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BRAC 2005 
EDUCATION Am TRAINING JOINT CROSSSPRWC%.GROI.JP 

MEETING MINUTIE3 OP'IS MARCH 2004 

Tho Prhcfpal Deputy U a r  Secretary of Defense (P&R),Mr.AbefI+ chaired the 13th 
meeting ofthe E&T JCSG 18 MsFb 2004. Attendee List is.& Athhncmt 2. 

Mr. Abell welcomed tho E&T ICS(3 principals and briefly ~'ijtltned the g d  of the 
meeting was to review iubgronps' m p s e s  t~ the lSO~c.ommta [~ragtrneture SteedagGmup 
Comments m ihc B&T JCSG Dmfi Military Analpis VAhets.Rr:prt, 11 Mhch:2Q94] md 
appmve p r q ~ ~ a d  chengeig to the EWT JCSG Military Value Analysis bpmt. Mr. Dciming~ez 
suggested an independent mvitw to assum that the find EkT JCSG MVA, Report f s i.mmpleb, 
sand-a1ont dminent and would address BRACCommigsi~n mcerOs. .Thg OQD BMC ofliae 
representative.a~ured the group that such a review was the rqsponsibility,.of tXD;ERAC+ 

The HBT JCSB principals mnsidered dl gcncral a d  specil'dommen~ p weU as 
discussion remarks offmd during tht 24 kbnrrtry 2004 W mering. 'Mr. Bdett, E&T ... 113SG . 

Coordination T&m, btiefed s summary d the ISG c o ~ ~ t n t $ . a n d  pmpased chanp+ 
(Attachment 1). B d  upon ra(iolls,k provided by ~ a c h  subgroup, tLerE&T J C S ~  glintd 
tansensus on the.proposad ehnnges Lo the E&T JCSQ Military Value Andyda- Repmt. 
Recommendations from the ISG were gecrerally accepted with the ~bwiagspc.cific 

@ cammcnta/darification: 

Ranges subgroup needs to develop an integrated methodology for Training atld Test & 
Evaluation Ranges. The presentation of military value sc&ng plane for the two 
functions should allow for a more easily understood,. side-ky-side comparison. For 
example, the Training Ranges military value scoring plan bas 14 attributes, while the Test 
& Evaluation military value scoring plan identified only 5 attributes, AdditionalZy, the 
cost of services can be a significant factor in choosing a range for trainfng, a d  it is not 
clear whether that cast,should be addressed differently in the military value scoring plan. 
(page 3, para. .2) 

&parate scoring plans were devehped for h e  Training and T&E'functions within 
the Ranges subgroup to reflect their respective mission rcqlilre~nents. A tablewas 
included in the Military Value Analysis Report that cross-walks the attributes 
from Training and T&E. 
While mst is a significant factm in choosing a range to conduct trairiing arid 
funding for those range operations - a range's military value h predominantly its 
ability and capability to suppon the mission. Both the Training and T&E sub- 
functions did not want to d u c e  that focus and weighted Criterion 4.at 10% of the 
total. Cost should not be the primary discriminator for military value 
consideratfons among Training and T&E functions on ranges. Overall, Scoring 
percentages for Criterion 4 are in line with other subgroups. 
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e fim1.mpth.t $hnald .dm'Iy.explain.why...eacL subgroup M g e s  ap.mu&.w@t on . * * .  
Critlrii 1 &'2. and vory lttk weight on Mtgh 3 &d,.psrtkulufgtb~minhm ,wdght. 
&@#d f@ w w  4 by &= R*a s,,bgnrp+ b g @ e d a  thq:&,Jmt 
dbtrhtim jn.1 j&l.d tb w.diagiM. hB$9,1;BM.:$) 

fobgroups ehmi&red and determined w@h& ~ @ a p ~ m ~ ~ ~ f ~ p . s a ' & . o f  the 
c d t d .  % A h  revia*. the Faded Regist& ~ c l i b , r ( o l + : . 8 9 ~ ~ a ~ ~ ' ~ ~ m ~ s  
detzmiued m t . d g h t s  are~~appropda~:with thafdhwj-lEuiati0~: ' 

the. lratlityto a-bdats mo~iii.mtian, contingsaq-& Rltuia mpiremnb 
is  er in&grd.prt af Mectibn Cfiteria 1 &J, a's wdl mi 5.: 
~xplimatians kf weightb dre fulljr addressed in the:MUfi-ary Vqhk ~nal#& . . 

Regart. 

