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Long Range Broad Based Study Volumes I - III Executive Summary.

Purpose:  Determine the optimal headquarters structure, best configuration for the structure of ROTC summer camps, and the best location for ROTC summer camps. 

Background:  DADCSOPS message 292324Z Mar 96, subject:  Future of U.S. Army Cadet Command tasks TRADOC  to complete a Long Range Broad-Based Study of regional headquarters and camp location requirements.  This issue was intended to resolve Army and Congressional concerns (sec 543, FY 96 National Defense Authorizations Act, “Delay in Reorganization of Army ROTC Regional Headquarters Structure”) over the 1994 plan to close the region headquarters at Fort Knox and remove Basic Camp operations to Forts Bragg and Lewis.  The legislation precluded reorganization until a report to Congress was submitted.  Additionally, POM 98-03 reduces, beginning in FY99, Cadet Command civilian authorizations by 105 spaces.  These requirements necessitated a long-range study of Cadet Command.  

The Army ROTC Mission:  The U. S. Army Cadet Command mission is to commission the future officer leadership of the United States Army and to motivate young people to be better citizens.

Recommendations:

· Headquarters Structure:  Downsize Regions

· Camps Structure:  One Advanced Camp and One Basic Camp

· Camps Location:  Fort Lewis (Advanced Camp), Fort Knox (Basic Camp)

Volume I – Headquarters Structure Analysis

Purpose:  Conduct a cost benefit analysis to assist decision-makers in selecting the best headquarters structure for Cadet Command. 

Alternatives Considered:  The study considered five alternatives:

· Alternative 1: 
 Baseline

· Alternative 2A: 
 Close 1st  Region Headquarters at Fort Bragg

· Alternative 2B: 
 Close 2d Region Headquarters at Fort Knox

· Alternative 2C: 
 Close 4th Region Headquarters at Fort Lewis

· Alternative 3: 
 Downsize Regions

Methodology:  The cost benefit analysis is computed by subtracting the aggregate risks from the aggregate benefits and dividing by the total cost.  The alternative with the highest benefit to cost ratio is the best alternative.

( Benefits - ( Risks  = B/C Ratio





           ( Costs

The benefits considered were:

· Span of Control - Region to Brigade Commander

· Span of Control - Region to Battalion Commander

· Civilian Personnel Savings

· Military Personnel Reinvestment

The risks considered were:

· Restationing Risk

· Reorganization Change Risk

· Camp Operations Risk

The costs considered were:

· One time costs:  One time costs were amortized by calculating a future value using a 6.8% interest rate and one payment per period.  A straight-line depreciation of the future cost value was then conducted using a 10 year depreciation period.  The one time costs considered were:

· PCS Costs

· RIF Costs

· Packing & Crating Costs

· Recurring Costs:

· Annual Salaries

· Supplies and Equipment

· Automation Support

· Base Operations Support

Study Results:  Benefits were weighted three times as heavily as risk.  The cost benefit analysis ranked the five alternatives in the following order:  

	Rank

	Alternative

	Score

	
	
	
	

	1
	Alternative 3:
	Downsize Regions
	.9400

	2
	Alternative 2A:
	Close 1st Region
	.7367

	3
	Alternative 1:
	Baseline
	.5692

	4
	Alternative 2B:
	Close 2d Region
	.3688

	5
	Alternative 2C:
	Close 4th Region
	.1547


Sensitivity Analysis:  A sensitivity analysis was conducted for the time period of amortization and the weighting of the benefits and risks.  The selected alternative (Alternative 3) never changed during the sensitivity analysis. 

Recommendation:  Recommend that Cadet Command implement Alternative 3 - Downsize Regions.  The cost benefit analysis indicates that  Alternative 3 is the best option.  Additionally, Alternative 3 is the only alternative to meet the required POM decrements.

Volume II - ROTC Summer Camps Structure Analysis

Purpose:   Determine the best configuration for the structure of ROTC summer camps (both Basic and Advanced Camps).  

Alternatives Considered:  The study considered five structures:

· Status Quo - a configuration with two advanced camps operating independently but using the same training standards, and one basic camp.

· One Advanced Camp and One Basic Camp - a configuration with one advanced camp and one independently operating basic camp.*

· National Camp - a configuration with both advanced camp and basic camp operating at a single site.

