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TAB 1 SCENARIO IND-0063 (MX 1.1A) LOSING 

A CERTIFICATION STATEMENTS 
B INDUSTRIAL TEMPLATE 
C SCENARIO 
D WHITE PAPER (TACTICAL MISSILE) 
E QUESTIONS/W BACKUP 

AMCOOOl 
AMC0002 
AMCOO03 
AMC0004 
AMCOO05 
AMC0006 
AMC0007 
AMC0008 
AMCOO09 
AMCOOlO 
AMCOO1 1 

TAB 2 SCENARIO IND-0073 (MX 1.2A) GAINING 

F CERTIFICATION STATEMENT 
G INDUSTRIAL TEMPLATE 
H SCENARIO 
I QUESTIONS 

AMCOOOl 
AMC0002 
AMC0003 
AMC0004 
AMC0005 
AMC0006 
AMC0007 
AMCOO08 
AMC0009 
AMCOOlO 
AMCOO1 1 





J CERTIFICATION STATEMENTS 
K INDUSTRIAL TEMPLATE 
L SCENARIO 
M WHITE PAPER (TACTICAL MISSILE) 
N QUESTIONSW BACKUP 

AMCOOOl 
AMC0002 
AMC0003 
AMC0004 
AMCOO05 
AMC0006 
AMC0007 
AMC0008 
AMC0009 
AMCOOlO 
AMCOOll 

TAB 4 SCENARIO IND-0093 (MX 1.4A) LOSING 

0 CERTIFICATION STATEMENTS 
P INDUSTRIAL TEMPLATE 
Q SCENARIO 
R WHITE PAPER (TACTICAL MISSILE) 
S QUESTIONSJW BACKUP 

AMCOOOl 
AMC0002 
AMC0003 
AMC0004 
AMC0005 
AMC0006 
AMC0007 
AMCOOOS 
AMCOO09 
AMCOOlO 
AMCOOll 





SCENARIO 
IND-0063 

MX 1.1A 
LOSING 













MCLB MQANY (Average workbaa (Fv03/04/05} = 4.05 K O L ~ ) .  Based on 
the cerlied capecltv data. addltlonal cavatitv mov be reaulded tu I - - .  I aceommodate tne realigned warlrload. . 

Action 69 I Real?gn all depot mrrlntenanoe worfdosd and capacity for IhC commodity 
group STAF\TERSIALTERNATORSIGENLRATO~S t r k  RE 
DEPOT lo MCLB ALBANY GA (Average Workload 
DLW). flemd om the certified ~(113acRv date, eddltlonal ca~adilv may be 

7 . .  

r q i & d  to accommodate the &diq&d worklard. 
Amion 60 Realign all d4pot malntcnanbe workload and eapaoily for thd camm8diiy 

pmup TACTICAL MISSKES from RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT ko 
I LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT (Average W o r k l d  (PVOW~S) = 189.2 K 
) DLH) 

Aetion 61 Realign all depot maintensnce workload end Capadly for thh coml~odity 
gmup T ACTtCAL VEHICLES from REJ3 RlVeR ARMY DEPOT to 
TWYHANNA ARMY DEPQT (Avsrnge Workload (PYOWW5 =. 68.67 K 
OLH) 

i 
Actfan 62 ' Rtu\llgn all depot mlntenance work?oad and capaclty for the wmmodlty 

LEITEAKENNY ARMY DEPOT (Avuaga WorMoed 





%IMPORTANT NOTE: Where appropriate, provide analysis of cost besed on 
e ~ t ~ ~  of mission transferrtng tdrom your site rather than deialled coets 
for each functionel area within the rnlssion. 
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jleted, these data are sensitive (FOLIO), but unclassified; transmit on a need-to-know basis o& by disk, herd-copy, or fax. 
[umber: IND-0083 

ame: MX 1.1A 
d o n :  47,48,49,50, 51,52,53,54,55,56,57,58,59,60,81,82 
5tatus: AMCSO Final 

jacilhization Projects and Costs: 
By FY, list facilitization projects and projected costs required at the gaining site as a result of the assumption of the industrial workload described in 

on: This question attempts to identify the projects and the costs that would be associated with realigning industrial missions to new locations. This 
~ th  MCA and below-MCA threshold projects. All facilitization projects will commence in FY 07 and be concluded NLT the end of FY 08. It includes 
trades which would be funded directly by the government and required in order to assume the mission, e.g., power, water, and sewage. It includes 
ion upgrades. such as rail and road, required in order to accomplish the assumed industrial mission, e.g., increased embarkation and debarkation 
t does not include transportation infrastructure such as intersection upgrades and additional parking, utilities upgrades, or force protection measures 1 result solely from the projection of an increased workforce. It does not indude the installation of equipment, including clean rooms. It does not 
jected rate increase offsets if these upgrades would be provided by a private entity. All facilitization projects will commence in FY 07 and be 
NLT the end of FY 08. 

. We are the losing site in all of the noted Actions so this question is NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 
I 
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pa appmpd~te infometion in the following table. 
8 

Column 

on Prolects 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

/N/A 

TOTAL 

7 
Comments 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

1 I 2 I 3 I 4 1 5 1  6 
Projected Costs in Scenario Years 1 through 6 

FY08 FYO7 FY09 FY08 FYI0 FYI1 



ative Comments: Red River is the losing organization in all of the actions in this scenario. Therefore, we are not required to  respond to  thks 
ally. It is however incumberit on us to identify my issues and concerns to ensure that the decision makers have complete and relevant 
n to  make informed decisions. If the gaining organizations treat the categories of workload in this scenario as they appear on the surface a 
IS amount of cost will go undetected. For actions 48, 53, & 54 identified to realign to Anniston and for actions 60 and 62 identified to realign 
nny there is a considerable amount of specialized equipment that they will be unable to identify and therefore will not be able to account 
radley, MLRS, and Patriot have a large amount of dedicated equipment specific to each respective system. It will be necessary to replicate 
of square feet to  house this specialized equipment that the gaining installation will not be able to identify. If the ongoing assessment 
hat actual workload (processes and functions) by category to be transferred is the same as the proposed gaining 

IS workload, (which it is not) then we will reach an inaccurate conclusion. Action 54 alone is a strong point in fact. Action 54 directs 
i t  of the commodity Fabrication and Manufacturing to Anniston. This action doesn't identify that the Rubber Products operations and 
embedded in this block of DLHs. Facilitization, by necessity, would be a foot for foot project to support that mission moving to another 
I. There is approximately 4'10,000 SF unique to that operation, equipment resident currently only at RRAD and extensive environmental 
uirements to be met, which in the current scenario construct are not visible to the proposed gaining installation. Without identifying the 
pecifically by system and processes we are asking the recipient of the action to  just make an uninformed submission. Since the systems 
zr are unique to Red River and have never been assigned elsewhere, there are no technical experts in this process, except at this site. 
vould probably require a dedicated facility because of operational explosive limits, QD arcs, security requirements and the recertification fac 

;tics required for operations. We submit the attached white paper to further outline the issues for this particular mission. I 

1 
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pleted, these data are sensitive (FOUO), but unclassified; transmit on a need-to-know basis o& by disk, hard-copy, or fax. 
Uumber: IND-0063 
Uame: MX 1 .lA 
Mion: 47,48,49,50,51,Q2,53,Q4,55,56,57,58,58,60,61,62 
Status: AMCSO Final 

Equipment Costs: 
By FY, list major equipment directly associated with the Industrial mission described in the action and the projected costs to disassemble and pack 

rmble that equipment. 
b: 

iion: This question attempts to identify equipment and associated moving and installation costs that would be associated with realigning industrial mi 
ations. This should be limited to the equipment which is essential to assume the industrial mission. In the case of ammunition production facilities, tt 
~de the cost to buy new and also install equipment dire* associated with the product line being gamed. Depot maintenance activities are not requi 
s question. All equipment shipping will commence in FY 07 if minor or no facilitization projects are required at the gaining site, and in PI 08 if the 
Ices dictate otherwise. In all cases equipment transfers wil be concluded NLT the end of FY 09. 

-mail dated Dec. 9,2004. 
: Guidance was that Depot's do not answer this question. See Other Narrative Comments. 

I I I I I I I 
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the appropate IntDmaUon in the fdlowing table. 
Column 

~ipment To Be "Moved" 

TOTAL 

7 

Comments 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

I I 2 I 3 1 4 1  5 I 6 

FYOB 
Projected 

FY07 
Costs in Scenario 

FY08 
Years 1 through 6 

FY09 FYI0 

1 

FYI1 



:. This action has been studied, re-studied, evaluated and in every instance, it has been determined that this mission has remain at Red F 
nent is fairly old and has been modified and updated in place. Even though this equipment is generally reliable, moving electronic test 
: of this nature to another site successfully and in time to not impact US. and FMS missile readiness is not attainable. Depreciation, it aF 
2ated as a wash, when in fact i t  has a direct impact on the cost of the product that is being charged to the customer. The move, set up, 
and certification of the equipment will be a cost that will have to be charged to the programs and will increase the gaining organizations 

t scope of the transferred man-hours to defer those costs. Probably not considered a cost of BRAC but it is a real cost to the Army and t 

I I 1 
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ative Comments: Guidance dated Dec. 9,2004 was that Depot's do not answer this question. Depot maintenance activities are not requi~ 
s question. We understand this guidance is predicated on an equation that evolves around either acquisition cost or replacement cost. 
entifying the specific essential equipment associated with each block of workload there is nothing to base an assessment on for facilitiz, 
 el workstations that support the capacity and capability analysis for the receiving activity. In every case, there is unique equipment ass 
ocesses necessary to support specific requirements of the various systems (i.e. engines, transmissions, front end alignment, armament 
Ids, fluidized bed, turret alignment, automated test equipment, missile recertification, etc.) Much of that equipment is contractor suppor 
es special disassembly, transportation, site preparation, installation and calibration. Site preparation alone just to support the unique 
will run into the millions of dollars. In the case of action 62, Tactical Missiles to Letterkenny, this is the Patriot and HAWK missile 

1 
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lumber: IND9063 

1 

lame: MX 1.1A 
&Ion: 47,48,49, 5 0 ~ 5 1 , 5 2 ~ 5 3 ~ 5 4 ~ 5 5 ~ 5 6 , 5 7 ~ 5 8 ~  59,60,61,62 
;tatus: AMCSO Final 

4mmunition Transportation Costs: I I I 1 1 I 1 1 
By FY, list short tons of ammunition to be shipped and the cost to ship by ton from the losing site to the gaining site described in the action. 
: The Red River internal Working Group 

ion: This question attempts to identify the weight (ST) quantities and costs to move ammunition result from a decision to realign industrial missions to r 
4ssumptions to be used to calculate the tonnage to be shipped are: 1. Losing sites will fill requirements and be drawn down in place prior to filling 
ts from other sites (ship 1st ); 2. No further receipts will be issued to losing sites; 3. Demilitarization will continue at both losing and gaining sites at the 
d (funded) rate. Shipping will commence in 2008 and be concluded NLT the end of FY 10. Any facilitization required at the gaining site as a result of tl 
nsfer will be captured in question #S0021. 

he Red River Internal Working Group 
Ammunition was not a part of any of the actions to disestablish Red River. This scenario addressed the Industrial base only. See Other Narr, 
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'he approprafs information in the following table. 1 
Column 

>n Designation 

TOTAL 

1 
Shipping 
Cost I ST 

8 

Comments 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N1A 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NJA 
N/A 

2 l 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7  
Short Tons to 

FYO6 I FY07 

I 
I 

be Shipped 
FY08 

in Scenario 
FY09 

Years 1 thm 6 
FYI0 FYI1 



ative Comments: There are no actions for Red River in this scenario for Ammunition. Sitting at the bottom looking up, there is a deep conce 
sessment for Red River willlwon't integrate all of those that reside on the industrial complex. Being a special installation under AMC carries 
?rks and penalties in the way we account for doing business. In this Scenario, Action 60 realigns Tactical Missiles to Letterkenney. If this ac 
?om a simple face value process the fact that all of the missiles are stored here at Red River in the Red River Munitions Center will never gel 
nd will not get factored into the cost associated with the realignment. Not only that, i t  would have a devastating effect on the operations and 
omer during and after BRAC. Someone would have to pay to  fix that issue. 
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deted, these data are sensitive (FOUO), but unclassified; transmit on a need-to-know besis onlv by disk, hard-copy, or fsx. 
lumber: IND-0063 
lame: MX 1.1A 
iction: 47,48,49,50,51,52,53,54,55,56,57,58,59,60, 61,62 
Status: AMCSO Final 
'raining Costs: 
By FY, describe and list the training costs required in order to prepare the workforce at the gaining site to assume the new industrial mission described 

:ion: This question attempts to identify all employee training that would be required to support a decision to realign industrial missions to new locations. 
include TDY for personnel from the gaining site to the losing site and vice versa. Presume 75% of the direct labor currently performing the mission at t l  
xate to the gaining site. Do not include costs related to First Article Testing (FAT). In all cases assume training will commence in FY 07 and be compl 

We are the losing site in all of the noted Actions so this question is NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 
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I - . m L ' . p r - I I I m  

I 

TOTALI I 
1 

I 

1 NIA 
~NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

I NIA 
1 



ative Comments: Red River is not required to identify training since we are the losing site. The guidance in the Industrial Template requires 
e to make an assumption that 75% of the personnel will realign with the mission. Under that assumption, we calculate that approximately 95 
odd relocate to the various sites identified in the scenario (1615 X 2,055,860 X .75 = 955). A review of the history does not support that assur 
distic assumption would be in the 5-10% range, which would further erode the transfer of corporate knowledge on each specific category of 1 

at equipment will be transferring during the years that are required to program training and that is a necessary piece of the training, espec:ia 
my unique pieces of equipment. The reality of the matter is that the training base will erode once the action becomes law and the quality o f t  
iuspect. In the case of action 68 this could be devastating to that mission. It takes in excess of 3 years to fully train the certification technic 
n level. Command and control is a stroke of a pen and may have its merits; however, moving this entire operation 
pport the long term sustainment nor the near term readiness of this weapon system. 
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leted, these data ere sensitive (KJUO), but unclassified; transmit on a need-to-know basis o& by disk, hard-copy, or fax. 
umber: IND-0063 

ztion: 47,48,49,50,51,52,53,54,55,56,57,58,59,60,61,62 
tatus: A.MCSO Final 

' Projects and Costs: 
)y FY, list the IT projects and costs required in order to assume the new mission described in the action. 

m: This question attempts to identify all IT projects and costs that would be involved as a resutt of a decision to realign industrial missions to new locat 
I include extending and modernizing IT infrastructure on the base for those requirements directly attributable to the new Industrial mission, e.g., CADlC, 
i management, technical drawings, and manuals. These may also include IT infrastructure requirements based on a per capita increase in base perso 
~ r k  station equipment which is not directly required to accomplish the Industrial mission. The timeline will equate to Facilitization projects and Equipme 

Me aretlie losing site in  all o f  the noted Actions so this question Is NIA t o  us. See Other Narrative Comments. 
1 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

?e apprquiate hformation in Vle fobwing table. 
Column 

I I I I f I I NIA 

1 

1 

2 

I . .. . 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

4 

1 

I I I I I I 
ltive Comments: Red River being the losing site in all o f  the actions identified for this scenario has no input. The Services (Army especially) 
ng the technical data for life cycle support of  many of  their systems. Understandably, the PMs and PEOs are trying to squeeze as much harl 
dollars. This creates an issue down the road for the industrial base. We have encountered this on many systems in recent times as recent : 
m t  of the RECAP program for the HEMTT. 

Projected Costs in Scenario Years 1 through 6 
FYO6 I FYO? I FY08 1 FY09 I F Y I 0  I F Y I 1  

I 

1 

I 
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3 
Cornn 

I 

I NIA 
NIA 

I 

4 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

5 

I 

6 1 







erative Document -- For Discussion Pur~oses Onlv -- Do Not Release Under FOlA I 1 1 I 1 
>let&, these data are sensitive (FOUO), buf unclassi15ed; transmit on a need-to-know basis on/Y by disk, hard-copy, or fax. 
lumber: 1ND-0063 
lame: MX 1.lA 
rction: 47, 48,49, 50,51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61,62 
Status: AMCSO Final 
Contract Termination Costs: 
By FY, list all contracts of amounts in excess of $ lM  with beginning and end dates which are performed at the site in direct support of the indusl 
n the action. 

