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¥
Tirts study =xomines the military worth of the Unified Logistics

[PRUSAITI QUFNERRST e e

Coamand concept as proposed by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel in July 1970.

i

‘ Tc establish a frame of reference, the asuthor establishes an overview

of the scope and complexity of Defense logistics operations and_noios taet-the :
*

current critical :zlimate for all things "military" has historical precedents i

ir. the post World War II and post Korean War pericds. The author identifies

tii~ tiemes 07 réducing Quplication and waste'fﬂnd the "éeed for increcasing

e

«ffirisney ™ as beins recurrent ones of the various Govermment apd Defense

‘ \\
review cormissions and panels since World War II+- The history of armed
fores unifization 1s traced from its conceptual phase through the late 1900's,
i.. order to determine those areas in which loglistics was an impetus %o
centralization. The author determines that, as early as the Congressional
} "arification hearings" of 194k, the need .to improve logistics efficiency
/ l aad reduce cosis were stroog factors underlying the demands for Service

D

Urificaticn. (‘Deficiencies h‘th.eo\riginal National Military Establishment

o

and subsequent evclutions of the Department of DéTeWse are reviewed in

order 1o provide a backdrop against which tue current Defense logistics

. organization evdlired. The author studies tioe cvolution of Defense lcgistics
’ from the separate Servige logistics systems of World War II to the semi-
intcgrated DOD system thay exists today. This examination rcveals that

the current Defense loglstlcs system has slowly evolved towards one that is

more centralized andi integrated but that tne necessity to develop a common

tody of lozistics pclicles, procedures and technigues dictated an

cvolutionsry rather than revolutionary approech.




The logisticy syslem, au 14 exicts Luduy,‘ Lo cxamdned Ia all or
its major compouents to include thelr misscions und functions. Usling Luls
irventory, the author constructs a proposal for & Unified Logiétics
Command along the broad outlines set forth by the Blue Ribbon Defense
Panel, to include its major functions and basic organizafion. In
analyzing the potéﬁtial of the Unified Logistics Command, the creation
of a4 sinzle ccmmané‘element to develop a DOD-wide EDP 6fiehted logisting
cystem, to consolidute CONUS depots and to integrate transportstion
syctems 13 idcntified as the key advantage of the command. Conversely,
the separations .:of'the NICPs from their current technical bases, the
separation of the programming and distribution functions,'the disregard
of Bervice doctrine.éqd organization, the availability of viable
alternatives an&vthe:massive nature and inherent disloéations of such a
reorganization are identified 48 key disadvantages.

The author concludes that the size and complexity of Defense
logistics opcrationé dictate u continued evolutionary afprcach towards a
fullyvintegféted'nefgnsé 16gistiés syétém and that the Unified Logistlics
Ccmmand or similar‘Défénse organization is not pertinent at this time.

As prerequisites for a DOD-wide logistics organization, the author

identifies six evolutionary steps which are required to create the common
systems febric aﬁd”which continue the process of evolution. These are
assignment of a dépbf maintenance mission to DEA, assignment of CONUS

depots to a Defense agency, establishment of a system of Se:vice cognizance'
depots and maintenaﬁée plants, chartering of a Defense l?gis£ics communications
rlanning group, inqreasing the logistics authority of Unified commanders and
establishment of a Defense Transportation Agency. Each of these steps is

proposed ac the subject of a full study effort.

2net Available Copy
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FORWARD

-

wars are cxpensive and inherently wasteful . Stending armies, !
auvies und alr forces, both in peace and war, are also expensive; however, H

events since World War II have dictated that the Unisted States malntuiu a

[PV

stron; defense posturs. Historicaelly, tl’xe American people have opposed

— aema e

, and refused to support anything greater than minimal or token peaceilme

military forces; consequently, the maintenance of lorge peacetime armed

i

forces is coutrary 10 the American experience. Treditionally, at least
in theory, the American people have chosen to rely on the citizen army
and nstional mobilization to meet any catastrophic challenges to the

nation's security. Given the necessity for, but their historical mistrust

..

of the standing army; their traditional reliance on the citizen army or
militia; and the expense of maintaining strong military forces; the

Auverican citizenry has, in the years since World War 11, wavered betwecn

DT

an infatuwation with things military and displeasure.

A cursory readinz of today's popular press would provide amplc

evidence for most readers that the United States has entered a period of ‘
Gispleasure with its armed forces. Wbether it is a result of the

reculisrities in the Vietnam experience, & normal trend comparable to the {
post-Korea period, s result of weariness with 25 years of cold war, or
tic result of other factors, it is apparent that, however temporary, the
current trend of public opinion is one of crowing dissatisfaction witu

military affairs. Waoether such criticism or dissatisfaction has been

warranted, its very cxistence is sufficient cause for military wen to




tura introspective, ackaowledge any deficzicucy, and continue witi.. ucw rescive,
Tals study has been prepared spgainet the backdrop of uesdliucs ciiis.,

"eost overruns", development programs yone wrows, snd tailures in militury
mapagement. It 1s not intended as an answer to criticism; but rather, it

is an attempt to examine one aspect of the military esteblishment -- that

of tiiz netiopel loyistics organization -~ in order to isolate new concepts

or approaches that will contribute towards achieving that elusive and

mucu sought sfter ;oal == maximum economy and effectivencas.

ii




INTRODUCTION

“The war has been vuricusly termed a war of production

and a war of macaincs. Whatever else it is, so far as

the United States is concernmed, it is a war of lazisitice...
It is no easy matter in a global war to have the right
materisls in the right places at the right times in the
rigsnht quantitics."l

Admiral Ernest J. Kin: _
Chief of MNaval Operatioms, 1941-1G40

The United States Joint Chlefs of Staff define logistics as
"the sclence of plenning and carrying out the movement and maintenance
of forces."@ Included in this bromd term are the functions of meteriel
design, developwent, and acquisition; maintepance; supply; transportation;
construction and personnel evacustion and hospitalization. Modern
varfare demands lozistics support ~- and logistics orgmnlizations ~- on an
increasingly vast scale and of ever increasing complexity. The
technological explosiocnsin the 25 years of the cold war have not only
advanced the state of the art of warfare, they have also increased its
cost. New weapons systems such as gulded missiles, puclear powered fleets
ané supersonic alreraft; revolutionary advances in electronics and
comrunications; and increased reliasnce on mobility have all contributed
to the increased complexity and cost of modern military forces. No

reversal ¢f this trend is readily apperent.

“lhe Geox:

Adzirel Ernest J. King phia oy s
States Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dicti of United States
Mili%g Terms For Usage, JCS Pub 1, (Washington: Govertine ot Printing Office,
z P .
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During fis2e) year 1900, United States expenditurcs on defenge
were 16,2 billion dollers, or approximately 9.5 per cent of tiwe Uross
Nutiomal Product.3 Thus, defense cxpenditures constitute a significuut
suury Of tic total natlonal economic effort and are irterrelsted with
the economic welfare of the nation. 8Since defensc loglstics consumes

almost three-quarters of the defense budget, it follows that the search

for economy and efficiency in the Department of Defense would properly
foocus on tnc management of Defense logistics.l’ Periodically, and
particulsrly Zuring each post-war period, the President, the Executive
Branch, the Congrese, the Military Services, the press and the general
public uave concerned themselves with the defense management and
logistics -- the business side of dafense. Usually such periods Lave
becn accampanicd by the findings of public commissions or task forces
exposin; waste, inefficiency and unnecessary @uplication in the
Department of Defense and proposals for more effective command and
contral, improved mapagement, and reorganization. Such a period has
agsin begun.

Historically, the Army, Navy, and, to 8 lesser degree, the Alr

Force (as part of the Army) grev ae separate elements of the pational

Jovermment. As a consequence, the logistical systems of these Services
grew separately. In fact, the concept or management style preceding
World War II was such that from the country's early years, each of the

Services' loglstics gystems were in turn camposed of separate sub-gystems

3Nev York Times, Encyclopedic Almenac, 1970 (New York, New York
Tires, 1969), p. T3k.

Department of Defense, Statement Secretary of Defense, Robert S.
McRamera, on the FY 1 Defense t on: Govermment Printing
ce, P .
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called variously bureuus, depertmenis or technicel services. Beglauin

iv World War 1II, incrcesing offort towurds Sorvice unifisatiou sl the
porallel tremd toward contralicuation Luave been the underlylng thumes ol
Bationul Security organization and management. Because both treunds haove

becn evoluticnary in the 25 years sipce World Waer I1, pericds of
dissatisfaction and crises bave perhaps been inherent in the process of cinange.
lo;istics operations, as the primary consumer of the defense doller,

have been neiys to the parallel trends towerds unification end centralization
and the focal point of periodic criticism.

The histary aud evolution of the Departwent of Defense (DOD)
lozistics establishment since World Wer II point up the common objectives
repeatedly stressed by the President, the Congress, the Secretary of
Defense and otners as beiny improved performance at reduced cost through
centralized direction, integration and elimination of duplication. To
this end, organizatiopnal and procedural tools such as the single-manager
concept, tie federal supply catalog system, common documentation, the
Defense Supply Agency, item management coding apd autometic requisition
routing systems were created. Today, after 25 years of evolution in
Defense lojistics, the achievement of these objectives remeins as s
matter of national concern.

In July 1969, the President and Secretary of Defense appointed a
Blue Ribbon Defense Pancl and gave it the broed Cherter to study, report
and make recamendations on the structure, organization and operating
procedures of the entire Depertment of Defense with empbasis on their costs,
efficiency and respousiveness to the requirements of the President and

Secretary of Defense. In effect, the Panel was a direct descendant of
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tie National Security Organization Task Forces of tlie two Hoover
Commissions on tlhe Organization of the Executive Depurtment of tiw:
Government. In addition, the Panel wes the gpiritusl descendant of the
collective Congressional and Executive Branch reviews, hearings,
Presidential messages and public debates which resulted in the initial
unification effort under the Natiomal Security Act of 1947, its
refinement in the Amendments to the Act in 1949, and its further
refinement in the amended Act of 1953, Thus, as the Panél besan its
work, tiere was a two-and-a-half decade record of debate, theories
advanced, organizational concepts implemented, concepts abandoned,
etc....8 record of continuing pursuit of "unification", "efficiency", and
“responsiveness" within the DOD.

Cn 1 July 1970, the Blue Ribbon Defense Fanel issued its report.
While the Panel's reccmwendations contained numerous major recommendations
whicii, in effect, furthered the process of refining previcus efforts at
unification, it advanced the concept of a Unified Logistics Command -- to
function in an area traditionally reteined by the respective Military
Services. Whereas the Military Services now have responsibility for
recruiting, orgsuizing and equippin; forces for assigmwent to the Unified/
Specified Commands and then of supporting those forces, the Panel proposed
that & Unifled Logistics Commend undertake the function of providing
losistical support. Logistical support responsibilities of the Unified

Logistics Cammand, ms defined by the Panel, were to provide supply

distribution, maintenance and trensportation services to the cembatant forces

1o the otler Uniried/Speci:tied Conmands. Beyond this broud definition, no
identification of organizational cumposition, operationc) scope, or

orjanizational interface was specified or recommended.

vi
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It fu o the context of chon e and the searell Tor {mproved
management, efficlency and effectivencss that this analysis of the Unified
Logisties Commund concept has been undertsken. Since recent history
reveals mueh towards understanding the present, this analysis beygins with
an exanmination of the post World War Il trends towards unification and
centralization. It proceeds with an analysis of the Unified Loglstics
Cormand concept, examines the more likely alternatives, and concludes
wita an aszessment as to the military worth of a2 Unified Logistics Command.
Since this study examines the proposal for a Unified Logistics Commend
versus the existing organizetion of Defense loglstics, examination of the
various theories and concepts of orzanizations and institutions is
axcluded. Rather, this study focuses on the evolution of logistics
organizations and procedures since the mid-1940's and the gradual movement
towards creatinz an integrated Defense logistics system. Althouzh based on
aiztorical research and factual date, this stndy is intended as an.

independent analysis of the Unlified Logistics Command concept.

vii
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CHAPTER 1
LOGISTICS AND UNIFICATION GF THE ARMSD FORCKS

"I had not fully realized the extent of weste and

inefficiency existing as a result of the operstion

of two separate and uncoordinated military departments .

until I became chairman of the specisl Senate committee ;

created in 1941 to check up on the national defense !
- program. "5

Harry 8. Truman
33rd President of the United States

Unification of the armed forces began, officially, during the
first administration of President Harry 8. Truman with passage of the
National Security Act of 1947. The Act's passage represented the end of
a nationsl debate which had pericdically surfaced in the Govermment since
the cnd of World War I. In that war, the Army and Navy Departments had
been exposed to the realities of modern mass warfare; to the need for

unity of cammand in combat theaters; to the impact of acrial warfare;

i to new concepts of joint operations and to the problems of competing

for the pational resources demanded by modern warfare. As early as 1918,

an advisor to General Pergshing had proposed & Secretary of Ratioonal
Defense and a Secretary of Munitions toc unify and coordinate the activities
of the Army and Navy.s Within the Congress, dozens of leglselative
Pproposals for armed forces unification had been introduced in the period

. between World Wer I and World Waxr II; however, nome had seen acceptance.l

5Harry 8. Truman, President, Memoirs, Volume II, Years of Trial
and Hope (Garden City: Doubleday and Co., 1956) pp. 46, 4T,

- 6F<(>rrest C. Pogue, George C. Marshall, Education of a Genersl
;&c-lﬂ? New York: Viking Press, inc., m, P. 222

For a chronolouy of Conzressiomal proposals, see Ferdinend Eberstadt,

Unification of the War and Navy De nts and Postwvar nization of
National Qcﬁﬁﬂ (Washington: Govermpent Printing Office, %55, PP, 241-250.
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Historically, ccooperatlive Army and Navy attempts at interservice
coordination can be traced as far back as 1903 when the Joint Army and

Navy Board was established to coordinate matters of mutual Service
interest. Subsequent eiforts at mutual cooperation included the Army

and Nevy Munitions Board, created in 1922 to coordinate industrial
mobilization planning end the Joint Econamy Boexrd, created at Congressional
behest 1in 1933 to explore econamies achievable through interservice
coordinetion.® Until the cutbreak of World War II, such coordimation

as existed between the Army and Bavy Depertments was conducted on a
sooperative basis, using the vehicle of the Joint Boards.

