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Command Relationships 

Commander Naval Installations (RADM Weaver) 
- Commander Navy Region Northeast (RDML Mark Kenny) 

- Deputy Commander Navy Region Northeast (RMDL Robin Watters) 
- Commanding Officer Submarine Base New London 

(CAPT Sean Sullivan) 

Commander Naval Submarine Forces (VADM Chuck Munns) 
- Commander Submarine Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet (VADM Munns) 

- Commander Submarine Group TwoITen (RDML Mark Kenny) 
- Commander Submarine Squadrons TWO, FOUR, SIX, EIGHT, SIXTEEN, 

TWENTY & Commander Submarine Development Squadron TWELVE 



Summary 

Recommendations 
- Relocate submarines and maintenance support to 

Norfolk and Kings Bay 
- Relocate Submarine School to Kings Bay 
- Closure of SUBASE NLON 
- Relocate other tenant organizations 

Identified Payback 
- One-time costs - $679.6M 
- NPV savings over 20 years - $1,576M 
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COMMANDER NAVY INSTALLATIONS 

Current CONUS Region Laydown 

Region 

MISSION: To enable and enhance 
Navy combat power by providing the 
most effective and efficient and cost- 
wise shore services and support. 

Naval District 

Navy 
Region 

Southeast 

Navy 
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Mid- 
Atlantic 

Navy Region 



CNRNE INSTALLATIONS 

Commander. Navy Reqion NE 
-$300M annual budget - 40K acres of land - 5K structures 
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- $6B plant replacement value 
174 personnel 
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COMMANDER NAVY INSTALLATIONS 
DOD BRAC Recommended Region Laydown 

Region 
Southeast 



NAVY REGION NORTHEAST OVERVIEW 
BRAC DOD RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 

Cumulative Impact 

Merge Northeast into Mid-Atlantic Region 
Close 2 Installations 
Realign 4 Installations 

Gains 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick None 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery None 
Naval Station, Newport 956 
Naval Submarine Base, New London None 
Naval Weapons Station Earle, Colts Neck 2 
Naval Air Engineering Station None 

Losses 
2420 
451 0 
423 
8460 
63 
186 







Submarine Base New London 
Home of Team New London 

Land and facilities 
- 687 acres on Base 
- 530 acres of Family Housing 
- 36 acres at Fife Park 
- 160 buildings 
- Approximately 2,000 

Family Housing Units 
Plus Navy Lodge (75) 

- 12 barracks with 1652 units 
Plus Groton Chalet (150) 

.Personnel 
-7,541 military personnel 

.Over 650 drilling 
Reservists 

-Approx. 12,000 family members 
-Approx. 12,000 retirees 
-967 civilian employees 
-1,000 contractors 



Command 

Major SUBASE Commands 
population today 

Military Personnel 

SUBASE 
CSG2 
Repair Group 
Naval Submarine School 
NACC 
NUMl 
NSMRL 
NSGA Groton 
Navy Region Northeast 

Civilian 

Total 7,541 * 967 

'612 Sailors at Electric Boat Shipyard and Historic Ship Nautilus that would not leave the area. 





SUBASE Land Development History 
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Property boundaries of SUBASE 







Commander Submarine Group TWO 
I I %ROUP 11 
I = PORT SERVICES 
I 
1 
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' NAVAL SUBMARINE SUPPORT CENTER 
I 
I = BARRACKS 
I 







CNRNE, NSGA, NSMRL, NUMI, NHCNE 
CNRNE COMMANDER NAVY REGION NORTHEAST 0 = IBU-22 INSHORE BOAT UNIT 

= NSGA NAVAL SECURITY GROUP ACTIVITY 0 NAVAL RESERVES 
= NSMRL NAVAL SUBMARINE MEDICAL RESEARCH LAB 0 = NAUTILUS 
= NUMl NAVAL UNDERSEA MEDICAL INSTITUTE 

= NHCNE NAVAL HEALTH CARE NEW ENGLAND 

DRIWN BY DANA WNFREOI 







Provide background information on our 
submarine force that will be useful in your 
work 

Focus in on COMSUBGRU TWO 
responsibilities 

Review BRAC recommendations 

COMSUBGRU TWO 2 



4 t 
Submarine Force 

The Submarine Force operates and 
maintains combat ready nuclear- 

powered attack submarines (SSNs) 
and strategic deterrent submarine 

1 

(SSBNs) 

COMSUBGRU TWO 3 





Trddmt sub6arines (SSBNfl 
Cornecston~ of Strategl~ Deterrence 

54% of warheads 

19% of strategic budget 

100% of survivable warheads 

35% of strategic personnel 

Over 3600 SSBN patrols since 

770 Trident patrols 









I 

COMSUBGRU TWO 
Force Structure 

30 SSNs15 Submarine Squadrons 
- 18 SSNsl3 Squadrons based in New London, CT 
- 12 SSNsl2 Squadrons based in Norfolk, VA 

3 New Construction SSNs and 6 SSNs in Shipyard availabilities 
- Northrop Grumman Newport News (VA) - New Construction, shipyard availabilities 
- Electric Boat (CT) - New Construction, Shipyard availabilities 
- Norfolk Naval (VA) - Shipyard availabilities 
- Portsmouth Naval (NH) - Shipyard availabilities 

Nuclear Power Research Submarine NRI 
- Based in New London, CT 
- One of a kind vessel (Inactivation FY12) 

Support Infrastructure 
- 2 Naval Submarine Support Centers - New London, CT and Norfolk, VA 
- Regional Support Group - New London, CT 
- Naval Submarine Torpedo Facility - Yorktown, VA 

COMSUBGRUTWO 9 



Los Angeles Class Submarines 

First Flight 



Seawolf Class Submarines 

Seawolf, Connecticut 

Jimmy Carter 

(Multi-Mission Platform) 

Length 353 (458) feet 

Beam 40 feet 

Displacement 9,150 tons (12,000) 

Manning 127 people (150) 

8 Torpedo Tubes 

COMSUBGRU W O  11 





Virginia Class Submarines 

*Designed completely w/computers (Ist post Cold War design) 

Configurable platform *Optimized for littoral operations 

*Sophisticated electronics *First submarine w1SOF support 
included 

COMSUBGRU TWO 



4 4 
Submarine Base New London Waterfront 

Maintenance 

Regional Support Group (RSG) Ill 

I 
I 

Naval Submarine Support 
Facility (NSSF) 
(Intermediate Level 
Maintenance) 

420 military 

40 Civilians 

270 Contractors 

lDry dock 
/ I Nuclear Regional 1 
I I Maintenance 

L 
I 

I 1 75 Military 
37 Contractors 

15 Contractors 

Department 

1 Electric Boat (EB) Shipyard 

COMSUBGRU TWO 14 











Submarine Learning; Center 
Mission/F'unctions 

Mission- Plan, resource and execute Submarine 
FORCE shore training at all Submarine homeports 

Functions- Responsible for all curriculum, Instruct0 
training equipment and school operations 

Naval Submarine School 

Mission- Conduct all non-nuclear individual skills 
training for the Submarine FORCE and fleet training 
for Groton and Portsmouth Submarines 
Functions-Teach all Enlisted and Officer entry, 
journeyman, and advanced courses. Support all crew 
deployment cycle training requirements 

Submarine Learning Center 



Submarine Learning Cen 

1 building 
Staff73 

Echelon IV 
Reporting Commands 6 

Submarine Learning Center 

ter 



Barracks: 2 

I Trainers: 100 

Staff: 570 

Students Onboard: 2000 

Yearly Thru put: 30,000 

SUBMARINE SCHOOL 

c-* 

Officer Training 
. -F I 

Courses: 250 

Crews supported: 23 

Initial and Advanced Enlisted 
Pipeline Training 

Submarine Learning Center 

Submarine Crew 
Training 



BRAC Recommended Actions 
(Submarine Learning Center and * 

Naval Submarine School) 

Relocate Learning Center to Kings Bay 
Relocate Submarine School to Kings Bay 
- Additionally: 

Kings Bay:Support one SSN Squadron 
Norfolk: Support two additional SSN Squadrons 

Submarine Learning Center 
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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 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



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 

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, Connecticut, has been an integral part of Connecticut's maritime history dating 
back to 1868 when the State gave the Navy 112 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 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 

Department of Economic and Community Development Economic lmpad Analysis 
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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 U.S. Navy. This dedication means that submarine technology is 
Electric Boat's number one priority. This dedication provides the U.S. 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 mass" 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 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. 

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. 
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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 

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 



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 
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. This report presents the results of that analysis. 

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. 

Purpose o f  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) andlor 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 il intended to be an analysis of strategic advantages orpolitical 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 lnsightT1%odel, and 
the federal Bureau of Economic Analysis' Regional Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS 11). 
Data to support these scenarios was collected from numerous sources and analyzed. 

Department of Economic and Community Development Economic Impact Analysis 
The Contribul~ons of the New London Naval Sub Base and Ihe Electric Boa1 Company lo the Economies of Connecticm an6 Soulheastern Connecllcul 



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 relalionship 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. 

w 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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I I .  REVIEW OF PREVIOUS STUDIES 

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

w 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 and/or 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 l m ~ a c t  Study'. 3 1  7/93 
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 OrlandoiPreviously "normal* defense 
expenditure reductions. (2) Gain Orlando11993 expenditure level cuts, (3) No Orlando previously 
projected cuts, (4) No Orlando/1993 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). 

Defense Spendino Cuts in New London Countv: An Economic lmpact ~ t u d J ,  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 (17.6%); "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 (1 3.fj0/0). All had "an enormous effect." 

Navy's Recommendations for New London County io the BRAC  omm mission^, 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 Com~rehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) for the U.S. 
Economic Development Administration. This report, while not specifically focused on the 
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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 w' 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 industry 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 product."4 
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Ill. N E W  LONDON SUB BASE HISTORY AND CHARACTERISTICS 

History 
The Naval 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 13,19 15, 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.56 

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 "U.S. 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 
what it termed 'profitable cities,' or those places where workers can qet more out of thei; 

w pavcheck~. "~  
- 

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 U.S. 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 
electricity/waterlgas/sewer bill of $1 7,870,000." 

Department of Economic and Community Development Economic Impact Analysis 
The Contr#bul~ons of the New London Naval Sub Base and the Electr~c Boat Company lo the Economies 01 Connen~cul and Southeastern Connenlcul 



The base is also homeport to 1 Floating Drydock (ARDM-4) operated by Electric Boat. Naval 
Research-1. the Navy's Nuclear-Powered Research Submarine and the Naval Research -1 

w 
Personnel and Payroll 
There are 7,800 miiitary 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, Legal, Chaplain, Supply, Combat Systems, Engineering, Communications, and 
operation~."'~ 

w Submarine Squadron TWO 
"SquadronTWO's mission is to carry out the assigned tasks designated by Commander 
Submarine Force U.S. Atlantic Fleet; to provide operation direction as well as 
administrative and logistic support to assigned ships."" 

Department of Economic and Community Development Economic lmpad Analysis 
The Contr~but~ons olthe New London Naval Sub Base and the Electric Boat Company to the Economies ol Connecl~cul and Southeastern Connenlcul 



Submarine Squadron FOUR 
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 

0 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 specialists."*' 

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 personne~."'~ 

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 
a~t iv i t ies . "~~ 

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 hospi ta~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 

Naval Security Group Activity Groton 
The "NSGA Groton provides cryptologic direct support systems installation, 
maintenance, and personnel augmentation support to U.S. 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 sea~on."~' 

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 efforts.29 

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 99% 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.~' 

(II 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 M k l O  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.j4 

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 2005.~' 
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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 2.1 00 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 affordabi~it~.~' 

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 
efficiencies that provide enumerable benefits to the Navy and to US.  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. 
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IV. CONTRIBUTION OF THE NEW LONDON SUB BASE AND SCHOOL TO THE 
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: RlMS II Model Results Summary for the New London Sub Base and School 

RlMS I1 Model Results Summary Table 1 

GSP is productivity (599,379) x Total ~mplo~ment  
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 

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 ~ a s e . ~ @ ~ h e  Electric Boat Company's Groton shipyard is a 2.9 million square foot 
fa~ility.~' 

OverviewQO 
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 
U.S. 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 118 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 electridhydraulic transfer cars and a 
pontoon in the associated graving dock. 
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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. 

uJ' "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 
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, 

'(I11 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. I t  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 Design/Build (Integrated Product and Process Development) contract was 
the first o f  its type for a DOD Cat 1 acquisition program. At the time of the contract award in 
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 
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 U.S. 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. 

