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Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group (IJCSG) 

Meeting Minutes of December 7,2004 

Mr. Michael Wynne, Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and 
Logistics, chaired the meeting. The list of attendees is at Attachment 1. 

The Chairman opened the meeting. The purpose of this meeting was to review the 
initial scenarios from each of the subgroups. Mr. Wynne said he signed out the final 
capacity report and thanked the group for their work. Mr. Wynne also stated that logic 
may drive one direction while fairness may drive a different direction, i.e., Shipyards 
may ask Maintenance to do something that appears illogical. Mr. Wynne asked Mr. Orr 
why the Maintenance subgroup didn't run scenarios closing Warner-Robins or 
Jacksonville-would there be a question as to whether or not the bases were being 
protected, or was it driven by logic. Mr. Orr replied that the Maintenance subgroup has a 
strategy-if the line of thought were continued, then Warner-Robins and Jacksonville and 
Albany scenarios must be run at each iteration and then the whole equation must be 
changed. 

Mr. Wynne asked the attendees for their views, and RADM Klemm stated that if 
all installations aren't evaluated equally then the IJSCG is left open to criticism. 
Working through the iterations takes time, but will it take more time later having to go 
back and to explain why and answer the commission's questions. Information from the 'w Navy needs to be expedited so it can be processed. 

Mr. Motsek briefed the initial Munitions and Armaments scenarios. 

Mr. Wynne asked Mr. Orr to determine whether there was any commercial 
helicopter repair sources/capability. Mr. Motsek stated that the problem is no 
commercial facility has the capability to perform crash damage repairs, although rotor 
head repairs are a 50150 commercial/military mix. Mr. Wynne said to at level look only 
at the top helicopter OEMs (i.e., Boeing, Bell, Sikorsky) and survey their data. 

Mr. Wynne asked the subgroups to dream big because there are best practices all 
over. As commands come up for review there will be bidding, but the current command 
structures are not holding and in the future there will probably be commanders from one 
service and their deputies will be from another service. Best practices are the key, they 
drive processes. Don't think in terms of traditional service command structures. 

Mr. Orr said the Maintenance subgroup was looking at closure scenarios involving 
Warner-Robins, Jacksonville and Albany. Currently recommendations are strategy 
driven. Mr. Orr stated that we want to be strategy driven, not data driven. 



w Mr. Wynne said that the data could be used to run more scenarios. Mr. Om stated, 
some recommendations will be cost-based, some risk-based, some utilization-based. 

RADM Klemm said they must consider the court of public opinion with the 
commission and the legislators. Military Value must be included because it is the law, or 
else they will spend six months justifying what the IJCSG did because they didn't do 
what the law said. There are different answers in COBRA based on Military Value vice 
just capacity (i.e., single site rotary wing repairs). It is an immense problem, but the 
enormous amount of data drives down to Military Value. 

Mr. Wynne said that we may end up with a COBRA call later as a result of /. 5- 
analysis. He stated "do not back off of the 1.5 capacity." Mr. Wynne said the subgroups 
could actually run two scenario analyses. Mr. Orr said there is a sound strategy. ..8.+ 

Mr. Wynne told the subgroups that if they were writing up the recommended 
scenarios they should consider rotating commands. 

Mr. Orr said that for non-deployable intermediate level maintenance the subgroup 
would look at what was within 50 miles for a possible move. 

w Mr. Wynne requested Mr. Orr to take one scenario and draw up a recommendation 
scenario so the subgroup could gain experience. 

RADM Klemm stated that one issue that is a problem with the 1.5 factor is the 
unique facilities that are already performing at 1.5 (i.e., heat treating, plating, etc.). 
He said that proper analysis can't be done without breaking out these areas and increasing 
their capacity and that constraint needed to be priced out. 

Mr. Wynne said he was hoping to get to where the subgroups actually settle on 
what to close and then argue about one or two staying open based on a different set of 
factors (i.e., Military Value, environmental, unique capability, etc.) 

Approved: 
b r .  Michael ~ y $ n e  
L~hairman, 1nd#trial Joint Cross-Service Group 

Attachments: 
1. List of attendees 
2. Munitions and Armament 
3.  Maintenance 

w 4. Ship Overhaul and Repair 



Industrial JCSG Meeting 
December 7,2004 

Attendees 

Members: 
0 Michael Wynne, Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and 

Logistics 
RADMKlemm 

0 Gray Motsek, Deputy G3, Support Operations, Army Material Command 
0 Maj Gen Mary Saunders, Defense Logistics Agency 

Mr. Ron Om, Air Force 
BGen Willie Williams, Director Logistics Plans and Policies, HQMC 

Others: 
Pete Potochney, OSD BRAC Office 
Alex Yellin, OSD BRAC Office 
Jay Berry, OSD Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources 
George Kingsley, Defense Logistics Agency 
Steve Krum, NAVSEA 
COL Sarah Smith, OSD Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources 
Catherine Schneiter, DoDIG 
Maj. S. DuBois, HQMC 
Brian Shanley, HQMC 
LtCol Walt Eady, JCSlJ4 
Willie Smith, HQ AFSC 
CAPT William Porter, AT&L MA 
RDML Mark Hugel, OPNAV 
Mark VanCilst, HQ USAFIILMM 
Mr. Dave Pauling, ADUSD (MR&MP) 

Attachment 1 



IJCSG - Maintenance Subgroup 
Scenarios 

MX-1.0 Minimize Sites 
- Scenarios (9) 

MX-1.1 Min Site using Workload - Total Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 
MX-1.2 Min Site using Workload - Max Capacity at 1.0 (40 hr week) 
MX-1.3 Min Site using Workload - Max Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 
MX-1.4 Min Site using Core - Max Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 
MX-1.5 Enabling Min Site using Workload (Close LEAD) - Max Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 
MX-1.6 Min Site using Workload (Close Depot Maintenance function at TinkerAFB) - Max 
Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week 
MX-1.7 Min Site using Workload (Close Depot Maintenance function at Hill AFB) - Max 
Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 
MX-1.8 Establish Joint Depot(s) (Based on results from Scenarios) 

- None 
MX 1.9 Navy Scenario Fleet Readiness Center 

MX-2.0 Consolidate Intermediate Maintenance functions with same 
commodities 

Navy Enabling Scenarios IM -E -001 through IM-E003 
Navy Enabling Scenarios IM -E -004 and IM-E005 

(56 Scenario Data Calls have been released as of 3 Dec 2004) 

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOlA 



Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussio Pur~oses Onlv - Do Not Release Under FOlA 

1JCSG'- Maintenance Subgroup 
MX 1.5 Enabling - Minimize sites using workload 

- Close Letterkenny Army Depot 

Scenario Proposal 
Realignments: 

Aviation Workload (NADEP-CPINIIJAX, OCNVR-ALC) to 2 01 
3 sites for each area: Fighter Attack, Other Aircraft, 
CargoITanker 

Rotary Workload (CCAD, NADEP-CP) to 1 site 

Ground Workload (Vehicles: Tracked, Wheeled, Amphibious 
6 locations (ANAD, RRAD, TYAD, RIA,, MCLBA, MCLBB) to 
or 3 sites. 

Components- Commodities (e.g. landing gear, electronics, 
etc) at various locations to 2 or 3 sites per commodity 

Using current workload, commodity approach, consider joint 
Service solutions Using current workload, commodity 
approach, consider joint Service solutions 

Justificationllmpact 
Increase Joint use through minimizing sites 

Environmental impacts not known at this time- workload 
moves 

CostISavings of movements not determined - COBRA 

Post BRAC recurring costslsavings 

DriverslAssumptions 
Boundaries: 

Workload moved from closing sites should be moved 
as a complete unit wherever possible, if not, move a 
portion of the work to the site with the highest 
available capacity and remaining is TBD. 

Based on Maximum Capacity on 1.5 shiW60 hour 
work week per workstation 

Potential Conflicts 

USC Title 10 Sec 2466 requirement - 50150 

J Strategy O Capacity Analysis I Data Verification O JCSG Recommended De-conflicted w/.Tf@Gs 

O COBRA Military Value Analysis I Data Verification O Criteria 6-8 Analysis De-conflicted wIServices 



Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group (IJCSG) 

Meeting Minutes of December 14,2004 

Mr. Michael Wynne, Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and 
Logistics, chaired the meeting. The list of attendees is at Attachment 1. 

The Chairman opened the meeting. The purpose of this meeting was to review 
further scenarios from each of the subgroups. Mr. Wynne opened the meeting stating that 
lack of data from the Army is a problem as scenario recommendations must be submitted 
onlabout December 20 and he asked Mr. Motsek for his assistance. 

Mr. Motsek briefed the Munitions and Armaments subgroup. He said that he did 
not think any outstanding data will affect the recommendations based on the existing 
certified data. He also stated that the recommendations will be refined when any 
outstanding data is received. 

Mr. Wynne said that when the recommendations go up the chain they must have 
certified, sourced data based on the SOP, etc. The recommendations can be revised 
based on new certified data. He told the subgroups to construct all candidate 
recommendations, turn in what recommendations they can, and modify later any 
recommendations must be modified. 

Mr. Orr briefed the Maintenance subgroup. He said the first three depot scenarios 
are registered. Mr. OK also said that the data call needed to assess costs went out. 
Clarifications from the Navy have been requested. 

Mr. Wynne tasked Mr. Motsek with drafting the answers to letters stating that he 
(Mr. Motsek) had forwarded the letters to Mr. Wynne for his consideration. Mr. Wynne 
stated that all sites are to be treated equally, not on the basis of location, but on the basis 
of capability. 

Mr. Orr said that Scenario 1.4 was still being worked. Mr. OK said that the 
subgroup is looking to see if any decisions result in adding risk to core requirements 
versus workload requirements, but that most strategic decisions are complete and need to 
be costed out. 

Mr. Orr stated that commercial sources for Rotary Aircraft repairs don't really 
exist and recommended that Rotary Aircraft from consideration be removed because the 
risk is too high. 

The Shipyards subgroup briefed their draft candidate recommendations. 



w 
Mr. Wynne said the subgroups should have a holistic plan and then adjust as 

required. 

Approved: .& 

chairman, 1ndudial Joint Cross-Service Group 

Attachments: 
1. List of attendees 
2. Munitions and Armament 
3. Maintenance 
4. Ship Overhaul and Repair 



Industrial JCSG Meeting 
December 14,2004 

Attendees 

Members: 
Michael Wynne, Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and 
Logistics 
RADM Bill Klemm 
Mr. Ron Orr, Air Force 
Gray Motsek, Deputy G3, Support Operations, Army Material Command 
Maj Gen Mary Saunders, Defense Logistics Agency 
BGen Hank Taylor, JCSlJ4 

0 BGen Willie Williams, Director Logistics Plans and Policies, HQMC 

Others: 
Pete Potochney, OSD BRAC Office 
Alex Yellin, OSD BRAC Office 
Jay Berry, OSD Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources 
George Kingsley, Defense Logistics Agency 
Steve Kmm, NAVSEA 
COL Sarah Smith, OSD Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources 
Catherine Schneiter, DoDIG 
Maj. S. DuBois, HQMC 
Brian Shanley, HQMC 
LtCol Walt Eady, JCSlJ4 
Willie Smith, HQ AFSC 
CAPT William Porter AT&L MA 
Mark VanGilst, HQ USAFALMM 
RDML Mark Hugel, OPNAV 
Mr. Dave Pauling 

Attachment 1 



IJCSG - Maintenance Subgroup 
Scenarios 

MX-1.0 Minimize Sites 
Scenarios (4) 

MX-1 .I Min Site using Workload - Total Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 
MX-1.2 Min Site using Workload - Max Capacity at 1.0 (40 hr week) 
MX-1.3 Min Site using Workload - Max Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 

- Min Site assessing Core - Max Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 
MX 1.4 Implement Fleet Readiness Center and min site 
Implementation - Establish Joint Depot(s) (Based on results from Scenarios) 

MX-2.0 Consolidate Intermediate Maintenance functions with same 
commodities 

Navy Enabling Scenarios IM -E -001 through IM-E005 

(56 Scenario Data Calls have been released as of 3 Dec 2004) 

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purpose Only 

Do Not Release Under FOlA 



Risk Assessment 201 l/ZOZ5 

Capacity Utilization vs. Core Requirement 
Capacity Utilization vs. Workload 
Not fixing pre-existing risk 
If added risk to core requirement - wil 
"price out" to resolve 
Workload shortfalls identify to Service 
future systems used to resolve 



IJCSG Maintenance Subgroup 
CORE Analysis Based on MX1.3 

-1-1- 7 
- - , , , - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CORE requirement 

AC EngTFBP 
Pre-Existing Shortfall ACVSTOL 

APU GTE 
Wire 

v 

t 
Starting Capacity 

Created Shortfall ACVSTOL (CP) 
APU GTE (CP) 

4 Ending Capacity 

Drafl Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purpose Only Do Not Release Under FOlA 



IJCSG Maintenance Subgroup 
CORE Analysis Based on MX1.3 

Starting Capacity 

---------I--- 7 - - - - - - - - - - '  
CORE requirement 

Created Shortfall 
CmbtVeh 
ConvWpns 

4 MatHanding 

Ending Capacity 

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purpose Only 

Do Not Release Under FOlA 



BRAC 2005 
Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group (IJCSG) 

Meeting Minutes of December 21,2004 

Mr. Michael Wynne, Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and 
Logistics, chaired the meeting. The list of attendees is at Attachment 1. 

The Chairman opened the Industrial JCSG meeting. He thanked everyone for attending. 
"We're at crunch time!" stated the Chairman who also stated that he is looking for input from 
each subgroup. Specific recognition of the efforts from the Munitions & Armament and the Ship 
Repair and Overhaul Subgroups was made by the Chairman. 

Mr. Orr briefed the 
Mr. O n  stated that he thought there would 

1.3. Mr. Wynne commented that a comparative recommendation 
d 8 may also be needed to look at an alternative universe. A discussion of the status of data ensued 

@&loa as the subgroup is presently waiting for the Services' responses to the data calls. The Chairman 
b'lA requested a status on the data calls that are out. Scenario MX 1.4 was then discussed and 

statements were made that the data calls were being released between the 21" and the 23rd. 
A final comment from Mr. Orr requested concurrence to have a "Red Team," below Secretary 
Wynne's level, look at the Maintenance Subgroup's approach and ask hard questions of the 
subgroup members to validate the process. The Chairman concurred with this request. 

‘CI' Mr. Motsek briefed the Munitions and Armaments status next. A copy of the briefing is 
at Attachment 3. Handouts were provided for the first five recommended candidates from a total 
of seventeen for the scenario. The certified data for the five was expected from OSD on the 
same day as the meeting, 21 Dec 04. A sixth candidate recommendation was expected to be 
completed on the 22" with all seventeen being completed by Thursday, the 23rd of December. 
The candidate recommendation closing Kansas Army Ammunition Plant was briefed and a 
provisional acceptance was provided awaiting the receipt of certified data. 

RDML Hugel briefed the Ship Overhaul and Repair status last. A copy of the briefing is 
at Attachment 4. The draft candidate recommendation for scenario number SR-5 was briefed 
with no issues. A discussion on enabling scenarios ensued with the recommendation from the 
Chairman and Mr. Potochney that they be pushed through for all reviews up to the ISG level to 
await input from the Service. A comment was made that the Navy BRAC office is already doing 
summaries of environmental impacts. 

The next Industrial JCSG meeting is scheduled for 8 Jan 05. 

Approved: &%&= 
chairman, lnduhrial Joint Cross-Service Group 



Attachments: 
1. List of attendees 
2. Maintenance Subgroup briefing 
3. Munitions and Armament Subgroup briefing 
4. Ship Overhaul and Repair Subgroup briefing 



Industrial JCSG Meeting 
December 21,2004 

'Crr Attendees 

Members: 
Michael Wynne, Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and 
Logistics 
RADMKIemm 

0 Gray Motsek, Deputy G3, Support Operations, Army Material Command 
Maj Gen Mary Saunders, Defense Logistics Agency 
Mr. Ron Orr, Air Force 
BGen Willie Williams, Director Logistics Plans and Policies, HQMC 
RDML Mark Hugel, OPNAV 
Mr. Allen Beckett, US Air Force 

Others: 
Pete Potochney, OSD BRAC Office 
Alex Yellin, OSD BRAC Office 

0 Jay Beny, OSD Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources 
George Kingsley, Defense Logistics Agency 
Steve Krum, NAVSEA 
COL Sarah Smith, OSD Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources 
Catherine Schneiter, DoDIG 
Maj. S. DuBois, HQMC 
Willie Smith, HQ AFSC 
CAPT William Porter, AT&L MA 
Mark VanGilst, HQ USAFALMM 
Mr. Dave Pauling, ADUSD (MR&MP) 

Attachment 1 



IJCSG - Maintenance Subgroup 
Scenarios 

MX-1.0 Minimize Sites 
Scenarios (4) 

MX-1.1 Min Site using Workload - Total Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 
MX-1.2 Min Site using Workload - Max Capacity at 1.0 (40 hr week) 
MX-1.3 Min Site using Workload - Max Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 
- Min Site assessing Core - Max Capacity at 1.5 (60 hr week) 

MX 1.4 Implement Fleet Readiness Center and min site 
Implementation - Establish Joint Depot(s) (Based on results from Scenarios) 

MX-2.0 Consolidate Intermediate Maintenance functions with same 
commodities 

Navy Enabling Scenarios IM -E -001 through IM-E005 

(56 Scenario Data Calls have been released as of 3 Dec 2004) 
(5 Scenario Data Calls have been released as of 20 Dec 2004) 
(9 Scenario Data Calls to be released as of 21 Dec 2004) 

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purpose Only 

Do Not Release Under FOlA 



IJCSG - Maintenance Subgroup 
Scenarios MX 1 .I 

Scenario IND JCSG Stakeholder 

IND-0063 MX 1.1 A AF. ARMY, 

(Screen 9) COMMENTS 
(By SERVICE) 

S DC DATA RECEIVED BY JCSG 
To Services ARMY 1 AIR FORCE1 NAVY I DLA 

NIA 

. . - 
missing; (2) Screen 5 wrksheets (Onelime shows no maintenance workload 
Losing and Gaining" had data but not inpmed 
into Master Worksheet; (3) MILCON i h  nlo 

3 -Deca  1 20-Dec-041 1 I N/A IARMY-(~)  Screens" 3-6 Loslno" wwksheets IARMY - MILOEP Assum~t~ons - lncluded costs not 

DATA 
Problems 

I 
3-Dec-041 20-Dec441 NIA 

lbmken d o w  by Act~on U I 
NIA JARMY <1) Screens" 3 6  Loslng" M a h e e t s   ARMY - MILDEP Assumptlons -Nothmg >$lM, AF- 

I 1 lbmken down by Actlon # 
I N/A I  ARMY 41) Screens" 3-6 Loslno" worksheets  ARMY - MILDEP A s s u m ~ t m s  -Recert~fied data 

NIA 
. 

missing; (2) Screen 5 h s h e e i s  (One-Tme No comment 
.. , Losing and Gaining' had data but m t  inpuned : : : , .. I 

into Master Worksheet; (3) MILCON info nto 

missing: (2) Screen 5 workshe& (One-lime 
Losing and Gaining" had data but not inpmed 
into Master Worksheet; (3) MILCON info nto 
bmken down by Action # 
ARMY -(I) Screens" 3 4  Losing" worksheets 
missing: (2) Screen 5 worksheets (Onelime 
Losing and Gaining" had data bul not inputted 
into Master Worksheel: (3) MILCON info nto 

lbmken down by Actlon # 
3-Dec-041 2O-Dec44( I I NIA IARMY <I) Screens' 3 4  Losmng" worksheets \ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions -Nothtng >$1M 

captured 

ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions -Recertified data 
shown no maintenance workload 

3-Dec-04 20-Dec-94 

Army - Corrections due for 7 data calls 
Air Force - Corrections for 1 data call; 3 data calls open 
Navy - 4 data calls open 
DLA - 1 data call open 

N I A  

. . .  . . 
' . , ., ' :. . . . . 

3-Dec-04 NIA 20-Dec-04 

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purpose Only 

Do Not Release Under FOlA 

bmken down by Action U 
ARMY 41) Screens' M Losing' worksheets 
missing: (2) Screen 5 &sheets (One-Tme 
Losing and Gaining' had data but not i n w e d  
into Masterworksheet: (3) MILCON info nto 

. . - 

NIA 

ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions -Nothing >$1M 

missing; (2) Screen 5 &sheets (One-Tme 
Losing and Gaining" had data bul ml inpulted 
into Master Worksheet; (3) MILCON info nto 
bmken down by Action # 
AF - Put contractor personnd numbers in 
Screen 36 6 rather than Screen 9 

AF- No comment 



NCSG - Maintenance Subgroup 
Scenarios MX 1.2 

1 broken down by Action # 
IND-0074 (MX 1.2 B (ARMY I 3-kc-041 20-Dec-041 NIA 1 NIA 1 NIA  ARMY 41) Screens" 3-6 Losing" worksheets \ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions -Recertified data 

Scenario 
I D #  

IND-0073 

I l l  masmng; (2) Screen 5 workshe& (Orelime shows no mamtenance workload 
Losing and Gaming' had data but rot inputted 
Into Master Worksheet: 13) MHCON inb nto . . 

! w e n  dorm by ~ c t ~ o n  I 
IND-0075 ~ M X  1.2 C IARMY. DLA I 3-kc-041 20-Dec-041 WA I WA I IARMY 41) Screens" 3-6 Losino" worksheets IARMY - MILDEP Assum~t~ons -Recert~fied data . . - 

missing; (2) Screen 5 worksheets (Orelime shows no maintenance workload 
Losing and Gaining' had data but nd inpitted 
into Master Worksheet: 13) MILCON info nto 

, IND JCSG 
Tracking # 

MX 1.2 A 

SDC _~ 
' ~ o ~ s e ~ i c e s  

3 - k c 4 4  

Stakeholder 
' (Service) 

AF, ARMY. 
N 4 W  

Army - Corrections due for 3 data calls; 1 data call open 
Air Force - Corrections for 1 data call; 1 data calls open 
Navy - 3 data calls open 
DLA - 1 data call open 

IND-0076 
IND-0078 
IND-0079 

Draft Del iberat ive Document - For  Discussion Purpose Only 

D o  Not Release Under FOlA 

DATA RECEIVED BY JCSG 

MX 1.2 D 
MX 1.2 F 
MX 1.2 G 

DATA 
Problems 

ARMY -(I) Screens" 3-6 Losing" worksheets 
missing; (2) Screen 5 worksheets (One-Time 
Losing and Gaining' had data but not inputted 
into Master Worksheet; (3) MILCON info nto 

ARMY 
20-Dec-04 

(Screen 9) COMMENTS 
~ ~ 

(By SERVICE) 
ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions - included costs not 
captured 

AF. ARMY 
NAVY 
AF. N A W  

AIR FORCE 

3 - k c 4 4  
3-kc-04 
3-Dec-04 

NAVY DLA 
NIA 

Not RecJd 
WA 
NIA 

20-Dec-04 
WA 

20-Dec-04 

WA WA 
NI A 
MIA 

. . 
brdten down by A c t m  # 

AF - Put contractor personnel numbers ~n 
Screen 38 6 rather than Screen 9 

AF- No comment 

AF- No comment 



IJCSG - Maintenance Subgroup 
Scenarios MX 1.3 

IND-0090 IMX 1.3 H ~ N A W  
MX 1.3+ CORE REQT 

IND-0083 MX 1.3 Sup1 AF.ARMY, 
NAVY 

IND-0083 MX 1.3 Sup2 ARMY 
IND-0090 MX 1.3H Sup1 NAVY 

SDC I DATA RECEtVED BY JCSG I DATA I Screen St COMMENTS 1 

missing; (2) Screen 5 worksheits (One-Time captured 
Losmg and Gaining" had data but not inpltted into 
Master Worksheet: 13) MILCON info nto broken I . . 

Idown by Action # I 
NIA ARMY -(1) Screens" 3 4  Losing" worksheets ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions -Recertified data shows 

missino: (2) Screen 5 worksheets (One-Time no maintenance workload -. . . 
Losmg and Gaining" had data but not inpltted into 
Master Worksheet; (3) MtLCON info nto broken 
down by Action # 
ARMY -(I) Screens" 3-6 Losing" worksheets ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions -Recertified data shows 
missing; (2) Screen 5 worksheets (One-Tie no maintenance workload 
Losing and Gaining" had data but not inputted into 
Master Worksheet: (3) MILCON info nto broken ~. . 
down by Action # 

NIA ARMY -(I) Screens" 3-6 Losing" worksheets ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions -Nothing >$lM: AF- No 
missing; (2) Screen 5 worksheets (One-Time comment 
Losing and Gaining" had data but not inputted into 
Master Worksheet: (3) MILCON info nto broken 

Idown by Action # I 
NIA IARMY -(I) Screens" 3-6 Losing'worksheets  ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions -Nothing >$1M 

missing; (2) Screen 5 worksheets (Onelime 
Losing and Gaining' had data M not inputted into 
Master Wwksheet; (3) MILCON info nto broken 
down bv Action # 

N/A ARMY -(I) Screens" 3-6 Losing"wwksheets ARMY - MILDEP Assumptions -Nothing >$ l M  
missing; (2) Screen 5 worksheets (One-Time 

I ~ovngand  Ga-' had data but not lnpllted Into 
Master Worksneet. (3) MILCON vlfo nto broken I 

Idown bv Actlon # I 
NIA (AF - Pul contractor personnel numbers In Screen IAF- No comment 

I . .  . . ~.. : . .  . . . , , .. , . . ,, - , . 
, . 

20-Dec-04 NIA 

20-Dec-04 NIA NIA NIA 
20-Dec-04 NIA NIA N/A 

Army - Corrections due for 6 data calls 
Air Force - Corrections for 1 data call; 3 data calls open 
Navy - 4 data calls open Drafi Deliberative Documen t  - For Discussion Purpose Only 

DLA - 1 data call open DO ~ o t  Release Under FOIA 
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industrial Joint Cross-Service Group (IJCSC) 

Mccting Minutes of 

hi. Michael Wjnnc, Acting Undcr Secretary of Deknsc for Acquisition, 
Techllology and Logistics, chaired the meeting. The lisr of attendees is at Attachmen1 1. 

The Chairnian r~peaed thc lJCSG mcc,ting. Thc purpose of this meeting was to 
review further scenarios liom each of the subgroups. hh. Wynne said t l~c 1EC went well, 
and warned that the hardest part d r h e  IJCSG's dutics was still to come. Hc said the 
briefing io rhc Red 'reatn was well reccivcd, the tcani liked the process, thcy likcd the 
b x k  room operatione and they likcd the scenario ternplatcs. 

Mr Potochnoy briclbd the post-May tirncline and rcsponsibilitics of the IJCSG. 
Hc emphaizcd that the Co~nrnission will need support aAcr 16 May and that the 
subgroups nocdcd t o  think now about who was going to providc that support. Mr Wynnc 
said that if lhe stibgrr~i~ps are running scenarios for the Cvmnission then thcy will have to 
nun the main scenarios and also any derivations to show cost savings and M i l i t a ~  Value. 

w Mr. Motsek prescntcd Munitions and Armaments. 13 of 15 recon~mendations 
based on 34 scenarios arc complete. Hc said that analysis was continuing on non- 
opcrational storagc/distributio~i sites. He discussed a community rcquest for closure of 
Naval Weapons Station Concord. The IJCSG had dctcrmined early in the process that 
Ihis was en opcrational base and had agrccd Lo revicw as a potential wholesale 
dishbution silt.  'l'hc analysis failed to turn up a need for its use as a wholesale site. 
ACter some discussion it was dccided that the Navy should be advised of thc Subgroup's 
determination and thc insbthtion should be remanded to the Navy for review as  an 
open~lianal installation. 