: The Red River Internal Working Group 
ion: This question attempts to identify all contracts that would need to be terminated, moved, or comp[eted and awarded at a new site that would result 
realign industrial missions to new locations. Provide a contract termination estimate for any contract which concludes after FY 09 that would include st 
ude any BASOPS-related contracts or support contracts not directly related to industrial workload described in the action. 

lministrative Workload spreadsheet, Ditector of Contracting 
Only those contracts breaking $1M are listed. There will be no termination cost because Red River wil l manage out year contracts t o  ensure 

at time of workload transfer execution. See Other Narrative Comments. 
I I I I I I I I 

the appmpriate information in the foll~wing table. 

rs Keppel Technology, Inc. 
ear 
ear 
orporation 
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Column 

& 62 
Vheel International 
nson Industries 

Williams 

1 

Total Funded 
Amount(>$lM) 

2 1 3  
Dates 

$6,100,000.00 
$4,300,000.00 
$2,000,000.00 
$2,500,000.00 

Start 

I I I I I I I I I I 

$30,300,000.00 
$128oO,~.oo 

$8,100,000.00 

Com End 

I I 
4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 8 1  7 
Projected Termination Costs in Scenario Years I through 6 

Sep-03 
Feb-04 
Aug-04 
May44 

Nheei and Forged Products ' $9,600,000.00 

FY06 

May-04 
Techno Incorporated 

Dec-04 

Maya‘, 

Sep-04 

Mar45 
Dec-04 
Mar45 
May-06 

$1,800,000.00 
May46 

Dec-06 

Ma,,45 

May-05 

FY07 

Roadwheels 
~ep-041 Sep-05 

I 

FY08 FYW 

Track block I 

Rubber  den^ 
Long bushin 
Shoulder Pir 
Nuts 

1 

I 1 

HEMTT Whh 
HMMWV wh 
assy 
HMMWV pol 

FYI0 FYI1 



TOTALI I I I I I I I 1 I 

ative Comments: There are many various and recurring contracts that supports production which do not breach the > $1 M threshold. There 
acts that carry a termination cost at this time. Red River would manage contracts in the future to ensure that situation would not exist. Red I 
rio in all actions identified above is the losing site. The issue would be if  there are support contracts in place on work to be transferred whe! 
source tlhat may or may not breach the $1M. Not much of an issue, but in the case of rubber production, the QPL on much of the required pr 
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.... ~ .... . 

Ion: 47,48,49,60,61,63,54,65,56,57,68,69,60,61,62 
tus: AMCSO Final 

I 

~t Avoidances: 
FY, for the Industrial rnisslon described in the action, for t h e m  site, list the following: 1. Approved and budgeted MCApmjects; 2. Approved and budgeted Capital Improvement Projects (CIP 
~tilized Plant Capacity (UPC) s 

fed. these data em sensitive IFOUOI. bot unclassified: tfmtraif on a need-hknow basis onlv bv disk. herdco~v. or fax. 

he Red River Internal Working Oroup 
: This question attempts to klentifythe magnitude ofthe effects on a losing site, which would result from a decision to reallgn industriasl missions to a new location. 

P, Internal CIP records, Resource Mangement 
dividual CIP and MCA Projects support many categories of workload they are not pro raed but shown in its entire scope. See Other Narrative Comments. 

I I I I 

8 appmpn'ale infa-metion in the following table. 
column 

rsion Projects 

Projects 
NE THROUGH BLAST BAY 
lMrrACTlCAL VEHICLEIDRIVE THROUGH 
H COMPONANT PARTS 
LEANING SYSTEM 
EM UPGRADE 

,49,60,61,63,55,66,57,68,59,61,62 
Additional Projects 

ine Test Cells 

,49,60,61,63,56,66,57,68,69,61,62 
Additional Projects 

mtor Test Stand 

;last -Road Wheels 1 I 1 1 I I I 

1 
Category 
(MC4 CP, 

or UP0 

I 
~CIP 

Additional Projects 

I I 

CIP I $n,sospoo.w 
Additional Projects 1 

OF 
I 

CIP 

CIP 

t I I I I I 

$598,OM).00 

$~75,000.00 

Projects 
em Systems Sustainment Center 
cilitv 
Shop (Body Repair) 
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8 

Commmb 

1 
2 I 3 I 4 I s I 6 7 

Projected Costs In Scenario Years 1 through 6 

- 

$1 55,500.00 

I I I 

UPC 
UPC 

1 

1 

FYO6 

1 

Ap~ears in MOB Ni 

$209,000.00 
$49,000.00 

FY07 FY08 

$157,00(3.00 
$37,000.00 

FYI1 FY09 

$148,000.00 
$35,000.00 

FYI 0 

$f51,W0.00 
$35.000.00 

$154,000.00 
$36,000.00 

!actions 
$38,000.001 
$9,0oo.od 



ve Comments: I t  is felt that the cost associated with this question can be identified as a cost avoMame but that is not necessarily so. Much of the equipment that are receiving cap 
B will transfer and will require upgrade regardless of where the work is performed. Not all CIP and MCA projects can be classified as cost avoidances and to categorically assume 
of the CIP's are upgrades to existing unique required equipment and are necessary regardless of where the work is performed. Each must be examined on a case-bycase basis t 
question f,or this scenario does not ask us to differentiate. Even though in this scenario it directs that we disestablish the Industrial Mission it remains silent on all other tenants a 
ition. If a project supports anything out side the industrial mission it i s  not included or identified in this scenario. For every cost avoidance that we are trying to identify, on the rev1 
e many "costs incurred" that have not been identified. An example would be the centralized boiler that directly supports the industrial complex. 
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sled, these data are sensitive (FOUO), but unclassified; transmit on a need-to-know basis & by dlsk, had-copy, or fax. 
mber: IND-0063 
me: MX 1.lA . . . - . . . . - . . . . . . 

tion: 47,48,49,60,61,52,63,64,56,66,67,6B, 68,60,61,62 
atus: AMCSO Final 
vironmental Costs: 
st any requirements related to permitshvavers/restrictions to assume the Industrial mtssion described In the action at the ga&&g site. 

The Red River Internal Working Group 
n: This question attempts to gather information about the cost of environmental actions that would be required as a result from a decision to realign industrial missions to new locatio 
dimate of the cost to complytobtain. List any requirements related to decommissioning at the losing site and pmvlde an estimate of the cost to comply. Assume any 
rsJrestrictions must be obtained by end FY 08. Assume decommissioning must be complete NLT end FY 11. 

tC Internal Workina Groua-Closure Plans -NEPA Documents-Historical Files 
lentified cost to decommission entire industrial base and take to a caretaker level. See Other Narrative Comments. 
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ive Comments: Cost are to a level to prevent health and safety vlolf ion and to prepare facilities to a caretaker level. This is a level above caretaker and remediation. 
!n down to  task within each action if necessary. See Ust below. Backup is available. We have been asked in this scenario to figure the cost of decommissioning the 
e. We view this as the level required ensuring there are no hazards to health or safety and it is a level above remediation. We have done that to the best of our abilil 
le allowed. However, we knocked the top off and made very sound assumptions. Also, during this period (even though we were not asked) we took the opportunity 
link the environmental cost would be for a gaining installation. I will submit this cost as a consideration and a possible crosswalk for those responsible for develop1 
)timate IS irpproxlmately $23.8M and is outlined in the attached spreadsheet for the gaining site and approximately Sll.3M for decommissioning at this site. 

iental L ~ s t  Actions to Achieve Minimal Caretaker Status 
Disposal 

ns. In parts vats at Lines 
: Med~a all iocation of DICs 
2 Dispose (Oil Water Seperators 
: Booth Filtsr,coating, paper 
:ans, Oil Cry, Rags, etc 

I I I I I I I 

s t e  Haz-Storage Bldg. 479 

n Hazardous Areas and Begin Closer Process IAW RCRA Permit 
I 

lose Chem Vats 345,319 493 

mitted Haz-Storage Unit 
rnitted Haz-Storage Unit 
rnitted Haz-Storage Unit 
red Boiler Plant 
itaminated With Heavy Metals 
493 

1 

ts cleaning area under vats 

.ea under parts cleaning vats 
lo POL rnater cells and drainage 
tery Shop Acid stora~ehse 

iberatlve Dcmrnent - For Discussion Purposes Only -- Do Not Release Under FOlA P 







ame: MX 1.1A 
ctlon: 47,48,49, 50, 51,52, 53,54,55,56, 57, 58,59,60,61,62 
tatus: AMCSO Final 
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.ayaway Costs: 
:or the Industrial mission described in the action at the losing site, provide a listing of actions required and the related costs to place the vacated industrial space into a 

I 

hkef  layaway status. 
The Red Rlver Internal Worklng Group 
MI: This question attempts to identify the actions and costs associated with placing any site into a minimal caretaker layaway status as the result of decisions to realign 

deted, these dafa are sensitive (FOUO), but unclassifiee transmit on a need-to-know basis by disk, har&copy, or fax. 
umber: INDO063 

issions to a new location. These costs could include removing POL, corrosives, and chemicals from machinery; holdinglstorage pits and areas; draining pipes, and 
bcilies. They would not include the costs of any environmental remediation. This question does not apply to munitions storage activity. Assume layaway will 
in FY 09 and be complete NLT end FY 11. 

Xi-Engineering Performance Standards, Real Propertq Records, and IFS-M estimatin~ standards. 
Use of analytical calcuktlons are based on RPM expertise, knowledge, and oplnon to meet the needs tor a mlnlmal layaway status and maintenance of 
nlssion commodlties groups at RRAD In anticlpatlon of future occupation. A consdldated generic punch Ust was used n order b cover the widest 
mge. See Other Narrative Comments. 

I I I I I I I 
atlve Comments: Cost has been prorated among the actions. There are mutiple oategorles of work perlonned In most hcllltles. Prora'ated cost across 
,ulldlng and actlon. We have figured the cost of layaway for each action. This was done by looking at the current workload in each facility and cross 
the action required by this scenario. We used the composite labor rate constant FY05 dollars for our DPW personnel. Caretaker was prorated by action 
scenario since several commodities are worked in many of the same buildings across the industrial complex. The drum-roll cost across FYO9-FYI 1 is 
tely $2.9M as outlined by task and computatlon in the workbook. Detailed backup available. 

fm appmprlate Informaflon In the fdkrwlng table. 
Column 

Achleve Mlnlmal Caretaker Status 
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1 2 3 

Comments 

All Actlons: See attached 
worksheets for breakout of 
cost by FY09, 10, 11 and 
task. 

Rubber Prods Fac 

Projected Costs in Scenario Years I through 6 

FY06 

4 

FY07 

5 

FY08 

6 7 

FY09 
$6.377.54 

$251,445.04 
550,20533 
536,94339 
$7,579.10 
$3,690.17 

5122,420.46 
$150,119.05 

FYI0 
$6,377.54 

$251,445.04 
$50,205.33 

FYI1 
$6,377.54 

$251,445.04 
$50,20533 

536,943.39 
$7,579.10 
$3,680.17 

$122,420.46 
5150,119.05 

536,94333 
$7,579.10 
$3,690.17 

$122,420.46 
$150,119.0!5,lnds 



S o h 0  Number: IN- &marlo Nnmw W 1.1A &an& M o n :  
COMMONDIW GROUP: OVT YEAR LAYAWAY COST (FY 09) 

DUSTRIAL WASTE I $01 Sol $01 $01 sol sol sol so 1 sol sol sol $01 so I $01 $01 s( 
FLUSH LINESSEAL 

rm w e s  1 $01 Sol $01 sol sol to1 $01 $01 $01 sot Sol sol Sol Sol Sol $( 
SHUT OFFISEAL ] 

BTER 
KILUDISSYVMMG 

CEWER VALVES TO D W N  (wlo Slap a 
Waste) FLUSH LINES DRY 

TAPUSEM TO PREVENT AIR FLOW 

EWER 
DISCOFPIECTIFLW LINES 

,INS flake up wmodor lk ad). W S ,  
ETC. 

I 
I\TL BAS $01 $01 $01 $01 sol $01 $01 so1 SO I 001 WI MI $01 $01 $01 SI 

TCC OFF @ W N  8 SEAL] 

L E ~ ~ E  

$01 $01 $01 $01 $01 MI 901 sol $01 $01 sot $01 $01 $01 $01 $1 

$01 t o t  $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 MI $01 MI $01 sol t o t  H 

I 
P E W  CONTROL wiz1 $24,1%1 $4,8181 $ 3 . 5 ~  ~1271 s354t s11.7~01 SI~AO~II t r ze l  $1,4rsl $381 cx'ol seal $s.tajl $4.n41 $18,0u 
TWO MONTHS TREAT SECURE  CRAW^ 

DISCONNECT, LOCK OWCTAQ OUT 
DOCUMENT 

47 
$0 

54 
so 

I 

% 

SECURE (Pad bck. board up. etc.) 

- OROUIIDS MNTEWCE 

48 SS 
so 

67 
M 

$4841 918,074l 63.8081 $2,8021 $5751 $2801 $0.2881 SII.WI ~ 1 0 1 1  ~1.1641 $301 $1581 $471 $7.3371 $3.3381 ~ 1 4 . n '  

W E [  334,2641 $6,8381 $5,0331 $1.0321 SSOJ! St6.6771 $20,4501 $1821 $ 2 . ~ 1 1  $54 I SiM1 $841 $13,1761 $5.e~sl $ 2 5 . ~  

SPACES 
25% C O M h h l a ~ l B S  
M8R rddodto wolthu & dgterlmllon. 
TOThL COST 

69 
$0 

511 
$0 

58 
$0 

$1,2781 SH1.3801 SIO.0611 17,4041 $1,5191 $7401 $24.5331 S30.0841 $2871 S3.078I ~ W I  $4171 $1241 $18,3831 0.8191 S37.58; 

S6,378l 1251,4451 950.2C51 $38.9431 $7,5701 $3,6901 S122.4201 $150.1191 H.3341 S96,JMI $3071 $2.0831 $=I S98.7lOl $44,0071 $187,801 

4S 
W l  $0 

60 
$0 

60 
so 

81 
So 

51 82 
$0 

52 53 
t o  - SO 







6csnarb Numbwr: I- ScUmiO Nom8: MX 1.1A S c ~ t w i a  Aetlon: 
COMlOWDlW GROUP: OVT Y U R  LAYAWAY COS? (FY 10) 

mTL QAS I $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 SO1 $01 $0 I $01 $01 $0 1 $0) $01 S 001 
TOP OFF Q M N  1 SEAL] 

IATER 
KILUDISSY VALVES 

ILEEDER VALVES TO DRAIN (Uo Stop B 
Waste) FLUSH LINES DRY 

TAPE/SEAl TO PREVEMAIR FLOW 

;WR 
DISCONNECTtUUSH LINES. 

LECTRIC 

so I $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 rot  $01 MI $01 $01 $01 $01 e 

$01 sot $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 roi $01 $01 $01 SOI P 

!AWAY OOST I S8.3781 $251.4451 $50.205~ $38,8431 $7.578) $3,0W1 S122.4201 S150.11B1 S1.3UI $15,3501 $3871 $2,0831 S ~ I  $86.7101 944 .~71  $187,6t 

DISCONNECT, LOCK OUTITAO O W  
mUMENT 

47 
SO 

48 
I 0  

15% CONTWODlClES 
m M8R rdatrd to wealher 6 dddaa(lon. 
lOTAL COST 

IHUMIDRY CONTROL 

-FIRE PROTECTION 

$01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 501 $01 $01 $01 S 

$Ot $01 SO1 $01 $01 $01 SO1 SO 1 $01 $01 501 $01 $01 $01 $01 S 

s i . u s ~  s4a.4ss1 ss.er71 ~7.1211 w.4er1 s71r1 m . 5 ~ 1  n e s s 1  $2571 $Z.OMI 5781 $4021 SIZOI a1e.srz1 r s . ~ ~  ne.16 

3 1358 $53 5 5 $10 687 $7884 1 813 1321 S20.5881 IB.368I f30,W 

40 
SO 

i - BURDIN5 WPECTION ~ 4 8 1  $ 2 1 . ~ f  $4.3141 $3.1741 $8511 $3171 $10.518f Sl2,BBBI $t i31 $l.319( $341 11791 $531 U).310l $3.7811 S16,ii 
(INCL Roof 8 CoMa(8) 

50 
SO 

51 
SO 

$2 
$0 

53 
@. 

84 
$0 

M 
SO 

82 
$1  

55 
SO 

56 
$0 

57 
SO 

58 
$0 

59 
SO 

SO 
SO 



LEEDER VALVES TO DRAIN ( d o  Slop 
Wilds) FLUSH L W S  DR 

TAPUSUL TO P R E V W  AIR 

EWER I $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 rot SOL $01 $01 $01 $01 sol $01 $01 $01 $0 
DISCONNECTIFLU6H LINES1 

I 
4 M  GAS SO 1 $01 101 101 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $0 

TOP OFF 0 M4W & SEAL1 

dW (Taka up tor-s 6 sad), TRAPS. 
ETC. 