The National Security Act of 1947 was a direct result of the
Netion's experience in World War II, and the mechanisms established to
achieve coordinaticz cod unity of cammend over Army and Navy activitles.
In early 1942, to provide an Americen counterpart to the British Chiefs
of Staff, President Roosevelt, at the urging of General Msrshall, the
Army Chief of Stafr, had forme1 an extralegal Joint ch:l.efa of Staff (JCS8)
organization. This organization, which replaced the Joint Army-Navy
Board, proved to be the key organizational vehicle for coordinating
and controlling strategic plans and operations. In turn, tbe JCS
spawned the great theater unified commands, a revitalized system of
Joint Boards, joint committees and numerous other interservice coordinating
3roups.9 Today, such 3 degree of inoterservice coordination is accepted;
however, in World War II, it vas & new experience for the Army, Navy and

the increasinsly autonomous Army Air Force. S5So novel was the American

3Fnr a discussion of the Joint Boards, see Yoshpe, Harry B. and
Pauer, Theodore W., Defense Organization and Mana nt (Washington:
Industrial College of the Arme 8, T} PP. B, 9.

9Yoshpe and Baver, op. cit. pp. 10-11.
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cxperience that Arthwr Bryant, biograplicr of Field NMarshall Viacouut
Alanbrooke, was forced to cbserve that in early 1942,...

"By English standards American inter-Service administration

seemed completely unorganized,...The Havy and Army acted as

independent Powers, often pursuing diametrically opposite

courses . "

As the war progressed, and a8 incressed experience was gained

witi the Joint Calefs of Staff and other joimt activities, renewed
interest in unification of the Armed Forces developed within the military
departments, the Executive Branch and the Congress. (enersl Marshall, ‘
who had consiateutl'y proven himself to be the great proponent of "unity
of command" in both national and allied matters, had grown increasingly
ccavinced of the need for unification and came to be its greatest propovent. {
In the same vein, Geheral Mershall became convinced of the necessity for i

establishment of the Army Air Force as a separate and co-equal component

of the unified Armed Forces. Thus, when a Select Committee on Postwar

Military met in the spring of 1944 under the chairmanship of Representative
Clifton A. Woodrum, General Marshall and other War Department witnesses

strongzly supported creation of a single department of the armed forces.

These witnesses stressed the deficiencies in the coopeiative system of
Joint Boards and committees such as their inability to resolve differences
without resorting to the highest levels of coammend and their limited
effect in reducing duplication and waste. War Department witnesses

. further stressed the great success of the urified commands in the field
and the need for such an approeach at the Department level. The Navy's

response to the Army's unification proposals was to propose further study

J0pryant, Arthur, The Turn of The Tide, 1939-1943 (London:
William Collins, Sons and Co., LTD, p. 239.

Sty Bt o o By AL L




and delay of further cossideration of unification until the end of the war,
Egsentially, the Navy remained unconvinced of the peed for unification
and fearful for the loss of its air arm to an indeopendent Air Force and
of the Merine Corps to the Army. Subszquently, the Woodrum Committee
adopted the Navy's proposel and recommended that further consideration of
unification be delayed until the warts# end; however, in its report, the
comittee did take cognizance of a JCS study of postwar organizetion then
being underteken and requested that the findings of the JCS study be
provided the Congress.u

The JCS study of postwar organizatioh propossls was campleted
in April 1945; however, the members of the JCS camittee conducting the
study could not come to agreement regarding a separste Air Force and a
sinile department of the armed forces. "Again, the Navy, or at least the
Navy membership, remained unconvinced of the need for unification and for
a separate Alr Force. The JCS study committee did publish a majority
rerort, with the Navy teking a minority position. In their report,
tlhe majority recommended a single department of the armed forces, a
co-equal Air Force, a civillan Secretary, a single mllitery Commander
of the Armed Forces who was also to be Chief of Staff to the President,
and a United States Chiefs of Staff ca.posed of the commenders of the
Army, Navy and Air Force. In turn, the Jolnt Chiefs split on the
study findings, with General Marshall of the Army and General Arnold of
the Army Air Force in favor and Admiral King of the Ravy and Admiral Leahy,

Llpor transeript of Woodrum Committes hearings, see USB Congress,
House, Select Committee on Postwar Milltary Policy, Proposal To Esteblish
a Sinzle Department of the Armed Forces (78th Conigress, 24 Session;
Washinzton: roment nting ce, 19uL)

L
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Chlef of Stuff to the President, opposed. This uspliit positlon of tiw JCS
was prescuted to President Trumen on 16 October 1945.12 The lines Lua
been drawn and the "War om the Potomuc™ had begun.

In the summer of 1945, then Secretary of the Navy, Jamus V.
Forrestal, had requested the chairmen of the Army-Navy Munitions Boerd,
Ferdinand Eberstadt, to study armed forces unification proposals,
alternatives to unification end to determine the most effective form of
postwar netional security organization. In essence, Secretary Forrestal's
requirerent was for a viadble "Navy" altermative to the Army's unification
proposals. By the fall of 1945, the Kavy had its alternatives. 1In his
report to the Secretary of the Havy, Ferdinand Eberstadt assaulted the
need for and gquestioned the viabllity of unification as proposed by the
Army. In lieu of the Army supporied p.roposel, Mr. Eberstadt proposed to
strengthen the system of Joint Boards and camiittees; to establish the JCS
by law and to create a full time staff in support of the JC8. The
Eberstadt report further recommended; ‘

1. A separate Department of the Alr (to exclude Ravy air and
required crganie Army air units)

2. A Military Munitions Board to be co-equal with the JCS im
losisticss and procurement matters. _

3. A National Security Council to formulate policy and coordinete
activities of those Government Departments concerned with national security.

L. A Cemtral Intellizence Agency to provide intelligence to

Jepertments and agencies having involvement in naticnal security.}3

12pruman, op. 2it. pp. 46-60.
3-3Eberstadt, Ferdinand, Report to Houorsble Jamcs V. Forrestal,

Secretury of Ravy, Unification of the War and Navy Departments and Postwar
Orgonization of National §curitx (Ham: Govermment Printing Office,
"-5,"-'%)

pp 4=1lh.
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On 18 ch,obcr 1945, the Navy ultcrnative was presented to President

Truman; however, on the preccedins day, the Scnate Committec on Military
Affeirs had begun heurings on two unificatfon Lillu, and 1t was these
lcorings that were to serve as the forum for the proponents and opponents
of unification. Navy witnesses, armed with the Eberstadt report, proposed
adoption cf the report's recoomendations; opposed the creation of a
sinslc department of the armed forces; and coptinued to question the
necé for & separate Department of the Air despite the Eberstadt report's
recommendation to the contrary. Army witnesses, in twrn, presented a
modified version of the JCS study compittee's proposal, over whick the
Army and Navy members of the JC8 had split. The Army proposed a single
Department of the Armed Forces under a civilian secretary; a single Chiel
of Staff of the Armed Forces; subordinate Chiefs of Btaff for the Army;
Navy and Alr Force; and a United States Chiefs of Staff to advise the
President and to coordinate strategic planning and operations. The
Army's proposal also added a Director of Common Supply and Hospitalization
and tuester/area camiands to be on a co-equal basis with the military
services. Chart 1-1 (page 13) reflects the Army's proposed organizaticn for
+ar Department. In his statement setting forth the Army proposal, Secretary
of War, Robert B. Patterson, peid particuler attention to the establishment
of a Director of Common Supply and Hospitalization and noted that....

"We ought not....to tolerate ir owr budget for National

Sccurity any items that relate to those duplications that

are inherent in a separation of Services, duplication that no

Joint Boerd with equal represegtation of the Army and Navy
have been able to eliminate,"l

“'l'aased on officlal correspondence from Genernl George C. Marshall,
Army Culef of Staff to General Brehon B. Somervell, Commanding General, Army
Service Forces, on 29 October 1945, t¢ which General Marshall appended copies
of als ststement of 18 Oct 1945, Secretary Patterson's statement of 17 Oct 1945
ond Lt Geberal J. Levton Collins' statement of 3C Oect 1945 to the Senate
Military Affairs Coemittee.

6




In their argnweuts for the Amrmy proposal, both Uenorsl Muzsholl
i Llenbeannl Generul J. Lawlon Cold s, Culct of Staff, Amy CGround
rtoreen, recosudsed thie inherent complicutions of Lhe proposed unifioution
of tine Ay und Navy Departments; however, both werc convinced Liut cuci
a merger was practical, essential and subject to development on an
evoluticnary basis. As an exaemple ¢f this evolutiopary process,
derieral Marshall stated that he envisioned a period in which the
Secretary of the Amed Forces would develop the organization with o
reguirement tu report the detaills to the Coniress within two years.
Furthermore, he proposed an evolutionary development of the Directorate
of Cormon Supply and Services beginning with procurement of common items
of supply and nospitelization in the Zone of Interior and as time passed,
extendiny the directorate to include base sections in overseas theaters
ané construction functioms.l?

Given tie opposing Army and Navy plans for postwar organization
of the armed forces, the hearinzs of the Senate Military Affeirs Committee
made little progress. Seeing a need for presidential intervention,
Fresident Truman moved to break the deadlock,end, on 19 December 1945,
sent a message to Consress proposinz reorsanization of the ermed forces
into a single Department of National Defense. In its essentlal elements,
the FPresident's proposed organization was equivalent to that proposed by
the Army. In his message, the President cited the integrated military
rrogram, econpmies from unified control of supply and service functions,
strong 2ivilian control, improved resource management and the co-equal

status given air power, as advantages favoring adoption of his prt::x.»osa.‘l..l'6

15letter, Marshall to Scmervell, op. cit. Inclosure #2, pp 3-h.

13ys President, Public Pspers of the Presidents, 5. Truman
1347 (Washington: Govermment Printing Office, 1963) pp .
7
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‘Tue Preaident's meusuge to Cougresa provided the necegsery cutaiyst
Lo move Lhe Genutbe Mlltory Altairs Cammittee towurde druftin: of leglilution.
After conulderable effort, including eight rejected drafts, the Committee
introduced an armed forces reorganization ©1ll in April 1946; unfortunately,
Ravy witnesses were unenimous in their opposition during hearings conducted
on the bill., In view of the Navy'!e continued opposition, President Truman
prodded the Becretaries of Wer and Kavy (o resolve theiyr Departments?!
differences. By the end of May, he had isolated Army and Navy differences to
four points: a singzle department; a co-equal Alr Force; control of sviation;
and control of the Marine Corps. From this point of disagreement, the
President, proceeded to secure further agreement between the Army and Navy.
By January 1947, the President had a compromise unification agreement
between the Secretaries of War and Navy.lT On 26 February 1947, the
President transmitted his revised unificetion blll to the Congress and
on 25 July 1947, the bill was passed and an initial unification of the
armed forces achieved. Although a wesker and campramised version of the
Fresident's original proposal, the Act created:

1. A single “National Military Establistment” under a Secretary
of Defense.

2. A sepsrate Department of the Air Force.

3. A "legalized™ Joint Chiefs of Staff. _

L. A Munitions Board to coordinate procurement, production and
distribution and to plan for industrial mobilization. |

5. A Research and Development Board to coardinate defense related

rescarch.

17Traman, op. cit. pp 49-51
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U. A National Security Council.

T. A Central Intelligence Aguncy.

In its finsl form, the National Deferse Establishment, as created
by the 1947 Act, resembled the Kavy plan with a small, coardinating
Secretery of Defense element added. Other than the acceptance of e
co~equal Air Force and of a unifying Secretary of Defense superimposed
cver the three Depertments, few elements of the Army plen survived. Each
of the Military Depertment Secretarles retained cablinet rank; the system
of cooperative Joint Boerds remained in somewhat strengthened form; and
the Army's proposal for a Director of Comron Supply and Hospitalization had

disappesred.

FROM CONFEDERATION TO URIFICATION

The Rational Military Establishment created by the Ratiocnal
Security Act of l§h7 was borp in compramise and resembled a confederstion
rather than a single department., While the Act deaignéted the Secretary
of Defense as being the principal assistant to the President in all rational
security matters, it severely circumscribed his authority. The Secretary's
responsibilities were to establish general policies and programs; to
exerclse general direction, authority and control over the executive
military departments; to eliminate unnecessary duplication or overlsp in
procurement, supply, transportation, storage, health and research; and to
supervise and coordinate budget matters of the component activities. Severe
limitations were imposed on the Becretary!s freedam to exercise his broad
responcibilities. Specifically, each Service Secretary was given the right
of appeal directly to the President and Director of the Bureau of the Budget,

after “advisin;" tiue Secretary of Defense; each Service Secretary retained

9
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cabinet status and gained membershilp in tlhc new Rational Securiiy Council;
and euch was required to scparately sdminister his regpective Departucal.
Furthermorc, the Secrctary of Defense wac denied u military stuff and
wus limited to three civilian special sssistents. Subordinate to the
Secretary of Defense, but in actuality, a continuation of the cooperative
Joint Board concept, were the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the War Council, the
Munitions Board and the Research esnd Development Boerd.

in September 1947, the Nationsl Military Estadlishment became
«ffective with the eppointment of James V. Forrestal as the first
Secrctary of Defense., Almost immediately, problems resulting from
tue statute limitations on his authority; from interservice disegreement,
particularly over Service roles and missions; and fram the unwieldy
cooperative nature of the Establishment, arose to hinder the Secretary's
eflforts towards meeting his broad responsibilities. Within one year,
iz nis first annual report, Becretary Forrestal was to request revision
of the 1947 Act in order to strengthen his authority over the military
departments. His request for increased authority would include provislons
for :emoval of the Service Secretaries from the National Security Council
and Cabinet status; provisions for a Chairman or fourth member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff; and provisions for increased suthority over
percJsnnel matters.lg Thus, within one year, the long term process cof
evolvin:s the National Military Establishment from the Navy's confederation-
like concept towards the Army's unified single department concept had

pegun. In January 1949, the Secretary of Defense's arguments for

1903 National Military Establishment, First Report of the
Sccretary of Defense (Washington: Govermment Primting Office, 1948) pp 2-L.
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. Incresse i authority over the militery departments were to be supported
dud redeforeed by the National Security Organization task force report
| cotdintbed tor «'x-l'rcul'dcmr. loovertu Comminaglon on Urwtl.L:sut.len ol Lhe, |
lixecutive Branclh of the Government &9 By 10 August 19h9, the chuuges
| sought by the Secretary of Defense plus others recmm\endea by the
Hoover Commission had been enacted by the Congress as The Natilonal
. Seéﬁrity Act Amendments of 1949, Under these amendments, a single
.Dcpartment of Defense was created; the Service Secretaries lost their
appeal channel to the President, their Cabinet status and their positions
on the Kational Seéurity Council. A nonvoting Chairman of the Joint
~ Chlefs of Staff vas created; the cooperative nature of the Joint Boards
'was cixanged to give the chairman the power of decision; and the authority
of the Secretary of Defense was strengthened by givirz him a Deputy,
',Assistant Secretaries, and the power of direction, authority and control
over the Department in lieu of his earlier “general" direction responsibility.
As it bad done in the original 1947 act, the Congress also imposed restrictions
or the authority of the Secreiiary. Specifically, the amended law
zontinued to require the separate administration of the military departments;
it required continuation of the Services! respective cowbatant functioms
"and denied the Secretary the power to change them; and it authorized the
Service Sccretaries and members of the JCS a new éppeal channel in the
" form of the right to make any apprbpr:late'recamnendations to‘the‘ C‘on,g;re'ss
after informing the Secretary of Defense of their intent.

