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The bas ic objecti ve is to develo p an d presen t a realist ic
model which will quanti fy the merits of construction projects. The
goal is to optimize the benefits derived by the elimination of bias
in determining the priori ty of accomplishment. The model is similar
to the forma t of the Na tional Elec tr ic Manu facture rs Assoc i ation
~3ob Rating Plan (NEMA). Merits of projects are quanti fied by rating
the variables associated wi th their selection. This study is in-
tended to provide installati on comanders, division engineers ,
district engineers , facilities engineers , and ch iefs of eng ineer ing
divisions wi th a tool they can use to select their most-urgent
projects from a large list of highly-desired requirements. This
management technique will assist commanders in meeting the expecta-
tions of Congress that the construction appropri ations acts are
managed in such a way as to insure accomplishment of the most urgent
requirements in a timely manner. 
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Back g~roun d

The Corps of En gineers is the Department of Defense ’s desig-

na ted cons truc tion agency for al l cons truction in the Un ited States ,

and for much of the res t of the worl d where defense cons truc tion is

accomplished.

One problem common to en gineers enga ged in des ign , cons truct ion ,

ma intenance, or repai r is the accura te dete rm ina tion of the most

urgen t requi rements . District, division , and fac i li ties engineers

are confronted with this problem constantly, an d strive to solve i t

through objecti ve evaluation of each project. For the Corps of

Engineers distri ct or operating di vision engineer engaged in mili-

tary construction for 10 or more customers; Air Force, Navy , Army,

Army/Ai r Force Exchange Service, Nonap propr i ated Fun ds, Dependen t

School s, etc.; it is not uncommon to have 500 or more projects

available for design at one time . A workload of this magnitude can

: . require longer than a year for design , with new projects added

regularl y, and each customer desi ring expeditious processing ,

design , and contracting of their projects. Individual project

managers may have in excess of 50 projects to manage.
C

THE STUDY

Statement of the Problem1
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There is a void in published guidance to assist engineers

and commanders select the most urgent requirements based on

scientif ic anal ysis, rather than personal bias based on objective

eval uation.

Statement of the Goal

This study is intended to develop a management technique to

optimize the benefits received from funds appropriated by Congress

for military construction. This will be accomplished by quantifying

the value of projects to determine urgency , which will reduce bi as

in the selection of the order in whi ch projects shoul d be accom-

p1 ished.

Value of an Answe r

Time , personnel , and assets are finite. Frequently, and in

Europe--usually, the workload far exceeds the engineering capabili-

ty. Work force cannot be increased because of the Nunn Amendment

which caused the establishment of the number of employees tha t can

be hired for engi neering. If we assume that each newly assigned

engineer mana ger arr ives with the tools necessary to cope with

problems concerning the design , installation , and improvement of

inte grated systems of men , mater ials , and equi pmen t, he sti ll l acks

publ ished guidan ce concern ing his major problem area: Priori ty of

work accomplishment.

2
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Chapte r 2

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study is to develop a system to quanti fy

the merits of projects to determine that the most urgent projects

are accompl ished first and that the workload is evenly distributed.

This is not to indi cate that a competent project manager cannot

handle mo re than one or two projects simul taneousl y. The oppos i te

is almost always true. The most urgent project is usually not so

difficul t to select either. There will have been a lot of command

correspondence, gui dance , ques tions , pleading, threats , and urging

from several di rections. However , at the end of X period of time

required to accomplish that “most urgent” project, there will be

requests for data on the status of several others which should not

have “been in your office all that time without measurable prog-

ress.” Systems used by project engineers run the gamut from doing

a little bit on each to show progress over the complete scale

during a given per iod , to completion of two projects wi th zero

progress on all others.

If , through the development of a model , whi ch results in a

checklist wi th which project managers and customers can jointly

rate the merit of a project quanti tatively, and reach an agreed

numer ical value on an established scale , the urgency and priori ty

for accompl ishment will be clear-cut. Such a system will still

require revision monthly to account for the changes in ratings

3
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brought about by additions and the passage of time.

Vari abl es

The situation, time, and place in terms of worl d events and

geography play a role in establishing the variables which affect

the outcome of a requested construction project. Known vari ables

are comman ders , installati ons , miss ion changes of un its, funds

ava i la ble , technical capability of the engineering staff at the

installa tion , time available , and the procedure used to sel ect the

projects to be accompl ished.

