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L Combat service support for AlrlLand Battle doctrine has
béen desligned around a linear, fully developed battlefleld
integrating tactical, operational, and even strateglc
theater support operatlions Into the loglstic sustainment of
forces., Without beneflt of a mature battlefleld logistics
capabllltg, contingency force commanders face the dilemma of
deploying combat service support assets and Infrastructure
during critical inltial phases of contingency operations
simultaneousiy with combat and combat support forces needed
to ensure overwhelming combat power agalinst the enemy and
sustainment survival of those forces. The key, regardliess
of force slize or composition, remalns our ablility to
determine force sustalnment needs, and immedlate unforecast
requirements, and Integrate these demands Into the battle.
Forward Operating Base support In contlingency operatlions may
be the doctrinal answer to thils dllemma In the future that
will provide continuity to combat service support operations
both In contingency support and for alriand battle. (&2¢) ~
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INTRODUCTION

As we conslider the direction for AlrLand Battie Futiire.
logiwtics will necessarlly need to keep up with a umaller,
more aglle and deplovable, force structure that may very
wel| have even fewer combat service support units to put on
the battlefleld than there are now. Qulite possibly.
contlngency corps and forward presence may soon overshadow,
If not replace, forward defense in our strateglc deterrence
and responsiveness vocabulary, too, as we develop ensuing
AlrLand Battle Future doctrine now for the twenty-flrst
century. To sustain any contingency operations today and
protect deployed forces later from loglistic limlitations
inherent In fewer worldwide forward basing opportunities
faclng the Unlted States In the future, Forward Operating
Base (FOB) may need to be included in the logistics
doctrinal vocabuiary of contlngency corps, and even become
the cornerstone of AlrLand Battle Future loglstics. FOB is
a viable forward base alternative to forward defense
prepositloned logistlcs and management Infrastructure.!
Using currently avallable combat service support structure,
an FOB can provide credible operational level sustainment
now and in the future for the alrland battlefield even a=s
our forward cdefenses cdismantle: which |s particularly

essentlal to our future Army since, as much as land combat




force proJectlon, forward defense has also been a kay

component of our warflghting sustalinment capablllty.

ISSUE

The |ssue now and In the future |s how to deploy support
for contingency and relinforcing units, and how to control
the flow of support Into and on the battlefleld., FOB can D>e
the solution that allows deployed forces of any slze to
prolect and distribute sustainment onto and across
battlefields anywhere in the world.

Whether supported by forward area support teams (FAST)
as in light divisions or forward support battallons (FSB)
like those found in heavy dlvisions, contlingency forces need
to follow guidance outllined In FM 100-16 and quickly
estabplish the theater support base. Even lf the contlingency
calls for only a brigade slzed force, a loglstics base
separate from the supporting FAST or FSB operationa is
critical to the sustalnment of the deployed forces. This |s
the mlssion of the FOB: to look to the rear for supporting
ctesources and llaison with the direct support units; provide
logistics expertise and dlvision support command level
declision making beyond the scope of the supporting commands
on the battlefleld: coordinate support for all non-organic
task force units in the thea‘er: llink the tactlical support
to the operational and strateglc logistice agencies ocutside
the area of operations: vanguard the projectlon of logletics

support forward wlith the flow of battle, and transition the
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FOB into the corps and theater Ssupport basing as the theater

develops.2

PURPUSE

The whole purpose of the FOB is to be able to use
effectively not only the tactical, bhut also the operational
and strateglic logistlic resources of the Army durlng
contingencles, [uture alrland battleflel!ds may not be where
we feared most or least expected., but United States
commitment and responsiveness wil] necessarlly continue to
be an integral part of Army AlrLand Battle doctrline,

