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Sen. Judd Gregg 
Opening Statement on Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

July 6,2005 

Mr. Chairman, this presentation will show that the DUD'S recommendation to 

close Portsmouth Naval Shipyard substantially deviated from statutory base 

closure criteria, Our analysis will show that 

[INSERT CHART 11 

closure of Portsmouth substantially deviates from the BRAC criteria 

and is inconsistent with strategic needs. 

closure will cost the taxpayers far more money than it will save. 

closure will fundamentally undermine the National Defense Strategy of 

the United States of America. 

Our first presenter, Senator Olympia Snowe, will give a case summary 

outlining the deviations from the BRAC closure criteria. 

[INSERT CHART 21 

Then we will introduce retired Vice Admiral Albert Koneztni, Jr., an 

irrefutable expert on submarine operations and former Commander, 

Submarine Forces, U.S. Pacific Fleet. He will describe the current strategic 

environment, and how the closure recommendation deviates from military 

value criteria. 
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Following him will be retired Rear Admiral William Klemm, a man of 

legendary expertise in the submarine industrial base. He was Director of 

Logistics, Maintenance, and Industrial Operations and responsible for all 

shipyard operations for the Navy. He will show how Portsmouth is the 

highest-rated shipyard based on Military Value criteria - it gets subs back to 

the fleet 3-6 months earlier than other yards. If Portsmouth is closed, 

submarines will not get overhauled even by the Navy's own schedule. 

The next speaker will be Mr. Earl Donnell, a distinguished technical expert 

from the shipyard. He will address the unmanageable conflicts and delays in 

submarine repair that will occur if Portsmouth is closed. 

Congressman Allen will then show that preserving Portsmouth allows the 

Navy to explore more efficient workload alternatives. 

Senators Collins and Sununu will discuss cost issues, and how closing 

Portsmouth would deviate from criterion 5 while Congressman Bradley will 

address Portsmouth's nuclear license and the high cost of reconstituting the 

yard's capability. Portsmouth is the most efficient yard: an average of $26 

million saved per Depot Modernization, and $82 million per refbeling - cost 

effectiveness the Navy did not account for in its recommendation. Losing 

Portsmouth's efficiency will nullify any hoped-for payback. 

Mr. Paul 07Connor, representing the unions, will show how the excellent 

labor-management team pronlotes unmatched efficiency, 
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Governors Lynch and Baldacci will then address economic and environmental 

impact, which are criteria 6 and 8, and I will close the presentation. 

Thank you. 
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STATEMENT TO BRAC COMMISSION 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

Case Summary 

Sen. Olympia J. Snowe 
July 6,2005 

Good afternoon. Mr. Chairman. . .Commissioners. ..we thank you for your 

consideration today of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

We are all mindful of the significant responsibility before you, and we appreciate 

the open-mindedness and seriousness of purpose you have accorded this process 

throughout - including your visits to the facilities we are discussing this afternoon. 

My purpose today is to outline our case for how the Department of Defense 

stlbstantia22y deviated from both their force structure plans and the selection 

criteria with regard to military value, cost savings, and economic and 

environmental impact. 

My purpose today is to outline our case for how the Department of Defense 

substantially deviated from both their force structure plans and the selection 

criteria with regard to military value, cost savings, and economic and 

environmental impact, 
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The shipyard we are discussing here today was specially designated by NAVSEA 

to execute the Navy's "One Shipyard" transformation, a core strategy called for by 

the Secretary of Defense to enhance the Navy's military readiness. 

And yet, now, by recommending the complete closure of Portsmouth Naval 

Shipyard, DoD proposes to sacrifice this core strategy and thereby directly 

jeopardize the Navy's essential need to have its primary assets returned to their 

operating fleets on schedule and under budget. 

Today, we will show how DoD substantially deviated from the statutory criteria. 

And we will also demonstrate that DoD is deviating substantially from its own 

Force Structure Plan - a criticalpoint that speaks directly to the priority issue of 

military readiness, 

On that note, both the 2004 and 2005 Force Structure Plans require the same 

number of submarines until 20 19. Therefore, future workload levels necessary to 

maintain those submarines will not and must not decline for the next 15 years. 

We will explain that closing Portsmouth would dangerously preclude ready access 

to such crucial repairs. Moreover, as BRAC law requires DoD to base its 

recommendations on their Force Structure plan - DoD cannot attempt to now "end 

run" that plan with their 06 budget submission that would inactivate up to four 

submarines over the next two years. 
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The point is, workload and capacity calculations based on budgetary shortfalls 

rather than the Force Structure Plan violate both the BRAG statute and 

fundamentals of our national defense -- and must not be considered in evaluating 

future workload level projections. 

Criterion 1 

Turning now to the statutory criteria, and Criterion # 1 that speaks to capacity and 

readiness -- 

We begin with the important criticism by the GAO that, on the broad issue of 

measuring excess infrastructure capacity, DoD's overall methodology is not "well 

grounded," and suffers from "limitations" that "prevent" any "precise" 

measure of excess capacity. 

Then, with specific regard to Portsmouth - 

First, we will show that the Navy estimates that if Poflsrnouth closes, an excess - 
capacity of approximately 4.5 percent would remain at its other three shipyards. 

Yet, the Navy's own data shows that the Department historically underestimates 

workload capacity by approximately 14 percent. 

Second, we will further demonstrate, using DoD's capacity analysis, that - without 

Portsmouth's capacity - workload will exceed maximum capacity at the three 
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remaining yards by more than nine percent - posing an unacceptable risk to the 

Navy as submarines sit pier-side awaiting maintenance. 

Third, we will show the crucial flaws in DoD's drydock capacity analysis of the 

Navy's three other nuclear shipyards - 

- That DoD failed to account for required drydock maintenance.. . 

- That DoD left no capacity for emergent, or unplanned, dockings of East 

Coast ships - and the GAO concurred, finding in its July 1 report that 

closing Portsmouth would hinder the Navy's ability to make unanticipated 

repairs. . . 

- And that DoD completely ignored the reassignment of Portsmouth's 13 

Selected Restricted Availabilities that comprise 25 percent of the entire 

submarine fleet. Normally, such availabilities are specifically assigned 

within three years.. . 

Fourth, we will show that, comparing the total workforce strength to the 

scheduled workload, closing Portsmouth would result in the loss of an average of 

1.4 million man hours per year - to thefurther detriment of operational readiness. 

Fifth while the Navy's analysis proved repeatedly that there would be costs -9 

associated with closing Portsmouth, every analysis, including the very latest, 

showed that closing Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard would result in significant 

savings for the Navy. 
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Finally, Portsmouth has provided an additional 60 weeks of submarine operation 

time by returning boats ahead of schedule. In contrast, 124 weeks of operation 

time have been lost due to the combined inefficiencies of the other shipyards - in 

fact, current performance at other shipyards will result in an additional loss of 108 

weeks of operational time next year. 

Extrapolating from these figures, over the next five years, we would lose at least 

184 weeks of submarine operation time, or 37 weeks a year of operational time by 

closing Portsmouth. 

And we can ill afford to lose these 37 weeks. 

As the current Commander of Naval Submarine Forces, Admiral Charles 

Mums, testified just three weeks ago, "possibly the best Force level yardstick 

(for submarines) is the Combatant Commander deployment requests for daily 

submarine operations, which exceeds what we can provide with the current 

force." And ""Combatant Commanders.. .currently want 150 percent of the 

critical mission days that we can provide." 

Simply put, the nation cannot afford to have more subs tied up dockside awaiting 

delayed repairs due to any capacity miscalculation, let alone one that erroneously 

recommends closing our leading and best performing public or private shipyard. 

Together, these and other facts we will cite demonstrate that the recommendation 

to close Portsmouth substantially deviates from Criterion One, 
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Criterion 2 

With regard to Criterion # 2 -- the availability of facilities - you will hear that, in 

addition to the preceding arguments about excess capacity, this recommendation 

deviates substantially from force support requirements. 

The Industrial Joint Cross Service Group's own meeting minutes from November 

18,2004 noted that the FY05 Force Structure Plan "precludes the closure of 

Portsmouth unless its three drydocks are replicated at another shipyard." 

Not only does this statement undermine DoD's argument that excess capacity 

exists, it also begs the critical question, why build three new drydocks - at what 

have historically cost an average of $400 million each - when they already exist at 

the Navy's most efficient shipyard? 

Criterion 3 

Moving to Criterion # 3 -- the ability to accommodate surge, which the Secretary 

of Defense speciJicalZy added to this BRAC round's criteria - 

We will show that, if the remaining three shipyards receive Portsmouth's 

workload, they would then be operating at 95 percent of maximum capacity - and 

that is prior to accounring for the accommodation of an-Y emergent or unplanned 

needs cipartfiom surge. 
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This is particularly disturbing given the Director of Navy Nuclear Reactor's 

testimony three weeks ago that, "any further reductions in capacity would push 

the limits of viability and eliminate the modest surge capacity we have today." 

Clearly, DoD substantially deviated from Criterion # 3. 

Criterion 4 

With regard to Criterion # 4 -- the cost of operations and manpower implications - 

We wilt show the Navy failed to account for at least $287.6 million in 

performance-based cost savings at Portsmouth. As GAO found in its July 1 report, 

the Navy had difficulty in adequately quantifying Portsmouth's efficiency. In fact, 

we learned in a meeting with Kavy officials that DoD "struggled" to account for 

efficiency.. .that the Industrial Joint Cross Service Group could not figure out 

how to incorporate efficiency differences among the shipyards into the COBRA 

analysis or any other model. 

As you will see, the result is that DoD could not - and did not --consider 

Portsmouth's cost efficiencies that have saved $82 million over the Navy's other 

shipyards for each refueling overhaul, and $26 million for each depot 

modernization period. 
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Criterion 5 

So we ran the analysis for them under Criterion # 5 -- the extent and timing of cost 

savings. And what you will see is how accounting for Portsmouth's performance- 

based cost savings dramatically changes DoD's promised 4-year payback from 

closure to a remarkable 34 years. 

In other words, savings wouldn't occur for multiple decades - well outside the 

scope of BRAC law. Such failures are substantial deviations from Criteria # 4 and 

# 5' 

Criterion 6 

Moving to Criterion # 6 - economic impact - 

You will hear how the Department deviated in addressing jobs impact by including 

Portsmouth in the Portland Metropolitan Statistical Area rather than the 

Portsmouth-Rochester MSA. 

As a result of this error, the department calculated 4,000 direct jobs lost rather than 

4,800 - and 9,000 indirect jobs lost rather than 12,000. As you will hear from both 

Governors, this level of loss threatens to impose a regional recession on two of the 

smallest states in the country - 4oth and 4 1" in population. 
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Criterion 8 

Finally, with regard to Criterion # 8, we will show DoD substantially deviated in 

failing to analyze in their COBRA analysis all aspects of environmental 

remediation costs of a nuclear shipyard, underestimating by at least $1 69 million 

the relevant environmental cleanup costs, 

Conclusion 

In sum total, the Department's recommendation deviated substantially from the 

selection criteria and its own force structure plan - a plan that could not be 

sustained without Portsmouth. 

To close the Navy's lead nuclear submarine shipyard - a yard, to quote the Navy 

itself - in its meritorious unit commendation of just 7 weeks ago -- whose 

"extraordinary performance is transIating into increased U.S. Submarine 

Fleet readiness" - would be an unacceptable risk to the military security of this 

nation. 

By the Navy's own admission, only one shipyard in the country - public or private 

-- puts submarines to sea ahead of schedule while saving millions of dollars on 

every availability; and that shipyard is Portsmouth. 
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It's no wonder that the Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command, said in a 

ceremony at Portsmouth just j ive days ago to celebrate that Meritorious Unit 

Commendation, 

"...I want to leave you with this. The Navy and the country need you to 

continue doing what has earned you your reputation for professionalism and 

patriotism. I'm talking about your work ethic, your enthusiasm, your 

attention to detail, your willingness to apply diligence in everything you do." 

Well, we couldn't agree more. 