1. Commanders. General Bruce C. Clark stated, “The personal-

ity of the commander has an enormous infl uence on the unit. In

fact , the unit may be said to be nothing but an extension of the

comman der ’s personality.”1 As a variable in this study, noth ing

else need be stated except that the personality of the commander

does play a role in the selection an d pro gram ing of cons truc tion

projects.

2. The Installation. Construction requirements vary depend-

ing on the mission , geograph ical loca tion , type, and number of

units ass ig ned , and physical pl ant size of the installation. If

the miss ion is tra ining , the type mission-requirement-projects

requested will be normally associated wi th training facilities

such as classrooms or obstacl e courses. Con tras t this wi th the

operation of an administrati ve complex where al terations such as

movement of partitions are comon or wi th a large permanent

~
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Installation assigned many missions. In Europe , the general

defense plan an d other miss ion requi rements must be cons idered.

As can be expected, procedures for selecting and programing projects

will be different in each location.

3. Mission Changes of Units . The assignment of new missions

• with allocation of funds for their implementation creates changes

• in any program of construction projects. A strong unit commander

assigned a new or additional mission will immediately attempt to

have the facilities , district , or division engineer undertake the

project wi thout regard to the other projects previously approved

and programed. It must be real ized that emergency type projects

can an d will occur an d allowan ces ma de for them. At the same

time, urgent requi rements which have been programed cannot be

ignored. In this time of technological advancement and moderniza-

tion of equipment, construction projects to modify facilities to

accept the new gear can be expected frequently. The degree of

urgency wi th which the new gear is requi red varies.

4. Assets and Resources Available. The engineer will seldom

have su ff icien t assets ava i labl e to accompl ish a l l the work

requested as exped iti ousl y as des i red.

• •—.--—--— — — .• - ••—--—— . -. •-— -.•- -••-—- - • — ~ •. .•—-——‘-~ ——-—— - -— • .—.—— —---...Sa.



Chap ter 3 
-

• RESEARCH FOR A SYSTEM TO QUANTIFY PROJECTS AND ESTABLISH
PRIOR ITI ES

Any system used to select projects and arrange them in prior-

ity order involves analysis of the variables . Therefore, a model

to quanti fy the meri ts  of projects and assign a priori ty to each

will be dependent upon the numerical val ue assigned each variable.

One variable di fficul t to quantify but must be considered as a

factor is the personal ity of the un it commander or custome r

attempting to justify his project. The desire to eliminate this

factor and rate each project according to the factors which make

it a high priori ty requirement led to investigation of industry ’s

procedure for rating the relative value of jobs of individuals.

Probably the best known and most widely used job rating plan is

the National Electri c Manufacturers Association Job Rating Plan

(NE MA )2.

NE MA Rela ted to Project Evalua tion

It should be possible to use the procedures of NEMA to estab-

lish a similar model for quant ifying the meri ts of construction

projects since the NEMA pl an is one of the simplest and most

easily understandable point-scoring plans In existance. It will

not be an “exact science ,” but represent a business-like and

scientific approach to the problem , as Is the case in evaluat ing

one job against another.

6
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The first step in preparing this model is to determine degree

definitions and assign values for each. When using it later, the

first step would be to thoroughly brief the planning staff members

on the factor and degree definitions unti l they all have the same

understanding and interpretation of them. In some circumstances,

it may be necessary to decide by comittee vote or agreement wi th

the customer or the values and degree definitions desired. The

important thing is that a scienti fic approach to the problem of

selecting projects, rating each variable according to weight, is

used rather than letting one variable determine the outcome.

Presented in Table 1 is a proposed point system of project

evaluation. The maximum number of points any project coul d

receive is 440 and the minimum is 90.

7
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Table 1

Proposed Point System of Project Eval uation

Points Assigned to Factors and Key to Priorities

1st 2d 3d 4th 5th
Factors Degree Degree Degree Degree Degree

Mission Essen tial ity 14 28 42 45 • 72

• Improved Mission
Accomplishment 12 24 36 48 60

Safety 12 24 36 48 60

Comand Inte rest 14 28 42 56 70

Project Cast Amortization 8 16 24 32 40

Heal th , Wel fare , and Morale 10 20 30 40 50

Time Restraints 10 20 30 40 50

Engineer ing Effort Requi red 8 16 24 32 40

Mission Essentiality : This factor measures the direct contributi on

of the project to perfo rmance of national securi ty and woul d expect

to give highest ranking to improved capability to perform missions

required by the general defense plan , such as air  defense ,

ammun iti on storage , communicat ion rel ay, intell igence , etc.

