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@ongress of the United States
MWashington, BC 20515

July 21, 2005

General Sue Ellen Tumer
BRAC Commission
2521 South Clark Street
Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Tumer:

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/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.

e 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 na
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's. 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'”. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have

"* Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005
' Testimony of Mr. Paul O’Connor, BRAGRegimnat HearingsBoston, July 6, 2005
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already been done. It hasn’t. DOD can transfer the billets but pot the culFure.
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will resqlt in a reduction gf
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards apd 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 coa§ta1
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 million’, 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 Portsmonth 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,

DD GREGG
United States Senator

SUSAN M. COLLINS OHN E. suﬁé'w

United States Senator fted States Senator

y

THOMAS H. ALLEN
United States Representative

Enclosure

* The cost estimate for a new drydock is based on the two 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 did 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 $285 million in 2005

dollars.

The Department 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
5425 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 inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the ,
Delegation’s is in how DoD calculated Cagacity. DoD calculated Total Capacity by
soliciting separately for Drydock Capacity” and theoretical Building Capacity’
(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 instructions® 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 pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. However, ina
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 shipina
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 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
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. *

IFound in www.defenselink mil/brac, then go 1o Scenario Data Calls, Departrment of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certificd Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.D
in the following PDF [iles: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HT (Page 66), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 75),
NAVSHPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 115), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET SOUND, WA (Page 67)

% Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, 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 files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK VA (Page 73),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 66)

? Found in www defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.8
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHTPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH_NII (Page 112), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 64)

“ NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)).

3 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.A)

and we have added Workforce Capacity’ data (actual average staffing levels, by
Commodity, from Oct 04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyarfis average
workforce then multiply by 2008 hours per year will equal yearly capacity data. T}}e
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; howe:ver, m.thout
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line® on the Total Capacity portion of
our graphs to 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
figures to assess Total Capacity is fundamentally 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 from 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 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 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 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 ~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.defenselink mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the tolals for 5.3.1.A
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,

NAVSHIPYD _AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 111), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET SOUND, WA (Page 63)

7 Naval Shipyard Available Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 — Feb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to
WEBWARR, workforce, and use available force data

¥ (Same as footnote 3) =

’ PNS assessment

" Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% dircet labor index, 15% overtime, and 2008
work hours per year) compared 1o certified Required Capacity Data, Section 5.3.1,A of 7 Jan 04 (same as
footnate 6 above)
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. 11
representing the most probable Required Capacity analyss, shows a shortage of ~7900
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workforcez the
remaining three shipyards would have to work ~54%12 overtime to achieve the Required

Capacity of the night thermometer.

mtal Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis
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DoN reports 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 Jul 05, see
attached word document file (Comments_Excess_Capacity_DoD_Response_7-17-

05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced

' (Same WF calculation as above) Compared WF capacity to Required Capacity ~14% growth. Note:
Regquired 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 growth as a conscrvative compensation for
inefficiency of moving work to less efficient yards.

"? Used the same formula as footote 10 and 11, but incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no
excess or shortage with ~54% OT).

1 Total Capacity = (See footnote 1)

Required Capacily = (See footnote 6)

Shop Warkload Line = (See footnote 3)

Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Same as footnole 7)

Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-lime workforce capacity to certified Required Capacity and
Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and people per dey short, with no overtime
and 15% overtime calculations.

1 DoD> Responsc 10 Senator Gregg Inquiry dated 13 July 05
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significant shorifalls in most of the very commodities that DON reports to be in excess".
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on ships in at least two
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERO in Pearl)'®. Additionally, the
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations
for shigs 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 11 of Navy’s most critical
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades pedform 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 Electrounics 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.

3 L
Cranes and Rigging
Total and Required Total and Required t;:p'::::;d-:::ru‘;f;
Capacity Comparison- Cspacky Comparison inefficlency Gmwu:
wi Portamouth wio Portmgouth wlo Portemouth
a0 2500 20
A e . | me —

§

§

Capoeily in 000 Hours

£ Enpyand 3 Shipyard 3 Shipysrd

Shorntage without PNS workforce Parcent M @10 % 0T
STWF compared to Required Capacity 37.7% 385 283
ST WF compared to Required Capaclty » Growih 58.9% 583 480

19

15 Corporate Production Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (See
ﬁuachment )

Junc 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; samc as footmote 7 except use total shipyard report,
lc'lesources per day data instead of “workforce” and compare current start/complete dates to notional

uration

" June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day data
f?srcad of “x_vo_rkforce” and compare current start/complete dates to notional duration
o CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999,

All Commodity/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were bascd on working ONLY 10% Overtime,
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years.
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of ~2500%° workers when we
analyze only 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 construction 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.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
capacity?? is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will
actually accomplish ~ 28,969% mandays of capacity this year, by using ~ 9% Overtime.
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by
~83%2* from 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 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%2 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 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 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 of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quantity to WF working 10% Overtime.
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209.

2! (Same as footnote 1)

% (Same as footnote 7)

% Junc 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as footnote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data,
select Portsmouth, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake

f“ Differepce between certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (See footnote 7))

* CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3))

% June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actval staffing between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as {ootote (7))

10
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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 35652 people/Commodities (section 5 3.1D-53.1A
data), while at the same time the Corporation is actually short 2186%
people/Commodities (section5.3.1.A — WF capacity). Human Capamty must be included
in any discussion or analysis of Capacity, but was omitted from 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 knowlcdge, Earl R Donnell Ir .
/sl

21 CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval
Shipyard for development of these charts.

%Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted from (000) bours to direct workers per day
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, 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 dirccl workers per day shortage (does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhcad,

or Leave). (See footnote (6) minus footmote (7) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8
hours per day 10 equal resources per day)

11
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@ongress of the United States
Washington, BE 20515

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 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 nisk 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:

e 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/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.

e 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 experjence'. 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®. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have

! Testirnony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July §, 2005
2 Testimony of Mr. Paul O’Connor, BRAQRRee%ional Hcari.gg}goston, Tuly 6, 2005

INTED ON RECYCLED
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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 Portsioouth 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.

e Anuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the
future. The cos! 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 comrunity. 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 million®, and a minimum four years for design,
pemitting 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,

. D GREGG
United S{a&es Senator United States Senator

SUSAN M. COLLINS
United States Senator

%b@ao\ku\ .

JE®BRADLEY THOMAS H. ALLEN
United States Representanve United States Representative
Enclosure

® The cost estimate for a new drydock is based on the two 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 did not include
utilities and road construction. Access to the drydock also requires dredging that was not included as a
cost. There were few environmental hurdies 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 Department 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 $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 inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the
Delegation’s is in how DoD calculated Capacity. DoD calculated Total Capaclty by
soliciting separately for Drydock Capacn)g and theoretical Building Capaci
(backshops). They then simply added the two figures together. The methodology js very
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Dala Call, for calculating theoretical Drydock and Building
capacity. The instructi ons’ 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 pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. However, ina
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 shipin a
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majority of our wark 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 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
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. *

'Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Secnario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.D
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_TMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 75),
NAVS!-IIPYD PORTSMOU TH_NH (Page 115), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 67)

? Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Aclivily Data Calls-Fina] Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.C
in the following PDF files: Redactod BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,

NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF PEARL HARBOR, HI (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK VA (Page 73),
NAVSI—II?YD PORTSMOUTH NH (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET SOUND, WA (Page 66)

* Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then g0 to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Darta Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MDB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.B
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, Hl (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH NH (Page 112), and NAVSHIPYD_ PUGET SOUND, WA (Page 64)
‘ NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)).

