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The bacic effort of this paper was to xamine an existing

planning capability(a computer simulation named Omnibus) used by
the army staff for the purpose of exploring means of enhancing
its wutility and/or .responsiveness. Data was gathered using a
literature search and personal interviews. Specific effort wacs
concentrated on a review of computer systems and models currently
under development. The intent was to provide an outcsider’'s
viewpoint while 1looking for new relationships and/or means for
making the current process more responsive. The research did not
reveal any new relationships. It did confirm the existence of
ongoing developments which may enhance the responsiveness of the
current process. The incorporation of logistic considerations
into the campaign simulation known as the Force Evaluation
Model (Forcem) has the potential for praoviding much faster
results. Arnother recent change, to a two year cycle for Omnibus,
has opened up possibilities for providing additional excursions
to determine the effects of changing parameters or planning
factors. It also raises the issue of which force should be
etudied, the program force or the current force, in order to
provide the most utility in conjunction with budget planning.
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,‘ INTRODUCTION

R

- .BACKGROUND

€a An  integral part of the management process 1n  any
NG

oty organization is the planning function. Flanning pravides the
i \.{':

‘in basie upon which allocation of resources 1is begun 1in order to
L

reach an accepted objective. The attainment of that objective 1s
thern accomplished through a seriecs of assessments and adjustments

te =am original plan. Thie process evolves into a cvocle of

repetitive iterations which may ernd, or begin itself anew upor &
new foundation, with achievement of a particular objective.

This procese i€ particularly applicable to the environment

in which the US Army must operate. The system by which resources
are obtained, ie: an annual budget allocation by the Congress,

dictates an envirorment which causes the Army staff to deal with

®, numerous iterations of <several operating budgets concurrently.
- On a regular basis, activity is occurring which involves
S ) .

I e:ecution of an approved budget, preparation of a budget
S

estimate, and preparation of guidance for planning in the years |
beyornd the estimate.

Flanning provides a systematic approach to organizing and
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directing individual or organitational efforts toward achievement
of a commonly accepted goal. It frequently provides the
framework for the allocation of resources. The key to
determining the resources needed to achieve the geoal is knowing
where you are at the beginning of the process. That is the
purpose of the methodology that this paper will review. The
means by which the US Army determines its current operational
capability for war is a process using a computer simulation known
as Omnibus. The thrust of this research effort is an examinaticn
of the Omnibus simulation and a search for means to enhance its

effectiveness.

THE PROBLEM

Computer simulations provide a means of conducting
assesemernte that can be very helpful to planners when they can
achieve a key attribute-responsiveness. 1f an assessment can be
accomplished within a timeframe which allows adjustments pricr to
success or failure in attainment of the objective, then it
becomes very valuable. A limitation of Omnibus i1s that i1t takes
so long to accomplish it can do only one approximation of current
status based on one set of assumptions and planming factors.
Thus, it does not enable the manipulation of factors to achieve

optimization.
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The leogistice community, under the gquidance of the Deputy
Chief of Staff, Logistices(DCSLOG), is tasked annually to perform
an ascessment of the current force capability. This assescsment
has been lateled the Army Logistic Assessment (ALA). Although it
ie basically a manual process, a largqe source of relative
information is derived from the computer simulation npamed
Omnibues. Omnibus performs an operation plan related combat
simulation as well as a comparison of the actual, resource-
constrained force with its full, wartime designed capability (nc
stortfalls in personnel, training, or equipment). The Omribus
process requires 1Z ~ 18 months for completion. It has normally

beern accomplished coincident with the budget execution year of

the Army Flarning, Frogramming, Budgeting and Execution

Sysztem (FFBES) . Therefore, the resculte are available in the

o

approzimate time Frame that the budgeted force structure is

’
.".
.
AN
)

Pl

Ei% actually achieved. Thus, it does provide the current force

:iﬂ capability assessment that is needed as & benchmark. However ,
1

&E the process is so lengthy that the outputs are not available

AN

ﬁ% early enough to assist in preparation of the budget estimate for

ﬁ; the coming vyear. Earlier results could substantially ascist in |

EE establishing priorities for use in decision-malinag &nd

;éf justification of budget reguests.
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CHAFTER 11

PURFOSE

The purpose of thie recsearch project i1s to review the
Omnibus proceses and the current environment of relested automated
plarning efforts. This review was accomplisted with the intent
of uecstioning current relationships and looking for new
relaticnships that will make the process more eftective andscr
responsive.

