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ARMY LOGISTICS SUPPORT

 TO

 OTHER SERVICES
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PURPOSE

The purpose of this Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (ODCSLOG) sponsored project was to develop a data call process that captured the Army’s Logistics Support to Other Services (ALSOS) responsibilities and associated requirements (previously known as Wartime Executive Agent Responsibilities [WEAR]) in the event of two nearly simultaneous Major Theater Wars (MTW).  This report is the result of that study.

OBJECTIVES

The project focused on the development of a data call process that would capture only those ALSOS responsibilities and requirements that have Army support implications to the warfighting geographic combatant command Commanders in Chief (CINC).  The CINC’s deliberate plans, assigned DOD Executive Agent responsibilities, and Service regulations were the primary source documents used to identify these responsibilities.  The project objectives were to:

· Develop a data collection methodology to capture supported Service wartime MTW logistics requirements for use by Army modeling activities to determine Army logistical force and supply requirements.
· Offer lesson-learned observations for improving the completeness and accuracy of future ALSOS requirement determination efforts. 
The project builds on previous Army analytical efforts for determining ALSOS support requirements, and identifying needed resources to improve support to each CINC.  These analyses were primarily focused on supporting the Army’s Total Army Analysis’s (TAA) process of determining out-year structure requirements and alternative means of resourcing such requirements using future illustrative defense planning guidance forces.  Using the results from these past studies as benchmarks, this project focused on developing a more comprehensive look at the potential impacts on the Army’s capabilities in meeting its current assigned, implied, and specified ALSOS responsibilities. 

DATA CALL PROCESS APPROACH

The data call was conducted to collect, display, and assess the Army’s support to other Services’ materiel and service-related responsibilities and requirements in supporting CINC deliberate plans in Southwest Asia (SWA) and Northeast Asia (NEA).  The project was designed to only collect and provide select logistical data elements that were not available in the Center for Army Analysis’s (CAA) databases.  The project’s goal was to provide CAA sufficient detail to allow them to: 

· Assess the Army’s ability to provide responsive support to other Service’s warfighting logistics materiel and functional needs.
· Identify potential logistical areas of duplication and overlap in supporting the warfighting efforts.
· Identify logistics force structure shortfall that might result in meeting CINC’s warfighting requirements.
 The process was built on a progressive, three-phase building block process, whereby addressing and analyzing each phase prepared the project team’s efforts to move to the next process phase.  Due to the evolving nature of the ALSOS data call effort, on-site working sessions were conducted as well as maintaining continuous telephonic contacts with each CINC’s planning staffs, other Service headquarters, and defense agencies throughout this study.  Coordination efforts were aimed at clarifying issues as they arose, sharing collection techniques, and improving on the provided data process instructions. 

In the initial phase – Determine Wartime ALSOS Responsibilities – the foundation for the data call process was developed.  Before the Army could determine actual ALSOS support requirements, and eventually the resource capabilities needed to support its joint taskings, a mutual understanding of responsibilities that the CINC, his Service components, and the Army had agreed to, had to be confirmed and documented.  

In the next phase – Document ALSOS Supply and Movement Data Requirements - the study team focused on translating specific ALSOS responsibilities into measurable requirements and bounding them in terms of four broad support categories. Establishment of these categories allows for ease of data collection and calculation using existing deliberate plans and supporting Time Phased Force Deployment and Data (TPFDD).  Such collected information, recorded on designated spreadsheets, was then provided to CAA for consideration during the TAA 2007 force structure determination process.  To support CAA’s modeling and assessment efforts, a list of assumptions was developed and submitted along with the spreadsheets to compensate for discrepancies noted in the theater provided data.

During the final phase – Analysis of ALSOS Supply and Movement Requirements - the project team attempted to use the available data provided by the CINCs to identify and quantify supply and movement requirements in support of follow-on Army study efforts.  This follow-on analysis efforts was requested by HQDA, ODCSLOG, since the ALSOS data collected during the previous phase could not be incorporated in the CAA modeling effort due to time constraints.  The intent of this follow-on effort was to assess the usability of the calculated requirement data in supporting force structure determination efforts. 

The follow-on assessment indicated that the data call methodology was capable of producing useable requirement information based on requested data elements.  However, given the project’s original purpose and design (i.e., to identify only select logistics data information), detailed ALSOS logistics requirements could not be determined without the additional information available at CAA.  This was particularly true for the larger tonnage requirements associated with fuel, ammunition, and replacement equipment. 

CONCLUSION

Given the range of demands imposed on the military establishment’s logistics systems due to ongoing force reshaping efforts, changing international scenarios, and declining resources, there is an urgent need for an understanding by the joint community on the scope and extent of the Army’s support to other Services’ responsibilities.  Today’s logistical procedures, arrangements and force structure limitations for supporting not only a fast and more lethal Army, but also other Services requirements, will be challenged and expanded in the future.  To support this array of challenges, e.g., project and sustain to ensure the right stuff, is at the right place, at the right time and always at the best value, it is essential that the Army, as well as the CINCs and other Services, have a comprehensive understanding of what the Army’s total support responsibilities are and the resources needed to execute.  Unfortunately, the responsibilities associated with providing support to others are not well defined or understood – and accordingly, the Army’s ability to provide adequate, affordable support is not always assured or defendable. 

Faced with this reality, a single, all-encompassing joint methodology for determining the Army’s support to other Services’ responsibilities, requirements and resources is needed.  Although all three functions are essential, the foundation for such a process must rest on a clear understanding and accountability of assigned responsibilities.  The Army can best meet this challenge by requesting Department of Defense/Joint Chiefs of Staff (DOD/JCS) commitment in establishing a joint theater-level support program.  The program would support documenting implied, specified and assigned responsibility assignments, establishing requirement determination rules, and identifying and validating the adequacy of a Service’s resourcing (e.g., Army) to meet approved CINC/JCS warfighting support to other requirements. 

OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

As a result of the project’s efforts, the following observations and recommendations were developed.  To properly address the lessons learned during the development and execution of the ALSOS data call project, recommended improvements have been included that focus on the entire spectrum of joint support implementation issues and doctrinal policies and procedures. 

Addressing lessons learned with corresponding potential recommendations for improving future ALSOS data call’s in periods of budget constraints and increasing deployments require consideration of a wide range of approaches and changes.  Some are readily correctable by the Army and others; however, many have overarching, Joint and Service related impacts and will require solutions from the DOD/JCS level.  Implementation of some of the observations will be relatively easy while others will require hard decisions and Joint direction.  The following is a summary of the key lessons learned issues during the three phases of this project:

Phase 1 - Determining ALSOS Responsibilities.

· Responsibilities List.  Establish a solid interrelationship between ALSOS responsibilities, requirements and resources.  Although all three functions are essential for program implementation, the foundation of the process rest on a clear understanding and accountability of assigned responsibilities.  Only by knowing the scope and intent of each responsibility can the requirements and resources be determined and justified.

· Source Documents.  Review current source documents directing ALSOS type support for relevance and applicability.  Numerous directive documents were written prior to the previous Quadrennial Defense Review’s emphasis on effective use of resources.  Responsibilities must be documented to ensure a common understanding of the level, type, and timeliness expected of ALSOS support during wartime between the supported and supporter.

· Class III (Bulk Fuel) Responsibilities.  Clarify the Army’s Executive Agent overland petroleum distribution support mission and potential overlaps with similar functions currently performed by the Defense Logistics Agency’s (DLA) Defense Energy Support Center, as the bulk fuel wholesale provider.  In today’s constrained environment, it may be unrealistic to resource both to provide a duplicative delivery capability.

· Categories.  Refine and standardize the ALSOS data call process to correlate with the theater planning staff’s mission analysis tools (i.e., Joint Operation Planning and Execution System [JPOES]), to ensure simple instructions and easily collectable data from existing databases for the theater and the Army’s requirement determination needs.

· Joint Supporting Program.  Establish a standardized joint theater level support to other Services responsibility program.  Today, the Army provides ALSOS support based upon multiple tasking sources for both peace and war.  The terms used to describe such responsibilities are neither jointly understood nor documented.  Such differences cause conflicting opinions on the Army’s force structure requirements and resources that would be needed to meet these other Service’s potentially significant but undefined and non-quantifiable support demands.  Procedures that outline in detail the Army’s (and other Services’) responsibilities to support others, and the Service’s responsibilities to provide quality, timely information are essential.  Since the Army’s share of land-based support to other Services will remain constant, it should continue to press DOD/JCS for resolution and implementation.  As a minimum, the scope of the program should:

· Establish a joint methodology for addressing the plethora of interrelated and interdependent warfighting support issues (support to other Services, host nation support, contractor support on the battlefield, coalition support, missions other than war, etc.) which impact on the Army’s and the defense department’s constrained resources. Recognizing resource offsets and additions based upon anticipated support capabilities and requirements should be considered in future force structuring determinations.

· Determine responsibilities that qualify as a support to other Service requirement.

· Determine whether to include responsibilities and requirements for supporting CINCs.

· Establish a joint approval process for assignment of responsibilities.

· Establish allocation and consumption rules for supporting other Service’s requirements.

· Document assigned, specified and implied support to other 
Service’s responsibilities in the CINC’s deliberate plans.

· Determine supporting Service responsibility issues for structuring supporting elements assigned to a unified combatant command.

