon (TOC) and 
suspended material 
concentration (sMc)]' 

Host to a variety of uses 
including fishing 
shellfishing, rec. boating, 
manufacturing, commercial 
and military navigation and 
treatment a~tivities.~ 

Limited water quality data 
exists for the Thames River 
near the subase. However, 
one sample at Pier 32 in 
1991 revealed no detectable 
PAHs and low metal levels. 
Ambient concentrations of 
several metals approached 
or slightly exceeded EPA 
water quality criteria6 

Ground Water 

Groundwater in some areas of 
base averages about 8 feet 
below the surface, with the 
lower base having an 
elevation of approximately 
5-7 feet, and the upper base 
having an elevation of about 
8- 10 feet with permeable 
soils 

No developed ground water 
sources at the subase2 

City of Groton rovides water r: to the Subase 

Norfolk Naval Kings Bay Naval 
Station, VA Submarine Base, GA 

(Gaining Installation) (Gaining installation) 

Ground Water 

Piezometric surface of the water 
table aquifer is generally found 
at 4 to 4 112 feet below the 
ground surface 

Shallow aquifer is recharged 
primarily by direct infiltration 
of incidental precipitation 

Periods of extreme rainfall can 
cause a rise in the water table of 
up to 30 inches while extended 
dry spells can cause a 24 inch 
lowering from the normal depth 
of approximately 4 feet 

Groundwater quality varies2 

Groundwater 

High water table2 

Infiltration of surface water is 
rapid since most soils have 
high percolation ratesZ 

Three separate aquifers within 
the base; water is hard with 
high levels of magnesium, 
calcium, sulfates, chlorides 
and other ions; also has 
unsuitable levels of 
hydrogen sulfide and iron 
for potable water. Water is 
treated in an on-base water 
treatment plant to make 
suitable for drinking 2 
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Wetlands 

(Retaining Base) 

No tidal wetlands specifically 
identified on the subase2 

Is a 25-acre wetland site 
located in the northwest 

Norfolk Naval 
Station, VA 

(Gaining Installation) 

Shallow ground water not 
extensively used for potable 
supply due to poor quality. No 
drinking water supply wells 
present.2 

No natural inland wetland 
systems2 

No coastal wetlands on the 
Elizabeth ~ i v e ?  

Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 

Groundwater monitoring has 
shown the following 
contaminants: lead, 
mercury, arsenic, total 
organohalides (TOH), 
TOC, total Kjeldahl 
nitrogen (TKN), and 
nitrate-nitrite2 

Four groundwater wells 
located near the mainside 
dredge disposal area 
showed consistency higher 
levels of lead, mercury, 
TOH, MC, TKN and 
Nitrate-nitrite than other 
wells on the base.' 

Georgia's DNR concerned that 
increased dredging at Site 6 
may facilitate saltwater 
intrusion into the ground 
water system2 

Numerous water resources: 
wetlands, tidal courses, 
open water, estuarine 
resources2 

Sediment quality generally 
good.2 

Minimal and temporary 
impacts expected from 
dredging operations (for the 
~eawoln? 

Relative absence of sediment 
contaminati~n.~ 

Important habitat for many 
species of fish2 

Approx 18 freshwater ponds2 

3,000 acres of saltwater marsh 
and tidal streams' 

Eastern half of subase is 
dominated by coastal 
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Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, GA 
(Gaining installation) 
wetlands2 

(Retaining Base) (Gaining Installation) 

Wetlands are very important 
erosion deterrents2 

Vr 

In Site 6 area, there is a band 
of coastal wetlands along 
the shoreline, 400 ft wide.2 

quadrant of the Subase 
(Area A) which contains 
dredge sediment from 
historical dredging. 
Designated as Installation 
Restoration site and 
vegetated with Phragmites 
australis2 

-~ - 

' Georgia Dept. of Natural Resources, Pollution Prevention Assistance Division website 
www.p2ad.org/Assets/Documents/govtdod_fs~kings.htm 

Seawolf FEIS 

National Priorities List Sites in Connecticut, www.eDa.aov/su~erfund/sites/n~Uct.hun 

National Priorities List Sites in Virginia, www.e~a.~ov/su~erfundsitedn~~va.htm 

'National Priorities List Sites in Georgia, www.e~a.~ov/su~erfund/sitedn~ka.htm 

Environmental Assessment for Pier 6 Replacement Project, US. Naval Submarine Base New London, December 2004 

Peregrine falcon de-listed from federal Endangered and Threatened species list in 1999, species currently being monitored 

w 'Whale-protection Rules Pose Challenge For Kings Bay Sub Plan," The New London Day, June 17,2005, Judy Benson 

All data in this paragraph from The Department of the Navy's Hurricane Havens Handbook for the North Atlantic unless 
otherwise noted - (htto://~ao.cnmoc.navv.miUnmosw/tr8203nc/kin~sbav/text/sect4.htm), - ~ 

(ht~://~ao.cnmoc.na~v.mi~nmosw/tr8203nc/nlondodtexsect7.htm) , and 
htto://~ao.cnmoc.navv.miUnmosw/tr8203nc/norfolk/text/sect7.htm) 

'O DEP Office of Long Island Sound Programs staff 

" ~ l l  data in this paragraph from The Department of the Navy's Hurricane Havens Handbook for the North Atlantic unless 
otherwise noted - (http://~ao.cnmoc.navv.miUnmosw/tr8203nc/kin~sbav/text/sect4.htm), 
(http://~ao.cnmoc.navy.miUn1nosw/tr8203nclnlondodtext/sect7.htm), and 
~//~a0.cnmoc.navy.miUnmosw/tr8201nc/norfolWtext/sect7.htm) 

lZ The Long Island Express, The Great Hurricane of 1938 htt~://www2.sunvsuffolk.edu~mandias/38hurricane/track.html 

l3  CT Department of Environmental Protection Waste Bureau staff 

l4 Connecticut DEP Air Bureau staff 

l5 St. Marys River Maintenance Dredging Project, Kings Bay Naval Station, modifications to Permit # 199201854, Special 
Conditions 

16 Anthony Principi, Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Holds Hearing on Recommendations 
and Methodology, Part 11, May 17,2005 

June 24,2005 
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Georgia Dept. of Natural Resources, Pollution Prevention Assistance Division website 
www.p2ad.orglAssets/Documentslgovt~dcd~fs~kings.htrn 

Seawolf FEIS 

National Priorities List Sites in Connecticut, www.epa.eov/superfund/sites/npl/ct.htm 

National Priorities List Sites in Virginia, www.e~a.~ovlsu~erfundlsites/npVva.htm 

National Priorities List Sites in Georgia, www.e~a.~ov/su~erfund/~ites/npI/ea.htm 

Environmental Assessment for Pier 6 Replacement Project, U S .  Naval Submarine Base New London, December 2004 

Peregrine falcon de-listed from federal Endangered and Threatened species list in 1999, species currently being monitored 

'Whale-protection Rules Pose Challenge For Kings Bay Sub Plan," The New London Day, June 17,2005, Judy Benson 

w 
All data in this paramaph from The Department of the Navy's Hurricane Havens Handbook for the North Atlantic unless - - 

otherwise noted - (http://pao.cnmoc.nav~.mi~nmosw/tr8203~c/kinesbay/tex~sect4.htm), 
(http://pao.cnmoc.navv.miVnmosw/tr8203nc/nIondotexUsect7.htm) , and 
http://~ao.cnmoc.navv.miUnmoswltr8203nc/norfolWtext/sect7.htm) 