3 PNS asscssment of workload distribution between Backshops and Drydocks

Sty
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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 Capacity’ 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 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line® on the Total Capacity portion of
our graphs to jllustrate how much of the Total Capacity is comprised of the over-staied
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%’ of
their work is performed 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 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 coluran. 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 peed 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 the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to
armor plate Army vebicles, etc). Naval Shipyard workers provide our nation the
compelitive, 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 of
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right,

¢ Fouud in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
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,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF PEARL HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTII NH (Page 111), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 63)

7 Naval Shlpyard Available Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 — Feb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to
W’EBWARR, wotkforce, and use available forcc data

¥ (Same as footnote 3) -
? PNS assessment
 Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% dircct labor index, 15% overtime, and 2008
work hours per year) compared to centified Required Capacity Data, Section 5.3.1.A of 7 Jan 04 (same as
footnote 6 above)
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. . . : 1
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 therrnometer.

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis

Total Capacity, Raquired

Tomi Capiatily, Raguirad Toul Capacity, Required capacity and Werkfarea
Capaclly and Workfores Capaclly and Workforce Comeparioan - with 14%
Comparizon Compacieon - wio Inemriclency Crowih-wis
45000 , + - Forzmoulh Partzmoulh
400 1 = 45680 -
40007 | -
0 P17 —— -
35000 s [ WA g )l i
-‘*M“*ﬁ a"l;‘"‘ﬁ‘".‘ 36000 m
g 90000 4 - yrm?
3 oy R |
£ ‘Werkforcs Eapiciiy § o000
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3
H § 26000 § 25000
& 20084 4 £ 3
3 20000 20000
; i
© 16000 & 15000 & 13000 4
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5900 1 6000 6080 | -
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4 Splpyerds 1 8nipyards 3 Shipyanis
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Shormge vthaut BNS Wardosee Pueay  MPD | 16%0T
ST \WF comparet 10 Requiree. Capacily %% iy 4020
ST WF compared to Required Capacity + Crowth  S4% 10942 7e60
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DoN reports cxcess 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 Jul 05, see
attached word document file (Comments_Excess_Capacity DoD_Response_7-17-
05.doc). IHowever, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced

"' (Same WF calculation as above) Compared WF capacity to Required Capacity +14% growth. Note:
Required Capaciry, Section 5.3.1.A, was escalated by 4% average across all 4 shipyards to accommodate
soroe growth. We continued to use the 14% historical growth as a conservative corspensation for
inefTiciency of moving work to less efficient yards.

12 Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 11, but incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no
excess or shortage with ~54% OT).

" Total Capacity = (Sce [ootnote 1)

Required Capacity = (See footnote 6)

Shop Waorkload Line = (See foomote 3)

Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Same as footnote 7)

Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce capacity to cerlificd Required Capacity and
Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and people per day short, with ro overlime
and 15% overtime calculations.

'* DoD Response to Senator Gregg Tnquiry dated 13 July 05
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities that DON reports to be in excess’ .
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on ships in at least two
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 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

Pcarl)”.

The charts on the ensuing pages are “thermometer graphs” for 11 of Navy’s most critical
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% 13of 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 short by some 230 workers per day.

Cranes and Rigging
Total and Regquired
Total and Required Total and Roquired c:pac; -w':‘u;‘mn/.
Capacity Comparlson- Capachky Comparison Inefctency Growth
wl Portsmouth wio Portmaouth wia Portsmouth
200D (mms 1 —— «*53 2550

1509 |

1000 1

Capacity In 000 Kours

L0 4

B oL
W ii.|
Uz. el

. 0 i . ]
4 Shipyand 3 Snipyam 3 Shipyard

9

Shartage without PNS workforce Percent MPD @ 10 % 0T
ST WF compared to Required Capacily 37.7% 385 283
ST WF compared to Required Capaclly » Grawth 56.9% 583 480

19

15 Corporate Production Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (See
attachment (2))

' Junc 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as footnote 7 cxcepl use total shipyard report,
resources per day data instead of “workforce™ and compare current start/complete datcs to notional
duration :

"? June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as foomote 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day data
instead of “workforce” and compare current start/complete dates to notional duration

'8 CPRT statistic (Sec attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999.

% All Commodity/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime,
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years.
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Heavy Fabrication - Shipfitting
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Inside Machine
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of ~25 00?° wotkers 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,
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.D' reports the
Portsmouth Tota) 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
capacity?? is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will
actually accomplish ~ 28,9692 mandays of capacity this year, by using ~ 9% Overtime.
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by
~83%2* from 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 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%? 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 workforee 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 (38%) retire and nced 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 of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quantity to WF working 10% Overtime.
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209.

2! (Same as footnote 1)

2 (Same as footnote 7)

# June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as footnote (7)) except usc total shipyard, resources per day data,
select Portsmouth, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake

2 Difference berween certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (See foomote 7))

* CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3))

%6 june 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staffing between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7))

10
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Naval Shipyard

Production Age Demographics
(11 Critical Trade Commodities)

Age Demographice By Age Group

il Ag et iEttR TS T
<6 9649 >>60

1558 2321 3490

2% 5% 1 31%

4549

3%
Age Bemonmph'xcatay Age Grosp
Corporas 1) Tradoshills

Ceorperato 4

1 Corporate 4 1
e 2529 1] TAN:D 40 [ 35 80l iAU-AA N §ASAG 50 AR5 S S B0
PNSY__|_168 | 154 | 105 | 107 | 178 | 281 | 293 | 223 | 95
PSNSY 308 326 321 317 392 537 857 3682 169
PHNSY 123 240 185 123 81 128 268 201 77
NNSY 253 231 154 208 441 638 594 385 148

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 gacxty The methodology used by DoD resulted in a
calculated cxcess capacity of 3565 people/Commodities (secnon 5 3.1ID-53.1A
data), while at the same time the Corporation is actually short 21867
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 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 Donnell Jr .
/sl

27 CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval
Shipyard for development of these charts.
%Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted from (000) hours to direct workers per day
(does NOT mclude any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote (1) minus footnote
(6) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 hours per day to equal rcsources per day)

# 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 then divided by 8
hours per day to equal resources per day)

11
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Congress of the United States
Mashington, BE 20515

July 21,2005

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 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 recornmendation to close the Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard, we would like to focus your attention on the following points:

e An analysis of hurpan 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 Departinent 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/Commodities.
The calculation of hurnan 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.

e 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 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 the strong labor-management relations developed there
over years'®. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have

" Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005
¥ Testimony of Mr. Paul O’Connor, BRAG RegiamstHearingsBoston, July 6, 2005
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already been dope. Ithasn’t. DOD can transfer the billets but not the culFu"e'
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction qf
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards and a resulting loss of operational
time as submarines remain longer in depot.

e A nuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the
fature. 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 million’, 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,
United States Senator
SUSAN M. COLLINS O E.S
United States Senator ted States Senator
<7%%1,}316 EH THOMAS H. ALLEN
United States Represenfative United States Representative
Enclosure

? The cost estimatc for a new drydock is based on the two most recent data points available:

The newest drydock in the Navy’s inventory is at the Trident Refit Faciliry at Kings Bay, Georgia. The
drydock was completed in 1989. Authorized costs were $125 million. However, the costs did 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 cquate 10 a $285 million in 2005
dollars. The Department 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
3425 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 inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the
Delegation’s is in how DoD calculated Capacity. DoD calculated Total Capacny by
soliciting separately for Drydock Capacity” and theoretical Building Capacity’
(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 instructions® 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 pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. However, ina
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 shipin 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 copsidered
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 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
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 ﬂleorcucal capacity should have been included in the “Total Capacity”
calculations. ®

*Found in www.defensclink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacled
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the 1otals for 5.3.1.D
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,

~NAVSHIPYD AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 75),
NAVSHJPYD PORTSMOUTH ( NH (Page 115), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 67)
? Found in www.defenselink. mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, 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 files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD _NORFOLK_VA (Page 73),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH' NH (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD | PUGET SOUND, WA (Page 66)

? Found in www.defensclink.mil/brac, then go 10 Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certilied Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then udd the totals for 5.3.1.B
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 112), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET SOUND, WA (Page 64)

“NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)).
> PNS assessment of workload distribution betwcen 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 A)
and we have added Workforce Capacity’ 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 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line® 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 1o assess Total Capacity is fundamentally 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 from the ship, and the remaining
15% is pure manufacturing. Like all Commodities/Trades, they are staffed to support
waterfront drydock repait 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 Jine, 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 numbers of skilled
government workers to perform the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate
personnel 1o support an event of tragic proportions (e.g., SAN FRANCISCO hitling 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 ~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.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activiry Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.A
in the following PDF files: Redacied BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARI_HARBOR, HT (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSH].PYD PORTSMOU'I‘II NH (Page 111), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET SOUND, WA (Page 63)

7 Naval Shipyard Available Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 — Feb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to
V’DBWARR., workforce, and use availablc force data

¥ (Same as footnote 3) =
9 PNS assessment
1 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 5.3.1.A of 7 Jan 04 (samc 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. W]thout the Portsmouth workforce, the
remaining three shipyards would have to work ~54%!2 overtime to achieve the Required
Capacity of the right thermometer.

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis

Tols! Capaclty, Requlired
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Capasity ana Worktarer Capacity and Werkfores Caon :'3,::: byt
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DoN reports 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 Jul 05, see
attached word document file (Comments_Excess_Capacity_DoD_Response_7-17-
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced

11 (Same WF calculation as abovc) Compared WF capacity to Required Capacity +14% growth. Note:
Required Capaciry, Sectioun 5.3.1.A, was escalated by 4% average across all 4 shipyards to accommodate
some growth. We continued to use the 14% historical growth as a conscrvative compensation for
mefﬁcxency of moving work to less efficient yards,

12 Used the same formula as foomote 10 and 11, but incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no
excess or shortage with ~54% OT).

'3 Total Capacity = (See footnote 1)

Required Capacity = (See footnote 6)

Shop Workload Line = (See footnote 3)

Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Same as footnote 7)

Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce capacity to certified Required Capacity and
Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and people per day short, with no overtime
and 15% overtiroe calculations.

" DoD Response 10 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 excess®’.
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on shi t“ps in at least two
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERO in Pear])!®. Additionally, the
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations
for shi 1ps currcntly in execution (e.g., SSN 762 DMP at Puget and SSN 698 ERO at

Pear)"’.

The charts on the ensuing pages are “thermometer graphs” for 11 of Navy’s most critical
Commodities (’1 rade 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 short by some 230 workers per day.

Cranes and Rigging

Total and Required

Total and Requirad Touwl and Requlred &
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Capachy Comparlaon. Capalcd: Compar:on In :fﬂ c!z" cy Growth
w/ Portsmauth wio Portmsout wio Portsmouth
2600 e e 200 | e -t e 2500
2m0 e
[
>
£ 1xea %0
g
:
=
w 1000 000
]
o4 00
[ B [ i [ . &
4 Shipyand 3 Shpyard 3 Smpy:rd
Shortage without PNS workforce Percent MPFD & 10 % OT
STWF comparad to Required Capacity 37.7% 385 283
STWF compared to Required Capacity + Growth 55.9% 583 480

19

1> Corporate Production Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (See
attachment (2))

' June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as footmote 7 except use total shipyard report,
resources per day data instead of *‘workforce™ and compare cwrent starV/complete dules Lo notionul
duration

7 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day data
instead of “workforce” and compare current start/complete dates to notional duration

* CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999.

¥ All Commodity/Trade Thermomeler Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime,
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years,
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The charts above graphically depict a personpel shortage of ~25 00%° 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,
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.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
capacit:yn is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will
actually accomplish ~ 28,969%* mandays of capacity this year, by using ~ 9% Overtime.
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by
~83%2* from 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 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%2 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 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 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.

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

2 (Same as foomote 1)

2 (Samc as footnote 7)

% Tune 05 Naval Shipyard WARR, (samc as foomote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data,
select Portsmouth, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake

 Difference between certified Section 5.3.1.D (Sce footnote (1)) and WI Capacity (See footnote 7))

¥ CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3))

2 june 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual stafting between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7))

10
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Naval Shipyard

Production Age Demographics
(11 Critical Trade Commodities)

Aqe Demographics By Age Group

[ R e M B L W
<38 3649 >=53

2567 3331 3440

27% 35% 37%

3549

25 % Carporate 4
Ago B:monrsammgay Age Group
Coarporalo 11 Tradeskilla

| Corporate 4
43_::“;92::{, RS2 [, 8 0704 [1195-Ba T 0 4 H4 SUER T2 SOREA 1S 55901 UG}
PNSY 168 | 154 | 105 | 107 | 178 | 281 | 293 | 223 85
PSNSY 308 328 321 317 382 537 €57 382 1683
PANSY | 123 | 240 | 185 | 123 81 126_| 268 | 201 77
NNSY 253 231 | 154 208 441 538 594 386 148

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 3565* people/Commodities (section 5.3.1D - 5.3.1A
data), while at the same time the Corporation is actually short 21 867
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 without the Workforce and Drydocks of
all four Naval Shipyards.

This information is certified {0 be accurate to the best of my knowledge, Earl R Donnell Ir .
Nsll

27 CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval
Shipyard for development of these charts.

*¥Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted from (000) hours to direct workers per day
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, 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 (docs NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead,
or Leave). (See footnote (6) minus faotote (7) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8
hours per day to equal resources per day)

11
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@Congress of the United States
Washington, 8¢ 20515

July 21, 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 four 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 Nava]
Shipyard, we would like to focus your attention on the following points:

e 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 potentia]
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/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 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 the strong labor-management relations developed there
over years'!. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have

'° Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005
' Testimony of Mr. Paul O’ Connor, BRAG:ReginnakFeesingsBoston, 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 recoustitute 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 cornmunity. 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 million’, 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 apy questions the Commission may have.

QQ%N\'“ Sincerely,

oL J. SXOWE
United Stales Senator

D GREGG
nited States Senator

SUSAN M. COLLINS
United States Senator

Onhad by - L.

