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PREFACE

This report documents the "Reserve Component Unit Evaluation Analysis'
research conducted by Litton Mellonics Systems Development Division of
Litton Systems, Inc., for the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations and Plans (ODCSOPS), Department of the Army, under the
provisions of Contract Number DAAG 39-75-C-0135.

The research effort was assisted by the advice and support of many in-
dividuals and agencies outside of the Litton Mellonics organization.
Officers in the Training Division of the ODCSOPS, other officers of
the Army Staff, members of the SAG, and personnel of FORSCOM, TRADOC,
USACATB, the CONUSA, the Infantry, Armor, Field Artillery, Engineer,
Ordnance, and Military Police Schools, 1lst Cavalry Division, 2nd
Armored Division, 4th Infantry Division, 9th Infantry Division, the
NGB, the OCAR, the ARR, and all the Reserve Component units in the
AT 75 and AT 76 ARTEP evaluation programs who assisted in the collec-
tion of evaluation cost and effectiveness data, participated irn
structured interviews, and completed survey/questionnaire forms are
too numerous to mention by name, but they are owed special thanks

tfor their cooperation and response to requests for information.

Within Litton Mellonics especial appreciation is expressed to Miss
Sue Tepper and Mrs. Kitty Kleisath without whose expert work and
patience with the study group the production of this report could
not have been accomplished.
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RESERVE COMPONENT UNIT EVALUATION ANALYSIS

- 1. Introduction.

a. General. This report is the last of four on the study Reserve

Component Unit Evaluation Analysis {(Cost-Effectiveness) under Contract
Number DAAG 39-75-C-0135. It is duly submitted in accordance with

paragraphs H.6 and H.7 of the contract.

(1) Two interim reports, the draft final report, and this report
constitute the four reports required as a part of the Mellonics Systems
Development Division of Litton Systems, Inc., performance under the contract.
The First Interim Report (in accordance with paragraph H.4 of the contract)
was duly submitted to the Contract Officer's Representative (COR) on 15 May
1975. 1t presented a detailed study plan and a summary of progress from the
start of work, 18 February 1975. At a meeting with Litton Mellonics on
10 June 1075 the Study Advisory Group (SAG) discussed and commented on the
study methodology proposed in the report. As a part of the discussion the
point was made that the United States Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) and
Litton Mellonics '"should exchange information to insure instructions issued
by FORSCOM for Annual Training (AT) 1976 utilization of the Army Training
and Evaluation Program (ARTEP) are in consonance with developments in the

study.'"! Toward this end and to assist FORSCOM in planning for AT 76, the

lDisposition Form, DAMO-ODU, dated 13 June 1975, subject: Study Advisory
Group (SAG) Reserve Component Unit Evaluation Analysis (10 June 1975);
Inclosure: Minutes of the Meeting.
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SAG requested Litton Mellonics to provide an informal report to FORSCOM
in mid-November 1975, in advance of the next formal report scheduled for

submission in early 1976.

(2) On 17 November 1975 an Informal Report of Preliminary Results
was submitted to the COR for forwarding to FORSCOM. It included a Suggested

ARTEP Evaluation Program for AT 76.

(3) The Second Interim Report (in accordance with paragraph H.5 of
the contract) was duly submitted to the COR on 15 March 1976. It documented
all aspects of work during the first twelve months of the contract, presented
cost and effectiveness data relevant to the AT 75 Reserve Component (RC) unit
ARTEP evaluations, and proposed an ARTEP Implementation Option Test Program
(for 1976 data collection) developed in consideration of FORSCOM informal
comments on the Informal Report of Preliminary Results and related coordination
with FORSCOM. On 29 March 1976 the SAG met, with Litton Mellonics present,
to review and discuss the report. Pursuantly, the SAG requested Litton
Mellonics '"to review the proposed schedule of units to be evaluated during
AT 76 with a view toward increasing the number in the Sixth Army area."?
Accordingly, a Revised ARTEP Implementation Option Test Program was submitted

to the COR on 21 April 1976.

(4) The Draft Final Report (in accordance with paragraph H.6 of the

contract) was duly submitted to the COR on 18 August 1976. As discussed and

JDisposition Form, DAMO-ODU, dated 12 April 1976 (Revision dated 5 May 1976).
subject: Study Advisory Group (SAG) Reserve Component Unit Evaluation
Analysis (29 March 1976); Inclosure: Minutes of the Meeting.
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understood at the 29 March 1976 SAG meeting it was based on data available

as of 15 July 1976 in quantities sufficient for meaningful analysis, since

at the time of its preparation and submission a significant portion of the
planned data collection remained to be accomplished for RC unit evaluations
scheduled for the latter two weeks in July, throughout August and early
September. Thus, the report presented cost and effectiveness data for all
three type ARTEP used during AT 75 and one of the eight type used during

AT 76, results based on these data, and detailed explanations of the analysis
methodologies. The report was reviewed and accepted at the 20 September 1976

meeting of the SAG.

b. Purpose. The purpose of this report, the final, is to document all
aspects of the work performed during the study, describe the data collection
effort and provide summary tables of all data used, explain and illustrate
the procedures and analytical methods employed, state all assumptions, present
results and findings, and recommend assessment systems for use in periodic

Reserve Component evaluations with ARTEP.

c¢. Organization of the Report. The report is divided into six major
parts - a Main Report and five Annexes - collectively presented in three

volumes.

(1) Volume I contains the Main Report and Annexes C, D, and E.

(a) The Main Report comprises six sections:

e The first is this introduction.




e The second reviews the background, lists the

objectives, defines the scope, and outlines

the approach of the overall study effort.

e The third presents ARTEP implementation options

tound to be cost-effective in conducting eval-

uations of RC units.

e The fourth develops systems for periodic RC

unit evaluations with ARTEP.

e The fifth presents summaries of two ancillary

investigations.

e Potential substitution of qualified noncommissioned
officers (NCO) for officers in select evaluator

positions.

e Availability of training sites suitable for

conducting ARTEP evaluations.

e The sixth is a summary of study findings.

(b) Annex C presents an analysis of ARTEP evaluator tasks and

position assignments.

(¢) Annex D presents a survey of major training sites in

consideration of ARTEP evaluation requirements.

(d) Annex E is a bibliography.




(2) Volume II wholly contains Annex A. The annex identifies the

cost elements that in the aggregate constitute RC unit ARTEP evaluation
cost, discusses data collection, explicates the methodology used to derive
estimates of ARTEP evaluation implementation option costs, and analyzes
cost differences. Summary tables of AT 75 and AT 76 RC unit ARTEP eval-

uation costs are presented, respectively, in Appendixes 1 and 2 to Annex A.

(3) Volume III wholly contains Annex B. The annex describes the
ARTEP evaluation implementation options, defines evaluation effectiveness,
discusses data collection, and explicates the derivation of option effective-
ness indexes. Summary tables of RC unit ARTEP evaluation effectiveness data
collected during AT 75 and AT 76 are presented, respectively, in Appendixes
1 and 2 to Annex B. An analysis of interviews held with evaluators and
evaluated RC unit personnel to ascertain their reasoning in completing ques-
tionnaires relative to ARTEP evaluation implementation options effectiveness
is presented in Appendix 3 to Annex B. Appendix 3 also presents a survey

of General Officers' views concerning ARTEP evaluation of RC units.
2. Study Overview.

a. Background.

(1) The ARTEP was developed by the United States Army Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) during 1973-1974 as a continuation of efforts
initiated by the Continental Army Command (CONARC) in 1971. First available
were Test Edition ARTEP for Infantry, Armor (Tank), Field Artillery, Signal,

and Engineer units. These were distributed and tested in the field with




select Active Army units during the autumn of 1974 and throughout 1975 as a

part of the joint TRADOC and FORSCOM ARTEP validation effort. As a part of
the same validation effort the available ARTEP were to be distributed to

select RC units for use and testing in the field during 1975. Lessons learned,

Bl B4 A B

problems, and recommendations presented in the after action and validation

T reports were considered in revising the field tested ARTEP as well as, where |
-
applicable, in the development of first edition other type unit ARTEP, all
ey
to receive wider distribution among Active Army and RC units prior to AT 76.
=

(2) In developing and validating the ARTEP TRADOC and FORSCOM efforts

primarily centered on demonstrating the concept's feasibility and improving

| o B ]

the ARTEP utility as guides for training and evaluation of Army units by
describing critical unit missions and mission-essential tasks. Although the
ARTEP was gaining acceptance as a suitable concept for use in training and
evaluating Active Army and RC units, efforts were not made systematically to
define the most suitable ways of fully implementing the ARTEP as a training

and evaluation instrument. Especially, relative to implementing the evaluation
portion of the ARTEP, questions of controller/evaluator source, frequency of
evaluation, aggressor source, applicability to different type units, and the
like were not specifically addressed. For the evaluation of RC units these
were particularly cogent questions because of the need for efficacious
determination of training readiness, identification of training deficiencies,
and planning of remedial training as necessary. Accordingly, the Department

of the Army (DA) awarded a contract to Litton-Mellonics for this study entitled

Reserve Component Unit Evaluation Analysis.

-6-




b. Objectives.

(1) To analyze alternative approaches implementing the ARTEP in

assessing the effectiveness of Reserve Component units.

(2) To identify the costs of each alternative approach to include

money, men, and collateral impact. |

(3) To recommend assessment systems (frequency of testing, manner
of application) from among those considered for use in periodic Reserve

Component evaluations with ARTEP.

(4) To identify units (by type, deployment objectives, mission to

be tested) with which the assessment systems should be used.

c. Scope.