The methodology used was a search of current literature and
a series of visits to the primary agencies involved in the
conduct of the process ard the use of the results. Fersoneal
interviews were conducted face-to-face and by telephone.

The <ccope of thise project was initially confined to the
Omribus effort primarily to concentrate o the logistic planning
and assessment capatility at the Army stafdf level. In the later
stages, 1t became apparent that it was necessary to e:pand this
viewpoint to a&ddress the relationship with the ALA and FFPELS to

understand the full importance of this simulation.
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CHAFTER 111

DESCRIFTION

The Oarmibus process is designed to assess readines:z and
sustainzbility during theater-level conventional warfare. This
ie accomplished by & pre-conflict measurement of the equipment
and training status of the force and a measure of the sustain-
abilit,y Following imtiation of conflict, The trarnsitiorn of thi
force Afraom mobilization through deployment intc combat iz
assescsed in a limited manner. The scenario reflects= the Delence
Guidance for the period being studied.

The methodology 1s illustrated at figuwe 1. This yraphic

portrayal of the analytical processes and computer--assisted

medels hes been espanded to include the associated sctivities

;e
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v
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RSN
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v
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:i: which comprise the totality of the logistic planning/assessment
.EE that results 1in the ALA. A more detailed description of the
ﬁ; proces=z can be found in the A{final report produced at the
Ti completicon of each Omnibus study effort.

E The study 1is begun at the direction of the DCSOFL via a
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tasking letter which provides the initial guidance and outlinecs

responsibilities of the major agenciec. This guidance
incorporates the current Defense Guidance(DG), and extracts
pertinent information +from a document known as the Annual Force
Flanning and Data Assumptions(AFFDA). Elements of this guidance
have already been incorporated in the force and readiness data
also provided by DCS50FS. The planning factors provided are uzed
in various models during the process.

The Omnibus force is then projected sc as to reflect force
structure at the end of the study year. Appropriate adjustmentes
are made to eguipment levels to include iteme such as
Frepositioning Of Materiel Configured to Unit Sets (FOMCUS). The
force and the readiness data are 1input into the transportsation
model where they are used to simulate deployment of the forces to
the appraopriate theater. Unit Status Report(USR) data is uscd
to compute earliecst arrival dates for deployment, unit strengths,
and eqguipment status factors. Calculation of travel timec is
performed using average carrier speeds and notional ports. Uni t
arrival times are calculated and input into the campaign
simulation model.

The campaign simulation model being finalized for uec 1n
Omnibus is known as the Force Evaluation Model (FORCEM). This
model simulates the theater level campaign for joint and aulti-
natiornal operations and their associated logistics. The command

and control function in FORCEM overlays three subordinaste

activities: combat, movement, and support. The combat function
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models division level combat with aggregation at corps and army
levels. The manuever of forces ics modeled in the movement
activity. Support addresses both combat support and combat
service support by modeling percsonnel, medical, engineer, supply,
transportation, mainterance, and recovery activities. The
outputs provided will reflect the status of the forces, resource
e:penditures, and Friendly Line OFf Troops(FLOT) locationz in
combinatione of printouts and graphic displays.

The deescription of the current system from this point
becomes partially & matter of conjectdre because ongoing
implementation of FORCEM is modifying portions of the post-
procescsing activity necessary to <support ite predecessor. Une
activity eupected to remain 1s performed by 6Grmy Materiel
Command. That activity is & comparison of the eristing stocks of
supplies to the expenditures and the remaining forces and
equipment to determine a status at the end of the simulation.

The Deputy Chief of Staff, Fersonnel and the Office of the
Surgeon Gerneral also perform some post-processing of the outputs,
The majority of their use of the outputs of the simulation is to
provide feeder data for some related models that perfaorm specific
functione for their affices.

