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PREFACE

This history of the activities of the US Army Logistics Center from
July 1974 through September 1976 is functional in approach. There is no
one chapter devoted to the history of a specific directorate, although
several chapters, by virtue of their subject matter, deal principally
with projects and studies which would naturally be located in a certain
directorate. The intention of this approach is to emphasize certain
areas which--from the historian's vantage point--seem most significant
in terms of the dedication of resources and/or potential contribution to
Army logistics. There is, of course, room for honest disagreement; but
the final answer lies in the future. An additional reason for this
approach is to illustrate the manner in which certain projects and
studies cross directorate lines and draw on the expertise of personnel
throughout the Center.

Some projects and studies have not been described in this history at
all. Again, this is no denigration of the work of those involved with
these particular activities. What was significant in one quarter or
even one year might, on reflection and in light of succeeding actions,
appear to be less so. The Logistics Center handles hundreds of projects
and studies a year, and no history could cover them all. What is dis-
cussed in this present volume, however, is a substantial number of
activities which, taken together, suggest the large contribution the
Logistics Center is making to improving combat support and combat service
support for the Army in the field.

Unless otherwise cited in the footnotes, this history is based on
directorate historical feeder reports, quarterly Reviews and Analyses,
and briefings. This material is available for further research in the
Historian's Office, US Army Logistics Center.

Martin Reuss
Command Historian

i (ii Blank)
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MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION

If the first year of operations for the US Army Logistics Center was
one devoted to establishing a firm foundation upon which to grow, the
next two and one-half years were used to build a solid structure upon
that foundation. Organizational requirements were defined and the
Center's exact relationship with Army elements both within and without
the parent Training and Doctrine Command were clarified. 1In some cases,
management was restructured in order to provide more internal coordina-
tion and greater efficiency.

Organization. Perhaps the mcst significant organizational change
within the Logistics Center was the reorganization of the Office of the
Assistant Chief of Staff for Operations on 21 April 1975. Prior to this
reorganization, the office was divided int» five branches: Operations,
Program Management, Liaison Officer, Visual Information, and Management
Information and Review and Analysis Branch. From the time the Logistics
Center was established, there had been various functional changes within
these branches. An important one had taken place on 3 September 1974
when Program Management assumed from the Concepts and Doctrine Directorate
the responsibility for directing the Logistics Center Study Program.
However, the April 1975 reorganization was far more drastic than earlier
changes. The name of the office was changed as well as its structure.

The new name was Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations. The most important
new function which DCSOPS assumed was the Budget Office. The reorganized
structure is shown below:

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR OPERATIONS

MAJOR PROGRAM DCSOPS LNO
OBJECTIVES OFC OFFICE
T

PROGRAM RESOURCE

CONTROL MANAGEMENT

DIVISION DIVISION

| = = B A ) |
OPERATIONS PROGRAM MGMT MIS/R&A
BRANCH EVALUATION SCIENCES BRANCH
BRANCH BRANCH
VISUAL BUDGET
INFO BRANCH
BRANCH
Figure 1
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On 6 October 1975, several personnel changes were directed by the
Chief of staff, Colonel James H. Carroll, Jr., which affected both the
Administrative Support Office (ASO) and the ODCSOPS. The responsibility
for military and civilian personnel matters was transferred from ASO to
the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff. Also, effective 20 October
1975, the position of Military Chief of the Administrative Support
Office was transferred to the Logistics Training Board, and the position
of Administrative Officer (Deputy Director) was changed to Chief, ASO.
Both these changes had been envisioned in the April 1975 reorganization
but had been delayed until October. ! As a result, Lieutenant Colonel J.
B. Bickley, formerly Chief of the Administrative Support Office, became
head of the Training Developments Branch at the Logistics Training
Board; and Mr. Calvin C. Jones, the Deputy Chief, became the civilian
Chief of the Administrative Support Office.

In April 1974, a manpower survey of the Logistics Center determined
that a Word Processing Center was both practical and feasible. Major
General Erwin M. Graham, Jr., Commander of the Logistics Center, and
Colonel Francis E. Mendenhall, Chief of Staff, agreed and directed that
such a center be established. Plans were approved by the Department of
the Army in January 1975; and, by the spring of that year, some person-
nel spaces and equipment had been provided. However, without additional
equipment and personnel, the Word Processing Center could not become

operational, and FY 75 funds previously designated for the Word Processing

Center had meanwhile been reallocated to other activities. Further
problems ensued towards the end of the year when the IBM dial input
equipment which had been delivered in mid-November could not be installed
because the links required to connect the equipment to the telephone
system could not be located. After repeated efforts to locate the links
had failed, it was decided to terminate the IBM contract. On 12 March
1976, the Department of the Army approved acquiring another brand of
equipment. Thereupon, a contract was signed with Lanier for the rental
of their equipment; and the Word Processing Center became fully opera-
tional in June 1976.- The center was expected to save the Logistics
Center around $83,000.00 per year in intangible savings, as a result of
the time saved by action officers using word processing services.2

X

MFR, ATCL-DRS, MAJ Stephen T. Christian, Jr., Chief, Management
Sciences Branch, 3 November 1975, subj: Transfer of Staff Responsi-
bility for Military and Civilian Personnel Matters within LOGC.

2Draft MFR (never sent), ATCL-R, Mr. Calvin Jones, Chief, Administra-

tive Support Office, n.d. (about February 1975), subj: Word Processing
Center.
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Two new directorates were created in 1975. On 24 July, Major
General Graham approved a proposal 1.>m the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations that elements of the LOGEX Directorate be combined with the
Logistics Training Board. This reorganization became effective on 1
August. The new expanded Logistics Training Board (LTB) retained most
of the functions of the old Logistics Exercise Division in LOGEX and
added a nucleus of training experts from the former LTB. The LOGEX
Directorate ceased to be an organizational element within the Center.
The Director's Office and the Logistics Exercise Division were merged
with the Logistics Training Board to form the new Logistics Training
Board. The Logistics Exercise Division became known as the Training
Exercise Division and was divided into two branches. The old Support
Branch became part of the new Logistics Branch. This reorganization
concentrated in one directorate the personnel responsible for the develop-
ment of training assistance and exercises for active Army and Army
Reserve logistics units. Colonel Ray G. Rennebaum became the Director
of the new LTB. The structure of the new organization is shown below:

LOGISTICS TRAINING BOARD

(Reorganized)
DIRECTOR'S
OFFICE
- »
TRAINING TRAINING
EXERCISE ASSISTANCE
DIVISION DIVISION
B 1
) I |
LOGISTICS OPERATIONS
BRANCH BRANCH :
Figure 2

There were two factors that helped catalyze the decision to create
the Evaluation and Test Directorate. The Army Materiel Command Test
Boards at its Test and Evaluation Command (TECOM), Aberdeen Proving
Ground, Maryland, were assimilated by the Training and Doctrine Command.
Also, an increasing Army-wide emphasis on field experimentation was
occurring. In particular, the use of Scenario Oriented Recurring
Evaluation (SCORES) was encouraged to research and identify combat
service support requirements. Since the Logistics Center is the func-
tional logistics integrating organization for TRADOC, it inherited a
number of TECOM Test Board missions and functions. At the same time,
new logistics doctrines required the development and testing of new




logistics equipment, including such items as cranes, transportation
craft, and container handling equipment. Therefore, on 11 August 1975,
General Graham approved a DCSOPS recommendation for the establishment of
an Evaluation and Test Directorate to serve as the locus for all testing
matters within the Center. Colonel George T. Morris, Jr., became the
new Director.

The effective date of the reorganization was 25 August 1975. The
Evaluation & Test Directorate was composed of an Office of the Director
(3 personnel) and two divisions. Force Analysis (17 personnel) and Test
(14 personnel). The Director's Office was constituted from the TDA
spaces in the former Test and Evaluation Division of the Materiel
Directorate and the former Office of the Chairman, Logistics Training
Board. The Force Analysis Division was established from the TDA spaces
formerly in the Exercise Evaluation Division, LOGEX Directorate; and the
Test Division was established using TDA spaces from the former Test and
Evaluation Division.

The above mentioned organizational structure remained in effect
until the Directorate's Quarterly Technical Review in April 1976. At
the Technical Review, the Director recommended to the Commander that the
directorate be organized with an Office of the Director (3 personnel)
and three divisions: Force Analysis (16 personnel), Exercise Evaluation
(7 personnel), and Test Design and Evaluation (9 personnel), for a
requirement of 35 personnel. The recommended organizational structure
was approved by the LOGC Commander.