(1) In the main the title, background, and objectives of the study

concisely define its scope. They are specific that the study concern only

RC units and implementation of the evaluation portion of the ARTEP, and that

it employ cost-effectiveness (C-E) analysis methods.

(2) Alternative approaches (options) for implementing ARTEP in assessing
training readiness of RC units were developed from discussions with TRADOC,
FORSCOM, and other agencies involved in defining unit proficiency assessment
methods. The thirty-six options finally considered in the study were approved
by the SAG as submitted in the Second Interim Report after its review of a ;

larger list presented in the First Interim Report.




(3) Six ARTEP (test editions) were available at the start of the
study. Of these, four (Mechanized Infantry, Tank, Field Artillery (155mm), and
Combat Engineer) were used by nine RC battalions and one RC company during
AT 75 in the TRADOC/FORSCOM ARTEP validation program. These ten (10) were

the only RC units evaluated using ARTEP during AT 75.

AN A A A 035 5

(4) Cost and effectiveness data for the ten evaluations were collected
through coordination with the United States Army Combined Arms Training Board
(USACATB), FORSCOM, the National Guard Bureau (NGB), State Adjutants General of
the RC units involved, the Directorates of Reserve Components (or Directorates
of Reserve Affairs) at Fort Hood, Texas, Fort Carson, Colorado, and Fort Lewis,
Washington, and personnel of the participating RC units and the controller/
evaluator groups. Cost data from this experience were extrapolated to options
not employed in AT 75 RC unit evaluations. Cost data, in addition, were

developed for suggested evaluations outlined in the several ARTEP documents.

o Smae st

Quantitative expressions (indexes) of ARTEP evaluation implementation option

effectiveness were developed from rating data obtained in survey/questionnaire
forms completed by branch school personnel involved in the development of
ARTEP, evaluators/controllers and evaluated RC unit personnel in the AT 75
TRADOC/FORSCOM ARTEP validation program, and cognizant DA, FORSCOM, TRADOC,

USACATB, and SAG personnel.

(5) ARTEP for approximately forty (40) different type units were
available for training year (TY) 75-76. In accordance with FORSCOM guidance
the three Continental United States Armies (CONUSA) scheduled in excess of
one hundred RC units (all company size) to be evaluated during AT 76 using
ten different ARTEP. Eighty-one of the evaluations were selected to provide
cost and effectiveness data for the study. Data were collected with coordinated

assistance from the three CONUSA, cognizant Army Readiness Regions (ARR), and

8=
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the agencies that assisted during AT 75. These data, the data collected during
AT 75, and other data obtained from planning documents and schedules, from
personnel at cognizant Army agencies, from interviews with personnel who
completed survey/questionnaire forms and a survey of Army General Officers

constitute the basic data base for the study.

(6) Ancillary Investigations. As suggested by the SAG two supple-
mentary investigations were incorporated into the study. The first concerned
a consideration of testing site adequacy for ARTEP evaluation implementation.3
The second was based on a recognized need to differentiate between require-

ments for officer evaluators versus enlisted evaluator/data collectors.?

(7) The end product of the study is a set of systems, based on the
most cost-effective ARTEP evaluation implementation options, recommended for
the periodic evaluation of type RC units. The results of the two special

investigations, also, are end products.

d. Approach. The work to be performed was divided into three phases
corresponding to the three major tasks described in the contract statement of
work: Collection of Data, Analysis of Alternatives, and Development of a

Recommended Program.

JDisposition Form, DAMO-ODU, dated 11 April 197¢ subject: Study Advisory
Group (SAG) Reserve Component Unit Evaluation Analysis (27 March 1975);
Inclosure: Minutes of the Meeting.

4Disposition Form, DAMO-ODU, dated 13 June 1975, subject: Study Advisory
Group (SAG) Reserve Component Unit Evaluation Analysis (10 June 1975);
Inclosure: Minutes of the Meeting.

9.
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(1) The first phase consisted of planning actions and data collection
necessary for the start and conduct of subsequent analytical efforts. The
planning included the identification of data elements needed for C-E analysis,
the review of existing potentially relevant data bases, the development of
data collection materials, and visits to a large number of agencies involved
with ARTEP to coordinate the foregoing and to facilitate Jata collection.

The identification of data elements involved the definition of implementation
options, the identification of major cost elements, and the definition of
evaluation effectiveness. Most of the planning and some of the data activities
accomplished during this phase were the subjects of sections III and IV of

the First Interim Report. Additional information relative to this phase was
included in Appendixes 1 (Cost) and 2 (Effectiveness) to Annex A of the Second
Interim Report. All this information as it finally pertained was included in
Annexes A and D to the Draft Final Report and is included in Volumes II and III

of this report.

(2) The second phase involved the completion of data collection,
the final definition of analysis parameters and procedures, the analysis of
all collected data, the development of ARTEP evaluation implementation option
cost estimates and effectiveness indexes to identify prime candidate ARTEP
evaluation implementation options (based on AT 75 data), and the design of a
program for testing the prime candidate options in the field during the latter
half of TY 76 and at AT 76. The work accomplished during this phase, the prime
candidate options, and the recommended test program were the major subjects of
the Second Interim Report, were detailed in Annexes A and B to the Draft Final

Report, and are fully documented in Volumes Il and III of this report.

«10<
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(3) The third phase involved close coordination with FORSCOM in
planning the field implementation of the recommended test program, coordinated
assistance from FORSCOM and the three CONUSA to collect cost and effectiveness
data for the test program evaluations, and the analysis of all collected data
to verify or revise the C-E estimates associated with the prime candidate
options tested. The phase also involved the collection of cost and effective-
ness data for selected evaluations (not included in the test program) using
ARTEP not used in RC unit evaluations during AT 75, the analysis of these
collected data, and the identification of prime candidate options for the
pertinent ARTEP. For all data collection the materials developed and used
in Phases 1 and 2 were adapted and additional and/or revised materials were
developed as necessary, all in coordination with FORSCOM. The phase and the
study ended with the identification of a recommended set of cost-effective
options (based on AT 7o data) for implementing RC unit evaluations using ARTEP,
and the preparation and submission of the Draft Final Report and this Final
Report of all work accomplished in the phase, all previous project activities
(i.e., significant portions from the two Interim Reports and the Draft Final

Report), and final findings and recommendations.

-

3. Cost-Effective Implementation Options.

a. General. This section defines the candidate ARTEP evaluation imple-
mentation options tinally considered in the study, discusses data collected
and used, presents estimates of option cost and indexes of option effective-
ness, and through a C-E analysis identifies prime candidate ARTEP evaluation

implementation options.

=11+




b. Candidate Implementation Options.

(1) In the First Interim Report seventy-two basic and a to-be-
determined multiple of twenty-four composite candidate ARTEP evaluation
implementation options were described in terms of five option variables -
evaluation schedule, organizational level tested, aggressor source, test
configuration, and controller/evaluator source. The first four variables,
respectively, included three, two, two, and two alternatives. The fifth
included three and a to-be-determined number of selected mixes (ratios of
Active Army to RC personnel in a mixed controller/evaluator group). The
evaluation schedule variable included three alternative frequencies - annual,
biennial, and triennial; the source of aggressor variable allowed for all
Active Army or all RC personnel; the organizational level tested variable
considered battalion or company size units; the test configuration variable
delineated the evaluated unit pure from the evaluated unit combined (e.g.,
task force); and the controller/evaluator source variable allowed for all
Active Army, all Reserve Component (all Maneuver Training Command or all
other RC), or selected mixes of Active Army and RC personnel. Considering
three general mix ratios (predominantly Active Army, predominantly RC, and
essentially equal in Active Army and RC personnel) the initial number of

candidate options was one hundred and forty-four (3x2x2x2x6=144).

(2) At the 10 June 1975 SAG meeting it was agreed to apply the
following as a screening process to the options proposed in the First Interim

Report.

(a) "Eliminate combined arms testing as an alternative.
FORSCOM emphasis will be on testing pure units without cross attachments
required for combined arms operation."® (Since the test configuration
variable included only two alternatives, the elimination of combined arms

testing as one effectively eliminated test configuration as a variable.)

=12
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(b) "Eliminate aggressor source as an alternative. RC Units

tested at Active Army installations normally will be provided Active Army

aggressors. However, RC units tested at other sites will have RC aggressors.

FORSCOM cannot support the costs involved in providing Active Army units as

aggressors for all ARTEP testing."S

(c) "Expand frequency of testing alternatives to 2, 3, and 4
year intervals. Delete from consideration the one year alternative since

even Active Army units are not required to undergo annual testing.”S

(3) On the basis of the foregoing SAG guidance and the above con-
sideration of three mixes to be included as alternatives in the controller/
evaluator source variable, a set of thirty-six candidate ARTEP evaluation

implementation options was developed. The options are listed in Table 1.

c. Data. It was infeasible to design a program of RC unit ARTEP
evaluations especially to provide data for the study. For one thing, the
time from the start of the study to the start of AT 75 evaluations was too
short; for another, specific program requirements such as simultaneous
evaluation of an RC unit by two or more separate evaluator/controller groups
would not only be too costly (money and personnel, even ad hoc) but could
introduce interference adverse to the purpose of the evaluation. Thus, for
AT 75 and AT 76 data collection was planned and effected within the scope

of FORSCOM scheduled RC unit ARTEP evaluations.

