Is It Time to Change Our Scoring System?

by Staff Sergeant Michael C. Tierney

Current gunnery scoring doctrine is Hood; 150 from USAREUR; and 50 and being assessed a 5 point crew ¢
based on a threat's ability to initiate a each from Forts Riley, Lewis, and Ben- The crew would have a resulting fail
killing burst/shot at a BLUEFOR vehi- ning. This size sample would take into ing score of 65. On the battlefield, th
cle. This standard was adopted for tankaccount average current qualifying en- crew would have won; on the range,
crews in the early 1980s and for gagement times for each task found onwould lose. The crew might have tq
Bradley crews in 1994. It provides a Table VIII, thus maintaining the ability fire the engagement again if it is nece
like standard to score gunnery in theto defeat the threat as a minimal ac-sary to obtain qualification. This result

form of Point Calculation Worksheets ceptable standard. in additional range time and ammunit

(PCWs). This methodology proved to
be an invaluable tool in training crews
to defeat a threat, since it was based o
estimates of a threat crew’s ability to
fully utilize its equipment. At the time

The 100 fastest engagement timestion expenditure. Soldiers can b
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{}vgvafodsi\gfgd'uﬁr\]’gs the most realistic sented directly in front of a crew, or the posed scoring system would allow th
y 9 Y. bowling alley effect. The current threat- Army to train soldiers to:

Since the standard's introduction, how- based 70-paint line would be used as , pafeat the threat
ever, the U.S. Army has developed the base of the scoring pyramid. « Concentrate on battle focus (sted
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With our Vc’!':l)st arrav of simulation train- Placed into five groups (similar to a e Give commanders a tool to evaluaf
ing, improved op){ics and near-term Physical Training Test). Each group  their crews against the top crews i
digitization of the battiefield, which \Would have a value of § points; tis = _the Army.

would establish a 95 point line based g oystem will not administratively

will provide near-real-time situational :
L on actual crew performance. Under this,_:
awareness, maybe it is time to look system the most points a crew Couldfall a crew on an engagement, and wi

again at how we score gunnery. earn for “pure” gunnery would be 95 allow a higher percentage of crews f

This new methodology would be points. qualify Q1, while maintaining our cur-

based on our equipment and our CIeWs’ o fina| nart of this system would be ing all gunnery areas. As an adde

aB?gg)l/eto r;tlll%”'ﬁg'ze the Abrams and points awarded to crews that have benefit, we could realize a cost saving
yp ' achieved a minimum of 70 points on on ammunition, range operations, an
Since we have the best trained sol-an engagement for properly performing OPTEMPO.
diers and best equipment in the world, the following:
it is time to see how we measure up. In : :
order to level the playing field (scor- \(/)i(r)]liltipoor:? for crew duties, or safety
:cg?)énvglesgust include several factors , 5 o point Using proper engagement
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master gunners as the “Bowling Alley ments, etc.). A Troop, 5th Squadron, 16th
Effect” or “Stacking Engagements.” A ¢ Three points for adhering to condi- Caval " the G ,T ;
prime example of the bowling alley ef-  tions of the firing task. ~avalry, in the unnery train-
ing and Doctrine Branch. He is
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: ; : as held every enlisted posi-
Bradley engagement times for each of The theory behind the current scoring fion in a scout platoon, and de-

the ten tasks on the current Abrams andsystem is to be able to defeat the threat.
Bradley Table VIII. The sample could Currently, a crew can earn 70 points| Vveloped the gunnery tables
contain data from the major armor in- for kiling the threat within the time | found in FM 17-12-8, Light
stallations: 100 each from Korea, Fort standard, but could fail the engagemen{ Cavalry Gunnery.

Stewart, and Fort Carson; 300 from Fortby using an improper fire command
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