The creation of the Test and Evaluation Directorate resulted in the
following restructuring of the Materiel Directorate:

MATERIEL DIRECTORATE

DIRECTOR'S OFFICE RAM OFFICE
1
L 1 - |
ARMAMENTS AVIATION COMMUNICATIONS
AND MISSILE DIVISION ELECTRONICS
DIVISION DIVISION

1 ] |

TANK TROOP REPAIR
AUTOMOTIVE SUPPORT PARTS
DIVISION DIVISION DIVISION
Figure 3
4




Integration with other logistics activities. At the same time that

the Logistics Center was refining its own organizational structure, it
was busy clarifying its relationship with associated logistics oriented
schools. On 18 September 1974, TRADOC Headquarters issued a directive
which delineated the role of the Logistics Center and the logistics
oriented schools in the materiel acquisition process. The document,
which was further refined in the next year, is an important one and
therefore is quoted at some length:3

The Logistics Center is tasked with the responsibility
for developing, testing, integrating and disseminating informa-
tion on logistics doctrine and systems. In addition, the
Logistics Center has been designated as the TRADOC element
having primary responsibility for Reliability, Availability,
and Maintainability (RAM). The Logistics Center has management
responsibility within TRADOC for integrated logistics support
planning associated with new materiel. This responsibility
includes the aspects of maintenance at direct support and general
support level, retail supply (including basic item and repair
parts supply), and user interests of transportability and
handling for the materiel item/system. A further included task
is insuring the accomplishment of all user responsibilities for
developing and providing support type items and systems.

The logistics oriented schools maintain the expertise to
support the Logistics Center in the accomplishment of its
logistics support mission for new materiel. This support
includes working directly with TRADOC proponent schools in the
development of RAM requirements, the establishment of failure
definitions and scoring criteria, analysis and testing of
logistics support concepts, IPR participation concerning
logistics matters, and the performance of the full range of
combat development tasks for support items and systems. The
logistics oriented schools in conjunction with the Logistics
Center determine and evaluate the logistics support implica-
tion of proposed materiel requirements in coordination with
the TRADOC user proponent school. This includes the aspects
of maintenance at direct support/general support level and
retail supply (both basic item and repair parts supply).

The principal logistics implications are the inherent support-
ability and burdens inferred by proposed operational per-

formance characteristics and the anticipated operational avail-
ability for the new materiel item or system. Normally, the
appropriate commodity oriented logistics school will be the action
element for the Logistics Center and will perform the above

tasks in coordination with the TRADOC user proponent school.

3MFR, ATCD-PM-S, 18 September 1974, subj: Role of the Logistics

Center (LOGC) and Logistics Oriented Schools in the Materiel Acquisition
Process.
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The Center became the executive agent for TRADOC in all matters
pertaining to RAM. As such, it is the activity which is responsible for
the review and approval of the content and proper statement of RAM
criteria in requirements documentation, test plans, and test reports.
! The Logistics Center is also responsible for providing technical RAM
assistance to all TRADOC combat development activities. These respons- .
ibilities require a continuing RAM effort in all materiel commodity 1
areas (Armament and Missiles, Aviation, Communication-Electronics, Tank-
Automotive, and Troop Support). Listed below are representative projects
in each commodity area which required RAM support during FY 1976. The
technical assistance may also require the full-time effort of a RAM
engineer or project officer on a single special project/task force/study
group. The effort provided by the RAM Office on the Dragon OT III A is
an example of this.

System Action
Armaments and
Missiles:
Laser Locater Designator Operational Issues/
Test Criteria
Detonating Devices LR
DRAGON OT III A
(Full-time, TDY) f
ROLAND IEP, DT III Plan
SAM-D (Patriot) RAM Evaluation
CLGP Scoring Criteria
Aviation:
UTTAS OT III Test Criteria
R Requirements
AAH/ASH CTP
TOW-COBRA RAM Evaluation
Communications=-
Electronics:
FIEPSS ROC
Radiacmeter DT II Test Plan
Interim Facsimile LR "
TACSATCOM OF 11
TRIT ROC
MSE JOR
C-HET ROC
High Mobility Veh LOA »
BART Operational Issues
Combat Support Veh Determine RAM
Requirements
Figure 4
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Communications-
Electronics (Cont'd):

Troop Support:

sttem

Small Unit Support Veh
Bushmaster

Armored Car

XM-1

‘BTS

Generator Sets

Multileg Tanker
Mooring System

FAMECE

LACV-30

Ribbon Bridge
UET

Figure 4 (Continued)

Action

LOA

CTP

ROC

RAM and Durability
Test Planning

RAM Concept
Formulation

DT III Plan

DT II Report,
IPR

OTP-OT II, TDP-
DT II, Reliability
Study

QT II Plan,

DT II Plan

DT III Report
Check Test,
Scoring Conf

To more effectively integrate logistics support planning between
Logistics Center directorates and the logistics oriented schools, an
Integrated Logistics Support (ILS) management office was established in

ODCSOPS on 12 November 1975.

and one 03.

The office was to be staffed by one 04
The mission of the office was to "manage those aspects of

the ILS concept that are applied to systems/materiel items throughout
the materiel acquisition cycle consistent with the Center's mission of
representing the Army in the field and installaticn users."

Logistics Center Orientation for Selected Logisticians.

During his

October 1975 visit to the LOGC, General DePuy, the TRADOC Commander,
directed that the LOGC initiate orientation briefings for newly assigned
G-4s, DCSLOGs, and Support Command commanders.
General Graham recommended to General DePuy that we initiate the orientation
program with Support Brigade and Support Command commanders since these
types of individuals become intimately involved in the functional logistics

systems, more so than G-4s and DCSLOGSs.

proposal.

In late November,

General DePuy agreed with this
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The following seven officers, scheduled to assume command of support
commands, have visited the LOGC for orientations:

NAME ORGANIZATION ‘

{
BG Sampson H. Bass, Jr. V COSCOM i
COL Charles A. Bullock 101st Inf DISCOM : |
COL Leo A. Brooks 13th Inf DISCOM
COL Glen Mitchell lst Inf DISCOM '
COL Charles C. Partridge 2d Inf DISCOM
COL Frederick Mitchell 8th Inf DISCOM
COL Kenneth A. Jolemore 82d Inf DISCOM

These orientations have been conducted by the LOGC Commander or Deputy
Commander in conjunction with the directors and other senior staff
members. The discussions have two objectives: first, to let the
Colonels know what the LOGC is doing in those areas which will have a
direct impact on their new assignments; and secondly, to discuss the
current logistics conditions facing them in their commands and what the
LOGC can do to assist them.

FOCUS 76. At the Logistics Center staff meeting of 14 April 1975,
MG Graham directed that his concept of the emerging logistics system be
implemented by the Logistics Center staff. Essentially, this concept
advanced a new streamlined combat logistics system which focused support
on the combat elements. The key feature of the concept was to provide
support on a weapons systems basis, emphasizing "support forward."
Rationale for the new system was derived from experience gained from
logistics systems used during previous wars, managerial and technological
changes which had affected the logistics system, lessons learned from
the 1973 Mideast War, and current realities. 1In order to coordinate and
expedite the introduction of this concept to the Army, the Logistics
Center staff established it as a Major Program Objective (MPO) on 9 June
1975. The name of the MPO was FOCUS 76.

Several actions were taken by the Logistics Center in support of
FOCUS 76. Briefings were given to the 5th and 6th Army Headquarters, a
video-taped version of the briefing was made, FM 54-9 was approved for
publication, and the COGS (Combat Oriented General Support) and MISMAC *
(Missile Materiel Center, GS) were completed and forwarded to TRADOC
Headquarters. Additionally, the basic briefing was presented to all the




TRADOC schools and to several combat division headquarters. Finally, MG
Graham wrote an article, "The Emerging Logistics System," which appeared
in the September-October 1975 issue of Army Logistician.

Funding. The Logistics Center Command Operating Budget Estimate
(COBE) for FY 77 was $9,959.600, which included funded requirements of
$8,345,800 and unfunded requirements of $1,611,800. General Graham
submitted the following rationale for additional personnel spaces and
travel funds:

1. Manpower

Nonrecognition of required spaces and mandated space reduc-
tions, to support constant increases to workload, are
significantly affecting this Center's capability to sustain
missions assigned with the level of professionalism required.
Constant reprograming of available resources is exercised

to accommodate time-dependent priorities, impairing still
further other missions with high visibility. The major
imbalance between resources and workload identified in this
submission equate to fourteen military and fifty-five civilian
space requirements.

Subsequent to the latest manpower reduction (Jan 76) this
Center's workload has increased by the following:

a. Corps Automated Requirements -
Major mission change - Mar 76

b. International Logistics Office -
New mission - Apr 76

c. MAWLOGS-DSS models ~ New mission - Feb 76
d. SAILS - Major mission change - Apr 76

e. Planning Factors Management Office -

Clarification of resource requirements -
Apr 76

f. Maintenance Quality Specialist Program -

Clarification of resource requirements -
Apr 76

Utilization of management tools (management surveys, quarterly
reviews, etc.) reflects the ability of LOGC management to
maximize resource utilization against the programed workload.
However, regardless of liberal use of overtime and "Hire-Lag"

s




closure, the increased workload cannot be accomplished unless
requested resources are recognized, or an acceptance of
deferments or slippages in major assigned program.