(1) AT 75. All AT 75 data were collected relative to evaluations
of units involved in the RC portion of the joint FORSCOM/TRADOC ARTEP
validation program. The RC portion involved four different ARTEP and ten

affiliated units -~ four Mechanized Infantry. three Tank, and two 155mm (SP)

5Disposition Form, DAMO-ODU, dated 13 June 1975, subject: Study Advisory
Group (SAG) Reserve Component Unit Evaluation Analysis (10 June 1975);
Inclosure: Minutes of the Meeting.
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Number

C\ U &N -

13
14
15

1
i

17
18

19
20
21
22
23

24

25
26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35
36

Table 1

Description

Candidate ARTCP Evaluation Implementation Options

Evaluator Source Level Tested Frequency
Active Army Battalion Bicnnial
Active Army Battalion Triennial
Active Army Battalion Quadrennial
Active Army Company Biennial
Active Army Company Triennial
Active Army Company Quadrennial
Reserve Component Battalion Biennial
Reserve Component Battalion Triennial
Reserve Component Battalion Quadrennial
Reserve Component Company Biennial
Reserve Component Company Triennial
Reserve Component Company Quadrennial
Maneuver Training Command Battalion Biennial
Maneuver Training Command Battalion Triennial
faneuver Training Command Battalion Quadrennial
Mancuver Training Command Company Biennial
Maneuver Training Command Company Triennial
Maneuver Training Command Company (uiadrennial
Mix (Active Army > RC) Battalion Biennial
Mix (Active Army > RC) Battalion Trienmial
Mix (Active Army > RC) Battalion Quadrennial
Mix (Active Army > RC) Company Bicnnial
Mix (Active Army > RC) Company Triennial
Mix (Active Army > RC) Company Quadrennial
Mix (RC > Active Army) Battalion Biennial
Mix (RC > Active Army) Battalion Tricnnial
Mix (RC > Active Army) Battalion Quadrennial
Mix (RC > Active Army) Company Biennial
Mix (RC > Active Army) Company Triennial
Mix (RC > Active Army) Company Quadrennial
Mix (Active Army ¥ RC) Battalion Biennial
Mix (Active Army & RC) Battalion Triennial
Mix (Active Aray 2 RC) Battalion Quadrennial
Mix (Active Army 2 RC) Company Eiennial
Mix (Active Army 2 RC) Company Triennial
Mix (Active Army & RC) Company Quadrennial

-




Field Artillery battalions, and one Engineer company. Litton-Mellonics

study team members were on site at all but one evaluation (a Field Artillery
battalion). Table 2 lists the ten evaluations, and outlines the context in
which they were conducted. For each the data include dates of evaluation,
identity of evaluated unit, name and location of evaluation site, identity

of controller/evaluator group, identity of aggressor, ARTEP evaluation level,
and evaluated unit configuration. Seven evaluations were conducted at Active
Army installations; five of the seven where the controller/evaluator personnel
were stationed. The remaining three were conducted at Army National Guard
(ARNG) installations. In all the evaluations all evaluators were Active Army
personnel. Seven evaluations employed elements of Active Army units as
aggressor forces, and three employed ARNG elements. All evaluations but one
(a Field Artillery battalion) were conducted at level 3. Two Tank and two
Mechanized Infantry battalions were evaluated in task force configuration;
all other battalions were evaluated pure. The platoons of the Engineer
company were attached to companies of the Mechanized Infantry battalion
undergoing evaluation at the same time. Because the Engineer company was

the only company in the AT 75 RC portion of the validafion program and because
it was evaluated in support of an infantry battalion (so that the infantry
exercise scenario dominated the play, and to a large extent precluded and
overrode some of the engineer ARTEP evaluation requirements), data pertinent
to the Engineer company were not used. Although the variations in the
conduct of the battalion evaluations for each type ARTEP rendered each

evaluation somewhat distinct, the differences were not considered inimical

=18=
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to pooling data for analysis by type ARTEP evaluation. Detailed discussions

of these data are presented in Annexes A and B to this report.

(2) AT 76. The consideration in ¢ above notwithstanding, a recom-
mended RC unit ARTEP evaluation program for AT 76 was developed as a require-
ment of the study in Phase 2. In accordance with an agreement reached at the
10 June 1975 SAG meeting the recommended program was submitted to the COR and
FORSCOM in an Informal Report of Preliminary Results on 17 November 1975 as
well as in the Second Interim Report, dated 15 March 1976. The program
involved selected options to be implemented variously in thirty-eight battalion
size RC unit evaluations to provide AT 76 data comparable to the AT 75 data.

In February 1976 FORSCOM published a '"Tentative Schedule for Formal ARTEP
Evaluations, TY 75-76." The schedule designated one hundred and seven (107)
company size RC units to be evaluated variously by Maneuver Training Command
(MTC), Active Army, or RC personnel. No mixed evaluator groups were designated

nor indicated. Only company size units were included in the schedule.

(a) Eighty-one (81) evaluations distributed across eight (8)
different ARTEP were selected from the FORSCOM schedule for a program of
AT 76 cost and effectiveness data collection. The program is shown in Table 3.
Two evaluations with each type evaluator/controller group were included where
possible. Four of the eight ARTEP - Infantry, Maintenance, 105 mm (Towed)
Field Artillery battalion, and Military Police company - were not included

in the AT 75 FORSCOM/TRADOC ARTEP validation program.

-18-




‘ (panurtiuod)
' ug 18uj
AInpe 91-p1 VA ‘TITH "d "V 34 1 PISOT ‘94 ‘V ‘OH (DY) AT yagz +
LIne 12-61 VM ‘13D 3urary euryej 9 ug 13ug 1z§ ‘v (VV) AIQ yie x
; 3ny 61-91 4V ‘9933eyD 134 9 0D 13uq Y69l DIN 3ST «
Ane zz-61 V) ‘sixaqoy dp 9 ug x3ug 0zg ‘v DIN 3516 «
saduqg
w Aew zz-61 ON ‘83eag 14 1 PzZZl ‘@ ‘D ‘4 ‘v (Vv) sadug yizz A
gny /-AInpe vz VW ‘spxemp3 d) 1 13ugz zpz/4 DIN Y39/ «
aunf 61-S NW ‘Aqrays dp I 0) a13ug (68 JIUN PUZ +
ﬁ aunp 91-¢1 XL ‘POOH 34 S 13ug 111 ‘0D OH (DY) A1Q Y6y #
AeW 9-¢ vd ‘de9 umojueipuy 34 I 13ug gSsy ‘v o) ug 13uj gSpy +
I39utdug “Sz-S ‘SpI-S dALYY
A1ne s1-21 VA 3334214 34 1 8zL ‘4 (D4) A1Q yigz +
aung 91-01 X1 ‘POOH 34 S 6v6 ‘d (D¥) ATQ Y6y #
aunpf z1-01 XLl ‘POOH 34 S 6¥6 ‘D ‘OH (D¥) ATQ Y3iey #
sunp pz-1z NW ‘Aerdry dp S YL ‘a DIW Y3sg 4+
AInpe 0¢-62 AN ‘unig 34 I 9zL ‘d DIUN Y39Z + &
(sdueualuTeN) £T1-67 JALYV
aung 9z-71 VA 339214 34 1 0) dW Y3.L0S DIN YIsL 4+
aung 9z-71 VA 339014 34 1 0D diW Y311Z JIN 4308 +
AeW /-S ON ‘83eag 14 1 0) dW Y3STZ JIW Y108 4+
ale(] COMuNUOA <WDZO.)_ uwcz siolenjeA’]

Auedwo) dw “L/-61 431UV

suorlen{ead daIdV 3Tun DY 9, Lv ‘wexBord uorida[ro) eieq

¢ 9lqel




aunpg z1-01
aung 0[-,
L1 1z2-61

dny 9z-z2
aunpg $z-12
AIne 12-61
aunf 61-9
aunf 61-9
aunf 61-S

AInge 91-S1
AIne zz-12
AInge 0$-62
3ny 9z-sz
3ny 9z-57
LInge 62-L2
L1nge 62-L2
Anpe 1z2-61
aung $z-12
aung -/
aleq

IM ‘A0DOW 34
AN ‘unaq 34
XL ‘PooH 34

VM
‘23] Jutarq EUTNEL
NW ‘Aatdry dp

XL ‘POOH 14

VO ‘31emd1s 34

VO ‘31emdls 14

NW ‘4qrays dp

VA ‘3390214 34
VA ‘339014 34
AN ‘unig 34

4V ‘@333eyYy) 34
dv ‘9933BYy) 34
4V ‘9233BYD 34
4V ‘9933eyn 34
VA “339%214 34
N ‘Aardry dp

VW ‘spaempy dp

uo11ed07

(psnutiuod)

—~

29/1 ‘V
201/¢ ‘v

I 2Sz/T ‘SO ‘nav

Ioway ‘S¢-/1 JALYV

9
S
[ 0zr/z ‘s) ‘osv
I
1
I

L11/Y

(W) NI 191/%
282 ‘D ‘49 ‘V ‘DHH
9¢1/2 ‘2SD ‘D

€
%

N NN O D -

VSNNOD

A1juejul ‘Sr-L d914V

(ponutiuod) ¢ 3qe]

(W) A13uejul ‘Sp-/1 J3LYV

NI
NI
NI
S1/¢
S1/¢

RI1/v ‘d
811/1 ‘4
SNy

601/1
601/¢
691/1 °
LSAe
LET/T ¢
‘SO ‘Dav
‘S) ‘ogv
601/7 ‘v

/T ‘4
101/1 ‘D

tuf

-

< COMO

(vv) ATqQ 3Is1
DA Y3igL
(VV) ATQ AVD 3SI

(v¥) ATQ NI 436
(vv) A1a (W) NI 3s1
(vv) ATd AVD 351
(D4) 9pPd Yagiz

(D4) 2pd Yyagie

JU{ puz

(D¥) At y3se
(D¥) Ata yasz
JIN Y39L

JIN 3ST

JIN 3ST

(v¥) At1aq 3Is101l
(vv) A1@ 3s101
(2¥) ATa y4yagz
DIN Y43iss

JIN Y39¢

SIO3BN[BAY

S ]