DEP Office of Long Island Sound Programs staff 

"AII data in this paragraph from The Department of the Navy's Hurricane Havens Handbook for the North Atlantic unless - ~ 

otherwise noted - (htt~://nao.cnmoc.nav~.mi1/nmoswltr8203~c/kinrsba~ltcx~srct4.htm). 
(htlp://pao.cnmo~nav~~l/nmosw/tr8203nclnlondon/texUsect7.htm), and 

l2 The Long Island Express, The Great Hurricane of 1938 htto://www2.sunvsuffolk.edu~mandia~38hurricaneltrack.html 

l 3  CT Department of Environmental Protection Waste Bureau staff 

l4 connecticut DEP Air Bureau staff 

I5st. Marys River Maintenance Dredging Project, Kings Bay Naval Station, modifications to Permit # 199201854 Special 
Conditions 
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''st. Marys River Maintenance Dredging Project, Kings Bay Naval Station, modifications to Permit # 19920 1854 Special 
Conditions 



w RICHARD BLUMWELU. 
A ; I T O R i i  GENERAL 

55 Elm s-t 
EO Box lao 

HlutTord. CT 08141-0120 

Of3ce of The Attorney General 

State of Connecticut 
(860) 808- 53 18 

July 15,2005 

The Honoxable Christopher Dodd 
United States Senator 
SR-448 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C . 2051 0-0702 

The Honoxable Joseph I. Lieberman 
United States Senator 
SH-706 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D .C. 205 10-0703 

Dear Senat01 Dodd and Senator Lieberman: 

On June 28,2005, I sent you my Repo~t of my research and conclusions concerning the 

91 
BRAC process ~egarding the p~oposed closu~e of the Groton Submarine Base. Upon futher 
study and xeview, I have updated one section of the repo~t to clarify that the Federal Facilities 
Agreement (FFA), including p~ovisions requiring the cleanup of contamination befo~e the base 
can be transfa~ed is clearly enfo~ceable under federal law Accordingly, I enclose a copy of my 
revised ~ e p o ~ t ,  for you to use and to s h e  with the Washington Group and the BRAC Commis- 
sion as you deem appmpriate 

I continue to be available to p~ovide any requested supporting documentation or futher 
info~mation, and to discuss my research and conclusions. 

Very truly yours, 



REVISED (JULY 15,2005) 
REPORT OF ATI'ORNEY GENERAL RICHARD BLUMENTRAL 

CONCERNING THE PROPOSED CLOSURE OF THE 
GROTON SUBMARLNE BASE AND THE BRADLEY AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

UNIT 

L INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes se~ious deficiencies in the idonnation and assumptions 
relied upon by the Department of Defense ("DOD") in making its recommendation to 
close the Submarine Base in New London These deficiencies establish that the DOD 
lecommendation is insuppoxtable.. The ~eport focuses on environmental and other legal 
issues, because the DOD clearly has made unwananted factual and legal assumptions 
about the nature, extent and wst of'the environmental cleanup that will be legally 
~equired $this base is closed.. In addition, DOD appears to have misunderstood the legal 
owner ship status of the base. 

These inconect assumptions fatally undacut DOD's cost savings projections 
underlying its recommendation to close the Submarine Base. Exposing these errors 
should be a significant p a t  of' Connecticut's presentation in opposition to the ill- 
conceived plan to close the Submarine Base. Some of these erro~s, especially involving 
the Federal Facilities Ageement and the deed restrictions, involve lights that are legally 
enforceable. 

In addition, the p~oposal to close the Bradley International Airport Au National 
Guiud Unit violates fednal law, which ~equixes the consent of'the Governor to be 
effective. Such a violation also involves legally enforceable rights. 

11. ENVLRONMENTAL ISSUES 

A. Introduction to Environmental Issues 

O111 repoTt documents three majo~ flaws in the DOD analysis leading to the 
~ecommendation to close the New London Submarine Base Each flaw creates a major 
inaccuracy in DOD's projections concerning claimed cost savings fiom closure, or the 
DOD's analysis of'the effects of closue upon the New London aea  economy. 



DOD has made aroneous projections of' costs and estimated savings associated 
with the proposed closure of'the base caused by inadequate and cunmtly 
unavailable infamation of'the extent and degree of' potential radiological 
contamination at the base. 

DOD has failed to understand and calculate the true extent and cost of'its legal 
obligations under a Federal Facilities Agreement (''FFA") unique to this base, 
which ~equires a high level ofremediation before the base can be iransfmred, 
contrary to DOD's assumptions. The FAA c~eates legally enforceable ~ights for 
the state pursuant to the Comprehensive Envitonmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act ("CERCLA"). 

DOD has grossly underestimated the economic impact of closure on the 
communities surrvunding the base, by igno~ing the legal implications of'the FFA 
on ktwe reuse of the base if' it were to be closed. 

B. DOD's cost projections fbr cleanup of' radiological waste are tot* unreliable 

Although, as explained below, the law clearly requires that remediation of'this 
base must be completed pr ior to its transfer, DOD has plainly admitted that it knows 
little of'the extent and nature of contamination, particularly radiological contamination on 
the northern pa t  ofthe Submarine Base, and that it cannot make an acclnaje or realistic 
assessment ojthe time and money requbed for complete lemediation unless and until 
extensive radioactive assessments ate done. These additional mdioactive waste 
assessments could take years to complete before the extent of'xadioactive contamination 
is determined.. Such assessments and resulting remediation would not be required ifthe 
base remained open. According to the Navy: "(w)ere this facility to shut down, 
significant additional sampling and suveying would be performed ptior to releasing the 
facility for unrestricted use." Letter March 6, 1996 £tom J.. Tarpey, Acting Director; 
Radiological Controls, Department of'the Navy, to Kymberlee Keckler, Remedial Project 
Manger, U.S. Envitonrnental Rotection Agency, Region 1, p.32.. This statement is later 
reaffirmed: "(t)he Navy acknowledges that additional chwactesization of' both the 
buildings and environmental ar.eas [for the pxlesence of~adioactive materials] would be 
necessary were the Sub Base to be shut down, consistent with practices at othm closing 
Naval facilities ." Id., p.. 36.. Instead of basing potential closing costs on hard figures 
calculated from tho~vugh testing, the Navy has attempted, as explained below, to 
extrapolate fiom the costs of' cleaning up two significantly dissimil,~ bases to determine 
closing costs for the Grvton Sub Base. Such estimates are obviously valueless in 
calculating savings. 

In addition, the Navy has admitted numerous other sho~tcomings in its site 
investigations to date. These shortcomings fu the~  confirm the complete inadequacy of' 
the Navy's knowledge ofthe extent of' contamination at the base, and thesefo~e, the 
inadequacy of' any attempt to project ~ealistic cleanup costs.. POI. example: 



The Navy has admitted that it has examined for radioactive contamination only a 
small fiaction of the Sub Base property - less than nine hundred thollsrmd of'the 
23 5 million squae feet comprising the base, or about 4% of the total base area 

The Navy has admitted that it has almost exclusively concentrated its radiological 
assessment in the southern part of the Sub Base, the 624,832 squiue feet of'the 
base directly under the contxol of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Progtam 
('NNPP") For the remainder of'the b a s e  most particularly the northern portion 
of the base-- the Navy has completely inadequate information regarding the extent 
of the radiological contamination.. 

The Navy has admitted that its estimates of the cost of' decontaminating the 
Gloton submarine base are extrapolations derived fiom the cleanup costs that it 
incurd  at two very different bases - Mate Island and Charleston. Those bases, 
to take but one example, have far fewa landfill and waste disposal sites that could 
contain radioactive waste than the Submarine Base at Groton, and yet the Navy 
has used Mate Island and Charleston closing costs to prqject cleanup costs for 
Groton. The Navy's "one size fits all" appxoach has no basis in fact or ~eality. 
Neither Mare Island nor Chmleston can be used "to determine realistic closure 
cost estimates" for the Grvton submarine base until Gxoton-specific contamination 
studies are done-studies the Navy has admitted will take years to complete.. 