DUITRUL WASTE 
FLUSH LINESSEAL 

$01 $01 101 sol ral $01 $01 $01 S ~ I  $01 $01 $01 sot so I $01 $0 

I 
PEST CONTROL I $8121 $24.1~1 $4,8181 83.5461 $ n 7 l  $3541 $1?,7501 $14,4081 $1281 $1,4731 $381 $ m 1  wl r e , m l  s.c.n4l sre,oo7 
MK) MONMS TREAT SECURE CRAWU 

c o ~ s ~ w m c r e a  
MBR relaled to !mahf & d&uimuon. 

JTAL COST 

HU1WIIY CONTROL 

$01 wl wl so1 sol $01 sol t o  I sol sol $ 01 $01 sol $01 so1 so 

$01 rOl $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $91 $01 SO 

Sl.2ZBl $48,4651 $9.8771 17.1211 $1,4811 $7111 $23.6861 $28,9551 $2671 $2.9581 $781 ~41321 Sltcrl S18,(U21 SL4821 $3B,l81 
1 

,LIRE PROTECTION Sl.358I $53.5261 SiO,bl7I $7,8841 $1.8131 $ 7 ~  $28.0801 $31.9961 $2841 ~ 3 . 2 ~  WI $4431 r m ~  rm.sael ~a.3se1 t ~ e , e m  
I . BULMNG ltUPECTK)N 15481 12t.6041 $4,3141 $3.1741 $851 l $3171 SlO.51BI $12.8881 $1151 s l , ~ l e f  $341 $1781 $631 $8,3101 $3,7811 S18,HO 

W L  Roo1 8 CMtmL) I 
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lumber: IND-0063 
lame: MX 1.1A 

;tatus: AMCSO Final 
Movement of Non-Vehicle Mission Equipment 

For the Industrial mission described in the action at the losing site, provide the tonnage of Non-Vehicle Mission Equipment to be moved. 

: The Red River Internal Working Group 
ion: This question attempts to identify the total weight in tons (2,000 poundslton) of mission equipment moving from one base to another. Mission eqi 
all of the equipment on the unit's Table of Equipment less vehicles. The tonnage of common equipment used on more than one action should be proral 
id hours relocated. Provide a complete answer row for each action listed in the scenario description as it applies to your activity. Enter additional rows 

ternal DatabaseDPASS 
All equipment > $2,500 Acquisition cost, prorated gross weight of  all equipment across the transferring workload for all commodities excep' 
d manufacturing and fabrication which includes rubber products. The total of  ail commodities Is more accurate for totai transferring q u i p m  
rted commodity segment. 

NIA (no Equipment for this action) 
16.87 
17.85 
0.24 
4.38 
0.08 
0.30 
0.24 

I 
the appropriate information in the following table. 

Column 

I I 

1 
Losing Activity: XXXX 
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- I _ -  - - - - - m m  

TOTAL 

21.92 

190.88 



ative Comments: Because of the very limited time available to respond to thls question a sort was done on Industrial Equipment that Is valu 
In $2,500.00 appears in thls response. Red River does not maintain a database that has total weight of equlpment embedded In it. Therfore, t 
e based on many factors and ultimately the subject matter experts working experience with managlng the equlpment program for Red River. 
) apparently does not manage equipment like the rest of the Services. We are AWCF installation and we have a blanket Table of Equipment fc 
rliation. If we buy it for industrial operations it is eiiglble for the tabie of Equipment allowance. Whether we add It to the TOE is dependent on 
>f factors. Such as; does It have a good NSN or do we assign a local MSN , is it a controlled item, etc. We looked across three major catego1 
Tactical Vehicles, Tactical Missiles and Rubber Products to do this analyses. All commodkies fall wlthin those three categories. 
e equlpment is broken down at the installation and the way questions are asked leaves a certain amount of local discrdion as to what Is or t 
ment and what is determined to be support equipment. 
wel equlpment can be consdered as TOE under the blanket TOE concept. 
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leted, these date en, sensitive (FOUO), but unclassified; transmit on a need-to-know basis by disk, hard-copy, or fax. 
~mber: IND-0063 

tatus: AMCSO Final 
Movement of Support Equipment 

:or the industrial mission described in the action at the losing site, provide the tonnage of Support Equipment to be moved. 

The Red Rlvw Internal Worklng Group 
m: This question attempts to identify the total weight in tons (2,000 poundstton) of Mission Support squipment moving from one base to another. Mission Support equi~ 
lipment not included in mission equipment or vehicles that are required by the unit to perform its mission. (Albwed entries 0 to 99,999 tons). The tonnage of common e( 
n one action should be prorated based on the workload hours relocated. Provide a complete answer row for each action listed in the scenario description as it applies to 
ma1 rows as necessary. 

emal Database--DPASS 
LUI equlpment > $2,500 Acqulsltion cost, prorated gross welght of all equipment across the transferring workload for all commodltles except tatcticel mlssik 
ring and fabrication whbh Includes rubber products. The total of all commodltles Is more accurate for total transferring equlpment than for each prorated cc 

I I 
TOTAL n~ .a I 

, 
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he eppmprlete lnlomtkm in the lollowhg table. 
Column I 

Losing Activity: X M X  



lave Comments: Because of the very llmlted tlme available to respond to this question a sort was done on lndustrlal Equlpment that Is valued at greater thal 
Ylls response. Red Rhrer does not malntaln a database that has total wclght of qulpment embedded In It T h e m  thls data Is an estlmate based on many 
he subject matter experts worklng experience wltb managlng the qulpment program for Red Rlver. The Army (Red Rlver) apparently does not manage equ 
Services. We are AWCF lnstallatlon and we have a blanket Table of Equlpment for the enttre Installation. If we buy It for Industrial operations It Is ellglble for 
allowance. Whether we add It to the TOE Is dependent on a multitude of factors. Such as; does It have a good NSN or do we asslgn a local MSN, Is It a con1 
ked across three major categories of Combat 8 TactlcaI Vehicles, TactIcal Mlsslles and Rubber Products to do thls analyses. All commodMes fall wlthln tho 

c equlpment Is broken down at the lnstallatlon and the way questions are asked kaves a certaln amount of local discretion as to what is or becomes 
Rent and what Is determined to be support equlpment 
vet qulpment can be consdered as TOE under the blanket TOE concept 

liberative Document - For D i i o n  Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOlA 





SCENARIO 
IND-0073 

MX 1.2A 
GAINING 





JCSG 1 lnduetrfsl 
OSD 1 I 
Number I 
Wenulo 1 MX 1 . 2 ~  

Scenario Extract: 

Realign 1 depot m a t n t ~ n c e  workload and capabllsty for the commodity  group^ Aimraft 
Orher Companmt~, AIrcrpft Rotary, Amphibious Vehicles, Armernant and Struclural 

FbMgn all ~mt meintenenem workload and capability tor the c m m o d ~ y  gmup -mat & w 

Amnaf. Thls aesnarlo Is based on using workload and eapandect amdmtm crg.csry nith 





JAdlon 4 Realign all depot halntcnance workload and capdClty lor the commodity 
ofaup ARMAMENT AND STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS from MCLB 
BARST OW CA to RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT fAveraee Workload r 

Realign all depot malnlanance worktoed and cepaoity for 
group ENOINESflRANSMlSSIONS fmm MCLB BARSTOW CA 10 RED RIVER - . ~- I ARMY DEPOT (Average Workload (FYOWWM) * 41.53 K DLH) I 





- P- - - 
I Action 26 Realign all depot malnbimanca workload and capacity for the commodity 

groun TACTICAL VEHICLES from MCLB BARSTOW CA to RED RIVER 
I ARMY DEPOT (Average Wefkkad (PY031041D5) = 202,95 K DLH) 

I 

J Adion 23 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Realign all depot malnlenance workload and cepnoily tor the cornmodlty 
group STARTERSlALTERNATORSIGENERATOAS from MCLB BARSTOW 
CA to RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT (Average WOrKtoad (FY03/04/O5) t .05 K 





end crapacity tor the cornrnodlty 
group TACTICAL VEHICLES from ROCK ISLANO ARSeNAL to RED RIVER 

4 A R W  DEPOT (Average Workload (FYMKWO5) = 100.39 K DCH) 





important Note: Where eppropriate, provide analysls of cost based on 
entimty of misslan transferring tdfrom your site rather than detailed couts 
for each adlon in the scenario. 
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Number: IND-0073 

Name: IMX 1.2A 
k t ion :  4,6,10,23,26,54 
Status: AMCSO Final 
Facilitization Projects and Costs: 
By FY, list facilitization projects and projected costs required at the gaining site as a result of the assumption of the industrial workload described i 

?: 

tion: This question attempts to identify the projects and the costs that would be associated with realigning industrial missions to new locations. This 
and below-MCA threshold projects. All facilitization projects will commence in FY 07 and be concluded NLT the end of FY 08. It includes utilities u 
Id be funded directly by the government and required in order to assume the mission, e.g., power, water, and sewage. It includes transportation up! 
il and road, required in order to accomplish the assumed industrial mission, e.g., increased embarkation and debarkation capacity. It does not inch 
tion infrastructure such as intersection upgrades and additional parking, utilities upgrades, or force protection measures which may result solely from 
of an increased workforce. It does not include the installation of equipment, including clean rooms. It does not include projected rate increase offse 
would be provided by a private enm. All facilitization projects will commence in FY 07 and be concluded NLT the end of FY 08. 

'he Red River Internal Working Group 
: Without knowing exactly what is in the workload coming from Barstow or Rock Island it is assumed work is identical t o  Red River's wo 
acilities are conducive t o  accepting this type work without any additional facility projects. Red River has no visibility of any unique poce! 
tnt embedded in this workload. See Other Narrative Comments. 
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'the appropnate information in the foUowing table, 
Column 

ion Projects 

1 2 3 

Commerr 

Action 4, 6,10,2 
Workload very sn 
absorb readily int~ 
operations 
Action 26 & 6 4 4  
level can be acca 
by realigning inte~ 
workload mix. Wc 
workload is the si 
products as curre 
going workload 

Projected Costs in Scenario Years 1 through 6 

1 
4 1 5 

FY06 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

FY08 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

FY07 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

6 7 

FY09 FYI0 FY11 



I I I I 

ative Comments: Total assumption of workload for all Actions is 365,890 DLH. This is well within the existing capacity of Red River to ac 
I conclusion that no additional facility projects would be required to accept this entire scenario for all the actions listed. Red River alreac 
ategories of workload identified in the scenario actions. There is no new mission workload appearing in this scenario for Red River. Tht 
workload of the same categories that we are already working. (Real world: we executed greater than 2.75M DLH in FY04 and were not nt 

The specific items and processes in these actions cannot be determined by just looking at a block of DLH. If there are imbedded proc 
n excessive amount of space, unique preparatory processes, or specialized finishing processes it cannot be determined. We think traile 
workload coming from RIA in action 54. They take a lot of space. It would be nice but not necessary to erect some covered space adjac 
y produc:tion shops to enhance this type of work. It is not very technical 

- TOTAL 

hkes a lot of space to accomplish just by the sheer nature of the work. 
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me: MX 1.2A 
tion: 4,6,10,-23,26,54 
atus: AMCSO Final 

lquipment Costs: - - 
y FY, list major equipment directly associated with the Industrial mission described in the action and the projected costs to disassemble and pack, r 
ble that equipment. 

n: This question attempts to identify equipment and associated moving and installation costs that would be associated with realigning industrial miss 
ms. This should be limited to the equipment which is essential to assume the industrial mission. In the case of ammunition production facilities, this 
I the cost to buy new and also install equipment directly associated with the product line being gained. Depot maintenance activities are not require( 
uestion. All equipment shipping will commence in FY 07 if minor or no facilitization projects are required at the gaining site, and in FY 08 if the 
s dictate otherwise. In all cases equipment transfers will be concluded NLT the end of FY 09. 

ail dated Dec 9,2004 
uidance was that Depot's do not answer this question. See Qther Narrative Comments. 

I appropn'afe information in tho following table. 
Column 1 2 

TOTAL 

1 

I 
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I 

3 1 4  

NIA 
NIA 
N/ A 

Page 

5 

Comments 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

ment To Be "Moved" 
Projected Costs in Scenario Years 1 through 6 

FY06 FY07 

6 7 

- ,  I- - - - -, - 1 -  

FY08 FY09 FYI0 FYI1 







tive Comments: Guidance dated Dec 9,2004 was that Depot's do not answer this question. Depot maintenance activities are not requirc 
question. I know this guidance is predicated on some equation that evolves around either acquisition cost or replacement cost. I think I 
total understanding regarding the industrial base when it comes to equipment transfer. It traditionally requires the same equipment to dc 
:ertain item. The equipment can only be in one place, it cannot be identified to support multiple locations during a transfer. Without 
he specific essential equipment associated with each block of workload there is nothing to base an assessment on for facilitization or 
lark stations that feeds capacity. In a tremendous amount of cases, there is unique equipment associated with the processes necessary 
cific requirements of the various systems (i.e. engines, transmissions, front end alignment, armament, etc.) Much of that equipment is 
upported and requires special disassembly, transportation, site preparation, installation and calibration. I will address this further in a 

enario to amplify the concern that visibility of cost and support capability can easily get lost in a paper drill. 
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eted, these data are sensitive {FOUO), but unclassified; transmit on a need-to-know basis Q& by disk, hard-copy, or fax. 
~mber: 1ND-9073 

atus: AMCSO Final 

hmuni t ion Trans~ortation Costs: 
y FY, list short tons of ammunition to be shipped and the cost to ship by ton from the losinq site to the gaining site described in the action. 

~n :  This question attempts to identify the weight (ST) quantities and costs to move ammunition result from a decision to realign industrial missions to 
;sumptions to be used to calculate the tonnage to be shlpped are: 1. Losing sites will fill requirements and be drawn down in place prior to fining req 
tes (ship 1st ); 2. No further receipts will be issued to losing sites; 3. Demilitarization will continue at both losing and gaining sites at the programmed 
lg will commence in 2008 and be concluded NLT the end of FY 10. Any facilitization required at the gaining site as a result of the mission transfer w 
luestion W0021. 

rhere are no Actions to move any ammunition in this scenario for Red River, so this question is NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comment 
I I I I 1 I I I 

e appropHate information in the following table. 
Column 

I Designation 

1 I I I I I I I 

tive Comments: We are the gaining site in all of the noted Actions for Red River's part of this scenario. However, Ammunition movemen 
~f the Actions. There are no actions for Red River in this scenario for Ammunition. Sitting at the bottom looking up, it is a deep concern 
t for Red River willlwon't integrate all of those that reside on the industrial complex. Being a special installation under AMC carries its sl 
3s in the way we account for doing business. 

TOTAL 

Document - For Discus$on Purposes Only -- C$o N 
+A. 

ase 
-erg m:h 3' 

r F 
- d g  

1 
Shipping 
CostIST 

I 

8 

COmn 

NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

2 1 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 1 7 
Short Tons to be Shipped in Scenario Years I thru 6 

FY06 

I 
I NIA 
I 

FYlO FY07 FYI1 FY08 FYO9 
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ne: MX 1.2A 
ion: 4,6, 10,23,26, 54 
tus: AMCSO Final 

aining Costs: 
FY, describe and list the training costs required in order to prepare the workforce at the gaining site to assume the new industrial mission described in 

I: This question attempts to identify all employee training that would be required to support a decision to realign industrial missions to new locations. S 
lude TDY for personnel from the gaining site to the losing site and vice versa. Presume 75% of the direct labor currently performing the mission at the ~ 
~ te  to the gaining site. Do not include costs related to First Article Testing (FAT). In all cases assume training will commence in FY 07 and be complete 

Red River Internal Working Group 
tcl River assumes that the workload embedded in the direct labor hours is  similar t o  on-going work currently being peformed. Therfore, train 
>dities are not necessary. Also, with an assumption that 75% of  the labor will relocate it is apparent that a high level of trained personnel will 
~ble. See Other Narrative Comments. 
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I I I I 
appmpn'ate information in the fdlowing table. 

