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Conclusion(s) or Recommendation(s): The anal ysis concl udes
that CI NCLOG as proposed is not an optimal solution, but
that the concept can be enpl oyed at the operational |evel
to great effect. At the strategic level, the current DoD
decentral i zed and somewhat redundant | ogistics system nust
be retained to ensure flexibility and effectiveness.
Enphasi s nust be placed on standardi zi ng procedures between
the services to realize Total Asset Visibility (TAV) and
In-transit Visibility (1TV).

At the operational |evel, JLMC should be established
under each warfighting CINC to nanage conmon-user itens,
contract for Host Nation Support, and conpl enent the
servi ce conponent commands’ sustai nment efforts. Such an
arrangenment allows the services to retain operational
flexibility to sustain their forces as their m ssions may
requi re and enhances effectiveness and flexibility.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCT ION
Since the end of World War Il (WA I) the Departnent of
Def ense (DoD) has undergone a variety of |egislative and

directive reorgani zations,?!

such as the National Security
Act of 1947 (NSA of 1947) and the DoD Reorgani zation Act of
1986, commonly referred to as the Gol dwater-Nichols Act.
These were historic |laws which i nposed fundanmental change
on the organi zational structure of the DoD and its command
and control processes. However, the mlitary services’

| ogi stics structures have renai ned rel atively unchanged
during the same period. |In spite of routine and often
intense scrutiny by auditors and | egi sl ators seeking

i ncreased econony, the individual services have nmanaged to
mai ntain a high | evel of autonony in the area of |ogistics,

each retaining the authority to organize, train, equip, and

sustain itself.

General Shalikashvili, the former Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, endorsed Joint Vision 2010 which
firmy establishes jointness as the way our nation wll
fight future wars. Joint Vision 2010 provi des an
operational |l y-based tenplate to enhance joint warfare and

serves as a benchmark for all services and unified



commands. One of four |andmark concepts of Joint Vision
2010 is Focused Logistics, which attenpts to fuse state-of-
the-art information and transportation technol ogies to
enhance rapid response to crises. Focused logistics is
pronoting the devel opnment of new | ogi stics nethods in order
to accommopdate the transition to a joint warfighting
posture. The old paradi gns of service-based |ogistics
systens are giving way to the new paradi gm of joint

| ogi stics systems.? In other words, new information and
transportation technol ogies are making it possible for the
services to share logistics information, reduce
inventories, tailor specific |logistics packages to

requi renents, and track the shipnment of assets while en
route to users. The result will be a nore responsive and

effective joint |ogistics system

During the past 50 years DoD has relied on nmassive in-
pl ace forces with |arge standing inventories, such as Wr
Reserve Material, and push-system pipelines to sustain its
warfighting effort. 1In the 1980's and 1990's our arned
forces becane nore forward deployed with the introduction
of Maritime Propositioned Ships (MPS), Arny War Reserve
(AWR), and Air Contingency Forces (ACF), but the |arge

standi ng i nventories of supplies and |ogistical push-system



remai ned. Then, the Gulf War reveal ed that |ogistics
systens needed still nore change in order to support joint
and nmultinational/coalition operations of the future. It
has becone increasingly obvious that |ogistics systens need
to be stream ined, efficiencies enacted, and inventories
reduced by relying on advanced information technol ogy
coupl ed with new busi ness practices. These are the goal s of

focused | ogistics as described in Joint Vision 2010. 3

Declining defense force structure and increasing
political pressure to reduce redundancy within the services
have rai sed questions about the efficiency of the services
retai ning separate |ogistic systens and whet her savi ngs can
be achi eved by reorgani zing the way forces are sustai ned.
Consequently, Congress and DoD are seriously considering
logistic reform Sonme in Congress and DoD are eager to
stream ine the services’ logistics systens by elimnating
redundant capabilities, consolidating systens, and
increasing the centralized authority over strategic and
operational logistics functions. These reforns are being
consi dered both to increase efficiencies and enhance
jointness. During the 1998 National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1998 debate in Congress, Senator Kerrey

stated “... whatever the size of our forces, they should be



supported by logistics and infrastructure that reflects

their size.”*

One recomrendation receiving serious consideration
calls for the creation of a new unified conmand for
| ogi stics called CINCLOG (Commander in Chief Logistics
Command). The United States Atlantic Conmand (USACOV)
Director of Logistics (J4), the originator of the Cl NCLOG
concept, envisions all service logistics functions
consol i dated under one conmand at both the strategic and
operational level.> 1In theory, this organization would use
energi ng information technol ogi es and busi ness practices to
enhance joint warfighting, while at the same tine
fulfilling the objective of focused | ogistics as called for

in Joint Vision 2010.

The purpose of this paper is to review past DoD
| ogi stics reorgani zations, identify their driving factors,
anal yze United States Atlantic Command’ s Cl NCLOG proposa
within this historic context, and propose a possible
alternative | ogistics organi zation to enhance joi nt

operational | ogistics.