· Establish procedures for incorporating inter-service support agreements that include wartime support into the materiel and force requirement determination process. 
· Review the impact of proposed Focused Logistics/Revolution in Military Logistics (RML) initiatives on how joint logistics support will be provided and resourced.

Phase 2 - Documenting ALSOS Supply and Movement Requirements.

· Modeling Support.  Accurate determination of ALSOS requirements is based on data collection and modeling.  Future ALSOS analysis must assure the data collection effort is closely synchronized with the modeling requirements.  Activities and agencies involved in the process must be provided clear requirements and be held accountable to assigned functions.

· Theater Staff Involvement.  Results of future ALSOS Data Call submissions to include the force determination modeling efforts should be shared with theater planner’s for conducting their MTW mission analysis and deliberate plan updates. The modeling tools and rules need to be disseminated to all parties to ensure the seamless flow of information and an understanding of the output products.

· Operational Planning Process.  The requirements associated with supporting other Services must be identified and processed as a standard reference file to JOPES.  Data on accompanying supplies and equipment, sustainment resupply and movement requirements to be supported by the Army must be accessible and standardized for conducting transportation feasibility and force structure analysis.

·  Coordination and Assistance.  Face-to-face meetings with all parties involved in recording and collecting data on support to be provided by others is essential. The following issues should be addressed in preparing and conducting future ALSOS data calls:

· Ensure theater planner’s early-on participation in the data call development and execution.  Assistance and coordination meetings provide for the needed information exchange between data providers and collectors.  Future efforts for collecting NEA data based on a MTW scenario must be sensitive to present theater-wide command and staff relationships.

· Establish realistic suspense dates for the development and collection phases of future ALSOS data call processes.  Theater staffs, due to numerous planning and management tasks, need a minimum of six months for collecting and verifying ALSOS data with component commands prior to submission.

· Establish military departmental relationship with the theater planners to ensure compliance and execution of data collection process is considered essential.  The study team alone can not successfully accomplish this task.

· Ensure that ALSOS responsibilities and requirements are revalidated prior to initiating future TAA 2009 analysis due to the ongoing deliberate plan revisions being conducted in each theater.

· Understand and plan for the limitations associated with theater mission analysis tools, (i.e., JOPES and TPFDDs).  Data currently available addresses initial supply and movement requirements into theater and not subsequent deliberate plan phased unit relocations.  Calculating ALSOS support requirements beyond the first phase of the plans, therefore, can only be based upon accurate non-unit related type sustainment records.  Each Service’s rationale for recording such follow-on support data must be understood and documented to avoid duplication in determining the Army’s support requirements. 

· Ensure that future ALSOS data calls document the other Service’s consumption planning factors and their corresponding levels of support required.  Without such recorded information, common-item-support requirements calculated on the Army’s factors used in determining support for its own forces, may not present as accurate as possible picture of support to be provided. 

· Revalidate the data elements and allocation rules for documenting requirements associated with Category 3 ALSOS responsibilities – Army provides CSS/CS Service or Support Functions.  Due to having no known standard database to retrieve information for this category, theater planners provided minimal data input. While such responsibilities may not be as significant in size of potential force structure requirements as the other designated categories, there is a general misunderstanding void by both the Army and the supported Services on these functions.  Such support requirement calculations will have a major impact on the availability of low-density troop support units.

· Amplify the Category 3 instructions for gathering general engineering support data from the Joint Engineering Planning and Execution System (JEPES).
Phase 3 - Analyzing ALSOS Supply and Movement Requirements. 

· Classes of Supply Requirements.  Common-item-support requirements were developed based on population consumption factors.  For the large tonnage classes of supply (i.e., fuel, ammunition, and equipment replacement); however, requirements must be based on equipment usage rates.  Future collection efforts must account for Service specific rates in determining total supply requirements.
· Consumption Planning Factors.  Differences in Service’s versus the Army’s consumption rates have major impacts on the force structure determination process.  Correctly calculating requirements impacts on all Services as DOD’s resources continue to shrink.  In the future, each theater must submit rates for each of their Service components.

· Theater-Level of Support Required.  Not all Services expected 100% of their common-item-support, classes of supply to be provided by the Army.  To properly address the requirement determination process, the Army must be aware of the specific percentage of level of support required by class of supply. 

· Type of Cargo.  Using JOPES can provide a large portion of wartime support requirement information.  It is essential that the Services’ records be completed accurately to ensure that appropriate transportation assets have been programmed to support their movement requirements.

· Destination.  The TPFDD only provides Service’s movements for initial destinations upon entering the theater.  Subsequent movement requirements could not be determined or calculated.  Expanding the TPFDD movement information would support force structure determination on whether the Army had enough, too much or too little support programmed to perform Service’s subsequent campaign moves. 
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“Thus, uncontrolled logistic momentum reacts to reduce

combat effectiveness and to increase waste.”

                                                                       RADM Henry E. Eccles, 1959

SECTION I – INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE 

The Logistics Plans and Operations Division (DALO-POD), Plans, Operations and Logistics Automation Directorate (DALO-PLZ), Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (ODCSLOG), Headquarters Department of the Army (HQDA) contracted Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) to develop a data call process that captures the Army’s logistics support to other Services responsibilities and associated requirements in the event of two nearly simultaneous Major Theater Wars (MTW).  This report is the result of that effort.  First, the report briefly describes the methodology used in the development of the data call process.  Based upon this systematical approach, the report then addresses SAIC’s implementation efforts to collect and validate the logistics support data provided by the two responsible theater MTW unified warfighting combatant commands and their Army Service Component Commands (ASCC).  Further, the report reviews SAIC’s support to the Center for Army Analysis’s (CAA) task of applying approved allocation rules to determine the type and number of Army forces required to support the other Services’ MTW logistics support requirements and provides the results of SAIC’s analysis to determine support and movement requirements.  Drawing on observations gained during the process’s development and implementation, the report also addresses lesson-learned issues that should be considered in future data collection efforts.  Recommended changes and actions are recorded that would improve the completeness and accuracy of future efforts at determining, documenting and justifying Army logistics support responsibilities and their subsequent support requirements.

BACKGROUND 

In order to efficiently use all available Department of Defense (DOD) assets, the Joint Staff and theater Commander in Chiefs (CINC) have developed joint doctrine and deliberate plans to take advantage of the unique force capabilities and structure of each Military Service.  Other support related responsibilities and arrangements are contained in regulations agreed to by two or more Services, and in local theater inter-service support agreements (ISAs).  The Army, which has been assigned the preponderance of the land force, joint theater-level support responsibilities, refers to its collective responsibilities as, Army Logistics Support to other Services (ALSOS).

The practice of assigning theater-level support responsibilities to a designated Service can be expected to continue.  Each Service will be required to support components of all Services as well as a variety of DOD and other government agencies.  Based on each Service’s capabilities, DOD, the Joint Staff, and the CINCs will continue to rely on Executive Agent (EA) support and on consolidated deliberate plan mission assignments to reduce costs and streamline joint operations.  Driven by Services’ resource constraints, political realities, and mission requirements, the CINCs will also have to rely on growing levels of non-US military logistics support, including host nation support (HNS), US and foreign contractors, and allied and coalition military forces, to meet their warfighting, peacetime engagement, and garrison support requirements.  For these support arrangements to succeed, each Service must have a common understanding of the forces they are supporting, resourcing, and protecting.  Furthermore, the Services must have commonly accepted rules for allocating, documenting, and justifying needed supporting force structures.  Finally, they must share a common understanding of the responsibilities, processes, and definitions (i.e., common item support, common user land transportation, and common area services) to ensure that adequate force structure and materiel are planned and available to meet the gamut of CINC and other Service support requirements.  

Today, the Army’s theater-level logistics support requirements are not well understood or documented.  Within DOD, there is no routine process for delineating or assessing military logistics support to other Services’ offsets or Service capabilities and responsibilities.  Consequently, the Army cannot easily identify or account for cross-Service requirements or non-US military theater-level logistics support capabilities.  Nor can they fully understand their supporting roles and accurately identify the types and quantities of forces to meet the challenges of non-traditional and non-Title 10, United States Code, Service support responsibilities.  This situation has serious consequences during the Service’s Program Objective Memorandum (POM) cycles, when each Service struggles to resource their forces.  At present, there is no DOD methodology that supports the Army or its sister Services in identifying or defining its joint logistics theater-level responsibilities or the associated force structure and resource requirements.  

The Army continues to wrestle with the challenges of ensuring adequate Service supporting resources are identified – at the right place, time and quantity to meet its sister Services’ warfighting needs.  Given the broad range of demands imposed on the US military’s logistics communities, the Army – due to the rapidly changing international security environment, and by today’s limited DOD resources – determined there was an urgent need for a thorough re-examination of its joint logistics theater-level supporting responsibilities and requirements.  SAIC, as part of a SAIC and Government team,  was commissioned to conduct a data collection effort and assist in the analysis to better define such joint theater-level support requirements. 

OBJECTIVE  

The objective of implementing the data call process was to capture the ALSOS responsibilities and requirements for support of the combatant commands’ two, nearly simultaneous MTW scenarios.  The collected data was to be used to assess the Army’s ability to provide responsive support to other Services’ logistics materiel and functional needs, which had been assigned to the Army for support during such operations.  The goal of this effort was to ensure that the Army identified adequate resources to meet the other Service’s needs.  In addition, the process results would assist in identifying potential logistical areas of duplication and overlap in supporting warfighting efforts of the theater CINCs.  And finally, the data call process would provide both theater CINCs and HQDA staffs with a workable format for documenting support to other Services’ requirements, now and in the future.  Ultimately, the process would support MTW requirements determination, needed resources identification, and would support joint logistics planning and execution procedures in meeting warfighting efforts.  It was also envisioned that the proposed process would continue to be refined in detail and scope, and serve as the procedural foundation for incorporating future logistics support arrangements (e.g., Services, Coalition, Host Nation, etc.) in the joint operational planning process.  

