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Deployment Analysis of Selected US Army Installations:
A Military Value Analysis

Background and Summary of Results

The office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (I& E) Total Army Basing Study office
asked us to develop amodel to evaluate 88 Army installations on their ability to support
both force deployment and materiel distribution. This report provides the results of this
analysis and an outline of our methodol ogy.

Appendix A contains the deployment scores (in days to deploy) for each of the
installations and appendix D contains the materiel outloading scores (in days in transit).
These scores should not be interpreted as reflective of an actual deployment or shipment
time. Aswe discuss below, the score is a sum that includes installation outloading time
and travel time to four different critical world regions by both surface and air transport.

Appendices B and C contain the surface and air subcomponent scores for each of the 88
installations. The overall score is the sum of the surface deployment score and the aerial
port of embarkation (APOE) throughput score. Since these are throughput times
measured in days to deploy, those installations with the lowest overall scores ranked
higher.

Appendix E is adetailed comparison of the 15 Power Projection Platform (PPP)
installations in which the overall deployment scores for each PPP are decomposed into
their major constituents.

Methodology

We based our scoring model on the ability of an installation to support the deployment of
anotional brigade sized combat unit to a hypothetical contingency in any one of the four
worldwide critical regions. Northeast Asia (NEA), East Asian Littoral (EAL), Southwest
Asia (SWA) and Europe (EUR).

Timeis critical during a deployment. Deploying units must have both their equipment
and personnel moved from home station to specific theater locations and reconstituted
within a time window defined by the supported Joint Force Commander. Therefore, time
to deploy (usually measured in days) a given unit is a useful deployability metric, and one
that is directly related to the strategic mobility mission.

We evaluated each installation on the following:

a. Time required to outload a Future Combat System (FCS) Unit of Action (UA)
from the installation by either rail or motor, given its current infrastructure and
material handling equipment,

b. Time required to move from the installation viarail or motor to the closest West
Coast seaport of embarkation (SPOE),

c. Timerequired to trangit the selected SPOE,
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d. Timerequired to sail from the selected West Coast SPOE to sel ected seaports of
debarkation (SPOD) in NEA and EAL,

e. Timerequired to move from the installation via rail or motor to the closest East
(or Gulf) Coast SPOE,

f. Timerequired to transit the selected East/Gulf coast SPOE,

g Time required to sail from the selected East/Gulf coast SPOE to selected SPOD in
SWA and Europe,

h. Time required to move from the installation to the nearest aeria port of
embarkation (APOE),

i.  Timerequired to transit the selected APOE,
j. Flight time required to reach destination APOD in NEA, EAL, SWA, and Europe.

These component times were then summed to generate asingle value. This number,
expressed in days, measures the total capability of a given installation to support
deployment to each of the fou critical regions. The lower the number, the higher the
ranking.

It is important to distinguish this deployment analysis methodology from that of more
traditional deployment analyses, such as the Mobility Requirements Study 2005 (MRS-
05) or the deployment analyses related to the Army Strategic Mobility Program (ASMP).
Studies such as MRS-05 are scenario-based, programmatic studies designed to identify
strategic lift shortfalls in meeting a fixed deployment deadline. They are designed to
simulate an actual wartime scenario based on the National Military Strategy.

This military value deployment analysis is not related to any specific time goal or
scenario. Instead, the total number of days to deploy to the four critical regions given a
fixed force and the existing infrastructure is used as a discriminator to evaluate the
relative standing of these installations with respect to their ability to support deployment.
Having said this, the current analysisis somewhat related to earlier ASMP deployability
studies in that the deployment infrastructure (railheads, container transfer pads, etc.)
improvements at many of the 88 installations made as aresult of ASMP are reflected in
the surface deployment scores of this study.

Data Variability

Once the total deployment-day score was determined for each of the 88 installations, we
analyzed each deployment category to determine two things:

Its percent of the total deployment score

Its variability relative to the total deployment score
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Surface SPOE Ship Load Sailing APOE Flight
Mean 32.2% 2.7% 1.1% 49.0% 13.6% 1.4%
Std Dev 23.0% 1.4% 0.4% 19.3% 11.9% 0.6%
CV 0.71 0.51 0.39 0.40 0.88 0.39

Table 1. Variability of data by deployment category

The percent of the total deployment score measures the relative magnitude of that piece
of the deployment process to the other components. For example, the first row of datain
Table 1 lists the average percentage of the total deployment score for each of the six
deployment categories. Sailing time by surface ship comprises the single biggest piece of
the total score, followed by surface deployment (installation outloading time plus time to
move to the SPOE) and throughput at the APOE.