Column 

aining at Gaining Installation 

t I 
I 

1 I 2 I 3 4 1 5 

Comments 

Very small amount c 
work, we assume it i 
similar to current wo 
Small amount of wol 
specialized training 
required. Approximai 
trained persons will 
reastablish with this 
w w a d .  
RRAD has trained 
technicians capable 
working this commol 
Approximently 19 tra 
persons will reestabl 

No Cost 

I 

6 
Projected Training Costs in Scenario Years 2 thru 4 

7 

FY06 FY07 
0 

0 

0 

0 

FY08 
0 

0 

0 

0 

FY09 
0 

0 

0 

0 

FYI0 FYI1 







1 I I I I I I 

tive Comments: Total assumption of workload for all Actions Is 365,890 DLH. This is well within the existling capacity of Red River to accept. 
lductive man year equals 1615 DLH's the computation for this entire scenario would equate to  a transfer of 170 trained persons coming to Re 
w u l d  eliminate a need for any additional training. Red River identified no training required. We assume that we will acquire at least 170 trair 
ng with the workload identified in this scenario. This is based on guidance in the Industrial Template (1615 X 365,890 X .75 = # personnel 
'his would allow a proliferation of training to  additional workforce as necessary. Red River feels that an assumption of 75% transfer of perso 
;tic and will never happen based on our experiences of the last few years: Additionally, there are no milestones for transfer of specific work1 
each action within this scenario. It appears that equipment will be transferring during the years that are required to program training and th 

iece of the training, especially if there are any unique pieces of equipment. TDY will be a necessary part of this scenario 
.esslv for trainina DurDoses. 
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Workload deemed tc 
similar as existing w 
Assume that approx 
94 trained persons v 
reestablish with worl 

Workload deemed tc 
similar as existing w 
Assume that approx 
46 trained persons v 
reestablish with worl 

TOTAL 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Prolects and Costs: 
FY, list the IT projects and costs required in order to assume the new mission described in the action. 

: This question attempts to identify all IT projects and costs that would be invoked as a result of a decision to realign industrial missions to new locations. These 
lclude extending and modernizing IT infrastructure on the base for those requirements directly attributable to the new Industrial mission, e.g., CADICAM, configurat 
technical drawings, and manuals. These may also include IT infrastructure requirements based on a per capita increase in base personnel, but not individual work 
lent which is not directly required to accomplish the Industrial mission. The timeline will equate to Facilitization projects and Equipment movement in paragraphs I 

Red River Internal Working Group 
is assumed that the transferring workload Is slmllar to exlstlng and ongolng work. There are no addltlonal facllltizatlon projects Identified because It Is 
i workload can merge Into exlstlng facllitles whlch already has the IT backbone requlred to sustain throughput workload. It Is assumed that tech data c 
I electronically to existing IT Infrastructure. See Other Narrative Comments. 

appropriate infometion in the following table. 

Column 

I I I I I I I 
ve Comments: Red River projects no cost for IT for several reasons. The IT backbone is in place in all of  the industrial facilities and the workload 

I 

TOTAL, 
I 

his scenario is assumed to be similar to  ongoing and existing workload. We will simply matrix that work into existing operations. We made the 
hat we have a current system for access to  technical data and that the data we will require is readily transferable by electrons and is compatible with 4 

2m. The Services (Army especially) is notorious for not buying the technical data for life cycle support of  many of their systems. Understandably, the 
)s are trying to squeeze as much hardware out of  the limited dollars. This creates an issue down the road for the industrial base. We have encountere 
systems in recent times but our assumption (not knowing the specific workload) is that sufficient tech data is available to  do depot level maintenance 

1 
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I 

I 

2 

I 

3 
Projected Costs in 

4 

Comments 

Action 4, 6, 10, 23,26, 6 
Nature of workload and 
existing configuration of 
facilities are deemed to 
have sufficient IT 
infrastructure. 

IT08 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Scenario Years 1 through 6 
FY06 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

FY09 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

FY07 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5 

FYlO 

6 

FYI 1 

7 

1 
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:ontract Termination Costs: 
y FY, list all contracts of amounts in excess of $1 M with beginning and end dates which are performed at the losing site in direct support of the in( 
xibed in the action. 

In: This question attempts to identify all contracts that would need to be terminated, moved, or comp[eted and awarded at a new site that would re! 
salign industrial missions to new locations. Provide a contract termination estimate for any contract which concludes after FY 09 that would includ' 
not include any BASOPS-related contracts or support contracts not directly related to industrial workload described in the action. 

Ve are the gaining site in all of the noted Actions so this question is  NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 
I 

I I I I I 

tive Comments: We are the gaining site in all of the noted Actions so this question is NIA to us. This is not applicable to Red River under 
laid out in the clarification and amplification. We are the gaining site in all of the actions listed for Red River. The issue would be if the1 

ltracts in place on work to be transferred where there is a local sole source that may or may not breach the $1 M. Not much of an issue. 

liberative Document - For Discuss& Pur o N o w e a s e  Under F 
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4 

I I 

e appropriate intormation in the following table. 
Column 

TOTAL 

I 

2 1 3 5 1 
Total 

Funded 
Amount 
(>$I M1 

Start 

Dates 

End 

6 
Projected 

FY06 

7 

Com 

N/A 

Termination Costs 

NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

through 6 

FYI1 FY07 

in Scenario 

FY09 

8 

FY08 

Years 1 

FYI0 

I 

7 

I 





rative Document -- For Discussion Purposes Only -- Do Not Release Under FOlA I I 1 1 I 
~ted .  these data are sensitive IFOUO). but unclassified; transmif on a need-to-know basis only by disk, hard-CODY, or fex. 
mber: IND-0073 

me: MX 1.2A 

atus: AMCSO Final 
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ost Avoidances: 
)r FY, for the Industrial mission described in the action, for the losina site, list the following: 1. Approved and budgeted MCA projects, 2. Approved and I: 
~vement Projects (CIP); 3. Budgeted Unutilized Plant Capacity (UPC) subsidies. 

sn: This question attempts to identify the magnitude of the effects on a losing site, which would result from a decision to realign industriasl missions to a 

ile are the gaining site in  all o f  the noted Actions so this question is NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 
I I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I 
:ive Comments: We are the gaining site in all o f  the actions within this scenario and have no issues. 

s appropn'ate information in the following table. 
Column 

ission Projects 
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1 
Category 
(IVICA, CIP, 
or UPC) 

2 

I 

3 1 4 5 

Com~ 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

Projected Costs in Scenario Years I through 6 

Fyog 

6 

FY07 

7 I 

FYO8 FY09 FYI0 FYI1 
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vironmental Costs: 
t any requirements related to permits/waverslrestrictions to assume the Industrial mission described in the action at the gainlng site. 

I: This question attempts to gather information about the cost of environmental actions that would be required as a result from a decision to realign i n d ~  
!w locations. Provide an estimate of the cost to complylobtain. List any requirements related to decommissioning at the losing site and provide an esti~ 
nply. Assume any permitslwaverslrestrictions must be obtained by end FY 08. Assume decommissioning must be complete NLT end FY 11. 

3ed River Internal Working Group 
d River is operating well within the current limits of our exlsting permits. An additional workload of only 365,890 DLH would not appreciably 
it we are permitted for. The work is assumed to be identkal or similar in nature to existing and ongoing workload. See Other Narrative Com 
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sppropriate information in the following table. 

Column 2 

I 

1 3 

Commenl 

Action 4, 6, 10, 2: 
Commodity is w o ~  
Red River already 
amount of work w 
very limited influel 
existing permitted 

Red River assumt 
workload is simila 
going and existing 
workload. Becaus 
permits have a t h ~  
twice as high as c 
operations can prl 
This level of work1 
have a nomlnal in 
existing levels. Th 
visibility of any ad 
permit producing 

3r 1 Restrictions I Decommissioning Requirements 

4 

FY06 
0 

0. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 
Projected 
FY07 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 
Costs in 

FY08 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 
Scenario Years 1 

FYO9 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

through 8 

FYI0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

FYI1 
0 

O 

0 

0 

0 







:ive Comments: Real-World we are well above the workload levels visible at the time of the original data gathering. There has been no impact 
t permitting. There is an environment increase in the cost of doing business because of hazardous material by-products. This is more of a ca 
5 s  rather than cost of transfer of workload. Red River assumed that the workload is similar to on-going and existing work currently being pf 
ere is no requirement for additional permits since we are operating well below the threshold of all of our current permits. if this assumption i 
d we are required to site equipment in new locations and do facility upgrades the assessment would change. There will be an increase in ha; 
Jge but that is a cost of doing business rather than a cost of BRAC. 

TOTAL 
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Layaway Costs: 
or the Industrial mission described in the action at the losing site, provide a listing of actions required and the related costs to place the vacated indl 
al caretaker layaway status. 

m: This question attempts to identify the actions and costs associated with placing any site into a minimal caretaker layaway status as the result of 
trial missions to a new location. These costs could include removing POL, corrosives, and chemicals from machinery; holdinglstorage pits and are2 
dnterizing facilities. They would not include the costs of any environmental remediation. This question does not apply to munitions storage activity. 
commence in FY 09 and be complete NLT end FY 11. 

Ne are the gaining site in all of the noted Actions so this question is NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 

re appmpriate information in the following table. 
Column 

\chieve Minimal Caretaker Status 

I 

TOTAL 

I 

I I I I , 1 

ttive Comments: We are the gaining site in all of the noted Actions so this question is NIA to  us, No cost identified for Red River. We are 
II of the actions within this scenario. No issues. 

1 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
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2 
Projected Costs in Scenario Years 1 through 8 

FY06 I FY07 1 FY08 I FY09 I FYlO 1 FYI1 
I I I I I 

3 

Cor 

N/A 

4 

I 

5 t 6 
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wernent of Non-Vehlcle Mlsslon Equipment 
the Industrial mission described in the action at the loslnJI site, prwide the tonnage of Non-Vehicle Mission Equipment to be moved. 

: This question attempts to identify the total weight in tons (2,000 poundstton) of mission equipment moving from one base to another. Mission equipment is defined as i 
the unit's Table of Equipment less vehiclee. The tonnage of common equipment used on more than one action should be prorated based on the workload hours relocata 
der row for each action listed in the scenario description as it applies to your activity. Enter additional rows as necessary. 

1 are the aalnlnq site In all of the noted Actions so this question Is NIA to us. 
I I I I 

I 1 I t I 

ve Comments: 

appny,&te information h the fclbwlng table. 
Column 
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Loslng Activity: XXXX 
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I 

ement of Support Equipment 

le Industrial mission described In the action at the losina site, provide the tonnage of Support Equipment to be moved. 

rhis question attempts to identify the total weight in tons (2,000 poundstton) of Mission Support equipment moving from one base to another. Mission Support equipment is defined as other 
ion equipment or vehides that are required by the unit to perform its mission. (Allowed entrles 0 to 99,999 tons). The tonnage of common equipment used on more than one action should b 
Irs relocated. Provide a complete answer row for each action listed in the scenarlo description as it applies to your activity. Enter additional rows as necessary. 

I I I I I 
Comments: 
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(Note: Rename previous (06 Dee 04) IND-0083 to INbOO63; The scenario 
below beoomes the new lN50083) 

S c e ~ r l o  Extract: 

JCSG 
OSD 
Scenario 
Number 
Scenarlo 
Name 

lndustrlal 
IND-0083 

-.. 
MX d . 3 ~  







. .-..-.. -.-r - - . .~-~. 

groups Armament . .  and Structurel.Componcnts, &mh& Vehlder;, 
-rnent, mpot riee~rleld suppas, 
Engine&ransmisslons, Fabricatton and Manufacturing, Fire Control - 

s Tactical Miwiles Tactlcal Vehicles, and 



Actlon 04 RMlign all depot melntenance workload and 
( I l L  group ARMAMENT AND STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS from RED RIVER 

ARMY DEPOT lo ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT (Average Workload (FYWW05) 
ANF!'~ = 9 . 6 K D L H )  

I 1 Action 95 1 Reallgn all depot maintenance warldoad and cupa~:Hy for tho cbmmoditv 1 
group COMBAT VEHICLE5 from RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT to ANNISTON 
ARMY DEPOT (Average Workload (FY03/0405) = 621.73 K DLH) 

Actlon B6 ~ e a l i g n  146.46 K OLHs of depot maintmance 
, , <  : commodify group CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT from RED RIVES ARMY 

. .. . DEPOT to ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT (Average Workload (FY03/04/05) = 
i..i;.,:.*;i:;> 2 7 5 . 2 4 ~ ~ ~ ~ )  





I - -  

- . - -  . .---.. - .  -..,..--.-a- - - I ~ n a ~ ~ ~ ~  (I S-NVWWI = CI.I.LV n 

I DLH) Baaed On the cer(Wled eapaclty data, addftlmal capaclry may be 
required ta accommodab the realigned Workload: . . I 

* 
Anion 98 Realign all depd maintenance 

, ) group DEPOT FLEETIFIELD SUPPORT horn RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT to 
ANNlSTON ARMY DEPOT (Averege Workload (FY03/W/65) = 6.13 K DLH) 

\\A 4 0 
Actloll !39 Realign all depot maintenance workloed and - group ENGINES/TRANSMISSIONS lrom RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT to c8y!"~ ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT (Averags Workload (F101104105) = 2W.13 Y OLH) 

Based on lhe cefllfed u p e l t y  dab,  addMoml atpaclty may be required 0 
accornmodsre the rsallgned wornload. I 

Action 160 Realign d l  depot malntenancc workload and - ,  group FABRICATION AND MANUFACTURING from RED RIVER ARMY 
. DEPOT 10 ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT (Average Workloed (MWrrr/05) = 

I 

Action lo1 R&llgn all dcpot maintenance workload and 

R c u\3 group FIRE CONTROL SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS from RED RIVER 
ARMY DEPOT to TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT (Avrlraqe Wgrkload' 

I (FY03hW05) = 3.23 K DLH) t 
L\9ion 102 Realign all depot rnafntenance workload and 

{(jl,?) 0 group OTHER from RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT tv ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 
(Average Workloed ( F Y W W S )  = 65.7 K OLh)) 

I .accommodate lhe redigned worldoad. 
idlon 100 1 Realion all deoot melntenance workload end capacity for the cornmod(& 

grou; STARYERSIALTERNATORSGENERATORS tr*m RED RIVER A R ~ Y  
DEPOT to MCLB ALBANY GA (Average Workload (FYWWbS) = 333  K I 

Actlon 105 Realign all depot maintenance workload and capacity for the commodity 
, , ...> ., :- group TACTICAL MlSSlLES from RED RIVER ARMV DEPOT to, 
% 

L€lTERI(ENNY ARMY DEPOT llrerage WorWoid ( F Y O W O r r )  = 189.2 K 
DLH) 

Action 106 Reallgn all dcpot maintenance workload and cepac.tty tor the cornmodily . 
(;;, ? ..: ... group TAC71CAL VEHICLES from RED RlVER ARMY DEPOT to 

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT (Average Workload IM03/04/05) z 360.8 K 
DCH) Based on the certified capacity data, additional tapaclly may be 
requfred'lo accomrnodale the reallgfied workload. I! 
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acilitkation Projects and Costs: 
y FY, list facilitization projects and projected costs required at the gaining site as a result of the assumption of the industrial workload described in 

n: This question attempts to identify the projects and the costs that would be associated with realigning industrial missions to new locations. This 
MCA and below-MCA threshold projects. All facilitization projects will commence in FY 07 and be concluded NLT the end of FY 08. It includes 

des which would be funded directly by the government and required in order to assume the mission, e.g., power, water, and sewage. It includes 
1 upgrades, such as rail and road, required in order to accomplish the assumed industrial mission, e.g., increased embarkation and debarkation 
loes not include transportation infrastructure such as intersection upgrades and additional parking, utilities upgrades, or force protection measures 
lsult solely from the projection of an increased workforce. It does not include the installation of equipment, including clean rooms. It does not 
:ted rate Increase offsets if these upgrades would be provided by a private entity. All facilitization projects will commence in FY 07 and be 
-T the end of FY 08. 

Ve are the losing site in all of the noted Actions so this question is WA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 

berative Document -- For Discussion Purposes Only -- Do Not Release Under FOlA Pas 

I appropriate information in the foliowing table. 