I wifl now turn to Admiral Konetzni to begin our more specific discussion on 

Portsmouth's military value. 
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Statement by VADM Albert Konetzni, USN (Ret) 
Before the Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

On Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Boston Massachusetts, July 6,2005 

Good Afternoon Commissioners and Chairman Principi. My name is A1 
Konetzni. 1 retired from the U.S. Navy as a Vice Admiral in September 
2004. My last assignment was Deputy Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces 
Command. I served there from May 2001 until September 2004. Prior to 
that I served as Commander, Submarine Force, U S .  Pacific Fleet. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present submarine force issues from an 
operational perspective. In my remarks, X would like to highlight the "pain" 
that is being felt in the Submarine Force with our inadequate number of 
attack submarines. I will discuss the challenges that the Navy faced in 
meeting combatant commander and National requirements, and offer my 
perspective on what we need to do to maintain a Submarine Force that is 
sized adequately and structured properly to fulfill its role in preserving 
National Security. 

I am here on my own behalf because I am concerned that the capability to 
conduct two U.S. Navy access missions, Anti-Submarine Warfare and Mine 
Warfare, is declining to a point that puts the Nation at great risk. I'll speak 
today about Submarine Warfare. 

[insert slide 1 : Kim Jong I1 and 

Submarines uniquely deliver capabilities without provocation. The 
Navy delivers capability from the sea without the need for support or 
permission of coastal nations. Submarines do this as well, but submarines 
can deliver this capacity without provocation or geopolitical backlash. 
Submarines are there before anyone knows they are there. Submarines 
preserve the ability for the United States to remain in position to defend its 
own interests without drawing fanfare or international commentary. This 
preserves a tremendous degree of flexibility for the national command 
authority. Stealthy platforms can make preparations for military 
intervention without fear of promoting escalatory countermoves by potential 
adversaries. 
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Exploiting our advantages. Only the United States operates a submarine 
force with global reach and war-fighting potency. The National Command 
Authority could send an unaccompanied attack submarine at high speed 
virtually anywhere on the globe on short notice regardless of the weather, 
and expect that the submarine to properly execute either a peacetime or a 
wartime mission. Events of the last few years suggest that the future may 
place increased importance on the ability to "walk softly and carry a big 
stick" - that is, to deliver force without provoking international reaction. 
The long-range, long-endurance, and non-provocative power that 
submarines provide is the kind of force that will be in increased demand. 
The submarine force's submerged immunity to asymmetric attack from 
sources such as small boats and RPGs will be an increasingly valuable asset. 
The ability of submarines even during peacetime to collect unique 
intelligence makes them especially cost effective. The opportunity to 
substantially expand both the peacetime and wartime utility of submarines 
by enhancing the range of off-board vehicles they can employ provides a 
valuable target for future exploitation. 

[insert slide 2: PRC submarine force modernization] 

Threat environment. The challenges facing the submarine force are many, 
including emerging security issues in the Pacific eater. Submarines and 
related technology are rapidly proliferating throughout the world. There are 
currently more than 400 non-U.S. submarines worldwide. Nineteen new 
submarines were launched last year, nine of them in China. 

Regarding China, in addition to the four Kilo-class submarines bought from 
Russia, eight additional submarines are on order. China is building at least 
five Type 093 nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSNs) and two Type 094 
nuclear-powered strategic missile submarines. The Chinese have at least 10 
SONG-class (Type 039) modern diesel electric submarines in their inventory 
and recently launched a new SS class, the YUAN. With the purchase of 
foreign submarine technology and tactical weapons, China is rapidly 
developing a Navy that could project power beyond territorial waters. 

[insert slide 3: submarine operations] 

The crisis on the Korean Peninsula continues to evolve and North Korea 
continues to develop the capability to deliver weapons of mass destruction 
with intermediate range ballistic missiles. 
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Value of Submarine Intelligence, Reconnaissance, and Surveillance 
(ISR). Admiral Walt Doran (COMPACFLT) has clearly articulated the 
value of submarine ISR to his understanding of the emerging threats in the 
Western Pacific. Submarines have been surged to the Pacific to fulfill 
Seventh Fleet ISR requirements. The intelligence collection efforts of our 
SSN force is on the level of what our SSNs brought home during the Cold 
War and today our SSNs are conducting a much wider range of missions in 
multiple theaters. Unlike a satellite or air-breathing intelligence platform, an 
SSN can remain on station, close in and undetected, for months; can analyze 
and respond to information in real time; and can deliver ordnance, Special 
Forces, or conduct offensive lnfomation Operations on command. 

New missions create new demands. The submarine force has responded 
well to the challenges it faces. Submarines have been homeported in Guam 
and Atlantic submarines have been deployed to the Pacific using the polar 
route. Even so, an increasing demand has resulted in some of our highest 
priority intelligence collection requirements not being met. 

There is an operational requirement to maintain 5 SSNs deployed to the 
Western Pacific at all times. Until submarines were homeported in Guam 
this requirement was rarely met. Even now it is missed 30% of the time, 

Exercise participation with allies and foreign navies has been greatly 
reduced due to the lack of SSN assets. Since 1995, the number of exercise- 
days has been reduced by more than half. This reduction directly impacts 
our ability to operate with foreign navies and runs counter to our national 
strategy of influencing events overseas. Will we be able to fight the next 
war alone? 

Unfortunately, the vital nature of increased ISR requirements has resulted in 
ships and sailors going to great lengths to meet the increasing demand and 
avoid gapping missions. SSNs are worked harder and driven faster. The 
deployed OPTEMPO, or the percent of time spent underway while 
deployed, has risen 80 percent in 2000, with some ships experiencing 
upwards of 85 percent deployed OPTEMPO. The OPTEMPO goal to 
provide for maintenance and crew liberty is 65 percent. For short periods of 
time, maintenance can sometimes be deferred, but deferral has become a 
regular answer. The impact of regularly defem'ng maintenance is decreased 
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operational readiness and prematurely aging our ships - literally "running 
them into the ground." 
Another impact of high OPTEMPO is excessive use of the submarine's 
reactor fuel. The average amount of fuel used for a deployment has risen 
about 20 percent. This is particularly a concern for improved LOS 
ANGELES class SSNs, whose reactor cores are designed to last the life of 
the ship. For short periods of time the impact of this is not significant, 
however if this trend continues these submarines will not last the full 33 
years that they were designed for, further exacerbating force structure 
problems. 

This OPTEMPO concern highlights the significant risk we face if the closure 
of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard leaves us with insufficient capacity to 
meet maintenance needs. 

[insert slide 4: SSN force Ievel studies] 

Submarine Force Structure. The submarine force has been studied to 
death: 14 studies in the last 12 years [CHECK against chart]. These studies 
are time-consuming but they are appropriate and they are welcome - we 
should be ready to justify the billions of dollars that the tax-payers spend on 
submarines, and if we can't justify it, it should be taken away. Repeatedly 
the submarine force has been able to show a solid case - both in real world 
'peacetime' operations and in speculative wartime usage - that provides a 
firm basis for the American taxpayer to be comfortable that his money is not 
being wasted. 

Recent studies are different, however. The pragmatic and balanced 
approach to war-fighting force structure favored in the past has been 
replaced by an ideology that conducts analysis with targeted, agenda-driven 
outcomes. As an example, a Navy study to determine the number of 
submarines required in the future was released in March 2005. The study 
was conducted in strict secrecy, with no input from the Combatant 
Commanders, and no input from the submarine community leadership. The 
study was concealed from the OPNAV staff. The completed study, which 
recommended a one third cut in the number of submarines , was briefed to 
senior Navy three and four-star leadership before it was shared with the 
submarine community. The first time a senior submariner saw the study was 
at the meeting with CNO. Every step along the way, what should have been 
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an intellectually honest analytical process was warped to achieve a pre- 
determined outcome. 

Without getting into classified details and addressing the technical 
limitations of the analysis, it is enough to make a few general comments. 

1. The approach I described to develop a Navy position is not defensible 
as intellectually honest. The fact that those conducting the study were 
explicitly forbidden to discuss it with submariners makes clear the fact 
that the study had the premeditated outcome of justifying a reduction 
in the number of submarines. 

2. The conclusion justifying a reduced number of submarines was 
dependent on each of a long string of unrealistic assumptions all 
turning out to be invalid. The more realistic outcome in each case 
would push the required size of the submarine force in the larger, not 
smaller, direction. 

3. Finally, it was disappointing to see the lowest range force number in 
this study - touted as the Navy-approved decision on submarine force 
structure - was leaked to the press and given credibility by being 
repeatedly echoed by senior Navy leadership. 

[insert slide 5: SSN force structure shortfall] 

In this light, it must be stressed that the Navy's submarine fleet projections 
are not the same as the Force Structure Plan developed per the BRAC law. 
The projections, which are budget-driven, show the submarine force 
declining to 41. The Force Structure Plan shows the force remaining steady 
in the mid-50s. Only this latter plan is relevant to the BRAC process. 

East-Coast-West Coast issue. As a former submarine force commander, I 
know the operational value of having a submarine overhaul completed ahead 
of schedule. The faster I can get a submarine out of drydock and back into 
action, the better my warfighting capability. While it's preferable not to 
have to move sailors from one coast to the other, the Navy does it all the 
time A Pacific commander gets more military value having a submarine 
come back early from a depot availability in an Atlantic shipyard than late 
from a Pacific shipyard. The one-month coast-to-coast transit time 
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(roundtrip) is dwarfed if a shipyard is shaving three to six months off an 
overhaul, as Portsmouth does. 

[insert slide 6: conclusion] 

Conclusion With the above said, I leave the Commission with three 
thoughts: 

1 .  The force structure used for workload and capacity analysis is not 
approved or released, and is not the same as the BRAC force structure 
plan. 

2. The nation cannot afford to lose the ability to gain access overseas. 

3. Should Portsmouth Naval Yard close, national security risk will gain 
significantly. 

Therefore, I conclude that DOD substantially deviated from its force 
structure plan and from military value criterion number 1. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify. It is my pleasure to introduce 
RADM Bill Klemm, who will address the industrial base requirements to 
sustain our SSN fleet. 
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Statement by Earl R. Donnell Jr. 

Before the Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

On Portsmouth Naval Shipyard: Capacity and Efficiency Evidence 

Boston, Massachusetts, July 6,2005 

[Insert Slide 11 

Good afternoon Commissioners and Chairman Principi. My name is Earl 

Donnell and I will discuss the Capacity and Efficiency of Portsmouth Naval 

Shipyard as they apply to Military Value, and present arguments to 

challenge the recommendation for closure. I have worked at the shipyard for 

37 years and have been a senior shipyard manager for the past 15. The past 

nine years I've been the Production Operations and Planning Manager, with 

a collateral duty as Chairman of the NAVSEA sponsored Corporate 

Production Resources Team for the last six. 

But today I speak to you as a resident of Kittery, Maine, the host community 

of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. I am honored with the privilege of speaking 

today on behalf of the men and women of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, the 

Metal Trades Council, International Association of Fire Fighters, American 

Federation of Government Employees, International Federation of 

Professional and Technical Engineers, Federal Managers Association, Naval 

Civilian Managers Association, and the National Association of 

Superintendents. 

[Insert Slide 21 

DCN: 5025



We will speak about the Capacity and Efficiency of both Portsmouth Naval 

Shipyard and Naval Shipyard Corporation. We will submit data and 

analysis that challenges the DON analysis and ultimate recommendation to 

close Portsmouth. 

First we will discuss the misconception that Navy will have enough dry dock 

capacity to perform all its planned maintenance without Portsmouth. 

[Insert Slide 31 

This slide is typical of reports issued by Naval Shipyards to reflect their 

capacity to dry dock ships undergoing major maintenance. The left, vertical 

axis on the chart indicates the dry docks (by number designation) at each 

yard, and the horizontal axis is fiscal years, by quarter. The colored bars 

indicate the vessels scheduled to be in each dry dock during their repair 

cycle. Each vessel typically must enter dock, a minimum of one-to-two 

weeks, after the preceding ship has undocked. Any overlap of avails in the 

same dry dock is a conflict requiring rescheduling of one or both of the 

avails to eliminate the overlap. As you can see from this chart, Portsmouth 

Naval Shipyard has plenty of scheduled work for many years into the future, 

all of which must be reallocated under a Portsmouth Naval Shipyard closure 

scenario. 