1st Degree: Effect marginal or not a consid-
erat ion. ;.• • ,

2d Degree: Capabil ity imp roved by less than ~~~~
•

one-third.

3d Degree: Improved capabi l ity for one phase
of the general defense plan

8 
•

• ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _—; ~_ - • • • _ - . • —• ~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



I

Table 1 (continued)

accomplishment for one battalion
or more, or improved by more than
one-third.

4th Degree: Greatly improved capability for
the general defense pl an for one
bri gade or more .

5th Degree: Absolutely essential and woul d
• immediately improve national

security.

Improved Mission Accomplishment: This factor measures the affect

the project will have on the ability of the requesting unit to

perfo rm its assi gned mission.

1st Degree : Mission accomp l ishment ef fect
marg inal or not a cons idera tion.

2d Degree: Mission accomplishment capability
improved less than one-half.

• 

• 

3d Degree: Mission accomplishment capability
improved more than one-hal f but
less than twice what it was.

• 4th Degree: Mission accomplishment twice what
it was or allows accomp l ishment

• of a unit mission assigned by
higher headquarters which cannot
be accomplished without approval
of this project.

5th Degree: Mission assigned by Congress or
the execu tive branch of government
as a special program.

9
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Table 1 (continued)

Safety: This factor measures the possible injury to personnel or

equipment if the project is not accomplished.
- - ; 1st Degree : Safety of personnel or equipment

• marginal or not a consideration

2d Degree: Reasonable care woul d prevent
accidents .

3d Degree: Compl iance wi th strict additional
safety requi rements necessary
until project completed.

4th Degree: Constant attention required to
prevent accidents .

5th Degree : Poss ible loss of l ife or ser ious
injury to personnel or damage to
equipment exceeding cost of
project coul d be related directly
to this project.

Conunand Interest: This factor measures the project as viewed by

-; top management. Point values and degree definitions may vary

with commands. Generally, it is used to grant bonus points to

projects in wh i ch top managemen t has expressed def in ite in teres t,

or i t measures the urgency of the project.

1st Degree : An urgen t requ i rement supported
by the commander at the next
level above the requesting unit.

2d Degree: Expressed interest by comanders
at next two levels above the
requesting unit.

10
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Table 1 (continued)

3d Degree: Expressed interest by the
• installa tion comander.

4th Degree: Command interest strong enough
to make accomplishment this year
desirable.

5th Degree: One of the h ighest priori ty
projects for the year which top
management desires started
immediately.

Project Cost Amortization: This factor measures the length of

time required to amortize the cost of the project. Consideration

should be given to savings in time for personnel , converted to

dollar val ue, or in the case of ut i l i ty systems an d sim i lar i tems ,

the savings because of reduced operating cost.

1st Degree: Cost of the project woul d be
• amortized over a long period of

time or cost amortization infor-
mation not available.

-
• 2d Degree: Cost of project will be amortized

in 3 years.

3d Degree: Cost of project will be amortized
in more than 2 but less than 3
years .

4th Degree: Cost of project will be amortized
in more than 1 but less than 2
years.

5th Degree: Cost of project will be amortized
in less than 1 year.

11



TABLE 1 (continued)

Health, Welfare, and Morale: This factor measures the surround-

ings desired corrected by the project and the effect of the

surround ings on troop morale. Cons ider the presence , rela tive

amount of , an d cont inu ity of exposure to dust , di rt, heat, fumes ,

col d , no ise, vibration , wetness , etc. Don ’t confuse wi th safety.

1st Degree: Ideal conditions , complete absence
of disagreeab le elemen ts , or no t
appl icable.

2d Degree: Good condi tions. May involve
occas ional exposure to some of the
elements l isted above , or
occas ional disagreeable ci rcums tances .
Morale affected marginally.

3d Degree: Somewhat disagreeable conditions
due to exposur e to one or mo re of
the elemen t~. listed , but where
these elements are not con tinuous
if several are present. Morale of
troops is affected and can be
measured.

4th Degree: Continuous exposure to several
disagreeable elements or one
particularly disagreeable element.
Morale will be seriously affected

• • if not corrected.

5th Degree: Continuous and intensive exposure to
several disagreeable elements. A - •

morale problem requiring urgent
attention.

