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July 2 1,2005 

General Sue Ellen Turner 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear commissioner Turner: 

We believe that the nation needs four public Navy Shipyards. Evidence we have 
provided to the Commission shows that there is insufficient excess capacity among the 
shipyard corporation. Closure of one shipyard would create the unacceptable risk that the 
Navy would not be able to execute the planned schedule of submarine maintenance 
without a loss of operational time. 

As the Commission debates the recommendation to close the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, we would like to focus yonr attention on the following points: 

An analysis of human capacity reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the 
Navy will not have enough skilled government workers to perform scheduled 
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS 
S A N  FRANCISCO). The Defense Department failed to properly analyze human 
capacity as a component of total capacity. By measuring building and potential 
workstation square footages and assuming they are directly additive to drydock 
capacity, the Department created a woefblly inadequate assessment of Navy's 
industrial capacity. Specifically, the methodology used by DOD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3,565 direct labor peoplelCommodities, even though 
the shipyard corporation is actually short 2,186 direct labor people/Commodities. 
The calculation of human capacity is essential to the question of excess capacity, 
but was omitted from the DOD methodology. The attached point paper discusses 
this issue in more detail. 

. The hinhlv-skilled and specialized workforce at a nuclear shipyard takes years to 
train, and cannot be easily or quickly replicated. It takes eight to ten years to fully 
train a worker for the skills needed to work on a nuclear submarine. There is DO 

national labor pool for these workers. According to Defense Department 
estimates, more than two thirds of Poamouth's workforce would be lost if the 
Shipyard closed. The Shipyard estimates the loss would be more than 90 percent, 
based on historical experience1'. Loss of such a significant portion of the 
corporate shipyard workforce would have a negative effect on overall efficiency 
and the ability to maintain submarines on schedule. Further, the top-rated 
performance at Portsmouth is due to the unique workforce culture at the Shipyard, 
which is made possible by the strong labor-management relations developed there 
over years'9, If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, i t  would have 

'?es?inony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional I-learing, Boston, July 6,2005 
Testimony of Mr. Paul O'Connor, B W r R u g + ~ ~ & o s t o n ,  July 6, ZOOS 
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already been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the culture. 
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction of 
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards a d  a resulting loss of operational 
time as submarines remain longer in depot. 

A nuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly imoossible to reconstitute if needed in the 
future. The cost of reoonstitution would be enonnous, md should baar on the 
Commission's analysis. There will always be impediments to establishing a 
nuclear pennitted facility in any community. Land values and coastal 
development make it exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish my deep 
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks 
must also be considered. The most recent study of the construction a new dry- 
dock estimated the cost to be $400 million3, and a minimum four years for design, 
permitting and consiruction. 

As demonstrated in the enclosure and documents previously provided to the 
Commission, the closure of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would result in insufficient 
capacity to perfom the scheduled submarine maintenance backlog. As always, we stand 
ready to answer any questions the Commission may have. 

A Sincerely, 

United s t a b  Senator 

SUSAN M. COLLINS 
United States Senator 

Lhded States ~ e ~ r e s d w e  

Enclosure 

~ & e d  States Senator 

M~~~~ H. ALLEN 
United States Representative 

%c cosr estimate for a new drydock is based on thc two most recent data poinb available: 
The newest drydock in the Navy's inventory is at the Trident Rtfit Facility at Kings Bay, Georga. The 
drydock was completed in 19S9. Authorized costs were $125 million. However, the costs h d  not include 
utilities and road construction. Access to the drydock also requires dredging that was not included as a 
cost There were few environmental hurdles and social impediments with the location which also 
contributed to fewer costs. Adjusted with a 4% rate the cost would equate to a $295 million in 2005 
dollars. The Department of the Navy completed a study recently for thc conslruction of a single new dry 
dock at the Tridcnt Refit Facility at Bangor, Washagton. This study concluded a potcniial cost of between 
$425 to $600 million. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

Question: If Portsmouth is closed, would the Navy have adequate indostrial 
capacity to maintain, modernize and repair the fleet? 

Discussion: The inconsistcncy between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the 
Delegation's is in how DoD calculated Ca acity. DoD calculated Total capacity1 by P soliciting separately for Drydock Capacity and theoretical Building Capaci$ 
(backshops). They then simply added the two figures together. The methodology is very 
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating theoretical Drydock and Building 
capacity. The inslructions4 read, "Capacity is measured on a 40-hour workweek baseline. 
Skilled workforce is availableJcan be obtained". This resulted in overstatemt of 
Total Capacity, as square footage of buildings and workstations became tbe measure of  
backshop capacity, with no I-Xuman Capacity constraint. 

In a pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. I-Iowever, in a 
N a d  Shipyard Depot, 85% of the work accomplished is aboard the ships, while in 
Drydock or at the pier, or in direct support of the ship in dock. If there is no ship in a 
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majority of our work is "repair", on 
and ofE-hull.. . . not manufacturing. Only about 15% of our total work can be considered 
manufacturing. Of that quantity, about 10% directly supports repair of components 
removed fiom the ships and the remaining 5% can be considered pure manufacturing, for 
sources other than ships in drydock. Our Commodities are staffed to compliment our 
drydocked ships, not our backshop physical size. The backshops are only there to housc 
workers', personal tools, lockers, machinery, tooling, equipment, and work areas to 
perform off-hull repairs to components removed from the ship. Consequently, our 
backshops are staffed for about 15% of our total workload. Only about 15% of the 
backshop theoretical capacity should have been includcd in the "Total Capacity" 
calculations. 5 

'~ound in www.dcfmselink.miy1.,~c, thcn go to Scenan'o Data Calls, Department ofNavy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certiiicd Answers (Capacity), Zipl'ile 4 (32.6MB), rhen add the totals for 5.3.1 .D 
in the following PDF liles: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHTPYD-AND-IMF-PEARL-mOR, HI (Pagc 66), NAVSI-IPYD_NORFOLK-VA (Page 75). 
NAVSWYD-PORTSMOUTH-NII page 1 15), and NAVSI-IIPYD-PUGE'1.-SOUND, WA (Page 67) 

Found in www.defcnselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department ofNavy, Redacted 
Activity Dab Cdls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), thcn add the totals for 5.3.1.C 
in the following PDF files: Redacted B M C  Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHTPYD-AND-LMLt PEARL-HARBOK HI (Page 65), NAVSkILPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 73), 
NAVSHlPYD PORTSMOUTH-NH (Page 1 14), and NAVSImYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 66) 
3 Found in w~.dcfenselinkmil/brac, hen go to Scenan'o Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Activiry Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Lqacily), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.13 
in the following YDF files: Redaclod BKAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAvSFmJYD-AND-MdPEARLYDHARDO~ 1-11 page 63), NAVSHPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 721, 
NAVSWYD_PORTSMOUTH NII (Page 1 12), and NAVSHTPYD-PUGE'T-SOUND, WA (Page 643 
" NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 02 CDC; (See attachmen1 (1)). 
PNS assessment of workload distribution beiwccn Backshops and Drydocks 
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We have created 'Wlerrnorneter graphs" to analyze the certified 7 Jan 04 Data Call 
idormation for Total Capacity (section 5 -3.1 .D), Required Capacity (section 5.3.1 . A ) ~  
and we have added Workforce capaci$ data (actual average staffing levels, by 
Commodity, from O d  04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyards average 
workforce then multiply by ZOOS hours per year will equal yearly capacity data The 
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without 
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line8 on the Total Capacity portion of 
our graphs lo illustrate how much of the Total Capacity is  comprised of the over-stated 
backshop clement. To measure building and workstation square footages and use those 
fi gwes to assess Total Capacity is fundamentally incorrect. 

The only exception to the above discussion is the Inside Machine Shop, where 99%' of 
their work i s  performed inside the building. It is still true that 85% of h i d e  Machine 
Shop work is directly repairing components removed from the ship, and the remaining 
15% is pure manufacturing. Likc all CommoditiesTTrades, they are staffed to support 
waterfront drydock repair work, and their capacity is constrained by people, not building 
square footage or numbers of machines. Because the 7 Jan 04 Data Call calculated 
capacity based on bidding square footage and workstations, ihe hcavy black line, on this 
graph is at the top of the Total Capacity columa This Commodity's capacity is also 
overstated as we do not man every workstation, yet we measured each. It is like your 
local gas station having a tire-changing machine. They don't man that workstation, but 
you are sure glad they have the capability wlzen you need it. 

Without Portsmouth, DON will not be able to maintain adequate numbers of skilled 
government workers to perform tke scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activale 
personnel to support an event of tragic proportions (e-g., SAN FRANCISCO hitting an 
uncharted sea mount, bombing of the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to 
armor plate Army v&icles, etc). Naval Shipyard workers provide our nation the 
competieivc, strike-free, farce-to-travel anywhere, non-profit motivated artisans that we 
nccd UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCE. 

The chart below plots the 7 Jan 04 Data Call certified data. The middle thermometer 
shows a shortage of -4000'~ workers (the size of a small shipyard), i f  the workforce of 
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right, 

Found in www.defenselinkmil/bmcI hen go to Scenario Dala Calls, Department oFNavy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), Zippile 4 (32.6MB), then add the tolald COT 5.3.1.A 
in the followEng PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSWYD-a?,-W-PEARL-HARBOR, HI (Page 631, NAVSIJTPYD-NOWOLK_VA (Page 72), 
NAVSmYD-PORTSMOUTI-I-W (Pagc 1 1  I), and NAVSHTPTD_PUGEtSOUND, W A  (Page 63) 
7 Naval Shipyard Available Force Dara (Avg. Oct 04 - Fcb 05); found in www.ndc.navy.mil, then go to 
WEBWARR, workkrce, and use available force data 
' (Same as footnote 3) C 

PNS assessment 
rn Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% dircct labor index, 15% ovcrrlne, and 2008 
work how per year) compared to terrified Required Capacity Data, Section 5.3.1 .A of 7 Jan 04 (same as 
footnote 6 above) 
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representing the most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of -790011 
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workforce, the 
remaining three shipyards would have to work -54%" ovatime to achieve the Required 
Capacity of the right thermometer. 

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis 
~ o o l  C r p a t i W .  Roqulrme 
c ~ p a c l r y  and W a r k k r a a  
Cornoariron - wllh 1 4 %  

inonlr loncv Q t o w t n - w l a  
Porrsmouh 

DON reports excess in 27 of 35 comrn~dities~~. This is based on data collected for FY03, 
04 and 05, and reported to our Delegation in a letter from DOD, dated 13 Jul05, see 
attached word document file (Comments Excess-Capacity-DoD-Response-7-17- 
0S.doc). However, lhroughout these s& years, the naval shipyards have experienoed 

- 

11 (Same WF calculation as above) Compared WF capacity to Required Capacity -14% growth. Note: 
Required Capacity, Section 5.3.1 .A, was escalated by 4% average across all 4 shipyards to accommodale 
some growth. We continued to use the 14% historical growth as a consctvative compensation for 
inefficiency of moving work to less eficient yards. 
" Used the same formula as foomole 10 and I 1 ,  but increment4 Overtime to zem out the equation (no 
excess or shortage with -54% OT). 
12 Total Capacity = (See footnote 1) 

Required Capacily = (See footnote 6) 
Shop Workload Line = (See footnote 3) 
Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Saine as foolnole 7) 
Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce capacity to certified Requircd Capacity and 

Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and people per day short, with no overtime 
and 15% overtime calculations. 
'' DoD Responsc 10 Senator &egg lnq~liry dated 13 July 05 
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significant shor(fd1s in most of the very commodities that DON reporb to be in excess". 
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overrum on s6i s in at least two 
shipyards (e-g, SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 71 5 ERO in Pad) '? Additionally, the 
resource shorifalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations 
for shi s currently in execution (e-g., S SN 762 DMP at Puget and SSN 69 8 ERO at R Pearl) . 

The charts on the ensuing pages are ''thermometer graphs" for 1 1 of Navy's most critical 
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% ''of the productive 
work during major depot repair events. Ten of these graphs illustrate shortages when 
comparing actual Workforce Capacity to Requircd Capacity. The Electronics trade does 
show slight excess, but this trade works interchangeably with our Electricians. The 
Electronics overage will accommodate about 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the 
Electricians short by some 230 workers per day. 

/ Cranes and Rigging 1 
TOW and Raquied 

Total and Required TOW and Reouitod copscg - wm 14 YI Caprclly Cornperkon. CaprcRy Comparison ln&clency Glowth 
wl PorUmouUl wlo Pofhsouttr wlo Portrtmouth 

3 Shipyard 

Shondse Wtfhorri PNS workforce Percent MPD 1Se 1 0 %  01 
ST W F corn pared to Required Capacity 37.??4 385 283 
STWF corn~amd to Required Gapaclry + Growth 56.9% 503 480 , 

'' Corpomte Production Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly l?xecvtive Summaries, past two years; (See 
attachment (2)) 
16 Junc 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; samc as footnote 7 except use rotnl shipyard report. 
resources pcr day data insread of "workforce" and cornpara current ~(artkornplete dntcs to notional 
duration 
17 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 cxccpl use total shipyard, resources per day data 
instead of %workforce" and compare current starf/complete dates to notional duration 
'' CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999. 
19 All Commodity/Tradc Thermometer Graphs calculations were bascd on working ONLY 10% Overtime, 
NAVSEA god for overtime for swml years. 
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Totdona Roquimd 
Tobl  m a  Required TOM and Roqulrod Capacity -Whh 14 % 

Capacity Comparison . CIPRCIW ~ o m p ~ r l ~ ~ n  (ncfficiancy Gmwm 
u I PertamouL WID ~ o m r n o u t h  WIO ParbmOulh 

4 enlp-m 'a Ehirrhtd 

Shortage w/@tout PNS w0rkf0r~e Percent @ l O % O T  
ST WF compared to Required Capadb 43.3% 348 268 
ST WF campared to R e q u i d  CaDa~ty + Growth 63.4% 509 420 

- 
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Heavy Fabrication - Shipfitting 
Total and Req~!lmd 

TOW and Required ~ o m l  and Required 
Capacity Comparbon CapaciW 

.wI Portsmouth Compadron - 
WIO porfsmoum 

~hor tsc je  wlhout  PNS workbrce - Percent @.lo%oT 
ST WF compared to Requlred Capacity P . 4 $  225 1 78 
STWF c c m p a ~ d  10 Required Qpadty  + Growth 40.7% 391 285 2 

! Inside Machine 
Totid and Requlrea Tolal and RwuW 

capacny CaprCY 
comparison - Cornpall8on - 

wl Porrrmou(h wlo ~ortamoum 

ToUl and Raqulred 
Capaclty - 
wlh 14% 

lnaffklency G W m  
wlo Portsmouth 

2 o n ~ - -  1 

4 S h i y ~  S Shipyard - .... 

Shonege wlmour PNS worrtmrce Percent @ l o % O T  
ST W F  compered lo  Reqrllred CspeClV 38.0% 236 170 

ST W F  comwrcd to Requlred Capecity + Growth 55.1% 360 29 5 
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Marine (Outside) Machinist 1 
Toial and Required 

~ o b l  and Required Tobl and Rtqulmd CapacW- 
Caprcty CepaCitY Wth 14% 

Comparison - cornparkon - ~neffSimey Growm 
WI Por$rnouM wlo Pornmouth 

Shortaae wkftout PNS wonforce Pcrcent MPD @ l O % O T  

ST WF can pared lo Requared Qpaaty 43.1% 608 528 

ST WF canpared to Required Capaaty + Growth 8.1% 1008 848 

Total and Requlred 
Total and Required Toml end Required Capacity- 

Capacity Cornpadson Capacity Compafison with 14 % ~nefiiciency 
~IPottsmouth wlo Portsmouth 

. .. 

G rowh wlo 
Portsmoum 

sad 
P 
0 

0 
e .- 
L. 

<- - ., 
L 
J lox 

%n 

0 

Shortage wiUtovc PNS wrklom - Percent @ 10 *A OT 
ST WF ampred to R q u i r d  Capadty 75.3% 557 483 
ST WF c o n p d  to Required (spacity + Growrh 99. E% 738 664 
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1 Piping I 

. - 
snonege wi&out PNS workforcs Percont 63 10 %OT 
ST WF compred t o  R q u i r d  CapaEily 415% 390 296 

STWF compared lo Requlred Cepacity + Growth 61.3% 576 482 

Tobland R e q u l ~ d  Total and Requlmd 
CapocNy Comparlson Csprcly Compaffibn - uf ~orumouth wlo Poremouth 

Tohl end R e q u i d  
Capeclty -With 14 % 
lneflicisncy Growth 

wlo Po rbnsouth 

- ., , . 
Shonaoe wibhout PUS workforce - -  Pemenl MPD 10 %OT 
ST WF compmd to Rsqu~rcd C~paclty 18.7% 77 36 
ST WF compared to Requlred Cepaccty + Growth 35.3% 146 106 
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TORI and Requked 
Capacity .Wnh 14% 

kemclency Growth wlo 
Portsmouth 

4 6nlp1M) 3 fhipyad 3 W P P d  

Shottagc w l m o u t ~ N S  workforce percent @ T O % O T  
ST WF compare4 l o  Required Cspaclty 11.5% 61 0 
ST W F tom pared to Required Capsclty + Growth 27 2% 143 90 

1 Welding 
TOPI ana Required 

Capac@-Wkh 14 % 
inefficiency Growth 

wlo PortsmouIh 

Total and Rquimd 
Ca~rcl tv  Comparison 

Total and Rcqulred 
Capacity Cornafton 

ShoRa9e wHhout PNS workmreo - Percenr B? 10 SC OT 
S T  W F  c ~ p a r e d  I0 Rcquircd COp3Clty 48.4% 4 1 4  3 2A 
S T  w F cmg;lrcd 10 Requuea Cegaclly - Grawlh 66.8% 597 5 07 
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The charts above graphical1 y depict a personnel shortage of -2500~' workers when we 
analyze only 1 1 of the 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological 
Monitoring Commodity, although not analyzed, has been running 40 - 60% short of 
personnel for more than a year. This includes our two nuclear construc1ion yards, 
Northrop Grumman Newport News and General Dynamics Electric Boat. 

An example of how the DoD methodology grossly overstated Total Capacity can be 
found with the Inside Machine Data for Portsmouth Section 5.3.1.~~~ q o d s  the 
Portsmouth Total Capacity for this Commodity at 423,700 hours. The hours can be 
reduced to mandays of effort (one mechanic working for one - eight hour day), by 
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time workforce 
cnpacig2 is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will 
actually accomplish - 28,96923 mandays of capacity this year, by using - 9% Overtime. 
I-Iow can Navy ignore the hct  that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by 
~ 8 3 % ' ~  fiom what cm aclually be performed by this Commodity? 

Navy pcrsists in believing that the workforce is transfaable a d o r  replaceable. It is true 
that any industry can hire personnel. You have heard from Navy's experts, that il taka 
six to ten years to develop requisite skills and knowledge For our most complex tasks. 
When we assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without the Portsmouth artisans, 
we must take age demographics into ticcount. About ~ 8 % ~ '  of the Naval Shipyard 
Production worlcforce is over 50 years old. This statistic is consistent at the shipyard 
lcvel, with or without Portsmouth data inoluded, and across shipyards. The total Naval 
Shipyard workforce is - 24,000~~ employees. Without Portsmouth, this workforce 
shrinks to - 20,000. The remaining infrastructure cannot support the training, or absorb 
the inefficiency and cost if 7600 workers (3 8%) retire and need replacement over the next 
five years, coupled with reconstitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers unlikely to 
relocate. 
This equates to nearly 50% replacement of our skilled engineers and artisans over the 
next five years. The problem is significant, with Portsmouth, but unmanageable if we 
were to lose any of the four Naval Shipyards. 

Summation o f  Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quanti~y to W working 10% Overtjmc. 
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209. 
21 (Same as footnolc 1) 
22 (Same as footnote 7) 
23 Junc 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as footnotc (7)) except use tord shipyard, resources per day data, 
sclect Portsmouth, hen select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake '' Differewe bc~ween certified Section 5.3.1 .D (See foomote (1)) and WF Capacity (See foomote 7)) 
15 CPRT Demographic Data fiom Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)) 
26 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual st;LQTmg between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as Ibomote (7)) 

Executive Correspondence
DCN 5663



0 7 / 2 2 / 0 5  1 5 : 1 0  FAX 202 225 5590 REP. TOM ALLEN 

Naval Shipyard 
Production Age Demographics 

(1 1 Critical Trade Commodities) 

r -- 

Ago Demoaranhlcs R v  Ail0 Grouo 

27 

Conclusion: 
Clearly by measuring building and potential workstation square footages and assuming 
they are dircctly additive to drydock capacity has created a woefidly inadequate 
assessment of Navy's Industrial Capacity. The methodology used by DoD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 35652~eople/~ommodi ties (section 5.3.1D - 5.3.1A 
data), while at the same time the Corporation is nctunlly short 2186" 
people/Commodities (section5.3.1 .A - WF capacity). Human Capacity must be included 
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omitted from the D o D  methodology. 
The Navy cannot perform planned maintenance without the WorlGorce and Drydocks of 
all four Naval Shipyards. 

'Ibis information is certified to be accurate to the best of my knowledge, Earl R Donnell Jr . 
//dl 

'' CYRT Jun 05 Meeting Mecrics (See attachment (3)), Demogrnphic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval 
Shipyard for development of these charts. 
26 Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted from (000) hours to direct workcrs per day 
(does NOT include any adjustmmts for Overtime, Overhcad, or Leave). (See footnote (1) minus footnote 
6) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 6 hours per day to equal resources per day) ' Calculated dircs~ workers per day rhortagc (doe9 NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Orerbcsd, 

or Leave). (See footnote (6) minus footnote (7) divided by 250 production days and &en divided by 8 
hours per day ro equal resources per day) 
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July 21,2005 

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner: 

We believe that the nation nee& four public Navy Shipyards. Evidence we have 
provided to the Commission shows that there is insuffcient excess capacity among the 
shipyard corporation. Closure of one shipyard would create the unacceptable risk that the 
Navy would not be able to execute the planned schedule of submarine maintenance 
without a loss of operational time. 

As the Commission debates the recommendation to close the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, we would like to focus your attention on the following points: 

An analysis of human ca~acitv reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the 
Navy will not have enough skilled government workers to perform scheduled 
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS 
S A N  FRANCISCO). The Defense Department failed to properly analyze human 
capacity as a component of total capacity. By measwing building and potential 
workstation square footages and assuming they are directly additive to drydock 
capacity, the Department created a woefklly inadequate assessment of Navy's 
industrial capacity. Specifically, the methodology used by DOD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3,565 direct labor peopldCommodities, even though 
the shipyard corporation is actually short 2,186 direct labor people/Comrnodities. 
The calculation of human capacity i s  essential to the question of excess capacity, 
but was omitted from the DOD methodology. The attached point paper discusses 
this issue in more detail. 

The hiohlv-skilled and specialized workforce at a nuclear shipyard takes years to 
train, and cannot be easily or quickly replicated. It takes eight to ten years to fully 
train a worker for the skills needed to work on a nuclear submarine. There is no 
national labor pool for these workers. According to Defense Department 
estimates, more than two thirds of Portsmouth's workforce would be lost if the 
Shipyard closed. The Shipyard estimates the loss would be more than 90 percent, 
based on historical experience1. Loss of such a significant portion of the 
corporate shipyard workforce would have a negative effect on overall efficiency 
and the ability to maintain submarines on schedule. Further, the top-rated 
performance at Portsmouth is due to the unique workforce culture at the Shipyard, 
which is made possible by the strong labor-management relations developed there 
over years2. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have 

I Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, Jdy 6,2005 
Testimony of Mr. Paul O'Connor, BRAS,~~gig$~~,H$pE~P$o~ton, July 6,2005 
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already been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the culture. 
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction of 
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards and a resulting loss of operational 
time as submarines remain longer in depot. 

Anuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the 
future. The cosl of reconstilulion would be enormous, and should bear on the 
Commission's analysis. There will always be impediments to establishing a 
nuclear permitted facility in any community. Land values and coastal 
development make it exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish any deep 
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks 
must also be considered. The most recent study of the construction a new dry- 
dock estimated the cost to be $400 million3, and a minimum four years for design, 
permitting and construction. 

As demonstrated in the enclosure and documents previously provided to the 
Commission, the closure of the Portsmouth NavaI Shipyard would result in insufficient 
capacity to perform the scheduled submarine maintenance backlog. As always, we stand 
ready to answer any questions the Commission may have. 