The Department of Defense orgmnization, as created b; the amended
_zot, was retained until 1953, when, under the Administration of President

20US Commission On Organization of the Executive Branch of tue .

. Government, Task Force Report On Natlonal Security Organization (Appendix G
1949 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1949) pp 11-22. \

11
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wizcnacwer, mrtil.sr reorgunizutlon of tie Departrent cvolved., Thiu
reorantzation wag focused ou Lhrve objectlives: bo croabe ¢leny ond
uuchallened lines of regponeibility in the Department; to obtuiln maximum
¢ffeetivencss at minimun cost; and to achieve the best possible militery
flannir,;. To meet these objcctives, Reorganization Plun No. G of 1093 wus
drafted u=zin: ss-1its busie, recommendations developed by # Precidential
coomittee cﬁaired by Nelson A. Rockefeller. 1In essence, the changes
resulting from the reorzgenization plan were more of a fine tuning of

vhe DOD organization rather than a masjor overhaul. Specifically, the

JCS was excluded from the chain of command and the command line
straizhtened; the Joint Boards were eliminated in favor of additional
Assistant Secretarles of Defense and thelr associated functlonal staffs;
and the authority of the JCS Chairman to manage the Joint Steff was
strensthened.Zl Thus, the organization of the Department of Defense

had undergone yet another change in its evolution from the original
oroposals of the Navy in 1945 towards thet made by the Army. The next
major change would occur in 1958; however, before proceeding, it is now
appropriate to review changes in logistical operations as they occurred '

in the period of evolving unification from 1947 through 1956.

21y president, Public Papers of the Presidents, Dwight D.
Bisenhower, 1953 (Washington: Govermment Printing Office, 195K) pp 225-233.
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CHAPTER II
LOGISTICS IN THE PERICD 1947-1970

"During my testimony before the committees of the House
and Senate whilch drafted the Notional Security Act of
1947, I consistently maintained that there were ro great
economies which would flow autamatically from the
Unification Act....I am more than ever clear on this

- point, but I am equalg sure there are substantial econcmies
to be effected,.....”

James V. Forrestal
First Secretary of Defense

Upnificetion of the Military Services under the Netional Security
Act of 1047 hed little immediate impact on the lozistics operations of the

Services. Under the Act, three organizations were created to establislh

coordination over the logistical activities of the National Military
‘ Bsteblishment. These were the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Munitions Board
\ and uhe Rescarch and Develorment Board. Frinelpel duties of these

orgenizations, as perteined to Service logistics, were:

' 2.

2. Munitions Board

Jolnt Chiefs of Staff ‘ .

Freparation and review of joint strateglc and logistics plans.

Coordination of Service activities in industrial metters and

procurement, production and distribution planning

Recmﬁendin:; inter-service procurement assignments and
standardization of specifications
. Flanning military aspects of industrial mobilization

Reconciling JC8 logistics requirements and Service supply
capabilities.

22Fomsta1, 1st Report of the Secretary of Defense, op. cit. pp 17-18.
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3. Research and Developmcnt Board
Freparation of an integrated military research and
development program
Recommendation of rescarch apd development coardination
amon;; the Sexrvices
Allocation of responsibility for specific joint research
and development programs.

Of the three organizations, the Munitions Board had the greatest
potentiel for impact on the logistics operations of the Se-rvioes. In its
first year of operatlon, the Munitions Boerd inltiated several programs which
vere ultimately to have a major impact on the futwre of US military loglstics.
Studies to achieve coordinated procurement resulted in limited use of
single department, joint purchasing office or co-located Service
procurement offices. A four year program was initiuted to establish &
uniform supply catalozue system for use in all the Services. Standardizetion
of procurement rules and procedures was significantly advanced through
publication of an Armed Services Procurement Regulation. A system of
preparing and publishing National Military Establishment procurement
vrecifications anci engineering standards was implemented. Studies to
facilitnte common rules and procedures in inventory control; requisition,
issue and shipping procedures; property accounting; redistribution of
excess; supply docmientation; and cost accountinz were undertaken by the
SJoard. Although some were outgrowths of limited programs initiated during
World War II, each of these carly Munitions Board programe and studies
advanced well beyond World War II experience and were the first steps

towards evolving the common techniques, procedures and concepts essential

i5




to coordination of Service logistics and the elimination of duplication.
In his first aonuel report, S8ecretury Forrcstal cited the unifowm
catalogue system «8 one example of the new methods whici would achicve
econony and efficiency:

“"At the onset of the war the. : fere something on the order

of 8 million separate listings of items which were procured

by the armed services. There was no central system of

nomenclature for these vastly diffused end different articles.

For example, the same partes for Diecsel englnes were made by

different mamufacturers and had to be ordered by the

manufacturer's name. It is obviocus that a system which will

order such items by oumber....ls necessary for the functioning

of an adequate system of cataloguing and inventory."@3

None of the programs and studies underteken by the Munitions Board

were envisioned as short term projects promising quick results; bowever,
an ipherent deficiency in the suthority and organization of the Munitions
Board resulted in inordinate delay in campleting most of the projects and
the Boerd's inability to fully implement its programs. This inherent
deficiency was the cooperative nature of the Board which required Service
representative agreement to any studies undertaken and any programs
initiated; consequently, Service implementation of the Boerd's prozrams
was, in reality, voluntary and limited. This deficiency wvas self-evident
to the first Hoover Commission and resulted in its recommendation that
the authority of the Munitions Board Chairman be strengthened. Subsequently,
this deficlency was corrected by the National Security Act Amendments of
1949 wioich gave the Chairman the power of decision. The strengthened
Munitions Boerd continued its efforts at evolving the common tools of
Defense logisties until i1ts abolition and functional incorparstion into the

staff of the Secretary of Defense in 1953.

23porrestal, lst Report of the Secretary of Defense, op. clt. p. 18.
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SERVICE LOGISTICB

The logistics organizetions of the Axmy and Navy were rooted
in the past. Within the Army, a system of techinieal wservices Lod
evolved from the period of the Revolutionary Wer. By the end of World
War II, seven senpautonomous technical services, operating under the
general supervision of Headguarters, Army Service Forces, were responsible
for Army logistics operations. Esach was organized along commodity
vrouplng, or functional service lines. For its respectlve commodity or
service, each was an integrated logistics cryanization possessing its own
researcn and development capability, supply system, depots, procurement
activities, inventory control activities, personnel base and technical
chain of command extending world-wide. Within the Army Alr Forces, a
seperate Alr Materiel Command was similarly organized to provide air
materiel peculiar loed.stical support to world-wide Army Alr Force
activities; however, by virtue of 1ts being a part of the Army, the Alr
Force did draw common logistical support such as construction and ratioo
supply from the Army technical services. .

Similarly, the logistics orgenization of the Ravy had evolved in
the century and a half of the Navy's existence into a system of matericl
and functional Bureaus. The materliel Bureaus were responsible for
research and development, procurement and logtstical support of major items
such as ships, weapons and sircraft. Other Bureaus had functional
respcuslbilities in the areas of comstruction, persomnel, medicel service
and materiel, and operation of the Navy coammercial items supply system.

Overall supervision of the Bureaus! development, procurement and production

7
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avtivitles was cxcrclsed by the Acoiutunt Booretary of tle Bavy (Mutericl)
while eacii Burcau's logistical operstions were under supervislon of the
Chicf of Naval Operations.

Creation of the Natiopsl Military Establishment in 1947 haa
minimal effect on the logistics crganization of the Military Services.
Kumerocus proeedufal changes resulted from the activities of the Mmitions
Board and the Resesrch and Development Board; however, none forced a
change in the basic organizations. Internal organizational changes within
respective Services did result in limited restructuring. The post war
elimination of Headquarters, Army Service Forces resulted in re-elevetion
of tihe Army's seven technical services to the direct supervision of the
Department Jjust as the case had been before the war; however, no basic
change in technical service missions apd functions resulted. Within the
Navy, a reasliznment of logisticel functions was accomplished in 1947 by
assigning the Bureau of Supply an2 Accounts full responsibility for operation
of the Naval Supply System to include repair parts but excluding end
items; however, this realizoment did not alter the basic Bureau organization.

Establishment of a separate Air Force essentially resulted in
elevation of the existing Alr Materiel Command to & leval cammensurate with
tue Navy's Bureaus and the Army's Technical Servicea. A significant
difference between the Alr Materlel Command and its Bureau and Technical
Service counterparts lay in its existence as a single command responsible
for all the logistical functions and commodity aress of interest to the
Alr Force. Thus, from its inception as & separste Service, the Air Force

possessed an integrated logistics command as opposed to the multiple

18
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conmand system existing in itg two sister Services. The logistical
organizations of the three Services were %o remain essentislly unchanged
until the 1960%'s.

DEFENSE LOGISTIC8 IN THE 1950's

The 1G50's produced little change in the organization of
lozistical operations dut a grest deal of change in procedure. As early
as 1947, the Munitions Boerd hasd conducted studies and, to a limited degree,
initisted programs to achieve a camson body of logistics procedures and
concepts in the areas uf cataloguing, coordinated procuremeat, standardization,
inventory control and other lozistics management areas. The first half of
the decade of the 1950's can be characterized as the period of war in
which most of the Munitions Board's efforts produced paper results.
Although such tools as a common catalogue system did not, in themselves,
reduce or eliminate duplication, they did afford ean unprecedented level of
commonality to Army, Navy and Air Force logistics to make furtber
coordination and integration of their respective logistics systems feasible.
By the mid-1950%s, the time had came for another pational debete over the
seemingly chronic problem of “waste and duplication” in the Department
of Defense.

In 1955, the 24 Hoover Commission recommended the creation of a
"fourth service of supply” to be responsible for logistical operetions in
suppart of the Army, Navy and Air Force.2¥ To a large degree, the
Commission was reacting to 8 growing Congressionel and public disenchantment
witk the lack of real progress in eliminmating duplication ard consequent

inefriciency in Service logistics operations. Repested Congressionsl

245 Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the

Govermment, Business Organization of the Depertment of Defense, A Report
to Congress ( Washington: Govermment Printing ce, 1 e 37-52.
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iovestigation and ioguiry during the first healf of the decade hmd resulted
in a general opinion characterized by the Commission as a "consistent
pettern of resistance by the military departments™@S to logistics
integration. In developing their recommendation, the Commission considered
four altermative golutions to the problem of duplication in logistice.
These were coordinated purchasing, wherein one Survice or & Joint agency
buys for all Services; cross-servicinog wherein one Service dravs on
supplies and services of another Service within a specified geographic
area; integrated supply, vherein one Service procures, storesg, distributes
and issues a class of supply to all Services; and & separste Supply and
Service Agency. The Commission selected the fourth alternative, a separate
Supply and Service Agency as the most viable alternative. In doing so,
the Commission was largely influenced by the failure of earlier Mucitions
Board efforts to achieve little more than commonality of peperwork systeme.

In response to the 24 Hoover Commission!s recommendations and the
resultant Congressional and public pressure for change, Secretary of Defense,
Charles E. Wilson, established Single Managers, under Executive Ageat
authority, for common supplies and services. In sddition, an expanded
system of croes-servicing between the Services wes instituted in those
comnodity and service areas not included under the Single Managers.
Sin;le Managers established under this cowmcept,,were:

Servicea: Domestic Traffic Management

Alr Transport
Sea Transport

25us Commission on Orgapizatiop of Executive Branch of the
Goverrment, A Report to Conavess, op. cit. p UO.
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Supply: Subsistence
Clothing end Textiles
Medlcal Supplies
Petroleun
Within the Department of Defense, the use of Single Managers
was considered as & feasible, viable altermative to the "fourth service
of supply” which was opposed from Secretary Wilson on down as requiring
so massive a reorganization as having a potentially disasterous effect
on national security during the restructuring process. Despite this
opinion within the Department, the pressure for drastic change continued
until, in 1958, Congress acted. In paesing the Defense Reorganization Act
of 1953, the Congress sls> passed the McCormack-Curtis amendment which
gave the President and Secretary of Defepse the authority to eliminate
duplication by creating Defense agencles to perform Department-wide
common supply and service functions. Such suthority hud not been requested
as a part of the 1958 reorganizations proposals made by the President
and Secretary of Defense; the focus of President Eilsenhower's proposals
to the Congress were on strengthencd unification of the field commands,
improved command and couotrcl channels, and more ceuntrelized direction of

the Department.
THE EVOLUTIONARY REVOLUTION

“Following the Unification Act, the problem of overlapping
logistics functions drev repeated attention and criticism of
the Congress....the Congress continually prodded the Department
in the directiop of truly unified logistics management."26

Robert S. McRamara
Sscretary of Defense

263tnt.ement by Secretary of Defeunse McNamara on The Fiscal Year

lﬁg:]} Defense Program, Op. cit. p 197.21
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The era of Secretary of Defense, Robert S. McNamara, has been
described as a period of revolution in Defense management, yet, in the
areas of losistics, Secretary McNamarsa®s efforts cen be described as )
cvolutionary in that the major changes were, for the most part, adoption
of proposals which had appeared over the years of his Department's existence,
In 1908, Mr. McNemara acknowledged this in his annual budgét statement in
which he noted thai "even before I took « fice, I made it my business to
familiarize myself with the principel studies and reports relating to H
Defense logistics, e.g., tnose of the Hoover Coamissions,.....and the

various Congressional Caumittees....From these reports, I and my assoclates

were able to identify the key areas in which improvewents were urgently
needed...."?(

Although 1t was somewhat fashionable at that time to blame the
Department 's recurring inefficlency problems and "bad press” on the so
called "sheer unmanageadle size of the Department and the Secretary's
lack of adequate legel authority, Mr. McNumara believed that the National
Security Act provided the Secretary with fully adequate authority but that
the Secretary lac_ked'the essential management toole needed to meke sound
decisions."?® Shortly after taking office in 1961, Mr. McBamara initiated
over 100 study projects of his Department!s organizatiocnal and opersiional
problems. These study projects marked the beginning of Mr. McNamara's

efforts to eslablish the management tools which he considered lacking.