' regard}ess where our forward basing remains. No matter
where any future battleflelds unfold, to maintain
Iinitlatlve, promote force agility, fight simultaneocusiy
throughout the depth of the entire battlefleld, and
synchronize that fight effectlively, complex loglstlics
support issues wlll contlnue to characterize AlcLand Battle
sustainment doctrine Just as |t does now., Doctrine that can
i111-afford to Ignore inltlally providing adequate support
during critical early phases of contingency operations or to
uniquely distinguish contlingency support capablllty from
support needed on the mature alriand battlefleld. Providing
acdequate complex loglscics support for contingency forces
thrust onto fluld, lethal battlefields of potentlally
uncertaln dimensions ls, however, further complicated by

discuption of our lncreasingly more sophisticated automated

support systems as the forcee deploy and, therefore,




discuptlon >f our abllity to acceas operational and
strateglc Ioglistics support from the tactlcal frontllines
using existing routlne ajrliand battlefield systems. This is
particularly true.when the Injitijally deployed brigode |s
alsc called upon to be the Army component command of Jolnt
and/or combined operaglons. or at least controlling ¢and
supporting’ speclal operatlion forces (SOF> untlil overall
conventional forces bulld further, With its tactlcal
support committed to looking forward on the battlefield to
the immediate needs of deployed forces, contingency force
commanders at ail levels need a doctrinal bridge to span the
gap deployment to bare~base areas of operation created
between the tactlcal loglstics battlefield and both
operational and strategic logistics bases unt!! those bases
become an integral part of the area of operation,
Establlshing a Forward Operating Base capable of direct
access to operational and strateglc rescurces that is also
functlonally separate from the tactlcal direct support
efforts lg a2 doctrlnal necessity for that bridge and

successful loglstics support.

CURRENT DOCTRINE

Current loglstics doctrine has developed In support of a
rather |lnear battliefleld. Even in support of AlrlLand
Battle, supply and services remain scheloned to the brlgade

support areas, and supported units, through division, corps,

and theater from our strateglc national resources. [t also




remaing true that no matter how exotlic we try to make
loglstics, lt is stil] requlrements drlven buslness: and
must also be prepared to expliolt sSuccess or ocpportunity as
wel]l as routlineiy meet consumption requirements,
Fortunately., some requirements are easily predicted, |lke
food and water. Any requlrement that |s not situation
dependent |s predictable, even on the most lethal and
technologlcally modern battlefield. Unfortunately, however,
requirements surfacing on the battlefield that have not been
predicted are the ones that frustrate both commanders and
logisticlans, Echeloned support |s designed to overlap
enough to make resources readlly accessible for most
unforecast needs and reduce frustration: as long as the
battlefleld has matured enough for dlivision base and
echelons above division unlte to be there within reach of
tactical support units., On a mature battlefleld, tactlcal.
operational, and often strateglc logistics capabllities are
present. Normally, In the theater, tactlcal logistics are
direct support level requirements for three to flve days of
operatlon. Operational levels of sustalinment are thlirty to
sixty days duration and strategic levels extend operating
limlts over seventy-five days. Contributling to operatlional
sustalnment are echelon above dlvision and echelon above
corps general support units, theater war reserve stocks, and
host natlon support. Strateglic sustalnment orlginates with

the industrial base and depot/wholesale stocks, but spllls

into the theater to sustaln the level of war at whlch you




must win. Qur forces stationed overseas as part of our

forward defense Initlative have [ncluded sustainment

Infrastructure for all wartime levels, Our presence

overseas has ajlowed us to operationally plan with the

loglstics insurance of a mature theater suppert structure

avallable to provide sustalinment. OQur doctrine accepts thls
capablility wll! prevall, even though we are not forward

deployed in the most dangerous current hot spots of the .
world. Contingency plans, therefore, do not all enjoy this

doctrinal guarantee of in place support.

