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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
30 10 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1-30 1 0 

MAR I4 2804 
ACQUISITION, 
TECHNOLOGY 
AND LOGlSTlCS 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, TECHNICAL JOINT CROSS SERVICE 
GROUP 

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

The ISG has reviewed the draft Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) 
Military Value Report, briefed to it on February 17,2004. 

The ISG appreciates the military judgment and dedicated effort that your 
members, as the experts in their 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 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 memorandum transmitting your final report. Your final report is due to 
the OSD Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) office on or before March 22,2004. 
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 

As you mentioned in your draft report, essential elements of the report need to be 
completed. These include questions, certain weights arid scures, arid the "future war 
fighting concepts group" assessment upon which certain weights and scores are based. 

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, supported by official records of deliberation. Similarly, if your analysis relies on 
questions from the initial data call, the text of those questions, rather than just the 
reference number, should be included in the report. 

The final report should reflect the rationale to support all aspects of the scoring 
plan, including assignment of attributes, metrics, weights, and scoring. For example, as 
your draft report included many different function/capability combinations with similar 
weights for criteria and attributes, and many similar capabilitylattribute combinations 
with widely different scoring, your report needs to reflect an explanation for these. 
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Your approach to military value would benefit from a sensitivity analysis using 
notional, publicly available data to determine the viability of the weights, scoring, and 
formulas in the report. A sensitivity analyses should point out where skewed and 
unintended results might occur, giving the TJCSG the information it needs to make 
modification now. Please include a discussion of the results of this analysis in your final 
report. 

Similarly, it is unclear whether your scoring plan values those attributes you 
consider important, particularly in the Operational Impact area. 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 allow you to discriminate among installations, while still capturing the 
factors that arc important for the defense of your analysis. 

The ISG is generally concerned about the coordination of effort on ranges. Please 
recall the ISG's decision, ratified by the Secretary of Defense, that the Education and 
Training (E&T) Joint Cross Service Group would have the lead on the analysis of ranges. 
Within the E&T JCSG there would be a discrete subgroup on ranges, with members from 
the TJCSG. At its last meeting, the ISG also agreed that while there could be more than 
one score for the military value of ranges (one for the training function and one for the 
test and evaluation function) there should be only one set of data questions for ranges, 
and only one group (the ranges subgroup of the E&T JCSG) responsible for the analysis. 
The E&T and TJCSGs need to coordinate efforts in the analysis of ranges, especially 
with regard to determining military value. Your final report should set out this 
coordinated process. 

The complexity of some questions and the resulting data requirements may be 
more than installations can accurately support. Please review the questions and resulting 
data requirements for the ability of an inslalliiliorl or Fdcility tu answer it within the time 
available. 

Your final report should include a complete set of questions your JCSG will need 
to support the military value scoring plans. The questions should also clearly distinguish 
between those questions that have already been asked in the first data call and those that 
will be included in the next data call. Each JCSG will also be required to review the 
totality of its questions to ensure redundant questions (questions that will result in the 
same response) are eliminated. Additionally, the second data call will provide an 
opportunity to include questions to support your capacity analysis that were either 
omitted in the first data call or, based on what you have learned through feedback from 
the query process, clarify existing questions to ensure data received is consistent with 
your capacity analysis framework. These additional capacity-related questions should be 
included in a new section to your report. 
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