Very simply, the cost of clean-up at other bases is irrelevant to the cleanup of'the 
Sub Base because the Navy does not know what contamination exists at Gxoton, 
and therefole cannot use Mate Island and Charleston for a comparison with 
Glvton. 

The Navy admits that its radiological assessment of'the Gxoton submarine base is 
incomplete. It is working on an update of its original 1997 Historical 
Radiological Assessment CHRA"), an assessment it has acknowledged was 
cursory, but wen that update will not be complete until sometime next year. Even 
if the Navy completes its update, the evaluation will still be incomplete and 
meliable because it is not based on the testing and studies necessiuy to determine 
the scope of'radiological contamination on the base.. Fm more study will still be 
required. 

The Navy concedes that in creating the 1997 HRA, it found that histo~ical 
documentation of early uses of'genaal radioactive material, fiom the 1940s to 
1950% was "sparse," and that the disposition of' ca tah sources of'radioactivity 
was "unknown." HRA, Volume II, p. 4-6. The inadequacy of early data is 
undoubtedly more acute at the Sub Base than at other submatine bases, because of 
its longer histay. As the Navy notes, "Subase is the oldest operating and suppo~t 
base for Naval submarines ." HRA, Vol . II, p .4-2. In spite of the long histo1 y of 
use of ~adioactive materials and lack of adequate documentation in the early 
years, the Navy conducted its 1997 HRA without inte~viewing or even trying to 
locate personnel who might have had knowledge of'the disposition of radioactive 



material in the 1940s and 1950s. HRA, Vol. II, pp.. 2-3 - 24.  

The exceedingly limited groundwater sampling to date has found "samples 
exceeding either. the gross alpha pmit for radioactivity] or the gross beta [limit 
for. xadioactivity] ctuting Phase I" testing. Navy's Response to Comments on Draft 
HRA, page 20. The Navy's position is that this is due to "naturally-occu~ring 
potassium40n even though the "work plan did not require a background study to 
determine natu~ally occuning levels of radioactivity." Id. In fact, it is impossible 
to conclude that radiation levels are merely background radiation, or to debmine 
their source, without having pelformed even a &lly acceptable background 
~adiation study, as the Navy concedes it has not done. More impatantly, the 
Navy has acknowledged that it has used ~adioactive mate~ials $eluding Am-241, 
Cs-131 and 137, K42, C-14, Fe-59,Zn-65, CI-51, I-123,131, Ga-67, and Co-57 
at the submarine base. HR4, Vol II, Sections 5, 6. It has also acknowledged that 
there have been "incidentsn or  ele eases of radioactive material, and that only a - 

small subset of the entire facility has been surveyed for. radioactivity. Without 
extensive futher study, there is no way to determine where that ~adioactivity 
came fiom, what it is, 01 what will be required to clean it up. 

Fuxthex, it is impoltant to consider the inadequacies in the Navy's site 
charactaization and othel xadiological survey woxk in the context of the histolical 
experience of the State of Connecticut with radioactive contamination at federal facilities. 
The Navy repeatedly asserts that it has focused its testing on areas and buildings whe~e 
leco~ds 01 inte~views suggest that radioactive materials may have been used, fatha than 
conducting a full sampling of'the entire base. Unfo~tunately, Connecticut's recent 
documented expe~iences show that this approach alone cannot reasonably be expected to 
identify all dangerous matexials. Much mole extensive site survey work is necessary to 
show what is 01 is not on the base pmperty. Past nuclear materials handling and waste 
disposal practices have resulted in numelous undocumented  ele eases of radioisotopes into 
structmes, landfills, and the genela1 environment, many of which were only discoveled 
years later. Remediation of these  ele eases has been complicated and expensive and is still 
far fiom complete Reliance on existing records and interviews to detamine the areas for 
testing is plainly inadequate 

For. example, at another large Department of Defense site, C .E. Wmdso~ in 
Widsor, Connecticut, the original site suxvey work was based, like the HRA for the Sub 
Base, on an assessment of written ~ecords and interviews that indicated that nuclear 
materials were only used in a select numba of'buildings. As decommissioning of these 
buildings was undelway, a passerby found an area of'buxied disposal drums in an 
adjacent folest that tmned out to be a majo~ source ofradiological contaminants - an 
area that was not identified in any records or interviews. In another part of'the site, 
workers hipped over a deblis pile of ~adioactively contaminated waste that had been 
simply dumped in the woods and abandoned -- again, undocumented in any way. 

In another series of'instances, radium watch manufacturing facilities for the 
United States Army A i  Corps, in and mound Tonington, Connecticuf were found to 



have dangerous levels of radioactive material decades afte~ the buildings had been 
"cleaned up" and released for. use as low-income housing.. No ~ecoids were available at 
the time, or have been found since, that detailed the numerous releases or would 
otherwise bave dated state health and environmental authorities to the presence of' these 
materials. Only the State's independent and thorough site surveys eventually discove~ed 
the beat .  

Ihese experiences in Connecticut show plainly that release incidents and disposal 
practices at federal facilities, particular1 y in the 1940- 1970 p e ~  iod, can and have ~esulted 
in situations whae no reliable documentation exists that would point regulato~s to areas 
of concern In a site as large as the Sub Base, where nuclear matexids have been 
handled f o ~  many decades and where groundwater sampling indicates the presence of 
radioactive isotopes, it is clearly insufficient to rely on site characterization based on old 
records (01 theh absence) and infetences based on histo~ical p~actices. A full scale study 
is the only way to determine the extent ofcontamination - a study that must be done if 
closing is to occur. 

A related flaw in DOD's projection of'the cost and extent of'necessay cleanup 
concans the environmental standiud which ~adiological cleanup must meet. Although 
the DOD, in a letter. of June 15,2005 to Senator Joseph Lieberman, speaks, appopriately, 
but somewhat vaguely, of' cleanup to pennit "unrestricted firture use," there is no 
indication that DOD has recognized there is a legally binding cleanup standard for 
radiological contamination in Connecticut. The legal mdiological clean-up standard in 
Connecticut -- which would be binding on the Navy -- is 19 Millisem Plus As Low As 
Reasonably Achievable (ALARA).. This standard is enforceable through CERCLA and 
the Federal Facility Agreement as an Applicable, Relevant, Appropriate Regulation 
(AWIR). I will be glad to provide our legal analysis establishing the enforceability of 
this standard. It appeass that the Navy has failed to take this standard into account in 
calculating cleanup costs, which creates yet another deficiency in the ~ a v f s  attempts to 
estimate the real costs of' cleanup of'the base. 

These facts, taken togetha, establish that the DOD used clearly aloneow 
assumptions in placing the &oton submarine base on the DOD base clome list. 
Accox.ding to the Navy's admissions to the EPA, the extent of'the ~adioactive 
contamination at the Groton site is now unknown, but will have to be W y  determined if 
the base is closed, resulting in potential substantial and significant costs above those that 
would be required if the base remains opemtional While DOD has achowledged its 
igno~ance of the name and extent of radiological contamination on the no~thern p a t  of 
the base, it has completely ignored the obvious consequence of that ignorance. Without 
adequate identification of the natu~e and extent of the radioloPjcal contamination. it is - " 
imwssible to accurately p~oject the costs of' required cleanup. There is really no factual 
basis at all for DOD's piojections of'cleanup costs in the absence of' adequate data. 



