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PREFACE

This volume is one of a series which collectively documents the Cutter Resoutce
Effectiveness Evaluation Project. The completc documentation includes the
following :

— Execu tive Summary

— Volume I: Analysis and Synthesis of Coas t Guard Programs

— 
. 

— Volume II: The Evaluation of Craft Performance in Coast Guard Programs

— Volume III: Utilization of the Cutter Resource Effectiveness Evaluation
Model

• — Users/Programmers Guide to the Cutter Resource Effectiveness Evaluation
Computer Program

The stud y was requested in August 1974 by the Off ice  of Opera tions and un til
August 1975 was directed by CAPT C. L. BLAHA , Chief , Plans and Programs Staff.
Subsequent efforts have been directed by CAPT P. M. JACOBSEN , Chief , Plans and
Programs Staff. The initial Project Monitor in C—OP staff was Mr. P. J. D’ZMURA.
Since October 1975 , LCDR B. C. MILLER of the G—OP staff has been Project Monitor.
The Project Office in G—DOE—2 has been CDR A. TURNER.

This study was conduc ted by the Coast Guard Research and Developmen t Center ,
Gro ton , Connecticut, wi th technical assis tance from the Depar tmen t ‘ f
Transportation ’s research and development activity, Transportation Systems
Center , Cambridge , Massachusetts. The full—time study team members were:

LCDR F. M. HANILTON (R&DC) MR. A. PASSERA (TSC)
MR. C. W. PRITCHETT (R&DC) DR. D. S. PRERAU (TSC)

Addi tional assistance was provided by the following :

CWO H. HUDGINS (R&DC) FI1 R. YOUNG (R&DC)
MR. H. GREEN (R&DC) MS. L. KOSTRICH (TSC)
MR. K. MU RPHY (TSC) MS. M. E. MAHONEY (R&DC)
MR. J. GARLITZ (TSC & IOCS , Inc.) MS. I. LARROW (R&DC)
MS. J. COLLIER (TSC) Cadet 1/C G. McGARVA
MS. P. CONCANNON (TSC) MS. S. KEAVENY (R&DC)
MS. R. CHIN (TSC)
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1.0 BACKGROUND

The Cutter Resource Effectiveness Evaluation Project was initially con-
cerned with the rather well—defined objective of determining the type of craf t
which should replace the aging WPB fleet , with an emphasis upon using HPW C
(High Performance Watercraft)  in the mix of craft  selected to replace the
patrol boats. Later, the Office of Operations redirected the “WPB Replacement
Project ” to include a much broader consideration of HPWC to determine the
potential for utilization of HPWC in all Coast Guard missions . The thesis for
this redirection and expansion in the study was that HPW C could improve Coast
Guard mission performance in some areas, yet would be less effective than con—
ventional craft in other areas. Later, after considerable problem definition, a
proj ect title change , and planning by personnel in both the Office of Operations
and the Office of Research and Development , an app roach to the investigation of
the suitability of HPWC in Coast Guard missions was developed and a Specific
Administrative/Planning Requirement for the proj ect was issued by the Off ice  of
Operations in January 1976.

1 
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2.0 CREE PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Specific Administrative/Planning Requiremen t con tained the following
objec tives:

a. To determine the mission—related capabilities , 1imitat~ ons , and
operational and support requirements of high performance watercraft and of con-
ventional Coast Guard vessels (with and without aircraft), present and future .

b. To develop a method which provides a quantitative description of
the costs and effectiveness of HPWC and conventional vessels and which presents
a quantitative evaluation of the craft considered in task, program and multi—
program mission performance, singly, comparatively and within a mix of resources.

c. As an end product, to provide the Office of Operations with a
theoretical model , implementing computer programs , and documen tation wh ich
satisfy the above objectives, with sufficient flexibility so that the user may
tailor the computational procedures to his operational or analytical requirements.

As discussed more fully in the next section , the CREE Model is composed
of three major elemen ts en titled Concep ts of Opera tions , Craft/Task Evaluations ,
and Scenario Calculations. The first element is where the user sets up his
problem by defining the opera tional requ iremen ts , selec ts the resources for
evaluation and develops his scenario for use in the evaluation . The second and
third elements are those areas where the mission—related capabilities and limita—
tions of HPWC and conventional Coast Guard vessels are determined , and where
the quantitative effectiveness evaluations of craft performance are made . The
project has been closely monitored by the Opera t ions Planning Sta f f  insuring
that, among other things , suff ic ient f lexibi l ity exis ts in the model for a user
to tailor the computational procedures to his specific requirements.