Many of the initisl studies were focused on the seemingly oid and

recurring theme of eliminating duplication and waste; consequently,

2Tstatement by Secretary of Defense McNemara on The Fiscal Year

1969-73 Defense Progrem, ap. cii. p. 199.
ter=nt by Secretary of Defens: McNamsra on The Fiscal Year
}.%2-]5 Defense I’r%ﬂ, Op‘ cj.t! pl 193-
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logistics, es a major consumer of the Defense dollar, camc under
camprehensive review. This thorough exemination of Defense logistics
policics end procedures had a short term objective of uffectiug immmediate
improvements In more economical use of resourcee and & longer range
objective of developing plans for substantial future improvement.29

As a result of the 1961 logistics review, @ series of policy,
procedural and organizational changes were initisted by the Becretary.
Among the more immediste policy and procedursl changes were increased

emphasis oo formal advertising, particularly two-step formal advertising,

-of procurements, increased control over the requireﬁents'cmputation' function,,

particularly for spares, repair parts and field stockage allowsnces. These
and many other chenges were, in essence, & refipement or “"fine-tuning"

of logistics procedures and controls which were already in effect, to varying
degrees of effectiveness, at the time Mr. McRemara became Secretary. In
addition to these refipnements, mejor changes or reforms v;tere made which

fell intoc two broad categories: 1) those providing a proéednral framework

to facilitate improved coordination and integration of DOD-wide logistics

" activities and 2)l‘orgauizatioua1 changes intended to reduce duplicetion,

improve coordination and promote efficlency. Few of the changes falling
into these broad categories were new; most were, in altered form, earlier
ideas whose time had came.

The procedural framework for improved coordinastion and integration
of DOD logletics activities was established by a series of changes initlated
in the first years of the McNamera period. On ) July 1962, the Military
Standard Requisition and Issue Procedure (MILSTRIFP) system became operational

29Department of Defense, Annual Re Por Fiscal Year 1!
(Washinzton, D. C.: Govermnment Priuting Office, 1902) pp 22-33.
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and replaced the 10 different cystems formerly used by Lhe Military serviecs.
MILSIRIY represcnted the culmination of an effort to achieve one stundard
DOD-wide system which hed beulnnings as carly as tlic Munitions Beard!'s
studies conducted in 194%8. Underpinning the MILSIRLF system wags the

Federal Catalogue Program, begun by the Munitions Board as a high-priority
lornz term task. This catalogue system, which provided ;a common system

for 1dentifying sup.ply items, eliminated differing Service systems of -
1dentifyin; like items, facilitated standardization, and promoted
inter-Service lozistics support. Total number of items identified ang
catalozued in the system was 3,914,000 at the end of FY 1961.3C By assiagning
& Federsl Stock Number and standard nomenclature to items of supply,

the Federal Catalogué Program, in turn, permitted massive application of
autamatic data processing techniques to supply operations; thus, the

early cataloguing efforts of the Munitions Board led to use of ADP which

in turn, made the MILSTRIP system feasible. Paralleling the catalozulng
program was the Defense Standardization Program, alsc with beginnings

under the Munitions Board, which aimed at optimm consolidation of military
specifications and standards between the Services. Neither the cataloguing
procram nor the standardization program were initiated in the McNamara period;
Lowever, beginning in 1961, the programs were accelerated and revitalized as
part of a DOD-wilde effort to achieve maximum logistics efficlency with
minimm waste and duplication. Similarly, an existing program for

reuse of excess property both within and among the Services was revitalized.

30Deparhnent of Defens=, Annuel Report For Fiscal Year 1961, op. cit.

p. 392 (Tadle 26).
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Another common procedure, the Military Stsndard Transportation
end M¥ovement Procedure (MILSTAMP) became operational in FY 1963 und
eliminated 81 different forms and procedures formerly in use within the
Services. As a follow-on to the MILSTRIP system, an ADP orlented autamatic
address system vas instituted to permit sutamatic routing of requisitions
from overseas and CONUS users/field depots to the appropriate Natiopal

* Inventory Control Point, which, under the Integrated Item Management

Program, was the sale Nationsl-level manager for assigned stock numbered
items. All of these programs, which hud evolved over the years of the
Department®s existence, became the cormon fabric integrating logistics
procedures of the Military Services. By modifylng or revitalizing existing
prozrams, and by adding new systems such as MILSTRIP and MITSTAMP,
Mr. McNamara created the procedural framework through which substantial
organizational changes became feasible.

From his first days in office, Mr. McNamars was convinced that
in the logistics area, organizationsl change had lagged fer behind
technolozical advancement. BHe belleved that the Services! loglistics
structures had not kept pace with repidly chenging technological demands in

areas such as weapons systems development, procurement and support; he

further believed that the Department had failed to face up to the problem
of managing commonly used supplies and services.30 In light of what he
considered to be the Department's cautious end slow movement towards
unified lozistics management, Mr. McRamara created a cammon supply and
service organization strikingly similar to the Directorate of Cammon

Surply and Bospitelization first proposed by General Marshall in 1945.

3l‘S&;at.emet:rt'. by Secretary of Defense McNamara on The Fiscal Year

lﬁg-ﬁ Defense Program, op. cit, p. 197.
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This orgenization, the Defense Supply Agency, was established in 1961
iu procure and munepe casmonly used und centrally procured supplics aud
cammon scervices. The Agency consoliduted the cight existlng Simle Mupagerc
for common supplies; incorporated the additional common supply groupings
of electrical, electronic, chemical and industrial production egquipment
items; and assumed control of the Armed Forces Supply Support Center,
wvhich managed the Defense cataloguing, standardaizastion and excess property
disposal/redistribuﬁon programs. In 196k, the Agency added and consolidated
the contract administration function of the Services to include the in-
plant product quality ingpections, production expediting, industrial
security and contractor payment activities farmerly performed by Service.
Later, the contract audit fuoctious of the Services were consclidated into
the Defense Contract Audit Agency.

Creation of the Defense Supply Agency and the Defénse Contract Audit
Agency were Mr. McNamara's response to his belief that the Department had
failed to face up to the problem of managing common supplies and services.
In the area of transportation, Mr. McNamara imposed procedural changes
and tighter controls; however, he continued the Single Manager agencles
Pirst created im 1956; the Military Ses Transportation Service (MSTS) and
the Military Air Transport Service (MATS). Anotl.er, The Military Traffic
Management Agency was first lncorporsted into the Defense Supply Agency and
subsequently expanded 1o manage cargo terminals and re-established as the
Militery Traffic Management and Terminal Service.

Since Mr. MoRamara wes also convinced that the Services' had
falled to keep pace witlL wodern requirements for weapons system acquisition

and support, mejor changes were made in Services' logistice structures.
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Tne Army's seven tect.mioal gservices, some of whieh had origins f{n the war

of the revolution, were abolished as organizationsl entities with their

loglstics functions merged ioto the Army Materiel Command. In the Navy,

the equally histaoricel bureau system was replaced by the Naval Materiel

Command. The Air Force, which had never evolved the bureéu or technical :
service system, had its loglstics functlons orgenized into an Air Materiel ‘
Coumand and an Air Research and Development Cosmand for over two decades.
Shortly after his assumption of office, Mr. McNamasra received and
approved an Air Force proposal which reorganized the Air Materiel Coammend
and the Air R&D Ccmmand into the Air Foree Logistice Command and the

Alr Force Systems Command. Further organizational changes were made at the

military department and the DOD level by merging the separate Assistant
 Secretaries' Offices for supply and logistics and those for properties and

installations into Asslstant Secretariats for Instsllations and Logistics (I&L).

In line with Mr. Wm's management philosophy, which emphasized

individual versus cammittee responsibility, over 500 joint and DOD boerds

apd camlttees were abolished to permit altermate courses of action instead

of committee compromises to rise to his and the Assistant Secretary level for

declsion.>2

Such was the McNamara revolntion. To a large degree, lu the area of
logistics and management, it was a revolution based on programs already in-
. process at the time he assumed office. Muach of his revolution appears to

have been a simple willingness to view integration of Service logistics at

more than face value and to make decisions for change whereas before there’
had been compromise. The logistics structure established by Mr. McNamara in

32Department of Defense, Abnual Report For Fiscal Year 1961, op. cit.,

p. 22.
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tue turbulent 1960's exists virtually intact today. It was fram this

Structure that the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel proposes to create u Unified

Logistics Command.
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CHAPTER III

THE DEFENSE LOGISTICE STRUCTURE

“Ihe teym "logistics" has a variety of meanings. Here

it is interpreted as encompassing the management of all
classes of U. S. military consumable supplies and secondary
items worldwide, depot maintepance and overhaul of military
equipment, plus transportation and traffic wmanagement. ....
The sum of thg%r costs in Fiscal Year 1969 was over

$20 villion."

Blue Ribbon Defense Panel
Logistics, as defined by the Blue Ribbon Defense Papel 1s
considerably truncated from the JCS definition. The Panel apperently
preferred that the term "materiel acquisition” encampass the functions

of weapons systems design, development and procurement and that "logistics"

i

exclude the functions of cosstruction and personnel evacustion and

hospitalization.3% While focusing on those functicus within the context
/ of the Panel's use of the term "logistics”, a more detailed inventory of

+he DOD lozistics structure, as it has now evolved, is eppropriate before

proceeding to a discussion of the Unified Logistics Command .37

33pepartment of Defense, Report To The President and the Secretary of .
Defense on The Department of Defense by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel
Woshington, D. C.: Govermment Printing Office, 1 July 1970) p. 97. Hereafter
referred 1o as the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report.

ince the Panel's recommendations for a Unified Logistics Command

are based on the Pepel's definition of the term, further discuesion of DOD
lozistics activities 1s focused on the supply, meintenance, transportation and
traffic maragement functions with limited discussion of materiel acqulsition
functions_only as appropriate.

35Material in this Chapter was drawn primarily from: Dyer, Georze C.,
Naval logistics. (Annapolis: U. S. Naval Institute, 1960); Adams, George C.,
Editor, Su Mana at (Washington, D. C., Industrial College of the Armed
Forces, 1 ; Executive Branch, Office of the Federal Register, United States
Covcrnment Orgsnizetion Msunual - 1970-71 (Washingtom, D. C.: Government Printin:
Office, 0); Yoshpe, Barry B. and Dauer, Theodare W., Defense Or nization

and Mapagement, op. cit. Other source materials are listed in Bibliography.

29

AN EREL ey -y
e




DEPARIMENT OF DEFENSE

Functionally, the Depertment of Defensc has a bilineal organizational
structure. Operational control and direction of combat forces extends from
the Secretary through the JCS to the Unified and Specified Commands.

Direction and control of supporting activities (trsining, logistics,
admxﬁstratiou) extends from the Secretary through the Service Secretaries/
Defense Agencies 1o supporting activities. Within the Depertment of Defense,
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installaticos and Logistics) (OASD{IAL))
occuples the key mena.sement role over DOD-wide logistical activities.

Orgéniud in-depth with Deputy Assistant Secretaries and numerous Directorates,
the msn(m.) has staff elements respousible for broad supervision,
coordination and cdntrol of the full spectrum of logistics activities.

Although primarily performing a policy meking role, the various elements of
OASD(I&L) bave a continuing impact and role over logistics operstions by virtue
of the more integrated logistics structure which was Mr. McNamara's legacy.
Typical examples of the manner in which OASD(IAL) effectively comtrols and
directly impacts on Defense logistics activities are the DOD Coordinatéd.
Procurement Program and regular stock fund budget reviews. OASD(IRL) has
responsibility for publishing DOD Directive 4115.1, DUD Coordinated Program ==
Commodity Assignments.36 Using the Directive, OASD(IAL) establishes procedures
whereby the Military Services provide materiel requirements data to DSA

or snother Service's NICP and assigns federal stock classes to DBA end Service
NICFs for commodity menagement. Thus, through the vehicle cf this one
Directive, OASD(I&L) directly impacts on DS8A and Service Natiomel Inventory

36pepartment of Defense, DOD Directive 4115.1, DOD Coordinated
Procurenent P')t—om = Coampodity Ass. 8 o0k with Cbange 5,
9 Ma .
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Control Point (NICP) workloed and steffing. With each revision of the
Directive, QASD(IAL) shifts worklosd between the NICPs.

Other examples of the operational impact of OASD{IAL) are the
quarterly stock fund budget reviews conducted for each NICPF and for other
major elements of the SBervices' stock fund apperstus. These reviews, and
subsequent actions to increase or reduce stock fund odligation authority,
ere used ss 8 vehicle to enforce econamy and supply efficiency. Based on
the “dollar as the cosmon denominator” goncept, stock fupnd budgets are
designed _to minimize inventary excegs, maxiaize saleg and insure a high
sales to inventory ratio. OASD{IAL) operational impact is also evident in the
review of selected Advance Procurement Plans which are required for major
procurements by the Armed Service Procurement Regulation, prepared at
Project Mammger or NICP level procurement offices, submitted to Service
headquarters for approval snd reviewed by GASD(IAL) on a periodic basis.
Another management tool, perbaps the major one, is the apnual Defense budget

process. Within its area of responsibility, OASD(I&L) plays an intimate

and influential role by reviewing Service and Defense Agency inmput, and,
in conjunction with other QASD level staffs, Ly assisting the Defense
Comptroller in prepering the Defense budget and Pive Year Defense Progrem.

JOINT CHIEFS QF STAFF

The JCS occupies what is primarily a planning role in Defense
loglstics. Strateglc plans and programs, as developed by the JC8 under

the Planning, Programming and Budgeting System, translate into military

requirements for forces, weapons systems, installations and support. In

1




turn, thege reqixlrenentu are pagsed to the respective Militery Services

aud Defense Agencler far furthor planning and, as eppropriate, implementwtion.
Loglstics asuppord, for ong.ing activities is subsequently increased or
decretged in asccordance with any adjustments made to the ongoing activities;
for pev activities, logistics support is developed by the Service and/or
Dafense Ageocy in accordance with the JC8 plan. JCS iuvolvement in
operational logistics matters is routinely limited +o those of a major
nature brought to the JC8's attention by a8 imificd or Specified Commend.
Normally, such matters are those of such extrsordinary or unusual importance
to warrant the involvement of the JCS in what is rormelly & Service or
Defense Ageucy interest, The JCS also monitors logistics readiness of

the Unified/Specified Commands and their Service components. In doing s0,
the JC8 performs & uniguely valuable function in that it provides an
independent measure of the effectiveness of Defenge logistics activities.
The J-k Directorate (Logistics) of the Joint Chiefs of Staff performs

JCS logistics staff functions.

