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ABSTRACT

LOGISTICS INTELLIGENCE: THE FIRST STEP IN OPERATIONAL
SUSTAINMENT?, by Major T.D. Moore, U.S.A., 64 pages.

This monograph examines the intelligence requlremeiits of
logistics planners at the operatlonal level of war. Specifically,
it analyzes what information is available to sustainment planners,
the form of that information as 1t is used in the staff planning
process, and the degree to which that intelligence satisfies the
requirements of logistics planners.

Flrst, the theory and context of loglstics and intellligence
at the operational level of war are studied. These component parts
are then synthesized into a working definition of the term
"operational level loglstics intelligence".

Two hlistorlical case studles in which operational logistics
and intelligence played important parts are analyzed next. These
examples are Operation Overlord, the Allied landing at Normandy,
and Operatinn Chromite, the Jjoint U.S./Korean landing at Inchon.

Current Army and Jolnt doctrine for the productlion of
intelligence to support sustalnment planning at the operational
level are examined next. Specific emphasis is placed on the
interface of joint and Army doctrine.

The author concludes that a need exists for specific
logistics intelligence during campaign planning, recognizing
doctrine and staff procedures to do so are still being developed.
This study ends with recommendations to approve that developing
doctrine, teach it 1n service schools, and suggests a format for
logistics staff officers to use when requesting intelligence.
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I. INTRODUCTION

As the scale and complexity of warfare have
increased, the importance of logistics to
success in battle has likewise increased. An
army's ability to marshal, transport, and
distribute large quantities of material and to
maintain the men and equipment of large units
can make the decisive difference between
victory and defeat...(1l)
This statement from the Army's keystone warfighting manual,
FM 100-5, Qperations, indicates the importance of logistics to
modern warfighting. During the last two hundred years, logistics
has, according to noted author Martin Van Creveld, become "as much
as nine tenths of the business of war."(2)
Current doctrine and historical examples indicate that the
planning for logistical support of campaigns and major
operations requires extensive preparation. A major part of this
preparation is an analysis of the theater or area of operations;
an analysis which provides intelligence reievant to logistics.(3)
Such an analysis requires information that is directly related to
logistics matters and expressed in logistics terminology. The
extent and availability of such intelligence can dramatically
affect logistics planning, and ultimately, combat operations.
This paper will examine the linkage between logistics and
intelligence at the operational level of war. It will determine
what information sustainment planners requlre, and whether such

informatlon 1s avallable ln a form relevant to loglistics planning.

Thls study begins with a discussion of the research topic and




methodology, Next, 1t discussez the theoreticol and doctrinal
context and principles of operational logistics. This discussion
will be used to develop a framework for determining what
Intelllgence 1s necessary to plan theater logistles.

Using this doctrinal and theoretical framework, two his.orical
case studles will be analyzed, focusing on the intelligence
available to logistics planners. These case studies are Operation
- Overlord, the Allied Invasion of Europe in 1944, and Operation
Chromite, the U.5. Landing at Inchon in 1950. Each operation will
be analyzed by examining what intelligence was avallable which
contributed to planning the five key sustainment considerations in
a theater of war. According to FM 100-5, Qperations, these
considerations are: forces available, theater infrastructure,
host nation support, establishment of the sustainment base, and
support of the major sustainment systems.(4)

This paper will assume the planning of operational
loglstics 1s largely dependent on Intellligence related to these
five key consliderations. Each of the filve considerations has
unique intelligence requirements. The first, analyzing forces
available, requires intelligence about the readiness and
deployablllty of combat service support units, and factors which
may affect their deployment and mobilization.(5) Next, the
abllity to plan the establishment of the theater Infrastructure
depends on intelligence describing the civil and military

facilities in the theater. These include, but are not limited to,




ports, roads, airfields, repair facilitles, supply points, and

railroads.(6)

Third is the need to consider host nation support as an
aspect of logistics planning. Intelligence should include
information on civilian labor, agreements currently in effect for
management of facilities such as railways and communications
networks, and the need to negotliate such support where no
agreements exlst.(7) Fourth, when consldering establlishment of
the sustalnment base, other types of intelligence exist.
Determining the existence, location, and accessibility of
sustainment bases requires details on access to air and/or sea
lift, storage space, transshipment capability, and accessiblility
of multiple lines of communication.(8) Such information may be
the key factor in planning a campaign or operatlion, as some
historians believe to be true in selecting the D-Day landing
site.(9)

Finally, the logistics planner must consider the capability
0of the sustainment base to support the five basic functional
sustalnment systems: transportation, maintenance, supply,
personnel, and health services.(10) Intelligence should provide
detalls on any aspect of the theater which can elther contribute
to, or degrade, capabilities related to any of these five systems.

Following this analysis of historical case studies, this
paper will next dlscuss current doctrline for operatlonal loglstlcs

planning and the intellligence necessary to do so. Regquirements




for loglstics intelligence necessary to plan theater sustalnment
will be determined by analyzing historical precedents, theoretical
concepts, and current doctrine,

Based on the preceding dlscussion, thls study will evaluate
logistics intelligence and answer the research question: What
intelligence does the operational level logistician requlire when
planning theater sustainment, and is it available in a form
applicable to the operational level of war? Based on these
conclusions, a possible model for logistics intellligence will then

be suggestegd.




II. OPERATIONAL LOGISTICS INTELLIGENCE - THEORY AND CONTEXT

The unique character of the operational level of wrr forms
the framework for this discussion of loglistics intel:igence.
Together with strategic and tactical operations, operational art
provides the structural basis of modern warfare.:l)

FM 100-5, Qperations, defines operational art as:

The employment of military forces to attailn
strategic goals in a theater of war or theater
of operations tlrough the design, organization
and conduct of campaigns and major
operatlonz.(2)

warfare at this level basically involves Jjoint or combined
operations, as well as simultaneous and sequential operations,
which typically plan for multiple contingencies (branches) and
further opcrations (sequels).(3) The operational commander may
plan and conduct operations involving a single army in a single
zone of operations, or multiple field armies in several theaters
of operation within a theater of war. Although: "No particular
echelon of command ls solely or uniquely concerned with
operational art,...theater commanders and thelr staffs usually
plan and direct campalgns. Army groups and armiez normally design
the major ground operatlons of a campalgn.”(4)

More important than the scope or scale of operations (or the
size of the unlt(s) involved) is the gbjective, or more
gpeclifically, the "end-state towards which all mlllitary effort i=

directed.”"(5) Referring to our earllier definition of operational




art, thils end-state 1s the 'attalnment of strateqlc goalis'.
Theoretically, force structure should be independent of such an
obJectlive. Although commonly assoclated with army groups and
field armies, operational art may also be practiced with units a:z
small as divisions or brigades.(6) The important point to bear
In mind is that the operation sequences operations seeking to
acnieve strategic goals, and usually employs joint, and/or
combined forces to do so.