~ e a w o l P ~  
The SEAWOLF Program was designed to counler high performance Soviet submarines at the 
end of the Cold War. The need for a large number of SEAWOLF Class submarines was 
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 1 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 DesignIBuild 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 
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Trident SSBN submarines. Trident SSGN conversion will provide key capabilities for covert 
strike and clandestine Special Operations Force (SOF) missions. 

w 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 and/or 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 payload/sensor 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 M o d e r n i ~ a t i o n ~ ~  
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 U.S. 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 eHort is also aimed at decreasing platform infrastructure and the cost of 
the design and production of that future ship. 

w 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 crew/automated 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 room/torpedo tubes. 
The initiative also could provide for the insertion of new technologies to ensure submarine 
relevance in the future threat environment where i t  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 designlbuild 
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 

1 will not be around to perform this effort. 

Electric BoaffNaval Submarine Base 
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 o f  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 lo 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 mass" 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. 

Department of Economic and Community Development Economic Impact Analysis 
The Contribut~ons of the New London Naval Sub Base and the Electnc Boat Company lo the Econorn~es of Connedcuf and Southeastern Conneclicul 



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

Thames River ~ r ~ 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-1) 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 1 Contractor-Operated (GOCO) 
contract for the Electric Boat Company to maintain and operate Shipping Port (ARDM-4), the 
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 
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 

w 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 corporation4' 
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 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 

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 
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 

ilr as well as efficiency and skilled resource flexibility, creating a synergy that is critical to the Navy 
and national defense. 

Department of Economic and Community Development Economic Impact Analysis 
The Conlr~butmns of the New London Naval Sub Base and the Electrlc Boat Company lo the Econorn~es of Connecticul and Soulheas~ern Connecttcul 



VI. CONTRIBUTION OF THE ELECTRIC BOAT COMPANY TO THE CONNECTICUT AND 
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 
- - I REMl Model Results Summary Table I 

~ - - ---- 

Table 4: RIMS I1 Model Results Summary for the Electric Boat Company 

w 

I RIMS II Model Results Summary Table 

I GSP is productivity ($99.379) x Total Employment I 

Scenario 

[~enonal  Income is 112 GSP 

Direct 
Employment 

8,250 
4,125 

Indirect 
Employment 

9,208 
4,672 

Scenario 

6 
7 
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Gross State 
Product 

Gross State 
Roduct 
($ billions) 
$ 1.968 
$ 1.001 

State 
Revenues 
($millions) 
$ 117.6 

$ 59.8 

Personal 
Income 
($billions) 
$ 1.253 
$ 0.632 

Local/Regional 
Revenues 
($millions) 
$ 6.398 
$ 3.505 

Personal 
Income 

Direct 
Employment 

Indirect 
Employment 



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 

llS 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 Z) 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 

- - 

REMl Model Results Summary Table 

Table 6: RlMS I I  Model Results Summary for the New London Naval Sub Base, Sub 
School and the Electric Boat Company 

Scenario 

4 
5 

RlMS I1 Model Results Summary Table 

Scenario Gross State Personal Direct I 1 Product I Income I 

Gross State 
Product 
(3 billions) 

$ 3.253 
$ 2.299 

GSP is productivity (599.379) x Total Employment 
Personal Income is 112 GSP 

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. 

Personal 
Income 
($billions) 

$ 1.982 
$ 1.301 
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Direct 
Employment 

18,617 
14,492 

Indirect 
Employment 

12,881 
8,407 

State 
Revenues 
($ millions) 

$ 162.2 

$ 104.9 

LocaVRegional 
Revenues 
($ millions) 
$ 5.764 
$ 2.922 



VIII. BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 

In November of 2002, Secretary of Defense. Donald Rumsfeld stated. "Congress authorized a 

w 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 
efficiency."50 

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 
1 3. 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; 
otherwise, they become binding. The President is scheduled to either approve or disapprove the 
!ist 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 military installations for closure or realignment, the DOD, giving priority 
consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), will consider: 51 

Mi l i tary 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. 

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

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 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 0 0 0 ' 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 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 recommendations. The 
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Commission will then forward their recommendations to the President. If approved by the 
President the recommendations will be forwarded to Congress where a joint resolution would be 

w required to vote down the entire list, othetwise 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 

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 , 8 0 0 ~ ~  
Reduce civilian employment by 1 , 4 0 0 ~ ~  
Reduce contractors by 1.000" (500 at the b a ~ e ~ . ~ ~ ,  500 in all ind~str ies*.~~) . 
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 basev, 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 basew. 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 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 11/21 4,125 

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

Y Modeled as "rest of transportation equipment" employment (includes submarines). 

n 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 fo 
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.3 (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 economil 
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-supplier/employer. The 
methodology simulates the interaction of many variables simultaneously. 

A n  alternative methodology is the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) RIMS II 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 induced effects to be this value times the multiplier 
minus one. 

Direct  impacts are defined as anything that i s  an immediate consequence of sub-base 
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. 

lndirect  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 
and beverages, other raw materials that support sub base activity. lndirect 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 induce 
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 in 
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. 

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 11. By using two different 
approaches DECD can pool the collective strengths of both while compensating for their 
individual weaknesses. Briefly, REMI 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 RIMS 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 I I  
The U.S. 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. BenefiUcost 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 II -The Multiplier Approach 
The RIMS II 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 not the 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: 

I (Direct Change in Employment) x Employment Multiplier = Total Employment Impact 

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

I (Direct Change in Output) x Output Multiplier = Total Output Impact - 

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. 

RE MI 
A dynamic tool for assessing economic impacts is Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI) 
Policy lnsightTM model. REMl has provided modeling tools to government organizations (of 
all levels) and private consultants for over 20 years. Its economic model, Policy Insight, has 
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at its core an input-output component in order to capture the supply relationships between 

w 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 
o f  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. 

Appl icat ion 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 o f  Data 
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Al l  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. 

Industry 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. U.S. spending for the Navy 
from the DOD Directorate for Information on contract awards will be used as a proxy.] 

Electric Boat Company scenarios: 

Transportation Industry (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 
RlMS 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: 

U. S. 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 Industry Sales policy variables by category as available. 

New England Economic Partnership (NEEP) 
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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 impact 
as an alternative check on the REMI forecast. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 

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

Census 

Census is the primary demographic data source in the REMI model's control 
forecast. 

The Electric Boat Company 

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 i t  became available to them. 

Interpreting Results 
Using the REMI 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' 
income), and entrepreneurs for their contribution to the production of output. It is a typical 
measure of the standard of living to the region's population. Higher aggregate personal 
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BRAC COMMlSSlONlNAVY HEARING 
MAY 17,2005 

"We wanted to ensure that all bases were treated 
equally. In that regard, we sought to look at 
everything in a fair and objective way, as 
required by law. There were no pre-decisions 
in this process. And we sought to obtain like 
data for like types of installations so that we 

i could compare them fairly." 

Hearing Transcript, Pages 4, and 5 





SERIOUS QUESTIONS ON THE 
CALCULATION OF MILITARY VALUE 

Military Value Of SUBASE New London 
Understated 

Indications Of Pre-decisions And Bias 

Some Bases Received Exemptions 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

SUBASE NEW LONDON: 18 SSNs and NR-1 
10,000 Personnel (approx.) 
Naval Submarine Support Facility 
Naval Submarine School 
Regional Commander Headquarters 

SUBASE KINGS BAY: 5 (9105: 4) SSBNs 
3,500 Personnel (approx.) 
Trident Refinraining Facilities 

SUBASE SAN DIEGO: 6 SSNs 
1,500 Personnel (approx.) 

d- 

- I  #h-h Submarine Training Center 
c - Detachment 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

Military Value Scoring-Surface-Subsurface Function 

Rankina DON Activitv Militarv Value 
2 NS Norfolk, VA 67.51 
3 SUBASE Kings Bay 63.51 
9 SUBASE San Diego 58.29 
12 SUBASE New London 50.68 

Summary Mean: 50.64 

SUBASE New London's Military Value is too low 

Many bases ranked below SUBASE New London remain open 
, - 

1 3 , 3- + -.;r..,L 5Lc 

Military Value of Norfolk and Kings Bay not improved by closing 
SUBASE New London 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

FAIR AND OBJECTIVE EXEMPTIONS? 
., \ v .C c - ;  t., L . 

r- be,- 

* Naval Station Everett: Decision 
Until After I __- Quadrennial -- - Defense Review 

SUBASE San Dieso: Remains Open To Align 
Industrial FacilitieslCapabilities 

- 

NOTE: NS Everett and SUBASE New London Military Value 

Scores are exactly the same (50.68) 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

CONFIGURATION ANALYSIS CONSTRAINTS 
REFLECT PREDECISIONS 

-- - 

\- 

c One strategic nuclear submarine homeport per coast F t t  ,T 

Two ports on each coast capable of cold iron 
,I berthing a nuclear powered carrier 

,'L-? , 3, - , 
BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 

MILITARY VALUE 

' "SEA-3. Does the installation have the ability to 
homeport SSBNs to include the ability to meet 
weapons stowage, transportation, maintenance, and 
handling requirements?' - gt  f!;. :A , , 

, \ 

Why were "to include weapons stowage ... handling 
requirements" added to this arbitrary 
"constraint"? 

What was the "Weight" assigned to this question? 
(Answer: Maximum allowed: 4.1 5) 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

"SEA4 What is the combined total linear feet of 
berthing for our pierslwhawes in the following 
categories: X dequate Linear Feet, Substandard 
Linear Feet, Inadequate Linear Feet? 

SEA-5. What is the combined total linear feet of 
berthing for your pierslwhawes which completed 
construction on or after 1 Jan 19903" 

SUBASE New London received a score of zero (0) for 
question SEA4 and a score of 1 .O1 for question 
S EA-5 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

Unique Capabilities Were Omitted 
From SUBASE New London 
Military Value 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

IRRELEVANT FACTORS VALUED 

"SEA-25. What is the transit distance to the 
nearest anti-air warfare range? 

SEA-26. What is the transit distance to the 
nearest naval gunnery qualification 
range?" 

No Relevancy to Submarine Bases 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE REPORT FOR SHIPYARD 
INTERMEDIATE MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY 

( IM4 

RANK ACTIVITY MIL. VAL. SCORE 
2 TRIREFFAC KINGS BAY 0.5801 
4 SlMA NORFOLK 0.4905 
8 NSSF NEW LONDON 0.2961 

NSSF New London maintains and repairs 18 SSNs, 
and TRIREFFAC Kings Bay supports 5 SSBNs. 



SERIOUS QUESTIONS ON THE 
CALCULATION OF MILITARY VALUE 

Military Value Of SUBASE New London 
Understated 

Indications Of Pre-decisions And Bias 

Some Bases Received Exemptions 

GENERAL QUESTIONSICOMMENTS 

HAS CAPACITY FOR SURGE AND FUTURE FORCE LEVEL 
CHANGES BEEN ELIMINATED? 
- HAS A DIFFICULT-TO-RECONSTITUTE (NUCLEAR CERTIFIED) 

WATERFRONT BEEN CLOSED? 

HAS CAPACITY AT ONE SITE BEEN RELOCATED AND ADDED 
TO EXCESS CAPACITY AT ANOTHER SITE? 

HAVE FACILITIES AT BASES WITH SHIPS BEEN MOVED TO 
BASES WITHOUT SHIPS? -. ,o L--L 

A J  (2 
HOW MUCH IMPROVEMENT IS ACHIEVED IN MILITARY VALUE 
AT INDIVIDUAL RECEIVING SITES .... AND AT WHAT REAL 
COST? 



GENERAL QUESTIONSICOMMENTS 

KINGS BAY CONSISTS OF THREE COMPONENTS: 
SUBMARINE HOMEPORT, WEAPONS STATION AND 
TRAINING SITE. WERE REALIGNMENT OPTIONS 
CONSIDERED FOR KINGS BAY? 

ARE ALL EAST COAST STRATEGIC MISSILE 
SUBMARINES AT KINGS BAY "IN ONE BASKET"? 

WHY DOES THE WORD "- NEVER 
THE MILITARY VALUE QUESTIONS AND 
EVALUATIONS? , >  qt,-., ? - f c 6  1 3  

1 I 

CLOSING THOUGHTS 

SUBASE NEW LONDON 

PIERS: Modern And Within Walking Distance of 
BEQ's and Waterfront Operations 

HOUSING: $200 Million Investment By Public-Private 
Venture (PPV) 

SUBMARINE SCHOOL: Unique Mission, Modern 
1 Facilities with State-of-the-Art Equipment 

NAVAL SUBMARINE SUPPORT FACILITY: On The 
Waterfront And Manned By Navy and EBCO 
Experts 





BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
( B R W  

COMMISSIONER 
BRIEFING 

BACKUP MATERIALS 

BRAC COMMlSSlONlNAVY HEARING 
MAY 17,2005 

"We wanted to ensure that all bases were treated 
equally. In that regard, we sought to look at 
everything in a fair and objective way, as 
required by law. There were no predecisions 
in this process. And we sought to obtain like 
data for like types of installations so that we 
could compare them fairly." 