C. DOD has failed to factor in the legal requirements of its Federal Facilities 
Agreement in computing the costs of'  cleanup, further undermtting the 
accuracy of its cost projections 

Another fundamental deficiency in DOD's analysis is its disregard of the 
existence and significance of the Fedaal Facilities Agreement @FA) regarding this base. 
This agreement was negotiated and executed in 1994 by the State of Connecticut, 
r.epresented by my office, along with the United States Navy and the United States 
Environmental Protection A ~ & C ~ .  It remains in full force and effect. The agteement 
was necessary because the Submarine Base had been designated as a Supfund site by 
EPA mda. the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act ('CERCLA"), and CERCLA required the ueation of a legally binding plan for site 
remediation and investigation. 

Under Section 37 of'the Agreement, the Navy is prohibited fiom "enter[ing] into 
an agreement to sell or otherwise k s f a  real propaty comprising an Asea of 
Contamination . . .. until the Navy has completed all Remedial Actions and Operation and 
Maintenance for. such Area of Contamination as required by this Agreement. .. ."' 
Contrary to DOD's assumptions in compiling its cost of'closure estimates, the 
requirements of the FFA dictate a far h i g h  cleanup cost for this base if it is closed and 
made available for other use than if it remains open, because all cleanup must be 
completed before the property can be transferred. It is critical to note that this 
requkement -- full cleanup prior to transfa of the property -- does not necessarily apply 
to other federal properties which are not subject an FFA. Normally, envuonmentally 
impaired military bases can be bansferred and returned to economic use before all 
remediation is completed. Pursuant to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of' 
1990, in the absence of' such an agreement, the Secretary can transfer a base before it is 
fully ~.emediated, as long as a ledevelopment authority agrees to perform all 
environmental restoration, waste management and envuonmental activities that are 
~equired for the facility under. Federal and State laws. In contmt, the Groton FFA 
prohibits transfir oj Mected lads  until the areas oj contamination me filly remediated - 
-per i d .  For the Sub Base, therefore, the requirement fox complete cleanup will greatly 
increase the costs in the years preceding and following any closure. DOD has completely 
failed to recognize that fact, and include it in its cost calculation -- resulting in a 
fundamentally unreliable estimate. 

The requirements of the FFA are fully enforceable under federal law and 
Connecticut can enforce these lights in couxt. Under CERCLA section 120(e), the FFA is 
the legal mechanism to obtain compliance with CERCLA by any department of the 
United States which owns a superfund site. CERCLA section 12qf) provides for the 
participation of'the state in the FFA. Under paragraphs 21.7 and 21.3 of the FFA, for 

While Section 37.1 ~aferences an exception to this requirement when the Navy has complied with 42 
U S.C §9620@), that exception does not change the requirement. The Navy can only comply with that 
provision by covenanting that all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment .... 
has been taken befone the date of the DopeTty] transfer . . 42 U..S.C. §9620@)(3)(A)(ii). It can only 
provide that covenant after cleanup is complete.. 



Connecticut has the right to enfoIce any term in the FFA in United States District Cout. 
Additionally, under paragraph 2 1.. 1, any standasd, condition or requitement of'the FFA is 
enforceable mder the Citizens Suit provision of CERCLA, section 3 10.. Section 
3 1 O(aX1) allows a state to sue the United States for any violation of any condition or 
requitment effective under CERCLA, including any provision of' an FFA under section 
120 of CERCLA.. In simplest terms, Cometicut has the legal right to go to court to 
enforce the terms of the FFA. 

According to DOD in its May 2005 "Base Closure and Realignment Report to the 
Commission," radioactive waste clean-up costs were not used to reduce the projected 
base closure "savings.."Underlying this conclusion is a completely erroneous legal and 
factual assumption, explicitly stated by DOD, that the costs would be the same whether 
the base remained open, realigned or was closed. As stated in the Report: "Naval 
Submarine Base New London, CT . . . Ieports $23.9 miltion in costs for environmental 
restoration. Because the Department has a legal obligation to perform environmental 
restoration tegadless of' whether an installation is closed, realigned, or remains open, this 
cost is not included in the payback calculation." Similady, in a DOD memorandum 
setting forth the policy guidance for implementing BRAC 2005, the Undersec~etaty of' 
Defense instructed the sewice branches that: "Since the Department of'Defense has a 
legal obligation to perform environmental restoration regardless of' whether a base is 
closed, realigned ox remains open, environmental restoration costs at closing bases will 
not be considered in the cost oj'c1osw.e calculations ." 'Ih&e assumptions and theis use in 
the cost calculations are contra y to law. 

The facts desmibed above show clearly that costs associated with closure of'the 
Groton submarine base will significantly exceed the costs that would be incured if' the 
base were to remain open. And yet, not only were costs resulting fiom this required 
testing and remediation not included in calculations of costs of'closuse of'the base, but 
the truth is that the actual costs cannot be determined until necessary intensive testing is 
done. 

In sum, the facts and applicable legal requirements seriously undermine and 
contradict DOD's savings projections for closcne of'the base, because those projections 
wrongly assume that the costs of envuonmental remediation may be ignored. Until a 
complete xadioactive waste assessment is made - a lengthy, costly p~oject in itself- the 
costs of decontamination cannot be accurately determined, and no cost savings can be 
accurately computed for the closme of' the Gxoton submarine base 

D. Because of' its failure to consider the r~quirements of the FFA, DOD has 
grossly underestimated the cost of closure to the economy of Southeastern 
Connecticut 

The implications of'the FFA for the future economic development of'the New 
London area are another source of great concern that f i n k  undermine the reliability of' 
the calculation underlying the DOD recommendation for closuse of'the Sub Base. This 
recommendation discusses economic impact on the &ected communities through the 



year 201 1, and appears to tacitly assume that the property will become available for 
productive reuse within the next six years. This estimate may be wildly optimistic in 
light of'the FFA requirements In light of the provisions of the FFA, and the 
unanswaed environmental questions discussed above, it is apparent that no one has any 
realistic idea of how long it will take to complete cleanup of'the property and parnit its 
release for productive reuse.. 

The economic impacts to the community of'the potential long term inability to use 
a very large vacated parcel ofwaterfront property are staggering, and probably Unique to 
this base.. The situation is uniaue because of the reauirements of the FFA and the impact 
of the problem is compound4 by the v a  y high economic value of'the b&'s land if it 
were clean and available for reuse. Nothing in available DOD documents provides any 
suggestion that DOD has acknowledged and considered this potentially devastating 
economic impact upon the greater New London area, nor that DOD has considered the 
ways in which this economic impact diffas fiom the impact at other bases. 

m. DOD APPEARS UNAWARE OF THE DEED RESTRICTIONS RELATING 
TO PART OF THE SUB BASE LAND AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS -- 
BOTH LEGAL AND ECONOMIC 

As discussed in detail below, the fedexal gove~nment is required by deed 
rcshictions to utilize the land housing the cox of the Sub Base for naval purposes, and it 
risks forfeiting title to that land if' it fails to do so. It is not clear, however, that the DOD 
has inco~porated the potential costs of losing the p1opty in estimating economic impacts 
of closing the Sub Base. To the contrary, the DOD may be aroneously relying on 
significant pmceeds from the sale 01 lease ofthat pmperty to reduce its net closure costs. 
For this additional reason, the DOD's estimated costs for closing the Sub Base may be 
understated. 