Concepts Analysis Agency(CAA) also takes the outpute and
uses them &s inputs to another model known as the Force Analysis
Simulation of Theater Administrative and Logistic Support
(FASTALS). This model determines the doctrinal support bacse tfor

the theater in terme of uwnits and unit workload capabilities.
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The workload capabilities are considered in light of unit arrival
dates.

lLogistics Evaluation Agency &lso reviews the data to analy:se
and validate the outputs with regard to the plarnning factore ard
allocation rules. The massive amounts of data are reviewed,
validated, then provided to CAA for incorporation into the final
report provided toc the Army statf. The Deputy Chief of GStaff,
Logistics (DCSLOG) provides the final report to a panel of
logistic experte who perform a detailed analygis. The &nalysis
is performed using the matrix &t figure 2. The panel report
assigne ratings to each matrix element &along with supporting
rationale. This analysis, once approved by the DCSLOG, provides
the bacis for a briefing to the Chief of Steff, Army which is
triown &as the ALA.

In addition to being briefed to the Chief of Staff, Army,
the ALA: which analyzed, updated, and incorporated portions of
the Omnibus results, 1is used to provide budgeting guidance by

incorporation into Volume Il of the Army Guidance(The Army Flan?!.
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ALA Matrix

S ane
wne s\\c'- — —— Scenerio
- — — 1
.
Warfighting categories = ~ Scomsno
Wnfantry Armor Anlitery Alr datsnss ci py
Support functions Commang & VK
Beploy Wan Move $hoot control A /J
Active Troop support POL Conventonai inteitigence /1
W\ (I‘ N » vl w» amma v{ % yt / V
Nat Suard Rstions POL nanging | Ammo nsnaiing|  Slrategic /
"Mlﬁ €l » » vl » v ‘Jcomm v /
Rese~ve Cicthing & ;::gmoer' Engineer Tectical /
pmen
~ “]“ IJ\T T ‘ﬁup ¢ r" K e 8p N cbt spt vl o comm w / /
CONUE outiose [NEC protection Mgior items Chemucal ammo  Aytomanon /
» v L R L yv' * vi % [l / /
Strategic it | Mogicar se~vice ::CG""Y : Nuciesr ammo | '-:9'“':' //
- n ” K 8C U110 ol ” 'u Qqua cv:, V Color coded
T-e'?u Persc-~e . Repe:r pans Missies inventory / functionat
‘rfce::.'on r:pllcemoﬂ.s" . el o] w SONO / V / capabihties
intra-*heater 1$1CS Ms Avigtion ost nation
(] " ‘L"O.G':mg . ‘l nlonnnco" ‘loquh:: ‘luppoﬂ / » G"?” 81-900%
r————— . h oL
YPTS— CONUS dase o Yellow $1-80%
ct:hzaton noustnial
training base AMC dase
-7
Percent capanility 4 / Calencar year capability
1 expecied to increase to
::;:h:“cs'o" AMC . {/ 81% (green) based on
—— } 75, Army program sction
/
/ ’ !
, ! What's being done?
Wh,t was wrong? ! How did we propose to lix i1? e e e - - --
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CHAFTER 1V

CURRENT ISSUES

The UOmnibus process is complex for a number of reasons. To

male an assessment of this scope it ie necessary tc involve the

i

Aroy Materiel Command, Logistics Evaluation Agency, the arm,
Staff, and numerous other activities across the Army. Hundrreos
of pereocnnel are involved at various gpoints through-out Lhe
process. For this reason, the number of issues, or problemsz with
the procesz, may be significantly larqger than these outlined
here. However, many of these are administrative detail:s. Tha

following diecv=eion will addrese only the i1ssues conzidered tco

be major, and timely with regard to the current tranzitional

s
s

statue of the procese.

LY "

A Twe major 1ssues have emerged during the research {for this

R paper. One dwals with the use of the Omnibus process and the
- B other deale with the procese itself. The i1ssue concerning the
o ‘ i Umn
r&ﬁ use of the procecss develops from the relationship between Umnibus
Y
o and the Flanning, Frogramming, Budget and Enecuticon GLyctem
90
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(FFERES) . The area of concern is the vyear to be studied with

respect to the FFBES. The major concern with the process 135 the
need for greater automation of and linkage with some currently

manual elements.