TERMINOLOGY 

As with most complex military problems, terminology serves as an important role in the ability to define and understand the issues.  This need for precise definition and thorough understanding was magnified by the joint nature of the situation, and the various acronyms, terms, and jargons used by each Service.  Therefore, the following terms and definitions, and those unique joint terms included in Annex A: ALSOS Terms of References, are included to ensure a common understanding of this ALSOS data call process and the observations identified in this report:

· Army Logistics Support to Other Services (ALSOS): The Army’s logistics support required to support the other Services (Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and other Defense agencies) MTW missions in the Northeast Asia (NEA) and the Southwest Asia (SWA) theaters respectively.

· ALSOS Responsibilities: Army tasks assigned by CINC deliberate/campaign plans, directives, inter-service regulations, inter-service support agreements (ISA), or DOD/Joint publications in support of the MTW warfighting plans.

· ALSOS Requirements: The type and level of Army CS/CSS required to support each assigned ALSOS responsibilities. 

SECTION II – THE ALSOS DATA CALL PROCESS

OVERVIEW OF THE ALSOS METHODOLOGY 

The ALSOS data call process was developed to assist the Army in collecting, displaying, and assessing its support to other Services’ materiel and service-related responsibilities and associated requirements to support CINC warfighting plans in SWA and NEA.  The study consisted of a progressive, three-phase building block process.  Figure 1-1 provides an overview of the methodology.
The purpose of Phase 1 – Determine Wartime ALSOS Responsibilities, was to decide What the Army’s total ALSOS wartime related support responsibilities were.  This first step served as the foundation for the entire process.  Before the Army could determine actual ALSOS support requirements, and the eventual capabilities needed to support its joint taskings, a mutual understanding of the responsibilities that the CINC, his Service components, and the Army had agreed to, had to be documented.  During this step, Service planners concentrated on identifying, analyzing, validating and categorizing each ALSOS responsibility that was identified in the data call (gleaned from available documents at HQDA into levels of Army support required).  Once a responsibility had been validated and categorized by the staff planners, they moved on to the next phase of the process.  In Phase 2, Document ALSOS Supply and Movement Data Requirements, the focus was on translating a specific Army support responsibility into a measurable requirement and bounding it in terms that could be recorded in the data collection process.  Each responsibility was examined in terms of the Who, When, Where, Why and How.  This information, documented and validated – on appropriate data collection spreadsheets provided in the data call – allowed the Army (CAA) to conduct further analysis during their Total Army Analysis 2007 (TAA 007) force structure determination process.  During Phase 3, SAIC used this data to identify and quantify supply and movement requirements in support of the Army’s follow-on study efforts. 
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PHASE 1 – DETERMINE THE ALSOS WARTIME RESPONSIBILITIES 

ALSOS wartime responsibilities were determined and displayed, by category, to assist the Service planner’s subsequent analysis.  A brief discussion of how the ALSOS Responsibilities List was designed and formatted follows.  Additional detail can be found in Annex B: ALSOS Data Call Process Booklet.  

ALSOS Responsibilities List.  An ALSOS responsibility listing was developed (as provided in Annex B) based on SAIC’s review of pertinent documentation.  This review included DOD/Joint doctrine, MTW deliberate and concept plans (CONPLAN), joint regulations agreed to by two or more Services and ISAs and responsibilities identified in previous HQDA, ODCSLOG studies.  The review centered on only those ALSOS responsibilities, e.g., executive agent, that had support implications to the warfighting CINCs.  Based on limited availability of pertinent documents – not all applicable deliberate plans/CONPLANs were made available by the Government – MTWs tailored ALSOS Responsibilities List were developed for each theater. The data call instructions, therefore, cautioned that the provided ALSOS Responsibilities List could best be used as an initial primer to guide each theater Service planner’s review.  Undoubtedly, additional responsibilities known to them should be recorded on their input submissions.  The list was divided into seven Combat Support (CS)/Combat Service Support (CSS) logistics functional areas for ease of grouping like responsibilities: supply systems, maintenance, transportation, general engineering support, health services, other CSS services and support, and CS services and support.  The provided ALSOS Responsibilities List consisted of the following elements.

· ALSOS Responsibilities.  The ALSOS Responsibilities List first reported the major support responsibilities.  These wartime responsibilities included the major tasks identified for each theater, based on their respective MTW deliberate plans, under appropriate headings.  Additional supporting sub-tasks were included underneath each responsibility to indicate the potential scope and complementary efforts of each requirement.  These sub-task listed the variety of actions required for Army support to other Services; e.g., coordinate common item support for Class V; provide for in-country distribution of supplies, cargo, personnel arriving at common user Aerial Ports of Debarkation (APOD)/Sea Ports of Debarkation (SPOD); provide refrigeration support to establish mobile blood supply units; and be prepare to support critical construction or repair requirements beyond other US Service component organic capabilities.

· Source Authority.  The source document(s) associated with each ALSOS responsibility was documented on the ALSOS Responsibilities Lists.  The various source documents that were analyzed are recorded in Annexes B and C: Sources.

· Responsible Agent. The most likely responsible Army agent in the theater expected to execute each listed responsibility was also included.  For example, in SWA, the responsible agent for all ALSOS responsibilities was listed as US Army Forces Central Command (ARCENT).  For NEA, the majority of responsibilities were assigned to the Eighth US Army (EUSA), with a small portion assigned to the US Army Pacific (USARPAC).

· Categories.  To minimize the number of essential data elements that would be needed to support each ALSOS responsibility and requirement, four broad support categories were developed.  The categories provided a means of grouping ALSOS responsibilities together by the level of required Army support.  The ALSOS Responsibilities List was designed, therefore, to only solicit specific data elements for each category.  The submitted data elements, which when applied to appropriate force allocation and consumption rules, would theoretically provide the force structure and materiel requirements needed by the Army in meeting its assigned ALSOS responsibilities.  A  brief description of each follows:  

· Category 1 Responsibilities - Army Provides Materiel and Transportation.  Category 1 responsibilities require the Army to provide both materiel supply and transportation to support the other Services’ requirements.  The majority of these responsibilities fell into the realm of Common Item Support (CIS).  The key to a Category 1 responsibility is that the Army is responsible for the item of support from its acquisition until it is delivered to the supported Service at the designated time and location.  The Army’s responsibility includes managing the item prior to its delivery to the supported Service, i.e., procurement, requisition, storage, transportation, and delivery. 

· Category 2 Responsibilities - Army Provides Transportation Only.  Category 2 responsibilities require the Army to provide transportation support in meeting other Services’ requirements.  The Army moves Service-owned equipment and materiel from one destination to another based on specific information provided by each Service.

· Category 3 Responsibilities - Army Provides CSS/CS Service or Support Functions.  Category 3 responsibilities require the Army to provide a specific “service or support” for the other Services.  These “services and/or support” included engineering construction and damage control support, veterinarians for military working dogs, quality control of food products, and maintenance support; to name just a few.  Some of these services are very broadly defined, while others have narrow focuses.

· Category 4 Responsibilities - Army Provides Broad, Overarching Support Functions.   Category 4 responsibilities can not be easily tied to a specific action in term of force structure.  Such responsibilities can not be equated to a discrete, measurable supported service requirement or to a general theater requirement that has not already been addressed in the appropriate Time Phased Force Deployment and Data (TPFDD); e.g., operate a theater joint logistics coordination center and operate as the single command for all distribution in the area of operations. 

PHASE 2 – DOCUMENT ALSOS SUPPLY AND MOVEMENT DATA REQUIREMENTS (ALSOS DATA COLLECTION)
SAIC’s approach to the documentation, and implementation of the ALSOS Data Collection phase was based on designating category groupings, as unique data fields for each category that would form the basis from which to collect the essential data elements.  SAIC’s intent in formatting the various data collection spreadsheets was to develop a simple and streamlined process for data entry at each staff planning level.  Service planners’ suggestions were encouraged regarding the process, the spreadsheet details, and the identification of additional ALSOS responsibilities and requirements related to each theater’s needs.  The planner’s support was considered essential for making the data call an all-encompassing ALSOS assessment, and thereby enhancing the Army’s review of its capabilities in supporting simultaneous MTWs.  Inputs and suggestions were integrated into the process as they were provided.  The goal of this phase of the process was to solicit a product from the warfighting CINCs that would allow the Army to answer the following questions regarding its assigned, implied, and specified ALSOS responsibilities and their associated support requirements:

· What are the Army’s total ALSOS responsibilities?

· What are the Army’s requirements in meeting these responsibilities?

· What are the Army’s capabilities in meeting these responsibilities?

· What are the Army’s options for meeting these responsibilities?