2. Travel

This Center considers a FY-77 base travel target of $505,000
totally unacceptable.

a. In FY-76 the travel program requirement was
$825,000 of which $705,000 was funded. Due to the moratorium
placed on SAILS, the LOGC cancelled the unfinanced require-
ment ($120,000) (Budget Execution Review, FY-76).

b. During second quarter of FY-76, TRADOC withdrew
$100,000 in target, authorizing this Center a revised FY-76
travel target of $605,000.

c. During third quarter of FY-76 this Center requested
restoration of $90,000 of the withdrawal (which was granted,
message 3012452 Apr 76 TRADOC) revising FY-76 travel target
to $695,000.

d. Budget Manpower Guidance, FY 77, reflects a travel
target of $505,000. Attempts have been made to determine
the rationale for a reduction of $195,000 over FY 76 base to
no avail. It should be noted, this Center has programed
funds for $695,000 for FY 77 travel with possible further
requirements surfacing during the Budget Execution Review
in support of new missions identified in paragraph 1.

e. It is recognized that the FY 77 Budget and Manpower
Guidance travel target of $505,000 could be in error. If
so, it is anticipated that corrections will be made prior
to FY 77 contract signing.

The Army Study Program. A new quarterly update program was initiated
during the second quarter of FY 76 to insure at least a quarterly review
and update of each study in the LOGC portion of the Army Study Program.
This program will insure that the DD Form 1498 for each study receives
the necessary review by each responsible action officer and will provide
a more viable management tool. The procedure involves sending detailed
updating instructions and copies of appropriate DD Form 1498 to each of
the associated schools and the LOGC staff directorates. The updated
copies of the DD Form 1498 are then reviewed and consolidated, and
copies sent to TRADOC and DLSIE. Additional copies of the revised DD
Forms 1498 are sent to each LOGC staff directorate responsible for
monitoring these studies so the study sponsor will be informed of the
latest study status. The initial update cycle was completed and copies

of revised DD Forms 1498 distributed as stated above on 17 December
1975.

10
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Personnel Changes in the Command Group and the Directorships
July 1974 - September 1976

Position

Deputy Commanding General
Brigadier General Ernest J. Vuley, Jr.

Chief of sStaff
Colonel Virgil Stone
Mr. Frederick H. Terry (Acting)
Colonel James H. Carroll, Jr.

Deputy Chief of Staff of Operations
Colonel Ralph C. Robinson
Lieutenant Colonel Robert P. Johnson
Colonel William E. Whelan
Colonel Ivan R. Prince

Organization Directorate
Colonel Donald S. Hanline
Colonel Chester A. Woods

Training and Education Directorate
Colonel Henry G. Allard
Colonel Carl W. Hance

Operations Analysis Directorate
Colonel Henry T. Jackson
Colonel George A. Lynn
Colonel Robert P. Johnson

Concepts and Doctrine Directorate
Colonel Herbert T. Casey, Jr.
Colonel Emil E. Kluever
Colonel Robert H. Kies (Acting)
Colonel Donald G. Werner

Mr. Carshall C. Carlisle, Jr., Deputy Director, served as Acting
Director during those times when a Director was not assigned.

Materiel Directorate
Colonel K. C. Van Auken
Colonel R. W. Fisher

Figure 5

11

Date of Assignment

1 July 1975

until 26 May 1975
26 May 1975
1 July 1975

until 31 July 1974
1 August 1974

1 September 1975

1 August 1976

until 31 May 1976
22 May 1976

until 21 July 1975
21 July 1975

until 20 August 1975
20 August 1975
1 July 1976

until 30 June 1975
10 September 1975
1 March 1976

16 August 1976

until 31 July 1976
12 August 1976
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COMPARISON OF LOGISTICS CENTER'S MAJOR PROGRAM OBJECTIVES, 1974-76

August 1974

Improve repair parts
support to the Army

Provide forward area
rearming & refueling
capability for Army
aircraft

Quantify requirements
for helicopters in a
logistics role in the
Army

Improve DSU opera-
tions throughout the
Army

Improve professionalism
in logistics officers

through improved career
management and training

Provide in-transit
visibility

Develop and implement
adequate RAM-D method-
ology in support of
Army materiel

Provide for full utiliza-
tion of modern container
systems in the Army

Develop techniques for

use in designing organiza-
tions structures that will
be flexible and easily
tailored to requirements

June 1975

Implement FOCUS 76

Improve repair parts
support

Analyze and improve
division logistic sup-
port operations &
structure

Analyze and improve
corps logistics sup-
port operations &
structure

Analyze and improve
CONUS installation
logistics support
operations & struc-
ture

Improve lcgistic sup-
port planning to
maximize readiness of
combat materiel
systems

Provide in-transit
asset visibility to
division level

Maximize utilization
of container systems

Improve force readiness
through development

of an enhanced TI/QC
program

Figure 7

i3

September 1976

Implement FOCUS 76

Improve repair parts
support

Analyze and improve
internal logistics
at the company/
battalion level

Analyze and improve E
division logistic ;
support operations
and structure

Analyze and improve
corps logistic sup-
port operations &
structure

Analyze and improve
CONUS installation
logistics support
operations & struc-
ture

Provide in~transit
asset visibility
to division level

Maximize utilization
of container systems

Improve force readi-
ness through develop-
ment of an enhanced
TI/QC program




10.

11.

12.

13.

August 1974

Improve training
assistance to reserve
component logistical
units

June 1975

Relate logistic
resources to combat
effectiveness

Improve training
assistance to
logistic units

Accelerate the
standardization of
functional ADP
systems for logistics
management and
operations

Improve career
development of pro-
fessional logistics
personnel

Figure 7 (Continued)
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September 1976

Relate logistic
resources to com-
bat effectiveness

Improve training
assistance to
logistic units

Accelerate the
standardization of
functional ADP
systems for logistics
management and
operations

Improve career
development of pro-
fessional logistics
personnel
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CONCEPTS AND DOCTRINE DLEVELOPMENT

Corps Support Command (COSCOM) Roundout. As early as the beginning
of 1975, the Logistics Center began to collect logistics data which
could be used to develop reserve component force structures. The inten-
tion was to analyze this data and then provide to FORSCOM periodic
reports, which might prove helpful in validating requirements for
various types of reserve component logistic units. In addition, they
were to be used to identify candidates for elimination, modification, or
emphasis.l This rather modest exercise was greatly expanded in scope
and significance on 3 June 1975, when the Secretary of Defense directed
that the Army should examine the integration of active and reserve
forces beyond the current affiliation program: "Specifically, the Army
should develop and evaluate a conceptual plan to use the wartime chain
of command for supervising peacetime training, readiness, and operational
planning for all active and reserve units, including combat, combat
support, and combat service support, planned for deployment by M+60."2
The Logistics Center's response was to develop, analyze, prepare in
format, and present data regarding the need to "roundout" active duty
corps support commands by creating "Roundout Packages" within the
reserve component. There were four COSCOMs in the active Army at the
time, three of them were at about half strength and would require
considerable augmentation in order to carry out their full wartime role.
The 1lst COSCOM at Fort Bragg was nearer to full strength but would
require augmentation of its materiel management center to achieve full
capability. If a full mobilization were to occur, it was anticipated
that a fifth COSCOM would be required. The Logistics Center recommended
the creation of four COSCOMs (1) and one full COSCOM, all in the reserve
components. The COSCOMs (-) would be individually tailored to "roundout"
the four active Army COSCOMs. The LOGC study produced detailed data on
specific COSCOM "roundout" needs in regard to both command/control
elements and the specific type of unit required to support a 4 2/3
division corps. Additional data was developed on current locations of
COSCOM support units (Ammo, DS, GS, etc.) of which approximately 133
were required to fill out a COSCOM for wartime operation. Substantial
numbers of these units, it was discovered, were in the reserve components;
the study determined geographical areas (250 mile radius circle) within

1Ltr, ATCL-CDD, MG Graham to General Bernard W. Rogers, Commander,

FORSCOM, 20 January 1975.

2Briefing on COSCOM Roundout prepared by Concepts and Doctrine
Directorate, US Army Logistics Center.
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the United States where maximum concentrations of these units existed.
The goal was to "marry" each active Army COSCOM with a reserve component
"COSCOM Roundout” package, each package individually tailored to meet
the mobilization requirements of the active Army COSCOM.

In March 1976, FORSCOM assumed the proponency for the concept and
worked on refining the data. However, the Logistics Center continued to
provide assistance. The Logistics Center also provided briefings on the
concept to officers from the Office of the Chief, Army Reserve (OCAR).3

Special Analysis of High Mobility Vehicles (HIMO) Study. In 1969,
the Department of the Army requested the US Army Combat Developments
Command (CDC) to conduct a troop test, brigade size, that would compare
tactical with high mobility vehicles. 1In 1973, CDC recommended that the
troop test be canceled. A major reason for this request was the concern
that a troop test would not produce conclusive results since it would be
of relatively short duration and would represent only one terrain and
climatic condition. An alternative to the troop test was proposed that
would simulate a test of the vehicles in different geographical areas of
the world under varying tactical postures and climatic conditions. The
Army did not have an accurate appraisal of its need for high mobility
vehicles in its TOE units in the event of an actual armed conflict in
some geographical location. As a result, future funding for vehicle
requirements could not be properly determined. In addition, the Army
did not have an adequate appraisal of its HIMO fleet in terms of cost
effectiveness, the role each vehicle should plan, and where it should be
used.