AEBBRADLEY _J THOMAS H. ALLEN
United States Representative United States Representative
Enclosure

¥ The cost estimate for a new drydock is bascd on the Two 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 did vot 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 $285 million in 2005
dollars. The Department of the Navy completed a study recently for the construction of a single new dry
dock at the Trident Refit Facility ar 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 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 Capacity. DoD calculated Total Capacny by
soliciting separately for Drydock Capacity” and theoretical Building Capacity’®
(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 instructions® read, “Capacity is measured on a 40-hour workweek bascline.
Skilled workforce is available/can be obtained”. This resulted in overstatcment 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. However, ina
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 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
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. °

Found in www.defenselink mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.D
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,

NAVSHIPYD_AND IMF PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 75),
NAVSH]I’YD PORTSMOUTH NH (Page 115), and NAVSHIPYD_| PUGET. _ SOUND, WA (Page 67)

? Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Dala Calls, Department of Navy, 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 files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK_VA (Page 73),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NII (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 66)
? Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.B
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 Jaguary,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 112), and NAVSHIPYD _PUGET _SOUND, WA (Page 64)

NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)).

’ PNS assessment of workload distribution berween Backshops and Drydocks
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We bave 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 Capacity’ 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 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 line? 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%° of
their work is performed 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 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. 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 numbers of skilled
government workers to perform the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate
personne] to support an event of tragic proportions (e.g., SAN FRANCISCO hitfing 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 J an 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,

¢ round in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Aclivity 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,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF PEARL HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH NH (Page 111), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 63)
?'Naval Shipyard Available Force Dala (Avg, Oct 04 — Feb 05) found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to
WEBWA.RIL workforce, and use available force data
¥ (Same as footnotc 3) -~
? PNS assessment
' 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 5.3.1.A of 7 Jan 04 (same as
footmote G 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 night thermometer.

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis

Total Capacity, Raquired
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DoN reports excess in 27 of 35 commodities'®. This is based on data collected for FY03,
04 and 03, and reported to our Delegation in a letter from DOD, dated 13 Jul 05, see
attached word document file (Comments_Excess_Capacity_DoD_Response_7-17-
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced

I (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 accommeodate
some growth. We continued to use the 14% historical growth as a conservative compensation for
inefficiency of moving work to less efficient yards.

12 Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 11, but incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no
excess or shortage with ~54% OT).

1 Total Capacity = (See footnote 1)

Required Capacity = (See footnote 6)

Shop Workload Line = (See foommote 3)

Workforce Capacity = Average Availablc workforce (Same as footnote 7)

Shortage Calculations = Corpared 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 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 excess®.

These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on ships in at Jeast two
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERO in Pearl)'®. Additionally, the
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations
for shigs currently in execution (e.g., SSN 762 DMP at Puget and SSN 698 ERO at
Pear)) .

The charts on the ensuing pages are “thermometer graphs” for 11 of Navy’s most critical
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% 185f 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 accormmodate about 15% of the Electrician shortage, leaving the
Electricians short by some 230 workers per day.

Cranes and Rigging

Total and Requlired

Total and Requlred Total and Required )
~With 14 %
Capacity Comparison- Capacity Comparison ?:gzgncy ::ro m:
w! Portsmouth wio Portmsouth wio Po outh
2600 F 2600 - 2600

§

1500 pmee

Capegity In 000 Houre

1000
=na a0
B bl i
04 ‘ - ° . i 9l g i
4 Shpyam 3 Shpyam 3 Shipyard
|Saortsge without PNS workforce Percent MPD @ 10 % OT
STWF compared to Required Capacity 37.7% 385 283
8T WF campamd to Required Capaclty = Growth 56.9% 583 430

19

13 Corporate Production Resource Tcam (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (Scc
attachment (2))

' Junc 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as footnote 7 except usc total shipyard report,
resources per day dats instead of “workforce” and compuare current start/complete dates to notional
duration :

7 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day data
instead of “workforce™ and compare current start/complete dates to notjonal duration

1® CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999.

'® A1l Commodity/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime,
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years.

g@g% /014
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of ~2500%° workers when we
analyze only 11 of the 27 Commaodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological
Monitoring Commeodity, although not analyzed, has been running 40 — 60% short of
personnel for more than a year. This includes our two nuclear construction 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.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
capacity?? is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will
actually accomplish ~ 28,969*® mandays of capacity this year, by using ~ 9% Overtime.
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by
~83%2* from 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 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%2 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 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 reconstitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers unlikely to
relocate.

This equates to nearly 50% replacement of our skilled engineers and arlisans 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 of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Requircd Quantity to WF working 10% Overtime.
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209.

2! (Same as footote 1)

2 (Same as footnote 7)

% June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as footnote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data,
sclect Portsmouth, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake

* Difference between certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (See footnote 7))

¥ CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Mecling Metrics (See attachment (3))

* June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staffing between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7))

10
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Naval Shipyard

Production Age Demographics
(11 Critical Trade Commodities)
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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 Capacny The methodology used by DoD resulted in a
calculated excess capacity of 3565 pcople/Commodities (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 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 Donnell Jr .
/sl]

*” CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied 1o CPRT by each Naval
Shlpyard for development of these charts.

*Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted fom (000) hours to direct workers per day
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote (1) minus fooinotc
(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 inc)ude any adjustmnents for Overtime, Overhead,
or Leave). (See foomote (6) minus footnote (7) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8
hours per day to equal resources per day)

11
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@ongress of the United States
Washington, AC 20515

July 21, 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 human capacity reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the
Navy will not have enough skilled government workers to perform scheduled
submaripe 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
industria] 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 [abor 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.

e 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 Joss 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 the strong labor-management relations developed there
over years'. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have

¢ Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005
? Testimony of Mr. Paul O’Connor, BRAG:Regiornatd¥feaargrdgoston, 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.

e A nuclear shipyard, if lost, is nearly impossible to reconstitute if needed in the
future. The cost of reconstitution would be enonmous, 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 million®, 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 submarnine maintenance backlog. As always, we stand
ready to answer any questions the Commission may have.

Sincerely,

SgSAN M. COLLINS

United States Senator ited States Senator
BRADLEY THOMAS H. ALLEN
Umted States Representauve United States Representative
Enclosure

¥ The cost cstimatc for a new drydock is based on the two 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 did 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 $285 million in 2005
dollars. The Department of the Navy completed a study rccently for the construction of a single new dry
dock at the Trident Refir 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 closcd, 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
Delegation’s is in how DoD calculated Capacity. DoD calculated Total Capamty by
soliciting separately for Drydock Capacity” and theoretical Building Capamty3
(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 instructions® 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 pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. However, ina
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 shipina
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 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
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 lheorencal capacity should have been included in the “Total Capacity”
calculations. °

'Found in www.defensclink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.D
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSIIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 75),
NAVSHIPYD | PORTSMOU’I‘H NH (Page 115), and NAVSHIPYD _PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 67)

? Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activily Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.C
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARI, HARBOR, HT (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 73),
NAVSHLPYD PORTSMOUTH NH (Pagc 114), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 66)

? Found in www.dcfenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certificd Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.B
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacirty Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF PEARL HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD | PORTSMOUTH NH (Page 112), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 64)
¢ NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)).

5 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 A)
and we have added Workforce Capacity’ 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 shipyards are calculated the same as 1he 4 shipyards; however, without
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line® on the Total Capacity portion of
our graphs to jllustrate 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%° of
their work is performed 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 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. 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 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 the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to
armor plate Amy 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 ~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.defensclink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
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,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD PORT SMOUTII NII (Page 111), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 63)

” Naval Shipya.rd Available Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 — Feb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to
WEBWARR, workforee, and use available force data
¥ (Same as footnote 3)
% PNS assessment
1% Calculated warlkforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% direct labor index, 15% overtime, and 2008
work hours per year) comparcd 10 certified Required Capacity Data, Section 5.3.1.A of 7 Jan 04 (same as
[oowmote 6 above)

B85 o1
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representing the most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of ~7900"!
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Wlthout 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 Analysis

Teta! Capacity, Required
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13

DoN reports 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 Jul 05, see
attached word document file (Comments_Excess_Capacity_DoD_Response_7-17-
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced

! (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% avcrage across all 4 shipyards to accommodate
some growth, We continued to use the 14% historical growth as a conservative compensation for
inefficiency of moving woark 1o less efficient yards.