The variability of these components, however, is actually more important. If the
percentage of total deployment score did not vary significantly from installation to
installation, we would have no means of differentiating between installations for the
purpose of scoring them on their ability to support deployment. To determine which of
the six categories contributed the most variability to the total deployment score, we
analyzed the variance of each of the components. The second line of datain Table 1
shows the standard deviation of the percentages for the 88 installations. This, by itsdlf, is
not sufficient to allow a direct comparison between deployment categories. We must
divide the average by the standard deviation to generate a unitless value called the
coefficient of variation, or CV. The CV normalizes the standard deviation and allows us
to compare variability across categories. The results of this analysis suggest that the
surface deployment and APOE throughput components contribute the most variability to
the total deployment score.

800
700 *
600
500
400 .
300
200 - /
100 T
0 . . .
0 200 400 600
Surface + APOE

Total Deployment Score

800

Figurel, Correlation between alternative scoring approaches

In fact, the sum of just the surface component and the APOE component generates a
score that is statistically indistinguishable from the total deployment score using all six
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categories. Figure 1 shows avirtual straight line when these two scores are paired in an
X, y scatterplot. The correlation between the two variables is 0.9993. Essentialy, none
of the other deployment categories adds any value to the scoring model. For this reason,
we chose to eliminate them and base the score solely on the surface deployment and
APOE components.

Data and Assumptions

The unit chosen for analysis was the FCS UA. This brigade-sized unit contains 2,540
personnel and 1,048 vehicles. For rail deployment, a standard 89-foot heavy duty flatcar
was assumed. The number of flatcars required to deploy this unit entirely by rail is 301%.

For an all- motor deployment, the UA would self-deploy most of its wheeled vehiclesin
convoy and truck the remaining equipment on 114 flatbed tractor/semi-trailer
combinations. Six of these would be Heavy Equipment Transporters (HET).

For air deployment, we assumed C-17 transport aircraft would be used to deploy both
unit equipment and passengers. The UA requires 232 sorties to deploy al of its
equipment.?

The questions in the installation data call were designed to dlicit information on the
number of railcars, tractor/semi-trailer combinations, and convoys each installation could
outload in a single day, assuming existing resources and an 8-hour workday. We aso
asked for infrastructure information such as the number and length of each section of
straight track at the installation as well as the number of train cycles that could be
accomplished in one day. For installations with no onpost rail facility, we requested
information on nearby off-post rail facilities that could be used to support a deployment.

The deployment of ammunition was not considered in this analysis for the following
reasons:

If ammunition is to be deployed by air, it must be loaded at specia “hot” cargo
pads. Such cargo pads are typically only found at military airfields associated
with existing Power Projection Platforms. Each PPP has at |east one hot cargo
pad at its respective APOE. Commercia airports have neither the facilities nor
the policiesin place to alow the loading of ammunition, even on military aircraft.
In our estimation, there are courses of action available to bypass this
infrastructure constraint on civilian airfields. For example, ammunition could be
shipped by air from a military airfield near a depot (Tooele AD to Hill AFB) and
“marry up” with a deploying unit at the APOD in thester.

In fact, most ammunition is shipped by surface in just this manner. Containerized
ammunition moves from the plant or depot viatruck or rail to one of three US
ammunition ports for shipment by sea. It is generally not shipped from the
installation.

! This number was determined using the Transportability Analysis Report Generator (TARGET).
2 .
Ibid.
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Analysis of Unit Equipment Deployment

The following section details the spreadsheet model logic and calculations for the surface
deployment score and the APOE throughput score.

Surface Deployment Score

The surface deployment score (in days) is based on the sum of the following three values:
Transit time to selected APOE, transit time to the NEA/EAL scenario SPOE (including
installation outload time), and transit time to the SWA/European scenario SPOE
(including installation outload time). Transit time to the SPOE is calculated using both
rail and motor, and the model selects the mode with the shortest transit time and the |east
number of installation outloading days. Surface deployment scores are listed at
Appendix B.