By way of background, on March 2, 1867, the United States Congress passed an 
Act dkecting 'Yhe S e c ~ m y  of the Navy to receive and accept a deed of gift, when 
offered by the State of Connecticut, of'a bact of land situated in the Thames river, near. 
New London, Connecticut, with a water fiont of not less than one mile, to be held by the 
United States. for navalpulpases ." Chap.. CLXXII -An Act mahing Appropriations for 
the Naval Senice for the Year ending thirtieth June, eighteen hundzed and sixty-eight, 
3 9 ~  Congress of the United States, Sess. I1 Ch.. 171,172, March 2, 1867 (emphasis 
added).. 

Similarly, the City of New London, as agent of the State of Connecticut, was 
authorized by an 1867 Act of the Connecticut General Assembly to acquire and hold land 
for eventual conveyance to the fedaal govanment for naval purposes. See An Act in 
Addition to and Alteration oj an Act entitled An Act Concerning Land [Nau London Navy 
Y@, Special Laws, Connecticut Gene~al Assembly, May 1868, Vol. V, 798, pages 31 8- 
319, copy attached (heleaRex referred to as the "1867 Act'') 



Pmsuant to this grant of autho~ity, in Janmy of 1868, the City of New London 
acquired approximately 1 12 acres of land in Ledyard and Groton. This property, wbich 
encompasses main components of the pment Sub Base and houses at least 85 buildings, 
as well as piers and otha valuable hcilities, was transferred on April 1 1,1868 by deed 
from the State of' Connecticut to'the federal govanment ("the Deed"). The Deed 
expressly required that the land be used for "for naval purposes ." In paticular, the 
Deed provides in ~elevant pat as follows: 

The State of Co~ecticut acting hereby by [commissioner 
appointed by the governo~ and city of New London by its Mayor]. . . 
[does] give, @ant, bargain and sell and codurn unto the said United States 
of' America the following ttact of land (desnibed) . .. . to be held by the 
said United States for Naval purposes as contemplated by said Act of 
Congms of the United States relative thereto, approved Mar. 24 1867, 
[see C below] and the act of the general Assembley of the State of 
Connecticut he~einbefole mentioned.. . . 

To have and to hold the aforesaid premises with all the 
appurtenances the~eof'unto the said United States and their assignees [sic] 
for naval ~u twses  according to the provisions of said act of the 
general assembly of said State of Connecticut therein before mentioned.. 

See Deed at page 61 1 (Emphasis added.) - 

There is no question, therefole, that the Deed, togetha. with the 186'7 state and 
federal legislative acts, ~equires that the o~iginal 112 acres of'the Sub Base property be 
used in perpetuity for naval puposes. Whife it is unlikely that the fede~al gove~nrnent 
can be compelled to continue to use the property for naval purposes, controlling legal 
precedent suggests that its failure to do so would likely result in f01feitur.e of'the propetty 
to the State of Connecticut. 

In particular, Connecticut's Statute of Chitable Uses, Conn. Gen. Stat. $47-2, 
povides that land given for public or chaxitable pwposes must be used forever for such 
purpose.. Connecticut law provides that when a charitable re&iction on land use is 
frustrated or violated, equity will bigger "a resulting bust" to the oliginal gtantox:. 
Waterburv Tmst Co. v. Porter, 131 Conn. 206 (1 944). Put differently, where the holder 
of land fails to comply with chruitable or public restrictions on its use, the gtantor -- in 
this caSe, the State of' Connecticut -- can seek  eversion of'the land, even when no clause 
in the original @ant mandates such a reversion. Section 3-125 of'the General Statutes 
authorizes the Attomey General to bring legal actions to enforce public and charitable 
xestrictions on the use of' land, including legal actions to sbip title fiom ploperty holders 

- ~ 

who violate public or charitable land use restrictions., 

Under the federal Quiet Title Act, 28 U S  C. 2409% the fedaal government is not 
shielded by sovmeign immunity p~inciples fiom legal claims, such as this one, as to the 
title to land for which it holds an interest. My research shows that the State's substantive 



laws, including its equitable principles governing charitable uses and resulting trusts, are 
applicable in & action against the federal government under the federal Quiet Title Act 

The State, therefore, would be entitled to bring an action under the Quiet Title Act 
for equitable levasion of title to the original 112 anes ofthe Sub Base unda the Quiet 
Title Act See. e. . ,  USA v. Bedford, 657 Md 1300,1216 (2d Cir 1981)(the Quiet Title 
Act "casts a wide jwisdictional net" and permit "almost any variety of suit concerning 
inbests in land '3; see also Plats v. USA, 612 F 2d 157, 159 (5th Cir 1980Xsame) 
Unda the FFA, as discussed above, therefo~e, the federal government would be ~equird 
to clean up the propaty to the highest standards before transfe~, but it would neva be 
able to realize any ofktting monemy recovery for disposing of it after cleanup, as it 
would have to be returned to the state pursuant to the tams of the Deed 

IV. THE RECOMMENDED CLOSURE OF THE BRADLEY 
INTERNATIONAL AZRPORT GUARD UNIT WOULD VIOLATE 
FEDERAL LAW 

Included among the list of bases recommended for closure is the B~adley 
International Abpolt Air Guard Unit ("the Bradley Air Guard Unit"). While the BRAC 
Commission has characterized the B~adley Ah Guard Unit's closure as a "~ealignment," 
the Commission's ~ecommendation would result in all of'the Unit's equipment and 
pasomel being ~elocated from Connecticut to Massachusetts. in addition to the secwity 
concerns posed to the citizens of Connecticut by the recommended closure of' 
Connecticut's only Air National Guard flight wing, it is estimated that the closure would 
result in the loss of at least seventy milihy and civilian jobs in ow State. 

Fede~al law appeas to prohibit the closure or relocation of' any Connecticut &my 
or Air National Guard Unit absent the Governor's express consent. In particular; "[a] 
unit of'the h m y  National Guard of'the United States or the Air National Guard may not 
be relocated or withdrawn . . . without the consent of the governor of'the State or, in the 
case of the District of Columbia, the commanding general ofthe National G w d  of'the 
District of Columbia." See 10 U S  C .  § 18238; see also 32 U.S.C. § 104(c) ("[nlo change 
in the branch, organization, or allotment of a unit located entitcly within a State may be 
made without the app~oval of its govnno~").. 

Because no such consent has been granted by the Governor with ~egard to the 
Bradley Air G m d  Unit, closwe or relocation ofthat unit would be unlawful. Therefore, 
legal action may be available and appropriate to prevent the federal govemment from 
can ying out the recommended closule of the Bradley Air Guard Unit 

V. CONCLUSION 

Comecticut can make a powerful case that DOD has no realistic idea of the 



cost - that will certainly be huge - of'the full cleanup of the Goton Submiuine Base, has 
given no realistic considelation to the long t e~m economic impact of'closure on the 
economy of' Southeastern Connecticut, and has failed to recognize the legal implications 
of the State's ownaship interest. Thaefore, all of' its conclusions based upon p~ojected 
cost savings sue fatally flawed, and cannot be used as the basis for a misguided decision 
to close the Sub Base. 

In addition, the p~oposal to move the Bladley Air Guard Unit to Massachusetts 
without the express consent of the Govetnor not only poses significant security concerns, 
it also would constitute a violation of federal law. 

The State has legally enforceable rights arising from the FFA, the deed 
restxictions, and fedaal law concaning National Guard units. 

I will be available immediately upon request to pxovide any necessary elabo~ation, 
discussion or suppo~t for any of the points made hae.  



SUMMARY OF CONNECTICUT DEP POSITION ON BRAC COMMISSION 

RECOMMENDATION REGARDING SUB BASE NEW LONDON 

1. THE BRAC COMMISSION'S DECISION SUBSTANTIALLY DEVIATES 

FROM SELECTION CRITERION 8 RELATED TO ENVIRONMENTAL 

ASSESSMENT AND RESTORATION. 