To better understand how Important Forward Operatling
Bases are to low and mid-intensity contingency operations
where loglistical Infrastructure wi!l develop concurrently
with combat force bulld-up, It |s Important to examine our
logletics Infrastructure. Regardless whether supported wlth
forward area support teams (FAST) or forward support
battallons (FSB), elther l8 stl]l] a requirements based
support system. Requlirements stll! have to be ldentlfled,
requisitioned or requested, and then recelived, stored or
distrlibuted, and lssued. Automat!on contlnues to make this
laborlous process faster, simpler, and better, but not
wlthout lncreasing dependence on automated systems wlith
limlited battlefield mobllity and virtually Incapable of ,
decentrallzling support capablllty such as required durling
contingency operatlions., Although our forces can flght as

autonomous brlgades, brlgade support ls stlll dependent on

echeloned support coming from behind the brigade rear




poundary. Much of the linking automatlon pbetween tactical
direct support and hligher levels of supply has migrated to
echelons above division, particularly in llght divisions
usually earmarked for contingency plan use. In addition,
most management functlions used to llink tactical direct
support requirements with operational and strategic
resources have been centralized elther within t! - ¢ vislon
or !|n echelons above division management centers.
Therefore, to support even an autonomous brigade task force.
managlng resources on the airland battlefiela Ils a £ull time
Job for everyone, even in peacetime. Although great
Progress has been made in automating the mechanics of
translating requirements of tactlical need Into dellvery of
strateglc resources at the proper time and place to satistfy
those requlirements, automated battlefield combat service
support systeams have not yet been 1lnked 2ffectively over
the long distances between tactical, operational, and
strateglc support. Close coordlnation and courler/llalson
Is antlclpated, even after the battlefleld fully develops,
to transfer automated data on diskette and metaillc tape
across that battlefleld, Courler and llalson coordination
and data transfer |s a cumbersome communicatlons methed In
an automated support system: as |s the |lnear front to rear
distribution of automated data even In an establlshed
theater of operation. In |s completely lnefficlent, and

quite poasibly ineffectlve as well, for use durlng

contingency operatlions when operational and atrateglc




support elements remaln at the end of extensive lines of
communications reaching from potentially anywhere In the
worid Into continental United States home stationing.

Regardiess of current changes in world politics or past
experience., we contlinue to recognize higher probabllitles
for low and mid-intenslty confllicts and an Inherent need to
effectively execute contlingency operations virtually
anywhere in the world. Forward statlioning, and
prepositioned war reserves, contribute substantially to
shaping loglstics support and force sustalnment cperatlions
wherever forward deployment Initlatives currently deter
confllet, particularly at the higher Intenslty end of the
spectrum. But not only may our forward stationing presence
be shrinkling back to within our contlnental boundaries, |t
even now hardly constltutes a truly global land-based

capablllity to sustaln force projJections.

NEW CHALLENGES

With extenslve forward defense |n Jeopardy, Army
thinklng and structure must react to be able to meet new
challenges. The Unlted States Armv Posfucre Statement. FY ‘
91, reflects however that, "The Army will contlnue to
malntaln forward-deployed forces to meet natlonal securlity
comm!tments and maintain the credibllity of the Nation’s
deterrent strategy. However, the easing of global! tenslons,

coupled with reduced ml!ltary threats, may require fewer of

these forces. This wll! cause groater rellance on ready,




flexible, and rapldly deployable contingency and reinforcing
forces- elevating the need for greater strategic mobslllty,
Since advances In strategic llft alone may not adequately
meet Army requirements, future Army contlngency and
reintorcing forces must be designed to be more strateglcally
deployable with no decrease In combat capabllity. It Is
Imperative that future Army forces be capable of:

- Attaining a clear tactlical advantage wherever
comm!tted:

- Conducting land campaigns and simultaneous close and
deep operatlions:

- Malntalnlng superior force agllity through both
physical capablliities and leader development:

- Flghtling outnumbered and winnings and

- Linklng the strateglc, operational, and tactlcal

levels of war."3

Faced with so much world polltical change, It |s hard to
Imagine exactly what the Army of the future will look 1lke
to meet resulting challenges: and, perhaps, even harder to
determine how to best support Army forces on the battlefleld
to do what our current posture statement emphaslzes,

