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Replacement Rear Sight Assembly 

Economic -evaluation of the ~sed :replacement rear sight·-~~~ 
d!.cates it will result in a substantial. cost increase. Twoa!iei'nifavei 
processes were Ef'l'SJ..wd;ed: !. 

Proposal. I - O'tilizing ava:U.all1e standard. equ:i.pment. 

Proposai IJ: - milizing new special. macl:lines to canbi.:le operations ; 

..md. the estimated unit and total cost effects of each proposa1 are tabu­
l.ated beJ.ow: 

Prooosal. I ~oose.1 II 
Net Net 

Current ~ 
Unit FactorJ Costs 

Change Total. chse 

Incremental.. t 2.98 $ 5 .38 • $ 2.4o $ 4.78 $ 1.80 
FUll. .All.ocation 4.73 $ 7.93 $ 3.20 $ 6.8J. $ 2.08 

Total. FactorJ Costs !!9'sl 
IncrementaJ. $ 655 $1,185 $ 530 $1,050 $ 395 
Full. .Al.location $J.,04o $1,74.5 $ 705 $1,500 $ 460 

Investment (?:!i.t '.sl $ 100 $ 310 

These ·costs are exi>ressed in'~ d.ollar:;a and aze based on a l.983 fore­
cast volume of 22oM um.ts. ' ·· 

The signi:ficaat ,!~ contributing to t.'le increased cost for the proposed 
design inclUd.ed.'~""'~ased _part costs and increased assembly cost. jThe 
most expensive purchased part was t..'le Ele-ration SCJ:'ew ·wr.ich had an estimated 
cost of :p..55 each. Also> the- Windage Screw cost approxio:tate.!.y lC¢ ea.ch 
and the two springs ad.C,ed l.8¢ in material cost. The total materiel. co.st for 
the proposed design was $2.58 11er assembly compared to $.6; for the current 
rear sight assembly. 
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:::tenl.acement Rear Sight Assemb1y - (cont'd.) 

As~ ...... S2$.s. ~9r the proposed rear sight were higher because of i.:1-
creue~({.~iexity cµ. components vs. 7 componenta in the current de­
sign) and the intrinsic di...1"'ficu:Lties in handling small components such 
as the detent ball. JU.so, assembly of the windage screw requires approx­
iJna.tely 18 full turns • 

CompariJ:Jg Proposals I and II indicated the $21.0M additional i.nvestmen"t 
required for Proposal. II would generate a gross incremental savings at: 
$l35M compa::-ed to Pro:posal I. As this resu1ts in a 39i!i 11et return oc the 
additional investment, the new apecial machines in Proposal II woul.d be 
justified on a canparative cost reduction basis. 

Industrial. Engineeri::lg Section 
R. W. Farrington, Jr. , Supervisor 
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