NEA/EAL Scenario __Mode
Rail Motor
Installation outload time 10.03 9.34
Transit time to NEA/EAL SPOE 5.16 6.8075
Subtotal| 15.19 16.1475
SWA/EUR Scenario __Mode
Rail Motor
Installation outload time 10.03 9.34
Transit time to SWA/EUR SPOE NA 0.19
Subtotal{ 10.03 9.53]
Transit time to APOE | NA | 0.003
Deployment Score:| 24,723

Table2. Aberdeen Proving Ground deployment score
calculations

An example of the surface deployment score calculations for Aberdeen Proving Ground
(APG) isshown in Table 2. The total time, in days, to outload the UA from the
installation is calculated for both rail and motor. The transit time is then calculated from
the installation to the SPOE for the NEA/EAL scenario using both rail and motor modes
of transport. These two times are then summed, and the lesser of the two valuesis
selected as the surface deployment component for the NEA/EAL scenario. The same
procedure is followed for the SWA/EUR scenario.

In the APG example, despite a dlightly longer outloading time by rail, the rail mode was
selected for the deployment to the port of Long Beach, CA because of the shorter transit
time. Motor is the obvious choice for the SWA/EUR scenario because the selected
SPOE, the Port of Philadelphia, isonly 77 miles away. The transit time to the APOE is
added to the deployment times to each of the two SPOE scerarios (based on the most
expeditious transport mode) and the total is the surface deployment score.
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APQOE Score

The APOE score is a straightforward calculation. The 232 C-17 sorties required to lift
the UA were divided by the C-17 sortie rate per day at the nearest C-17-capable airfield.
In the case of APG, this rate was eight airplanes per day, so the resulting APOE
throughput time was 232/8 = 29 days. APOE scores are listed at Appendix C.

Analysis of General Cargo Outloading

The ability of each installation to support the shipment of cargo as well as unit equipment
was also evaluated using this model. Installations were asked to supply information
relating to their ability to outload 20-foot | SO shipping containers either by rail or truck,
specifically the number of containers they estimated could be outloaded by each mode on
adaily basis. Materiel outloading scores are listed at Appendix D.

The ingtallation outloading time was computed by taking a notional number of

containers, in this case 1000, and dividing this by the outloading rate in containers per
day for both rail and truck. Again, using APG as an example, the rail outloading time
was based on 1000 containers at arate of 120 containers per day, or 8.33 days. The truck
outloading time was based on arate of 60 containers per day, or 16.67 days. All the other
components such as transit times, APOE throughput, and the spreadsheet mode selection
logic remained the same for the materiel outloading model.

General Comments Regarding Data

Many of the installations in this analysis had no existing deployment or logistics mission,
and many did not have much in the way of transportation infrastructure. For that reason,
when asked about the number of railcars per day or containers per day they could
outload, these installations sent a value of zero. Unfortunately, because of the logic of
the spreadsheet, a value of zero did one of two things. Either it created a situation in
which there was a calculation with a zero in the denominator of a fraction, resulting in a
“divide by zero” error, or (asin the case of the number of C-17 sorties per day) a
situation in which the APOE throughput time was zero, giving an artificially high score
(low number of days) to these installations.

To address this problem, we substituted a“1” for each instance an installation reported a
“0". Doing this generates a result consistent with the intent of the reporting installation,
yet does not violate the mathematical structure of the spreadsheet model. For example,
Fort Detrick indicated zero capability to outload containers, resulting in the “DIV/0”
error. Substituting a one generated an outloading time of 1000 days (1000 containers at
the rate of one per day). Thisisobvioudy avery large number, however it is consistert
with both the installations inability to process containers and the relative scores of the
other 87 installations in the model.
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Appendix A: Deployment Scores