History may even repeat ltself, as It often does, with
far-reaching reorganlization of tactical units simllar to
restructuring during the period 1940 to 1942 that

stream! ined existing divisions to make them more sultable

for open warfare by minimlzing their service eslements where

these functlons could be collected and provided at parent




c ang army levels.4 Perhaps the Army potentially can
eve reuse words |lke regiment or battle group to determine
how - design combat force structure for a smaller, more
aglle and deployable future Army, At least at this polnt in
time possibllities for the future force structuring seem
nearly that limitless, as long as Chlief of Staff, Army,
imperatives of force quality, doctrine, force mix, tralniag,
modernization, and leadership cevelopment ramaln protected.S
But there are limits, logistically, to how usefu! history
can be In predlicting future force structure, particularly
tor combat service support organizatlon and structure.
Technologlical advances alone have !rrevocably changed the
loglstics compiexion of the battlefield forever.

Even so, loglstics remains the economice of werfare: and
in broad terms sustalning the deployed forces of the United
States remains a business of production, distribution, and
consumptlion, Just as [t was the logistics business of World
War I and World War 11,6 Just 1lke economics, sustalning
the deployed forces of the Unlted States on future
battleflelcds can also simply be stated as allocating
(properly distributing) scarce resources (from limlted
production capacity) to competing ends (unit consumption).
Of course, thls allocatlion of resources !s still command "
responsiblility. Responsiblliity layered all the way from
consuming unit commander, through distribution systems of

tactical, operational, and strategl!c commancders, to the

release authoritlies of our national resources. Wlthout




question, however, the mechanlics of this responsipility is
vested In logisiticlans, and logistics coordination must
exist throughout the flow of support to sustain the
technological advantages of the battlefleld we currently
enjoy. "The ultimate alm of all logistice (and
loglisticlanas] |s to get the proper combat elements to the
right place at the rlight time, properly equipped to fight,
and with the means at hana té maintain them In the
accompl lshment of their missions [(on mature battlefields as
well as durlng contingencles on developing battleflelds).”
Forward defense initiatives have permitted considerable
loglstics support and Infrastructure be prepositioned and
establ ished, supporting ocur current echelons above coéps
logistics doctrine, where forces, and commands, remaln
forvard deployed to handle the business of dimtributling
resources on the battlefleld.B Obviously, shrinking forward
deployed logistice opportunlitlies challenge our existing
sustainment doctrine as well as our warflighting capabllity.
Contingency operations do not enJoy such warm loglstlic
receptions as our forward defense provides. With over half
the world expected to have modern conventliconal weapons by
the twenty-first century, about the only thing our forces
are guaranteed durling contingencles ls arrival on a very
lethal, and potentlially prolonged, "bring your own" highly
technical battletleld.® Since we are doctrinally
unaccustomed to bringing everything, all at once, to a flght

we expect to need, logistlic eves willl need to not only look
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forward to ..pport combatant units, but also backwards
through long loglstic pipelines to keep the right support
flowlng In the right order.!0 Command and control of the
plpellne on the battlefield, and battlefleld loglstics
management at the plpellne mouth, are the essence of FOB.
Britaln was faced with Just such an operational sustalinment
requlicrement durlng what is now called the Falkland Islands
War. Two theater sustainling bases, one on Ascension Island
hal f-way between England and the battlefleld and one
consisting of sustainment vessel!s within the Task Force
afloat. linked strateglc support functlons pecrformed in
Britain to tactical level combat service support units
supporting the land war on East Falklands.ll These key
sustalnment support bases were, ln fact, the Britlish center
of gravity during the Falkland campaign. Obviously, even
though the central organizational framework for operatlonal
sustalnment |s the theater army: field armles, corps, and
even dlvisions must be prepared to plan and conduct
operational level sustainment depending on the nature of the
contingency and task forces required.l2 pNo doubt, divislons
must further be prepared to deploy, and coordlinate
sustainment for, thelr subordinate brigade task forces that
may operate In theaters without parent organlzations elther ’
independently or relinforcing other committed units, as

occurre: In operation Just Cause. Regardless what structure

and form contingency forces take in the future as part of

evolving AlrLand Battle doctrine !n the next century,
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however, commanders at all levelis wll| need tO be prepared
to sustaln operations In low and mid intensity conflicts
anywhere In the world: and do lt over dangerously long and

unforgiving lines of supply and communlications during

contingency operatlons or on any other maturing battieflield.