Chapter 2
Background

Four significant studies of the services |ogistics
responsi bilities, organizations, and structure have been
conducted since the end of WWI. These studies resulted in
several inportant reorganizations at both the strategic and
operational |ogistics levels. The first study that offered
insight to the services logistics relationships was
conducted just after WWI when Janes Forrestal, the
Secretary of the Navy, tasked Ferdi nand Eberstadt to
explore the possibility of unifying the services. Congress
publ i shed the Eberstadt Report of 1945 and while it
reconmmended agai nst service unification, it did provide
insight to many inportant strategic |level |ogistic issues
and expl ai ned the reasons the services retained different
| ogi stic organi zations. The report recognized that
| ogi stics was taking on increased inportance in warfare.
I f the nature of warfare was undergoi ng constant change as
the report stated (i.e., increased intensity, expanding
range of m ssions, |larger nunbers of forces, mechani zed
versus personal conbat, etc.), then perhaps the services’

| ogi stic structures nmay have to change as wel|.

One possible alternative was to conbi ne the services



and their logistics functions, but Eberstadt recognized

that the degree of coordination in mlitary |ogistics was
[imted by four factors: First, each service had different
rol es and m ssions which required unique |ogistics; second,
he recogni zed there was a fundanental difference between
naval and |and warfare and the weapons used; third, he
acknow edged that naval support denmands nore flexibility

t han ground warfare; and fourth, each service’'s |ogistics
organi zati on, phil osophy and procedures were different.® The
report nmade clear that the problens with procurenment and

| ogi stics during WNI were caused, in large part, by

i nadequat e coordi nati on between the services. Further, the
report stated that comunication, coordination and
cooperation were the “principle elenents of effective
| ogi stics and should be stressed at every opportunity.”’
The report recomrended agai nst the concept of unifying the

servi ces, and stopped short of recommendi ng consolidating

the different services’ |ogistics organizations.

The second | ogi stics study, the Hoover Conm ssion of
1947, was conducted after the passage of the National
Security Act of 1947. The National Security Act of 1947
was | andmark | egislation creating the position of the

Secretary of Defense, the three mlitary departnments, and



the National Mlitary Establishment which was |ater called
the Departnent of Defense. Although this legislation did
much to enpower the position of the Secretary of Defense
and unify civilian control of the different mlitary
departnents, its effect on |l ogistics was | ess profound.

The Arny and Navy were still using 12 different storage and
di stribution systens which gave the appearance of

i nefficiency.?

The Hoover Conmi ssion of 1947 was convened to assess
the effectiveness of the NSA of 1947. |Its findings were
general ly favorable, but highlighted concerns with the
i ncreasi ng def ense budget and an apparent |ack of teamork
bet ween the services. Interestingly, one of the basic
concl usions of the study was "Elimnation of wasteful
duplication is essential to good governnment, but the
preservation, within sound limts, of a healthy conpetitive
spirit and of service pride and tradition are basic to
progress and noral e”.® However, the degree of duplication
between the different supply systens and the overall |evel
of inefficiency became a growi ng concern. |In Novenber
1949, the Secretary of Defense directed that each service
woul d continue to have its own supply system but would

coordi nate stockage | evels between thensel ves.



The third | ogistics study was conducted and concl uded
in 1955 when the second Hoover Conmi ssion released its
findings recomrendi ng the consolidation of supply
functions. As a result of increasing political pressure,
Secretary of Defense WIson established a single manager
for individual comodities across service lines. Each
si ngl e manager woul d determ ne total DoD requirenments, and
then procure, store and distribute stocks from one service

t o anot her . 1°

This was an attenpt by Secretary Wlson to
avoi d consolidating common supply functions under a new
| ogi stics service and escape the conpl ex probl ens of

reor gani zi ng the DoD

The fourth logistics study was call ed the Vance
Commi ssion. It was created by Secretary of Defense Robert
S. MacNamara to once again exam ne the possibility of
consolidating the supply functions of the services. The
Vance Conmittee provided the Secretary of Defense with
three alternative recommendations: 1. Continue the single
manager comodity program established under Secretary of
Def ense Wl son; 2. Establish a single supply agency under
one service; 3. Establish a single supply agency outside

of the services that would report directly to the Secretary



of Defense.! MacNamara chose the third alternative and
created the Defense Supply Agency whose nission was to
manage conmon itens of supply between the services. A
fifth logistics service was in essence created, which
becanme what we know today as the Defense Logistics Agency
(DLA). Many peopl e assuned that it was nore cost effective
to centralize the procurenment of comon supply itens

i nstead of having the services conpete for the very sane
items. However, others questioned this decision believing
that the single manager/single comobdity system put in

pl ace by Secretary WIson was an adequat e nanageri al
nmeasure which sinply needed nore coordination at the DoD

| evel .

Another initiative resulting fromthe Vance Conmittee
occurred in 1962 when Secretary MacNamara reorgani zed the
services’ logistics systenms froma comodity-rel ated
organi zation to a functional -rel ated organi zati on. The
reorgani zati on was done to standardi ze the | ogistics
structure and supply procedures of the services. However,
many observed that it resulted in a |loss of commodity
expertise. Many of the service technical manual s and
catal ogues had to be rewitten after the reorgani zati on was

i npl enented which created an information gap that



mani fested itself during the Vietnam War as “mass

| ogi stics” 2

During Vi etnam enornmous anmounts of supplies
were sent forward in the hope that an itemwould be in
stock if required. This needlessly tied-up mllions of

dol | ars.

Since the Vietnam War, our national and service
theater |ogistic systems have undergone ot her changes, but
on a far smaller scale than those previously nentioned.