Although the outputted craft capabilities and limitations , and the
effectiveness evaluations are highly sensitive to the user—specified operational
requirements (e.g., expec ted sea sta te , geograp hic distances , and an ti cipa ted
workload), the CREE Model does not address support requirements as desired by
the SOR objective (a). Nor does the model address costing as requested by the
SOR objective (b). Including support requirements was considered in one way as
having too small an effect on the effectiveness evaluations in comparison with
the opera tional req uiremen ts, and in another way,  too complex an issue to incor-
porate into the methodology which was fairly well developed when the SOR was
issued . The incorporation of costing on the other hand , although des irable , was
agreed to be less valuable than originall y env isioned and , therefore , given a
rather low priority with respect to other items arising subsequent to  the issuing
of the SOR , namel y,  some major refinements to make the results of the model more
realistic .

In addition to the model not addre~ssing ~upport requirements and costing,
the model does not fully tackle the problem ~1 mul ’ i—unit operation. Basically,
the model is designed for  sing le—unit eva l uation and .inv multi—unit operations
must be considered externa l to the er ;Iputerlzed model using a series of single—
unit runs. Furthermore , at the present time , considerations of aircraft

2



— operating from and with surface vessels has yet to be programmed although the
met hodo logy has been developed . Present planning envisions delivery of two
versions of the CRE E model ; one ver sion , formally documented , will be st r ictly
sing le— uni t ;  the second version , informally documen ted , will be a modified
sing le—u nit computer program that incorporates a limited aircraft  capability to
provide some multi—unit evaluation capability .

The primary reason a more complete multi—unit capability has not been
incorporated into the CREE Model , is that the complexity of the methodology is
orders of magnitude greater than the quantification of single—craft effective—
ness. In addition, there is some question as to whether the approach taken in
the CREE Model (probabilistic) would be acceptable for force mix analysis.
Perhaps a simulation—type model would be more appropriate. In any case, further
definition of the force mix analysis problem is in order , prior to any continued
ef fort at modeling in this area. It is expected that user experience with both
versions of the CREE Model by the Office of Opera tions will provide more insight
into what should be undertaken in future efforts at multi—unit modeling.

3
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3.0 TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF THE CREE MODEL

The Cutter Resource Effectiveness Evaluation Model is presently made up
of three major elements as shown in Figure 3—1 and listed as follows :

a. Concepts of Operations

b. Craft/Task Evaluations

c. Scenario Calculations

Broadly speaking , the Concepts of Operations element is concerned with
modeling the job to be performed and the method of craft deployment. This is
where the opera tional requirements are specified , various craf t and sui table
methods of dep loymen t are chosen , and task—oriented scenarios are constructed .
Concep ts of Opera tions is the star t ing poin t for  use of the CREE Model and ha s
been organized in such a fashion that the user has great flexibility in choice
of requiremen ts, selection of craft and construction of scenarios. Figure 3—2
illustrates the information flow from Concepts of Operations to other portions
of the CREE Model.

The Craft/Task Evaluation element of the CREE Model consists of three
sections that eventually provide a numerical evaluation of craft performance of
a task. The first section, called Craft Characteristics (CHAR), takes the craft
concep t specified in the Concep t of Opera tions and de termines typ ical de tailed
characteristics of that craft. The second section , called Parameter (PARAM),
uses these Craft Characteristics coup led wi th var ious opera tional req uir ements
from the Concep t of Opera tions , and calculates dimensionless numerical values
(parameters) indicative of the craft ’s performance tn a var iety of areas , such
as maneuverability at varicus operational speeds , towing abili ty,  and seakindli—
ness , to cite a few. These Parameters form the input for the third section ,
called Task Probability of Success (TPOS), which calculates craft performance of
a task. The outputs of the Craft/Task Evaluations element are numerical values
ind ica tive of how a given craf t performs the given tasks with the spec if ied
operational requirements. Figure 3—3 illustrates the organization of Craft/Task
Evaluations.

The Scenario Calculations element addresses the performance of craft in a
larger arena — tha t of comp lete sor ties or missions , in either single or multi—
program scenarios. Because scenarios are made up of tasks, like search , tow ,
board or transit , and since craf t performance of tasks is quan tified in the
Craft/Task Effectiveness output , the Scenar io Calcula tions elemen t utilizes th is
output as shown in Figure 3—1. In addition to these values , the freq uency of
task occurrence is also considered in evaluating overall craft performance in
the scenario . The calculations incorporating the Task POS, and the frequency of
task occurrence are accomplished by the Program Probability of Success (PROPOS)
element of the CREE computer program , which has as its output , values for  craf t
mission effectiveness for the specified operational requirements.