+= > 4 w»

> > 4 4

= B DR & &

-20-




*SMBTAI93UT 103 sijuedidrized

d3LdV 031 S[qBIIEBAB SWIJ JUSTITFINSUT ‘palda[[0d BIBp ‘PallISIA SuoijenieAj A
‘osn 03 93el 0031 ‘97 1aqwadlag G| JI91JB POALISIAL BlR(
“PaI[9dUBD UOT3EBN[EAd P3[Np3ayds X
*Q/ 1940320 p JO SB PIASTIIAL 30U [Tew Aq anp BIEp YOIYM wWOij SuoTIenfjeay &
‘9, 1aqualdag ST Aq [Tew Aq PIATII3X BIBP YOTUM WOIJ SUOTIBN[BAT 4
‘9, 19quwaldas ST Aq pa31a[dwod SMOTAISIUT pUB ‘Palda[[0d BIBP ‘PIITISIA SUOTIBN[BAY 4
AInp 82-92 0D ‘uosie) 34 9 vd LZT/1 ‘V (V¥) ATQ Y3p 4 ;
sunp 6z-82 0D ‘uosie) 14 9 vd 891/1 ‘O (vv) A0 Y3y s -
aunpf SI-¢1 1N ‘9d ‘Aem3ng 9 vd zzz/Z ‘4 ‘v (Vv) ATQ Y36 # :
aunp ¢z-12 XL ‘pooH 14 S vd €S1/v ‘D (DY) Ata Y3ev &
3ny 1z-8 AX ‘xouy 134 4 vi 102/1 ‘0 ‘v (V¥) vd4 pS/Z &
aunp z1-01 IM “‘AODOW 34 S vd 0zZ1/1 ‘4 (vv) A1Q 3sST 4
AIne zz-0z VA ‘TITH "d "V 34 I (sot) v4 6zz/1 (DY) Atag yagz +
aunp G1-¢1 AM ‘Assuizang dj 9 yiey/1 ‘0 ‘4 ‘v (0¥) sdio)y yarr ¢
aunp 6-, NW ‘Aardry dy 9 vd LYT/1 ‘D ‘v (vv) A1Q Y3v ¢
AeWw [Z-vT AN ‘umiq 34 I ZI1/s ‘a4 ‘v DUN YIBL +
ouma :Owwwuo‘_ YSNNOD uw:: sJojenfeAj

AIBTTTIIV PIAT4 “SST1-9 “S9£-9 dILMV

(panutiuod) ¢ a[qe],

- by [O——




(b) Table 3 shows that Litton-Mellonics study team members
planned to visit and interview personnel at fifty-two (52) of the eighty-
one (81) RC unit evaluations. The table also shows that although all
scheduled visits were made, interviews at only thirty-three (33) were
accomplished. Completed survey/questionnaire data forms from the thirty-
three evaluations and forms received by mail from thirty-three (33) other
evaluations not scheduled for visits, along with interview data obtained
during the visits, and the survey of General Officers constitute all the
AT 76 effectiveness data included in the study. Cost data collected and
available as of the 15 September 1976 cut-off date were complete for the

equivalent of forty (40) battalion evaluations.

d. Cost Estimates.

(1) The elements of cost for RC unit ARTEP evaluations for this
study were identified with the assistance of FORSCOM, USACATB, III Corps,
and other cognizant headquarters and agencies. All the identified cost
elements were classified operational. No investment costs were identified

for either the AT 75 or the AT 76 evaluations.

{2) Six elements of operational cost were identified:

® Personnel required for evaluations,

e Travel,

e Per Diem,

e Petroleum, 0il, and Lubricants (POL),
e Maintenance (repair parts), and

e Ammunition.




The data, as applicable, were reported for the following:

e Planning evaluation headquarters responsible for the
writing of the exercise scenario and the conduct of

the evaluation,

e Evaluator/Controller group,

e Support personnel such as drivers, radio operators,

and range personnel,

e Aggressor personnel,

e Evaluated unit, and

e Attached and supporting units.

Personnel data was reported by number of personnel by category (Officers,
Warrant Officer, Enlisted Man) and man-days by rank. Travel and per diem
costs were applicable to personnel (who were not attending AT in fulfillment
of their personal obligation) who travelled to an evaluation site different
from home station. POL consumption was reported in terms of gallons by type.
Maintenance cost was reported simply as the cost of the repair parts used
during the evaluation and as a result of the post evaluation technical
inspection. Ammunition used only during the evaluation was reported by type

and quantity.

(3) To derive estimates of ARTEP evaluation implementation options
costs a concept of estimated cost based on ARTEP document (ECD) was developed.
(See Annex A to this report.) The concept involved the computation of an

evaluation option cost relative only to a given evaluator source and a given




organizational level tested based on the averages of the acutal AT 75 or AT 7o
evaluation costs of POL and maintenance and on estimates for personnel and
ammunition in accordance with numbers and quantities, respectively, recommended
in the applicable ARTEP, with travel and per diem computed for the recommended
personnel to travel to the specitic AT 75 or AT 76 evaluation sites. To obtain
the ECD for each of the thirty-six (30) options the one time evaluation costs
based on given evaluator sources and given organizational levels tested were
adjusted by the tfrequency factor in respective options. Thus, for example,

the ECD of a quadrennial option with given evaluator source and given organ-
izational level tested is one-halt the ECD of the biennial option with the

same givens. In fact, the ECD are average annual costs as a function of the
tfrequency of evaluation. ECDS for all thirty-six options for Mechanized
Infantry, Tank, and Field Artillery (155mm) battalions based on AT 75 data

are shown in Table 4. Option costs (ECDo) for evaluations with the eight

ARTEP used for RC unit evaluations during AT 76 are shown in Table 5.

(4)  In considering only ARTEP evaluation implementation option costs,
an inspection of Tables 4 and 5 discloses that option 12 - quadrennial
evaluation at company level with all RC evaluators - i1s the best (lowest cost)
option tor evaluating all eight type RC units; and option 30 -~ quadrennial
evaluation at company level with a mixed evaluator group, predominantly RC
personnel - is the second best option for evaluating Tank, Field Artillery
(155mm), and Military Police units, while option 9 - quadrennial evaluation
at battalion level with all RC evaluators - is the second best option for
cvaluating Mechanized Infantry, Field Artillery (105mm), Infantry, and Enginecer
units.,  Option Il presents lowest cost for maintenance units. Thus, if

evaluation implementation option etfectiveness were nugatory these options

would be recommended for employment in an RC unit ARTEP ecvaluation program.




Option Evaluation Costs
tor AT 75 Mechanized Infantry, Tank, Field
Artillery, and AT 76 Military Police Evaluations

Option Eval Costs & Rank

Number | Source Level | Freq | IN (M) Tank |, Rk FA Rk | MP Rk
1 Act Army | Bn Bi 49,832 31,288 | 36 ! 35,300 |36 *
2 Act Army | Bn Tri 33,221 20,859 | 28 | 23,533 {27 o
3 Act Army | Bn Quad | 24,916 15,644 [ 21, 17,650 {16 ! *
4 Act Army | Co Bi 46,836 22,423 [ 31 | 29,560 {32 . I
5 Act Army | Co Tri 31,224 14,948 [ 17 19,707 {21 ' 12
6 Act Army | Co Quad | 23,418 11,211 9 14,780 |10 7
7 Res Comp | Bn Bi 29,440 18,209 | 23 ' 23,409 | 26 *
8 Res Comp | Bn Tri 19,627 12,139 | 11 ; 15,606 |11 i
9 Res Comp Bn Quad | 14,720 9,104 3111,705 | 3 | i~
10 Res Comp | Co Bi 28,782 14,129 [ 13 17,670 [17 . 10
il Res Comp | Co | Tri 19,188 9,419 | 4] 11,780 4 3
12 Res Comp | Co Quad | 14,391 7,064 [ 1] 8,835 | 1 1
13 MTC Bn Bi 47,661 30,760 | 35| 34,284 | 35 &
14 MTC Bn Tri 31,774 20,506 | 26 | 22,856 | 25 P
15 MTC Bn Quad | 23,830 15,380 | 20| 17,142 | 14 i
16 MTC Co Bi 44,802 23,067 | 32| 28,544 | 31 18
17 MTC Co | Tri 29,868 15,378 19| 19,039 | 20 13
18 MTC Co Quad | 22,401 11,533 | 10| 14,272 | 9 8
19 Mix AA+ Bn Bi 47,315 29,927 | 34| 33,867 | 34 3
20 Mix AA+ Bn Tri 31,543 19,951 | 25 [ 22,578 | 24 o
21 Mix AA+ Bn Quad | 23,657 14,964 [ 18] 16,934 | i3 *
22 Mix AA+ Co Bi 44,605 21,628 | 30| 28,128 | 30 16
23 Mix AA+ Co | Tri 29,737 14,419 {16 | 18,752 ] 19 11
24 Mix AA+ Co | Quad| 22,303 10,814 | 8] 14,064 | 8 5
25 Mix RC+ Bn | Bi 34,539 21,480 [ 29| 26,381 | 2 i
26 Mix RC+ Bn Tri 23,0206 14,320 15| 17,587 [ 15 2
27 Mix RC+ Bn Quad | 17,269 10,740 | 6| 13,191 S R =
28 Mix RC+ Co Bi 33,297 16,203 | 221 20,642 ] 22 2,723 "\ 14
29 Mix RC+ Co Tri 22,198 | 10,802 1 7| 13,761 7 1,815 o
30 Mix RC+ Co Quad | 16,648 8,101 2] 10,321 2 1,361 2
31 Mix = Bn Bi 44,754 28,515 33| 32,434 | 33 % 5
32 Mix = Bn Tri 29,836 19,010 24| 21,622 ] 23 * N
33 Mix = Bn Quad | 22,377 14,257  14] 16,217 | 12 ¥ =
34 Mix = Co Bi 42,332 20,781 27| 26,694 ] 29 3,430 15
3¢ Mix = Co Tri 28,221 7] 13,854 . 121 17,796 ] 18 | 2,287 9
30 Mix = Co [ Quad]| 21,116 110,391 ] 5! 13,347 6 | 715 4