Deployment

Deployment

Installation Scores Installation Scores
Ft Richardson 10.20 Ft Rucker 70.58
Ft Sill 14.11 Ft Monmouth 72.02
Ft Campbell 14.76 Mississippi AAP 82.34
Ft Knox 15.08 Walter Reed AMC 84.79
Ft Polk 15.56 Umatilla Chem Depot 84.91
Red River AD 15.67 Ft Leonard Wood 89.74
Ft Bliss 16.64 Dugway PG 90.19
Ft Benning 16.70 Ft Gordon 92.75
Ft Riley 17.10 Ft Leavenworth 94.08
Ft Bragg 17.49 Corpus Christi ADA 100.59
Ft Hood 18.14 Ft Sam Houston 100.67
Ft Lewis 18.25 Hawthorne AD 101.03
Ft Stewart / Hunter Army Airfield 20.61 Ft Monroe 102.18
Anniston AD 23.24 Tripler AMC 103.77
Ft Lee 25.81 Ft Shafter 103.78
Ft Wainwright 26.11 Newport Chem Depot 110.97
Ft Eustis 28.94 USAG Selfridge 111.04
Ft Carson 29.42 Soldier Support Center 111.77
Bluegrass AD 30.17 Ft Buchanan 113.89
Rock Island Arsenal 30.24 Radford AAP 140.99
Ft Drum 30.68 Pueblo Chem Depot 144.16
Ft McCoy 32.63 Yuma PG 145.32
Watervliet Arsenal 33.08 Redstone Arsenal 154.07
Ft Belvoir 33.50 Lima Tank Plant 157.93
Deseret Chem Plant 34.83 Milan AAP 157.94
Ft Jackson 35.07 Pine Buff Arsenal 163.34
McAlester AAP 35.11 Lake City AAP 178.33
Sierra AD 38.00 Louisiana AAP 193.75
Ft Dix 43.91 Detroit Arsenal 225.55
Ft McPherson 45.45 lowa AAP 225.60
Ft Gillem 45.45 Ft Meade 246.78
Schofield Barracks 47.82 Ft Myer 250.57
Crane AA 52.16 Ft McNair 250.60
Tobyhanna AD 52.73 Ft Hamilton 250.75
Aberdeen PG 53.73 West Point 258.47
Letterkenny AD 54.44 Ft Detrick 273.79
Ft Irwin 57.34 Riverbank AAP 310.70
Ft AP Hill 57.50 Lone Star AAP 354.90
Charles Kelley Support Activity 57.58 Holston AAP 367.52
Ft Huachuca 59.49 Scranton AAP 371.80
Presidio Of Monterey 60.24 Picatinny Arsenal 379.32
Tooele AD 62.76 Carlisle 466.88
MOT Sunny Point 64.38 Adelphi Labs 467.05
White Sands MR 67.54 Kansas AAP 625.71
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Appendix B: Surface Deployment Scores

Surface Surface
Installation Day Score Installation Day Score

Ft Richardson 4.81 Ft Dix 39.07
Ft Wainwright 5.02 Corpus Christi ADA 42.59
Red River AD 6.01 Ft Monmouth 43.02
Ft Riley 7.44 Hawthorne AD 43.03
Ft Sill 7.66 Presidio Of Monterey 44.77
Ft Polk 7.83 MOT Sunny Point 45.05
Ft Bliss 8.36 Tooele AD 47.54
Ft Hood 8.47 Ft AP Hill 52.86
Ft Knox 8.64 Ft Sam Houston 71.67
Ft Campbell 9.92 Tripler AMC 74.77
Bluegrass AD 10.84 |Ft Shafter 74.78
Ft Benning 11.18 |Ft Buchanan 75.23
Ft Drum 11.35 Riverbank AAP 78.70
Ft Bragg 12.21  |Mississippi AAP 80.02
Sierra AD 12.22 |Dugway PG 80.52
Ft Leonard Wood 12.40 |Umatilla Chem Depot 81.04
Ft Stewart / Hunter Army Airfield 12.75 |Walter Reed AMC 81.89
Ft Lewis 13.41 |Newport Chem Depot 81.97
Ft Lee 14.21 |USAG Selfridge 82.04
Ft Carson 14.92 |Soldier Support Center| 82.77
Ft Gordon 15.41 |Ft Monroe 82.84
Anniston AD 15.99 Pine Buff Arsenal 116.94
Ft Leavenworth 16.75 Radford AAP 117.79
Ft Eustis 17.34 |Redstone Arsenal 125.07
Ft Irwin 18.68 |Yuma PG 140.49
Schofield Barracks 18.82 |Lake City AAP 155.13
Deseret Chem Plant 19.61 |Milan AAP 155.62
White Sands MR 21.14 [Lima Tank Plant 155.99
Letterkenny AD 21.30 [Louisiana AAP 191.43
Watervliet Arsenal 21.48 [Detroit Arsenal 206.22
Ft McPherson 22.25 lowa AAP 206.27
Ft Gillem 22.25 [Carlisle 234.88
Tobyhanna AD 23.73  |Adelphi Labs 235.05
Charles Kelley Support Activity 24.44  |Ft Myer 235.11
Aberdeen PG 24.73  |Ft Detrick 235.12
Ft Belvoir 2491  [Ft McNair 235.13
Rock Island Arsenal 25.41 Ft Meade 235.18
Ft McCoy 25.60 [West Point 235.27
Ft Jackson 27.34  |Ft Hamilton 235.28
Pueblo Chem Depot 28.16 [Lone Star AAP 342.01
McAlester AAP 29.95 Scranton AAP 342.80
Ft Rucker 31.91 [|Holston AAP 344.32
Crane AA 32.83 [Picatinny Arsenal 366.43
Ft Huachuca 36.29 [Kansas AAP 606.38
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Appendix C: APOE Scores