Hearing Transcript, Pages 4, and 5 



FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN 

"The 20-year Force Structure Plan was submitted to  Congress 
as part of the budget 'ustification documents ..... for FY 2005. 
This Force Structure b Ian provided the basis for development 
of DON initial closure and realignment recommendations ... 
This Force Structure Plan was revised and submitted t o  
Congress on March 15,2005 ...... It also amended the ship 
composition by reducing submarines by 21 percent ...." 

BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Page 21 

Question: Isn't this a "significant" change to  the Plan? 
Question: When was it discovered that the SSN force level was 

off by 21 percent? 
Question: What were the DON initial closure and realignment 

recommendations, prior to  the discovery of the 21 percent 
error i n  SSN force levels? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

SUBASE NEW LONDON: 18 SSNs 
10,000 personnel 
Naval Submarine Support Facility 
Naval Submarine School 
Regional Commander Headquarters 

SUBASE KINGS BAY: 5 (9105: 4) SSBNs 
3,500 personnel (approx.) 
Trident RefitlTraining Facilities 

SUBASE SAN DIEGO: 6 SSNs 
1,500 personnel (approx.) 
Submarine Training Center Detachment 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

"Military Value Scoring, Surface-Subsurface Function 
Rankinq DON Activitv Militarv Value 
2 NS Norfolk, VA 67.51 
3 SUBASE Kings Bay 63.51 
9 SUBASE San Diego 58.29 
12 SUBASE New London 50.68 

Summary Mean: 50.64" 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 1 

Question: Why is SUBASE New London's Military Value so low? 
Question: Does the closure of SUBASE New London improve the Military 

Value of NS Norfolk or SUBASE Kings Bay? 
Question: Does the closure of SUBASE New London improve the overall 

Military Value of the Surface-Subsurface bases? 
Question: Are the15 bases ranked below SUBASE New London also closed? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY V A L U E  E V A L U A T I O N  QUESTIONS 

FAIR AND OBJECTIVE "EXEMPTIONS"? 

"Naval Station Everett ....... DON leadership further decided that 
issue resolution associated with the Carrier Strike Group 
relocation to the Pacific theater required additional strategic 
analysis and discussions following the Quadrennial Defense 
Review and postponed any decision until post Quadrennial 
Defense Review" 

BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Page A-5 

NOTE: NS Everett and SUBASE New London Military Value Scores are 
exactly the same (50.68) 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

FAIR AND OBJECTIVE "EXEMPTIONS"? 

"The discussions that occurred during these meetings were the 
basis for a clearer understanding of, among other things, the 
strategic importance of Submarine Base San Diego, CA as a 
submarine homeport and the importance of aligning industrial 
facilitieslcapabilities with carrier and submarine force strategic 
laydown." 

BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Page 35 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

CONFIGURATION ANALYSIS CONSTRAINTS 

"The solutions to the optimization model were required to 
meet operational requirements and policy considerations, 
and did so by incorporating "rules" or "constraints" ..... 

BRAC REPORT- DON VOL 1% Page 32 

Question: What were the constraints? 
Question: How did the constraints bias the analysis? 
Question: Was the analysis truly "fair" and "objective"? 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

CONFIGURATION ANALYSIS CONSTRAINTS 

"The initial model run included the following rules approved by 
the DON Analysis Group: 

One strategic nuclear submarine homeport per coast 
Two ports on each coast capable of cold iron berthing a 

nuclear powered carrier" 

I BRA C REPORT-DON VOL 1% Page A-4 

I Question: Were these constraints in  fact "pre-decisions"? 
Question: Did these rules "red shirt" certain bases? 
Question: Were these constraints replicated elsewhere in the 

Military Value Evaluation? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

CRUISER EQUIVALENT (CGE) QUESTIONS 

"SURFACE-SUBSURFACE CAPACITY DATA 
Active Homeports Capacity (CGE1 
NEW LONDON 16.25 
KINGS BAY 13.5 
BANGOR 7.75" 

BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 2 

Question: How was CGE calculated at New London, Kings Bay, 
and Bangor? 

Question: Did the use of CGE again bias the Base Capacity 
analysis against SUBASE New London as in BRAC 1993? 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-2. How many CVNs can you berth a t  your 
activity in cold i ron status?" 
BRAC REPORT - DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 7 

Question: Isn't this question also one of  the arbitrary 
"constraints"? 

Question: What was the "Weight" assigned to  th is  
question"? (Answer: Maximum allowed: 4.1 5) 

Question: Was the use o f  "cold iron status" 
indicative of  a "pre-decision"? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-3. "Does the installation have the ability to homeport 
SSBNs to include the ability to meet weapons 
stowage, transportation, maintenance, and 
handling requirements?" 
BRAC REPORT- DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 1 

Question: Isn't this question another one of those arbitrary 
"constraints"7 

Question: Why were "to include weapons stowage ... handling 
requirements" added to the arbitrary "constraint"? 

Question: What was the "Weight" assigned to this question? (Answer: 
Maximum allowed: 4.15) 

Question: Did the "constraint" and this "question" produce a 
"pre-decision7" 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-4. What i s  the combined total linear feet of 
berthing for o u  pierslwharves in the following 
categor~es: 1 dequate Linear Feet, Substandard Linear 
Feet, Inadequate Linear Feet? 

SEA-5. What is the combined total linear feet of berthing for 
your pierslwharves which completed construction on  or  
after 1 Jan 19907" 
BRAC REPORT- DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 1 

Question: Why did SUBASE New London get a score 
of  zero (0) for question SEA4 and a score of 1.01 for 
question SEA-57 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MIL ITARY V A L U E  E V A L U A T I O N  QUESTIONS 

Lr 
SEA-7a-c. What is the relative value of  the on-base 

Intermediate Maintenance (IM) facility in terms of capability 
and capacity?" 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 3 

Question: How did Kings Bay rank third among all bases (just 
behind NSY Portsmouth NH and NSY Norfolk, VA)? 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-9. What is the distance (safe navigation route) from your 
pierlwharf to the nearest nuclear capable shipyard?" 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 3 

Question: How far is EBCO from SUBASE New London? 
Question: How far is Norfolk Naval Shipyard or Newport News 

from Kings Bay? 

Question: How did Kings Bay receive a score of 1 . l8 compared 
to SUBASE New London score of 3.01? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-1 1. Is there a deperming facility in the natural harbor 
complex?" 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 4 

Question: How often is a submarine depermed? 
Question: Why was the phrase "in the natural harbor complex" 

used as the binary metric? 
Question: Is this another example of a "pre-decision"? 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-13. Does the activity have specialized 
securitylemergency service capabilities?" 
BRAC REPORT DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 5 

Question: Why were three of the four "Capability" categories 
of the question only tailored to nuclear weapons? 

Question: Why was three fourths of the scoring (.75 out of a 
possible 1 .O) tailored to nuclear weapons. ..including 
SSBNs? 

Question: Was the form and substance of this question 
designed to enhance the Military Value of a specific base? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-14. List and describe any unique capabilities or missions 
performed by your activity. Unique is defined as a 
capability or mission performed at no other location. 

SEA-22. List any unique operational training facilities (defined 
as a facility that exists at no other location)" 
BRA C REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Pages 6 and 9 

Question: Why were these questions deleted so late (Sep04)? 
Question: Is the unique mission of Naval Submarine School 

performed other than at SUBASE New London? 
Question: Are the unique Seawolf and Virginia Class 

operational trainers at any location other than SUBASE 
New London? 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-25. What is the transit distance to  the nearest anti-air 
warfare range? 

SEA-26. What is the transit distance to the nearest naval 
gunnery qualification range?" 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page I1 

Question: What is the relevancy of  these questions to nuclear 
submarine bases? 

Question: Did using these questions and their scores bias the 
Military Evaluation to  certain submarine bases? 

Question: Though "objective" was the use of these questions 
"fair"? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-34a. In the table below, provide the percent of ship 
underways and arrivals delayed more than three hours due 
to weather." 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 12 

Question: Why was this question deleted due t o  the non- 
availability of data from some activities? 

Question: At what bases is weather data unavailable? 
Question: Would this data have addressed port operations 

impacted by hurricanes? 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-36. What is the distance to  the nearest Explosive 
Ordnance Detachment support?" 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 14 

Question: Why is the evaluation parameter "distance"? 
Question: Wouldn't a "fairer" parameter have been 

"response time"? 
Question: Did this question bias the evaluation toward bases 

that currently have EOD on site? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"SEA-38. What percent of the week was your harbor's 
operations limited due to dredging or other restrictions, 
not including dredging?" 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 16 

Question: Does Kin s Bay require annual maintenance 
dredging? (YE!?) 

Question: Does New London harbor require annual 
maintenance dredging? (NO) 

Question: How did Kings Bay and SUBASE New London both 
receive the same score to this question? 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"ENV-la. Does your harbor require dredging operations? 
ENV-1 b. Is a dredge spoil site identified? If so, what is the 

remaining capacity?" 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 19 

Question: How often must Kings Bay be dredged? 
Question: How often must New London Harbor be dredged? 
Question: How did Kings Bay score (.68) twice a high as New 

London (.34) in this Military Value question? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"ENV-4. "Excluding DERA funds, provide the 
average annual total cost of environmental fees 
studies, permits, licenses, projects, etc." 
BRAC REPORT DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 23 

Question: Why were DERA funds completely 
excluded from this question? 

Question: How would the Military Value of bases 
been impacted if DERA funds were considered? 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
"ENV-7a. Do current Endangered SpecieslMarine Mammal 

Protection Act restrictions affect shorelin- water 
operations ...... 

ENV-7b. Does the existence of marine sanctuaries restrict 
operations ..... 

ENV-7c. Has the presence of coral reefs, marine 
mammals .... or other sensitive marine zones resulted in 
restrictions....?" 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 26 

Question: What are the endan ered species (manatees) at 
I Kings Bay and at SUB AS^ New London? 

Question: What information was requested in  the Data Calls? 
Question: How were the Kings Bay (.86) and SUBASE New 

London (1 .I 5) scores determined? 
I 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"PS-10. For the top five sea intensive ratings in the principle 
warfare community your base supports, provide rating, 
#sea billets in local area, and # shore billets in local area." 
BRAC REPORT-DON VOL IV, Appendix A, Page 34 

Question: Why was this question limited to the "top five sea 
intensive ratings"? 

Question: Why was the Evaluation process changed to 
"number of shore billetslCGE ratio"? 

Question: How did Kings Bay score twice as high as 
SUBASE New London 3 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY V A L U E  EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

SPECIALIZED SKILLS TRAINING 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 
CLASSROOM CURRENT MILITARY VALUE SCORE 

LOCATION CAPACITY USAGE INITIAL PROGRESSION FUNCTIONAL 
NEW LONDON 3077 1848 (60%) 35.82 39.56 37.85 
NORFOLK 7017 2074 (30%) 38.55 52.68 51.29 
KINGS BAY 5950 186 (3%) 40.79 56.45 45.34 

BRAC REPORT, JC-SG VOL Vl, Capacity-Pages 32, 
Military Value-Pages 8 -14 

Question: W h y  are t h e  Mi l i tary  Value Rank ings  oppos i te  to  t h e  o r d e r  of 
the cur ren t  c lass room ut i l izat ion? 

Question: What  w e r e  t h e  speci f ic  cr i ter ia a n d  data u s e d  t o  determine 
Special ized Ski l ls  Tra in ing Mil i tary Value? 

BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA 1 - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"IJCSG SUMMARY MILITARY VALUE REPORT FOR MAINTENANCE IMA 

MAINTENANCE MILITARY VALUE SCORE 
COMMODITY NSSF NEW LONDON SWFLANT KINGS BAY 
AIRCRAFTICOMPONENTSIENGINES 0.0001 0.0451 
COMMlELECTRONlC EQUIP 0.0001 0.0451 
FABRICATIONIMANUFACTRNG 0.0001 0.0451 
GROUND VEHICLE1 COMPONENTS 0.0001 0.0451 
ORDNANCE, WEAPONS,MISSILES 0.0001 0.0575 
OTHER COMMODITY 0.0001 0.0302 
SOFTWARE 0.0001 0.0451 
SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 0.0001 0.0451" 

IJCSG FINAL REPORT, MILITARY VALUE REPORT, PAGES 121 and 151 

QUESTION: How were these Military Value scores determined? 
QUESTION: Was there a "predecision" in determining the Military Value of 

NSSFNewLondon? 