[Insert Slide 41 
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This chart shows the dry dock loading at Norfolk Naval Shipyard, prior to 

adding any Portsmouth Naval Shipyard workload. It already shows seven 

conflicts. These conflicts are indicative of the fkequent disconnects between 

the required maintenance and the capacity of the Naval Shipyards to 

accommodate the work. 

[Insert Slide 51 

This is the same Norfolk dry dock loading, with the addition of 45% of the 

Portsmouth workload. The Portsmouth closure scenario (DON-0133) 

identified 80% of Portsmouth work would be reassigned to Norfolk Naval 

Shipyard. Portsmouth responded to the data call and certified their response 

to the scenario. In the months that followed, there were many iterations of 

DON-0 133, many of which Portsmouth Naval Shipyard did not participate. 

For example, at some point, a BRAC team concluded that Norfolk could not 

support the workload. As a result, the Portsmouth work was redistributed to 

a 45/45/10 percentage split between Norfolk, Puget and Pearl, respectively. 

Changes were made to COBRA, however no additional data calls were 

issued to ensure that the other shipyards had the necessary infrastructure to 

accomplish this change in workload. Please note the red and blue bars at the 

bottom of this chart. The red bars represent the scheduled Selected 

Restricted Availabilities (SRAs) currently assigned to Portsmouth Naval 

Shipyard and the blue bars represent an annual average of six emergent dry 

dockings per year on the east coast, as reported by the Atlantic Fleet 

Commander. There is no capacity to perform these SRAs or emergent 

dockings at the Norfolk Naval Shipyard. Navy has placed them in a "To Be 

Determined" (TBD) category (which often means "the private sector"). 
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Navy will tell you that it is common to have SRA availabilities listed in the 

TBD category, but historically, all SRAs within the upcoming three-year 

window are assigned to the shipyard that will execute them. 

[Insert Slide 61 

This chart shows the dock loading at Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and 

Intermediate Maintenance Facility, and although it indicates probability of 

some excess dry dock capacity, there are several reasons why it is 

impractical to bank on it. First, it is a one-month round-trip transit from the 

east coast to Hawaii and consequently unreasonable to move short-term 

work to that location. Second, all these dry dock charts reflect notional 

durations, meaning availabilities are only listed for the durations Navy 

wishes them to be performed, not at actual individual shipyard performance 

levels. Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance Facility 

has yet to deliver any availability close to notional duration, resulting in 

submarines remaining in dry dock much longer than anticipated, and much 

longer than a notional projection. 

[Insert Slide 71 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance Facility also 

develops significant dry dock conflicts when trying to absorb 45% of 

Portsmouth's workload. 

[Insert Slide 81 
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Clearly the capacity analysis did not support the closure of Portsmouth 

Naval Shipyard. The flow diagram on this chart was presented to the 

Commission as part of Ms. Anne Davis' testimony explaining the DoD's 

decision process. It defines a very deliberate process that was to be 

followed, at the heart of which is an analytical effort. During an 18 

November 2004 Industrial Joint Cross Services Group (IJCSG) meeting, 

RADM Klemrn stated, "These workload calculations, which are all based on 

the FY 05 20-year Force Structure Plan, preclude the closure of Portsmouth 

Naval Shipyard unless its three dry docks are replicated at another 

shipyard." DoD substantially deviated from their defined deliberate process 

by making a recommendation that was contrary to the analytical conclusion. 

[Insert Slide 91 

Another aspect of capacity is Human Capital (i.e.: our skilled workforce). 

We will discuss DoD's conclusions on Commodities capacity. 

Commodities, is a term used by DoD to de-humanize the fact that we are 

making decisions about people, their skills and their lives. Human Capital 

capacity needs to be viewed from a trade-skill, shipyard and corporate 

perspective. 

[Insert Slide 101 

This slide shows our workforce's capacity to perform work. Green indicator 

shows the ability to perform scheduled work within budget and staffing 

constraints. Yellow indicator shows there is significant risk to perform 
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scheduled work within budget constraints. Red indicator signifies excessive 

risk of being able to perform scheduled work and is a warning that budget 

constraints will be exceeded. The far left column is a listing of the eleven 

critical trades and across the top you see the listing for each shipyard. A 

trade-skill can be rated at the corporate level by reading across the horizontal 

line. A shipyard can be rated by looking down a vertical column at each 

trade skill, with a summary rating at the bottom. At the lower right hand 

comer, there is an overall rating for the naval shipyard corporation. This 

sheet represents the naval shipyards ability to execute scheduled work from 

March 05 - Feb 06 and shows significant risk. 

[Insert Slide 1 I ] 

Another way to look at Human Capital capacity is by comparing the total 

workforce strength to the scheduled workload. The colored band on this 

chart represents the capacity of the remaining three naval shipyard's 

production workforces to perform work within their budget parameters. The 

gap between this band and the heavy blue workload line represents an 

average shortfall of 1700 workers per day without the Portsmouth 

workforce. Finally, the element of Human Capacity that cannot be easily 

translated into numbers is the ability and time it takes to cultivate the level 

of proficiency to perform the Navy's most technical work. In the Human 

Capital Capacity slide shown, many of the trade skills are rated yellow or 

red. In the shipyards, these shortages of skilled workers are felt everyday. 

Noteworthy is the trade we call Painting and Blasting. For at least the past 

year, the Navy's own analysis has indicated that trade as yellow or red. It 
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was surprising to see the BRAC Capacity Report, for this Commodity, rate 

this skill at 41% EXCESS. Another flawed COBRA analysis. 

[Insert Slide 121 

The third form of capacity we will discuss is DoD's assessment of the 

industrial plant capacity. Assuming COBRA capacity data is correct, the 

following conclusions can be drawn: if Portsmouth closes, "current usage" 

will be more than "current capacity", and within five percent of "maximum 

capacity"; Navy historically underestimates workload and the financial 

impact; and as work grows (at the point of execution), the Navy will not 

have the public sector capacity to react. 

[Insert Slide 131 

Over the past three fiscal years actual Navy workload growth during the year 

of execution has averaged 14 percent. It's important to recognize that 14% 

is equivalent to >500,000 mandays, or roughly the size of a small shipyard. 

Therefore, when looking at the Navy's required future capacity accuracy is 

difficult to predict, as history shows. 

[Insert Slide 141 

To illustrate the capacity results from COBRA, we have taken the data and 

put it into a thermometer type display. The green area on the leftmost 

thermometer represents DoD's analysis of current capacity. The orange area 

above it represents their calculated max capacity (or surge capability). The 
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gray column represents DoD's current usage analysis. The delta between 

the top of the gray column and the top of the green most likely represents 

their conclusion of excess capacity. The middle thermometer represents the 

same data with the Portsmouth capacity removed, This chart shows that 

without Portsmouth capacity, t e current usage would exceed the remaining 

three naval shipyard's current capacity and reduces 

capacity or surge range. The shaded area added to the gray column on the 

thermometer to the right, represents an average annual workload growth of 

14 percent to current usage. During the year of execution workload will 

exceed maximum capacity of the three remaining shipyards by more than 

nine percent. 

[Insert Slide IS] 

During the 18 November 2004 Industrial Joint Cross-Services Group 

meeting, Rear Admiral Klemm stated "for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, the 

Optimization Model determined that closure would leave 1.4 Million direct 

labor hours of workload annually that other shipyards cannot 

accommodate." This represents an unacceptable high risk to Navy's ability 

to execute scheduled workload and will result in ships queued at the pier 

waiting for necessary maintenance. 

[Insert Slide 161 

The last element of capacity we will address is workload. 

[Insert Slide 171 
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Here is a Navy chart you may have already seen titled "SSN Force Level 

Shortfall". This chart reflects the potential h a r e  state of the submarine 

force through 2030. This is not a workload graphic, nor is it an accurate 

representation of the Force Structure Plan, it only represents a budget 

shortfall and the potential size of SSN force structure. We have four major 

concerns with this chart: it does not reflect any maintenance workload; it 

only shows SSN's with no surface combatants, SSBN or SSGN's; it does 

not support Force Structure Plan; and it does not support the War Fighter 

requirements, it only reflects a budget shortfall. In a meeting on 22 June 

2005, DoD officials admitted the Force Structure Plan, used to recommend 

closure of Portsmouth, was "not approvedheleased", over-stated net 

reduction of SSNs and in fact doesn't reduce the number of submarines 

until 2024. DoD substantially deviated from BRAC process if 

recommendations were based on the hypothesis of reduced budgets to 

reduce the number of submarines without a credible objective analysis of 

actual capacity requirements. 

[Insert Slide 181 

Naval shipyard corporate workload is reasonably stable from now through 

2020. The dark blue shaded area on this graph shows the current planned 

workload. The light blue area represents an average 14 percent growth, as 

discussed earlier, and the heavy red line represents the corporate workforce 

with a Portsmouth closure. Navy has long stated their belief that a 

significant number of skilled artisans from Portsmouth would relocate and 

follow the work. Historically, that is NOT the case. Only about 8% have 
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accepted relocation appointments in previous down-sizings at Portsmouth. 

The bottom of the red band represents about 400 people that we believe 

might transfer, and the top of the band represents about 1400 people Navy 

believes will transfer. Based on historical information we are confident that 

the lower number more accurately represents those Portsmouth employees 

likely to relocate. This slide once again reinforces the necessity to retain the 

national asset that is the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard workforce. Based on 

theoretical fleet reduction in out-years, it is likely that workload from 20 15 

through 2030 would grossly increase due to the aging of the fleet. Again 

requiring retention of the Portsmouth workforce and facilities to 

accommodate. 

[Insert Slide 191 

If the submarine fleet were to reduce as suggested by the previous slide, the 

average age of each boat would approach 30 years by 2025. With fewer 

ships, the UP tempo will significantly increase, and these older ships will 

certainly require more repairs and maintenance. RADM Mark A. Hugel, 

then Deputy Director for Fleet Readiness, testified before the HASC on 6 

April 2005 stating, "The work packages for those ships returning from 

combat operations were larger than normal due to extended deployment 

length and the higher war time operational tempo." This reinforces why 

depot capacity cannot be reduced without detailed accurate analytics. 

[Insert Slide 201 
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When Los Angeles Class ships were first planned for Depot Modernizations, 

Navy believed the work could be performed for about 80,000 mandays. 

Over the next 15 years the work grew to about 140,000 mandays, a 75% 

increase over initial projections. All out-year Virginia class work is 

currently estimated at 80,000 mandays. Will history repeat? Is Navy again 

setting itself up for a huge budget shortfall? All out-year workload 

projections for Virginia class ships are based on these low projections 

[Insert Slide 2 11 

The third reason for concern is performance across the corporation. Neither 

west-coast shipyard has delivered a submarine avail close to schedule or 

cost. At a time when money is tighter than ever, why would you eliminate 

your best performing division, when you need work done cheaper and more 

efficiently than ever? Eliminating the best performer leaves no motivation 

for improvement. Look at the nuclear ship construction industry. With only 

two providers, there is no competition and schedule and cost continue to 

escalate far beyond budgetary goals. This significantly contributes to the 

decline of maintenance dollars and drives the fleet smaller each year. Can 

we afford this business model on the repair side? What performance are we 

going to reward? 

[Insert Slide 221 

To conclude our discussion on capacity, it is clear that dry dock conflicts 

exist with reassigning Portsmouth workload. There is no naval shipyard 

capacity for emergent dockings of East coast ships. There has been no 
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reassignment of Portsmouth's 13 Select Restricted Availabilities, There is 

no capacity for emergent dockings of Virginia Class ships on the East coast. 

There is insufficient Human Capital both at the trade skill and total corporate 

level. The men and women of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard are unlikely to 

relocate as analyzed by Navy, depleting the skills and knowledge base. 