Column 4 1 5 1  6 

I I 

1 1 2 I 3 7 
Comments 

NlA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NiA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

I Projects 

IN~A 

Projected Costs in Scenario Years 1 through 6 

FY06 

I 

F Y I 0 1  FYI1 FY07 FY08 FY09 





ive Comments: Red River is the losing organization in all of the actions in this scenario. Therefore, we are not required to respond to this 
y. It is hlowever incumbent on us to identify my issues and concerns to ensure that the decision makers have complete and relevant 
to make informed decisions. If the gaining organizations treat the categories of workload in this scenario as they appear on the surface a 
amount of cost will go undetected. For actions 95, 96, 99, 8 100 identified to realign to Anniston and for actions 105 and 106 identified to 
tterkenny there is a considerable amount of specialized equipment that they will be unable to  identify and therefore will not be able to 
The Bradley, MLRS, and Patriot have a large amount of dedicated equipment specific to each respective system. It will be necessary to 
usands of square feet to house this specialized equipment that the gaining installation will not be able to identify. If the on-going 
assumes that actual workload (processes and functions) by category to be transferred is the same as the proposed . . - .  . . 

illations workload, (which i t  is not) then we will reach an inaccurate conclusion. Action 100 alone is a strong point in fact. Action 100 
lnment of the commodity Fabrication and Manufacturing to Anniston. This action doesn't identify that the Rubber Products operations 
re embedded in this block of DLHs. Facilitization, by necessity, would be a foot for foot project to support that mission moving to  
allation. There is approximately 410,000 SF unique to  that operation, equipment resident currently only at RRAD and extensive 
al permit requirements to be met, which in the current scenario construct are not visible to the proposed gaining installation. Without 
le workload specifically by system and processes we are asking the recipient of the action to  just make an uninformed submission. 
;terns at Red River are unique to Red River and have never been assigned elsewhere, there are no technical experts in this process, 
5 site. Action 105 would probably require a dedicated facility because of operational explosive limits, QD arcs, security requirements - .  - .  

rtification facility design 
cs required for operations. We submit the attached white paper to further outline the issues for this particular mission. 
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fquipment Costs: 
by FY, list major equipment directly associated with the Industrial mission described in the action and the projected costs to disassemble and pack, 
sssemble that equipment. 

n: This question attempts to identify equipment and associated moving and installation costs that would be associated with realigning industrial 
1ew locations. This should be limited to the equipment which is essential to assume the industrial mission. In the case of ammunition production 
would include the cost to buy new and also install equipment directly associated with the product line being gained. Depot maintenance activities 

red to answer this question. All equipment shipping will commence in FY 07 if minor or no facilitization projects are required at the gaining site, 
if the circumstances dictate otherwise. In all cases equipment transfers will be concluded NLT the end of FY 09. 

 ail dated Dec. 9, 2004. 
hidance was that Depot's do not answer this question. See Other Narrative Comments. 

i Comments I 
9 appropriate informetion in the foIIowing table. 

Column 

tment To Be "Moved" 
I 

; NIA I / NIA 
NIA I 

1 I 2 I 3 

i NIA I 

1 NIA 
NIA 

Projected Costs in Scenario Years 1 thmugh 6 

FYO6 I FY07 I FY08 1 FY09 I FYI0 I F Y l l  
I I I I I 

4 1 5  
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ve Comments: Guidance dated Dec. 9,2004 was that Depot's do not answer this question. Depot maintenance activities are not 
nswer th~is question. We understand this guidance is predicated on an equation that evolves around either acquisition cost or 
cost. Without identifying the specific essential equipment associated with each block of workload there is nothing to base an 
on for facilitization or personnel workstations that support the capacity and capability analysis for the receiving activity. In every case, 
ue equipment associated with the processes necessary to support specific requirements of the various systems (i.e. engines, 
s, front end alignment, armament, rubber molds, fluidized bed, turret alignment, automated test equipment, missile recertification, 
f that equipment is contractor supported and requires special disassembly, transportation, site preparation, installation and 
Site pre,paration alone just to support the unique equipment will run into the millions of dollars. In the case of action 100, Tactical 
etterkenny, this is the Patriot and 
e equipment. This action has been studied, re-studied, evaluated and in every instance, it has been determined that this mission 
In at Redl River. The equipment is fairly old and has been modified and updated in place. Even though this equipment is generally 
ing electronic test equipment of this nature to another site successfully and in time to not impact U.S. and FMS missile readiness is 
2. Depreciation, it appears, is being treated as a wash, when in fact it has a direct impact on the cost of the product that is being 
le customer. The move, set up, calibration and certification of the equipment will be a cost that will have to be charged to the programs 
:ase the gaining organizations rates beyond the scope of the transferred man-hours to defer those costs. Probably not considered a 
: but it is a real cost to the Army and the programs. 
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~munltlon Transportation Costs: 
:Y, list short tons of ammunition to be shipped and the cost to ship by ton from the losing site to the gaining site described in the action. 
e Red Rlver Internal Working Group 
This question attempts to identify the weight (ST) quantities and costs to move ammunition result from a decision to realign industrial missions to new 
rmptions to be used to calculate the tonnage to be shipped are: 1. Losing sites will fill requirements and be drawn down in place prior to filling requirements 
(ship 1st ); 2. No further receipts will be issued to losing sites; 3. Demlitarization will continue at both losing and gaining sites at the programmed (funded) 

~ i i l  commence in 2008 and be concluded NLT the end of FY 10. Any faciiitization required at the gaining site as a result of the mission transfer will be 
stion #S0021. 

ed Rlver Internal Worklng Group 
nunition was not a part of any of the actlons to dlsestabllsh Red Rlver. Thls scenario addressed the Industrial base only. See Other Narrative 

TOTAL 
I I I I I I I I 

e Comments: There are no actions for Red River in this scenario for Ammunition. Sitting at the bottom looking up, there is a deep concern that 
it for Red River willlwon't integrate all of those that reslde on the industrial complex. Being a special installation under AMC carrles its share of 
alties in the way we account for doing business. In this Scenario, Action 105 realigns Tactical Missiles to Letterkenney. If this action is viewed 
face value process the fact that all of the missiles are stored here at Red River in the Red River Munitions Center will never get any visibility and 
:tored into the cost associated with the realignment. Not only that, i t  would have a devastating effect on the operations and cost to the customer 
er BRAC. Someone would have to pay to fix that issue. 
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raining Costs: 
{ FY, describe and list the training costs required in order to prepare the workforce at the gaining site to assume the new industrial mission described in 

n: This question attempts to identify all employee training that would be required to support a decision to realign industrial missions to new locations. S 
:lude TDY for personnel from the gaining site to the losing site and vice versa. Presume 75% of the direct labor currently performing the mission at the 
ate to the gaining site. Do not include costs related to First Article Testing (FAT). In all cases assume training will commence in FY 07 and be complett 

le are the losing site in all o f  the noted Actions so this question is NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

I appropriate information in the following table. 

Column 

raining at Gaining Installation 

iberative Document -- For Discussion Purpo2es Only -- Do Not 5 z s e  Under FOIA* , 
aQull uw:' , ? ,  mslds 

1 2 
Projected Training Costs in Scenario Years 1 thru 6 

FY06 I FY07 I FYO8 I FY09 ] FYI0 I FYI1 

3 

Comments 

4 5 6 7 



ive Comments: Red River is not required to identify training since we are the losing site. The guidance in the Industrial Template requires tt 
to make ian assumption that 75% of the personnel will realign with the mission. Under that assumption, we calculate that approximately 1,10 
Id relocate to the various sites identified in the scenario (1615 X 2,388,820 X .75 = 1,109). A review of the history does not support that 
A more realistic assumption would be in the 5-10% range, which would further erode the transfer of corporate knowledge on each specific 

vork. It appears that equipment will be transferring during the years that are required to program training and that is a necessary piece of thc 
ecially i f  there are any unique pieces of equipment. The reality of the matter is that the training base will erode once the action becomes law 
f training becomes suspect. In the case of action 105 this could be devastating to that mission. It takes in excess of 3 years to fully train the 
technicians to a journeyman level. Command and control is a stroke of a pen and may have its merits; however, moving this entire operatio1 

~or t  the long term sustainment nor the near term readiness of this weapon system. 
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Projects and Costs: 
FY, list the IT projects and costs required in order to assume the new mission described in the action. 

I: This question attempts to identrfy all IT projects and costs that would be involved as a result of a decision to realign industrial missions to new locations. The! 
lclude extending and modernizing IT infrastructure on the base for those requirements directly attributable to the new lndustrial mission, e.g., CADICAM, 
nanagement, technical drawings, and manuals. These may also include IT infrastructure requirements based on a per capita increase in base personnel, but 
:station equipment which is not directly required to accomplish the Industrial mission. The timeline will equate to Faciltization projects and Equipment moveml 
and 2 respectively. 

e are the losing site in all of the noted Actions so this question is NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 
I 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

appmpriate information in the following table. 
Column 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N /A 

1 I 2 I 3 
Projected Costs in 

FY06 I FY07 I FY08 
I 1 

MA 
NIA 

TOTAL 

4 I 5 I 6 
Scenario Years 1 through 6 

FY09 FYI0 I FYI1 
I I 

I I I I I I I 

ve Comments: Red River being the losing site in all of the actions identified for this scenario has no input. The Services (Army especially) is 
not buying the technical data for life cycle support of many of their systems. Understandably, the PMs and PEOs are trying to squeeze as much 

:o f  the limited dollars. This creates an issue down the road for the industrial base. We have encountered this on many systems in recent times 
ablishment of the RECAP program for the HEMTT. 

7 

Comments 

NIA 
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:ontract Termination Costs: 
/ FY, list all contracts of amounts in excess of $1 M with beginning and end dates which are performed at the losing site in direct support of the industri; 
.he action. 

'he Red River Internal Working Group 
n: This question attempts to identify all contracts that would need to be terminated, moved, or comp[eted and awarded at a new site that would result fr 
!align industrial missions to new locations. Provide a contract termination estimate for any contract which concludes after FY 09 that would include suc 
e any BASOPS-related contracts or support contracts not directly related to industrial workload described in the action. 

iinistrative Workload spreadsheet, Ditedor of Contracting 
mly those contracts breaking $1 M are listed. There will be no termination cost because Red River will manage out year contracts t o  ensure t t  
time of  workload transfer execution. See Other Narrative Comments. 

appropriate infonation in the following table 
O m I , , m . . .  ; 
V U I U ~ ~ I I I  

Shoulder Pins 

1 A I 5 1 6 1  7 1 8 1 7 
ojected Termination Costs in Scenario Years I through 6 

I I I 

I 1  

A--- 

1 

Total Funded 
Amount(>$IM) 

HEMTT Whee 
HMMWV whec 

eel International 
ion Industries 

l l iams 

iberative Document -- For Discussion Purposg Only ;- El Not=ase Under FOlA 
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9 

Pr 

FYO6 I FY07 I FYO8 I FYO9 I FYI0 1 FYI1 I cIornn 

z 1 3  
Dates 

$30,300,000.00 
$12,000,000.00 

$8,100,000.00 

Start End 

Dec-04 

May44 

Sep-04 

Dec-06 

May45 

May45 



ve Comments: There are many various and recurring contracts that supports production which do not breach the > $1 M threshold. There are 
:s that carry a termination cost at this time. Red River would manage contracts in the future to ensure that situation would not exist. RI 
enario in all actions identified above is the losing site. The issue would be i f  there are support contracts in place on work to be transferred v 
3 source that may or may not breach the $1M. Not much of an issue, but in the case of rubber production, the QPL on much of the required 
s are limited. 
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it Avoidances: 

~ ~ ~~ 

'Y, for the Industrial mission described in the action, for the losina site, list the following: 1. Approved and budgeted MCA projects; 2. Approved and budgeted Capital Improvement I 
lized Plant Capacity (UPC) s 

e Red River lnternal Working Group 
This question attempts to identify the magnitude of the effects on a losing site, which would result from a decision to realign industriasl missions to a new location. 

, Internal CIP records, Resource Mangement 
~viduat CIP and MCA Projects support many categories of workload they are not pro raed but shown in  its entire scope. See Other Narrative Comments. 

I I I I I I I I 

EANING SYSTEM I I I 
M UPGRADE 

I I I 

36,97,99,100,101, 102,103,104,106 
Projects 

'E THROUGH BLAST BAY 
ul/TACTICAL VEHICLEIDRIVE THROUGH 
COMPONANT PARTS 

CIP 

Additional Projects 

Additional Projects 1 1 I I I 1 I 
F I 

$2,795,000.00 

st -Road Wheels 

CIP $598,000.00 

CIP 

Projects 
3 Systems Sustainment Center 
lib 
hop (Body Repair) 

Appears ir 

s2.905.000.00 

-- - 



I I I I I I 

UPC 
UPC 
U PC 

lUPC $3,000.001 $2,000.001 $2,000.001 $2,000.001 $2,000.001 $1,000.001~P~ Prora 

UPC 
UPC 
UPC 
UPC 
UPC 
UPC 

I I I I I I I I 
! Comments: It is felt that the cost associated with this question can be identified as a cost avoidance but that i s  not necessarily so. Much of the equipment that are I 

$209,000.00 
$49,000.00 
$44,000.00 

UPC 
UPC 
UPC 

will transfer and will require upgrade regardless of where the work is performed. Not all CIP and MCA projects can be classified as cost avoidancis and to categoric 
y of the CIP's are upgrades to existing unique required equipment and are necessary regardless of where the work is performed. Each must be examined on a case- 
The question for this scenario does not ask us to differentiate. Even though in this scenario it directs that we disestablish the Industrial Mission it remains silent 01 

! BASOP operation. If a project supports anything out side the industrial mission it is not included or identified in this scenario. For every cost avoidance that we a1 
reverse side, there are many "costs incurred" that have not been identified. An example would be the centralized boiler that directly supports the industrial comple 

$2,000.00 
$78,000.00 

$1 15,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$21,000.00 
$1,000.00 

Red River received approval for acceleration of $23.3 M of previously identified CIP projects that were submitted in the initial scenario development for this scenari 
4MC Stationing Office by RRAD has created a requirement to resubmit the CIP data for all affected scenarios to the actual data as a result of approval to move up thl 
that once 'were identified will fall from visibility because they are funded and will be executed in calendar year 2005. Data being sought is FY06 - FY11. 

$1 57,000.00 
$37,000.00 
$34,000.00 

$1,000.00 
$64,000.00 

$1 24,000.00 
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$2,000.00 
$59,000.00 
$87,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$1 6,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$1 48,000.00 
$35,000.00 
$31,000.00 

$1 ,OW3.00 
$48,000.00 
$93,000.00 

$1 ,m.oo 
$55,000.00 
$81 ,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$1 5,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$1 51,000.00 
$35,000.00 
$31,000.00 

$1,000.00 
$45,000.00 
$87,000.00 

$1,000.00 
$56,000.00 
$83,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$15,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$1 54,000.00 
$36,000.00 
$33,000.00 

$1 ,000.00 
$46,000.00 
$9,000.00 

$2,000.00 
$57,000.00 
$85,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$1 5,000.00 
$1,000.00 

$38,000.00 
$9,000.00 
$8,000.00 

$0.00 
$1 4,000.00 
$21,000.00 

$0.00 
$4,000.00 

$0.00 

$1,000.00 
$47,000.00 
$9?,000.00 

actions 

$0.00 
$12,000.00 
$22,000.00 
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vlronrnental Costs: 
any requirements related to permitshaverslrestrictions to decommission the Industrial mission described in the action at the loslna site and assume the mission at the 

le Red River Internal Worklng Group 
This question attempts to gather information about the cost of environmental actions that would be required as a result from a decision to realign industrial missions to ni 

mate of the cost to complylobtain. List any requirements related to decommissioning at the losing site and provide an estimate of the cost to comply. Assume any 
;/restrictions must be obtained by end FY 08. Assume decommissioning must be complete NLT end FY I I. 

: Internal Working Group--Closure Plans -NEPA Documents--Historical Files 
ntifled cost to decornmisslon entire Industrial base and take to a caretaker level. See Other Narrative Comments. 

I I 

SUB TOTAL 
TOTAL o f  FY08 thru FYI 1 

$3,768,382.00 $2,497,121.00 $2,482,119.00 $2,522,121.00 
$1 1,269,7 



e Comments: Cost are to a level to prevent health and safety vlolatlon and to prepare facilltles to a caretaker level. This Is a level above caretaker and remec 
down to task wlthin each actlon if necessary. See llst below. Back-up Is available. We have been asked in this scenario to figure the cost of decommissioni 
We view this as the level required ensuring there are no hazards to health or safety and i t  is a level above remediation. We have done that to the best of 01 

allowed. However, we knocked the top off and made very sound assumptions. Also, during this period (even though we were not asked) we took the oppo 
nk the environmental cost would be for a gaining installation. I will submit this cost as a consideration and a possible crosswalk for those responsible for d 
mate is approximately $23.8M and is outlined in the attached spreadsheet for the gaining site and approximately $11.3M for decommissioning at this site. Se 

mtal List Actions to Achieve Minimal Caretaker Status I 

;te Haz-Stlxage Bldg. 479 
se Chem. Vats 345,319 493 

Disposal 
I I I 

Dispose Oil Water Seperators 
300th Filter,coating, paper 
ms, Oil Dry, Rags, etc 

I 

5. In parts vats at Lines 

anks 

vrledia all location of D/Cs I 

Hazardous Areas and Begin Closer Process IAW RCRA Permit 

1 

~itted Haz-Storage Unit 
~itted Haz-Storage Unit 
~itted Haz-Storage Unit 
!d Boiler Plant 
ammated With Heavy Metals 
33 
; cleaning area under vats 
~ t e  area ur~der vats 
a under parts cleaning vats 
1 POL mater cells and drainage 
r v  S h o ~  Acid storaaeluse 
& Used Oil tanks 

Ige 
of 406 

ats De-con Clean 
Vats De-con Clean 
ubbers De-con Clean 
ubber De-con Clean 
In cuttirig fluidslPOL from floor 
In cutting fluids/POL from floor 
I ft. Cadmium (cad) prep area 

I 
I 

ats De-con Clean 
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:ontamhated area prep grinding 
om Coal Pile run-off lagoon 
'or any corlcerns all maint. Area 
ty de-conlclean 
j Blast Bays, Cab, DIC etc 

Studies, test, cost for closure 
I 

1.5 sq ft. 
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yaway costs: I 
the Industrial mission described in the action at the loslnq site, provide a listing of actions required and the related costs to place the vacated industrial space into a 
ker lavawav status. I 
le Red River Internal Working Group 

This question attempts to identify the actions and costs associated with placing any site into a minimal caretaker layaway status as the result of decisions to realign 
ions to a new location. These costs could include removing POL, corrosives, and chemicals from machinery; holdinglstorage pits and areas; draining pipes, and 
lities. They would not include the costs of any environmental remediation. This question does not apply to munitions storage activity. Assume layaway will 
=Y 09 and be complete NLT end FY 11. 