· Split Camps - a configuration with two advanced camps operating independently but using the same training standards, and two basic camps (also using the same training standards), with each basic camp collocated with an advanced camp.

· Split Advanced, One with Basic - a hybrid option, this configuration has two advanced camps operating independently but using the same training standards, and one basic camp collocated with one advanced camp.

*   The Single Advanced and Single Basic Camp became the status quo in 1997 with the closure of Fort Bragg as a camp site.

Criterion Variable:   The study reviewed the criterion variables used in previous analyses, determined a functional model that included the variables of standardization, expansibility, and total support requirements:  

· Standardization:

· Infantry terrain measures the likelihood that the alternative provides similar terrain.


· MET (climate) includes wet bulb, days of rain, altitude, heat, etc.


· Ranges include the standardization of the ranges, modernization, etc.

· Support troops - similar type and numbers of support troops.


· Medical - similar type, procedure and equipment for support.

· Evaluation - standard evaluation practice and policy.


· Cadre training refers to standard training of cadre prior to camp, and reinforcement during camp.

· Expansibility or adaptiveness of the camp structure to an expanded mission.

· Total support requirements includes all of the personnel required to support camps:

· Reserve component 

· Cadre 

· FORSCOM and TRADOC soldiers

· Civilian support for inprocessing, data entry, finance and personnel requirements

Methodology:  The methodology included submission of criterion variables to subject matter experts, establishing linear value functions for those variables requiring a level of subjectivity in evaluation and consolidating the values of hard and subjective data into an overall score.  The SME group determined relative the value of each criterion variable and the ratings were as follows:

· Manpower support requirements 

50%

· Standardization



40%

· Expansibility/Length of Camp


10%

The resulting model was:

.5[Value:  Manpower Support]+.4[Value:  Standardization]+.1[Value:  Expansibility]=Score

Following the construction of the model, data was collected that accurately estimated the number of personnel required to support each camp structure.  SMEs evaluated the effects of the structure options on the criterion variables. 

Study Results:
	Option
	Final Score for Camp

Structure Weighted for Manpower required

	National Camp - 1 Site
	0.841

	1 Advanced & 1 Basic - 2 Sites
	0.822

	Split Camps - 2 Sites

1/2 Advanced 1/2 Basic
	0.579

	3 Sites - 1 Basic & 2 Advanced
	0.574

	1/2 Advanced + Basic

1/2 Advanced - 2 Sites
	0.559


The results showed that the best camp structure option was the national camp structure with both advanced and basic camps conducted at a single location.  Very closely following the national camp option was the second choice, a single advanced camp with a second site hosting a single basic camp. 

Sensitivity Analysis:   A sensitivity analysis was conducted and demonstrated the robustness of the results.

Recommendation:  Recommend that Cadet Command implement the second choice, a single advanced camp with a second site hosting a single basic camp since there is no one location that can support a national camp (See results of Volume III).  

Volume III - Camps Locations Study 

Purpose:  Determine the most cost-effective location for Army ROTC summer camps.

Alternatives Considered.
  Seventy-six locations were initially screened.  Those that passed the screening were requested to provide detailed information on the criteria.  The responses were assembled and the resulting list of five locations was compared in detail to determine the availability of infrastructure and resources.  Costs associated with maintenance, travel, and the building of infrastructure where required were identified for Forts A. P. Hill, Benning, Lewis, Carson, and Riley.  

Criterion Variables.  The study considered the following variables in the analysis:

Costs:

	One-time (construction)

· Billets 

· Dining 

· Ammunition Supply Point

· Ranges

· Warehousing and supply

· Medical facilities

· Plus other one-time costs
	Recurring:

· Transportation

· Maintenance

· Contracting

· GSA Vehicle

· Importation of Support Troops


Benefits:

	· Quality of Terrain

· Climate

· Training Infrastructure

· Administrative Support


Risks

	· Impact on AC readiness

· Impact on training (Reserve, Active and Initial Entry)

· Dependency on MCA funding

· Impact on mobilization mission

· Impact on administrative support at installation


Methodology:  The five finalists were then compared using a cost benefit approach.  First, one-time and recurring costs necessary to bring the installation to the level of support, maintenance, travel, and infrastructure required to conduct Advanced Camp were identified.   Then the benefits (quality of training areas, environment, infrastructure and support systems) and risks (risk to unit readiness and training base) were identified.  These costs, benefits, and risks were then combined in a cost-benefit ratio to determine the optimal location. 