IT EXCLUDED CONSIDERATION OF RESTORATION COSTS - 

COSTS THAT CONGRESS MANDATED DOD TO CONSIDER 

DURING THIS BRAC PROCESS 

IT UNDERESTIMATED BOTH CLOSURE AND RESTORATION 

COSTS 

IT FAILED TO CONSIDER THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE 

LEGALLY BINDING FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT 

THAT GOVERNS CLEANUP OF THE 20+ ALREADY 

IDENTIFIED SUPERFUND SITES ON THE BASE 

IT FAILED TO CONSIDER IMPLICATIONS OF THE EXISTING 

DEED RESTRICTIONS. 

2. THE RESULT OF THESE INADEQUACIES IS THAT THE COSTS TO 

THE NAVY AND TO THE COMMUNITY HAVE BEEN 

SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERESTIMATED. 

3. CLOSURE COSTS: REPRESENT THE IMMEDIATE AND 

UNAVOIDABLE COSTS SOLELY ASSOCIATED WITH THE CLOSURE 

OF THE BASE. 

THE NAVY ESTIMATED THESE COSTS AT LESS THAN 

$1 OMILLION. 

CT HAD DOCUMENTED AN EXCESS OF $41MILLION IN 

CLOSURE COSTS, MAINLY DUE TO RADIOLOGICAL 

REQUIREMENTS. 



4. RESTORATION COSTS WERE ESTIMATED BY THE NAVY AT 

$23MILLION; CT DOCUMENTED RESTORATION COSTS OF NEARLY 

$125MILLION PLUS ANY CLEANUP COSTS NECESSARY AS A 

RESULT OF THE NOT YET COMPLETED RADIOLOGICAL 

ASSESSMENT. 

5. THE EXISTING FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT DOES NOT 

ALLOW THE BASE TO BE TRANSFERRED UNTIL IT HAS BEEN 

CLEANED UP, NECESSITATING AN ACCELERATED CLEANUP 

SCHEDULE TO ACCOMMODATE REUSE WITH THE INDICATED 

TIMELINE. 

6. DEED RESTRICTIONS- THE DEED FOR SIGNIFICAN PORTIONS OF 

THE SUBASE CONTAINS RESTRICTIONS THAT MANDATE THE USE 

OF THE LAND FOR MILITARY PURPOSES OR THE TITLE TO THE 

SUBASE IS FORFEITED TO THE STATE. 

THE DEED RESTRICTIONS RAISE DOUBTS ABOUT THE 

NAVY'S ASSERTIONS THAT PROCEEDS FROM THE SALE OR 

LEASE GO TO THE NAVY - ADDING FURTHER 

UNCERTAINTY TO THE DOD COSTIBENEFIT ASSESSMENT. 

7. LASTLY, THERE WERE OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSIDERATIONS THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN MORE FULLY 

EVALUATED WHEN COMPARING THE NEW LONDON AND KINGS 

BAY SITES. THOSE CONSIDERATIONS INCLUDE DREDGING, 

STORM SEVERITY AND FREQUENCY, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

CONCERNS -ISSUES THAT DIRECTLY IMPACT OPERATING COSTS 

AND RAISE YET ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS CONCERNING 

MILITARY READINESS. 



CRITERION #6 
Connecticut has 1.2% of U.S. population yet 68% of the jobs lost in the US. as a result of the 
DoD recommendations occur in Connecticut (8,586 out of 12,684). 

Potential impact of $3.38 on Connecticut's already fragile economy with 31,500 +jobs lost. It 
will take Connecticut a generation to recover. 2 

Economic Impact Analysis methodology is flawed and incomplete 
o DOD converted military jobs into private sectorjobs. This methodology cannot yield 

usablelrealistic multipliers. 3 

o Used static (point in time) model while closure happens over 5-year period. 
o The Region of Influence (ROI) used does not equal the "Functional Economic Region" The 

ROI is an artificially small region. It excludes important economic linkages, impacts and 
understates the economic impact to Connecticut. 

o Incomplete account of direct jobs lost: 1,000 contractor and 2,950 spousal jobs 
o Fiscal impacts - Not taken into account 

Loss of Federal Impact Aid - (Pupil subsidy) 
$28.0 million in unemployment payments5 
State Loses Tax Revenue: Income, Sales, and Corporate Taxes 

= Increased Municipal Costs 
o Operational cost of educational infrastructure and underutilized facilities 

(approximately 113'~ enrollment from military) 
o Cost of public safety services provided by SUBASE (Fire, HazMat) 

Regional competitiveness 
o 2.5% increase in unemployment insurance rate will result in up to 3,000 additional jobs lost 

6 

o Ignores synergy between public and private sectors and destabilizes the Naval Defense 
Industry Cluster 

CRITERION #7 
A Different definition of MSA was used in Criteria #6 than in #7 -no rationale given. New 
definition contains only New London County. An advantage accrues to the receiving 
communities in JPAT 7 terms relative to communities from which bases leave according to 
JPAT 6 terms. This is patently inconsistent and unfair. ' 
1995 Navy Study re: Homeporting of SEAWOLF class submarines 
o New London, King's Bay and Norfolk were each evaluated as homeports and by a very 

wide margin, the preferred alternative was New London. 
o In 10 of the 14 criteria New London was 1'': Strategic Value, Operational Suitability, Quality 

of life, Maintenance Capability, Training Capability, Integrated Logistics Support, Ordinance 
Capability, Maintenance Dredging, Built Environmental Impacts, Community Support 

o Given that the only change in our SUBASE since has been a $100 million infrastructure 
expansion and upgrades, then what was true in 1995 still remains true in 2005! 

Regional significance of New London Re: Homeland Security 
o Northeast Midwest Institute - Unguarded Region -April 2005 states that the Northeast 

and Midwest stand out as the nation's least guarded regions. 
o The 18 Northeastern and Midwestern states, which hold about 40% of the nation's 

population, account for just over 10% of the active duty military personnel located in the 
country. 6% of nation's population is within 100-mile radius of New London 



FOOTNOTES 

"Closure and Realignment Impacts by State", 
http://www.defenselink.mil/brac/pdf/Appendix C FinalUpdated.pdf 
"Department of Economic & Communitv Develo~ment New London Sub Base Economic Impact 
~ n a l ~ s i s " ,  2005, htt~://www.ct.qov/ecd/iib/ecd/~ub Base EIA 5.4.05.pdf 
"Critique of JPAT Criterion 6 ,  2005, UCONN Center for Economic Analysis, Stan McMillen, PhD. 
"Region of Influence Discussion Paper", 2005, UCONN Center for Economic Analysis, Stan McMillen, 
PhD 
Connecticut Department of Labor Estimate, 2005, Mark Stankiewicz 
UCONN Center for Economic Analysis Estimate, 2005, Stan McMillen, PhD 
"Region of Influence Discussion Paper", 2005, UCONN Center for Economic Analysis, Stan McMillen, 
PhD 
"Final Environmental Impact Statement: SEAWOLF Class Submarine Homeporting on the East Coast of 
the United States", 1995, Maguire Group. Inc. 
"Base Closings And Military Presence In The Northeast-Midwest: The Nation's Unguarded Region", 
2005, Matt Kane, Northeast-Midwest Institute, http://www.nemw.orq/BRAC2005updateweb.~df 



Military Value, Costs/Savings 
SUBASE NL 

John Mahowla. Gnbe Stem 
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Military Value 
SUBASE NL J a n  Markmu 

Today: 18 SSNs on 10 Piers + Sub School 

Defense Base Realignment 
and Closure Act of 1990 

UBASE NL 
............. -. - - .. 