Likewise, regardless what structure and form combat service
support takes in the future: command, control, and
management of logistices for the battlefield will remain a
key functlional responsibiiity of loglsticlans to ensure
combatant commancers stlll have the resources needed to
support and sustain smaller, more aglle forces commltted
sequentlally Into the theater of war,

Right now, AlrLand Battle doctrine focuses predominantly
on the magnltude of threats of global confllict and the
operational art of a rather llinear contlinental warfare In
Europe. It |s an eyes-forward, aggressive ways and means to
a defensive end supported by a robust echelons above corps
loglstics doctrine and capabliity.1® However, AlrLand
Battle ls also Urgent Fury Into Grenada in 1983 and Just
Cause in Panama on 20 December 1989, and |t ls still our
answer to the complete low, mid, as welil as high Intensity
range of the conventlonal confllct spectrum. So as the
perceived end to the cold war contlnues to dissolve the
high-intenslity bl-polar threat orientation that fostered
current nuclear detercence strategles and much of our
conventional warflighting battlefleld doctrine, we must

contlnue to antliclpate how to msucceesfully flght, and




sustalin, our future Army. Naturally, with forward defense
inltlatives supporting current doctrine still embattled wlth
Conventlonal Forces In Europe (CFE) reductlon talks and
increasing interest in contingency corps and forward
presence. the European battlefleld must contlinue to
Influence future doctrine but without deminating our
operational leve! thinkling. Forward defense inltlatlves
permlitted significant battlefleld sustalnment bulld-up to
occur where national strategic Intereats have been most
threatened. Our forward-deployed Acrmy forces have
successfully lmplemented support doctrine using
pre-positioned war reserve materlel stocks and sollcltatlon
of host natlon support C(HNS).14 ywith these inltiatlives in
Jeopardy, greater emphasis on lndependent force projection
capabl ! ity and support basing of these nonforward-dep!oyed
torces |s essentlal.lS

Regardless the slze or compoasltion of the forces
ceployed, or the Intenslty of conflict, provislons must
stl1] be made for base development.l6 Contlingency forces in
low and mld Intensity confllcts where our statloned presence
ls usually less pronounced will be greeted with little or no
waltling logistics capablllity ready to protect thelr combat
power arriving, more than likely, from multiple origins and .
support bases. Projecting sustaining logistics forwvard onto
the battlefleld will be a deploylng force responsiblllity and
FOB doctrline must recognlize the Importance of Immedlately

being able to service and control the loglstics needs of all

14




unite arriving In the theater of operations sutficlently to
facllitate mission accomplliskhment: currently an echeion
above corps responsiblllty,17

Actually, there may be less emphasis on echelons above
corps support In the future anyway, driving many operational
requirements into the lower levels of our forée structure.
This wlll become even more apparent as force structuring
seeks to bulld more aglllity Into the Army. General John W.
Foss, Commanding General, U.S. Army Training and Doctrine
Command._ln an Interview with Armed Forces Journal
lntecnational, seemed to indicate force agillty will be the
lead tenet of AlrLand Battle Future as we shape the Army
after CFE negotlations are completed.l8 our current force
character has developed defensively over the last forty
vears of cold war peace, with more battlefleld endurance
than strategic aglllty. But Incumbent CFE force reductions
accordingly predict we no longer can expect the densely
populated battleflelds experlienced In the past that focused
attention on bullding force endurance rather than aglllty.
General Foss therefore projects we wlll move toward a much
more non!linear battlefield of relatively sparsely displayed
troop dispositions from a smaller force requiring much
greater battlefleld agillty to concentrate combat power.
Thewe forces however already have the techneologlcal
capablllity of locating, flxing, and engaging enemy forces
successfully at great ranje to shape the dlispersed

battlefleld to our advantage. Future success |n battle, as

1§



a resu. |1 depend upon how fast we can move and how fast
we can b 1 up combat power to explolt the technologlcally
achleved . :vantages,!?