$ubgmp mtty be using.too m y  attdhute-s and m&fcs with too iittlewigfit;. ,, 
Therefom,.tasi&r mduchg the numberof i tMh. t res  imdntatrb. that wry ~~ 
p e r o c a t ~  of'wehh;. [Pqp'~~.j~im 3)' . liformBtjO,i ~~:d&M,&~ing the mbgmp* ~ w @ ~ : ~ ~ ~ . 5 t 0 & . m ~ r  

m a l i f i c a t h n s w ~  M e  to their soring pluli f ~ ' ~ ~ l ~ .  tbo'Qw5Ity qf Lint , .  

q d o m  m:&mcjtqdlmd between ~ b ~ i a . c f & a : s i i i p s  &lthtgh h. 
ipstioas and b&,hr:wdghk.per questbn, The mmhtdmArh. &w atlows 
b r  disaimimtiua . . ,bet- actiCitiag that a&ir the quedrbr. 

Professibnd~~w~~nbbEduaation: PktSe rmn5ikh th@m@$t'gfth8.lar:Oth . . . .,. . .. 

attributeand r e v b  your mpxt s c m w y + . (  .Page 5, ifem 6ii);: . 
Far ~Mlkary &atlaate .Eduosttitm lud Mhor WIl? t i i n a E & & ~ ~ c . ! ~ ~ n ' b : ~ w w  . . .  . . 

&pd tw::h~& tamlgk [10$$} b)fi the$~t6pIab k. ' 1.. l&J& 
ZmMch ire d ,he 5 . ~ t h a r ; s  LodatioahsDS.&w.tO:&ditRt 
progems: I) (indjc&@ pr-r'&, &gaviOtr 0) wF 
and (4) N a . ' w m  of 6xedlmcq:md [5.id&er fsvhjhfi . , .  

and efflcie~ncy). 

Profes~itinal Bvelaprnent. E!&mb: Addidotmlly. t k ~ k k ~ ~ ~ t o  
m cordlikt with me(+ tho BSA JCSG *ill use in iii.hua@h'bfth$m . . .,. . WBu . . .. 

reconsider the uw oflklr Wtk ( Page 3. k m  4b) ' 

No n e d i  PDE i s  not w ~ & ~ I I $  the p w c l s s t . m . i m . ' p f ~ t  in 
the NCRtilrt ,the HSA. M-iois an M ~ . : d - ~ I . a w m i W & , t o  
rekms i q ~ C . ~ : ~ d , s T r ~  S O  &taw, @lk&& ~ ~ , ~ ~ W : C I S . : W I L  us:.: 
symposiums, @ink b*, lecturc avk sadcm+s, &&ms,k,k.--DC i,c,the 

, . 
i d e r  ofwrcc1lence:for forationalalsb6atty mtt'tii+ 

Consider mylsIon to this hpe~ativc "; . . tunkin uolqud~&+--Mn8:assets ot 
capabilit~es.. ." to show that ib intent is to pnaerve.ea~)abi~&w or afw' toapabilities 
as oppoied to thihcp~~ti.m f facilitiiis. ( Pugt 5 ,  item?)., 

This impetatiw.will t(c ~ k t e d  hom the MMVA Wpatkup will be ycued 
through the ISGand povided to the JCSGs. 
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+ High! Tlsin@&~8i&funcffOM: The dcfmltions of Plight .W&hg ~ f v n C t b l 8 a ~ p W '  
o ahm frmqEllrti(ic8 (+ ABM); ~leeserenriewtk ink* fuixet~rni~h the FNght 
+hi&@ gii'hmP.h w ' m b y .  ( Pqge Sltm 8) -  he qm *pawd T ~ W I ~  ABM miniag fitm'm  ST. 11111 

be rcfl&&&b. kh8 W A  Wpm%. . 
Based upbn #G~.pi&wx ddng h 24 F f i h t u i i r y ~ ~ ~ W ~ ;  thc 'MT JCSG 
h~~~d~t'iu~~~~oca.~wial V+icls (UA.V) a~-&gtio.Ij:.,gf~H& ~rs i i i gb~  .to 
thmb UAV ptstbmn pnsyrnd tb be Joinq s ~ c ~ ~ .  ~ b e t  HW (pagc 3. 