Cost accounting principles have been incorporated service-
wi de into our mai ntenance depot-Ilevel repair and secondary
repairable facilities in order to make them nore cost
efficient. Additionally, one function of |ogistics,
transportation, has taken on increased inportance resulting
in the creation of US Transportati on Command ( USTRANSCOM
in April 1987. This organization ultimtely assuned the

m ssion for strategic transportation of DoD assets and
personnel in both peacetine and war. GCenerally, those
national and theater service nanaged | ogistics systenms have
stayed nostly intact, just as they have since the Vietnam

VWar .

At the strategic |evel, the individual services, DLA,

and USTRANSCOM manage their respective |logistics functions

10



wi thout a centralized organization that has the authority
to coordinate their efforts. The Joint Staff Director of
Logi stics (J4) does not have the authority to equip or
sustain forces since this is an individual service
responsibility. In other words, it is extrenely difficult
to establish a well-focused national mlitary |ogistics
effort because of the degree of coordinati on needed between
so many diverse organi zati ons and agencies (e.g., the Joint
Staff J4, services, nunerous DoD | ogistics agencies, and

uni fi ed commands).

At the operational level, the warfighting CINCs retain
directive authority for logistics, while the services
retain their responsibility to sustain and equip forces in
theater. Logistics functions in theater renmai n nanaged on
an ad hoc basis executed by various joint |ogistics
centers, offices, and boards and coordi nated by the CI NC
J4. These ad hoc organi zati ons nanage common supply and
service support during contingencies on a tenporary basis;
they do not function as part of a pre-planned and well -

establ i shed pl an.

11



Chapter 3

CINCLOG

Bri gadi er General Robert L. Floyd I, USACOM Director
for Logistics, submtted a proposal to the Unified Conmand
Plan (UCP) working group in January 1997 to establish a
CI NC-l evel |ogistics functional command.®® The concept of a
CI NC- | evel | ogistics functional command was recommended for
further study because it would provide “one-stop shopping”
for the warfighting CINCs for strategic and operati onal
| ogistics. It was hoped that |arge savings would be
realized through the consolidation of conmmon support
service functions and the increased use of privatization
and out-sourcing as desired in General Shalikashvili’s

goals in Joint Vision 2010 and Focused Logi stics.

The CI NCLOG organi zati on woul d conbine the Joint Staff
J4, United States Transportation Command ( USTRANSCOM ,
Def ense Logi stics Agency (DLA), Defense Finance and
Accounting Service (DFAS), and facilities functions
currently conducted by the services. (See figure 1) In
essence, a unified command for |ogistics would be set up at
the strategic level wth individual conponent comrands

consi sting of: Support Services Comrand, Transportation

12



Command, Sustai nnent Command, and Facilities Command. The
m ssion of ClI NCLOG woul d be to provide worl dwi de comon-
user transportation, |ogistics support and services to
mlitary forces and sel ect federal agencies. The Joint
Staff J4 would nerge into this command with the Deputy CI NC
(DClI NC) of USTRANSCOM doubl e-hatted as the Joint Staff J-4
and DCI NC of CINCLOG. Al service facilities and depots
woul d be massed and managed under the facilities conmponent
command. Additionally, one budgetary process would be used
for all services by consolidating the Wrking Capital Fund

Operations under this command.

At the operational |evel, C NCLOG woul d detach a
portion of its organization, augnmented as required fromthe
services, and forma Joint Logistics Conmponent (JLC) as
part of the warfighting CINC s regional command. (see
figure 2) Services would no | onger have the responsibility
to sustain their force. This function would be managed by
the JLC in theater. The regional CINC J-4 would coordinate
with the JLC for operational |ogistic support in his area

of responsibility.

13



Benefits

What makes it possible for proponents of CINCLOG to
propose such a radical change in the existing |ogistics
structure? The answer lies in what Lieutenant General John
J. Cusik, Joint Staff J-4, refers to as critical enabling

factors.

Advancenents in information technol ogy are
maki ng Total Asset Visibility (TAV) and in-transit
visibility (ITV) increasingly likely. These advancenents,
coupled with the idea of conbining the |ogistics functions
of supply and transportation into one functional |ogistics
command, offer prom sing new efficiencies in three of the

four elenments of the |ogistics process: distribution,

sust ai nment, and di sposition (the fourth is acquisition).?®

General Joseph Heiser, the US Arny Deputy Chief of
Logi stics during the Vietnam War, recogni zed that an
effective just-in-time inventory system nust require
“...conplete integration of supply data and mai nt enance and
| ogi stics transportation data so that we could know
everything we needed to nmake |ogistics decisions”. A
comander possessing this capability would theoretically
have a perfect logistics picture of his force and coul d

make operational decisions with certainty.