-Engineering Performance Standards, Real Property ~ecordsy and IFS-M estimating standards. 
e of analytical caiculatlons are based on RPM expertise, knowledge, and oplnon to meet the needs for a mlnlmal layaway status and malntenance of 
slon commoditles groups at RRAD In antlclpatlon of future occupation. A consolidated generic punch list was used n order to cover the wldest 
e. See Other Narrative Comments. 

I I I I , I I 

re Comments: Cost has been prorated among the actions. There are mutiple categories of work performed In most facllltles. Prorated cost across 
ding and actloh We have figured the cost of layaway for each action. This was done by looking at the current workload in each facility and cross 
?action required by this scenario. We used the composite labor rate constant FYOS dollars for our DPW personnel. Caretaker was prorated by action 

TOTAL 

enario since several commodities are worked in many of the same buildings across the industrial complex. Detailed back up available. I 
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$976,896.90 $976,896.90 $976,896.90 



:EDER VALVES TO DRAIN (wlo Stop 8 
Waste) FLUSH LINES DR 

TAPEISEAL TO PREVENT AIR FLOW I 

Scenarlo Number: IND.0083 Scenarlo Name: MX 1.34 Scsnarlo Action: 
COMMONDITY GROUP: OUT YEAR LAYAWAY COST (FY 09) 

I 
IUSTRIAL WASTE $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 

FLUSH LINESISEAL 

106 
$0 

WER 
DISCONNECTFLUSH LINES 

3 (Take up colnmodes 8 seal), TRAPS, 
ETC. 

I 
EAM LINES I $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $01 

SHUT OFFISEAL 

DISCONNECT, LOCK OUT/TAG OUT 
DOCUMENT 

$0 1 $01 $0 1 $01 501 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 SO I W 1 

I 
r~ OAS I $0 1 $01 sol sol 80 1 $0 1 so I $0 l $01 $01 sol $0 1 $01 

TOP OFF @ MAIN 8 SEAL 

101 
$0 ECTR1C 

3UILDING INSPECTION I $5481 $21,6041 $4.3141 $3.825) $3171 $10,5181 $12,8981 5115l $1.3191 $2131 $531 $8,3101 519,9001 
ICL Roof & Contents) 

94 
$0 

95 
$0 

I 
"EST CONTROL $6121 $24,1341 $4,8191 $4,2731 $3541 $11.7501 $14,4081 51281 $1,4731 $2381 $601 $9.2831 $22,231 1 
10 MONTHS TREAT SECURE  CRAWL^ 

105 
$0 

99 
$0 

102 
$0 

I 

1W 
$0 

96 
$0 

SECURE (Pard lock, board up, etc.] 

3ROUNDS MAINTENANCE 

103 
$0 

$4841 $19.0741 $3,6081 $3,3771 $2801 $9,2861 $1 1,3881 $1011 $1,1641 51881 5471 $7.3371 $17.5691 

58891 $34,2541 $6,8391 $6,0651 $5031 $16,6771 $20,4501 $1821 $2,091 1 $338 1 $841 $13,1761 $31,5521 

SPACES 
5% CONTINGENCIES 
l8R related to weather 8 deterioration. 
DTAL COST 

1 M 
$0 

97 
$0 

$1.2781 $50.3901 $10,061 1 $8,9231 $7401 $24.5331 $30,0841 $2671 $3,0761 $4961 $1241 $19.3831 $46,4161 

$6,3781 $251,4451 $50.2051 $44,5221 $3,6901 $122,4201 $150,1191 $1.3341 $15,3501 $2,478) $6201 $98.7191 $231,6151 

98 
$0 







ATER 1 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 
KlLUDlSSY VALVES1 

Scenario Number: IND-0083 Scrnarlo Name: MX 1.3A Scenarlo Actlon: 
COMMONDIN OROUP: OUT YEAR LAYAWAY COST FY 10) 

EEDER VALVES TO %IN (wlo 
Waste) FLUSH LINES OR 

TAPUSEAL TO PREVENT AIR 

DISCONNECT, LOCK OUTfrAG OUT 
DOCUMENT 

EWER 
DISCONNECTtFLUSH LINES 

4S (Take up commodes 8 seal), TRAPS, 
ETC. 

I 
TEAM UNES I $01 $0 1 $01 $0 I $0 I $0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 

SHUT OFFISEAL 

102 
$0 .ECTRIC 

$0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 

IDUSTRIAL WASTE 
FLUSH LINESISEAL 

I 
9T'L GAS I $0 1 $01 $01 $01 80 I $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 

TOP OFF @ MAIN 8 SEAL 

104 
$0 

f01 
$0 

103 
$0 

95 
$0 

99 
$0 

94 
$0 

$0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 

100 
$0 

I 
WMIDITY CONTROL $1,2291 $48,4651 $9,6771 $8,5821 $71 1 1 $23.5961 $28,9351 $2571 $2.9591 $4781 $1201 $18,6421 $44,6431 

I 

4 05 
$0 

i% CONTINOENCIES 
M8R related to weather 8 deterioration. 
>TAL COST 

I 

FIRE PROTECTION I $1,3%l $53,5251 $10,6671 $9,4771 $7861 $26.0601 $31.9561 $2841 $3,2681 $527 1 $1321 $20,5881 $49.3041 

106 
$0 

98 
$0 

96 
$0 

$0 1 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 

$01 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 

I 

BUlLDlNO INSPECTION I $5481 $21,6041 $4,3141 $3,8251 $3171 $10,5181 $12,8981 $1151 $1,3191 $2131 
NCL Roof 8 Contents) 

$531 $8,3101 $19,9001 

97 
$0 

I 

PEST CONTROL $6121 $24,134) $4,8191 $4.2731 $3541 $11.7501 $14,4081 $1281 $1,4731 $2381 $601 $9,2831 $22,231 L 
NO MONTHS TREAT SECURE CRAWL1 

I 
SECURE [Pad lock, board up, etc.] 

OROUNDS MAINTENANCE 

I 
hWAY COST I $6,3781 $251,4451 $50,2051 $44,5221 $3.6901 $122,420( $150,1191 $1,3341 $15,3501 $2,4781 $6201 $96,7191 $231,615L 

$4841 $19,0741 $3,8081 $3,3771 $2801 $9,2861 $11,3681 $1011 $1,1641 $1681 $471 $7.3371 $17,5691 

$8691 $34.2541 $6.8391 $6,0651 $5031 $16,677[ $20,4501 $1821 $2,091 1 $3381 $841 $13,1761 931,552L 

SPACES 
25% CONTINGENCIES 
MgR related to weather 8 deterioration. 
TOTAL COST 

$1,2781 $50,3901 $10.061 1 $8.9231 $7401 $24,5331 $30,0841 $267) $3.0761 $496 I $1241 $19,3831 $46,4161 

$6,3781 $251,4451 $50,2051 $44,5221 $3,6901 $122,4201 $150,1191 $1.3341 $15.3501 $2,4781 $6201 $96.7191 $231,6151 





I 
-WATER $01 $01 $0 I $0 I $01 $0 I $0 I $0 I $0 I $01 $0 I $0 I $C 

KlLUDlSSY VALVES~ 

Scenario Number: INDW83 Scenarlo Name: MX 1.3A Scenarlo Action: 
COMMONDITY GROUP: OUTYEAR LAYAWAY COST (FY 11) 

. 
BLEEDER VALVES TO DRAIN ( ~ l o  Stop B 

Waste) FLUSH LINES DRY 
TAPWSEAL TO PREVENT AIR FLOW 

,-ELECTRIC 
DISCONNECT, LOCK OUTffAG OUT 

DOCUMENT 

I 

.SEWER I $0 I 501 $0 1 501 $01 501 $01 $0 1 50 1 $0 1 50 1 50 1 5( 
DISCONNECTFLUSH LINES1 

AINS (lake up commodes 8 sea0, TRAPS, 
m.1 

94 
$0 

I 

;-INDUSTRIAL WASTE I $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $01 $C 
FLUSH LINESISEAL 

I 

;-STEAM LINES 1 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $( 
SHUT OFFISEAL 

95 
$0 

I 
;-NAT'L GAS $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 50 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $( 

TOP OFF @ MAIN &SEAL 
I 

-25% WNTINOENCIES 1 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $0 1 $01 $0 1 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 $0 1 $1 
sn M&R related to weather 8 deterioration. I 
-TOTAL COST I $0 1 $0 1 $01 $0 1 $0 I 50 1 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $0 1 $0 1 $01 $1 

96 
$0 

87 
$0 

S-HUMIDITY CONTROL 

S - FIRE PROTECTION 

S - BUILDING INSPECTION 
-I (INCL Roof & Contents) 

I 
S -PEST CONTROL $8121 $24,1341 $4,8191 $4.2731 $3541 $11.7501 $14,4081 $1281 81,4731 $2381 $601 $9,2831 $22,23 
:TWO MONTHS TREAT SECURE CRAWL] 

$1,2291 $48,4651 $9,6771 $8,5821 $711 1 523,5961 $28,9351 $2571 $2,9591 $4781 $1201 $18,6421 $44,64: 

$1,3581 $53,5251 $10,6871 $9,4771 $7861 526,0601 $31,9561 $2841 $3,2681 $5271 $1321 $20,5881 $ 4 9 3  

$5481 $21,6041 $4,3141 $3.8251 $3171 810.518I $12,8981 $1151 $l,319I $2131 $531 $8,3101 $19,901 

I 

98 
$0 

S - SECURE (Pad lock, board up, etc.) 

S - GROUNDS MAINTENANCE 
-I 

I 
,YAWAY COST $6,3781 $251,4451 $50,2051 $44,5221 $3,6901 $122,4201 $150,1191 $1 3341 $15 3501 $2 4781 $6201 $96.7191 $231.61! 

$4841 $19,0741 $3,8081 $3,3771 $2801 $9,2861 $11,3881 $101 1 $1,1641 $184 $47 1 57,3371 $17,56! 

$8691 $34,2541 $6,8391 $6,0651 $5031 $16,6771 $20,4501 $1821 $2,091 1 $338 1 $841 $13,1761 $31,55 

SPACES 
S-25% CONTINGENCIES 
3n MBR related to weather & deterioration. 
S-TOTAL COST 

99 
$0 

$1,2781 $50,3901 $10,061] $8,9231 $7401 $24,5331 $30,0841 $2671 $3,0761 $4961 $1241 $19,3831 $46,411 

$6,3781 $251,4451 $50,2051 $44.5221 $3.600( $122,4201 $150,1191 $1,3341 $15,3501 $2,4781 $6201 $96.7191 $231.61! 

100 
$0 

101 
$0 

106 
$( 

102 
$0 

104 
$0 

103 
$0 

105 
$0 
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dion: 94,95, 96,97,98,99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106 
tatus: AMCSO Final 
Movement of Non-Vehicle Mission Equipment 
:or the Industrial mission described in the action at the losing site, provide the tonnage of Non-Vehicle Mission Equipment to be moved. 

The Red River Internal Working Group 
m: This question attempts to identify the total weight in tons (2,000 poundslton) of mission equipment moving from one base to another. Mission 

defined as all of the equipment on the unit's Table of Equipment less vehicles. The tonnage of common equipment used on more than one action 
.orated based on the workload hours relocated. Provide a complete answer row for each action listed in the scenario description as it applies to your 
:er additional rows as necessary. 

ternal Database-DPASS 
911 equipment > $2,500 Acquisition cost, prorated gross weight of all equipment across the transferring workload for all commodities except 
ssile and manufacturing and fabrication which includes rubber products. The total of all commodities is  more accurate for total transferring 
than for each prorated commodity segment. 

I Tonnage I 1 1  I / 
0 701 

re appropriate information in the following table. 

Column 

I I I I I  I I 

TOTAL I 190.541 

1 
Losing Activity: XXXX 
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ative Comments: Because of the very limited time available to respond to this question a sort was done on Industrial Equipment that is 
lreater than $2,500.00 appears in this response. Red River does not maintain a database that has total weight of equipment embedded in it. 
his data is an estimate based on many factors and ultimately the subject matter experts working experience with managing the equipment 
>r Red River. The Army (Red River) apparently does not manage equipment like the rest of the Services. We are AWCF installation and we 
iket Table of Equipment for the entire installation. If we buy it for industrial operations it is eligible for the table of Equipment allowance. 
e add it to the TOE is dependent on a multitude of factors. Such as; does it have a good NSN or do we assign a local MSN, is it a controlled 
Ve looked across three major categories of Combat 8 Tactical Vehicles, Tactical Missiles and Rubber Products to do this analyses. All 
es fall within those three categories. 
e equipment is broken down at the installation and the way questions are asked leaves a certain amount of local discretion as to what 
nes TOE equipment and what is determined to be support equipment. 
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ction: 94,95,96,97,98, 99,100,101,102,103,104,105,106 
tatus: AMCSO Final 

Movement of Support Equipment 
:or the Industrial mission described in the action at the losing site, provide the tonnage of Support Equipment to be moved. 

The Red River Internal Working Group 
on: This question attempts to identify the total weight in tons (2,000 poundstton) of Mission Support equipment moving from one base to another. Mis! 
s defined as other equipment not included in mission equipment or vehicles that are required by the unit to perform its mission. (Allowed entries 0 to 99 
? of common equipment used on more than one action should be prorated based on the workload hours relocated. Provide a complete answer row for 6 
scenario description as it applies to your activity. Enter additional rows as necessary. . . 

ternal Database--DPASS 
411 equipment > $2,500 Acquisition cost, prorated gross weight of all equipment across the transferring workload for all commodities except 
I manufacturing and fabrication which includes rubber products. The total of all commodities is more accurate for total transferring equipme 
:ed commodity segment. 