' 'I+hvk :, 

e$Tm piiacipah..8p-eeded.that t b e m 4 t . w  b.md the W A  
Beport a . &c-MS . shoild rqucst fldbbltity tin ifia l d p  dmre$ppmj6iiry 

n m & l j ~  & j~~mcsr~ola:a@e3, &dk .- 
phtfwnsmwel smeIIb,MopaaM tanb,@-tmi~M.hd 
tbwe: tyarems m y  bcislmilwp *,the ~d$jiw.botlcw&:mi W M I M : ~  
prtllnavo b ruIeou t.I386*r lCSO a d y d s  on:tBa.am@imfbata:fbrm&. 
UAv p3m~ d l  b . s i m h  ~ ~ d f ~ ' ~ i f ~  1. &yffqt 
p**& -Hw,&w tidBti& but ,@,$fbb&~j,, 'a 
&d.-h jdnt UAV trahing, 

The meeting concluded with the #air thanking the Subgroups and their respective , . . 

members for their hard work. He then-addressed the principals on the need to establish rouiine 
meeting of the E&T JCSG through the summer months. This should help the principals in 
managing their calendars; it also keeps principals updated on n more routine basis while 
providing subgroups with the guidance they need during these next critical months, 
Recommendations for meeting days should be forwarded to the Chair; principals will be mtified. 
Mr. A k l l  also pointed out the need from this point through scenario development to maintain 
continuity of group and subgroups members, as much as possible. We h ~ v e  a winning team and 
need to keep tlx team together in order to ensure quality results, 

Principal Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense (Personnel & Readiness) 

Chairman, Education & Training Joint 
Cross-Service Group 
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'L 
Attachments: 

1, Briefmg Slides 
2. List ofkttendees, 18Ma~h2004 

Copies Furnished: 
1. OSD BRAC W i e  
2, E&T JCSG Coordination Team 
3, DoD IG 
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BRGC 2005 
EDUCATION AND TRAINING JOINT CROSS43ERVfCE GROUP 

18 March 2004 

Attendees 

Members: 
Hon Charles S. Abell, Princip J Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (P&R) Chair 
ML Michael hlningwz, Assistant Secretary of the Ait Fhx Ew- Manpower and 
Resenre Affairs 
MG ~ufmd Blount, USA, Deputy 0-3  

+ BGen Georw Flynn, Dimtor, Training and Eduanth Command, USMC 

Others: rn 
Mr. Bob HowIett, E&T $CSG Cbordinatim Team 
C01 Nancy Wtawr; USAF, E&T JCSG k r d i n a t b  Tern 
Maj Gen Peter Suuon, A F m L  
Maj G~en William Frsser 111, USAF, AETCmO 
M;. Tom Mada, Ranges BRAC 
Ms+ Pat Walker, DASD (RA) M&F 
CAW Gtne Summriin, USN, Navy BRAC 
CaI James Briggs, USAF, AlYI'UDOO 
Cot Hmmk Simmans, USAF, AKKXlOR 
Mr. Bob Harrison, DAMO-TR 
Mr* Steve Jameson, OASD(FtA)IM8GP 
C A R  Bmoe Rusdl ,  Division Chief, Joint Doctrine, 1-7 
CDR Brad Rabqson, OUSD(P&R) 
Lt CoS Anne Pitch, AF BRAC 
Mr. Brian B u ~ l I .  OSD BRAC COntmct Support 
CPT M m  ~ u e l l w ;  USA, J7/JDETDIJETB 
Msl Beth Schaefer, DODflG 
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Education &Training Joint Cross Sewice Group 

E&T JCSG Principals Meeting 
18 M-Ych 2004 

Value Report 
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24 Feb 04 - E&T JCSG Military Value Report briefed to ISG 

fie.- 

2 Mar 04 - Informal comments forwarded to OSD BRAC Office 

- 11 Mar 04 - Comments provided to E&T JCSG Chair 

18 Mar 04 - E&T JCSG to reviewlapprove responses to ISG feedback ': 

25 Mar 04 - Final report due for coordination 
Questions due 7 days later 

2 Apr 04 - Integration meeting on all reports except Intel. 
JCSG Chairs invited to attend 

16 April - Formal coordination complete 
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l Comments 

& . . . yourfiMZ report should be 
complete, stand-alone document 
that contains the reasons for 
selecting attributes and metics 
and assigning weights and scores, 
supported by official records of 
deliberation. Similarly, gyour 
analysis relies on questions from 
the initial data call, the text of 
those questions should be 
identified as such in each section 
of the report. 

Report reviewed and is a complete, 
stand-alone document that contains 
the reasons for selecting attributes 
and mehics and assigning weights 
and scores, supported by oficial 
m r d s  of deliberation. 