Sincerely, 

United States Senator 

United States ~ e ~ r e s e n z v e  

Enclosure 

THOMAS H. ALLEN 
United States Rcprcsentative 

The cost mlimarr: for a new drydock is based on the two most rcccnt data poim avjihble: 
The newest drydock in the Navy's inventory is at the Trident Refit Facility at Kings Bay, Georgia. The 
drydock was completed in 1989. Authorized costs were % 125 million. I-Iowever, the costs did not include 
utilities and road consmction. Access to the drydock also requires dredging that w w  not included as a 
cost. There were few environmental hurdles and social impediments with the location which also 
contributed lo fewer costs. Adjusted with a 4% rate the co9t would equare to a $285 million in 2005 
dollars. The Department of thc Navy completed a study recently for the construction of a single new dry 
dock at the Tridenr Refit Facility at Bangor, Washington. This study concluded a potential cost of between 
$425 to $600 million. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

Question: If Portsmouth is closed, would the Navy have adequate industrial 
capacity to maintain, modernize and repair thc fleet? 

Discussion: The inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the 
Delegation's i s  in how DoD calculated Ca acity. DoD calculated Total capacityt by 
soliciting separately for Drydock Capaci$ and theoretical Building capaci$ 
(backshops). They then simpIy added the two fi,oures together. Tile methodology js very 
specific in thc 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating theoretical Drydock and Building 
capacity. The instructions4 read, "Capacity is measured on n 40-hour workweek baseline. 
Skilled workforce is available/can be obtained". This resulted in overstatement of 
Total Capacity, as square footage ofbuildings and workstations became the measure of 
backshop capacity, with no Human Capacity constraint. 

In a pure manufacturing environment, that approaoh may have merit. However, in a 
Naval Shipyard Depot, 85% of the work accomplished is aboard the ships, while in 
Drydock or at the pier, or in direct support ofthe ship in dock. If there is no ship in a 
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majority of our work is "repair", on 
and of2F-hull.. . not manufacturing. Only about 15% of our total work can be considered 
manufacturing. Of that quantity, about 10% directly supports repair of components 
removed fiom the ships and the remaining 5% can be considered pure manufacturing for 
sources other than ships in drydock. Our Commodities are M c d  to compliment our 
drydocked ships, not our backshop physical size. The backshops are only there to house 
workers', personal tools, lockcrs, machinery, tooljng, eq~upment, and work areas to 
perform off-hull repairs to components removed from the ship. Consequently, OLU 

backshops are staffed for about 15% of our total workload. Ody  about 15% of the 
b:rckshop theoretical capacity should have been included in thc "Total Capacity" 
calculations. 5 

l~ound in www.defenselinkmiYbrac, then go to Scenario Dab Calls, Department of Navy, Redactcd 
Activity Data Calls-Final Cmtified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MBX then add the totals for 5.3.1 .D 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacily D m  Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHIPm-AND-W-PEARL-HARBOR HI (Page 66), NAVSHIPYR-NORFOLK-VA (Page 751, 
NAVSHIPYD-PORTSMOU'I*BBNI-I (Page 1 1 S), and NAVSHIPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 67) 

Pound in www.defenselink.mil/brac, thcn go to Scenario Dm Calls, Departcnent of Navy, Rcdacred 
Aclivily Dala Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFilc 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3. I ,C 
in the following PDF files: Redaclcd BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHIPYD-AND-fMJ?-PEARL I-IARBOR, HT (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD-NOWOLK-VA (Page 73), 
NAVS~YD_PORTSMOUTH-G (Pagc 1141, and NAVSHLI)YD_PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 66) 
3 Found in www.defcnsclink.mil/bnc, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Depamnenl of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answcrs (Cnpaci~y), ZipFjle 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.B 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVsFmPyD-AM)-W-PEARL-HAWOR, HI (Pnge 63), NAVSI-IIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAvSHTPuD_PORTSMOUTH-NH (Page 112), and NAVSHTPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 64) 

NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See nuachment (1)). 
PNS asscssmenl of worklond distribution between Bachhops and Drydoclcs 
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We have created "thermometer grapphs" to analyze thc certified 7 Jan 04 Data Call 
information for Total Capacity (section 5.3.1 .D), Required Capacity (section 5.3.1 . A ) ~  
and we have added Workforce capacity7 data (actual average staffmg levels, by 
Commodity, from O d  04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyards average 
workforce then multiply by 2008 hours per year will equal ycarly capacity data. The 
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without 
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black h e 8  on the Total Capacity portion of 
our graphs to illustrate how much of the Total Capacity is comprised of the over-stated 
backshop element. To measure building and workstation square footages and use those 
figures to assess Total Capacity is fundamentally incorrect. 

The only exception to the above discussion is the Inside Machine Shop, where 99%9 of 
their work is performed inside the building It is still tme that 85% of Inside Machine 
Shop work is directly repairing components removed from the ship, and the remaining 
15% is pure manufacturing. Like all CommoditieslTrades, they are staffed to support 
waterfront dryclock repair work, and their capacity is constrained by people, not building 
square footage or numbers of machines. Because the 7 Jan 04 Data Call calculated 
capacity based on building square footage and workstations, the heavy black line, on this 
graph is at the top of the Total Capacity column. This Commodity's capacity is also 
overstated as wc do not man every workstation, yet we measured each. Jt is like your 
local gas station having a tire-changing machine. They don't man that workstation, but 
you are sure glad lhey have the capability when you need it. 

Without Portsmouth, DON will not be able to maintain adequate numbers of skilled 
government workers to perform the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate 
personnel to support an event of tragic proportions (e.g., S A N  FRANCISCO hitling an 
uncharted sea mount, bombing of the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to 
armor plate Army vehicles, etc). Naval Shipyard workcrs provide our nation the 
competilive, strike-ear, force-to-travel anywhere, non-profit motivated artisans that we 
need UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCE. 

Thc chart below plots the 7 Jan 04 Data Call certified data. The middle thermometer 
shows a shortage of -QOOO" workers (the size of a small shipyard), if the workforce of 
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to h e  righ6 

- 

6 Found i,n wuw.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFilc 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.A 
in the following PDF files: Redactcd BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHIPYD-AND-1M.F-PEAKL-HllRBOR, I-II (Page 63), NAVSFITPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVSHIPYD-PORTSMOUTI-1-NH (Page 1 1 I), and NAVSHIPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 63) 
7 Naval Shipyard Available Force Data (Avg. Oa 04 - Feb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, hen go lo 
WEBWARTI workforce, and use available foroc data 
P (Same as footnote 3) - 
' PNS assessment 
ID Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leavc, 70% dirccr labor index, 15% overtime, and 2008 
work hours per year) compared 10 cenified Required Capacity Data, Section 5.3.1 .A of 7 Jan 04 ( $ m e  as 
footnote 6 above) 
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representing the most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of -7900" 
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workforce, the 
remaining three shipyards would have to work -54%12 overtime to achieve the Required 
~qacitybf the right thermometer. 

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis 

DON reports excess in 27 of 35 commodities14. This is based on data collected for FY03, 
04 and 05, and reported to our Delegation in a letter Erom DOD, dated 13 Jul05, see 
attached word document file (Comments_Excess~Cap0city~DoD~Response~7- 17- 
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards. have experienced 

I I (Same WF calculation a& abovc) Compared W capacity to Required Capacity +14% growth. Nole: 
Required Capaciry, Section 5.3.1.A, was escalated by 4% average across all 4 shipyards to accommodate 
some growth. We continued to use thc 14% hi~torical growth as a conservative compensation for 
inefficiency of moving work to less efficient yards. 
lZ Used rhe same f'onnula as footnote 10 and 1 1, bul incrcmm~d Overtime to zero out the equation (no 
excess or shortage with -54% OT). 
l 3  Total Capacity = (Sce rootnore 1) 

Required Capacity = (See footnote 6) 
Shop Workload Line = (Scc fiomote 3) 
Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Snmc as foolnotc 7) 
Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce capacity to cnlilicd Required Capacity and 

Required Capacity + 14% Growth to &~ermiae percentage short and people per day short, with no ovcrlimc 
aad 15% overtime calculations. 
14 DoD Response to Senator Gregg Tnquiry dated 13 July 05 
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities lhat DON reports to be in excess15. 
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on shj s in at least two 
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP d Pugct and SSN 7 15 ERO in Pearl)'< Additionally, the 
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations 
for ships currently in execution (e-g., SSN 762 DMP at Puget and SSN 698 ERO at 
~carl)". 

The charts on the ensuing pages are "iherrnomcter graphs" for 11 of Navy's most critical 
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% "of the productive 
work during major depot repair events. Ten of these graphs illustrate shortages when 
comparing actual Workforce Capacity to Required Capacity. The Electronics trade does 
show slight excess, but this trade works interchangeably with our Electricians. The 
Electronics overage will accommodate about: 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the 
Electricians shoa iy  some 230 workers per day. 

1 Cranes and Rigging I 
Total and Requit80 

Total and Requimd Total and Required Capsctty -Wkh 14 % 
Capac* Cornparkion- CapacRy Cornperition InetRclency Gmwth 

4 Stiwa~d 3 3nwsm 3 6hipwd 

Shortaue withoUt PNS ~ 0 r k l o r ~ e  Percent - 631O%OT 
STWF compared Lo Requ~red Capaclw 37,7% 305 283 
ST WF cmpared  to Requlred C a p a c l ~  * Growh 56.0% 583 480 

l5 Corporate Production Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (See 
attachment (2)) 
l6 Junc 05 Naval Shipyard W A l U  information; same as footnote 7 cxcepl use total shipyard report. 
resources per day data instead of "workforce" and compare current starvco~nplete datcs to notions1 
duration 
17 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR, same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, raources per day data 
insread of %orkforce" and compare currant stadcomplcre dates to notional duration 
10 CPRT sialisric (See attachmenr (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jua 1999. 
19 All Comrnodity/Trade Thcrmomclcr Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime, 
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several y e m .  
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1 Electrical 1 
Total and Required 

CepacN -Wkh 14 X 
lnenlclency Grow* 

W I ~  Pornmourn 

TOW) and Rcquind Too l  and Rcquirad 

Cnpaclcy Comparison - Capacity Comparison 
w 1 Portsmouth wlo Portmouth 

: 
Z rao  
0 P 

. - I  
4 -..nlprnm a e h l ~ ~ a m  2 - d  

Shortage wlhout PNS workforce Percent @ 10% OT 
ST WF compared to Required Capacity 43.3% 348 268 
STWF compared to Required Cspacity + Growth 63.4% 509 429 

I I 
T a s l  a n d  ReeJmd 

Tdtal and Requrwd Qmoky-Wh*-l % 
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Toral and R e q u l d  Total and Requlred 
Capadly Cornparkon Cspacky 

-w l  Portsmouth cornparteon - 
wlo PomrnouIh 

Shoneqe wEhout PNS worKbrce Percent @ 10 % OT 
ST WF corn pared Lo Regutred Cspaclw 23.4% 225 1 29 

I Inside Machine 1 
Total and Rcqulred Tohl and Requlrtd 

C¶WCh/ capseny 
Cornpanson - Cornparwon 
wl Pommoulh WIO ~ortarnoum 

Total and Requlred 
Cnpsclty - 
wlm 14 v. 

Inofflcicncy G r o A  
w b  Porlsmouth 

2JDD . . .- - 

I 1  

Shortage without PNS worklarca Percsn! M PD - -  gb 10 X O T  
ST WF compared l o  Requlred Cepsclly 36.0bA 236 170 
ST W F  cam pared Lo Requlred Cepeclty + Growlh 55.1% 360 285 
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I Marine (Outside) Machinist I 
I I 

Tobl  end Required 
Total and Requlred T o e l  and Required Canecitv- - - 

caPaciY 
r -- ~ - #  

Capacity Wttt~ 11% 
Cornpadson - Cornperkon - lnefnclency Growth 

wl  omm mouth wlo Porbrnouth wlo Po*mouth 
4 m l -  -7 

4 Shlp~Ja 3 shrppm 3 ShiWBm 

Shortasc wlmaut Pm workfnrce Peleent @ l O % O T  
ST WF campa~d edo Required Capacity 43.1% a88 528 
ST WF conpared to Required Capadty + Growth 63.1% 1008 84 8 

Tobl  and Roqulred 
Total and Requlred Total and Requlrod Capacity - 

Capacitj Comparison Capacity Comparison Wkh 14 Y. lnefflclency 
w/Po&mouth wlo Porkmouth Growth wlo 

Pollomouth 

Shonaqe wihout PNS worltforc. - Penenr MPD 6) 10% OT 
S t  WF canpared to Required Capacity 753% 557 483 
[ST WF c m p ~ d  to ~ i u i r a l  Capacity + Growth 99.8% 738 664 I 
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Toml end Roqulmd 
~ o t e l  and Requlmd Totel und Requlmd Capacltf- 

Cepaclry Cornparlson a Capi lCl~ Cornparbon With 14% 
WI PorUrnouIII - wlo Por~rnouth lnofilcioncy Growth 

wlo ~o&mouth 

ST WF comp8md to Requircd Capacity 41.5% 580 28 6 
STWF compared to Rcpuircd Capaelty Grawth 61.3% 576 402 

Tomland Requld Total and Rsqulrsd 
Capacity Compsrlson CepacKy Cornparsbn - wl Portsmouth w k  Pornmouth 

Total and Requlred 
Crpacify -WW I d  % 
lnafficancy Growth 

wlo Porbnsouth 

Snomge wlmour P ~ J S  wodr/orce - Percent 10 % OT 
ST WF compared lo Requlred Capaclly 18.7% 
ST WF compered l o  Required Cepacity +Growth 35.3% 146 
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1 Shipwright / 
L - - I 

Toml snd Requkcd 
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. - 
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Total and R e w i n d  
Capacity Compafson 

wl Portsmouth 

/ Welding 1 
To01 and Required 

CapscWy Comafson . 
wlo Portsmouth 

-I- 
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Cepadly - Wkh 14 X 
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I Shorlegc withoUt PUS w o r ~ m r e e  Percent 10 Y O r  
ST W F compared l o  Required Cspscily 66.4% 414 324 
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of -2500~' workers when we 
analyze only 11 ofthe 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological 
Monitoring Commodity, although not analyzed, has been running 40 - 60% short of 
personnel for more thau a year. This includes our two nuclear construction yards, 
Northrop G m m m  Newport News and General Dynamics Electric Boat. 

An example of how ihe DoD methodology grossly overstated Total Capacity can be 
found wiih thc h i d e  Machine Data for Portsmouth. Section 5.3.1.~~' repork the 
Portsmouth Total Capacity for this Commodity ai 423,700 hours. The hours can be 
reduced to mandays of effort (one mechanic working for one - eight hour day), by 
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time workforce 
capacig2 is 2 12,300 hours, or 26,53 8 mandays, based on sttd3ng data. This Trade will 
actually accomplish - 28,96923 mandays of capacity this year, by using - 9% Overtime. 
How can Navy ignorc the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by 
- 8 3 ~ ~ ~  from what can actually be performed by this Commodity? 

Navy persists in believing that the workforce is t~ansferable and/or replaceable. It i s  true 
that any industry can hire personnel. You have heard from Navy's experts, that it takes 
six to ten years to develop requisite skills and howledge for our most complex tasks. 
When we assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without thc Portsmouth artisans, 
we must take age demographics jnio account. About 3 of the Naval Shipyard 
Production workforce is over 50 years old. This statistic is consistent at lhe shipyard 
level, with or without Portsmouth data included, and across shipyards. ?he total Naval 
Shipyard workforce is - 24,000~~ employees. Without Porlsrnouih, this workforce 
shrinks to - 20,000. The remaining intiastmcture cannot support the training, or absorb 
the inefficiency and cost if 7600 workers (38%) retire and need replacement over the next 
five years, coupled wiih reconstitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers unlikely to 
relocate. 
This equates to nearly 50% replacement of our skilled engineers and artisans over the 
next five years. The problcm is significant, with Portsrnoutli, but unmanageable if we 
were to lose any of the four Naval Shipyards. 

20 Summation of  Shorlagcs on Graphs, comparing Required Quantity to WF working 10% O v c h e .  
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209. 
21 (Same as footnote 1 )  
" (Same as roolnotc 7) 

June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as foomoto (7)) cxccpt usc ~olal shipyard, resources per day data, 
select Portsmouth, then select Insidc Machine Shop, then layer cake 
24 Difference between cenified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1) )  and WF Capacity (See footnote 7)) 
25 CPRT Demographic Data h m  J u n  05 Meeting Metrics (See attaclunent (3)) 

June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staffing bctwcm 24.000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7)) 
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Naval Shipyard 
Production Age Demographics 

(1 1 Crirical Trade Commodities) 
. ..-- 

R v  A m  G r o w ~  

27 

Conclusion: 
Clearly by measuring building and potential workstation square footages and assuming 
they are directly additive to drydock capacity has created a woefully inadequate 
assessment of Navy's Industrial Ca acity. Thc methodology used by DoD resulted in a 

$8 calculated cxcess capacity of 3565 pooplc/Commodities (section 5.3.1 D - 5.3.1 A 
dab), while at the same time the Corporalion is actually short 2186~' 
people/Commodities (section5.3.1 .A - WF capacity). 1-1- Capacity must be included 
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omitted from the DoD methodology. 
The Navy cannot perform planned maintenance wilhout the Workforce and Drydocks of 
all four Naval Shipyards. 

This information is certified to be accurate to the best of my knowledge, Earl R Donnell Jr 
//so 

'' CPRT .fun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (311, Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval 
Shipyard for development of thesc charts. 
28 Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted imrn (000) hours to direct workers per day 
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overlime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote (1) minus footnote 
(6) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 hours per day to equal resources per day) " Calculated direct workers per day shortage (does NOT include any adjuslmcnu for Overtime, Overhead, 
or Lcavc). (See footnote (6) minus footnote (7) dividc.4 by 250 production days and then dividcd by 8 
hours per day to equal resources per day) 
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July 2 1,2005 

General James T. Hill 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Hill: 

We believe that the nation needs four public Navy Shipyards. Evidence we have 
provided to the Commission shows that there is insufficient excess capacity among the 
shipyard coiporation. Closure of one shipyard would create the unacceptable risk that the 
Navy would not be able to execute the planned schedule of submarine maintenance 
without a loss of operational time. 

As the Commission debates the recommendation to close the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, we would like to focus your attention on the following points: 

An analysis of human capacity reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the 
Navy will not have enough skilled govenunent workers to perform scheduled 
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS 
SAN FRANCISCO). The Defense Department failed to properly analyze human 
capacity as a component of total capacity. By measuring building and potential 
workstation square footages and assuming they are directly additive to drydock 
capacity, the Department created a woefully inadequate assessment of Navy's 
industrial capacity. Specifically, the methodology used by DOD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3,565 direct labor people/Cornmodities, even though 
the shipyard corporation is actually short 2,186 direot labor people/Commodities. 
The calculation of human capacity is essential to the question of excess capacity, 
but was omitted from the DOD methodology. The attached point paper discusses 
this issue in more detail. 

The highly-skilled and specialized workforce at a nuclear shipyard takes years to 
train, and cannot be easily or quickly replicated. It takes eight to ten years to fully 
train a worker for the skills needed to work on a nuclear submarine. There is no 
national labor pool for these workers. According to Defense Department 
estimates, more than two thirds of Portsmouth's workforce would be lost if the 
Shipyard closed. The Shipyard estimates the loss would be more than 90 percent, 
based on historical experienceI4. Loss of such a significant portion of the 
corporate shipyard workfbrce would have a negative effect on overall eficiency 
and the ability to maintain submarines on schedule. Further, the top-rated 
performance at Portsmouth is due to the unique workforce culture at the Shipyard, 
which is made possible by the strong labor-management relations developed there 
over years's. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have 

'" Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005 
~est irnon~ of Mr. Paul 0' Connor, BMrIZmg~&w&gBoston, July 6,2005 
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already been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the culture. 
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction of 
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards and a resulting loss of operational 
time as submarines remain longer in depot. 

A nuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the 
future. The cost of reconstitution would be enonnous, and should bear on the 
Commission's analysis. There will always be impediments to establishing a 
nuclear permitted facility in any community. Land values and coastal 
development make it exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish any deep 
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks 
must also be considered. The most recent study of the construction a new dry- 
dock estimated the cost to be $400 million3, and a minimum four years for design, 
permitting and constnxtion. 

As demonstrated in the enclosure and documents p r ev io~~ ly  provided to the 
Commission, the closure of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would result in insufficient 
capacity to perform the scheduled submarine maintenance backlog. As always, we stand 
ready to answer any questions the Commission may have. 

n 

United S es Senator W 

Sincerely, 

w t e d  stat& Senator United States Senator 

- 2 5 4 6 L  
THOMAS H. ALLEN 

United States ~ q r e s e n ~ e  

Enclosure 

United States Representative 

The cost estimatc for a new drydock is based on the two most recent data points available: 
Tht newest drydock in the Navy's inventory is at the Trident Rdit Facilify at Kings Bay, Georgia. The 
drydock was completed in 1989. Authorized costs were $125 million. However, the costs did not include 
utilities and road conswction. Access to the drydock also requires drcdpg  that was not included as a 
c o x  There were few environmenrnl hurdles and social impediments with the location which also 
conbibutcd to fewer costs. Adjusted with a 4% rate the cost would cquzlre to a $285 million in 2005 
dollars. The Deparimcnt of the Navy completed a study recently far the construction of a single new dry 
dock ar che Tridenr Refit Facility at Bangor, Washhpn.  This study concluded a potential cost of berween 
$425 to $600 million. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

Question: If Portsmouth b closed, would the Navy have adequate industrial 
capacity to maintain, modernize and repair the fleet? 

Answer: NO 

Discussion: The inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the 
Dclegotion's is in how DoD calculated Ca acity. DoD calculated Total capacity1 by 
soliciling separately for Drydoclc Capxi$ and theoretical Building ~ a p c i t y '  
(backshops). They then simply added the two figures together. The methodology is very 
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating theoretical Drydock and Building 
capacity. The instructions4 read, "Capacity is measured on a 40-hour workweek baseline. 
Sliillcd workforce is nvailabldcan be obtained". This resulted in overstatement of 
Total Capacity, as square footage of buildings and worlcstations became the measure of 
backshop capacityy, with no Human Capacity constraint. 

In a pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. I-Iowever, in a 
Naval Shipyard Depot, 85% of the work accomplished is aboard thc ships, while in 
Drydock or at the pier, or in direct support of the ship in dock. If there is no ship in a 
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majority of our work is "repair", on 
and off-hull. ... not manufacturing. Only about 15% of our total work can be considered 
manufac3uring. Of that quantity, about 10% directly supports repair of components 
removed fkom the ships and the remaining 5% can be considered pure ~ u f a c t u r i n g ,  for 
sources other than ships in drydock. Our Commodities are staf5ed to cornplimcnt our 
drydocked ships, not our backshop physical sire. The backshops are only there to house 
workers', personal tools, lockers, machinery, tooling, equipment, and work area to 
perform off-hull repairs to components removed from the ship. Consequently, our 
backshops are staffed for about 15% of our total workload. Only about 15% of thc 
backshop lheoretical capacity should have been included in the 'Total Capacity" 
calculations. 5 

'pound in www.defensclinkmil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Dcpmment of Navy, Rcdacled 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32,6MB), then add the ~otals  for 5.3.1 .D 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHIPYD-AND IMF-PEARL-HARBOR, HT (Page 66), NAVSI-WYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 75). 
NAVSHPYD-POR~MOUTH~NH (Page 1 1 9 ,  and NAVSI31PYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 67) 
2 Found in www.defenselink.miL4rac, thcn go to Scenario Data Calls, D e p m e n t  ofNavy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1 .C 
in the following PDF tilcs: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVsraPm-ANDAw-PEART,-HARBOR, I-lI (Page 65), NAVSHlPYD_NORFOLK-VA (Page 73), 
NAVSHIPYD-PORTSMOUTH-NH (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA @age 66) 

Found in www.defensclink.miI/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, D~partment of Navy, Redacted 
Acriviry Data Calls-Final Ccrlilied Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB1, thcn add the totals for 5.3.1.B 
in the following PDF files: Rcdacred BXAC Capacity Dam Cnll, 7 January, 
NAVSHIPYD-AND-LM1:-PEARL-HARBOR HI (Page 63), NAVSHLPYD-NORFOLK-VA Page 72), 
NAVSHLPYD PORTSMOUTH NH (Page 1 12), and NAVSE-LIPY7>-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Pagc 64) 

NAVSEA ~Gdance for 7 Jan 6 CDC; (See attachment (I)).  
PNS assessment of workload distribution betwcen Backshops and Drydocks 
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We have created "thermometer graplu" to analyze the certified 7 Jan 04 Data Call 
information for Total Capacity (section 5.3.1 .D), Required Capacily (scction 5.3.1 . A ) ~  
and we have added Workforce ~ a ~ s c i t ~ '  data (actual average staffrng levels, by 
Commodity, from Oct 04 through Apr 05. Use h e  sum of the 4 shipyards average 
workforce thm multiply by 2008 hours per year will equal yearly capacity data. The 
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 dupyards; however, without 
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line8 on the Total Capacity portion of 
our graphs to illustrate how much of the Total Capacity is comprised of the over-stated 
backshop element. To measurc building and workstation square footages and use those 
figures to assess Total Capacity is fundamenlalIy inconect. 