To meet the Army’s goal of being able to forecast ALSOS force structure and support requirements, the process was viewed as a combined effort between the CINC staffs, the Army ODCSLOG team, CAA, US Army Combines Arms Support Command (CASCOM), and SAIC.  SAIC’s tasks were centered on identifying, collecting and analyzing appropriate data to support answering these first two essential questions.  Once documented, the analysis efforts could begin, i.e., CAA through the use of their approved CS/CSS consumption planning factors, support/service unit basis of allocation rules, and modeling techniques, were to calculate supply and movement requirements, and determine the supporting Army force structure needs and shortfalls.  Appropriate Army staff elements would then, using CAA’s modeling generated data, determine options available to resources the support needed in complimenting the warfighter’s requirements. 

Development of the ALSOS Data Collection Process.  The success of the effort to capture supply and movement data requirements rested with its ease of use and clarity.  Given the high operational tempo of the CINC and Service planners, straightforward category data collection spreadsheets were required to minimize misunderstanding and to ensure accumulation and recording of the correct data.  The development and effective design of these spreadsheets, which captured the responsibilities identified during Phase 1, was considered key to the data collection’s success. Step-by-step line instructions, e.g., similar to the yearly federal income tax instruction booklet, as found in Annex B, were provided to support the accurate completion of each data field on the various collection spreadsheets. 
 A summary of the study’s intent for documenting the supply and movement requirements for each category of ALSOS responsibilities follows:

· Category 1 Requirements – Army Provides Materiel and Transportation.  Determining Category 1 CIS requirements were the most unique of the ALSOS grouping sets.  The traditional approach to collecting the requirements for CIS had been to ask the various Services how much of each item they required.  In the absence of this specific information, Army planners had generally estimated what they felt were reasonable requirements based on historic information for each Service.  SAIC’s approach to dealing with CIS responsibilities and documenting the requirements was completely different.

In analyzing the ALSOS requirements, the Army has been assigned CIS responsibilities for many classes of supply for both theaters.  While the traditional approach to collecting CIS requirements requested the other Services provide their needs, SAIC’s intent was to ask the Services for only specific data elements that could be used to calculate the support required.  The advantage to this approach is that it provides the core data needed for future analysis and other scenario executions.  The data call requested the population to be supported and their locations by time period, each Service’s consumption by classes of supply planning factors, and the percentage of each class of supply that each Service was expecting the Army to provide by time period.  From this collected data, additional analysis could determine each supported Service’s ALSOS requirements, as well as modeling the force structure needed to support the acquisition, storage and handling, and distribution of supplies in meeting its assigned ALSOS CIS responsibilities.
To collect needed data for the CIS category, SAIC’s effort was based on a three-fold approach.   First, the TPFDD would provide the population statistics by number of personnel, time periods, and locations throughout the theater.  Using the simple Rapid Query Tool (RQT) application that operates with pertinent portions of the Global Command and Control System (GCCS) and the Joint Operation Planning and Execution System (JOPES) databases, theater planners could determine the needed data elements – approved numbers of Service personnel entering the theater by time periods, as well as their initial destinations.  Second, each Service planner was provided a matrix of Army consumption planning factors for the various classes of supply.  Services were asked to either accept the provided factors, or to change the factor(s) to reflect their own Service unique consumption planning elements.  Third, the Service planner was required to fill out a “level of support” required matrix included to account for the percentage of each class of supply that the respective Service required from the Army based upon 10-day time period increments.  This variable accounts for the fact that while the Army may be required to provide CIS to a supported Service at a predetermined time increment, it may not be required to provide the total requirement.  Supported Services can be expected to have their own supply channels for satisfying part of their CIS requirements. 

The advantage of using the SAIC developed approach for identifying CIS requirements is that Services were required to provide only specific data elements needed by the Army to calculate the amount of ALSOS support it must provide to each theater.  In addition, it requires each Service to specifically declare how much support, by classes of supply, that is required of the Army – and at the same time, places the burden of calculating and planning the total support on the designated CIS agent in each theater on the Army.  The disadvantage of our approach, however, is that conducting a GCCS sort of the TPFDD fails to account for subsequent movements of personnel based upon the theater’s campaign plan.  This drawback was considered minimal in documenting total theater CIS requirements since the TPFDD does accurately account for all personnel in theater, and it was only the specific locations of personnel over time that cannot be accurately assessed. 

· Category 2 Requirements – Army Provides Transportation Only. Calculating requirements associated with the Army’s ALSOS transportation responsibilities was based solely on the assumption that the theater’s TPFDD provided an accurate data baseline to determine in-theater transportation requirements for the other Services, especially for initial movement from theater entry points to staging areas.  With this in mind, the data elements for recording requirements for this category were designed into an appropriate data collection spreadsheet.    The rationale used for this approach, sorted the TPFDD database to determine which record entries had “destination” locations different than their “port of debarkation (POD)” and of those, then identified the Service entries with “mode source (MS)” codes that indicated external transportation was required for the unit or cargo to move overland.  These sorted records represented the other Services’ theater movement requirements that the Army had to support in fulfilling its Common User Land Transportation (CULT) executive agent responsibilities as outlined in the various deliberate plans.  The completed data collection sheets would then answer What, From Where to Where, and When questions necessary for the analysis to calculate ALSOS transportation support requirements to satisfy CULT obligations.
Like the Category 1 CIS data collection effort, an inherent limitation of using the Category 2 approach, was that the TPFDDs only establish the initial movement requirements in the theater, e.g., PODs to initial staging areas.  Consequently, not all-subsequent phases of theater campaign plans that require additional movement of equipment, supplies, and personnel can be calculated from the TPFDD database.  While current TPFDDs do not account for these subsequent movement requirements, planners in both theaters were aware of this deficiency and were working to address the issue.  In NEA, US Forces Korea (USFK) planners have developed a Wartime Movements Plan (WMP) which lists the subsequent movement requirements in Korea for the first 30 days.  While this subsequent movement data is important in determining overall transportation requirements throughout the campaign, its effect on ALSOS force structure may not be as critical.  Our rationale for this assessment is the Army force structure (augmented by available HNS) required to support initial ALSOS reception, staging, onward movement and integration (RSO&I) requirements would continue to be available and sufficient to perform subsequent moves throughout the campaign.  However, this rationale may not adequately account for the aggregate ALSOS movement requirements generated by a theater fully engaged in war.

· Category 3 Requirements – Army Provides CSS/CS Service or Support Functions.  The “service or support” functions of Category 3 proved the most challenging in establishing an ALSOS implementation approach.  Unlike the previous categories, there was not a known standard database, e.g., the TPFDD, from which to retrieve this information.  While Category 3 responsibilities were not nearly as significant in size of potential force structure requirements as Category 1 and 2, it was felt that the responsibilities and requirements for these functions were the least known or understood by the Army and the supported Services.  While this category was smaller in comparison to the first two categories, it requirements had tremendous impact on the availability of critical low-density troop support units such as nuclear, chemical, and biological (NBC), medical, and specialized engineer construction assets.  

Our approach to this category was to encourage the theater logistics staffs to involve their Service component planners, as well as specific theater functional experts, e.g., nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC), engineers, medical, provost marshal, and petroleum, in the ALSOS data call process.  It was felt that these subordinate and functional planners would have the best grasp on requirement determination within their individual area of expertise or Service needs.  Based upon their experiences, it would only be a matter of translating their knowledge and the planning tools of each Service or support function to fulfill the ALSOS data elements needed in computing required data elements.   

· Category 4 Requirements – Army Provides Broad, Overarching Support Functions.  As stated above, the responsibilities associated with this category were determined to require no data collection efforts in terms of force structure development.  Research indicated that such responsibilities, although important in the identification of the Army’s total ALSOS taskings, could not be equated to measurable supported requirements of another Service.  The Army’s responsibility to serve as the single-logistics theater manager, for example, is an assigned, integral responsibility that does not equate to an additional force requirement.  

Assistance and Coordination Visits.  To support and assist in the preparation and submission of the requested ALSOS data collection effort, working sessions and continuous telephonic contacts were held with each theater’s logistics planning staff, Service headquarters (HQs) subject matter experts, and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA).  Due to the evolving nature of this project, coordination efforts were aimed at clarifying issues that arose throughout the process.  As indicated below, maintaining such contacts provided a better understanding of the data collection challenges faced by those responsible for assembling the needed data elements.  Collection experiences and questions raised were shared, and corrected to improve all aspects of the process.  Included with the ALSOS Data Call Process booklet (Annex B) is a copy of the detailed process changes disseminated to improve and clarify the existing instructions.  Theater, Service, and agency HQs visits are reviewed below.
· Theater Visits.  A combined HQDA ODCSLOG and SAIC team conducted working coordination meetings with each theater’s planning staff on the ALSOS Data Call Collection Process.  The team traveled to the Republic of Korea February 28 – March 5, 1999 to meet with USFK and EUSA logistics planning staffs.  The team also traveled to Atlanta, GA (February 27) and Tampa, FL (March 17-18) to coordinate with the ARCENT and US Central Command (CENTCOM) logistics planners, respectively.  SAIC’s goal was to provide the actual data providers with additional insight into the process’s methodology and purpose, to serve as a bridge between the two theaters in sharing methods for retrieving and documenting the required ALSOS data elements, and finally, to convey the importance that the Army placed on this project in meeting their MTW support needs.  

A copy of the briefing packet used during these working sessions has been included in Annex D: ALSOS Data Call Process Overview Brief.  At each location, in-briefs were conducted with the major CINC and Service component players in the ALSOS arena to establish face-to-face contact with the various theater data providers. 