On 24 May 1973, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development
(ACSFOR) agreed with TRADOC (Prov) to cancel the troop test if more
detailed information was furnished. The requested supplementary details
were submitted by TRADOC on 21 August 1973; and, on 15 January 1974,
ACSFOR approved the analysis plan as an alternative to the Troop Test,
while adding the additional requirement to address the optimal mix of
tracked cargo carriers and high mobility tracks. On 18 January 1974,
TRADOC requested the Logistics Center to schedule a conference to
develop a preliminary draft study directive. This conference met at the
Transportation School on 12 February. Another working conference was
held at the Logistics Center on 19-20 March.

3MFR, ATCL-CDD, Mr. Charles LeCraw, Jr., to Director, Concepts

and Doctrine, 2 October 1975, subj: Trip Report--COSCOM Roundout
(ACN 22163).

16

e




By June 1974, the draft study directive (revised) was finished. The
study sponsor was the Logistics Center. The study agency was the
; Transportation School. The objectives were threefold:4

1) Determine the impact of the capability of two competing fleets
’ of support vehicles, one of high mobility vehicles (HIMO) and
one of standard mobility vehicles, to maintain the "combat
potential" of a brigade in various conditions of weather and
terrain and combat postures. i

d 2) Identify the preferred mix of standard and high mobility vehicles
that will provide cost-effective mission performance.

3) Determine the adequacy of the proposed basis of issue (BOI)
for HIMO vehicles.

The high mobility vehicles identified for the study were the:

1) M561, 1 1/2 ton Gamma Goat.

2) Me656, 5 ton Truck Cargo, 8x8.
3) Goer, 8 ton, M520 Truck Cargo.
4) Goer, 2500 gallon, M559 Truck Tanker.
é 5) Goer, 10 ton, M653 Truck Wrecker.
6) M548, 6 ton Carrier Cargo, Tracked.
7) Twister Dragon Wagon (to be studied in side excursions only).
Standard mobility vehicles identified for the study were the:
1) 1 1/2 ton, Truck Cargo, 4x4, M715.
2) 2 1/2 ton, Truck Cargo, 6x6, M35.

3) 5 ton, Truck Cargo, 6x6, M35.

4) 10 ton, Truck Cargo, 6x6, M125.

4Draft Study Directive, ATSP-CTD-CS, Special Analysis of High

Mobility Vehicles, ACN: 16743, June 1974.
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5) 5 ton, Truck Cargo, 6x6 and 12 ton semitrailer, M125 tractcr/
semitrailer combination.

6) Truck, Wrecker, 5 ton, M816.
7) Truck, PS, 2 1/2 ton, M49. ’

The 1/2, 4x4, M151 was considered as both a high mobilitg vehicle and a
standard mobility vehicle for the purposes of the study.

The study was restricted to four geographical locations and the
weather conditions consistent with those areas. Each geographical area
developed was approximately 100x30 kilometers and represented a portion
of the operational area within each of the four geographical areas
contained in TRADOC's standard scenarios for combat development: the
Mid-East, Europe, Southeast Asia, and Northeast Asia. The Combined Arms
Combat Development Activity (CACDA) was given the responsibiiity for
identifying and refining the scenarios.

On 12 June 1974, the TRADOC Commander directed that the HIMO study
include tactical missions. A meeting to accomplish this was held at
CACDA on 13 August. A paragraph was inserted into the study directive
which stated that "the study will address the tactical movement of
combat support and combat service support vehicles in their multiple
roles of providing support for forces in the combat zone during a
minimum of three combat postures."® an additional change was later made
when the XM808 Twister vehicle and the Caterpillar Flat Bed Truck were
included as HIMO vehicles in a study directive addition.’

One aspect of the study was to be done under contract by the General
Research Corporation (GRC). This involved developing the interface
between the AMC-74 model, developed by the Engineer Waterways Experiment
Station (WES), and the Tactical Vehicle Fleet Simulation (TVFS) model.

DR
Ibid.

6

Ltr, ATCL-CC, COL Herbert T. Casey, Jr., Director, Concepts and
Ductrine, to Commander, US Army Training and Doctrine Command
(ATCD-SP-L), 19 August 1974, subj: Revision of HIMO Directive/Plan.

74

Ltr, ATCD-SP-L, MAJ Michael A. Randall, Assistant AG, to Commander,
US Army Logistics Center, 7 March 1975, subj: Draft Study Documents,
Special Analysis of High Mobility (HIMO) Vehicles.
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The contract was initiated in January 1975, but almost immediately
problems developed. It was decided that the TVFS would have to be
modified in order to achieve maximum study benefits, and the contract
was revised accordingly.8 Within another month, GRC reguested another
$8,431.00 to complete their work. This meant that the company was
requiring about $12,000.00 above the original award of $44,762.00 to do
their work, and questions were raised about the increasing expense.9
However, GRC was given the requested funds. On 23 July 1975, General
Research Corporation delivered its first interim report, entitled,
"Special Analysis of High Mobility Tactical Vehicle Fleet Simulation
Model (Middle East Geographic Area and Scenario)." The report provided
an analysis of alternate fleet mixes in the Mid-East. The second
interim report, covering the West German geographical area, was delivered
on 19 September 1975. The Waterways Experiment Station, in the meantime,
had delivered its final report, "Mobility Analysis of Standard and High
Mobility Tactical Support Trucks (HIMO Study)," on 5 August 1975. At
the final Study Advisory Group meeting, held at Fort Eustis on 5-6
November 1975, the GRC and WES reports were approved, and some changes
were recommended to the analysis conducted by the Transportation School.

Relatively early in the development of the HIMO study, concern was
expressed about the viability of the Goer as a high mobility vehicle.
Indeed, on 24 June 1975, General DePuy concluded at a Goer Update briefing
that "high mobility is apparently a myth."10 Nine months later, on 31
March 1976, the TRADOC Commander was briefed once again on the study,
and he approved the most significant recommendation that no further
Goers or Gamma Goats be procured since their slight mobility advantage
did not outweigh the cost disadvantage. The final study was forwarded
to Department of the Army Headquarters in May 1976.

Tactical Vehicle Water Crossing Requirements (WACROSS) Study. This
study was initiated by the Logistics Center in July 1975, to determine
the Army-wide water crossing requirements for tactical vehicles and
whether or not the existing capability should be adjusted. It was a

“Ltr, ATCL-CC, COL Virgil M. Stone to Commander, US Army Training
and Doctrine Command (ATCD-CP), 1 April 1975, subj: Revised Contractual

Support for the HIMO Study.

9 : .

Ltr, ATSP-CTD-CS, COL Gordon E. Moore, Chief, Concepts and Studies
Division, US Army Transportation School, to COL Herbert T. Casey, 8
April 1975, subj: Special Analysis of High Mobility Vehicles, (HIMO).

0 ’ .
. MFR, ATCL-CC, Mr. Joseph W. McClure to Acting Director, Concepts

and Doctrine, 26 June 1975, subj: Trip Report.
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follow-on effort to the HIMO Study and used the same scenarios and
simulated terrains that were developed for that study. The WES was to
assist through the application of the Army Mobility Model to predict
vehicle performance in negotiating water barriers. By the end of June
1974, most of the inputs required to simulate water barriers had been
completed. The WES was to begin the analysis during the last week in
August; however, because of funding problems encountered during the
fourth quarter FY 76, and WES's underestimation of the complexity of the
problem, only limited progress was made. The Waterways Experimentation
Station was expected, however, to prepare a draft report during the v
first quarter of FY 77. The Transportation School was the study agency.

Analysis of Equipment Transporter Requirements (HET) Study. The
Logistics Center began the HET study in mid-August 1975. It was con-
ducted in-house through an ad hoc arrangement, with Concepts and Doctrine
designated the lead directorate. The purposes of the study were (1) to
identify current doctrine for HET employment, (2) develop a concept of
employment of the HET in the future logistics system environment, and
(3) to determine what adjustments should be made to the current basis of
issue.

The final draft of current doctrine was completed in October 1975
and was coordinated within the Logistics Center and the Ordnance and
Transportation Schools. A final coordinated draft of the concept for
future HET employment was to be completed by 20 August 1976; however,
higher priority projects interrupted work. Also, problems were caused
by the lack of a TRADOC theater scenario. It was decided to use data
available from sequence IIA rather than delay the project further. The
new goal was to complete a draft report by the second quarter of FY 77.