14



Proponents of CI NCLOG foresee substantial savings and
efficiencies in stock control and transportati on nmanagenent
(distribution and sustai nment) due to technol ogi cal
advancenents in conputers and in-transit visibility
capabilities. As aresult, inventories will be reduced,
just-in-time |ogistics and direct vendor shiprments will
beconme the norm and CONUS-based forces will deploy with a
much smal ler logistics footprint. Al requirenents and
resupply shiprments will be known with certainty and tracked
fromthe comrercial vendor through the Defense
Transportation System (DTS), and ultimtely to the end user
wi th constant visibility. Depot-level repair, salvage and
di sposal operations will becone nore cost efficient because
servi ce-owned depots woul d now be nanaged by a centralized

organi zati on usi ng one conmon budgeting and billing system

In theory the CI NCLOG organi zation offers other
advant ages which need to be carefully exam ned. One
advantage is unity of command for |ogistics matters. The
war fi ghting CI NCs woul d have one point of contact for
coordi nati ng and pl anni ng strategi c and operati onal
| ogistics (CINCLOG and JLC). This is consistent with Joint

Pub 4-0, Doctrine for Logistics of Joint Operations, which

15



states, “For a given area and for a given mssion, a single
command aut hority shoul d be responsible for |ogistics.”?’
Since CINCLOG consolidates all logistics functions
underneath it, no other |ogistics coordination would be
required by the warfighting CINC at any other command or
agency other than CINCLOG CINCLOG s JLC woul d have an
Area of Responsibility originating in CONUS and extendi ng

to the rear of the COMM Z.

During the Gulf War, unity of command for |ogistics
was a concern for LTG WIIiam Pagonis, who was ultimtely
desi gnat ed the Deputy Commandi ng General for Logistics in
theater. He established an ad hoc | ogistics comand (22d
Support Command) responsible for fuel, water, food,
vehi cl es, ammunition, all classes of supply (except
equi pnent repair parts) for the Marines, Air Force, and the
Armmy, as well as items conmon to all the services.
However, he ignored standing Arny doctrine which called for
t he establishment of a separate Theater Arnmy Area Conmand
(TAACOM to support the two Arny Corps and ot her Arny and
Marine Corps organi zations in theater. Instead, he
cancel ed their deploynent and established hinself as the
“kingpin” *° for logistics under the prem se that it woul d

be counterproductive to have another |ogistics conmand in

16



theater. Miintaining a single |logistics point of contact

in theater was his paranmount concern.

Theoretically, CINCLOG would also be nore efficient in
ot her ways at both the strategic and operational |evels.
First, all classes of supplies (including repair parts)
woul d be managed by one organi zation instead of the current
five (i.e., DLA and the individual services). Second,
significant savings could be achieved using one budget
process to procure goods and services. Third, a
centralized billing process would elimnate duplication of
effort through the DoD and elim nate overhead. Fourth, the
Facilities Conmand of CINCLOG could nore proficiently
manage t he servi ce-owned mai nt enance depots (overhead at
all maintenance facilities could be reduced, maintenance
functions could be nerged, and in sonme cases depots could
be closed). Cost data would be nore readily avail abl e when
exam ning the cost efficiency of a depot since a

st andardi zed billing process would be in place.

Dr. Mchael D. Krause, who was al so the Chief of
Logistics Plans for the 22d Support Command during the Gulf
War, nmakes a conpelling argunent for a simlar |ogistics

organi zati on which he calls the “Defense Logistics

17



20 The difference is that no unified or sub-

Servi ce
uni fi ed command woul d be established and command of DLA
woul d rotate around to each service instead of becomng a
conponent command. However, just |ike CINCLOG al

| ogi stics functions are conbi ned under a pernmanent

| ogi stics organi zation at the strategic |evel. Krause
argues the one budget process, |like that envisioned under
Cl NCLOG, takes a “significant step towards conmonality”?.
And a centralized billing process is a “harbinger of future
| ogi stics unification”??, The proponents of CI NCLOG |ike
Krause, seek to unify the services’ logistics systems into

one conpletely centralized structure, which in theory

yi el ds increased efficiencies and enhances joi ntness.

Limitations

Col onel MT. Oaens, in his article The Use and Abuse
of Jointness, points out that many people have incorrectly
interpreted “Jointness” to nean service unification instead
of integration. Ownens defines integration as “...inproved
procedures for conbining the unique, specialized
capabilities of the different services in order to enhance

n 23

conbat effectiveness. VWhile unification is defined as

“an approach to defense planning in which sonme capabilities

18



are subordinated to one of nore domi nant capabilities.”?*

Proponents for CINCLOG are al so confusing the two terns.
They, |ike Krause, are confusing the goal of Joint Vision
2010 by seeking to unify the services’ |ogistics systens,
rather than integrating their different and uni que
capabilities. Procedural inprovenents that would allow for
the integration of the different service systens are

needed, not the unification of these systens.

Presently, each service' s supply and transportation
systens are inconpatible; data cannot be readily shared
bet ween systens. New procedures woul d have to standardi ze
practices to allow the service and DLA | ogistic systens to
share data and track the | ocation of assets as they nove
t hrough the DTS. As USTRANSCOM continues to devel op the
A obal Transportation Network (GIN) (which is the DoD
approved systemto achieve | TV/ TAV), procedures nust be
established to coordinate the integration of new conputer
systens as the services replace ol der ones. General
Fogl eman hit upon the procedural problens when he said, "If
ot her organi zati ons were devel opi ng or planning follow on
systens to the | egacy systemthat were not open and coul d
not exchange information with GIN, we need to know about

25

them and stop or redirect the effort”. Procedura
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i mprovenents |ike these integrate the different services
| ogi stics systens and are the keys to achi eving Focused
Logi stics. Focused Logistics is not a pretext for

unification of the services |ogistics systens.