APOE Day APOE Day

Installation Score Installation Score
Lima Tank Plant 1.93 Crane AA 19.33
Mississippi AAP 2.32 MOT Sunny Point 19.33
Milan AAP 2.32 Ft Monroe 19.33
Louisiana AAP 2.32 Detroit Arsenal 19.33
Walter Reed AMC 2.90 lowa AAP 19.33
Umatilla Chem Depot 3.87 Kansas AAP 19.33
Ft AP Hill 4.64 Ft Wainwright 21.09
Ft Campbell 4.83 Ft McPherson 23.20
Ft Lewis 4.83 Ft Gillem 23.20
Rock Island Arsenal 4.83 Ft Huachuca 23.20
Ft Dix 4.83 Radford AAP 23.20
Yuma PG 4.83 Lake City AAP 23.20
McAlester AAP 5.16 West Point 23.20
Ft Bragg 5.27 Holston AAP 23.20
Ft Richardson 5.40 Sierra AD 25.78
Ft Benning 5.52 Schofield Barracks 29.00
Ft Sill 6.44 Tobyhanna AD 29.00
Ft Knox 6.44 Aberdeen PG 29.00
Ft McCoy 7.03 Ft Monmouth 29.00
Anniston AD 7.25 Ft Sam Houston 29.00
Ft Polk 7.73 Tripler AMC 29.00
Ft Jackson 7.73 Ft Shafter 29.00
Ft Stewart / Hunter Army Airfield 7.85 Newport Chem Depot 29.00
Ft Bliss 8.29 USAG Selfridge 29.00
Ft Belvoir 8.59 Soldier Support Center 29.00
Red River AD 9.67 Redstone Arsenal 29.00
Ft Riley 9.67 Scranton AAP 29.00
Ft Hood 9.67 Letterkenny AD 33.14
Dugway PG 9.67 Charles Kelley Support Activity 33.14
Ft Lee 11.60 [FtIrwin 38.67
Ft Eustis 11.60 |Ft Rucker 38.67
Watervliet Arsenal 11.60 |Ft Buchanan 38.67
Ft Meade 11.60 |Ft Detrick 38.67
Lone Star AAP 12.89 |White Sands MR 46.40
Picatinny Arsenal 12.89 |Pine Buff Arsenal 46.40
Ft Carson 1450 |(Corpus Christi ADA 58.00
Deseret Chem Plant 15.22 [Hawthorne AD 58.00
Tooele AD 15.22  |Ft Leonard Wood 77.33
Presidio Of Monterey 15.47 |Ft Gordon 77.33
Ft Myer 15.47  |Ft Leavenworth 77.33
Ft McNair 15.47 |Pueblo Chem Depot 116.00
Ft Hamilton 15.47 [Riverbank AAP 232.00
Bluegrass AD 19.33  |Carlisle 232.00
Ft Drum 19.33  |Adelphi Labs 232.00
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Appendix D: Materiel Outloading Scores