Field Water Distribution. The Mid-East scenarios highlighted the
problems in the Army's current capability to handle expeditiously large
scale water distribution requirements over long distances. In May 1975,
therefore, TRADOC tasked the Logistics Center to conduct a two-phase
study to determine what should be done to alleviate the situation.
Doctrinal and organizational considerations were to be addressed in the
response. On 13 August 1975, the Logistics Center recommended to TRADOC
that a combination of 5,000 gallon semitrailers and hoseline be utilized.
This was followed on 9 March 1976 with a further recommendation by the
Logistics Center that a Transportation Medium Truck Company be utilized
to haul the 5,000 gallon semitrailers and that a Quartermaster Petroleum
Pipeline and Terminal Company be designated to operate the hoseline.
TRADOC approved both recommendatons and forwarded them to the Department
of the Army.
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Flexible Pipeline for Water Distribution. 1In the SCORES logistics

analysis, the location of fresh water sources was identified as a
significant problem. For certain contingency locations, the water
sources were over 100 miles from the area of operation. To alleviate
this problem, a concept was proposed for the Army to obtain 250 miles of
flexible pipeline in order to achieve a rapid, efficient means of trans-
porting water from the source to the user. On 13 May 1975, TRADOC
designated the Logistics Center as the proponent for evaluating the
concept. To accomplish this evaluation, a two-phase study was planned.
The first phase was to select a course of action and to develop the
detailed requirements. The second phase was to examine the doctrine and
organizations needed to support the selected course of action. The
Engineer, Quartermaster, and Transportation Schools were tasked by the
Logistics Center to submit information on certain aspects of the study
relevant to their areas of interest.ll 1p early June, a representative
1 ' from Concepts and Doctrine Directorate visited Camp LeJeune, North
{ Carolina, to evaluate the Marine Corps Amphibious Fuel Support System,
which was to be used during Joint Exercise Solid Shield 76.

The first phase of the study was to be completed by 13 August 1975;
however, at the request of the Department of Army (DAMA-CSS), an interim

reply was on 31 July. This interim reply proposed four alternative
i courses of action to deliver water to troop locations:13

1. Obtaining a 4" or 6" commercial flexible pipeline.
2. Using an existing 4" or 6" military flexible pipeline.
r 3. Using 5,000 gallon semitrailers.

4. Using a combination of flexible pipeline and 5,000 gallon
semitrailers.

The course of action recommended was number 4, above. The final results
of the first phase was forwarded to TRADOC on 13 August. This document

llLtr, ATCL-CDD, LTC Robert P. Johnson, LOGC Deputy Chief of Staff

for Operations, to the Commandants of the Engineer, Quartermaster, and
Transportation Schools, 27 May 1975, subj: Flexible Pipeline for Water
Distribution.

12Msg, ATCL-CDD, CDR, USALC, to RUCBSAA/CONCLANT, 282220Z May 75,

subj: Notification for Official Non-participating Observer-Joint
Exercise Solid Shield.

13Msg, ATCD-SP-P, CDR USATRADOC to DA WASHDC (DAMA-CSS), 31 July
1975, subj: Flexible Pipeline for Water Distribution.
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reduced the possible courses of action to two: wusing 5,000 gallon
semitrailers to supply water to all troop locations or using a com-
bination of 5,000 gallon semitrailers and hoseline to supply water to
all troop locations. The final recommendation, however, remained the
same as in the interim reply. Specifically, it was further proposed
that TRADOC procure 76 miles of 6 inch Marine Corps hoseline and 32
5,000 gallon semitrailers. TRADOC indicated that the Department of the
Army would approve these expenditures.l

Even before the Logistics Center had submitted its results on phase
two of the study, TRADOC had considerably expanded the study's scope.
On 23 June 1975, the Logistics Center was directed to (1) review the
doctrine on the wholesale and retail distribution and storage of water,
(2) in coordination with CACDA, establish a proponent school for water
distribution and storage, and (3) recommend additions to current TOE
equipment to enable units to accomplish water distribution and storage.
In response to the second tasking, the Logistics Center, on 6 October
1975, proposed that the Quartermaster School be given the responsibility
for water distribution and storage. This required a revision of AR 115-
20, Field Water Supply.l7

16

In January 1976, Concepts and Doctrine Directorate completed its
recommendations for revising doctrine and organizations in order to
provide water distribution in a desert environment. On 19 February, the
recommendations were approved by MG Graham in a decision briefing. The
recommendations were forwarded to TRADOC on 9 March, thus completing
phase two of the study.

14
Ltr, ATCL-CDD, Mr. Carshall C. Carlisle, Jr., Acting Director,
Concepts and Doctrine, to Commander, TRADOC (ATCD-SP-L), 13 August 1975,
subj: Flexible Pipeline for Water Distribution.

15
Fact Sheet, ATCL-CDD, Mr. Carshall C. Carlisle, Jr., 18 August
1975, subj: Water Distribution.

16
Ibid.

17
Ltr, ATCL-CDD, COL W. E. Whelan, LOGC Deputy Chief of Staff for

Operations, to Commander, US Army Combined Arms Center and Fort Leaven-
worth; Commandants, US Army Engineer School, US Army Quartermaster
School, and US Army Transportation School; and Superintendent, Academy
of Health Sciences, 6 October 1975, subj: Establishing Doctrine for
Water Distribution.
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Concept of Night Aircraft Maintenance (CONAM) Study. This study was
initiated and sponsored in 1973 by TRADOC Headquarters and performed by
the US Army Transportation School. The study considered night mainte-
nance of aircraft, avionics, and aircraft armaments from organization
through general support categories. It was limited to Army in the field
maintenance and did not include operations in CONUS or operations of
TDA maintenance elements. The study findings were based on extensive
research of pertinent literature and on the results of a seven week
aircraft maintenance force development test and evaluation exercise
conducted at night by MASSTER at Fort Hood, Texas. The results of the
study and test was a proposal to revise current doctrine, organizational
structures, and training programs for night aircraft maintenance. The
final draft was forwarded to Headquarters, TRADOC, on 7 January 1976.

Aircraft Refueling and Rearming System Study (AARS). The increase
in requirements to provide fuel and ammunition for attack, assault, and
scout helicopters operating under tactical conditions during the con-
flict in Sourtheast Asia caused some refueling and rearming problems.
The increase resulted, partly, from the introduction of the AH-1G attack
helicopter, with its attendant increase in armament capability and
expenditure rate and a decrease in crew requirements from four to two.
Consequently, there were no crew members available to assist in rearming
and refueling. This and other considerations necessitated and emphasized
the need for refueling/rearming points located forward of the aviation
unit base where Army aircraft could be rapidly turned around.

The Forward Area Refueling and Rearming Study (FARR), conducted by
the Combat Development Command's Supply Agency, explored many of the
forward area refueling and rearming point areas; but it did not delve
into the logistical aspects of FARRP (Forward Area Refueling and Rearming
Point). The purpose of the ARRS Study was (1) to identify the logistics
aspects of (personnel, equipment, and resupply mechanisms) required to
operate refueling and rearming points for attack, assault, and scout
helicopters operating near or forward of the battle edge, and (2) to
identify the adequacy of the supply procedures for support of the FARRPs
to insure maximum effectiveness of Army aircraft utilizing them.

The FARRP, as envisioned and addressed in this study, is a location
where aircraft refueling and rearming is accomplished, established at an
area other than the aviation unit's heliport/airfield. It is a temporary
facility, transitory in nature, established for a specific duration and
mission. This study addressed the tactical employment and operational
aspects of the FARRP, utilizing the ME-I TRADOC Standard Scenario. It
also determined or confirmed the resources required to operate and
support this facility and outlined the transport needed to emplace,
provision, and resupply the FARRP. The ARRS Study was briefed to, and
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by, MG McAlister, TRADOC Headgquarters in June 1975. The study was
distributed for implementation in July 1975. Necessary changes in
doctrine, organizations, and materiel were to be made to insure the most
efficient and responsive refueling and rearming of Army helicopters when
they operate from a forward area refueling and rearming point.

Air Cavalry Combat Brigade (ACCB). The Training and Doctrine
Command tasked the Logistics Center in May 1976, to review operational
and logistics concepts of employment for the ACCB and to recommend the
best methods for providing missile maintenance support to a deployed
ACCB. Previous LOGC recommendations for combat service support to the
ACCB included nonsupport for 100 percent resupply of the forward area
rearming and refueling point by both air and ground means. This position
was reiterated in the Logistics Center response. In addition, the
Logistics Center recommended that the DS element organic to the ACCB
retain the capability for repair of the airborne missile launch system
by the identification and replacement of assemblies and sub-assemblies
(line replaceable items and printed circuit boards). Repair of defective
assemblies and sub-assemblies and the supply source for these parts
would be at the supporting GS level.

Armored Cavalry Regiment, Support Battalion (ACR Spt Bn). By TRADOC
letter, ATCD-CA, 10 June 1975, the Logistics Center was directed to
develop Unit Reference Sheets for an ACR support battalion structure.

In addition, the LOGC was tasked to develop the concept for employing
the support element and to evaluate the concept against the European
Scenario. Starting on 16 June 1975, a series of in-house coordination
meetings were held to determine required actions in support of this
task. As FY 75 ended, a draft organization and concept for employment
were being completed in preparation for formal tasking of other TRADOC
centers.

During FY 76, input from the proposed concept was provided by and
coordinated with the Logistics Center associated schools. The concept
of employment was approved by the LOGC Commander on 3 June 1976. Subsequent
to this approval, the organizational structure was also approved on 18
August. The completed support battalion package was forwarded to USAREUR,
FORSCOM, AARMS, and the LOGC associated schools on 30 August 1976 for
concurrence/comments and recommendations.