In order to achieve these goals, operational art requires
that a balance be establisined between ways, means, ends, and
risk.(7) Among the means necczsary in warfare are personnel,
equipment, logistics capability, space and time, i.e., "the total
combat power available to the commander.”(8) It is logistics
(operational, tactical, or strategic) which provides those means;
"provlides the mlilitary artist with the operational substance for
use in war."(9)

As Martin Van Creve 4 says, logistics is "the practical art
of moving armies, and keeping them supplied."(10) Practiced at
the level between strategy and tactics, operational logistics is
concerned with delivering to the commander the means to fight, and
then sustalning those forces from its base up to the forward
units.,

From a theoretical standpoint, Professor James Schneider, of
the 3chool »f Advanced Mil.tary Studles, considers two elements to

be crucial to logistical support: the base of operations and the




lines of communications.(11l) The base of operations is where an
army obtains its resources from - one or more locations stretching
from the homeland to the army in the field., The linesz of
communications are the land, sea, and air routes connecting those
bases along which resources must travel to reach the army. These
so-called 'lines of support':

...act both like shackles and umbilical cords

to operational units. There 13 a shackllng

effect in that operational tempo is slowed.

But unlike a ball and chain it can not be cut

else the unit will quickly wither away. It

must be maintained at all costs. This

imperative has a significant impact on all
operational design.(12)

In other words:

The choice of lines of operations may be
regarded as fundamental in devising a good
plan for a campaign.(13)
...Jomini
We can see a solid theoretical basis for the unique character
of operational logistics. By providing the commander with the
means to conduct campaigns, operational logistics in effect
becomes "the final arbiter of operations."(14) Accepting this
statement as a maxim for campalgn planning, what doctrinal context
guides sustaiament planning of campaigns and major operations?
FM 100-5, Operatlons, describes sustainment in terms of basic

functions to be accomplished, and fundamental imperatives for

doing 30. The 31x basic sustalnment functlons are: mannlng,




arming, fueling, flxing, transportling, and protectling the
sustainment efforxt. All are necessary to provide the operational
level commander the means to flght. Mannlng provides personnel
and sexrvices. Arming provides the equipment and weapons, as well
as ammunition. Fueling provides the petroleum products necessary
for the overation of both air and ground vehicles. Fixing assists
in generating combat power by repairing equipment and returning it
to use. Transporting moves men and supplies into and within the
battlefleld in a timely manner. Flnally, protecting the
sustalnment system prevents disruption of the logistics
effort.(15)

AjrLand Battle Doctrine describes five imperatives essentlial
to sustainment operations: anticipation, integration, continuity,
responsiveness, and improvisation. Anticipation is accumulating
and maintaining the necessary assets at the decislive time and
placz. "At the operational level, anticipation requires that
gustalnment planners vlisuallze the entlre course of a major
operation or campaign..."(16) Anticipation requires the
sustainment effort to be prepared for changes that develop as a
result of branches or sequels to the campaign plan. The second
Imperative, integration, requires the commander to fully integrate
logistics into every phase of an operation, yet logisticians must
not allow support operations to unduly restrict the commander's
freedom on the battlefleld. The third imperative, continuity,

requires the combat units to receive continuous supply and service




support in order to sustain combat power. To do so requires that

the sustainment effort not depend on a single line or technique of

tes that the

O
L}
L}

ne

(%4
Sl

support. The fourth lmperative, rezponslv

d R Px

.
[
L

o
sustainment system must react quickly to crisis as well as
opportunity. To do so requires a degree of agility that only
results from careful planning. The last imperative 1is
Improvisation. It regulres the sustalnment effort to complement
plannling and antliclpatlion with the ablllity to lmaglnatlvely meet
unexpected requirements, using any and all available resources.(17)

The six sustainment functions and the five imperatives
contribute to the conceptual context for logistics support of
millitary operations. The third side of this framework - five key
considerations for planning theater sustainment - were described
in detail in section one: forces available, theater
infrastructure, host natlion support, establishment of the
sustainment base, and capability of supporting the five functional
sustainment systems. The fourth side of the framework for
operational sustainment consists of the critical decisions
concerning the interface between operations and logistics within
the theater.

According to FM 100-5, Qperatlong, these declslons concern
the following: 1lines of support, staging, altering lines of
communication (L.0.C.), sustalnment prloritles, and force
expanglon. Llnes of support l!ink the sustalnment base to the

forward tactical units. Staging requires support bases to move




forward to new locatlons as L.0.C.'s become overextended.
Altering lines of communication must be accomplished while
simultaneously continuling support of combat forces. Sustainment
prioritlies must be established to make the most efflcient use of
limlited loglstics assets. Flnally, force expansion must occur at
a balanced rate. The appropriate mix of combat, combat support,
and combat service support units maximizes combat
effectiveness. (18)

5uch declsions are the basls for the loglstics planning in a
theater of war. Each has a significant effect on how and how much
the sustalnment system dellvers the means of conducting combat
operations to the commander. Each, therefore, has a significant
impact on the operational level commander's ability to generate
combat power at the decisive time and place; to make these
decisions soundly requires detailed and accurate intelligence.
(19)

The concepts discussed so far in this section have described
the nature and context of operational loglstics,; what, then 1s the
nature of operational intelligence? Clausewitz described
intelligence as "every sort of information about the enemy and his
country - the basis, in short, of our own plans and
operations."(20) More recently, army doctrine lists intelligence
(along with loglistics) as one of the major functional areas of

modern warfare:(21)




Battle success depends on the force
commander's ability to see the battlefield.
The enemy must be surprised and caught at a
disadvantage as often as possible. Their
strengths must be avelded and thelr weaknesses
exploited. To do this, commanders must know

thelr battlefleld area, the condlitlons 1n

which they will fight...(22)

In essence, intelligence seeks to reduce battlefield
uncertainty and risk. At the operational level, intelligence
possesses a unlgue character essentlal to operational level
planning.(23) Much more than a link between or fusion of
strategic and tactical intelligence, operational level
intelligence is "that intelligence required for planning and
conducting campaigns within a theater of war."(24) Operational
intelligence concentrates on the collection, identification,
location, and analysls of strateglc and operational centers of
gravity, leading to successful attack of the enemy center of
gravity as well as protectlon and sustainment of our own.(25)

The principle intelligence tasks performed at the
operational level of war are: situation development, target
development, electronic warfare, security and deception, and
Indicatlons and warnlng. 1In particular, situation development, or
intelligence preparation of the battlefield (IPB), is the key to
operatlonal level planning. It provides an intelllgence data base
concerning the enemy, weather and terralin, and thelr potential

effects on support operations.(26) (It is particularly interesting

to note, in view of the subject of thlis paper, the term 'logistics
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Intelllgence' 12 not found In army doctrine.)

One of the major IPB functions at the operational level is an
analysis of the characteristics of the theater of war or
operations. This analysis provides detalls of the following
characterlstlcs of the theater area of operations: terraln,
weather, transportation, economic, social, and political systems,
all analyzed with respect to thelr Ilmpact on the campaign.(27)
Such an analysis provides the operational level commandexr with a
clearer picture of the type and scale of military operations
possible. It also assists the operational logistician in planning
how to provide the means (personnel and supplles) necessary to
conduct those operations.

This brief discusasion of operational art, operational
logistics and operational intelligence now makes 1t possible to
develop a definition of the term 'operational logistics
intelligence' for use in this analysis. Specifically, it is
defined as " that iInformatlon necessary to plan and conduct the
deployment and sustainment of military forces during the conduct
of campalgns and major operatlons In a theater of war or
operations."

I have described the context and basic principles of
operational loglstics intelligence and given the term a working
definition. What remalns to be seen ls whether the Intelligence
available to the operational level logistician is adeguate. By

examinling hlstorical examples, we can make a substantive

- 12 -




assessment of what operational logistics intelligence has been,

and gain insight into what it should be.