Workload will clearly exceed analyzed capacity regardless of fleet size. 

Based on these facts, there has been a clear and significant deviation fi-om 

BRAC Criteria I arid 2. 

[Insert Slide 231 

Now we will turn to the issue of Efficiency. The first element we will 

discuss is Innovation. 

[Insert Slide 241 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is Naval Sea Systems Command's Innovation 

Leader. Portsmouth has a pro-active and engaged workforce that is perfectly 

scaled to pilot new ideas and processes affordably to provide measurable 

results. Our workforce is culturally rooted in maritime history, highly 

motivated, with an innovative rnindset and an unmatched work ethic. We 

enjoy the most progressive and visionary Union Leadership in the industry 

who enable, support and motivate the workforce. For these reasons our 

success cannot be replicated elsewhere. Portsmouth recently received a 

Meritorious Unit Commendation. An excerpt reads, "the shipyard embraced 

the One-Shipyard Initiative and is leading the transformation of our Navy's 

nuclear ship maintenance base through innovation. . . ", Admiral V. E. Clark, 

Chief of Naval Operations. 
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[Insert Slide 251 

As the leader of innovation, Portsmouth is leading the way in many 

productivity categories and returning valuable dollars to the War Fighters 

that can be used for training, operations and acquisition. Examples are: 

Lead shipyard for 688 Class planning (Ships Availability Planning 

and Engineering Center). Results have made about 70 Million 

available to War Fighters through reduced submarine availability 

planning costs, 

Lead shipyard for One Shipyard (Submarine) Project Management has 

resulted in a cost avoidance of $30 Million during execution of 

BUFFALO project at Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. 

* Lean Process Improvements and Theory of Constraint implementation 

on PITTSBURGH is expected to save War Fighters $27 Million and 

16 additional weeks of operational time. 

Creation of a paperless work process (electronic Technical Work 

Document) is anticipated to save $64  10 Million per availability. This 

process currently being piloted at Portsmouth will be exported to the 

entire corporation for use on submarines and surface ships. 

[Insert Slide 261 

The next element of Efficiency is Transformation. 

[Insert Slide 241 
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For several years, NAVSEA has been undergoing a major transformation. 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is the lead shipyard in three of the four 

NAVSEA Transformation Plan Strategies. The three strategies are One 

Shipyard, Productivity, and Organizational Effectiveness. First, under the 

One Shipyard initiative, Portsmouth is the leader of the Corporate 

Production Resource Team and has taken extensive advantage of the 

opportunity to borrow and loan personnel* This has significantly contributed 

to Portsmouth's achieving our Net Operating Result for seven consecutive 

years and allowed us to return $33 Million to the War Fighters for training, 

operations and acquisition. Second, as lead for Productivity Portsmouth has 

returned more than $127 Million to War Fighters. Third, by improving 

Organizational Effectiveness NAVSEA projects $12 Million annual return 

to the War Fighters. 

[Insert Slide 281 

The next element of Efficiency is Cost Savings. These graphs show the Cost 

Savings and increased operational time provided to the War Fighter when 

work is performed at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

[Insert Slide 291 

Portsmouth consistently performs Engineered Reheling Overhauls (ERO'sf 

much quicker and faster than corporate averages. We deliver ERO's for $82 

Million cheaper and six months earlier than the corporate average without 

Portsmouth. 

DCN: 5025



[Insert Slide 301 

Portsmouth consistently perfoms Depot Modernization Periods (DMP's) 

much quicker and faster than corporate averages. We deliver DMP's for 26 

Million cheaper and three months earlier than the corporate average without 

Portsmouth. 

[Insert Slide 3 1 ] 

Portsmouth is the only shipyard to date that has performed an Engineered 

Overhaul (EOH). Navy historically experiences about a seven percent 

improvement the second time a like availability is performed at any activity. 

Because we have no one else to benchmark against and because we choose 

to not rest on our laurels, we are projecting a 20 percent, $27 Million and 

four-month improvement over our previous first-time EOH. 

[Insert Slide 321 

All this efficiency reduces cost and has a direct manpower implication. 

With Portsmouth executing currently scheduled work between FY 2008 and 

FY 20 19, we would perform for 1,52 1,000 fewer direct mandays. That 

results in about 125,000 fewer direct mandays per year or 729 fewer 

employees per year. This equates to annual savings of $54.7 Million per 

year. An excerpt from Portsmouth's Meritorious Unit Commendation reads, 

". . .producing business results that are the benchmark among public and 

private sector nuclear shipyards", Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval 

Operations. 
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[Insert Slide 331 

With DOD's recommendation, Portsmouth is scheduled to close by FY2008. 

If Portsmouth stays open and performs only it's currently scheduled work, 

Navy would save ~ $ 2 8 8  Million, by 201 1. Navy only predicts saving $2 1 

Million by 20 1 1. 

[Insert Slide 341 

From a cost perspective it makes more sense to keep Portsmouth open than 

to close it. There is more return on investment for the taxpayer and the 

savings are immediate. This graph shows DoD's projected savings in red. 

Their projection shows no savings until FY 201 1 with a net savings of $779 

Million by FY 201 9. The actual cost of closing will be significantly higher 

than calculated in COBRA resulting in no savings until FY 20 19 as depicted 

by the blue line. By allowing the most efficient shipyard to continue 

providing the best value to the Navy, we can save more than $91 6 Million 

over the same timeframe. 

[Insert Slide 351 

This is the same Cost Savings graph after plotting legitimate closure costs 

and efficiency into the COBRA model. As you can see, there is no payback 

through 2019 and the Navy is still $425 Million in the red at that point. Mr. 

Sununu will explain further in his presentation. 
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[Insert Slide 361 

Our last element of Efficiency is Operational Readiness. 

[Insert Slide 371 

These capacity and efficiency discussions have one purpose, to provide more 

operational readiness to the War Fighter. Over the last five years, 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard has returned 60 weeks of operational time to the 

fleet through early delivery. This is equivalent to more than one additional 

operational submarine in the fleet. In contrast, during this same timeframe, 

the other three shipyards have collectively lost 124 weeks of operational 

time by delivering ships late. This is equivalent to removing more than two 

submarines from operational theaters. An excerpt from Portsmouth's 

Meritorious Unit Commendation reads, ". . .Portsmouth's extraordinary 

performance is translating into increased US Submarine Fleet readiness", 

Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations. 

[Insert Slide 381 

To summarize what we've just discussed, it is our contention that the DoD: 

Significantly under-estimated Portsmouth's Military Value 

Significantly over-estimated Corporate Industrial Capacity to perform 

work without Portsmouth 

Significantly under-estimated Navy's Future Maintenance Workload 

* Inaccurately calculated the true cost of closure 
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e Inaccurately reflected costs of moving workload 

Significantly under-estimated Portsmouth's contribution to Fleet 

Operational Readiness 

[Insert Slide 391 

What should one conclude from the data presented here today? With regard 

to Capacity, despite the analytics showing insufficient capacity would 

remain if Portsmouth closes, DoD recommended closure. This deviates 

from the BRAC analytical process and substantially deviates from Criteria 

No. 1 and 2. With regard to Efficiency, by recommending closure of the 

best performing shipyard, the DoD recommendation substantially deviates 

from Criteria No. 4,5, and 8. This will increase costs and manpower, 

therefore providing no savings. Lastly, and most importantly, with regard to 

Operational Readiness, the DoD inaccurately considered the contribution to 

the war fighter when Portsmouth delivers ships on or ahead of schedule, and 

within budget. Therefore, DoD's recommendation substantially deviates 

from Criteria No. 1 by decreasing operational readiness. 

Thank you for your attention and consideration. 
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Puget Dry Dock Report 
Current Workload with Portsmouth Closure Capacity analysis clearly does not support 

closure of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
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Naval Shipyard Surge Report 

-r 

7 
au Average 1700 Production workers per day 

! -1 without Portsmouth 

DCN: 5025



industrial Plant Capacity and Usage 
industrial Plant Capacity and Usage 

DaD 
Recommendation 

DoD Recomrnendat~on 
--&* With Historical 

Growth Factor 

J - 
-+-. -.- 
r_- 

-C- - 

Industrial Plant Capacity and Usage 

DoD Recommendation 
With Historical 
Growth Factor - ,- . -- . .- . . . ., 

Maximum 
Capacity 

Workload - Misconcaptionr 
SSN Force Lavel Shortfall 

ra 'Ms* 

Workload - Current Plan 

8 

' Doas not reflwt maintenance 

' Doas not support Force S t r u m r e  Plan 
'fO? n o 3 ~ w ~ f i  w r  FjgUter r c ~ u ~ e r n ~ ? $ ~ ~ o n t ~  b ~ d g ~ t  O~OMBII , 

- - - - - - -  - - ----- - 
i 

_I-.-- I 

~ f f i c ~ Q ,  in a 22 June 2005 ~~eating, stated that closure w s  bas& an 48% force stmturol cut and 4 new term Inactfvatbns. 

DCN: 5025



DCN: 5025



Naval Sea Systems Command 
Innovation Leader 

Portsmouth leads the Shipyard Corporation in the following 
Productivity categories: 

Lead Shipyard for Ships Availability Planning and Engineering 
Center (standardized planning products) 

-$70AI returned to war fighters 

Lead Shipyard for One Shipyard (Submarines) Project 
Management Office 

-930M avoided on Pearl Harbor BUFFALO Project 

B Lean process improvement and "Theory of Constraints" 
implementation 

-$ZTM & 16 weeks projected savings on PITTSBURGH 

Electronic Paperless Technical Work Document (e-TWO) 
-$6-10M projected savings Qsr avarta& 

Naval Sea Systems Command 
Transformation Leader 

Portsmouth is leader for three of the four NAVSEA 
Transformation Plan Strategies 

1. One Shipyard 
Impact: Contributed to performance success, returning -$33M to 
war fighter for operations, training, and readiness 

2. Productivity 
Impact: S i 2 7 W  available to war fighter for operations, training and 
readiness, from Lead Shipyard initiatives 

3. Infrastructure and Organizational Effectiveness 
Impact: NAVSEA projects - 812M annually returned to the war 
fighter for operations, training, and readiness 

Cost Savings - Performance on 
Engineered Refueling Overhauls 

Cost Savings - Performance on 
Depot Modernization Periods 
DMP 605% DUP Durations 
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,*o ; ~. .... . . .. - Months Scheduled 
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Cost Savings - Portsmouth's 
Performance Requires Less People 

Portsmouth projects execution of current 
schedule work FY 2008 to N 2019 for 
2.521,000 Fewer Direct Mandays. 
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Operational Readiness - 
Returned Operating Time to War Fight~r (Last 5 Years) 

Others remove Surge On-Tm 

Capacity - Despite the anaiytics showing ~nsufficient 
capacity would remain if Portsmouth dosee, ROD 
recommended ciosure This Uevlates from the BRAC 
anaiytical process and substantially deviates from Crcterm ..... No. 'I and 2 

y - By recommend in^ closure of the best 
shipyard, the Do0 recommendation substantially 
m Criteria No. 4,5, and 8. This increases costs 

and manpower, therefore providing no savings. 

Operational Readiness - DoD inaccurately considered 
the coniribution to the war fighter when Portsmouth delivers 
shlaa ahsad of schadule and below cost therefore, ROD'S 
rw&nnendation sub~tdnt~ l ly  deviates from Criteria NO. 3 by 
decreasing operational readiness. 

Summapy of Key Points 

The Doa,.. 
Under-estimated Portsmouth Mil~fary Value 

+ Caver+seimated the industriaf Capacity to  Perform 
Work Without PoPasmouth 
Under-estimated Navy's Future Maintenance 
Workload 
Inaccurately Calculated True Cast of CIssure 
Inaccurately ReSIecte Costs of Moving Workload 
Significantly Under-Estimated Portsmouth's 
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Statement by Rep. Tom Allen 
Before the Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
On Portsmouth Naval Shipyard: Workload Alternatives 

Boston Massachusetts, July 6,2005 

I am Congressman Tom Allen from the First District of Maine. 

