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1 )  Welcome, Objectives, Overview 

2) Force Structure and Criteria 1 ,  2, and 3 
Force Structure Plans (FSP) show a force structure of about 55 subs until 201 9 
Criterion 1 -Without Portsmouth, workload exceeds capacity 
Criterion 2-FSP precludes closure of unless its 3 drydocks are replicated 
Criterion 3-Closure leaves others yards at 95% capacity--no room for surge 

3) CapacityIWorkload 
Human capacity was ignored when evaluating capacity at Naval Shipyards 
Drydocks and industrial plant capacity cannot accommodate workload without PNS 
Human capacity cannot accommodate workload without Portsmouth 
Even with SSN force structure of 45, workload does not decline until 20 19 

4) Other Capabilities and Cost of Reconstitution 
Portsmouth can maintain and homeport the DDG-5 1 destroyer, Aegis cruisers, Perry 
Class Frigates, and the Littoral Combat Ship. 
Portsmouth can modernize, maintain and homeport all US Coast Guard maritime 
platforms, and is currently homeport to three US Coast Guard cutters. 
Portsmouth can modernize, maintain, and repair SSBNs and SSGNs. 
Portsmouth can build and maintain deep submersibles and SEAL delivery vehicles. 
It would cost $400 million and take at least 4 years to reconstitute one drydock 

5) Criteria 4 and 5 
Portsmouth will return 60 months of operational time through 201 1 
DoD "struggled" and gave up trying to account for Portsmouth's efficiency 
Corrected COBRA: $203 million in additional one-time costs and a 20-year NPV cost 
of $285 million, with a 34 year payback (2042). 
DoD COBRA runs showing that closing Pearl generated higher savings 

6) Criterion 6 
DoD did not include New Hampshire in its economic impact evaluations 

7) Criterion 8 
DoD understated environmental remediation costs by at least $100 million 

8) Summary 
Closure deviates from BRAC criteria 
Closure costs taxpayers more than it will save 
Closure undermines national defense strategy 
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Norfolk Dry Dock Report 
Current Workload with Portsmouth Closure 
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Industrial Plant Capacity and Usage 

Baseline 
Data 

DoD Recommendation 
DoD E> Recommendation 

With Historical 
Growth Factor 

Capacit, 
Range 

Current 
Capacity 

Current 
Usage 

4 Shipyards 3 Shipyards 



Workload - Misconceptions 
70 

SSN Force Level Shortfall 
Todav 
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Four major concerns: . Does not reflect maintenance workload . Does not show surface combatants or SSBNISSGNs 
Does not support Force Structure Plan 
Does not support the War Fighter requirements, only budget shortfall 





costs and savings, including the number of years, beginlning with the I - 

date of completion of the closure or realinnlnent, fpr +he savi~gs - to 
exceed the costs. 

DoD - 
Cost to Close $448.427 M 
NPV in 2025 $1.262 B 
Payback Year 201 2 (4 years) 

Difference 

2042 (34 years) 30 years 





CONFLICT 1 ! 

'' Conflicts in Dry Dock Usage 
with Portsmouth Closure CONFLICT 

I 1 FY05 FY06 1 DOCK FY07 FY08 ' 1 FY09 F Y I 0  FY I1  F Y I 2  1 F Y I 3  F Y I 4  

CONFLICT 



Projected Savings Calculations 
(Re-calculated with efficiency and actual cost of closure) 
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I Including Legitimate Closure Costs: 
- - Payback Year is 2042. .A 

I R X  In 2025, net I - is +$285M. 

I Not the $1.28 savings projected by 'i;$D 
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I Portsmouth Open Equals Greatest Savings to Navy I 


