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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
30 10 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1-30 10 

ACQUISITION. 
TECHNOLOGY 

)IAR082004 
AND LOGISTICS 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL JOINT CROSS-SERVICE 
GROUP 

SUBJECT: Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG) Comments on the Industrial Joint Cross- 
Service Group Draft Military Value Report 

The ISG has reviewed the draft Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group (IJCSG) 
Military Value Report, briefed to it on February 23,2004. 

The ISG appreciates the military judgment and dedicated effort that your 
members, as the experts in the field, put into the report. As you prepare your final report 
for formal coordination, please consider the following comments, consolidated from 
those submitted on behalf of ISG members. For your convenience, the original 
comments are also enclosed. Please note that the general process comments provided by 
the Air Force are for ISG consideration rather than your direct response. If the judgment 
of your group is not to incorporate any of the following suggestions, please provide a 
brief rationale in the letter transmitting your final report. Your final report is due to the 
OSD Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) office on or before March 24,2004. 
Additionally, please plan to attend the April 2,2004 ISG meeting (1030-1230) and be 
prepared to respond to any questions about your final report. 

General Comments: 

The final report should reflect the rationale to support all aspects of the scoring 
plan, including assignment of attributes, metrics, weights, and scoring. To the extent 
possible, your report should be a complete, stand-alone document that contains the 
reasons for selecting attributes and metrics and assigning weights and scores, as 
supported by official records of deliberation. Similarly, if your analysis relies on 
questions from the initial data call, the text of those questions should be identified as such 
in Appendix D of the report. 

In developing normalized scores, it is unclear whether the max score for every 
attribute and metric is the same number. That is an important characteristic so that the 
proposed weighting scheme works as envisioned by the Industrial JCSG. It appears that 
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the scoring plan is based on a 100 point scale, but the maximum points do not always 
correspond to the assigned weights for that question or metric. Please review the points 
assigned to each question to ensure that they correspond to the assigned weights. For 
example, page 4 indicates that each munitions production process is weighted at 33.3%. 
However, explosives processes receive a maximum score of 45 points, metal parts 
processes 55 points, and LAP, 45 points. 

The scoring and weighting approaches described in the report should be examined 
to ensure they are analytically sound and value what the JCSG intends. For instance, 
investing just a few questions with the preponderance of military value increases the risk 
that any error or misunderstanding in reported data could invalidate the conclusions 
derived from them. In some sub-functions, responses to a very few questions will 
determine as much as 75% of an activity's military value. 

It is unclear whether your scoring plan values those attributes you consider 
important. For example, metrics that vary between .9 and 1 or .95 and 1 are not nearly as 
valuable for discriminating as those that vary between .5 and 1 or 0 and 1. Please review 
your metric scoring and consider whether it will produce data that will allow you to 
discriminate among installations, while still capturing the factors that are important for 
the defense of your analysis. 

Please include in your report a discussion of the results of the sensitivity analysis 
you performed using notional data to determine the viability of the weights, scoring and 
formulas in the military value report. Sensitivity analyses should point out where skewed 
and unintended results might occur. 

In developing cost, the Munitions subgroup uses payroll value (government and 
contractor) and costs to "open" the door of each facility. The Depot Maintenance 
subgroup uses the costs of a DLH and other indirect labor costs. The Shipyards sub- 
group uses labor costs and labor efficiency for the shipyards and a mix of replacement 
value, CIP investments and facility maintenance and repair costs for their "I" Level 
maintenance. These differences may make it difficult to determine if shipyards can 
perform depot maintenance work or vice versa. Please consider making the measures 
more consistent to enable comparing common costs, other than direct labor, across these 
industrial functions. 

In defining workforce skills, the Munitions subgroup assumed that if the facility 
successfully completed the workload in the last 2 years the necessary skills are available 
now. Both the Depot Maintenance and Shipyard subgroups attempted to specifically 
measure the quality and availability of a "skilled workforce. As discussed above with 
respect to operating costs, these differences may complicate comparisons among 
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