The only exception to the above discussion is the Inside Machine Shop, where 99%' or 
their work is performed inside the building. It is still true that 85% of Inside Machinc 
Shop work is dircctly repairing components removed from the ship, and thc remaining 
15% is pure manufacturing. Like all CommoditiesrTrades, they are staffcd to support 
watcrfront drydock repair work, and their capacity is constrained by people, not building 
square footage or numbers of machines. Because the 7 Jan 04 Data Call calculated 
capacity based on building square footage and workstations, the heavy black line, on l h is  
graph is at the top of the Total Capacity column. This Commodity's capacity is also 
overstated as we do not man every workstation, yet we measured each. It is likc your 
local gas station having a tire-changing machine. They don't man that workstation, but 
you are sure glad ihey haw the capability when you need it. 

Without Portsmouth, DON will not be able to maintain adequate numbas of skilled 
government workers to pcrforrn the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate 
p e r s o ~ e l  to support an event of tragic proportions (e.g., SAN FRANCISCO h i ~ n g  an 
uncharted sea mount, bombing of the COLE, smding welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to 
armor plate A m y  vehicles, etc). Naval Shipyard workers provide our nation the 
competitive, sttike-free, force-to-travel anywhere, non-profit motivated artisms that we 
need UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCE. 

The chart below plots the 7 Jan 04 Data Call certified data. The middle thermometer 
shows a shortage of 4 0 0 0 ~ ~  workers (the size of a small shipyard), if the workforce of 
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. Thc thermometer to flle right, 

Found in www.dcEcnsel~.miYbrac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
AcKiviry Data Calk-Final Certitied Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6h5), then add (he toL7ls for 5.3.1 .A 
in the followir~g PDF files: Rtdaaed BRAC Capacity Data Call 7 January, 
NAVSHIPYD-AND-WPEm-I-LARBOR, HI r a g  63), NAVSHlPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVSHLPYD-POKTSMOUTI-IINH (Page 1 1 I), and NAVSHIPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 63) 
7 Naval Shipyard Available Forcc Data (Avg. Oct 04 - Feb 05); found in www.ndc.nnvy.mil, then go to 
F D W A R R ,  workforce, and use amilablc forcc data 
(Same as footnote 3) - 
PNS assessrncnt 

lo Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% direct 1.abor index, 15% overtime, md 2008 
work horn  pcr y e w )  compared to certified Required Capacily Dm, Section 5.3.1.A of  7 Jan 04 (sarnc as 
footnote 6 above) 
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representing the most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of -790011 
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workforce, the 
remaining thee shipyards would have to work -54%12 overtime to achieve the Required 
Capacity of the right thermometer. 

1 Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis I 
l o t e l  Capaelty. R e q v l r c d  
Capacity I n d  Workforce 
Cempnrlron -wlch 14% 

lncflicir ncy O r a r m -  W l o  
PollClDOulh 

DON reporb excess in 27 of 35 commodities". This is based on data collected for FY03, 
04 and 05, and reported to our Delegation in a letter from DOD, dated 13 Jul05, see 
attached word docurncnt file (Comments~Excess~C!apacity_DoD~Response~7-I 7- 
O5.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have expcrimced 

' l  (Same WF calculation as abovc) Compared WF capacity to Required Capacily +14% growth Note: 
Required Capacity, Section 5.3.1 .A, was escalated by 4% average across all 4 shipyards to accommodate 
some growth. We continued to use the 14% historical g~owth as a conscrvalive compensation for 
inefficiency of moving work to less efficicnt ywds. '' Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 11, but incrernented Overtimc to zero out the equation (no 
excess or shortage w i h  -54% OT). 
'j Total Capacity = (See footnote 1) 

Required Capacity = (Sce foohotc 6) 
Shop Workload Line = (See footnote 3) 
Workforce Capacity = Avcragc Available workforce (Same as fooblote 7) 
Shortage Calculations = Compared straighbtime worldorce capacity to certified Rcquired Capaciry and 

Required Capacity + 14% G~owth to determine percentage short and peoplc per day short, with no overtime 
and 15% overtiroe calculations. 
14 DoD Response ro Senator Gregg Inquiry d u d  13 July 05 
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities that DON report., to be in excess15. 
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost ovenuns on shi s in at least two 
shipyards (e.g, SSN 759 DMP at Pug& and SSN 715 ERO in Pearl)'< Additionally, the 
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations 
For shi s currently in execution (e.g., SSN 762 DMP at Yuget and SSN 698 ERO at R Pearl) . 

The charts on the m i n g  pages are 'khermometer graphs" for 11 of Navy's most critical 
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% "of the productive 
work during major depot repair events. Ten o F these graphs illustrate shortages when 
comparing actual Workforce Capacity to Required Capaci~y . The Electronics trade does 
show slight excess, but this trade works interchangeably with our Electricians. The 
Electronics overage will accommodate about 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the 
Electricians short by some 230 workers per day. 

1 Cranes and Rigging 1 
TOUI and Requked 

Total and Requimd 
Total end Required Capacky - Wl* 14 % 

Capacty Cornparkion. Capacity Comparison InefRciency Qmwd, 
wl Portsmouth wlo Porbnsouth WID PortsmouM 

4SIippfd 3 Skiward 3 Shipprd 

Shortrue wimout PNS workkrce Percent a 10 % OT 
ST W F corn parad to Requ~red  Capacity 37.?% 385 283 
ST WF compared Lo Required Capaclty + Growlh 9.9% 583 480 

'' Corporate Production Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (See 
arcachment (2)) 
'' June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as foomote 7 except use total shipyard report, 
rcsvurccs p c ~  day data instcnd of "workforce" and comparc current rtnrl/cumplde dtrtcs Lo nolioul 
duration 
l7 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 except use rota1 shipyud, resources per day data 
instead of 'korkforce" and compare current starVcomplete dates to votional duration 
'' CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Tun 1999. 
I' All Commodityrrrade Thermome~er Graphs c~lculnrions were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime, 
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years. 
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1 Electrical 1 
Totel End Reaulnd 

Total end Reausnd 
Total and Requimd 

cepec~ry CornDerfeon 
Cepecily -With 14% 

Capacity Cornpafieon . lnomcfsncy Growm 
w lPo~¶smoukh WIO P0rll)moulh w h  ~orisrnoulh 

am - 
1 I 1  /-"- I 

1 ( C ~ ~ i m ~ ~ ~ n  1 snlpyam 3 lhmwnrd 

Shodage w;mout PNS worlcforco -- Pcnont -@ 10 N O T  
ST WF wmpered to Raquird Capacily 43.3% 348 268 
~ S T W F  compared to Required Capacity + Growth S3.4% 509 429 1 

I ~lectronics( 
Tobl and Relcpired 

Told ard R ~ i d  Total a d  Fkqu red Q p c f i ~ - W l h i d  % 
Miiolrnov QovAh 
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Neav-y Fabrication - Shipfitting / 
Total and Required Toel and Requlred 

CaprcKy Cornparlson CapxKy 
-WI P O ~ U L ~ O U ~  comprflson . 

WIO pornmourn 

Total and Rnqulmd 
Capacly- 

wlm 14 ~b 
lnefflcloncy Growth 

wlo Porkmoulh 

Sno/raqe wldnout PNS workrbrce Percent @ l O % O T  
ST WF compared to Required Capacity 23.4% 225 1 29 
ST WF compared to Required Capacity + Growth 40.7% 391 295 

I Inside Machine I 
Total and Requlred 

Capacky 
Cornparkon - 

wl Po+m ou lh 
rmD -.- ...-. ..- 

I 1  

Tocel and Requlrsd 
T O ~ I  and Required 

Capactly - 
Ca paclty 

Cornparlaon. 
Wlb 14% 

WIO Pornmourn 
lnofflclency Gmwth 

Z I I O  --. . . . . . . .. .., .. wlo Portsmouth 

I 

~ S T W F  cornbred lo  ~edulred ~ a b e c l l i  + Growth 55.1% 360 295 
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1 Marine (Outside) Machinist I 
1' . I 

Total and R e q u i d  
Toal an0 Required Totil end Requlred Cap xi& 

capac& capnew wim 4 4 %  - - . - . . . . - 
Cornperison - Comp~riron - lnemcien y Growth 

wl Powrnouth WIO Pohmouth wlo Potismouth 

1 "m 

ISTWF ccrnbred to ~ i u i r e d  Capacity + G m n  63.1% 1008 848 I 

Paint 1 
Tors1 and Requlred 

Tool and Requlred Toml and Requlred Capacly - 
Capacity Comparison Cnpncky Compndson With 14 $4 lnefilclency 

wlPo~bmouth wlo Porlsmouh Gmwth w h  
Portsmouth 

-- 

ST WF canpued to Rquired Oepacrty 75.3% 557 483 
ST WF compared to Required Capacity + Growth 99,8% 738 664 
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I Piping I 
Tofaland Rquired 

Total and Requimd Toe l  ma Requlrrcl Capacity. 
capacly cornparlaon. Cepacly Cornparmon wm 14% . -. - . . . . - 

WI P O R B ~ O U C ~  .wlo ~ormmoum lnet?lclencv Gmwth 

.. --*- --, .-,. .. ~, 
,mo wlo Portsmouth 

. . 

Snotwqr wlrnour PNS w a r l r h r a  Percent YW @ l O % O T  
STWF compared t o  Required Capacity 41.5% 390 296 
STWF comwrcd to Rcquind Capacity + Growth 61 3% 576 482 

1 Sheetmetal 1 
Total and Requlred Total and Requlmd 

Capacity Cornparkon Capacity Compnrslon - wl Polumouth wlo Pornmouth 

Total and Required 
Capacity -With 14 % 
lnefficencv Gmwth 

. , 
Snoliege wiMaul PNS worrrrorce Pemcnf @ - 10%OT 
ST WF ctmpawd to Required Capacity 10.7% 77 3s 
S T W F  compared lo Requlred Cepaclry + Growrh 3 %  148 105 
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1 Shipwright I 
Toml end Requlmd 

Tohl and Roqulrad Toml end Roqulred Capachy -Wkh 14 X 
Cawcity Cornoariron- Capaclly Comparlron . ~ncmcfency Gmwm wlo 

4 snlppra a snlma 3 Shipyard 

Shonage wirbour PNS work- Psrccnt nPD @ 1 0 % O T  
ST W F  compared to Requirsd Capacity 11.5% 81 8 

ST WF compared lo Required Capacity + Growth 27.2% 143 90 

Total and Requimd 
Capsclty Cornperkon 

Welding I 
Tohl and Required 

Capacity Cornarmon. 
wl Poremoutll wlo Portsmouth 

1 -7 

T o w  and Requlred 
Caprciy . With 14 % 
lndhcicncy Growth 

wto Portsmouth 

- 
withour PNS w o r b ! l E  .- Percent p& &!-lo % OT 

ST W F cml oared l o  Rsnu~rcd Ca~acilv 48.4% A 1 4  324 
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of -2500" workers when we 
analyze only 1 1 of the 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological 
Monitoring Commodity, although not analyzed, has been running 40 - 60% short of 
personnel for mom than a year. This includes our two nuclear construction yards, 
Northrop Chumman Newport News and General Dynamics Electric Boat. 

An example of how the DoD methodology grossly overstated Total Capacity can be 
found with the Inside Maehine Data for Portsmouth. Section 5.3.1 .D~' rcports the 
Portsmouth Total Capacity for this Commodity at 423,700 hours. 'fie hours can be 
reduced to mandays of effort (one mechanic working for one - eight hour day), by 
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time workforce 
c a p a c i e  is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on stafling data. This Trade will 
actually accomplish - 28,96923 mandays of capacity this year, by using - 9% Overtime. 
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by 
-83%24 from what can actually be performed by this Commodity' 

Navy persists in believing that the workforce is tmsfemble and/or replaceable. It is true 
that any industry can hire personnel. You have heard fiom Navy's experts, that it takes 
sis to ten years to develop requisite skills and knowledge for our most complex tasks. 
When we assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without the Portsmouth artisans, 
we must take age demographics into nccount. About 3 80/n25 of the Naval Shipyard 
Production workforce is o v a  50 yeas old. This statistic is consistat at the shipyard 
level, with or without Portsmouth data inclded, and across shipyards. The total Naval 
Shipyard workforce is - 24,000~~ employees. Without Portsmouth, this workforce 
shrinks to - 20,000. The rmaining infinstructure cannot support the training, or absorb 
the inefficiency and cost if 7600 workers (3 8%) retire and need replacement over the nexi 
five years, coupled with reconstitution of the 3 600 Y ortsxnouth workers unlikcly to 
relocate. 
l'his equates to nearly 50% replacement of our skilled engineers and artisans over the 
next five years. The problem is significant, with Portsmouth, but unmanageable if we 
were to 10% any of the four Naval Shipyards. 

Summation of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quantity to WF working 10% Overtime. 
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Ovenime, is 4209. 

(Same as footnote I ) 
* (Sarnc as footnote 7) 
June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (sarnc aa Eoomote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data, 

select Portsmouth, thcn sclec~ h i d e  Maclline Shop, then layer cake 
I4 DifjFerence between certified Section 5.3.1.D (Scc foomote (1)) and W P  Capacity (See footnote 7)) 
1J CPRT Demographic Dam born J u n  05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)) 
26 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staffing bctwcm 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7)) 
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27 

Conclusion: 
Clearly by measuring building and potential workstation square footages and assuming 
they are directly additive to drydock capacity has created a woefully inadequate 
assessment of Navy's Industrial Capacity. The methodology used by DoD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3565B people/Comodities (section 5.3.1D - 5.3.1A 
data), while at the same time the Corporation is actually short 2186~' 
people/Commodities (section5.3.1 .A - WF capacity). Human Capacity must be included 
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omitted from the DoD methodology. 
The Navy cannot perform planned maintenance withoui the Workforce and Drydocks of 
all four Naval Shipyards. 

This information is certified to be accurate to the best ofmy knowledge, Earl R Donne11 Jr . 
lJsN 

27 CPRT Jun 05 Meding Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval 
Shipyard for development of these cham. 
2u~alculation using Ccrlified 7 Jan  04 CDC data, converted from (000) hours to direct workers per day 
(doa NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Lcavc). (Sce foolnote ( I )  minus footnote 
(6) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 hours per day to equal resources per day) 
29 Calculated direct workers per day shortage (docs NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, 
or Lcave). (See footnote (6) minus faornote (7) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 
hours per day to equal resources per day) 
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July 2 1,2005 

Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr. 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Gehman: 

We believe that the nation needs a public Navy Shipyards. Evidence we have 
provided to the Commission shows that there is insufficient exoess capacity among the 
shipyard corporation. Closure of one shipyard would create the unacceptable risk that the 
Navy would not be able to execute the planned schedule of submarine maintenance 
without a loss of operational time. 

As the Commission debates the recommendation to close the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, we wouId like to focus your attention on the following points: 

An analysis of human capaoitv reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the 
Navy will not have enough skilled government workers to perform scheduled 
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS 
S A N  FRANCISCO). The Defense Department failed to properly analyze human 
capacity a s  a component of total capacity. By measuring building and potential 
workstation square footages and assuming they are directly additive to drydock 
capacity, the Dqmtment created a woefully inadequate assessment of Navy's 
industrial capacity. Specifically, the methodology used by DOD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3,565 direct labor people/Commodities, even though 
the shipyard corporation is actually short 2,186 direct labor people/Comrnodities. 
The calculation of human capacity is essential to the question of excess capacity, 
but was omitted from the DOD methodology. The attached point paper discusses 
this issue in more detail. 

The highly-skilled and specialized workforce at a nuclear shipyard takes years to 
train, and cannot be easily or quickly replicated. It takes eight to ten years to fUlly 
train a worker for the skills needed to work on a nuclear submarine. There is no 
national labor pool for these workers. According to Defense Department 
estimates, more than two thirds of Portsmouth's workforce would be lost if the 
Shipyard closed. The Shipyard estimates the loss would be more than 90 percent, 
based on historical experience1'. Loss of such a significant portion of the 
corporate shipyard workforce would have a negative effect on overall efficiency 
and the ability to maintain submarines on schedule. Further, the top-rated 
performance at Portsmouth is due to the unique workforce culture at the Shipyard, 
which is made possible by the strong labor-management relalions developed there 
over years11. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have 

10 Tesiimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6,2005 
" Testimony oPMr. Paul OIConnor, B ~ ~ ~ ~ B m i ~ B B o s t o n ,  July 6,2005 
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already been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the culture. 
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction of 
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards and a resulting loss of operational 
time as submarines remain longer in depot. 

A nuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the 
future. The cost of reconstitution would be enormous, and should bear on the 
Commission's analysis. There will always be impediments to establishing a 
nuclear permitted facility in any community. Land values and coastal 
development make it exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish any deep 
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks 
must also be considered. The most recent study of the construction a new dry- 
dock estimated the cost to be $400 million3, and a minimum four years for design, 
permitting and construction. 

As demonstrated in the enclosure and documents previously provided to the 
Commission, the closure of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would result in insufficient 
capacity to perform the soheduled submarine maintenance backlog. As aIways, we stand 
ready to answer any questions the Commission may have. 

n 
Sincerely, 

nited States Senator 

SUSAN M. COLLINS 
United States Senator 

United States ~ e ~ r e s e n E i v e  

Enclosure 

U i t e d  stat& Senator 

s%!L THOMAS H. ALLEN 

United States Representative 

The cost estimate Tar a new drydock is bascd on the rwo most recent data points available: 
The newest drydock in the Navy's inventory is at the Trident Refit Facility at Kings Bay, Georgia. The 
drydock was compleled id 1989. Authoriz~d cosrs were $125 million. Howcvcr, the costs did not include 
utilities and road construcdon. Access to the drydock also requirrs dredging that was not included as a 
cost. There were few ewiranmentnl hurdles and social impediments with the location which also 
contributed to fewer costs. Adjusted with 3 4% rare the cost would equate to a 5285 million in 2005 
dollars. The Departmrnt of the Navy complctcd a smdy recently for the construction of a single new dry 
dock at the Trident Refit Facility at Bangor, Washington. T h  study concluded a potential cost of between 
$425 to $600 million. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYAklD 

Question: If Portsmouth is dosed, would the Navy havc adequate industrial 
capacity to maintain, modernize and repair the fleet? 

Answer: NO 

Discussion: The inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the 
Delegation's is in how DoD calculated Ca acity. DoD calculated Total capacity1 by 
soliciting separately for Drydock Capaci d and theoretical Building capaci$ 
(backshops). They then simply added the two figures together. The methodology i s  very 
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating theoreticd Drydock and Building 
capacity. The instructions4 read, "Capaoity is measured on a 40-hour workweek baseline. 
SkilIed worh+orce is availa blelcarx be obtained. This resulted jn overstatcment of 
Total Capacity, as square footage of buildings and workstations became the measure of 
backshop capacity, with no H~unan Capacity constraint. 

In a pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. However, in a 
Naval Shipyard Depot, 85% of the work accomplished is aboard the ships, while in 
Drydock or at the pier, or in direct support of the ship in dock If there is no ship in a 
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majority or our work is "repair", on 
and of.-hull.. . . not manufmturing. Only about 15% of our total work can be considered 
manufactwing. Orthat quantity, about 10% directly supports repair of components 
removed fiom the ships and the remaining 5% can be considered pure manufacturing, for 
sources other than ships in drydock. Our Commodities are staf%d to compliment our 
drydocked ships, not our backshop physical size. The backshops are only there to house 
workers', personal tools, lockers, machinery, tooling, equipment, and work areas to 
perform off-hull repairs to components removed fiom the ship. Consequently, our 
backshops are staffed for about 15% of our total workload. Only about 15% of the 
backshop theoretical capacity should have been included in the "Total Capacity" 
calculations. 5 

'~ound in www.defenselinkmil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Departrncnl of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Ccrti~ied Answers (Capacity), ZipFilc 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.D 
in the following PDF files: Redaclcd BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 J a n q ,  
NAVSHIPYD-AND-LM1'-PEARL-HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSI-IIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 75), 
NAVSHPYD-PORTSMOUTH-NH (Page 1 15), and NAVSHIPYD-PUGETSOUND, WA (Page 67) 
2 Found in www.defenselink.mil/b~ac, then go to Scenario Dala Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacily), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add b c  Lotah for 5.3,l.C 
in h e  following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 Janwy, 
NAVSI-IlPYD_AND-MF-PEARL HARBOR, HI (Pagc 6 5 1  NAVSHPYD-NORFOT,K-VA (Page 73). 
NAVSHIPYD-PORTSMOUTH-NI? (Page 1 14), and NAVSHLPYD_PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 66) 
3 Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, thcn go to Scenario Data Calls, Depamncnt of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Cemfied Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add thc totals for 5.3.1.B 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAvSX.rrP~-AND-TMF-PEARL-WOR, HI (Page 63). NAVSHIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVSWYD-PORTSMOUTT-J-NH (Pagc 1121, and NAVSHIPW-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 64) 
"NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)). 
' PNS assessment of workload distribution beween Sackshops and )hydocks 
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We have created "thermometer graphs" to analyze the certified 7 Jan 04 Data Call 
information for Total Capacity (section 5.3.1 .D), Required Capacity (section 5.3.1 . A ) ~  
and we have added Workforce capacity7 data (actual average staffmg levels, by 
Commodity, from Oct 04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyards average 
workbrce then multiply by 2008 hours per year will equal ycarly capacity data. The 
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without 
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black linea on the Total Capacity portion of 
our graphs to illustrate how much of the Total Capacity is comprised of the over-stated 
backshop elcment. To measure building and workstation square footages and use those 
figures to assess Total Capacity is fundsunentally incorrect. 

The only exception to the above discussion is the Inside Machine Shop, where 99%' of 
their work is perIormcd inside the building. It is still true that 85% of Inside Machine 
Shop work is directly repairing components removed from the ship, and the remaining 
15% is pure man~LEacluring. Like dl Commodities/Trades, they are staffed to support 
waterfronl drydock repair work, and their capacity is constrained by people, not building 
square footage or numbers of machines. Because the 7 Jan 04 Data Call calculated 
capacity based on building square footage and workstations, the heavy black line, on this 
graph is at the top oQthe Total Capacity column. This Commodity's capacity is also 
overstated as we do not man every workstation, yet we measured each. It is like your 
local gas station having a tire-changing machine. They don't man that workstation, but 
you are sure glad they have the capability when you need it. 

Without Portsmouih, DON will not be able to maintain adequate numbers of skilled 
government workers to perform ihe scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate 
personnel to support an event of tragic proportions (e-g., S A N  I%4NCISCO hitling an 
uncharted sea mount, bombing of the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to 
annor plate Army vehicles, etc). Naval Shipyard workers provide our nation the 
competitive, stn'ke-free, forc~to-travel anywhere, non-profit motivated wtisans ihar we 
need UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCE. 

The chart below plots the 7 Jan 04 Data Cd l  certified data. The middle thermometer 
shows a shortage of -4000'~ workers (the size o fa  small shipyard), if the workforce of 
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right, 

1'0ud in www.defenseIink.mil/br~c, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Deparlmcnt of Navy, Redacted 
Aclivily Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB). then add ~ f i c  totals for 5.3.1.A 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 Januay, 
NAVSHTPYD-ANEW-PEARL-HARBOR, HT (Pagc 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVSHlPYD_PORTSMOUlH-NH (Pagc 1 1  l), and NAVS;I-LTPYD_PUGET-SOUND, W A  (Page 63) 
'Naval Shipyard Available Forcc Dab (Avg. Oct 04 - Feb 05); found in www.ade.navy.mil, then go to 
'OCrEBWhRq workforcc, and use available force data 
IJ (Same as footnotc 3) \ 

"PNS assessment 
10 Calculated workforcc capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% duccr labor index, 15% overtime, and 2008 
work hours per year) compared to certified Required Capacity Data, Section 5.3.1.A of 7 Jan 04 (same as 
footnote 6 above) 
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representing the most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of -7900" 
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workTorce, the 
remaining three shipyards would have lo work -54%12 overtime to achieve the Required 
Capacity of the right thermometer. 