12 Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 11, but incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no
excess or shortage with ~54% OT).

" Total Capacity = (See footnote 1)

Required Capacity = (See footnote 6)

Shop Warklead Line = (See footnote 3)

Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Same as footnote 7)

Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce capacity to certified Required Capacity and
Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and people per day short, with no overtime
and 15% overtime calculations.

1 DoD 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 excess'”.
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on shisps in at least two
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERO in Pearl)'®. Additionally, the
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations
for shjps 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 11 of Navy’s most critical
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% '8of the productive
work during major depot repair events. Ten of these graphs illustrate shoriages 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.

Cranes and Rigging

Tots! and Required
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20 WO, — 250

2000

2000

e 1200

g

1000

1000

Gepacity In 000 Kours

500

Shortage without PNS_workforce Percent MPD @ 10%0OT |
STWF compared to Required Capacity 37.7% 385 283
ST WF compared 1o Required Capscity + Growth 56.8% 583 480

19

¥ Corporate Praduction Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (See
attachment (2))

' June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as footnote 7 except wse total shipyard report,
resources per day data instead of “workforce” and compare current start/complete dates to notional
duration :

"7 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resourccs per day data
instead of “workforce” and compare current start/complete dates to noticnal duration

'* CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999.

*” All Commodity/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime,
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several ycars.
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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 Commuodity, although not analyzed, has been running 40 — 60% short of
personnel for more than a year. This includes our two nuclear construction 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.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
capacity?? is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will
actually accomplish ~ 28,969”> mandays of capacity this year, by using ~ 9% Overtime.
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by
~83%* from 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 knowledge for our most complex tasks.
When we assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without the Porismouth artisans,
we must take age demographics into account. About 38%2> 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 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 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 of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quantity to WF working 10% Overtime,
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 1 0% Overtime, is 4209.

?! (Same as footnote 1)

2 (Same as footnote 7)

% June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as footnole (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data,
select Portsmouth, then sclect Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake

2 Difference between certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (Sec foomote 7))

¥ CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3))

% June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staffing between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7))

10
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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 35652 pcople/Commodities (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 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 Donnell Jr .
st/

" CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval
Shipyard for development of these charts.
#Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted from (000) hours to direct workers per day
(does NOT mnclude any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote (1) minus footnote
gg) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 hours per day 1o equal resources per day)
Calculated dircet workers per day shortage (does 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)

11
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Congress uf the United States
MWashington, B 20515

July 21, 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 ta 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 corpaoration 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.

e 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 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 the strong labor-management relations developed there

over years®. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have

® Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005
¥ Testimony of Mr. Paul O’ Connor, BRAGRegionalHear ngpdRastan, 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.

ee 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 jt exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish any deep
water facilities, let alone nuclear facilities. The cost of building new dry-docks
rust also be considered. The most recent study of the construction a new dry-
dock estimated the cost to be $400 million’, 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 angwer any questions the Commission may have.

Sincerely,

OLYMP NOWE
United Stales Senator

‘SUSAN M. COLLINS
United States Senator

QioSrondun, /A

“JRPBRADLEY ?/ THOMAS H. ALLEN
United States Representafive United States Representative

Enclosure

> The cost estimate for a new drydock is bascd on the two 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 did 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 2 $285 mijlion in 2005
dollars. The Department of the Navy completed a study recently for the construction of a single new dry
dock at the Trident Refit Facility a1t 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, woald the Navy have adcquate industrial
capacity to maintain, modcrnize and repair the flcet?

Answer: NO

Discussion: The inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and th.e :
Delegation’s is in how DoD calculated Capacity. DoD calculated Total CaPamty by
soliciting separately for Drydock Capacityz and theoretical Building Capacny3 .
(backshops). They then simply added the two figures together. The methodol.og_y is very
specific in the 7 Jan 04 Data Call, for calculating theoretical Drydock and Building
capacity. The instructions® read, “Capacity is measured on a 40-hour workweek baseline.
Skilled worlkforce is available/can 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. However, ina
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 shipin a
drydock, or at a pier, the backshops sit idle. The vast majorily of our work is “repair”, on
and off-bull.... 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 other than ships in drydock. Qur 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, cquipment, 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. *

'Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add thc totals for 5.3.1.D
in the fallowing PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Dara Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, H1 (Page 66), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 75),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 115), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 67)

? Found in www.defenselink mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certificd Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.C
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 73),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD _PUGET_SOUND, WA (Pagc 66)

3 Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go Lo Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Radacted
Activity Data Calls-Fipal Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 53.1.B
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,

NAVSHIPYD_AND IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 112), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 64)

1 NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (Sec attachment (1)).

¥ PNS asscssment 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.A)
and we have added Workforce Capacity’ data (actual average staffing levels, by
Commodity, from Oct 04 through Apr 05. Use the sum of the 4 shipyar_ds average
workforce then multiply by 2008 hours per year will equal yearly capacity data. Tl:le
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; how;ver, w1}hout
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line® on the Total Capacity portion of
our graphs o 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%° of
their work is performed inside the building. Itis still true that 85% of Inside Machine
Shop work is directly repairing components removed from 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
squarc 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 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 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-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 of
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right,

$ Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then g0 to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
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,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 111), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 63)

7 Naval Shipyard Available Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 —Feb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go 1o
WEBWARR, worklorce, and use available force data

¥ (Same as footnote 3) =

’ PNS assessment

** 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 5.3.1.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 workforce,. 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 AnalysisJ
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DoN reports excess in 27 of 35 comunodities'®. This is based on data collected for FY03,
04 and 05, and reported to our Delegation in a letter from DOD, dated 13 Jul 05, see
attached word document file (Comments_Excess_Capacity_DoD_Response_7-17-
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced

"' (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 accommodate
some growth. Wc continued to use the 14% historical growth as a conservative compensation for
inefficiency of moving work to less cfficient yards.

2 Used the same formula as footnore 10 and 11, but incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no
excess or shortage with ~54% QOT).

¥ Total Capacity = (See footnote 1)

Required Capacity = (See footnote 6)

Shap Workload Line = (See footmote 3)

Workforce Capacily — Averape Availablc workforce (Same as footnote 7)

Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce capacity to certificd Required Capacity and
Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and people per day short, with no overtime
and 15% overtime calculations.

" DoD Response to Senator Gregg Inquiry dated |3 July 05
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities that DON reports to be in excess'’.
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on ships in at least two
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERO in Pearl)®. Additiona.ll)_r, the
resource shortfalls continue and are causing Jengthy extensions to the planned durations
for shigs curreptly in execution (e.g., SSN 762 DMP at Puget and SSN 698 ERO at

Pearl)"".

The charts on the ensning pages are “thermometer 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 short by some 230 workers per day.

- »
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15 Corporate Production Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summarics, past two years; (See
attachment (2))

' June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as foomote 7 except use total shipyard report,
resources per day data instead of “workforce™ and compare current start/complete dates to notional
duration

7 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR,; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day data
instead of “worklorce” and compare current start/complete dates to notional duration

" CPRT statistic (Sec attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999.