Communications Security Logistics Review (COMSECLOG). The COMSECLOG
review advisory group adopted proposals during FY 76 that integrate
COMSEC hardware support into the conventional communications electronics
support system considering EAD, EAD-X, and the Restructured General
Support concept that integrates supply and maintenance. The COMSEC
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software was to be managed by the Signal Support elements at each echelon. ]
A major impact of the adopted proposals was to eliminate the dedicated, :
vertical COMSEC retail support structure then operated by the US Army
Communications Command (USACC). Because of this, USACC requested that
the lead role for the review effort be transferred from them to a TRADOC
agency. Subsequently, the Signal School was assigned the lead role and,
in that capacity, will prepare the final report, scheduled for completion
in June 1977. Revision of FM 29-11, "Communications Security Logistics
Support in a Theater of Operations," and appropriate TOEs will be ac-
complished by them as follow-on actions.

Division Level Data Transmission/Source Data Requirements. The
purpose of this effort is to define the division source data automation
baseline and the requirements for division data transceivers to support
administrative/logistics automated data systems. The baseline definition
will allow an integrated logistics support concept to be developed by
DARCOM for support of a source ADPE that is not included in the division
data center. The Logistics Center was tasked for this effort because of
its expertise and proponency for CS3 and Project CAR and will coordinate
with PACDA, the Signal School, USAREUR, and FORSCOM. Fourteen divisions
of FORSCOM and USAREUR have been surveyed for their source data automa-
tion and data transceiver requirements. An evaluation of the survey
results will be the basis for a report to be provided TRADOC and the
Department of the Army. The report will define the source data baseline
equipment and provide rationale on data transceiver requirements.

Combat System, Rearm/Refuel in Battalions (COSRRIB). This study was {
initiated at the request of General DePuy in January 1976. The study
addressed the requirement for an armored rearming and refueling capability
to support tank, mechanized infantry, and DS artillery units engaged in ;
the Covering Force Area (CFA) of the combat zone. The study's tentative
conclusions at the end of FY 7T were that: there is no requirement for
an armored refuel vehicle; there is no requirement for an armored rearm
vehicle for DS artillery; there is a requirement for an Armored Forward
Area Rearm Vehicle (AFARV) to support engaged elements of tank and
mechanized infantry units. Based on these conclusions, the Director of
Concepts and Doctrine proceeded, in September 1976, to prepare a statement i
of need for a large vehicle; i.e., the Stretch M113. The Director of |
Materiel was also planning to prepare a draft LOA to initiate action
with DARCOM. These actions were preceding a formal statement of need,
which would appear in an approved COSRRIB Study. The Study was scheduled
for completion in October 1976. It is contemplated that approval of the
study, and results of a test underway at Fort Knox, will provide doctrine
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for a rearm vehicle. The final result, presumably, will be a paragraph
in a field manual explaining how to use an already available M113 or a
ROC to procure kits or a determination that the M113 is not suitable--a
distinct possiblity since the payload appeared to be 3,200 pounds.l

DA Concept Study--Army Wide Calibration. DARCOM was appointed by
the Department of the Army in February 1976 to conduct the Army Wide
Calibration Study. The purpose of the study was to standardize the
calibration program to insure maximum efficiency, compatibility between
the services, and effectiveness in war and peace. The Logistics Center
was appointed in March to represent TRADOC on the study. Thus, the LOGC
Commanding General serves as a member on the Senior Officers Review
Board for the effort. Thus far, current doctrine, publications, unit
organizaticns, and the emerging logistics system have been reviewed and
onsite visits to CONUS installations have been conducted. A trip to
Europe was made in August 1976, and a proposed concept was being developed.

Authorized Stockage List (ASL) Mobility Study. This study was
initiated in January 1976. Its purpose was to develop revised guidance
and techniques for improving the DSU's capability to move its ASL.
Sixteen divisions were asked to provide copies of their ASLs and
loading plans. Seven divisions responded. During FY 76, it was deter-
mined that kits for bins and cabinets were available from the government
(GSA, DSA, etc.) and commercial sources that can be used for carrying ASL
items. Procedures for prioritizing and configuring ASL continued to be
investigated. Visits were made to the 1lst Cavalry, 2d Armored, and
101lst Airborne Division during April, May, and June 1976. The 8th Infantry
Division was planning a test using MILVANs. Test results were to be
provided the Logistics Center.

Anti-Armor Systems Program Review (ASPR). On 12 February 1976,
General DePuy was given a short status report on ASPR. The following
day, the Department of the Army requested the Logistics Center to analyze
the adequacy of the DA Authorized Acquisition Objective (AAO) to support
tactical distribution of TOW and Dragon missiles in the 1978 to 1982
Program Objective Memorandum (POM) for the European Scenario. A pre-
liminary analysis was presented to Generals Burdeshaw, Vinson, Graham,
and DePuy during the period 9-12 March 1976. On 23 March, the Logistics
Center ASPR briefing was presented to the CAC Commander. The ASPR
briefing was presented to the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army and 67
other general officers/civilian equivalents at the Combined Arms Center

18 . :
MFR, ATCL~D, COL Ivan R. Prince, Jr., LOGC Deputy Chief of Staff

for Operations, 16 September 1976, subj: Status of Rearm and Hardened
Battalion Recovery Team Vehicle.
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on 27-28 April. The Logistics Center portion of the briefing stimulated
discussion in the areas of anti-armor missile support, missile AAO
analysis, reserve force restructuring, and wartime repair parts deter-
minations. By the end of FY 76, all ASPR discussions and actions had
been absorbed into the Anti-Armor Capability Study.

Army Force Integration Study (AFIS). A short computer assisted
routine was developed to allow rapid structuring and compilation of type
COSCOMs and other forces. Input for one theater and several type corps
were submitted through CACDA to DA on 30 March 1976. Subsequent CACDA
guidance requested the Logistics Center to examine once more the wartime
chain of command for accuracy and doctrine. General Vuley directed that
the LOGC analyze the support groups and reduce the number if possible.
Consequently, sixty general supply companies were deleted and replaced
with COGS units. This reduced the number of S&S battalions and allowed
a reduction in support groups from three to two for the various type
corps. The total number of troops deleted was 13,000. The final
results were submitted to CACDA on 24 May 1976.

United States Army Security Agency (USASA) Tactical Maintenance
Concept (1976-1986). The purpose of this action was to implement the
Army Chief of Staff's recommendations that USASA resources at corps/
division level be integrated under the full command of the supported
commanders. On 31 October 1975, the Department of the Army designated
TRADOC, supported by FORSCOM and the USASA, to develop appropriate plans
for the integration process. TRADOC, in turn, designated the Logistics
Center as its action agency. Because of inadequate information, TRADOC
was unable to concur in a proposed milestone schedule developed by the
USASA. To provide a better understanding of the magnitude of the
problem, a meeting was held at the Logistics Center on 24-25 February
1976; and a new milestone schedule was developed.

During the remainder of FY 76, the Logistics Center completed the
three milestones scheduled, which necessitated the review of 21 MTOEs in
order to determine pre-1978 workloads associated with organic equipment,
including ASA peculiar items, and subsequently to determine the adequacy
of personnel MOS and the organization necessary to provide capabilities
desired at organizational level. During the completion of the first
three milestones, evaluation objectives were defined which were to be
used in testing the Operation and Organizational (O&0) concept. The

remaining milestones will address the interim changes in policy, doctrine,

and organization necessary to accommodate effective maintenance support
through 1978. A maintenance concept and force structure to support new
EW/SIGIMT equipment will also be completed. The post-1980 automatic

test equipment for ASA units will need to be integrated into the automatic

test support system.
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Standard Expanded Direct Exchange Evaluation. This evaluation
was directed by the Department of the Army as a result of numerous
unresolved areas resulting from the DA/AMC (DARCOM) Task Group test
of DA Circular 700-24 (Supply and Maintenance Procedures for Direct
Exchange) at Fort Carson from June to September 1974. This circular
directs the recovery, repair, and re~utilization of unserviceable,
economically reparable, army-managed, class IX repair parts at the
direct support, general support, and installation levels.

As a result of a Direct Exchange General Officer Steering Group
meeting on 22 October 1974, the US Army Logistics Center was tasked by
the Department of the Army to evaluate further certain areas associated
with basic direct exchange operations. Responsibility for retail level
DX was transferred to the Logistics Center on 1 August 1974 for direct
and general support levels (TOE) and on 1 November 1974 for installation
level. Subsequent tasking by DA expanded the Logistics Center evalua-
tion to include automated procedures developed to support direct exchange
operations under the three systems in operation at Fort Carson (SAILS, DLOGs,
and NCR 500). The evaluation was divided into two parts. Concept and
doctrinal implications of DX was analyzed by Concepts and Doctrine
Directorate. Systems Design Directorate assumed the responsibility for
evaluating the effect of the three systems on DX operations.