I want to make a further point about the drydock conflict that Earl Donnell 

discussed. 

Last year, the Delegation asked the Navy to develop a plan to distribute 

workload equitably among the four shipyards. This was in response to Navy 

plans for a draconian 29 percent cut in Portsmouth's workload, more than 

the other three yards combined. [see top of CHART] 

The Navy did not comply with our request, so the Delegation devised a plan 

to redistribute work and stabilize Portsmouth's annual workload at 600,000 

mandays through 2020. [see bottom of CHART] 

The Navy rejected our good faith plan, claiming, first, that it created & 

drydock conflicts through 20 19 and, second, that it created an inefficient 

workload spike of 32 percent at Portsmouth in a & year period. Yet, as 

Mr. Donnell has stated, the Navy's closure scenario creates seven drydock 

conflicts through 2013, and creates a workload spike of 37 percent at 

Norfolk in a two year period. 

Thus, at the very time this year that the Navy told us they couldn't load all 

four yards efficiently because drydock and workload spike problems created 
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unacceptable risk, the Navy privately accepted a plan to close a shipyard, 

even though it created even worse drydock and workload spike problems. 

This story is hrthex evidence that the Navy never properly evaluated more 

cost effective alternatives to closing Portsmouth, and thus deviated from 

criteria 4 and 5. 

Thank you for your attention. Now let me turn to Senator Susan Collins. 
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Statement of Senator Susan Collins 

Before the Base Realignment and Closure Commission on 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Boston, Massachusetts, July 6,2005 

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, Commissioners. 

I am Senator Susan Collins from Maine, I will talk to you today about 

criterion five - a criterion that was thoroughly disregarded when the decision 

was made to place Portsmouth Naval Shipyard on the base closure list. 

Criterion five requires DoD to consider "the extent and timing of potential 

costs and savings" when selecting military installations for closure or 

realignment. 

It stands to reason that cost is an important factor, and indeed it falls just 

after the four military value criteria. For if a base closure or realignment is 

not going to save money, why put a community through the pain and 

upheaval that it would cause? 

DoD developed a model known as "COBRA" to estimate the costs and 

savings associated with a proposed base closure. According to its user 

manual, COBRA is designed, and I quote, "to provide a consistent and 

auditable method of evaluating and comparing different courses of action," 

In the case of Portsmouth, however, the only consistency was that the 

COBRA results were consistently disregarded. 
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[SLIDE 11 When the Industrial Joint Cross Service Group met on 

January 13,2005, it had COBRA runs before it that actually showed a cost - 
not a savings - from closing Portsmouth. As the slide shows, the COBRA 

run for Portsmouth reported a $1.8 million net present value over 

twenty years from closing the facility. In contrast, the COBRA run for Pearl 

Harbor reported a $584 million net present value savingg over twenty years 

from closing the facility. 

Yet even though the COBRA runs calculated no net present value savings to 

the Department from closing Portsmouth until the year 2026, the Industrial 

Croup made the decision to recommend closure of Portsmouth. And that 

recommendation never changed. 

[SLIDE 21 DoD has told us that, as the Industrial Group's recommendation 

made its way up the chain to the Secretary of Defense, and I quote, 

"COBRA runs for all of the scenarios were periodically updated with the 

latest data." The slide you now see shows what DoD has told us were its 

final COBRA runs comparing closure of Pearl and Portsmouth. As you can 

see, although the numbers have changed, the basic result is the same: The 

C O B U  model reports that closing Pearl would achieve $1.3 billion in net 

present value savings over twenty years - $760 million more in savings than 

closin~ Portsmouth would achieve. 

Again, we see the numbers from DoD's own economic model ignored. 

And there is another flaw with DoD's consideration of criterion five. The 

COBRA runs underestimated the costs of closing the Portsmouth shipyard 
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because they ignored Portsmouth's superior efficiency as compared to the 

other three shipyards. 

Indeed, it is undeniable that Portsmouth is the most efficient shipyard for 

depot-level maintenance of submarines as compared to its sister yards of 

Pearl, Norfolk, and Puget. Efficiency is at the core of our shipyards' 

contribution to national security: the faster and better our submarines are 

repaired and upgraded, the sooner they will return to the fleet and the more 

effective they will be. 

[SLIDE 33 DoD even admitted during its BRAC decision-making process 

that Portsmouth's efficiency is superior. In its critical January 1 3th meeting, 

the Industrial Group assessed the pros and cons of closing Portsmouth versus 

Pearl. As you can see, the Industrial Group's own briefing slide states that 

retaining Portsmouth - quote - "preserves [the] best performing SSN depot." 

Nevertheless, at that meeting, this committee decided to close Portsmouth. 

Why didn't DoD factor Portsmouth's superior efficiency into the COBRA 

runs for Portsmouth's closure? Because DoD found it too difficult to create 

a metric for measuring Portsmouth's efficiency for purposes of the COBRA 

analysis. 

The minutes of the Industrial Group reflect that this committee struggled 

with how to account for Portsmouth's superior efficiency. Indeed, in our 

recent interviews with Defense Department officials, the Navy's special 

assistant for BRAC literally used the same word: "struggled." 
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Of course, determining how to account for efficiency across the shipyards is 

not a simple task. But the Industrial Group did not start wrestling with this 

issue seriously until very late in the BRAC decision-making process. 

On November 10,2004, the Industrial Group requested assistance from the 

Comptroller in determining how to account for efficiency. The Comptroller 

responded in late December, recommending use of a "cost per unit of 

production effort or simply cost per direct labor hour." Either measure 

would have helped capture Portsmouth's efficiency. The Industrial Group, 

however, failed to reach a consensus on the Comptroller's recommendation. 

[SLIDE 43 On January 6,2005, the Industrial Group discussed this problem. 

As the slide shows, one of the participants said explicitly, "Presently, there 

isn't a good metric available to capture or measure effectiveness." The 

committee decided to defer the issue and to establish a working group. 

On January 13'~, despite the fact that the worlung group had not yet reported 

its recommendations, the Industrial Group met and decided to close the 

Portsmouth shipyard. 

On February 25th, the OSD-level Infi-astructure Steering Group approved the 

Industrial Group's recommendation to close Portsmouth. Yet on March 3rd, 

one week after that meeting, the Industrial Group once again discussed - 
without success - its proposed methodology for incorporating efficiency into 

the COBRA m s .  
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[SLIDE 51 By then it was too late. Portsmouth never got credit for its 

efficiency in the COBRA runs analyzing its potential closure because the 

Department never established a methodology to do so. 

As a result, the COBRA analysis ignored the savings that have been 

documented. Portsmouth delivers Engineering Refueling Overhauls for 

$82 million cheaper and 6 months earlier than the other shipyards' average. 

Over the last five years, Portsmouth has delivered submarines a total of 60 

weeks early. During that time, the other shipyards have been a total of 124 

weeks late. But these savings were excluded fiom the COBRA analysis. 

DoD's failure to devise a metric for crediting Portsmouth for its proven 

superior efficiency is all the more surprising given that DoD was willing to 

use an arbitrary figure of 30 percent to credit the other shipyards for 

efficiency savings in administrative personnel relocated from Portsmouth. 

In sum, Portsmouth did not receive credit in the COBRA model for its 

proven efficiency because the Industrial Group struggled but ultimately 

decided that Portsmouth's efficiency was too difficult to account for. As a 

result, the Industrial Group substantially deviated from criterion five 

concerning the true savings and costs of closing Portsmouth. 

Senator Sununu is our next speaker. 
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Statement by Senator John E. Stlnunu 
Before the Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

On Portsmouth Naval Shipyard: Corrected COBRA Analysis for 
Scenario DON-0133 

Boston, Massachusetts, July 6,2005 

Thank you, Senator Collins. Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, we 
deconstructed the Department of Defense's COBRA analysis for DON-0 133 
- the scenario for closure of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard - based on the flaws 
outlined by previous presenters. In so doing, we identified from certified 
data the following major omissions. 

* $3 15.843 million in Recurring Costs 
o $287.625 million for Portsmouth efficiencies lost through 

closure 
o $ 28.21 8 million in recumng environmental and personnel 

costs 

$293.653 million in one-time costs to close Portsmouth 
o $260.725 million in one-time "unique costs" 
o $ 32.918 million in military construction at Norfolk Naval 

Shipyard 

$100.490 million in receiving costs at other naval shipyards 

Using the DoD's own COBRA model, we found DoD understated the one- 
time cost to close the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard by $293.55 1 million and 
overstated the Net Present Value (NPV) savings in 2025 by $1.547 billion. 
Therefore, the closure of Portsmouth would not realize a savings until 2042, 
30 years later than in 2012 as promised by DoD. BRAC Selection Criterion 
5 requires consideration of "the extent and timing of potential costs and 
savings, including the number of years.. .for the savings to exceed the costs." 
By excluding these significant costs and potential savings from efficiency, 
DoD substantially deviated from Criterion 5. 

For a detailed explanation and sourcing of the preceding and following items 
and figures, I respectfully direct your attention to the appendix attached to 
my statement. 
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Portsmouth "Unique Costs," Efficiencies and Recurring Costs 

Chart 1 outlines $260.725 million in one-time "unique costs" (Question 18), 
$287,625 million in savings from efficiencies at Portsmouth (Question 22), 
and $28.2 1 8 million in recurring personnel and environmental costs 
(Question 26). As noted in the appendix to my testimony, the items and 
figures noted in Questions 18 and 26 are taken directly &om certified data 
provided by Portsmouth but ultimately excluded by DoD in COBRA under 
scenario DON-0 1 3 3. 

The $287.625 million to be saved by Portsmouth efficiencies is included on 
the line titled "Question 22: Mission costs". This was done in accordance 
with the COBRA Users Manual, page 30, which states ". . . the analystluser 
should primarily consider whether the costs/savings are mission or support 
related. The most important thing is to capture all known costs/savings 
incurred with the realignment action." Savings from Portsmouth efficiencies 
are not included in certified data as discussed in the appendix to my 
testimony. However, the $287.625 million figure is certifiable, and 
absolutely should be considered in any credible COBRA analysis. 

bestion 18: One time unique costs: 
Action 1 - Diw Rescue Chamber 

Action 1 - Historical Presemtim of Buildings 
Action 1 - NMCI Closure Costs 

Action 1 - Special Blclg Closure & Preservation 
Action 1 - Transportation Equip - Inactitation 

Action 1 - Nwr-DtM Enuronnental Cwnpliance 
Action 1 - Power Plant Sustainment 
Action 1 - Unique Sustainrnent Costs 

Action 'I - Future Annual Facilities Insp. Cost 
Action 1 - Future Empty Facility Sustainrnent Cost 

Action 1 - Grwnds Keeping, Snow i % ? ~ \ a l ,  Fighting Maint. 
Action 1 - Operation & Maintenance of Sewer System 
Action 1 - Operation & Maintenance of Storm Drainage 

Action 1 - Operation & Maintenance of Potable Water System 
Action I - Operatim & Maintenance of Electrical System 

Action 2 - W r i t M o f  Underpreciated Assets 
Action 2 - MateFial Disposition 

Action 2 - NorrDERA Enuronmental Compliance 
!uestion 22: Mission costs: 
uestion 26: Misc Recuning Costs: 

Action I - FECA 
Action I - Clean Air Act 

Action 1 - Regulatory Water Sampling 
Action .I - Sewer Pretreatment Sampling 

Action 2 - Oil Spill Response 
Action 1 -Spill P ~ t i o n  Conttd fnsp 

Action 2 - FEW 
Action 2 - Modng Contractor Cost to Support Retocations 

'NS DATA OMSTTED: 2008 2009 2010 2011 1 

GRAND f OTAl $576,5691 

2 
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Chart l 

Military Construction at Norfolk Naval Shipvard 

Chart 2 details $32.9 million in military construction at Norfolk Naval 
Shipyard that would be necessary under scenario DON-0133. As noted in 
my appendix, Chart 2 is taken directly from certified data submitted by 
Norfolk but ultimately excluded by DoD in COBRA under scenario DoN- 
0133. 