TEE DEFERSE SUFFLY AGENCY

The Defense Supply Agency,(D8A), creat€d iy 1961, provides comson use
svpplies and related services to the opereting forces of the Military
Services, to other DOD camponents snd to other rederai agencies and foreign
countrieg as authorized. DSA also provides comtract administration services
to the Army, Navy, Air Force snd othexr DOD camponents. Major functions
and activities of the Ageacy are:

1. Materiel Management of assigned cammodities, comsisting of:

a. BRequirements computation
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b. Supply control
¢. Procurement

d. Quality and reliadility assurance
e. Industrial mcbilization plannin;
f. Storage
£. Inventory and distribution
h. Technicsl data manasement
i. Stendardization
2. Contiresct Administration Services
3. Technical Repoi®) Services
k. Administration of the followinz DD Programs:
a. Coordinated Procurement Program
b. Pedefal Catalogue System
c. Excess, Surplus and Foreign BExcess Personal Property
Lisposal Program
d. Defence Autamatic Addressing System -
e. Defense Materiel Utilization Program
f. Industrial Plant Equipment Progrem
g+ Industrial Security Program _
5. Mopitoring DOD supply relationships with the General Services
Administration
The DBA is organized into six Defense Supply Centers, vwhich rith one
exception, operate. the NICPs that perform the Agency's materiel menagement
functions for DEA's assigned camrodities. The exception, the Defense Fuel
Supply Center, performs primerily a fuel procurement function snd draws cu the
petraleun industry resources for storage, transport and dalivery of fuel to
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designated Service receivers. Approximately one third of the 4 million37

items listed in the Federal Catalogue System are managed by these Centers.
DSA contract administration services are performed by the Defense Contract
Administration Service, its 11 Regions and by i;hs in=plant representatives

at hundreds of contractor plants. DSA's technical report services are

performed by the Defense Documentation Center, which maintains a vast library

of RDIE reports received from activities throughout the DOD. The Defense

Logistics Services Center, formerly the Armed Forces Supply Support.Center,

performs DSA's catalogulng, materiel utilization and surplus prope:
disposal functions. The Defense Industrial Plant Equipment Center !
the DSA mission of centrally!managing the industrial equipment rese
Four Defense Depots provide inventory storage and related services 1';0 the

DSA NICpPs. DsA doe-s not have a depot maintenance responsibility; hdwaver, )
it does perform limited maintenance of stocks 1n DSA depots and maintenance

of industrial plant equipment.3®
THE GENERAL GERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Tae General Services Administration (GSA) wes established ‘oy the
‘Federal Property _aixd Administrative Services Act of 1949 in response to
recommendations made by the first Hoover Commission. The Administration
is an independent agency of the Executive Branch and perfoms real property
management, construction, procurement and distribution of supplies, surplus
property disposal, communications and traffic managemert, waintenance of
strategle stockpiles and records maintenance for the Govermment. Although

the Act included the provision that the Secretary of Defense could exempt

3Tpepartment of Defense, Annual Report Far Fiscal Yesr 19’6;2
washington, D. C.: Govermment Printing Office, 1903) pp. 302 and .
ue Ribbon Defense Panel Repori, ¢p. clt., ». 100.
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lilz Department fruﬂ GSA activities whenever in the best interests of
tullonal security, numerous arranjements were developed over the yeary
which permitted nob-can cooperution in the arces of cutaloguing, propcriy
utilization and disposal, stendardization and procurement of comnon 1tems, 39
G8A is orgaﬁized into a beadquarters and ten reglons, which are
each divided into five furs tional service sreas: the Federal Supply
Service, Nationel Archives 'nd Records Service, Property Management and
"Disposal Service, Public ~n1lding Service and the Transportation and

ﬁunimtiou Service. Although DOD draws support from each of these
fudtional services, the Federal Supply Service (FSS) has the greatest
1mp;ct on Defense logistics. The FSS provides GSA procured items of
supply to the DOD. Typieeliy, these common items include house cleaning
supplies, paint, tools, office equipment, commercial design vehicles and
refrigeration equipment. Currently, GSA and the FSS manage approximately
683,000 line 1tems which are of. interest of DOD.¥0 Federal Supply Catalogues,
prepared by the FSS for those items coammon to Govermment-wide use, are
the primary means by whick DOD agencies identify items which cen be
procured through the FS3. The Federal Supply Service has overall
responsibility for the Federal Catalogue System, of which DSA, through
its subordinate Defense Logistics Services Center, maintains the military

pertion.
TRANSPORTATION SINGLE MANAGERS

Transportation activities and management are centralized into three

Single Menagers. The Military Airlift Coammand (MAC) (formerly MATS),

39pepertment of Defense, Report By The Joint Logistics Review Board,
MongFg 8, DSA/GSA Suppart (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing OFFL ce,
p. . .
“Opepartment of Defense, Report by the Joint Logistics Review Board,
MODEEEBE 8’. ap. cit,, P. 3.
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undier the Air Force, provides air transport for personnel and carge for
all the Military Services on a worldwide basis. MAC algo furnishes
weather, rescue, photographing and charting services for the Air Force.
The Military Sealift Command (MSC) (formerly MSTS), under the Navy,
provides ocesn transport for perscanel and cargo for all the Military
Services on a worldwide basis. Both MAC and MSC sugment govermment owned
plapes and shipg by chartering commercial aircraft and ships, as required.

The Military Traffic Management and Terminal Service,(MIMIS), under the
Army, provides military trafiic management, land transportation apd common-
user ocean terminal service within the Continental United States. MIMIS
also provides worldwide traffic mamagement for movement and storage of
DOD personnel’s household goods. Altogether, the three transportation
single managers control movemwents within the United States and 8ll inter-
theater movements; intra-theater movements are a responsibllity of theater
and subordinate commanders.

DOD level coordination and control of transportation activities,
particularly of the Single Menagers, is exercised by the Director of
Transportation and Warehousing Policy, Office of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Supply, Maintemnce and Services), OASD(I&L) and
the J-4; Joint Chiefs of Staff. Since, under the Single Manager concept,
each Military Service is designated as an Executive Agent responsible
for operating and controlling its assigned management area, OASD(I&L)
guidance is limited to broed policy and JCS involvement is normally limited

t0 the evaluation of capabilities and determination of future requirements.
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In addltion, u Joint Trunvportution Uoard, withiu the J-h, JC8, developu
priorities and allocations whenever transportation requirements excced

available resources .hl

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Overall Department of the Navy staff responsibiliﬁes for Naval and
Marine loglstics are exercilsed by tﬁe civilian Assistant Secretary of the
Navy (Installations end Loglstics) (ASN(i&L)). Military staff supervision of
Naval logistics is exerclsed by the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics)
(DCNO(LOG)) and the Chief of Naval Meteriel ('CHM). For the Maripe Corps, |
logistios staff responsibilities are exercised by the Assistant Chief of
Staff, G-I and the Quartermaster General. The ASN(I&L) acts for the Secretary
of the Navy as does his Army counterpart. The DCNO (Logistics) is the Navy's
logistics and materiel readiness planner. The Chief of Naval Materiel performs
both command and staff logistics functions for the Navy. The CNM is responsible
to the Chief of Naval Qperations for materlel and logistirs support of the
Navy; he is also responsible to the Commandant of the Marine Corps for those
areas in which the_ Marine Corps draws materiel and logistics support fram tae
Navy.

Tae Cnief of Naval Materiel cammands the Naval Materiel Command which
is composed of six principal subordinate Systems Commands, separate
Project Mansgement Offices, and shore activities such as industrial
activities, research and development centers, and laboratories. Loglstics
activities are concentrated in the six Systems Cammands. Five of these
camands, the Nsval Air Systems Command, Naval Electronics Command, Naval

*I0s Army Commend and General Staff College, CONUS istics,
RB101-3 (Army Field Printing Plant, Ft. Leavenworth, July 1970) p. B-1.
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Fucilitios Engineering Commund, Naval Ordnance Systoms Gommand and Nuvul
Ship Systems Cammand are engaged primurily in mutericl acquisition activities;
€.5., research and development, testing, procurement and production of
weapons, equipment and systems. The Navel Facilities Engineerinz Command
also administers the Navy's military construction Program and performs
facility planning and meintenance functions. The sixth System Ccmmand, the
Naval Supply Systems Command (RAV/SUP), administers the Navy supply system,
to include worldwide Naval Depots, the Ravy Stock Fund and establishes
supply management policies and methods. NAV/SUP also is regponsible for
Naval publications and printing, transportation of Navy cergo, and has
materiel acquisition responsibility for materials handling equipment, food
service and Navy péculiar clothing. Within the HMC, major items of equipment
{such as guns, air frames, large eungines) are developed and procured by
the "equipment™ Systems Commands. Distribution of major items is
accamplished through the Naval Supply Systems Command. Consumableé,
repalir parts and items smaller than major items are procured, controlled
and distributed by the Naval Supply Systems Command. National Inventory
Control Polnts subordinate to the Naval Supply Systems Command are:

Aviation Supply Office

Ships Parts Control Center

Electronics Supply Office

The Commandant of the Marine Corps commands the Corps. The

Deputy Chief of Staff, G-4 i3 responsible to the Commsndant for logisticse
planning. The Quartermaster General implements the logistics plans as
prepared by ACS, G-U4 and approved by the Commendant. Marine Corps materiel
is précured through the DSA, the Army, Navy and Air Force and throush

organlc Marine Corps logistical activities., Most materiel used by the
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Corps is distributed through the Corps' own supply cystem whether procurcd
by the Corps or ancther Service, Ceatralized materiel management 1s
exercised by two Nationsl Inventory Conmtrol Points; one, co-located with
USMC Headquarters manages major end items, POL, subsisience and major
components of end items. The other RICP, located at the Marine Corps
Supply Activity, Philadelphia , manages all other items used by the Corps.
Storage ard distribution of materiel is accomplished by Marine Corps
Supply Centers located on both the East and West coasts of the United

States.
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FCRCE

Department of the Air Force staff responsibilities for loglstics
are exercised by the civilian Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Installations and Logistics) (ASAF(I&L)) and the military Deputy Chief
of Staff, Systems and Logistics. The ASAF(I&L) acts for the Secretary of
the Air Force in a similar fashion to his counterparts in the Army and
Navy. The Deput.y Chief of Staff, Systems and Logistics is the Air Force
lozistics planner and develops and directs plans, policies, programs and
procedures for management of Air Force activities engaged in 1ogistics..
Procurement, supply, services, maintenance and transportation activities
within the Air Force are under the broad staff supervision of the DC3,
Systems and Logisties.

The Air PForce Systems Commend performs materiel acquisition
functions for the Air Forcees gesearch, development, testing, procurement
and production of nevw equipments and weapons systems, The Air Force

Logistics Command (AFLC) supports the equipment and weapons systems
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"acquired” by the Systems Coommand. AFLC performs the meteriel management
function; it mansges and procures rcpair parts and assocluted supplics,
provides depot level meintenance for and distributes equipment/weapons
systems. The AFLC (and the Alr Force) operates no overseas depots;
support of USAF elements overseas is furnished directly from CONUS to
overseas bases. 'AFLC beadquarters and subordinate commends are linked
to overseas bases through a highly standardized and integrated ADP system
dedicated to the Air Force Supply system. To perform its mission as the
wnolesale supplier to the Alr Force, the AFLC operates five Air Materiel Areas
(AMA) which contain National Inventcry Control Points and assoclated depot
storage sites. These AMA are responsible for materiel management and
logisties functions, to include requirements computation, supply control,
procurement, quality assurance, sborage, and distribution. The five Air
Materiel Areas are the: ‘

Ogden Air Materiel Area

San Antonlo Air Materiel Area

Sacramento Air Materiel Area

Warner-Robbins Air Materiel Ares

Oklahoma City Air Materiel Area
In addition to the Air Materiel Areas, the Air Force Logistics Command
commands Air Procurement Regions in Europe and the Far East and the Military

Aircraft Storage and Disposition Center in Arizona.
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Department of the Army staff responsibilities for logistics are
exercised by the civilian Assistant Secretary of the Army (Instellations
and Logistics) (ASA(IZL)) and the military Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics
(DCSLCB). The ASA(I&L) is authorized to act for the Secretary of the Army




in tie flelds of materiel requirements, procurement and production, Army

Swall Business Program, materiel menagement and logistics servieces. Tuc
ASA(I&L) is also responsible for installation planning, facilities and

rcal property mansgement end family housin:. Tbe ASA(IAL) further

supervises Army participation in military assistance programs, industrial
morilizetion and industrisl labor relations. The DCSLOG has Army General
Steff responsibility for menagement of Army logistical activities. The
DCSLOG also develops and supervises the Army logistic system and organization;
and is responsible for logistic planning input for joint and Army operotions
plans; military construction; materiel management; family housing; real
property management; Army international logistics affairs; transportation;
and Army inter-service logistics support metters. The Army's Assistant

Chief of Staff for Force Development (ACSFOR) is responsitle for development
of operational priorities and requirements for procurement of materiel and
for combat developments and organization. As the general steff agency
responsible for materiel requirements and for the organization and operational
doctrine of Army units in the field, the ACSFOR has considerable influence
over Army logistics.

The Army Materiel Command (AMC) is the primary wholesale loglstics
operator for the Army. Although numerous lozistical commands and activities
exist ir overseas fhea‘bers to support local Army operating forces, it is
AMC which forms the backbone of the Army logistical system. Formed in the
2arly 1960's, AMC assumed the materiel acquisition and logistics functions
of the former seven technical services. The Command is organized into one
service command, 8 logistics command dedicated to the Safeguard ABM system,

seven commodity commands incorporating NICPs, and numerous other activities
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sunn ss DOLUS depots, Project Manasers and central Research and Developmont
szoiratorizs reporting directly to AMC Headquarters. Lojistical functions
of tle command are concentrated in the cammodity commands; uowcver, cuch
:T these commapds is 50 orgAnized as to fully integrate materiel acquisition
(equipment/weapons systems research, development, procuremeant and production)
fur.ztiors directly wvita each command's logistical functions. Thus,
procurcment activities of each commend procure major items, related repair
parts, end assigned consumaeble supplies. Research, development and
cnzineering activities are equally integrated and oriented towards the
equiprent/weapons system, its components and related repair parts and supplies,
Each command 's NICP is also similarly integrated. Consequently, the AMC
KICF is similar to tiae Air Force/AFLC NICP in that it manages tue entire
item; however the AMC commodity command differs from che AFLC Air Materiel
Arca in that it ualso has the total materiel acquisition function for its
aseiyned items. Similerly, the AMC commodity command differs from the
Nuvzl "System" Command in thet it aos total materiel management responsivility
for the cnd item, its components, related repair parts and supplies. Major
subordinate commands of the Army Materiel Command are the:

US Army Aviation Systems Cormand

US Army Electronles Command

US Army Missile Command

US Army Mobility Equipment Command

US Army Munitions Caommand

US Army Safeguard Logistics Command

US Army Tank-Automotive Comnand

US Army Test and Evaluation Command

US Army Weapons Cammend
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In addition to the seven commodity cammancs and the Test und
Evaluation Command, the AMC also communds numerouc Army dopots located i
throushout the continental United States. Theue acpots perfoam Lhe stoeg e
and depot level maintensnce functions for the commapd. Receipt and
distribution of materiel to CONUS and overseas Army activities is
performed at the direotion of the AMC NICPs. Depot level msintenance is
performed, on a program basis, as required and funded by the NICPs and ac

approved by AMC end Department of the Army. 1
LOGISTICS IN THE UNIFIED COMMANDS

Under the principles and doctrine established by the JCS to govern
the operation of Unified Commends and unified or .joint' activities, each
Servize retains responsibility for its own logistics, both in peace and war. "
Specifically, Service Camponent Cormanders of Unified Commands are responsiple -
for lozisties ztions normal to the component and retain responsibility

for the cperating detalls of their respective logistic support system.