Time Restraints: This factor considers that a project’s urgency

can vary with the passage of time and considers time available

-
•---••_---- • • -— - • _ - •—-- -, - --— •— “- —-— ----_•--•-•



Table 1 (continued)

before design mus t be started. Urgent minor cons truc tion projects

must have design completed wi thin 90 days of approval by Congress

and construction started 90 days later. Also , an appropriation

of funds financed by operations and maintenance , Army (OMA) funds

which must be obligated before the end of the fiscal year becomes

more urgent as the fiscal year end nears.

1st Degree: Time is not really a factor.

2d Degree: Six months or less are available.

3d Degree: Four months or less are available.

4th Degree: Two months or less are available.

5th Degree: One month or less is available.

Engineering Effort Required: This factor measures the relationship

of the engineering effort requi red to prepare the plans and

specifications or accomplish the work in-house and considers the

limi ted staff of the engineer and his requirement to maximi ze

accomplishment of design in order to increase construction pl ace-

ment.

1st Degree : Preparation of detailed technical
plans and specifi cations required
which will cause a real drain on
the engineer effort available.

2d Degree: Project for which standard

13



• Table 1 (continued)

. specifications are not available or ,
if available, require extensive
modi fication.

3d Degree: Project will be accomplished by
engineer in-house personnel .

4th Degree: Engineer has standard specifications
availa ble and can program project in
routine manner.

5th Degree : Engineer effo rt minimal .

Evaluation of the Proposed Point System of Project Eval uation

In order to evaluate the proposed procedure , 10 projects

common to Europe were selected and rated. The sample presented is

small for instructional purposes, but the system has been tested

on samples as large as 100 projects. A Sample Project Priority

Substantiating Data Form was prepared for each. These forms are

in Appendix A. The results are summari zed in Table 2. The

Sample
S 
Project Priority Substantiating Data Forms were prepared

for this study to indi cate the reasons for the ratings. In a •

planning meeting, the substantiating data coul d be taken di rectly

from the project request, DD Form 1391 or DA Form 2701, and

entered on a summary sheet simi lar to Table 2. Each project can •

.‘

be evaluated while the customer is present to answer questions 1:::

concerning degree determinations. A simple graph which can be

‘4
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prepared and updated after each pl anning meeting is shown in

Figure 1. Using thi s graph as a management tool , the project

engineer could advise each customer of the approximate priori ty

of his project. For example , if evaluation of a project gave it

300 poi nts, the customer woul d be told that past experience

indicates that approxi mately 30 percent of the projects are rated

higher on the priori ty list , but that his project shoul d be in-

cluded among those accomplished this quarter.

This information will al low the customer to plan ahead. He

will leave wi th the knowledge that his project w i ll be accomp l i shed.

Previously he woul d have known only that his project had been

accepted. If, to look at the other end of the graph , a project

received onl y 210 points , he learns that onl y 20 percen t of the

projects have been rate d lowe r in the past. The customer wi ll

still know that only the merit of the project determined its

rating, and there was nothing personal in the decision . Realizing

that you will not realistically be able to do his project right

away, the cus tomer can cons ider any other options ava i l abl e to

him (if he has any) to get the project designed more rapidly,

i.e. open-end architect engineer (AE) contracts or his own in-

house design.

15 H
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Table 2

Project Eval uation Summary
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Upgrade Ammun iti on
Storage Facilities 72 60 60 70 8 10 50 32 362

Troop Barrac ks for
Guards at Remote 28 24 24 56 8 50 10 32 232 7
Special Weapons Site

Facilities for
Stationing Bri gade in 72 72 12 70 8 10 50 8 302 3
Nor thern Germany

Dependent
Schools 14 12 24 56 8 24 10 32 180 10

EM
Barracks 14 24 24 56 8 50 10 24 210 8

Crypto
Center 72 48 12 70 8 10 30 8 258 6

Water Softening Equip-
ment for Boiler Plants 14 12 12 42 40 30 20 32 202 9

Hardstand for Unit for
Al tert Loading and 42 48 48 56 8 30 10 40 282 4
Main tenance

Automatic Data
Equipment Electrical 72 60 60 70 32 30 20 8 352 2 • IDistribution Lines

Ri fle Range
Barricades 42 24 60 70 8 20 10 40 274 5
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Chap ter 4