III. HISTORICAL CASE STUDIERS

"ov " - The Allied Invasion of Europe

Planning for a cross-channel invasion of the European
continent began almost immediately after the British evacuation
from Dunkirk Iin 1940. By the time General Elsenhower was
appointed Supreme Commander Allied Expeditionary Force on 15
January 1944, nearly three years of waiting and planning were
rapidly nearing completion.(l) Responsibility for planning the
assault phase (called Operation 'Neptune') was assigned to the
British 21 Army Group.(2) First U.S. Army Group was attached to
21 Army Group (pending later build-up of adequate U.5. ground
forces on the continent, causing actlvation of a U.S. Army Group),
and was responsible for planning operations for all U.S. forces
through D+14.(3) This included all logistics and operational
planning, to be conducted within the context of the overall SHAEF
plan to "seize and develop an administrative base from which
future offenslive operatlions could be launched.(4) To facilitate
this planning, by late January of 1944, the entire Flrst Army
Group G-4 staff was colocated with General Montgomery's
Administrative Staff, in preparation for the final planning of the
invasion. (5)

The American staff utilized much the same planning process as
is in use today. 1In preparing for any combat operation, the
commander and hls staff prepared estimates of the situation, each

prepared with a different focus.(6) The G-2 estimate, called the




'G6-2 Estimate of the Enemy Siltuation', summarized the enemy
situation. The G-4 estimate, called the 'Supply and Evacuation
Situation', summarized logistical factors affecting operations(see
Appendix A - Estimate of the Supply and Evacuation Situation -
1940).(7)

In keeping with the doctrine of the time, each staff section
was responsible for the production of all estimates, plans, and
orders related to thelr functional area of responsibility, as well
as coordination with the other staff sections.(8) The result was
that the G-4 and G-2 worked closely with the G-2 and G-5 in the
preparation of each estimate or plan, or each portion thereof.

The G-4 staff, specifically, had to rely heavily on the G-2 and
special staff for information necessary to plan an operation such
as Overlord.(Refer to App. A)

In July of 1943, the Headquarters, Services of Supply, under
guidance of the War Department, published criteria to give form to
the general gquidellines of FM 101-5. These "Projects for a
Contlnental Operatlon" provided loglstics and intelllgence
planners guidellines for Ilnformatlon requlrements upon which to
base planning.(9) They included:

a. Troop basls by major types of units, e.q.
divisions classified as Infantry, Armored, and
AirBorne.

b. Rate of troop bulld-up on the Continent,

and rate of troop iInflow to the United
Kingdom.

- 15 -




c. Number and characteristics of lines of
communications, including an estimate of
motor transport requirements.

d. Number of major and minor ports to be
rehabllitated.

e. Estimate of alrfleld construction required
and number of planes to be supported on the
continent for the flrst three months.

f. Authorized levels of supply on the
continent.

g. Estimate of enemy demolition of ports,
bridges, rail equipment, and signal
communications, expressed in percentages.(10)

SHAEF Headguarters provided guidance on loglstics matters, in
addition to the more common American estimates, studies, and
directlves, In the form of "Administrative Appreclations".(1l1l)
Borrowing the term from the British, these 'appreciations' became
the basis for theater-level administrative (i.e. logistical)
estimates (see Appendix B - SHAEF Administrative Appreciation -
1943). This combination of U.S8. and British staff planning
procedures would form the basis for loglstlical planning for
Overlord, but it depended on the intelligence requirements being
met.

In order to provide that intelligence the 1st Army Group
staff collected and analyzed information from varlous sources.
Organizations such as the British Inter-Service Topographic
Department (ISTD) and Naval Intelllgence Divislon (NID) were

consldered especially valuable sources.(12) Additlonal

information came from the British Royal Engineer Staff, the U.S.
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Army Englneers, the Inter-Allled Service Topographlcal Department,
the Ministry of Economic Warfare, and any other organization from
which the Army Group Staff could secure information.(13)

Some Intormation, zuch as engineering studies of ports,
railways, and roads, was used directly by the G-4 staff.(14)

Other data, such as aerlal photographs, demographic, historical,
climatic, and topographic data required further analysis by the
G-2 before assumlng any kind of operationally or loglstically

useful form. According to intelligence doctrine at the time, such
studies were called 'War Department Intelligence'. They covered
almost every aspect of a theater of operations, and were studies
with a view towards possible impact on military operations.(15)
In its final form, this intellligence became Annex 'B' of the
Administrative (logistical) Appreciation, and covered the
following subject areas: general topography and communications,
roads, railroads, inland waterways, airfield sites; ports, major
terrain obstacles, water supply, depot sites, accommodation, and
enemy loglstical installations.(16)

Other intelllgence not provided by G-2 for thls part of the
Adminlstrative Appreclation was provided to the G-4 staff by other
staff sectlions for use In the esatlmate/appreclation. As the
format in Appendix B indicated, the Administrative Appreciation
contalned an abundance of loglstical intelligence. Did it
provide adequate Intelligence according to the criteria

established for use In thls research? A brief revlew of each of
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the five subject areas will analyze the operational level
logistics intelligence of the operation.

The first area to evaluate is whether adegquate Intelligence
was produced regarding frlendly logistics forces avallable for
operation. Was the G-4 provided enough information about when
and where combat service support units would be available for
employment? Basically, they were, since the G-4 Staff was
responsible for such information. The organization branch of G-4
continuously monltored the bulld-up of service troops In England
prior to the invasion.(17) The primary emphasis was on a fair
allocation of logistics support to combat units. By continuous
monitoring of operations planning and coordination with the G-3
staff, the G-4 was provided sufficient information to ensure each
combat unit received adequate support.

Next, G-4 required intellligence regarding the logistics
infrastructure of the theater of operations. Clearly, this is the
area where the most, and best, Intelllgence possible was provided
to the logistical planners. Provided primarily from British and
American engineer analyses, detailed intelligence covering seven
categories was produced. These categories were: ports,
rallways, roads, pipelines, inland waterways, utilities systems,
and general requirements (such as hospital construction).(18)
Utllizing a procedure called 'unit' estimates, each type of
facility was analyzed to determine its capacity for military use.

Ports were evaluated for cargo reception capacity, roads for the




welght they could carry, alrfields for the length and number of
runways, and alrcraft parklng capacity, and so on. Each was
further evaluated In terms of any reductlon in capacity as a
result of possible battle damage, and logistics plans adjusted
until engineer construction units could comnplete repairs.(19)
Complementing that analysis, G-2 compiled estimates on enemy
tacilities of similar type and estimated their capacities in G-2
estimates. (20)

More than any other consideration, these requirements of
establishing the infrastructure to support future operations drove
logistics and intelligence planning for Operation Overlord. They
were ln fact the operational objective assigned to General
Eisenhower by the Combincd Chiefs of Sstaff.(21) The format of
the Administrative Appreciation shows this emphasis (App. B) and
this brief review shows that logistics intelligence needs
regarding theater infrastructure were met.

The third criteria concerns host nation support. Paragraph
2.f. of the Supply and Evacuatlion Estlimate (App. A) describes
labor requirements and the quantity availlable. The administrative
appreclation dlscussed host nation support primarily In the forun
of civillan labor resources, with speciflc emphaslz on skilled
workman such as railway labor. The operations division of the
Army Service Forces (the World War II version of Armv DCSLOG)
prepared a detalled analysls of what French rall lines and

equipment might be useable, and the military and Frerch civi ian




personnel necessairy to operate the lines, in 1943.(22)
Additionally, more general information about available host nation
resources avallable came from G-2 and the Royal Engineers.