' All Commodity/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime,
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years.
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of ~25007° 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,
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.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
capacity™ 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 their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by
~83%?* from 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 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%2 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 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 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 of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quantity ta WF working 10% Overtime.
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209,

2! (Same as [ootnote 1)

2 (same as footuote 7)

2 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR,; (same as footnotc (7)) except use tolal shipyard, resources per day data,
select Portsmouth, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake

2 Diflerence between certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (See footnote 7))

# CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Mctrics (See attachment (3))

2 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staffing between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7))

10
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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 3565”° pcople/Commodities (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 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 Donnell Jr .
st/

77 CPRT Jun 05 Mecting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval
Shipyard for devclopment of these charts.

Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted from (000) hours to direct workers per day
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, 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 dircct workers per day shartage (does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead,
or Leave). (See footnote (6) minus footnote (7) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8
hours per day to equal resources per day)

11
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@Congress of the United States
Washingtoan, BE 20515

July 21, 2005

General Lloyd Newton
BRAC 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 poimnts:

e An analysis of human capacity reveals that, with the closure of Portsmouth, the
Navy will not have enough skilled govemment workers to perform scheduled
submarine maintenance, not to mention emergency repair work (such as on USS
SAN FRANCISCQ). 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/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 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 the strong labor-management relations developed there
over years'’. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have

' Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005
' Testimony of Mr. Pau) O'Connor, BRAGREgtemat HcarmegsBoston, 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-
dook estimated the cost to be $400 million’, 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 Comruission may have.

Sincerely,

United Steles Senator

SUSAN M. COLLINS

United States Senator ited States Senator
\ / M\
BRADLEY J THOMAS H. ALLEN
United States Representative United States Representative
Enclosure

? The cost estimate for a new drydock is based on the two most recent data points available:

The newest drydack 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 did 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 $285 million in 2005
dollars, The Deparmment 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 concludcd 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?

Answer: NO

Discussion: The inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the
Delegation’s is in how DoD calculated Capacity. DoD calculated Total Capacnty by
soliciting separately for Drydock Capacity” and theoretical Building Capacity’
(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 instructions” 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 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 shipin 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 other than ships in drydock. Our Commoditics 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
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. °

'Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.D
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,

NAVSHIPYD _AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK_VA (Page 75),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 115), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET _SOUND, WA (Page 67)

2 Found in www. defensehnk.mx]/bra.c, then go to.Scenario Data Calls Depa.rtment of Navy, 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 files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,

NAVSHIPYD AND IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, Hl (Page 65), NAVSHTPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 73),
NAVSHIPY'D PORTSMOU'IH NI (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SQUND, WA (Page 66)

? Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Dala Calls-Fina] Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.B
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,

NAVSHIPYD AND_TMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVS'HTPY'D NORFOLK VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD _PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page | 12), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET SOUND, WA (Pagc 64)
NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)).
7 PN 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.A)
and we have added Workforce Capacity’ 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. Tl_lc-:
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line® on the Total Capacity portion of
our graphs to 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
figures to assess Total Capacity is fundamentally 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 from the ship, and the remaining
15% js 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
eraph 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 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 the COLE, sending welders and shipfitters to Kuwait to
armor plate Army vehicles, etc). Naval Shipyard workers provide our nation the
compectitive, strike-free, force-to-trave] 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,

¢ Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Sccnario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
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,

NAVSHIPYD _AND_IMF_PEARL HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_ VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 111), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 63)

7 Naval Shipyard Available Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 — Feb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to
WEBWARR, workdforce, and use available force data

* (Same as footmote 3) =

? PNS asscssment

"* Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% direct labor indcx, 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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: . 1
representing the most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of ~7900
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmoutb workforce,_ the
remaining three shipyards would have to work ~54%'2 overtime to achieve the Required

Capacity of the right thermometer.
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DoN reports 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 Jul 05, see
attached word document file (Comments Excess_Capacity_DoD_Response 7-17-
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced

! (Same WY 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 accommodate
some growth. We continuod to use the 14% historical growth as a conservative compensation for
inetficicncy of moving work to less cfficient yards.
12 Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 1 1, but incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no
excess or shortage with ~54% OT).
¥ Total Capacity = (See footnote 1)
Required Capacity = (See footnote 6)
Shop Workload Line = (See footnote 3)
Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Same as foomote 7)
Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce capaciry to certified Required Capacity and
Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determinc percentage short and people per day short, with no overtire

and 15% overtime calculations.

'“DoD 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 excess’.
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on s]1i6ps in at least two
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERO in Pear])'®. Additionally, the
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations

for shigs 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 11 of Navy’s most critical
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% 186f 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 short by some 230 workers per day.

Cranes and Rigging
Total and Required Tatal and Required Total _and Required
c b Capacity - With 18 %
apacity Comparison- Capacity Comparlson Inefficiancy Growth
w/ Portsmouth wio Portmsouth wio Port:mouth
L | — 2800 -————] 2500
Ano 000 §
[
2
£ o 130
°
o
£ - 5
Y Workforda Capairy)| 0T i
i ke w, 100 yomenef
B :
400 4 0o
] - Wil \... X 0 . -
4 Shpyand 3 Shipyard 3 Shipyara
Shortaqe without PNS warkforce Percent M ®10% 0T |
ST WF compared to Required Capacity 37.7% 385 263
STWF compared to Required Capacity + Growth S6.B% 583 480

19

13 Corporate Production Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (See
ﬁttachment )

June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard report,
(rjesourccs per day data instead of “workforce™ and compare current start/complete dates to notional

uration

f’ June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR,; samc as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day data
}?stead of “workforce” and compare current start/complete dales 1o notional duration
5 CPRT statisﬁ'c (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999,

All Commodity/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime,
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years.
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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 more than a year. This includes our two nuclear construction yards,
Northrop Grumman Newport News and General Dynamics Electric Boat.

An example of how the DoD methodology grassly overstated Total Capacity 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 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:apacity22 is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will
actually accomplish ~ 28,969 mandays of capacity this year, by using ~ 9% Overtime.
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by
~83%2* from 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 1o ten years to develop requisite skills and knowledge for our most compleXx tasks.
When we assess our ability to reconstitute a workforce without the Portsmouth artisans,
we must take age demographics into account. About 38%2 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 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 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 of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quantity to WF working 10% Overtime.
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209.

2! (Same as foomnote 1)

Z (Same as footnote 7)

# Tune 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as foomote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data,
select Portsmouth, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake

# Difference between certificd Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (See footnote 7))

* CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3))

% fune 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual stalling between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7))

10
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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 3565%° people/Commodities (section 5.3.1D - 5.3.1A
data), while at the same time the Corporation is actually short 21867
people/Commodities (sectionS.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 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 Donnell Jr .
11sl/

% CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval
Shipyard for development of these charts.

BCalculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, convertzd from (000) hours to dircct workers per day
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote (1) minus footnote
(6) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 hours per day to cqual resources per day)
 Calculated direct workers per day shortage (does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead,
or Leave). (Sec footmote (6) minus footnote (7) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8
hours per day to equal resources per day)

11
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Congress of the United States
MWashington, A 20515

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:

e 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/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 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 the strong labor-management relations developed there
aver years'. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have

12 Testimony of Mr. Ear] Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005
1 Testimony of Mr. Paul O’Connor, BRAG Reginnatteasiog:Boston, July 6, 2005
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already been done. It hasn’t. DOD can transfer the billets but not the cujture.
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction c?f
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 million®, 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
United States Senator
"'SUSAN M. COLLINS wNE. S
United States Senator ted Statés Senator
¥HB BRADLEY THOMAS H. ALLEN
United States Representative United States Representative

Enclosure

* The cost estimate for a new drydock is bascd on the 1wo 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 cormpleted in 1989. Authorized costs were $125 million. However, the costs did nat 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 $285 million in 2005
dollars. The Department 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 $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 inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the
Delegation’s is in how DoD calculated Capacity. DoD calculated Total Capacity' by
soliciting separately for Drydock Ca.pacity2 and theoretical Building Capacity’
(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 instructions® read, “Capacity is measured on a 40-hour workweek baseline.
Skilled workforee is available/can be obtaimed”. 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. However,ina
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 shipina
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 piure 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 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. °

'Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.D
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK_VA (Page 75),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 115), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 67)

? Found in www.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.C
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_MMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 73),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 66)

? Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.B
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 112), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 64)

* NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)).

* PNS asscssment 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.A)
and we bave added Workforce Capacity’ 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 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line® 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%° of
their work is performed 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 manufacturing. Like all Commodities/Trades, they are staffed to support
waterfront drydock repair work, and their capacity is constrained by peoplc, not building
square foolage 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 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 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 ~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.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenaric Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certilicd 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,

NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF _PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 111), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 63)

? Naval Shipyard Availablc Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 — Feb 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to
WEBWARR, workforce, and use available farce data

¥ (Same as footnote 3) ~

® PNS asscssment

' 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 5.3.1.A of 7 Jan 04 (same as
footnote 6 abave)
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. - 1
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 Analysis
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13

DoN reports 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 Jul 05, see
attached word document file (Comments_Excess_Capacity _DoD_Response_7-17-
05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced

"' (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 accommodate
some growth. We continued 1o use the 14% historical growth as a conservative compensation for
inefficiency of moving work to less efficient yards.

'2 Used the same formula as footnote 10 and 11, but incremented Overtime to zero out the equation (no
cxcess of shortage with ~54% OT).

1 Total Capacity = (See footnote 1)

Required Capacity = (See footnote 6)

Shop Workload Line = (See footnote 3)

Workforce Capacity = Average Available workforce (Same as [ootnote 7)

Shortage Calculations = Compared straight-time workforce capacity to certified Required Capacity and
Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and people per day short, with no overtime
and 15% overtime calculations.
 DoD Response 10 Senator Gregg Inquiry dated 13 July 05

(V3]
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significant shortfalls in most of the very commodities that DON reports to be in excess'.
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on shig:s in at least two
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERO in Pearl)'®. Additionall).f, the
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations
for shigs 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 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 short by some 230 workers per day.

Cranes and Rigging

Toland Required

Total and Required

Capaclty Comparson
wio Pormsouth
25D e . =

Capacity Comparaon.
w/ Portsmouth
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§
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Capacity - With 14 %
Inefficiancy Growth
wlo Portsmouth
2630 A—

200

1508

3 Shipyara

37.7%
58.9%

ST WF compared to Required Capaclty
ST WF compared {0 Required Cepacity + Growth

4 Shipyand 3 Shipyard
|Shortage without PNS workforce Percent MPD _@®10%0T |

385
583

<83
430

19

15 Corporate Production Resource Tcam (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past two years; (See

attachment (2))

' June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as footnate 7 except use total shipyard report,
resources per day data instcad of “workforce” and compare current start/complete dates to notional

duration

'" June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day data
instead of “workforce” and compare current start/complete dates to notional duration

' CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun }999.
¥ All Commodity/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Qvertimc,
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years.
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of ~25 002° 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,
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.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
capacity® is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will
actually accomplish ~ 28,9692 mandays of capacity this year, by using ~ 9% Overtime.
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by
~83%* from 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 persounel. You have heard from 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 38% 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 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 reconstitution of the 3600 Portsmouth workers unlikely to
relocate.

This equates to nearly 50% replacement of our skilled engineers and artisans over the
nexl five years. The problem is significant, with Portsmouth, but unmanageable if we
were to lose 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 } 0% Overtime, is 4209.

21 (Same as footnote 1)

2 (Same as footnote 7)

2 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as footnote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data,
select Porismouth, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer cake

' Difference between certified Section 5.3.1.D (See footnote (1)) and WF Capacity (See [ootote 7))

2 CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3))

%6 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staffing between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7))

10
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Naval Shipyard
Production Age Demographics

(1! Critical Trade Commeditics)
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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 3565% people/Commodities (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 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 Donnell Jr .
1Isll

27 CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval
Shipyard for development of these charts.

%Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted from (000) hours 1o direct workers per day
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footote (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 adjustments for Overtime, Overhead,
or Leave). (Scc footnote (6) minus footnote (7) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8
hours per day to equal resources per day)

11
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@ongress of the United States
Washingtan, BE 20515

July 21, 2005

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi
Chairman, BRAC 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:

e 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/Commaodities.
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.

o 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 1s no
national labor poo) 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 the strong labor-management relations developed there
over years®. If replicating this culture at other shipyards were easy, it would have

* Testimony of Mr. Earl Donnell, BRAC Regional Hearing, Boston, July 6, 2005
¥ Testimony of Mr. Paul O’Connor, BRAGRegionakHeanngpddoston, July 6, 2005
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already been done. It hasn't. DOD can transfer the billets but not the cul?ure.
Loss of the unique workforce culture at Portsmouth will result in a reduction gf
efficiency among the remaining Navy shipyards aud a resulting loss of operational
time as submarines remain longer in depot.

es 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 million’, 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,
GREGG
United States Senator
SUSAN M. COLLINS OHNE.S
United States Senator fled States Senator
> 7~
BRADLEY THOMAS H. ALLEN
United States Representative United States Representative

Enclosure

® The cost estimate for 2 new drydock is baged on the two 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 did 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 $285 million in 2005
dollars. The Department 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 3600 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 inconsistency between DoD conclusions on Capacity and the
Delegation’s is in how DoD calculated Capacity. DoD calculated Total Capacxty by
soliciting separately for Drydock CapaclryB 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 instructions® 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.

Tn a pure manufacturing environment, that approach may have merit. However, ina
Naval Shipyard Depot, 85% of the work accomplished is aboard the ships, while in
Drydock or al the pier, or in direct support of the ship in dock. If there is no shipina
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 other than ships in drydock. Our Communodities are staffed to compliment our
drydocked ships, not our backshop pbysical 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 staffed for about 15% of our total workload. Only about 15% of the
backshop theoretical capacity should have been included 1n the “Total Capacity™
calculations.

!Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then £o to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
Activity Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.D
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PBARL HARBOR, HI (Page 66), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 75),
NAVSHIPYD PORTSMOUTH NH (Page 115), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SQUND, WA (Page 67)

? Pound in www.defensclink. mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Depan:ment of Navy, 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 files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,

NAVSHIPYD _AND IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Page 65), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Pagc 73),
NAVSIIIPYD PORTSMOUTH NH (Page 114), and NAVSHIPYD PUGIZT SOUND, WA (Page 66)

? Found in www. dcfenselm.k.mxl/brac then go to Scenario Data Calls Departmcm of Navy, Redacted
Activiry Data Calls-Final Certified Answers (Capacity), ZipFile 4 (32.6MB), then add the totals for 5.3.1.B
in the following PDF files: Redacted BRAC Capacity Data Call, 7 January,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL_HARBOR, HI (Pagce 63), NAVSHIPYD_NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHTPYD PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 112), and NAVSHIPYD_PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 64)

“ NAVSEA Guidance for 7 Jan 04 CDC; (See attachment (1)).