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis 

Tot r l  Capacity. Required T o u l  Capacl*. Ropuirvd 
Capncl*  and Worklorcs C4 pselly r n d  Worklorsc 

Cam pa I I S O ~  Comparison - w i n  
Pornmouth 

45000 , ---, 

DON reports excess in 27 of 35 comrnoditie~'~. This is based on data collected for PY03, 
04 and 05, and reported to our Delegation in a letter from DOD, dated 13 Jul05, see 
attached word document file (Comments~Excess~Capacity_DoD~Response~7-17- 
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards havc experienced 

' ' (Same WF calculation as above) Compared WF capacity to Required Capacity + 14% growth. Note: 
Required Capacity, Section 5.3.1 .A, wns escalated by 4% average across all 4 shipyards to accommodale 
some growth. We continued to use the 14% historical grad a$ n conservative compensation for 
inefficiency ofmoving work to less efficient yards. 
l2 Used the same formula as foolnote 10 and 11, but incrernented Ovcrhne to zero out the equation (no 
excess or shortage with -54% OT). 
13 Total Capacity = (See foomotc 1) 

Required Capacity = (See footnote 6) 
Shop Workload Line = (See foo~note 3) 
Workforce Capacity = Average Availablc workforce (Same as footnote 7) 
Shortagc Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce cap,wity to certified Requircd Capacity and 

Required Capacity 4- 14% Growth to dc~cnnine percentage short and people pcr day short, with no overtime 
and 15% overtime calculations. 
'"OD Response to Senator Gregg Inquiry d a d  13 July 05 
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significuat s11ortfalls in most of the very commodities that DON reports to be in excess15. 
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on shi s in at least two 
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERO in PcW1< Additionally, the 
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations 
for shi s currently in execution (e.g., SSN 762 DMP at Puget m d  SSN 698 ERO at R Pearl) . 

The charts on the ensuing pages are "thermometer graphsJJ ,for 11 of Navy's most critical 
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 1 1 Trades perfom about 85% I8of the productive 
work during major depot repair events. Ten of these graphs illustrate shortages when 
comparing actual Workforce Capacity to Rquircd Capacity. The Electronics trade does 
show slight excess, but this trade works interchangeably with our Electricians. The 
Electronics overage will acwmmodate about 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the 
Eleclricians shortby some 230 workers per day. 

I Cranes and Rigging I 
- 

Toul and Requlmd 
Total and Requl~d TOW and Required Capac.#y - WO, 14 % 

CapaciQ Comparison. Capaclty Comparison lnficiency Gmunh 
wl Portsmouth w k  Portmsouth wio Portsmouth 

- .  
ASlvplam 3 SNp+4P 3 Shpyald 

Sboneqe wld~out PNS workforce Percent @ l O % O T  
ST WF compared to Required CapaciQ 37.7% 385 283 
,ST WF cam peed to Required Ca~aclb * Growth 56.9% 583 4 0  

Is Corporate Production Resource Tcam (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (Scc 
attachment (2)) 
'' Junc 05 Naval Shipyard WARR infomaGon; same as footnote 7 except usc lotal shipyard report, 
resourcxs pcr day dab inslead of "workforccJ' and compare currenl s~arVcomplete datcs to nolionnl 
duration 
l7 June OS Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day dala 
instead of "workforce" 'and compare current ~adcomplere dates to notional duralion 
" CPRT statistic (See attachmcnl(2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999. 
l9 All Commodi~y/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime, 
NAVSEA goal for overtime for sevcral years. 
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I Electrical 1 

Totnlana Requlrod Taco1 and Requma 
Capsclty Comparison . Capaci$ C o m p w l ~ o n  

w 1 Pansmouth w b  Pommou1n 

Total and Required 
CapacRy -Wkh 14 % 
Insfflcloncy Growth 

wlo Pomrnoufh 

4 8hlprsBl J Shipyard I Ehlwmrd 

Shortage widhout PNS worKtOrC0 Percent @ l O % O T  
ST WF compered to Required Capacity 43.3% 348 268 
ST WF cornpamd to Required Capacity + Growth 63.4% 509 429 

Executive Correspondence
DCN 5663



-~ - 

07/22/05 15:21 FAX 202 225 5590 REP. TON ALLEN 

/ Heavy Fabrication - Shipfitting 1 
Total and Requlred ~ o m l  end Requlred 

Capacity Comparfson CapaCb 
-wl PorUmouth Comparleon - 

TOCII and Requlred 
capaatp 

wrm 14 % 
lnemclency Growth 

w n  Powmouth 
-7.- 1 

Shortam wlfiout PNS workkrce Pcrcent @ l O % O T  
ST WF compered Lo Required Qpaclty 23.4% 225 1 29 
ST WF compared to Requlred Capacity + Gmwlh 40.746 391 2 95 

1 Inside Machine 1 
Toul and Requlmd Tobl and RequWecl 

Capacity capcay  
Compsrlson - Cornparlaon - 

wr ~ommouch wlo Ponamoulh 

Total end Requlmd 
Capacily - 
WiVl 14% 

Inefkiencv Gmwlh 

Shorrage without PNS wor*mrcc Percenr @ l O % O T  
ST WF compared to  Rcqutred Capotlly 36.0% 236 170 
ST WF compand t o  Requlrea Cepechy + Growth 55 1% 380 20 5 
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Marine (Outside) Machinist 
TOW and Requirsd 

Tobl and Requlred Totul end Requimd Caprlh/- 
Capacity Capacl(y With 14% 

CompaA6on - Compafson lnemclmcy Growth 
WI P ~ r t r m o u n  WIO ~ortnmouth 

11 I *I0 1 

Shonase wl(hout PNS worklbrce Percent MR) @ l O X O T  
ST WF conpared to R q u i r ~ d  Qpaclry 43.1% 888 520 
ST WF unpared to Required Cepacity + G W h  83.1% 1000 648 

Total and Requlred 
Toml and Requlred Tom1 and Rqulred Capacity 

CapacRy Camparkon Capactry Cornperkon Wkh 14 X Inefficiency 
Qrowlh wlo 
Pornmouth 

Snomso 14U~our PNS w r k f o n e  - Penent = 64 l O % O T  
ST WF m m m d  to Rea~~re l  Ca~aatv 75.346 ~7 483 1 

[ST WF m(nred  to Guired &bad& + Growth 99.8% 738 I 
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1 Piping 1 
Total and Requl~ed total and Requlmd 

Capacity Compamon Cnpaclty Cornparkon 
wl ~ortsrnoutti - W/O Portbmouth 

do Pommou th 

1 

Snanage wlfhour PNS worklbrca Pomcnt @ I O % O T  
ST WF compared to Required a p a d l y  61.5% 390 296 
ST WF comparcd to Requlred Capacity + Growth 61.3% 576 482 

Total rind Required 
Capadty Cornparkon 

- w l  Poasrnouth 

To01 and Requlred 
Camcibl ComprJlon 

wlo Portsmouth 

Total and Requind 
Capacity -With 14 % 

wlo Portinsouth 

. . 
Shorla~le wi#~ovf  PNS workforce Percent MFU - -  @ l O % O T  
ST WF cornpemd to Reau~red Capacity 18,7% 77 38 
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1 Shipwright I 
Tolal and Requlred Tobl  and Requlred 

Capacity Comparison- CapaciQ ComprI8On * 

wlportm~oum wlo ~ o m m o u m  

Tobland Requlmd 
C a p l c y  -With 14 Y 

lnefllclency Growth WIO 

C 
1 Shipyard 3 GhipySFJ . . 

r 
S h o w g e  wlrhout PNS worrrorce - P O ~ C C ~ ~  m i O % O T  
S T W F  compared lo Rquircd Caprclty 11.5% 6 1  0 
S T W F  compared to Rcquired Cap9Clry * Qrowh 27.2% 143 90 

TOPI and Requirud Tornland Requlred 
Cepsclry Comparison Cap.cRy Comsrlson . 

Toa l  and Requtred 
cjpocn/ .  Wnh 14 % 
Ineffiilency Growth 

w/o pornmouth 

Shortage wkhout PNS w0rkfOl~0 Pcrcenc MPD - -  w i o ! b O T  
S T  W F  compared t o  Rcquircd Capaclly 46.4% 414  324 
ST W F  compared to  Requlrea Ca~scily + GroWh 60.6% 587 5 07 
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of -2500~~ workers when we 
analyze only 11 of the 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological 
Monitoring Commodity, although not analyzed, has been running 40 - 60% short of 
personnel for morc than a year. This includes our two nuclear construction yards, 
Northrop Grurnman Newport News and General Dynamics Electric Boat. 

An example of how the DoD methodology grossly overstated TotaI Capacity can be 
found wiih Ihe h i d e  Machine Data for Portsrnouih. Scction 5.3.1 .D~' rcports the 
Portsmouth Total Capacity for this Commodity at 423,700 hours. The hours can be 
reduced to rnmdays of effort (one mechanic working for one - eight how day), by 
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time workforce 
capcit J2 is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, bascd on staffing data. This Trade will 
actually accomplish - 28,96923 mandays of capacity this year, by using - 9% Overtimc. 
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by 
~ 8 3 % ~ ~  from what can actually be performed by this Commodity? 

Navy pcrsists in believing that the workforce is transferable and/or replaceable. It is true 
that any industry can hire personnel. You have heard Ziom Navy's experts, that it takes 
six to ten years to develop requisite skills and knowledge for our most complex tasks. 
When wc assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without the Portsmouth artisans, 
we must take age demographics into account. About 3 8%25 of the Naval Shipyard 
Production workforce is over 50 years old. This statistic is consistent at the shipyard 
level, with or without Portsrnouih data included, and across shipyards. Thc total Naval 
Shipyard workforce is - 24,000'~ employees. Without Portsmouth, this workforce 
shrinks to - 20,000. The rmaining infiasmcture cannot support the training, or absorb 
the inefficie~-~cy and cost if 7600 workers (38%) retire and need replacemenl: over the next 
five years, coupled with reconstitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers unlikely to 
relocate. 
This equatcs to nearly 50% replacement of OLU skilled mgineers and artisans over the 
next five yews. The problem is significant, with Yortsrnoutl~, but unmanageable if we 
were to Iose any of the four Naval Shipyards. 

20 Summation of Shomes  on Graphs, comparing Requircd Quamiry to WF working 10% Overtime. 
Summation of shortagcs against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209. 
2 1 (Same as Poornote 1) 
a2 

23 
(Same as footnote 7) 
June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same EW footnote (7)) except use rota1 shipyard, resources per day data, 

sclecr Portsmouth, then select Jnside Machine Shop, then layer cake 
2A Difference bctween certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1))  and WP Capacity (See foolno~e 7)) 
CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeling Metrics (See attachment (3)) 

26 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staffing between 24,000 md 25,000); (Same as footnote (7)) 
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Naval Ship yard 
Production Age Demographics 

(1 I Critical Trade Commodities) 

27 

Conclusion: 
Clearly by measuring building and potential workstation square footages and assuming 
they are directly additive to drydock capacity has created a woefklly inadequate 
assessment of Navy's Industrial Capacity. The methodology uscd by DoD rcsultcd in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3~65'' pcoplc/Commodities (section 5.3.1D - 5.3.1A 
data), while at the same time the Corporaiion is nctunlly short 2 1 8 6 ~ ~  
pcopldCommodities (section5.3.1 .A - WIF capacity). I-Iu~an Capacity must be included 
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omitted fiom the DoD methodology. 
The Navy cannot perform planned maintenance without the Workforce and Drydocks of 
all four Naval Shipyards. 

This information is certified to be accurate to the best of my knowledge, Earl R Donne11 Jr . 
//d/ 

'' CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied lo CPRT by each Naval 
Shipyard tor development of these charts. 
2R~alcularion using Cenified 7 Jan 04 CDC dau, converted born (000) hours to direct workcrs per day 
(does NOT include any cadjusunents for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote (I) minus footno~c 
(6) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 hours per day to equal resources per day) 
19 Calculated direct workers per day shortage (does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, 
or Leave). (See footnote (6) minus footnote (7) divided by 250 production days and h n  divided by 8 
hours per day to equal resources per day) 
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July 2 1,2005 

The Honorable James H. Bilbray 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Bilbray: 

We believe that the nation needs four public Navy Shipyards. Evidence we have 
provided to the Commission shows that there is insufficient excess capacity among the 
shipyard corporation. Closure of one shipyard would create the unacceptable risk that the 
Navy would not be able to execute the planned schedule of submarine maintenance 
without a loss of operational time. 

As the Commission debates the recommendation to close the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, we would like to focus your attention on the following points: 

An analysis of h- reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the 
Navy will not have enough skilled government workers to perform scheduled 
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS 
SAN FRANCISCO). The Defense Department failed to properly analyze human 
capacity as a component of total capacity. By measuring building and potential 
workstation square footages and assuming they are directly additive to drydock 
capacity, the Department created a woefully inadequate assessment of Navy's 
industrial capacity. Specifically, the methodology used by DOD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3,565 direct labor people/Commodities, even though 
the shipyard corporation is actually short 2,186 direct Iabor people/Commodities. 
The calculation of human capacity is essential to the question of excess capacity, 
but was omitted from the DOD methodology. The attached point paper discusses 
this issue in more detail. 

The hihlv-skilled and s~ecidized workforce at a nuclear shipyard takes years to 
train, and cannot be easily or quickly replicated. It takes eight to ten years to filly 
train a worker for the skills needed to work on a nuclear submarine. There is no 
national labor pool for these workers. According to Defense Department 
estimates, more than two thirds of Portsmouth's workforce would be lost if the 
Shipyard closed. The Shipyard estimates the loss would be more than 90 percent, 
based on historical experience! Loss of such a significant portion of the 
corporate shipyard workforce would have a negative effect on overall efficiency 
and the ability to maintain submarines on schedule. Further, the top-rated 
performance at Portsmouth is due to the unique workforce culture at the Shipyard, 
which is made possible by ihe strong labor-management relations developed there 
over years7. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have 

Testimony of Mr. Ear1 Donnell, B U C  Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005 
' Testimony of Mr. Paul O ' C o ~ o r ,  BRA&?ii@@&QQg~PQosran, July 6,2005 
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already been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the culture. 
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction of 
eficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards and a resulting loss of operational 
time as submarines remain longer in depot. 

A nuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the 
future. The cost of reconstitution would be enonnous, and should bear on the 
Commission's analysis. There will always be impediments to establishing a 
nuclear permitted facility in any community. Land values and coastal 
development make it exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish any deep 
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks 
must also be considered. The most recent study of the construction a new dry- 
dock estimated the cost to be $400 million3, and a minimum four years for design, 
permitting and construction. 

As demonstrated in the enclosure and documents previously provided to the 
Commission, the closure of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would result in insufficient 
capacity to perfom the scheduled submarine maintenance backlog. As always, we stand 
ready to answer any questions the Commission may have. 

Sincerely, 

nited States Senator 

- S0sA.N M. COLLINS 
United States Senator 

~ n & d  States Representative 

Enclosure 

THOMAS H. ALLEN 
United States Representative 

- - 

3 The cost cstimatc for a new drydock is based on h two most rcccnt data points avnihble: 
The newest drydock in the Navy's inventory is at the Tridenr Refit Facility at Kings Bay, Georgia. The 
drydock was cornplered in 1989. Authorized costs w m  $125 millioa However, the costs did not include 
utilities and road construction. Access to the drydock also requires dredging that was not included as a 
cost. Therc wae few environmental hurdles and social impediments with the location which also 
conbibwed to fewer costs. Adjusted wirh a 4% rate the cost would equate ta a $285 million in 2005 
dollars. The Depmncnr of the Navy completed a study rcccntly for h e  construction of a single new dry 
dock ar the Trident Refit Facility at Bangor, Washington. This study concluded a potential cost of berween 
$425 to S600 million. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

Question: If Portsmouth is closcd, would the Na\y have adequate industrial 
capacity to mainbin, modernize and repair the fleet? 

Answer: NO 

Discussion: The inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the 
Delegation's is in how DoD calculated Ca acity. DoD calculated Total capacity1 by 
soliciting separately for Drydock Capadtg and theoretical Building ~ a ~ a c i t y '  
(backshops). They then simply added thc two figures together. The methodology is very 
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating theoretical Drydock and Building 
capacity. The instructions4 read, "Capacity is measured on a 40-hour workweek baseline. 
Skilled workforce is nvailable/can be obtained". This resulted in overstatement of 
Total Capacity, as square footage 09 buildings and workstations became the measure of 
backshop capacity, with no Human Capacity constraint. 

In a pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. However, in a 
Naval Shipyard Depot, 85% of the work accomplished is aboard the ships, while in 
Drydock or at the pier, or in direct support of thc ship in dock. If there is no ship in a 
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majority of our work i s  "repair", on 
and off-hull . . . . not manufacturing. Only about 1 5% of our total work can be considered 
manufacturing. Of that quantity, about 10% directly supports repair of components 
removed from the ships and the remaining 5% can be considered pure mandacturing, for 
sources other than ships in drydock. Our Commodities are staffed to compliment our 
drydocked ships, not our backshop physical size. The backshops are only there to house 
workers', personal tools, lockers, machinery, tooling, equipment, and work areas to 
perfom off-hull repairs to components removcd from the ship. Consequently, our 
backshops are staffed for about 15% of our total workload. Only about 15% of the 
backshop theoretical capacity should have been included in the "Total Capacity" 
calculations. 5 

I Found in www.ddensclink.mil/bnc, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Acrivity Data Calls-Final Certified Ans~crs  (Capacity), ZipPile 4 (32.61MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1 .D 
in the following PDF filcs: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 Janunry, 
NAVSHIPYD-ANxLMI"-PEARL-HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSI-JIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 75), 
NAVSWYD_PORTSMOUm_NH (Page 1 15), and NAVSHIPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 67) 
1 Found in www.de~ensclink.miYbnc, then go to Scenario Data Calls, D e p m e n t  of Navy, Redacted 
Aclivily D a ~ a  Calls-l'inal Certified Answers (Capacity), Zippile 4 (32.6MB), then add the tolah for 5.3.1.C 
in the following PDF files: Rcdacld BBRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSmUD-AND-MF-PEm-I-WOK HI (Page 651, NAVSHIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 73), 
NAVSHUYD PORTSMOUTH-NH (Pagc 114), and NAVSHLPYD_PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 66) ' Found in ww~.dcfenselinkmi~btac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, D ~ ~ e n t  of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Ccrtificd Answers (Capaciry), ZipFiIle 4 (32.6MBX thcn add the totals for 5.3.1 .B 
in rhe following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capachy Dab Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHIPVD_AND-IW-PEa-I-LARBOR, HI (Pagc 631, NAVSH1PY.NORFOLK-VA (Pagc 72). 
NAVSHDYD PORTSMOUTH-NH (Page 1 12), and NAVSI-UPYJ)-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 64) 
"NSEA Ci~dance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See aliachmcnc (1)). 
PNS assessment of workload disrribulion between Backshops and Drydocks 
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We have created "thermometer gaphs" to analyze the certified 7 Jan 04 Data Call 
info-tio~ for Total Capacity (seztion 5.3.1 .D), Required Capacity (section 5.3.1 . A ) ~  
and we have addcd Workforce capacity7 data (actual average staffmg levels, by 
Commodity, fiom Oct 04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyards average 
workforce then multiply by 2008 hours per year will equal yearly capacity data. The 
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; howcver, without 
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black lineg on the Total Capacity portion of 
our gaphs to illustrate how much of the Total Capacity is comprised of the over-stated 
backshop element. To measure building and workstation square footages and use those 
figures to assess Total Capacity is hndarnentally incorrect. 

The only exception to the above discussion is the Inside Machine Shop, where 99%' of 
their work is performed inside the building. It is still true that 85% of Inside Machine 
Shop work is directly repairing components removed fiom the ship, and the remaining 
15% is pure manufacturing. Like all Commoditiesfl~ades, they are staffed to support 
waterfront drydock repair work, and thcir capacity is constrained by people, not building 
square footage or numbers of machines. Because the 7 Jan 04 Data Call calculated 
capacity based on building square footage and workstations, the heavy black line, on this 
graph is at the top of the Total Capacity column. This Commodity's capacity is also 
overstated as we do not man every workstation, yet we measured each. It is like your 
local gas station having a tire-changing machine. They don't man that workstation, but 
you are sure glad they have the capability when you need it. 

Without Portsmouth, DON will not be able to maintain adequate numbas of skilled 
government workers to perform the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate 
personnel to support an event of tragic proportions (e-g., S A N  FWNCISCO hitting an 
uncharted sea mount, bombing of the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to 
armor plate Army vehicles, etc). Naval Shipyard workers provide our nation the 
competitive, strike-free, force-to-travel anywhere, non-profit motivated artisans that we 
need UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCE. 

The chart below plots the 7 Jan 04 Data Call certified data. The middle thermometer 
shows a shortage of - 4 0 0 0 ~ ~  workers (the size of a smnll shipyard), if Lhe workforce of 
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right, 

6 Found in www.defensclink.miL/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, D~partment of Navy, Redacted 
Aclivily Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacily), ZipFile 4 (32.6W), then add the tolals for 5.3.1 .A 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Cftpncity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHrPYD-AND-IMF-PEARL HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 72 ), 
NAVSHIPYD-PORII'MOUTI-I NITi (Page 1 1 l),  and NAVSHIPYD-PUGETSOUND, WA (Page 63) 
' Naval Shipyard Available ~ o r c e ~ a a  (Avg. Oa 04 - Feb 05); found in w.nde.navy.mil ,  hen go to 
F W A R R ,  workforcc, and use available force data 

(Same as footnote 3) - 
PNS asressrncnt 

lo Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (uscd 14% leave, 70% direct labor index, 15% overtirnc, and 200s 
work hours per year) comparcd to cenified Required Capacity Data, S d o n  5.3.1.A of 7 Ian 04 (same as 
holnale 6 above) 
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representing the mos t  probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of -7900'' 
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workforce, the  
remaining thee shipyards would have  t o  work -54%" overtime t o  achieve the Required 
Capacity of the right thermometer. 

I Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis 1 
T o U I  Ca pro lv .  Rcqulrad To(a l  Capaci ly ,  Raqulrnd 
C r ~ a c i b  and WOrlrfweQ Capacity a n d  Worklorc. 

Corn pr  rlaon Compnr l~on  - w l a  
Porlun outh 

1 

Total Cspaelry. Raqulrcd 
c ~ p ~ c l *  and Workfsrcn 
Cornparlaan - w l m  14% 

Incfflcimncy C?rou(h--10 
Poiismouth 

D O N  reports excess in 27 of 35 cornm~dities'~. .s is based on dda  collected fo r  FY03, 
04 and 05, and reported t o  our Delegation in a letter &om DOD, dated 13 Jul05, see  
attached word document file (Comments~Excess~CapacitytyDoD~Response~7- 1 7- 
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have expmienccd 

" (Same WF calculation as above) Cornparod WF capacity to Required Capacity +14% gowth. Note: 
Required Capacity, Section 5.3.1.4 was escalated by 4% avaage across all 4 shipyards to accommodate 
some growth. We continued to use thc 14% historical growth as a conservative compensation for 
inefficiency of moving wark to less efficient yards. 
'2 Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 11, but incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no 
excess or shortage with -54% OT). 
13 Total Capacily = (See footnote 1) 

Required Capacity = (See footnote 6) 
Shop Workload Line = (See footnote 3) 
Workforce Capaciry = Average Available workforce (Same as foolnote 7) 
Shorlagc Calculations = Compared straight-timc workforce capacity to certified Required Capacity and 

Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and pcople per day short, with no ovmtimc 
and 15% overtime calculations. 
l4 DoD Response to Senator G r e g  Inquiry dated 13 July 05 
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities that RON reports to be in ex~ess '~ .  
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cosi overruns on shi s in at least two 
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Pugel and SSN 715 ERO in Pearl)? Additionally, the 
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengihy extensions to the planned durations 
for shi s currently in execution (e.g., SSN 762 DMP at Puget and SSN 695 ERO at r: Pearl) . 