Appendix B contains sample problem computer output of the CREE Model
for a sample ELT problem.

4
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4.0 APPLICATION OF THE CREE MODEL

• The CREE Model can be used to evaluate either craft performance in a fixed
- scenar io, or the sui tability of a concep t of opera tions wi th a given craft. The

choice is dependent upon the desires of the user. The procedure followed for
either case only depends upon which variables remain fixed in a series of model
runs. The sample problems in these reports were structured to evaluate craft

- performance; however , since a wide var iety of craf t were considered , the results
do illustrate the suitability and unsuitability of some of the concepts of opera-
tions. Specifically, the ELT Samp le Scenario , used in these reports and shown

- in Appendix A , shows a well—chosen concept of operations for hydrofoil craft but
a rather poor one for larger conventional vessels.

The results of the preliminary exercising show that the CREE Model behaves
- in a pred ictable and unders tandable manner , and , hence, should prove invaluable
- for various craft and mission—related studies and investigations. On a broader

scale , however , the model has the advan tage of providing a unif ied struc ture and
- organization for the diverse activities in the many Coast Guard missions. Using

and exercising the model will assist Program Managers in seeing how the realiza-
tion of the obj ectives and goals of their par ticular pr ograms is a f fec ted by
craft capability and variations in operational requirements.

Table 4—1 summarizes the evaluation steps of the CREE Model illustrating
the var ious levels of investiga tions tha t may be performed .

8
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TABLE 4— 1

SUNMARY OF CREE MODEL EVALUATION STEPS

LOCATIONLEVEL INPUT EVALUATION IN• OF TO MODELEVALUATION EVALUATION CRITERIA
OUTPUT

Cr aft Type Craft
CRAFT Cr aft Size Craft Charac ter is t ic

-Craft Speed Characteristics Output Page
Fuel Frac t ion

Craf t Parame ter
Charac teristic Parameters Output Page

and
TASK Operat ional

Requ ire m ents
and Task

Tasks  Probab ilities Task POS
of Ou tput Page

Suc c e s s

Task Probability
of Success Sortie
Task Time Output Page
Task Fuel

SORTIE Above

ortie Probability Sortie
of Success Output Page

SCENARIO and Sortie Frequency (Table 4—2)
of Occurrence — Volume II —

-ortie Time & Fuel Sortie Summary
Page

Scen ario ________________ ________________

% Scenario
Completed

Probability of Scenario
Successfully Overall

ompleting Scenari Results
Average Sort ie Page
Composition
and Average
Time & Fuel

Above
and Impor tant Scenario

User Chosen Tasks Completed Evaluation
Tasks and in X Days Page
Time Frame of Operation

9



5.0 CONTENTS OF THE STUDY DOCUMENTATION

The theoretical aspects of the CREE Project are documented in the

L 

following volumes :

(a) “Executive Summary ” is a concise overview of the CREE Pro jec t .

(b) Volume I — “Analysis and Synthesis of Coast Guard Programs”
addresses the analysis of the Coast Guard Programs and the logic of the struc-
tured synthesis necessary to obtain useable scenarios. Volume I describes the
modeling procedure followed and contains the detailed information necessary to
construct scenarios. A simple scenario is presented as an example.

(c) Volume II — “Evaluation of Craft Performance in Coast Guard -j
Programs” explains and documents the computer program that provides the typical
characteristics and capabilities of the various types of HPWC, conven tional ,
and Coast Guard vessels. It describes the logic and presen ts the procedure for
developing Task Probabilities of Success and other quality indicators; and this
volume details the computational procedures that are utilized to obtain figure—
of—mer it values, or effectiveness values for vessel performance in sing le or
multi—program scenarios.

(d) Volume III — “Utilization of the Cutter Resource Ef f ec tiveness
Evaluation Model” contains various craft evaluations in sample scenarios to
illustrate the application and sensitivity of the CREE model.

(e) “User ’s Manual” con tains detailed pr ogrammer documen tation
regarding the content , format and procedures utilized in the CREE Model com-
puter programs.