BRAC SELECTION CRITERIA I - 4 
MILITARY VALUE 

MILITARY VALUE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

"IJCSG SUMMARY MILITARY VALUE REPORT FOR 
SHIPYARD IMA 

RANK ACTIVITY MIL. VAL. SCORE 
2 TRIREFFAC KINGS BAY 0.5801 
4 SlMA NORFOLK 0.4905 
8 NSSF NEW LONDON 0.2961" 

IJCSG FINAL REPORT, MILITARY VALUE REPORT, PAGE 1 

Question: NSSF New London maintains and repairs 18 SSNs, 
and TRIREFFAC Kings Bay supports 5 SSBNs. 
How were these Military Value scores determined? 

Question: With 0.2961 Shipyard IMA Military Value Score, how 
did NSSF New London get 0.0001 Maintenance IMA 
Military Value scores? 
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Institute's base closings report includes limited state-level data on Defense 
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defense facilities and major site closings from prior recommendations of the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commissions. The Institute offers a full report - 
complete with detailed state-level data on the full range of issues - to paying 
members of the Northeast-Midwest Congressional and Senate Coalitions and to 
states that contribute to the Northeast-Midwest Institute. 
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Updated Northeast-Midwest lnstitute Report 
Unlike the May 2004 report, the summary 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 
"1 995 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 Institute 
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-1 970s, 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. 

(r 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 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. 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 defense 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 for 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 201 1 and then reoccurring, annual savings of $5 billion to $8 b~llion thereafter. 

.(II) 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 
midwestern 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 active 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 Summary 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 
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were based in the Northeast-Midwest, even though the region comprised almost two-fifths (39.6 percent) of the 
nation's population. (See data in full report.) The regional breakdown for active duty military - not including 
reserve and guard forces -is as follows: 

u' 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 11 3,700 active duty military 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 Summary Tables 1 and 2 and data in full report.) Aside from military bases, some of the larger 
concentrations of civilian personnel in the Northeast-Midwest are found at ~ e f e n s e ~ e ~ a r t m e n t  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 US. 
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. 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 data in full report.) 

1 States where Share of Military Lags Share of Population] - 

Active duty military. 

YO military lags % population (26) 
% military exceeds % population (24) 

Northeast-Midwest Report 



Northeast-Midwest share of major defense installations 

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 data in full report.) 

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. 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 data in full report.) 

Percentage cuts by region 

Defense Department data show that the number of U.S.-based active duty military personnel nationwide dropped 
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 1 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. In terms of U.S.-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. 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. And for Defense Department personnel overall, the totals 
declined 38.6 percent in the region and 24.7 percent elsewhere. (See Summary Tables 1 and 2 and data in full 
report.) 

1 
Northeast-Midwest Report 



Percent Drop in Military Personnel, 1987-2002 
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--N idwest---Northe: st Wesl -------Soutt U.S. Totat 
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Active duty military. 

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 
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 15Ih behind nine Northeast-Midwest states for its 40.0 percent drop in active duty military w personnel from 1987 to 2002. although California sustained the largest decline in number (down 82,500). (See 
Summary Table 1 .) 

States Where Active Duty Military Declined by 40 Percent or More Percent, 1987-2002 

New Hampshire 
Michigan 
Indiana 
Tennessee 
Massachusetts 
New Jersey 
Maine 
Pennsylvania 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Ohio 
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 
11,780 
7,223 

206,495 

2002 
Military 

326 
1,173 
1,041 
2,554 
2.427 
6,306 
2,689 
3,098 

1 1,354 
4,855 
3,350 
7,793 
6.899 
4,239 

123,948 

Change in 
Military 

1 987-2002 

-3,817 
-8,127 
-5,502 
-7,995 
-6,928 

-1 3,367 
-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 

w 26 states, including two-thirds (12) of the 18 northeastern and midwestern states. (See Summary Table 1.) 

/ States where Percent D r o ~  in Militarv Exceeded U.S. Rate 1 

. 
to percentage drop for U.S. (-24.1 %), 1987-2002 

Active duty military. 

% 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 two of the next five. New Hampshire and New Jersey both experienced 
drops of more than 50 percent. For percentage change, 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). (See Summary Table 2.) 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. 

lr 
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States with the Steepest Percentage Declines in Overall Defense Department Personnel, 1987-2002 
Includes reserves. Percent 
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 

/ States where Percent D r o ~  in Total Defense Exceeded U.S.   at el 

-- 

Compares percentage drop in total DoD employment 
for states to percentage drop for US. (-28.6%), 1987-2002 

% drop total DoD greater than U.S. (22) 
U O h  drop total DoD less than U.S. (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, 
and 1995, the Defense Department closed about 450 installations in the United States and the territories, (.I) including 95 major facilities in the states and two 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 U.S.-based 
active duty 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 
data in full report.) 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 public meetings 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 
defense missions." Explicit mention of homeland defense in the criteria may be important to the Northeast- 
Midwest region. which accounts for only about 15 percent of the nationbs land but holds about 40 percent of the 
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nation's people and includes many potential targets for terrorism, as demonstrated by the horrific attacks on New 
York City on September 1 1 ,  2001. 

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 Quadrennial Defense Review. In 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 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 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. 

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 U.S.-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 

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 Atlas/Data 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 I. 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 & 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 thls 
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 data in full report.) The Northeast-Midwest Institute used the inventory data on personnel 
in order to identify 300 major installations from those listed in the Base Structure Reporf. 

Previous Base Closings: Data on closings from previous BRAC rounds come from the Defense Department's 
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, 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~docs~leqisO3 pdf. 

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. 

U.S. Defense Department. Base Closure and Realignment Reporf, Washington. D.C., December 1988. April 
1991, March 1993, and March 1995. 
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U.S. Department of Defense, Directorate for lnformation Operations and Reports, Atlas/Data Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas. Washington, D.C., fiscal years 1987 and 2002, no publication date. 

U.S. 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 Repori (A Summary of DoD's Real Properiy 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:llw.ww.dod qovlbracldocsltime03.pdf. 

U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary, "Frequently Asked Questions." Web access: 
http://www dod.qovlbrac/02faqs 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. 

U.S. 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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Summary Table 1. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for U.S.-based Active Duty Military, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Percent of 
Active Active Active 1 Duty 1 Duty 1 Duty 

Percent of 
Active 

Military z State or Region 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

~ i l i t a r y '  
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 

Military 
1987 

Percent 
Drop in 

Act. Duty ~ i l i t a r y '  
2002 

14 
7 
5 
1 

26 
41 

3 3 
37 
6 

2 9 
8 

19 
3 

N A 
2 

30 
13 
16 

9 
10 

Not rated 
2 5 
N A 
38 
17 
32 
46 
28 
35 
4 

36 
44 
N A 
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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 

State o r  Re  ion  I 
West 

Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 
Wyoming 

Total 

Percent o f  
Act ive Act ive Active 1 Duty ( Duty 1 Duty 

Nor theast  124,436 
Midwes t  67,038 
Nor theast  and  Midwest 191,474 

~ i l i t a r y '  
1987 

Sou th  683,394 
Wes t  502,563 
Sou th  a n d  West 1,185,957 

U.S. ~ o t a l ~  1,377,431 

Military 
1987 

Active Act ive 

~ i l i t a r y '  
2002 

Change in  
Act. Duty 

Military 

Rank fo r  
Percent 
Drop in 

Act. Duty 
Mil i tary 

2 3 
4 3 
15 
2 2 
27 
24 
2 1 
NA 
39 
12 
34 
20 
18 
4 5 
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 duty. 
2 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 from the Department of Defense, Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports, Distribution of Personnel by State and Selected Location (MOZ),  September 30, 1987, and 
September 30, 2002. 
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Summary Table 2. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 

1 for Total U.S.-based Defense Department Personnel, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Inst~tute, April 2005 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Total 

State o r  Region 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Total 

Midwest 
Illinois 

~ o t a l '  
1987 

Indiana 1 Iowa 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Total 

Percent of  
Total 
1987 

South 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Total 

Change in 
Total 

1987-2002 
~ o t a l '  

2002 

Change in 
Total 

1987-2002 

Percent of 
Total 
2002 

Percent 
Drop in 

Total 

-37.0 12 
-33.5 16 
-12.6 Not rated 
-21.1 36 
-7.4 48 

-23.9 2 9 
-23.7 31 
-1 9.6 40 

-4.6 50 
-28.1 24 
-27.6 2 5 
-38.2 11 
-20.5 3 8 
-1 8.6 42 
-14.1 46 
-20.4 
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Summary Table 2. Levels, Changes, and Ranks 
for Total U.S.-based Defense Department Personnel, 1987-2002 
Northeast-Midwest Institute, April 2005 

Percent o f  

~ o t a l '  Total 
g 1 1 9 8 7 1  1987 State o r  R e  i o n  

Percent  o f  

To ta l  I 2002 
Total 

Total 

Wes t  
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 
Wyoming 

Total 

Nor theast  646,775 16.4 
Midwest  450.450 11.4 
Nor theast  a n d  Midwest 1,097,225 27.9 

Sou th  1,650,435 42.0 
Wes t  1,186,604 30.2 
Sou th  a n d  West  2,837,039 72.1 

'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. 
2 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 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 Information Operations and Reports, AtlasData Abstract for the 
United States and Selected Areas, fiscal years 1987 and 2002. 
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Statement by 
The Hon. Rob Simmons 

Member of Congress, CT/2 
BRAC Commissioners' Site Visit 

Naval Submarine Base New London 
Groton, CT, Wednesday, June 1,2005 

Chairman Principi, Commissioners and members of the staff of the BRAC 
Commission, thank you for coming to the Submarine Capitol of the World. 

That is what we call it, that is what we believe it is, and that is what we want it to 
be now and into the future. 

I t  is appropriate we are meeting in the Submarine Museum. There is no question in 
my mind that the military value of submarines is well displayed in this place, and 
that history continues to evolve in this unique center of excellence which unrivaled 
anywhere else in the world. 

w 
One year ago Navy Secretary England testified before the House Armed Services 
 omh hit tee on which I serve: I asked him if the BRAC process would evaluate the 
synergy that exists between our submarine base and all of the other subsurface 
maritime activities that are resident in this region. His response was: 

"We certainly have to consider everything that is interconnected. In fact, one 
of  the things we  are looking for is jointness and interconnectivity, et cetera. 
So  in a larger sense what you described is what we will be looking at as our 
criteria in the whole BRAC process. I believe that will all be considered, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe synergy was considered at all because if it was, 
there wrould be no logical reason to recommend closing SUBASE New London. 

Allow me just a few minutes to point out some of  the subsurface maritime assets 
that interconnect with the SUBASE in this region to make this the Submarine 
Capitol of the World. 

1.  ELECTRIC BOAT: The Electric Boat (EB) Division o f  General Dynamics 

w 



w has been and is now the center for submarine design, development, production and 
maintenance. It is located just one mile down the Thames River, has been here for 
generations, and interacts with the SUBASE daily. 

Every day some 500 EB workers from Connecticut and Rhode Island come into the 
SUBASE gates to perform maintenance, repair and other functions on our 
submarines. 

RADM Mark Kenney recently commented on the synergy that exists between EB 
and the SUBASE when he said: 

"We can get that synergy. We can flow work back and forth, we can train 
crews while they're in maintenance availabilities here and we can keep the 
ships in this same geographic region. The synergy of  the base, the yard, the 
submarine school, the squadrons, the waterfront, the weapons, they're all 
here." 

At EB, generations of the world's most skilled shipbuilders have designed, built 
and maintained every class of submarines here since the start of modem undersea 
warfare. EB employs over 1 1,000 workers at two principal locations: 

A. The Groton shipyard has two major functions: first, submarine 
design and engineering; and second, submarine assembly, test and delivery. All EB 
design and engineering work takes place in Groton, supported by a network of 
modem digital design and analysis tools. 

B. The Quonset Point Facility, forty minutes from Groton on the shore 
of Narragansett Bay, Rhode Island is where the construction of all Electric Boat 
submarines begins. Quonset Point produces submarine hull cylinders at its 
Automated Frame and Cylinder Manufacturing Facility, using a fraction of the 
manpower once required forming a traditional hull. 

The benefits of co-location apply to submarine design and engineering, too. 
Naval officers regularly interact with the innovators of EB, telling them what 
works and what doesn't underway. They are a source of ideas and a reality check 
during the development of  tomorrow's submarines. 