Mr Reckeli prcscnted Maintenance. Onc canrlidatc rccornmendation is bcing 
withdrawn because the data on which the recommendation is bascd wi~s  incorrectly 
reportcd and hiis sincc been corrcctcd. Arnly and Navy cost d ; h  is being veritlcd berore 
the ncst three candidate recomnicndalions can be bricfcd to Ihe ISG. 



IUIMI, Klemm prcscnled Shipyards. O m  ol'the candidate reco~n~nenilntions 
briefcd to the ISCi rcquires a change Lo PBL) 702 in ordcr to be viablc. k4Dh~I Klc~nrn 
presented a proposal to dcvclap regional joint readirlcss centers (bilsed on the Fleet 
Rcadincss Center concept) that wot~ld combine depot and intermediate level tnnintenancc. 

Attachments: 
I .  Lisl of attendees 
2. Meeting presentations 



6 t 28 Major Do Depot Maintenance Activities 
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Candidate # IND-0127 - Red River AD 
1- Candidate Recommendation 1 

Reco~ninendation: Disestablishes depot maintenance functions at Red h v e r  AD. TX and realigns: Armament and Structural 
Components. Combat Vehicles. Construction Equipment, Depot Fleet/Fitrld Support, Eng~nes and Transmissions. Fabrication and 
Manufacturing, Fire Control Systems and Components, and Other to Anniston AD, AL: Construction Equipment, Powertrain 
Com~onents.  and Starters/Generators/Alter~lators to MLCR Albany, NY: and Tactical Vehicles to Tobkhanna AD, PA; Tactical 

I ~ i s s i l e s  and Tactical Vehicles to Letterkenny AD. PA, 

Justification 
w Increases depot maintenance capability and capacity utilization. 

a Supports the strategy of minimizing sites using lnaxirnuin 
capacity at 1.5 shifts 

w Suppolis further consolidation of workload into the Army's 
Centers for Industrial and Technical Excellence 

w Eliminates over 900 thousand squarc feet of exccss industrial 
spacc 

a Eliminates 30% of duplicate overhead for all realigned 
workload 

w Facilitates futiire increases in interservice workload 

Pavback 

a One-time cost: $93,457K 

Net savings during iinplcmcntation: $18,232K 

rn Anllual recui~ing savings after implementation: 

-$17,723K 

w Payback time: 2 years 

NIT:$-1 79.01 8K 

Militarv Value 
Overall effect u ~ i  average Military Value by commodity: 

Armament and Structural Components increase from 16.85 to 17.36: 
Combat Vehicles increase f r o ~ r ~  37.81 to 44.28: Construction Equipment 
incrzase from 53.23 lo 53.48; Depot FleeUField Suppo~t (Follower to 
Combat Vehicles): Engines and Transmissions increase from 46.9.i to 49.66 

Fabrication and Manufacturing increase fiom 12.00 to 15.82; Fire Control 
Systems increase fro111 13.89 to 19.87; Powertrain Components increasz 
6-0111 43.96 to 52.5 1 :  Sla~t~rs:'C;enera~orsiAlten~ators decrease from 4;. 12 to 
39.14; Tactical Vehicles increase from 38.72 to 4 1.02; Tactical Missiles 
increase from 29.23 to 34.32 

rn Military judgment: Reduces depot infrastructure and costs. Increases Army 
and Joint depot utilization 

Impacts 

Criteria 6: 2929 lobs lost (1752 Direct; 1177 Indirect); 4.3% of 
MSA 

Criteria 7: No impact 

Criteria 8: I'otential impact 011 receiving communities. 

. A ~ i s t o i i .  Lettcrkenny, may require Air Conformity 
Analysis 

*Possible increased noise impacts at Annislon, 
Letterkenny. Tob\.haniia 

*Amiston may require a wastewater upgrade 

J Strategy 4 Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 4 JCSGMilDep Recommended 4 De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

4 COBRA 4 Military Value Analysis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis 4 De-conflicted wMilDeps 
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Members: 
Michael Wynne, Acting Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology 
and Logistics 
RADMKlemm 
Gray Motsek, Deputy G3, Support Operations, Army Material Command 
Allen Beckett, Deputy Director of Maintenance, Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Installations and Logistics 
BGen Willie Williams, Director Logistics Plans and Policies, HQMC 

Alternates: 
Frank O'Rourke, Defense Logistics Agency 

Others: 
Dave Pauling, ADUSD OSD MPP&R 
Pete Potochney, OSD BRAC Office 
Alex Yellin, OSD BRAC Office 
John Desiderio, OSD BRAC Office 
Jay Berry, OSD Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources 
George Kingsley, Defense Logistics Agency 
Steve Krum, NAVSEA 
Stu Paul, NAVAIR 
COL Sarah Smith, OSD Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources 
COL Lou Neeley, Supply and Storage JCSG 
Mark VanGilst, HQ USAFALMM 
LtCol Jeff Brock, JS/J4 
Maj. S. DuBois, HQMC 
Shanna Poole, HQMC 
LtCol Walt Eady, JCS/J4 
Willie Smith, HQ AFSC 
COL Gerald Bates, AMC 
CAPT Porter, Mr Wynne's MA 
Douglas Ickes, DODIG 
Robert F. Prinzbach, DODIG 

Attachment 1 
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Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group (XJCSG) 

Mccting Minutes of February 24,2UOS 

Mr. Michael Wynnc, Acting Under Sceretary of Defcnsc for Acquisition, 
'lcchnolngy and Logistics, chaired thc meeting. 'i'hc list ul'~~1lenrlccs i s  at Atlxhmcnt 1. 

Thc Cliainnm opcncd the niceling. Thc stated purposc of this meeting was to 
rcview Furtlicr scenarios from cach ofthe subgroups. Mr. Wyrlnc said the IEC 
fundamentally wants to start briefing SGCDEF, brieting lhe principals first and thcn 
donw the chain on thc decisiu~is rendcrrd. kIe said thc' current timelinc overview chart. 
was insufficient and the IEC wants a new chart re t lechg thc timeline from Jarnary 2005 
llrough September 2005. 

1 It: slated thcrc were IEC COIKC~I IS  abwt  itcnls with negativc returns (i t . ,  no 
payback in 21 years) bascd on an argurncnt bruitght by Admirul Clark. Mr. CVynr~e said 
lie explairicd to i\dmiral.Clarrk that rht: situation was all about balance, but he i~nderstood 
the admiral's point. M r  Wynne said hc flu-ther explained that there arc same scrr~arios 
that don't have payback, but would still be worthwhile. Also, adding ntcnlo ontries for 
savings anticipated, but not part ol'tht: COBRA analysis is not crtpturenblc in I3IUC 
scnse, but it triakes sense to idcntify. For instance, overseas cost savings cnn't be cnuntcd, 
only the cost of moving kern overseas to CONUS (off-shorc to on-shore). 

w h4r. Wynnc. suggesled thc TJCSG tu turn their attention from offense to defense 
md form perimews. Using an analogy, he stated a group can take a hill, but. now orhcr 
groups' d s o  like thal snme hill. He said the defensive perinlctcrs must be analytical and 
thc IJCSG must have Wnn Bs" if the hill is takcn. 

Mr. Wynne noted thal there was an attendee from the Supply atld Storage JCSG 
becmse there is a collegial link with the IJCSG and some o~erli ipphg r~s~nnkibilitics. 

Mr. Molsek prcscnted Munitions and Armaments. Fur [NU-0014 the sub-group is 
still looking at two pieces of information: (1) Thc  st:^ will offcr a lease, and (2) 
'The cnvirorrmental issue oPrno\4ng hcavy chromium plating lo Rock Island in thc middle 
of the Mississippi River. Tho s t l e  EI'A frowns on Rock Island doing any more plating 
becausc they are currently grnndfalhered for the snlnll aninunt of non-heavy plaling thcp 
arc doing. 

RADM Kirmrn presented Shipyards. A Pro and Con chart and backup charts \vere 
presented cornpitring DID-0055 and 1ND-0056 and giving the reasons for the sub-group's 
recomrncndation. 



hdr. Beckctt presented Maintenance. Mr. Wyme askcd the sub-group to re-look a t  
IND-0127 which shon cd a 78-year payback and think about the consolidation piece of 
the scmsrio. l lc  asked (hilt thc subgroup think about whether i128-ycar payback is w realistic. 

Iteferring to IND-O 127A, Brig Gcn Williams said the Marine Corps is concerned 
that thc sub-goup may not have capturcd true military rcadincss and military value based 
on a peacetime data caplure. Mr. Wynnc said the sccnnrio h:~s enormous payback quickly 
and askcd e\7eryone to look hard at the scenario. I-lt. wid the Navy jvanls cuts, and 
perhaps Lhe Marinc Corps' and Anny's excess capacity ~~iay.just not be propcrly aligned. 

7 R'U& dosue, 

Rcfcrring to IND-0127B. Army Pvlatericl Command has conccrns &our managing 
risk with 1.5 shifls. Mr. Wynne said that no one managcs capacity at onc shiti except for 
 he gove.rnmenf. 'l'hc nun~bcr could jusl as easily be ~ w o  or thrcc shif s and wcokcnds 
\vould be four. Mr. Moisek said that analytics show that you can manage risk at 1.5 shifts, 
but the results of GW0'1'say that the analysis is questionable. Mr. Wynne asked 
bfr. Motsck to get the arpnicnts on hot11 sides, because this is an argumenUdiscussion 
that has to be aircd, and Mr. W p i c  won't feel hat .  the IJCSG has dorie cnongh il'there is 
no arguri~enl. 

The six FKC: scenarios were prcscnted. Each scenario is separiste and feeds into 
one luge rnnster scen~rrio. Mr. Wynne said h a t  FRC is now a stratcgy but the qt~cstion is 
we all six sccnario.~ contributors to the striltegy or are does doing a sirlgle one of thc six 

w scenarios result in liuving to do the otllcr live scenarios. I f  one of the six scenarios is a 
stand done, il ivould bc a\\:l'ul if that stand alone would need to be analyzed scpwately. 
He said Admiral Clark was very slrident about doing stuff that didn't have payback. 
Mr. Wynne a s k d  .'Is each hldividual intermediate-lcvel maintenance within each of the. 
six FRCs a good decision'?" Mr. Pmchncy said it would dcpcnd on ho\r; the 
recommendation was scnt over and whether or not the COBRh data can be scparared. 

Mr. W p n c  said the aggccgatc scenario looked good, but did thc scenarios for cach 
individual piccc also look good'? Mr Potochney said it depends on how to package thc 
stratcgy to have recot~~mcndatinns on what thc TJCSG is trying to do. A h  Potochncy said 
that it was not t1ccess:u-y to run a COBRA on each individual site, only on the six FKCs, 
howwcr the lJCSCi nccds to bc prepared if tlic Navy or BKAC Commission want 
COBRAS on cach individual site. 

Mr. Wynnz addressed the scction of TND-0083 rliat would never haw any payback, 
saying he had no quarrel with the ouicome; howcver, the lJCSG rnusr be prepared to face 
peoplc with objective means to achieve the outcome. 1 Ie mid leadership must be ablc to 
confidently and crcdibly defend so that they are not embarrassed. He said the IJCSCi 
musl go down the linc and know that within the cherries are a couple of lemons. 

Dclih:mi+'e nocuri~ent - For D~scursiun Purposos Only - Do Nor Rclesx Ulrder W 1 A  



Attuchnxnts: 
I. l i s t  of attctldccs 
2.  Presenlation charts 



BRAC 2005 
Industrial Joint Cross-Scwice Group (IJCSG) 

&leeling Minutes of April 14,2005 

Mr. Michacl Wynne, Under Secretary of' Defense for Acquisition. T c c h n o l o ~ ~  and 
Logistics, chaired the meeting. 'l'hc list of attendees is at Attachment 1. 

The Chainnan opened the industrial JCSG mccting by thanking everyone for their hard 
work. Hc statcd that the Coil~nlission was already starting to work on thcir schcdule and that 
they'll be asking questions on the procedures and proccsscs of thc JCSCis. Once the list of 
Candidate Recommendations is released the Commission can take up to six weeks to review 
thcrn. 

Mr. Sal Culosi was the lirst briefer. His topic was the additional savings liom overhead 
L was not already addrcsscd in thc COBR4 model or by the subgroups. A copy of the briefug e5 at Attachment 2. In the ensuing discussion, Mr. Culosi identified that GAO statements from 

prcvious BRACs show that owxhead savings of 50% or more are realized. The following 
discussion on the subject then comrncnccd: 

Yellin - .Mr. Cuiosi is correct that the conso1id;ltion could result in highcr savings then whal 
is caphued in COBRA. From the last RRAC, information from the closing 013 NADEPs, and 
all or  the savings from previous BRACs document that the savings arc higher. 

w Mr. Reckeit - Why wasn't C O U M  model changed to rcflect thc savings for consolidation? 

Mr. Potnchnry -There are too many variables between the JCSGs to hardwirc thc COBRA 
modcl. T'hc issuc was left to the JCSGs to decide how to addrcss and approach it. 

Mr. Lb'ynnc - Wc need a factor that can be applied uniformly and conservatively across all of thc 
JCSGs. 

WML IIugel - The methodology being uscd isn't based on cenified data. 

Mr. Culvsi - Correct. All overhcd information has not been asked Tor in thc BRnC process. A - 

Mr. Beckett - The analysis and mcthodology presented is sound. However, thc Commission 
ma!; not support it because wc didn't usc certified data. It would be bcttcr supportcd if the GAO 
hacks the pruccss and OSD applies it across all JCSGs. 

MI. Wynne -Does the analysis includc mission funded overhead. 

hlr. Culosi - No. 



Mr. Wynne - IT you Pake the 30% I'actor and develop a Factor against the total cost would that 
apply to mission fundcd? 

-0' Mr. Culosi - Mission funded would get a pass. 

Mr. Rrynne - We can't just use the factor for workiug funded, it must be uniformly applied. 
We should bc able to usc rclational data that's available but wc shouldn't bc applyiug it hcrc but 
not to others. Mapbc apply a .9 factor to mission fundcd bccausc thcp arc more lean than 
working capital funded. 

Thc Chairman then asked Mr. Culosi to validate his analysis and make the application 
applicable to all of the JCSGs, A discussion started on the data uscd for thc analysis - thc 
DMOlR (Depot Maintenance Operations Indications Report). The DMOIR is available for the 
larger depots but not the smaller, e.g. Lockland. The Chairman stated that the real issue was the 
smaller ones or "orphans" that must be taken care of. Mr. Pauling stated that they would take 
back the issue and give the analysis a re-look. He also stated that a decision on the issue wasn't 
going to be made during the meeting. 

Mr. Bcckett bricfcd Maintcumcc next. A copy of the briefing is at Attachmcnt 3. In the 
recurring saving slide, the Chairman requested that a range for the annual recurring savings be 
presented, i.e. 3M - jM, for the smaller sites such as Lackland. The issue with new data 
submitted From the Marine Corps was discussed and Rarstow's recommendation was briefed 
last. Mr. Beckell slated that the new data was miss-categori~ed and Mr. Wynne ageed because 
there wasn't a MILCON request to build at Barstow. Mr. U 7 ~ m e  also colnmentcd that what 

w we're getting is not fitting into the capacity that was reported. The Chairman then recummended 
that thc JCSG bc carcful with the analysis so that the commission doesn't throw nut thc ncw 
data. 

The Munitions brief was presented next by Mr. Motsek. A copy of the briefing is at 
Attachment 4. During the briefing, two slides were found to need corrcctions bccause they 
slated that the reduction in facilities was 56% and not the real 44% reduction. Mr. Potochne) 
made a commcnt that slidc 22 was a nicc wrap up of the subgroup's results. He requested that all 
oS  he subgroups present similar information. 

KORtL Iiugel briefcd thc Ship Rcpair subgroup's status last. A copy of thc br~cfing is at 
Attachment 5.  The Admiral st,med his brief by stating that New England codd  bc hit hard from 
all of tllc Yavy scenarios. Hc then briefed some changes that were made to IND-0019 and IND- 
0024 due to data updates. With the briefing of changes to candidatc rccommcndations, thc 
following discussion ensued; 

Mr. Potoclmcy - 'I'hc changcs to all candidate recomrncndations presented were Ibr data changcs 
and not conceptual changes'? 

Mr. Wyme -The recom~ncndations arc on thc Sccrctary's dcsk. For c.hanges, a slip sheet needs 
to bc addcd to the package to identify the changes. This process should be uscd unlcss a 



dramatic change is made to rhc recommendation. Each data updatc change to a recomrncndation 
does not rued lo go through rhc JCSG, ISC, etc. for concurrence. 
Mr. Motszk - I f  the TEC has approved the proccss and the recomrncndation, then the data w updates don't need to be rc-briefed? 

Mr. Potochney -The rcasans for the data changes must bc legitimate. Howcver, sibmificant 
changes must he re-briefed. 

Mr. Wynne - The updatcd data must be reflected in the recommcndations. 

KUlvlI, Huge1 thcn continued his brief with information on Portsmouth. The slide 
rcflec~ed the results with (red) and without (blue) the additional 30% in overhead sayings. 
Additionally, the Admiral mentioned t h a ~  the hiring numbcrs for Norfolk were reduced to lcave 
more placus for Portsmouth personnel to movc into. The Chairman thought that this approach 
was a good idea. 

A final discussion on the 30% overhcad saving factor was reenergized with the Chainnan 
reiterating that he wanted s factor that would be universal across d l  JCSGs. Mr. Pauling statcd 
thaL llis oficc would look at it again. At this paint, the meeting cnded. 

Approved: 

(~hairmanflnduslrial Joint Cross-Scrvice Group 

Attachments: 
1. List of attendees 
2. Savings From Overhead Not Addressed In COBRA briefing 
3. Maintenance Subgroup briefing 
4. Mmitiolu and Amiament Subgroup briefing 
5. Ship Overhaul and Repair Subgroup bricfing 
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Sal Culosi, LMI 

Attachment 1 
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Candidate # IND-0 l27B - Red River AD 
- 

Candidate Recommendation (abbreviated): Realign Red River as follows: Armament and Structural 
Components, Combat vehicles; construction ~ q u i ~ m e n t ,  Depot FleetIField Support, Engines and 
Transmissions, Fabrication and Manufacturing, Fire Control Systems and Components, and Other to 
Anniston AD, AL; Construction Equipment, Powertrain Components, and 
StartersIGeneratorslAltemators to MCLB Albany, GA; Tactical Vehicles to Tobyhanna AD, PA and 
Letterkennv: and Tactical Missiles to Letterkennv AD. PA. 

Justification 
Increases depot maintenance capability and capacity 

utilization. 
Supports the strategy of minimizing sites using 

maximum capacity at 1.5 shifts 
Supports further consolidation of workload into the 

Army's Centers for Industrial and Technical Excellence 
and future inter-service workload 

Eliminates >900K sq ft  excess & 30% of duplicate 
overhead 

Payback 
One-time cost: $248.301M 

Net implementation cost: $13 5.967M 
Annual recurring savings: $1 7.771M 
Payback period: 13 years 
20 Yr. NPV (savings): $42.849M 

Military Value 
For all coinmodities except Construction 

Equipment and Starters I Alternators I 
Generators, average military value 
increases. 
.For these two commodities Military 
judgment favors movement in order to 
enable a complete realignment of all depot 
maintenance commodities. 

Impacts 
Criteria 6: -2929 Jobs (1752 Direct; 1177 

Indirect); 4.3% 
Criteria 7: No impact 
Criteria 8: Potential impact: Letterkenny is 

marginal for non-attainment of Ozone, exceeds 
PB and S02. 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification J JCSGhIilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

J COBRA J Military Value Analysis /Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted whIilDeps 



Candidate Recommendation (abbreviated): Realign 
Red River as follows: Armament and Structural 
Components, Combat Vehicles, Construction Equipment, 
Depot FleetIField Support, Engines and Transmissions, 
Fabrication and Manufacturing, Fire Control Systems and 
Components, and Other to Anniston AD, AL; 
Construction Equipment, Powertrain Components, and 
Starters/Generators/Alternators to MCLB Albany, GA; 
Tactical Vehicles to Tobyhanna AD, PA and Letterkenny; 
and Tactical Missiles to Letterkenny AD, PA. 

Adds $7.7M recurring savings starting in FY 08 

Payback fro<*ears (Total Army closure 3 yr) 

Concerns 

This approach can not be used for all recommendations - 
consistency concern . Can be used on 3 of 11 
recommendations ip k 
Data not certified by Services 

$&% 

-- -- 

Payback 
One-time cost: $248.301M 

Net implementation cost: $1 35.967M 
Annual recurring savings: $17.77 1M 
Payback period: 13 years 
20 Yr. NPV (savings): $42.849M 

Payback With Additional Overhead Savings 
One-time cost: $248.301M 

Net implementation cost: $105.13 1 M 
Annual recurring savings: $25.48OM 
Payback period: 8 years 
20 Yr. NPV (savings): $146.314M 
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#IND-0 1 1 1 : RED RIVER MUNITIONS CENTER 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Red River Munitions Center, TX. Relocate Storage, - 
Demilitarization, and Munitions ~ a i n t e n a r k e  functions to McAlester AAP, OK. Relocate 
Munitions Maintenance functions to Blue Grass Army Depot, KY. 

Justification 
J Capacity and capability for Munitions Storage, Demil, 

and Maintenance exists at numerous munitions sites. 

J Closure reduces redundancy and removes excess from 
the Industrial Base 

J Allows DoD to create centers of excellence, generate 
efficiencies and create deployment networks servicing 
all Services 

Payback 
J One-Time Cost: $1 13.68M 

J Net Implementation Cost: $76.01M 

J Annual Recurring Savings: $14.92M 

J Payback Period: 7 Years 

J NPV (savings): $74.27M 

Military Value 
J Red River: StorageIDist 4t11 of 23; 

Demil 7th of 13; Maintenance 6th of 10 

J McAlester: StorageIDist 1" of 23; 
Demil 3rd of 13; Maintenance 4th of 10 

J Blue Grass: Maintenance 1" of 10 

Impacts 
J Criterion 6: -207 jobs (124 Direct183 

Indirect); 0.3% 

J Criterion 7: No Issues 

J Criterion 8: Historic, land constraints, 
and waste mgmt. No impediments. 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis / Data Verification J JCSGMilDep Recommended J De-conflicted w/JCSGs 

J COBRA J Military Value Analysis / Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J De-conflicted wMilDeps 



Industrial Joint Cross-Sennice Group (IJCSG) 

Meeting Minutes of March 3,2005 

hfr. Michacl Wynnc, Undcr Sccrctary of Defense I'or Acquisiticm, Technology ;md 
1,ogistics. chaired the meeting. The list of attendees is at Altechmenl 1. 

The Chairman opcncd thc mccting. The purpose ol'this mee~ing was to review 
fi~rthcr scenarios from each of thc subgoups, Mr. W p n e  stlid he will Slarl looking hard 
at thc itctns/issucs previously passed ovcr by thc IJCSG. 

Mr. W p m  said therc \\ill be a virtual IEC mccting on Thursday that \vill look at 
all issucs of rccord for both major issues and philosophical issues. This is so the routine 
maintenance of the IEC doesn't take up all of the scliedulcd meeting tune. 

Mr. LVynne iritroduced IiDML Mike Bachmm, the new NAVAIR Vice 
Commander. l iDML Buchman briefed his Join1 Readiness Centers (JRC) proposal ti) the 
IJCSCi. IIe shied, wider this concept, depot maintenance is not perf'or~ned in the 
conf ncs of a physical depot. It is an Intcgratcd Mairite~iancc Conccpt (IMC) with dcpot 
x h n s  cIoser b rhe ileet. 

KUML Bachmm said it is not just about rnainlenance improvements, it is ulso 
about linking lo Supply Chain Management in a pull model. JRC can be donc, but it nil1 w take leadership and alignment across a11 scmiccs to make it work for the customer. 

Mr. Wynne said even tilough there is benefit to the JRC construct, we need to sit 
bark and look a t  customer now w d  link customer tlow back to maintenance work. JRC 
wuuld be doing some good thing.\; however, it may sub-optimize some Air Force and 
Army processes. Try lo sell the philosophy (as done with the Navy) to t l ~  Air Force and 
Army and scc what thcir co~lstruct of a JRC wouId Look likc. Look at thc Air Forcc AEF 
(wid c0113psing backshops) construct and see how a JRC would affect Ilill, W;mer 
Robins, Kirtland, etc. 

Mr. Wymc said thc Navy dcploys with two levels of maintenance an thc carricr, 
but the Marine Corps can't do that, so we also need to look at the Marine Corps construct. 
1WML Bachnlan said the Marine Corps is convir~ced that irt~pplied coneclly and buffers 
are insetted and panems are documented they can do pre-positioning and not have to 
move a huge footprint. 

Mr. Beckclt said, unlikc thc Navy, Air Farce ccntralizcd hltcrlncdiatc capabilities 
don't deploy. 

w 
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Mr. Potoclmey asked how thc Working Capital Fund (WCF) ~vould play and how 
dill'erent funding difticulties woi~Id bc rcconciled. KDhK. Bt~chman said thcy (the Navy) 

v were starting to work through thnsc issues with the Co~nptrollcr. Mr. Wynne slaied that 
from his perspcclivc; the WCF was morc flexible. IWML Bachrnan said in the p t ~ l  that 
was true, but PRD 437 changed all that. 

Mr. LVynne slalcd thcrc is n possibility that labor rates in candidate 
recommendations n l q  be usod to streng~hen some wcakcr ideas. There is a prctty 
comisrent outcon~c, but still can't get comptrollers to agree on a methodology. 

Mr. Pauling gave a presenta[ion (In a potcritial methodology to assess cost 
r i i i  Mr. Poloclinq said o1I-line calculations are allowed as long as they arc 
documented as a footnotc in h e  COIIRA. Mr. Wynne instructed the youp to find out 
whsrc tli.crc are similar applications. Mr. Berry asked if the~e would be a problem i S  the 
data used is not certified. Mr. Polochney said that it is nlright to deducelmakc projections 
bascd on cerriGed data. 

Mr. Wynne askod what the IJCSG thought ahout thc presentation siiice it "is a bit 
more esoteric Lhan BFWC." 1 Ic said, how consen~ativc can we be to get some sense or 
this withuut going overboard. Could we go less wrong if we used 30 pcrccnt for 
overhead which is consistent with how we do indircct'! Mr. Pmling said yes. that \vould 
be cunsistenl. M r .  Potochney said it can be done as Iong as it is supportable, and 
Mr. Wynne said to use Mr. I'auling's briefing as support. u 

Mr. Berry said is 50 percent of indirect personnel acceptable according to the 
DRAC 95 Conlmission Report. hfr. Wynnc said he doesn't mind criticism for being too 
conservative. Mr. Potochney said the new COBRA does include recap sal-ings and the 
IJCSG docsn't want lo double coui~t savings and peopltipersonnel billets. Mr. Pauling 
said he lookcd at the pcoplc and they arc: not being double countcd, but he will continue 

look at it. 

Mr. M(~tscli said he wanted to figure out the math behind the presentation tlnd data 
to bc ablc to du lhc math. Mr. Wynne said okay, we have becn criticized in thc past and 
want to be conservative. 

Mr. Wynnc said use 30 pcrccnt find calculat.tc the reuulls. Wc need to see if wr car1 
apply this proccss consistently. He sli~led the process ma! also haw application to other 
JCSGs. Ilc askcd Mr. Potochncy to draft guidatlcc thal could bc used by other JCSGs. 