Proponents of CINCLOG |ike Krause, argue that a
centralized | ogistics organization is nore efficient than a
decentralized | ogistics organi zati on. However, Henry E.
Eccl es cautioned us in his book Logistics iIn the National
Defense that conpeting forces are at work which determ ne
whet her a centralized or decentralized structure is an
opti mal organi zational structure. He cautioned that a
conpletely centralized organization nmay not al ways be the
nost efficient organizational structure. That is, a nore
decentralized | ogistics structure nmay actually be nore
efficient and perhaps nore responsive. There are tradeoffs
regarding either structure. The factors influencing both
types of organi zational structure are in constant

conpetition with each other

Eccles stated, for exanple, that one of the factors at
work is a “nmutual distrust between governnent and theater

n 26

commander s. Sinply stated, governnent |eaders think

t heat er conmanders | ack the national perspective to

20



determ ne |l ogistics requirenents, while theater comuanders
t hi nk governnment authorities |ack the warfighting and
operational perspective regarding logistics. |In the case
of CINCLOG a nore centralized organi zational structure
strengthens the national perspective at the expense of the
t heat er commander and the services. Presently, the
services retain the responsibility for sustaining and

equi pping forces; this practice increases operational
flexibility and ensures redundant capabilities. During the
early days of the Gulf War, the 82nd Airborne D vision

depl oyed to Saudi Arabia with a limted | ogistics
capability. Consequently, they turned to the Marine Corps
for comon item|l ogistics support until sufficient Arny

| ogi stics forces were in theater. Both services retained
separate | ogistics systens, however, operational
flexibility was enhanced because of redundancy of systens.
If CINCLOG were in place, the services would not have
separate | ogistics systens, there would be no redundancy of
systens, and | ogistics support during the early stages of

future contingencies would certainly be degraded.

Principles of Logistics

The soundness of any | ogistics organization can be
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best analyzed in light of the seven principles of |ogistics
(e.g., Sinplicity, Responsiveness, , Flexibility, Econony,
Attainability, Sustainability, and Survivability). These
princi pl es have proven to be historically inportant and
provi de a sound test for any proposed |ogistics

or gani zati on.

Simplicity

The span of control of CINCLOG is expected to
i ncorporate the Joint Staff J-4, the four service |ogistics
staffs, DLA, and USTRANSCOM It would al so include a
Facilities Conmand to nanage all mlitary maintenance
depots and operational bases and forts. This span of
control is sinply too large and is extrenely conplex. In
terns of operating budget, this organization would require
over 29% of the DoD budget, or approximately 74 billion
dollars.?” Additionally, the CINCLOG organization woul d
remove | ogistics planners fromthe Joint Staff and conbine
t hem under a conpl etely detached | ogistics conmmand. Such a
reorgani zation conplicates rather than sinplifies planning
by separating |ogistics planners from operational planners.
This i ncreases, rather than decreases, the difficulty of
integrating the logistics battlespace function into a well -

coordi nated operational plan. Even though the DCI NC of
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CI NCLOG remains the Joint Staff J4, the action officers of
the J4 woul d be sequestered fromthe other planners who
remai ned on the Joint Staff. The dangers of “stovepipe

pl anni ng” becone even greater as a result.

Eccl es recogni zed that conplete centralization is not

an efficient structure because of information flow

“The sheer mass of data which nmust be

col | ected, processed, and eval uat ed

beconmes so great that nmanagenent action

in response to changi ng technical and

producti on devel opnents and mar ket

situations beconmes sluggish. The

operating unit which is smaller, nore

fl exi bl e and responsive has been found

to be nore efficient.”?
A decentralized structure, where services retain their
respective logistics responsibilities, streanlines the
information flow, enabling services to focus on their
uni que | ogistical requirenents. C ose coordination is
still required if this systemis to work effectively. That
i's, service-specific sustainnment plans require close
coordination with the Joint Staff J-4, warfighting CI NC
servi ce conponent conmmand and servi ce headquarters during

Operation Plan devel opnent and the Ti me-Phased Force and

Depl oynent Data (TPFDD) validation process.
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Responsiveness

Marine Corps Doctrinal Publication 4, Logistics,
defines responsiveness as the ability to provide the right
support, at the right time, at the right place. Wile it
is true that both comrercial and mlitary | ogistics
organi zations strive to be responsive, the environnment in
whi ch each operates is uniquely different. Proponents of
CINCLOG fail to recognize this difference and m stakenly
equate commercial logistics with mlitary |ogistics.
Commerci al industry can centralize | ogistics operations to
create efficiencies and still be responsive. Mlitary
organi zations by their very nature, however, nust function
in hostile conditions where these operations may be
destroyed by eneny action, nmaking redundancy of functions
and responsi veness necessary even if it results in sone
inefficiencies. In other words, efficiency is the
par anount concern of commercial industry, but effectiveness
is the paranount concern of mlitary |ogistics
organi zati ons. ?° Consequent|y, CI NCLOG may yi el d new
efficiencies, but it does so at the expense of
effecti veness. There are fundanental differences between
mlitary | ogistics organizations and civilian run
commerci al businesses. Therefore, a mlitary |ogistics

system nmust be decentralized, sonewhat redundant, and
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pronote effectiveness in order to be responsive during war.