The charts on the ensuing pages are "thennometer graphs" for 1 1 of Navy's most critical 
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% "of the productive 
work during major depot repair events. Ten of these graphs i l l ~ ~ t ~ a t e  shortages when 
comparing actual Workforce Capacity to Required Capacity. The Electronics trade does 
show slight excess, but this trade works interchangeably with our Electricians. The 
Electronics overage will accommodate about 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the 
Electricians short by some 230 workers per day. 

1 Cranes and Rigging 1 
Toror and Requlred 

Total and Roquimd Total and Required 
Cspecky Comporl6on 

Capad& -With 14 % 
Capacity Comparison. 

wlo Pornsouth 
InoffiCiOnCy GlowM 

WI Portsmouth wlo Portsmouth 

nmo I l  imo L A  

4mwud 3 S h ~ a r d  3 Shpwd 

Shorrsqe wldrout PNS wqrkforce Percent L l O % O T  
STWF c~mpafed to Requlred Capsdry 37.7% 385 283 
ST WF cmpered ro Requlred Cspscity * Growth 56.9% 583 480 

Is Corporalc Production Rcsourcc Tcam (CPRT) Quarrerly Executive Summaries, past two years; (See 
attachment (2)) 
16 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR in fonnalian; same ns foomote 7 except use total shipyard reporr, 
resources per day data insread of 'korkforce" and compare w e n t  sta~t/complete dates to notional 
duration 
I 7  June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resources pcr day data 
instcad of "workforce" and comparc currenr startrcomplere dares KO norionnl duration 
I a CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999. 
" All Cornrnodity/Tmde Thermometer Graphs calculations were based on workug ONLY 10% Overtime, 
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several ycars. 

Executive Correspondence
DCN 5663



0 7 / 2 2 / 0 5  1 7 : 0 1  FAX 2 0 2  2 2 5  5 5 9 0  REP. TOM ALLEN 

1 Electrical 1 
TOIOI end Required Totnl and Required 

Total and Required 
C8p8city Cornparlaon 

Capacity -With 14 Y 
Csp~c i *  Comparison * 

w 1 Portrmouth wlo Porbmouth 
lncffisicnsy Grow* 

wto Pomm outh 

4 8- 3 E p y n r d  

Shortage widhout PNS w o d h r c e  Percent @ l O w % O T  
ST WF cam pered to Required Capacity 43.3% 3.48 268 
STWF compared to  Required Q p a c ~ t y  + Growth 63.4% SO9 429 
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Heavy Fabrication - Shipfitting 
Totel end Requlmd 

T O ~ I  ma R e q u l d  Tobl and Roqulrcd 
capaclty Compnrlson Capaclty 

.wl Ponsmouth Comparison 
WIO Poltsmouth 

Snonsqe wlthout PNS warlrlbrce Percent @ I O % O T  
ST WF compered to Requircrd Qpaclty 23.4% 225 1 29 
ST WF compered to Required Capaclry + Growlh 40.7% 391 295 

1 Inside Machine I 
Total and Requlred Tohl and Roqukod 

Cnpuclly Cap=ftv 
Comparison - Corn parlson. 

wl ~ontmauch wla PaMmoulh 

Total end Requlrvd 
Cnpacb - 
Wlth 14% 

lnefficlcncy Gmwch 

. . 
Shorregc wlmouc PNS workkrce pcnxnt 10 g OT 

ST WF compared t o  Requlred Cepecity 36.0% 230 170 

ST WF compared t o  Reguind CappCily + Growrn 55.1% 360 29 5 
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I Marine (Outside) Machinist / 
I - J 

Total and Rcqulred 
Totil end Required To01 and Requlred CapacN- 

C s P a w  Capac;ty 
Cornparlson - With 14% 

Corngarison - InefKcieney Growth 
w l  Porlsrnouth w b  Porternouth 

Shortam widOout PNS workbrce Percent MPD t3 10 % OT 
ST WF canmred to Raulred Cepacibr 43.1% 688 528 

Total and Required 
Cspaclty Comperiron 

wlPortsmouth 

/ Paint 
Total and Required 

Tom1 snd Requlred Cnpacity 
Capecky Compnrlsan W kh 14 X Inefficiency 

wlo Porbmauth a m w m  WIO 

Ponsmouth 
Y E )  I 

Shortam wiihout PNS workkrm Percent O 10 % OT 
ST WF canpered to Req~rired mpaaty 75.% 557 483 

~ S T W F  m p s m d  to Required Capacity + Grmh %.PA 738 664 
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I Piping / 
Total and Rcquifcd 

Totel end Rsqulred 
Tom1 and Requlred 

Cnprcly Cornpartson 
Capacity- 

CapaciQ Compafson . 
wl Portsmouth -wlo PotWnou(k 

Wllh 14% 
lnefflclency Gmwlh 

wlo Ponsmouth 

I 

Shor twe  wiU~ouf PNS workforce Porcent 61 10 % OT 
STWF compared Lo Required Capacity 41.5% 380 296 
STWF compared to Requ~red Capacity + Growth 61.3% 576 48 2 

TOQI ana Required 
C ~ p a d l y  -WWI 14 J6 
lnefflclency Growth 

wlo Portmouth 

Shortage wi*out PNS workfo?ee Pcrcont @ l O % O T  
STWF compared to Required Capacity 18.7% 77 36 

Capacity + Growth 35.3% 146 105 
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T o h ~  and Rqulrcd 
Capacily Cornporkon- 

WIPoltm~ot~th 

TOW and Requlrcd 
Toml and Requlraa Capacly -WM 14% 

Cepeclty Comparlson . lnefdclency Gmwth wlo 
wlc Porernourh Ponsmoulh 

- 
Snorrege wlmour PNS workform Percent MW @? I 0  % OT 
ST W F corn pared l o  Requlred Capaclry 11.6% 81 8 
S T W F  ComprRd lo  Requlred C3paclcy + Growth 27.2% 143 90 

Teal and Required 
Totsf and Roquirsd 

Capac*. With 14 % Capacity Comafaon. 
wlo Porttmouth Inefficiency Growth 

wlo Porlsrnouth 

Pempnr B, 10 % OT 
S T W F  compared lo Rcaulrsd Capaclw 46.196 1 1 4  3 24 

IST WF compsred lo Required CSp9Cily .I* Growth 88.8% 597 5 07 
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of-250d0 workers when we 
analyze only 1 1 of the 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological 
Monitoring Commodity, although not analyzed, has been running 40 - 60% short of 
personnel for more than a year. '1Ks includes our two nuclear construction yards, 
Northrop Gnunman Newport News and General Dynamics Elcctric Boat. 

An example of how the DoD methodoloby grossly overstated Total Capacity can be 
found with the Inside Machine Data for Portsmouth. Sect4on 5.3.1 .D~' reports the 
Portsmouth Total Capacity for this Commodity at 423,700 hours. The hours can be 
reduced to mandays of effort (one mechanic working for one - eight hour day), by 
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time workforce 
oapacig2 is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will 
actually accomplish - 28,96923 mandays of capacity this year, by using - 9% Overtime. 
How can Navy ignore the fact that tbeir Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by 
-83%24 fkom what can actually be performed by this Commodity? 

Navy persists in believing that the workforce is transferable and/or replaceable. It is true 
that any industry can hire personnel. You have heard from Navy's experts, that it takes 
six to ten years to develop requisite skills and howledge for our most complex tasks. 
When we assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without the Portsmouth artisans, 
we must take age demographics into account. About 38%25 ofthe Naval Shipyard 
Production workforce is over 50 yeas old. This statistic is consistent at the shipyard 
level, with or without Portsmouth data incl uded, and across shipyards. The total Navd 
Shipyard workforce is - 24,0002%mployees. Without Portsmouth, this workforce 
shrinks to - 20,000. The remaining inti.astructure carnot support ihe training, or absorb 
the inefficiency and cost if 7600 workers (38%) retire and need replacement over the next 
live years, coupled with reconstitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers unlikely to 
relocate. 
lkis equates to nearly 50% replacement of our skilled engineers and artisans over the 
next five years. The problem is significant, with Portsmouth, but unmanageable if we 
were to lose any of the four Naval Shipyards. 

20 Summation of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Rcquired Quandiy to WF workhg 10% Overtime. 
Sunmarion of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209. 
" (Same as footnote I)  
22 (Same as footnote 7) 
23 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as fifootnolc (7)) cxccpl we total shipyard, resources per day data, 
select Porkmouth, thcn sclccr Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake 
24 Difference between certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (Scc foomo~r: 7)) 
25 CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Menics (See attachment (3)) 
26 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR d m  (actual staffing between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7)) 
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Naval Shipyard 
Production Age Demographics 

(1 1 Critical Trade Conmodities) 

A q e  Dam~arsphies 6- 

27 

Conclusion: 
Clearly by measuring building and potential workstation square footages a d  assuming 
they are directly additive to drydock capacity has created a woefidly inadequate 
assessment of Navy's Industrial Capacity. The methodology used by DoD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3565" pcoplc/Commodities (section 5.3.1D - 5.3.1A 
data), while at the same time the Corporalion is actually short 2186~' 
pcoplc/Cornmodities (section5.3.1.A - WF capacity). Human Capacity must be included 
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omitted from the DoD methodology. 
The Navy cannot perform planned maintmance without the Workforce and Drydoclcs of 
all four Naval Shipyards. 

lhis information is certified to be accurate lo the best of my knowledge, Earl R Donne11 Jr . 
//dl 

27 CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Dmogmphic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval 
Shipyard for development of these charts. 
"~alculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC daw converted from (000) hours to direct workers per day 
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Lcavc). (See footnote (1) minus footnote 
6) dividcd by 250 production days and then divided by 6 hours per day to equal resources p a  day) 

Cdcu laM dirm workers per day shortage (doer NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, 
or Leave). (See footnote (6) minus foomote (7) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 
hours per day 10 equal resources per day) 
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July 2 1, 2005 

Mr. Philip E. Coyle 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Coyle: 

We believe that the nation needs four public Navy Shipyards. Evidence we have 
provided to the Commission shows that there is insufficient excess capacity among the 
shipyard corporation. Closure of one shipyard would create the unacceptable risk that the 
Navy would not be able to execute the planned schedule of submarine maintenance 
without a loss of operational time. 

As the Commission debates the recommendation to close the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, we would like to focus your attention on the following points: 

An analysis of human capacity reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the 
Navy will not have enough skilled government workers to p d o r m  scheduled 
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS 
SAN FRANCISCO). The Defense Department failed to properly analyze human 
capacity as a component of total capacity. By measuring building and potential 
workstation square footages and assuming they are directly additive to drydock 
capacity, the Department created a woefully inadequate assessment of Navy's 
industrial capacity. Specifically, the methodology used by DOD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3,565 direct labor people/Commodities, even though 
the shipyard corporation is actually short 2,186 direct labor people/Comrnodities. 
The calculation of human capacity is essential to the question of excess capacity, 
but was omitted from the DOD methodology. The attached point paper discusses 
this issue in more detail. 

The highly-skilled and specialized workforce at a nuclear shipyard takes years to 
train, and cannot be easily or quickly replicated. It takes eight to ten years to hlly 
train a worker for the skills needed to work on a nuclear submarine. There is no 
national labor pool for these workers. According to Defense Department 
estimates, more than two thirds of Portsmouth's workforce would be lost if the 
Shipyard closed. The Shipyard estimates the loss would be more than 90 percent, 
based on historical experiencep. Loss of such a significant portion of the 
corporate shipyard workforce would have a negative effect on overall efficiency 
and the ability to maintain submarines on schedule. Further, the top-rated 
performance at Portsmouth is due to the unique workforce culture at the Shipyard, 
which is made possible by the strong labor-management relations developed there 
over Ureplicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have 

'Testimony of Mr. Earl Donncll, E lUC Regional Hraring, Boston, July 6,2005 
9 Testimony of Mr. Paul O'Connor, BRABgB@li~akW&ag~aoston, July 6,2005 
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already been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the culture. 
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction of 
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards and a resulting loss of operational 
time as submarines remain longer in depot. 

A nuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the 
fut~ue. The cost of reconstitution would be enormous, and should bear on the 
Commission's analysis. There will always be impediments to establishmg a 
nuclear permitted facility in any community. Land values and coastal 
development make it exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish any deep 
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks 
must also be considered. The most recent study of the construction a new dry- 
dock estimated the cost to be $400 million3, and a minimum four years for design, 
permitting and construction. 

As demonstrated in the enclosure and documents previously provided to the 
Commission, the closure of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would result in insufficient 
capacity to perform the scheduled submarine maintenance backlog. As always, we stand 
ready to an wer any questions the Commission may have. A 

I1 Sincerely, 

United S es Senator 'et 
SUSAN M. COLLINS 
United States Senator 

United States ~ e ~ r e s e n t X 6 e  

Enclosure 

THOMAS H. ALLEN 
United States Representative 

J The cosr estimate for a ntw drydock is bascd on the IWO most recent data points available: 
The ncwesl drydock in the Navy's inventory is at thc Tndent Refit Facility at Kings Bay, Georgia. The 
drydock was completed in 1989. Authorized costs were $125 million I-lowever, the costs did not include 
utilitjcs and road construction. Access to the drydock also requires dredging that was not included as a 
cost. There wmc few environmental hurdles and social impediments with the location which also 
contributed to fewer costs. Adjusted with a 4% rate h e  cosr would equatc to a S265 million in 2005 
dollars. The Dcpartment of the Navy completed a study recently for the construction of a single new dry 
dock at the Trident Refit Facility a1 Bangor, Washington. This srudy concluded a potential cost of between 
$425 to $600 million. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

Question: If Portsmouth is closed, would the Navy have adequate industrial 
capacity to maintain, modernize and repair the fleet? 

Discussion: The inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the 
Delegation's is in how DoD calculated Capacity. DoD calculated Total capaciryl by 
soliciting separately lor Drydock cqaci$ and theoretical Building capaci$ 
(backshops). They Ulen simply added the nuo figures together. The methodology is v ~ y  
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating theoretical Drydock and Building 
capacity. The instructions4 read, ''Capacity is measured on a 40-hour worhueek baseline. 
Sliillcd workforce is availablelcan be obtaincd. This resulted in overstatement of 
Total Capacity, as square footage of buildings and workstations became the measure of 
backshop capacity, with no Human Capacity constraint. 

In a pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. Iloweva, in a 
Naval Shipyard Depot, S5% of the work aocomplished is aboard the ships, while in 
Drydock or at the pier, or in direct support of the ship in dock. If there is no ship in a 
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majority of our work is 'kepair", on 
and off-hull. ... not manufacturing. Only about 15% of our total work can be considered 
manufacturing. Of that quantity, about 10% diieatly supports repair of components 
removed from the ships and the remaining 5% can be considered pure manufacturing, for 
sources other than ships in drydock. Our Commodities are staffed to compliment our 
drydocked ships, not our backshop physical size. The backshops are only there to house 
workers', personal tools, lockers, machinery, tooling, equipment, and work meas to 
perfom off-hull repairs to components removed from the ship. Consequently, o ~ u  
backshops are stfled for about 1 5% of our total workload. Only about 15% of the 
backshop theoretical capacity should have been included in the "Total Capacity" 
cdculations. 5 

' ~ o u n d  in www.defenselink.mil/brac, hen go to Scenario Dam Calls, Departrncn~ of Navy, Redactcd 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add thc totals for 5.3.1.D 
in the lbllowing PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Dam Call, 7 January, 
NAVsI-IIPWz>_AND_rMF-Pm-HAUOR HI (Page 66), NAVSHLPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 7 5 1  
NAVSHIF'YD-PORTSMOUTH-NH (Page 11 5) ,  and NAVSHLPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA Page 67) 
2 Pound in www.defenselinkrnivbrac, thcn go to Scenario Data Calls, Departme~t of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipBile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.C 
in the following PDF filcs: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSI-IIPrnAND-M-PEARL-HARBOK I-ll (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD-NORFOLK-VA Page 73), 
NAVSHIPYD-POKTSMOUTH-NH (Page 114), and NAVSHLPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Pa& 66) 

Found in www.defenselink.rniybrac, then go ta Scenario Data Calls, Department ofNavy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFilr 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.B 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHPYD-AND-W-PEARL-HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHlPYD_NOWOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVSX-rrPuD_PORTSMOUTI-1-NH (Page 112), and NAVSHLPYD-PUGELSOUND, WA (Page 64) 

NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan  04 CDC; (See auachment (1)). 
PNS assessment of workload dish-ibution between Backshops and Drydocks 
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We have created "thennometer graphs" to analyze the certified 7 Jan 04 Data Call 
information for Total Capacity (rcction 5.3.1 .D), Required Capacity (section 5.3.1 . A ) ~  
and wc have added Workforce capacity7 data (actual average staffing levels, by 
Commodity, fkom Oct 04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyards average 
workforce then multiply by 2008 hours per year will equal yearly capacity data. The 
capacity for Lhe 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without 
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line8 on the Total Capacity podon of 
our graphs to iIlustrate how much of the Total Capacity is comprised of the over-stated 
backshop element. To measure building and workstation square footages and use those 
figures to assess Total Capacity is fundamentally incorrect. 

The only exception to the above discussion is the Inside Machine Shop, where 99%9 of 
their work is performed inside the building. It is still true that 85% of Inside Machine 
Shop work is directly repairing components removed fiom the ship, and the remaining 
15% is pure manufacturing. Like all Commodities/Trades, they are staffed to support 
waterfront drydock repair work, and their capacity is constrained by people, not building 
square footage or numbers of machines. Because the 7 Jan 04 Data Call calculated 
capacity based on building square footage and workstatjons, the heavy black line, on this 
graph is at the top of the Total Capacity column. This Commodity's capacity is also 
ovastated as we do not man every workstation, yet we measured each. It is like your 
local gas station having a tire-changing machine. They don't man that workstation, but 
you are sure glad they have the capability when you need it. 

Without Portsmouth, DON will not be able to maintain adequate numbers of skilled 
govenltnenl: workers to perform the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate 
personnel to support an event of tragic proportions (e-g., SAN FRANCISCO hitting an 
uncharted sea mount, bombing of the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to 
armor plate Army vehicles, ctc). Naval Shipyard workers provide our nation the 
competitive, strike-free, force-to-travd anywhere, non-profit motivated artisans that we 
need UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCE. 

The chart below plots the 7 Jan 04 Data Call certified data. The middle thermometer 
shows a shortage of -4000'~ workers (the size of a small shipyard), if the workforce of 
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right, 

6 Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Pinal Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.A 
in the following PDF files: Rcdacted BRAC Capacily Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSmYD-AND-W-PEARL-HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD-KORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVSHIPYD-PORTSMOUTH-NH (Pap 1 1  I), and NAVSHIYYD_PUGFT_SOUhrD, WA (Page 63) 
7 Naval Shipyard Available Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 - Peb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to 
WEBWARR, worklorce, and use available force data 

(Same as footnote 33) + 

9 PNS assessment 
10 Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (usd  14% leave, 70% direct labor index, 15% overtime, and ZOO8 
work hours per year) compared to certified Required Capaciry Data, Sectjon 5.3.1.A of 7 Jan 04 (same as 
footnote 6 above) 
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representing ihe most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of -7900' 
workers, whm working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workforce, the 
mnaining three shipyards would have to work -54%" overtime to achieve the Required 
Capacity of the right thermometer. 

I 

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis 

Tol8l  Cspnelty. Rsquirod T o o l  Capaclly. R a q u l n d  
c o p a c l ~ y  and Worklorcr c o p a a l ~ y  and Warkfarne 

corn pa rimon Compmrlson - - lo  
Porwm oucn 

DON reports excess in 27 of 35 com~nodities~~. This is based on data collected for FY03, 
04 and 05, and reported to our Delegation in a letter from DOD, dated 13 Jul05, see 
attached word document file (C~mments~Excess-CapacitytyDoD_Response_7- 17- 
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced 
- - 

t I (Same WF calculation as above) Compared WF capacity to Requircd Capacity +14% growlh. Note: 
Required Capacity, Section 5.3.1.A, was escalated by 4% average across all 4 shipyards to accommodate 
some growth. Wc continued to use the 14% historical growth as a conscrrative compensation lor 
inefficiency of moving work to less f l~c ien t  yards. 
12 Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 1 1, but incrcmented Overtime to zero out the equation (no 
excess or shortage with -54% OT). 
l 3  Total Capacity = (See footnote 1 ) 

Required Capacily = (See footnote 6) 
Shap Workload Line = (See footnok 3) 
Workforoc Capacily - Average Available workforce (Same as footnote 7) 
Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time worbTorce capacity to certified Required Capacity and 

Requircd Capacity + 14% Growth to dcte&e percentage short nnd people per day shorl, with no overtime 
and 15% overtimc calculations. 
' I  D o D  Response to Senator Gregg Inquiry dated 13 July 05 
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities that DON reports to be in e ~ c e s s ' ~ .  
These resource sbortfaLls have caused delays and cost overruns on shi s in at least two 
shipyards (e.g., SSN 75 9 DMP at Puget and S SN 7 1 5 ERO in Pearl)'? Additionally, the 
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to h e  planned durations 
for shi s cune~ t ly  in execution (e-g., SSN 762 DMP a1 Puget and SSN 698 ERO at R Pearl) . 

The charts on the ensuing pages are "thamometer graphs" for 11 of Navy's most critical 
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 1 1 Trades perform abont 85% "of the productive 
work during major depot repair events. Ten of these graphs illustrate shortages when 
comparing actual Workforce Capacity to Req~red Capacity. The Electronics trade does 
show slight excess, but this trade works interchangeably with our Electricians. The 
Electronics overage will accommodaie about 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the 
Electricians short by some 230 workers per day. 