Unified Conmﬁnders! authority over logistics is limited to directive authority,

which is intended to insure effectiveness of logistical support of combat
operations, to insure econamy of operation and to prevent unnecessary
duplication of functions and facilities.¥2 As a conseqguence of this
doctrine governing lozistics, the Unified Commander is relegated to what is,
essentially, a coordimsting role over Service logistice activities. The
Unified Commander, operating through his subordinate Camponent Commanders,

can foster coordination of Service logzlstics activities such as acquisition,

storage, movement, malntenance and evacuation of materiel; he may promote use

Y42501nts Chiefs of Steff, Unified Action Ammed Forces, JCS Pub 2,
(Washinzton, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1959) pp. BO-41, 64-65.
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of Inter-S8crvice Support Agreements and eistablislinont of Jodut Lo lstial
activities to prevent duplicstion or overlapping functions; however, he mo)
not discontinue Service responsibility for leglstics support.

There are numerous examples of Inter-Service logistics cooperation
within the Unified Commands. In Vietnam, the Army provideé common use items
in the II, IIT end IV Corps ereas and the Navy in the I Corps srea.3
In continental Eurcope, the Army provides food supplies to the Air Force.
However, as a general rule, eech of the Services operates ité own lozistics
system within the Unified Commands. For the Army, it is normally a land
mass oriented system, orgenized in depth, with successive layers from using
units through depots. For the Air Force, it i1s an airbase oriented system
supplied primarily from the continental United States (CONUS). For the
davy, it 1s a seabased system supported both from overseas beses and

directly from CONUS as appropriate.
DEFENSE LOGISTICS

The orzanization for logistics within the Department of Defense is
vast end complex. The preceding highlights this organlzation at the
notional level. In essense, it consists of two parts; the Defense-wide
oriented elemen: xepresented by the Defense Supply Agency and the
transportation Single Managers and the Service-criented element represented
by the Army Materiel Command, the Naval Materiel Command, the Marine Corps
Supply Activities and the Air Force Systems and Logistics Commands. In
addition to these whclesale or national level lozistics organizations,

there exists a third part which is composed of the overscas Army, Navy,

43p)ue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. Sl.
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Air Force and Marine Corps lojlstics systems operated within caca ef tuc
Unified Command geographic aregs. It 1s these nutlonul level unel ovevaeas
organizations which the Blue Ribboan Defensc Punel has proposed to consolidate,

in whole or in part, into a Unified Logistics Command.
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CHAPTE: 17
THi URIFIED LOGISTICS COMMAKND CONCEPT

"The present docentralized system of logistics presents a

confused panorama of participating activities, each of wnich

nas overview cf only a smal)l portion of total lozistics

capabllities. Under these circumstances, it is bhardly

surprising that military operations almost always suffer

major 1o§istics erises, particularly in their initial
phases , ™43

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel was appoirted by the President and
Secretary of Defense in July 1959. The Panel was given a broad Charter
to study, report and make recommendations on the organization and management
of the Department of Defense as it affects mission performance, the
deceision process, command and control functions and facilities, intra-
governmental coordination and responsiveness to the requirements of the
President and Secretary of Defense. In addition, the FPanel was charged to
conduct a broad inguiry into the Department's research and Development (R&D)
activities as regards mission performance, organizaticn, development
leadtimes, costs and relationships with the scientific and industrial
communities. The Panel was further charged to study, report and make
recommendations on the Department's procurement policies and practices
with emphesis on their impact upon costs, leadtimes and quélity.hh Panel
membars were appolinted from the civilian sector and possessed a broad range
of industrial, educational, legal and economic backgrounds.h5 To facilitate

its work, the Pancl divided itself into four subcommittees representing the

followin,; broad areas of interest:

43pjue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. 105.
YBlue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. v.
5For a listing of Panel membership, See Appendix I.
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) subcnaaittees

l. Orsunization and Fersonnel Hénagement.
€. lianagement of Meteriel Resources (including R&D, preccourenent,
snd munagerent of wespons and supplies).
3. Mllitary operations, intelligence, communications, and automotic
dala processing.
L. Conflicts of interest, contract compliance, damestic action,
agual opportunity and related mattera.hG
In ~onducting its study, the Panel, and its working subcommittecs,
used the techniques of historical research (partieularly'records and reports
of Ccngressional hearings end of previous formal reviews such as those
conducted by the two Hoover Commissions); in-depth intervicews of key
personnel; questionnaires; visits to Defense activities outside the Washington
ar=a; and functional surveys of Washington based headquarters 6rganizations.
Througit these va;;ous study techniques, the subcommittees drew‘the data and
irformation from vhichzthe entire Panel developed its conc;usibng and
rcromniendations. Review of Defense logistics activities fell ﬁrimarily
within the purview of subcommittees (1) Organization and Personnel Managemént
and (2) Management of Matericl Resources. In regards to Defense logistics,
tie Panel concluded that:
“éﬁéré is sﬁbsténtial‘rooﬁ for improvement and greater integration
of management throughout the supply, maintenance and transportation
systems of the Department.,.the logicties systems of the
Department of Defense, in activities other than procurement and
the initial warehousiny phase, is decentralized and fragmented
in functional assignment. Efforts of the Congrecs and the

Offize of the Secretary of Defense to improve efficiency and
effectiveness of these activitica....have achieved very limited

h6Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. v.
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Hstritetion, mictemase a3 tramepecietim creny ao
wCellz33ly imefficient and wasteful, snd....fsll far short of
the potenti:}rfor cffectiventss of support o2 combatant
commenders.

The Fanel's criticisms of the Defense logistics structure, which
seem so interchangeable with the criticisms of the 1940°'s, 1950's and
1960's, were broadly based on its identification and interpretation of
basic deficiencies in Defense supply, maintenance and transportation
orzanizations and operations. While it recognized that the Department had
long recognized the potential for increased efficilency and improved
effectiveness inherent in standardized and integrated loglstics management,
the Panel found that:ha

1. .Logistics integration had fallen primerily on procurement and
initial inventory management activities.

2. The benefits or'atandard.ized and integrated logistics had not
been extended ovérseas to any appreciable degree. .

3. The existing multi-Service overseas logistics structure--
composed of independent systems for each Service and based on éach Service's
organizational structure and doctrine - resulted in minimum effective
- supp§r£ of the Unified Commends.

4. The supply system, both in the Continental United States and

overseas was overly decentralized and fragmented with the Air Force's

worldwide vertical supply system at one extreme and the Army's horizontal

supply system at the other .49

YTBiue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. 52.
LBpetailed criticism of the Department of Defense loglstics activities
is coiltatned in the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., pp 97-110.

OThe Panel defined the Air Force supply system, which uses no overseas
depots and which supplies ccnsumers (overseas bases) directly from bases in
CONUS as beipg vertical; the Army supply system was considered horizontal in
that Army components in the theaters have autonomous logistics systems that
procure supplies from the autonomous CONUS system (primarily the Army Materiel

- Command.). ,
8



2. Toe uccerntralized oti Ire mented PRl System (o tie
Dopartzent Liad resulted in a proliferation of Automati~ Dste Protessing
Systems which were largely incompetidle both amons the Services and witiiio
cuch Service. '

6. A luck of integration in waintenance and maintenunce management
activities promoted inefficiency.

7. The absence of adequate integration of traffic management
among  the Military Airlift Command, Military Sealift Command and
Military Terminal and Traffic Management Service, together with the
independent nature of joint traffic management agencics and service operated
transportation resources within overseas theaters, contri'buted to loss of
efficiency, economy, and supply support effectiveness.

8. The fragmentation of Defense lozistics activities had resulted
in a situation in which only the Offices of the Secretary of Defensc and
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics) had
sufficient overview and responsibility to supervise logistics operations.
Furthermore, this situation had required that OASD(I&L) become involved in
the intimate operating detalls in addition to its broad policy role.

To correct the organizationsl and operational deficiencies which
it had found in Defense logistics, the Panel recommended the establishment
of a Unified Logistics Command "to exercise, for all combatant fbrces,
supervision of support activities, including supply distribution, maintenance,

traffic management and transportation. n50 The Panel further recommended that
the Military Airlift Command, Hilitary Sealift Commend, Militery Traffic
Management and Terminal Service and the traffic mansgement functions of

SOBlne Ribbon Defense Penel Report, op. cit., p. 212.
kg
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Taster tralfl- zacagerert i postes e sEgligwl tD LT mve Luifiss
io_istisc Cosrmnd. In propoting s mev cmmmnl, toe Panel envisicoed

the crestion of a unified, veriicelly-oriented supply and trsaspartetica
sycter., including meintenance, vhichAwould support all overscas and CONUS
rused combat forces. As outlined by the Pancl, this vertical system would
exclude procurement and initial warehousing but would enccmpass both CONUS
bvased and theater tased wholesale supply, retail supply, trarﬁc panagement

and transportation functioms, to include inventory management.
PROPO_SED ORGANIZATION - UNIFIED LOGISTICS8 COMMAND

The Blué Ribbon Defense Panel did not develop a definitive
'organization for the proposed Unified Logistics Command. Rather, it
deseribed, in their broadest sense, the functions which the proposed command
would perform. Similarly, the Panel outlined, in broad concé;ptual form,
the vertically oriented loglstics system which would result from the new
commend. In addition to its recommendation regarding the Unified Logistics
Command, the Panel made other recommendations pertaining to all Unified
Commands, which if approved, would have a major impact on the composition
and organization of a Unified Logistics Command. As defined by the JCS,

a unified command is one "with a broaed continuing mission, under a single
commander, composed of significant assigned components of two or more services,
and which is established and so designated by the President...."”! Also
according to JCS definition, the Unified Commander exercises "operational

command” over subordinate Service component forces which consists of:

51Joint Chiefs of Staff, Unified Action Armed Forces, JC8
Publication 2, op. cit., p. 38. _
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‘licsr fmotlioma 1 roewecd izvulving the socpositior. of
s:‘acﬁum:e formea, asziorowent of tasks, the desi,nation of
c‘je:tife;. 2] the autloritative direction necesssry to
a:camplisa tie zission....It does not include such metters
95 adeinistration, discipline, internal or.anization, and
uf:‘l.t tminieéé except vhen a subordinate commander requests
s3scictance.

After review of Presidential memorunda end the Defense Reorganization
Act of 1958, the Panel concluded that both President Eisenhower and the
Ccniress had intended that the Unified Commander exercise undiluted, full
command authority over assigned subordinate forces. anseguently, the Panel
rccomnended that’ the Unified Commanders be glven unfragmented authority for
their commands; that Commanders of component commands be redesiynated as
Deputies to the Unified Commander; and that the Unified Commands be restructure
to ectablish mission oriented forces with a commensurate reduction in
subordinate hoadquarters and staffs.

The Panel's recommendations for changes in the concept and
organization of Unified Commands are closely related to the proposal for a
Unified Logistics Command. Without these changes, the Uniﬁedl Logistics
Command would be no more than an umbrella-like command and control element
presiding over Army, Navy, Alr Force and Marine Corps cémpo‘nen; commands in
CONUS and quite probably, sub-unified commands in each theater also camposed
of Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps components. Although this
"Service component" approach might promote some integration of logistics
through such devices as designation of one Service component as the supplier
for a particular class of supply within a given geogruphic area, such an
approach dces not facilitate the functional integration envisioned by the
Panel for the Commend's unified, vertically oriented s\ipply, transportation,

and maintenance system.

52Jo1int Chiefs of Staff, Dictlonary of United States Military Terms
For Joint Usage, JCS Publication 1, op. cit., p. 155.
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the Farel spperently ﬁ'ftfﬁtu,.UBQ s TOmsional approc T v wht - .. L 4
forsces or sctivities would t¢ Lroken out from tin ir respective de:vi oo
and grouped together tescd on their functions. Although the Puncl did not
detail its proposcd orgenization for the Logistics Cmsnd, a carerul
reading of the Panel's report, particularly of their comments on the
functions cf the new command, infers that the proposed Unified Logistics

Com~and would approximate the following model:

HEADQUARTERS
j UNITED S'.EAES LOGISTICS

UMMAND

. CONUS
[LOGISTICS COMMAND

Headquerters, United States Lo;iétics Command - this headquarters

would be a new or,yanization staffed by military and civilien personncl
drawn from all the Military Services/ would fulfill the command, control
and plenning; functions; and would implement policies and plans as developed
and disseminated b, the Secretary of Defemse and Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The Command would have the broed mission of providing lozistical support
{supply, maintenance anfci‘ fransportatiou) to combatent t‘ofcea overseas and
in CONUS., A Requnsibility and planning for development and procurement of

& standard, advanced ADP system to support the unified, vertical logistics

system would be centralized at the headquarters level.