10
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APPENDIX A

SAMPLE ELT SCENARIO

— 

ELT SCENARIO

1
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STEAM 1502
150

4

3 STEAM

5 SUCCESS UNSUCCESSFUL

5 • - 7 8
.7

FI~~ 
- iDENT iFY

STEAM
9 10 5

13
INSPECTION INSPECTION

0501

11 STEAM
54

SEIZE SEIZE
1201

2

FIGURE A-].
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APPENDIX B

SAMPLE CREE COMPUTER PROGRAM OUTPUT
C R A t ~ T L H M R A C  I E R  1 S T !  C S

CKA FI TYPL PLANING CRAFT
O!SPLACLM LN T 96 TONS
LLNbT H 100 F~~~T
DLS1(IN SPLE.D 40 KNOTS
FUEL FRA CTi ON 0.50

LENGTH 100.0 FEET
bEAM 18.2 FEET
UI~AF T 6.0 FEET
LL.NGTH/bL AM RA T IO 5.50
URAFT/LLN~ TH HA TIU 0.06
UISPLACEMLNT 95.5 TONS
SURVIV AB ILITY 5 SEA STAT E
TO WS VLS SLLS UP TO 941. TONS
USLABLL ULCK AREA 455.. SQUARE fEET
CARGO CAPACITY 21.5 TONS
FULL CAPACITY 21.3 TONS
USLFUL PAYLOA U 42.7 TONS
iNSTALLED POWLK 6182. HORSEPOWER
POW ER TO WE IGHT 64.7 HP/ION
TRANSP ORT EfFICIENCY 1.62 HP/TON-KNOT
RANG E AT CRUISE SPEED 578. NAUTICAL MILES
t.NLIUKANCL AT CKUISL SPLEL) 16.5 HOURS

FLANK CRUISE REDUCED ON
SPEED SPEED SPEED SCENE

ENGINE TYPE (GT ) (GT) (GT) (Di )

CALM WAT ER SPEED 40.0 35.0 12.0 5.0 KNOTS 
--

~FC (WEIG HT) 0.54 0.58 - .0.89 0.35 LBS/HP-HR
SFC (VOLUME ) 0.08 0.09 0.13 0.05 GAL/HP—HR
HP UTILIZED 6181.8 5022.7 2053.8 .440.1 - HP
FUEL CONSUM PTION 495.1 432.5 272.0 23.0 GAL/HR
FUEL CONSUMPTI ON 12.4 12.4 - 22..7 .~~.. 1.6 GAL/NAUT NI
ENDURANCE (fULL ) 14.4 16.5 26.3 310.2 HOURS
HAN bE - 577,3 578.5 515.3. i550.9. NAUTICAL NI
TURNING RADIUS 322.6 282.5 96.8 40.5 YARDS
CRAf T NOTION 1.4 1.1. 0.5 0.4 6
AVG FULL RAIL 409.1 364.9 249.9 23.0 GAL/HR
AVG SPEED ~8.1 24.8 - - 11.8 - 5.0 - KNOTS
TOW SPEED — - 6.2 - KNOTS

B—i

_ _ _ _ _
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C R A F 1  P A R A M E T E R S

CRAF T TYPE PLANING CRAFT
DiSPLACEMENT 96 TONS
LENGTH 100 FELT
LILSI6N SPEED 40 KNOTS
F ULL FRACT ION 0.50

VISI bi LITY DISTRIBUTION NO , ~

(O~ DISTRIBUTION NO. 1
ULPTH DiSTRIBUTION NO. 1
SEA SlATE. DIS TRIBUTION NO. 6
(AVERAGE SEA STATE S.O)