OMNIEBUS/PFBES_RELATIONSHIP

oA 4 AR EREE o 3SR AL 4 FANEEN S Er_RAN

The history behind the development of the Omnibus proceszss is
closely related to the Total Army Analysis(TAAR) and ite role 1in
the FFRES. The TAA was developed to decide what we need in the
future to accomplieh the mission of the Army. Assumptions are
made and conditions simulated to portray a future threat and the
force needed to overcome that threat. The force that e
developed in TAA then becomes the 'force that we bulild towsurd
within the FFBES. This procecsz becomes iterative azg we vpd:zte
our data and continue to repeat the cycle. Around 1974, 1t
became appatent that we were building toward future {orcec
without = firm statement of owr current capability as & bazzline.
Omnibuz then came into being for the purpose of providing thet
baseline.

The magnitude of that task becomes apparent when vou
realize that an assessment must be made of the requirements and
capabilities of an entire force structure as well as the abil:ty

of the wholesale baze to sustain that force. The coordination of
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information from many agencies 1s reguired to accomplizh the
aszezsment. i methodology incorporsting manual and sutomated
Procezs s was develdped to coordinate the massive amounts of detla
nececszary. Thi1e methodolog, has taken 1T -18 months to procecs
that data.

Recavse of the lengthy process, determination of the
appropriate place to take the srmapshot of current capability s
1mportant.  The current practice is to project the force as of
the end ~f budget recution year, e.q9. the tiscal vesr 84 force
structure capability is obtained at the end of ficcal year &4,
The 1nitent was then to incorporate judaments concerning ihat
capabilaity 1nte the guidence for the next budget Lo continue
worlbing toward the TAA decsigned capability. The point to keep in
m:nd 1€  that the Jjudgementes about the FY 84 force were
1rcorporated into the Army Flanm providing quidance for the 1934
50 time frame.

The discussion thus far hae glossed over zome of the detsails

~

Eé; in the period from the time when the Ommnibus is completed urtil
Eé%; the Army Logietic Asczessment 1e made. Thie period includes Y0
Ei; days for the LEA/AMC analysis and 3I0-68 days fur the ALA procescs.
:‘i A1l of this must be considered as part of the cycle which nust be
5}5 completed prior to the development of guidance {for the futurc
;é; budget years.

i; The concern which became apparent in many of the inter views
:EE is the utility of that information based upon timeliness reguired
Eg for budget decisione. The {eeling encountered most often was
.
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-
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that of "ok, this is where we are now, so what?" This attitude
might develop as a result of having already made decisions during
the preparation of the budget estimate that could have been
influerced by the information which was.not available at the time
the decision was made. Thus, the utility of this asz=zessment
would appear to be greatest as a means of verifying that we did
or did not achieve the capability we programmed into the budaet
for & particular year.

This verification could also provide a means of validating
the assumptions which were made in ghe original projection.
Establishing an audit trail between & particular vyear in the
FFBES cutyear and validation whern that year 1s actually executed
would ensble determination of the impact of budget decisione

11 as provide & data base for reporting

18

during execution as w
bzchk to Congreze on our efficiency in achieving what we set out

to accomplish in a macro sense.

AUTOMATION

The second major area of concern deals with the avtomation

of the Omrnibus methodology. In ite current configuration it is

an amalgamation of manual and automated processes. The corccern

|
a -

A
Y

-

15 that a greater degree of automation is needed in order to cut

[y
e,

:

3,

down the length of time needed to complete an assessment.
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A significant portion of the process is automated now. Two
of the largest data bases, The Army Equipment Distribution
Flan(TAEDF) and the force structure, are available in readily
transferable formats. Also, the models wsed by CAA are highly
automated. An area which appears to offer significant potential
for i1mprovement is the postprocessing of outputs that is
performed by LEA/AMC. A specific example i that of assessing
the availability of repair parte to support the Jorce. The
present methodology i1involves numerous major subordinate commands
of AMC each runnirng individual programs and e:xchanging
information to complete its assessment.1 The exchang2 involves
phyesical e:charge of computer tapes which must be manipulated to
edapt to the individual programs. Greater speed could be
cbhteined by facilitating a computer exchange through a media suvch
az the Commodity Command Standardizced System(CCSS) which 1s uv=z=ed
by &ll of the mzjor subordinate commands.