PLDIC 2; 101-510. asamnaea by Na:ona Defense A ~ l n m r a b ~ n  ' 
An ol F w a .  Yea  2003, speofies. - - ..... - - - . . .  - . . . . . . .  - - . .  

Sec. 2901(b): a "fair process" 

Sec. 2903(c)(3)(A): "consider all 
installations inside the United 
States equally ..." 



DoD Proposal 

I Proposed Ship Transfers 
Deconstruct SSN Center of Excellence I 



Substantial Deviation 
from Criterion 1 

SUBASE NL I 
I 1  Current and Future Mission capabilities 1 1 
I Impact on operational readiness 

- CFFC oooosed recommendation to close SUBASE I , , 
NL 

Impact on joint war fighting, training, readiness 
from flawed military value scoring 
- Uniquelspecial missionlcapabiliiies omitted from . 

mililary value evaluation 

I - No jointnesslvalue in military value scoring . 
- Separation of trainina from 80% SSNs not considered I - 

I - Operational training al  risk during relocation " 

Military Value 

i Questions SEA-3 
Does ~nstallation have ability to homeport SSBNs 
and their missiles? 
- 4.15 polnts arb~trary 
- 6.4% of KB military value 

CVN capability only other category awarded 
bonus points 

No Bonus Points for Nuclear-Certlfied Waterfront 



- 1 SUBASE NL 

1 Questions Asked. Answered and Deleted 1 
SEA-14 

LisVdescObe any unique capablliliesimissians 

SEA-15 
LlSVdeScnbe any rpeaailzed capab~l~fredm~sslons 

SEA-22 
List any unoque operational tralnlng faolllles 

/ 

Relevant Questions Disregarded 
and Led to Systematic Undervaluation 

of SUBASE NL 
\ 



SUBASSNL 
... . - - . . \ 

SEA-25 
What is transit distance to anti-air warfare range? 

KB 3.01 SUBASE NL 2.47 
SEA-26 

What is transit distance to naval gunnery range? 
KB 2.41 SUBASE NL 1.62 

\ / 

Irrelevant Questions Overvalued 
and Led to Systematic Undervaluation 

of SUBASE NL 
i \ 



9 of 11 operational training questions deal 
only with distance from facilities 

One question addresses capacity, but only 
of C, F, and pipeline training (50 mi) 

One question addresses small arms 
capacity 

Military Value 
Operational Training 

SUBASE NL 

I Military Value 

Total linear feet of berthing piershvharves in categories 
of Adequate - Substandard - Inadequate 

Total linear feet of berihing piedwharves where 
constructionhenovation since 1990 



Pier at SUBASE NL 

Prcces Ram led lo ryslemllc 
undelvalu~ng of SUBASE NL 
- Q ~ ~ U o n a b l e  ema mdrl mr 

irrelevant candruonr 
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~nlarmanon 

- Ovwalued lnelevant 
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- IngCClYDle rmnw m n e d  

Fallure to dlsl~ngulsh behveen 
surface and rub%rlace b a r e  
mused dlslated results 

10Of14basesmhlower 
mllllarymlue remln open 

Military Value Adjustments 
UMSE NL 



SUBASE NL has surge capability vs. no capability 
Modern, capable piers exist vs. have to build 
No nesting at SUBASE NL vs. nesting 
Unique Sub School exists vs. have lo build - SSN maintenance facilities exist vs. have to build 

CGE standard gives distorted picture of pier 
capacity 

Existing 
SUBASE NL Berthing I 

- - 

Proposed 
NORVA Berthing 

SUBASE NL 



Substantial Deviation 
from Criterion 3 

SUQASE NL 

' . dndeclded iulure sdomarlne force stncture 
- Harcn 2005 2- m SSN force eve1 

- Proposal eliminates surge capacity for Atlantic SSNs 

SSN surge capacityavailable in SUBASE NL 
Difficult (impossible?)-to-reconstitute nuclear waterfront 
Configuration analysis predetermined recommendation 

I SUBASE NL 

One strategic (ballistic missile) nuclear 
submarine homeport per coast 

Two ports on each mast capable of cold iron 
berthing a nuclear powered carrier 



I/- Naval St& Everetk Decgr l&tp0ned  f 1 
after Qu rennial Defens eview 

1 . COBRA is DoD nm-budget quality costing model I . Navy introduced flaws in COBRA models 
- Mix& smrces of inputs 
- MIX& quality of inputs 
- Omned c s b ,  e p., env~ronmentaUnon-Do0 
- Ovenlaled ravings 

1 . Overstated savinos dmve results I 

Substantial Deviation 
From Criteria 4, 5 

SUQASE NL 

.. . 
( . Cost of proposal greatly understated 

Manpower shift doubles personnel at KB 
-Must substantially build within existing base 
-No existing SSN maintenance and supply 

support 
Personnel transfers included as savings 



Tranrfer 17SSN'r and 1 Floabng Dlydackhom Giolon to Norfolkand KB 
+ BvlM Nn SSN Rspair CapablilOl at KB 

TransW Sub SOmlfmm Gmmn a d  Rebum Sub 5 3 ~ 1  m KB 
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Cost S680M ('05 Wllarr) .- 

Savings Overstated 
UBASE NL 
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a ets persons a1 KB an0 
NoioIk 

Ua  N sav'1gs 1- 
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S a m  D ..eVDemons anc 
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e om nalm u !no-I c 0s-re 
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COBRA Analysis 
Overview 

costs underestimated 
IblOOM) 

overstated ($MM/yr) - Recurring other unique costs 
underestimated (S42Wyr) 



. Navy used a mnswcbn costof 9211irq It 
ReFent experience averaged S325irq n 
due to htgher rbucturiY and SeNlCeJ 
requiremen& . DlHerence orSll4hq n time3 11S.OOOsq It 
equals W 
For ar equwalenl fmlg.oL add . Per FEMAreanonroil mndidonr. add 
m m w m  20% to KB m n r m o n  mrl 
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Personnel Costs 
Elimination of Billets 

U M S E  YL 

Today, 528 medical billets at SUBASE 
NL service 8,045 personnel 
- 62 to be relocated to service 6,485 

relocated personnel 
Eliminated all billets (181) related to 
services normally variable with 
population size 



Underestimated by (430 billets replaced by 143) 

430 mission essential contractor billets at $57ihr 
eliminated ($50M) at NSSF & NRMD 

KB added 37 civilian billets at $29/hr ($2M) 

- Norfolk NSY added 106 civilian billets at $29/hr ($6M) 

Potential Savings Analysis 

Savings do not exceed costs until the 
year 2057, even using COBRA'S 
artificially low discount rate 

I No real payback I 





BRAC Commission 

Executive Correspondence 
DCN 4687 JUL 1 4  2005 

Received 

1 1 July 2005 
Dear Chairman Principi, 

I am writing in comment on the recommendation to close Submarine Base New London. I believe this 
is unthoughtful. The submarine force level study used to support the recommendation is not 
defendable and no consideration was given to the impact on the cost of building submarines at 
Electric Boat. 

This naval administration has indicated that we have the wrong Navy - they prefer smaller, swifter 
surface ships rather than aircraft carriers and submarines. While not subjecting the matter to open 
discussion, they have taken many actions to advance this premise. The recommendation to close the 
Submarine Base is the most unthoughtful of the lot. 

