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Introduction
The Manoeuvre Support project has a requirement to
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Method

A Multi Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) method was
developed to assess the ability of bridging platforms to
meet the challenges of WWGC.
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This allowed the development of a framework to
enable to rapid comparison of different characteristics
of platforms and gaps (identified from the US Army
Handbook), in a transparent, robust and quantitative
way.
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Figure 2: The aver-
age gap characteristic
(GC) score for each
bridging platform for
the 20 gaps. The

solid line indicates the
difference between

Average GC score by gap

The MCDA used 8 real-world bridging systems and
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20 gaps along 3 representative routes. The analysis D the highest and low-
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Findings

* There was no ideal set of platform characteristics that
would guarantee good gap crossing performance.
Rather, it is better for a bridging platform to have
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good capability in all aspects of gap crossing than to _ I AR  : Next Steps

specialise in a few. LSl T el || B R Having identified what characteristics are key drivers of
- The ability to cover obstacles and terrain leading to = - = W/ S5 " gap crossing performance, the next phase of this work

and from the gap had a dependency with most of e el B IS to look at how important these characteristics are in

the other gap characteristics. This suggests that this ' —— A — different situations (e.g. humanitarian relief V's crossing

characteristic may be an important design driver for e under fire). We will also look at how the cost of each

future bridging platforms. s " - R R — v 2l e platform varies with performance characteristics.

* |t was also found that there was a trade off between
high land speed and good gap crossing ability. The
importance of this trade off will need to be carefully
considered by any decision makers.

This will add further context to our analysis, enabling
decision makers to have a more complete picture of the
trade-off between a platforms cost and performance.

*AWWGC is a gap of greater than 40m that contains water (e.qg. river, lake, etc.).
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