Even with aglilty becoming the potentlal lead tenet of
AlrLand Battie Future, combat service support commitment to
not only aglllity, but alsc Initlative. depth, and
sychronlzation will remaln relatively unchanged and polnt to
the increased Importance and need of FOB'command. control,
and battlefield management of loglstics down to the maneuver
brigade., Aglllity will stlll require we provide forces
contlnuous, uninterrupted support. Inlitlative on the
battlefleld will still require logistical anticlipation of
combat needs, contlinuous readiness, and responsive support
derlved from understanding the commander’s Intent. Depth
will stil]l demand contlnulty of support, partlicularly on the
more nonlinear battlefleld expected in the future, and over
extended ranges of support needs and quantitles necessary to
flght throughout the depth nof the battlefleld.
Synchronlzation will stil] require total support
integration. Forward commanders on cllspersed nonllinear
battleflelds will begln to look 1lke contingency commanders.
To make sure they both receive full advantage of the tenets
of aglllity, Inltlatlve, depth, and sychronlizatlon wherever v
they flght, logisticians are needed forward with each of
them in FOB to Integrate thelr loglstics Into the battle.

Without expecting signiflcant changes ln requicements,

distributlion becomes the recognizable cornerstone of AlrLand
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Battle Future loglstlics and the FOB the -:ontrolling node,
regardless the [mproved automation and conmunicatlion, and a
ma.jlor consideration In the planning and executlon of
contingency operation loglstics support, True, a lot of
great lmpfovements cver the past twenty vears have made
alrland battlefield support today much better than dur!ng
Worlid War I, Korea, and Vietnam, but sti!] tough business
particularly during contingency operatlions., We need to
concentrate on how we deploy support for units from many
dlifferent locatlons and many different organizations now, as
we had to do in Panama, and develop doctrine for that kind
of support that can compliment AlrLand Battle Future
doctrine before we face a prolonged, pronounced logistic

situation we may not be able to handle 30 easily.

AUTOMATION

General Foss has also commented fewer people will
probably be needed In loglstics for the simple reason that

we now have rellable automation and communications back into

the rear area; so we can move away from basic loglistical
concepts that have carrcied the U.S. Army since 1942 using
supply point distribution where everybody has thelr own
vehlcle and goes back and plcks up what they need and brings
it back to the front.20 1 agree we have grown Into a
logistics age domlinated by automation. I remember studylng
TAERS (The Army Equipment Repalr System) a long time ago In

school bhefore my flrst assignment, and later working with
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TAMM ™ (The Army Malntenance Management System) as a
mechanlzed infantry battallon motor officer in Europe. Both
were quantum leaps In management technique and efficlency In
yhoae early career days, although [ stlll am convinced
bﬁckordered used to mean someone had rolied up my 2765
requisition, stuffed It in a fllp-top bottle, and thrown |t
out Into the ocean from the Normandy beaches! Without
question nelther TAERS nor TAMMS compare at all to SAMS
(Standard Army Malntenance System) and SARSS (Standard Army
Retall Supply System) currently ussd tocay and whlich I
recently enjoyed having on my side as a malntenance
battallon commander supporting a llight Infantry divislon,

We have a lot more alphabet soup systems avallable to us In
logistics automation now, tuo. But ln contlngency
coperations |lke Urgent Fury and Just Cause, or the many
exercises and deployments common throughout the 1lght |
infantry, alphabet soup does not get the Job done |f we
cannot get these systems quickly onto the battlefleld or at
least access support agencles efflclently through them from
the remote areas of the contingency world.