The attack submarine force level has undergone some 14 studies in the past 12 years. The current Navy 
study came up with the lowest number. It had essentially no submariner input, no input from the Fleet 
Commanders and inadequate peer review. This contrasts with the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(PA&E) study of one year earlier. This study included submariner input, Fleet Commander input and 
was properly peer reviewed. It reached a number some 20% higher. I have some experience with such 
studies. The Navy study does not meet professional standards and is not defendable. 

Another matter in which I have some experience is the cost of submarines. The Navy has been pressing 
Electric Boat to reduce the cost of new construction submarines. Some progress has been made. In the 
90s, I encouraged Electric Boat to take over the maintenance activities at the Submarine Base. It has 
worked well and reduced overhead at Electric Boat some $50M per year. If the Submarine Base closes, 
this advantage is lost and the cost of new construction submarines will rise. I have trouble believing 
the Navy considered this long term impact on the industrial base. 

Other less quantifiable issues revolve around synergies. The Submarine Force is small with only some 
30,000 submariners in the Navy. Driven by the exigencies of the platform they have always been a 
compact organization with relatively low overhead.. Support groups reside near the waterfront to better 
reflect the realities of the boats. This closure would scatter these groups, removing some from direct 
contact with the waterfront. 

The Submarine Force is important to the defense of our national interests. It has the only truly stealthy 
platforms in our armed services and is the heart of our strategic nuclear deterrent. It has adapted to the 
changing nature of naval warfare for over 100 years. It is a rare asset and sets our Navy apart. The 
closure of the Submarine Base will not mean the end of the Submarine Force but it will start many 
years of unnecessary chum. The recommendation to close the Submarine Base is not well founded and 
should be overturned. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Q*ac 
Bruce DeMars 
Admiral, U.S. Navy (Retired) 



July 20,2005 

The Honorable Anthony Principi 
BRAC Commission 
Polk Building 
Suites 600 and 625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

We respectfully urge you to remove Naval Submarine Base New London from the Base 
Realignment and Closure List. The Department of Defense's recommendation to close SUBASE 
New London is based on substantially flawed assumptions and analysis, as well as a force 
structure plan that assumes unacceptable risk. Closing SUBASE New London would critically 
injure the capabilities and readiness of the United States' submarine force, the Navy and the 
Armed Forces at large. The following text and attachment address some of our principal 
concerns about the recommendation to close SUBASE New London. 

Force Structure Plan 
The force structure plan used to justify closing SUBASE New London represents a substantial 
deviation from the BRAC criteria. A future force level of 37 to 41 attack submarines could not 
meet the United States national security needs without assuming unacceptable risks. Already, 
the Navy reports that U.S. Combatant Commanders are collectively asking for 150 percent of the 
critical mission days that the submarine force can provide. The Armed Forces should not depend 
on unproven conceptual operations and nonexistent weapon systems for missions twenty years 
from now. Similarly, we should not depend on an assessment of the threat environment in 2025. 
The U.S. intelligence community, we know, has consistently underestimated the military 
modernization programs of China, which will have three times as many attack submarines as the 
United States by 2025, given current trends. 

Though long-range projections can help the Navy plan for the future, they should not be allowed 
to unilaterally eliminate force level options or flexibility in the fleet. Unfortunately, the 2005 
BRAC recommendation on SUBASE New London appears to do just that, using a 21 percent 
reduction in the attack submarine fleet to justify an unwise and imprudent drawdown in 
subsurface infrastructure that will produce nominal savings at most. 

The attack submarine is the best anti-submarine weapon; yet, while the rest of the world ramps 
up production, the 2005 Force Structure Plan would predetermine a dangerously small 
subsurface fleet if accepted. Fundamental questions remain about the optimal size and character 
of the U.S. submarine fleet. A decision to close SUBASE New London would eliminate the 
fleet's surge capacity, terminating the force level debate prematurely. This would prevent the 
Navy from taking advantage of exciting undersea warfare and propulsion technologies that could 
drastically reduce the size and cost of future submarines. These breakthroughs in design and 



production could help the Navy procure more attack submarines with only modest spending 
increases. 

Center of Excellence for Undersea Warfare 
SUBASE New London is the nation's center of excellence for undersea warfare. The base is 
surrounded by the Electric Boat Corporation, Submarine Development Squadron 12, the Naval 
Undersea Warfare Center, the Naval War College, the Institute for Undersea Exploration, and 
several universities with world-class research institutions. The area is also home to world-class 
subcontractors and a highly skilled labor force intimately familiar with submarine design, 
construction and maintenance. This convergence creates unique readiness and training 
opportunities for the Navy, military value wrongly dismissed in the Navy analysis. 

Military Value 
The Department of the Navy underestimated the military value of SUBASE New London and, as 
a result, substantially deviated from the BRAC selection criteria. Attachment 1 provides detailed 
examples of flawed analysis used to incorrectly conclude that the base should be closed. 

Other Criteria 
Estimated cost savings appear to have driven the recommendation to shut down SUBASE New 
London. An independent review of the analysis clearly shows that the Department of Defense 
underestimated the costs of moving and reconstituting SUBASE New London's assets, while 
overestimating savings from the proposed closure. 

Naval Submarine Base New London is a proven strategic asset. It would take the Navy 
generations to reconstitute its unique military value elsewhere. That is years the Armed Forces 
cannot afford to lose, even if the nation could pay the financial and readiness cost of scattering 
the base. A final decision to close SUBASE New London would undermine the subsurface fleet 
and predetermine a high-risk force level for little or no gain. We urge you to protect the nation 
from this mistaken recommendation. 

Sincerely, 

Carlisle A. H. Trost, Admiral, USN (Ret.) 



Attachment 1 

Substantial Deviation in Military Value Scoring: 

In scoring the Submarine Base New London, the Navy analysis team did not grant extra points 
for hosting the nation's only submarine school, opting instead to treating it as a "tenant 
command." Naval Submarine School (SUBSCOL) is the premier subsurface educational center 
in the world. Its co-location with 18 home ported fast attack submarines affords the Navy 
significant readiness and training advantages largely because sailors can stay with their boats 
(and families) for months while they leam and practice. Additionally, the Navy gains from the 
institution's proximity to the Electric Boat Corporation, builder and maintainer of many 
SUBSCOL assets, including its most advanced trainers. Basic military judgment dictates that 
SUBSCOL is not comparable to a local damage control trainer; yet that is how the institution 
was valued. 

The Navy also deviated from the BRAC criteria when it gave SUBASE New London a low 
military value score for its considerable berthing capacity. SUBASE New London has piers to 
safely and efficiently berth at least 20 attack submarines. Conversely, moving three squadrons to 
Norfolk Naval Station and Naval Submarine Base Kings Bay would necessitate an 
unprecedented level of nesting - an operational and readiness hazard - even after completing 
significant military construction projects. That SUBASE New London received more points for 
modem piers than Naval Submarine Base Kings Bay, but zero points for cruiser length 
equivalents, highlights the irrationality of this scoring metric. Fleet Forces Command opposed 
any scenario to close SUBASE New London during the 2005 BRAC round because it would hurt 
the submarine force's flexibility, readiness, and capabilities on the East Coast. We agree with 
that assessment. 

The Navy's use of pier space to measure extra capacity in the subsurface fleet is inherently 
flawed because attack submarines, though relatively compact in terms of displacement and 
length, require a high level of maintenance. At the same time, the crews of attack submarines are 
small compared with their surface counterparts, but need relatively intensive training and 
education. The infrastructure - nuclear waterfront certification, intermediate maintenance, 
training, etc. - to support attack submarines and their crews is sophisticated and expensive. 
Once lost, such assets are especially difficult to reconstitute. These realities also help explain 
why the Fleet Forces Command argued against closing SUBASE New London. 