· Service Headquarters Visits.  A summary of discussions with Joint, Services and Defense agency planners follows:
· Joint Staff.  Action officers on the J4 Staff, JCS were interested and supportive of the Army’s ongoing efforts to clarify its ALSOS theater responsibilities to the CINCs.  Joint logistics theater-level supporting arrangements, such as the Army’s ALSOS responsibilities, remains an open action issue from past Joint Conference of Logistics Directors (COLD).  Generally, they agreed on the need for reviewing and establishing policies, procedures and definitions that ensured adequate force structure and materiel were being properly planned, supported, and resourced in meeting the gamut of CINC and Service warfighting needs.  Previous studies had wrestled with this challenge, as well as such additional supporting roles as host nation support, coalition support, non-government organizations, and contractor support on future battlefields.  However, a single, encompassing methodology to address such theater support arrangements remains open and yet to be defined.  They agreed that in these periods of limited resources, joint doctrine to include improvements to the Joint Deployment Process will be needed to ensure warfighting CINCs have the requested logistics support to accomplish their missions.  
· HQs US Navy.  Discussion with HQs Navy (OPNAV 41) indicated an appreciation for the “support to other Services” challenges faced by the Army.  The Navy’s point of contact (POC) was aware of the various executive agent responsibilities assigned to the Army but was surprised and interested in the numerous additional support missions assigned by deliberate plans and other directives.  He indicated that the Navy was also concerned about duplicative support functions and was receptive to exploring ways to reduce infrastructure and maximizing resources in these times of fiscal constraints.  In addition, with the continuing emphasis on streamlining joint operations, he considered the need for the Army’s study to be very timely and appropriate.  

Although the Navy’s ground force requirements are relatively small in comparison to other Services, they still have land support and service capabilities identified in their overall force structure to support their own and United States Marine Corps (USMC) needs.  For example, the Navy has one active cargo handling and port group and twelve-reserve cargo handling battalions in their inventory.  These units were used extensively during the Desert Storm/Shield operations in support of Navy and USMC intransit and in-theater air and sea arrival requirements.  The active unit, Navy Cargo Handling and Port Group (NAVCHAPGRU) provided offload support in-theater for the USMC Maritime Prepositioned Ships (MPS) (MPS2, MPS3 and Fleet Hospital).  Upon completion of the MPS mission, a portion of the unit returned to its Continental United States (CONUS) homeport and then redeployed at a later date based upon workload surge requirements.  Six reserve Navy Cargo Handling Battalions were mobilized and deployed to the SWA, NEA and US European Command (EUCOM) theaters.

Interestingly, the Army is also tasked in various deliberate plans to be prepared to offload USMC MPS ships, to operate common user ports, and to provide port clearance support.  Such dual capabilities highlight the need for further discussion and understanding of sister Service’s requirements and support capabilities to ensure the most efficient use of limited force structure and materiel resources. 

· HQs USMC.  SAIC met with HQs USMC (I&L/LPO) prior to the on-site meetings scheduled with the CINC’s staffs.  The size of the USMC requirements suggested a need to develop a common understanding of their concepts and requirements before our visits with the theater staffs.  Their POC was appreciative of the visit and concurred with the data call objective, but emphasized USMC support requirements are determined by their component headquarters in theater.  The USMC POC agreed that the results of the ALSOS data call should provide both the Army and them with a better method for delineating and assessing each other’s common support responsibilities, requirements, and capabilities.  Eliminating any cross Service’s duplications and gaining an appreciation for what Army support could actually be expected, was considered essential as his staff focuses on efficient resourcing of their numerous theater contingency missions.  For example, the HQs USMC logistics planning staff was currently validating a new support concept for their NEA joint and coalition task force responsibility.  An understanding on what the Army could actually provide would have assisted in this validation process. 

Additionally, as part of the Corps’ revolution in military affairs (RMA) process, they are developing a new “Operational Maneuver From The Sea (OMFTS)” concept.  The concept’s objective is to substantially reduce the size and type of units placed ashore.  By providing logistics support from the sea, the need for logistical support ashore would be significantly reduced to that needed for the combat maneuver units.  As this concept matures, it may require either an increase or decrease in the support the Army would be expected to provide.  It certainly will be expected to increase the interdependence between the Marine Corps and the Navy, since it will rely upon delivery of supplies, equipment and personnel to and from a sea base afloat.  Even with this new concept, the Corps still intends to be prepared to conduct sustained operations ashore.  Such missions will continue the need for theater-level support from designated agencies, to include Army elements, as determined by the Combatant Commander.  The obvious lesson – for joint support arrangements to succeed, all parties must have a common understanding of assigned cross-Service responsibilities, requirements, and capabilities.  Assigning support tasks without a clear method for determining force structure and materiel needs, will continue to produce confusion and frustration among Services. 

· HQs DLA.  As a part of our study effort we were requested to review DLA concept of support for providing wholesale bulk fuel to the geographic combatant commands.  The purpose was to gain an understanding of the support responsibilities and commonalties between DLA’s role, as DOD’s integrated materiel manager for bulk petroleum, and the Army’s management of overland petroleum distribution support responsibilities to all U.S. land-based forces.  

Recent contingency operations have shown that based upon controlled threat environments, the bulk fuel wholesale and retail support arrangements can be tailored.  However, as DLA’s petroleum leadership cautioned, relying totally on their wholesale capabilities, which is/will be based on foreign nation support contractors, would not be an appropriate offset for Army force structure.  They contend that the Army’s petroleum distribution mission for today, and the foreseeable future, will remain large and complex.  Operational and threat realities will drive how far forward DLA’s civilian contractors are actually willing to deliver.  DLA’s threats of contract terminations or directed demands have produced minimal performance resolution when their contractors have had political, religious or regional biases.  They, therefore, considered it essential that the Army maintain a distribution capability that can meet the joint fuel needs anywhere on the future battlefield.  This could prove to be an expensive proposition, especially if DLA routinely assumes the theater distribution responsibility (via contracting) and the Army builds a duplicative force structure.  Army and joint planners should address this issue.  

Our review of pertinent bulk fuel management documents indicates that theater level support responsibilities are not well understood or documented.  Terms and phrases are confusing and not consistent.  Driven by resource constraints, political realities and mission requirements, future joint operations will continue to look to the private sector and to allies to assume a larger share of the non-combat warfighting support burdens.  Bulk fuel support certainly falls into this category.  Current joint directives should be re-looked to ensure the responsibilities and capabilities of both DLA and the Army will provide a streamline and effective petroleum distribution concept for future joint operations. See SECTION III for further discussions on DLA’s views on whether Class III bulk fuel is an Army common item support responsibility.

· HQs US Air Force.  SAIC was unable to locate an appropriate Air staff element to discuss the Army’s support to other Services responsibilities and requirements.  Telephonic discussions with various Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff Installations and Logistics elements, e.g., Plans and Integration, and Contingency Plans and Crisis Action, indicated that support to other Services issues would be worked by the CINC’s Air Force component command.  Their only dealing with a related subject was on a JCS J4 staffing action to expand the Army’s role in the Integrated Consumable Item Support category.  The Air Staff indicated that they had non concurred with the proposal that would give CINC’s the authority to provide authoritative direction to subordinate commands, e.g., the Army Component Commander, over all aspects of logistics.  Their concern on this issue was that it would be an infringement on their US Code Title 10 inherent responsibilities. 

· Corps of Engineers.  During the course of the data collection, it became apparent that the Service components had difficulty understanding and documenting the responsibilities and requirements associated with the Army troop construction support to other Services in each theater. To clarify the issues surrounding this, SAIC met with the Office of the Chief of Engineers (OCE). 

The OCE staff explained this issue has been a concern during the past two iterations of TAA. While the engineer staff in each theater had stated a need for certain Army forces to support the other Services’ requirements for construction and war damage repair, the justification for the type and number of forces appeared to be self-perpetuating.  Since this demanding wartime support function is tied to an assigned DOD Executive Agent responsibility, it is essential that future data collection efforts successfully capture these requirements.  The discussion in SECTION III provides recommendations for future efforts. 

Receipt and Validation of the ALSOS Data Call Inputs.  The submission of the theater’s ALSOS data collection efforts required two separate suspense dates.  The first suspense of March 31, 1999 was limited to documenting only the Category 1 population and supply information as well as specific Category 2 movement requirements extracted from each theater’s TPFDD databases.  This initial submission was to be used by HQDA, ODCSLOG/CAA in their efforts to re-calibrate previously submitted theater support data. The ALSOS collected data was needed to support their TAA 2007 (TAA 007) force structure determination process.  A final suspense of May 31, 1999 was established for the submission of the remainder of Category 3 data, refinement of the previously submitted Category 1 and 2 data requirements, and validation of the ALSOS Responsibilities List.  As mentioned later in this report, these short suspense’s caused challenges in the development and collection phases for both the CINC’s planning staffs and SAIC.  A synopsis of efforts during these validation steps follows.
· Initial March 31, 1999 Submission Review.  Both theaters made a committed effort to comply with the initial instructions and suspense date.  Upon receipt of their submissions, SAIC validated the recorded data for accuracy, completeness, and compliance with the provided instructions.  SAIC efforts were focused on ensuring the recorded spreadsheet data was in a useable format for HQDA, ODCSLOG/CAA’s force structure-modeling requirements. Spreadsheet data for each theater’s Category 1 and 2 data element requirements are included at Annex E: Initial ALSOS Data Call Inputs.  A number of discrepancies were quickly discovered in each theater’s input that required adjustments for the data to be useable.  Due to the imposed short submission suspense, SAIC developed a list of assumptions to compensate for the noted discrepancies and to support the modeling and assessment efforts.  The SAIC assumptions, with the reformatted data, were briefed and provided to HQDA, ODCSLOG/CAA at a combined working meeting on April 6, 1999.  Additionally, each theater planning staff was provided copies of the assumptions to gain their concurrence with the recommendations (The list of assumptions can be found at Annex F: ALSOS Data Call Process Assumptions).