There was itdditiunal discussion relating to the timeLramcs for the consideration of 
thc more controversial issues. It was concluded that many of the '91ard issues" had bccn 
pushcd to the right, but time was gctting short and decisions \would hiwe to he madc. 



Mr. Mvlszk said there was LI data issue IND-0127B derivative. The data tclls you 
that you can close the installation. hut in reality the v+orkload says maybe not. He will 
\\nrk with the Army and the subgroup to resolve. The Marim Corps indicated they are 
rrviewing il~eii Core rcqaircments hued on OPlans and recurt expcrirnsr. It n x  
suggested that i f  signilicant n orhload is trdnsfmed to an Army i~istallation. joint 
manugemenl would have to be considered. 

Approved: 

h a i r m a n ,  ~n'iiustrial Joint Cross-Service Group 

Attachments: 
I .  List of attendees 
2. Prcscntation Charts 
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CAPACITY ISSUES 

Conflicts with DOD 41 51 .I 8H peacetime capacity guidance 

Assumes people are only constraint and that all shops have 
capacity for expansion 
- Equipment, tooling and facility constraints ignored 
- Existing multi-shift operations not considered 

- Assumes no artisanlskills constraint 
. Mys is  indicates 

4/2612005 3 05 PM 
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Draft Dellberatwe Document -For d son Purposes Only -Do Not Release Under FOlA t 
Candidate # IND-0127B - Red River AD 

Jandidate Kecommendation (abbreviated): Keahgn Ked River as follows: Armament and Structural 
Zomponents, Combat Vehicles, Construction Equipment, Depot FleetField Support, Engines and 
rransmissions, Fabrication and Manufacturing, Fire Control Systems and Components, and Other to Anniston 
ID, AL; Construction E uipment, Powertrain Components, and Starters/Generators/Alternators to MLCB R Ilbanv, NY; Tactical Ve icles to Tobvhanna AD. PA and Letterkenny; and Tactical Missiles to Letterkenny 
ID. PA, 

d 

Justification 
Increases depot maintenance capability and capacity 
utilization. 
Supports the strategy of minimizing sites using 
maximum capacity at 1.5 shifts 
Supports further consolidation of workload into the 
Army's Centers for Industrial and Technical Excellence 
and future inter-service workload 

w Eliminates >900K sq ft excess & 30% of duplicate 
overhead 

Payback 
One-time cost: $194.098M 
Net implementation cost: $82.409M 
Annual recurring savings: $21.851M 
Payback period: 7 years 
20 Yr. NPV (savings): $124.195M 

$ strategy * capaclty Analysis I Data Veniication + .  

Militarv Value 
w For all commodities except Starters I 

Alternators I Generators, average military 
value increases 
For Starters I Alternators I Generators, Red 
River has higher quantitative MilVal but 
Military judgment favors Albany in order to 
enable a complete realignment of all depot 
maintenance commodities. 

Impacts 
Criteria 6: -2929 Jobs (1 752 Direct; 1 177 
Indirect); 4.3% 
Criteria 7: No impact 
Criteria 8: Potential impact: Letterkenny is 
marginal for nowattainment of Ozone, 
exceeds PB and S02. 

Kecommended * Uecontllcted WIJCSW 
J COBRA J Military Value Analysis /Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J 1)sconflicted w/MilDeps 



MEMORANDUM FQR COMhlANDER. U S AWAY MATERIEL 
COfvlMAND, 5001 EISENHOWER 4'iENUE. 
ALEXANDRIA, VA 22333-000 1 

SUBJECT: Designation of Centers of Industrial and Technical Ercellerxe 
(CITE) 

Based on authority of T ~ t k  10. United States Code ( U S  C.j. Section 2474. 1 
designate :he f~liowing depot maintenance activities as CITES 

a. Anniston Army Depot fur combat vehicles (exept Bradleyj. 
art~llery, and snail callbar weapons. 

b. Corpus Chr~stl Army Depol for rotarv wing aircrak (less 
.r\vionics) 

c. Lettcrkcnny Army Depot ior air defense and taclical mrssile 
ground support equipment (less missile guidance and control). 

d Red R w r  Army Depol for tactical wheeled vehicles, the Small 

w Emplacement Excavator (SEE), Bradley Fight~ng Vehicle series, Multiple Launch 
Rocket Systcm chessis, Palnot P&ss~:e receriificarrons, and for rubk r  products 
necessary for sustalnmenl and support  in the ilnited States and Allied forces and 
agencies. 

e Tobyhanna Army Depot ior communications and elecironics, 
avion~cs, and m~ssile guidance and control. 

I authonzs a d  encourage each CITE to enter irrto public-private cooperdve 
arrangments referred l o  In t h e  statute as  "pubhc-privete parlnerships" to perfarm work 
relatad to the depot ma~ntenance core competencies of the particular CITE Depot 
c~erat ions will cornsly wkh all appl~cable low, to include T i k  $0 U.S.C. S e d ~ o n  2208 



and Title 22 U.S.C. Section 2770. Furlher. depots wiil make their respeclivt capabilifies 
avaiiable :.o sll inlereshxl ccntraclors tn maid even the perception of exdusivn reaming 
arrangements. 

S ~ G I O ~  2474(b)j3) requtres a reDon lo Congress evaluaiing the need f3r loan 
guarantee authority, similar to our loan guarantee program under T~tle 10 U.S.C. 
Sect~on 4555, to iacil~tale the estabiishment of publ~c-pnvaie partnerships and the 
achievement of i h ~  obj~ctives Set forth In Section 2474 Accordingly, the Commander. 
U.S Army Matercel Command will take the lead in preparing and submitting this repon 
to :he Asststant Secretary of the Army for Acqu~si!ton, Logistics end Technology NLT 30 
days upon receipt of this !etter 

Additionally, the Commander, U.S. Army Malerid Command will notrfy the Assistant 
Secretary of the Amly for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology, by wrirlen 
carrespondence, of all current public-private arrangements NLT 30 daj6 upon recerpt of 
this letler. 

Thomas E. Whiie 



31-May-05 Strength Report 

TENANT ACTIVITY CIVILIAN MILITARY NAF TOTAL 

IUNITED STATES ARMY OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH CLINIC 101 I 101 

ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND LOGISTICS LEADERSHIP CENTER 

DOCUMENT AUTOMATION 8 PRODUCTION SERVICES 

INON-APPROPRIATED FUND - MORALE, WELFARE AND RECREATION 8 CIVILIAN PERSONNEL OFFICE 23 1 o 1 

111 

DEFENSE FINANCE 8 ACCOUNTING SERIVCE-INDIANAPOLIS, TECHNOLOGY SERVICES BRANCH 2 1 31 

11 

DEPARTMENT OF ARMY INTERNS 

2 1 
3 

I 2 
USA TEST MEASUREMENT 8 DIAGNOSTIC EQUIPMENT SUPPORT LABORATORY 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT-RED RIVER 

 CIVILIAN PERSONNEL ADVISORY CENTER 101 1 01 
TOTAL TENANTS 909 5 181 91 4 

64 1 

NON-APPROPRIATED FUND FINANCIAL SERVICES 

UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE 90th REGIMENT SUPPORT COMMAND 

64 

101 

53 1 I 1581 53 

6261 1 I 

10 

627 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

1 I 41 5 

RED RIVER MUNITIONS CENTER 

21 I 2 

1111 111 



Certified Data 

Total C 

- - 

ractical Vehicles 294.2 

:ombat Vehicles 712.6 

:onstruction Equipment 202.6 

:ngines/Transmissions 21 9.5 

'owerTain Components 0.4 

jtaterslAltenatorslGenerators 6.2 

4rrnament and Structural Componenets 7.1 

'ire Control Systems and Components 5.3 

Factical Missiles 104.5 

:abrication And Manufacturing 190.4 

>epot FleeUField Support 5.3 

lepot Level Commodity Groups Other 100.4 

Questions 501,503,504,506 
Red River Anny Depot 
12 Commodity Groups 

m 501 1 Question 50 
 pac city Maximum Capac 

FY05 FY09 FY03 FY04 FY05 
I I I I 

Question 504 
Core Capability 

FY09 FY03 FY05 FY09 

Question 506 
Total Organic Depot Maint Workload 



Red River Army Depot 
Response to additional GAO questions 

7 June 2005 
Number of people (perm, OA, Contractors) 

TRMD 

Position Breakout 
I total # In each I 



Red River Army Depot 
Response to additional GAO questions 

7 June 2005 

I Bradlev Transmissions 

Rubber Products 

Icontractors I 26 1 
Total 115 



Red River Army Depot 
Response to additional GAO questions 

7 June 2005 

Total Civilian Strength as of 31 May 2005 

RRAD 

ermanent 

2604 

Currently 88 % of the total LSI work force 
at the mobility center supports RRAD 

How many people actually moved in 
BRAC 95 against the number of 
spaceslpersons lost? 15.46% 

RRMC has 107 igloos that meet all security requirement for 
CAT I material storage facilities. Of these 107 igloos, they 
have 34 that contain CAT II material and 52 that contains 
CAT I material and 21 that are empty at this time. 



Response to GAO Questions 

Question: Reference unique, special, one-of-a-kind capabilities not found anywhere 
w else within DOD. 

PRODUCTION LINES 

Multi~le Launch Rocket System lMLRS) - Red River Army Depot is the Center for 
Industrial and Technical Excellence (CITE). Accordingly, RRAD is the only DoD site 
that is authorized and has performed depot level maintenance, overhaul, and 
remanufacture of the M993 carrier and M269 launcher. 

RRAD's geographical proximity to Camden, AR, site of the Original Equipment 
Manufacturer, Lockheed Martin, is a distinct advantage and enabler for a successful 
public private partnership. In addition to the partnership with the Army Depot (RRAD), 
the Defense Logistics Agency's Defense Distribution Depot serves as the government 
acceptance point for all systems manufactured by Lockheed. 

RRAD has successfully demonstrated technical competence on the full scope of the 
system and is considered the subject matter expert on the M270 system. Technical skills 
while generic in job title assignment (i.e. Heavy Mobile Equipment Mechanic, Electronic 
Integrated Systems Mechanic, etc.) are specialized and required extensive training and on 
the job experience to qualify as a MLRS subject matter expert. The knowledge and over 
20 years of experience cannot be easily replaced. The gaining installation will incur a 

u substantial learning curve to achieve the same level of competence. 

Specialized equipment at RRAD in support of the program is as listed below. The 
equipment is not duplicated elsewhere in DOD. 

- Hydraulic test stations 
- Azimuth Drive test stand 
- Elevation Actuator test stand 
- Cage Alignment Fixture 
- Transmission Ball Bore and Ball Bore Matching 
- Transmission Dynamometer 

Specialized facilities at RRAD in support of the program are as listed below. 

- 12 degree slope 



Bradlev fight in^ Vehicle Svstem (BFVS) - Red River Army Depot is the Center for 
Industrial and Technical Excellence (CITE). Accordingly, RRAD is the only DoD site 
that is authorized and has performed depot level maintenance, overhaul, conversion, and 

@u remanufacture of the M2 and M3 BFVS. 

RRAD has successfully demonstrated technical competence on the full scope of the 
system and is considered the subject matter expert on the M2 and M3 system. Technical 
skills while generic in job title assignment (i.e. Heavy Mobile Equipment Mechanic, 
Electronic Integrated Systems Mechanic, etc.) are specialized and required extensive 
training and on the job experience to qualify as a BFVS subject matter expert. The 
knowledge and over 20 years of experience cannot be easily replaced. The gaining 
installation will incur a substantial learning curve to achieve the same level of 
competence. 

RRAD's relationship with United Defense L.P., the Original Equipment Manufacturer, is 
a model public private partnership. Over the last 2 years alone, RRAD and UDLP have 
partnered on numerous endeavors ranging from joint initiatives for installation of Blue 
Force Tracking in CONUS and OCONUS, development and proofing of engineering 
changes to improve system performance and survivability, plus direct support of each 
other's production lines. Currently, RRAD has personnel on site working on the UD 
production line and UD has personnel assigned to RRAD provide technical, engineering, 
and quality support. 

The public private partnership between RRAD and UD is a model that demonstrates the 

w success that can be achieved under a mutually beneficial relationship. Twelve contracts 
for execution in FY06 are currently in negotiation, valued at over $50M. Contracts and 
work share arrangements with United Defense for FY05 were valued at over $30M. 

Specialized equipment at RRAD in support of the program is as listed below. The 
equipment is not duplicated elsewhere in DOD. 

- Transmission Ball Bore and Ball Bore Matching 
- Transmission Dynamometer 
- Turret Collimator and Alignment Stand 

Specialized facilities at RRAD in support of the program are as listed below. 

- Vibration Isolation Foundation for the Optical Sight Alignment Tower and Turret Test 
Station 



Heavv Ex~anded Mobilitv Tactical Truck (HEMTT) - Red River Army Depot is the 
Center for Industrial and Technical Excellence (CITE). Accordingly, RRAD is the only 
DoD site that is authorized and has performed depot level maintenance, overhaul, 

qYr conversion, and remanufacture of the HEMTT. 

The HEMTT is not just a simple generic tactical vehicle. It is complex and has multiple 
configurations. Because of the complexity of the system and the lack of available 
technical data (i.e. intellectual data and Technical Data Package belong to Oshkosh Truck 
Corporation) it took RRAD almost 2 years to overcome the learning curve and establish 
technical competency. However, RRAD has successhlly demonstrated technical 
competence on the h l l  scope of the system and is considered the subject matter expert on 
HEMTT. Man-hours have decreased by over 50% and the cycle time is down from over 
100 days to less than 35. The gaining installation will have a similar challenge and will 
not be able to achieve the mandate for turn around in support of reset operations thus 
compromising unit readiness and Global War on Terrorism deployment schedules. 



HMPT Bradley Fighting Vehicle Transmission - The Bradley transmission falls under 
the scope of the Center for Industrial and Technical Excellence for the Bradley Fighting 
Vehicle System. RRAD is the only authorized DoD site for 
repairloverhau~remanufacture of the transmission. The transmission is a very complex 
piece of equipment, manufactured to aerospace standards. Tolerances are in the 
millionths of an inch and the slightest out of tolerance can and does cause catastrophic 
failure. Specialized processes, clean room environment with controlled temperatures, 
and computer assisted measurement equipment provide the capability to measure and 
match sets of balls and ball bearings for the hydraulic blocks. Extensive specialized 
training and on the job experience were required to establish the subject matter expertise 
to become proficient and achieve certification. Transferring the equipment does not 
transfer the knowledge. 

Additionally, the process is certified in accordance with United Defense LP 
manufacturing standards by United Defense. As such, RRAD is providing transmissions 
in support of the in house production line, field service stocks, and is the provider of 
choice for United Defense's programs. RRAD is currently under contract with United 
Defense to provide transmissions for the 1" Cavalry Reset, Linebacker, and A3 
production contracts. 

Under the scope of the public private partnership, United Defense is investing corporate 
dollars into the RRAD facility and is also purchasing new equipment for use by RRAD. 
United Defense is also serving as the engineering lead for leaning out the production line 
and integrating new processes that will ultimately improve the reliability of the 
transmission. Equipment purchased by United Defense remains as property of United 
Defense and is not subject to transfer. Additionally, proprietary processes authorized for 
use by RRAD under the public private partnership remain the sole proprietary ownership 
of United Defense. Neither the equipment nor the processes are subject to transfer under 
the recommendation. Accordingly, it is feasible that the capability transferred to ANAD 
will not meet the requirements of the fleet and may never should United Defense and 
ANAD not agree to terms of a contractual relationship. 

The transmission is the number 1 failure item and the number 1 cost driver for the 
Bradley. RRAD's capacity of over 100 transmissions per month combined with the 
capacity of the commercial sector does not meet the demand. Systems are continuously 
dead lined, non operational, because of the transmission. Even a temporary loss of the 
organic capability (during transmission) can and will have a far reaching effect on 
readiness. 

Specialized equipment at RRAD in support of the program is as listed below. The 
equipment is not duplicated elsewhere in DOD. 

- Transmission Ball Bore and Ball Bore Matching 
- Transmission Dynamometer 



Rubber Products - Red River Army Depot is the Center for Industrial and Technical 
Excellence (CITE). RRAD has the only capability within DoD for remanufacture of 
roadwheel and track. Furthermore, RRAD is the only source for new and remanufactured w roadwheels for the M1 Abrams Main Battle Tank. No source other than RRAD, 
commercial or government is qualified. Therefore sustainment of readiness for the M1 
fleet is totally dependent on the ability of RRAD to produce roadwheels. 

The rubber products mission is an artisan type process. Utilizing state of the art denuding 
and vulcanization equipment RRAD artisans skillfully remove worn rubber and apply 
new rubber to metal surfaces. One secret to the success of RRAD is the rubber 
compound. It was developed in house and continues to be tweaked and refined to 
achieve improved wear characteristics and overall quality reliability. 

Although, commercial firms have obtained the compound formula and have attempted to 
replicate RRAD's products, none have achieved success as evidenced by the fact that 
RRAD remains the sole qualified source for the M1 Abrams roadwheel. 

Assuming every person in Rubber Products relocated with the mission (past BRAC 
actions indicate less than 50% will), relocation of the equipment or purchase of new 
equipment and stand up of a replicate capability does not guarantee the new site will ever 
achieve certification. Average cost per attempt at certification is approximately $300K 
pass or fail. 

As evidenced by the unsuccessfid move of tire recapping from Tooele Army Depot to 

w Red River Army Depot under BRAC 93, it is entirely possible a new site may never 
achieve certification. Even though the equipment and subject matter experts transferred 
to RRAD, after repeated attempts with no success, it was declared a failure. The 
equipment was taken down and the DoD lost its only tire recap capability. 

Bottom line is DoD has not considered the potential catastrophic consequences of 
standing down and closing the RRAD rubber products operation. Readiness of the M1 
Abrams and other combat systems are at risk and no mitigation is in place. This fact 
alone attests to the fact that all factors were not considered in the analysis and the JCSG 
was only focused on maximizing the opportunity for savings ($$) through a closure. 

Specialized equipment at RRAD in support of the program is as listed below. The 
equipment is not duplicated elsewhere in DOD. 

- Injection Molding Machines for roadwheels and track 
- Compression Molding machines for roadwheels and track 
- Pin Bushing presses for track 
- Pin Insertion presses for track 
- Fluidized Beds for denuding (removal of rubber) fiom roadwheel and track 
- Rubber laboratory with capability for chemical compounding and analysis of stock 
rubber and completed roadwheel and track 



Patriot and HAWK Missile Recertification - Red River Army Depot is the Center for 
w Industrial and Technical Excellence (CITE). RRAD has the only capability within DoD 

for recertification and stock pile reliability testing of the Patriot and HAWK missiles. 

The operation at RRAD is comprised of three distinctly separate, but linked activities; 
storage (>2,000 Patriot & >6,000 HAWK), explosive operations, and guidance section 
recertification. The entire operation is a certified process requiring extensive training, 
documentation, data collection, and quality audits. Additionally, all data collected is 
analyzed for fault trends to assess reliability and predict future failures. 

The training required for certification of technicians is comprised of classroom and on the 
job training. For example, a journeyman electronics technician coming on to the program 
requires an average of 1,350 hours of classroom training prior to certification as a Patriot 
technician. Assuming that less than 25% of the RRAD employees are willing to transfer 
with the mission this is a substantial cost for the establishment of the capability at LEAD. 
Preliminary estimates are it will take up to 5 years for a new site to achieve the same 
level of technical proficiency as currently exist at RRAD. 

Additionally, because the Patriot and HAWK are certified programs, the certification 
does not transfer with the program. LEAD will be required to establish capability, train 
the workforce, and demonstrate competency before being accredited with certification. 
The DoD and FMS customers may experience up to a 2-year delay in the planned 

w recertification programs as a result of the transition. This raises the issue of the potential 
impact on readiness. 

Specialized equipment at RRAD in support of the program is as listed below. The 
equipment is not duplicated elsewhere in DOD. 

Patriot guidance section simulators and analysis test stations 
Patriot safe and arming test stations 
Patriot loadhnload equipment 
HAWK guidance section simulators and analysis test stations 



Response to GAO Questions 

Question: How will the recommendation affect the mission - workload performed a t  
Red River and Anniston - Does Anniston have the capacity to take on Red River 
work - COBRA indicates that about S160M in construction is needed - are they 
going to restore facilities or build new -what are their plans at Anniston? 

This is a four part question: 

1. How will the recommendation affect the mission? 

The simple answer for Red River is that the mission goes away entirely under this 
closure recommendation. All existing functions within the confines of the boundaries of 
Red River cease. The existing mission of the entire defense complex is split and spread 
over seven different locations not counting the discretionary moves and the smaller tenant 
organizations that will be disestablished. 

On a broader scale, the mission of depot maintenance for the systems worked 
a t  Red River will be affected tremendously. Red River has the only capability to sustain 
the current requirements of the war fighter. It will take years of transition planning and 
much construction before another site can be capable as Red River to perform at our 
current levels of quality, schedule and cost. There will be a period of Unmitigated Risk 
associated with this transfer of workload and capability. Red River has several unique 
overhaul missions that have never been performed by other sites, such as Bradley 
Fighting Vehicle Series (BFVS), Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS), Small 
Emplacement Excavator (SEE), Patriot Missile Recertification and Rubber Products for 
roadwheels and track. 

2. Does Anniston have the capacity to take on Red River work? 

The short answer is no. This is where you get into a philosophical discussion over 
Capacity versus Capability. Even if the number for Capacity indicates that there is 
sufficient room to move work into Anniston (which they don't) that is only half the story. 
The real measure of whether Anniston can accept the Red River work is the unique 
requirements necessary to be able to perform the work of a new capability. The 
uniqueness of the mission requires new construction, renovation and development of a 
new capability not already present at Anniston. 

3. Is Anniston going to restore facilities or build new? 

The answer from the Red River perspective is both. They will need to renovate 
some of the existing shops to accept the workload and in some cases such as Rubber it 
will require an entirely new start because of the unique requirements of that commodity. 
Anniston has not shared their plans with Red River at this time so this is somewhat 
conjecture on the part of Red River. However, we being the technical experts on the 



workload under discussion know what the finite requirements entail. The $160M figure 
could be a gross understatement of the actual cost. The recommendation for Anniston 
also shows they are receiving depot maintenance of combat vehicles and other equipment 
from Rock Island, depot maintenance of other components from Naval Weapons Station 
Seal Beach, and depot maintenance of engines, transmissions, other components and 
small arms from Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow. Collectively, along with Red 
River workload this will be a challenge for Anniston. 

4. What are the plans a t  Anniston? 

Anniston has not shared their plans with Red River at this stage. We are in the 
early stages of developing the Implementation Plans and developing the finite costs 
associated with Implementation. Red River closure plans must matrix with the Anniston 
plan to ensure they can accept workload prior to work stoppage on this end. 



Response to GAO Question 

Question: Discuss the concerns that base officials have with recommendation and 

its effect. For example the recommendation presumes that baseline depot work 

would be a 1 and % shifts workweek---What are Anniston's views on this concept? 

How does Anniston's plan to get additional personnel to do the added depot work- 

what is job market like? 

Res~onse:  

Numerous questions remain regarding the recommendations for closure. Many are the 

result of insufficient, unclear, or unavailable supporting rationale or documentation being 

made accessible for review. These questions include: 

1. Why was the IJCSG Maintenance sub-group's "strategy to minimize sites" 

rather than to maximize the near term readiness support to the soldier 

(IJCSG report, Chapter III, Analytical Approach, Section C, Scenario 

Development, page 24) through efficient and emective depot maintenance? 

2. Why did the Maintenance subgroup deviate substantially from their stated 

parameters (IJCSG report, Chapter 111, Analytical Approach, Section A, 

Capacity Analysis, pages 9, 12, and 13) of using DOD 4151.188 standards of 

one shift for 40 hours per week in order to develop arbitrary and capricious 

capacity standards of 1.5 shifts o r  60 hours per week? Department of 

Defense policy instructions and guidance for the calculation of capacity and 

capacity utilization are contained in DOD 4151.188, the DOD Depot 

Maintenance Capacity and Utilization Handbook, 24 January 1997 with 

supplements dated 30 September 1999 and 4 October 2001. In the 

handbook, a capacity figure indicates the amount of workload in Direct 

Labor Hours (DLH) that the installation can effectively produce annually on 

a single shift for 40 hours per week. By calculating capacity a t  other 

installations a t  1.5 shifts o r  60 hours per week. BRAC officials are making 

the assumption that a DLH of capacity a t  one installation translates into a 

DLH a t  another installation without regard for the capacity of individual 

common processes required across numerous and varied commodities- 



painting, cleaning, paint preparation, etc. Limits and constraints for various 

common processes were not a visible consideration in the scenario 

developments that utilized the 1.5 shift parameter. 

3. I f  the Army's stated intent (Army Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 

HI, Executive Summary, page 9 and Chapter 7.7, Materiel and Logistics, 

page 60) is to enhance the Centers for Industrial and Technical Excellence 

(CITE),  then why does it openly disregard RRAD's CITE for tactical 

vehicles, BFVS, MLRS,  Rubber Products, and Missile Recertification for 

Patriot and HAWK? 

4. The  Army's analysis (Army Analysis and Recommendations, Volume In, 

Appendix A, Section 2.4.6.1 Depot Maintenance, pages A-86 and A-87 and 

Table 59) o f  depot maintenance capacity IAW the DOD handbook based on 

current DLH workload states there is "20 percent excess across the Army,  

but there is 8 percent shortage at Red River Army Depot." Under the surge 

category, it reports that "the Army's goal for its five principal depots is a 

workload o f  85 percent capacity based on one shift, eight hours per day, and 

five days per week. The  remaining 15 percent is available to meet surge 

requirements." Considering the Army needs 15 percent capacity for surge 

requirements, why close any Army depot when ONLY 20 percent exists 

among all depot maintenance facilities according to Table 59? The  Navy's 

capacity analysis examination o f  depot maintenance (Volume IV, Chapter 4, 

page 28) concluded two functions "demonstrated either little or no excess 

capacity" that "ranged from 12 percent to  44 percent". W h y  did Army not 

arrive at a similar conclusion with only 20 percent excess capacity on a 

standard work week schedule o f  40 hours scenario? 

5. In speaking o f  surge requirements and Military Value Criterion 3 or DOD 

Policy Memorandum Seven (Volume 1, Part 1 o f  2, Appendix E, page E-113), 

the Army's stated parameter for surge (IJCSG report, Section 1, Depot 

Maintenance function, Surge requirement, page 10) is to progress from the 

standard "peacetime operations based on 40 hours per week while the 

wartime operations are based on a 60 hour workweek". By permitting 1.5 



shifts for generating max capacity as stated in #2 above to accommodate 

workload relocated from other sites, the IJCSG has commandeered the 

capacity allocated for surge requirements. In order to meet the expressed 

surge parameter, gaining installations would need to exhibit capacity 

increases of 120% from current standard work hours (40 hours to 60 hours 

to 90 hours). 

6. The Army analysis (Army Analysis and Recon~mendations, Volume 111, 

Appendix B, Military Value, Section 3.3 Unique Capabilities, page B-13 and 

Table 9) removed from consideration in the Military Value Portfolio (MVP) 

"installations with unique capabilities" and "the Army added a special 

constraint with a requirement to keep the unique installation. These unique 

capabilities were identified by the TABS Group subject matter experts in 

coordination with the JCSG." Why was RRAD not considered a "unique 

capability" for M1 roadwheel manufacturing, Patriot recertification, and 

Bradley transmission Ball Bore matching? 

7. What rationale did officials use to generate the conclusion that closure of a 

facility produces savings of "thirty percent in duplicate overhead costs"? 