Fourth, the loglstical planners requlred intelllgence
pertinent to establishing a sustainment base: concerns were
primarily accessibility to sea and air 1lift, storage and
transshipment capacities, and accessibility to inland lines of
communication. = According to the G-4 after action reports, these
were the first aspects of logistics planning to be considered in
1943.(23) The detalled post, road and rail studies required to
escablish a sustalinment base were provided In a form relevant to
military operations. Port studies described capacity in terms of
type and number of ships to be berthed (i.e. 7 LSTs per day) as
well as number of troops to be discharged, tons of supplies to be
discharged, and gallorns of petroleum storage available, for
example.(24) In the end, this information allowed the G-4 to
plan a flexlble sustainment system which developed a supply base
on the coast of France capable of supporting multlple lines of
operation during the drive into Germany. (25)

Finally, we must determine what intelligence was available
which contributed to planning the flve functional systems of the
sustainment system: transportation, maintenance, supply,
personnel, and health services. We see each area addressed in
paragraph 2 of the supply and evacuatlon estimate (App. A) as well

as the logistical factors paragraph of the administrative




appreclation (App. B). The lntelllgence relevant to each area was
provided In the documents previously mentioned: G-2 analysis,
engineer studles, War Department area studies, and technical
intelligence service reports. The G-2, G-3, and G-4 would use
this information in arriving at decisions concerning operations
concepts. Such decisions were usually based on the G-4 estimate
of the functional logistics systems and the capability they
provided the commander: "Loglatlical support 13 sufficlent for
12th Army Group to conduct operations west of the Seine River
until the end of the month."(26)

Considering the time (over two years) available to gather
intelligence and plan the logistics of Normandy, it seems easy to
accept that the planning was as detailed as this analysis would
seem to indicate. The logistics and intelligence planning for
Operation Overlord, in fact, represent excellent efforts by the
G-4 to ask for‘the necessary intelligence - the G-2 estimates did
not proactively provide such information (See Appendix C - G-2
Estimate of the Situatlon - 1940). I now propose to examine how
well the army applied the experlence of that operation in the
executlion of an operatlon conducted with slgnlflcantly less
planning time. Thls was Operatlon Chromite - The Amphiblous

Landing at Inchon, Korea, in 1950.




Qperation "Chromjte" - The Flrst Landing on Korea

The Inchon landing was a major amphibious
operation, planned in record time and executed
with skill and precision. Even more, it was
an exemplification of the fruits of a bold
strateqgy executed by a competent force. The
declslon to attack Inchon involved weakening
the line against enemy strength in the Pusan
Perimeter in order to strike him in the rear.
It involved the conduct of an amphibious
attack under most difficult conditions of
weather and geography.(27)

As this quote from the former Commandant of the Marine Corps
indicates, the Inchon landing was a major joint operation,
involving air, naval, and ground forces. The objective, in
keeping with the context of this paper, had a significant link to
operational sustainment. General of the Army Douglas MacArthur,
Commander in Chief, Far East Command (CinCFE), had decided the
best way to defeat the North Korean Army was to attack the enemy
supply lines via a surprise amphibious landing in their rear.(28)
The landing site at Inchon was specifically chosen because of
logistics factors - nearby Seoul was the central hub of
transportation and communications behind the North Korean lines,
and topography in central Korea radiates from Seoul, facilitating
movements both north-south and east-west.(29) Conducted
gsimultaneously with a breakout from the Pusan perimeter by forces
of the Eighth U.S. Army, Operation Chromite was intended to bring
a rapld end to the war iIn a single stroke.(30)

However, unlike Operation Overlord, Chromite did not have the

benefit of two years of planning time. The North Korean invasion




had caught the Far East Command unprepared, still involved in the
occupation and rebuilding of Japan.(31) Organizing a Joint
Strateglc Plans and Operatlion Group (JSPOG) in the first week of
July 13950, the Far East Command had approximately sixty days of
planning time if plans were to be complete by D-Day, September
15th.(32) Such limited planning time makes Inchon an excellent
example of operational planning, undoubtedly similar to future
contingency operatlions yet to be faced. Then, as now, accurate
and timely intelligence was key to successful logistical and
operations planning. (33)

Doctrine had progressed little from World War II, however.
The emphasis of intelligence planning continued to be the enemy
situation, but the G-2 Estimate had been expanded and changed. (See
Appendix D - G-2 Intelligence Estimate, 1950). Other related
intelligence was supposed to be provided by national or strategic
studies, and a detalled analysis of the area of operations would
be included as part of paragraph one of the war plan.(34) As
stated earller, however, no plan exlsted, so the planning staff
was assembled from soldlers of all services, with the planning of
loglstlics falling on HQ, Eighth Army and the Japan Loglstlics
Command (JLCOM), established 1n Augqust 1950 at GHQ, Far East
Command.(35) The planning for Operation Chromite was divided
along functlional 1llnes, overseen by HQ Eighth Army, with the Navy
planning the deployment and amphiblous assault, and the Arny

planning support of ground combat operations.
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Despite the limited amount of planning time available,
intelligence preparation for Operation Chromlite proceeded rapidly.
The Joint Army-Navy Intelligence Service (JANIS) reports,
strateglc englneering studles, naval attache reports, and
thousands of aerlal photographs were studled to verify staff
estimates, as well as reports frcm prisoners of war, and native
Koreans.(36) The General Staff of Far East Command produced a
"Basis for Plarning Supply Requirements and Service Support for
Millitary Operations in Korea" on August 27, 1950. It provided
details of anticipated logistics requirements, planned troop
strengths, and prolJected infrastructure and L.O.C.
constructlon.(37) For planning the deployment and landing of
military forces, the Department of Naval Intelligence published a
report on "Port Logistics Summary, Korea" on June 28, 1950. 1In
this repoxrt, capacities and characteristics of Korean ports were
described in military operational terms: tides, water depth,
berth capaclty by type of shlp, material handllng capacity,
storage capaclity, and repalr faclilitles.(38) Conslderling these
facts, we can say the logistics intelligence available for
Operation Chromite was generally adequate,according to the
decision criterlia established earlier.

The f£irst of the criteria is the avallability of information
regarding frlendly forces avallable. Perhaps no single aspect of
the loglstlics situatlion was worse than the avallabllity of support

troops at the start of the war.(39) Headquarters, Far East




Command analyzed the number of combat forces that would be
required and lmmediately reassigned an adequate number of support
soldiers from duty in Japan, moving them forward to the units
which would be supporting the Inchon landing.(40) Long term plans
allowed for further build-up of support personnel in the vicinity
of Inchon, establishing a base of support for the link-up with
Eighth Army. The estimates of U.S. and Allied force build-up also
Included Informatlion on remalnling supply and service goldlers
available in Japan if operational requirements dictated the need
for more support units. When necessary, the planning factors from
FM 101-10 would be adjusted - lower percentages of service troops
per combat unit allocated until the personnel situation
improved.(41) Although the overall support personnel situation in
the theater was a serious problem, the intelligence available for
the planning of this operation is considered satisfactory - the
G-4 Staff was provided adequate information about service support
troops in preparing their plans.