Even with all the !mprovement I have seen, Army
logistice systems are sti!l plagued with 1960’s technology,
sequential batch processing, independent discreet data
bases, and limited asset visiblility., Although far superior
to any previous requisitioning systems, SARSS automatl.on ls
stll] fed most places by predominately manual unit Input and

produces output that must be hand-carry transferred to the
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locatlion of the SAILS (Standard Army Intermedlate Loglistica
System) computer to capture accounting cata befors enterling
the wholesale supply system. The same hand processing
cequirement holds true for SAMS and DS4 (Ditrect Support Unit
Standard Supply System) Information processing needed to
determine battliefleld force readiness., What this means |s
that even on thi.mature alrland battlefield, these exlsting
obstacles prolong our processing times and, !n turn, our
abllify to support. Near-term lnltla€lvos. llke the
ObJective Supply Systgm (0SS), are great In-roads to
veducing order ship time (0ST) and improving battieflield
support capabllity. System testw of 0SS at Fort Hood,
Texae, reduced OST from 12-25 days to 5-7 days.2! py
successfully using modem transfer of nnit requlslitlons from
ULLS (Unit Leve! Loglstlics System) to a master computer, 0SS
autumatically edited, cost accounted, anc sequentially
searched asset Inventorles untl! the requisition was fllled
(or had to be procured). Creating a major time and cost
savings, Q0SS |s obviously a winner, It !s no woncer 0SS is
the cornerstone of the ongolng Army Strateglc Logistlzo
System (SLS) Initlative designed to further reduce 0OST
throughout the Army, create one single supply system,
Increase visiblilty of all Inventory, and optimize use of
automatlon, 22

SLS wlll dramatically change how we do business in
Europe and, eventually everywhere else In our forward

defenses and CONUS relnforcing units. But SLS architects,
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and gs:naps even Alrland Battle sustalnment doctrlne
developers, need to remember contlingency corps and forward
presence are becoming the vocapulary of the future: and
future alrland battliefledes may not be where we fearcd most
or least expected for that matter, but Unlted States
comm!tment and respons|veneas wil| necessar!ly contlnue to
be an Integral part of Army Alrland Battle doctrine
regardless where our forward basing remains., No matter
where any future battleflelds unfold, to malntaln
Initiative, promote force agliity, fight simultaneously
throughout the depth of the entire battlefleld, and
synchronlze that fight effectively, complex loglstics
support i(ssues wlll contlnue to characterlze AlrlLand Battle
sustainment Just as |t does now. Doctrinely, we wil need to
consider how to deploy In the future In contingency
operations to regalin the support advantage our forward

defenses h;vo afforded us In the past.

CONCLUSION

Our greatest dllemma when we thrust contingency forces
onto fluld, lethal battleflelds of potentlally uncertaln
dimensions !s reestablishing our Interconnecting support
bases., We automatically sever or dlsrupt uur sophisticated
automated support systems as the forces deploy. We cannot
afford to deploy Into any potentially hostile environment
without beneflt of force multiplyling technology and

logletilcs. FOB offer the opportunlty to project the
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sustaining technologlcal aavantages of our Army now as well

as for Alrland Battle Future.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

Ferward Qperating base adgvantages must be selzed upon
now and Implemented as doctrine. Too often peacetime
tralning opportunities are forfelt because we tralin smaller
units (battallon and brligade) away from thelr external
support unlts, Our llnearly orlented cpmbat service support
structure and automation falls, too, because it |s designed
around |ntecdependent connectlvity of echeloned support.
Doctrine must be able to provlde for all confllict on all
scales. Strategic Log!stic System (SLS) Inltlatives need to
be designed to support FOB ln contingency operations. FOB.
sychronizes bittlefleld support and every deployvable force
needs to practice lts use with every avallable resource
committed te Its success., Every planning headquarters needs
to Include FOB in conslderling every contingency operatlon.
As our forces face reduction with continued worldw!de
comm! tments, we can no longer flght without guaranteeing
logistlc support; the tenet of Forward Operating Base

doctrline.
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