Obtain views from base and community oficials on the economic impact of the 
recommendations of the local community 

CITY 

TEXARKANA 

NEW BOSTON 

HOOKS 

DE KALB 

TEXARKANA 

MAUD 

WAKE VILLAGE 

NASH 

SIMMS 

ATLANTA 

AVERY 

REDWATER 

FOREMAN 

ASHDOWN 

FOUKE 

QUEEN C I T Y  

CLARKSVILLE 

NAPLES 

ANNONA 

ATLANA 

LINDEN 

BLOOMBURG 

WINTHROP 

o m  
MT PLEASANT 

HOPE 

PITTSBURG 

LEESVILLE 

DOUGLAS S V I L L E  

HORATIO 

APO 

HAWORTH 

DE QUEEN 

BROKEN BOW 

B I V I N S  

MARIETTA 

OGDEN 

TOTAL DEFENSE 
COMPLEX 

SALARY 
$49,608,747.56 
$37,694,334.98 

$17,726,258.51 
$17,624,841.60 

$16,529,165.83 

$7,698,346.07 
$6,039,244.59 
$5,783,782.86 

$5,534,718.31 

$4,350,099.11 
$4,157,956.90 

$3,167,580.71 
$2,784,405.65 

$2,645,972.77 
$2,265,512.39 

$2,259,044.48 
$1,770,408.03 

$1,750,628.85 
$1,110,723.01 

$862,300.01 

$792,215.06 
$737,099.00 
$684,791.75 

$672,164.85 
$649,816.36 

$627,555.76 
$523,893.02 
$495,073.35 

$481,380.78 

$438,124.81 
$409,246.65 
$399,075.01 

$326,711.03 

$323,948.64 
$308,012.24 

$292,719.35 
$265,926.51 

AVG 
# 

EMPS 
798 

613 
301 
286 

278 

12 8 
9 7 
9 1 

9 0 

6 8 
6 2 

5 8 
4 3 

4 3 
37 

3 8 
2 8 

2 9 
18 

22 

12 
11 
11 

12 
11 

10 
7 
5 

8 

6 
13 

6 
6 

5 
5 

6 
4 

CENSUS 
BUREAU 

2003 
POP 

35,199 
4,633 

2,935 
1,781 

28,900 

1,018 
5,181 
2,180 

5,606 

448 
882 

1,086 
4,662 

844 

1,586 
3,699 

1,426 
270 
5,606 

2,198 
371 
183 

98 1 
14,266 

10,453 
4,370 

PER 
CAP1 TA 
INCOME 

$1,409.38 
$8,136.05 
$6,039.61 

$9,896.04 

$571.94 
$7,562.23 

$1,165.65 
$2,653.11 

$775.97 

$9,281.15 
$3,591.36 

$2,563.91 
$567.56 

$2,684.26 
$1,424.37 

$478.62 

$1,227.65 
$4,113.79 
$153.82 

$360.43 
$1,986.79 
$3,742.03 

$685.18 

$45.55 

$60.04 
$119.88 



COOKVILLE 
FULTON 
LOCKESBURG 
BOGATA 
IDABEL 
LEWISVILLE 
DETROIT 
DAINGERFIELD 
SLAGLE 
STAMPS 

SHIRLEY 
NASHVILLE 
SHREVEPORT 
GENOA 
DODDRIDGE 
GARLAND CITY 
MINERAL SPGS 
MOUNT VERNON 
WASHINGTON 
KILLEEN 
MC LEOD 
MT VERNON 
ANACOCO 
PINEVILLE 
Wilton 

TYLER 
COPPERAS COVE 
CASON 
MERRWILLE 
SAN ANTONIO 
LONGVIEW 
PRESCOTT 
HORNBECK 
ALBA 
NEWLLANO 
WI LMINGTON 
COUSHATTA 
POWDERLY 
BAGWELL 
LINDALE 
AVINGER 
I DA 
WHITE OAK 
BOSSIER CITY 
FLINT 
TAYLOR 

ALLEENE 
MARSHALL 



CARTHAGE 
FOREST HILL 
SALEM 
LONE STAR 
OZAN 
BEN LOMOND 
ROWLETT 
ADA 
GRAND PRAIRIE 
GRANNI S 
STUART 
TOM 

ROYSE CITY 
VALLIANT 
HINESTON 
PAR1 S 
WALDO 
GAITHERSBURG 
HUGHES SPGS 
Saratoga 

HURST 
SCROGGINS 
WINNSBORO 
SAN DIEGO 
MCASKILL 
GLADEWATER 
OKOLONA 
OXFORD 
FORT SMITH 
GARLANACITY 
SHAWNEE 
MAGNOLIA 
PRINCETON 

MAUDE 
WHITE HALL 

SUBTOTAL 

LSI 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

Figures do not include LSAAP, Camp Stanley and 
Military 



Response to GAO Question 

Question: What environmental clean-up issues are created by the recommendation, 
i.e. what, where, how long will it take, and costs? 

1. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) is the regulation for 
environmental restorationlclean-up actions at Red River Army Depot (RRAD), enacted 
by the laws of the State, and enforced by the Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality (TCEQ). These regulations (Compliance Plan #50178) are the environmental 
drivers that require RRAD to conduct investigations to identify any release or potential 
release of any hazardous materials. Closure of RRAD will accelerate these requirements 
in order to return parcels of property to a Local Reuse Authority. 

2. The data call was requesting a list of environmental actions, the estimated cost, and 
the locations requiring action to close RRAD with the assumption that the facilities 
would be returned to a Local Reuse Authority. It is also assumed that an Environmental 
Baseline Study (EBS) would be completed and what the EBS would show as 
environmental concerns. Areas of concerns were identified and cost estimates were 
applied. Locations were identified based on the type process conducted in the 
padpresent and the potential environmental concern. Also, estimated cost were based on 
the steps required to accomplish clean closure, Remedial Investigation (RI) to determine 
rate and extent of contamination, Remedial Design (RD) to design a plan of action to 
clean-up to a regulated standards, Remedial Action Construction (RAC) to let a contract 
to removelremediate, and potential Long Term Monitoring (LTM), i.e. ground water 
monitoring. 

3. The OBIOD area is based on historical records and that above ground demolition of 
ordnance took place at this site; therefore the entire area would require RI for UXO and 
heavy metal contamination. The 701 igloos will require radiological and other 
contamination analysis to determine rate and extent of any containment. The cost 
estimates for de-con noted in the spreadsheet are based on actual cost form Ft. Wingate 
Depot Activity, NM to de-con their 724 igloos. 

4. The Military Munitions Response Program Sites (MMRP) costs are estimates based on 
a cost estimating program, RACER. These surveys were just completed and will become 
a part of our Installation Action Plan but, must be accelerated due to closure. 

5. Disposal of any un-used hazardous waste after closure is listed and cost derived from 
actual line item cost in RRAD's disposal contract. 

6. De-con of buildings and equipment costs were derived from a recent contract to de- 
con 6,375 sq. feet at building 493 and applied with some assumptions to area and size. 

7. Attached along with this memo is a spreadsheet showing closure cost. 

8. POC for this information is Don Moore, extension 4007. 



Environmental Spreadsheet 

a 
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~uestion.xts To6 f i  

GAO Visits to Closing or Realigning Installations 
Question: Are there other major DOD and non-DOD tenants on the base and what 

are their concerns and alternate plans? 

DLA Response: 

As has been the case in previous BRACs, and remains the case this round, DLA's 

position is if the installation on which they reside is slated for closure, they too will 

follow suit with their collocated distribution site. As result, there are no alternate plans 

under consideration. Yet, we are concerned that the required support to our customers, 

on and off base, does not diminish or impact their operations or readiness. We are 

u attending a DLA Implementation Planning Conference, June 6-8, 2005 that will address 

these issues and lay the foundation for implementation and continued support throughout 

the timeline for closure. 



GAO Visits to Closing or Realigning Installations 

w RRMC Response: 

Questions: Are there compelling reasons why base should be left open or realigned? 

We believe that RRMC should be left open for the following reasons: 

1. The Army plans to move the storage and maintenance fiom RRMC and LSAAF' to 

McAlester AAF' and Blue Grass AAF'. The plan also moves the weaponkluster bomb 

function and missile warhead production fiom Kansas AAF' to MCAAF' which will 

require additional storage space. The plan also moves the demil function fiom 

RRMC, LSAAF', and Sierra AAF' to MCAAF' -which will require additional storage 

space. While the BRAC data shows that MCAAF"s excess capacity is 38%. JMC 

has confirmed that storage occupancy has increased for MCAAF' and Blue Grass to 

90% (5% over their desired level) at MCAAF' - and 97% for Blue Grass Army 

Ammunition Plant. Since the BRAC data was gathered, both of these locations have 

shown a significant increase in storage occupancy. It is our contention that neither 

MCAAF' nor Blue Grass will be able to store all of ammunition items that are 

u proposed to be sent to them. Since RRMC is already on M C M ' s  TDA, by leaving 

RRMC open, we can provide additional storage capacity that MCAAF' needs to 

facilitate the acceptance of the items proposed by BRAC. 

2. Additionally MCAAP has only three CAT I and 47 CAT I1 igloos. RRMC 

currently has 107 CAT I and I1 igloos - of that 82% are currently occupied and would 

require an estimated 88 CAT I/II igloos at MCAAP. By leaving RRMC open, the 

need for these additional igloos at MCAAP will be eliminated. (NOTE: CAT I and 

CAT I1 igloos require IDS systems installed in each igloo as well as additional 

separate fencing, lighting, and dual locking systems.) 

Are there unique, special, one-of-kind capabilities about the activity not 

found elsewhere? 

- RRMC has the only Chaparral Missile facility in the United States - and our people 

are only ones with the expertise to maintain this missile system. AMCOM has made 

a ten-year commitment to FMS customers to provide support and maintenance. This v 



facility (including a 100,000 Class Clean Room) will have to be duplicated 

somewhere, the equipment dismantled and moved, restructured, and the expertise 

regained. 

What environmental clean-up issues are created by the recommendation, i.e. 

what, where, how long will it take, and costs? 

There are extensive clean-up issues for Red River Munitions Center that have been 

addressed by Red River Army Depot. 

Are there other major DOD and non-DOD tenants on the base and what are 

their concerns and alternate plans? 

1. Department of the Army - BRAC 2005 - Analyses and Recommendations (Page 

A-88 and A-89) 

Table 61 - Ammunition Storage lists the Army assets, requirements, and excess. 

However, the Army included six installations that are closing when they figured their 

assets. They will not have these assets if they close them. This will drastically 

reduce the amount of excess capacity that the Army reported. The goal of JMC is to 

be at 85% capacity (page A-89). Anything above the goal should not be included in 

excess capacity. In addition, when determining excess ammunition storage space, 

additional security requirements such as CAT I and CAT I1 and explosive 

compatibility issues were not considered. There is also no indication where the 

retrograde that is currently in Iraq and Afghanistan will be stored when the war is 

over. 

2. In addition to the prior concerns listed, we have Spartan Rocket Motors that 

cannot be demilled and cannot be moved. We have been actively pursuing this issue 

for many years with the only decision being that they cannot be moved and cannot be 

demilitarized. In fact, there are concerns about whether the motors are even stable 

enough to be tested. This issue is presently being worked by ARDEC at Redstone. 

2. In determining excess ammunition storage space, additional security requirements 

such as CAT I and CAT I1 and explosive compatibility issues were not considered. 



What recent investment has been made to the facilities? -What has the base 

done to improve facility infrastructure? 

Improve Lightning Protection System - $3 10,000 

Improve roads, rail, expand two existing outloading pads, and fabricated six 

Patriot storage sheds - $8.25M 

Upgrade and improve earth covered igloos - $1.2M 

Outloading Pad adjacent to CAT I storage - $900,000 

Upgraded shipping and receiving station - $98,000 

Converted missile facility from diesel to natural gas and repaired roof - $130,000 

Upgraded storage facilities - $127,000 

Paved parking and electrical upgrade at surveillance workshop - $60,000 

Is there any significant MILCON planned or started with FY 05 funds- 

what's being built and how costly. Is the base expecting to request FY 06 

MILCON funds or in POM outyears? 

Administrative Building for RRMC - $500,000 

Discuss feasibility of closurelrealignment timeframeidentify circumstances 

that could cause delays. 

Storage availability at receiving site 

Obtain specific data below from appropriate base officials (managers, budget 

personnel, and/or administrators: 

obtain actual and authorized number of civilians and military personnel 

for FY 2004 

FY04 - Civilians - 123 

obtain current personnel status as of 4130105 ( actual and authorized 

number of civilians and military) 

Authorized - 1 1 5 

Actual - 107 

major one-time costs/savings 

unknown 





Question: Is there any significant MUCON planned or started with 33' 05 funds- 
what's being built and how costly. Is the base expecting to request 33' 06 MILCON 
funds or in POM out years? 

Response: Red River is currently working with the USACE, Ft. Worth District on the 
design of a project titled Maneuver Systems Sustainment Center, a complex which will 
house all Tactical Wheeled Vehicle Depot Maintenance operations. That design is 
currently at the 60% completion level with the intent to complete all design work and 
have the project available for contract announcement by the first quarter of FYO6. The 
construction funds for this project ($49 M) are currently identified in the FY09 FYDP. 
Capital equipment requirements for this project ($12.1 M) are currently identified in the 
FY06 CIP listing. 

This is a modernization project and is not required to accomplish current, planned or any 
future workload. 

There are no other significant MILCON projects started or planned for FY05106 at 
RRAD. 



Response to GAO Question 

'41 Question: (If applicable) How many DOD-provided housing units have been 
privatized? For privatized housing, what are the developer's future plans? Is DOD 
leasing the land to the developer? NIA 



Response to GAO Question 

Question: Are there any termination fees that might apply to utility services, BOS 

contracts, housing privatization, etc? 

Yes, there are possible termination costs for the Wet (water) and Electric contracts. FAR 
52.241-10, Termination for Liability and FAR 52.249-2, Termination for Convenience is 
applicable to the Wet contract. FAR 52.241-10, Termination for Liability and FAR 
52.249-4, Termination for Convenience is applicable to the Electric contract. A dollar 
determination cannot be made at this time. 



GAO visits to Closing or Realigning Installations 

Question: Discuss Feasibility of closure/realignment timeframe - identify 
circumstances that could cause delays. 

Discussion: The BRAC legislation states that you must start the actions to accomplish 
the recommendation within the first two years after passage of the law and that it must be 
completed within six years of passage of the law. The Army has directed and has posted 
that their goal is to close all sites that are announced for closure within four years. Red 
River can unequivocally state that this cannot be accomplished in four years and there is 
some question whether it can be done within six years. This statement is made with no 
consideration given to the environmental cleanup phase. 

The most apparent thing that could cause a delay, to those within DOD, is the fact 
that we are in the middle of a conflict, working to sustain the Warfighter with no end in 
sight. The Red River level of production and requirements have only increased in the last 
three years. Red River workload has tripled from FY02 of 1.3M direct labor hours to 
4.1M direct labor hours in FY05. Current budget and workload requirements indicate 
that we will have a workload equal to or greater than our current FY05 workload. The 
Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) is real and it takes time and money to mitigate the 
risk while we are in the process of taking down and moving capabilities. 

The analysis that has been run to support BRAC is using very dated data. It goes 
all the way back to FY03 as a baseline for this analysis. The truth changes as we move 
through time. Transitioning during a time of conflict presents a whole new set of logistic 
considerations that are not apparent in a number crunching drill, such as the analysis that 
has just been completed. 

Our rubber products operation, that is designed to rebuild roadwheel and track, 
was embedded in the manufacturing and fabrication commodity during the data calls for 
BRAC. The analysis looked at bulk labor hours with no consideration for the unique 
work that is embedded within those hours. Not just anybody can qualify and provide 
rubber that meets specifications. If it were that easy, there would be multiple sources for 
all of the rubber components necessary to maintain the fleets. Just building a new facility 
does not put it on the qualified provider's list. Their processes must be qualified through 
rigorous testing. The private sector has not been able to accomplish this after many years 
of failure and a lot of sunk costs on their part. Red River is currently the only source in 
the entire world for Abrams M1 roadwheels. There is no other source. If this capability 
is interrupted, the ability to sustain the warfighting fleet is greatly diminished. To 
mitigate the risk of that happening it is imperative that Anniston build an entire new 
facility, establish their processes, and qualify their product before any consideration can 
be given to taking down the capability at Red River. There is a distinct possibility that 
Anniston can never qualify their processes just as the private sector has never been able 
to do. Without some intervening circumstances this part of the mission may never reach 
a point that it can transfer. 



Response to GAO Question 

w' Question: Discuss any issues concerning property transfer, i.e. lease from state, 

permit to use, special deed considerations. 

We have seven cemeteries located on RRAD property. They total about 1.26 
acres of land. 



Response to GAO Question 

w Question: Obtain specific data below from appropriate base officials (managers, 

budget personnel, andlor administrators: 

Obtain actual and authorized number of civilians and military personnel for FY 2004 

Civilian 

Authorized 1.745 

Actual Organic 1.966 

Actual Contract Labor 16 1 

Authorized 6 

Actual 3 

Obtain current personnel status as of 4130105 (actual and authorized number of civilians 

and military) 

Civilian 

Authorized 

Actual Organic 

Actual CFT 

Militam 

Authorized 

Actual 
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RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT - Obtain actual vs. required sustainment funding fo r  FYs 2003 and 2004 

Obtain actual vs. required recapitization (restoration & 
modernization) funding for  FYs 2003 and 2004 

SUSTAINMENT 

Facilities Sustainment = Facility Maintenance and Repair Line on the Fund 22. 
Applicable AMS Code - ZGD078 

BES" ACTUAL 
FY03 6.855 5.640 
FY04 8.017 5.299 

RESTORATION 8 MODERNIZATION 

BES" ACTUAL 
FY03 1.465 0.340 
FY04 0.553 0.778 

Facilities Restoration 8 Facilities Modernization are combined on the Fund 22 
as Maintenance Repair and Construction. w Applicable AMS Code - ZGD076 

" BES submissions are from year of execution. 



Response to GAO Question 

Question: Major one-time costs/savings 

Not available at this time. Major one-time costs/savings for BRAC recommendations 

affecting RRAD and other organizations at the RRAD Industrial Complex were 

developed in the COBRA. That information has not been made available to the depot 

at this time. 



Response to GAO Question 

Question: Meet-if possible and time permits--with major DOD and non-DOD 

tenants or get information from base personnel. 

IdentifL tenants. 

Next steps for tenants, i.e remaining at location or relocating and why? N/A 

If staying-who will cover base operating costs? N/A 



Rcrpoam lo CAO Qurrlbn 
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Respons 4 0  Question 

What recent investment has been made to the facilities? -What has the base done to improve facility infrastructure? 
I I I I 



Respons 4 0  Question 



Respons t 4 0  Question 



Response t - 4 0  Question 

I I I I 
TOTAL I $ 19,317.466.83 1 

DATE ITitle, I Task Order#/Mod # 1 Cost I Status 
I Forestry Cost I I $ 298,000.00 1 
I Environmental CosWlnfrastructure cost I $ 1,294,599.00 1 



I Total Costs 1 $1,440,000 I 

Quantity l~quipment # I Compression Track Block Molds I Costs 

Quantity I~quipment # 1 Hydraulic Power Supply ] Costs 
1 I 1 lMin Requirements I Low Bid I $30,000 

12 

I Total costs] $30,000 I 

1 I DesignlFabricateIlnstalI 1 $120,000 

Total Costs 1 $328,000 1 

Quantity I~quipment # I T-107 Block Molds I Costs 
8 I 1 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

I Total costs1 $148,000 ) 

$41,000 

Quantity ]Equipment # I T-142 Block Molds I Costs 

Quantity ]Equipment # I Drum Tester I Costs 
1 I 2 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 1 $170,000 

I Total Costs1 $170,000 1 

$37,000 4 1 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

I Total Costs1 $85,000 I 

Quantity ]Equipment # I Track Shoe Adhesive Tester I Costs 
1 I 2 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

I Total costs1 $1 11,600 ] 

$85,000 

Quantity l~quipment # I Single Pin Assembly Tables 1 Costs 
12 

I Total Costs] $340,000 I 

Quantity IEquipment # ( Single Pin Bushing Assembly Press I Costs 

3 I DesignlFabricatellnstalI 

4 

Total Costs 1 $170,000 I 

$9,300 

4 I DeslgnlFabrlcatellnstaII I $85,000 

Quantity l~quipment # ( Double Pin Bushing Assembly Press I Costs 

Quantity l~quipment # 1 Hydraulic Units I Costs 
6 I 4 lMin Requirements I Low Bid I $12,000 

2 

1 Total Costs1 $72,000 I 
I Quantity I~quipment # I Push Out Press I Costs ] 

4 I DesignlFabricatellnstall $85,000 



2 I 4 I DesignlFabricatellnstall $85,000] 

I Total Costs1 $170,000 I 
Quantity I~quipment # I CARC Paint Line I Costs 

1 5 I DesignlFabricatellnstall I $110,000 

I Total Costs! $110,000 I 
Quantity l~quipment # I Roadwheel lnjection Press (600 Ton) ( Costs 

3 I 6 IBest Value Contract 1 $510,000 

1 Total Costs1 $1,530,000 ] 

Quantity I~quipment # I MI, M88 Molds 81 Preheaters I Costs 
3 I 6 1 DesignlFabricatellnstalI 1 $130,000 

I Total Costs] $390,000 ( 

Quantity (Equipment # I Roadwheel lnjection Press (400 Ton) I Costs 
4 6 lBest Value Contract 1 $485,000 

I Total Costs] $1,940,000 I 
Quantity l~quipment # I BFV, MI13 Molds 8 Preheaters I Costs 

4 6 I DesignlFabricatellnstall 1 $105,000 

1 Total Costs] $420,000 I 
Quantity l~quipment # I Roadwheel Injection Press (250 Ton) I Costs 

10 7 IBest Value Contract 1 $420,000 

I Total Costs] $4,200,000 I 
Quantity I~quipment # I Single Pin 60140 Molds I Costs 

10 I 7 I DeslgnlFabrlcatellnstalI 1 $130,000 

1 Total Costs1 $1,300,000 I 
Quantity l~quipment # I System Chiller ] Costs 

$25,000 4 

I Total Costs1 $100,000 ] 

Quantity I~quipment # I Track Shoe Adhesive Booth I Costs 
1 I 8 lMln Requirements I Low Bid I $32,000 

I Total Costs1 $32,000 1 

7 IBest Value Contract 



I Total Costs 1 $20,000 1 

Quantity IEquipment # I Drying Oven I Costs 
1 I 9 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

I Total Costs] $560,000 I 

$20,000 

Quantity I~quipment # I Roadwheel Compression Press I Costs 

Quantity (Equipment # 1 Idler Wheel Compression Press 1 Costs 
3 I 10 I DesignlFabricatellnstall 1 $45,000 

1 Total Costs1 $135,000 I 

580,000 7 10 I DesignlFabricatellnstall 

Total Costs1 $65,000 I 

Quantity IEquipment # I Double Idler Compression Press I Costs 
1 

I Total Costs1 $10,000 1 

10 I DesignlFabricatellnstall I $65,000 

Quantity I~quipment # I Conveyors 1 Costs 
1 

I Total Costs1 $30,000 1 

10 lMln Requirements I Low Bld I $10,000 

Quantity I Equipment # I Hydraulic Power Supply I Costs 
1 1 10 lMln Requirements I Low Bld 

I Total costs1 $42,000 1 

$30,000 

Quantity ]Equipment # I Roadwheel Adhesive Booth with Dyer I Costs 

Quantity l~quipment # I Hand Blast Cabinet I Costs 
2 I 11 lMln Requirements I Low Bid I $34,000 

2 I 11 IMin Requirements I Low Bid 

I Total Costs] $68,000 1 

$21,000 

I Total Costs1 $10,000 1 

Quantity IEquipment # I Pre-Form Hot Knife I Costs 
1 

I Total Costs 1 $10,000 1 
1 Quant~ty IEqu~pment # tfrkMlhl Pass Through Abrasive cleaned Costs 1 

11 I Deslgn/FabricatellnstaII I $10,000 

Quantity IEquipment # I Pre-Form Sticher I Costs 
1 I 11 I DesignlFabrlcatellnstall $10,000 



2 12 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 1 $235,0001 

I Total Costs( $470,000 I 
Quantity I~quiprnent # ( Power 8 Free Material Handler I Costs 

1 I 12 lMln Requirements I Low Bid 1 $150,000 

I Total Costs1 $150,000 I 
Quantity I~quiprnent # ( Roadwheel Mechanical Denuder I Costs 

3 I 1 3 I DeslanlFabricatellnstall 1 $250 000 

I Total costs( $750,000 I 
Alternative: Upgrade the Fluidized Bed to process T6 aluminum M l  roadwheels and 

denude all roadwheels in the bed. The upgrade is estimated at $130,000. 
This would save an estimated $620,000 and streamline the denuding 
process in accordance with LEAN principles. 

Total Costs1 $40,000 I 

Quantity IEquiprnent # I Fume Scrubber I Costs 
1 

Total Costs1 $83,000 1 

Quantity ]Equipment # I T107ff.142 Disassembly I Costs 

Quantity l~quiprnent # 1 T107ff142 Disassembly Conveyor I Costs 
1 I 14 lMin Reaulrements I Low Bld I $45 000 

13 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

1 

I Total Costs1 $45,000 I 

$40,000 

14 I DesignlFabricatellnstall 1 $83,000 

Total Costs 1 $6,000 I 

Quantity I~quiprnent # I TI30 Roll Up Table I Costs 
1 

Total Costs1 $66,000 1 

15 I DesIgn/Fabrlcatellnstall I $6,000 

Quantity l~quiprnent # I Submerged Arc Welder System I Costs 

Quantity l~quiprnent # I 36" Bullard lathe I Costs 
1 I 16 I DesignlFabricatellnstalI 1 $220,000 

2 

Total Costs1 $220,000 ] 

16 I DeslgnlFabricatellnstall I $33,000 

Probably not replaceable: This is a Heavy Duty Vertical Turning Lathe 
Expect to buy a machine tool costing over $200,000. 
Alternative: Purchase a used or rebuilt machine. 



I Total Costs1 $65,000 I 

Quantity IEquipment # I Hardware Reclaimination I Costs 

Quantity I~quipment # I Tumble Blast Abrasive Cleaner I Costs 
2 1 18 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 1 $100,000 

1 

Total Costs1 $200,000 1 

17 (Min Requirements I Low Bid I $65,000 

Quantity IEquipment # I SpinTrack Abrasive Cleaner I Costs 
2 I 18 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 1 $180,000 

Total Costs( $360,000 1 

I Total costs]  $6,000 I 

Quantity !Equipment # I Single Pin Disassembly I Costs 
1 I 19 I DesignlFabricatellnstalI 

I Total Costs 1 $5,600,000 I 

$6,000 

Quant~ty I~qu~prnent # I Fluidized bed Denuding System I Costs 

Purchased without the equipment enclosure. 
Enclosure is included in the building construction. 