3 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.A)
and we have added Workforce Caps.city7 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. T}}e
capacity for the 3 shipyards are calculated the same as the 4 shipyards; however, without
Portsmouth). We also superimposed a heavy black line® 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%° of
their work is performed 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 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. This Commuodity’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 numbers of skilled
government workers to perform the scheduled repair work. Or more importantly, activate
personne] 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
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 of
the remaining three shipyards works 15% overtime. The thermometer to the right,

§ Found in www.defenselink.mil/brac, then go to Scenario Data Calls, Department of Navy, Redacted
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,
NAVSHIPYD_AND_IMF_PEARL HARBOR, HI (Page 63), NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK_VA (Page 72),
NAVSHIPYD_PORTSMOUTH_NH (Page 111), and NAVSHIPYD PUGET_SOUND, WA (Page 63)

7 Naval Shipyard Available Force Data (Avg. Oct 04 ~ Fely 05); found in www.nde.navy.mil, then go to
WEBWARR, worklorce, and use available force data

¥ (Same as footnote 3) =

? PNS assessment

1* Calculated workforce capacity (WF) (used 14% leave, 70% direct Jabor 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)



07/22/05 16:58 FAX 202 225 5590

REP. TOM ALLEN

Executive Correspondence

DCN 568014

. . . 11
representing the most probable Required Capacity analysis, shows a shortage of ~7900
workers, when working the same 15% overtime. Without the Portsmouth workforcez the
remaining three shipyards would have to work ~54%2 overtime to achieve the Required

Capacity of the right thermometer.

Total Capacity, Required Capacity and Workforce Analysis
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DoN reports 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 Jul 05, see
attached word document file (Comments_Excess_Capacity_DoD_Response_7-17-

05.doc). However, throughout these same years, the naval shipyards have experienced

"' (Same WF calculation as above) Compared WF capacity 1o Required Capacity +14% growth. Note:
Required Capacity, Scction 5.3.1.A, was escalated by 4% avcrage across all 4 shipyards to accommodate

some growth. We continued to use the 14% historical growth as a conservative compensation for

inefficiency of moving work 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).

" Total Capacity = (See footnote 1)
Required Capacity = (See footnote 6)
Shop Workload Line = (See footnote 3)

Woarkforce Capacily = Average Available workforee (Same as footnote 7)
Shortage Calcularions = Compared straight-time work{orce capacity to certified Required Capacity and
Required Capacity + 14% Growth to determine percentage short and people per day short, with no overtime

and 15% overtime ¢alculations.

' DoD 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 excess’’.
These resource shortfalls have caused delays and cost overruns on ships in at least two
shipyards (e.g., SSN 759 DMP at Puget and SSN 715 ERQ in Pearl)'®. Additionall)-', the
resource shortfalls continue and are causing lengthy extensions to the planned durations
for shjgs 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] of Navy’s most critical
Commodities (Trade Skills). These 11 Trades perform about 85% 1¥5f 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 short by some 230 workers per day.

Cranes and Rigging

Totsl snd Requlred

Totaland Required Total and Required Capaciy - With 14 %
Capacity Comparisan- Capacky Comparison inefficioncy Growth
w! Portsmouth wio Portmsouth wio Portsmouth
270 w0 o e 2700 r————
_— [E— 200
L
2
£ 10 1600 1
g
E Dol el it g l n
> Werkdoret Capacicdl,| .
FRLCE QIR 1Al RNE | | 1m0
a K
]
x0 00 30
0 ‘IOM-I- 5 \-‘ Bl 6l
4 Snipyard 3 Snpyard
Shortage without PNS warkforce Percent MPD @ 10 % OT
© |ST WF compared to Required Capacily 7. 7% -1 283
ST WF compared 1o Required Capacity + Growth 56.6% 583 480
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** Corporate Production Resource Team (CPRT) Quarterly Executive Summaries, past Lwo years; (See
attachment (2))

'® June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR information; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard report,
resources per day data instcad of “workforce” and comparc current start/complete dates to notional
duration :

"7 June 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; same as footnote 7 except use total shipyard, resources per day data
instead of “workforce” and compare current start/complete dates to notional duration

*® CPRT statistic (See attachment (2)), based on study done by CPRT in Jun 1999.

1 All Commodity/Trade Thermometer Graphs calculations were based on working ONLY 10% Overtime,
NAVSEA goal for overtime for several years.
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Heavy Fabrication - Shipfitting
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The charts above graphically depict a personnel shortage of ~25 00%° workers when we
analyze only 11 of the 27 Commodities reported in excess by DoD. The Radiological
Monitoring Commuodity, although not analyzed, has been running 40 — 60% short of
personnel for more than a year. This includes our two nuclear construction 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 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 — ¢ight hour day), by
dividing by 8, which equates to 52,962 mandays capacity. The straight time workforce
capacity?? is 212,300 hours, or 26,538 mandays, based on staffing data. This Trade will
actually accomplish ~ 28,969* mandays of capacity this year, by using ~ 9% Overtime.
How can Navy ignore the fact that their Total Capacity conclusions are overstated by
~83%* from 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 lmowledge 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%2 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 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 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.

2° Summation of Shortages on Graphs, comparing Required Quantity to WF working 10% Overtime.
Summation of shortages against Required Quantity + Growth, working 10% Overtime, is 4209.

?! (Same as foomotc 1)

2 (same as foomote 7)

# fune 05 Naval Shipyard WARR; (same as footote (7)) except use total shipyard, resources per day data,
select Portsmouth, then select Inside Machine Shop, then layer eake

2 Difference between certified Section 5.3.1.D (See foomote (1)) and WF Capacity (See foomote 7))

# CPRT Demographic Data from Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3))

% fune 05 Naval Shipyard WARR data (actual staffing between 24,000 and 25,000); (Same as footnote (7))

10
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Naval Shipyard
Production Age Demographics
(11 Critical Trade Commaodities)
Age Demographics By Aqge Group
Wﬁfﬁ‘s’ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂmﬂmﬁ
<36 3545 >»50
1568 3331 8480
3‘7,% 25% 3T% 3:'.?: Cerporate &
Age Bomaerapm.:::ey Age Group
Corporato 11 Tradazklllz
Corporate 4
AT (125201 004 1 0638 LAY, | 648, (18075, i 55-Sall i GOM)
PNSY 168 154 105 107 178 281 233 223 95
PSNSY 308 326 321 317 392 537 857 362 169
PHNSY 123 240 185 123 81 128 268 201 77
NNSY 253 231 154 208 141 638 594 385 146
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 35652 people/Commadities (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 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 Donnell Jr .
/sl

77 CPRT Jun 05 Meeting Metrics (See attachment (3)), Demographic data supplied to CPRT by each Naval
Shipyard for devclopment of these charts.

®Calculation using Certified 7 Jan 04 CDC data, converted from (000) hours to dircct workers per day
(does NOT include any adjustments for Overtime, Overhead, or Leave). (See footnote (1) minus footnote
(6) divided by 250 production days and then divided by 8 hours per day to cqual resources per day)

# 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 dzys and then divided by 8
hours per day to equal resources per day)
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