Receiving Activity: 

F AC 
NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK: 
Action 11 : Material Storage Facility 4411 
Action 2: Material Storage Facility 4411 
Action 2: Renovate Building 1575 6100 
Action 2: Renovate Building 369 6100 
Action 2: Renovate Building 163 6100 

New Milcor Rehab Total 
UM QTY (SF) QTY (SF) Type 

SF 500 Default $62 
SF 35,000 Default $4,356 
SF 20,000 Default $1,000 
SF 50,000 Red $7,500 
SF 133,817 Red $20,000 

GRAND TOTAL $32,918 

L 1 

Chart 2 

Receiving Costs at Other Navaf Shipyards 

Chart 3 lists $100.4 million in costs associated with receiving Portsmouth's 
workload and personnel under scenario DON-01 33. As noted in the 
appendix to my testimony, Chart 3 is taken directly from certified data 
submitted by Norfolk and h g e t  Sound Naval Shipyard but ultimately 
excluded by DoD in COBRA, under scenario DON-01 33. 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 TOTAL 
NAVSHIPYD NORFOLK: 
One-Time TT Costs $0 $4,100 $485 $0 $0 $0 $4,585 
Action 11 - NMCI Buildout NMCI Seats $485 

Action 2 - NMCI Buildout $4,100 
I 

M~sc Recurring Costs $5,261 $85,344 $0 $0 $0 $0 

NAVSHlPYD PUGFT SOUND: 
Misc Recurring Costs - Pers Attritflraining $0 $5,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,300 

GRAND TOTAL $100,490j 

Chart 3 
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Correcting COBRA Anaksis in Scenario DON-0133 

Before running COBRA with the costs and savings excluded by DoD as 
detailed above, we first ran the model based on the original DON-0133 
inputs to validate the accuracy and consistency of our data. This run 
produced the same results as those rdeased in scenario DON-01 33. Chart 4 
shows the result of the original DON-0133 analysis. 

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 6 . 1 0 )  - Page 112 
Da ta  As O f  4 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 5  2 :41 :22  P M  

D e p a r t m e n t  : Navy 
Scenar io  Fi le : C: \BRAC\COBRA\DON-Ol33 CR.CBR 
O p t i o n  Pkg N a m e :  D O N - 0 1 3 3  CLOSE PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD CR 
S t d  Fc t r s  File : C:\BRAC\COBRA\l3RAC2005,SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 2 0 0 6  
F ina l  Year : 2 0 0 8  
Payback Year : 2 0 1 2  (4  Years) 

NPV i n  2 0 2 5 ( $ K ) :  -1,262,370 
1-Time Cost ($K) :  448,427 

Chart 4 

We then re-ran COBRA to include the costs and cost savings outlined in 
Charts 1,2, and 3 by doing the following: 

Add $260.725 million in one-time "unique costs", $287.625 million in 
Portsmouth efficiency savings, and $28.2 18 million in recurring costs 
on Input Screen Five (NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth, NH (NO0 102)). 
Add $32.9 million for military construction at Norfolk on Input 
Screen Seven (NSY Norfolk, VA (NO0 18 1)). 
Add $100.4 million for costs associated with receiving Portsmouth's 
workload and personnel at other naval shipyards on Input Screen Five 
(NSY Norfolk, VA (NO01 8 1) and NAVSTA Bremerton, WA 
(W24 16)). 

Chart 5 shows the results of the corrected COBRA analysis after taking the 
above steps. 
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I----- COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~6.10: - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 6/24/2005 3:16:02 PM, Report Created 6/26/2005 1:41:19 AM 

Department : Navy 
Scenario File : C:\BRAC\COBRA\DON-0133 Corrected.CBR 
Option Pkg Name: DON-0133 CLOSE PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD CR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BRAC\COBRA\BRACZO05,SFF 

I Starting Year : 2006 
Finai Year : 2008 

/Payback Year : 2042 (34 Years) 

NPV in 2025($K): 284,896 
1-Time Cost($K): 741,978 

Chart 5 

The following are the results when comparing the results of Charts 4 and 5: 

DaD - Corrected Difference 

Payback Year 2 0 1 2 (4 years) 2042 (34 years) 30 years 
One-Time Cost ($K) 448,427 741,978 293,55 1 
NPV in 2025 - 1,262,370 284,896 -1,547,266 

Conclusion 

BRAC Selection Criterion 5 states the following: 

DoD will consider "The extent and timing of potential costs and 
savings, including the number of years, beginning with the date of 
completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the 
costs." 

Attempting to make a business case in support of its recommendation to 
close the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard under scenario DON-01 33, DoD 
excluded in its COBRA analysis $287.625 million in savings from 
efficiencies, $28.2 1 8 rnillion in recurring environmental and personnel costs, 
$260.725 million in one-time "unique costs" to close Portsmouth, $100.4 
million in receiving costs at other naval shipyards, and $32.9 million for 
military construction required at Norfolk. Therefore, by understating the 
one time cost to close Portsmouth by $293.55 1 million, miscalculating the 
NPV savings in 2025 by $1.547 billion, and overstating by 30 years the 
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payback period for closing Portsmouth, the DoD substantially deviated from 
BRAC selection Criterion 5. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. 

Congressman Jeb Bradley will now discuss the cost of reconstituting 
Portsmouth's drydocks and workforce. 
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CHART 1: (Ail costs wlexception of Question 22 can be found in www.defenseiink.millbraci Then go to Scenario Data 
~al fs l~e~arbnent of the ~avyl~edacted Scenario Data Calls-Finai Certified Answers ZipFile (53.4k~)) 
[PNS DATA OMITTED: 2008 2009 2010 201 1 TOTAL 
Question 18: One time unique casts: 
Action 1 - Diver Rescue Chamber $2,69' 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Partsmouth NH, Page A7 
Rationale: PNS operates and maintains this equipment for all Navy, DOD, Coast Guard, other Government agencies, 
and private individuais involved in recompression emergencies. This equipment must be maintained in the New England 
Region as a humanitarian asset. Recommended site of relocation of this equipment is Portsmouth Regional Hospital, 
Portsmouth, New Hampshire.. 
Action I - Historical Preservation of Buildings $34,101 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 18 through 20 
Rationale: The National Preservation Act, Secretary of Interior standards and DoD facility closure requirements gives 
standards for preservation of historic buildings. At PNS we have dozens of histMically significant buildings, two national 
landmark eligible buildings, and an extensive historic disttict. The costs for presewation d historic facilities in the PMS 
Ciosure scenario were developed by the PNS Facilities and Maintenance Department to ensure compliance with not only 
DOD requirements but with the National Preservation Act, This estimate is a detaifed buildingby-building engineered 
estimate of the cast required to properly prepare historical facilities for turnover to the receiving organization. 
Non-critical service such as grounds keeping, sewer, water, steam, eiectricity, fire protection, HVACiventiiation 
requirements, and annual inspections were estimated at the minimum requirements. Please see two uploaded word 
files for more specific details. 
Action I - NMCf Closure Costs $10,801 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 20 through 21 
Rationaie: The Navy NMCI contracts with Electronic Data Systems (EDS) is NOOO24-00-D-fSaOO. PNS is currently 
paying EDS 85% of the seat cost required by the contract even though EDS is providing only minor services. PNS 
cannot cancel this contract nor remove itself from the provisions. At some point, when EDS is determined to be 
technically capable, PNS will be required to "cutover" to NMCI and EDS will deliver NMCl "seatsn to PNS. Once that 
occurs, PNS will not be allowed to cancel or change 4he NMCI order within three years. Precedent has been set at 
other Naval activities that have cutover to NMCl and have not been allowed to cancellchange their NMCI order within the 
three year technical refresh period. Regardless of PNS's closure and the subsequent movement and elimination of 
employees, the Ff08 NMCI cost (t0.8M) will be incurred. As part of the NMCI contract, EDS builds out the IT 
infrastructure at each site to meet the standards required by the governing Service Level Agreements. They then 
depreciate the cost of this capital expenditure over a multi-year period. EDS is only required to pay for this expense 
once, when a site first enters NMCI. Although the Principle Contracting Officer has not yet negotiated this issue with 
EDS, the contractor has said that if a site closes or relocates prior to the end of the depreciation period, the Navy would 
,be liable for the remaining depreciation expenses. 

Page I of 7 
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Action 1 - Special Bldg Closure & Preservation $45,950 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 21 through 22 
Rationale: This is a conservative professional engineer's cost estimate, and includes: special requirements associated 
with the closure of active heavy industrial activities not accounted for by the COBRA model. includes layup of portions 
of the HeatinglElectrical plant and substations and elimination of waterway hazards. Please see two uploaded word files 
for more specific details. 
Action 1 - Transportation Equip - Inactivation $1 14 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 22 
Rationale: Preparation for disposal of the Navy owned vehicles such as front end loaders, flat bed trucks, and 
construction vehicles. This includes removing fluids, batteries, and any other hazardous components. 
Action 1 - Non-Dera Environmental Compliance $9,643 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 23 
Rationale: This is nm-DERA funded environmental compliance costs uniquely required by the State of Maine (Code of 
Maine Regulations 06-096, Chapter 852) that will require B M C  funding if Portsmouth NSY is closed. Thess non-DERA 
funded costs have not en reported in previous data calls and are not calculated by afte COBRA model. Some 
examples are: Hazardous waste generator closure, Spill Prevention Control Counter Measure Closeout, Continuing Spill 
Prevention Control, monitoring storm water permit compliance, etc. 
Action I - Power Plant Sustainment 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 23 through 24 
Rationale: inciudes ail costs associated with the operation of the Power Plant and heating distribution systems. Also 
includes total base energy costs for electric and fuel purchases. Electric system Operations and Maintenance is 
separate and indicated in another response. 
Action 1 - Unique Sustainment Costs 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 24 
Rationale: Maintenance, preservation and partial operation of fire alarm and sprinkler system, RADON monitoring, and 
elevator preventative maintenance as required by OPNAV P45-115-95, Appendix D, Tabie 2 and the Secretary of the 
Interior Standards until property turnover is effected. 
Action 1 - Future Annual Facilities lnsp. Cost 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 24 
Rationaie: Yearly Annual inspection Summary type 5 inspections on all facilities and quarterly inspections on historic 
facilities, per OPNAV P45-115-95 and the Secretary of the lnterior Standards until property turnover is effected. 
Action 1 - Future Empty Facility Sustainment Cost 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 24 
Rationale: Maintenance and preservation of facility as required by OPNAV P45-I 15-95, Appendix D, Table 2 and the 
Secretary of the lnterior Standards until property turnover is effected. 
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Action 1 - Grounds Keeping. Snow Removal, Lighting Maint. 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NHH, Page 24 through 25 
Rationale: This figure represents the lowest level of service required to properly preserve the facilities (industrial, utility, 
and historical). When closed, the Navy wili have to maintain a certain level of effort to properly ensure that the assets 
are cared for until property transfer is effected. Minimum security fighting, fire protection, facility access, safety, and 
basic utilities would be some of the services required. 
Action I - Operation & Maintenance of Sewer System 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 25 
Rationale: This figure represents the lowest level of service required to properly preserve the facilities (industrial, utility, 
and historical). When ciosed, the Navy will have to maintain a certain level of effort to properly ensure that the assets 
are cared for until property transfer is effected. Minimum security lighting, fire protection, facility access, safety, and 
basic utilities would be some of the services required. 
Action i - Operation & Maintenance of Storm Drainage 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 25 through 26 
Rationale: This figure represents the lowest level of service required to properly preserve the facilities (industrial, utility, 
and historical). When closed, the Navy will have to maintain a certain level of effort to properly ensure that the assets 
are cared for until property transfer is effected. Minimum security lighting, fire protection, faciiity access, safety, and 
basic utilities would be some of the services required. 
Action 1 - Operation & Maintenance of Potable Water System 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 26 
Rationale: This figure represents the lowest level of service required to properly preserve the facilities (industrial, utility, 
and historical), When closed, the Navy wili have to maintain a certain level of effort to properly ensure that the assets 
are cared for until property transfer is effected. Minimum security lighting, fire protection, facility access, safety, and 
basic utilities would be some of the services required. 
Action I - Operation & Maintenance of Electrical System 
Source: Redacted Swnario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 26 
 rationale: Includes testing and maintenance in accordance with National Electric Testing Association and Navy criteria 
,for !ow reliability standards and annual repair costs until facility is ciosed and property transfer is effected. 
Action 2 - Write-off of Underappreciated Assets 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NX, Page 22 through 23 
Rationale: Per the DoD Financial Management Regulations Volume 4, Chapter 6 and Volume 11 B, Chapters 58 and 
62, Navy Working Capital Fund (NWCF) activities purchase Capital items of value greater than $100K using the 
Capital Purchase Program, and expense the value using depreciation across the designated useful iife span of the item. 
The key is that NWCF activities do not expense capital assets when purchased. Capital assets across the expected 
life cycle of the item. When a NWCF activity is disestablished or transitions to Mission Funding, any Capital assets 
not fully depreciated must be expensed in full against the NWCF. This results in one time buyout costs for 000. 
This same action would be expected as a result of a BRAC closure action. 
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Action 2 - Material Disposition $10,949 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 23 
Rationale: Unexpensed material inventories under the Navy Working Capital Fund regulations must be fully expensed to 
the NWCF, and would result in a one time buyout costs for DoD, 
Action 2 - Non-DERA Environmental Compliance $21,192 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAWHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 26 through 27 
Rationale: This is nm-DERA funded environmental compliance costs uniquely required by the State of Maine (Code of 
Maine Regulatians 06-096, Chapter 852) that will require BRAC funding if Portsmouth NSY workload is transferred to 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard. These non-DEW funded costs have not been reported in previous data calls and are not 
calculated by the COBRA model. Some examples are: Hazardous waste generator closure, Spill Prevention Controi 
Counter Measure Cfoseout, Continuing Spill Prevention Control, monitoring storm water permit compliance, etc. 