/ Cranes and Rigging 1 
Totnland Requr~d 

Totnl end Required Total and Rcquired Capscity - With 14% 
Cspaclly Cornparkon- Capacky Comparison hafficfency Growth 

MI pornmouth wlo ~odtnsouth WIO Po&mnuth 

4 SNplad 3 S h w d  3 61dpyard 

Shortase widhoui PNS wortcfprca - Percon? @ P I O % O T  
STWF compared to Requlred Capacity 37 7% 335 283 
ST W F c m  pamd lo  Requlred Cepecity + Growln Sa. 8% 583 480 

IS Corporate Production Rcsource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Bxecutive Summaries, past two yews; (See 
attachment (2)) 

June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard report, 
resources p a  day data instead of "workforce" and compare current stadcomplere dates to notional 
duration 
17 June 05 Naval Shipyard WAIW; same as footnote 7 except use mral shipyard, resources per day data 
instead of "workforce" and compare current startkomplete dates to notional duration 

CPRT slatistic (Sec attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jon 1999. 
l9 All Commodity/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were bmed on working ONLY 10% Overtime, 
NAVSEA goal for ovmime for several years. 
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1 Electrical 1 

T o u l  rnd Roaulrcd Total and Roquircd 

Ca~rci lv  Comparison + CapsCiQ Cornparisan 

Total end Required 
Capacity -WLh f 4  % 

4 ~ . n l p v ~ m  9 ehlero~i 1 BhlnuanY 

Shortage wlGhout PNS woAtibrce -- Perconr MPD @ I O % O T  
ST WF corn pared to Required Capacity 43.3% 348 268 
ST WF compared lo Required Capacity + Growth 6, 4% 509 429 
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Heavy Fabrication - Shipfitting 
Total and R ~ q u l d  

Total and Rcqulmd Toml and Rcqulred 
Capaclty cornparlaon Capacity 

.wt~ortsmoucn CornpadsoP. 
wlo Portsmouth rlo Pornmouth 

Snonage wi#~out PNS worklbrce -- Percent @ l D % O T  
ST WF corn pared to Required Capadty 23.4% 225 1 28 
ST WF c o m ~ r e d  to Rquirod CBpatity + Growth 40,?% 391 285 

I Inside Machine / 
Tohl and Requlred Tohl and Required 

Caprchy Capacity 
Compsrlson - cornparleon - 
wt ~ ~ m r n c u m  WIO ~onemoum 

Total and Requlmd 
cspscny - 
Wlrn 14% 

lnefflclancy C h w h  
wlo PortsmoutR 

=Ia I .-I 

. . 
Shortage wlU~ouf PNS workhrcc Percont MW @ 10 X OT 
ST W F  com~ared l o  Reau~rcd C ; ~ D ~ C I % Y  36 0% 238 170 

/ST WF eompered t o  ~ i u i r e d  ~.9pacl<; + Growth 55 1% 360 295 J 
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/ Marine (Outside) Machinist 1 
T O W  and Repuaed 

ToEd and ReouEred Total and R e q u i d  csasclhr- 
Capacity 

CornparWon - 
w/ Portmourn 

I 

Comparison - Inefficien y Growth 
WIO podnrnoum -, w"""0u.h 

1 

4 Shipyed 

S n 0 R a ~  without PNS workibrce - Percent 16b 1 0 %  OT 
ST WF m p a m d  to Required Capacity 43.1% 88a !Z8 
STWF compemd to Requlred Capacity + Grow~h 63.1% 1008 868 

Tohl  and Rcqulred 
Total and Requlred Tobl and Rcqulred Capacity - 

Capacity Comparison CrpacWy Comparison Wtth 14 X InofficLncy 
wlPortsmouth wlo Pornmouth Gmwth wto 

"I 1 

4 S h i ~ d  3 Shi~yBld 3 Stdwam 

ShoRaue without PNS workkrce 
ST WF compred to Required Capacity 
ST WF canpared to Required Qpaciry + Growth S3.W 
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(Piping 1 

1 "t- 

Shortam wimaut PNS workforce percent -d6b 10 % 01 
ST WF corn p a d  to Requlred Capacity 41.5% 390 296 
ST WF canpared ro Requird C ~ ~ p l c i W  + Growth 61.3% 5'8 482 

Totaland Requind 
CapacHy Cornpariron 

- wl Porb;mouth 

I Sheetmetal 1 
Totnl and Required 

Capeclty Cornparsion 
wlo Porkmouth 

Total and Requirecl 
Capacib -with 1 4  Yo 
Inefficiincy G m m  

w10 P o ~ O U U I  

I 

4 MipvPP 3 6hia(l@l 

Shortage wi(Ylout PNS workforce percent MPD @ - -  lO%OT 

STWF compared to Requird Capacily 19.7% 77 36 
ST WF cornpernd to Required Cepactly t Growth 35.3% 146 I 0 5  
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Tobland Requkd ~ o h l  and Requlred 
capaclty Comparison- Capacly Cornparkon 

W I P O I ~ ~ S O U ~ ~  HEO P o ~ ~ o u L ~  

. . . * 
Shonrge wlmour PNS worrcbrce - -  Percenr M PP @ ! l o  -,4 OT 
ST WF coppred  to Required Cspaclly 11.5% 61 8 

ST WF compared to Required Capaclry + Growth 27.2% 143 96 

/ Welding ( 
Total and Requimd Totel and Required 

Capacky Comparison Capacity Cornarkon 
wlo P o ~ m o u u l  

Shorieae w l l o u t  PNS wo&krce -- Pcrccnf H B  @l 10  % 01 
ST W F compared l o  Reuulrcd CapSciIy 48.4% 4 1 4  3 24 
ST W F  comvsnd t o  Requited Capeclty + Growth 88.891. $97  5 07 
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of - 2 ~ 0 0 ~ '  workers when we 
analyze only 11 of the 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological 
Monitoring Commodity, although not analyzed, has been running 40 - 60% short of 
personnel for more than a year. This includes our two nuclear construction yards, 
Norlhrop Gnunman Newport News and General Dynamics Electric Boat. 

An example of how the DoD methodology grossly overstated Total Capsity can be 
found with the Inside Machine Data for Portsmouth. Section 5.3.1 .D~' reports the 
Portsmouth Total Capacity for this Commodity at 423,700 hours. The hours can be 
reduced to mandays or effort (one mechanic working for one - eight hour day), by 
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time worklorce 
caPaci$' is 212,300 hows, or 26,538 mandays, based on siaffmg data. This Trade will 
actually accomplish - 28,96gU mandays of capacity this year, by using - 9% Overtime. 
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by 
-83%24 from what can actually be performed by this Commodity? 

Navy persists in believing that the workforce is transferabk andlor replaceable. Tt is true 
that any industry can hire personnel. You haw heard S~om Navy's expcrts, that it takes 
six to ten years to develop requisite skills and knowledge for our most complex tasks. 
When we assess our ability to reconstilute a workforce without the Portsmouth artisans, 
we must take age demographics into account. About 3 8%*' of the Naval Shipyard 
Production workforce is over 50 years old. This statistic is consistent at the shipyard 
level, with or without Portsmouth data included, and across shipyards. The total Naval 
Shipyard workforce is - 24,000'' employees. Without Portsmouth, this workforce 
shrinks to - 20,000. The remaining infrasiructure cannot support the training, or absorb 
the ineficiency and cost if 7600 workers (38%) retire and need replacement over the next 
five years, coupled with reconstitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers unlikely l o  
relocate. 
This equates to ncarly 50% replacement of our skilled engineers and artisans over the 
next five years. The problem is significant, with Portsmouth, but unmanageable if we 
were to lose m y  of the four Naval Shipyards. 

' O  Summation of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quanlily to WF working 10% Overtime. 
Surmnation of shorlages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, i s  4209. 

(Samc as footnote 1) 
22 (Same as footnote 7) 
23 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as footnotc (7)) escept use tolal shipyard, resources per day da$ 
select Portsmouth, then select h i d e  Machine Shop, then layer c a h ~  
26 DiKcrence between certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (I)) and WF Capacity (See footnotc 7)) 
CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Mcrrics (See attachmml(3)) 

l6 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR dnta (actual staff- between 24,000 md 25,000); (Same as foohorc (7)) 
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Naval Shipyard 
Production Age Demographics 

(1 1 Critical Trade Commodities) 

27 

Conclusion: 
Clearly by measurhg building and potential workstation square footages and assuming 
they are directly additive to drydock capacity has created a woefully inadequate 
assessment of Navy's Industrial Caqtcity. The methodology used by DoD resulted in. a 
calculated excess capacity of 3565 pcople/Commodities (section 5.3.1D - 5.3.1A 
&la), while at the same time the Corporation is actually short 2186" 
people/Commodities (section5.3.1 .A - WF capacity). Human Capacity must be included 
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omitted f rom the DoD methodology. 
The Navy cannot perform planned maintenancc without the Workforce and Drydocks of 
all four Naval Shipyards. 

This information is certified to be accurate t o  the bost of my knowledge, Earl R Donne11 Jr . 
//s// 

'' CYRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval 
Shipyard for development of these charts. 
28 Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, convcrled fiom (000) hours to direct workers per day 
(does NOT include any ad. usunents for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote (1) minus footnote 
(6) divided by 250 production days and hen divided by 8 hours per day to equal resources per day) 
* Calculated direct workers per day shortage (does NOT include my adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, 
or Leavc). (See footnote (6) minus footnote (7) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 6 
hours per day to equal resources per day) 

Executive Correspondence
DCN 5663



COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 
COMMIREE ON 

ENERGY AND COMMERCE 

suucowmrre: 
HEALTH 

ENEMY AND AIR O U A U ~  
9 EXCHANCE mEET, SWTE 302 

P o r n u ~ ~ .  ME 06101 
I207)774-6019 ' 

Co ngre$$ of t fi e @Init eb O t a t ee' EwnONMmT ANo Hww2 wmhG 

HOUSE OCEANS CAUCUS 

%omit of Bqre$nrtaHbe$ CoCrum 209 WIN Smh~r. 103 
SUO, ME 04072  AFFORDABLE MEDICINES TASK FORCE 
(2071 283-8064 Wxd~ington, BE 20515-1901 CO-CHNR 

hnpYfiomallen.house.gov 
FAX COVER 

NUMBER OF PAGES OnT/ COVER): & 
MESSAGE: 

Executive Correspondence
DCN 5663



-- . .  0 7 / 2 2 / q 5  12:11 FAX 2.02 225  5590  REP. TOM ALLEN 

July 21,2005 

General Lloyd Newton 
B M C  Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Newton: 

We believe that the nation needs four public Navy Shipyards. Evidence we have 
provided to the Commission shows that there is insufficient excess capacity among the 
shipyard corporation. Closure of one shipyard would create the unacceptable risk that the 
Navy would not be able to execute the planned schedule of submarine maintenance 
without a loss of operational time. 

As the Commission debates the recommendation to close the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, we would like to focus your attention on the following points: 

An analysis of lluman ca~acity reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the 
Navy will not have enough skilled government workers to perform scheduled 
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS 
SAN FRANCISCO). The Defense Departmat failed to properly analyze human 
capacity as a component of total capacity. By measuring building and potential 
workstation square footages and assuming they are directly additive to drydock 
capacity, the Department created a woefully inadequate assessment of Navy's 
industrial capacity. Specifically, the methodology used by DOD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3,565 direct labor people/Commodities, even though 
the shipyard corporation is actually short 2,186 direct labor people/Cornmodities. 
The calculation of human capacity is essential to the question of excess capacity, 
but was omitted from the DOD methodology. The attached point paper discusses 
this issue in more detail. 

The hihlv-slcilled and specialized workforce at a nuclear shipyard takes years to 
train, and cannot be easily or quickly replicated. It takes eight to ten years to fully 
train a worker for the skills needed to work on a nuclear submarine. Tlwe is no 
national labor pool for these workers. According to Defense Department 
estimates, more than two thirds of Portsmouth's workforce would be lost if the 
Shipyard closed. The Shipyard estimates the loss would be more than 90 percent, 
based on historical experience1 '. Loss of such a significant portion of the 
corporate shipyard workforce would have a negative effect on overall efficiency 
and the ability to maintain submarines on schedule. Further, the top-rated 
performance at Portsmouth is due to the unique workforce culture at the Shipyard, 
which is made possible by the strong labor-management relations developed there 
over years17. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have 

l6 Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Henring. Boston, July 6,2005 
"Testimony ofMr. Paul O'Connor, B ~ ~ t ~ ~ B o s . r o n ,  July 6,2005 
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already been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the culture. 
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction of 
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards and a resulting loss of operational 
time as submarines remain longer in depot. 

A nuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the 
future. Tbe cost of reconstitution would be enormous, and should bear on the 
Cominission's analysis. There will always be impediments to establishing a 
nuclear permitted facility in any community. Land values and coastal 
development make it exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish any deep 
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks 
must also be considered. The most recent study of the construction a new dry- 
dook estimated the cost to be $400 million3, and a minimum four years for design, 
permitting and construction. 

As demonstrated in the enclosure and documents previously provided to the 
Commission, lhe closure of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would result in insufficient 
capacity to perform the scheduled submarine maintenance backlog. As always, we stand 
ready to answer any questions the Commission may have. 

Sincerely, 

SUSAN M. COLLINS 
United States Senator 

MAS H. ALLEN 
United States Representative United States Representative 

Enclosure 

The cost estimate for a new drydock is bascd on the w o  most recent dara points available: 
' h e  newest drydock in the Navy's inventory is at the Trident Refit Facility at Kings Bay, Georgia. The 
drydock was complered in 1989. Autl~ox-izcd costs were $125 million. However, the costs did not includc 
utilities and road consaucrian. Access to the drydock also requires drcdging that was not included as a 
cost. There were few environmental h d e s  and social impediments with the location which also 
contributed to fewer costs. Adjusted with a 4% rate the cost would equate to a $285 million in 2005 
dollars. The Depamnent of the Favy complacd a study recently for the construction of a singIe new dry 
dock at the Trident Rdit Facility at Bangor, Washington. This study concludcd a polentisl cost of between 
$425 to $600 million. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

Question: If Portsmouth is closed, would the Navy have adequate industrial 
capacity to maintain, modernize and repair the fleet? 

Answer: NO 

Discussion: The incmnsistmcy between ROD conclusions on Capacity and the 
Delegation's is in how DoD calculated Ca acity. DoD calculated Total capacity1 by 
soliciting separately for Drydock Capaci tP and theoretical Building capaci$ 
(backshops). They then simply added the two figures togethcr. The methodology is very 
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating theoretical Drydock and Building 
capacity. The instructions4 read, "Capacity is measured on sr 40-hour workweek baseline. 
Skilled workforce is availablelcan be obtained. This resulted in overstatement of 
Total Capacity, as square footage of buildings and workstations became the measure of 
backshop capacity, with no Human Capacity conslraint. 

In a pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. However, in a 
Naval Shipyard Depot, 85% of the work accomplished is aboard the shps, while in 
Drydock or at the pier, or in direct support of the ship in dock. If there is no ship in a 
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majority of our work is 'iepair", on 
and ofi-hull.. . . not manufbcturing. Only about 15% of our total work can be considered 
manufacturing. Of that quantity, about 10% directly supports repair of components 
removed fiom the ships and the remaining 5% can be considered pure manufacturing, for 
sources ot5er than ships in drydock:. Our Commodities are staffed to compliment our 
drydocked ships, not our backhop physical size. The backshops are only there to house 
workas', personal tools, lockers, machinery, tooling, equipment, and work areas to 
perform off-hull repairs to components removed froin the ship. Consequently, our 
backshops are stdfed for about 15% of our total workload. Only about 1.5% of the 
backshop theoretical capacity should have been included in the "Total Capacity" 
calculations. 5 

'FOUIUI in www.defenselink.mivbrac, thcn go to Scennrio Data Calls. Department of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Cmtified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MBX then add the totals for 5.3.1 .D 
in ~e following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSHIPM)-AND_TMF_PEARLRLHARI3OR, I-II (Page 66), NAVSHJPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 7 9 ,  
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTHHNI-I (Page 1 1 S), and NAVSHIPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Pagc 67) 
2 Found in www.defenselink.miYbrac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answcrs (Capaciry), ZipFile 4 (32.GMB), thcn add the totals for 5.3.1.C 
in the iollowing PDF files: Redacted B M C  Capacity Dala Call, 7 January, 
NAV~YDYDANDNDIMFIMFPEARLCHARBOR, H1 (Page 65). NAVSHn)YD_NOWOLK-VA (Page 73), 
NAVSHIPYD-PORTSMOUI'H-NI-I (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD-PUCE'I'_SOUND, WA (Page 66) 
3 Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, thcn go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Activily Data Colls-Final Certified Answcrs (Capacity), ZipFile 1 (32.6MB). then add the totals for 5.3.1.B 
in the following PDF liles: Redacted BFWC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVWYD-ANT>-W-PEARL-HARBOR, HI (Page 63). NAVSHTPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTHHNII (?age 1 12), and NAVSHZPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Pagc 64) 

NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)). 
PNS assessment of workload distribution between Backshops and Drydocks 
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We have created "thermometer graphs" to analyze the certified 7 Jan 04 Data Call 
information for Total Capacity (section 5.3.1 .D), Required Capacity (section 5.3.1 
and we have added Workforce Capacity7 data (actual average staffing levels, by 
Commodity, from Oct 04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyards average 
workforce then multiply by 2008 hours per year will equal yearly capacity data. The 
capacity for the 3 slipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without 
Portsmouth). We also supeMlposed a heavy black line8 on the Total Capacity portion of 
our graphs to illustrate how muoh ofthe Total Capacity is comprised of the over-stated 
backshop element. To measure building and workstation square footages and use those 
figures to assess Total Capacity i s  fimdarnentally incorrect. 

Thc only exception to the above discussion is the Inside Machine Shop, when 99%' of 
their work is performed inside the building. It is still true that 85% of lnsidc Machine 
Shop work is directly repairing components rcmoved fiorn the ship, and the remaining 
15% i s  pure manufacturing. Like all Commodities/Trades, they are staffed to support 
waterfront drydock repair work, and their capacity is constrained by people, not building 
square footage or numbers of machines. Because the 7 Jan 04 Data Call calculated 
capacity based on building square footage and workstations, the heavy black line, on this 
graph is at the top of the Total Capacity column. ?his Commodity's capacity is also 
overstated as we do  lot man every workstation, yet we measwed each. It is like your 
local gas station having a tire-changing machine. They don't man that workstation, but 
you are sure glad they have the capability when you need it. 

Without Portsmouth, DON will not be able to maintain adequate numbers of skilled 
government workers to perlbrm the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate 
personnel to support an event of tragic proportions ( e g ,  SAN FRANCISCO hitting an 
uncharted sea mount, bombing of the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to 
armor plate Army vehicles, etc). Naval Shipyard workers provide our nation the 
compctitive, strike-fTee, forceto-travel a~ywhere, nonprofit motivated artisans that we 
need UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCE. 

Thc chart below plots the 7 Jan 04 Data Call certified data. The midclle thmnometer 
shows a shortage of ~ 1 0 0 0 ' ~  workers (the size of a small shipyard), if the workforce of 
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right, 

' Found in www.defensclink.mil/brac, then go to Sccnario Data Calls, Departmen1 of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MJ3), then add the tolala for 5.3.1.A 
in the following PDF files: Rcdacled BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSI-UPYD Am-TMF-PEAIIL I-IARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSI-IIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVSWTPYD~ORTSMOUT~I 26 (Pagc 1 1 I), md NAVSHIPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Pagc 63) 
7 Naval Shipyard Available ~ o r c i ~ a t a  (Avg. Oct 04 - Feb 05); found in www.nde.~avy.rnil, then go to 
WEB WARR, workforce, and use available force data 
R (Same as footnote 3) * 

PNS assessment 
l h  Calculated workforce capacity (W) (wad 14% leave, 70% direct labor indcx, 15% ovetime, and 2005 
work hours per year) comparcd to certified Required Capacity Data, Section 5.3.1 .A of 7 Jm 04 (same as 
foofnotc 6 above) 
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representing the most probable Requixed Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of -790011 
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth worHorce, the 
remaining three shipyards would have to work -54%12 overtime to achieve the Required 
Capacity of the right thermometer. 

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis 

r o t a 1  Capacity, Roqulrod TOUI Cspnclty. Raouir@d 
T o n i  C a p r c i ~ .  Reuulra I I  

Cspoclly a n d  Worklarcr  
Capa ulry and Worlclorao 

C n p o c l g  and W o r l r s r e o  
Comparlnon - w l o  

C o m p r r l r a n  -with 16% 
Campnrl?lon 

Porlsmouth 
)no nlclancy Qrbwvl -  w l o  

P o r I ~ m o u l h  
I 

DON reports excess in 27 of 35 c~mmodities'~. This is based on data collected for FY03, 
04 and 05, and reported to our Delegation in a letter from DOD, dated 13 Jul05, see 
attached word document file (Comments-Excess-Capacit~DoD-Response-717- 
O5.doc). I-Iowever, throughout these same years, Ihc naval shipyards have experienced 

11 (Same WF calculation as above) Compared WF capacity to Required Capacity +14% growth Note: 
Required Capacity, Section 5.3.1 .A, wag esdated by 4% average across all 4 shipyards to accommodctte 
some growth. We continued to use the 14% historical growrh as a collservative compensation for 
inetlicicncy of moving work to less efficient yards. 
l2 Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 1 I ,  but incrmented Overtime to zero out the equation (no 
excess or shortage with -54% OT). 
l3 Total Capacity = (See footnote 1) 

Required Capaciry = (See footnote 6) 
Shop WorkIoad Line = (See footnote 3) 
Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Same as footnote 7) 
Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce capacity to ceitified Required Capacity and 

Required Capacity + 14% Growth to deterrninc percentage short and people pcr day short, with no ovcrtime 
and IS% overtime calculations. 
Id DoD Response to Senator Gregg Inquiry dared 13 July 05 

-1  RYS workfotge enml~l HI? 
ST WF compared lo  Requlred Capacity 35% m1 
ST WF compand IIJ Raqulted Cepecily + Gmnh 5A8 10342 

I M  
4x7 
70% 
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities that DON repo~?~ to be in excess15. 
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on shi s in at least two 
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DM? at Pugel and SSN 7 L 5 ERO in Pearl)'! Additionally, the 
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations 
for shi s currently in execution (e-g., SSN 762 DMP at Pugot and SSN 698 ERO at I: Pearl) . 

The charts on the ensuing pages are "ihennometer graphs" ,for 1 1 of Navy's most critical 
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% "of the productive 
work during major depot repair events. Ten of these graphs illustrate shortages when 
comparing actual Workforce Capacity to Required Capaaity. Thc Electronics trade does 
show slight excess, but this trade works interchangeably with our Electricians. The 
Electronics overage will accommodalc about 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the 
Electricians shortby some 230 workers per day. 

/ Cranes and Rigging I 
Toel and Requlred 

Total and Requlmd 
Tobl and Requlmd 

Capacigr Comparison. Capace Comparlcon 
CepeciQ -WiW I6 Ib 
Inefficiency Growth 

wl ~ o m o u t n  wlo Ponmouth wlo Portsmouth 

L 
I 4 SNPyEld 3 SIym~fl 3 Snipyard 

Shod8ge w h h ~ l  PNS ~ 0 f k f o n 8  - Percent @! 1O%OT 
ST WF compared to Required Capacity 37.7.4 385 263 
ST WF compared to Required Capacity * Growth S6 D% 583 48 0 

l5 Corponte Production Resource Tern  (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two yeas; (See 
attachment (2)) 
l6 Jm 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same a s  footnotc 7 except use total shipyard report, 
rcsourccv pcr day data instead of "workforcr" and compare current startkomplrie dates to notional 
duratiou 
17 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; samc as footnote 7 except uye total shipyo~d, resources pcr day data 
instead of "workforce" and compare current startlcomplclc dales to notional duration 
'' CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), bascd on study done by CPRT in Jm 1999. 
l7 All Cormnodity/'Jrade Thermometer Graphs calculatiom were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime, 
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years. 
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I Electrical ( 

Total and Required Total and Required 
capaclw Comparison . Cepaclw Comparieon 

w l Ponsmouth wlo Portsmouth 

Tolal and Requlred 
Capacfty -With 14% 

lnoffkloncy GrowLh 

wlo PoRBm0udr 

4 Sldnvad 3 PbipyarP 

Shortage wlthouf PNS wadcforce Percent M#) _43 10 % OT 

ST WF compared to Required Capacity 63.3% 348 268 

ST WF corn pared lo Requ~red Cepscity + G r m h  63.4% 509 429 
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1 Heavy Fabrication - Shipfitting 
Toal and Requind 

Tornl and Requim?d Toal and Requlrcd 
Capaclty Comparison Capacky 

-w l  Portsmouth Compsrlson - 
wlc PorEmouth 

I 

Capacity- 
wlm 14 % 

lnefflclency G r o h  

Shorts-qe wlmour PUS worKfOrc4 - Percent @ 1 0  *A OT 
ST WF compared to Required Capad@ 23.4% 225 1 29 
ST WF compared to Requlred Qpacify + Growlh 40.7% 391 285 

I Inside Machine 1 
Total and Required Torel end Required 

ClPacnY Capaclty 
cornpartson. Cornpadson - 

wl Pormrnouth wlo Portsrnouul 

Tolei end R e q u l ~ d  
Cspactty - 
Wlh 14% 

lnnfflclcncy GmWlfl 

-. - ., 
'~horfage without PNS workforw - -  Percent MPD a 10 % O T  
ST W F  campred lo Requircd Capac~!y 36.0% 236 170 
ST W F  compared to Rcqd~fed Capaclty Growh 55,l% 360 29 4 
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l ~ a r i n e  (Outside) Machinist ) 
Tnfal and Renulred . - - . -. . . 

Teal and Rtquted Tebl and Requirsd Capacity- 
Capacikj Capaciy Wlth 14% 

comparison - Comparison - ineRicitny Grorvth 
wl Pornmouth w b  PoffBmouth 

I1 1 

Shortam wllhouf PNS woNBrce Penent 9 1 0 % O T  ' 
ST WF canpared to Rquired CapaClKy 43 1% 688 528 

ST WF cmpred to Rqulred Capacity + Growth 63.1% 1008 648 

Tobl  and Required 
Total and Requlred Total and Required Capacity - 

Capaeily Cornpadson Capacky Comparison W t h  14  % Inefficicney 
w l  Portsmouth wlo Poftsmouh Gmw* w h  

Shomge wimout PNS worltforca - -  Percent M R )  @ f O % 0 7  
ST WF urn pared to Required Cspacity 75.3% 557 4 83 
ST WF compared to Required Qpadly + GwlHth 9B. Wh 738 664 
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1 Piping 1 
Total and Requlmd Total und R a q u h d  

Capacly Cornpurlson. Cupacly Comp¶rls~f! 
wl Ponemouth - WIO ~o r i s rnoum 

Total and Requlrsd 
Capeclty- 
Wllh 14% 

lnenlclency Gmwm 
w h  Portsmouth ,, 

I I 

4 S n l ~ l f d  3 Stiwrd 3 Shiprafd 

Shomae without PNS w o d r k r c r  Percent M!Lf Q) 10 % OT 
ST WF compared t o  Required Capedry 41.62 390 248 
~ S T W F  compefcd to Requlred Cspacity + Grorth 61.3% 576 482 

1 Sheetmetal 1 
Tom1 and Requhd TOUI and Required 

Capacity Cornparkon Caprc~w Campadon  - WI ~ o t t s m o u t h  w k  ~ o ~ r m o u t n  

? rma 
I 
O r c. 