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Chester I. Barnard indi cates that efficiency is obtaining

the end sou ght without unsou ght nega tive consequences 3. If

unsou ght consequences ex ist, such as di ssa tisfaction of commanders

wi th the man agement of the construc tion p rogram , then the manage-

ment may have been effective , but not efficient. However, no one

can please everyone. A military engineer (whether in a district ,

division , or the facilities engineer of an installation ) must

remember tha t he is the commander of a lar ge, complex organization

in addi tion to being an engineer. Like all top management execu-

tives, his operations depend on the determinants (mission , per-

fo rmance , an d constra ints) , the components (personnel and equipment),

and the integrators (communications , opera tional sequence , and

decisions by superiors). Since judgment of the efficiency with

which he has managed his organization depends on the unsought

consequences as well as the sought accomplishment of objectives,

• the engineer mus t app roach the mana gemen t of the des ig n program ,

and especiall y the priori ty of accomplishment of projects, by

careful plann ing. Advance preparation will bring confidence since

it allows the necessary time for improvement4.

Conclusions

This engineering report establishes a mi nor construction

management technique in sufficier,t detail for a project engineer,

18
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a pl ann ing committee , an ins tal la tion commander and hi s fac i l iti es

engineer, or distri ct and division engi neers to evaluate their

performance in terms of project accomplishment based on true

urgency vis-a-vis command pressure or individual preferences . This

same system coul d be used to establish the priori ty list for any

comman d ’s military construction submission , which after eval uation

at Department of the Army level by the office of the Assistant

Chief of Engineers is submitted to Congress. It is recognized that

not all will accept the variabl es and degrees developed . This

study developed the model . Utilization of this model to develop

the variables and degrees determined most applicable to a particular

installa tion , distri ct, or division engineer ’s situation was the

goal . Use of this management tool will quantify projects in a

manner whi ch reduces personal bi as and shows cus tomers tha t thei r

projects were processed in accordance wi th a scienti fic analysis.

Recommendations

The variables which determine selection of construction

projects, the degrees, and the points assigned the degrees are

recomended for fur ther study by anyone des i ri n g to select the

most urgen t requi rement from a list of highly desired ones when

there are limi ting factors such as capability of funds available.

It is further recommended that this system of assigning a

• n umerical value to the degree of var iables be cons idered for

appl icability to any organization facing the same parameters. The

19
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• • first comment made by the European Division Engineer (General

Offi cer) when briefed on this study was , “I coul d have used a
• system like this to select the most-urgent research and

development projects when I was assigned to Research and

Development in the Pentagon.”

CHARLES 1. SHREVES
Colonel , Corps of Eng ineers• 77933

-
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FOOTNOTES

1. Bruce C. Clark , Gu LdeLLne~ Lox tke Leadex and Contnanden., p. 14.

2. David W. Beicher, Wage ~ and SaLa.~uj Athn&vL6.t’~.a.tcion, p. 287.

• 3. Chester I. Barnard , Tke~ Fu.nc.tLon6 o~ the Exe~cu.tLue, p. 19.

4. N. Maier and J. Hayes, CkeatLue Manageme~vt, p. 54.
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• SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIATING DATA

• PROJECT DESCRIPTION : Upg rade ammuni tion stora ge faci l i t ies to

reduce possibility of break-in.

-
~ Project Rating Evaluation Substantiation of Factor Rating

Factors Deg. Pts. ____________________________________

• Mission
• Essentiality 5 72 Cannot allow the loss.

Improved
Mission 5 60 Assigned by Congress.
Accomplishment

Safety 5 60 Possible loss of life.

Command
In terest 5 70 Highest.

Project
Cost 1 8 Not a factor.

• • Amorti zation

Health,
• Wel fare , and 1 10 Not a factor.

Morale 
____ _____ _____________________________________

Ti me

• 
Restrain ts 5 50 Urgency requ i res immediate action.

I 

Engineering Standard plans available. Only .
•

Effort 4 32 site adaptations required.
• 

• Req ui red 
____ ____ __________________________________

• TOTAL POINTS 362

25 
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SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIATING DATA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a troop barracks building for 40

guards stationed at a remote special weapons site. Troops are
• presently living in tents, and food is trucked in.

Project Rating Evaluation Substantiation of Factor Rating
Factors Deg. Pts. __________________________________

• Mission Mission accomplishment capability
Essentiality 2 28 improved less than one-third.