Action 1 - FECA 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 31 
Rationaie: FECA costs continue despite closure of the Activity (Note: NSY Philadelphia FECA is still costing $12M in 
FY05). PMS has included this so that the COBRA model correctly calculates the savings from the dosure action. This 
cost will be transferred from NWCF (PNS) to another naval activity. 
Action 1 - Clean Air Act $441 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0333 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 32 through 33 
Rationale: Federal Clean f i r  Act, Public Law 101-!%9,40 CFR requires compiisnce inspections and reports to comply 
with the Titie V Air Permit for PNS Powfar Plant operations. 
Action 1 - Regulatory Water Sampiing $1,12( 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 33 
Rationale: Federal Water Paflution Control Act, 33 USC 1251 requires Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4f 
Permit to conduct water sampting of any runoffidischarge from federal property to include catch basin cleaning and 
maintenance. Also, the National Pdlution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit is required to conduct 
sampiing as long as drydbck pumpwells operate for any discharges directly into the Piscataqua River, Inspections 
must continue until property transfer is effected. 
Action 1 - Sewer Pretreatment Sampling $1 I: 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 33 through 34 
Rationale: PNS utilizes Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTNV). Two composite samples of sewer discharges are 
required per month per the Kittery Sanitary Sewer Pretreatment Agreement until or unless sewer discharge is secured. 
PNS will continue to pump to Kittery and will need to be in effect for the new tenant unless they modify the agreement. 
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Action I - Oil Spiii Response 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 34 
Rationale: PNSs Power Plant will continue to operate and the day tanks will contain fuel. Once PNS closes and out 
On-Scene Operations Team (OSOT) is eliminated, contract services from the Piscataqua River Cooperative (PRC) 
wifl be required to provide one hour response to deploy of oil boom should a spill occur as required by 40 CFR 1 12. 
Action 1 - Spill Prevention Control lnsp 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 34 
Rationale: Spill Prevention Control Countermeasures Inspections are tequird by 40 CFR I 12 for oil-filled transformers 
and power piant tanks. Inspections must continue until property transfer is effected. 
Action 2 - FECA 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON5133 - NAVSHPYD Portsmouth NH, Page 31 
Rationale: FECA costs continue despite closure of the Activity (Note: NSY Philadelphia FECA is stiil costing $12M in 
FY05). PNS has induded this so that the COBRA model correctiy calculates the savings from the closure action. This 
cost witl be transferred from NWCF (PNS) to another navai activity. 
Action 2 - Moving Contractor Cost to Support Relocations 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHIPM) Portsmouth MH, Page 32 
Rationale: Cost of mover contractor to support consolidation af ooffice spaces as buiidings are cl 
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CHART 2: (All costs for this chart can be found in www.defenselink.mil/brad Then ao to Scenario Data 
~a i l s l~cs~a iken t  of the Navymedacted Scenario Data Calis-Final Certffied Answers ZipFiie (53.4MB)) 
Receiving Activity: 

New Milcon Rehab f otal 
FAC LJM QTY (SF) QTY (SF) Type Cost 

NAVSHIPWD NORFOLK: 
Action 1 1 : Materiaf Storage Facility 4411 SF 500 Default $62 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Norfolk VA, Page 9 and 11 
Rationale: NNSY will require warehouse storage space for equipment moved from SUBMEPP. Storage requirement would be 
combined with the requirement for action 2 resulting in one new facility sized at 35,500 sf. 
Action 2: Material Storage Facility 44"i SF 35,000 Default $4,356 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Norfolk VA, Page 9 and 10 
Rationafe: NNSY will require material storage, shipping, receiving, packaging and kiiting space to support the material 
requirements associated with the additional workload received. All existing suppfy support space is required to support the 
existing workload. 
Action 2: Renovate Building 1575 6100 SF 20,000 Default $1,000 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Norfolk VA, Page 8 and 9 
Rationale: Renovation of bidg. 1575 space is required for admin space to support relocation of personnei to NNSY. 
Action 2: Renovate Building 369 6100 SF 50,000 Red $7,500 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSHfPYD Norfolk VA, Page 8 and 9 
Rationate: Renovation of bldg. 368 is required for admin support of personnel relocated from PNSY to NNSY. Cost of $150 per SF 
is used due to the condition of the space. Access eievators are already in place. The space was previousiy used for admin and 
training. 
Action 2: Renovate Building 163 6100 SF 133,817 Red $20,000 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPM) Norfoik VA, Page 8 and 10 
Rationaie: Renovate the bldg 163 loft space far waterfront support space for engineering and project teams to support waferfront 
wok. 

I GRAND TOTAL $32,9181 
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CHART 3 (Ail casts for this chart can be found In www,defenmiink~mit/bmd Then go to Scenario Data 
CaltslDepartfn~nt of the Navy/Redacted Scenario Data Cafls-Final Certif~ad ~nsw& ZlpFile (53AMB)) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 TOTAL/ 
MAVSMIIPYD NORFOLK: 
One-Time I f  Costs $0 $4,100 $485 $0 $0 $0 $4,585 
Action 1 1 - NMCl Buiidaut NMCl Seats $485 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0233 - NAVSHIPYD Norfolk VA, Page 12 
Action 2 - NMCi Buiidaut $4,100 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON-0133 - NAVSHlFM Norfoik VA, Page 12 
Misc Recurring Costs $5,261 $85,344 $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,605 
Source: Redacted Swnario DON-0133 - NAVSHIPYD Norfolk VA, Page ? 2 

NAVSHIPYD PUGET SOUND: 
Misc Recurring Casts - Pars Attriflraining $0 $5,300 $8 $0 $0 $0 $5.300 
Source: Redacted Scenario DON4133 - NAVSWlPMD Puget Sound WA, Page 9 

I GRAND TQTAL $100 

Page 7 of 7 
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Statement by Rep. Jeb Bradley 
Testimony before the BRAC Commission 

July 6,2005 

Good Afternoon. I represent New Hampshire's First District. 

Commissioners, I would like to highlight the risks and costs related to the 

irreversibility of a closure decision. 

If our nation's defense requires more submarines or just maintaining the 

current number, re-creating Portsmouth would be cost prohibitive. First, 

are the impediments of establishing a nuclear permitted facility in any 

community. Second, land values and coastal development make it 

exceedingly difficult and expensive to establish deep water nuclear facilities. 

Third, there are long training times for scarce nuclear skilled laborers. 

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. If necessary, what would the costs be to construct a single 

dry-dock in 2015, or in 2025? 

The BRaC analysis does not take these considerations into account in its 

narrow mandate to achieve quick savings on paper. The fact that a shipyard 

is nearly impossible to reconstitute creates an additional pressure on the 

analysis related to base closure - the cost of reconstitution. Insufficient 

maintenance capability will result in a reduction of submarine force 

readiness. Thus, the cost pressure of reconstitution will stifle our future 

DCN: 5025



submarine force, and cripple our capability to maintain it if we close 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

Fundamental to the BRAC criteria is the maintenance of bases and facilities 

that are impossible to reconstitute in order to meet current or future military 

needs. Therefore, a Portsmouth closure substantially deviates from Criteria 

1, 3, and 5. The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, a nuclear licensed facility, is 

irreplaceable. The threats to our nation remain and require a strong and 

vibrant Navy. Thank you. Let me introduce Governor Baldacci. 
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Statement by Paul 09Connor 
Metal Trades Council 

Before the Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
On Portsmouth Naval Shipyard Workforce 

Boston, Massachusetts, July 6,2005 

1 am Paul O'Connor, President ol the Metal Trade Co~incil, representing the 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard workforce. 

As stated, our efficiency relates directly to military value. 

Our unrivaled performance has established benchmark standards unattained 

by others within the "One Shipyard" corporation. We continue to innovate 

and create work practices that further enhance our capabilities, verifiable by 

the fact that we consistently exceed our own standards. We continually raise 

the bar. 

At the heart of our perlormanee is the LaborlManagement relationship, the 

catalyst for change at Portsmouth. For more than a decade, we have molded 

relationships of trust between Labor and Managcmcnt. What began as 

individual relationships has evolved into a cultural metamorphosis. 

Today, Labor is woven into the shipyard fabric, an integral element of our 

shipyard leadership. Through this relationship, our workforce is more 

focused on the mission. Through dialogue, our workforce understands 

exactly what we are trying to achieve and exactly how we are trying to get 

there. So much more is achievable when trust and understanding form the 

bedrock. 
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The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard culture which has taken years to cultivate, 

could not be replicated at other shipyards simply by sprinkling meager 

numbers of our workforce around the country. If creating this culture were 

easy, it would have been done everywhere else by now. It hasn't. You can 

transfer the billets but not the culture. 

If our shipyard closes, our Navy will lose its most critical asset and resource. 

We lose the inventive nature of our cultural experience and the 

transformational thrust that we provide, when it is so desperately needed. 

The result: diminished fleet readiness and higher costs. 

Failure to account for the "Portsmouth Culture" constitutes substantial 

deviation from criterion I and criterion 4. 
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Mr. Cnairman, Members of the Commissior-j, gssd aflernilu~~, ; am S~vsrnai. 

John Baldacci of Maine. I appreciate the opprzdunity to speak with you about an 

issue that is af significant imporlance to the citizens of bath Maine and New 

Hampshire. 1 also appreciate the time and care you have taken in visiting the 

affected facilities. 

The Portsmouth Naval Yard is one of oldest industrial facilities in the State of 

Maine. You would therefore expect to find a history sf environmental 

contamination issues. There is a budgeted plan in place that provides $94 

million, provided over several years, to initiate this clean-up. According to DoD's 

Base Closure and Realignment Report, there remains a need for an additional 

$47.1 million in Defense Environmental Restoration Account (DEW) casts. 

My Commissioner of Environmental Protection has determined that there is at 

!east a?? additlona! $? 00 mi!lien in fcrrther nan-radiological, environmental 

compliance and clean-up costs that would be incurred to comply with legal 

requirements before transfer of the facility for reuse. 