Tonnage 
2.37 

153.57 
36.18 
31.81 

re appropriate information in the following table. 
Column 
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Losing Activity: XXXX 

I 







ative Comments: Because of the very limited time available to respond to this question a sort was done on Industrial Equipment that is valuc 
3.00 appears in this response. Red River does not maintain a database that has total weight of equipment embedded in it. Therfore, this data 
ased on many factors and ultimately the subject matter experts working experience with managing the equipment program for Red River. Th 
arently does not manage equipment like the rest of the Services. We are AWCF installation and we have a blanket Table of Equipment for the 
I. If we buy it for industrial operations it is eligible for the table of Equipment allowance. Whether we add it to the TOE is dependent on a mul, 
uch as; does it have a good NSN or do we assign a local MSN, is it a controlled item, etc. We looked across three major categories of Comba 
'actical Missiles and Rubber Products to do this analyses. All commodities fall within those three categories. 
e equipment is broken down at the installation and the way questions are asked leaves a certain amount of local discretion as to what is or b 
ment and what is determined to be support equipment. 
avel equipment can be consdered as TOE under the blanket TOE concept. 
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SCENARIO 
IND-0093 

MX 1.4A 
LOSING 



Scenario #: lNIbIp1sz3 
Scenario Name; haC 1.4A 

-- 
$7; Realign d~ atpot rndntcnau workload and capacity for tbe commodity gmp 

4 ANWMENI AND STRUCXWIUL COx)zpoNENTS fm HEX) W R  AD to 
ANNISTON AD (Average Workload @Y031lMJ5)= 9.6 K DLH) - Realign all depot rnahte!aana woxkhd and capacity for the carnmodity gpup 3 MEAT VEWCLES from RED RIVER AD to ANNISTON AD (Average Workload 
[FY03/04/05) = 621.73 K DLH) 
59 - Rmlign 69.8 1 K DL31 of depot maintenance workload aud capacity for the ,, 
commodiry group CONSTRU~ON EQUIPMENT from RED RI- AD to 
ANNISTON AD (Avenge Worklbd QWl3/W105) = 275.23 U DLH) 
60 - RcaIign 205.42 K D M  of depot maintenance workload and capacity fox the 
commodity group CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMEM horn RED RNER AD to MCtB 
ALBANY (Average Workload (FY03104f05) = 275.23 K DIH) Based on the certified 





- v V-VYY a V.V -I VdJ - V. J Z\ YlrC3.I 

62 - R d g n  an depot maintenmcc workload and capacity for the commodity group 
ENGINESK'UNSMISSIONS from RED IUVER AD to ANNlSTON AD (Average 
WorlJoad (FY03/04/05) = 231.13 K DLH)Based an the ce~if!ed capacity dat% additiod 
capacity may be required to accommodate the realigned worklo&i. 
,63 - Realign a11 &pot maidtenmu workload and capacff y for the commodity group 
:FABRICATION & MANUFAClURING frm RED RlVER AD to ANNBTON AD 
'(~veragc Workload (FY03/04MlS) - 342.66 K DfH) Based on tbe certified capacity data, 
a d d i t i d  capacity may be requircd to accommodate the realigned w&oab 
64 - Realign all depot maintoname workload and capacity for the commodity group RRE 

' CONTROL SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS from RED RIVES A.J3 to ANMSTON 
Ab (Avmge Workload (FY03/04/05) = 3,23 K DLH) 
65 - Redip all depot maintenance workload and capacity for the commodity group 

; OTHER from I U D  RIVER AD to ANNISTON AD (Avcryc Workload (FY03/04@5) r' 
'$5.7 K DLH) 
'66 - Realign all &pot rnaintehbnce workload and capacity for the commodiry group 
POWERTRAIN COMPONENTS from RED RlVEX AD to MCU ALBANY (Average 

, Workload ' ( F Y 0 3 ~ 5 )  2 4.83 K DLH) Based on the ctaificd capacity data, ulditional 
'capacity may be requircd to ac~mmodatc the realigned workload. 
67 - R e d i p  all depot maintenanv workload and capacity for the commdity group 
STAR~ALT)ERNATORS1(3ENERATORS from RED RNER AD to MCLB 
ALBANY (Avaage Warkload (M03/04X)5) = 3.33 K DLH) B i d  on the cmified 
: capacity dara, additional capacity may be required to accammodate the maligned 
workload- 
68 - Realign all depot maintenance workload and capacity for the commodity group 

',TACTICAL MISSILES from RED RIVER AD to LJZTTERIUENNY AD (Avmge 
Workload (FY03/04/05) = 189.2 K DLH) 6 
69 - Realign 279.08 K Dfm of depot maintenance workload and capacity for thc -- --4 

armmodiry-gro~~-A'~~~CAL V E H I C ~ ~ ~  RED RIVE% AD to LETTERKENNY 
AD (Average Workload (FY03/04/05) = 368.8 K DLH) based on the certified capacity 

. dnta, additional capacity may be required to accommodate the realigned workload. 
70 - Rtalign 89.72 K DLH depot maintenance workIoad and capacity for the commodity 
gmu9 TACI"I'CAL VEHICLES b m  RED ,RIVER AD to TOBYHANNA AD Wverane 







itatus: AMCSO Final I 
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Facilitization Projects and Costs: I 

- 

By FY, list facilitization projects and projected costs required at the gaining site as a result of the assumption of the industrial workload described in 

~leted, these data are sensitive (FOUO), but unclassified; transmit on a need-to-know basis o& by disk, hard-copy, or fax. 
umber: IND-0093 

ame: MX 1.4A 

on: This question attempts to identify the projects and the costs that would be associated with realigning industrial missions to new locations. This 
th MCA and below-MCA threshold projects. All facilitization projects will commence in FY 07 and be concluded NLT the end of FY 08. It includes 
rades which would be funded directly by the government and required in order to assume the mission, e.g., power, water, and sewage. It includes 
on upgrades, such as rail and road, required in order to accomplish the assumed industrial mission, e.g., increased embarkation and debarkation 
: does not include transportation infrastructure such as intersection upgrades and additional parking, utilities upgrades, or force protection measures 
result solely from the projection of an increased workforce. It does not include the installation of equipment, including clean rooms. It does not 
ected rate increase offsets if these upgrades would be provided by a private entity. All facilitization projects will commence in FY 07 and be 
\ILT the end of FY 08. 

We are the losing site in all o f  the noted Actions s o  this question is NIA t o  us. See Other Narrative Comments. 
I I I I I I I 
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Rive Comments: Red River is the losing organization in all of the actions in this scenario. Therefore, we are not required to respond to this 
Ily. i t  is however incumbent on us to  identify my issues and concerns to  ensure that the decision makers have complete and relevant 
I to  make informed decisions. If the gaining organizations treat the categories of workload in this scenario as they appear on the surface a 
j amount of cost will go  undetected. For actions 58, 62, 8 63 ident~fied to realign to Anniston, for actions 68, and 69 identified to realign to  
r and action 70 to realign to Tobyhanna there is a considerable arn0un.t of specialized equipment that they will be unable to identify and 
ill not be able to account for. The Bradley, MLRS, and Patriot have a large amount of dedicated equipment specific to  each respective 
nil1 be necessary to replicate thousands of square feet to house this specialized equipment that the gaining installation will not be able to  
the on-going assessment assumes that actual workload (processes and functions) by category to  be transferred is the same as the propor 

II reach im inaccurate conclusion. Action 63 alone is a strong point in fact. Action 63 directs realignment of the commodity Fabrication 
~cturing to  Anniston. This action doesn't identify that the Rubber Products operations and facility are embedded in this block of DLHs. 
~n,  by necessity, would be a foot for foot project to  support that mission moving to another installation. There is approximately 410,000 SF 
)at operation, equipment resident currently only at RRAD and extensive environmental permit requirements to be met, which in the current 
~nstruct are not visible to  the proposed gaining installation. Without identifying the workload specifically by system and processes we are 
recipient of the action to  just make an uninformed submission. One other note of worthiness deals with creating bottlenecks in the proces! 
working large amounts of end item workload, as in the case of actions 58, 59, 60, 69 and 70, there is a potential of improper planning in thc 
aint prep, paint and chemical cleaning areas. 

'the worlk is considered back - lot work and can create a bottleneck that cannot be overcome without extensive injection of resources. 
t in these types of operation~s are very limited in most cases and takes a tremendous amount of process space and capacity. Since the 
Red River are unique to  Red River and have never been assigned elsewhere, there are no technical experts in this process, except at this 
)n 68 would probably require a dedicated facility because of operational explosive limits, QD arcs, security requirements and the 
on facility design characteristics required for operations. We submit the attached white paper to further outline the issues for this 
iission. 
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Equipment Costs: 
By FY, list major equipment directly associated with the Industrial mission described in the action and the projected costs to disassemble and pack 
mble that equipment. 

ion: This question attempts to identify equipment and associated moving and installation costs that would be associated with realigning industrial mi 
~tions. This should be limited to the equipment which is essential to assume the industrial mission. In the case of ammunition production facilities, tt 
de the cost to buy new and also install equipment directly associated with the product line being gained. Depot maintenance activities are not requil 
I question. All equipment shipping will commence in FY 07 if minor or no facilitization projects are required at the gaining site, and in FY 08 if the 
ces dictate otherwise. In all cases equipment transfers will be concluded NLT the end of FY 09. 

mail dated Dec. 9,2004. 
Guidance was that Depot's do not answer this question. See Other Narrative Comments. 

I I I I I I I 

the appropriate information in the following table. 
Column 

ipment To Be "Moved" 

I 

NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

I 
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7 
Comments 

NIA 

1 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

2 I 3 1 4 1  5 1 6 
Projected Costs in Scenario Years 1 through 6 

FY06 I FY07 I FY08 ( FY09 I FYI0 1 FYI1 
I I 



I I I I I I I 

ative Comments: Guidance dated Dec. 9,2004 was that Depot's do not answer this question. Depot maintenance activities are not requir 
; question. We understandl this guidance is predicated on an equation that evolves around either acquisition cost or replacement cost. 
mtifying the specific essential equipment associated with each block of workload there is nothing to base an assessment on for facilitiz: 
el workstations that support the capacity and capability analysis for the receiving activity. In every case, there is unique equipment ass4 
xesses necessary to support specific requirements of the various systems (i.e. engines, transmissions, front end alignment, armamenl 
ds, fluidized bed, turret alignment, automated test equipment, missile recertification, etc.) Much of that equipment is contractor supporl 
!s special disassembly, transportation, site preparation, installation and calibration. Site preparation alone just to support the unique 
will run into the millions of dollars. In the case of action 68, Tactical Missiles to Letterkenny, this is the Patriot and HAWK missile 

, This action has been studied, re-studied, evaluated and in every instance, it has been determined that this mission has remain at Red F 
lent is fairly old and has been modified and updated in place. Even though this equipment is generally reliable, moving electronic test 
of this nature to another site successfully and in time to not impact U.S. and FMS missile readiness is not attainable. Depreciation, it aF 
!ated as a wash, when in fact it has a direct impact on the cost of the product that is being charged to the customer. The move, set up, 
and certification of the equipment will be a cost that will have to be charged to the programs and will increase the gaining organizations 

8 scope of the transferred man-hours to defer those costs. Probably not considered a cost of BRAC but it is a real cost to the Army and t 
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1 Ammunition Transportation Costs: 1 I I I I 1 I I 
?y FY, list short tons of ammunition to be shipped and the cost to ship by ton from the losinq site to the gaining site described in the action. 
1 The Red River Internal Working G r o w  
ton: This question attempts to identify the weight (ST) quantities and costs to move ammunition result from a decision to realign industrial missions to I 
ssumptions to be used to calculate the tonnage to be shipped are: 1. Losing sites will fill requirements and be drawn down in place prior to filling 1 from other sites (ship 1 st ); 2. No further receipts will be issued to losing sites; 3. Demilitarization will continue at both losing and gaining sites at the 

ld (funded) rate. Shipping will commence in 2008 and be concluded NLT the end of FY 10. Any facilitization required at the gaining site as a result o f t  
brfer will be captured in question #~0021. 

/e Red River Internal Working Group 
~ m m u n i t i o n  was not a part of  any of the actions to  disestablish Red River. This scenario addressed the Industrial base only. See Other Narr 

Comments 

NIA 
NlA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
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~tive Comments: These are no actions for Red River in this scenario for Ammunition. Sitting at the bottom looking up, there is a deep come 
bessment for Red River willlwon't integrate all of those that reside on the industrial complex. Being a special installation under AMC carries 
sits and penalties in the way we account for doing business. In this Scenario, Action 68 realigns Tactical Missiles to Letterkenney. If this ac 
.om a sirnple face value process the fact that all of the missiles are stared here at Red River in the Red River Munitions Center will never get 
d will not get factored into the cost associated with the realignment. Not only that, i t  would have a devastating effect on the operations and 
Imer during and after BRAC. Someone would have to pay to fix that issue. 
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,ction: 57,58,59,60,61,62, 63, 64,65,66, 67, 68, 69,70 
~tatus: AMCSO Final 
Training Costs: 
3y FY, describe and list the training costs required in order to prepare the workforce at the gaining site to assume the new industrial mission described 

ion: This question attempts to identify all employee training that would be required to support a decision to realign industrial missions to new locations. 
nclude TDY for personnel from the gaining site to the losing site and vice versa. Presume 75% of the direct labor currently performing the mission at t t  
cate to the gaining site. Do not include costs related to First Article Testing (FAT). In all cases assume training will commence in FY 07 and be compll 

We are the losing site in all of the noted Actions so this question is NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 
I I I I I I I 
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tive Comments: Red River is not required to identify training since we are the losing site. The guidance in the Industrial Template requires I 
8 to make an assumption that 75% of the personnel will realign with the mission. Under that assumption, we calculate that approximately 95 
uld relocate to the various sites identified in the scenario (1615 X 2,121,580 X .75 = 985). A review of the history does not support that assurr 
istic assumption would be in the 5-10% range, which would further erode the transfer of corporate knowledge on each specific category of v 
~t equipnlent will be transferring during the years that are required to program training and that is a necessary piece of the training, especial 
B Y  unique pieces of equipment. The reality of the matter is that the training base will erode once the action becomes law and the quality of t l  
~spect. In the case of action 68 this could be devastating to that mission. It takes in excess of 3 years to fully train the certification technici 
B level. Command and control is a stroke of a pen and may have its merits; however, moving this entire operation 
,port the long term sustainrnent nor the near term readiness of this weapon system. 
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IT Projects and Costs: 
By FY, list the IT projects and costs required in order to assume the new mission described in the action. 

ion: This question attempts to identify all IT projects and costs that would be involved as a result of a decision to realign industrial missions to new loca 
d include extending and modernizing IT infrastructure on the base for those requirements directly attributable to the new lndustrial mission, e.g., CADIC 
)n management, technical drawings, and manuals. These may also include IT infrastructure requirements based on a per capita increase in base persc 
rork station equipment which is not directly required to accomplish the Industrial mission. The timeline will equate to Facilitization projects and Equipm, 
~ h s  1 and 2 respectively. 

We are the losing site in all o f  the noted Actions so this question i s  NIA to us. See Other Narrative Comments. 
I I I I I 

N /A 
NIA 
NIA 
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ltive Comments: Red River being the losing site in all of the actions identified for this scenario has no input. The Services (Army especially' 
n g  the technical data for life cycle support of many s f  their systems. Understandably, the PMs and PEOs are trying to squeeze as much har 
dollars. This creates an issue down the road for the industrial base. We have encountered this on many systems in recent times as recent 
ent of the RECAP program for the HEMTT. 
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-- - - - - - - -  - - - 

Contract Termination Costs: 
3y FY, list all contracts of amounts in excess of $ lM  with beginning and end dates which are performed at the losing ate in direct support of the indust 
I the action. 

The Red River Internal Working Group 
on: This question attempts to identify all contracts that would need to be terminated, moved, or comp[eted and awarded at a new site that would result 
realign industrial missions to new locations. Provide a contract termination estimate for any contract which concludes after FY 09 that would include st 
~ d e  any BASOPS-related contracts or support contracts not directly related to industrial workload described in the action. 

lministrative Workload spreadsheet, Ditector of Contracting 
Only those contracts breaking $1M are listed. There will be no termination cost because Red River will manage out year contracts t o  ensure 
~t time of workload transfer execution. See Other Narrative Comments. 

he appropriafe information in the following table. 

Jheel International $30,300,000.00 
nson Industries ~12~000,000.00 
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Column 

58, 59,60, 61, 62 

Nilliams 

1 

Total Funded 
Amount(>$IM) 

$0.00 

2 1 3 
Dates 

Dec-04 

May44 

Start 

$8,100,000.00 

Com 
End 

4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 8 1  7  
Projected Termination Costs in Scenario Years 1 through 6 

Dec-06 

Mayas 

FY06 

HEMTT Whc 
HMMWV wh 
assv 

Sep-04 

FY07 

May45 HMMWV po 

FY08 FYI1 FY09 FYI0 



I I I I I I I I I 

W e  Comments: There are many various and recurring contracts that supports production which do not breach the > SIM threshold. There I 
lcts that carry a termination cost at this time. Red River would manage contracts in the future to ensure that situation would not exist. Red F 
io in all actions identified above is the losing site. The issue would be i f  there are support contracts in place on work to be transferred wher 
iource that may or may not breach the $ lM.  Not much of an issue, but in the case of rubber production, the QPL on much of the required pr 
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us: AMCSO Final 

s t  Avoidances: 

Y, for the Industrial mission described in the action, for the site, list the following: 1. Approved and budgeted MCA projects; 2. Approved and budgeted Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) 
tiliied Plant Capacity (UPC) subsidies. 

be Red River Internal Working Group 
This question attempts to identify the magnitude of the effects on a losing site, which would result from a decision to realign industriasl missions to a new location. 

', Internal CIP records, Resource Mangement 
lividual CIP and MCA Projects support many categories of workload they are not pro raed but shown in its entire scope. See Other Narrative Comments and NOTES. 

i i I I I I I i 

59,60,62,64,6S, 66,67,69,70 CIP $155,500.00 
Additional Projects 

rator Test Stand 
I 1 I I I I 1 I 

1 CIP I $598,0~.00l I 
Additional Projects I 1 I 

Additional Projects I I 1 I I 
JF i I I 

,n Systems Sustainment Center I I I I I (Appears in FY08 FYC 
:ility ! ! 