The eqample above 1s only one area that was read:ly

apperent. Numeroue other areas are being worked by many

E dedicated professionals with respect to the interfaces between
E the datz basecs.
% To prevent the wrong impression being created another asgpect
; of the automation must be addressed here. The amount of dates to
; be processed 1is tremendous. Omnibus also must compete for tLime
; on the same computer which is used ta accomplish TAA and many
1. Interview with Sundman, Carol, MRS., Office cf the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Readiness, Headquarters, Army Materiel
Command, Ale:andria, Va, 15 April 1984
18
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other computer programs. Scheduling is a major difficulty which
is constantly being addressed by CAA. Improvement in this
problem could undoubtedly be achieved by more or better
computers, however, that subject will not be addressed in thigs
paper.

The point must also be emphasized that the efforts of CRA to
improve the capability of Omnibus are ongoing. The uze of FORCEM
with i1tz modeling of logistic functions in the comtat eimulation
will eliminate some of the need for the postprocessing done in
the past. It is unclear whether this model will speed up the

process or not due to the fact that it ie still being tested.
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CHAFTER V

DISCUSSION

OMNIBUS/PFBES RELATIONSHIF

There have been numerous previous statements concernming the
neert to trnow the currernt capability 1in order to mabe decisziuls
about = future capability. The temptation to provide eramplus ac
great. Instead, one point must be made. If vwr capabilities

e.ceed our requirements, and the requiterments don’'t crange

L ; ]
&:_ because of our ascescment of our adversary, then we achieve the
K{ freedor to direct our rescurces elsewhere. It ouwr wor-ld teday,
e
e : .
g we have not achieved such a state, nor are we likely to, beczuce
®.
;f: our adverce 185 are dynamic entities which would not feel
po
S comfortable with us echieving such a state. For this reason, we
N ™
e
~ '.. . .
AS must be continually assessing ocurselves and ow adversarie-.
I Omnibus givee us thet capability to know where we are as o
;e
e ‘
p; a particular point in time. The identification of current
.'-:'.
-
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capability would highlight those areas where shortfalls e:isted
when compared to the programmed capability. That knowledge 12
intended to be used as a baseline assessment from which planners
and programmers can provide guidance. That guidance can then be
incorporated into the Army Flan, If sufficiently important, the
outcomes of that guidance a&are incorporated intu the Frouram
Objective Memorandum(FOM). The impact can be near aor far term.

Dnce i1im the FOM, the i1ssue must csurvive a number of reviews
in order to remain in the Budget Eztimate. The issue may then be
incorporated in the DOD  and the Fresident's EBudget. The final
two steps occur after justification to, and authorization b, , the
Congress=. The morey must be authorized and appropriastec. Thiz
brings wus to the point where erecution of the curvent budzot
begins.

The time frame for the actione presented 15 & total oif Lwo
years before execution begins. So, it ig possitle that any 1s=ue
identified in the Omnibus/ALA process will not be influenced by
application of resources for a minimum of two years hence, unle:zs
acssets may be manipulated within existing authorizations,

Ariother avenue does exist whereby an earlier influence might
occur. I+ the Omnibues outcome indicatese a change of relati e
priorities is needed among exiceting issues, then actian cculd
occur by irntervention of the appropriate decisi1on-mebkers upun the

budget ecstimate which i1s being prepared as the results bezome

bl available. Thie 1s possible becausze the Army Flan i1s being
e
ti{{ prepared at the same time the budget estimate 1s beinqg prepared
N
e
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the year (figure I provides the approximate time

for pragram

frames). The likelihood of this occurring is very sm&all due to

the long time frame needed for Omnibus.