· Final May 31, 1999 Submission Review.  As anticipated, addressing requirements associated with Category 3 responsibilities (Army provides CS/CSS service or support functions) proved a challenge for both theater staffs. Databases were either not available or nonexistent for supporting information retrieval.  In addition, the allocation rules established for determining the requirements for these various types of required support and services functions had not been tested.  However, since little was known or understood by both the supported and supporter about the responsibilities and requirements for these functions, the data call’s intent was to begin to build an understanding of the peculiarities associated with supporting such responsibilities. Unfortunately, the submitted data did little in clarifying the adequacy of the proposed data call elements.    SWA’s submission for example was limited to a cursory review and correction of the ALSOS responsibilities listing and did not address the more challenging requirement to define and quantify Category 3 functions.  NEA, due to unclear theater-wide staffing responsibilities (see SECTION III, Theater Staff Responsibilities) requested and received from HQDA, ODCSLOG an additional 30-day extension for submission of Category 3 information.  As of the close out of this study, the data still has not been submitted.   

PHASE 3 – ANALYSIS OF ALSOS SUPPLY AND MOVEMENT REQUIREMENTS

Due to time constraints, the ALSOS raw data collected by SAIC could not be incorporated into the CAA modeling efforts.  As stated previously, CAA’s intent was to use the provided data to calibrate the Army’s current force structure requirements to improve ALSOS support to each CINC.  The results of their analysis efforts are still pending.  In the interim, HQDA, ODCSLOG requested SAIC, within remaining resources, conduct follow-on analysis to estimate ALSOS supply and movement requirements based upon data provided by the theaters.  SAIC’s goal was to answer the following questions pertaining to the usability of the ALSOS supply and movement requirement process in supporting force structure determination efforts:

· What was the quality of data provided?

· What was the cause of discrepancies?

· What additional data elements are needed to calculate total requirements?

· What procedural changes are required to improve the process?

ALSOS Supply and Movement Requirements Display. Based on the Government provided data, SAIC collated the ALSOS supply and movement requirements into spreadsheet formats that would facilitate HQDA, ODCSLOG’s use in additional research and analysis efforts.  The provided data expressed in short tons/gallons by locations, time periods, theater, and Services was formatted in Excel spreadsheets for ease of computing, arraying, and transferring information. 

For theater-submitted Category 1 data, SAIC completed the formula (population x consumption factor x percentage of support required) for common-item support classes of supply for each theater location.  The specific formulas, supply requirement displays, and issues for each spreadsheet are included at Annex G: ALSOS Supply and Movement Requirements Display.  

Category 2 generated movement data was refined, accumulated and displayed into more readable spreadsheets.  The raw data was arrayed in ten-day increments for each Service’s reported transportation movement requirements to include start and end locations, as well as type of equipment or cargo to be moved.  See Annex G for specific formulas and issues pertaining to movement requirement projections.

Results of ALSOS Requirements Display. Our cursory analysis of the Category 1 and 2 requirements (see Annex G) indicated that the established data call methodology was capable of producing selective, and useful requirement information based upon what data elements were requested.  However, without additional information available at CAA, and follow-on research and coordination, the data was not in sufficient detail for SAIC to accurately compute a theater’s total ALSOS supply and movement requirements picture to meet HQDA, ODCSLOG’s needs.  

Selective portions of the data were in sufficient detail to calculate several Category 1 classes of supply support requirements and the majority of Category 2 movement support requirements. Unfortunately, the collected data was not adequate for computing the larger tonnage ALSOS Category 1 resupply requirements such as bulk fuel (Class IIIB), ammunition (Class V), replacement equipment (Class VII) and parts (Class IX) for the theater.  The data call was not designed to collect the select data elements required to capture the information needed to determine requirements for these classes of supply.  CAA instructed they could determine these consumption requirements based on data derived from previous TAA 007 studies and from their Force Analysis Simulation of Theater Administrative and Logistical Support (FASTALS) data on file.

· Category 1 Requirements  - Common-Item- Support (CIS).  Requirements for classes of supply were displayed on separate spreadsheets for the Services in each MTW Theater.  Classes I, Water, IIIP, IVB, VI, VIII supply and movement requirements were calculated based on population, theater agreed to consumption factors, and level of support required percentages.  Our review indicated that the requested data elements provided a reasonably accurate picture of the materiel and distribution requirements for these selected CIS classes and would, with additional clarification, support future force structure determination processes.  As stated above, what the collated data would not support was the calculation of the theater’s total class IIIB, V, VII and IX requirements.  This critical shortcoming was attributable to limitations imposed by the data call’s initial coordinating instructions.  Our requirements display, for example, calculated the other Services’ bulk fuel, and CIS ammunition requirements based on non-combat force protection requirements in-lieu-of their actual combat consumption rates (which were to be provided by CAA).  Therefore, instead of addressing the total theater support required of the Army, only a limited amount of actual support required could be determined.
· Category 2 Requirements – Transportation Support Only.  Service-owned materiel and equipment movement requirements were refined and displayed on one spreadsheet per category for each theater.  Short ton/gallon requirements were grouped by nonunit cargo supply classes, transportation mode, and cargo size and configuration to reflect movements in 10-day increments.  Our analysis indicated numerous requested data elements, e.g., start locations, delivery destinations, cargo codes, etc., were missing from the Service’s data recorded in the TPFDDs.  Such omissions could be attributed to oversight or not understanding the relationship of recorded data and ALSOS requirements computation.  Regardless, these omissions impact the usefulness of the provided data.

· Future Data Clarification Issues.  The following discussion captures the major issues and concerns that should be addressed in future data collection efforts.  To ensure follow-on efforts capture the essential information required to determine a theater’s complete ALSOS supply and movement requirements, these issues, as a minimum, will require resolution.  Our assessment is that many of the noted issues could be resolved with additional follow-on analysis, research, data collection, and coordination. Others, however, are outside the Army’s immediate influence and will required joint resolution. 
· ALSOS Responsibilities and Requirements Analysis Challenges. 

· Services’ units are located at many of the same geographical locations. Supply and movement support calculations will need to consider the total requirement for all Services at that location to maximize movement planning in the force structure determination process.

· To avoid double counting of requirements and force structure development, future efforts will need to determine if the CINC’s Army component command computes CIS supply requirements for other Services operating within their support group’s area of responsibilities.

· Establishment of accurate level of support required percentages and consumption planning factors for each Service will be essential for requirement determination. 

· In order to determine each MTW’s ALSOS requirement, it will be necessary to examine the total theater and supporting CINC requirements, e.g., PACOM’s command and control of a USFK, peninsula-only scenario and EUCOM’s support of CENTCOM.

· The relationship of the Services provided TPFDD Cargo Increment Number (CIN) sustainment records to their CIS Category 1 ALSOS requirements will need further clarification.  What remains unclear is if the CINs currently in the TFFDD are Service-only sustainment requirements or Service-only and anticipated ALSOS requirements.  It would appear the Services should only establish CINs for Service-owned materiel and equipment – thus establishing an Army movement requirement.  However, it was reported by CENTCOM that the USMC CINs had indeed been established in anticipation of ALSOS requirements.  A universal approach to CIN use is required. 

· It is unclear what the Army’s ALSOS responsibilities will be to support another Service’s independent, out-of-sector campaign; e.g., USMC executes a Marine-only operation.  If the Army will be required to provide ALSOS support to these type operations, the supported Service must clearly delineate their ALSOS needs. Relying on the Army’s normal theater-level support structure to be flexible enough to provide this level of out of sector support without detailed requirements is unrealistic.

· Army CIS time periods are not defined. Current joint doctrine and SWA and NEA CINC deliberate plans do not clearly establish when the Army will be expected to begin providing ALSOS support.  E.g., is it C+60 for the USMC and C+1 for the USAF, or is ALSOS support commodity driven, or a combination of both.  For Services to provide specified support to one another, clear responsibilities and requirements must be articulated.

· Both theaters used the current TPFDD to record their populations by location. It is unclear if their reported levels included their in-place, forward-deployed forces.  Further analysis of this data and future data calls will need to resolve this issue.

· Determining ALSOS requirements by the TPFDD has some inherent disadvantages in well-developed theaters such as NEA.  USAF water requirements at Osan Air Base, for example, will largely be met by in place water supply and treatment facilities.  Accordingly, the percentage of support factor discussed above is critical to determining the actual ALSOS requirement.  Only the Service component can provide this level of analysis. 

· The Army must face the reality that they cannot meet all of a theater’s logistics support requirements (ALSOS or internal-Army) with Army force structure.  Host nation and coalition support and contractors can be expected to play an ever-increasing role.  Given this reality – how the Army chooses to account for these force capability offsets will impact ALSOS requirement determination. 

· The complementing and competing roles of the Army and DLA in Class IIIB supply must be clarified.  Given the reality of DLA’s current displayed contingent support capabilities, it is unrealistic to resource the Army to provide a duplicative supply and delivery capability. 