I I I 1 I 1 I IUPC Prorated to vari 
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UPC 
UPC 
UPC 

$3,204.00 
$208,687.20 
$23,424.80 

$2,421 .OO 
$1 57,687.80 

$1 7,700.20 

$2,263.50 
$1 47,429.30 
$16,548.70 

$2,313.00 
$1 50,653.40 
$1 6,910.60 

$2,358.00 
$1 53,584.40 
$1 7,239.60 

$576.00 
$37,516.80 

$4,211.20 

actions 



I I I I I I I 

e Comments: It is felt that the cost associated with this question can be identified as a cost avoidance but that is not necessarily so. Much of the equipment that are receiving capi 
will transfer and will require upgrade regardless of where the work is performed. Not all CIP and MCA projects can be classified as cost avoidances and to categorically assume t 

of the CIP's are upgrades to existing unique required equipment and are necessary regardless of where the work is performed. Each must be examined on a case-bycase basis tc 
question fcr this scenario does not ask us to differentiate. Even though in this scenario it directs that we disestablish the industrial Mission it remains silent on all other tenants ar 
tion. If a project supports anything out side the industrial mission i t  is not included or identified in this scenario. For every cost avoidance that we are trying to identify, on the reve 
b many "co!:ts incurred" that have not been identified. An example would be the centralized boiler that directly supports the industrial complex. 

2 listing has dramatically changed f rm previous submissians under scenario INDO063 and IND0083. Red Rwer has received authority and approval for accelerated fundmg for $2 
be moved foreward to 2005. Those projects have fallen from vis~bil~ty, because they will be funded and completed pnor to tfie requested years identified for this scenario. 
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rnber: IND0093 
me: MX 1.4A 
tion: 57.68.69.60.61.82.63.64.65.66.67.68.69.70 
~tus:  AMCSO Final 
nvironmental Costs: 
st any requirements related to permitslwavers/restrlctions to assume the Industrial mission described in the action at the oair?ina site. 

The Red River Internal Working Group 
n: This question attempts to gather information about the cost of environmental actions that would be required as a result from a decision to realign industrial missions to new locatic 
itimate of the cost to complylobtain. List any requirements related to decommissioning at the losing site and provide an estimate of the cost to comply. Assume any 
rslrestrictions must be obtained by end FY 08. Assume decommissioning must be complete NLT end FY 11. 

4C Internal Working Group--Closure Plans -NEPA Documents-Historical Files 
lentified cost to decommission entire industrial base and take to a caretaker level. See Other Narrative Comments. 

i I I i I I I 
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ve Comments: Cost are to a level to prevent health and safety violation and to prepare facilities to a caretaker level. This is a level above caretaker and remediation. 
n down to task within each action if necessary. See List below. Back-up is available. We have been asked in this scenario to figure the cost of decommissioning tht 
?. We view this as the level required ensuring there are no hazards to health or safety and it is a level above remed~ation. We have done that to the best of our abili 
B allowed. However, b e  knocked the top off and made very sound assumptions. Also, during this period (even though we were not asked) we took the opportunity 
ink the envsronmental cost would be for a gaining installation. I will submit this cost as a consideration and a possible crosswalk for those responsible for develop 
timate is approximately $23.8M and is outlined in the attached spreadsheet for the gaining site and approxin~ately $11.3M for decommissioning at this site. 

ental List Actions to Achieve Minimal Caretaker Status 
Wspsmal 

Tanks 

n Hazardous Areas and Begin Closer Process IAW RCRA Permit 

mitted Haz-Storage Unit 
rnitted Haz--Storage Unit 
mitted Haz-Storage Unit 
red Roilsr Plant 

ts cleaning area under vats 
late area under vats 
ea under parts cleaning vats 
o POL mater cells and drainage 
:ery Shop Acid storageluse 
el 8 Used Oil tanks 

. - - - - . . - . . . - . . . I I I I I , 
~tarninated With Heavy Metals 
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tlon: 57, 58,59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65.66, 67, 68, 69, 70 
atus: AMCSO Final 

.ayaway Costs: 

,r the Industrial mission described in the action at the losing sita, provide a listing of actions required and the related costs to place the vacated industrial space into z 
taker layaway status. 
The Red Rlver Internal Working Group 
n: This question attempts to identify the actions and costs associated with placing any site into a minimal caretaker layaway status as the result of decisions to realig 
isions to a new location. These costs could include removing POL, corrosives, and chemicals from machinery; holdinglstorage pits and areas; draining pipes, and 
dlities. They would not include the costs of any environmental remediation. This question does not apply to munitions storage activity. Assume layaway will 
i FY 09 and be complete NLT end FY 11. 

S-Engineering Performance Standards. Real Property Records, and IFS-M estimating standards. 
Ise of analytical caiculatlons are based on RPM expertise, knowledge, and opinon to  meet the needs for a minimal layaway status and malntenance of 
lssion commodities groups at RRAD In anticipation of future occupation. A consolidated generic punch list was used n order to  cover the widest 
Ige. See Other Narrative Comments. 

orksheets for breakout 01 
by FY09, 10, 11 and 

I I I I I I I 
~tlve Comments: Cost has been prorated among the actions. There are rnutiple categories o f  work pertormed in most facliities. Prorated cost across 
uiiding and action. We have figured the cost of layaway for each action. This was done by looking at the current workload in each facility and cross 
be action required by this scenario. We used the composite labor rate constant FY05 dollars for our DPW personnel. Caretaker was prorated by action 
scenario since several commodities are worked in many of the same buildings across the industrial complex. The drum-roll cost across FYO9-FYI 1 is 
ely $2.9M as outlined by  task and computation in the workbook. Detailed backup available. 
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Scenalo Number: INC-0083 Scenarlo ~ame: M 1.44 Scmalo AcUon: 
COMWONDITY GROUP: OUT YEAR LAYAWAY COST (FY 04) 

LECTRIC 

IATER 
KILUDISSY VALVES 

LEEDER VALVES TO DRAIN (w/a Slop 8 
Wade) FLUSH LINES DRY 

TAPVSEAL TO PREVENT AIR FLOW 

EWER - 
DISCONNECTFLUSH LINES 

(INS (Take up commodes 6 real), TRAPS. 
ETC. 

IDUSTRIAL WASTE f I 

I I 
5% CONTINGEIWES I I 60) $0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 501 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 
m MLR related to weather 8 detHlmtion. 1 

57 

$0 

SO 1 $0 1 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 so 1 SO{ $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 

FLUSH LlNESlSEAL 

TEAM LINES 
SHUT OFFLEAL 

AT'L GAS 
TOP OFF Q MAtN (L SEAL 

. ~ 

OTAL COST I I $0 1 $01 $01 $0) $01 $01 $0 1 $01 SO I $0 l $0 1 $01 $0 1 

DISCONNECT. LOCK OUT/TAG OUT 
DOCUMENT 

$0 

$01 $01 501 $01 $01 601 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 
I 

$01 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $0) $01 $01 

Sol $01 $01 $01 SO1 $01 $01 SO 1 SO1 SO 1 SO I $01 SO1 

58 

$0 

$01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 SO1 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 Sol 

60 

HUMIDITY CONTROL 

.FIRE PROTECTION 

, BUILDING INSPECTION 
INCL Roof 8 Cof!lerds) 

19 

$0 

$1.2291 $48.4651 $4,6291 $13.6271 $7111 ~23.5961 s28.9js1 $2571 $2,9591 $4781 $1201 $18.6421 $33,7811 $10.8 

$1.3581 $53,5251 $5.1121 $15.C481 ~ 8 6 1  $26.0601 $31.9561 $2841 53.2681 $5271 $1321 $20.5881 $37.3081 $11.9 

$5481 $21,6041 $2.0831 $4.0741 $3171 $10,5181 $12.8981 $1151 $1.3191 $2141 $531 $8.3101 $14.3021 $4,5 

I 
I 

SECURE (Pad lock board W, 0tc.1 

GROUNDS MAINTENANCE 

PEST CONTROL 
WO MONTHSTREAT SECURE CRAWL 

I I I 
4WAV COST I 1 $6.3781 $251.4451 $24,0131 $70.7041 $3,6901 $12,4201 $150.1191 $1,3341 $15,3501 $2,4801 $4201 $96.7191 $174,5081 $56.1 

$0 

$4841 $19,0741 $1.821[ 85,3641 a801  $9.2861 $11.3881 SlOl l $1,1641 s l88 l  $471 $7.3371 $13.2941 $4.2 

$8691 $34,2541 $3.2711 $9.6331 $503) $16,6771 $20,450( $1821 $2.091 1 $3381 $841 $13,1761 $23.875) $7,6 

$612 I $24 . 134 1 $2306 , I $6787 . 1 $3541 $11.750\ $14.4081 $1281 $1,4731 $ 239 I $601 $9.2831 $16.8221 $5.4 

 SPACES^ 
EH CONTINGENCIES I 
~n MAR related lo weather 8 daerioratlon. I 
rOTAL COST I 

60 

$0 

$1.2781 S50.3901 $4,8121 ~ 1 4 , l n l  $7401 $24.5331 $30,0841 $2671 $3.0761 $4961 $1241 $19,3831 $35.1231 $11.2 
I 

$6,3781 f251.4451 $24,0131 $70.7041 93.6901 $122,4201 $150,1191 $1.334( $15,3501 $2,4801 $6201 S96.719l $174.5081 556,l 
I 

$0 

61 

$0 

62 

$0 

SO SO $0 

83 

SO 

SO 

84 

so 

65 

$0 

SO Eo $0 

66 

SO 

$0 

67 

$0 

$0 

BB 

$0 

BB 

$0 

70 

! 









I 

rATER 1 I $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $0 1 Sol Sol $01 I 
KlLMlSSY VAl VES~ 

Scenarlo Number: INDO093 Scmarlo Name: MX 1.4A Scenaln AcUon: 
COMUOWMTY GROUP: OUT YEAR LAYAWAY COST (FY 11) 

LEEDER VALVES TO DRAIN (w/o Stop 
Waste) FLUSH LINES DR 

LECTRIC 
DISCONNECT, LOCK OUTlTAG OUT 

WCUMENT 

I 
EWER 1 $01 $0 1 $01 $01 @I1 $01 $0 1 $01 $0 1 sol $01 $01 $01 $ 

DISCONNECTffLUSH LlNESl 

I 
IDUSTRIAL WASTE I I so 1 so 1 $01 sol sol so I so 1 SO l $0 l SO I ~ o l  $01 sol , 

FLUSH LINEWEAL 
I 

TEAM LINES I SO[ $0 I $0 1 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 $01 I 
SHUT OFF-L I 

57 
SO 

I 
AT'L GAS I I $01 SO 1 $01 $01 $01 EOI $01 SO[ $01 $0 f XI1 $0 1 SO1 

TOP OFF @ MAIN h SEAL 

60 
$0 

I 
BUILDING INSPECTION I $5481 521.6041 $2.0631 $8.0741 €3171 $10.5181 $12.8981 $1151 $1,3191 $2141 $531 $8.3101 $14,3021 $4,5! 

INCL R o d  & Conlords) I 

58 
SO 

59 
$0 

61 
$0 

I 
PEST CONTROL I $6121 $24.1341 $2.3051 56,7871 S3541 $11.7501 $14,4081 $1281 $1.4731 $2391 $601 $9.2831 $16,8221 $5.41 

WO MONTHS TREAT SECURE CRAWL1 

SECURE (Pad lock, board up, etc.) 

GROUNDS MAINTENANCE 

82 
$0 

I $4841 t19.074j $1.821[ $5,364) $2801 $ 9 , 2 ~ l  ~11.3881 $101 1 $1.1641 $1881 $471 57,3371 $13.2941 $4,2; 

1 $8691 $34.2541 $3,2711 $9,6331 $5031 $16,6771 S20,4501 $1821 $2,091 I $3381 $841 $1 3.1761 $23,8751 $7.6' 

I 

4WAY COST I 1 $6,3781 $251,4451 $24.0131 $70.7041 $3.6901 S122.420\ $150.1191 $1.3341 $15.3501 $2.4801 $6201 $96.7191 $174,5081 $56,ll 

SPACES 
!5% CONTINGENCIES 
n M&R rotated to weather 6 dsleriaation. 
IOTAL CMT 

83 
$0 

1 $1.2781 $50.3901 $4,8121 $14.1721 V40 l  $24,5331 $30,0841 $2671 $3,0761 14961 $1241 $19,3831 $35,1231 $ll,Z! 

I $6,3781 $zsl.445l $24,0131 $70,7041 $3.6901 $122,4201 ~150.119~ $1.3341 $15.3501 $2.4801 $ 6 ~ 1  646.7191 $174.5061 $56.11 

64 
So 

65 
$0 

66 
so 

67 
so 

68 
SO 

69 
$0 

70 
4 
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Movement of  Non-Vehicle Mission Equipment 

=or the Industrial mission described in the action at the losinq site, provide the tonnage of Non-Vehicle Mission Equipment to be moved. 

The Red River Internal Working Group 
on: This question attempts to identify the total weight in tons (2,000 poundslton) of mission equipment moving from one base to another. Mission eqi 
311 of the equipment on the unit's Table of Equipment less vehicles. The tonnage of common equipment used on more than one action should be prorat 
d hours relocated. Provide a complete answer row for each action listed in the scenario description as it applies to your activity. Enter additional rows 

:ernal Database-DPASS 
All  equipment > $2,500 Acquisition cost, prorated gross weight of all equipment across the transferring workload for all commodities excepl 
d manufacturing and fabrication which includes rubber products. The total of all commodities is  more accurate for total transferring equipmj 
~ted commodity segment. 

Tonnage 
0.70 

45.39 
5.13 

15.11 
NIA (no Equipment for this action) 

* 16.87 

17.85 
0.24 
4.38 
0.37 
0.24 

57.68 
20.37 
6.55 

I 

I I I I 

TOTAL I 1 90.88) 
I I I 

h e  appropriate information In the following table. 
Column 
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1 
Losing Activity: XXXX 



rtive Comments: Because of the very limited time available to respond to this question a sort was done on Industrial Equipment that is valuc 
n $2,500.00 appears in this response. Red River does not maintain a database that has total weight of equipment embedded in it. Therfore, tl 
! based on many factors and ultimately the subject matter experts working experience with managing the equipment program for Red River. 
apparently does not manage equipment like the rest of the Services. We are AWCF installation and we have a blanket Table of Equipment fc 

~llation. If we buy it for industrial operations it Is eligible for the table of Equipment allowance. Whether we add it to the TOE is dependent on 
bf factors. Such as; does it have a good NSN or do we assign a local MSN , is it a controlled item, etc. We looked across three major categor 
radical Vehicles, Tactical Missiles and Rubber Products to do this analyses. All commodities fall within those three categories. 
e equipment is broken down at the installation and the way questions are asked leaves a certain amount of local discretion as to what is or t 
nent and what is determined to be support equipment. 
!vel equipment can be considered as TOE under the blanket TOE concept. 
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atus: AMCSO Final 

Vlovement of Support Equipment . . . . 

or the Industrial mission described in the action at the site, provide the tonnage of Support Equipment to be moved. 

The Red Rlver Internal Working Group 
In: This question attempts to identify the total weight in tons (2,000 poundslton) of Mission Support equipment moving from one base to another. Mission Support equi~ 
ipment not included in mission equipment or vehicles that are required by the unit to perform its mission. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999 tons). The tonnage of common ec 
1 one action should be prorated based on the workload hours relocated. Provide a complete answer row for each action listed in the scenario description as it applies to 1 
nal rows as necessary. 

rnal Database-DPASS 
\I1 equipment > $2,500 Acqulsltlon cost, prorated gross weight of all equlpment across the transferrlng workload for all commodlties except tactical mlssile 
Ing and fibrlcatlon which Includes rubber products. The total of all cornmodlties Is more accurate for total transferring equipment than for each prorated ca 

51 .I 1 
NIA (no Equipment for this action) 

57.09 

te appmpriate infomation in the following table. 
Column 1 

Losing Adivlty: XXXX 
Tonnage 

2.37 
153.57 
17.37 
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TOTAL ni .03 



Ive Comments: Because d the very llmlted tlme avallaMe to respond to thls questlon a sort was done on lndustrlal Equlpment that Is valued at greater than 
11s response. Red Rlver does not malntaln a database that has total welght of equlpment embedded In It Therfore, thls data Is an estimate based on many f 
e subject matter experts worklng experience with managlng the equlpment program for Red Rlver. The Army (Red River) apparently does not manage equll 
srvlces. We are AWCF Installation and we have a blanket Table of Equlpment for the enUre lnstallatlon. tf we buy It lor Industrial operations It Is ellglble for 1 
Ilowance. Whether we add It to the TOE Is dependent on a multitude of factors. Such as; does It have a good NSN or do we asslgn a local MSN, Is It a contl 
ed across three mJor  categories of Combat 8 Tactlcd Vehlcles, Tactical Misslles and Rubber Products to do thls analyses. All commodities fall within tha 

equlpment Is broken down at the Installation and the way questions are asked leaves a certain amount of local discretion as to what Is or becomes 
ent and what Is determined to be support equlpment. 
el equlpment can be consldered as TOE under the blanket TOE concept. 
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