Next, the Intelligence regarding the loglistics infrastructure
is evaluated. The combination of naval Intelligence reports,
aerlal photographs, Far East Command Staff reports, and war
Department strateglc lntelllgence studles provided an In-depth
look at the Korean infrastructure in the Inchon - Seoul area.
Additionally, the Far East Command planning study of August, 1950
detalled proposed constructlon to Increase the capaclty of the

infrastructure.(42) This in turn would allow logistics planners

- 25 -




was necessary. Since General MacArthur had unilaterally chosen
Inchon as the landing site, some of these considerations were
overcome by events. Nonetheless, the naval intelligence and War
Department strategic studies provided adequate intelligence about
the facilities at Inchon and Seoul, as well as the surrounding
area, providing details on ports, airfields, roads, etc.,
necessary to develop a concept for establishing subsequent support
bases as the ground forces advanced from the beachhead. (45)

Finally, the sustainment planners required intelligence which
would assist in planning the five functional systems of the
sustainment effort: transportation, maintenance, supply,
personnel, and health services. 1In addition to the voluminous
intelligence sources a.ud reports already mentioned, the
sustalnment planners for Operatlion Chromite received status
reports from Far East Command GHQ, and from HQ, JLCOM explaining
both the availability and anticipated consumption of resourceé in
the combat environment In Korea. The operatlons and logistics
planners were able to effectlively plan and execute the sustalnment
of this operation despite such difficulties as limited planning
time, and a shortage of support personnel. Thls ensured both the
initial and subsequent executlion of the loglstics functions.

This brief historical analysis has shown that the operational
logisticlan indeed had a signlificant requlirement for Intelligence
that may be classifled as nelther tactlcal or strateglic. Instead,

that intelllgence assisted the sustainment planner as he
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prepared to provide the operational commander the means - military
forces and support - to conduct operations. 1Indeed, it was
absolutely essential that such intelligence address the five key
subject conslideratlions presented in thls paper. Yet in both
cases, the major task of the G-2 was analysis of the enemy
situation. The G-4 obtalned his logistics intelligence from the
G-2, technical staff sections, national, strategic sources, or the
other services. It appears that such a division of labor in the
collection and dissemination of intelligence for logistics
planning has a solid basis in historical precedent. The next
secticn of this research will examine whether our current doctrine
addresses operational loglstics Intelligence In a similar manner,
and determine how well the intelligence needs of sustainment

planners are likely to be met in future operations.




IV, CURRENT DOCTRINE/ANALYRZIRS

Doctrine for intelligence support of the operational level of
war Is in a constant state of development. The term 'logistics
intelligence' is not used in current literature, but the
developing conceptual framework for operational intelligence
recognizes the unique nature and requirements of this level of
war. The IPB process is placing an Increased emphasis on those
aspects of the theater or area of operatlions which may affect
sustainment planning. (1)

The army operational logistician may conduct planning as a
member of a joint, combined, or army component staff. Doctrine
for combined staff procedures explains that logistics is normally
a national responsiblility.(2) Within the U.S. force structure,
joint or unified commands depend on the component services to
provide logistical support to their own forces.(3) Consequently,
JCS (Joint Chiefs of Staff) and Army doctrine are the sources of
guidance on operational level intelligence and logistics
planning.

In planning loglstical support of campalgns and major
operatlions, the two hlstorlcal examples have shown the exlstence
of a significant intellligence requlrement. JC5 doctrline states
that "higher echelons are responsible for providing subordinates
any requlred intelligence exceeding the subordinate's organic
capablility to produce."(4) At the operatlonal level, service

components rely on "adjacent components (sister services) and
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national-level agencies to provide intelligence..."(5) Most
importantly, joint doctrine requires that the intelligence staff
ascertaln the Intellligence requlirements of subordinate units and
staffs, and prepare an intelllgence product which provides that
information. This determination can only be made after the
intelligence staff consults with the requesting unit or staff in
order to clarify what information is necessary.(6)

Loéistics intelligence for an army component force as part of
a joint operatlion in 1990, then, basically has changed little
since wWorld war I1 or Korea. The J-2 or G-2 is ultimately
responsible for producing intelligence, but the logistics plannex
is still responsible for ensuring that the intellligence stafft
understands what information is needed. Operational IPB remains
the primary technique of meeting this requirement. To meet the
needs of the operational level planner, it "requires access to
information normally obtainable only from strategic collection
means" - that 1s, national intelligence collection assets.(7)
National agencles such as the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA),
National Security Agency (NSA), and Defense Mapping Agency (DMA)
produce such intelligence for use during the operational IPB
process.(8)

Utilizing the information obtained from such sources, the
J-2 or G-2 1s capable of producing an analysis of the theater or
area of operatlons specliflcally designed to address operational-

level concerns. Appendix D of Field Manual 34-130, Intelligence




Preparation of the Battlefield, contalns a detalled discussion of

IPB at the operational level. As explained earlier, the analysis
of the characterlstics of the theater of war 13 the primary source

of logistics intelligence:

Terrain and weather analysis are components
of a broader analysis of the characteristics
of the theater A0. The significant geographic
characteristics of the theater A0, to include
topography and hydrography, must be
consldered. Seasonal climatlc conditlons
often dictate when to launch campaigns and
limit the strategies employed.

Other considerations would include
disposition of transportation and
telecommunications networks and facilities;
economic, political, and social systems; the
scientific and technological base; the extent
of urbanization; and the state of national
morale.(9)

The discussion of analysis of operationally significant
features of the area of evaluation then asks:
Are the exlisting rall, road, port, airfleld,
fuel pipelines, networks, and facilities
suitable and available to support the likely
courses of action; what are the water depths
and beach contour 1In a reglon's coastal area;
what are the rise and fall of the tides?(10)
The discussion also includes guldance on the lmportance of
waterways such as rlvers and canals, lines of communicatlon, and
weather, in order to "supply forces with the speclal clothlng and

equlipment required to support commitment within the particular

theater".(11) Aagaln depending on Defense Mapping Agency -
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produced terraln and weather data, the intelligence ztaff can
produce as detalled an evaluation of the area as they are asked
to. The key, however, is.for the logistics planners to ask for
the right information.

According to Fleld Manual 101-5, gtaff Organization and
Operations, that information is "obtained from the intelligence
offlicer". It descrlbes "the general characteristics of the area
of operations emphasizing specific aspects which may affect the

logistics effort".(12)

Emerging joint doctrine, however, uses the notion of a 'power
grid' when developing a logistics concept for a campaign plan,
requiring knowledge of the theater transportation and
distribution system. The key components of the power grid are the
air, water, and land lines of communication; the ports, bases, and
alrfields which serve as receptlion and transshipment polnts; and
the service support.units responsible for operating them.(13)

JC5 Publlicatlion 4-0, Doctrine for Loglstic Support of Joint
operations (Initlal Draft) discusses the power grid in detail.(14)
In addition to the key elements of the power grid discussed in the
previous paragraph, there are seven considerations for developing
a power grid: geography, effliclency of transportation, throughput
capacity, throughput enhancements, infrastructure protection,
echelonment of support, and asslignment of responsibilities.(15)

Geography concerns primarily the transportation network -

air, water, road, and rail. Efficiency of transportation
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concerns an assessment of the capablllitles of varlous modes to
rmove personnel and cargo by rall, plpeline, sealift, and airlift
in the most efficient manner. Throughput capacity reflects the
ability of the area infrastructure to receive, store, and
distribute personnel and resources. It requires an evaluation,
for example, of transshipment and warehouse capacities.