Flexibility

Flexibility is difficult to establish in a |arge
centralized mlitary |logistics organi zation. Eccles said
|arge centralized mlitary |ogistics organi zations face a
di | emma because they nust be both “flexible and highly

responsive to eneny action”. 3°

Hi s research supported the
concept of each service retaining its smaller |ogistics
system Such systens, he argued, allow for greater

flexibility, initiative, and responsiveness during actual

conti ngenci es. 3!

Economy

At the strategic |evel of war, decentralized |ogistics
organi zations are | ess econom cal than a centralized
organi zati on where |l ogistics functions are consol i dat ed.
However, Eccles warns that a peacetinme consolidation of
functions nust not be judged on how it inpacts the
peaceti ne budget, but rather on whether it contributes to
sust ai ned conbat effectiveness.® Further, creation of
CI NCLOG i s excessive and discounts the findings of the
Hoover Conmm ssion of 1947 which stated that duplication

within sound limts was necessary to instill a healthy
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conpetitive spirit, pride, tradition, progress, and noral e

within the services.

From an operational perspective, the JLC offers sone
advant ages over our present method of nmanagi ng operational
| ogistics matters in theater on an ad hoc basis. A
permanent|ly staffed | ogistics theater organizati on where
| ong and short-term plans were devel oped in concert with
each other would nore readily transition into well -
coordi nated and effective logistics actions. For instance,
| ong-term and short-term|logistics planners can be pl aced
under the same command to do coordi nated planning. This
arrangenment creates econonmies. LTG Pagonis realized this
when he created his Logistics Qperations Center (LOC) and
Logistics Cell (Log Cell) in his 22d Supply Conmand
(SUPCOM during the Gulf War. The LOC conducted short-term
| ogi stics planning, while the Log Cell conducted |ong-term
| ogi stics planning. Both types of planning were conducted

by the sane organi zati on and coordi nated by Pagoni s.

Attainability
The CI NCLOG organi zation ignores the fourth el enent of
the logistic process - the acquisition process. Any

meani ngf ul reorgani zation at the strategic |evel nust take

26



acquisition into consideration. MCDP 4 states, “Strategic
| evel core logistics capabilities are enbodied in an

acqui sition system base and stations, facilities required
for mai ntenance of uni que Marine equi pnment and the

provi sion of service-specific supply itens, and effective
service-l evel comand and control |ogistics.”3 C NCLOG
separates the organi zati ons which determ ne esti mated

requi renents (services and service conponent comrands) and
t hose whi ch woul d acquire those requirenents (Sustainnent
Command). This arrangenent hinders effective managenent of

the acquisition and supply functions and i s unnecessary.

Since the inception of the Joint Requirenents
Oversight Council (JROC) and its tie-in to the DoD Pl anni ng
Programm ng and Budgeting System (PPBS), the acquisition
process has seen increased coordinati on and comruni cati on
bet ween services’ acquisition progranms. This arrangenent
al so resolved an issue identified in the Eberstadt Report
of 1945, where inadequate coordi nati on between the services
was identified as a contributor to serious defects in

procurenent and | ogistics during W\ I .

Sustainability

CI NCLOG i gnores the Eberstadt Report’s findings,
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advi sing that each service requires a different |ogistics
structure because of its unique tactical m ssion and

equi pnent. For exanple, the logistical challenges of an
anphi bi ous operation requires nore flexibility than that of
sust ai ned | and operations.3 Troops, equipment, and
suppl i es have to be | oaded onto separate ships, sonetines
originating fromdifferent Seaports of Enbarkation, and
sequenced ashore in order to support operations ashore.
Oten, the logistical off-1oad occurs simultaneously to
support the assault while under eneny fire. Consequently,
the | ogistics system of each service is unique and demands
that each service retain its respective logistics systemto
support the particular tactical mssion and uni que

equi pnment .

Survivability

A centralized | ogistics organization is nore
vul nerable to asynmetrical attacks because of its reliance
upon technology to provide total information dom nance. It
is folly to assune I TV and TAV, or any other technol ogi cal
information systemw || always achi eve conpl ete infornation
certainty. Carl Von Causewitz, the fanmous ei ghteenth
century mlitary strategi st warned that “friction during

warfare would create incidents- the kind you can never
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really foresee- that |ower the general |evel of
performance, so that one always falls far short of the

i ntended goal .”3® Qur ITV/ TAV systems wi || becone targets
to disrupt and m sdirect the delivery of critical supplies
and repair parts noving throughout the DIS. These attacks
will be designed to create friction in the system The
servi ces’ redundant | ogistics systens, however, increase
the likelihood that some systens m ght be unaffected by
eneny asymmetric attack. The decentralized nature of their
systemal so allows greater agility, unlike an overly
centralized organization which is unable to adjust to

changes and threats in their environnent. 3°

The i nport ant
di stinction, again, is for the different service systens to
establish procedures which enable themto be conpatible and

i nteractive.
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Chapter 4

Recommendations and Conclusion

Strategic Reform

A decentralized DoD | ogi stics organi zati on wor ks best
at the strategic level. Geater flexibility and
ef fectiveness are achieved by permtting the services to
operate separate logistics systens tailored to support
their uni que m ssions and equi pnment. However, conmon
supply, transportation, and mai ntenance procedures need to
be instituted to feed overarching |ogistics systens
designed to produce ITV and TAV. This requires a greater

effort of cooperation between the services.