The Navy's next submarine will almost certainly be designed at Electric Boat in 

w Groton because this is the only place in the country that has those capabilities. EB 



will incorporate in its blueprints the knowledge and wisdom of actual submariners 
- both active and retired. 

2 .  SUBMARINE INDUSTRIAL BASE: Hundreds of other southern New 
England businesses feed into the submarine industry. The Submarine Industrial 
Base Council estimates 568 Connecticut suppliers for the Virginia-class program 
alone. Rhode Island has l5O.h fact; more than 60  percent of our nation's undersea 
warfare work is performed in southern New England. My colleague and good 
friend, Rep. Jim Langevin of M o d e  Island, wisely noted last week that "the 
combination of these factors simply cannot be replicated elsewhere with the same 
record of achievement." 

3.  NAVAL UNDERWATER WARFARE CENTER (NUWC): This is the 
Navy's full-spectrum research, development, test and evaluation, engineering ad 
fleet support center for submarines, autonomous underwater systems, and offensiile 
and defensive weapons systems associated with undersea warfare. 

4. ACADERIIC INSTITUTIONS: The Marine Sciences Department of the 
University of Connecticut at Avery Point, the Coast Guard Research and 

w De~reloprnent Center at Avery Point, the Marine Sciences Department of the 
University of Rhode Island, the Coast Guard Academy, Eastern Connecticut Sate 
University and Yale University are just a few of the academic resources located 
ivithin 50 miles of the SUBASE New London which contribute to the synergy of 
subsurface excellence which is a national asset. Also within reasonable driving 
distances are the Marine Sciences Department of the University of Massachusetts, 
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute, Harvard University and MIT. All of these 
have very specialized and high quality undersea research and training programs. In 
addition, the Coast Guard Academy conducts leadership training in homeland 
security for Cadets, Officers and Enlisted personnel. 

5 .  MYSTIC AOUARIUM'S INSTITUTE FOR EXPLORATION: Under 
the leadership of the legendary Dr. Robert D. Ballard, discoverer of the Titanic, the 
Institute for Exploration engages in cutting edge littoral and deep ocean 
exploration. Dr. Ballard's activities have provided missions for the Navy's NR-I 
nuclear research submersible, and have extraordinary implications for American's 
national intelligence capabilities. We hope that the Commission will accommodate 
a detailed briefing on these activities in the future. 

In October 14, 2004, Michael W. Wynne signed a memorandum regarding the 
BRAC 2005 Military Value Principles. A close examination of the role of Naval 



w Submarine Base New London as the hub of a center of excellence for subsurface 
warfare in New England reflects these military value principles and should make 
the case for keeping the base open. A detailed analysis of these synergistic 
components will be forthcoming in subsequent hearings when the Department of 
Defense releases additional data relative to their base closure decisions. 

I am blessed to live in a community which for almost 100 years has visualized, 
designed, developed, built, deployed, based, repaired and maintained the most 
complicated machines ever built and operated by mankind - U.S. Navy 
Submarines. And their work goes on. And their work has in the past given us 
control of the subsurface battlefield. 

The future is less clear. But one thing is certain. If we destroy this center of 
excellence by dismantling one of its most important components - the Naval 
Submarine Base New London - we place our sailors, our Nation and our 
Democracy at risk. This is not a wise choice. 

In the words of The Hon. Duncan Hunter, Chairman of the House Armed Services 
Committee, on May 13, 2005, when he heard that SUBASE New London was 

W listed for closure: 

"I will continue to ... emphasize the importance of the collocation of the 
base with the nation's premier submarine construction facility. This 
interchange between operators and builders is critical to the continued 
supremacy of our undersea fleet." 

Chairman Hunter was correct. 

Now I am pleased to introduce Annapolis Graduate and Retired Submarine Captain 
John Markowicz to outline for you just some of the questions we have about the 
Department of Defense's analysis of the our submarine base. 
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May 9.2005 

BRAC 2005 Inde~endent Cornrlisskr. 
252 1 S Clark St, Sui~e 630 
Arlington., \'A 22202-?X9 

Dear Members of the hmlia: itr, 

I am writing tsdsy to cxprer s my su?pon for the Willow Grove Joint Reserve 
Bzse in Horshrn ,  P ~ n ~ s y l ~ a n i a .  

As stated by Eecreary c f  Defense, the Bzse Realignment and Closure 
Commission is charged with ti:r tasic  if ieview:r.e the status of our military instillations 
in order to sbeam!ine c g s a ~ o n  co;:s, Frombte in:er:-enice cooperation and consolidate 
m:litary a x e s .  In doing so the c o ~ ~ n j s s i o n  ~ i i l l  ;oak at ce&n criteria that will define 
which ir,s!il!ations are :c. 1,: 4.g;led for possiblc closure. These criteria include, cost, 
inter-ssmice coopera;im m c !  ex~ansion potential. I do not believe that Willow Grove 
meets the reqtirernmtj ILr l : h ; c ~ r  as set forth in the 3RAC guidelines for the following 
rezsons. 

First, one sf tile major issues reked  to Department of Defense force 
transfomation includes the need for "jjaintnesr." or the ability to base. train and deploy 
forces frcm different serbrice i.m c,hr:; together. .?,'i!low Grove is the laxpest ioint force 
base id the United States and t'!: :I i l ' ~  r-raior ;oin:reszn1e base in Pennsylvania. 

The b u e  is hum:  :o t5e Amy,  Navy, Air Force, Marines and Air National Guard. 
Willow Grove's cloie ;:xxir.ity 12 Philadelphk, Baltimore, h'ew York and New Jersey 
provides resenists rm ,:~silj. acce;si$!e base to fulfiil their training requirements. The 
base is also home ;o ?'crfisyI./:v;:a's oldest fllirg unit, thc 11 1' Fighter Wing that was 
recently deployed i? hzq ad Afg5anis:an. 

Second, Wil!ouf Grove has raom ta emmd within its current "footprint" in the 
c0mmuni:v. \!%ile the ~rha 'xan:hes have becn iccreasing their operational tempo, the 
Navy has begun to move aim.-5 clff kzse eit!!er to active duty units or to other squadrons 
that need the plmes ,Ccr :Lre:t c:l+st opeatiilns. This allows room for expansion on 
the base by the Air F1)rc: into Ereas fxrnerly usci by ..he Navy. 
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Third, Wi!lo;v Grove has a - p v e n  h k o r v  of emerpencv urmaredness and can 
a c c o m m o ~ a t e p n t i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c y .  m3biliz@on. suree a d  total farce rectuirements. Afta the 
September 11 attacks, R7il!ow Grove took on first responders from the Department of 
Environmental Protrction a id  became a trainng area for homeland security 
preparedness. The :!~de:al Er.~ergency Management Agency named tbe base an 
"alternste regional opptrations center," which was activated and used during the ZOO0 
Republican National Ccnvmtion in I'hiladelphia and shortly after 911 1. Additionally, 
Willow G~ove s~pports  a? b.OOO foot runway, which can facilitate military and large 
comnlercial aircraft. G.vm i:s c,ose proximitv to Philadelphia, Washington, DC, h'ew 
York and Baltimore;, ?Villa*& Ckve, c.ould easily l a d  aircraft diverted from their major 
airports in case of m t r g s c y .  I'hc b u e  is currently used by Air Force One during 
presidential trips f.c t'x rcgio:~ m i  couid p!;ct. ri1i:ary assets into the air to patrol the 
region during a pass.';::. ~r.;tcl:. 

Finally, I bei1~1,e thit ciosi:lg Willow Cir~ve will have a significant negative 
. . econorric impazt on t i c .  smauri.:;ng carnrnunity. According to a local consulting firm, 

U'illow Grove n;.xintti;ls 10,724 jobs and creates $378 million worth of local economic 
activity per year. C l o u e  3 i  ~ h t  b~.sc would heavily xffect the community, especially 
since it is iocated v s y  close ~3  ti^ former Sax a1 -4ir Warfare Center in Warminster, PA 
thzt wis clcsed d~ui l :g  c:e 139.5 BP-4C rocxl.  Only recently has the community 
s u r r o u d ~ n g  rhe NA \VC b t p r :  ta r t v  i~al.';.e. C.losing Willow Grove would not only hurt 
the off-bse comrnuri!y, b ~ t  fi.rt?ier ,m?eril N'a, n;Ls:er. 

7A'ill~w Go.,:c . ; u i ~ i t  2ese-e Base is a outstmIlding asset to the United States 
Depzii~:ent of Dzfenss zs -xc-ll 3 tto the cornrnurity. For the above stated reasons, 1 do 
not beliz~e that recol::.xen&:tg ';\rill;w Grove. JIIB for c l c m ~ e  will be an advantageous 
move fo: the Cepamlcct a i  D~,kr,se. I am more than willing to provide supporting 
materials if requested. XddAimdiy,  I Ln available tr, speak to any of the commissionen 
or?m !:12 recornn1endi~1~n list kco.nes public this week. Please contact Mr. Jeff 
Urbmchllk cn x y  s k , f  :o s c l ~ t d d e  .m appoinbnent at (202) 225-4276. Thank you very 
m ~ c h  a~:j I luok f o r i r ~ i '  tn uwrkr~g  &:rh vou ir. 1Ple future. 

.'/IICHAEL G. FITZPATRICK 
Mernbtr of Ccngress 



0 5 , ' ? 6 , ' 0 5  1 J : 1 5  F.41 2 0 2  2 2 5  5590  REP. TOM ALLEN 

May 25,2005 

The Honorable James H. Bilbray 
BRAC Commission 
521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington. VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Bilbray: 

During the BRAC Commission's May 17 hearing with Navy officials, Chief of Naval 
Operations Admiral Vernon Clark made two statements in need of correction. 

First, Admiral Clark stated that the capacity in private shipyards was a consideration 
in the Defense Department's detemination that there was excess capacity among the four 
public US. Navy shipyards. 

W e  were shocked to hear this, as we are unaware that capacity in the private sector 
has ever been a legal or legitimate consideration in the Department's BRAC data collection 
and analysis processes. To our knowledge, there have been no data calls under the BRAC w process o f  the nation's private sector nuclear shipyards. Without such data, there can be no 
proper analysis comparable to what was applied to the public shipyards. Without such 
analysis, w e  challenge the lestimacy of including private shipWds in the justification for 
reducing public shipyard infrastructure. 

Second, Admiral Clark cited the end of the refuelings of Los Angeles class 
mbmarines a a justification to close the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNSY). This 
reasoning is not supported by the facts. Significant maintenance requirements remain on the 
second flight of Los Angeles class submarines. The first two (of thirty-one) Engjneered 
Overhauls (EOH) are currently in execution at Portsmouth. An EOH work package 
constitutes approximately 240,000 mandays, or more b a n  two thirds the size of an 
Enginecring Refueling Overhaul (ERO, at 330,000 mandays). PNSY is scheduled to 
conduct seven EOHs by 201 1, which is the equivalent of more than five EROs. PNSY would 
perform about two EOHs per year bemeen 2012 and 2018 if the Navy distributes workload 
evenly among the four public shipyards. L 

PNSY is also scheduled to perform Depot Modernization Periods (DMPs, 160,000 
mandays), Selected Restricted Availabilities ( S W ) ,  Interim Drydocking Availabilities 
(LDDs), Pre-Inactivation Restricted Availabilities (NIUs), and Lnactivations on Los h g e l e s  
class submarines. Seawolf and Virginia class submarine maintenance has also been assigned 
to Portsmouth beginning in 201 1. 

PRINTED Oh' RECYCLE3 FAPER 
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We urge your consideration of our clarification of the facts as the Commission 
reviews the military value of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

Sincerely, 

SUSAN M. COLLTNS 
United States Senator 

MICHAEL MICHAUD 
United States Representative 

u n i t e d  ~ t & s  Senator 

T ~ M  ALLEN 
United States Rcpresentative 

c@c& 
CHARLES BASS 
United States Representative 



May 25,2005 

General Lloyd Newton 
B M C  Commission 
521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Newton: 

During the BRAC Commission's May 17 hearing with Navy officials, Chief of Naval 
Operations Admiral Vernon Clark made two statements in need of correction. 

First, Admiral Clark stated that the capacity in private shipyards was a consideration 
in the Defense Department's determination that there was excess capacity among the four 
public U.S. Navy shipyards. 

We were shocked to hear this, as we are unaware that capacity in the private sector 
has ever been a legal or legitimate consideration in the Department's BRAC data collection 
and analysis processes. To our knowledge, there have been no data calls under the BRAC 

1 process of the nation's private sector nuclear shipyards. Without such data, there can be no 
proper analysis comparable to what was applied to the public shipyards. Without such 
analysis, we challenge the legitimacy of including private shipyu-ds in the justification for 
reducing public shipyard infrastructure. 