.A 
- '  , : I  

Report updated to reflect new -':-:, + .  R 
Military Value questions, questions 
from the initial data call, and new 
capacity questions. 

3 
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a 
* * m  report should clan'& how an 
cute applies the criteria, how 
a mtn'c measures an ultdhte, 
and hmw a pestion wiElprov 
the needed input to a metric. 
R d n a l e s  seem apparent for 

General Comments.. . @age I,  prurr 2) i , '  , ,  

B 
- 

most of the subgroups, it is not 
clear fur the Ranges subgroup. 

-. 
$& 

. d ,  

:. .: f s., #: "; - -.: ,.q>- T.,? : ;, ,; 1 

., . ' I . . . _ I  - .  
'?'& Rationale clarified for Ranges 

subgroup in the report. 
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4-<,. . _  
would benefit from a sensitivity 

. -t : analysis.. . 
'7 $j ?%* * . .  . 

. .  . . .. . . ?%i,<=:: , ': . a 

@ Sensitivity analyses were conducted to 
determine if scoring plans would 
differentiate among various activities. 

Subgroups adjusted scoring scale 
for some metrics to provide 
greater discrimination 
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ISG Comments 

General Comments.. . (page 2, para 2) 

. . .it b unclear whether your b As a resultof the sensitivity aanIysis, 
scoring p h  a120 ws fur valuing minor adjustments to the scoring scale 

. , ,  those athibutes yczu consider for some questions (rninjmax values) 
I ;  were made to ensure the scoring will 

?ipt%ant. Review your metric adequately and fairly discriminate an 
scoring and consider whether it installation's value f6r each metric. 
will allow you to d i s c r i m i ~ e  
among insta1Eatiom but stil l  

Minimax. values are defined for 
each metric based on the current 
parameters/wnditions 

capture the fmfors tkaf are Subgroups are confident enough 
important to defend your analysis. discrimination is built into the 

scoring plans to satisfactorily 
compare the military value of the 
bases 

6 
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ISG Comments 

General Comments.. . @age 2, pum. 3&4) 

. . .Federal Register notice makes a f&l Federal Register comments reviewed, 
number of commitments related to no changes to scaring plans were 
how the Department will interpret required. 

and apply the find selection 
criteria. Review this notice to 
determine whether you should build 
such commitments into your 
militmy value approach. 

Review questions and resulting data Question reviewed for complexity and 
requirements to determine the answerability. Installations should be 

ability of an installiztion or fwili@ able to respond within the time 
to answer within the time a v ~ l e .  available. 

7 
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;-. ~ W - . i V F W  
c. ..l . ISG Comments 

General cumment~. . . @4ge 2, pum 5 & 6) 

The second data eaU will provide an Subgroups included questions for the 
opportunity to include questions to 11 to support the military 

,!'t, ;*Td,$ 
"_ 

+A,,,J(;7. 

. ;-;a:- I& +A,;,: .(he . . l‘B,.v'. L.' L q ~ p p ~ r t  your capacity analysis.. . These 
., ~@'$:;::&$:.f -. . .. .., ,pdditional 

*# qi;fi:;:,;%:,;.l Distinguished between those 
,J L, should he +& ,p,,:<*- * -  

questions that have already been 
*.4t.i.. .,i.r, .:,;:4: ;'; . ..- .. 
, ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ + ~ - , r - L  &our report. asked in the first data call & those 
lf..? g:41gg;11 
35<-i:%;, 7T that will be included in the seco 

, , , S, 4 t 43Ly!Q *,** t: c; r4& :;;:,::a$, Iji <. > :.,, ;,c +.z! '( ,* 

) i . ~ h  I ,t# '5. Included additional capacity- 
relakd questions in the questio 
attachment that were omitted in 
the first data call 

Questions are due no kter than 7 days Q Will be completed 
after ssubm&sion of the final report 
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I ISG Comments 

General Comments.. . @age 3, para. I &2) 

. . .to ensure &la is consistent, we (ZSG) 
will issue policy that will define the No response required at this time 
44c~t~fp' dates that sfiould be d in 
your analysis. 

14 \ 
' I  .. 

The ISG% generally coneenzed about 
the coopdinution of effoart on ranges. 