BUDGET YEAR
(FY 1986)

BUDGET JUSTIFICATION
& BUDGET EXECUTION

N 4 g g g g B p ) T
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PROGRAM YEAR
(FY 1987-91)

PROGRAMING &
BUDGET FORMULATION
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PPBES 1N CURRENT YEAR (CY 1985)

PRES
BUDGET

AUTHORIZAVIGN  APPORTIGNMENT
APPROPRIATION  APPROPRIATION
WARRANT

BUDGET
EXECUTION

DG

PBD

e

= PLANNING YEAR :
DRAFT DG
f: (FY 1958-92) AND
s PLANNING & ARMY PLAN
b" PROGRAMING *
r JAN | FEB { MAR| APR I MAY| JUN | JUL | AUG | SEP | OCT | ROV | DEC
.-. *BEGINNING WITH THE PLANNING FOR POM 8852,
> THE JSPD AND DG WILL BE BIENNIAL DOCUMENTS.
:,; figure T 2

T AFMY  COMMAND  AND  MANAGEMENT: THEORY ANL FRACTICE, 1985-

1986, US Army War College, figure 15-7, page -6
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A recent decision by the DCSOFS/DCSLOG staff agencies to

expand the Omnibus process to a two year cycle may negate the
possibility of earlier impacts upon the budgeting process. The
determining factor will be the usefulness and viability of the
results obtained from the FORCEM model. Those resulte will be
available at appro:imately the same time <frame az in the past.
If those results are usable without & 1lot of post-processing,
they could provide a potential for mid-analysis utility. It will
be necessary to await the outcome of the current tests to get an
ANSWEer o

The two year cycle of Omnibus is intended to take advantage
of the two year budget cycle and provide CAA some opportunities
not averlable imn the past. The time =schedule being tested will
provide results from a primary analysis at the 12 month poinrt.
These resulte will be provided to LEAR/AMC for their post-
processing analysis. At the same time, CAA is planning to adjust
planning factore and assumptions to make additionrnal runs of the
csame scenario and determine the impact of those changes. This
timing will provide initial results at the time preparation of

the next budget estimate is being accamplished. It would appear

that the results would also be available for use in justification

=y v

of that estimate. The critical factor in this scheduling is the

ot
P

assumption that the two vyear budget cycle will evolve into a

e
A a A

cycle where the first year is used to prepare the budget estimate

o

> and the second year is budget justification and approval. If the
~

%: Congress requires an earlier start of the justification process,
e

.
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this advantage will be lost.

One final area of concern with the utility of the Omnibus
process to the FFBES has to do with the force which is studied.
There is a valid need for determining a current force capability.
The shortcoming with the process results mainly from the fact
that the results cannot be obtained in a timely encugh feshion to
allow intfluence on near term actions. This means that action to
correct deficiencies in other than Operations, Maintenance
Accounts and Military Fay Accounts cannot be effected until the
next budget cycle(meaning I-4 vyears when we go to the two year
budget cycle). The Assistant DCSLOG, MG Russo suggests that the
best use of Omnibus in the near term may be to influence the
equipment distribution as it becomes available.Z

The reason for the lack of impact on a near-—-term basic iz
the long lead time for production items. Thus, decisions about
more cargo trucks versus petroleum haulers must be made prior to
the‘budget preparation. Fresently, these decisions are made as

objectively as possible without the aid of a decision tool such

EEE as Omnibus. Omnibus currently only assists the army staff
e |
b§?4 efforte for optimization by providing a limited validation of :
e
ol
A whether or not past decisions were good.
s 7
gﬁg Use of DOmnibus in a predictive manner, by studying the
“
rod
&gd program year force(using the two vyear cycle, this would mean
b
:5” studying the 1992 force in 1988) would provide sufficient time
A
o TETEETETETTEETETTTTT
LSS
s Z Interview with Russo, Vincent, MG, US Office of the Deputy
::} Chief of Staff, Logistics, Army, Washington, 237 AQpril 1984
L%
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- to change assumptions, evaluate synergistic effects of different
<o combat service support structures, and determine poscsible
-\.-
1S5 : o . . .
oA outcomes of different decisions. Use of Omnibus in this manner
v would enable more objective argumente in budget justification
e sessions before Congress and contribute to optimization of the
o . ) .
_Qg application of limited resources.