Installation Score Installation Score
Anniston AD 15.21 Dugway PG 182.13
Red River AD 19.58 Pueblo Chem Depot 221.38
Ft Lewis 21.95 Detroit Arsenal 226.65
Ft Campbell 22.24 Pine Buff Arsenal 249.79
Ft Stewart / Hunter Army Airfield 25.89 Ft Sam Houston 282.60
Ft Knox 25.91 lowa AAP 310.65
Ft Riley 25.92 Ft Gordon 333.45
MOT Sunny Point 26.50 Ft McCoy 345.90
Ft Eustis 28.09 Ft Belvoir 349.08
McAlester AAP 29.85 Corpus Christi ADA 394.92
Bluegrass AD 30.66 Louisiana AAP 505.35
Ft Carson 30.69 Ft Monroe 692.84
Sierra AD 31.78 Redstone Arsenal 700.34
Tooele AD 35.27 Lone Star AAP 1015.88
Ft Sill 36.04 Ft Richardson 2005.41
Schofield Barracks 36.72 Mississippi AAP 2005.80
Watervliet Arsenal 37.09 Umatilla Chem Depot 2008.12
Ft McPherson 37.31 Ft AP Hill 2009.80
Ft Gillem 37.35 Ft Jackson 2012.26
Ft Hood 39.06 Ft Meade 2016.83
Ft Bragg 40.52 Picatinny Arsenal 2018.25
Ft Benning 40.77 Presidio Of Monterey 2019.40
Rock Island Arsenal 43.51 Deseret Chem Plant 2019.78
Letterkenny AD 43.84 Ft Myer 2020.59
Ft Bliss 44.35 Ft McNair 2020.60
Crane AA 47.53 Ft Hamilton 2021.00
Aberdeen PG 50.83 Ft Wainwright 2021.15
Tobyhanna AD 51.63 Kansas AAP 2023.71
Ft Lee 52.54 Holston AAP 2027.62
Charles Kelley Support Activity 71.31 Lake City AAP 2027.83
Ft Drum 74.56 Radford AAP 2027.86
Walter Reed AMC 76.74 West Point 2028.61
Ft Irwin 79.06 Tripler AMC 2029.01
Soldier Support Center 87.05 Ft Shafter 2029.01
Ft Buchanan 89.17 Scranton AAP 2034.22
Ft Monmouth 98.78 Newport Chem Depot 2034.51
Hawthorne AD 99.91 USAG Selfridge 2034.54
Ft Rucker 107.76 Ft Detrick 2043.81
Ft Polk 111.02 White Sands MR 2049.30
Ft Huachuca 117.86 Ft Leonard Wood 2081.92
Milan AAP 132.44 Ft Leavenworth 2082.04
Yuma PG 133.39 Riverbank AAP 2235.51
Lima Tank Plant 174.09 Carlisle 2236.98
Ft Dix 178.52 Adelphi Labs 2237.27
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Appendix E: Power Projection Platform (PPP) Analysis

Of the 88 Army installations analyzed in this study, 15 have been designated Power
Projection Platforms (PPP). Most of these installations have the necessary transportation
infrastructure and resources to support the deployment of large forces. Since the first
Gulf War, 13 of these installations have been the recipients of significant upgrades to
their outloading facilities as a result of the Army Strategic Mobility Program (ASMP).

In this appendix, we compared these 15 PPPs to each other to determine how the
components of the overall deployment score contributed to the relative ranking of the
installations.

Major Deployment Score Components

The bar graph in figure E1 shows the deployment scores of each of the 15 PPP
installations in ascending order. Each bar is a composite of four components of the
overall score:

45 O APOE Throughput
40 O Transit to APOE
35 SWA/Europe component
0 O NEA/EAL component [

Score (days)
N m w
|
|

o

Q\if Qg‘* Q\&’Q@& Qg@ qiéﬁ Qgé) Qf@@&@ Qfoé@(?é\ QQ‘QQ\@ &

Figure E-1. Major Components of Overall Deployment Score

NEA/EAL: This component includes the installation outloading time by either
road or rail, depending on which mode was the most expeditious for this West
Coast scenario. It also includes the transit time in days to the west coast SPOE by
the selected mode.