Improved
Mission 2 24 Improved less than one-half.
Accomplishment

Safety 2 24 Reasonable care will prevent
accidents.

Inspecto r Genera l report to major
Comand 4 56 Army area commander concern ing
Interest the poor conditions.

Long range amortized is possible ifProject cost of transporting food,
~~~~~~ 1 8 rotating personnel to showers,rviuvri.1za~ion 

_____ _____ deterioration of epuioment considered.
Health , Continuous expos u re to the elements
Welfare , and 5 50 of wind , ra i n , mud , and cold.
Morale Morale low--Seven AWOLs last month.

Time Time is not really a factor except
Restra ints 1 10 that winter is coming .

Engineering
Effort 4 32 Standard plans available.
Required 

____ ____ _________________________________

TOTAL POINTS 232
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SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIATING DATA

• PROJECT DESCRIPTION : Construct facilities for stationing a

brigade in northern Germany where none has been stationed

previously.

• Project Rating Evaluation Substantiation of Factor Rating
Factors Deg. Pts. ____________________ ______________

• Mission
Essentiality 5 72 Improved security for Europe.

Improved
Mission 5 72 Special program.
Acco~mp1ishment _____ _____ _____________________________________

Safety 1 12 Not a factor.

Command
Interest 5 70 High.

• Project
Cost 1 8 Not a factor.
Amortization

Health ,
Welfare, and 1 10 Not a factor.• Morale

Time Urgently required; therefore,
RestraInts 5 50 must be placed in design as soon

• _______________ ____ ____ 
as criteria developed.

Engineering All new facilities for which
Effort 1 8 detailed pl ans and specifications
Requi red 

_____ _____ 

must be developed.

TOTAL POINTS 302
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SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIATING DA TA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Dependent school , Patch Barracks , Stuttgart,

location of important headquarters.

Project Rating Eval uation Substantiation of Factor Rating
Factors Deg. Pts. ____________________________________

• Mission
• Essentiality 1 14 Not a factor.

Improved
Miss ion 1 12 Not a factor.
Accomplishment

Reasona b le care in use of
Safety 2 24 buses will prevent accidents.

Comand High level commander expresses
Interest 4 56 extreme interest.

Project
Cost 1 8 Not really a factor.
Amortization

Heal th , Students must presently be
• Welfare , and 3 24 bused approximately 45

Morale minutes.

Time
Restraints 1 10 Not really a factor.

Engineering Usually go turnkey design and
Effort 4 32 engineer effort not excessive.
Required 

____ ____ __________________________________ • • •
‘

TOTAL POINTS 180 • •-

~

•
•:

~

•
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SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIATING DATA

• PROJECT DESCRIPTION: EM barracks, Anderson Barracks, Dexheim.

Project Rating Eval uation 
— 

Substantiation of Factor Rating
Factors Deg . Pts. _____________________________________

Mission
Essentiality 1 14 Effect marginal .

Tm roved When the assigned mission in peace-
Mi~sion 2 24 time is cons idered to i nclude
Accompl ishmen t facilities to attract the

prnfeccinn~ l cnltlipr

Safety 2 24 Reasonable care wi ll preven t
accidents.

Command Accomplishment this year
Interest 4 56 desired.

Project
Cost 1 8 Not a factor.
Amortizat ion

Health , Serious morale problem. Located in
Wel fare, and 5 50 rural area wi th no publ ic

• Morale transportation. Severely crowded
_______________ _____ ____ — 

conditions .

Time
Restraints 1 10 Not a factor.

Engineer ing •

Effort 3 24 Some standard specifications • •

Requ i red 
____ ____• — 

available. 
•

TOTAL POINTS 210 . •
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SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIA TING DATA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Al teration of existing facilities to

permit installation of a crypto center in the communications

section of a major headquarters.

Project Rati ng Evaluation Substantiation of Factor Rating
Factors Deg. Pts. ___________________________________

• New mission assigned which cannot

Ft 5 72 be accompl ished an d needed forssen ia i y national securi ty.
Improved
Mission 4 48 Improved essen tial mission
Accompl ishment 

— 

accomp l ishmen t.

Safety 1 12 Not a consideration .

Command
Interest 5 70 Top management wants it.

Project
Cost 1 8 Not a factor.
Amortization

Heal th , Good cond i tions except for
Welfa re, and 1 10 communications noise.
Morale

Time Desired accomplishment time allows
Restraints 3 30 only 4 months to get under design .