1 20 1 DesignlFabricatellnstall I $5,600,000 

Total Costs1 $105,000 1 

Quantity IEquipment # I 5 Ton Bridge Crane I Costs 

Quantity IEquipment # I Pneumatic HoistsKrolley I Costs 
26 I 2 1 [Mln Requirements I Low Bld 1 $2,500 

5 

I Total Costs1 $65,000 I 
Quantity ]Equipment # I Jib Cranes I Costs 

26 1 21 (Mln Requirements I Low Bld I $1,400 

2 1 lMln Requirements I Low Bid 

I Total Costs1 $36,400 1 

$21,000 

I Total Costs1 $120,000 1 

Quantity ]Equipment # I SinglelDouble Pin Track Preservation I Costs 
1 22 lMln Requlrements I Low Bid 1 $120,000 

Quantity /Equipment # I SinglelDouble Pin Track Preservation I Costs 
1 23 lMin Requirements I Low Bid I $625,000 



1 Total costs] $625,000 I 
Quantity \Equipment # I Rubber laboratory I Costs 

1 1 24 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 1 $473,000 

1 Total Costs1 $473,000 1 

I Total costsl $14,400 1 

Quantity I~quipment # I Steam Autoclave I Costs 
1 

Total costs1 $386,000 I 

25 [Relocate I $14,400 

Quantity /Equipment # [ Tool Room I Costs 

Quantity I~quipment # ( Material Handling Equipment I Costs 
1 I 27 lMin Requirements I Low Bid [ $245,000 

1 

I Total costs1 $245,000 1 

26 lMin Requirements I Low Bid [ $386,000 

I Total Costs] $48,600 1 

Quantity I~quipment # I Office Equipment I Costs 
1 

1 Total Costs1 $100,000 I 

Quantity I~quipment # I Air Compressors I Costs 

28 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

2 

$48,600 

30 ]Min Requirements I Low Bid I $50,000 



Quantity ]Equipment # I Compression Track Block Molds I Costs 
12 I 1 I DesignlFabricatellnstall 1 $120,000 

I Total costs1 $1,440,000 1 
Quantity IEquipment # I Hydraulic Power Supply I Costs 

1 1 1 lMin Requirements I Low Bid I $30,000 

Total Costs1 $30,000 I 

Total costs1 $328,000 1 

Quantity IEquipment # I T-107 Block Molds I Costs 
8 

Total Costsl $148,000 I 

1 lMin Requirements I Low Bid I $41,000 

Quantity (Equipment # ( T-142 Block Molds I Costs 

Quantity ]Equipment # I Drum Tester I Costs 
1 I 2 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 1 $170,000 

4 

I Total Costs] $170,000 I 

1 lMin Requirements I Low Bid I $37,000 

I Total Costs[ $85,000 I 

Quantity I~quipment # I Track Shoe Adhesive Tester I Costs 
1 I 2 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

I Total Costs1 $111,600 I 

$85,000 

Quantity ]Equipment # I Single Pin Assembly Tables I Costs 
12 

Total Costs1 $340,000 1 

Quantity IEquipment # 1 Single Pin Bushing Assembly Press I Costs 

3 j DesignlFabricatellnstall 

4 

Total Costs1 $170,000 I 

$9,300 

Quantity l~quipment # I Double Pin Bushing Assembly Press I Costs 

4 I DesIgnlFabrlcatellnstalI 

2 I 4 I DesIgnlFabrlcatellnstall 

I Total Costs 1 $72,000 I 

$85,000 

$85.000 

Quantity I~quipment # I Hydraulic Units I Costs 

[ Quantity IEquipment # I Push Out Press I Costs ] 

6 4 (Min Requirements I Low Bld $12,000 



I Total Costs1 $170,000 1 
Quantity I~quipment # I CARC Paint Line I Costs 

1 5 I DesignlFabrlcatellnstaII 1 $110,000 

Total Costs1 $110,000 I 

I Total Costs I $1,530,000 I 

Quantity I~quipment # I Roadwheel lnjection Press (GOO Ton) I Costs 

Quantity I~quiprnent # I MI, M88 Molds 8 Preheaters I Costs 
3 I 6 I DeslgnlFabrlcatellnstall 1 $130,000 

3 

I Total Costs1 $390,000 1 

6 IBest Value Contract 1 $510,000 

I Total Costsl $1,940,000 ] 

Quantity ]Equipment # 1 Roadwheel lnjection Press (400 Ton) I Costs 
4 

I Total C08tsl $420,000 1 

6 IBest Value Contract 1 $485,000 

Quantity I~quiprnent # I BFV, M113 Molds 8 Preheaters I Costs 
4 

i Total CostsI $4,200,000 1 

6 I DeslgnlFabricatellnstall ( $105,000 

Quantity l~quiprnent # I Roadwheel lnjection Press (250 Ton) I Costs 

Quantity l~quiprnent # 1 Single Pin 60140 Molds I Costs 
10 I 7 ( DeslgnlFabricatellnstall 1 $130,000 

10 

I Total Costs1 $1,300,000 1 

7 IBest Value Contract 1 $420,000 

1 ~ o t a t  Costs1 S~OO,OOO I 

Quantity l~quipment # I System Chiller I Costs 
4 

1 Total Costs1 $32,000 ] 

7 IBest Value Contract I $25,000 

Quantity l~quipment # I Track Shoe Adhesive Booth I Costs 
1 8 lMln Requirements I Low Bld $32,000 



Quantity IEquipment # I Drying Oven I Costs 
1 9 lMin Requirements I Low Bid I $20,000 

1 Total Costs1 $20,000 1 

I Total Costs] $560,000 I 
Quantity IEquipment # I Idler Wheel Compression Press I Costs 

3 I 10 I DesignlFabricatellnstaII I $45,000 

Total Costs( $135,000 I 

I Total Costs1 $65,000 I 

Quant~ty (~qu~pment  # 1 Double Idler Compression Press I Costs 
1 I 10 I DesignlFabrlcatellnstall 

I Total Costs1 $10,000 I 

$65,000 

Quantity l~quipment # I Conveyors I Costs 

Quantity l~quipment # I Hydraulic Power Supply I Costs 
1 I 10 lMin Requirements I Low Bid I $30,000 

1 

Total Costs1 $30,000 1 
Quantity IEquipment # I Roadwheel Adhesive Booth with Dyer I Costs 

7 I 11 lMin Reauirements I Low Bld I ~ 7 1  nnn 

10 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

I Total Costs] $42,000 ( 

$10,000 

I Total Costs( $68,000 ] 

Quantity IEquipment # I Hand Blast Cabinet I Costs 
2 I 11 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

I Total Costs1 $10,000 I 

$34,000 

Quantity I~quipment # I Pre-Form Hot Knife I Costs 
1 

I Total Costs1 $10,000 I 

11 I DesignlFabricatellnstall I $10,000 

Quantity IEquipment # I Pre-Form Sticher I Costs 

( Quantity IEquipment # WrkMlhl Pass Through Abrasive cleaned Costs I 

1 11 I DesignlFabrlcatellnstaII $10,000 



2 12 jMln Requirements I Low Bld 1 $235,0001 

1 Total Costs1 $470,000 I 
Quantity l~quipment # I Power (L Free Material Handler I Costs 

1 I 12 lMln Requirements I Low Bld 1 $150,000 

I Total Costs1 $150,000 I 
Quantlty I~qu~pment # 1 Roadwheel Mechanical Denuder I Costs 

3 I 13 I DeslgnlFabricatellnstaII I $250,000 

1 Total Costs1 $750,000 I 
Alternative: Upgrade the Fluidized Bed to process T6 aluminum M l  roadwheels and 

denude all roadwheels in the bed. The upgrade is estimated at $130,000. 
This would save an estimated $620,000 and streamline the denuding 
process in accordance with LEAN principles. 

Total Costs1 $40,000 I 

Quantity I~quipment # I Fume Scrubber I Costs 
1 I 13 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

1 Total Costs1 $83,000 1 

$40,000 

Quantity I~quipment # I Tl07/ll42 Disassembly I Costs 
1 I 14 I DesignlFabrlcatellnstaII 

I Total Costs1 $45,000 I 

$83,000 

Quantity I~quipment # 1 T107IT142 Disassembly Conveyor I Costs 
1 I 14 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 

Total Costs1 $6.000 I 

$45,000 

Quantity I~quipment # I TI30 Roll Up Table I Costs 

I Total Costs1 $66,000 I 

1 I 15 I DesignlFabricatellnstall $6,000 

1 Total Costs1 $220,000 ( 

Quantity I Equipment # I 36" Bullard lathe I Costs 

Probably not replaceable: This is a Heavy Duty Vertical Turning Lathe 
Expect to  buy a machine tool costing over $200,000. 
Alternative: Purchase a used or rebuilt machine. 

1 16 I DesIgnlFabrlcatellnstaII ( $220,000 



I Total Costs1 $65,000 I 

Quantity I Equipment # I Hardware Reclaimination I Costs 

I Total Costs] $200,000 I 

1 

I Total Costs I $360,000 1 

17 lMin Requirements I Low Bid $65,000 

I Quantity [Equipment # I Single Pin Disassembly I Costs ] 

I Total Costs1 $6,000 J 

Quantity I~quipment # I Fluidized bed Denuding System I Costs 
1 20 I DesignlFabricatellnstaII 1 55,600,000 

I Total Costal $5,600,000 I 
Purchased without the equipment enclosure. 
Enclosure is included in the building construction. 

I Total Costs1 $105,000 1 
Quantity l~quipment # I Pneumatic Hoistsfrrolley I Costs 

26 I 21 lMin Requirements I Low Bid $2,500 

I Total Costs 1 $65,000] 

Quantity ]Equipment # 1 Jib Cranes I Costs 
26 I 21 IMin Requirements I Low Bid I $1,400 

1 Total Costs1 $36,400 ] 
Quantity IEquipment # 1 SinglelDouble Pin Track Preservation I Costs 

1 22 lMin Requirements I Low Bid [ $120,000 

I Total Costs] $120,000 1 
Quantity IEquipment # I SinglelDouble Pin Track Preservation ( Costs 

1 23 lMin Requirements I Low Bld 1 $625,000 



I Total Costs1 $625,000 I 
Quantity IEquipment # ( Rubber laboratory I Costs 

1 I 24 lMln Requirements I Low Bid 1 $473,000 

I Total Costs1 $473,000 1 
I Quantitv IEauioment # I Steam Autoclave I Costs I 

1 Total Costs I $14,400 1 

Total Costs] $386,000 I 

Quantity l~quipment # I Tool Room I Costs 
1 

I Total Costs] $245,000 I 

26 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 1 $386,000 

Quantity /Equipment # I Material Handling Equipment I Costs 
1 

Total Costs] $48,600 1 

27 lMln Requirements I Low Bid 1 $245,000 

Quantity I~quipment # I Office Equipment I Costs 

Quantity I~quipment # I Air Compressors 1 Costs 
2 I 30 lMin Requirements I Low Bid 1 $50,000 

1 

Total Costs] $100,000 ( 

28 lMln Requirements I Low Bid 1 $48,600 



Item Description Cost Estimate 

AE Design 

COE 

Main Building 

$1,750,000 

$125,000 

Asset Storage Hardstand 

Employee Parking Lot 

Contract for Construction Design 

COE Project Oversight 

$15,900,000 

Fluidized Bed Enclosure 

New Building 

$525,000 

$150,000 

$675,0001 New Enclosure 

Storage Warehouse 

Loading Dock 

Packaged Boilers 

Air Compressor 

Industrial Waste Line 

Construction Cost 

Track I Roadwheel storage and staging (225' x 300') 

120 minimum space capacity 

I I 

DECONlBuilding 493 

BRAC 2005 Building Closure - Minimum Scenario 

$360,000 

$8,000 

$650.000 

$100,000 

Insufficient Data for Estimate 

$20,243,000 

New Rubber Products Air Permit 

Remove if sufficient storage capably is available 

Needed for loadlunload operations 

Remove if sufficient steam capably is available 

Required building service 

Required service to existing waste facility 

$908,024 

$309,141 

Costs to Repair Environmental Damage 

$202,825 Costs to Establish a New Air Permit 



Equipment Installed - $25,131,000 

. . 
New Rubber Products TOTAL COSTS 

- 

$46,793,990 



Air Permits $202,825 

'W 
Chemical Vats $12,600 

Equipment $25,025 

Building Cleanup $870,399 

Building 493 BRAC 2005 closure under RCRA Subtitle D 
I 

Maximum Environmental Deconamination 

Pre-Study (CS) - $13,960 $13,754 

Study (RFIICMS) - $295,181 $285,945 

31 year long term monitoring (LTM) - $1,222,535 $1,222,535 

Design (DES) - $44,809 $44,809 

w Remedial Action (CMI(C) (Capital) - $1,094,767 $1,094,767 

$2.661.810 

Total Project Costs Corrected for Escalation Factors $3,256,484 

Minimum Environmental Deconamination 

Pre-Study (CS) - $13,960 $13,754 

Study (RFIICMS) - $295,181 $285,945 

$299.699 

Total Project Costs Corrected for Escalation Factors $309,141 

MAXIMUM SCENARIO $4,164,508 

MINIMUM SCENARIO $1,217,165 



Lost production 

Intangibles associated with relocation 

Lost experienced operators 

Comments 

Debugging I 

I 

Quality affects from new employees 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 

RUBBER PRODUCTS FACILITY 

RELOCATION STUDY 

WHITE PAPER 

Present a plan and cost estimate scenario to build a Rubber Products 
Track & Roadwheel Production Facility located at the Anniston Army Depot in 
Anniston Alabama. The new production shop is to be identical to the existing 
Rubber Products Shop located at Red River Army Depot, Texarkana, Texas. 
The new facility will include the main manufacturing building that houses the 
process equipment, a hard stand used to stage track shoe and roadwheel 
assets, employee parking lot, loading dock, 25 foot concrete access road around 
the building perimeter, storage warehouse, and fluidized bed annex building. 
The utilities needed to support the manufacturing plant include 125 psi steam 
service, phosphatelchromate industrial waste treatment, 100 psi dried air, 65 psi 
water main, and 3000 KVA 4801277 electrical power service. The purpose for 
this construction effort is based on the BRAC recommendation to close Red 

w River Army Depot and relocate its mission to another depot. The issues involved 
with the processes used to rebuild track and roadwheels by their very nature are 
complex and not easily replicated. For this reason, the certifications involved 
with the manufacture of these products require that if the manufacturing process 
is moved to another location or significantly changed in any way, the QPL 
certification process must be repeated. Additionally the M I  roadwheel drawing is 
sole sourced to RRAD will also have to be re-qualified. This process includes 
first article tests and field testing at the Yuma Proving Grounds. A significant 
question to be answered is, What are the consequences for the Army if 
certification at the designated depot does not occur in a timely manner? Since 
there can not be absolute assurance of re-qualification, a plan must be presented 
that insures a continuous supply of rebuild track shoes and roadwheels for the 
Army. 

To condense the decision information presented in this paper, summary 
statements are used to arrange data for easy reference. A top down approach is 
used that starts with the building construction funds and progresses down 
through the equipment level to final closure I decontamination of the Red River 
Army Depot, Rubber Products Facility. The paper reports the kind of basic 
information necessary to evaluate the feasibility of construction of a sister Rubber - Products Facility at another location. Due to the short time frame allowed to 
complete this task, estimates based on experience and previous projects are 
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used in lieu of actual quotes for the majority of items and tasks. The information 
presented is not complete and could be improved upon. An Excel Spreadsheet 
and Project Manager Timeline accompanies this paper. They provide more 

v detailed information. 

Assumptions: 

Most cost estimates have been made based on the experience of the 
Rubber Products support personnel from Production Engineering Division, 
Design Engineering Branch. There are many pieces of specialized production 
equipment that have been designed and build at RRAD and are not available as 
commercial items. We have tried to limit one's natural tendency to inflate figures 
and time frames. This information is the result of engineering estimates. In 
some instances, historical information was used as a basis for an estimate. The 
data can be relied on to provide reasonable estimates of the time and costs 
associated with the effort. However, the data is not presented as completely 
accurate information based on auditable facts. In every case, reasonable times 
and costs are used to define a middle of the road solution. 

Cautions: 

The transition between the existing shop and the newly certified shop must be 
carefully managed in order to minimize lost production and insure acceptable 
quality level. As with any organization, there are SOPS and PUS, Mil Specs, Job 

w Descriptions, etc.; however, there is a large amount of "How-To-Do-It" that must 
be carried over to the new shop. Every effort must be made to bring this 
expertise to the new shop. There are approximately 38 critical positions in the 
work force, every effort should be made to insure that these positions are filled by 
experienced Rubber Products employees. Without these individuals, the 
learning curve to successful operation of the facility will be very steep. Some 
additional areas of concern that should be given consideration are as follows: 

Splitting of the existing work force between the new and old shops during 
the pilot operation phase, (see timeline for details). 

Filling of positions left vacant due to individuals that will retire or decline to 
relocate. 

Developing and implementing a comprehensive training program to insure 
that all new employees can adequately perform the duties of their position. 

Establishing a product backlog to carry over during the transition between 
shops. 
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w 
MCA Funds Available 

Project Scope 
Site Survey, (Environmental Assessment, Security, Communication) 
Assume that the normal 1391 document fund submission and authorization cycle 

is shortened to a maximum of six months. 
Assume that IMA, AMCOM, TACOM project prioritization is shortened by OSD. 
Assume FYDP for MCA funds is assigned within six months of funds approval. 
Scope and Technical Information to COE 

First Project Year 
Early Planning 

Second Project Year 
AE Contract Award ($1,750,000, Use existing Rubber Products COE design 

specifications as basic model for the new facility) 
COE Oversight = $125,000 

Detail Design Package 
Pre-final and Final 
Obligate Funds 

Third Year 
COE - Construction Team 

w Begin Construction 
Start Request Process for Rubber Products Operational Air Permit 

Building Construction ($20,243.000, 13 months to complete building) 
125,000 sf @ $l25/sf = $15,625,000 
Dirt work = (select fill 4 fi deep) $250,000 
Hardstand = $525,000 
Parking Lot = $1 50,000 
Package Boiler = $650,000 Installed 
Air Supply Compressor = $100,000 Installed 
Industrial Waste Line = 

Fluidized Bed Facility (15,000 sf @ $45/sf = $675,000) Includes Dirt Work 
Storage Warehouse (9,000 sf @ $40/sf = $360,000) Includes Dirt work 
Loading Dock (12'x40'~5') @ $80/cf = $8,000 

Eauipment ($25,154,400, see spreadsheet for details) 
Assume that normal "full and open" contracting methods will be used to procure 

equipment. In order to insure that new equipment meets all existing requirements, Best 
Value Contracting procedures will be used on all critical equipment systems. All the 
remaining equipment will be contracted using "Minimum Requirements and Low Bid" 
procedures. It is unknown if CIP funds will or can be used 

'91 New Equipment Procurement 
Injection Molding Presses (6 &7 ) Critical 
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Fluidized Bed (20) Critical 
CARC Paint Line (5) 
Track Shoe Adhesive Line (8) 
Roadwheel Adhesive Line (1 I) 
Track Shoe & Roadwheel Pass Through Abrasive Line (1 2) 
Track Shoe & Roadwheel Abrasive Line (1 8) 
Submerged Arc Welding Line (16) 
Cleaning & Coating System (23) 
Rubber Laboratory (24) 
Tool Room (26) 
Grinding & Threading Line (1 7) 
Roadwheel Drum Tester (2) 
Hoist I Bridge Crain (21) 
Track Shoe Preservation (22) 
Material Handler Equipment (27) 

New Equipment Design/Fabricate/Install 
Track Shoe Compression Block Mold Press (I)  
Roadwheel Compression Mold Press (10) 
Double Pin Disassembly Press (14) 
Single Pin Disassembly Press (19) 
Double Pin Bushing Press (4) 
Single Pin Bushing Press (4) 
Mechanical Denuders ( 1  3) 
Eight Shoe Section Track Shoe Assembly Tables (3) 
Single Pin Roll Assembly Tables (1 5) 

Install Equipment 
Provide utility connection from building main utility supply to equipment. 

In-Plant Equipment Acceptance Testing 
Conduct Equipment Acceptance Testing for each System or piece of Equipment 

listed above. Test crew consisting of six (6) Rubber Workers, one (I)  Inspector 

Process Start-UD 
The following is presented as a base line of minimum workforce requirements. It 

is understood that there are many possible scenarios. 
Start Up Crew should consist of six (6) Rubber Workers, two (2) Millwrights, one 

(1) Electrician, and one ( I )  Engineer to operate all processes at anticipated throughputs. 

Fluidized Bed Air Permit Certification 
Stack Emissions sampling for compliance with the minimum requirements 

of the Air Permit = $1 8,000 for two (2) days of certification testing. 

Process Validation 
Validation Crew consisting of Injection Mold Process Technician, two (2) 

w Rubber Works, and one (1) Millwright 
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Process Certification 
One (I)  Inspector 
First Article for Track Shoes and Roadwheels 

w 
Yuma Field Test Certification 

MI Roadwheel 
T- 107 Track Shoe 
T-154 Track Shoe 

Staffing New Rubber Products 
An unofficial canvas of Supervisors and Lead Men at the time of the BRAC 

announcement has provided the following: The division chief and two of the three shift 
supervisors will not relocate. Almost all of the lead men will retire rather than relocate. 
If Rubber Products is moved to ANAD, unless specific action is taken, the shop will 
begin operation with inexperienced leadership. This extreme lack of experience will 
certainly impact the initial startup of the shop and could result in sub-standard quality of 
the track shoe and roadwheel products. Therefore it is vitally important that the 
replacement workforce be adequately trained. It is not practical at this time to develop 
the estimate of the costs and time involved due to the unknowns. However, some tasks 
can be anticipated that are listed below. 

Canvas Rubber Products work force for willingness to relocate 
Determine work force TDA and initiate action to fill positions 
Depending on the number of critical positions not filled by RRAD 
employees, plan to schedule training at Rubber Products RRAD. One (1) 
to two (2) months of mentored specific process training is necessary for 
the following processes: 

Injection Molding Presses 
Product Inspection (Quality Control) 
Rubber Laboratory (Quality Assurance) 
Fluidized Bed Operator 
Bushing Assembly Press 
Roadwheel Build-up 
M88 Submerged Arc Welding 

Bring New Facility On-Line 
Three months Pilot Operation 
Facility Production Evaluation 
Continue Pilot Operational Period or Retire RRAD Rubber Products 

Environmental ($1,2 17,165 Minimum Closure Costs - $4,164,508 Maximum 
closure Costs) There no appropriate method to estimate the extent of contamination 
around and under the building slab. Based on the types of processes used for production 
over the 21 year life to the building and grounds, a minimum contamination cost scenario 
is presented along with a serious contamination maximum cost scenario. 

(II 
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Decontamination/Clean Hazardous Areas and Begin Closure Process IAW RCRA 
Subtitle D 

Building 493 Cleanup plus equipment decontamination = $908,024 

Building 493 BRAC 2005 closure under RCRA Subtitle D 
Minimum costs are associated with a marginally contaminated 

area. Based on a two year project consisting of a $13,960 Pre- 
Study (CS) and a $295,181 Study (RFIICMS), the total cost is 
$309,142. 

Muximum costs are associated with a seriously contaminated 
area. Based of a 33 year program consisting of the following: 

Pre-Study (CS) - $13,960 
Study (RFIICMS) - $295,181 
31 year long term monitoring (LTM) - $1,222,535 
Design (DES) - $44,809 
Remedial Action (CMI(C) (Capital) - $1,094,767 
Total Project Costs Corrected for Escalation Factors = 

$3,256,484 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 

RUBBER PRODUCTS FACILITY 

RELOCATION STUDY 

WHITE PAPER 

Present a plan and cost estimate scenario to build a Rubber Products 
Track & Roadwheel Production Facility located at the Anniston Army Depot in 
Anniston Alabama. The new production shop is to be identical to the existing 
Rubber Products Shop located at Red River Army Depot, Texarkana, Texas. 
The new facility will include the main manufacturing building that houses the 
process equipment, a hard stand used to stage track shoe and roadwheel 
assets, employee parking lot, loading dock, 25 foot concrete access road around 
the building perimeter, storage warehouse, and fluidized bed annex building. 
The utilities needed to support the manufacturing plant include 125 psi steam 
service, phosphatelchromate industrial waste treatment, 100 psi dried air, 65 psi 
water main, and 3000 KVA 4801277 electrical power service. The purpose for 
this construction effort is based on the BRAC recommendation to close Red 

w River Army Depot and relocate its mission to another depot. The issues involved 
with the processes used to rebuild track and roadwheels by their very nature are 
complex and not easily replicated. For this reason, the certifications involved 
with the manufacture of these products require that if the manufacturing process 
is moved to another location or significantly changed in any way, the QPL 
certification process must be repeated. Additionally the M1 roadwheel drawing is 
sole sourced to RRAD will also have to be re-qualified. This process includes 
first article tests and field testing at the Yuma Proving Grounds. A significant 
question to be answered is, What are the consequences for the Army if 
certification at the designated depot does not occur in a timely manner? Since 
there can not be absolute assurance of re-qualification, a plan must be presented 
that insures a continuous supply of rebuild track shoes and roadwheels for the 
Army. 

To condense the decision information presented in this paper, summary 
statements are used to arrange data for easy reference. A top down approach is 
used that starts with the building construction funds and progresses down 
through the equipment level to final closure I decontamination of the Red River 
Army Depot, Rubber Products Facility. The paper reports the kind of basic 
information necessary to evaluate the feasibility of construction of a sister Rubber 

w Products Facility at another location. Due to the short time frame allowed to 
complete this task, estimates based on experience and previous projects are 

Page I of 6 



used in lieu of actual quotes for the majority of items and tasks. The information 
presented is not complete and could be improved upon. An Excel Spreadsheet 
and Project Manager Timeline accompanies this paper. They provide more 

'cCsr detailed information. 

Assumutions: 

Most cost estimates have been made based on the experience of the 
Rubber Products support personnel from Production Engineering Division, 
Design Engineering Branch. There are many pieces of specialized production 
equipment that have been designed and build at RRAD and are not available as 
commercial items. We have tried to limit one's natural tendency to inflate figures 
and time frames. This information is the result of engineering estimates. In 
some instances, historical information was used as a basis for an estimate. The 
data can be relied on to provide reasonable estimates of the time and costs 
associated with the effort. However, the data is not presented as completely 
accurate information based on auditable facts. In every case, reasonable times 
and costs are used to define a middle of the road solution. 

Cautions: 

The transition between the existing shop and the newly certified shop must be 
carefully managed in order to minimize lost production and insure acceptable 
quality level. As with any organization, there are SOPS and P&ls, Mil Specs, Job 

w Descriptions, etc.; however, there is a large amount of "How-To-Do-It" that must 
be carried over to the new shop. Every effort must be made to bring this 
expertise to the new shop. There are approximately 38 critical positions in the 
work force, every effort should be made to insure that these positions are filled by 
experienced Rubber Products employees. Without these individuals, the 
learning curve to successful operation of the facility will be very steep. Some 
additional areas of concern that should be given consideration are as follows: 

Splitting of the existing work force between the new and old shops during 
the pilot operation phase, (see timeline for details). 

Filling of positions left vacant due to individuals that will retire or decline to 
relocate. 

Developing and implementing a comprehensive training program to insure 
that all new employees can adequately perform the duties of their position. 

Establishing a product backlog to carry over during the transition between 
shops. 