Second, Admiral Clxk cited the end of the rehelings of Los Angeles class 
submarines as a justification to close the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNSY). This 
reasoning is not supported by the facts. Significant maintenance requirements remain on the 
second flight of Los Angeles class submarines. The first two (of thirty-one) Ensheered 
Overhauls (EOK) are currently in execution at Portsmouth. An EOH work package 
constitutes approximately 240,000 mtmdays, or more than two tlirds the site of an 
Engineering Reheling Overhaul (ERO, at 330,900 mandays). PNSY is scheduled to 
conduct seven EOHs by 201 I ,  which is the equivalent of more than five EROs. PNSY would 
perform about two EOHs per year between 2012 and 2018 if the Navy distributes workload 
evenly among the four public shipyards. 

PNSY is also scheduled to perform Depot Modernization Periods (DMPs, 180,000 
mandays), Selected Restricted Availabilities (SRAs), Lnterirn Drydocking Avdabilities 
(IDDs), Pre-Inactiv2tion Rcstrictcd Availabilitics (PEWS), and Inactivations on Los Angeles 
class submarines. SeaWolf and Virginia class submvine maintenance has also been assigned 
to Portsmouth beginning in 20 1 1. 
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We urge your consideration of our clarification of the facts as the Conlmission 
reviews the military value of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

Sincerely, 

M i t e d  States Senator 

TOM ALLEN 
United States Representative 

CH.4RLES BASS 
United States Representative United States Representative 



May 25,2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
2521 S. Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

During the BRAC Commission's May 17 hearing with Navy officials, Chief of Naval 
Operations Admiral Vernon Clark made two statements in need of correction. 

First, Admiral Clark stated that the capacity in private shipyards was a consideration 
in the De.fense Deparlment's delermination that there was excess capacity among the four 
public U.S. Navy shipyards. 

We were shocked to hear this, as we are unaware that capacity in the private sector 
has ever been a legal or legitimate consideration in the Departrnmt's BRAC data collection 
and analysis processes. To our knowledge, there have been no data calls under the BRAC 
process of the nation's private sector nuclear shipyards. Without such data, there can be no 

r, proper analysis comparable to what was applied to the public shipyards. Without such 
analysis, we challenge the legitimacy of includin~ private shipyards in the justificstion for 
reducing public shipyard infrastructure. 

Second, Admiral Clark cited the end o f  the refuelings of Los Angeles class 
submarines as a justification to close the Portsmouth Xaval Sllipyard (PNSY). This 
reasoning is not supported by the facts. Significant maintenance requirements remain on the 
second fli&t of Los Angelcs class submarines. The: first two (of thirty-one) Engineered 
Overhauls (EOK) are currently in execution at Portsmouth. An EOH work package 
constitutes zpproximately 240,000 mandays, or more thzn two thirds the size of an 
Engineering Refueling Overhaul (ERO, at 330,000 mandays). PNSY is scheduled to 
conduct seven EOHs by 201 1, which is the equivalmt of more than five EROs. PNSY would 
perform about two EOHs per year between 2012 and 201 8 if the Navy distributes workload 
evenly among the four public shipyards. 

P M Y  is also scheduled to perform Depot hlodemization Periods (DMPs, 180,000 
mandays), Selected Restricted Availabilities (SRAs), Interim Drydocking Availabilities 
(IDDs), Pre-Inactivation Restricted Availabilities (PIRAs), and Inactivations on Los Angeles 
class submarines. SeaWolf and Virginia class submarine maintenance has also been assigned 
to Portsmouth beginning in 201 1. 



rr BRAC, shipyard clarifications, p. 2 

We urge your consideration of our clarification of the facts as the Commission 
reviews the military value of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyxd. 

Sincerely, 

*SUSAK M. COLLINS 
United States Senator 

w BABm!& 
MICHAEL M I C ~ ~ U D  
United States Representative 

nited States Senator 

TOM ALLEN 
United States Representative 

- 

CHARLES BASS 
United Statcs Representative 



May 25,2005 

Mr. Philip E. Coyle 
BRAC Commission 
521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Coyle: 

During the BRAC commission's May 17 hearing wilh Navy officials, Chief of Naval 
Operations Admiral Vernon Clark made two statements in need of correction. 

First, Admiral Clark stated that the capacity in private shipyards was a consideration 
in the Defense Department's determination that there was excess capacity among the four 
public U.S. Navy shipyards. 

We were shocked to hear this, as we are unaware that capacity in the private sector 
has ever been a legal or legitimate consideration in the Department's BRAC data collection 

?u and analysjs processes. To our knowledge, there have been no data calls under the BRAC 
process of the nation's private sector nuclear shipyards. Without such data, there can be no 
propcr analysis comparable to what was applied to the public shipyards. Without such 
analysis, we challenge the legitimacy of including private shipyards in the justification for 
reducing public shipyard infmtructure. 

Second, Admiral Clark cited the end of the rehelings of Los Angeles class 
submarines a s  a justification to close the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNSY). This 
reasoning is not supported by the facts. Significant maintenance requirements remain on the 
second flight of Los Angeles class submarines. The f rst two (of thirty-one) Engineered 
Overhauls (EOH) are currently in execution at Portsmouth. An EOH work package 
constitutes approximately 240,000 mandays, or more than two thirds the size of an 
En_eineering Reheling Overhaul (ERO, at 330,000 mmdays). PNSY is scheduled to 
conduct seven EOHs by 201 1, which is the equivalent of more than five EROs. PNSY would 
perform about two EOHs per year between 2012 and 201 8 if the N a ~ y  distributes workload 
evenly among the four public shipyards. 

PNSY is also scheduled to perfonn Depot Modernization Periods (DIMPs, 180,000 
mandays), Selected Restricted Availabilities (SRAs), Interim Drydocking Availabilities 
(IDDs), Pre-Inactivation Restricted -4vailabilities (PLRAs), and inactivations on Los Angeles 
class submarines. SeaWolf and Virginia class submarine maintenance has also been assigned 
to Portsmouth beginning in 201 1. 
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BRAC, shipyard clarifications, p. 2 

We urge your consideration of our clarification of the facts as the Commission 
reviews the military value of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

SUSAN M. COLLINS 

MICHAEL MICHAUD 
United States Representative 

Sincerely, 

&lke?$V ed States Senator 

M t e d  ~ t a t k s  Senator 

- 

TO-M ALLEN 
United States Representative 

~ c k  
CHARLES BASS 
Unitcd States Representative 



May 24,2005 

The Honorable Gordon England 
Secretary o f  the Navy 
1300 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20350 

Dear Secretary Ensland, 

We rsquest that you provide the folloning information that w a s  used in the Navy's 
determination to recommend the closure of Poi-tsmouth Nal~al Shipyard at Kittery, Maine to the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission: 

A detailed breakdo\tn of cost of closure assessments, including factors ~pplied by 
COBRA in lieu of actual cost es~irnates. 

All options considered by the Chief of Naval Operations or Vice Ckief of Naval 
Operations to reduce excess capacity in shipyards (including closure. realignment, 
workload shifts and private sector capacity). 

A detailed breakdown of cost o f  operations assessment, including shipyard and base 
costs. 

We expect that this information be delivered to us no later than May 3 1, 2005 



vni ted  States Senator 

g,a 
Jeb bradley 
Member of Congress ./ 

Sincerely, 

-& usan Collins 
United States Senator 

Tom Allen 
bfember of C o n p s s  

-A 
Michael Michaud 
Member of Congess 



May 25: 2005 

The Honorable Phillip Coyle 
r\lernber, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clarlc Street Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Cormnissioner Coyle: 

We wanted to take this opportunity to bring to your attention infonnation in Volume N 
of DoD's Base Closure and Realignment Report regarding Brunswick Nal.al.4ir Station 
(BNAS). The supporting documentation, particularly in regxd to the estimated economic imp2ct 
of realigning BNAS, can be noted on paze C-11 of the Navy's Analyses a d  Recommendations. 

The Xavy's report notes that, over the period of 2OO6-2Ol1, the realignment of BXAS 
\vould result in a reduction of 4,266 jobs in the Portland-South Portland-Biddeford Metropolitan 
Statisrical Area (hlSA), \\.hich would account for 1.29 percent of e~nplo)ment in the hlSA. In 
describing the local impact of the loss of 4,266 jobs in terms of the Portland-South Portland- 
Biddeford hletropolitan Statistical Area (hISA), DoD includcd Brunswick in an hlSA of which it 

1(1 is not a part. In fact, according to the definitions of Maine's labor rnuket fiorn the Maine 
Department of Labor, Brunswick is an independent Labor Ma-ket Area (LMX), defined by the 
United States Bureau of Labor Statistics as: "an economically integrated geographcal area 
w~thin which workers can reside and find employment within a reasonable distance or can 
readily change emploqment without changins their place of residence." Since Brunswick is not 
a part of the Portland-South Portland-Biddeford MSA, the Navy significantly underestimated the 
economic impact of realignment at BNAS in terms of jobs lost on the regional economy. 

As the Pentagon has testified that it  is willins to put the economic impact of its ERAC 
recommendations into any context requested by the Commission, we hope that you will request 
amended information h m  the Navy that demomtrates the truly detrimental effect the proposed 
realignment would have on the Brunswick LMA. We expect that closer scmtiny of the local 
market job loss on the Bmswick LMA will show that the impzcr w*ould be vastly highcr than 
the conservative estimate of 1.29 percent. 

We would be happy to work closely with you and your staff in order 10 ensure that the 
BRAC Commission is receiving accurate data from DoD. Given the enormity of DoD's 
recommendation for BNAS, it is crucial that the Pentagon be honest with the Commission by 
providing data that represents the true economic impact of its proposals. As an additional 
resource. information about Maine's labor market definitions can be accessed at 
htt~://nu.w.rnaine. eov/labor/lmis/Labor~1arketArezDefinitionsChanee. html. 



We appreciate all of your hard work in ensuring that the Pentagon's recommendations 

w were formulated fairly, openly, and objectively. As you conduct your review, \ye hope that you 
wil l  investigzte this p-zrticular error of great concern to Maine and our nation. 

Sincerely, 

Tom H. Allen 
Member of Congress 

= Susan M. Collins 

United States Senator 

Member of Conyess 

cc :  Sec. PLl~thony Pnncipi, Chairmm, 2005 Defense Base Closure and Rezlignment 
Commission 

Hon. James Bilbray, Member 
Hon. Phillip Coyle, Member 

w ADM Huold Gehrnan, USN (ret), Member 
Hon. James Hmsen, Member 
Gen. James Hill, USA (ret), Member 
Gen. Lloyd Newton, 'L'SXF (ret), Member 
Hon. Samuel Skinner, Member 
Gm. Sue Ellen Turner, U S M  (ret), Member 



May 25,2005 

The Honorable .4nthony Principi 
Base Rcaligmcnt and Closure Commission 
Polk ~ u i l d k ~ ,  Suites 600 and 625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dcar Stxrelary Principi: 

We want to welcome you and thc other members of the BRAC Cornrnission to Ncw 
London for your visit to the submarine base on May 3 I ,  2005. In addition to your tow, the 
Governor, Members of Congress, and local rrprcscntativcs are preparing to mcet with you and 
your icllow Commissioners on June I at 9:00 am at the Nautilus submarine museum to discuss 
the New London Submarine Base and its value to our national security. 

1 We appreciate that you have made time in your busy schedule for the meeting and w e  
look fornard to the meeting as we bclicve this will provide an important oppo~unity to exchange 
information about the New London facility and thc vital rolc i t  plays in our nation's defense. 

Pleasc have your staff contact Fred Donncy zt (202) 224-104 1 in Senztor Liebeman's 
officc, or Neal Orringer zt (202) 224-2680 in Senator Dodd's office, or Justin Bcrnier at (202) 
225-2076 in Representstive Simmons' for additional information on the lunc I rnceting. 

Sincerely, 

.- 
CHRISTOPHER J. DODD 
United States Senator United States Senator 



M a v  2,2005 

ARMED SERVlCES C O M M l l T E E  
SuBCOMMlREE ON PROJECTION FORCES 

SuncoMMlrrEE ON 
TACTICIL Am AND LIND FORCES 

- 
TRANSPORTATION A N D  

INFRASTRUCTURE C O M M l l T E E  

SULICOMMIREE ON RAILROADS 

CONGRESSMAN ROB SIMMONS S U ~ C O M M ~ T ~ E E  Oh HIGHWAYS AND TRANSIT 

S U ~ C O M M ~ E E  ON COAST GUARD AND 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARITIME TRANSPORTATION 

- 
BG Sue  Ellen Turner (Ret.) SECOND DISTRICT CONNECTKUT 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMI~TEE 

BRAC Commission S u e c o M u l m t  ON HEALTH 
CMAIRUAN 

Polk Building, Suites 600 and 625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear General Turner: 

I would like to bring to your attention the enclosed report of the Northeast-Midwest Institute, "Base 
Closings and  h4ilitary Presence in the Northeast-Midwest: The Nation's Unguarded Region." The 
report  highlights the  terrorism hazard of additional base closures in the Northeast-Midwest region of 
the  United States. I urge 170u to duly consider the military l~a lue  of bases to homeland security as you 
prepare your Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommendations to the president. 