There are risks inherent in the use of a computer simulation
":' {_"
??A for decision-making 1in such a political arena. Obviously, if
oK
n" -

Congress requires changes to the force which was studied, the

e
a
Lo

effects of those changes will not be kno&n. Similarly, if the

ROV

L)

2 e
..3; threat changes significantly, many assumptions and planning
f}: factore may be invalidated. However, the availability of some
P 2™
\ possible autcomes before the decisions are made on long lead
LSO
el procurements may be well worth the risk.
:i: If the study of the program year force were made in additicn
(1"
J to the current year, establishment of an audit trail on force
':56 changes would enable validation of planning factors, assumption:z,
N and decisions.
E “-:I
o Naturally, there would be many problems associated with
s
{}ﬁ addition of another simulation of this magnitude. Frojection of
s
'?ﬁ the force structure and the wholesale <eupport base would be
LAY
& 1 difficult. Additionally, another data base would need to be
S Y
SN
i created to maintain the audit trail for force structure changes
~" .
‘f$-
ﬁt{ and other decisions which would affect the outcome. Theze
4 problems may be well beyond the current capabilities of the
'y
>
N agencies involved. This point will be further discussed in the
s
0y
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following paragraphs.

AUTOMATION

One of the most significant problems with Omribus is the
volume of data to be handled by a large rnumber of agencies. The
research in this area indicated that there is much activity
throughout each of the agenciees in addressing solutions to many
associlated problems. Much of this activity ie related to dzata
manipulation. The orne area which holde great potential for
improvemenrnt is the area of automated linkages.

The present process ucses transfer of data through auvtomated
means 1n  many Ccases. However, there 1is involved phycsical
transter of tapes which may or may not require reformatting of
data on the tapes. Development of automated retrieval between
numerous data bases involving wtraction of only pertinent datx
offers the possibility for much more rapid processing. Linkages
through standard army systems such as Viable and CCSS appear to
prrovide one avenue toward such a solution.

LEA has some sigriificant developments ongoing in terme of

logistics modeling which might influence some aspecte af the

» Omrnibus process. Most of the activities would pertain to
EV‘ specific portions of the process. An example is the possibility
Eg' that LOGHNET could provide a vehicle to update wholesale stock
Ei 23
2
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statuse in a responsive manner. Other opgortunities may develop
as these programs are built.

Another agency which had ongoing activity related to the
Omnibus is the Logistics Center. A consciousness existed in the
staff <esection responsible for the Army Model Improvement
Frogram{(AMIF) toward enhancement of the current situation.
Again, there were no specific projects oriented on Omrnibue.
However, some of the model development showed potential for

spinoff enhancements.

DOCUMENTATION

Durirng the research it quichkly became apparent that the
amournt of documentation concermning " the Omnibus process was very
limited. In fact, the only unclassified description of the
process with the level of detail presented in thie paper 1s
contained in the Omnibus final report that is classified SECRET.
fs a result, the description in this paper representse  a
compilation of information from many sources, most of which were
interviews with action officeres. Thie lack of documentation
causes a situation where knowledge of the process is limited by
the amount of individual involvement of the action officer. In

many cases, this i limited to the detailed instructions in a

tasking letter directing their efforts for input to a system froum
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which they receive little or no feedback.

Discussions with LTC M. Sivigny, Chief, ALA Center, ODCSLOG,
revealed that the level of concern regarding a knowledge base of
the Omnibus and ALA process was such that he 1s currently
developing a set of instructions for members of the ALA pariels to
ensure & common understanding of the two procezees and thear
interface. 4