8 
5 - * .- 
i a 

0 

Tom1 and Required 
Capad!y -Wllh 14 % 
Inef6c;ency Growth 

wlo Portmsouth 

. . 

snormge wlmour  PNS workforce - Percent @!lO%OT 
STWF comparea Lo Requlred Cepacity l E . M  77 38 
ST WF compared to Rcquired Capaclty - Growth 35.3% 148 105 
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I Shipwright ( 
Tom1 and Requlrcd TOW and Rcqulrcd 

Capeclty Cornparisan- Capaclty Cornpl*on 
wl  Pornsouth wlo ~ortrrnoum 

4 8hlplMI 3 Shlward 3 Shipyard 

ShorKege with our PUS vork lorce - -  Percent MPD @ l O % O T  
ST WF compared t o  Raguirtd Capaclly 11.5% 61 B 

ST WF compared to Roquilcd Capaclty + Growth 2 7 . 2  143 W 

/ Welding / 
T m l  and Required Tobland Required 

Capada/ Cornpermon Capacky Cornarmon 
W l  PoMmoufh wlo Pornmoufh 

Total and Required 
Capeclly - With 14 '/o 
lnelilelency Growth 

SnORJgR without PNS W O ~ ~ ~ O I C Q  Percenr 10 Y OT - 
ST W F  compared l o  Required Capeclw 48.4% 4 1 4  3 24 
ST W F  compared Io Requlrcd Capacity Growln 65.8% 597 SO7 
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of -Zoo2' workers when we 
analyze only 11 of the 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological 
MonitoringCommodity, although not analyzed, has been d g  40 - 60% shon of 
personnel for more than a year. This includes our two nuclear consIruction yards, 
Northrop CmuMlan Newport News and General Dynamics Electric Boat. 

An example of how the DoD methodology grossly overstated Total Capacity can be 
found with the Inside Machine Data for Portsmouth. Section 5.3.1.d1 reports the 
Portsmouth Total Capacity for this Commodity at 423,700 hours. The hours can be 
reduced to mandays of effort (one mechanic working for one - eight hour day), by 
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time workforce 
capacity22 is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will 
actually accomplish - ~ 8 , 9 6 9 ' ~  mandays of capacity this year, by using - 9% Ovehme. 
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by 
-53%24 from what can actually be performed by this Commodity? 

Navy persists in bdicving that the workforce is ~ransferable andor replaceable. It is true 
that any industry can hire personnel. You have heard fiom Navy's experts, illat it takes 
six to ten years to develop requisite skiIls and knowledge for our most complex tasks. 
When we assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without the Portsmouth artisans, 
we must take age demogaphics into account. About 3 ~ % ~ '  of the Naval Shipyard 
Production workforce is over 50 years old. This statistic is consistent at the shipyard 
level, with or without Portsmouth data included, and across shipyards. Thc total Naval 
Shipyard workforce is - 24,000~~ employees. Without Poxtsrnouth, this workforce 
shrinks to - 20,000. I h e  rmaining infrastructure cannot support the training, or absorb 
the inefficiency and cost if 7600 workers (38%) retire and need replacement over the next 
five years, coupled with reconsfitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers unlikcly to 
relocate. 
This equates to nearly 50% replacement of our skilled engineers and artisans over the 
next five years. The problem is significant, with Portsmouth, but unmanageable if we 
were to lose any of the four Naval Shipyards. 

20 Summation of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Qunntity to WF working 10% Overtime. 
Summation of shortages against Required Quanlily + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209. 
2' (Same as footnote 1) 

(Same as footnote 7) 
23 June 05 Naval Shipyard WAW(; (same as foomote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data, 
select Portsmoulh, then select h i d e  Machine Shop, then layer cakc 
'' Difference between certified Section 5.3.1 .D (See foomore (1)) and WF Capacity (See footnote 7)) 
CPRT Dcmognphic Data fiom Jun 05 Meeting Metics (Sce attachment (3)) 

" June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual stalling berween 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7)) 
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Naval Shipyard 
Production Age Demographics 

(1 1 Critical Trade Commodities) 

27 ' 
Conclusion: 
Clearly by mearmring building and potential workstation square footages and assuming 
they are directly additive to drydock capacity has created a woefi~lly inadequate 
assessment of Navy's Industrial Capacity. The methodology used by DoD resulted in a 
cfilcultltcd crccss capacity of 3S6S2' people/Cornrnodities (section 5.3.1 D - 5.3.1A 
data), while at the same time the Corporation is actually short 2186" 
peoplc/Commodities (section5.3.1 .A - WF capacity). Human Capacity must be included 
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omitted from the DoD methodology. 
The Navy cannot perfom planed maintenance without the Workforce and Drydocks of 
all four Naval Shipyards. 

*fl& information is certified to be accurate to  the best of my knowledge, Earl R Donne11 Jr . 
//s/! 

27 CPRT J~rn 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval 
Shipyard for development o f  these charts. 
29~alculation using Certified 7 Jm 04 CDC data, c o n v e d  &om (000) hours to dircc~ workem per day 
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote (1) minus footnote 
(6) divided by 250 production days and hen divided by 8 hours pcr day lo  qua1 rcsourccs pcr day) 
29 Calculated direct workers per day shortage (does NOT include any ndjustmenu for Overtime, Overhead, 
or Leave). (Sw foofnok (6) minus foomolc (7) dividcd by 250 production days and then divided by 8 
hours per day to equal resources per day) 
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THOMAS H . ALLEN 
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July 21,2005 

,The Honorable James V. Hansen 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Hansen: 

We believe that the nation needs four public Navy Shipyards. Evidence we have 
provided to the Commission shows that there is insufficient excess capacity among the 
shipyard corporation. Closure of one shipyard would create the unacceptable risk that the 
Navy would not be able to execute the planned schedule of submarine maintenance 
without a loss of operational time. 

As the Commission debates the recommendation to close the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, we would like to focus your attention on the following points: 

An analysis of human capacity reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the 
Navy will not have enough skilled government workers to perfom scheduled 
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS 
SAN FRANCISCO). The Defense Deparlment failed to properly analyze human 
capacity as a component of total capacity. By measuring building and potential 
workstation square footages and assuming they are directly additive to drydock 
capacity, the Department created a woefully inadequats assessment of Navy's 
industrial capacity. Specifically, the methodology used by DOD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3,565 direct labor people/Commodities, even though 
the shipyard corporation is actually short 2,186 dmct labor people/Cornmodities. 
The calculation of human capacity is essential to the question of excess capacity, 
but was omitted from the DOD methodology. The attached point paper discusses 
this issue in more detail. 

The hieJllv-skilled and specialized workforce at a nuclear shrpyard takes years to 
train, and cannot be easily or quickly replicated. It takes eight to ten years to fully 
train a worker for the skills needed to work on a nuclear submarine. There is no 
national labor pool for these workers. According to Defense Department 
estimates, more than two thrds of Portsmouth's workforce would be lost if the 
Shipyard closed. The Shipyard estimates the loss would be more than 90 percent, 
based on historical experience12. Loss of such a significant portion of the 
corporate shipyard workforce would have a negative effect on overall efficiency 
and the ability to maintain submarines on schedule. Further, the top-rated 
performance at Portsmouth is due to the unique workforce culture at the Shipyard, 
which is made possible by the strong labor-management relations developed there 
aver years'3. If replicating this culture at other slupyards were easy, it would have 

" Tesrimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, RRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6,2005 
" Testimony of Mr. Paul O'Connor, BWJkgim&&h&oston, July 6,2005 
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dready been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the ~~~~~~e. 
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction of 
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards and a resulting loss of operational 
time as submarines remain longer in depot. 

A nuclear shpyard, if lost, is nearly jmpossible to reconstitute if needed in the 
filture. The cost of' reconstitution would be enormous, and should bear on the 
Commission's analysis. There will always be impedimmts to establishing a 
nuclear permitted facility in any community. Land values and coastal 
development make it exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish any deep 
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks 
must also be considered. The most recent study of the construction a new dry- 
dock estimated the cost to be $400 million3, and a minimum four years for design, 
permitting and construction. 

As demonstrated in the enclosure and documents previously provided to the 
Commission, the closure of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would result in insufficient 
capacity lo perform the scheduled submarine maintenance backlog. As always, we stand 
ready to answer any questions the Commission may have. 

. Sincerely, 

D GREGG 

SUSAN M. COLLINS 
United States Senator 

United States Representative 

kd ted  stat& Senator 

E&L 
THOMAS H. AL.LEN 
United States Representative 

The cost estimate for a new drydock is bascd on the lwo most recent data points available: 
The newest drydock in the Navy's inventory is at the Trident Refit Facility at Kings Bay, Georgia. The 
drydock was completed in 1989. Authorized costs were $125 million. However, the costs dd not include 
utilities and road construction. Access to the drydock also requires dredging that was not included as a 
cost. Thcre were few environmental hurdlcs and social impediments with the location which also 
contributed to fewer costs. Adjusted with a 4% rate the cost would cquatc to n $285 million in 2005 
dollars. The D e p m e n t  of the Navy completed a study recently for the construction of a single new dry 
dock at the Trident Refit Facility at Bangor, Washington. This study concluded a potential cost of between 
$425 to S600 million. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

Question: If Portsmouth is closed, would the Navy have adequate industrial 
capacity to maintain, modernize and repair tho fleet? 

Answer: NO 

Discussion: The inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the 
Delegation's is in how DoD calculnted Capacity. DoD calculated Total capacity1 by 
soliciting separately for Drydock capaci$ and theoretical Building capacity3 
(backshops). They then simply added the two figures together. The methodology is very 
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating theoretical Drydock and Building 
capacity. The instructions4 read, "Capacity is measured on a 40-hour workweek baseline. 
Skilled workforce is available/can be obtained. This resulted in overstatement of 
Total Capacity, as square footage of buildings and workstations became the measure of 
backshop capacity, with no Human Capacity constraint. 

In a purc manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. I-Iowever, in a 
Naval Shipyard Depot, 85% of the work accomplished is aboard the ships, while in 
Drydock or at the pier, or in direct support of the ship in dock. If there is no ship in a 
drydock, or at a pier, backshops sit idle. The vast majority of our work is "repair", on 
a d  off-hull.. . . not manufacturing. Only about 15% of ow total work can be considered 
manufacturing. Of that quantity, about 10% directly supports repair of componmts 
removed from the ships and the remaining 5% can be considered pure manufacturing. for 
sources other than ships in drydock. Our Commodities are staf'ed to compliment our 
drydocked ships, not our backshop physical size. The backshops are only there to house 
worbs7 ,  personal tools, lockers, machinery, tooling, eq~tipment, and work areas to 
perform off-hull repairs to components removed from the ship. Consequently, our 
backshops are staffed for about 15% of our total workload. Only about 15% of the 
backshop theoretical capacity should have been included in the "Total Capacity" 
calculations. 5 

- - 

'~ound in www.defenselink.milhrac, hen go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Find Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add thc tolals lor 5.3.1 .D 
in the following PDF files: Redactcd BRAC Capacity Data CalI, 7 January, 
NAVSWYD-AND-IMF-PEARL-HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSHIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Pagc 79, 
NAVSHIPYD-PORTSMOUTH NH (Page 1 15), and NAVSlUPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 67) 
2 Found in m~.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Departmcn~ of Navy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Ccnilied Answers (Capacity), ZipFilc 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.C 
in thc foilowing PDF file: Redacted BRAC Capacity Dnra Call, 7 January, 
NAVSI-IIPYD AND-IMF-PEARL HARBOR, II3 (Page 65), NhVSHIPYD_NORFOLKKVA (Page 73). 
NAVSH~PYD>ORTSMOUTI-I-NH pdge 1 141, and NAVSHlPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 66) 

Found in www.defenselink.milhac, hen go to Scenario Data Calls, Departmen1 ofNavy, Redacted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answcrs (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the 1oLols for 5.3. I .B 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacily Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSI-WYD-AND-W-PEARL-HAMOR 1-11 (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVSHPYD-PORTSMOWTI-1-FW (Page I12), and NAVSHIPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 64) 

NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (I)). 
' PNS assessment of workload distribution betwccn Backshops and Drydock 
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We have created "thermometer graphs'to analyze the oertified 7 Jan 04 Data Call 
information for Total Capacity (section 5.3.1 .D), Required Capacity (section 5.3.1 . A ) ~  
and we have added WorkForce capacity7 data (actual average staffing levels, by 
Commodity, &om Oct 04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyards average 
workforce then multiply by 2008 hours per year will equal yearly capacity data. Thc 
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the sane as the 4 shipyards; however, without 
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line8 on the Total Capacity portion o f  
our eaphs to illustrate how much of the Total Capacity is comprised of the over-stated 
backshop element. To measure building a d  workstation square footages and use those 
figures to assess Total Capacity is fundamentally incorrect 

The only exception to the above discussion is the Inside Machioe Shop, where 99%' of 
their work is performed inside the building. It is still true that 8 5% of Inside Machine 
Shop work is directly repairing components removed from the ship, and the remaining 
15% is pure manufacturing. Like d l  Commodities/Trades, they are staffed to support 
waterfront drydock repair work, and their capacity is constrained by peoplc, not building 
square footage or numbers of machines. Because the 7 Jan 04 Data Call calculated 
capacity based on building square footage and workstations, the heavy black line, on this 
graph is at the top of the Total Capacity columa This Commodity's capacity is also 
overstated as we do not man every workstation, yet we meas~ued each. It is like your 
local gas station having a tire-changing machine. They don't man that workstation, but 
you are sure glad they have the capability when you need it. 

Without Portsmouth, DON will not be able to maintain adequatc numbers of skilled 
government workers lo perform the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate 
personnel to support an event of bagic proportions (e.g., SAN FRANCISCO hitting an 
uncharted sea mount, bombing of the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to 
armor plate Army vehicles, etc). Naval Shipyard workers provide our nation the 
competitive, strike-he, force-to-travel anywhere, non-profit motivated artisans that we 
need UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCE. 

The chart below plots the 7 Jan 04 Data Call certified data. The middle therrnomcter 
shows a shortage of -4000'~ workers (the size of a small shipyard), if the workforce of 
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right, 

Found in www.defeuelink.miI/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department orNavy, Rdncted 
Activity Data Calls-Final Ceailied Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1 .A 
in the following PDF filcs: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSWYD-AND-MF-PEARL-HARBOR, H1 (Page 63), NAVSI-IIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 72), 
NAVS'HIPYD-PORTSMOUTH-NH (Pnge 11 l), and NAVSHXPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 63) 
Naval Shipyard Available Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 - Feb 05); round in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to 

WEBWARR, workrorce. and use available farcc dab 
(Same as footnote 3) - 
PNS asscssmmt 

10 Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% direct labor index, 15% overtime, and 2008 
work hours per yew) compared to certified Rquired Capacity Data, Section 5.3.1 .A o f 7  Jan  04 (same as 
footnote 6 above) 
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representing the most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of -7900' ' 
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workforce, the 
remaining three shipyards would have to work -54%" overtime to achieve the Required 
Capacity of the right thermometer, 

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysh 
T a u 1  Capacly.  R s q u i r e l  

T a u 1  Capacily, Roqulroe Tolal Caplclry. R c q u l r r d  
capaci ty  a n d  worrfaree 

Capacity an6  Worktorcm 
Caprelly n n a  W orklorcs 

C.mparlcon - wla 
Comprrlron .w i th  14% 

tompurluan 
Portamouch 

Inefllcirncy Growtn- w l o  

46000 ,--I Pommou(h  

DON reports excess in 27 of 35 ~ommodities'~. This is based on data collected for FY03, 
04 and 05, and reported to our Delegation in a letter from DOD, dated 13 Jul05, see 
attached word document file (Comrnents_Excess~Capacity_DoD~Respo~se~7-17- 
O5.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced 

I I (Same WF calculadon ns above) Compared WF capaciry to Required Capacity +14% growth. Note: 
Required Capacity, Section 5.3.1.A, was escalated by 4% avcragc across all 4 shipyards to accommodate 
some growlh. We continued TO use the 14% historical growth as a conservative compensation for 
inefficiency of moving work to lcss efficient yards. 
l 2  Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 1 1, bu1 incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no 
cxcess or shortage with -54% OT). '' Total Capacity = (See footnote 1) 

Required Capacily = (See footnote 6) 
Shop Workload Line = (See footnote 3) 
Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Sam as rooinole 7) 
Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforcc capaciry to certified Required Capacily and 

Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and people per day short, with no overtime 
and 15% overtime calculalions. 
l4 DoD Response to Senator Gregg Inquiry dated 13 July 05 

1- wlhour RW Wqf$a&e &mDi l!!?9 
ST WF comparcd (a Rsqulrsd Cepaciiy 3% 7U51 
ST WF conpared ro  Required Capacily i Growth 54% lW2 

J%QI 
6 0 3  
7520 
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities that DON reports to be in e~ces s '~ .  
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on shi s in at least two 
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERO in Pearl)'< Additionally, the 
resource slmrtfalls continue and are causing len,&y extensions to the planned durations 
for shixs currently in execution (e.g., SSN 762 DMP at Puget and SSN 698 ERO at 
Pearl) . 

The charts on the ensuing pages are ?hennometer graphs" for 1 1 of Navy's most critical 
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% laof the productive 
work during major depot repair evenls. Ten of these graphs illusirate shortages whcn 
comparing actual Workforce Capacity to Required Capacity. The Electronics trade does 
show slight excess, but this trade works interchangeably with our Electricians. The 
Electronics overage will accommodate about 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the 
Electricians short by some 230 workers per day. 

/ Cranes and Rigging I 
Total ma Requlmd 

Total and R e q u l d  Total and Requirtd Capas'@ - W~WI 14 % 
Capacity CornparSLon. Capecky Comparison Inefficiency Gmwh 

WI Portsmouth w h  Poftmcouth wlo Portsmouth 

4 Shwad 3 Shpprd 3 snl~yaro 
Shor?aoe wt?hoUt PNS w o M ~ r c g  Pemenf @.lO%OT 1 
ST W F  cmpered  to Requ~rsd Clpaclty 37.7% 385 28 3 
ST WF compand t o  Required Cepscib + Growth 58.9% 583 480 1 

l5 Corporate Production Resource T m  (CPKT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, p n s ~  two years; (See 
attachment (2)) 
16 Junc 05 Navd Shipyard WARR informatian; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard repon, 
resources per day data instcad of "workforce" and compare current startJcornplc~e dates to notional 
duration 
17 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 oxccpl use roul shipyard, resources per day d m  
instead of '%orkfarce" and compare current surt/complete dates to notional dualion '' CPRT siatistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999. 
l9 All CommoditytTrade Thermomeler Graphs calculations were based on working 0NJ.Y 10% Overtirnc, 
NAVSEA god for overtime for several years. 
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Total and Rcquifed Tonl  and Rcquirod 
Cspaclly C o m p ~ l 0 0 n  - Capaclry Comparieon 

w l p ~ m m o u t n  wio Portsmouth 

Total and Rrquimd 
Capaoty -With l a  % 
lnomctoncy Grow* 

W/O Pofwnouth 

1 

rd 

Shortaqe widhout PNS wodrforce Percent - @ l O % O T  
ST WF corn pared to Required Cepecity G.3% 348 266 
STWF compsred to Required Capacity + Growth 63.4% 5.00 429 
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-- I Heavy Fabrication - Shipfitting I 
Total ma Requlmd 

To181 and Requlmd Tohl and Requlmd 
Capad& CompWF.0n copacny 
-wl Pottsmoulh Comparlaon - 

wla Pormrnoulh 

Cspacly- 
WH)I 14% 

Inelflcsency Gmwlh 
wlo Pomrnoulh 

P W - 1  

Snoneqe whhout PNS worklbrce - Percent MPD @ l O % O T  
ST WF compared to Requlred Cepecity 23.4% 225 129 

IST WF corn pared to Required ~apacily + Grown 40.7% 301 295 1 

/ Inside Machine 
Toral and Requlmd Toel end Requlred 

capacity CapacRy 
companaon - Comperlson - 

W/ Pommourh wl0 P0nrmouth 

Total and Rqulred 
capadty. 
wm 14% 

lnfllclency G m t h  
wlo Portsmouth 

. . 
Shonage wlulouf PNS wotkbrce Percent MPD s l O % O T  - -  
ST WF comparea lo Requlred Capacity 36.0°.4 236 170 

[ST WF compared 10 ~ i u i r e d  ~ab;rciiy + Grown 55.1% 360 29 5 
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Tobl and Required Tom1 and Reuuhd 

CapaclCy cap~city 
Compafison - Cornparkon - 

WI porhsmoutn WIO ~ o r t ~ m o u r n  

I 4M r 

CapxlbJ- 
with 'Id% 

lnelflcrency Growth 
4mD , , WIO Por~lmouth 

I 1 

Shomqe wMhovf P M  mrkfiDrce Percent r6b 10% OT 

ST WF can pared to Rewired Capadty 43 1% 888 528 

I Paint / 
Toeland Required 

Total and Required Tomland Required Caprclty - 
Capachy Cornpadson Capecity Comparison With 14 % lncfflclcncy 

wlPoftsmouth wlo Portsmouth Gmwth w b  
Pommouth 

r -  i 

ST WF Ccmpred to Required Qpaaty 75.3% 557 
ST WF vmpared to Requird Cspatity + Grovdh 99.8% 730 

4e3 I 
664 I 
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Tobl and Requlmd Toml and R e q u l e  
Capacib Compar(son. Capaclty Comparison 

WI ~ortsmouln . WIO ~ o a m o u t h  

Toul ana Requlmd 
Capeclty- 
Wllh 14% 

lnelllclency Growth 
wla Powmouth 

am0 - - 

. - 
h i o n a g e  withouf PFJS workforce - Percent Q 1 0 Z O T  
ST WF compared to Rcqulrea Capacity 4 l . S %  390 296 
ST WF compamd to Requlred Cepacity + Growth 61.39b 578 482 

Tobl and Requlred Towland Requlmd 
Capacity Comparison Capacly Compamlon 

- w l  Porrtmouul wlo Porbmauth 

ToBl end Requiwd 
Capaclty - W& 14 % 
Inefflclsncy Growth 

WIO PoRmS~th 

.IPX) 7'- 

I 1 

Snonege wlhout  PNS woNferee Percent MR) @ 10 % OT 
ST WF can prea to R e q u i d  Capacity 18.7% 77 36 
ST WF cornpad to Rcquifed Cspadry + Growth 35.3% 146 105 
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I Shipwright / 
i 

- , 
Tohl and Requlred 

Capacity -Wkh 14 % Tom! end Rcquimd Tobl ma Requlrod 

Capsc!ty CornparMon- Capacly Comparlscn . 
wl~ortmsoulh wra Por6mouUl Portsmouth 

'" I- 

. . . . 

S h o m g e  wift~out PNS workforce -- Percanr @! 10 X OT 
S T  W F c m p a m d  to  Required Copocity 11 S% 61 8 
ST WF com@lerl to Requlrad Capacity 4 G ~ w l h  27.2% 143 90 

Welding 1 
Totrl and Reqalbed Total aad Requlred 

Capaclty Comparlfian C 5 p a c q  Comarlson . 
Wl Porwnouel wto Porcunoutfl 

rota1 sna Requted 
Capacity. Whh 14 % 
lnclliclcacy Growth 

wlo Pommoulh 

&- 
Shortage wlmou? P I G  work Iorcc 
ST W F  c ~ t - n p l r e d  l o  ~f l~iulred C a p ~ c ~ I y  
ST V:F c o r n p l e l  ro Rcqu~red CbpaclIy * Ql'owth G6.M 
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of-2500~' workers when we 
analyze only 1 1 of the 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological 
Monitoring Commodity, although not analyzed, has been m i n g  40 - 60% short of 
personnel for more &an a year. This includes our two nuclear construction yards, 
N o h o p  G m a n  Newport News and General Dynamics Electric Boat. 

An example of how the DoD methodology grossly overstated Total Capacity can be 
found with the Inside Machine Data for Portsmouth. Section 5.3.1.~~' repods the 
Portsmouth Total Capacity for this Commodity at 423,700 hours. The hours can be 
reduced to mandays of effort (one mechanic working for one - eight hour day), by 
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time workforce 
capaci+ is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 rnandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will 
actually accomplish - 28,96P) rnandays of capacity this year, by using - 9% Overtime. 
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by 
~ 8 3 % ~ ~  from what can actually be performed by this Commodity? 