O \ ~ e r  the last four rounds of base closings, the Northeast-h4idwest region has sustained deep 
personnel and infrastructure reductions that have created a military \raid in the nation's region most 
yulnerable to terrorism. Although it holds almost 10 percent of the nation's population and accounts 

-or more than 40 percent of its annual economic output, the Northeast-Midwest region has just ten 
percent of the U.S.-based active duty military personnel. Population centers and industrial hubs, 12.e 
know, are  the most  likely target of future terrorist attacks. 

Since 1987, the Northeast-Midwest has lost 41 percent of its acti1.e duty military compared with just 
21 percent for the  rest of the country. Additional cuts in the region would further erode our 
military's ability t o  respond to terrorist attacks. Lessons from the April 2005 "TOPOFF 3" exercise, 
which simulated terrorist incidents originating in New London, Connecticut - home of Submarine 
Base N e w  London - indicate the homeland security value of proximate military facilities. 

The  BRAC 2005 criteria require you to weigh heavily the military value of bases considered for 
closure a n d  realignment. As a Subcommittee Chairman of the Homeland Security Committee and  a 
Vice Subcommittee Chairman on the Armed Services Committee, I frequently consider the value of 
bases,to the security of the urban, industrialized Northeast-h4idwest region in this age of catastrophic F&??:.Y urge you to do the same as you execute your BRAC responsibilities. 

'1 



SPEAKER'S PRESCRIPTION DRUG ACTION TEAM 

LONG ISLAND SOUND CAUCUS 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE 
COMPONENTS CAUCUS 

CONGRESSIONAL SPORTSMEN'S CAUCUS 

YGRESSIONAL TRAVEL AND TOUA~SM C~UCUS 

PORT S E c u n l r r  CAUCUS WNGRESSIONAL CAUCUS FOR WOMEN'S I W E S  

May 2,2005 CONGRESSMAN ROB SIMMONS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

General  Lloyd Newton (Ret.) SECOND DISTRICT, CONNECTICUT 

BRAC Commission 
Polk Building, Suites 600 a n d  625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

b 

Dear General $ton Fbl ' 

ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 
S u s c o ~ M ~ n r r  ON PROJECTION FORCES 

S U B C O M M I ~ E C  ON 

TACTICAL AIR AND LAND FORCES 

TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE 

S U ~ C O M M ~ T ~ C E  ON HIGHWAYS AND TRANS~T 

Su8cOMMITlEE ON COAST GUARD AND 
M A R ~ M E  TRANSPORTATION 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
SUBCOMMITEE ON HEALTH 

CHAIRYAM 

I wou ld  like to bring to your attention the enclosed report of the Northeast-Midwest Institute, "Base 
Closings a n d  Military Presence in the Northeast-Midwest: The Nation's Unguarded Region." The 
report  highlights the terrorism hazard of additional base closures in the Northeast-Midwest region of 
the  United States. I urge you to duly consider the militar~l value of bases to homeland security as j70u 
prepare  vour  Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommendations to the president. 

Ove r  the last four rounds of base closings, the Northeast-Midurest region has sustained deep 
personnel a n d  infrastructure reductions that have created a military \~oid in the nation's region most 
rulnerable to terrorism. Although it holds almost 30 percent of the nation's population and accounts 

-or more  than 30 percent of its annual economic output, the Northeast-Midwest region has just ten 
percent of the  U.S.-based active duty military personnel. Population centers and industrial hubs, we 
know,  a r e  the  most likely target of future terrorist attacks. 

Since 1987, the Northeast-Midwest has lost 31 percent of its acti\re duty military compared with just 
21 percent for the rest of the country. Additional cuts in the region would further erode our 
military's ability to  respond to terrorist attacks. Lessons from the April 2005 "TOPOFF 3" exercise, 
which simulated terrorist incidents originating in New London, Connecticut - home of Submarine 
Base N e w  London - indicate the homeland security value of proximate military facilities. 

The  BRAC 2005 criteria require you to weigh hea\.ily the military value of bases considered for 
closure a n d  realignment. As a Subcommittee Chairman of the ~ b m e l a n d  Security Committee and a 
Vice Subcommittee Chairman on the Armed Services Committee, 1 frequently consider the value of 
bases to  the  security of the urban, industrialized Northeast-Midwest region in this age of catastrophic 

you to d o  the same a s  you execute your BRAC responsibilities. 



ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMlnEE ON PROJECTION FORCES 

;RESSIONAL TRAVEL AND TOURISM CAUCUS 

PORT SECURITY CAUCUS 

iONGRESSlONAL CAUCUS FOR WOMEN'S ISSUES 

TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE 

SU~COMMITTEE ON RAILROADS -.- - 

CONGRESSMAN ROB SIMMONS SUBCOMMlTTE€ ON HGHWAYS AND TRANSIT 

S u B c o u M l n E ~  ON COAST GUARD AND 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MnnlT1ME TRANSPORTAT~ON 

- 
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner SECOND DISTRICT, CONNECTICUT 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

BRAC Con~mission SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
Cl iAl~ l lAB 

Polk Building, Suites 600 and 625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Secretary Ski +er: 9 ) ~  
I would like to bring to your attention the enclosed report of the Northeast-Midwest Institute, "Base 
Closings and h4ilitary Presence in the Northeast-Midwest: The Nation's Unguarded Region." The 
report highlights the terrorism hazard of additional base closures in the Northeast-Midwest region of 
the United States. I urge you to duly consider the military value of bases to homeland security as you 
prepare your Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommendations to the president. 

O\?er the last four rounds of base closings, the Northeast-Mid~~est region has sustained deep 
personnel and infrastructure reductions that have created a military void in the nation's region most 

ulnerable to terrorism. Although i t  holds almost 40 percent of the nation's population and accounts 
( I l o r  more than 40 percent of its annual econon~ic output, the Northeast-Midwest region has just ten 

percent of the U.S.-based active duty military personnel. Population centers and industrial hubs, \2,e 
know, are the most likely target of future terrorist attacks. 

Since 1987, the Northeast-Midwest has lost 11 percent of its active duty military compared with just 
21 percent for the rest of the country. Additional cuts in the region would further erode our 
military's ability to respond to terrorist attacks. Lessons from the April 2005 "TOPOFF 3" exercise, 
which simulated terrorist incidents originating in New London, Connecticut - home of Submarine 
Base New London - indicate the homeland security value of proximate military facilities. 

The BRAC 2005 criteria require you to weigh heavily the military value of bases considered for 
closure and realignment. As a Subcommittee Chairman of the Homeland Security Committee and a 
Vice Subcommittee Chairman on the Armed Services Committee, I frequently consider the value of 
bases to the security of the urban, industrialized Northeast-Midwest region in this age of catastrophic 

you to do the same as you execute !.our BRAC responsibilities. 

37-39 PEARL STREET 

ENFIELD. CT 06082 
18601 7 4 1 4 0 5 3  



LONG ISLAND SOUND CAUCUS 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE 

COMPONENTS CAUCUS 

'ONGRESS~ONAL SPORTSMEN'S CAUCUS 

ARMED SERVICES COMMllTEE 

S u e c o u u ~ r r ~ ~  ON 

TACTKAL AIR AND LAND FORCES 

hla y 2,2005 

TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMllTEE 

SUBCOMMIT~EE ON RAILROADS 

CONGRESSMAN ROB SIMMONS S ~ ~ C O M M ~ T ~ E E  ON HIGHWAYS AND TRANS~T 

S U K O M M I ~ ~ E E  ON Consr GUARD AND 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MARITIME TRANSPORTATlDN 

SECOND DISTRICT, CONNECTICUT 
- 

General James T. Hill (Ret.) VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMI~TEE 

BRAC Commission SuecoMMlrrEE ON HEALTH 

C n ~ m u r r r  

Polk Building, Suites 600 and 625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear General %: &:@ 
I would like to bring to yo ntion the enclosed report of the Northeast-Midwest Institute, "Base 
Closings and Military Presence in the N o r t h e a s t - M i d ~ ~ s t :  The Nation's Unguarded Region." The . 

report highlights the terrorism hazard of additional base closures in the Northeast-Midwest region of 
the United States. I urge you to duly consider the military value of bases to homeland security as you 
prepare your Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommenclations to the president. 

O\yer the last four rounds of base closings, the Northeast-Midwest region has sustained deep 
nersonnel and infrastructure reductions that have created a militar~r 17oid in the nation's region most 

Inerable to terrorism. Although it holds almost 30 percent of the nation's population and accounts 
e r  more than 40 percent of its annual economic output, the Northeast-Midwest region has just ten 

percent of the U.S.-based acti17e duty military personnel. Population centers and industrial hubs, we 
know, are the most likelv target of future terrorist attacks. 

Since 1987, the Northeast-Midwest has lost 31 percent of its acti\ye duty military compared with just 
21 percent for the rest of the country. Additional cuts in the region ~7ould further erode our 
military's ability to  respond to terrorist attacks. Lessons from the April 2005 "TOPOFF 3" exercise, 
which simulated terrorist incidents originating in New Lonclon, Connecticut - home of Submarine 
Base New London - indicate the homeland security value of proximate military facilities. 

The BRAC 2005 criteria require you to weigh heavily the military l~a lue  of bases considered for 
closure and  realignment. As a Subcommittee Chairman of the Homeland Security Committee and a 
Vice Su bcoinmi ttee Chairman on the Armed Services Committee, I frequently consider the value of 

rban, industrializecl Northeast-Midwest region in this age of catastrophic 
o the same as you execute your BRAC responsibilities. 

215 CANNON HOU 

12021 225-2076 



SPEAKER'S PRESCRIPTION DRUG ACTION TEIM 

LONG ISLAND SOUND CAUCUS 

NATIONAL GUAAD AND RESERVE 
COMPONEN~S CAUCUS 

CONGRESSIONAL SPORTSMEN'S CAUCUS 

RESSIONAL TRAVEL AND TOURISM CAUCUS 

P o w  Y c u s ~ r  C r u c u s  

~ONGRESS~ONAL CAUCUS FOR WOMEN'S ISSUES 

Mav 2,2005 CONGRESSMAN ROB SIMMONS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Admiral Harold W. Gehnian (Ret.) SECOND DISTRICT, CONNECTICUT 

BRAC Commission 
Polk Building, Suites 600 and 625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

ARMED SERVICES COMMllTEE 

TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMllTEE 

~UBCOMMITTEE ON COAST GUARD AND 
M ~ R I T I M E  TRANSPORTATION 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMllTEE 
SUBCOMMITEE ON HEALTH 

CUAIRMAN 

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

I would  like to bring to your attention the enclosed report of tlie Northeast-Midwest Institute, "Base 
Closings and  Military Presence in the Northeast-Midwest: The Nation's Unguarded Region." The 
report  highlights the terrorism hazard of additional base closures in the Northeast-Midwest region of 
the  United States. I urge you to duly consider the military value of bases to homeland security as you 
prepare )?our Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommendations to the president. 

Ove r  the last four rounds of base closings, the Northeast-h.lidwyest region has sustained deep 
personnel and  infrastructure reductions that have created a military void in the nation's region most 
wlnerable to  terrorism. Altliough it holds almost 40 percent of the nation's population and accounts 

*or more than 40 percent of its annual economic output, the Northeast-Midwest region has just ten 
percent of the U.S.-based active duty military personnel. Population centers and industrial hubs, we 
know, are the most likely target of future terrorist attacks. 

Since 1987, the Northeast-Midwest has lost 11 percent of its active duty military compared with just 
21 percent for the rest of the country. Additional cuts in the region would further erode our 
military's ability to respond to terrorist attacks. Lessons from the April 2005 "TOPOFF 3" exercise, 
which simulated terrorist incidents originating in New London, Connecticut - home of Submarine 
Base New London - indicate the homeland security value of proximate military facilities. 

The  BRAC 2005 criteria require you to weigh heavily the military value of bases considered for 
closure and  realignment. As a Subcommittee Chairnlan of tlie Homeland Security Committee and a 
Vice Subcommittee Chairman on the Armed Services Committee, I frequently consider the value of 

of the urban, industrialized Northeast-hlidwest region in this age of catastrophic 
to d o  the same as you execute your BRAC responsibilities. 