SWA/Europe: Includes installation outloading time by either road or rail as well
as the transit time in days to the east coast or gulf coast SPOE by the selected
mode.

APOE throughput: This component is the number of days to deploy the entire
UA through the selected APOE and is a function of the number of daily C-17
sorties reported by the installation.
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Trangit timeto APOE: The time to move from the installation to the designated
APOE. Thiscomponent is avery small percentage of the overall deployment
score.

The APOE throughput times varied widely (see table 1 and the associated discussion on
variability of data). Fort Drum reported a small number of C-17 sorties, and
consequently had afairly long APOE throughput time. When added to its relatively short
surface transit and outloading times, the APOE throughput score tended to mask this fact.
The relatively large SWA/Europe component for Fort Lewis resulted primarily from the
4.6-day rail movement to the port of Corpus Christi, TX. Despite its proximity to its
SWA/Europe SPOE of Philadelphia, Fort Dix had very long installation outloading times,
contributing to its high deployment score. Fort Dix is aso the only PPP installation with
no on-post rail facility.
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Figure E-2. Rail Outloading Time

Rail Outloading Time

Fort Riley, KS, had the shortest installation outloading time by rail of the 15 PPPs, based
on an expected outloading rate of 200 railcars per day (seefigure E2). Most of the
installations could outload the UA by rail within 2 to 5 days. Fort McCoy required 10
days and Fort Dix 15 days based on a throughput of 30 and 20 railcars per day,
respectively (Fort Dix uses an off-post rail facility). Fort Sill, with the lowest overall
deployment score, ranked third behind Fort Riley and Fort Polk in rail outloading time.
Fort Polk reported 150 railcars per day and Fort Sill reported 144.

Rail is generally the preferred mode of transportation to the SPOE. If the distance to the
SPOE is over 400 miles, deployments are typically rail deployments. For each of the 15
PPP installations, rail was the selected mode for at least one of the two scenarios, so the
rail outloading time component was included in every deployment score.
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Motor Outloading Time
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Figure E-3. Motor Outloading Time

Figure E 3 lists the motor outloading time of each of the installations in ascending order.
Unlike the rail outloading component, which was included in every deployment score, the
motor outloading time was not included in five of the 15 installations. Fort Riley, Fort
Bliss, Fort McCoy, Fort Sill and Fort Campbell. The geographic locations of these
installations relative to their SPOEs (more than 400 miles away) made rail the better of
the two options. These five ingtallations are highlighted in red in figure E3. Fort
Campbell, in particular, benefited from this situation. Its very high motor outloading
time of over 37 days never came into play in the computation of the overall score.
Similarly, Fort Sill had an all-rail deployment for both NEA/EAL and SWA/Europe,
resulting in a very rapid 2-day outloading for both scenarios as opposed to 6 days for the
motor outload.
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Figure E-4. Total Transit Timeto SPOE
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Transit Time to SPOE

The 15 PPP ingtallations are shown in figure E4 in ascending order of total transit time
to the SPOE. Thisisthe combination of the surface transit time to the NEA/EAL port
and the SWA/Europe port based on the most expeditious transport mode (rail or motor).

In genera, the shortest transit times are those to east or gulf coast SPOEs. Thisis
consistent with the locations of most of the PPPs in the south or eastern part of the
country. Fort Carson and Fort Lewis are the two exceptions to this.

Fort Eustis, Fort Stewart and Fort Dix, because of their proximity to the east coast, have
very short transit times for the SWA/Europe scenario ports.

Of all the 15 PPP installations, Fort Bliss, TX, appears to have the most optimal
combination of short, balanced transit times for each scenario.
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Figure E-5. APOE Throughput

APOE Throughput

The ability of the installation’s APOE to support the throughput of C-17 aircraft was an
important factor in the overall deployment score. For 12 of the 15 installations, the
reported 20 to 48 sorties per day generated throughput times of between 5 and 10 days.

Aswas discussed in the main body of this report, the self-reporting by installations of C-
17 sorties per day resulted in widely varying numbers. 1n our judgment, the number of
sorties reported for the PPP installations is probably more reflective of reality than many
of the other installations in the list of 88. .

DRAFT PRE-DECISIONAL MATERIAL 16