· Specifics Issues with Data Requirement Displays.

· Category 1 – CIS.

· All Classes.  

(1) As stated previously, active participation from the other Services and the CINC’s planners in documenting the specific scope of ALSOS support required by time periods, locations, consumption planning factors, and level of support required percentages will be needed. 

(2) Establishment of ALSOS responsibilities for supply replenishment supports for USMC elements operating off shore, e.g., East China Sea, will need clarification. 

(3) Army component commands involvement in determining CIS supply and movement requirements will need to be strengthened.

· Class IIIB.  

(1) Determination of ALSOS responsibilities for supporting both land and afloat bulk fuel requirements will need to be documented.  

(2) Requirement for the Services to address by time period and location where fuel support is required, and the Army component in coordination with DLA, to determine theater entry points and methods of distribution will need to be coordinated and recorded. Supply, service and transportation force structure requirements can not be accurately calculated without such information.  

(3) The Army’s responsibility to initially relocate fuel war reserves stocks (DLA managed) within theater will need to be determined.

· Water.  Establishment of a water level of support expected from the Army will need to be revalidated, by location with each Service component planner. 

· Class V.  CIS requirements to support the other Services’ operational ground and air (for CIS Class V only) deliberate plans would need to be carefully considered and documented. To calculate total supply, movement, and force structure support requirements, the combat as well as the non-combat ammunition planning consumption would be required.

· Classes VII and IX.  CIS consumption-planning factors will need to be established for each Service. 

· Postal.  Movement requirements for postal support should have been addressed as a Category 3 (Service) vice a Category 1 (CIS) function.  Further, identified Service mail movement requirements will need to be added to Category 2 (Transportation). 

· Category 2 – Transportation Only.

· Types of Cargo.  To calculate the number and type of transportation assets needed to support ALSOS requirements, detailed cargo related information would be needed.  E.g., the type load and its configuration – vehicles or materiel and break-bulk or container. 

· Destinations.  Services’ TPFDD population locations and equipment destinations often do not match.  Additional coordination and analysis will be required to align support requirements. 

SECTION III –CONCLUSIONS, OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS
The ALSOS Data Call study broke new ground and developed a methodology that can be expanded to further refine support to other Service’s responsibilities and other Army support requirements.  As this study showed, the issues and challenges of determining Army support requirements for other Services cannot be solved by Army efforts alone.  To assure the realization of not only Joint Vision 2010 but also the Army’s RML concepts, the process begun by this study should be continued.  Both Operation Desert Shield/Storm, and the more recent operations in Haiti and Bosnia, demonstrate clearly that the US military will fight as a joint team.  Driven by fiscal constraints and a desire to improve efficiencies, DOD will continue to further consolidate its resources, in part by assigning heretofore duplicative Service functions and responsibilities to one Service and, in part, by looking to the private sector and to allies to assume a larger share of the non-combat warfighting support burdens.  

Accordingly, the practice of assigning theater-level support responsibilities to a designated Service, such as the Army, will not only continue, but will likely be expanded.  Each Service increasingly will be required to support components of all Services as well as a variety of DOD and other government agencies.  Based on each Service’s capabilities, OSD, the Joint Staff, CINCs will continue to rely on EA support and on deliberate plan mission assignments to reduce costs and streamline joint operations.  Driven by resource constraints, political realities, and mission requirements, the CINCs will also have to rely on growing levels of non-US military logistics support, including HNS, US and foreign contractors, and coalition military forces, to meet their warfighting, peacetime engagement, and garrison support requirements.  For these support arrangements to succeed, the CINCs and Services must have a common understanding of the forces they are supporting, resourcing, and protecting.  Further, they must understand how new support elements should be assigned, documented, and assessed.  Finally, they must share a common understanding of the responsibilities, processes, and definitions (i.e., common item support, common transportation, and common area services) to ensure that adequate force structure and materiel are planned and available to meet the gamut of CINC and Service support requirements.  

Faced with this reality, it is recommended that the Army take the next step to further refine its ALSOS and other warfighting support responsibilities and requirements.  However, the narrow focus of this current study should be expanded to identifying and quantifying the plethora of competing warfighting support to non-Army – others – issues.  Studies that single out what are in reality interrelated and often interdependent issues (e.g., ALSOS, host nation support, contractors on the battlefield, coalition support, and non-government organizational [NGO] and private volunteer organizational [PVO] support) cannot capture all of the Army’s responsibilities and requirements.  A single, recurring all-encompassing methodology is needed to identify routinely CINC, Joint, Service EA, and non-US Military logistics support issues; determine the responsible parties; and, most importantly, ensure the proper resourcing of approved CINC/Joint requirements.  This process should take place separate and apart from the TAA, but its output should form the basis for identifying TAA requirements.

OBSERVATIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS

The Army, as mentioned above, will increasingly be called upon to provide responsive and efficient joint land-based logistics support to a broad range of combat and “operations other than war” missions.  Such joint operations impose new challenges and demands on logistics support arrangements and procedures.  SAIC’s review of these demands and the lessons learned during the development and execution of the ALSOS Data Call study, highlights potential voids in joint logistics implementation and doctrine pertaining to the assignment of responsibilities, the requirement determination process, and the identification of supporting resources.  Collectively, these issues impact not only on the Army, but also on the other Services in their ability to adequately identify and execute assigned inter-service responsibilities in support of the warfighting efforts of the theater CINCs.  Since such diversified missions are occurring more frequently, recorded process-related observations from this study indicate a need for a joint top-to-bottom assessment of current inter-service support concepts and arrangements between sister Services.  

To properly address such concerns, recommended improvements have been included that focus on the entire spectrum of joint logistics support implementation issues and doctrinal policies and procedures.  The intent is to help set the azimuth for future Army and DOD actions that will ensure assigned joint logistics support and service responsibilities are understood and executable. 

Recommendations associated with the study’s observations and lessons learned are indented and italicized for ease of identification.

Phase 1 - Determining ALSOS Responsibilities.

· Responsibilities List. In order to assess thoroughly the ALSOS requirements, it was necessary to have a comprehensive list of ALSOS responsibilities.  Support responsibilities determine and drive the collection of the requirements.  Throughout the study, we found established ALSOS responsibilities to be unclear and at times contradictory.  The Army’s joint logistics theater level supporting responsibilities to support other Services are referenced in many documents, from Joint and Service publications to theater specific deliberate plans.  A comprehensive list of only warfighting support to other Services responsibilities, however, could not be found.  The list compiled for this study was our attempt to bridge that void. 

Planners in both theaters and the Service HQs were confused as to the definitive responsibilities of the Army in supporting the other Services.  The CENTCOM OPLAN 1003-96, for example, tasks the Army to be the executing agent for various tasks.  It is unclear if these tasks are in lieu of, or in addition to, the Army’s executive agent responsibilities as outlined by Joint publications.  In Korea, the Army is tasked to provide common-item support and common-item servicing but it is unclear what these two terms actually mean – no definitions are provided.  

Executing a successful program, such as ALSOS, relies on solid interrelationships between the 3 R’s – responsibilities, requirements and resources.  Although all three of these functions are considered essential to the successful execution of a joint support to other Services program, the foundation of the process rest on a clear understanding and collectively accountability of assigned responsibilities.  Only by knowing the scope and intent of the responsibilities can the requirements and then the resources needed to support each responsibility be determined and justified.  
Throughout the ALSOS study, it became apparent that a great deal of the past and current emphasis was on the requirements and resources determination elements in support of the Army’s TAA force-structuring process.  Little effort had been given to understanding, defining and gaining a joint consensus on exactly what the Army was expected to do, when, where and how, in peace and war.  Figure 3-1 indicates the dilemma facing the ALSOS 3 R’s process.  Without a solid foundation built around a definitive understanding of assigned responsibilities, the other legs of the three-dimensional process will never be accurately calculated or quantified.   The ALSOS results will remain suspect and open for debate.
This project represented the Army’s first efforts to collect systematically ALSOS support requirements that were based directly on assigned ALSOS responsibilities published in Joint/DOD directives, deliberate plan/CONPLANs, Service and Joint regulations, ISAs, or other official documents.  Other data calls had been initiated, but they failed to tie the requested data to these specific responsibilities.  Accordingly, in the course of executing this study, it became apparent that additional changes in the process, starting with ALSOS responsibility assignment policies and procedures, could improve the Army’s future collection effort and results.
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It is clear that the theater planners at all levels, despite their vast knowledge of logistics in their arena and committed effort towards addressing the ALSOS problem, will never be able to fully capture the ALSOS requirements unless a comprehensive joint responsibilities list is published.  This list must outline in detail the Army’s (and other Services’) responsibilities to support the other Services, and the Service’s responsibilities to provide quality, timely information to the supporting Service.  This list can best be defined at the CINC level in each theater, based on guidance and policy set by the Joint Staff and Office of the Secretary of Defense.  Since the Army’s share of land-based support to other Services will remain constant, HQDA should continue to press DOD for resolution on joint responsibility doctrine.

· Class III (Bulk Fuel) Responsibilities.  As previously discussed, categories were developed to group ALSOS responsibilities based upon the type and level of support required.  The intent for categorizing the responsibilities was to minimize the number of essential data elements that would be needed from the field for computing follow-on requirement determination efforts.