530rxe Theater Logistics Command would be established to support each

maJor unified theater command.
’ ' e . 89
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ABUL aglstice Sormnn - Lul comren. weld . sl 0 Xhi
<tolcsmle tupply system and would i ~omposed prizarily of depots uis
invontory Control Peints (]:gss prorurement activitisl) dreva frow cua . ci
Li- Servises and DBA.5“ The Command would be responqiblc for supply control
- for mointaining worldwide inventory visibility of items in the Defense
supply system; would perform the requirements computation function for
stosk funded items; would maintaein inventory and requirements data on
major items for use by DSA and the Services; would be responsible for depot
opcrétions;’ié'ihclude'stéfage,'maintehance of materiel in storage and depot
level maintenance programs. Procurement support for the command would
e provided by the Defense Supply Agency and the procurement activities which
would be reteined by each of the Services. Technical support for procurement
(e.5., technical drawings, technical data packages, etc) would be provided -
by the respective Defense laboratory or R&D activity having ;esponsibility
for each federally stock numbered item. Depot level maiutenance programs,
to be performed both in CONUS and overseas, would be developed by the
Command based on requirements and repoirable assets us forecast by the
Inventory Control Point with planning input from the theater Unified
Commanders. Funding of depot maintenance progsrams would eitﬁer be direct
from DOD or received from the Services for thelr respective items. The
Conmmand would consolidate the wholesale stock funds of the DSA and Scrvices;
financing of inventory in the overseas depots, if any,’would»be from the
Command's stock fund -~ there would be no overseas commander's ownersihip of

inventbry and no overseas stock fund. The Command would not fund for nor

SiThe Blue Ribbon Defense Panel was exceedinzly vague as to where
the interface would be between the Service procurement activities and the
Lozistics Command. After careful re-reading, the author concluded that the
Fanel intended that CONUS depots and national inventory control functions
wers to be part-of the Logistics Command
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4T o3e TY tWms. Major (tems of equipment and weapons systems woul:! s

sreded T segpe cbtve dervice appropristions, procured by the Serviec. ad
tarned ovier Lo the CONUS Loﬁlctics Command for storugé und Quhscgucut
distribution.

Transportation Command - this command would be assigned the

Military Airlift Command, the Military Sealift Command, and the Military
Terminal and Traffic Minagzement Seivice. It would have worldwilde traffic
management responsibility for the Department with the exception of intra-
theater movements. The Command would operate the Defense transportation
cystem and would be responsible for personnel and cargo movements within
CONUS, betwcen CONUS and theaters, and between theaters. Althoush initially
resembling a "traditional" subunified command with three subordinate Service
components, tie évolutionary process would probably result 1n’the absorption
cf MIMTS headquarters functions into the Transportation Command neadquarters;
tihis would leave the two major MIMIS subordinate commands, the Western
(CONUS) Area and Eastern (CONUS) Area reporting directly to the Transportation
Command headquarters.’” Such an evolution would be logical in that MIMDS

is a manager and not a transportation operator in thot it relies orn
~ommercial transportation systems for movements within CONUS. As operating
commands using; both organic and commercial systems,_}t is probable thut

HAC and MSC would remain as distinct subordinate elements of thc Command.

‘Theater Logistics Command - these commands would parallel each of

the Unified Theater Commands and would be responsible for operation of depots,
ports, aerial terminals end designated intra-theater transportation assets.

Tiesc commands would operate theater traffic management agencies which would

55U8 Army Command and Gemeral Staff College, CONUS Loxistics,
RB101-3, op. cit., pp 8-k, 8-5.
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Lazater; ticy would ulso control intro-theater movements Letweer porty und
uerial terminals and would exerclise treffic management over shipmcents moving
throush ports and aerial terminals on a throughput, direct delivery btasis.

Theeter lbgistics commands would be .responsible for assigned depot level
raintenance programs and to provide data necessary to assist NICPs in
developing worldwide depot maintensnce programs. A prime objective of these
Commends would be to promote the use of direct supporflfrdm the CONUS
io_lstics system In order to permit the consolidation and elimination of
overseas depots and depot level maintenance activities with cons sequent

suvings from reduced overseas base development and operations.
ADVANTAGES OF UNIFIED LOGISTICS COMMAND

The Unified Logistics Command, as envisioned, offers several

identifiatlc advantages over the current Defense losistiés sﬁructure.

First, creation of the Command would provide the vehicle for development

and installation of an advanced, stendard ADP éystem linkin;; on a rcal time
busis, inventory and relioted supply management activities in overseas depots

0 CONUS NICPs and depots; conseguently, CONUS NICPs would gain visibility of
overseas stocks aﬁd have iﬁmeasurébly Increased flexibilify to cross levél
cn2esses and shortages vis-a-vis CONUS depots and the theaters. NICPs

would have access to overseas dcmand and stockage data which would increasc
thelr abllity to more accurately forecast rcquirements and conseqnent
“procurements or depot level maintenance prozrams. Insofar as depot level
maintenance prosrams are concerned, the creation of the Command would permit
the elimination or, consistent with national gsecurity limitations, the

minimal AQuplication of depot level maintenance facilities for like items.
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Suui consolidation of maintenance prosrams shaould result in incereasced

¢ffiziency turou,l economies of scale. Creation of thie Unified Locistins
¥ :

command would also permlt grcater integration of the land, seu and aiv

e v

transportation modes through exercise of traffic manugement functions by
on commené which is not cnly the manager but also an operator, oy wssigning
orc command with overall authority over transportation and traffic manz_ement,

tiaere 1s an inherent authority to promote more integration and cfficiency than

Mo+ e AT s T BAn L o

curreatly exists among the co-equal and cooperative MAC, MSTC and MI'MIS.

In view of tine revolutionary advances in transportation resulting from
ceontainerizatior, advanced cargo ship designs, larzer aircraft such as the
C~5A, end throushput concepts, independent sea, ailr and land modes of
trangpert are bein_ increasinzly integrated. Creation of a single DOD-wide
Transportation Command would vetter promotc development of standardized
sontziners, integration of deecumentation and procedures, and would promote

closcr integration of the supply and transportation functions.
DISADVANTAGES OF UNIFIED LOGISTICS COMMAND

Insofar as Defense lozistics is concerned, the 19G0's was
characterized by reorganization and the demands of the war in the Republic
of Vietnam. 3Both tihe Army and Navy, and to a somewhat lesser degree, tie
Air Force, experienced massive reorganization of their logietics and meteriel

scquisition activities. The Defensc Supply Ajency was created; the Military

Traffic Management and Terminal Service was established; the Asmy®s techunical
services became, in part, the Army Materiel Command; the Navy's Bureaus evolved

into the Naval Meteriel Cammand. Just as the Federal Supply Catalozuin; system
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Look yeuars Lo evolve from Inncption in the lute 1940's to campletlon in
“the lote 19501, cuch of thé new lopictics commands of the Services ure
cvolving. Creation of u Unificd Lozistics Command would force one more
reorgonization -« a reorganization that would occur before the new lozistics
or;enizations of the 1900's have reached maturity or peak efficiency. For
cxample, tie transition of line items from the Services to DSA integrated
nanazement 1s not comple'l:e.s5 Of the millions of line items in the Defense
inventory, tens of thousands remain under dual management by one or more
services and DSA. .Creation of a Unified Lozistics Command would not, by fiat,
resclve the problem; time would still be required to cdntipue the process
of coding line 1tems to DSA for integrated management. By Imposing a
reorganization which would force a breakout of DSA and Service NICPs from
their procurement activities, the evolutionary prdcess of transferfing
the maximum number of line items to DSA could be delayed as a result of
the personnel and workload turbulence inherent in such a 1arge-scaic
rrorganization.
In addifidn to presenting a formidable reqnirementtfor‘feofginization
of Service logisties commands, the proposal t0 create a Unified Lozisties
Corriand presents even more significent disadvantages:

1. Total separation of NICPs from their technical bases. Each

DSA ond Service NICP has a technical data base for each line item it
manazes. These technical bas2s prepare the Military Specifications,

prepare and maintain the technical drawings, prescribe the test procedures
and perform other technical tasks assoclated with the technical data packages

which nermit procurement. In addition, they provide technical support

56B1ue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit. pp 108-109.
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burough such actlons as assistance in bid eveluetion, resolution of
production problems, review of enxineering chan_e proposals and tecinical
advice 1n quality assurance matters.?( For Army NICPs, the tecinicul base
is pormally an R&D leboratory belonging to the came commodity command as the
NICP or 1t is one of the central Army Materiel Cammand lsboratories. For ‘
Imvy and Alr Force NICPs, it is a laboratory or engineering activity in one
of tle Haval Systems Commands or the Divislons of the Air Force Systems
Command. DSA NICFs, which have a limited in~house capability, receive
most of their technicel base support from laboratories in all the Services.
Althouzh each NICP 1s serviced byA several laboratorles, the bulk of each
NICP item support is normally concentrated in one laboratory or laboratory
ccmplex. For exémple, the U. S. Army Mobility Equipment Command'’s (USAMECOM)
Mobility Equipment Research and Development Center (MERDC) at Fort Belvoir,
Viriinia, provides the primary technical bese support to USAMECOM's NICP
in St. Louis. 8imilarly, MERDC also provides technical base support to
DSA's Defense General Supply Center in Richmond, Virginia, for cammon
items such as sand bags for which MERDC is the developer.

Because of the functions performed by the technical base in support
of the NICPs, there is a requirement for continuin;, intensive communication,
coordination and cooperation. For example, at any given time, numerous

linc items are undergoing product improvement, value engineering or total

*TMr. McNemara estimated that there were 100 million enzinecering
drawings in the Department's repositories and ebout 40,000 specifications,
standards and related documents. He further estimated that $1.5 billion was
bein: spent arnually to acquire additional date and admitted thet technical
dstz menazement would be a continuing problem. Statement by Secretary of
Defense McNamara on The Fiscal Year 1969-1973 Defensc Program, op. cit.,
pp 2011--205.
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redesion in order to correct deficiencles reported by tue field, to
rcdune 20ct or to improve performance and cffectivencgs. When tlhiose
redesisn efforis are completed, the new or reviscd teclinical datu packagcu
rust te furnisied the NICPs. Similsrly, the NICPs must be aware in
advance of these thousands of changes In order to prevent or reduce procurement
of tie soon-to-be-obsclets item and to plan for an orderly transition to
stockase of the new ltem. Thus, a key 10 efficlent supply management in
the NICPFs is intimate coordinastion and comsunicetion with their technical
bases.

Creation of a Unified Lozistics Command would withdraw the NICPs
from thelr current organizational fabric in which they are closely related
to their technical bases and place them in a separate, distinct command element.
Such a placement carries an inherent increase in coordination and
sommmunication requirements since the NICPs would no lonzer be in the same
command channel responsive to the same Commander's direction and cootrol.
‘3¢ again take an Army NICP as the example, the point of "command c¢onjunciion”,
..aerein both the technical dats base and the NICP are responsible to
one commapder or supervisor, would no longer be at the AMC commodity command
level -- rather, it would move to the level of the Office of the Secretary

of Defense!

2. Separation of major items programming and distribution functions.

Procurement of major items (weapons and equipment systems) is closely related
to strategic deeisions and plans developed at the hiéhest levels of the
Government. As strategic plans are developed, they are translaeted into

forcez structures for the respective branches of the Armed Forces. In turn,

and in their broadest sense, these foree structures translate into requirements
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or uutfcrizations for major itcrs (e._., 30 many chips, planes, tanks,
nlastles, te). Although procurcment Progrums are developasd by NICER: on
Uhe bagdis of foree shructure und other juidunce, actual rrovurcncnt, progeam:;
cvolve from internal "messages" at the Service Department, DOD, and
residentiul level resulting from budgetary limitapions, strategic prioritizss,
R&D progrcss and delays and tradeoffs. Ultimately, ConZressional appropriation
e2lion, tojether with whatever reprograrmming authority Congress chooses to
delcgate, results in approved major item procurement programs. Subsequently,
the Services initiate procurement of these end items and upon their delivery --
usually after a lead time of one or more years -- initiate distribution of
tic items. Concurrently, the Services plan and underteke whatever unit
aclivations, unit and individual training prosrams which are required by the
2w 1tems. For many new items such as new missile systems, bofh unit
activations and unit and individual training programs may be major considerations
ir fieldin; the _ﬁew system; for others, such as a new rifle, individual
truinin; and conversion of worldwide unit authorizations may be the major
considerations. Whatever the new item, detailed planninz in preparation
for its introduction is essential.

Under the Unified Logistics Command concept, the Services would
revain their currént responsibilities t§ develop new items, Justify and
defend the necessary appropriations, procure new items, and activate,
deslsuate and train the item users. The Services would lose the responsibility,
ané the capa'oiliﬁy, to distribute the new items; the Unificd Logistics
Coimmand would gain that respongsibility. Such a situation would present
a dizhotomy Iir. that the Services would program and defend major item
rrocurement based on need, fund availability and relative_-; ority while -
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the Unified Logistics Command would, in theory, be rcspﬁnbi:ru‘oulb Lo et
Consequently, in the fece of probebdble end item shortages versus requirenents,
the Unified Logistice Command would be forced to establish, in coordination
with each Service headquarters, a system of controlled distribution not
unlike that now performed by the Services. Thus, rather than four Services
involved in major item planning and distribution, there would be, with the
addition of the Unified Logzistics Ccmmand, five entities engaged in

planning for and distributing new equipment. Conversely, were the

Unified Logistics Command to disregard new equipment shortages, the onus !
for fundinz and procuring sufficient end items would fall on the Services
with little or ne relationship to the availability of procurement or depot
maintenance funds.

3. Disregerd of Service organfzation and doctrine. In the field

or at sea, each of the Services is organized accordinz to its owm tactical
or strategic doctrine. Supporting logistics forces are taillored or attuned
to that doctrine. Consequently, the Air Force operates few ovecseas
logistics facllities other than those directly related to air bases; the
Ravy relies heavily on dediceted cargo ships to supply the fleet; and the
Army and Marine Corps operate land based and land mass _orientéd supply
systems. With the possible exeel;tion of rations, there is minimal
comnonality between the Service supply systems and the items in those

systems. For example, & review of Ravy and Air Force supply operations on

Guam in 1969 revealed that less than 8% of the line items stocked in the

two Services' supply activities were c".lnnou.58

58 e partment of Defense, Reﬁrt of the Joint Logistics Review

Board, Monograph 4, Common Supply rament Printing Office, Washington, DC)
P 10"11.
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Althoush the process of evolvin; DSA intoc a supplier of all
common items 1s not complete -- 85 witnessed by the aforementioned line
items gtill under dual manajement -- the objective of the current losistics
structure seems clearly focused towards achievement of Service suprort of
Service peculiar equipment and DSA and GSA support of coomon or carmercial -
type equirment. Overall, the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel did not ssem to
consider that, as long as the Services continued to exist ar separate entities,
the Department of Defense will heve a bilineal orga;zizatioml structure
wherein the operational control and dirsction of the combat forces extends
through one chain of command and the direction of supporting activities
extends through another Service oriented channel Thus, the Army is
rimax orisnted on the forces, equipment and doctrine necessary to fight
land mass warfare; the Air Force oriented on air power, the Navy om sca
power and the Maribe Corps on amphibious warfare. In performing their
support roles, the Services have developed integrated logistics systems
in whica the various support functions (planning, procurement, training,
equipping and distribution of men, forces and meateriel) are highly
interrelated. Creation of a Unified Logistics Command would uproot a
portion of these responsibilities, disintegrate these integrated systems
and reduce the Services responsiveness to their remaining support functions
by denying them the commnications, coordination and planning channel

inherent in their logistics support of their operating forces in the field.