Three installations, two from FORSCOM and one from TRADOC, were
selected for evaluation of direct exchange operations for the Concepts
and Doctrine evaluation. The collection of data and observations by the
Logistics Center continued until December 1975. The final draft report
(Part I) was staffed throughout the Logistics Center during the third
quarter of FY 76. A nonconcurrence from Systems Design remained unresolved.
That directorate voiced two strong objections to the C&D study. First,
SD personnel favored having recoverables directed through a single
point rather than a "three route" method of operation as proposed by
Concepts and Doctrine. Second, SD raised concerns about the volume of
transactions associated with either concept.19 Despite Systems Design's
objections, however, the Chief of Staff approved the C&D direct exchange
evaluation, and it was forwarded to the Department of the Army on 11 May
1976. Systems Design completed its part later that summer.

CONUS Installation Logistics Support Study (COILS). During the first
US Army Logistics Center Advisory Board (LOGCAB) meeting, LTG Kornet,
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, Department of the Army, identified

DF, ATCL~SSO, Director, Systems Design, to Director, Concepts
and Doctrine, 26 March 1976, subj: Standard Expanded Direct Exchange
Evaluation; DF, ATCL~CUR, Director, Concepts and Doctrine, to Director,
Systems Design, 31 March 1976, subj: Standard Expanded Direct Exchange
Evaluation.
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a need for an in-depth study of CONUS installation logistics. Discus-
sions during subsequent LOGCABs revealed that senior Army logisticians
universally agreed that guidance appeared to be lacking regarding opera-
tions and missions of CONUS installation logistics. Initial research
into the area of CONUS installation logistics revealed a definite void
for indoctrinating military personnel being assigned to Director of
Industrial Operations (DIO) positions at CONUS installations. In order
to improve immediately this condition, a three week course of instruc-
tion was initiated at the US Army Logistics Management Center. The
course was designed to indoctrinate personnel assigned to or associated
with the DIO position.

In formulation of the COILS study effort, various proposals were
considered on how much coverage should be achieved in a single study
effort. Preliminary analysis of CONUS installation logistics indicated
such an operation to be a highly complex area because of its direct
involvement with such functions as funding, procurement, personnel,
CITF, contracting, and ADP applications. For this reason and because of
personnel constraints, it was decided to limit coverage to the transporta-
tion, maintenance, supply, and services areas. However, because of the
transfer of responsibility for commissary operations from the MACOMs to
the US Army Troop Support Agency, the services substudy was subsequently
deferred by COILS Study Advisory Group action. Field visits to some
DARCOM installations were scheduled in order that base support logistics
operations could be evaluated for possible application at TRADOC and
FORSCOM installations.

The objective of COILS was very simply to improve the effectiveness
and efficiency of the logistics support to customers at CONUS instal-
lations. The Logistics Center sponsored the carrier study for sub-
studies which were performed by the Quartermaster School, Ordnance
Center and School, and the Transportation School. The substudies were
to investigate portions of logistics support functions as described
below:

a. Supply (QMS). This substudy will analyze the organization,
functions, and performance of CONUS installation supply sup-
port. This includes the operation of the installation supply
division and supply support activities, such as the clothing
sales store, self-service supply center, and central issue
facilities. Additionally, an analysis of the level of support
required to support active Army units, tenants, and reserve
units will be made.
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b. Maintenance (0C&S). This substudy will analyze organization,
functions, and performance of maintenance activities at CONUS
installations. It will cover GS/DS and organizational mainte-
nance, Direct Exchange, facilities, equipment, workload, and
other factors affecting maintenance.

c. Transportation (TS). This substudy will analyze organization,
functions, and performance of CONUS installation transporta-
tion activities. It will address movements, both personnel
and cargo, relationship with MTMC, and other factors which
affect transportation at CONUS installations.

d. Services (QMS). This substudy will cover food service, laundry
and dry cleaning, commissaries, resale and troop issue, the
Army Food Service Program, dining facilities management, and
subfunctions of these areas.

All of the above substudies will also address the impact of current systems,
such as SAILS, BASOPS, DSS, etc., and emerging systems. Other areas to

be covered include DAFE, housing, funding, management practices and
indicators.

The first meeting of the COILS Study Advisory Group took place
at Fort Lee on 1-2 October 1975. The meeting was chaired by the LOGC.
In addition to the LOGC member, members were in attendance from DA 7
DCSLOG, TRADOC, FORSCOM, and AMC. Proposed substudy directives in the
areas of CONUS installation supply, maintenance, transportation, and
services support were discussed and a consensus was reached on each
directive. Introductory remarks by MG Graham highlighted the challenges
and complexity of an effort associated with a problematic study of
installation logistics. He stressed, however, that this study effort
was one of the most important endeavors embarked upon since the establish-
ment of the Logistics Center. The LOGC Commander concluded by emphasizing
the opportunity before the group to make installation logistics support
more responsive and efficient and noted that the efforts of the SAG in
forthcoming months can produce results that will have Army-wide benefits.20

On 22 October, COILS was briefed to the LOGCAB and received the
indorsement of that body. Then the COILS Management Plan was presented
to the LOGC Deputy Commander on 24 October 1975 and received his approval.
After these actions, the COILS Study Plan and four substudy directives
were sent to the field on 14 November 1975.

20MFR, ATCL-CDD, Study Advisory Group (SAG) Minutes, Study: CONUS
Installation Logistics Support (COILS), 1-2 October 1975.
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An In-Process Review was conducted at the Logistics Center on 13
January 1976. The COILS methodology was approved, as were the substudy
plans in the transportation, maintenance, and supply functional areas.
The services substudy was postponed because the Troop Support Agency had
just assumed control over commissary operations and there were also
N insufficient manpower resources at the Quartermaster School. On 6 April
1976, a letter was dispatched to TRADOC, FORSCOM and DARCOM requesting
permission to visit a total of ten installations under those commands.
A proposed itinerary was inclosed. The itinerary was subsequently
approved by each command. From July to September 1976, four field
visits were made. More were scheduled toward the end of the year,
though the total number was reduced from ten to seven.

A COILS IPR was held on 15 July 1976. During the IPR, representa-
tives from the Quartermaster and Ordnance Schools recommended termina-
tion of the Supply and Maintenance substudies because of lack of resources
and the failure of questionnaires to provide definite problem areas.

The SAG disagreed with the recommendations and decided that after the
first series of field visits, if the Quartermaster or Ordnance Schools
had not identified problem areas, a special IPR would be convened to
consider further the two schools' recommendation.

Consolidation of Administration at Battalion Level (CABL). One of
General DePuy's primary concerns was to relieve the company commanders
of most administrative actions so that the captains would have more time <
and freedom to train their soldiers to fight successfully on the modern
battlefield. The administrative actions, instead, would be accomplished {
at the battalion level, where they could be handled more professionally
than had been the case.?l On 29 July 1975, the Logistics Center was
tasked by the Administration Center to develop the detailed operating i
procedures for consolidated supply, mess, and maintenance operations at {
the battalion level. These procedures, with subsequent changes, were
submitted on 29 August and 19 September 1975, respectively. 1In a letter )
to the Commander of the Administration Center, dated 19 September 1975, I
General Vuley expressed the Logistics Center support for CABL. He then
went on to say:22

TR e g P

21Ltr, GEN DePuy to GEN Fred C. Weyand, CSA, 17 December 1975.

2
Ltr, ATCL-CC, BG Vuley to Commander, US Army Administration
’ Center & Fort Benjamin Harrison, 19 September 1975, subj: Consolidation
of Administration at Battalion Level (CABL) FM 292A.
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We do, however, wish to emphasize that the results of this
test should be evaluated on the basis of whether consolida-
tion improves performance. Particular care must be taken

to insure that implementation of CABL proposals will not |
inhibit the ability of the company to fulfill its command |
responsibilities.

A feasibility test under the direction of the Administration Center
and MASSTER began on 29 September 1975. The purpose of the test was to
determine the feasibility of elevating the normal company administrative
functions (personnel, supply, mess, and organizational maintenance) to
battalion level, thus relieving the company commander and his staff of
these administrative burdens. This test was an expansion of the Company
Administration (COAD) study.

Since the establishment of the Logistics Center, primary emphasis

had been directed toward improvement of logistics units. In October

1975, the Logistics Center Deputy Commander outlined a course of action

which focused the LOGC's expertise on the "cutting edge," the company

and the battalion. As a result, a Co/Bn level logistics action team was

2 established under the aegis of the Concepts and Doctrine Directorate in

November 1975. Subsequently, in December 1975, Co/Bn level logistics

was established as a LOGC major program objective. Action officer and

senior officer visits were made to Fort Hood to review the progress of

the CABL Test and the III Corps initial implementation of its modified 5

CABL procedures. Alco, during the period January-March 1976, the Company

2 and Battalion Level Logistics Action Team conducted 42 CABL orientation |
briefings for major FORSCOM CONUS units and major overseas commands.