E&T and Techniel 3CSG Chairs met 12 
Mar W and agreed to a coordination 

The E&T and Technical JCSCs need to process. MUA (codifying procedures) 
coordinate efforts to analyze m g e s . .  . inclodes E&T JCSG T&E su b-working 
Your final report should set out &is group requirements. 
coordWed process U T  and M W G  chairs are 

expected to routinely coordinate 
on matters of mutual interest and 
nise issues early 

9 
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ISG Comments 

subgroup needs to develop @ Separate scoring plans were developed 
integrated naethodology for for the Training and T&E functions 

and Test & Evaluation within the Ranges subgroup to reflect 
The presen&tion of their reswve mission requirements. 

vulrce scoring plans for the A table was induded in the Militaw 
nctions should a l b w  fur a Value Report that cross-walks the 

re  easily understuod, side-by- attributes from Training and T&E. 

i8!& 
14 uttribates, while 

@we agree cost is a significant factor in 

scoring plan identified on& 5 choosing ranges for training -- 
addributes. Additonally, the cost of addressed in criteria 4, with a weight 
senices can be o signz@cant fwtur of 7% of the total. T&E does not find 
in choosing a range for training3 cost a significant consideration to DOD 
a d  it is n d  clear whether that cost -- the military value of a range is in its 

should be addressed differently in ability and capability to support the 

the military value scoring plan. mission. 

10 
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ISG Commenrs 

General Comments.. . @age 3, para. 3) 

. . .final report should clearly 
explain why each subgroup places 
so much weight on criteria 1 & 2 
and very little weight on criteria 3 & 
4, particularly the minimum weight 
assigned to criterion 4 by the 
Ranges subgroup. Please 
reconsider the current distribution 
of weights in light of the ISG 
discussion. 

%Subgroups considered and determined 
weights were appropriate for each of 
the criteria. After reviewing the 
Federal Register Notice Voll 69, No 29, 
subgroups determined current weights 
are appropriate with the following 
explanation: the ability to 
accommodate mobilization, 
contingency & future force 
requirements is an integral part of 
Selection Criteria 1 & 2, as well as 3. 

Explanations of weights are fully 
addressed in the Military Value 
Report 
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' 5 . .  - - .  - -  . ;-&. A,. '.?;--;;b and , 

ISG Comments :g 
I Comments.. . @a&3, 4) 

Yoar drafr report . . .correctly 
reflects the carrent guidance 
regarding graduate piloS wining, 
and should continue to do so until 
the ISG advises otherwise. 

No response needed at this time. 
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ISG Comm.ents 

speczm comments.. . 

I .  Update the selection criteria 
throughorst the rep06 to reficf the 
pmposed find criteria published 
in the Federal Register on 
February 12,2004. , - 

. : ' I  

Report reviewed & updated as 
necessary. 
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ISG Comments 

2. Quacity of life 
a) Three of the subgroups used 

different metric$ for quality of 
Ii$e. . . .consider developing a 
common set of metrics. 

'b Subgroups established a common 
set of QoL metrics and questions in 
order to provide greater uniformity. 

b) . . . review the qm&y of life @ Some questions will be weighted 
questbns to ensure they w e  different1 y, as appropriate, to the 
appropriately proportionate to different su bgrou ps/functions. 
ataibute weight. 

..I 

If..; 8 ,  a 
1 .. .* 

Wolkirpg I 3 o e m t - P w  Discwig? Purposes Only -Do Not Retease Under K)tA 

DCN: 11269



Workmg hwmnt -Far I)iscussia @ 

ISG Comments 

Specific Comments.. . 
la 

c) The rnetrics used to capture Modified Me "Cost of living" question to 
quality of Efe are not wen betterdefined measure using "civilian 

. . defined. (e.g. Cost of living and locality pay percentageu which is a 
l i  ' - 

F , Mlocul school quality Federal standard-reference 
provided. The weighting for this 
question was also revised to score on a 
linear scale between lowest & highest 
values. Question on school quality was 
deleted. 

d) Please reconsider using the Reconsidered - question deleted. 
number of militaty housing Revised question asked for average 
units as an indicator of qaalily "wait time" in weeks for military 
of l i fe  housing . 

15 
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ISG Comments 

1 a Specific C0~12n~ents.. . 
. > : - &i"':-- I%-. - . .  4-v .y/. 8 *:...- n-:TE-?l ,i ,, 

3. Your subgozqk m y  be using too Subgroups 'rewewed mettics to ensure 
many attributes and meaics with too each balanced with the weight of the 

attribute. 
little weight.. .. Therefore, consider 

dF" The number of metrics allow 
reducing the number of attribute discrimination between activities 
and nzeb1cs that cam limited 
percentages of - .  weight, 

' w' '-r- k i y , ?  hiA $qi&,-;;; h .  