Costs. Construction costs at the five locations was the key one time cost driver.  These costs (billeting construction the largest) are illustrated below.  Combining all construction costs, the range of one-time construction costs are $42 Million at A. P. Hill to $169.39 Million at Lewis.

Costs of billet construction and other construction (minus sign indicates unfinanced).

	Installation
	Area Cost of Construction Index
	Cadet Billet @ $30K
	Cadre Billets @ $54K
	FORSCOM, RC Billeting @ 30K
	Billet Construction Bill $K
	Total Construction Costs

	A. P. Hill
	0.9
	0
	-31833
	1350
	-30483
	-42004

	Benning
	0.84
	-79380
	0
	-16758
	-96138
	-108451

	Lewis
	1.08
	-102060
	-61061
	0
	-163121
	-169387

	Carson
	1.12
	-105840
	0
	0
	-105840
	-117046

	Riley
	1.03
	-97335
	-20968.7
	0
	-118304
	-130258



The costs of construction (one-time costs) were amortized to combine with recurring costs of transportation, importation of troops, maintenance, contracting, and GSA vehicle costs.  The result was the total costs of camp operations over time. 

Total cost comparison (in $K).
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Benefit Analysis.


The cost portion completed, the study moved on to establish value for the benefits for any one location.   These variables included land, climate and training infrastructure.


Terrain and Climate, and Training Infrastructure values.
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Training Infrastructure Criteria - see right

Training Infrastructure

Criteria

4

M16 Record Fire

4

HG Assault Course

4

Land Navigation

4

OCIE

4

Staff Experience

4

Installation Staff

Experience

4

Medical Facility Capacity

4

Airfield Maintenance

Capacity

4

Rappelling Towers

4

Team Leader Reaction

Course

4

Impact Areas

4

Laundry

4

Barber Shop

4

GSA Fleet Vehicle

Mgt/Maintenance



Adding the land, climate and training infrastructure features into a single value resulted in the determination of the overall benefit of the locations.  In the display below, the combined benefit shows that Fort Lewis is highest, closely followed by Fort Benning, then Fort A. P. Hill.  

Total Benefit.
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Risk was then assessed by evaluating each of the 5 sites on 8 risk criteria.  The criteria were:  impact of support troop readiness, impact on the training of units stationed at each site, competition for mobilization infrastructure, impact on OSUT/BCT, impact on support capability, dependency on construction  (MCA) funding, competition of training facilities with reserve component units, and impact on installation administrative support.  These risks were then subtracted from the benefits at each site. 


The Costs, Benefits and Risks were combined in the following manner:

Benefits minus risks

Amortized One-time and Recurring Costs     = Cost Benefit ratio (see below)


The final cost benefit factor.
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Cost Benefit Results.  The results indicate Fort Lewis is the best long-term site for the Senior ROTC summer Advanced Camp.  Fort  A. P. Hill is second and Fort Benning is third. Carson and Riley were not significantly represented. 

Recommendations. 

Retain Basic Camp at Fort Knox.  Infrastructure to support a national camp does not exist.  Until the facilities used at Fort Knox require replacement or the mission of the units assigned changes in such a way as to preclude camp support, there is no advantage to be gained by restationing Basic Camp away from Fort Knox.

Approve Fort Lewis as the permanent site for Advanced Camp.  The approval of permanently stationing at Lewis should be accomplished as soon as possible to allow for the development of the necessary maintenance revitalization and Major Construction Authority (MCA) project development and approval.  Based on existing conditions, no recommendation other than Lewis is appropriate.

Repair existing wood.  For the short term, some extensive repairs and maintenance must take place on the existing wood structure at Fort Lewis.  This requirement exists regardless of final camp construction, since any solution, as the study discovered, requires using the existing facilities at Lewis until construction of new camp facilities can occur. 

Joint construction of new camp facilities (barracks, dining, etc.).  The new construction of facilities should include the active participation of the reserve component, and other current users, as well as the funding of the construction.  This will insure that the final construction will continue to have maximum utility for use during the months that ROTC does not occupy the camp.