For exanpl e, USTRANSCOM i s devel opi ng the
Transportation Coordinator’s Automated |Information for
Movenment System |1 (TC AIMS-11) as a joint mgration system
used to feed GIN. However, uncoordinated alterations and
i nprovenents to existing service information systens, such
as the Arnmy’s Transportation Coordi nators Aut omat ed
| nfformati on System (TCAI'S), or Marine Corps’ MAGIF
Depl oynment Support System I I (MDSS I1)/ Transportation
Coordi nator’s Automated Information for Myvenents System
(TC AIMS), prevents conpatibility with TC AIMS-11. Service
cooperation and common procedures will go a long way to

maki ng the services’ transportation and supply systens
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conpatible and ultimately realize ITV/ TAV. Additionally,
commonal ity of equipnment and repair parts should be pursued
to the greatest extend possible to reduce acquisition and
research and devel opnent costs. Although the different

m ssi ons of the services require unique equi pnent, there
are many cases where common parts and end itens may be
used. Qur goal should be to maxim ze conmonal ity where we

can.

LTG Heiser calls for reactivating the old Logistics
System Policy Council and Defense Logistic Advisory Board
toinstill this spirit of cooperation and inplenment conmon
procedures across service |ogistics systems.3 These were
joint advisory organi zations used by the services and the
Ofice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) to work together
to standardi ze procedures and advi se the Secretary of
Def ense to nmake deci si ons when a consensus could not be
reached. Reestablishing these boards, with OSD oversi ght,
woul d hel p establish common procedures. These boards,
wor ki ng together with the Joint Requirenents Oversi ght
Council (JROC), as part of the PPBS process, would have the
budgetary authority to procure only those new i nfornmation
systens conpatible with other service and DoD overarchi ng

syst ens.
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Operational Reform

Wil e our current decentralized | ogistics system works
well at the strategic |level, the operational |ogistics
command and control organi zations are not as effective.
This partially explains the appeal for CINCLOG s JLC. At
the theater level, logistics matters are nmanaged by the
CINC s Director of Logistics (J4), who conducts theater
| ogi stic planning and establishes |ogistics policy.

Addi tionally, he operates a Logistics Readi ness Center
(LRC) which nonitors the |ogistics readi ness of the service
conponent commands, oversees theater |ogistic capabilities,
coordi nates | ogistic support of upcom ng operations, and
coordinates with the non-theater |ogistics organizations
provi di ng support. However, these functions are supervised
and executed in |arge part through various joint |ogistics
centers, offices, and boards. The absence of a single,

per manent | ogi stics command and control organization,
responsi bl e for common-user support, disrupts planning and
creates inefficiencies. A permanent command responsi bl e
for both long-termand short-term pl anni ng of comon-user
support would nore effectively transition |ogistics plans
into action. This problemwas readily apparent to LTG

Hei ser who said, "Today there are no specific plans for
comon supply and services.... If we were to achi eve such
comonal ity in sone future contingency, it would |Iikely be

on an ad hoc basis... rather than as part of a well-planned
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operation."3®

I n Decenber 1996 the Joint Logistics Integration
Conference explored two options to renedy the theater
| ogi stics command and control problens. The first option
proposed using an existing service organi zation from one of
the services and enpowering it to control all comon-user
resources. The second option proposed establishing a
headquarters el enent directly under the CINC called a Joint
Logi stics Managenent Command that would remain in a cadre
status during peacetine and expand during contingencies.
The services and CINCs were divided as to which option was
the optimal solution. The JLIC deened both options worthy
of additional study; however, the specific organization
structure, force structure, command rel ationships with the
CI NC and Joint Logistics Boards, and functions to be
performed by this organization were not fully devel oped.
The Joint Staff J4 assuned the responsibility to further
refine the concepts and devel op a proposed theater
| ogi stics command and control organization for Cl NC and

service review prior to presentation to the JROC. *°

The two options presented during the JLIC are not

nmutual Iy exclusive. That is, the JLMC should be organized

33



around a permanently standi ng organi zati on such as a Mari ne
Corps Force Service Support Goup (FSSG or an Arny Theater
Arnmy Area Command ( TAACOM) and be assigned directly under
the command of the warfighting CINC. Any other command
relationship to the CINC woul d be ineffective and | ess
responsive to his logistics priorities and requirenents.

To extend operational reach and i ncrease the effectiveness
of theater logistics, the JLMC should be established,

i ntegrating common-user |ogistics functions in a theater of
operations. This organization would be augnented by
representatives fromall the services, |iaison officers,

and individual reserves during tinme of crisis.

During peace, JLMC should be exercised periodically by
depl oyi ng and exercising contracting responsibilities for
Host Nation Support and other common-user functions. It
woul d be designed to deploy early in the event of a
contingency with a high priority in the TPFDD. A high
priority is needed to ensure that the JLMCis in theater
early enough to establish support as the warfighters arrive
in theater. This would go a long way to resolve probl ens
such as those encountered during the initial stages of the

Desert Shiel d/ Desert Storm depl oynent.