Regardless of the final dollar amount, the B M C  report states these costs are not 

included in the t~tal for all closure costs because they would need to b e  

expended whether the shipyards closes or not. This assertion is inaccurate and 

misleading at several levels. DERA casts will be significantly affected by a 

closure in at lezst three ways: 
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The cleanup of lhese sites b i r d  $E acceieated 20 ccainpie'be $hi; c k m ~ $ ;  G-3 

compliance with the B W C  schedule versus what would occur without 

efs experience 

factor aione. 

* The DERA estimates provided by Do0 underestimate and in same cases do 

not account for cleanup costs required under the federal Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Maine law to fully remediate 

environmental hazards at the Portsmouth Facility 

additicbnal remediatiom costs amount to 

Finally, clean up af a site under Comprehensive Environmental Response 

Compensation and Liability Act (@ERGLA) is a pubk process involving not 

only the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Maine Department 

of Environmental Protecti~n (DEP), and the property owner (the Navy) but 

also stakeholders from the community, from the slate and local government. 

The State of Maine, representing these stakeholders, will require more 

thorough and expansive measures from a property owner who is cfosing and 

leaving a site whose future best use is likely to be, at least En part, for 

activities other than heavy industry. Based on a review 

Maine's own experience ts this additio 
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facitiv safely wing the closure 

k&4t C I O S U F ~  6 0 ~ b L  

It is also important to note that prior national experience has shown 

to be chronically underestimated, Environmental cleanup costs following closure 

of the nearby Pease Air Force Base and at the Mare Island, CA nuclear shipyard 

dramatically exceeded original estimates. The current estimated "cost to 

complete" clean lap at Mare Island now stands at $225 million while at Pease 

$135 million has been spent on clean up to date with an estimated $46 million 

required for completion. Based on this experience, it is not unreasonable to 

assume that Do5 estimates sf environmental clean-up at the Portsmouth Naval 

Shipyard ars unrea!istica!!y low in ways that are not captured in the preceding 

analysis. 

For all of these reasons, the $47 million DERA estimate is substantially flawed. It 

cannot be separated from assumptions on which it is based. Furthermore, the 

cost of closure should include the full cost of closing the facility including DERA 

costs as adjusted above, for determining whether a particular closure proposal 

saves money within the required timeframe. tt is important to note these costs 

are based on the officially identified environmental clean up sites and existing 

legal requirements. 
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BRFaG selection criterion 8 requires DoD to consider the "environmental impact, 

including the knpact of cost refated to potential environmental restoration, waste 

management, and environmental compliance activities." Yet oD effectively 

evaded this criteri~n by applying an unrealistic environmental standard ((DEW) 

to a nuclear shipyard that does not align with the plausible eqcaivalent end-use 

(mixed industrial, commercial and residentiai). 

They compounded the error by dropping envirsnmental cos ts  from the payback 

consideration, even  though the law requires the Department to consider them. 

DoD's rational is as failows: "Because the Depadment has a Iegal obfigation to 

perform environmental restoration regardless of whether an instaifatjon is closed, 

realigned, or remains open, the cost is not included in the payback calceriation." 

In practice, there is great difference in whether a base remains open or is closed 

pursuant to BRAC. If the property remains a DoD base, environmental costs are 

typically recorded in DoD1s ilnnuai financial report as a financiaf liabiiity. These 

liabilities are rolied over from year ta year; if there is no money in the services' 

budgets to do cleanups, they ;3re not performed. However, if a base closes, DoD 

has a strict liability on environmental damage that ordinarily must be liquidated at 

the time of property transfer to a third paw. That is why it makes sense to count 

the cast of environmental impact at a closing base. These are hard costs which, 
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taken together with other errors preibi~iisiy discussed by this pane!, wi8 eiiminate 

the projected savings over the time hsrizon used in the BRAC process. 

i have attached a summary table to this testimony outlining the additional costs 

discussed above. I have also supplied to your staff with a memor~ndum from the 

Commissioner of the Maine DEP which provides a review of the Do5 malysis of 

environmental clean-up costs. 

I appreciate the opportunity to speak with you today and urge you to apply the 

standards for the BRAG process rigorously and fairly. I believe that you will 

conclude that the omission of these costs represents a substantial deviation from 

criterion number eight and that the proposed closure is inappropriate and not in 

the national interest. 
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Slrmrntnrgi of Envirrsamentalf Compliance Closure Costs U~nderestimsted or Not 
Accounted for in B 

(mif&ras $) 

Remedial Costs costs for future 

~ D O D ' S  Cost to Complete as of 2003 $47.1 $0 I 

I Description of Expense 1 DOD accepted I Costs not accepted in 1 
costs for future COB 1 work 

I Generator Closure I $0 1 

Neat & Power 

Heating and Power Plant -- facility 

TOTAL Environment CIosure Cost 
not. accounted for in COBRA Analysis 

operati-ons & maintenance during closurc 
$4,650,000 - 5 years 
Security during clean-up period and 
related 0 &: M 

1 $47.1 accepted 
by BOD 

future work 
$0 

$108.7 - 122.7 in 
elnvironmelntal costs irz 

immediate future due to 
closure& 

$47.1 accepged by DoD 

$ 4.4 per year - - 

$0 $8.0 
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Governor John Lynch 
Testimony on Economic Impact Before the B M C  Commission 

July 6,2005 

Clzainnan Principi, nlelnbei-s of the Co~nmission, I am Govcmor John Lynch of Eew 
Han~pslzire. 

The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard has been a vital and integral part of New Hampshire and 
Maine's economies, and a vital and integl-al part of our nation's defense, h r  more than 
200 years. 

As part of the BRAC process, the Department of Defense is charged with looking at 
several criteria, including tllc economic in~pact on the surrounding community. In the 
case of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, the DOT) s~~bstantially deviated from that 
criterion by completely ignoring the impact on thc Statc of New Hampshire. 

In outlining job losses and gains by state, the BRAC report actually stated that New 
Hampshire was in tlze "win" column, with a gain of four jobs. Notlzing could be furtlzer 
from tlze truth. New Hampshire will actually lose neau-ly 2000 jobs. 

DOD deviated from its obligation to judge the economic i n p c t  on the community alld 
instead chose the Portland-South Pollland-Biddeford, Mahe county-based inetropolitan 
statistical area as the Region of I~~fluence. This area accounts for oi11y 57 percent of the 
Shipyard's worlters. 

Of the three Maine counties included in the DOD analysis, only one, York, had a 
significant population of Shipyard worlters. 

Only one percent of Shipyard workers live in the other two Maine countics DOD 
iizcluded in its economic analysis. At the same time, DOD completcly ignored New 
Ha~iipshire -where 40 percent of civilian workers reside a d  where the Shipyard is o11c 
of the state's top 10 employers. 

DOD corzsidered the economic impact of the closing on communities 100 miles away, but 
ignored the impact on communities two miles fi-om the Shipyard's gates. That defies 
coinlnon sense, and ignores the charge to tlze DOD under the B M C  process. 

By spreadi~zg its amlysis over this large area i n  Maine, and excluding the effect on New 
I-Tainpshire, the Department of Defeizsc distorts and ~ninimizes the tl-ue economic impact. 

If we look at actual 2004 e~nploynient and payroll data 1Fi-om the Shipyard, Maine and 
New Hampshire together will lose more tban 5,000 direct jobs and nearly 12,000 total 
jobs - not the 9,166 jobs DOD predicts. 
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Lf the Shipyard closes, the tmemployment rate for nlany communities surrounding the 
Yard will more t l m  double. 

The loss of 12,000 jobs will be notl~ing less than a federally induced recession, one that 
our region and our workers would not recover from quickly. The highly specialized skills 
of these worlters are unmatched, but are not easily tratzskrable to other industries - evcil 
if there was an industry in New Hampshire and Maine that was capable of absorbing so 
many worlters. 

Even in the rosiest of scenarios, the Shipyard will not be converted to civilian use for a 
number of years, if at all, something DOL) also did not consider. 

DOD also does not consider the very real difference in the economic impact of closing a 
military base versus closing this Shipyard, where most jobs are civilian and most worlters 
are local. The Government Accountability Office, however, has looked at that difference 
from previous BRAC rounds. Those bases that enlploycd more than 3,000 civilians on 
average recovered only 43 percent of the jobs lost after an average of nearly 13 years. 

In addition to ignoring the job losses in New Hampshire, the DOD analysis is flawed 
becmse it looked only at jobs. In considering the ecoizomic impact, DOD did not look at 
the multiplier effect on tllc economy from the loss of so inany jobs, the loss of other 
business activity, the loss of tax revenue, the drop in real estate values, and the illcreased 
cost of unemployment benefits and social services. 

The econonlic impact model the DOD used is too simplistic for the purpose and 
inadequate for a true evaluation. It fails to recognize the fundamental differences between 
a shipyard and other types of military bases; it assumes that a region established solely 
for statistical purposes can adequately define the economic sphere of the Shipyard; and 
does not use ac t~~a l  data on purchases to model the Shipyard's spending in the region. 

By failing to even consider the job losses in New Hampshire, by neglecting to consider 
the f~mdamental difference between a shipyard and otl~er types of military base, by using 
inaccurate payroll data, and by failing to consides the numerous other economic costs of 
the Sliipyard's closure, t l ~e  Depart~nent of Defense substantially deviated from the 
requirement that it consider the economic impact of closure on a community. 

I respectfully ask you to consider this substantial deviation, along with the other 
information so ably presented by other members of the panel, in yom deliberations. 

Tha& you. 
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Sen. Judd Gregg 
Closing Statement on Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

July 6,2005 

ank you, Iadies and gentlemen. We appwiate your attendance and w 

appreciate that you focused on the facts. 

The Panel today has addressed the base closure criteria. We stuck to the 

issues and we stuck to the facts. We have shown, in what we believe to be 

an incontrovertible way, that the Navy substantially deviated h r n  criteria 

No. 1, No. 2, No. 3, No. 4, No. 5, No. 6, and No. 8. 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is not an air base. This is not an artillery range. 

This is a unique facility within the Defense industrial establishment. It is a 

facility where the work is to overhaul ships - specifically nuclear 

submarines. If it is closed, you cannot replicate it. If it is closed, the people 

who work there will not move - they are not transferable. They are not 

airmen. They are not artillery officers or soldiers. They are not support 

military. They are private citizens, and they will not move on. So when and 

if this base were ever closed, it would be lost forever. 

In this instance, this Commission has a much higher burden to deal with than 

in other instances because of the uniqueness of the facility. 

I will leave you with two charts. There were many good charts presenkd 

today pointing out substantial deviations, but 1 will leave you with two. 
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The first is the chart that Mr. Donnell showed, which reflects the fact that 

the Navy, if it closes Portsmouth, cannot put into the water the ships it needs 

to protect America because it will not have the drydock capability, to say 

nothing of the fact it will not have the expertise which is so unique to 

Portsmouth and which are so m h  stronger than in my  other shipyard. This 

speaks directly to criteria 1 ,2  and 3, which involve the ability of bases to 

support mission requirements and readiness. 

We know that if Portsmouth closes, ships will be in the water later, and they 

will cost more to get into the water. We, as a result, will be a Nation with 

less national degense in a crucial area - our submarine warfare capabilities. 

The second chart I show you illustrates the issue of cost. One of the key 

purposes of BRAC process was to save money for the American taxpayer. 

Criteria 4 and 5 are directly based on that; 6, 7, and 8 also involve cost. 

What we have established beyond any question is that closing Portsmouth 

does not save the taxpayer's money. Instead it costs the American taxpayer 

money. There are a lot of reasons for that, and they have been highlighted 

quite effectively here, but the most significant reason is this: this shipyard 

consistently puts boats back in the water ahead of schedule and under cost - 

dramatically under cost compared to other yards. The yards left to do this 

work will cost the Navy a great deal more, and as a result, the Navy cannot 

justify the closing of this yard on the basis ofcost. 

So regrettably, especially because we find ourselves here today, but 

regrettably, the Navy has erred substantially. They have made a colossal 

mistake. They have substantially deviated fi-om the criteria of military 
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value, of cost savings, and most importantly, if this base is closed, America 

and our national defense will be hndamentally harmed. 

Thank you very much for your attention. 
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