MP ARTEP are written for company size




Table S

Option Evaluation Costs for AT 76 Field Artillery (155mm),
Field Artillery (105mm), Maintenance and Military Police Evaluations

1
1 Option Eval Costs & Rank
Number Source Level | Freq [ FA 155 | Rk | FA 105 | Rk | MAINT [ Rk | MP
1 Act Army Bn Bi 34,491 | 35 28,970 | 36 * * =
2 Act Army Bn Tri 22,994 [ 25 | 19,313 27 * L
3 Act Army Bn Quad 17,246 | 14 | 14,485 16 x o
4 Act Army Co Bi 28,752 | 31 26,313 33| 1,954 [ 17| 3,768
1 5 Act Army | Co Tri 19,168 [ 20 | 17,5421 22} 1,303 | 13| 2,512
1 6 Act Army Co Quad 14,376 9 13,156 | 12 977 911,884
\ 7 Res Comp Bn Bi 24,500 | 27 18,088 | 23 & W *
8 Res Comp Bn Tri 16,337 {12 | 12,058] 7 * s
1 9 Res Comp Bn Quad 12,253 | 3 | 9,044 2 i T
} 10 Res Comp Co Bi 18,767 | 19 | 15,431 17 180 3| 2,374
f 11 Res Comp Co Tri 12,511 4 10,287 4 120 2] 1,583
' 12 Res Comp | Co | Quad 9,383 1 7,715 1 90 | I [1.187
. 13 MIC Bn Bi 35,092 | 36 . 28,480} 35 = * »
14 MIC Bn Tri 23,394 |1 26 © 18,987 | 26 i i *
1 15 MIC Bn Quad 17,546 | 15 | 14,240 | 15 X » *
i 16 MIC Co Bi 29,352 52 | 25,8251 Sl 2,029 [ 18 3,816
17 MI'C Co Tri 19,568 ] 21 ¢ 17,2151 20] 1,352 147 2,533
18 MTC Co Quad 14,676 | 1 12,9121 10| 1,014 | TO | T,908
19 Mix AA+ Bn Bi 33,809 | 34 | 27,549 34 * * *
20 Mix AA+ Bn Tri 22,539 124 | 18,366 25 * * *
’ 21 Mix AA+ Bn Quad 16,905 | 13 13,7741 13 * * *
J 22 Mix AA+ Co Bi 28,070 | 30 24,892 | 30| 1,742 | 16| 3,587
. 23 Mix AA+ Co Tri 18,713 118 16,594 § 19) 1,161 } 12} 2,391
24 Mix AA+ Co Quad 14,035 4 12,446 9 871 81 1.794
; £ Mix RC+ Bn Bi 27,167 | 29 20,809 28 i * *
) D {tix RC+ Bn dr 18,1114 17 13,872 | 14 % il 3
1 27 Mix RC+ Bn Quad 13,583 | © 10,404 5 i * *
: _ 28 Mix RC+ Co Bi 21,427 | 22 18 152 | 2 624 6 2,723
| [ 29 Mix RC+ Co Tri 14,285] 8 | 12,101] 8 416 | S| 1.815
|30 Mix RC+ Co |[Quad | 10,714 | 2| 9,076 3| 312 ] 4]1.361
31 I hMixs Bn [ Bi 32,473 33 | 26,127{ 32 I *
_ 32 ] Mix = Bn | ri 21,649 123 ] 17,418] 21] * |* =
33 Mix = _ Bn_ [ Quad [ 16,237 | 11 | 13.064] 11 - g *
34 T Mix = TTITTCo [ B [736,754 [ 08 [ 735,470 | 29 1,530 |15 13,430
| 35 Mix= | Co |Tri | 17,822)16 | 15,647/ 18] 1,020 )11 ) 2,287
‘ (56 I M= T Co [Quad 715,367 S 11738 ] e[ 7O T TS|
i * MAINT and MP ARTEP are written for company size units
l -26-
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Table S (continued)

Infantry, Tank and Engineer Evaluations

Option Evaluation Costs for AT 76 Mechanized Infantry,

Option Eval Costs & Rank
Number Source Level | Freq IN(M) Rk IN Rk | Tank Rk | ENGR Rk
1 Act Army Bn Bi 37,574 | 35 | 35,503 | 36| 82,779 36 | 71,006 |35
2 Act Army Bn | Tri 25,049 |27 | 23,669 | 28| 55,186| 30 | 47,337(23 |
3 Act Army Bn Quad | 18,787 |15 | 17,752 | 18| 41,389| 24 | 35,503|11 |
4 Act Army Co Bi 34,674 |32 | 31.829 | 33| 33,816[18 | 67,583(31
S Act Army Co Tri 23,116 | 22 21,219 | 24 22,544]12 | 45,235]19
6 Act Army | Co Quad | 17.337[12 | 15,915 | 13| 16,908 7 33,927 7
7 Res Comp | Bn Bi 20,803 |13 | 17,026 | 16| 69,108] 31 | 60,068{25",
8 Res Comp Bn Tri 13,869 6 11,351 6 46,0721 25 ! 40,045(13%
9 Res Comp Bn | Quad | 10,402 | 2 8,513 21 34,554/ 19 (30,034] 1.
10 Res Comp | Co Bi 19,966 [ 17 | 16,485 | 14] 23,238/ 13 | 60,068]25,
11 Res Comp | Co Tri 13,311 | 5 ! 10.990| 5] 15,492 3 | 40,045]13%
12 Res Comp | Co Quad 9,983 | 1 8,242 1] 11,619] 1 ]30,034] 1%
13 MTC Bn Bi 38,579 | 36 34,606 | 35! 82,687/ 35 | 71,079]36
14 MTC Bn Tri 25,719 | 28 « 23,070 ] 27] 55,125/ 29 | 47,386]24
15 MTC Bn Quad | 19,289 |16 « 17,303 | 17| 41,344| 23 | 35,540|12
16 MTC Co Bi 35,589 | 33 ' 31,042 | 32| 33,716[17 | 67,910]32
17 MTC Co | Tri 23,726 | 24 20,694 | 23| 22,477 11 | 45,273|20
18 MTC Co Quad | 17,794 |13 | 15,521 | 12| 16,858] 6 | 33,955] 8
19 Mix AA+ Bn Bi 35,603 | 34 | 35,082 | 34| 81,149(34 | 69,648]34
[ 20 Mix AA+ Bn | Tri 23,735 | 25 | 22,054 | 26| 54,009] 28 | 46,432(22
21 Mix AA+ Bn | Quad | 17,802 |14 [ 16,541 | 15| 40,574] 22 | 34,824]10_
22 Mix AA+ Co Bi 32,950 [ 30 | 29,813 | 30| 32,481 16 | 66,888|30
23 Mix AA+ Co | Tri 21,967 |20 | 19,875 | 20| 21,654] 10 | 44,502[18
24 Mix AA+ Co Quad 16,475 9 14,906 | 10| 16,2411 5 [ 33,44 6
2 Mix RC+ Bn Bi 23,996 |26 | 21,646 | 25| 72,526{32 | 62,803[78
26 Mix RC+ Bn | Tri 16,664 |10 | 14,430 | 9O 48,350]26 | 41,868]16
27 Mix RC+ Bn | Quad | 12,498 | 4 | 10,825 | 4] 36,263]20 | 31,401] 4
23 Mix RC+ Co Bi 23,643 | 25 | 20,321 | 21| 25,882|14 | 62,0157
29 Mix RC+ Co | Tri 15,762 | 8 | 13,547) 7] 17,255) 8 |41,343}15
30 ] Mix RC+ Co |Quad | 11,822| 3 | 10,161 | 3] 12,941] 2 [31,008] 3
31 Mix * Bn | Bi 33,633 | 31 | 30,660 31] 79,338/ 33 | 68,290]33
|32 Mix = Bn | Tri 22,422 121 | 20,440 22| 52,892]27 | 45,527]21
| 33 Mix = Bn | Quad | 16,816 |11 | 15,330 ) 11| 39,669]21 | 34,145] 9
34 Mix = Co |Bi | 31,226 129 | 27,7971 29| 31,147]15 | 65,921|29
35 Mix= | Co [Tri_ | 20,817 19 | 18,531]19] 20,764] 9 [43,947117
36 Mix = Co 1 Quad | 15,613 ] 7 | 13,898] 8| 15,5731 4 |32,901| 5




(5) The data in Tables 4 and 5 were used in conjunction with ARTEP

evaluation implementation option indexes to select prime candidate (cost-

effective) options, discussed later in this section.

e. Effectiveness.