[ Representatives from the LOGC and the Administration Center briefed on
the areas of the CABL study for which they were the proponent. The

Logistics Center briefing, "while not universally accepted without

reservation, was viewed generally as a viable concept and a discernible

improvement over current procedures."?23 |

On 26-27 February, the LOGC briefing was given to representatives
from all Department of the Army staff agencies. Representatives from
the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics were adamantly |
opposed to consolidation of PLL at the battalion level. They felt that
this would severely restrict the commander's flexibility. Also, cen-
tralization, rather than consolidation, appeared to them to be a more
palatable alternative in the supply and maintenance areas. The

23MFR, ATCL-CU, LTC George W. McKinzie, 1 March 1976, subj: Deputy )

Commander's Update.
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difference between the two concepts is that consolidation would group
functions without preserving unit integrity, while centralization would
maintain unit integrity and identification. The DA staff conceded that
consolidation/centralization of maintenance administration had merit,

but the general consensus seemed to be that elevating the operations
(mechanics, tools, etc.) as a general rule would not be viable. Much of
the opposition from the DA staff appeared to result from their assumption
that they would have an opportunity to review the results of the CABL
test. Instead, they learned that the procedures were already being
implemented in the field.

In March 1976, the management plan for the major program objective
was developed and approved by BG Vuley. A LOGC position was established
which advocated the consolidation of the administrative and operational
functions of supply and dining facility operations at the battalion
level and permissive centralization for maintenance. Procedures for the
consolidation of dining facility administrative and operational functions
into a dining facility center (DFAC) at the battalion S4 level were done
in coordination with the Troop Support Agency and the Quartermaster
School. Both TSA and QMS representatives objected to the term DFAC
since there are no clerical or administrative personnel authorized in
the dining facility or elsewhere in the battalion; however, the term
continued to be used.?> 1p April 1976, the TCATA (MASSTER) test of CABL
was concluded and the final IPR was conducted at Fort Hood. The TRADOC
Commander was briefed on the status of the Logistics Center's portion of
CABL on 20 April, at which time the Center's approach to DFAC, SAC
(Supply Administration Center), and MAC (Maintenance Center) was approved.

One of the three main thrusts of the Co/Bn Logistics Major Program
Objective, Improve Technical Documentation/Training (ITD/T), was geared
to the development of job performance guides, manuals, and supporting
training material to provide Army units the capability to receive, use,
and maintain complex equipment with minimum outside technical aid and
training support. Contracts were let in late June 1976 for a total of
$2.4 million to Hughes Aircraft Company and Data Communication Incorporated
to develop ITD/T materials for tank turrets and wheeled vehicles (2 1/2
ton and 5 ton only). The Co/Bn MPOC participated in this project
because of its eventual impact on company and battalion size units.
With ITD/T, more training will occur to the company than in the past.
Full implementation of ITD/T is not expected until the 1980s.

241514,

25Fact Sheet, ATCL-CUC, COL Robert H. Kies, Acting Director, Concepts

and Doctrine, 7 April 1976, subj: Logistics at Co/Bn Level; MFR, ATCL-
CUC, LTC McKinzie, n. d., subj: Dining Facility Administration Center.
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The Co/Bn level logistics team, as an additional aspect of the
MPO, identified the need for revision of equipment operators manuals
to reduce operator maintenance requirements to those which were
essential to mission operation. In June 1976, a list of 57 maintenance
significant items was prioritized from a user viewpoint, based upon
the importance of the equipment to the support of tactical operations,
density of equipment, and the time required to perform operator mainte-
nance checks. This list was forwarded to DARCOM so that it could be
used in determining their priorities in reviewing and revising the =10
series manuals for the elimination, simplification, or consolidation
of operator maintenance checks.

On 28 July 1976, the LOGC Deputy Commander reviewed and approved
the supply, maintenance, and dining facility annexes for forwarding
to the MACOMs for review and comment.2® Comments from the major commands
were to be evaluated and, where appropriate, incorporated into the pro-
cedures. Subsequently, the procedures manual, along with TOE change
recommendations necessary to implement the DFAC and SAC, will be forwarded
for TRADOC/DA staffing and approval. On 20 September 1976, the Deputy
Commander was given an MPO update. He issued guidance that the imple-
mentation of CABL in Army Reserve, National Guard and TDA units was
a separate action from implementation in the active Army and would
follow at a later date.

Division Logistics Organization Structure (DLOS) Study. The purpose
of this study was "to examine the logistics structure of the division in
the changing logistics environment of Echelons Above Division (EAD)
doctrine, the expanded EAD concept and in light of the Army objective
of a 16 division force to assure most efficient and economical support.
All possible resource savings will be identified."27 The Department
of the Army DCSLOG tasked TRADOC to conduct the study in October
1974, and the following month TRADOC Headquarters tasked the Logistics
Center in turn.28 The LOGC was to be the study proponent and chair the
Study Advisory Group. The Combined Arms Center and the Administration
Center were to assist in the study effort and supply representation on
the SAG.

26MFR, ATCL-CUC, MAJ C. W. McInnis, 30 July 1976, subj: Review
of the Logistics Annexes of the CABL Procedures Manual.

27Ltr, DALO-PLD, BG R. H. Thompson, Director of Logistics Plans,
Operations and Systems, DA ODCSLOG, 11 October 1974, subj: Study:
Division Logistics Organizational Structure (Project 16-78).

28Ltr, ATCD-FD, MG Robert C. McAlister, TRADOC DCSCD, to Commander,
Logistics Center, 4 November 1974, subj: Study: Division Logistics
Organizational Structure (Project 16-78).
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The first DLOS SAG convened on 18 December 1974 in Larkin Hall, Fort
Lee. In his introductory remarks, MG Graham stressed the need for a
management center for logistics in the division. He also emphasized the
need for direct support maintenance to be customer oriented; i.e.,
supported elements should receive DS support, as far as possible, with
single point service provided. MG Graham suggested that the SAG in-
vestigate maintenance at the division level. What should be done at
the division level as opposed to the general support maintenance level
or in the forward areas by contact teams? Additionally, he asked that
the SAG analyze the forward areas support coordinating office which was
v authorized in airborne and air assault divisions to coordinate and

control support activities in the brigade areas.29 The SAG approved,
with minor changes, the draft study plan. Six "strawman" division
logistics structures were presented on viewgraphs and discussed by
participants. The SAG chairman requested that comments/changes to these
structures, along with any additional proposals, be forwarded to the
Logistics Center no later than 15 January 1975.30 The specific objec-

tives of the study, as included in the final study plan, were:

(1) Reduce nonessential layering within the division logis-
tic structure.

(2) Eliminate any duplication of functions among DISCOM
headquarters, logistic support units, and division
headquarters.

(3) Improve wherever possible the effectiveness and
efficiency of logistic service and support to combat
elements of the division.

(4) Reduce personnel and other resource costs of division
logistics.

(5) Identify cost and personnel space savings of
alternatives recommended.

(6) Determine the organization and capabilities of
the DISCOM when an assured air line of communica
tion (throughput) is employed.31

29MFR, ATCL-CC, Study Advisory Group (SAG) Minutes, Study: Division
Logistics Organizational Structure (Project LEAP, Issue 128), 18 December
1974.

301p44.

3lpraft Study Plan, ATCL-CC, Combat Development Study Plan:
Division Logistics Organizational Structure (Project LEAP, Issue 128), 3
January 1975.
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The draft study plan was forwarded for approval in January 1975, and
was approved by the DA DCSLOG on 26 March 1975.32 However, as a result
of additional information provided by TRADOC Headquarters, the original
six "strawman" division logistics structures were expanded to eleven.
These eleven were reviewed by representatives from Logistics Center
directorates on 25 February 1975, with the result that a recommenda-
tion was made to the SAG that four structures be analyzed in detail.

An IPR was conducted through correspondence with the SAG. While

all SAG members concurred with a revised milestone schedule, there was
a recommendation that a fifth structure be subjected to detailed analysis.
Consequently, this structure was also included in the study plan.33
Unit Reference Sheets (URS) were then developed by the SAG for each

of the five structures.

In August 1975, the second IPR was held at the LOGC. At this
meeting, the Study Advisory Group selected three alternative organiza-
tional structures for further consideration. Unit Reference Sheets
were prepared for each of the alternative organizational structures,
and they were evaluated by the Scenario Oriented Recurring Evaluation
System (SCORES) in January 1976. The results of the SCORES evaluation
were analyzed, and a third IPR was conducted by corresponderice in April
1976.

The DLOS draft study report was prepared in May 1976. The study
reaffirmed the validity of the current command and control structure '
in the Division Support Command. Significant recommendations included
the establishment of a Missile Support Detachment in lieu of the Missile
Support Company (presently an organic unit of the Division Maintenance
Battalion), incorporating the Forward Area Support Coordinator (FASCO)
in the AIM divisions, adding a three-man Graves Registration Team, and
adding four keypunch operators in the DMMC. Even though the study
recommended adding 22 personnel to the DISCOM, there would still be
an overall savings in personnel spaces because of reductions in
administrative areas. A total savings of 383 personnel spaces would
be realized in a 16 division force whenever the recommended organiza-
tion structure is implemented. The final draft study report was
approved by the Deputy Commander, LOGC, and forwarded to TRADOC on
16 September 1976.

32Ibid.; Ltr, DALO-PLD, BG Richard H. Thompson to Commander, TRADOC,
26 March 1975, subj: Study: Division Logistics Organizational Structure
(Project LEAP, Issue 128).

33
Ltr, ATCL~CC, COL Herbert T. Casey, Jr., 28 April 1975, subj:

Study: Division Logistics Organizational Structure (Project LEAP,
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