4. Does not recognize the alternatives available in the evolutionary
but dynamic organization of Defense lozistics. Essentielly, the Panel's

Justification for a Unified Logistics Compand was that in light of existing
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deficicneies in Defense losistics, "signifieant milituvy losdstise
improvements can be achieved throush cofficient, coordinated exploitution

of new technologles in the areas of transportation, commnications,

automatic data processing and integrated procurement mansgement” and that
the full potential of these technolozies would not be realized under the
Scrviczes! long range logistics proarams.sf’ To achieve the full potential

of these technologies, the Panel envisioned a worldwide vertically organized,
ED? oriented, highly integrated supply, meintenance and transportation
systen which would be created and operated by the Unified Legistics Command.
The Panel was convinced that the consolidation of Defense logistics functions
under one command was inherently more efficient and would permit a type of
"forced march" towards a truly ilntegrated snd modernized lozistics system.
Perhaps there is no such thing as inherent efficiency. In this vein, Mr.

McNamara stated:

"Unlike private industry, which cperates under the discipline
of the profit and loss statement, there 1s no such built-in
incentive for efficiency and economy in the operating
enviromment of the Defense Departwent....Moreover, because

of the large number of Defense managers luvolved and the
literally tens of milliens of individusl decisions taey

make each year (e.g., 15 million purchage actions alone in

FY 1967), it is obviously impossible to supervise the
performance of these people directly from the Pentagon.

Yet, the larger the number of intermediate management levels--
and in an organization of the size of the Department of Defense
the number cannot help but be large -- the more difficult it
is to exert pressure from the top.'

In lieu of the Penmtagon, the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel proposes to
run the Defense lozistics complex (less materiel acquisition functions)

directly from one unified commsnd. In essence, this an "earthqueke approach”

99B1ue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. 97
tement of Secretary of Defense McNamara on The Fiscal Year

lgég-:[; Defense P_Lomm, op. cit. p. 199.
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to reorganization which, while deecisive, destrays harmonious and productive
relationships, curtails employee participation and damages morale.'d 1t
resorts the deck of cards in that it sllows DSA and the Services -- each

top management levels == to retain materiel acquisition functlons while
assigning remaining DBA and Service logistics functions to the new Command;
nowever, it changes none of the basic functions of logistics. To correct

the deficliencies noted by the Panel and to achieve the “inherent”

erficiencies which the Panel expected in the new command, & vast body of
common procedures and systems must be developed snd implemented. A comuon
EDP system dedicated to logistics must be developed and implemented DOD-wide;
the traffic management and transportation activities of MAC, MSC and MIMTS
must be expanded beyond the common documentation of MILSTAMP into e fully
inte_rated transportation system; and an integrated supply and meintenance
structure created. In the area of maintenance alone, common depot maintenance
docurentation and procedures would have to be created where none exist

today. As the history of Defeuse loglstics since World War II has clearly
exhibited, creation of common procedures snd systems are long term projectis;
thus, the Papel has proposed creation of another member of the DSA and
Service logistic team, a vast reorganization to create that member, and a long
term project to make it work.

There are less drastic alterpatives which are potential solutions to
the logistics deficiencies outlined by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel. While
taeir adoption would cause some organizational adjustment, they would not
cause the mossive recrganizations and lozisties turbulence ipherent in the

period of organizing a Unified Logistics Command. These alternatives attack

slceorge R. Terry, Principles of Na pt (Homewood, Illinois;
Richard D. Irwin Inc., 19 P .
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Luo problems cited by the Panel while continuing to recognize the support
role assigned to the Service Departments. In light of thege altcernatives,
which sre dealt with in the concluding chapter, the wisdom of and the
ncccssity for establishing e Unified Logistics Command at this time s
challenged.

To a remarkéble degree, the organization of Defensé logistics
has evolved into one which closely resembles that originally proposed by
General Marshall in 1944. In essence, the Defense logistice organization
consists of the DSA, which procures and supplies common items, and the
Services, oriented toward land, sea and air peculiar materiel and the support
of that materiel. However, the job of integrating along theae lines is not
complete; there remains some duplication of items between NICPs and the
transition towarﬁg having one NICP as the one and only manager for each
item cdntinues. The.state of the art in EDP technology and ﬁew transportation
concepts and materiel have r:gb, as the Panel noted, been fully exploited.
Very little has been done tMrds integrating depot maintenance activities
for common items. . Yet, as General Marshall predicted in 19Ll before the
Woodrum Committee, ‘evolution and not revolution has been the keynote in
unifying the armed forces. In defense logistics, the complexity and scale
of operations is such that even during the "McNamera period", evolution
towards integration was the keynote. Today, evolution remains the keynote.

An example of the neceasity for and of the continuing evolution
cf Defense logistics exists on the island of Guam. On Guam, an experiment
is in process which may lead to a system of common supply between Service
activities in an overseas area. In the experiment, which was initiated
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1 Scptember 1059, the Ravy has becn assigned the mission of providing
comzon supply support to the Alr Force. The objective of the test ia
ultimetely to have all comnon items in overasas uarcus supportced, Loth

for supply and maintepance, by common logistice systems. Indicetive of
the operating problems being experienced in the test is the lack of supply
systems compativility between the Air Force's camputerized stock control
systen on Guam, which rapidly produced requisitions, requisition modifiers,
cancellctions and followup actions snd the Naval Supply Depot's primurily t
manual system which responds relatively slowly to Air Force requirements.éz
Such operational problems are strong arguments for & common DOD-wice EDP
oriented logistics system; equelly, they are strong arguments as to the
necessity for orderly, coberent and evolutionary change. No Unified
Logistics Commaend or similsr organization would, in itself, immedietely equip
supply asctivities on Guam with a c¢oumon EDP based supply system nor would

it instantly integrate supply operations on Guam. Such chenges take time
and, with or without a Unified Logistics Command, require extendsd periods.

In his book, "Principles of Management®™, Dr. George R. Terry notes that

"tringing about orgenization changes over extended periods may prove costly

and waste time...(but) permit consultation with managers about the changes

and their suggestions regardirgz them, thorough indoctrinstion about
contemplated changes, and a steady but gradual progress toward the desired
organization structure."63 The test on Guam is a microview of the problems
yet to be faced in achieving the most effective level of Defense logistics
integration. The fact 1g, the further integratiozz of Defense logistics will

take an extended period of time, with or without a Unified Logistics Command.

62J'o:lnt Logistics Review Board Repart, Monograph 4, pp. 10-11.

63Gearge R. Terry, Principles of Management, op. cit., p. 2k2.
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While the ccneept of creating a Unified Lnozistics Command Laa
the adventege of applying unity of command over logistics integrstion, it
would result in yet another member of the logistics team aud & morc cumbersome
organization for fulfilling the planning, communicsting and coordinuting
functions of logistics msvnagement. The required chenges in Defense lozistics
wowid be achieved st the cost Of & weju. reorganization and s drasti:
reorientation of Service roles when there are less radical altermatives
which can be implemented over an extended period of time without this cost.
In view of the considersble disadvantages to the new compand, the thorouzh
evaluation of less radical alternatives is appropriate. These alternatives,
which are proposed as areas for further exeminetion, would preserve *the
basic role of the Sexrvices while promoting consolidation and irtegration
in those areas where the Penel found major deficiencies. The existence of
such alternatives negate the need for and the urgency in creating a
Unified Loglstics Command. At some future point in time, when the evolutionary
proccss towards integrating loglstics is further advanced, a DCD-wide
logistics organization may well be appropriate as a logical conclusion to

the process; however, at this time it is not.
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CHAPTER V
FUTURE EVOLUTION OF DEFENGE LOGISTICS

During the course of this study, certain alternatives to the
Unified Logistics Command concept were discernmed. In fact, these are
not so much alternate courses of action as they asre the next logicsl
steps in the evolution of a fully integrated Defense logistics system.
Such evolutionary steps are proposed being prerequisites for the
ectablishment and effective operation at any future DOD-wide logistics
organization 1f it is to be created without the cost of a massive
reorganization and the disintegration, turbulence and dislocations that
are inherert in such an undertaking. 8Six mejor organizational and
procedural actions were identified as having a high potential for correcting
losisties deficiencles cited by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel and as being

lozical steps in the proccss of integrating the logistics system.

Assignment Of Common Maintenance Migsions To The Defense Supply Agency.

DSA does not currently have a depot meintenance mission; consequently, DSA
Aoes not have full management rssponsibility for many common items which

are repairable at the depot level. Such common items, or potentially common
items, @8 fire trucks, material handling equipment, generators, and industrial
engines are normally procured by DSA but managed by DSA and the Service

NICPs. Assigmment of & malntenance mission, together with appropriate
facilities, would permit DSA to be the true mapager of common items. In
addition, consolidation of depot meintenance facilities and contracts would

be facilitated with consequent econamies of scale.
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Assigrnment Of CONUS Depots Tc The Defense Supply Agency. Currently,

there exists in CONUS an Army depot system, & Navy depot system, an Air Force
depot system, s Marine Corps depot system and a DSA depot system. Buch
perioms rccelpt, storage, survelllance and distribution functions for ornc

or more NICPs. Some perform maintenance missions and may have other

special missions. In the case of the Army, the depots do not belong to

any one NICP but rather report to Headguarters, Army Materiel Command;
consequently, there exists a "seller of services and buyer of services"
relationship between tke Army NICPs and the Army depots. Similarly, some
DSA depots store Navy stocks and vice versa, some Navy depots store DSA
stocks. Since such examples exist of NICPs being serviced by nonorganic
depots, cannot such a system of Defense depots operate on a CONUS-wide scale?
Such a system of depots would facllitate consolidation of depots to waatever
level 1s determined most effective, yet econamical. FPunding of such a

depot system could be direct to DSA or on a reimbursable basis paid for by the

respective Service and DSA NICPs.

Establistment Of A System Of Service Cognizant Depots And Maintenance
Plants. Currently, DSA, through its Defense Contract Administration Service,
performs the contract administration for all defeuse contractors and plants
except those, such as aircraft assembly plants, for which one Service has
an overridinz military need to maintein cognizance. A similar system for
depots ard maintenance plents would permit the Services to retein cognizance
for those activities such as ammunition depots, ship yards, tank overhaul
plants and aireraft maintenance facilities for which it is logical and

militarily appropriate that the Services retain primery control.
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Chorter A Defense Logistics Communications Planning Group. Elther

& DSA or a DOD-level plenning group could be chartered to developr a

standard, vertically oriented EDP based supply system for use throughout the
DOD. Such a system, following on the heals of MILSIRIF, could be the vehicle
for rermitting NICPs to gain access to overseass stockage and demand data and
could allow the Services to reduce overseas stockage and depots camencurate
with their evolving doctrine and rneeds. Such a planning group would halt the
proliferation of logistics EDP systems and through cdevelopment of & common
DOD system, integrate the now disparate systems of the Services.

Increase The Logistics Authority Of Unified Commenders. Currently,

Unified Commenders have limited authority to campel the Services to develap
and use common logistics systems; however, under provislons of JCS Publication
No. 2, Unified Action Armed Forces, they are in effect, reduced to a
coordinating role in Service logistics in that a Service component canmander
has an appeal channel through his Department to the JCS. If a Unified
Commander clearly was required to plan for and given authority to compel
Scrvice use of common logistics services within given geographical areas,
aonsiderable loglstic duplication within the Unified commands might be reduced.
Suck a step would envision meking maximum use of Inter-Service Support
Agreements.

Establish A Defense Transportation Azency. Such an agency would in-

corporate the CONUS and lntra-theater transportation and traffic management
functions and would assume control of MAC, MSC and MIMIS. This Agency would
parallel DSA and would,in effect, implement the Transportation Command

component of the Unified Loglstics Commend outlined in Chapter IV.
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The overall obJective of any changes in logistics organizuation
should be a correction of deficiencies whilc achleving effective support to
operating forces. The Blue Riboon Defensc Panel's proposal to create a
Unified Losistics Command, together with the Panel's recommended chznges in
the Unified Command concept, represent one approach to the correction of
these deficlencles. Whereas the trend in Defeuse logistics since World War II
cas been one of evolutionary lntegration, the Panel has proposed & sharp
break with the evolutionary process io order to....

1) eliminate the profusion of horizontal layering in supply activities.

2) halt the proliferation of incompatible Electronic Data Processing
systems.

3) reduce the duplication in maintenance activities.

%) overcome the loss of efficlency resulting from the division of
trensportation and traffic menagement functions between the Services.

5) correct the excessive fragmentation of supply, maintenance and
transportation functions.

6) substantially improve effectiveness of logistics support, while
at the same time achieving greater efficiency and econcxny.&+

These alternstives do not eddress the Panel's criticism of the span of
control of the Secretary of Defense and the detailed involvement of his
offize in operational logistics matters. Today, such involvement is a
ci.aracteristic of our technolozy and bureaucracy, perhaps best summarized
bty General Frank S. Besson, Jr., first Commander of the U, 5. Army Materiel

Command when he stated....

6I'Blue Ribbon Defense Panel Report, op. cit., p. 106.
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"We live in ar era where real time dats -is availucle. Thtis

meanc thut the man in the {icld and the tian at the top ezhulen

or in the decicion muking pro2ess car all be lookin; ut the

same information ut the sume Sime. This is v resl chiange from
tic days, not too lon; ugo, wiler, we always hud interfucan betwecen
thee time of the datu Jhal was bLgin used at the workin; level

ard the time thot the datu was"._‘ein,; distilled and blown up

at the manoggement level....Wherf I graduated from the Militury
Arademy about 30-odd ycars ago,! I felt that a squad leuder,

wiioge squad in those days was avout eight men, constituted the
largest span of euthority that you could have. I always worked
under the rule of thumb that you ought to organize so that you
liad no less than three and no more than seven individuals
reporting to you. This span no longer exists. The
characteristics of management today permits you to have aimost

an unlimited span of control. This 1s particularly true in a
pureuucratic operation because there are so many people looking
at what you are doing, that you don't have to worry about vhether
you are going to get very far off thg beam in any particular
_ function or even technolozical area. P

65General Frank S. Besson, Jr., speakini at Graduation Ceremonies,
Clesc 65-E, Defense Weapons Syctems Management Conter, Wright Patterson

Air Force Dase, Ohio, 18 June 19€5.
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