A JLMC woul d provide a single point for common-user

theater | ogistics matters, ensuring unity of conmand. Such
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an organi zation would be extrenely flexible, able to nove
rapidly into a warfighting posture, and could nore easily
transition to conmbi ned operations. Additionally,
augnent ati on from DoD agenci es, such as DLA and supporting
CI NCs, would also be required to fully round out this
organi zation. JLMC would work directly under the command
of the warfighting CINC, supervising the joint centers,

of fices and boards, allowng the CINC J4 to focus on
establishing theater logistic priorities and policies.
However, the JLMC woul d be enpowered to nmake those

| ogi stics decisions regardi ng common support and services,
consistent wwth the CINC J4's priorities. (Figure 3
identifies the JLMC command rel ationship with the CINC and

its oversight responsibility of the Joint Logistics Boards)

LTG Pagoni s recogni zed the versatility of a simlarly
organi zed unit during the Gulf War when he wote about his
22d SUPCOM saying, "...tailoring provisional organizations
to nmeet the needs of the m ssion at hand becane a way of
life. Flexibility was the watchword, and this was the way
to do it."* Unlike the JLC envisioned as a part of
CI NCLOG the JLMC conpl enents the sustai nment efforts of
t he service conmponent commands instead of assumng their
sustai nment m ssion. Service conpetition over goods and
services provided by the host nation is avoi ded since the

JLMC is solely providing comon-user support.
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JLMC Organization

The JLMC s headquarters woul d be organized in a
standard general staff organization since its foundation
unit (TAACOM FSSG will already be fornmed in this manner. A
short-termand a |l ong-term planning cell should be created
under the staff cognizance of the JLMC Qperations Oficer
(G3). This design capitalizes on the sane conventi on
devel oped by LTG Pegonis during the Gulf War, dividing
near-term and | ong-term pl anning responsibilities wthin
his 22nd SUPCOM The Logi stics Operations Center woul d
focus on near-term|logistics planning, that occurring in
the next 72 hour period, while the Logistics Planning Cel
woul d focus on |ogistics planning of a | ong-term nature,

t hat beyond 72 hours. A Business Qperations Center (BOC)
woul d al so be established where the | ogistic functions

woul d actually be executed. (Figure 4)

The JLMC should be staffed by representatives from al
the services, DoD agencies, and supporting Cl NCs.
Li kew se, the Logistics Operations Center and Logistics
Pl anning Center would be jointly staffed wwth all |ogistics
functions represented. That is, a Supply, Transportation,
Engi neering, Health Services, Services, and Mi ntenance
support representative would be assigned to each pl anni ng

cell. (Figure 5)
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The Busi ness Operations Center (BOC) is the heart of
the JLMC operation. Here, conmon | ogistics requirenments
identified by the two separate planning cells would be
procured. A contracting office would contract for host
nati on support for all services and coalition nations
participating in the operation. Conpetition between
services and coalition partners would be avoi ded by
centralizing the contracting of all host nation support
requi renents through this office. Additionally, the BOC
woul d be manned with service and conbi ned custonmer support
representatives on a 24 hour basis. Representatives from
DoD | ogi stics agencies such as DLA and supporting Cl NCs
woul d al so be assigned to the BOC in order to coordinate
the support required fromtheir respective parent
organi zation. Lastly, a host nation support coordi nator
woul d interface with those host nation conpani es wanting to

provi de support and servi ces.

Since the foundation of the JLMC would be built around
an existing |logistics organization, very little expense
woul d be incurred in terns of people and equi pnent.

Per sonnel augnenting the JLMC from ot her services woul d
have to be designated; approximately 30-40% of the JLMC s
personnel would be fromother services. A total of 100
peopl e woul d be sufficient to man this organi zation for 24-
hour operations. Approximtely 30 personnel would be

required in the Business Operations Center where operations
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woul d be conducted around the clock on two 12-hour shifts.
Equi prrent needs would be mnimal, since it would primarily
be a |l ogistics command and control organization. Critical
requi renments woul d i ncl ude conmmuni cati ons equi pnent and
conputers that would be nmaintained by the G of the JLMC
Additionally, joint exercise funds would have to be set
aside in order to periodically exercise the staff by
activating it during joint |ogistics exercises.

Approxi mately $3M per year woul d be needed to cover
Tenporary Active Duty and transportation costs of this

or gani zati on.

Conclusion

At the strategic |evel, procedures nust be
standardi zed so that the different and uni que service
| ogi stics systens are able to feed overarchi ng nati onal
systens designed to achieve ITV and TAV. This will allow
technology to work for us while avoiding the pitfalls

commonl y associated with over centralization.

At the operational |evel, a predesignated and
permanent|ly established joint |ogistics organization (JM.C
must be created as part of all geographic CINCs to nmanage
comon-user items, contract for Host Nation Support, and

conpl enent the service conponent commands’ sust ai nnent
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efforts. Although a nore centralized organi zation is
created to nanage common-user itens, the services retain
operational flexibility to sustain and organi ze their
forces as their mssions may require. Both operational

| ogi stics effectiveness and flexibility will be inproved by

this arrangenent.
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USACOM CINCLOG Concept
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Defense Fuel Supply Center Defense National Stockpile Center
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Defense Industrial Supply Center Naval Engineering Command
Defense Logistics Services Center

Defense Supply Centers

Numerous Overseas Facilities

(Figure 1)
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Joint Logistics Management
Command

(Figure 3)
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Joint Logistics Management

Command General Staff
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| ]
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(Figure 4)
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JLMC
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