Page 2 of 6 



w 
MCA Funds Available 

Project Scope 
Site Survey, (Environmental Assessment, Security, Communication) 
Assume that the normal 1391 document fund submission and authorization cycle 

is shortened to a maximum of six months. 
Assume that IMA, AMCOM, TACOM project prioritization is shortened by OSD. 
Assume FYDP for MCA funds is assigned within six months of funds approval. 
Scope and Technical Information to COE 

First Proiect Year 
Early Planning 

Second Proiect Year 
AE Contract Award ($1,750,000, Use existing Rubber Products COE design 

specifications as basic model for the new facility) 
COE Oversight = $125,000 

Detail Design Package 
Pre-final and Final 
Obligate Funds 

Third Year 
COE - Construction Team 

w Begin Construction 
Start Request Process for Rubber Products Operational Air Permit 

Building Construction ($20,243,000, 13 months to complete building) 
125,000 sf @ $l25/sf = $15,625,000 
Dirt work = (select fill 4 ft deep) $250,000 
Hardstand = $525,000 
Parking Lot = $150,000 
Package Boiler = $650,000 Installed 
Air Supply Compressor = $100,000 Installed 
lndustrial Waste Line = 

Fluidized Bed Facility (1 5,000 sf @ $45/sf = $675,000) Includes Dirt Work 
Storage Warehouse (9,000 sf @ $40/sf = $360,000) Includes Dirt work 
Loading Dock (12'x40'~5') @ $8O/cf = $8,000 

Eauinment ($25,154,400, see spreadsheet for details) 
Assume that normal "full and open" contracting methods will be used to procure 

equipment. In order to insure that new equipment meets all existing requirements, Best 
Value Contracting procedures will be used on all critical equipment systems. All the 
remaining equipment will be contracted using "Minimum Requirements and Low Bid" 
procedures. It is unknown if CIP funds will or can be used 

w New Equipment Procurement 
Injection Molding Presses (6 &7 ) Critical 
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Fluidized Bed (20) Critical 
CARC Paint Line (5) 
Track Shoe Adhesive Line (8) 
Roadwheel Adhesive Line (1 1) 
Track Shoe & Roadwheel Pass Through Abrasive Line (12) 
Track Shoe & Roadwheel Abrasive Line (I 8) 
Submerged Arc Welding Line (16) 
Cleaning & Coating System (23) 
Rubber Laboratory (24) 
Tool Room (26) 
Grinding & Threading Line (1 7) 
Roadwheel Drum Tester (2) 
Hoist / Bridge Crain (2 1) 
Track Shoe Preservation (22) 
Material Handler Equipment (27) 

New Equipment Design/Fabricate/Install 
Track Shoe Compression Block Mold Press (I)  
Roadwheel Compression Mold Press (10) 
Double Pin Disassembly Press (14) 
Single Pin Disassembly Press (19) 
Double Pin Bushing Press (4) 
Single Pin Bushing Press (4) 
Mechanical Denuders (1 3) 
Eight Shoe Section Track Shoe Assembly Tables (3) 
Single Pin Roll Assembly Tables (1 5) 

Install Equipment 
Provide utility connection from building main utility supply to equipment. 

In-Plant Eauipment Acce~tance Testing, 
Conduct Equipment Acceptance Testing for each System or piece of Equipment 

listed above. Test crew consisting of six (6) Rubber Workers, one (1) Inspector 

Process Start-UD 
The following is presented as a base line of minimum workforce requirements. It 

is understood that there are many possible scenarios. 
Start Up Crew should consist of six (6) Rubber Workers, two (2) Millwrights, one 

(1) Electrician, and one (1) Engineer to operate all processes at anticipated throughputs. 

Fluidized Bed Air Permit Certification 
Stack Emissions sampling for compliance with the minimum requirements 

of the Air Permit = $1 8,000 for two (2) days of certification testing. 

Process Validation 
Validation Crew consisting of Injection Mold Process Technician, two (2) 

Rubber Works, and one (1) Millwright 
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Process Certification 
One (1) Inspector 
First Article for Track Shoes and Roadwheels 

w 
Yuma Field Test Certification 

M1 Roadwheel 
T- 107 Track Shoe 
T- 1 54 Track Shoe 

Staffing New Rubber Products 
An unofficial canvas of Supervisors and Lead Men at the time of the BRAC 

announcement has provided the following: The division chief and two of the three shift 
supervisors will not relocate. Almost all of the lead men will retire rather than relocate. 
If Rubber Products is moved to ANAD, unless specific action is taken, the shop will 
begin operation with inexperienced leadership. This extreme lack of experience will 
certainly impact the initial startup of the shop and could result in sub-standard quality of 
the track shoe and roadwheel products. Therefore it is vitally important that the 
replacement workforce be adequately trained. It is not practical at this time to develop 
the estimate of the costs and time involved due to the unknowns. However, some tasks 
can be anticipated that are listed below. 

Canvas Rubber Products work force for willingness to relocate 
Determine work force TDA and initiate action to fill positions 
Depending on the number of critical positions not filled by RRAD 
employees, plan to schedule training at Rubber Products RRAD. One (1) 
to two (2) months of mentored specific process training is necessary for 
the following processes: 

Injection Molding Presses 
Product Inspection (Quality Control) 
Rubber Laboratory (Quality Assurance) 
Fluidized Bed Operator 
Bushing Assembly Press 
Roadwheel Build-up 
M88 Submerged Arc Welding 

Bring New Facility On-Line 
Three months Pilot Operation 
Facility Production Evaluation 
Continue Pilot Operational Period or Retire RRAD Rubber Products 

Environmental ($1,2 17,165 Minimum Closure Costs - $4,164,508 Maximum 
closure Costs) There no appropriate method to estimate the extent of contamination 
around and under the building slab. Based on the types of processes used for production 
over the 21 year life to the building and grounds, a minimum contamination cost scenario 
is presented along with a serious contamination maximum cost scenario. w 
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Decontamination/Clean Hazardous Areas and Begin Closure Process IAW RCRA 
Subtitle D 

Building 493 Cleanup plus equipment decontamination = $908,024 

Building 493 BRAC 2005 closure under RCRA Subtitle D 
Minimum costs are associated with a marginally contaminated 

area. Based on a two year project consisting of a $13,960 Pre- 
Study (CS) and a $295,181 Study (RFIICMS), the total cost is 
$309,142. 

Muximum costs are associated with a seriously contaminated 
area. Based of a 33 year program consisting of the following: 

Pre-Study (CS) - $13,960 
Study (WIICMS) - $295,181 
3 1 year long term monitoring (LTM) - $1,222,535 
Design (DES) - $44,809 
Remedial Action (CMI(C) (Capital) - $1,094,767 
Total Project Costs Corrected for Escalation Factors = 

$3,256,484 
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ISSUE 

2005 BASE CLOSURE ANNOUNCEMENT: 

TRANSFER OF THEATER READINESS MONITORING DIRECTORATE (TRMD), 
THEATER READINESS MONITORING FACILITY/PATRIOT MISSILE FACILITY 
(TRMFIPMF) TO LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT (LEAD) 







f 

ASSUMPTIONS 

ASSUMPTIONS: 
- Transfer of Function: Equipment and Personnel will be transferred 
- Approximately 25 percent of personnel will actually move (based on past history) 
- New 70,000 sq ft building at LEAD to support processing of PATRIOTIHAWK 

missiles 
- New 80ft igloos at LEAD to support storage of PATR 
- FY09 RRAD shutdown, FYI 0 LEAD startup 

IOTIHAWK missiles 



IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT TO THREE (3) AREAS: 
- COST 

Disestablishment and Re-Establishment of missile recertification 
facilities and equipment 
ConstructionlRefurbishment of buildingslfacilities at LEAD 
Construction of igloos for PATRIOTIHAWK missiles 
Missile transportation 
Training of new work force 

- READINESS 
2-year delay in Recertificationlupgrade of U.S. Army missiles 
2-year delay in Recertificationlupgrade of Foreign Military Sales (FMS) 
missiles 

-TECHNICAL RISK 
Disruption of recertification operations will have significant negative 
impact on the proficiency of operations for up to 5 years 



PATRIOT MISSILE WORKLOAD 

I U.S. PATRIOT 1 FY05 I FY06 I FY07 I FY08 I FY09 I FYI0 1 FYI1 I FYI2 
MTS DISASSEMBLY 

PAC-2 
GEM 

92 
1 08 

PAC-2 
GEM 

S RT 
PAC-2 

GEM 
REPAIR 

FMS PATRIOT* I FY05 I FY06 I FY07 I FY08 I FY09 I FYI0 I FYI1 I FYI2 I FYI3 I 

102 
32 

O-RING 
TOTAL 

I 

SRT I 11 1 111 101 111 11 1 I 1  1 111 111 11 

1 02 
32 

162 
62 

18 
18 

1 70 

89 92 
108 

323 
953 

* Israel, Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Taiwan combined 

89 

17 
16 

117 

1 02 

286 
770 

1 02 

33 

85 

27 
68 

REPAIR 
TOTAL 

1 16 

171 
51 2 

14 
25 

18 
41 

17 
39 

116 

34 

95 

124 

129 
449 

67 
220 

124 

131 

17 
17 

110 
1 42 
504 

67 
237 

131 

17 
16 

129 

138 

180 
582 

76 
290 

16 
17 

129 

17 
16 

1 24 
180 
597 

94 
282 

142 
568 

45 
125 



HAWK MISSILE WORKLOAD 

FYI2 
50 

FMS HAWK* 
TEARDOWN 

217 
267 

FYI3 
50 

* Bahrain, Taiwan, Turkey, Egypt, Kuwait, Spain, Saudi Arabia, Jordan combined 

RECERTIFICAllON 
TOTAL 

FY05 
30 

FY08 
50 

FYlO 
5 0 

FY09 
50 

1 44 
174 

240 
290 

F Y l l  
50 

FY06 
5 0 

240 
290 

240 
290 

FY07 
5 0 

242 
292 

240 
290 

240 
290 

240 
290 



COST 

Equipment Move 

Construction/Refurbishment of 
operations buildings 

Construction of new standard 
80ft Igloos 

Missile Transportation 

Training of new work force 

TOTAL 

COST FACTOR I COST ESTIMATE 

Disassembly, packaging, transportation of test 
equipment, tools, fixtures and spare parts. 

70,000 sq ft (minimum) to meet recertification $12.74 
processing and inert storage. 

Storage for 2200 PATRIOT (28 per igloo) and 6328 $1 12.20 
HAWK (45 per igloo) missiles require 220 igloos at a 
cost of $51 0,000 each. Assumes 600 PAC-3 missiles 
will be added from production. 

803 truckloads at a cost per truckload of $5,101. 
(8 PATRIOT, 12 HAWK per truck) I 
It is expected that only 25 percent of workforce will 
transfer with facility. 8 classes, 10 students each for 9 
months at $26,000 per student. Cost estimate 
includes student salaries (1 350 hrs per student X 
$87.61 per hour). 



f 

READINESS 

PATRIOT (assumes FY09-10 shutdown) 
- 569 U.S. missiles require recertification, Stockpile Reliability Testing (SRT), or repair 

during a 18-24 month shutdown. Missiles programmed will not be recertified and 
will be placed in non-operational condition code. 

- 438 FMS missiles require recertification, SRT or repair during a 18-24 month 
shutdown. Missiles programmed will not be recertified and will be placed in non- 
operational condition code. 

Extremely critical to FMS community due to smaller missile densities. 

HAWK 
- 31 6 FMS missiles require recertification during a 18-24 month shutdown. Missiles 

programmed will not be recertified and will be placed in non-operational condition 
code. 

REDUCED WARTIME SURGE CAPABILITY FOR UP TO 5 YEARS 

INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS IN PLACE TO SUPPORT FMS COMMUNITY 



TECHNICAL RISK 

DIMINISHED TECHNICAL PROFICIENCY FOR UP TO 5 YEARS 

SOT) 
- 75 percent new workforce 
- Existing proficiency achieved on continuous operations since 1971 (HAWK), I987 (PATR 
- Extended learning curve 
- Lower throughput during learning curve 
- Time required to achieve full proficiency will limit wartime surge capability 

HAWWPATRlOT Mlssfle Experience 
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ISSUE 

2005 BASE CLOSURE ANNOUNCEMENT: 

TRANSFER OF THEATER READINESS MONITORING DIRECTORATE (TRMD), 
THEATER READINESS MONITORING FACILITY/PATRlOT MISSILE FACILITY 
(TRMFIPMF) TO LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT (LEAD) 



BOTTOM LINE 

- - - - - -  -- - 

SIGNIFICANT NEGATIVE IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH RELOCATING 
PATRIOTIHAWK MISSILE RECERTIFICATION EFFORT: 

* Cost = 6149.30M to relocate missiles and recertification operation 

* Readiness = 

Certification of 1007 U.S. and FMS PATRIOT AND 316 FMS HAWK missiles 
will expire during transfer period rendering the missiles non-operational 
No wartime surge capability for up to 5 years after relocation 
Recertification delays due to transportation tolfrom McAlester 

* Technical Risk = 

Workforce must be certified to process a PATRIOTIHAWK Certified Round 
75% of workforce must be trainedlcertified 
Proficiency degraded for up to 5 years during learning curve 
High probability of damage due to multiple movements of missiles tolfrom 
McAlester 



MISSILE TRANSIT AREAS 
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ASSUMPTIONS 

ASSUMPTIONS: 
- Transfer of Function: Equipment and Personnel will be transferred 
- Approximately 25 percent of personnel will actually move (based on past history) 
- New 70,000 sq R building at LEAD to support processing of PATRIOTIHAWK missiles 
- New 80R igloos at McAlester Army Ammunition Plant to support storage of PATRIOTIHAWK 

missiles 
- Transportation of PATRIOTIHAWK missiles tolfrom McAlester to LEAD for recertification 
- FY09 RRAD shutdown, FYlO LEAD startup 



f '? 

IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT TO THREE (3) AREAS: 
- COST 

Disestablishment and Re-Establishment of missile recertification 
facilities and equipment 
Construction/Refurbishment of buildings/facilities at LEAD 
Construction of igloos for PATRIOTIHAWK missiles 
Missile transportation 
Training of new work force 

- READINESS 
2-year delay in Recertificationlupgrade of U.S. Army missiles 
2-year delay in Recertification/Upgrade of Foreign Military Sales (FMS) 
missiles 

-TECHNICAL RISK 
Disruption of recertification operations will have significant negative 
impact on the proficiency of operations for up to 5 years 
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COST 

ELEMENT COST FACTOR COST ESTIMATE 
(t M) 

Equipment Move Disassembly, packaging, transportation of test 
equipment, tools, fixtures and spare parts. 

Construction/Refurbishment of 
operations buildings 

Construction of new standard 
80ft Igloos 

70,000 sq ft (minimum) to meet recertification $1 2.74 
processing and inert storage. 

Storage for 2200 PATRIOT (28 per igloo) and 6328 $1 12.20 
HAWK (45 per igloo) missiles require 220 igloos at a 
cost of $51 0,000 each. Assumes 600 PAC-3 missiles 
will be added from production. 

Missile Transportation to ( 803 truckloads at a cost per truckload of $3,945. 
McAlester 1 (8 PATRIOT, 12 HAWK per truck) 

Missile Transportation to LEAD- FY09-13 workload; 2032 PATRIOT, 1429 HAWK 
round trip from McAlester missiles. 274 truckloads at a cost of $10,200 each. 

Training of new work force 

TOTAL 

It is expected that only 25 percent of workforce will 
transfer with facility. 8 classes, 10 students each for 9 
months at $26,000 per student. Cost estimate 
includes student salaries (1 350 hrs per student X 
$87.61 per hour). 



READINESS 

PATRIOT (assumes FY09-10 shutdown) 
- 569 U.S. missiles require recertification, Stockpile Reliability Testing (SRT), or repair 

during a 18-24 month shutdown. Missiles programmed will not be recertified and 
will be placed in non-operational condition code. 

- 438 FMS missiles require recertification, SRT or repair during a 18-24 month 
shutdown. Missiles programmed will not be recertified and will be placed in non- 
operational condition code. 

Extremely critical to FMS community due to smaller missile densities. 

HAWK 
- 316 FMS missiles require recertification during a 18-24 month shutdown. Missiles 

programmed will not be recertified and will be placed in non-operational condition 
code. 

REDUCED WARTIME SURGE CAPABILITY FOR UP TO 5 YEARS 

I INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS IN PLACE TO SUPPORT FMS COMMUNITY I 



TECHNICAL RISK 

DIMINISHED TECHNICAL PROFICIENCY FOR UP TO 5 YEARS 
- 75 percent new workforce 
- Existing proficiency achieved on continuous operations since 1971 (HAWK), 1987 (PATRIOT) 
- Extended learning curve 
- Lower throughput during learning curve 
- Time required to achieve full proficiency will limit wartime surge capability 
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RED RIVER MUNITIONS 
CENTER 
IS0  90012000 Registered 

Commander: COL Gary Carney 
Munitions Center Director: Harrell Hignight 

"Explosive Support thru Quality Workmansh@" 



RRMC MISSION 

4 Mission: Support the joint warfighter by executing 
efficient and safe receipt, issue, storage, demil, renovation 
and maintenance of conventional munitions and missiles 
within cost and on schedule. 

4 Vision: Become the DoD Center of Expertise for 
maintaining stockpile and providing missiles and munitions 
to the war fighter safelv and securelv. 



What We Do 

J Upgrade Maverick for Air Force 
J Renovate Chaparral missile for FMS customers 
J X-ray fuzes, rocket motors, and mortars 
J Conduct grenade renovation for Army, Navy and Marine Corp 
J Storage and transportation support 
J DOD power projection mission for munitions outload - 133 

containers per day 



Partnering 

4 Theater Readiness Monitoring Directorate (RRAD) 
> Patriot Missile Reset 
> Storage and Transportation 

4 Hill AFB and Raytheon 
> Test, modify, upgrade, store and ship Maverick missile 

4 Warner Robins Air Force Base 
> Maintain accurate database on Maverick missiles 

4 Lockl 
> PALS soware u~arade 

4 Air F se Distribution Depot - Red River 
> F1 













Customer Focus 

Send QASAS to Kuwait and Iraq to work side by side with the soldier 
Visit major customers quarterly 
Attend semiannual in-process reviews and conferences to discuss current and 
future requirements 
Respond to customers' needs 
k Meet with contractors 
3 Provide technical support (CONUS & OCONUS) 

Host meetings and site visits on depot for customers 
Provide home phone numbers to meet emergency workload requirements 
during non-dutv hours 
Maintain , well-trained workforce 
Develo~ urucess ~rnurovements 
- 

ith t and in country 
Serw our cusrorner surveys Tor on-depot and depot customers 

* 

I highly skilled, 

I m - - I 

rrain FMS customers bo on depo 
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DemiI Workload 

Maverick Components - 132 Stons 
(OD) 

Miscellaneous Demil - 260 Stons 
(OBIOD) 

Patriot Components -281 Stons 
(OD) 

0- 
! 

Patriot Rocket Motors - 90 Stons B 
i 

Stinger- 30 Stons 
Rocket HE 66MM - 67 Stons 
Hawk Rocket Motors - 42 Stons 
Gator Mines - 378 Stons 









Red River Munitions Center 
100 Main Drive Building 1 84 

with a scope of : 
The storage, demilitarization, renovation, modification, maintenance and 

shipment of non-nuclear, Conventional and guided missile munitions. 
-The retrofit and rebuilding of assigned missile munitions. 

has established a quality management system that is in compliance 
with the International Quality System Standard XSO 9001 and Q 9 W 1 -  2000. 

&Fu* ch#kWoru rclp(CrdjZIg the s w p  of Ekis d&ute and the applicrrbrulp of 
DO 9001:2000 r q m k m -  muy be obfeined by mnsnkhg the orga&&n." 

September 27,2002 . September 27,2005 
Registration Date Registration Period Ending 

-- 

~ & t i  ficate No. Executive Director, AQA 

A A  - 1 105 Belleview Ave., Columbia, SC 29201 Anrcrican Quality Assesscur 





Red River Munitions Center 
Value to the Force 

Red River Munitions Center (RRMC) is truly a joint-service provider. We provide 
storage, shipping, demilitarization, surveillance, and ammunition maintenance support to 
the Marine Corp, Joint Munitions Command, Army, Aviation Missile Command, Air 
Force, Navy and our host depot, Red River Army Depot. For many years we have 
worked under the core concept equipping and training our employees with multi-skilled 
expertise. Because we are able to shifi our personnel where we need them, we have 
been able to maintain a very lean but very ready and skilled workforce that is able to 
surge to meet the warfighters' needs without additional personnel or lost time. 

Direct Support to the Warfighter 

RRMC has provided surveillance personnel to work side-by-side with the soldier 
in Kuwait and in Iraq. With their munitions explosive expertise, our Quality Assurance 
Specialists (Ammunition Surveillance) have been a valuable asset to the soldier in the 
field. The Munitions Center has also provided personnel support in other conflicts such 
as Desert Shield and Desert Storm. We have also provided assistance during natural 
disasters throughout the nation by sending members to work along side relief workers. 

Munitions Storage and Shipping 

RRMC has an excellent storage facility. Spanning over 8,934 acres, we have 
107 miles of improved roads, twenty miles of railroad, 701 earth covered igloos, 18 
above ground standard magazines, 35 improved Y-sites, and ten covered sheds 
designated for Patriot Storage. One hundred seven of our earth covered igloos are 
equipped to hold either CAT I or CAT I1 storage. Currently we have 56 igloos that 
contain CAT I stock and 34 that contain CAT II stock. CAT I storage requires extra 
fencing, extra security devices, additional lighting and intrusion detection systems on 
each igloo. We currently store in excess of five billion dollars worth of ammunition for 
the various branches that we serve. 

Ranked fourth among twenty-three installations in military value for storage, 
RRMC takes great pride in providing outstanding support to our customers. Our 
members are dedicated to the cause and are ready to respond to emergency calls for 
ammunition support to the warfighter. Typically, we can have a crew on site within thirty 
minutes of the time we receive the call. 

The Munitions Center has provided ammunition to the warfighter in all recent 
conflicts. We shipped in excess of 44,800 short tons during Desert ShieldlDesert Storm. 
We received back and stored in excess of 100,000 short tons when the war was over. 
We have shipped in excess of 12,000 short tons in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom 
thus far. We expect that when the war is over, the retrograde will be similar to what it 
was during Desert ShieldlDesert Storm. 



Missile Maintenance 

Our missile maintenance facility is equipped to test, inspect, and repair a variety 
of missiles and components. The facility is equipped with a mean-time between failure 
test chamber that essentially is a unit that bakes, shakes, and freezes components or 
units to test and verify the life cycle of the unit. This has enabled us to determine that 
some missiles may be retained and used longer than originally thought. RRMC is eager 
to work with our partners and customers to provide ammunition to the warfighter on time 
and in excellent condition. For example, we recently worked with Lockheed Martin to 
upgrade the software in the PAC 3 Patriot missile. 

Chaparral Missile 

Red River Munitions Center has the only Chaparral Missile Facility in the United 
States. Our missile facility has 19,500 SF and is climate controlled with thirteen bays 
divided by twelve inch reinforced concrete walls. It contains over $30M worth of test 
equipment. It contains a 100,000 class laminar flow clean room. Our electronic 
integrated systems mechanics are well trained in missile maintenance. We are capable 
of complete overhaul of the Chaparral missile. AMCOM has made a multi-year 
commitment to FMS customers to provide support and maintenance of the Chaparral 
missile. We are the only organization with both the facility and expertise to provide this 
service. 

Maverick Missile 

'(ryr 
RRMC is the only munitions center providing Maverick missile certification. We 

work closely with Hill AFB and Raytheon to test, modify, minor repair, store and ship the 
Maverick Missile. We work with Warner Robbins AFB to maintain an accurate database 
of Maverick missile information. The Maverick missile team was one of the first in the 
nation to receive the Hammer Award presented by the Vice President of the United 
States for excellent service in missile maintenance. 

Stinger Missile 

RRMC stores and performs storage monitoring inspections on the Stinger 
Missile. We also reconfigure the Stinger and inspect the BCU. There are four different 
configurations of the Stinger, and our personnel are highly skilled to configure the missile 
according to the customers needs. We fabricated and fielded the Stinger trainer missile 
and trainer gripstock. This has saved taxpayer dollars. We also complete modification 
of the tactical gripstock. Accountability of the Stinger missiles is critically important, and 
we are meticulous to keep accurate accountability and control. 

RRMC is currently working on a plan to partner with Raytheon on the Stinger 
Missile Enhanced Stock Pile Reliability Program. This program promises to be a long 
term productive relationship with Raytheon that will benefit our primary customer - the 
warfighter. 



Air Force Peace Sky 

One of the newest missions of RRMC is the F-16 Peace Sky Program. RRMC 
and DDRT-Red River will work jointly to provide this service to the Air Force. The two 
organizations are responsible for receipt and storage and will be the consolidation 
shipping point where materiel will be temporarily stored, containerized and readied for 
shipment when required. DDRT will store the inert parts and RRMC will store the 
explosive items. The Red River Munitions Center will also need to oversee and 
coordinate special shipments coming directly from other Depots, AF locations and or 
vendors to the port of debarkation. 

Conventional Ammunition 

RRMC is equipped and trained to x-ray and renovate M67 hand grenades. In 
support of Operation Enduring Freedom, we surged to increase our renovation of M67 
hand grenades by 10,000 rounds per month with no additional personnel in order to 
meet the requirements of the Army, Navy, and Marines. We also perform 2.75 rocket 
motor upgrade from Mod 1 to Mod 4 latest configuration. We have developed a 
procedure to convert Code H (unserviceable) rockets to Code-A rockets that can be 
used by the soldier in the field. We are also trained and equipped to perform 
maintenance on the 155, the 105, and various other munitions and small arms. 

Demilitarization 

The demolition ground at RRMC covers 45 acres. We have a high explosive 
burning area with large rocket motor static burning silos and three flashing trays. We 
also have a powder burning field with nine sites that contain eighteen trays. We have 
an in-ground firing bunker equipped with surveillance cameras that allow us to view all 
fields from that one site. We also have two service bunkers at the site equipped with 
IDS. 

RRMC is working to gain funds to implement a large rocket motor grind out 
system for Hawk, Patriot, and MLRS rocket motors. This is an environmentally friendly 
way to reclaim propellant to be used for commercial market such as mining industry. 
This will eliminate open burninglstatic firing of rocket motors. 

Support to Theater Readiness Monitoring Directorate (TRMD) 

RRMC and RRAD work hand in hand to provide Patriot missiles to the warfighter. 
RRMC provides storage, cyclic inspections, transportation and shipping of the Patriot 
missiles. RRMC has also partnered with TRMD traveling overseas to support the Patriot 
reset program. Plans are being formulated between the two organizations to work 
together on the Hawk Missile with RRMC providing assembly and disassembly services. 
Because of the synergy between RRMC and RRAD, we have been able to answer 
emergency calls for Patriot missiles with a 48-hour turn around time. 



Support to Red River Army Depot 

RRMC is proud to provide support services to our host depot, Red River Army 
Depot. In addition to providing support to TRMD, RRMC provides a transportation 
officer and transportation services for RRAD. Because we are co-located, we can 
provide transportation services quickly to support the warfighter. We also provide rail 
support for both RRAD and DDRT-Red River. Additionally, RRMC paints component 
parts and missile containers for RRAD. In the spirit of cross-functional synergy, the 
depot also provides us many services to RRMC such as environmental, safety, security, 
etc. 

IS0 9001 :ZOO0 Certification 

RRMC was the first Munitions Center to achieve IS0 9000 registration. We were 
registered six years ago to the 1994 standard and re-registered to the 2000 standard 
three years ago. We have had no major findings in our surveillance audits since 
registration and only two minor findings during the six years we have been registered. 
We continue to maintain a high standard of quality for the service that we provide our 
customers. In a recent command assessment, the team said, "RRMC has established 
an excellent, comprehensive QMS that could be used as an example for other 
installations in establishing an ISO-certifiable QMS." We were also the first to achieve 
(cP)' certification -the Army's much stricter equivalent of IS0 9000. 

LEAN 

RRMC has embraced the LEAN concept and applied those concepts to our 
processes. In a recent LEAN event, we were able to streamline the administrative 
portion of the shipping and receiving process. The receiving process was reduced from 
21 steps to 10 steps, reducing the flow time by 84%. The receiving process was 
reduced from 32 steps to 15 steps which reduced the flow time by 76%. 