TASK CARGO DRAF T MA NL UV SEA TOW
CODE CPCTY STATE

CC OF MN LS TW

ON SCENE :
BRO -- 1.00 0.93 0.90 —- BOARD
FFF -- 1.00 0.93 0.86 -- FIGHT FIRE FROM C6 VESSEL
FF0 -- -- -- 0.95 -- FIGHT FIRE ON ANOTHER VESSEL
GAS -- 1.00 0.93 0.94 -- GENERAL ASSISTANCE
INS -- -- -- 0.95 -- INSPECTION
LEO -- 1.00 0.95 0.86 -- LOAD EQUIPMENT
LOX -— -— -- 0.95 -- LOITER
LSB -- 1.00 0.95 U.86 -- LAUNCH SMALL BOAT
MAC -- 1.00 0.93 0.95 -- MONITOR ACTIVITIES
MOS -- 1.00 0.53 0.95 -- MONITOR GIL SPILL
OBA -- -— —— 0.95 —— ON BOARD ASSISTANCE
0Sc -- -- -- 0.95 -- ON SCENE COMMAND (R(GENERAL)
RBP —— 1.00 0.95 0.90 -- RETRIEVE BOARDING PARTY
ROB -- 1.00 0.95 0.86 -- RETRIEVE OBJECTS
RPL -- 1.00 0.95 0.86 -- RESCUE PEOPLE
RSB -- i.UU 0.95 0,86 -- RETRIEVE SMALL BOAT
SSI -— 1.00 0.93 0.95 -- STAKEOUT SPECIAL iNTEREST VESSEL
StE -- -- -- 0.95 -- SEIZE
TWS -- 1.00 0.93 0,86 -- lAKE WATER SAMPLE
ULQ -- 1.00 0.93 0.86 -- UNLOAD EQUIPMENT
W~ B -- -- 0.95 -- WORK EQUIPMENT FROM SMALL BOAT
WU D -- 1.00 -- 0.8.6 -- W1~RK EQUIPMENT 8 DRIFTW~ F -- 1.00 0.93 0.86 —- WORK EQUIPMENT 8 FIXED POSITION
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T A S K  P R O b A B I L I T I E S  O F  S U C C E S S

CRAF T TYPE PLANING CRAF T
DISPLACEM ENT 96 TONS
LENGT H 100 FEET
DESIGN SPEED 40 KNOTS
F ULL FRAC IJON 0.50

VISI BILITY DISTRIBUTION NO. 2
(OW D ISTKLUUTIUN NO. 1
DEPTH UISTRIBU IION NO. 1
SEA STATE DISTRIBUTION NO. 6
(AVER AGE SEA SlATE~ 5.0)

TASK TASK PKOB . TASK
CODE. Of SUCCESS

ON SCENE :
ASST 0.8db ASSIST
BORD 0.841 BOARD
MNAC O.8b7 MONITOR ACTIVITIES
R TRV 0.801 RETRIEVE
WAIT 0.9~ U WALT
W EQO 0.8b9 WORK EQUIPMENT B DRIFT
WLQP 0.801 WORK EQUIPMENT ~ POSITION

REDUCED sPEED :
SOIU 0.926* SEARCH FOR DISTRESSED UNIT
SESC 0.9~ U SLOW ESCORT
SPAT 0.9~ O SLOW PATROL
SPED 0,926* SEARCH FOK .PEOPLL
TOWS 0,926 TOWS

CRUISE SPEED:
£SCT 0.950 ESCORT 
h iNT 0.517 IDENTIFY
PATL 0.9b0 PATROL 
STGT 0.517* SEARCH FOR TARGET
TI4PT ***** TRANSPORT . -

TRST 0.9~ U TRANSIT

FLANK SPEED:
RSPU - 0 • 950 - RESPUND~~ -

-. 
* THIS 15 TIlE P.0.S. OF TIlL ABILITY TO SEARCH. CRAFT’S SUCCESS

- iN F 1NUXNG THE. OBJECT 0F THL~ SEARCH 1.5 DEPENDENT UPON
SCENARIO (E.G.. SLANCH AREA )

***** OLPLNULNT UPON SCENARIO (E.G.. FOOTPRINT AND WEIGHT OF CARGO )

--~~-~---
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ELT SCENAR IO 4
SORT IL NUMBE R 5

OPERATIONAL REQUIRE M ENTS: SELECTED CRAFT:

M AXiMU M DU RA TiON 211.0 HOURS PLANING CRAFT
RANGE F RACTION 0.913 DISPLACEMENT 96 TONS
VISI B ILITY ~OOO DESIGN SPEED 40 KNOTS
AV LRA (L SEA STA l L 3.0 FUEL FRACTION 0.50 •

bROU P T ASK LOCATION TASK TASK TASK
NAME NAM E CODE TINE FUEL POS

(HKS) (GALS)

1
STEAM 150201

*INTLKOIC I 150204 5.3 2184 0.95
150202

4
SENSOR SEARCH 130101

*SLAKCH FUR SHIP : FOUND 130102 2.0 7311 0.52
7

IDENTIFY 40201
*IDEN TIFY CRAFT 40205 0.5 200 0.52

4020 2
10

IN SPECT 50201
*LAUNC H SMALL BOAT 50203 (1.3 5 0.80
*INSPLCTI UN 50204 ~.0 46 0.95
*R LTK ILVL SMALL BOAT 50202 0.3 5 0.80