Throughput enhancements are assets which facilitate
distribution: 1local resources, labor, materlel handling
equipment, airfield parking aprons, and high capacity ports.
Logistics infrastructure security concerns are provisions made for
the protection of the power grid, such as rear security forces,
and L.O0.C, security.

Echelonment of support describes concerns for meeting the
logistics needs of forward combat forces. The logistics system
must provide supply, maintenance, transportation, and services
when and where needed. Finally, the responsibilities for
providing support and operating the infrastructure must be clearly
dellneated. Thils requlres the staff to analyze unlt capabilities
and assign responsibilities appropriately, or request assistance
from another 'competent agent' (l.e. local labor or host natlon
forces).(16)

A logistics planner can readily develop the concept of
support for a campalgn or major operation 1f provided intellligence
pertalning to these seven concerns and an area analysis which

discusses the key elements of the power grid. Such information is




typical of that used in planning both Operations Overlord and
Chromite. Further, such intelligence provides the background
necessary when making key decisions based on the considerations of
friendly force avallablility, establishment of the infrastructure,
host nation support, estabhlishing the sustainment base, and
conducting the five logistics functional systems. Since these
considerations are the criteria this study established for
determining the validity of logistics intelligence, the concept
of the power grid and considerations for its development appear
to be an excellent framework for the logistical planner to use
when requesting intelligence from the intelligence staff,
technical staff, or other agencies. Such a framework alsc
accounts for certain intelligence which is a product of the
logistics statf - such as Time-Phased Force and Deployment Data
(TPFDD) from the Joint Operatlons Planuing System (JOPS).(17)
Currently, however, this framework is not £inal, approved
doctrine. Most joint staff doctrine is being finalized and is
pending approval. Untlil then, the army logistician must rely on
the staff procedures from FM 101-5 to guide his request for
logistics intelligence. The only guidance is the Logistics
Estimate format (see Appendix E - Logistics Estimate - Current).
There is nc accepted doctrine for the format of a
campalign plan to guide loglistliclans in planning, or requesting
intelllgence. The only guldance on the nature of loglstlcs

intelligence are the five consliderations for sustainment




planning extracted from FM 100-5 to use as evaluation criterla in
this study: forces avallable, theater infrastructure, host natlon
support, ~stablishment of the sustainment base, and the major
sustainment systems.

Intelligence support of sustainment planning primarily comes
from two paragraphs of the intelligence estimate (See Appendix F -
Format for Intelligence Estimate - Current) and the terrain and
weather analyses produced during the IPB processz., While IPB
doctrine recognlizes the speclflc intelllgence regulrements of
operational-level sustainment planning, the current intelligence
estimate focus is primarily on the enemy. The intelligence and
operations staffs work closely together. The intelligence officer
understands the requirements of operations planners intimately; he
understands the needs of the logistician less. (18)

If the operational loglasticlan's intelligence needs are going
to te met, he must ask for the right information. The
information 1s avallable, from IPB, natlonal sources, other
services, and the JOPS data base. The intelligence staff is
responsible for 1its dlssemlnation to other staff
organlzatlions.(19) what the operatlonal loglsticlan does not have
1s a framework for requesting lntelligence, similar to the 'power
grld’ concept from pendlng JCS doctrine.

while 1t is not the purpose of thls study to advocate 'fill-
in-the-blank' or 'cookle-cutter' models, the author does see

utility in a framework designed to guide the logistics planner in
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requesting additional intellligence beyond that found 1n the
Intelligence Estimate (App. F). Such a framework can be
invaluable in developing the logistical concept during campaign
planning, and such intelligence was absolutely critical to the
planning of Operations Overlord and Chromite. Current doctrine
consliders such intelligence critical when planning operations
sustainment.(20) The 'Administrative Appreciation' (App. B) from
World War II provided such a framework - along wlth the detailed
intelligence to plan operatlional logistics. 1In Korea, the General
Staff of Far East Command provided operational logistics
intelligence through a combination of its own "Basis for
Planning..." and a coordinated Jjolint intellligence effort. Current
IF3 doctrine and developing joint staff doctrine guarantee that
the modern operational logistician will receive the necessary

intelligence - if and when it is asked for.
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V. CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

Army IPB doctrine has revitalized interest in the value of
logistics intelllgence at the operational level of war.
Developing Jjoint staff doctrine is proposing an excellent
framework for planning operational level sustainment - the power
grid. Just as the logistics planners of Operations Overlord and
Chromite had a need for speciflic logistics intelligence, so does
the operational level loglsticlan of today.

The Intelllgence staff procedures - such as IPB - and systems
available today certainly equal or surpass those of World War II
or Korea. The capability to produce operational level logistics
intelligence also exists. At present, the sustainment planner
must "take a shot in the dark" when deciding what to ask the
intelligence cfficer. 1If the proposed joint doctrine containing
the concept of the power grild is approved, loglstics Iintelllgence
will have a so0lid doctrinal foundation.

The intelllgence requlrements for sustalnment planning can be
met by merging the concepts of key elements of the power grid
with the conslderatlions 1n developlng a power grld Into a model
for operational loglstics intelligence. 1If tempered by the flive
key conslderations for planning operatlional sustalnment such a
model can provide excellent guldance for the sustalnment planner
trylng to determine the loglstics intellligence requirements. It
1s the final conclusion of this study that such a model 1is

necessary. The form is perhaps less important when compared to
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the concept (hut one possible format 13 at Appendlx G). The

intent is for the intelligence and logistics planners to recognize

the unique nature of loglistics Intelligence, and begin to

establish the appropriate staff relationship and planning

procedures to produce and refine it.

In order to facilitate the recognition of the concept of

logistics intelligence at the operational level of war the

following recommendations are made:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(S)

Define the term "loglstics intelligence"
and include it in doctrinal publications.

Continue to develop joint staff doctrine,
specifically intelligence and logistics
doctrine as discussed in JCS Pub 2-0 and
4-0, approve them both.

Incorporate the "Power Grid" concept into
army sustalninent doctrine; and
professional development schools, such as
Command and General Staff College.

Develop a staff planning model for
operational logistics intelligence which
uses the power grid framework in
conjection with army operational
sustalnment conslderations.

Reemphasize the need for close interaction
between all staff officers, but stress the
need for the intelligence and sustainment
planners to work closely during campaign
planning. Begln this process by
incorporating this idea in the next
edition of FM 101-5.

Loglistics intelligence is the baslis for effective operational

level logistics planning. 1It's time to recognize this unique
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bridge between intelligence and loglstics.

Continued neglect of the loglistical art is
potentlally more dangerous than our earlier
neglect of the operational art. (1)
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APPENDIX A: ESTIMATE OF THE SUPPLY AND EVACUATION SITUATION -1940

1.

(FM 101-5)

TACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS.

a.

b.

Own forces (information from G-3).
(1) Present dispositions of major elements of the command
(map) .
(2) The tactlical line of action under conslideration.
(3) Probable tactical developments under (2) above.
(a) Period estimated to carry out (2) above.
(b) Expected locatlons of major elements of the
command at intervals during the period.
(c) Probable nature of the combat at intervals
during the period.
Enemy (lnformatlion from G-2).
(1) Present dispositions of major elements of enemy's
forces (map).
(2) Major capabilities--Action by the force as a whole.
(3) Minor capabilities-- Sabotage, air or ground raids,
etc., likely to affect supply and evacuation.