Data flawed for munitions storage 

w The Army Report says that the Army has 49,393 KSF in assets. Their 

requirement is 29,949 KSF - leaving an excess of 19,445 KSF. However, when 

determining available assets, the Army included installations that are 

closinglrealigning when they figured their assets. They will not have these 

assets if they close them and cannot be included as available assets. These 

include Hawthorne's 6,303 KSF, Kansas's 939 KSF, Lone Star's 902 KSF, 

Mississippi's 105 KSF, Newport's 12 KSF, Pueblo's 1475 KSF, Red River's 

1,801 KSF, and Sierra's 4,537 KSF - reducing the available capacity by 16,074 

KSF. The actual available assets should be 33,319 KSF. The goal of Joint 

Munitions Command (JMC) is to be at 85% capacity (page A-89). Anything 

above the goal should not be considered as excess capacity. 85% of 33,319 

KSF is 28,321 KSF. The only change in the requirements should at the chemical 

plants which will close when the demilitarization is complete. This leaves a total 

requirement of 29,228 KSF. If the JMC goal is met, the available space is 

w LESS than the requirements. There is no evidence that this takes into 

consideration additional security requirements such as explosive compatibility 

and Category I and Catergory II storage. Another important consideration is 

where the retrograde that is currently in Iraq and Afghanistan will be stored when 

the war is over. 
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Explanation of Munitions Storage Chart 

u The chart quotes the Army numbers for Ammunition Storage (see Table 61 - 
Ammunition Storage -Army Analyses and Recommendations). The sites highlighted In 

red are sites that are scheduled for closure or realignment as follows: 

Deseret Chemical Depot: Deseret is scheduled for closure by BRAC. In addition DA- 

BRAC 2005-Analyses and Recommendations Page A-88 says, "...and the four chemical 

demilitarization sites, which will close at the completion of the Chem Demil mission." 

The storage igloos and magazines will transfer to Tooele Army Depot. 

Hawthorne Army Depot: Closed by BRAC 

Kansas AAP: Closed by BRAC 

Lone Star AAP: Closed by BRAC 

Mississippi AAP: Closed by BRAC 

Newport Chemical Depot: Newport is scheduled for closure by BRAC. In addition DA- 

BRAC 2005-Analyses and Recommendations Page A-88 says, "...and the four chemical 

demilitarization sites, which will close at the completion of the Chem Demil mission." 

Pueblo Chemical Depot: DA-BRAC 2005-Analyses and Recommendations Page A-88 

says, "...and the four chemical demilitarization sites, which will close at the completion of 

w the Chem Demil mission." 

Red River: Closed by BRAC 

Sierra Army Depot: Sierra is being realigned and the munitions storage function is 

moving to Tooele Army Depot. 

Umatilla Army Chemical Depot: Umatilla is scheduled for closure by BRAC. In 

addition DA-BRAC 2005-Analyses and Recommendations Page A-88 says, "...and the 

four chemical demilitarization sites, which will close at the completion of the Chem Demil 

mission." 

LOGIC: 

1. When determining available assets, the Army included installations that are closing 

when they figured their assets. They will not have these assets if they close them and 

cannot be included as available assets. Rather than 49,393 KSF, they will actually have 

33,319 KSF after BRAC. (49,393 - 16074 = 33319) Note: This total includes the 

assets that Tooele will get from Deseret. 



2. The goal of JMC is to be filled at 85% capacity (Army Analyses and 

Recommendations - page A-89). If you subtract 15% so that capacity will be at 85%, 

w the remaining assets equal 28,321 KSF. 

3. The requirements will remain the same - 29949 KSF. The stock at the sites slated to 

be closed will have to be moved to the remaining sites. The requirements exceed the 

capacity. Perhaps, the requirements at the chemical plants will be depleted. Even 

deducting those requirements (547+12+162=721) the requirements will still be 29228 

KSF which sti l l  exceeds the assets 907 KSF. 

4. None of these figures takes into consideration security and safety concerns such as 

storage compatibility, CAT I, and CAT II. There are also no references to retrograde that 

will be returned when the war is over. 
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Each manufacturing center is Joint in nature. TABS collected data on FY 03 direct labor 
hours @LHs) from theses manufacturing centers and compared that data to the Total 
Capacity Index in order to determine the excess capacity. The Capacity Index was 
calculated in accordance with the DOD Depot Maintenance Capacity and Utilization 
Measurement Handbook, DOD 4 15 1.18H. As shown in Table B 14, the manufacturing 
centers display about 69 percent excess capacity; none of the installations are in a deficit. 

Table 60. Armament Prodaction 

Surge: The Army has excess armament production capacity and can meet surge 
requirements through additional funding for multiple shifts. 

In the opinion of the BRAC SRG, surge capacity is required due to the importance of 
armament production, but the Industrial JCSG will determine actual requirements. 

Implications: The excess means that the FY03 workload at these centers was assessed 
and judged to by less than maximum capacity. The potential exists to reshape these 
manufacturing centers around the core capability and divest of excess infrastructure. 

2.4.6.3. Ammunition Storage 

Most Amy ammunition production facilities have limited storage and distribution for 
ammunition. The Army has 13 Army production facilities based on the Army Stationing 
Strategy dated 5 August 2003. The Army has seven munitions centers: Blue Grass Army 
Depot, Hawthorne Army Depot, Tooels Army Depot, and the four chemical 
demilitarization sites, which will close at the completion of the Chem Demil mission. It 
should be noted that there are three other munitions centers located as tenants at Anniston 
Army Depot, Letterkemy Army Depot, and ~ed'ltiver Army Depot. The Joint 
Munitions Command (JMC) considers Blue Grass Army Depot, Hawthorne Army Depot, 
T a l e  Army Depot, and the three munitions centers located at depots as storage and 
distribution centers. Storage and distribution includes receipt, storage, issue, 
maintenance, surveillance, and demilitarization of munitions. 

Not counting installation level ammunition storage facilities the Army has 20 
installations with ammunition storage. Two of these installations have requirements 
equal to assets. The remaining 18 installations have assets, 47,373KSF, which exceed the 
requirement of 28,178 KSF, leaving an excess of 19,195 KSF. 
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- 

Table 61. Ammunition Storage 

Surge: The Army has excess ammunition storage capability above the installation. 
Some excess should be maintained to meet unexpected surge requirements. 

In the opinion of the BRAC SRG, surge capacity is required due to the importance of 
ammunition storage, but the Industrial JCSG will determine actual requirements. 

Implications: The JMC goal is to be filled at 85% capacity. End state is to structure a 
Joint distribution network that will enhance the strategic mobility/deployability of the 
Warfighter, reduce the sustainment footprint, and reduce the wst  of logistics while 
maintaining warfighting capability and readiness. These goals imply the ability to 
consolidate and divest of excess infrastructure. 

2.4.7. C4Z/ Headquarters 

2.4.7.1. General Administrative Space 

General administrative buildings provide space for all administrative functions in Tables 
of Organization and Equipment (TOE) and Tables of Distribution and Allowance (TDA) 
units not pmvided by other facilities. Courtrooms for maneuver units are included in this 
facility as well as the majority of space for the garrison staff and military school faculty. 
Space is provided at 162 square feet per authorized person. With permanent assets of 
36,281 KSF and requirements of 34,588 KSF, the Army appears to have an excess of 
1,693 KSF. The Army has fiftyone installations with excess admin space totaling 6,500 
KSF and thirty five other installations with shortages totaling 4,807 KSF. Much of the 
excess is at depot and industrial installations with little capability to support for maneuver 
units. In terms of shortage, Fort Bragg, a maneuver installation has 24 percent of the 
Army general admin space shortage. Most of the installations that could support 
additional maneuver-unit stationing are already deficient in general admin space and 
would require MnCON to support new missions. 



TABLE C3.Tl. Storage Compatibility Mixing Chart 

S I l x l x  
Notes: 

An "X" at an intersection indicates that the groups may be combined in storage. Otherwise, mixing is either 
prohibited or restricted per Note 2 below. 
A "X' at an intersection indicates that when warranted by operational considerations or magazine non- 
availability, and when safety is not sacrificed, mixed storage of limited quantities of some items h m  
different groups may be proved by the DoD Components. Such approval documentation must be kept on 
site. Component approva "f of mixed storage in compliance with Z intersections docs not require a waiva or 
exemption. Mixed storage of items within groups where no X or Z exists at that pair's intenection beyond 
the prohibitions and limitations of note 7 below, however, requires an approved waiver or exemption. 
Examples of acceptable storage combinations are: 
a. HD 1.1A initiating explosives with HD 1. IB fuzes not containing two or more effective protective 

features. 
b. HD 1.3C bulk propellants or bagged propelling charges with HD 1.3G pyrotechnic substances. 
Equal numbers of separately packaged components of hazard classified complete rounds of any single type 
of AE may be stored together. When so stored, compatibility is that of the complete round. 
CG K re uires not only separate storage from otha groups, but also may require separate storage within the 
group. A e  controlling DoD Component will determine which items under CG K may be stored together 
and those that must be stored separately. Such documentation must be kept on site. 
AE classed outside Class I may-be assigned the same CG as Class 1 AE containing similar hazard features. 
but where the explosive hazard predominates. NonClass I AE and Class I AE assigned the same CG may 
be stored together. 
The DoD Components may authorize AE designated "Practice" or "Training" by nomenclature, regardless 
of the CG assigned, to be stored with the tactical AE it simulates. Such documentation must be kept on site. 
The DoD Components may authorize the mixing of CG, except i tem in CG A, K and L, in limited 
quantities generally of 1,000 Ib (454 kg) total NEWQD or less. Such documentation must be kept on site. 
For purposes of mixing, all AE must be packaged in its standard storage and shipping container. AE 
containas will not be opened for issuing items from storage locations. Outer containers may be opened in 
storage locations for inventorying and for magazines storing only HD 1.4 items, unpacking, inspecting, and 
repackaging the HD 1.4 ammunition. 
When using the "2" mixing authorized by Note 2 for articles of either CG B or CG F, each will be 
segregated in storage from articles of other CG by means that prevent propagation of CG B or CG F articles 
to articles ofother CG. 

10 If dissimilar HD 1.6N AE are mixed together and have not been tested to ensure non-propagation, the mixed 
AE are individually considered to be HD 1.2.1 D or HD 1.2.2 D based on their NEWQD or overriding 
fragmentation characteristics for purposes of transportation and storage. When mixing CG N AE with CG 
B through CG G or with CG S, see subparagraphs C9.2.2.1 .l, C9.2.2.4, C9.2.2.10, and C9.2.2.11 to 
determine the HD for the mixture. 



articles contain only EIDS and demonstrate (through test results) a negligible probability of accidental initiation or 
propagation. These materials arc assigned HD 1.6. 

c. Quantitydistance application: 
(1) Quantitydistanoc separations for HD 1.6 ammunition and explosives will be based on table 5-18. This informa- 

tion is detailed in table 4-2. 
(2) Inhabited building distance (IBD) fob bulk HD 1.6 explosives will be b a d  on chapter 5. 

4-3. Storage principles 
a. The highest degre  of safety in ammunition and explosives storage could be assured if each item w m  stored 

separately. However, such ideal storage generally is not feasible. A proper balance of safety and other f u t o n  
fnquenlly requires mixing of several types of ammunition and explosives in storage. 

b. Ammunition and explosives may not be stored together with dlssimilar materials or items that presmt additional 
hazards. Examples are mixed storage of ammunition and explosives with flammable or combustible mat&ls, acids, or 
corrosives. 

c. All ammunition and explosives items are assigned to one of 13 storage compatibility groups (SCGs), based on the 
similarity of characteristics, properties, and accident effects potential. Items in each individwl SCG can be stored 
together without increasing significantly either the probability of an accident or, for a given quantity, the magnitude of 
the effects of such an accident. Considerations used in assigning SCGs include but are not limited to the following: 

(1) Chemical and physical properties. 
(2) Design characteristics. 
(3) Inner and outer packing configuration.?. 
(4) Quantitydistance division. 
(5) Net explmive weight. 
(6) Rate of deterioration. 
(7) Sensitivity to initiation. 
(8) E%ts of deflagration, explosion, or detonation. 
d. When such mixed storage will facilitate sat? oprmtionr and promote overall storage efficiency, ammunition and 

explosives may be mixed in storage, provided they art compatible. Assignment of items of SCGs requiring separate 
storage will be minimized consistent with actual hazards presented and not based on administrative considerations or 
end use. 

e. Ammunition and explosives in substandard or damaged packaging, in a suspect condition, or with characteristics 
that increase the risk in storage will be stored separately. 

44. Mixed storage 
a. Table 4-3 shows how different SCGs of ammunition and explosives can be mixed in storage. Exceptions arc 

listed in b, below. 
b. Certain locations within the United States, its territories, and possessions designated by the A m y  and with site 

approval from the DDESB to store ammunition in rapid response configurations and Basic Load Ammunition Holding 
Areas (BLAHA) outside the United States art authorized to store ammunition without regard to compatibility. The 
maximum net explosive quantity (NEQ) at any of these locations storing mixed compatibility ammunition must not 
exceed 4000 kg (8820 pounds NEW) calculated in accordance with paragraph 14-2d of this pamphlet. 

4-5. Storage cornpetiblllty g r o u p s  
a. Assignment. Ammunition and explosives arc assigned to one of 13 SCGs as follows: 
(1) Gmup A. Bulk initiating explosives that have the necessary sensitivity to heat, friction, or percussion to make 

them suitable for use as initiating elements in an explosives bain. Examples are wet lead azide, wet lead styphnete, wet 
mcrcury fulminate, wet tetracene, dry cyclonite (RDX), and dry pentaerythritol tetranitrate (PEW). 

(2) Group B. Detonators and similar initiating devices not containing two or more independent safety feshlrcj. Items 
conmining initiating explosives that arc designed to initiate or continue the functioning of an explosives train. 
Examples arc detonators, blasting caps, small arms primers, and fuzes. 

(3) Group C. Bulk propellants, propelling charges, and devicu containing propellant with or without their arm 
means of ignition. Items that, upon initiation, will deflagrate, explode, or detonate. Examplcs are single, double-, 
triple-base and composite propellants, rocket motors (solid propellant), and ammunition with inert projectiles. 

(4) Group D. Black powder, high explosives (HE), and ammunition containing HE without its own means of 
initiation and without propelling charge, or a device containing an initiating explosives and containing two or more 
independent safety features. Ammunition and explosives that can be expected to explode or detonate when any given 
item or component thereof is initiated except for devices containing initiating explosives with independent safety 
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features. Examples are bulk rnnitrotolucne (TNT), Composition B, black powder, wet RDX or PETN, bombs, 
projcdiles, cluster bomb units (CBUs), depth charges, and torpedo warheads. 

(5) Group E. Ammunition containing HE without its own means of initiation and with propelling charge (other than 
one containing a flammable or hypergolic liquid). Ammunition or devices containing HE and containing propelling w charges. Examples are artillery ammunition, rockets, or guided missiles. 

(6) Group F. Ammunition containing HE with its own means of initiation and with propelling charge (other h 
one containing a flammable or hypergolic liquid) or without a propelling charge. Examples arc grenades, sounding 
devices, and similar items having an in-line explosives train in the initiator. 

(7) Group G. Fireworks, illuminating, incendiary, and smoke, including hexachlorocthane (HC) or (ear-pmducing 
munitions other than those munitions that arc water act~vated or which contain white phosphorous (WP) or flammable 
liquid or gel. Ammunition that, upon functioning, mults in an incendiary, illumination, Iachrymatory, smoke, or sound 
effmt. Examples are flares, signals, incendiary or illuminating ammunition, and other smoke or tear-pmducing devices. 

(8) Group H. Ammunition containing both explosives and WP or other pyrophoric material. Ammunition in this 
group contains fillers which are spontaneously flammable when exposed to the ahnosphere. Exsmpla are WP, 
plasticized white phosphorous (PWP), or other ammunition containing pymphoric material. 

(9) Group J. Ammunition containing both explosives and flammable liquids or gels. Ammunition in this group 
contains flammable liquids or gels other than those which are spontaneously flammable when exposed to water or the 
atmosphere. Examples are liquid- or gel-filled incendiary ammunition, fuel-air explosives (FAE) devices, flammable 
liquid-fueled missiles, and torpedoes. 

(10) Group K. Ammunition containing both explosives and toxic chemical agents. Ammunition in this gmup 
contains chemicals spccificslly designed for incapacitating effects more severe than lachrymation. Exampla are 
artillcay or mortar ammunition (fuzed or unfuztd), grenades, and rockets or bombs filled with a lethal or incapacitating 
chanical agent. (See note 5, fig. 4-1.) 

(I I) Group L. Ammunition not included in other compatibility groups. Ammunition having characteristics that do 
not permit storage with dissimilar ammunition belong in this g~oup. Examples are water-activated devices, prepackaged 
hypergolic liquid-fueled rocket engines, certain FAE devices, triethylaluminum (TEA), and damagd or suspect 
ammunit~on of any group. Types presenting similar hazards may be stored together but not mixed with other groups. 

(12) Group N. Ammunition containing only EDS. Examples are bombs and warheads. 
(13) Group S Ammunition presenting no significant hazard. Ammunition so packaged or designed that any 

hazardous effects arising tium accidental functioning are conlind within the package unless the package has been 
degraded by fire, in which ease all blast or projection effects are limited to the extent that they do not h i  

((I11 firefighting significantly. Examples are thermal batteries, explooives switches or valves, and other ammunition i tem 
packaged to meet the criteria of this group. 

b. Means of initiation. As used in this standard. the phrase "with its own means of initiation" indicates that the 
ammunition has its normal initiating device assembled to it, and this device would prcsent a significant risk during 
storage. However, the phrase does not apply when the initiating device is packaged in a manner that eliminates the risk 
of causing detonation of the ammunition if the initiating device functioned accidentally, or when fuzed end items are 
configured and packaged to prevent arming of the fuzed end items. The initiating device may be assembled to the 
ammunition provided its safety features preclude initiation or detonation of the explosivar filler of the end itan during 
an accidental functioning of the initiating device. 

4-6. Class  1 o r  6 chemlcal agen t  hazards  or comblned chemlcal agen t  a n d  exploshrea hazard.  
a. Items in these claoses arc chemical agent-filled ammunition, chemical agents, and chemical agent-filled compo- 

nents. Depending upon the type of agent, ils persistency, toxicity, or other characteristics, the primary safety wnsidera- 
tions may be the area of agent dispersal rather than blast or fhgment considerations. 

b. Items that contain only toxic chemical components are assigned to HD 6.1. Items that contain both explosives and 
toxic chemical components are included in UN Class I, ammunition and explosives, as appropriate. HD 6.1 require- 
ments also shall be applied so that the explosives and toxic chemical hazards both are conaidered. 

4-7. U n d e g r o u n d  storage 
Ammunition with smoke producing, incendiary, flammable liquid or toxic chemical agent fillers may be stored in 
single chamber underground facilities but shall not be stored in multi-chamber facilities. Other than this restriction. 
ammunition and explosives of all compatibility groups may be placed in underground storage in compatible wmbina- 
tions as permitted above. 

DA PAM 38584.15 December 1098 



Red River Munitions Center 
Information Given to GAO 



Questions asked by GAO 

Are there compelling reasons why base should be left open or realigned? 

w While the BRAC data shows that McAlester Army Ammunition Plant's (MCAAP) excess 

capacity is 4,115,100 SF, Joint Munitions Command (JMC) has confirmed (in a phone 

conversation on 2 Jun 05) that excess capacity is currently 1,032,745 SF at MCAAP 

(putting them at 90% of their capacity) and 198,376 SF at Blue Grass Army Ammunition 

Plant (putting them at 97% of their capacity). Since the BRAC data were gathered, both of 

these locations have shown a significant increase in storage occupancy and both are now 

well over the optimum level set by JMC. It appears that neither MCAAP nor Blue Grass will 

be able to store all of ammunition items that are proposed to be sent to them. The Army 

plans to move the storage and maintenance from Red River Munitions Center (RRMC) and 

Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant (LSAAP) to MCAAP and Blue Grass AAP. This alone 

equates to a 2,557,400 SF additional storage requirement - more than either site could 

take if they were to store at 100%. The plan also moves the weapon/cluster bomb function 

and missile warhead production from Kansas AAP to MCAAP which will require additional 

storage space. The plan also moves the demil function from RRMC, LSAAP, and Sierra 

u AAP to MCAAP - which will require additional storage space until the items can be 

demilitarized. (See Appendix A) 

Additionally MCAAP has only three CAT I and 47 CAT II igloos. RRMC currently has 

107 CAT I and II igloos - of that 82% are currently occupied and would require an 

estimated 88 CAT 1/11 igloos at MCAAP. (NOTE: CAT I and CAT II igloos require IDS 

systems installed in each igloo as well as additional separate fencing, lighting, and dual 

locking systems.) The Army Plan does not call for any additional facilities to be built at 

MCAAP. Nor are there dollars allocated for upgrade of facilities to meet CAT I and I1 

standards. (See Appendix B taken from AR 190-1 1 about CAT I and II requirements) 

Are there unique, special, one-of-a-kind capabilities about the activity not found 

elsewhere? 

RRMC has the only Chaparral Missile facility in the United States - and our people are 

only ones with the expertise to maintain this missile system. AMCOM has made a multi- 

year commitment to FMS customers to provide support and maintenance. This facility 

V (including a 100,000 Class Clean Room) will have to be duplicated somewhere, the 

equipment dismantled and moved, restructured, and the expertise regained. Approximate 



cost to replicate the facility is in excess of $3M. It is uncertain whether the equipment will 

tolerate a move. 

A study was conducted in 1991 and 1992 to move the Chaparral missile to Letterkenny 

Army Depot. Ultimately it was decided that is was not cost effective to move the missile 

program. Cost at that time (1992) to move the program (less facility cost) was $3,928.753. 

Using the Consumer Price Index Inflation calculator, current cost would be approximately 

$5,320,545. 

What environmental clean-up issues are created by the recommendation, i.e. what, 

where, how long will it take, and costs? 

There are extensive clean-up issues for Red River Munitions Center that have been 

addressed by Red River Army Depot. 

Are there other major DOD and non-DOD tenants on the base and what are their 

concerns and alternate plans? 

These are Red River Munitions Center's concerns: 

(1) The Army Report says that the Army has 49,393 KSF in assets for ammunition 

storage. Their requirement is 29,949 KSF - leaving an excess of 19,445 KSF. However, 

w when determining available assets, the Army included installations that are 

closinglrealigning when they figured their assets. They will not have these assets if they 

close them and cannot be included as available assets. These include Hawthorne's 6,303 

KSF, Kansas's 939 KSF, Lone Star's 902 KSF, Mississippi's 105 KSF, Newport's 12 KSF, 

Pueblo's 1475 KSF, Red River's 1,801 KSF, and Sierra's 4,537 KSF - reducing the 

available capacity by 16,074 KSF. The actual available assets should be 33,319 KSF. The 

goal of Joint Munitions Command (JMC) is to be at 85% capacity (page A-89, Army BRAC 

2005 Analyses and Recommendations). Anything above the goal should not be considered 

as excess capacity. 85% of 33,319 KSF is 28,321 KSF. The only change in the 

requirements should at the chemical plants which will close when the demilitarization is 

complete. This leaves a total requirement of 29,228 KSF. If the JMC goal is met, the 

available space is LESS than the requirements. There is no evidence that this takes into 

consideration additional security requirements such as explosive compatibility and 

Category I and Category II storage. Another important consideration is where the 

w retrograde that is currently in Iraq and Afghanistan will be stored when the war is over. See 

chart with explanation at Appendix C. 



(2) We have Spartan Rocket Motors that cannot be demilled and cannot be moved. 

We have been actively pursuing this issue for many years with the only decision being that 

they cannot be moved and cannot be demilitarized. In fact, there are concerns about 

w whether the motors are even stable enough to be tested. This issue has been included as 

a material weakness in our management control report and is presently being worked by 

ARDEC at Redstone. 

(3) The report shows that no positions from the Red River Munitions Center will 

transfer to MCAAP or BlueGrass. (Criterion 5 - Cobra.doc - Page 55) However, RRMC 

employees are on the MCAAP TDA. MCAAP does not show a loss of employees. The 

data says (Criterion 5 - Cobra.doc Page 57) that 54 slots were eliminated from RRMC - 
but RRMC is not on RRAD's numbers to eliminate. 

(4) RRMC provides critical support for RRAD's Theatre Readiness Monitoring 

Directorate. RRMC provides storage, cyclic inspections, transportation and shipping of the 

Patriot missiles. By being co-located, RRMC and RRAD working together have been able 

to answer emergency calls for Patriot missiles and have them to the port in less than 48 

hours. 

What recent investment has been made to the facilities? -What has the base done to 

improve facility infrastructure? 

lmprove Lightning Protection System - $310.000 

lmprove roads, rail, expand two existing outloading pads, and fabricated six Patriot 

storage sheds - $8.25M 

Upgrade and improve earth covered igloos - $1.2M 

Outloading Pad adjacent to CAT I storage - $900,000 

Upgraded shipping and receiving station - $98,000 

Converted missile facility from diesel to natural gas and repaired roof - $130,000 

Upgraded storage facilities - $1 27,000 

0 Paved parking and electrical upgrade at surveillance workshop - $60,000 

Is there any significant MILCON planned or started with FY 05 funds-what's being 

built and how costly. Is the base expecting to request FY 06 MILCON funds or in 

POM outyears? 

Administrative Building for RRMC - $500,000 



Discuss feasibility of closurelrealignment timeframe-identify circumstances that 

could cause delays. 