(1) Definition. Effectiveness was considered to be a function of

the extent to which ARTEP evaluation meets its stated objectives and fulfills
the implicit functions of an evaluative system, namely, to provide valid and

useful feedback information.

(2) ARTEP Objectives. The objectives presented following are

il . BN N

common to all type ARTEP:

e '"To evaluate the ability of a (type) battalion to serve
as a nucleus of a combined arms task force performing
specified missions under simulated combat conditions."
For this objective effectiveness determination was
concerned with the accuracy and completeness of the

information rendered through conduct of the evaluation.

e 'To evaluate the efficiency and the effectiveness of
past training of all echelons of the battalion from
crew/squad through battalion/task force." Effectiveness

1 with regard to this objective rested upon the extent
to which the evaluation yielded information which
reflected changes in unit (or sub-unit/element)
performance through a test-train-retest cycle.
(Because the units evaluated during AT 75 will not
be evaluated during AT 76, and because records of
previous evaluations cannot be matched to ARTEP
information the aim of this objective cannot be {
quantitatively assessed.)
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e '"To provide a guide for training objectives by
specifying minimum standards of performance for combat-
critical missions and tasks.'" This objective relates
to training only and therefore was not a concern for

effectiveness of evaluation.

(3) Data Requirements. Accuracy, timeliness, and usefulness were
selected as three essential characteristics of evaluation feedback, and
therefore the bases of data necessary for the development of an index of

option effectiveness.

(4) Data Collection. At the outset it was determined that all
data needed for the conduct of effectiveness analysis would be obtained
from on-going activities during 1975 and 1976, to include observation of
ARTEP validation and RC unit evaluation exercises, the use of survey/
questionnaires, interviews with personnel experienced and involved with

ARTEP, and reviews and analysis of ARTEP results and evaluator comments.

(a) Not all these data collection efforts were planned for
AT 75, nor were all feasible during that period. Most interview and some
survey/questionnaire activities were obviated because all evaluations were
conducted by Active Army personnel, and because neither the ARTEP document
nor associated command guidance required formal feedback reports to the
evaluated unit. The latter point is presented in the joint TRADOC/FORSCOM
ARTEP validation team report as follows: 'There appears to be a need for
the ARTEP tc better define the feedback cycle, rather than leaving it up
to the individual evaluation groups to decide how to accomplish.'"l Comparative
analysis of ARTEP evaluation results (deficiencies noted by the RC unit ARTEP
evaluation evaluator/controller group) and the critique of training readiness
(1-R report) rendered by a three-man Active Army evaluator team present

throughout AT but normally not involved in the RC unit ARTEP evaluation per se

lReference Number 21 in Annex E.
=20




wus‘precluded because the three-man team was an integral part of the ARTEP
evaluation controller/evaluator group, with the result that principal
evaluators served the purposes of two otherwise separate evaluations. In
these circumstances it was unlikely that 1-R report information and ARTEP
evaluation information would reflect meaningful differences. For AT 75,
therefore, observations of evaluation exercises and survey/questionnaires

provided all the useable data.

(b) Survey and interview activities were the major part of
the planned data collection for AT 76 RC unit ARTEP evaluations. To provide
the representative expert military judgement necessary for assessing ARTEP
evaluation effectiveness RC and MIC evaluator/controller personnel as well
as Active Army evaluator and RC unit personnel were included. Also included
were branch school personnel involved in the development of the ARTEP. The
interviews of these personnel provided rationale in support of the data
obtained from the survey/questionnaire forms. An important part of the
data collection effort for AT 76, not used during AT 75, was a separate survey
of General Officers of TRADOC, FORSCOM, the CONUSA, corps, divisions, separate
brigades, and the ARR. Slighty more than forty such commanders were included
in the survey. Summaries of the interviews and the General Officers survey

-

are in Appendix 3 to Annex B.
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(¢) The AT 75 and AT 76 survey/questionnaire sets each consisted
of four pages. These included instructions, two rating data matrixes, a list
of the thirty-six (36) ARTEP evaluation implementation options, and a
respondent biographical data section. (See Enclbsures B-1-1 and B-1-2,
Appendix 1 to Annex B.) Approximately two hundred (200) and eight hundred (800)
survey/questionnaire sets were distributed during AT 75 and AT 76, respectively,
to personnel of all RC units and all evaluator/controller groups that
participated in RC unit ARTEP evaluations listed in Table 3; branch schools
staff personnel who were involved in developing ARTEP; cognizant DA, FORSCOM,

TRADOC, USACATB personnel; and members of the SAG.

1 In the first matrix respondents used a five (5) point
scale to rate the three option variables - evaluator source, evaluation
schedule (frequency), and organizational level tested - separately in
terms of the degree to which respondents felt each contributed to an ideal
evaluation system as defined by the three essential characteristics of
evaluation feedback: timeliness, accuracy, and usefulness (acceptability

co the user).

2 In the second matrix respondents used the same five (5)
point scale similarly to rate the alternative elements of each variable
(e.g., MTC for evaluator/controller source, triennial for frequency, or
company for organizational level tested) separately in terms of their per-
ceived abilities to provide the three essential characteristics of evaluation

feedback.
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3 On the third page of the survey/questionnaire forms
respondents simply ranked, from best down, their choices of ten options

overall deemed most feasible and potentially effective.

4 The biographical data section was completed by each
respondent -- with assurance of personal anonymity in all materials

submitted to the Army under the study contract.
(5) Option Effectiveness Indexes.

(a) Cost-effectiveness analysis generally concerns systems
{e.g., weapons, communications) for which the effectiveness of system output
or performance can be assessed in terms that permit comparison against plan
or design specifications. Since neither the ARTEP evaluation system nor
any of the candidate implementation options function in this sense and
specific evaluation feedback requirements, if any, are indefinite, option
effectiveness indexes were designed to facilitate relative comparisons

between options.

(b) The option effectiveness indexes by type ARTEP were
derived as averages (arithmetic mean) of individual respondent option
scores calculated from the survey/questionnaire rating data (matrixes) by
means of a formula developed as a part of the study. The choice data
(rankings on page 3 of the questionnaire) were used to test the consistence

of each respondent group (controller/evaluator, branch school staff, and

evaluated RC unit personnel) in completing the questionnaire forms.




Additionally, the interview data analysis included in Appendix 3 to Annex B
of this report provides the rationale underlying the option effectiveness
indexes data base. Table 6 lists the option effectiveness indexes for all
options for AT 75 Mechanized Infantry, Tank, and Field Artillery (155mm)
battalion evaluations. Table 7 lists the similar information for the eight

type ARTEP evaluations conducted during AT 76.

(¢) In considering only ARTEP evaluation implementation option
effectiveness, an inspection of Table 6 discloses that options 1, 22, 4, and
16, respectively, are the best (highest relative effectiveness) options for
evaluating Mechanized Infantry, Tank, Field Artillery (155mm) and Military
Police units; and in Table 7 option 4 is the best option for evaluating Field
Artillery (155mm), Tank, Infantry, and Engineer units while options 34, 20,
and 35 are the best for evaluating Mechanized Infantry, Field Artillery (105mm),
and Maintenance units. Thus, if evaluation implementation option costs were
inconsequential these options would be recommended for employment in an RC

unit ARTEP evaluation program.

f. Prime Candidate Options.

(1) The prime candidate options are a subset of the candidate imple-
mentation options selected for further consideration in developing assessment

systems for use in periodic Reserve Component evaluations with the ARTEP.

(2) Since neither a maximum acceptable option cost nor a minimum
acceptable option effectiveness index was ascertainable (to provide criteria
for effecting an initial reduction in the number of options), the full list
of thirty-six candidate implementation options remained for cost-effectiveness
review. The review was based on a comparison of options according to the

following principles:
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Table ©

Option Effectiveness Indexes
for AT 75 Mechanized Intfantry, Tank, Field
Artillery. and AT 76 Military Police Evaluations