Second ~ i ~ t ~ i ~ \ y ~ e c t i ~ ~  t 
215 CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BV 

WASHINGTON. DC 20515 
(202) 225-2076 



SPEAKER'S PRESCRIPTION DRUG ACTION TEAM 

LONG ISLAND SOUND CAUCUS 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE 
COMPONENTS CAUCUS 

CONGRESSIONAL SPOCITSMEN'S CAUCUS 

RESSIONAL TRAVEL AND TOURISM CAUCUS & Porn ~ r c u a m  CAUCUS 

~ONGRESSIONAL CAUCUS FOR WOMEN'S ISSUES 

May 2,2005 CONGRESSMAN ROB SIMMONS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

The Honorable Phili p Coyle SECOND DISTRICT, CONNECTICUT 

BRAC Commission 
Polk Building, Suites 600 and 625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

A R M E D  SERVICES C O M M l l T E E  
S u e c o u ~ l n r r  ON PROJECTION FORCES 

SU~COMMI~~EE ON 
TACTCAL AIR AND LAND FORCES 

TRANSPORTATION A N D  
INFRASTRUCTURE C O M M l l T E E  

VETERANS' AFFAIRS C O M M I l T E E  

Dear Secretary Coyle: 

I ~ m u l d  like to bring to ).our attention the enclosed report of the Northeast-Midwest Institute, "Base 
Closings a n d  h4ili tary Presence in the Northeast-Midwest: The Nation's Unguarded Region." The 
report highlights the terrorism hazard of additional base closures in the Northeast-Midwest region of 
the United States. 1 urge j70u to duly consider the military lralue of bases to homeland security as  you 
prepare your  Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommendations to the president. 

Over the last four rounds of base closings, the Northeast-Midwest region has sustained deep 
personnel a n d  infrastructure reductions that have created a military void in the nation's region most 
wlnerable to  terrorism. Although it holds almost 40 percent of the nation's population and accounts 

@or more than 40 percent of its annual economic output, the Northeast-Midwest region has just ten 
percent of the U.S.-based active duty military personnel. Population centers and industrial hubs, w e  
know, are  the most likely target of future terrorist attacks. 

Since 1987, the Northeast-Midwest has lost 31 percent of its active duty military compared ~ 4 t h  just 
21 percent for the  rest of the country. Additional cuts in the region would further erode our 
military's ability to respond to terrorist attacks. Lessons from the April 2005 "TOPOFF 3" exercise, 
which simulated terrorist incidents originating in New London, Connecticut - home of Submarine 
Base New London - indicate the homeland security value of proximate military facilities. 

The BRAC 2005 criteria require you to weigh heavily the military value of bases considered for 
closure a n d  realignment. AS a subcommittee chairman of the Homeland Security Committee and  a 
Vice Subcommittee Chairman on  the Armed Services Committee, I frequently consider the value of 
bases to  the  security of the urban, industrialized Northeast-h4idwest region in this age of catastropl~ic 

do the same as you execute your BRAC responsibilities. 

Member of 

12021 225-2076 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515 



SPEAUER'S PRESCR~PT~ON DRUG ACTION TELM 

LONG ISLAND SOUND CAUCUS 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE 
COMPONENTS CAUCUS 

CONGRESSIONAL SPORTSMEN'S CAUCUS 

ORESSIONAL TAAVEL AND TOURISM CAUCUS 

P o n r  S ~ c u n t r v  CAUCUS WGRESSIONAL CAUCUS FOR WOMEN'S ISSUES 

h4ay 2,2005 CONGRESSMAN ROB SIMMONS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

The Honorable James V. Hansen SECOND DISTRICT, CONNECTICUT 

BRAC Con~lnission 
Polk Building, Suites 600 and 625 
2521 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 b 

ARMED SERVICES COMMllTEE 

S u e c o ~ ~ ~ n r r  ON 

T ~ c i t c ~ L  AIR AND LAND FORCES 

TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMllTEE 

SUBCOMMllTEE ON RAILROADS 

SUBCOMM~~TEE ON HIGHWAYS AN0 T A ~ N S I I  

S~BCOMMI~TEE ON COAST GUARD 4ND 
M4RlllME TRANSPOR~ATION 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMllTEE 

! Dear Reyresentati\ve Ha sen: da5i, 
I would like to bring to your att BV .. 

ast-Midwest Institute, "Base 
Closings and  h4ilitarv Presence Unguarded Region." The 
report  highlights the terrorism 1 : Northeast-Midwest region of 
the United States. I urge you to s to homeland security as you 
prepare your Base Realignment . ions to the president. 

Over  the last four rounds of bas 
' 

I has sustained deep 
personnel and infrastructure rec - 1 in the nation's region most 
-ulnerable to terrorism. Althou m's population and accounts 

-or more than 40 percent of its a: lidwest region has just ten 
percent of the U.S.-based active ters and industrial hubs, we 
k i ~ o w ,  a re  the most likely target UI rurure terrorist attacks. 

Since 1987, the Northeast-Midwest has lost 41 percent of its active duty military compared with just 
21 percent for the rest of the country. Additional cuts in the region would further erode our 
military's ability to respond to terrorist attacks. Lessons from the April 2005 "TOPOFF 3" exercise, 
wI1ic11 simulated terrorist incidents originating in New London, Connecticut - home of Submarine 
Base New London - indicate the homeland security value of proximate military facilities. 

The BRAC 2005 criteria require you to weigh heavily the military value of bases considered for 
closure and  realignment. As a Subcommittee Chairman of the Homeland Security Committee and a 
Vice Subcommittee Chairman on the Armed Serifices Committee, I frequently consider the value of 
b =&-the -*. security of the urban, industrialized Northeast-Midwest region in this age of catastrophic 
terrorism. hr r rge  you to d o  the same as you execute your BRAC responsibilities. P "r 

Second Distric 
2 1 5  CANNON HOUSE OFFICE 

12021 225-2076 
WASHINGTON. D C  2 0 5 1  5 



SPE.*E.'S PRESCRIPTION DRUG ACTSONTEAM 

LONG ISLAND SOUND CAUCUS 

NATIONAL G u m o  AND R E S E ~ V E  
COUPONENTSCAUCUS 

CONGI(ESSIOLI*C SPOPTSMEN'S CAUCUS 

~NGQESS~ONIL TRAVEL LQD TOURISM ~ I U C U S  

Pomr S ~ c u a m  C.UCU$ 

ONG~ESSloNAL CAUCUS FOR WOWEN'S ISSUES 

May 2, 2005 CONGRESSMAN ROB SIMMONS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

The Honorable  Anthony Principi SECOND DISTRICT, CONNECTICUT 

BRAC Commission 
Polk  Bui lding,  Suites 600 and 625 
2521 Sou th  Clark Street 

ARMED SERVICES C O h ? M I r E E  

TRANSPORTATION A N D  
INFRASTRUCTURE C O M M l m E E  

VETERANS' AFFAIRS C O M M l n E E  
SL~BCOMMIT~ZE ON HLALTM 

Q!.!?!I%u! 

Arlington. VA 22202 

Dear  Secretary 

I wou ld  like to bring to your attention the \ , nclosecl report of the  Northeast-h,licl\\-est Institute, "Base 
Closings and Military Presence in the Northeast-h3id1vest: The  Nation's Unguarded Region." The 
repor t  highlights the tcrrorisrn hazarcl of additional base closures in tlw Northeast-blici\\rest region of 
the United States. I urge !mu to duly consider the ~nilitary value of bases to homelancl security as ).ou 
p repare  y o u r  Base Realignment and Closure Commission reconmendations to the president. 

Oxver the  last  four rounds oi base closings, the Northeast-hlicl~x'est region has sustained deep 
personnel  a n d  infrastructure reductions that ha\recreatecl a mi l i tar~~voic i  in the nation's region most 

ulnesable t o  tel.rorism. Although i t  holds almost 40 percent of the nation's population and  accounts 
=r more  than  40 percent of its annual economic output, the Northrast-Evlid~vest region has just ten 

percent  of t he  U.S.-based active du ty  militarv personnel. Population centers and ~nclustrial hubs, 1 % ~  

know,  a r e  the most likely target of future terrorist attacks. 

Since 19S7, the  Northeast-Micllzvest has lost 41 percent of its active duty mili tasy compareci xvith just 
21 percent  fo r  the rest of the country. Additional cuts in the region woulcl further erode our 
mili tarv's ability to sesponci to terrorist attacks. Lessons from the April 2005 "TOPOFF 3" esercise, 
which  simulated terrorist incidents originating in New London, Connecticut - home of Subrnarine 
Base N e w  London - indicate the homeland security value of prosimate military facilities. 

The BRAC 2005 criteria require you to weigh heavily the military value of bases consiciered for 
c losure  a n d  realignment. As a Subcommittee Chairman of the Homeland Security Committee and a - 
Vice Subcolnruittee Chairman on the Armed Services C o ~ n n ~ i t t e e ,  I frequentlv consider the valut' of 
bases  to the security of the urban, industrialized Northeast-h4iclwest region in this age of catastrophic . -- -.--- 

r T  e you to do the same as j-ou execute ).our BRAC responsibilities. 
J 9 - 



A QlIESTIONIN(; OF I'IiE 1)ETEHhllNATION OF MILITARY VALlIE 

In the preparation of the Navy propusals, the single most important piccc of data 
may be the rclative military value ( M V )  dctcrniined for each of the bases. Tlicsc \,alucs, 
along with capacity arialysis valuations, are the feedstock to the configuration arialj+i 
(CA), and lo [he csknt  they arc incorrectly formulated, can make tlic C A  and all that 
follows in the BIWC evaluation process meaningless. 

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

I .  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. 

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, i t  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: 

G E N E R A L  QUESTIONSICOMMENTS 

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

ex: 10 piers, each 70 feet = 700 feet = I 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 13ay CGE 13.5 i~npssible to bcrth and suppwt 13 
I'KIDENI' subs at Kings Bay. 

In comparing capabilities of two similar function bases. \vhy was berthing 
capability for the specific type ships involved not counted? That is, the better question 
would bc how nimy SSNs or SSBNs can be berthed and supported ~~ridcr normal 
circunistances? 

2. Jointness - Does not appear in any question, yet is to be a major considcration 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 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 
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 1 1  SSNs to Norfolk does not change the MV of Norfolk. No 
change in CGE. 

5. The judgment ofan analyst was used in 78% of the questions/scoring. "analyst 
will apply a h c t i o n  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? 

6. Why was there no comparison of the normal utilization rate of piers/wharves 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 bener determination of excess 
capacity? 



7. Following calculation. how was MV actually used in  detcmlining closurc 
reconmendat ions? 

Operational lnfrastructurc Questions 

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

ex: CGE Earle 8 score 1 . 1  1 
CGE Kings Bay 13.5 score 1.1 5 
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, since no other port on the east coast can 
meet this requirement? What justifies a weight of 4.1 5 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 1.69score 

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 
l .Ol  and Kings Bay a score of O.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 camer at Mayport. 



SEA 7 Ilow is rnasimun~ capacity Index for Maintenance calculated and adj1ls1c.d 
by the analyst? 

Ex: Kings Bay rcccives the highest point score ol'all bascs with the 
exception of the shipyards at Portsmouth and Norfolk, yct maintains less than X subs. 

SEA I I What is the importance of the distance to a deperming facility? What is the 
rrequency of deperming a ship? 

SEA 13 Why is thcre no credit for a port which does not rcquirc specialized 
security/emergency services? Is this question biased towards CVNs and SSBNs 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 i t  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 
faci li t i eslareas? 

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 i t  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 much 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 29 Based on usage frequency of a submarine training range, what is the 
justification Tor a max score of 3.15 points'? 



Why does a surface 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 What was the distance to the 50 fathom curve for each of the sub bases 
and how did the analyst adjust for scores? 

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

ex: Ingleside score 1.13 
New London score 0.0 

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 annual maintenance dredging, New Londol 
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 no credit given for not requiring annual dredging? 
ex: Kings Bay requires annual dredging but has a disposal site. 

New London does not require dredging. Kings Bay scores 2X New London 

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 1.1 5 

Personnel Support 



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

ex: 1 .O1 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? 

ex: wait tinie at Kings Bay 13 months, at New London essentially 
none, yet score were 2.08 and 2.14 out of 2.5 possible 

Additional Questions 

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 May-port and thus eliminating twice as much "excess capacity"? 
32.5 CGE vs 16.25 CGE 

3. Did configuration constraints require one SSBN base per coast? 
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