' 
,. k4.4 

-2- A. bl 

that answer the questions, even if 
the scores are relatively dose 
Information was validated during 
the subgroups sensitivity analyses 
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ISG Comments 

1 4. Many quesiions ask respondents to 
rate a particular facility as 
adequate without defiining what 
adequate means. Consider 
explaining to respondents how to 
convert their difserent rating 
systems to one that willprovide 
cumparab2e results, s i m k  to the 
method the Supp.& and stomge 
JCSG used 

The majority of the information 
needed should be derived from the 
capacity data call. However, new 
questions will advise respondents the 
Condition Code should be entered in . - 
as 1, 2, or 3. (Arm ~y's Green, Amber, . 

or Red and the Nak , , ,,,,,, 
Substandard, Inadequate equate to , 
the Air Force 1, 2, 3 respectively). 

EM a: 
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,#!am h: ;.' I 
ISG Comments 

Specific Cmments.. . 

The 'I" in the scoring scale means 
100% of the value assigned to that 

5. The JCSG's weighting plan 
appears to set the muxihum score 
for every metric at I ,  but the report 
is not entirely clear. Clarify 
muxhum metric scores in the 
jZnaE m p o ~  

question. Report updated with >qis 
clarification. p ..&& J : , ,A 
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Specific Comments.. . 
I k, For Military Graduate Education and 
F;;@ 6. PrufessionaZ Development E d u d o n  

r 2ql,, w 
Other Full-time Education, "location" was 

1: a 
.hi$ Please reconsider the weight ofthe assigned the lowest weight (10%) in the 

locution athilitlte m d  revise your score plan. For PMEJIPME it is only 20% 
report accordingly. which is 4th of the 5 attributes. Location 

has 5 metria valuable to resident 
programs: (1) airport (indicating 
accessibility), proximity to (2) Service, 
(3) Joint, and (4) NCR centers of 
excellence, and (5) other PDE which 
indicates synergy and efficiency. 

Additionally, the metric "disbance to % NO conflict noted. PDE is not considering 
DC" appears to conflit with netrics the purchase or leasing of real estate in 
the HSA JCSG will me in its the NCR. Metric is an indicator of 

analysis of the NCR Please 
physical accessibility to resources in' NCR 
including senior military, political, & 

reconsider the we of this metric. ... agency leaders as well as symposiums, 
think tanks, lecture series, seminars, 

- 

speakers, etc. -- DC is the center of 
excellence for national security rnatpys. 

- - 
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7. Consider revision to this hpemDve 
". . .to retain unique/une-of-a-kind 
assets or capbililies.. . '' to show that 
its intent B do preserve capabilities or 
aecess to capabilities as opposed to 
the preservation offaciEities. 

* ~ecornmend deletion of this 
imperative. Imperatives will be 
vetted through the ISG and 
provided to the JCSGs. 
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ISG Comments 

Specijk Comments.. . 

8. Flight Tmining Sub finctions 
The definitions of flight training ~ecommend ABM training move from 
sub fiznchns appear to s b w  FT to SST. 
irregubities (eg., ABM) Please The exclusion of UAVs warrants 
review the truiningfrcnctions in further discussion. The Military 
the Flight Training subgroup for Value Report currently reflects 
consistency. limiting UAVs to Global Hawk. 

9. Specialized SkiU Training 
fi 

Chn'& the rob of popuhtiun Induded for its value to provide a 
density andfilly expIain the safe, distraction-free environment for 
rationab for ifs inclusion. Initial Skills Training only. This 

question is not asked for Skills 
Progression and Functional Training 
Sub functions. 
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10. As d~cussed at the ISG. the re~ort  a Taxiways are less important than 
I 

should chni i  that tmiways & 
captured in any references to 
runways, aprons, and hangars. 

runway, ramp 8 hangar facilities. 
Runway exits onto taxiwaysare 
considered directly in the runway 
capacity calculations. Taxiway capacity 
is assumed sufkient to support normal 
runway operations. 

1 I .  Flight Training, Undergraduate v~uestions 1 a 2 under the Environment 
Fixed Wing, Question 2, attribute should be separate questions 

to maintain the existing weighting Environment. Consider whether this scheme. Installations that receive full 
question should be scored so that a credit for Question 1 will receive no 
facilio that receives full credit ora credit for Question 2. 
Question I also receives full credit 
on Qtcestion 2. 
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