* MP ARTEP are written for company size units

rﬁﬁption Indexes § Rank

Number [ Eval Source Level | Freq ;, IN(M)) Rk | Tank Rk FA | Rk | Mp
| 1 Act Army Bn Bi 138.64 1 LS1Q 4 30 1183421 2 X
i 2 Act Army Bn Tri 1121.8] 10 [ 134.8] 9 |123.7 *
! 3 Act Army Bn Quad 1109.7] 18 | 125.3] 19 [114.2[22 *
| 4 Act Army Co Bi 1137.4] 2 | 157.8] 2 |j140.6] 1 1153.3] :
- S Act Army Co Tri [120.6] 12 | 140.7] 6 |130.1] 5 [152.6] o\
6 Act Army Co Quad [108.5[ 20 [ 131.1] 14 [120.6]{15%[128.7
! 7 Res Comp Bn Bi 119,14 13 126.0 18 |114.7}21 *
L8 Res Comp Bn Tri 102.3| 27 108.91 31 104.2(32 *
{ 9 Res Comp Bn Quad | 90.2] 35 99.4 | 36 94 .71 36 *
.10 Res Comp Co Bi 117.9{ 14 131.8] 13 121.1114 {147.6
(11 Res Comp Co Tri 101.1] 28 114.7 | 27 110.6/26 (146.8
N Res Comp Co Quad = 89.0{ 36 105.2 1 33 101.1;34 |122.9
[“;Lg Man Tng Cnd Bn Bi | 123.5 7 128.6 ! 15 | 122.712 %
14 Man Tng Cmd Bn Tri !106,7] 21 111.51 29 1112.2]25 *
b 15 Man Tng Cmd En Quad | 94.6] 31 | 102.01 35 [102.7[33 *
| 16 Man Tng Cmd Co Bi 122.3 9 134.41 10 129.1] 6 |164.1
b 17 Man Tng Cmd Co Tri 105.5] 23 117,81 25 118.6/17 [163.4
LD Man Tng Cmd Co Quad | 93.4) 33 104.7 ) 34 1109.1]28 ]139.5
e Mix AA+ Bn Bi 133.0 3 145.0 4 127.3] 7 *
i 20 Mix AA+ Bn Trr l1a. 21005 127.94 17 116.8(18 *
P21 Mix AA+ Bn Quad | 104.1[ 25 | 118.471 23 | 187.3] 20 *
37 Mix AA+ Co Bi 13181 4 liss.0il 1 Jassgl % 1527
{25 Mix A+ Co Tri 115.0] 16 133.8] 11 123,211 (1519
[ 24 Mix AA+ Co Quad | 102.9] 26 | 124.21 20 |113.7]23 |128.1
L_ZS Mix RC+ Bn B1 122.5 8 132.214 12 120.61 15" -
i 26 Mix RC+ Bn Tri 105.7] 22 115.11 26 110 27 *
y_ 27 Mix RC+ Bn Quad| 93.6[ 32 [105.61 32 1100.6/35 [ *
i 28 Mix RC+ Co BE (121.5] 11 {138.00 8 11327 8 |152.9
{29 | Mix RC+ Co Tri [104.5] 24 {120.97 22 | 116.5!19 [152.0
T30 TMix RC Co Quadi 92.4] 34 [111.4, 30 ;107.0'30 {128.1]
' ol oy i .':L~ :.ui‘i:\{ -_>-:‘:.'VI “‘_,.‘,,_, lj()'s‘ 5 lSSLQ 7 ) 126 9 _:‘_"
|32 | Mix Eﬂunl r,_ﬁﬂ_ﬁ Iy w160l 17 121491 21 116.01 20 X
i 33 | Mix Equal . Bn | Quad. 97 9| 29 112.4 | 28 106.5) 31 *
34 | Mix Equal Co Bi !125.6/ 6 |144.8' 5 |132 4 1152.6
'35 - I Mix Equal Co | Tri 1108,8] 19 1127.8" 16 |122.4113 f151.9

56 IMix Equal = Co , Quad, 9¢.7| 50 |118.2 24 |112.9:24 [128.0]1317 |




I Table 7
Option Effectiveness Indexes and Ranks
tfor AT 70 Field Artillery (155), Field Artillery (105),
Maintenance and Military Police Evaluations
Option Indexes & Rank
Number [ Eval Source Level | Freq [FA 155 RK FA 105/ Rk [MAINT | RR [ MP Kk |
1 Act_Army Bn Bi_ 1133721 ¢ 102,31 33 * * * .
2 Act Army Bn Tri f120.3112 l112.5s 1 20 * * * %
3 Act_Army Bn Quad {113.5 029 J107,2 | 284L! * * * *
4 Act Army Co Bi 144.2 1 96.9 | 36 |130.2118 053,31 3
S Act Army Co Tri 1139.7 ) 2 l107.2 1 28%1137.11 9 hs2.6] ob
6 Act Army Co Quad 1124.0 {18 1102.0 | 34 |131.7{17 R28.7 114
T Res Comp Bn Bi 123.2 119 113.0 15%k] «+ * * * ‘
8 Res Comp Bn Tel s 7] 24 1234 o * * * B
9 Res Comp Bn Qllild 103.01 35 1118.0 qQl, * * * *
10 Res Comp Co Bi_ 1333.5] 7 1107.8 ] 25 1134.0[15 ja7.ejl! |
11 Res Comp Co Tri 1109.1] 13 l118.0 oul140.70 5 [146.8(1° ‘
12 Res Comp Co Quad 1113,3 130 [112.7 | 18%1135.3/12 [22.9 18 ‘
13 Man Tng Cmd Bn Bi 119.9 | 23 106 . 7 30 * * N * |
14 Man 'Iflg Cmd Bn Tri g 4127 11G6.9 11 * * * * |
15 Man Tng Cmd Bn Quad | 99 7136 l111.6 91l N * « “
16 Man Tng Cmd | Co Bi_ 13020105 110121 35 1134.3014 Roeda. 1l
17 Man Tng Cmd | Co Tri 1125616 {111.6 { 21%1142.114 Re3. 412
18 Man Tng Cmd | Co Quad {100,031 |106,2 | 31 1135,7]11 (39,5113
19 Mix AA+ Bn Bi 120.8 | 15 108.0 24 2 L x :
20 Mix AA+ Bn Tl [122:3 121 118.3 0 £ * 3 5
21 Mix AA+ Bn Quad 1106.6 | 33 113.0 15% Iy ¥ b ks
22 Mix AA+ Co Bi 137.2 4 102.0 32 1132.8]16 [152.7{ 5
23 Mix AA+ Co Try f132.7 9 112.9 17 1139.6] 7 51.9] 8%
24 Mix AA+ Co Quad {116.9 [ 20 107.06 27 1134.3[13 [128.1 [15%
25 Mix RC+ Bn Bi 124.4 | 17 114.0 1.2 b i g s
26 Mix RC+ Bn Tri 1120.0 ] 22 124.4 1 2 s S 3
27 Mix RC+ Bn Quad [104.2 [ 34 119.0 4 & i (% i
28 Mix RC+ Co Bi 134.7 5 108.8 23 50.4110 [52.91 4
29 Mix RC+ | Co Tri [130.2]10% [119.0 1, 3.3] 2 P52.0] 8%
[ 30 Mix RC+ I Co Quad [114.5 | 28 113.7 13 37.9] 8 l128.1 j15% |
|31 Mix Equal | Bn Bi 27.3[14_[113.1 | 14 I T
32 Mix Equal ' Bn Tri [14e. 5] 20 Ji28. 5] Sy * (¥ 1 ¥4
33 Mix Equal | Bn Quad '107.1 1 32 118.1 gl ® b . i
34 Mix Equal | Co BT 137.6] 3 [107.7 | 26 |140.0] 6 [I52.6] 6%
35 Mix Fqual Lo Tri [133.1 S 118.1 ThI146.9(1 1 [I51.9 (10
36 Mix Equal . Co Quad [117.3 ] 25 1257 185]141.61 3 Q28,017
MAINT and MPARTEP are written tor company size units




Table 7 (continued)
r Option Effectiveness Indexes and Ranks for
AT 76 Mechanized Infantry, Infantry, Tank and Engineer
Evaluations

Option Indexes and Rank

Number [Eval Source Level | Freq | IN(M)] Rk IN Rk TANK | Rk | ENGR | RK
3 Act Army Bn Bi 125.5{ 15 128.4112 137.81 10 {131.7] 3%
2 Act Army Bn Tri 123.9]17 121.4(19 134.0f 13 {129.80 6%,
3 Act Army Bn Quad | 108.5[ 32 106.8(31 111.6 1 30 [122.11 175 \
4 Act Army Co Bi 133.7] 3 143.3] 1 153.2 1 {139.9] 1 i
5 Act Army Co Tri 132.1] 5 136.3] 6 149.3 2 |138.0] 2 {
6 Act Army Co Quad | 116.7] 26 121.7]18 1270 120 111303 S ’
7 Res Comp Bn Bi 120.3] 21 120.2]20 121.5| 25 [116.7| 27 ‘
8 Res Comp Bn Tri | 118.7[23% | 113.2[30 |117.6] 28 |114.8] 31 f
9 Res Comp Bn Quad | 103. 3] 35 ' 98.6]36 | 95.3] 36 |I07.1] 36
10 Res Comp Co Bi 128.5] 9 135. 7 136.41 IT [T124.9] 13
11 Res Comp Co Tri 126.9] 12 128, 1{13 I135.01 I4 [125.0] 16
12 Res Comp Co Quad | 111.5[29 | 113.5]29 [110.8 31 [115.3] 30
13 Man Tng Cmd Bn Bi 119.9] 22 124.0115 132.2 ] 16 J120.2| 20
14 Man Tng Cmd Bn Tri 118.3] 25 117.024 128.6 1 19 |118.3] 24
15 Man Tng Cmd Bn Quad | 102.9] 36 102.4 (33 106.3 | 33 [110.6] 33
16 Man Tng Cmd Co Bi 128.1]10 138.8] 3 [147.9] 4 [128.4] 8
17 Man Tng Cmd Co Tri | 126.5[13 131.9] 9 [143.9] 7 [126.5]10
18 Man Tng Cmd Co Quad | 111.1}30 117.3 123 121.8 ] 24 |118.8] 22
19 Mix AA+ Bn Bi 125.1}1 16 125.3|14 132.7 | 15 [123.5] 15
20 Mix AA+ Bn Tri 123.5[ 18% 118.2[22 128.8 118 [121.6] 19
21 Mix AA+ Bn Quad | 108.1] 33 103.7 (32 106.6 { 32 |113.9] 32
22 Mix AA+ Co Bi 133.3] 4 140.1( 2 {148.2( 3 {131.7} 3%
23 Mix AA+ Co Tri 131.7] 6% 133.21 8 144.3 6 [129.8] 60
24 Mix AA+ Co Quad | 116.3] 27 118.6[21 22 e0n 23 2200
25 Mix RC+ Bn Bi 123.5] 18% R IR A O 125.5 | 22 [117.4} 26
26 Mix RC+ Bn Tri 21.9] 20 114.9128 AIRIESHE 207 (il vs)2y
27 Mix RC+ Bn Quad | 106,5]34 joo. 2135 lw97.2135 }107.8]35
28 Mix RC+ Co Bi [131.7] o4 [ 136.7] 5 J38.7} 9 [125.6]12
29 Mix RC+ Co Tri | 130,1f 8 120.7111  154.8 112 [123.7]14
30 Mix RC+ Co Quad | 114.7/28 115.2127 l112.6] 29 [116.0[28 |
31 Mix Equal | Bn Bi {127,5]11 122.9]16 _ [120.7 [ 17 |119.9] 21
32 Mix Equal | Bn Tri | 125.9[14 115.9026  [125.9 [ 21 |118.0] 28
33 Mix Equal | Bn Quad | 110.5[31 101,434 [103.6 ] 34 [110.3[34
34 Mix Equal @ Co Bi |135.7] 1 137.81 4 11as5.2 | s [128.1] 9
35 Mix Equal | Co Tri 134.1] 2 130.9{10 141.2 8 [126.2]11
36 Mix Equal | Co Quad] 118.7]23% | 116.2]25 |119.0 [ 27 |118.5{23
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e An option with given cost and given effectiveness index

I

|

F .I was dropped from the list of options if the list contained
] another option with the same or lower cost and a greater

g effectiveness index;

e An option with given cost and given effectiveness index
was dropped from the list of options if the list contained
} another option with same or a greater effectiveness index

and a lower cost.