Navy persists in believing that the workforce is transferable andtor replaceable. Tt is true 
that any industry can hire personnel. You have heard fiom Navy's experts, that it takes 
six to ten years 10 develop requisite skills and knowledge for our most complex tasks. 
When we assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without the Portsmouth artisans, 
we must take age demographics into account. About 38%25 of the Naval Shipyard 
Production workfosce is over 50 years old. This statistic is consistent at the shipyard 
level, with or without Portsmouth data included, and across shipyards. The total Naval 
Shipyard workforce is - 24,00d6 employees. Without Portsmouth, this workforce 
shrinks to - 20,000. The remaining infrastructure cannot support the training, or absorb 
the inefficiency and cost if7600 workers (38%) retire md need replacement over the next 
five years, coupled with reconstitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers unlikely to 
relocate. 
This equates to nearly 50% replacement of our skilled engineers and artisans over the 
next five years. The problem is significant, with Portsrnou~ but unmanageable if we 
were to lose any of the four Naval Shipyards. 

-- 

Zo Summation of Shortages on Graph, comparing Required Quantity to Wli working 10% Overtime. 
Summation of shortages against Rcquired Quantity + Growth, working 10% Ovatime, is 4209. 
(Same as fooinote 1) 

l2 (Same as footnote 7) 
23 June 05 Naval Shipyard W A W  (sarnc ns footnote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day dala, 
select Pornmouth, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake 
21  Difference between certified Section 5.3. I .D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (See roornore 7)) 
'' CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)) 
26 Junc 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staning between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (I)) 

Executive Correspondence
DCN 5663



07/22/05 15:19 FAX 202 225 5590 REP. TOM ALLEN 

Naval Shipyard 
Production Age Demographics 

(I  1 Critical Tradc Commodities) 

r- ..-.- - ..-.. -. . .. . . --, .. . 
A a e  oernoqrapn~ca BY A a e  Group 

I 

Conclusion: 
Clearly by measuring building and potmtial workstation square footages and assuming 
they are directly additive to drydock capacity has created a woefully inadequate 
assessment o f  Navy's Industrial Capacity. The methodology used by DoR resulted in a 
calculated ucas capacity of 3565" pcople1Commodities (section 5.3.1D - 5.3.1A 
data), while at the samc time the Corporation is actually short 2186~ 
people/Commodities (section5.3.1.A - WF capacity). Human Capacity must be included 
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omitted fiom the DoD methodology. 
The Navy cannot perform planned maintenance without the Workforce and Drydocks of 
all four Naval Shipyards. 

This information is certified to be accurate to  the best of my knowledge, Earl R Donne11 Jr . 
Nsll 

27 CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval 
Shipyard for development of these cham. 
2'~alculation using Certified 7 Jnn 04 CDC data, converted fiom (000) hours LO direc~ workers per day 
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote ( I )  minus footnote 
(6) divided by 250 production days and lhcn dividcd by 8 hours per day to cqual rcsourccs pcr day) '' Calculated direa workers per day shortage (does NOT include any adjustmenb lor Overhe ,  Overhead, 
or Leave). (Scc foolnok (6) minus foohotc (7) dividcd by 250 production days iind thcn dividcd by 8 
hours per day to equal resources per day) 
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July 21,2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman, B M C  Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

We believe that the nation needs four public Navy Shipyards. Evidence we have 
provided to the Commission shows that there is insufficient excess capacity among the 
shipyard corporation. Closure of one shipyard would create the unacceptable risk that the 
Navy would not be able to execute the planned schedule of submarine maintenance 
without a loss of operational time. 

As the Commission debates the recommendation to close the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, we would like to focus your attention on the following points: 

An analysis of human capacity reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the 
Navy will not have enough skilled government workers to perform scheduled 
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS 
SAN FRANCISCO). The Defense Department failed to properly analyze human 
capacity as a component of total capacity. By measuring building and potential 
workstation square footages and assuming they are directly additive to drydock 
capacity, the Department created a woefully inadequate assessment of Navy's 
industrial capacity. Specifically, the methodology used by DOD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 3,565 direct labor people/Commodities, even though 
the shipyard corporation is actually short 2,186 direct labor people/Comrnodities. 
The calculation of human capacity is essential to the question of excess capacity, 
but was ornitted &om the DOD methodology. The attached point paper discusses 
this issue in more detail. 

The highly-skilled and specialized workforce at a nuclear shipyard takes years to 
train, and cannot be easily or quickly replicated. It takes eight to ten years to hlly 
train a worker for the skills needed to work on a nuclear submarine. There is no 
national labor pool for these workers. According to Defense Department 
estimates, more than two thirds of Portsmouth's workforce would be lost if the 
Shipyard closed. The Shipyard estimates the loss would be more than 90 percent, 
based on historical experience4. Loss of such a significant portion of the 
corporate shipyard workforce would have a negative effect on overall efficiency 
and the ability to maintain submarines on schedule. Further, the top-rated 
perfomance at Portsmouth is due to the unique workforce culture at the Shipyard, 
which is made possible by the strong labor-management relations developed there 
over If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have 

' Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, ER4C Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005 
5 Testimony of Mr. Paul O'Connor, BRA6hRqgon&~e&~pBosron, July 6,2005 
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already been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the culture. 
Loss of the unique workforce culme at Portsmouth will result in a reduction of 
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards and a resulting loss of operational 
time as submarines remain longer in depot. 

A nuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the 
future. The cost of reconstitution would be enormolls, and should bear on the 
Commission's analysis. There will always be impediments to establishing a 
nuclear permitted facility in any c o m m ~ t y .  Land values and coastal 
development make it exceedingly dificult and expensive to establish any deep 
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks 
must also be considaed. The most recent study of the construction a new dry- 
dock estimated the cost to be $400 million3, and a minimum four years for design, 
permitting and construction. 

As demonstrated in the enclosure and documents previously provided to the 
Commission, the closure of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would result in insufficient 
capacity to perform the scheduled submarine maintenance backlog. As always, we stand 
ready to answer any questions the Commission may have. 

Sincerely, 

SUSAN M. COLLINS 
United States Senator 

United States ~epesenx t ive  

Enclosure 

/F'kL!t 
THOMAS H. ALLEN 
United States Representative 

The cosr estimate for a new drydock is bared on h e  nvo most recent data points available: 
The newest drydock in the Navy's inventory is at the Tndenr Refit Facility at Kings Bay, Georgia. The 
drydock was completed in 1989. Authorized costs were $125 million. However, the costs did not include 
utilities and road consmaion, Access to the drydock also requites dredging hat  was not included as a 
cosr. There were few environmental hurdles and social impedimcnts wih the location which also 
contributed to fewer costs. Adjusted with a 4% rare the cost would equate to a $285 million in 2005 
dollars. The Department of the Navy completed a study rccmtly for the construction of a single new dry 
dock at the Trident Refit Facility at Bangor, Washington This study concludcd a porential cost o f  between 
$425 to S600 mrllion. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SlKIPYARD 

Question: Lf Portsmouth i s  closed, would the Navy haw adequate indusW1 
capacity to maintain, modernize and repair the fleet? 

Answer: NO 

Discussion: The inconsistency between DoD conclusiom on Capacity and the 
Delegation's is in how DoD calculated Ca acity. DoD calculated Total capacity1 by 
soliciting separately for Drydock Capaci$ and thcoretical Building ~ a ~ a c i r y f  
(backshops). They then simply added the two figures together. The methodology is very 
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating thcoretical Drydock and Building 
capacify. The ins(ructions4 read, "Capacity is measured on a 40-hour worbeek baseline. 
Skilled workforce is available/can be obtained". This resdted in overstatement of 
Total Capacity, as square footage of buildings and workstations became the measure of 
backshop capacity, with no EIurnan Capacity constraint. 

Tn a pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. However, in a 
Naval Shipyard Depot, 85% of the work accomplished is aboard the ships, while in 
Drydock or at the pier, or in direct support of the ship in dock, If there is no ship in a 
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majority of our work is "repair", on 
and off-hull.. . . not manufacturing. Only about 15% of our total work can be considered 
manufacturing. Of that quantity, about 10% directly supports repair of components 
removed from the ships and the remaining 5% can be considered pure manufacturing, for 
sources o&a  than ships in drydock. Our Comnodities an staffed to compliment our 
drydocked ships, not our backshop physical size. The backshops are only there to house 
workers', personal tools, lockers, machinery, tooling, equipment, and work areas to 
perform off-hull repairs to components removed from the ship. Consequently, our 
backshops are stafXed for about 15% of our total workload. Only about 15% of the 
backshop theoretical capacity should have been included in thc "Total Capacity" 
cdcuhtions. 5 

' ~ound  in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redncred 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3. I .D 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 Jnnunry, 
NAVSHTPVD-AND_IMF_PEARL-FLARBOR, HT (Page 66), NAVSIECPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Page 75), 
NAVSWYD-PORTSMOUM_NH (Page 1 IS), and NAVSHPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 67) 
' Found in www.defcnsclink.miybrac, then go to Schario Dala Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Acuviry Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), &en add the totals for 5.3.1.C 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacily Dam Call, 7 January, 
NAVSWYD_AND-IMF-PEARL-HARI30k I-II (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Pagc 73), 
NAVSI-IIPYDn>PORTSMOUTHPNM (Page 114), and NAVSHLPYD-PUGBT-SOUND, WA (Page 66) 
3 Found in www.defenselinlcmiYbrac, then go 1.0 Scennrio Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted 
Activiq Data Calls-Final C~xtifird Answers (Capacity), ZipFilt. 4 (32.6MB), then add thc totals for 5.3.1 .B 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSIrrPYD_AND-W-PEARL--OR, HI (Pagc 63), NAVSHIPYD-NORFOLK-VA Page 72), 
NAVSmYD-PORTSMOUTI- I  (Pagc I 12), and NAVSHIPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 64) 
A NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachmcnt(1)). 
5 PNS assessment of workload distribution between Backshops and Drydocks 
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We have created "thermornetcr graphs7' to analyze the certified 7 Jan 04 Data Call 
information for Total Capacity (section 5.3.1 .D), Required Capacity (section 5.3.1.~)~ 
and we havc added Workforce capacity7 data (actual average staffmg levels, by 
Commodity, &om Oct 04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyards average 
workforce then multiply by 2008 hours per year will e q d  yea.rly capacity data. The 
capacity for ihe 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without 
Portsmouth). We also supcxirnposed a heavy black linea on the Total Capacity portion of 
our graphs to illustrate how much of the Total Capacity is comprised of thc over-stated 
backshop element. To measure building and workstation square footages and use those 
figures to assess Total Capacity is fundamentally incorrect. 

The only exception to the above discussion is the Inside Machine Shop, whcre 99%' of 
their work is performed inside the building. It is still true that 85% of Inside Machine 
Shop work is directly repairing components removed f.iom the ship, and the remaining 
15% is pure manufact~uing. Like all Commodities/Tradcs, they are staffed to supporl 
wa tdon t  drydock repair work, and their capacity is constrained by people, not building 
square footage or numbers of machines. Because the 7 Ian 04 Data Call calculated 
capacity based on building square footage and workstations, the heavy black line, on this 
graph is at the top of h e  Total Capacity column. This Commodity's capacity is also 
overstated as we do not man every workstation, yet we measured each. It is like your 
local gas station having a tire-changing machine. They don't man that workstation, but 
you are sure glad they have the capability whm you need it. 

Without Portsmouth, DON will not be able to maintain adequate numbers of skilled 
government workers to perform the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate 
personnel to support an event of tragic proportions (e.g., SAN FRANCISCO hitting an 
uncharted sea mount, bombing of Lhe COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait lo 
armor plate Army vehicles, etc). Naval Shipyard workers providc our nation the 
competitive, strike-free, force-to-travel anywhere, non-profit motivated artisans that we 
need UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCE. 

The chart below plots the 7 Jan 04 Data Call certified data. The middle thermometer 
shows a shortage of 4000'~ workers (the size of a small shipyard), if the workforce oE 
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right, 

Found in www.defenscIink.rnillbmc, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Rcdactod 
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.A 
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January, 
NAVSI-Dm-AND-IMF-PEARL-HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHLPYD-NORFOLK-VA (Pagc 721, 
NAVSHIPYD_PoRrsMovn-I_MJPOR'f S M O U  (Pagc 1 1 l), and NAVSL-UPYD-PUGET-SOUND, WA (Page 63) 
' Naval Shipyard Available Form Data (Avg. Oct 04 - Feb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to 
WEBWARR, worklorce, and use available force data 
' (Same as footnote 3) - 
PNS assessment 

1U Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% direct labor index, 15% overtime, and 2008 
work hours per year) compared to certified Required Capacity Data, Section 5.3. (.A of7 Jan 04 (same as 
foolnolc 6 above) 
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representing the most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortoge of -790011 
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workforce, the 
remaining three shipyards would have to work -54%" overtime to achieve the Required 
Capacity of tbe right thermometer. 

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis 

DON reports excess in 27 of 35 corn~nodities'~. This is based on daia collected for FY03, 
04 and 05, and reported to our Delegation in a letter fiom DOD, dated 13 Jul05, see 
attached word document file (Comrnents~Excess~Capacity_DoD~Response~7-17- 
O5.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced 

I I (Same WF calculation as above) Compared WF capacity ro Required Capacity +14% growrh. Note: 
Required Capacity, Swtion 5.3.1.A, was escalated by 4% avcrage across all 4 shipyards to accomrnodale 
some gowch. We continued to use the 14% historical gowth as a conservative compensation for 
inefficiency of moving work to less efficient yards. 
12 Uscd h e  same formula as fbotnote 10 and 1 1, but incremented Overtime to zwo oul Lhe equation (no 
excess or shortage with -54% OT). 
l3  Total Capacity = (See footnote 1) 

Required &pacity = (See footnote 6) 
Shop Workload Tine = (See footnote 3) 
Workforce C q z i l y  = Average Available workforce (Same as foolnore 7) 
Shortage Calculanons = Compared straight-time workibrce capacity to certified Requircd Capaciry and 

Wquired Capacity + 14% Growth to dctcnnine percentage short and people per day short, with no overtime 
and 15% ov~rt ime calculntions. 
l4 DoD Response to Senator Gregg lnquj l  dated 13 July 05 
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities that DON reports to be in exces~ '~ .  
'These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost o v e m s  on shi s in at least two 
shipyards (e.g, SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 7 15 ERO in Pearl)'! Additionally, the 
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations 
For ships currently in execution (e-g., SSN 762 DMP at Puget and SSN 698 ERO at 
pearl)''. 

The charts on the ensuing pages are "thermometer graphs" for 1 1 of Navy's most critical 
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 1 1 Trades perform about 85% "of the productive 
work during major depot repair events. Ten of these graphs illustrate shortages when 
comparing actuaI Workforce Capacity to Required Capaciw. The Electronics trade does 
show slight excess, but this trade works interchangeably with our Electricians. The 
Electronics ovemge will accommodate about 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the 
Electricians shortby some 230 workers per day. 

1 Cranes and Rigging I 
T o w  ma Requlred 

Toal  and RequlRd Total and Rcqrcil~d Capac'e -W;m 14% 
Capacity Comparison. Capecky Comparison 

W/O Porrm6outh 
lneflicioncy Gmwth 

wl Portsmouth wlo Portsmouth 

* SN warn s ~hmtm a Shipyard 

Shonege wlihom PNS workforce Percepf P 1 0 % O T  
ST WF campared to Required Capacity 37.7% 385 283 
ST WF cmpered to Required Capacity + Growth 66.9% 563 480 

Corporate Producdon Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, pas1 two years; (See 
attachment (2)) 
16 Junc 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same ns footnote 7 except use total shipyard report, 
resources per day data instead of "workforce" and compmc c u r ~ a t  rlarllcomplete dates to notional 
duration 
" June 05 Naval Shipyard W A R .  same as fooboce 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day data 
instead of "workforce" and compare current statb'cornplete dates to notional duration 
lB CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study doue by CPRT in Jun 1999. 
" All Comrnodityfrrade Thermometer Graphs calcu1ations wcrc based on working ONLY 10% Overtime, 
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years. 
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TOUI nnd Rcquimd 
Total and Requlrod Total and Required Capaclly - Wlth 14 % 

Capacity Cempar&on. c o p a c l ~  Cornparkon insficlsncy Growth 
w 1 Portsmoutn wlo Porumouth d o  porkmouth 

3 Sllil~@@ 4 &hlwaa 3 Shiarnrd 

Shortage wl~itout PNS worklbrce Percent @ l O % O T  

ST WF ccmparsd to Required Capacity 43,3X 348 268 
ST WF corn pared to Required Capacity + Growth 63.4% 509 429 
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Heavy Fabrication - Shipfitting 
Total and Rcqulmd 

Toul ana R e q u l d  Toml and Required 
Capaclcj Compafison CapacRy - w l  Portrmoulh Corn paneon - 

wlo Powmoulh 

capaclw 
wlrn 14% 

lnefflciency Growth 
wlo Ponsmouth 

vOc I '-1 

3 S h i i u d  

Shonege wlU~out PNS workforce - Penenr @ I O e X O T  
ST W F cam pamd Lo Requlred Cepaci ly 23.4% 2225 1 29 

ST WF m p a m d  to Required Capacity + Growlh 40.7% 391 2 95 

I Inside Machine 1 
Total and Requlred Tout and Requlred 

Crpaclty Capecky 
Comprnaon - Compudson - 

wlo Ponernoulh 

Total and Requlred 
Capachy - 
Wllh 14% 

lnefflclency Gmw& 
W/O Pomrnouth 

. . . . 

Shomge wlthour PNS worklbrce Percent @ 1 0 % O T  
S T W F  compared to Required ClrpSclly 36.0% 238 170 
ST WF compared to Requlred Cepeelly + Growth 55.1% 380 295 
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I Marine (Outside) Machinist / 
Tool and Required 

Tohl and Required Tolal and Rcqulmd cap&- 
Capacity CapacL With 14% 

Cornpodson - Compahon - ~neffiilency Growth 
WI ~oramouth  W ~ O  por~~rnouth , ,.WIO n n m o u n  

7 1  I 1 

Shortage without PNS work*rm poreen1 MW -$ill0 % 01 
STWF cunpand to Required Capacity ~ 3 . 1 %  688 528 
ST WF cmpamd to Requlred Capacity + Growth fS. 1% 1008 848 

Toml and Required 
Tobl  and Rtqulred Toial and Requirod Cepaclty - 

Capacity Comparison Capace  Cornpadson With 14 % lnefffclsncy 
wlPortrmouth wlo ~ o m r n o u m  Growth wlo 

""1 

l~h0ne.w wirhout PNS ~orkhrce  - Percent = O '10 X OT 
IST WF canmred to Rmulrcd Csvacit~ 75.3% 557 453 
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1 Piping 1 
TOW and Requlred Tolsl and Requlred 

Capsc~y Comparison . c a p a c l ~  Cornparkon 
wl Portmouth - wlo Pommouh 

Total and Raqulred 
Capodry- 
Wlch 14% 

lnamciency Gmwth 

4 snbvard 3 S I ~ W M  3 Shipyrd 

Shortape wifhout PNS workforce Percenr @ 10 XOT 
ST WF compmd to Rquired Cepeclv 41.5% 390 296 
STWF compared to  Requlred Capacity + Gmwlh 81.3% 576 482 

/ Sheetmetal 1 
Totaland Requlmd Total and R e q u i d  

Capacwy Cornpurlson Capacity Compamlan - wl ~onsmouth wlo Portsmouth 

7 'I- 

4 Shiwrrd a ~ m a m  

Tcial and Requlred 
Capacib - W i h  I 4  *A 
lnefficicncy Growth 

Shottege w M o u t  PNS warYMrce Percent @ l O % O T  
ST WF campared l o  Requird Capacib 18.7% 77 36 
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I Shipwright I 
Toel end Required 

TOW and R m u M  T o b l  and Required 
Cepaclty Cornparlaon- Capacity Cornparkon. 

wl Porrmsoulh w b  Powmouth 

1 EhipWd 3 ~ N W O N  3 Shiplad 

Sh0178gt wlmour PNS workfiorce - Percent @ 3 0  *A. OT 
STWF cmparea lo Required Capaciw 11.5% E l  0 

ST WF cam pared to Required Capacity * Growh 2 7 . a  149 90 

~ o a c a n d  Required 
Total and Requimd T o a l  and Requited CapacHy - Wllh 14 % 

Capacity Cornparkon Capacity Comarigon . IneAieiincv Growth 

Shortage vifhout PNS workfare* - Percenf L(PD R l D % O T  
$1' W F corn pamd to Required CepedW 4R.4C 4 1 4  3 24 
ST  W F  compsrea 1 0  ~eaulrcd Capacily GIOWUI 66.896 597 507 
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of -2500~' workers when we 
analyze only 11 or the 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological 
Monitoring Commodity, although not analyzed, has been w i n g  40 - 60% short of 
p e r s o ~ e l  for more than a year. This includes our two nuclear construction yards, 
Northrop Grumman Newport News and General Dynamics Electtic Boat. 

An exarnplc of how the DoD methodology grossly overstated Total Capacity can be 
found with the Inside Machine Data for Portsmouth. Section 5.3.1 .pl reports the 
Portsmouth Total Capacity for thjs Commodity at 423,700 hours. The hours can be 
reduced to rnandays of effort (one mechanic working for one - eight hour day), by 
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time workforce 
capacitg2 is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 rnandays, based on stfing data. 'This Trade will 
actually accomplish - 28,96gU mandays of capacity this year, by using - 9% Overtime. 
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by 
-83%24 fiom what can acnwlly be pdormed by U i s  Commodity? 

Navy persists in believing that the workforce is transferable and/or replaceable. It is true 
that any indusky can hire personnel. You have heard fiom Navy's experts, that it takes 
six to ten years to develop requisite skills and knowledge for our most complex tasks. 
When we assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without the Portsmouth artisans, 
we must take age demographics into account. About 3 8 ~ ~ ~  of the Naval Shipyard 
Production workforce is over 50 years old. This statistic is consistent at the shipyard 
level, with or without Portsmouth data included, and across shipyards. The total Naval 
Shipyard workforce i s  - 24,000~~ employees. Without Portsmouth, this workforce 
shrinks to - 20,000. The remaining inllastructure cannot support the training, or absorb 
the ineficiency and cost if 7600 workcrs (38%) retire and need replacement over thc next 
five years, coupled with reconstitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers ~d ike ly  to 
relocate. 
This equates to nearly 50% replacanent of our skilled engineers and artisans over the 
next five years. The problcm is significanl, with Portsmouth, but unmanageable if we 
were to lose any of the four Naval Shipyards. 

20 Summation of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quantity to WF working 10% Overtime. 
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Cmwth, working 10% O v c r h e ,  is 4209. 
2 1 (Same as foomotc 1) 
" (Same a foomote 7) " June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as footnote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data, 
select Portsrnauh, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cakc 
" Difference between certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (See foomote 7)) 

CPRT D w p p h i c  Data from Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3 j) 
.June 05 Naval Shipyard WARK data (actual stafing between 24.000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7)) 
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(1 1 Critical Trade Commodities) 
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Conclusion: 
Clearly by measuring building and potenthl workstation square footages and assuming 
they are directly additive to drydock capacity has created a woefully inadequate 
assessment of Navy's Industrial Capacity. The methodology used by DoD resulted in a 
calculated excess capacity of 356SW people/Commodities (section 5.3.1 D - 5.3.1A 
data), while at the same time the Corporation is actually short 2186~' 
people/Cornmodities (section5.3.1 .A - WF capacity). Human Capacity must be included 
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omit-led from the DoD methodology. 
The Navy cannot perform planned maintenance without the Workforce and Drydocks o f  
all [our Naval Shipyards. 

This information is certified to be accurate to the best of my knowlcdge, Earl R Donne11 Jr . 
/IS// 

'' CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metric9 (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval 
Shipyard for development of these charts. 
28 Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted from (000) hours to dircct workers per day 
(docs NO'I' include any adjulmt.nts for Overtime, Ovahead, or Leave). (See roomote (I) minus footnote 
(6) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 hours per day to cqual resources per day) 
29 Calculated direct workers per day shortage (does NOT include any adjustments for Overlime, Overhead, 
or Leavc). (See footnote (6) minus footnote (7) dividcd by 250 production days and then divided by 8 
hours per day to equal resources per day) 
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