The reasons for including this discussion 1i1n the paper are
twofold. First, as the knowledge of the process and its outputs
is increased, the greater is the likelihood that the outputs will
be used as intended, and in some ways which may not have been
erivisioned. A general impression received duwing the resecrch
pericod was that a high degree of knowledge of Omnibus existed =t
the General Dfficer Steering Committee level and among members of
the Frogram Development Increment Faclages(FDIFs) panels,
however, relatively little beyond‘that. Secornd, as the level of

knowledge increases at the action officer level there is more

personal involvement which may ultimately lead to entharncements

e

*
x e %

generated by those who deal with the system the most.
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4 Interview with Sivigny, Michael, LTC, US Dffice of the
Deputy Chief of Staff, Logistics, Army, Washington, 23 April 1986
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) CHAFTER VI
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

S CONCLUSIONS

‘l.
e

' A N

S

A common theme in most of the 1nterviews with action

Pl A4
l'l

oificere who use the outpute indicated that the Omnibus procecs

(]

doe

w

provide the product it was designed to provide, on

'
Y
P

1. v
Fd

assessment of the current capability of the US Army.

'n

5, 4

.

B
oo
BN
LR

The wutility of that assessment to the Army Staff was

4
a

not evaluated due to my predisposition that the Omnibtus process

-
&

- ".

e

.i- is valuzsble enough to study and attempt to enhance. Discussions
b .:.F_:
'zg with action officers did indicate that the results are reviewed

and used by panel members in pricoritizing Frogram Development

»
0
e

Increment Fackages (FDIFs),

Dccumentation of the Omnibus process is inadequate in terms

of non—-technical, unclassified literature which discusses
concepts, approaches, and agency involvement. The specific type
26
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of documentation to inform participantse of their role in the
total process is not readily available. The research for this
paper did not address technical documentation such ag programming
manuals at CAA or LEA because that was outside the intended scope
of this effort.

Insufficient factse were found to provide & basie for a
judgement concernifng an édditional run of Omnibus for the progtram
vear.

The effect of the two year cycle and the ability tco
influence the budget estimate preparation will not be known until
the completion of the test cwrently ongoing.

The internal developmental efforts of CAA invalving FORCEM
are the only efforts with a direct impact on the current CGanibus
process. There are related efforts which have potential spinoff
berefits that canrnot be clearly specified at this time. The
agencies involved with those projectse are also involved with
Omnibus so that possible benefits are likely to be recognized.

This research revealed nao heretofore uwunknown sources of
automation enhancements to the Omnibus process. It did confirm
the existence of areas where considerable improvement 1in
recsponsiveness can be obtained through implementaticn of

improvements known to the personnel involved in the process.
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AN RECOMMENDAT 10NS
| :\‘
-~
A concerted effort is needed to increase knowledge of the
Omriibus process through education of staff agencies and action
.
”- . . .
ﬂé cfficeres. Encour agement of publications in profesciocnal
<o) :
o
'fk magazines of the various staff agencies outlining the procesz and
’: discussing means for improvement is vital to obtaining individual
4?; involvement. Individual involvement on a wide scale is necessary
.'_'_»'
i? if we are to realize the potential of obtaining improvements from
o the decentralized developmental efforts throughout the Army.
;i As improvemente are made and the length of the process 1¢
'ﬁ; shortened, an analysis of the program year force should be made.
o Whether this should be accomplished through an additional run of
N
s .
X Omriibus, or changing the focus of the effort will need to bLe
2,
bi determined by the available resources. The optimal solution
f’; would be to male two runs, the first being the program year, and
e
fi the second, modified by the decisions that were made concerning
.
:3 the program year force, as a validation of the decisions &nd a .
@. .
f¢j current capability assessment.
)
.34 A central agency, such as the Assistant Chief of Staff,
I
e Information Management, should host an annual confererce of all
'qﬁ agerncies involved in the development of computer models and
;$$ systems. The purpose of the conference should be to compare all
O
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ongoing developmental efforts for duplication, similarity, and
interface. Attendees should be provided with detailed
descriptions of all agency efforts at both management level and
techrnician level. A key goal of such a conference should be to
establish & discipline for manipulation of data which would
enable relatively easy exchange of information.

A concerted effort is needed to establish automated linkages
of data bases through standard army systems such as Viable, CCSE,
and LOGNET. Elimination of the physical transfer of data offers

a lucrative area for enhancement of responsiveness.
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