Tables 8 and 9 were constructed to facilitate the review. The left most column,

Index Rank, lists the numbers 1 through 36 in their natural order. It is used in

conjunction with all other columns in the table. The columns headed Option
Number, for the respective type ARTEP as indicated, list the number of the option
associated with the rank number in the left most column (from Tables 6 and 7).
Thus, for each type ARTEP the options are listed in order from the one with
largest effectiveness index to the one with the smallest. The columns headed

ECD Rank, for the respective type ARTEP as indicated, list the rank order numbers
based on cost (from Tables 4 and 5) for the options listed immediately to the

o left. Arrayed in this way the information is such that in an ECD column for

any number, say A, that is greater than a number, say B, appearing anywhere

L

before it in the column the option associated with A has a lower effectiveness
index and greater cost than the option associated with B, so that in accordance
with the comparison principles the option associated with A is dropped from the list.
For example, in Table 8 in the ECD column for Field Artillery the number 34 (seventh

from the top) is greater than the number 30 (third from the top), which signifies

g
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Table 8

Selection of Prime Candidate Options for
Mechanized Infantry, Tank, Field Artillery, and
Military Police ARTEP Evaluations

IN (M) Tank FA MP
Option  ECDS Option  ECDS Option ECDS Option ECD6
Number  Rank Number  Rank Number Rank Number Rank :

1 36 22 30 4 32 16 18 ;
4 33 4* 31 1* 36 17 13 E
19* 34 L* 36 22 30 4* 17
22 30 19* 34 34 29 28* 14
31* 31 34 27 5 21 22% 16
34 29 5 17 16* 31 ) 12 {
L3* 35 31* 33 19* 34 34> 15 l
25 28 28* 22 28* 22 29 6

16* 32 2% 28 51* 33 23* 11

2 26 16* 32 2% 27 35* 9
28* 27 23 16 23 19 10* 10

5 23 25 29 13* 35 11 3

7 19 10 13 35 18 18* 8

10 18 6 9 10 17 6* 7
20* 24 13* 35 6 10 30 2
23* 20 20* 25 25* 28 24* 5
SZ* 4| 35* 12 A7 20 3o6* 4

3 16 o 23 20* 24 12 1 H

(continued)
-38-
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" Table 8 (continued)

g IN (M) Tank FA MP

- Index Option  ECDS Option  ECD5 Option ECD5S Option ECD6

: Rank Number  Rank Number  Rank Number Rank Number Rank

) 19 35* 17 3% 21 29 7 - .

. 20 6 13 24 8 32* 23 - -

- 21 14* 25 32% 24 7* 26 - -

i 22 26 12 29 7 3 16 - -
23 17* 22 21* 18 24 8 . -

4 " 24 29 8 36 5 36 6 - -
z}_ . 25 21* 14 17* 19 14* 25 - = .

26 24* 9 26* 15 11 4 = < '

. 27 8 6 11 4 26* 15 = s

1 28 11 5 33% 14 18* 9 . -
29 33* 10 14* 26 21* 13 - -
30 36* 7 30 2 30 2 - .
31 15* 15 8* 11 33* 12 - -
32 27 4 27+ 6 8* 11 - -
33 18* 11 12 1 15*% 14 - -
34 30 3 18* 10 12 1 - «
35 9 2 15% 20 27* 5 - .
36 12 1 9* 3 o* 3 . g

* Options with associated cost greater than other options earlier
in the list with equal or greater effectiveness indexes.

R T T e e e e e e
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that option 22 has a greater effectiveness index and a lower cost than option

19, so that option 22 is more cost-effective than option 19, and therefore

option 19 is dropped from further consideration in the study relative to Field
Artillery unit evaluations with ARTEP. The most efficient way to use Tables 8
and 9 in the cost-effectiveness review was to start at the top of each ECD column,
proceed down the column number by number, and mark with an asterisk (*) each
option for which the associated ECD Rank number was greater than any ECD Rank
number appearing before it in the column. All the options marked with an
asterisk were dropped from further consideration in the study for the indicated
type ARTEP evaluations. Alternatively, for each type ARTEP as shown the

unmarked options constitute a subset of prime candidate options.

4. ARTEP Assessment Systems.

a. General. The most important part of the study concerned the development
of assessment systems (frequency of testing, manner of application) to be
recommended for use in periodic Reserve Component evaluations with ARTEP, to
include the identification of units (by type, deployment objectives, mission
to be tested) with which the assessment systems should be used. As guidance
relative to deployment objectives considerations the SAG suggested the use of
"D+60 NATO contingency deployment as the deployment objectives descrimination
for RC units."® The considerations of type units and missions to be tested

relate directly to the type ARTEP, and of course, the alternatives for frequency

“Disposition Form, DAMO-ODU, dated 13 June 1975, subject: Study Advisory
Group (SAG) Reserve Component Unit Evaluation Analysis (10 June 1875):
Inclosure: Minutes of the Meeting.
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of testing and manner of application are manifest in the ARTEP evaluation
implementation options. In addition to the classification of units by type
ARTEP, a classification as Roundout, Affiliated, or non-Affiliated was
considered.  Finally, to provide a basis for estimating a total cost of the
recommended assessment systems, on 2 July 1976 the COR provided a list of

NATO contingency deployment RC units.

b. Foundation. Eleven assessment systems, one for each type ARTEP
used in the AT 75 and AT 76 evaluations in this report, were developed.
Each system consists of six parts corresponding to all possible combinations
of the two deployment objective categories earlier than D+61 or after D+60)
and the three categories of units - Roundout, Affiliated, and non-Affiliated.
The systems are described in terms of ARTEP evaluation implementation options
selected from among the prime candidate options in accordance with a set of

definitions, assumptions, and rules.

(1) Definition. RC units scheduled to deploy earlier than D+61
are given higher priority for ARTEP evaluation than those scheduled to deploy

after D+00.

(2) Assumption. Evaluation for roundout units takes precedence
over cvaluation for affiliated units, and evaluation for affiliated units

takes precedence over evaluation for non-affiliated units.
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(3) Rules.

(a) All RC units scheduled to deploy earlier than D+61 will be
evaluated using the most effective options relative to the frequency variable

alternatives.

(b) Combat arms RC units scheduled to deploy after D+60 will
be evaluated using the second most effective options relative to the

frequency variable alternatives.

(¢) Non-combat arms RC units scheduled to deploy after D+60
will be evaluated using the third most effective options relative to the

frequency variable.

(d)  Roundout units scheduled to deploy earlier than D+61 will
be evaluated using the most effective options relative to the controller/

evaluator source variable alternatives.

(e) Affiliated units scheduled to deploy earlier than D+61 will
be evaluated using the most effective options (preferred) or the second most
effective options (acceptable) relative to the controller/evaluator source

variable alternatives.

(f) Non-Affiliated units scheduled to deploy earlier than D+61
will be evaluated using the second most effective options (preferred) or the
third most effective options (acceptable) relative to the controller/evaluator

source variable alternatives.
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(g) Roundout units scheduled to deploy after D+60 will be

evaluated using the most effective options (preferred) or the second most
effective options (acceptable) relative to the evaluator/controller source

variable alternatives.

(h) Affiliated units scheduled to deploy after D+60 will be
evaluated using the second most effective options (preferred) or the third
most effective options (acceptable) relative to the evaluator/controller

source variable alternatives.

(i) Non-Affiliated units scheduled to deploy after D+60 will
be evaluated using the third most effective options (preferred) or the
fourth most effective options (acceptable) relative to the evaluator/

controller source variable alternatives.

(4) Development of Assessment Systems.

(a) Tables 10 and 11 list the prime candidate options and
their descriptions respectively for the type units evaluated during AT 75
and AT 76. The information was extracted from Tables 8 and 9 to provide
more conveanient working tables for use in developing the assessment systems.
For the same reason the information shown in Table 8 was extracted from Table
B-15 in Annex B and Tables B-1-14 through B-1-16 in Appendix 1 to Annex B. The
information in Table 9 was extracted from similarly entitled tables in Appendix 2

to Annex B.

1 A study of Table 10 reveals that all the prime candidate

options for Tank, Field Artillery (155mm), and Military Police are company level
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¥ Table 10

Prime Candidate Op