12
SEIZE 120201

*SEIZE 120203 1.0 23 0.95
*ESCORT 120202 6.0 2203 0.95

2

TINE TO COMPLET E SORTIE IHRS) 17.4

FULL CONSUMED IN SORTIE (GALS ) 5404

SORTIE PROBABILITY OF SUCCESS 0.4829

SORTIE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE 0.0056
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************* SORTIE SUMMARY *************
ELT SCENARIO 4

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS : SELECTED CRAFT:

MAXI MUM DURATION 211.0 HOURS PLAN ING CRAFT
RANGE FRACTION 0.90 DISPLACEMENT 96 TONS
VISI B ILITY b000 DESIGN SPEED 40 KNOTS
AVERAGE SEA STAlL 3.0 FUEL FRACTION 0.50

FRA CTION OF SCENARIO COMPLETED 0.5955

SORTIE SORTIE SORTIE FREQUENCY SORTIE SORTIE
NO. TIME FULL OF PROBABILITY SUCCESSFUL

(HKS I (GALS) OCCURRENCE OF SUCCESS OCCURRENCE

1 17.8 548(1 0.0720 0.4829 0.0348
2 16.8 51157 0.4536 0.4829 0.2191
3 17.6 5475 0.0080 0.4829 0.0039
11 16.6 5452 0.0504 0,4829 0.0243
5 17.4 5404 0.0056 0,11829 0.0027
6 16.4 5381 0.0059 0.4829 0.0028
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** * *** * * *** **  SCENARIO OVERALL RESULTS * **** * * *** ** *

ELT SCLNAR IO 11

OPERATI ONAL REQUIREMENTS: SELECTED CRAF T

MAX IMUM DURATION 24.0 HOURS PLANING CRAFT
RAN GE FRACT ION 0.90 DISPLACEMENT 96 TONS
VISi B ILiTY GOOD DESIGN SPEED 110 KNOTS - 

p

AVERAGE SEA STATE 3.0 FUEL FRACTION 0.50

PERCEN T OF SCENARIO COp- .TED 59.6

PROBABILITY OF SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETING SCENARIO 0.29

SPECiFICATI ONS OF TIlL AVERAGE SORTIE :

T1M L. TO COMPLETE AVERAG E SORTIE 16.9 HRS

FUE L CONSUMED IN AVERAGE SORTIE 5458.4 GALS

TASK COMPOSITION IN AVERAGE SORTIE:

TASK .MES TASK
COOL. CO .1PLETLD NAME

ON SCLNL
81W 0.03 BOARD
INS 0.29 INSPECTION
LS~ 0.26 LAUNCFI SMALL BOAT
RBP 0.03 RETRIEVE BOARDIN G PARTY
RSB 0.26 RET.RLEJLE SMALL BOAT
Sit. 0.04 SEIZE

REDUCED SPEED:
ND TASKS

CRUISE SPU.u:
LSC 0.04 ESCORT
IUC 0.01 IDENTIF Y CRAF T
IDF 0.28 IDENTIFY FLEET
SFL 0.28 SEARCH FOR FLEET
SSH 0.01 SEARCH FOR SHIP FOUND
TKA 0.bS TRANSiT

FLANK SPLED
INT 0.01 INTERDICT
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************* SCENARIO EVALUATION *************
ELT SCENARIO 4

OPERAT IONAL .MLQIJIREM~NTS: SFLECTLD CRAFTS

MAX IMUM DURATION 214.0 HOURS PLANING CRAFT
RANGE FRACTION (1.90 DISPLACEMENT 96 TONS
VISIBILITY GOOD DESIGN SPEED ‘40 KNOTS
AVERAGE SEA STAlE 3.0 FUEL FRACTION 0.50

IMPURTAN I TASKS COMPLETED IN 50 DAYS OF OPERATION

TASK TINES TASK
CODE COMPLETLO NAME.

ON SCENE:
INS 114 INSPECTION
StE 2 SEIZE

REDUCED SPEED :
NO IMPORTANT TASKS SPECIFIED

CRUISE SPLEO
IDC 0 IDENTIFY CRAF T
IDF ill IDENTIFY FLEET

FLANK SPEED :
NO IMPORTANT TASKS SPECIFIED

-~~ U. S. GOV~~NMENT P~~INflNG OPrIC~ 2 9 7 ? - - - 7 0 1 - 7 9 3 — - 2 0 9
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