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DISCLAIMER

The findings in this report are not to be construed as an official
Department of the Army position, unless so designated by other authorized
documents.
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ALTERNATIVES

OBJECTIVE SYSTEM

1BFA-Unique Systems
(TCT/TCP at MCS)

2 CHS except
TCT/TCP at MCS

3T/P CHS
IFLCS-
automated

TODAY

FLCS- / 4 BFA-Unique Systems
manual (TCT/New at MCS)

Figure 5-1. ATCCS automation alternatives
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12 3 4

I a FLCS aPARTIAL a b

ALTERNATIVE AUTO MCS ONLY IILCS
(TCT) (TCT & TCP) FIRST CORPS LAST CORPS

ALT i 87 88 93 97

ALT 2 87 88 92 96

ALT 3T/P 87 88 92 96

ALT 3T 87 MA 92 96

ALT 4 87 NA 93 97

Figure 5-5. Fielding schedule

-1

! , I-I0

m . .r ,f . - %



MEASUREMENT OF FIELDING TIMES
CHARACTERISTICS, RESERVE BFA

ALT CAPABILITY, COMPONENT

PERFORMANCE, AND AUTO AUTO AUTO CAPABILITIES CONCERNS
EFFECTIVENESS MCS IFLCS FLCS

1 POOR 87 88 93 TCP/UNIQUE NONSTANDARDIZATION

2 FAIR 87 88 92 TCP/CHS NONSTANDARDIZATION

PROCESSING SPEED

3T/P GOOD 87 88 92 TCP/TCT/CHS PROCESSING SPEED

3T GOOD 87 --- > 92 TCT/CHS PROCESSING SPEED

4 POOR 87 --- > 93 :TCT/NEW/UNIQUE! NONSTANDARDIZATION

Figure 5-6. Summary of alternatives attributes

MEASUREMENT OF FIELDING TIMES
CHARACTERISTICS, RESERVE BFA

ALT CAPABILITY, COMPONENT
PERFORMANCE, AND AUTO AUTO AUTO CAPABILITIES CONCERNS
EFFECTIVENESS MCS IFLCS FLCS

POOR N GOOD FAIR POOR FAIR

N
2 FAIR D GOOD GOOD FAIR POOR

I:
S

C:
3T/P GOOD R GOOD GOOD FAIR FAIR

I
M

3T GOOD I POOR GOOD FAIR/GOOD FAIR

N (NONE)
A i

4 POOR T POOR IFAIR POOR FAIR
I (NONE)1
N
G

Figure 5-7. Generalized summary of alternatives' attributes
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CONTRIBUTION SCORE MATRIX

MEASURES OF SYSTEM CCPE

ALTERNATIVES ABILITY ABILITY EASE EASE EASE EASE EASE
ro TO OF OF OF OF OF

!EXCHANGING EXCHANGING HW SETUP TRAIN PERS MAINT SW
.OPERATIORS : EQUIPMENT MGMT MGMT MGMT

ALT 1

_ ALT 2

ALT 3T/P

: ALT 3T

ALT 4

i~~i Rat ing Scale

Values Description

0 - This alternative provides no contribution
'-'.'."to this criteria

I - This alternative provides a very weak

':'"weak contribution to this criteriaS- This alternative provides a a

contribution to this criteria
3 - This alternative provides a moderately

weak contribution to this criteria
- This alternative provides a moderately

' strong contribution to this criteria

S- This alternative provides a

~contribution to this criteria

6 - This alternative provides a very strona

k ' .%contribution to this criteria

7 - This alternative provide an extreme

i (absolute) contribution to this criteria

~Figure G-1. Matrix for scoring of alternatives against CCPE
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CCPE We ig ht
(Relative Importance)

Ability to Exchange Equipment .39

Simplicity of Hardware Setup .25

Simplicity of Training .13

Simplicity of Personnel Management .09

Ability to Exchange Operators .06

Simplicity of Maintenance Management .05

Simplicity of Software Management .03

* CR - .118

* The consistency ratio (CR) is a comparison of the consistency of the

judgements made to total randomness. A CR of less than or equal to .1 is
considered acceptable. Obviously CR - .118 is slightly above the acceptable
amount. A change in the weights of the CCPE will be addressed under
sensitivity.

Figure G-4. CCPE weights
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Decision Criteria Frequencies
Respondent

A B C D EI I

N1 : 4 3 2 1 0

N 2 : 3 2 4 1 0

N3 : 4 1 3 2 0

N4 : 3 4 2 1 0

N 5 : 4 3 2 1 0

N6 : 4 2 1 1 2

N 7 : 4 3 0 1 2

I I I i

N: 4 3 2 10

II I I

N 9 : 4 2 g 3 10

Totals I 37 27 20 12

S4To1tal20

Criteria Frequencies Relative Frequencies (Weights)

SA 37 37/100 - .37

B 27 27/100 - .27

C 20 20/100 - .20

r D 12 12/100 - .12

E 4 4/100 - .04Total 100

%Ni respondent i

SA; Measures of system characteristics, capabilities, performance, and
~effectiveness

B: Timeliness of the IFLCS

" .C: Timeliness of the FLCS

i D: Automated C2 capabilities of the RC

E: BFA concerns

" Figure G-11. Results of pairwise comparison1-23
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