LOGISTICAL AND OTHER FACTORS (information primarily from
speclal staff).

a.

b.

Present location of supply and evacuation installations
(map) .

Supplies and animal replacements.--Estimated expenditures or
losses during period; quantities on hand, en route,
available from local resources; credits.
Evacuation.--Estimate of casualties in men and animals;
support by higher echelons; organic medical means; diseases
likely to affect operatlons; surplus supplles; captured
materiel; prisoners of war.

Lines of communication.

(1) Railways--location, capacity, condltion, critical

points, availablility, siding and terminal facilities.

(2) Roads--all-weather net, secondary net; capacity,

condition, critical points, availability.

(3) wWaterways-- location, critical points, dockage

facilitles.

(4) Airways--terminals; location and capacity.
Transport.--Requlrements for each type, quantities of all
types available, locations, cargo capacity, rates of speed.
Labor.~-Requirements, quantity available.

Terrain.--As affecting location of establishments, security
of llnes of communication, operatlion of transport.
Weather.--As affectling supply and evacuation activities.
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3. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF SUPPLY AND EVACUATION PLAN.--List the
several elements that should be consldered, and where alternatives
appear feasible discuss their relative advantages and
disadvantages. (Usually the essential elements can be conveniently
expressed under the following headling: lines of communication,

installatlions, trains, suppllies, transportation, traffic,
evacuation, labor, protection.)

4. CONCLUSIONS

a. State the essential elements of the supply and evacuation
plan recommended.
b. Indicate whether or not the plan recommended will

adequately support the tactical line of action under
consideration.

c. State the unavoidable deficiencies in the plan, if any.
d. State the effect of possaible major adverse conditions on
the plan and either the alternative measures necegsary to

overcome them or the unavoldable deflciencies that will
arise.

AC of S5, G-4
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APPENDIX B: SHAEF ADMINISTRATIVE APPRECIATION - 1943

INTRODUCTION
(summary of recent events or revi

sed strategic concept which

requlres a new loglistical estimate and plan)

OBJECT
(purpose, usually "To formulate plans and pollclez for the
logistical support of operations during the period---------- ")
STRATEGY

(brief of planning forecast, 1llustrated on map showlng
phaselines and anticlpated dates of capture of major ports)

INTELLIGENCE

(enemy capabilities to react which will affect such logistical
factors as rate of advance, degree of "scorched earth,"
interference with our lines of communication, etc)

(topography and communications)
(climate and weather)

LOGISTICAL FACTORS
Ports and port capacities
Shipping
Build-up of troops
Estimated requirements
Ground forces
Air forces
Transportation equipment
and supplies
Engineer equipment and
supplies
Coal
Organizational equipment
(incl boxed vehlicles)
Civil relief
Miscellaneous (incl Navy,
Red Cross, RAMP, PW,
Uso, Press, etc)
Total gross requirements
Bulk POL
Local resources
(Construction materials,
coal, foodstuff, etc)

Inland transportation capacities
Road Pipeli
Rail Air
Inland waterways
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Total net requirements for
import
(Total gross requirements
less local resources, with
bulk POL shown separately)
Estimated forward movement
Maintenance of combat zone
Reserves to be built in
forward areas
Miscellaneous traffic (incl
tactical moves, replace-
ments, administrative
vehicles, ambulances, etc)
Estimated rearward movement
Salvage
Assembllies for repalr
RAMP, PW, and DP
Casualties
Captured war materiel
Coal (from mines in forward
areas)
Redeployment
Leave partles

ne




COMPARISON QF REQUIREMENTS AND CAPACITIES

Net import requirements
and import capacities

Rearward movement

Effects on inland trans-
portation
Effects on lmport capacities

Forward movements with inland transportation

Ports MULBERRY*
Bulk POL Beaches
Air

Rall )

Pipeline ) primary
Road )

Inland waterways--secondary

Alr--emergency

CONCLUSIONS

Cessation of beach
malntenance

Port development

Levels of reserves

Use of inland waterways

Alr supply

Exploitation of local
resources

Preshipment of
organizational equipment

LOGISTICAL POLICIES

General

Port development

Rail development

Coal production

Civil relief scales

Use of service troops,
local labor, PW, and
tactical troops for
logistical purposes

LOGISTICAL PLAN
Allocation of ports
Development of advanced
bases and forward, depot
areas

Transportation needs
Locomotivez and rolling
stock
Bulk POL faclilitles
TC truck companies
Operating personnel
Signal communications
Cancellation of airborne
operations
Barges and tugs
Service troops and labor

Reserves in forward areas
Exploitation of local
resources

Airfield construction

Responsibility for ports ancd
lines of communication

Development of lines of
communicatlion

Administrative boundary

Emergency supply measures

* Author's Note - MULBERRY were two artiflclal harbors designed
and bullt for use at Normandy.
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ANNEXES AND MAPS

ANNEX 'A'--SUMMARY OF MANEUVER (prepared by G-3)
'B'-~TOPOGRAPHY AND COMMUNICATION (prepared by G-2)

General Major obstacles of terrain
Roads Water supply

Rallroads Depot sites

Inland waterways Accommodation

Alrfleld sites Enemy logistical inatallations

*!'C'--ESTIMATED PORT CAPACITIES

*¥'D'-~-MAINTENANCE AND RESERVES FOR GROUND FORCES

*'E'-~MAINTENANCE AND RESERVES FOR AIR FORCES

*'F!'-~-TRANSPORTATION TONNAGES (lncl Rallway Constructlion,
Port and Rallway Operating and Workshop, and Port
Construction and Repalir)

*'G'-~-ENGINEER TONNAGES (1lncl Road Constructlon and
Maintenance, Bridge Materials, Water Supply,
Airfield Construction, Building Materials, Bulk POL
Construction, industrial gases, etc)

*'H'-~COAL REQUIREMENTS (incl Train heating and warming,
Hospitals, Railways, Workshops, and Minimum Civil
Rellief)

*'T'--ORGANIZATIONAL EQUIPMENT (preshipped and
accompanying)

¥!'J'--CIVIL RELIEF (other than coal)

*'K'--MISCELLANEOUS SMALL REQUIREMENTS (incl Navy, Red
Cross, RAMP, PW, DP, USO, Press, etc)

*'L'-~BULK POL

*'M'-~LOCAL RESOURCES (incl coal, Construction Materials,
local farm produce, and local manufacture for
military use)

*'N'--CONSOLIDATED TONNAGE TABLE (developing both gross and
net requirements for import)

*'0'--RESERVES TO BE ACCUMULATED IN FORWARD AREAS PRIOR TO
MAJOR OFFENSIVES

*'p'--MILEAGE CHART (mileage between principal location in
Zone of Advance)

MAPS 'Q'--PHASE LINES AND ADMINISTRATIVE BOUNDARY
'R'--MAIN TRUCK ROUTES
'S'--PRIMARY RAILROADS
'T'--PIPELINES
'U'--NAVIGABLE INLAND WATERWAYS
'V'--ADMINISTRATIVE AIRFIELDS
'W'--DEPOT AREAS
'X'--KNOWN ENEMY LOGISTICAL INSTALLATIONS

*Annexes C to P are presented as tables




APPENDIX C: G-2 ESTIMATE QF THE ENEMY SITUATION - 1940 (FM 101-5)

1. SUMMARY OF THE ENEMY SITUATION.

a. Enemy activitlies Iin forward areas and new identificatlions.

b. Movements, concentrations, and establishments in rear
areas.

c. Terraln and weather as they affect the enemy.