Engineering Detailed and special ized attention
Effort • 1 8 required. • • 

• •

Required 
____ ____ __________________________________

TOTAL POINTS 258
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SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIATING DATA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION : Installation of water softening equipment

at boiler plants to reduce calcium deposits In hot water lines ,

boilers, and hot water generators.

Vroject Rating Evaluation Substantiation of Factor Rating
Factors Deg. Pts . 

____________________________________

Mission
Essentiality 1 14 Not a factor.

Improved
Mission 1 12 Not a factor.
Accomplishment

Safety 1 12 Not a factor.

Command
Interest 3 42 Desired to reduce maintenance .

Project Coul d save the price of the project
Cost 5 40 in less than 1 year in repl aced
Amortization pipes and boilers .

~ 
Lack of heat caused by reduced
hea t transm iss i on because ofWelfare , and .‘ i”.’ calc i um causes disagreeable,~,ra e conditions.
Shoul d accomplish within 6 months • 

r

Time or complete replacemen t of pip es
Restraints 2 20 and valves may be necessary.

Engineering : 
•

Effort 4 32 Standard specifications available.
Required 

_____ ___________________________________ 
• ‘.

• •

TOTAL POINTS 202 •
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SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIATING DATA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct hardstand for unit authori zed

addi tional space according to AR 415-31 . Loading time for alerts

adversely affected by crowded condi tions causing unit to reach

alert positions late.

Project Rating Evaluation Substantiation of Factor Rating
Factors Deg . Pts. _____________________________________

• Mission
Essentiality 3 42 Improve capability for a battalion .

Improved Cannot be accomplished wi thout
Mission 4 48 this project.
Accompl i shment

Safet 4 48 Constant attention needed to
• prevent accidents.

Command Top level mana gement very unhap py
Interest 4 56 about uni t performance.

Project
Cost 1 8 Not a factor.
Amortization

Heal th , Can be measured as it adversely
Welfa re , and 3 30 affects heal th an d morale when
Morale performing maintenance in wet,

muddy area.

Time
Restraints 1 10 Not a factor.

Engineer ing •

Effort 5 40 EngIneering effort minimal .
Required

TOTAL POINTS 282 •
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SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIATING DATA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install electrical distribution system to

permi t accep tance of new au toma tic data process ing equi pment.

Equ ipmen t requ i red to be opera tion al 24 hours da i ly.

Project Rating 
• 

Evaluation Substantiation of Factor Rating
Factors Deg. Pts. ____________________________________

• Mission
Essentiality 5 72 Impro ved na tional secur ity.

Improve d
Mission 5 60 Special program.
Accomplishment 

_____ _____ ____________________________________

Safety 5 60 Damage to equipment exceeding cost
of project possible.

Command
Interes t 5 70 Start immediately.

Project Savings in genera tor repa i r an d
• Cost 4 32 replacement and manpower savings

Amortizat ion wi ll amortize cost i n 18 months.
• Health, Disagreeable conditions for stand-

We l fare , and 3 30 by generator guards exposed to
Morale cold, no ise , vibra tions , and wet
_________________ _____ _____ weather.

Time Shou l d be started as soon as
Restraints 2 20 poss ible , but wi thin 6 months.

• Eng ineeri ng
Effort 1 8 Detailed nonstandard plans
Requ i red require d .

TOTAL POINTS 352
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SAMPLE PROJECT PRIORITY SUBSTANTIATING DATA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION : Construct fi ve barricades at rifle ran ge at

the 100, 200, and 300 meter firing positions. Barricades are to

• be constructed of heavy timber with earth core.

Project Rating Evaluation Substantiation of Factor Rating
Factors Deg . Pts. ____________________________________

Can presently use only 60 percent
Mission of firing positions because of
Essentiality 3 42 possibility of accidents.

Improved
Mission. 2 24 Improved , but not signifi cantly.
Accompl i shnient

Safety 5 60 Possible loss of life.

• Comand Top management desires
Interest 5 70 immediately.

Project -

Cost 1 8 Informa tion not ava i lable.• Amortization

Health , Morale affected by low scores
• Welfare, and 2 20 which is blamed on over-

Morale supervision.

Time
Restraints 1 10 Not a factor.

Engineering •

Effort 5 40 Minimal engineering effort. •

Requl red

TOTAL POINTS 274
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