Lack of storage space at receiving facilities could cause delays. 

w Other Data: FY04 Civilians - 123 

Current personnel status as of 4130105 

Authorized - 1 1 5 

Actual - 107 



Appendix A 

EXCESS STORAGE CAPACITY UPDATE 

ALESTER AAP STORAGE CAPACITY (BRAC data) 

TOTAL STORAGE CAPACITY 10,637,100 SF 
TOTAL EXCESS CAPACITY 4, 11 5,100 SF 

PERCENT CAPACITY NOT UTILIZED 38.7% 

MCALESTER AAP STORAGE CAPACITY (JMC - 4130105) 

TOTAL STORAGE CAPACITY 10,637,100 SF 
TOTAL EXCESS CAPACITY 1,032,745 SF 

PERCENT CAPACITY NOT UTILIZED 9.7% 

BLUE GRASS AAP STORAGE CAPACITY (BRAC data) 

TOTAL STORAGE CAPACITY 6,021,000 SF 
TOTAL EXCESS CAPACITY 1,203,600 SF 

PERCENT CAPACITY NOT UTILIZED 20% 

BLUE GRASS AAP STORAGE CAPACITY (JMC - 4130105) 

3TAL STORAGE CAPACITY 6,021,000 SF WTAL EXCESS CAPACITY 198,376 SF 

PERCENT CAPACITY NOT UTILIZED 3.3% 

LETTERKENNY STORAGE CAPACITY (BRAC data) 

TOTAL STORAGE CAPACITY 3,613,400 SF 
TOTAL EXCESS CAPACITY 1,141,200 SF 

PERCENT CAPACITY NOT UTlLlZlED 31.6% 

LETTERKENNY STORAGE CAPACITY (JMC 4130105) 

TOTAL STORAGE CAPACITY 3,613,400 SF 
TOTAL EXCESS CAPACITY 667,584 SF 

PERCENT CAPACITY NOT UTlLlZlED 18% 

RED RIVER STORAGE CAPACITY (BRAC data) 

TOTAL STORAGE CAPACITY 2,747,600 SF 
TOTAL CURRENT USAGE 1,732,900 SF 
TOTAL EXCESS CAPACITY 1,014,700 SF 

-RCENT CAPACITY NOT UTlLlZlED "cluF 36.9% 



RED RIVER STORAGE CAPACITY (JMC 4130105) 

TOTAL STORAGE CAPACITY 2,747,600 SF 
TOTAL CURRENT USAGE 2,083,452 SF 
'3TAL EXCESS CAPACITY 664,148 SF 

LONE STAR STORAGE CAPACITY (BRAC data) 

TOTAL STORAGE CAPACITY 1,030,600 SF 
TOTAL CURRENT USAGE 824,500 SF 
TOTAL EXCESS CAPACITY 206,100 SF 

PERCENT CAPACITY NOT UTlLlZlED 20% 

NO CURRENT DATA AVAILABLE ON LONE STAR 



Appendix B - Taken from Army Regulation 190-1 1 

Army Regulation 190-1 1 
Military Police 

- 

Security of 
Arms, 
Ammunition, 
and Explosives 
Headquarters 
Department of the Army 
Washington, DC 
12 February 1998 

UNCLASSIFIED 
d. Sensitive or critical items or equipment should be stored in inner zones of an installation. This may require 
inventory, segregation, and restorage, where practical by risk categories. 
e. Security protection requirements for AA&E will be based on the highest category item stored in magazines or 
other structures. 
3-6. Intrusion Detection Systems 
The IDS is an essential part of the physical security system. IDS consists of the combination of electronic components, 
including sensors, control units. transmission lines, and monitoring units integrated to be capable of detecting one or 

>re types of intrusion into an area protected by the system. IDS includes both interior and exterior systems. The 
w m  will report directly to an alarm monitoring station. The system will be an approved DOD standardized system 

or a MACOM approved commercial system. 
a. IDS will include a central control station where alarms will sound and from which a response force can be 
dispatched. An alarm bell located only at the protected location is not acceptable. The IDS will be designed to cause an 
alarm to sound at the central control panel whenever the system is turned off or malfimctions. Some means of 
communication will be provided between the protected areas and the monitoring area to coordinate status changes. 
Telephone communication should be considered. On and off, access, and secure switches not located at a central 
control station will be located within the alarmed area. The response force should respond to an activated alarm as soon 
as possible, but in no case may arrival at the scene exceed 15 minutes. Facilities off military installations, will have a 
local alarm in addition to monitoring capability. Alarm circuitry that requires alarm signals to be cleared either by the 
central control station alarm monitor or by entering the protected area will be used. Use of alarm delay switches at RC 
facilities is discouraged. AA&E storage facilities (other than bulk storage facilities) that require IDS will be protected 
by at least two types of sensors, one of which is a volumetric sensor. Additional levels of protection, when practical, 
are encouraged (e.g., duress signaling components) and will be considered for Category I and I1 arms storage facilities. 
b. Facilities having IDS will have signs prominently displayed announcing the presence of IDS. They will be affixed 
at eye level, when possible, on the exterior of each interior wall that contains an entrance to the protected area. They 
will be affixed on exterior walls only when the exterior wall contains an entrance to the protected area. Specifications 
for IDS signs are per appendix F. 
c. IDS will include a protected, independent, backup power supply that will provide a minimum of 4 hours of 
uninterrupted power, or other duration as outlined in the site survey. 
d. Where an IDS is used in civilian communities, arrangements will be made to connect a l a m  to civil police 
headquarters, private security companies, or a monitoring service from which immediate response can be directed in 
case of unauthorized entry. 
(1) A commercial answering service is not authorized. 
(2) Coordination is required with civil authorities to ensure a response force can be directed to respond immediately. 

A daily log will be maintained of all alarms received, and at a minimum will include- 

'lyy; 
The nature of the alarm; for example, intrusion system failure or nuisance alarm. 
The date and time the alarm was received. 

(3) The location, and action taken in response to the alarm. 
j: Logs will be maintained for a minimum of 90 days and will be reviewed periodically to identify, monitor, and 



correct IDS reliability problems. 
(1) DA Form 493CR (AladIntrusion Detection Record), may be used to record alarms received. DA Form 
493CR will be locally reproduced on 81 2-x 11-inch paper. A copy for reproduction purposes is located at the back of 
this handbook. 
(2) Computer generated printout of alarms may be used as a substitute provided all required information has been 

duded or supplemental information is included in a log. 

w Serious or recuning problem areas will be described in writing and sent through command channels to CDR, 
S. Army Belvoir R&D Center, ATTN: AMCPM-PSE, Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-5606. 

g. Transmission lines for the alarm circuits will have line supervision (connecting lines will be electrically supervised 
to detect evidence of tampering or malfunction and any visible lines must be inspected weekly) or two 
independent means of alarm signal transmission from the alarm area to the monitoring station must be provided. One 
of the two independent means of alarm signal transmission must be either a long-range radio or cellular telephone link. 
Two undedicated, hardwire telephone links are not acceptable. The dual transmission equipment must continuously 
monitor the integrity of both the telephone wire line and cellular or long range radio links. Upon loss of either 
communication path, the system must immediately initiate notification to the monitoring facility via the other communication 
link. Because of the criticality of the information to be transmitted, the dual eansmission equipment must be 
able to seize control of the communication links, even if that link is already in use. Physical protection of both 
communication links is critical. Therefore, the hardware communication links is critical. Therefore, the hardware 
communications link will be enclosed in metallic conduit from the protected area to wherever the communication is 
made to the telephone network. Communications equipment, including cellular equipment, will be mounted in tamper 
protected enclosures. Communications equipment, including cellular antennas where possible, will be located within 
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Chapter 5 
Protection of Nonnuclear Missiles, Rockets, Ammunition and Explosives 
5-1. General 
Nonnuclear missiles, rockets, ammunition, and explosives listed in appendix B will be protected in accordance with 
this chapter. Individuals issued or in possession of missiles, rockets, ammunition, or explosives are responsible for 
security of such property while it is charged or enhusted to their care. All unused ammunition and explosives will be 
turned in to the proper authority per AR 7 1C2,  paragraph 2-52. Ammunition and explosives deployed in the field for 
training or operational purposes will be protected at all times as prescribed in paragraph 2-5. Missiles, rockets, 

1munition, and explosive items installed in vehicles and aircraft are considered in use and will be protected as part of w o v e ~ l l  system in which they are installed. Other criteria in this chapter does not apply to such missiles, rockets, 
ammunition, and explosive items. Commanders will ensure that necessary security measures are taken to protect 
ammunition and explosives stored in vehicles and aircraft as prescribed in paragraphs 5-3 and 5 4 .  (See app H for 
AA&E physical security standards at contractor facilities). 
5-2. Bulk storage areas 
a. Categoty I and Category II. 
(1) Bulk storage. Bulk storage areas are considered to be depot activities, prestock points, and ammunition supply 
points at which bulk quantities of missiles, rockets, ammunition, and explosives are stored. Storage is usually in 
original containers. Storage structures acceptable for storage of Category I and I1 ammunition and explosives are those 
ear th~overed magazines and igloos listed AR 385-64, paragraphs 1 through 12 and appendix A. Commanders may 
permit storage of missiles, rockets, ammunition, or explosives in other types of structures that provide the necessary 
delay time equivalent to earth covered magazines and igloos and if all other requirements of AR 385-64 are met. 
(2) Supplemental controls. 
(a) IDS. Category I and I1 storage facilities and structures will be protected by IDS. Facilities without an operational 
IDS will have armed guards posted 24 hours a day to maintain constant, unobstructed observation of the storage 
structures, prevent any unauthorized access to the protected structure, make known any unauthorized access to the 
structure. 
(3) Securitypatrols. Storage facilities and structures will be checked by a security patrol periodically as dictated by 
any threat and by the vulnerability of the facility. Checks will be conducted on an irregular basis during nonduty hours. 
For Category I and I1 facilities protected by an operational IDS, the intervals between checks will be once every 2 
hours. For facilities without an operational IDS, the intervals between checks will be hourly for Category I and once 
every two hours for Category I1 facilities. 
b. Categoty 111 and IV 
( I )  Bulk Storage. Ammunition and explosives listed under Category I11 and IV will be stored in shuctures that meet 
the criteria in appendix G, or in structures which provide delay time whlch meets or exceeds that criteria as certified by 
ulified engineer personnel. 

'Cd IDS. IDS is optional for Category 111 and IV facilities and structures. New IDS will not be programmed for 
ategory 111 and IV facilities (structures) unless it is determined necessary based on an assessment of the local threats, 

vulnerabilities, and cost effectiveness. 
(3) Security patrols. Storage facilities and structures will be checked by a security patrol periodically as dictated by 



any threat and by the vulnerability of the facility. For Category 111 and IV facilities protected by an operational IDS, 
the intervals between checks will be 72 hours and once every 48 hours for facilities not protected by an operational 
IDS. 
(4) Inert and expended launcher tubes, inert mines, and inert rocket launcher training devices, and practice rockets 
are vulnerable to pilferage, misuse, or possible conversion to live ammunition. Such items will be clearly marked 

-cording to AR 385-65. paragraph 4, to prevent accidental tun-in, or tun-in as live fire residue. Those items that 
be converted to operable weapons will be accounted for and secured as Category IV live ammunition and 

=losives. 
c. Rescinded. 
5-3. Fences 
a. Categories I and I1 missile, rocket, ammunition, and explosive storage areas will be surrounded with security 
fencing constructed and configured as set forth below. New chain l ~ n k  fencing will not be programmed for Category 111 
and IV storage facilities unless it is determined necessary based on an assessment of local threats, vulnerabilities, and 
cost effectiveness. COE drawing STD 4&1&08 depicts chain link fence construction standards. 
b. Fence fabric will be of chain link (galvanized, aluminized, or plastic coated woven steel) 2-inch square mesh 
9-gauge diameter wire, including coating. In Europe, fencing may be North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
Standard Designed Fencing (2.5-3mm gauge, 76mm grid opening, 2 meter height, and 3.76 meter post separation). 
c. Posts, bracing's, and other structural members will be located on the inside of the fence fabric. Galvanized steel 
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or aluminum tie-wires equal in gauge to fencing will be used to secure the fence fabric to posts and other structural 
members. 
d. The minimum height of the fence fabric will be 6 feet without an outrigger (COE drawing STD 4&1&08, Type 
FE-5). 
e. The bottom of the fence fabric will extend to within 2 inches of fm ground. Surfaces will be stabilized in areas 
where loose sand, shifting soils, or surface waters may cause erosion and thereby assist an intruder in penetrating the 
area. Where surface stabilization is not possible, or is impracticable, concrete curbs, sills, or other similar type 
anchoring devices, extending below ground level will be provided. 
I: Modifications to chain link fencing will not be made to conform to the requirements of this paragraph if the 
existing fencing provides an equivalent or greater penetration resistance, as determined by the commander concerned. 
g. The barrier will have a minimum number of vehicular and pedestrian gates, coiisistent with the operational 
requirements. These gates will be structurally comparable, provide penetration resistance equivalent to the adjacent 

ice, and be designed so that the traffic through them will be under the positive control of the security force. Unless 
W n n e d  24 hours a day, gates will be provided with an approved lock. Hinge pins and hardware will be welded or 

otherwise modified to prevent easy removal. 
h. Drainage structures and water passages penetrating the bamer be barred to provide penetration resistance 
equivalent to the fence itself. Openings to the drainage structures having a cross-sectional area greater than 96 square 
inches, and a smallest dimension greater than 6 inches will be protected by securely fastened welded bar grills. As an 
alternative, drainage structures may be constructed of multiple pipes, each pipe having a diameter of 10 inches or less, 
joined to each other and to the drainage culvert. Multiple pipes of this diameter may also be placed and secured in the 
"in-flow'' end of the drainage culvert to prevent intrusion into the area. 
i. Building walls may be incorporated into the barrier system if they provide penetration resistance equivalent to the 
perimeter barrier and are subject to observation. 
j. If practicable, clear zones will extend 12 feet on the outside and 30 feet on the inside of the perimeter fence. Clear 
zones for Categories I and I1 AA&E will be free of all obstacles, topographical features, and vegetation exceeding 8 
inches in height which reduce the effectiveness of the physical barrier, impede observation, or provide cover and 
concealment of an intruder. Clear zones for Categories 111 and IV AA&E will be free of obstacles, topographical 
features, and vegetation which reduce the effectiveness of the physical bamer. 
(1) Vegetation or topographical features which must be retained in clear zones for erosion control, passive defense, 
or for legal reasons will be trimmed or pruned to eliminate concealment and checked by security patrols at irregular 
intervals. 
(2) Perimeter light poles, fire hydrants, steam pipes, or other similar objects; barricades for explosives safety 
purposes; and entry control buildings within the clear zone that represent no aid to circumvent the perimeter barrier or 
do not provide concealment to an intruder do not violate the requirements of clear zones. 
k. Fencing needs will be evaluated and determined for each installation on a case-by-case basis. The installation of 
new security fencing around an outer perimeter may not be cost effective. The following will be considered: 
(1) If the storage area perimeter has adequate security fencing, fencing of inner zones may not be required. 
(2) If the storage area outer perimeter has barbed wire fencing or no fencing, security fencing of inner zone storage 
-.eas may be more practical and cost effective. 

If the storage area outer perimeter is partially fenced, it may be more cost effective to complete the loop rather 
an to install fencing around inner zone storage areas. u .  

(4) If natural bamers, such as mountains, cliffs, rivers, seas, or other difficult-tetraverse terrain, form portions of 
the perimeter and provide equivalent or more security than fencing, security fencing of inner zone storage areas may 



not be required. 
5-4. Security lighting 
a. Security lighting will be provided for Category I and I1 storage facilities. New security lighting systems will not 
be programmed for Category 111 and IV facilities unless determined necessary based on an assessment of the local 
threats and vulnerabilities. Security lighting requirements will conform to ammunition and safety requirements per AR 

9544 ,  paragraphs 1 through 12 and appendix A. However, existing security lighting for Category 111 and IV storage 

w ilities will not be removed solely to comply with t h ~ s  paragraph. Security lighting will- 
Be provided for exterior doors of all Category I and I1 items storage rooms and magazines. 

(2) Have switches for exterior lights installed so that they are not accessible to unauthorized individuals. 
(3) Have all exterior lights covered with wire mesh screen that will prevent their being broken by thrown objects. 
Vandal resistant lenses may be used instead of wire mesh screen. 
(4) Be provided for motor pools, hangars, and outdoor parking areas for vehicles and aircraft that have Category I 
and I1 ammunition and explosives stored on board, and for such items located in open storage areas. 
(5) Be provided along storage site perimeter barriers determined necessary by the Commander. Commanders will 
determine perimeter lighting needs depending on the threat, perimeter extremities, and surveillance capabilities. 
b. Field manual (FM) 19-30, chapter 6, will be used as a guide in deciding lighting descriptions, layouts, lighting 
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patterns, and minimum protective lighting intensities and requirements. COE drawing STD 40-04-08 depicts a typical 
design for a conventional ammunition storage area security lighting system 
c.  Emergency lighting and standby power are not required, but will be considered when the threat and vulnerability 
warrant. 
5-5. Guard protection and surveillance 
Protection and surveillance by guards or other personnel together with other physical security measures will be 
established for facilities or temporary open storage areas as set forth in this regulation and otherwise as needed to 
ensure protection at the facilities. At a minimum, entrance and exit points into magazine and holding areas where 
vehicles, railcars or aircraft with missiles, rockets, ammunition or explosives aboard are parked, will be controlled by 
guards or other personnel. When duty personnel are not present or IDS or closed circuit television are not used, enough 
security patrols will be provided to allow physical inspection of each aircraft, railcar, or vehicle at a frequency 
determined by the commander concerned, based on the category of AA&E, the threat, and the location. 
5-6. Locks and keys 
a. Locks. A class 5 steel vault door with a built-in, 3-position, dial-type, changeable combination lock or a key 

,crated high security padlock and hasp will be used on doors to structures housing classified material per AR 38CL5, 
W p t e r  5. Otherwise, each ammunition magazine or room constructed in accordance with chapter 4 will be secured 

ulth an approved high security padlock and high security hasp. Storage facility hasps and locking hardware will 
provide comparable protection to that afforded by the locks approved or other high security locking hardware. See the 
consolidated glossary, for list of approved DA locks and hasps. Facilities in which aircraft or vehicles are stored with 
ammunition aboard will be secured with an approved security padlock. See paragraph 3-8, for further guidance. 
b. Key and lock control. Key and lock control will be established in accordance with paragraph 3-8. Use of master 
key system or multiple key system is prohibited. 
c. Cafegory I Sforage Facilities. 
( 1 )  Doors used for access to Category I storage facilities will be locked with a high security padlock and hasp and 
one secondary padlock (medium or low security). 
(2) Access to, or possession of, both keys to Category I storage facilities by one person is prohibited. A key control 
system will be established so that no one will be allowed to interchange access to keys to installed "An"B" locks. 
(3) Key control officers and locksmiths will not be authorized access to information concerning the specific 
locations of installed locks protecting Category I structures at the site (for example, specific storage igloos within a 
site). 
(4) Keys and locks subject to the two person rule will not be placed in use at the facility by the key control officer. 
Such keys and locks will be placed in use by the respective key control custodians. Additionally, the key control 
oficer is not authorized access to such keys while the locks are in use under the two person rule. 
(5) The rotation of padlocks will not be required when two locks are installed on each Category I structure and a 
system is set up for separating these locks into "A" and "B" locks. Personnel will be identified and authorized access 
only to either "A" or "B" keys or locks, but not both. The system will preclude an individual from interchanging access 
to the "A" and "B" keys. 
5-7. Communications 
Reliable and efficient primary and backup means of external and internal communications, at least one of which is 
radio, will be established at magazine areas to pemit notification of emergency conditions. The communication system 
-.rill be easily accessible to guard and security personnel on their posts and will be tested daily by supervisory security 

sonnel. The backup system will be of a mode other than that of the primary communication system. Both primary 
d backup guard (security) communications will be tested at least once during each shift. rrl 

5-8. Protection of missiles, rockets, ammunition, and explosives at unit level 
a. Unit level stocks are those stored in basic load quantities (quantities stored in tactical configuration for readiness 



and emergency purposes) or which are on hand for operational and training purposes. 
6. A typical facility for storage of operational quantities of ammunition would be a building used to store 
ammunition on a rifle range or a military police or guard (security) arms room Such facilities will comply with the 
requirements for unit arms rooms, paragraph 4-2 or paragraph 5-2, for bulk ammunition storage magazines. 
c. The following are minimum requirements for safeguarding and maintaining unit level stocks: 

) Depending upon tactical and contingency considerations, unit level stocks will be stored in ammunition storage 
ms or magazines that are equivalent to the structural standards prescribed in paragraph 5-2. 

a) Commanders may authorize in writing the storage of small quantities of ammunition in unit arms storage rooms. '4 
The authorization will be posted in the arms room. Storage will be consistent with operational requirements. Ammunition 
authorized for storage in unit arms storage rooms will be stored in containers. Ammunition will be secured in 
banded crates, or in approved metal containers, or cabinets that are approved standard issue, commercial, or approved 
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Appendix C 

SITE 

NNISTON 

BLUEGRASS / MC 

FUNCTION 

MC 

3966 1 3173 1 793 

HOLSTON AAP 1 PROD 

LOUISIANA PROD 350 270 1 80 
I I I I 

1 I I I 

203 1 45 1 158 

LAKE CITY 

CAPACITY* 

1990 

I I I I 

TOTAL 49393 29949 19445 

I I I 
PROD 

MCAAP / PROD 

CURRENT 
USAGE' 

1404 

6925 1 4240 1 2686 

AVAILABLE' 

587 

942 ( 942 

1 I I 

Assets After BRAC" 

Less 15%- 

Actual Assets 

0 

33319 

4998 

28321 

I Requirements 29949 

quirements without chemical 
setslRequirements (rqmts less 

chemicals) 28321 

29228 

I 
29228 -907 



Explanation of Munitions Storage Chart 

The chart quotes the Army numbers for Ammunition Storage (see Table 61 -Ammunition 

^.torage - Army Analyses and Recommendations). The sites highlighted in red are sites that 

lllll)e scheduled for closure or realignment as follows: 

Deseret Chemical Depot: Deseret is scheduled for closure by BRAC. In addition DA-BRAC 

2005-Analyses and Recommendations Page A-88 says, "...and the four chemical 

demilitarization sites, which will close at the completion of the Chem Demil mission." The 

storage igloos and magazines will transfer to Tooele Army Depot. 

Hawthorne Army Depot: Closed by BRAC 

Kansas AAP: Closed by BRAC 

Lone Star AAP: Closed by BRAC 

Mississippi AAP: Closed by BRAC 

Newport Chemical Depot: Newport is scheduled for closure by BRAC. In addition DA-BRAC 

2005-Analyses and Recommendations Page A-88 says, "...and the four chemical 

demilitarization sites, which will close at the completion of the Chem Demil mission." 

Pueblo Chemical Depot: DA-BRAC 2005-Analyses and Recommendations Page A-88 says, 

"...and the four chemical demilitarization sites, which will close at the completion of the Chem 

-mil mission." 

Red River: Closed by BRAC 

Sierra Army Depot: Sierra is being realigned and the munitions storage function is moving to 

Tooele Army Depot. 

Umatilla Army Chemical Depot: Umatilla is scheduled for closure by BRAC. In addition DA- 

BRAC 2005-Analyses and Recommendations Page A-88 says, "...and the four chemical 

demilitarization sites, which will close at the completion of the Chem Demil mission." 

LOGIC: 

1. When determining available assets, the Army included installations that are closing when 

they figured their assets. They will not have these assets if they close them and cannot be 

included as available assets. Rather than 49,393 KSF, they will actually have 33,319 KSF 

after BRAC. (49,393 - 16074 = 3331 9) Note: This total includes the assets that Tooele will 

get from Deseret. 

2. The goal of JMC is to be filled at 85% capacity (Army Analyses and Recommendations - 
qge A-89). If you subtract 15% so that capacity will be at 85%, the remaining assets equal 

-,321 KSF. 



. 
3. The requirements will remain the same - 29949 KSF. The stock at the sites slated to be 

closed will have to be moved to the remaining sites. The requirements exceed the capacity. 

Perhaps, the requirements at the chemical plants will be depleted. Even deducting those 

quirements (547+12+162=721) the requirements will still be 29228 KSF which still exceeds 

' q e  assets 907 KSF. 

4. None of these figures takes into consideration security and safety concerns such as storage 

compatibility, CAT I, and CAT II. There are also no references to retrograde that will be 

returned when the war is over. 



CONTRACT NOUN START DATE END DATE AVG REV FED JOBS 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley Fighting Vehicle System (BFVS-FOV) 

W911 RQ-05-C-DS01 Bradley Transmission 

W911 RQ-05-C-DS03 Bradley Direct Sales Contract 

W911 RQ-05-C-DS04 Bradley Inspection Assistance 8 Phase I Teardown 

W911 RQ-05-C-DS05 Bradley Remanufacture of components 

W911 RQ-05-C-DSO6 Bradley Remanufacture of Turret Drive Systems and Guns 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley RESET of Turret Drive Systems 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley RESET of Turret Drive Systems 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley RESET components 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley RESET components 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley Remanufacture of components 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley Assemble, Test, Inspect Guns 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley Field Service Technical & Functional Support 

W91 IRQ-05-G-0001 Bradley RESET of Turret Drive Systems 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley Transmission 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Bradley Assemble, Test, lnspect Guns 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 Linebacker & MUA RESET Program 

W911 RQ-05-G-0001 A3 Battle Damage Program 

W911 RQ-05-C-DS07 Consultion Service 

W911 RQ-05-G-DS02 Depot Test Track Use 

W911 RQ-05-G-DS02 Engine oil & Transmission oil sample testing 

W911 RQ-05-G-DS02 Blanket Ordering Agreement - services and/or available facilities 

W911 RQ-05-C-DS02 Bradley HMPT First Article Testing 

3/21/2005 3/20/2010 60,000,000.00 

10/21/2004 4/21/2005 284,875.4 5 

2/28/2005 2/27/2006 l74,l6O.lO 

5/31/2005 10/1/2006 10,000,000.00 

6/2/2005 12/31/2006 12,000,000.00 

6/2/2005 12/31/2006 5,000,000.00 

7/5/2005 12/31/2006 6,000,000.00 

7/5/2005 12/31/2006 3,764.91 

7/ l  8/2OO5 12/31/2006 8,000.000.00 

7/5/2005 12/31/2006 140,000.00 

7/18/2005 12/31/2006 1 1,000,000.00 

711 8/2OO5 12/31/2006 6,000,000.00 

7/ l  8/2OO5 12/31/2006 200,000.00 

7/18/2005 12/31/2006 6,000,000.00 

7/18/2005 12/31/2006 800,000.00 

7/18/2005 12/31/2006 2,000,000.00 

7/27/2005 12/31/2006 1,200,000.00 

8/1/2005 12/31/2006 700,000.00 

711 212005 711 112006 21,806.44 

4/8/2005 4/6/2006 21,806.44 

4/8/2005 4/6/2006 3,456.00 

4/8/2005 4171201 0 50,000.00 

not yet started 1/12/2006 15,255.00 



-- - 

Industrial Joint Cross Service Group Final Report, May 10, 2005, Section ItI Analytical ApproachIAnalysis, 
para a. Capacity Analysis, page 14 states: 

Maximum Capacity. Maximum Capacity is defined as maximum workload that could be 
performed assuming: 

(a) No additional major Military Construction in addition to that already 
funded through the FY 2004 Appropriations Act 
(b) Capacity measured on a 40 hour work week baseline 
(c) Skilled workforce is available 
(d) Support equipment/workstations transferred with workload 
(e) Existing work continues to be performed 
(9 Underutilized facilitieslspace can only be counted once for an optimal 
work mix. 

. . .The range for the potential excess capacity was determined by subtracting the 
higher number between Total Workload and Service Core fi-om the Total Capacity and 
the Maximum Capacity reported. 

LEAD SOURCE: IJCSG - DEPOT MAINTENANCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS RPT 
ADD'L 
NO5 +/- 
DLH+ CUR MAX CAP +/-CAP 
CUR CORE CAP* @ @ I S  

CURCAP USE REQT MAXCAP 1.5 MAX MAX 
Tactical Missiles 
Tactical Vehicles 

Site Total 1190.1 2231.7 875.1 1587.2 2380.8 444.5 149.1 
Percent of Capacity NOT 
Utilized -40.6% 6.3% 
Percent of Capacity Utilized 140.6% 93.7% 

ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 

CATEGORY 
Aircrafl Ordnance Equipment . . 
Components 
Aircrafl Other Components 
Combat Vehicles 
Construction Equipment 
Depot FleetlField Support 
Engineflransmissions 
Fire Control Systems & Components 
Generators 
Ground Support Equipment 
Other 
Other Components 
Small Arms/Personal Weapons 
Tactical Vehicles 
Armament & Structural Components 
Fabrication & Manufacturing 

SOURCE: IJCSG - DEPOT MAINTENANCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS RPT 
ADD'L 
NO5 

CUR DLH+ CUR MAX +/- CAP 
CAP CUR CORE MAX CAP * +/-CAP @ 1.5 

DLH K USE REQT CAP 1 -5 @MAX MAX 

Site Total 4068.0 6002.5 3758.8 41 75.4 6263.1 -1 827.1 260.7 
Percent of Capacity NOT Utilized -43.8% 4.2% 
Percent of Capacity Utilized 143.8% 95.8% 