2. CONCLUSIONS.

a. enemy capabilities.--An enumeration of lines of action open

to the enemy which may affect accomplishment of the
mission of the command.

b. (1) A statement of the relative probability of adoption of

the foregoing lines of action when such statement can
be Justiflied.

(2) Reasons Justlifyling any statement made in (1) above.

Chief of section




APPENDIX D: G-2 INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE - 1950 (FM 101-5)

CHARTS OR MAPS
1. MISSION.

State the task and its purpose.

a., If mission 1s multiple, determine prloritles.

b. If there are intermedlate tasks, such tasks should be
listed.

2. THE SITUATION AND COURSES OF ACTION.

a. Considerations affecting the possible enemy courses of
action and our mission. Determine and analyze those factors
which will influence choice by the enemy of a course of
action as well as those which affect the capabilities of

the enemy to act. Consider such of the following and other
factors as are involved.

(1) Characteristics of the area of operations.

(a) Weather (or climatic conditions) (annex, if
applicable).
l. Statement of existing situation.
2. Tactical effects on enemy capabilities to act.
3. Tactical effects on mission of own command.

(b) Terrain (annex, i1f applicable).

(c) Hydrography (annex, if applicable).

{(d) Politics (annex, if applicable).

(e) Economics (annex, 1f appllcable).

(£) Sociology (annex, if applicable).

NOTE. Subheadings for any of the above, or any additional factors
which are discussed, should be similar to those indicated under
weather above.

(2) Enemy situation.
(a) Strength, including combat efficiency.
(k) Composition.
(g) Dispositions, including fire support.
(d) Recent and present significant activities
(including enemy's knowledge of onur situation).
(e) Status of supply.
(£) Relnforcements.
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Capab 2 ]1e s
Note all possible courses of action within the
capabilities of the enemy which can affect the
accomplishment of the mission.

(2) Discussion and analysis of subparagraph 2b(1) to
justify (when possible) the selection of relative
probability of adoption of enemy capabilities.

(3) Relative probability of adoption of enemy capabilities.

3. EFFECT OF ENEMY COURSES OF ACTION ON OUR MISSION.

/s/

- 47 -




APPENDIX E - FORMAT FOR THE LOGISTIC ESTIMATE - CURRENT (FM 101-5)

LOGISTIC ESTIMATE NO

1. MISSION
2. THE SITUATION AND CONSIDEKRATIONS

a. Intelligence situation. Information obtained from the
intelligence officer 1s used. When the details are
appropriate and the estimate is written, a brief
summary and reference to the appropriate intelligence
document, or an annex of the estimate, may be used.

(1) Characteristics of the area of operations. Describe
the general characteristics of the area of operation
emphasizing specific aspects which may affect the
logistics effort.

(2) Enemy strength and dispositions.

(3) Enemy capabilities.

(a) Affecting the mission.
(b) Affecting loglstic ac..vitles.

b. Tactical Situation.

(1) Present dispositions of major taciical elements.
(2) Possible courses of action.
(3) Projected operations.

c. Personnel Situation.
d. CMO situation.
e. Logistic Situation.

Maintenance.

Supply.

Services.

Transportation.

Labor.

Facllities and ¢ 1struction.

(
(
(
(
(
(
( Other.

SOV e W
e N e N s

f. Assumptlons.




ANALYSIS OF COURSES OF ACTION

a. Sufficiency of Area. Determine if the area under control
will be adequatie for the combat service support operations.
will it be cleared of enemy units; will other units be
sharing the same area (units passing through one another);
will boundaries remain unchanged, etc?

b. Materiel and Services.

COMPARISON OF COURSES OF ACTION.

CONCLUSIONS

V474

(Deslgnatlion of staff officer)




APPENDIX F - FORMAT FOR INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE - CURRENT (FM 101-5)

INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE NO

References: maps, charts, or other documents
1. MISSION
2. THE AREA OF OPERATIONS

This paragraph discusses the influence of the area of operatlions
used in arriving at concluslions. It 1s based on the facts and
conclusions of the analysis of the area of operations, if one has
been prepared. It may be a reference to an analysis of the area of
operations, 1f adequate coverage and discussion are contained
therein.

a. Weather.

(1) Existing situation.
(2) Effect on enemy courses of action.
(3) Effect on own courses of action.

b. Terrain.

(1) Existing situation.
(2) Effect on enemy courses of action.
(3) Effect on own courses of action.

c. Other Characteristics. The following additional
characteristics considered pertinent are included in
separate subparagraphs: sociology, politics, economics,
psychology, and other factors. Other factors may include
such items as science and technology, materiel,
transportation, manpower, and hydrography. These factors
are analyzed under the same headings as weather and
terralin.

3. ENEMY SITUATION
a. Disposition.

b. Composition.




¢. Strength.

Nuclear weapons and chemical and blological agents.
Other enemy forces.

(1) Committed forces.
(2) Reinforcements.
(3) Artillery.

(4) Air.

(5)

(6)

d. Recent and Present Significant Activities.
e. Pecullarities and Weaknesses.

Personnel.
Intelligence.
Operations.
Loglstics.

CMO Operations.
Personalitles.

~ o e~ o~
- e e

ENEMY CAPABILITIES

a. Enumeration.

b. Analysis and Discussion.

CONCLUSIONS

a. Effects of Intelligence Considerations on Operations.

b. Effects of the Area of Operations on Own Courses of Action.
Cc. Probable Enemy Courses of Action.

d. Enemy Vulnerabillties.

/8/
(Designation of staff offlicer)
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APPENDIX G: LOGIETICS STAFF GUIDELINES FOR REQUESTING
INTELLIGENCE (A SUGGESTED FORMAT)

1. LOGISTICS POLICIES WITHIN THE THEATER.
~use of local resources and labor
-host nation support agreements (to be) 1In effect
-use of PW, combat units for logistics purposes
-prestockage of resources, 1f any
-civil relief policy
-rear security agreements or policies

2. FORCES AVAILABLE TO CONDUCT LOGISTICS OPERATIONS.
-logistics troops available or projected to be available
-unit capabilities
-additional equipment available
-rear security forces

3. FACTORS AFFECTING ESTABLISHMENT OF THE SUJSTAINMENT BASE.

a. Lines of Communications Into and Within the Area
~-air, sea, land

b. Ports, Bases, and Alrflelds avallable
-capacity, condition

c. Fordes to Operate Facilitles
~local labor, military forces, host nation support

4. GEOGRAPHIC AND WEATHER FACTORS AFFECTING LOGISTICS.

a. Military Geography of the Area; IPB per FM 34-130
~terrain and weather

b. Transportation Network
~-road, rail, water, air, pipeline
-describe locations, capabilities, equipment, condition

c. Logistical Infrastructure
-all facilities in the theater with potential use
warehouses, POL storage, transportation terminals,
maintenance and repalr facilitles, hospitals, water and
utility systems, accommodations
-describe location, capacity, condition, labor
requirements

d. Local Resources Avallable

-supplies, food, water, fuel, construction materials,
labor, known enemy resources, other host natlon support
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