Based upon our initial interpretation of existing doctrinal directives, the Army’s responsibilities for providing Class III bulk fuel were assigned as a Category 2 (transportation only) function.  Our Category 2 versus Category 1 (common item support) determination was based on the assumption that the Army was only moving/distributing the DLA procured and Service owned fuel and/or wholesale requested fuel from a destination to each Service’s specified location.  During our field visits, this assignment decision was questioned.  Several theater joint staff elements indicated that they felt the Army had the total common item support responsibility for bulk fuel (procurement, requisitioning, storage, and distribution) and therefore the support should be based upon Category 1 population data.  The difficulty with assigning fuel to this category would be that petroleum requirements would be based upon population data for an Air Force base location for example in-lieu-of the unit’s aircraft density and target missions.  Since the petroleum requirements to support theater engaged joint forces could account for more than 50% of the total transportation tonnage, it was essential to ensure the correct data elements were being requested for this class of supply.  

A follow on discussion was held with DLA’s Defense Energy Support Center’s leadership to determine how their wholesale bulk fuel responsibilities related to the Army’s assigned management role for providing overland petroleum distribution support.  Based upon field experiences and doctrinal review, DLA’s position was that the term distribution in the Army’s assigned mission included the normal supply functions of directing, redirecting, tracking, storing, monitoring and distributing bulk fuel resources, and therefore would be appropriately categorized as a common item support function.  In addition, they indicated the Theater Support Command’s (TSC) Petroleum Chief (dual hatted as the petroleum group commander) would be responsible to the theater commander for the requisitioning and ownership of all in theater fuel assets except those already delivered to an other Service’s storage location, e.g., air base.  Hence, it appears that all elements needed for Class III bulk fuel might best be labeled as a Category 1 (procurement, requisitioning, storage and distribution) responsibility are in fact included in the Army’s petroleum distribution mission.  However, as previously mentioned, it is not clear that DOD can afford for the Army to plan and resource for this mission, while in practice DLA assumes much of this role.  DOD clarification of Army and DLA roles for petroleum support is required. 

Given the current confusion over petroleum support, for future refinements to the ALSOS data call process, the Army’s bulk fuel responsibilities should be relabeled and grouped with the other common-item-support Category 1 functions.  To account for potential requirement differences generated by using population (Category 1) instead of the strictly transportation movement data (Category 2), additional changes will need to be documented in the instructions.  Another Category 1 spreadsheet should be included to record the Class III bulk fuel requirements only.  For the Army to compute its ALSOS bulk fuel requirements, the data elements used for Category 2 will need to be requested on the additional Category 1 spreadsheet.  Based on the theater’s concept of support, the supported Service will probably not be able to provide the “origin” and “type of transport mode” data elements required.  These elements will have to be addressed by the Army component planner based upon their concept of support arrangements. 
· Categories.  The division of the ALSOS responsibilities into four categories proved extremely beneficial throughout the process.  It provided an excellent means of categorizing the large list of responsibilities, allowing for unique formats for each category, and preventing redundancy among the staff efforts.  The category formats were designed to correlate with the planner’s mission analysis tools (i.e., JOPES), so that the information could be easily translated and used by HQDA modelers.  Using these category formats alleviated the problem inherent in previous data calls in which staff planners attempted to portray all the requirements in a single format.  The various categories each answered the questions of who, what, when, and where, but did so in a form tailored for each individual category.  The format instructions also alleviated the need for planner’s to guess at which column to list certain data.  In previous data calls, the column for “quantity” contained figures capturing everything from short tons to man-hours to hospital beds to the number of units required, without ever specifying the actual measurement criteria.  In this data call, the category format and instructions clearly delineated the required information for each column, and listed acceptable answers.

Current data call procedures, detailed at Annex B, should continue to be refined and standardized by the Army.  For future data collection efforts to be successful, simple instructions and easily collectable data from existing databases and sources, will be required in meeting the theater planner’s and the Army’s requirement determination needs.

· Doctrinal Issues. To better support joint logistics theater-level missions, the Army should determine in conjunction with DOD, the Joint Staff, the CINCs and Service HQs, current doctrine and policy changes that are needed to established a viable and understandable program for addressing responsibilities, requirements and resources. 
 Below listed topics should be examined in terms of their potential contribution to clarifying and supporting the needs of the warfighting commands.

· Standardized Joint Program.  Today, the Army provides logistics support to other Services based upon taskings assigned by CINC’s deliberate plans and directives, inter-service regulations, local agreements or DOD/Joint publications.  These include both peacetime and wartime support responsibilities.  The generic terms used by the Army to describe these responsibilities, defined as Wartime Executive Agency Responsibilities (WEAR), and more recently as ALSOS, are neither jointly understood nor documented in appropriate defense publications.  As a result, the true meaning of the terms are muddled.  While the CINCs and other Services understand that the Army will be providing some degree of inter-service logistics support and services during operations, defining the actual requirements has proven elusive.  These differences have caused differing opinions on the who, what, when, where, and how the Army’s force structure resources are to be increased in meeting these other Service’s potentially significant but undefined and non quantifiable demands.

· Correct Terminology.  What’s in a name? – Joint Pub 1-02, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, does not addresses the Army’s WEAR or ALSOS terms, but does list Executive Agent Responsibilities and Activities (EA).  This latter term does not imply any “wartime” restriction such as is found in the term “WEAR.”  The joint term’s meaning does, however, come burdened with a much more perplexing issue dealing with force structure limitation. Joint Pub 1-02 states that Services tasked to provided EA support cannot use that requirement to justify additional force structure… “Executive Agent responsibilities assigned to the Secretary of a Military Department may serve as justification of budgetary requirements, but will not be used as the basis for establishing additional force requirements.”  This statement causes significant confusion among the other Services and its true intent requires detailed explanation by the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). 

Since the Army was improperly using a portion of the defined joint term, EA in conjunction with its WEAR term, the other Services were confused.  Sister Services assumed that since all Army provided support was an EA responsibility anyway, the need to quantify their support requirements was not important.  The impact on the sizing of the Army’s force structure would not be effected up or down based upon whether they quantified their support needs.  

The Army has responsibilities for both designated EA and numerous non-executive agent responsibilities.  A review of currently established joint directives that assign EA responsibilities to the Army indicate that these tasking are small in number and of minimal consequence to overall Army force structure determination or justification.  Of these, even less address wartime support.  Figure 3-2 demonstrates the challenge of discerning wartime requirements from the current EA terminology.  Out of 120 EA responsibilities, only 18 are related to warfighting support.  However, when combined with the numerous non-executive agent responsibilities assigned to the Army from other sources, the support required by other Services does represent a considerable workload.  A single encompassing methodology is therefore needed which identifies theater-level supporting issues; determines the corresponding responsibilities; and most importantly, ensures the proper Army resourcing of approved CINC/Joint requirements.
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To standardize the concept for providing support to other Services, a new jointly accepted term, such as the “Joint Logistics Theater Support (JLTS)” is required.  The concept’s purpose and procedures need to be clearly documented in a joint publication.  The directive will need to define the Services’ responsibilities and requirements associated with the execution of inter-service support during the joint planning process.  Without definition, the Army’s ability to ensure it has identified adequate resources, at the right place, at the right time, and in the right quantity to meet the other supported Service’s needs, will continue to be guess work. 

· Scope of a Joint Program.  A joint program should address the scope and suitability of current Service and DOD/joint logistics theater-level doctrine and policy in supporting the warfighting needs.  The plethora of interrelated and often interdependent warfighting support issues (support to other Services, host nation support, contractors on the battlefield, coalition support, refugee and civilian population support, etc.) need to be addressed to ensure the warfighter’s total requirements are identified and resourced.  In addition, support to other Services’ directives need to consider the broad range of operational wartime and other than wartime missions confronting the Army and the defense department today and in the future.  The accompanying terms and definitions, e.g., common item support, executive agent, executing agent, dominant user, common support, common servicing, single manager, etc., for implementing a joint theater level program must be understood and consistently applied by all Services.  Finally, such a program, based upon the guidance in the 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review’s (QDR), directing greater efficiencies, downsizing, and consolidation, must be grounded on innovative and forward thinking ways to meet the challenges of the future.  Our review, for example, of current source documents pertaining to support to other Services responsibilities and requirements indicated that more than 90% had been written prior to the 1997 QDR timeframe.

Additional topics and issues that should be considered for inclusion in a joint program include:

· Determination of support responsibilities that qualify as joint, e.g., Non-combatant Evacuation Operations (NEO) that require resources from all Services.

· Appropriateness of expanding ALSOS support to include theater-wide and supporting theater requirements, e.g., Japan, Okinawa (PACOM) for NEA and Europe (EUCOM) for SWA.

· Development of a joint approval process for assignment of inter-service responsibilities.  Process should review current inter-service support arrangements to determine impacts on resources and force structure requirements in the event of execution during wartime, and other Services’ expectations. 

· Establishment of ALSOS allocation and consumption rules for materiel and force structure determinations that are tied to assigned responsibilities, requirement determination and resourcing. The rules used by the requesting Service must be accessible and compatible to the Service tasked with providing the support or service.

· Clarification and documentation of assigned, specified and implied support responsibilities.  DOD/JCS directives, inter-service support agreements and combatant commander’s directive authority over logistics support in their area of responsibility need to be specifically documented for Service’s resources determination in the appropriate CINC’s OPLAN.  Documenting responsibilities and acknowledging deviations will eliminate confusion between DOD/JCS directives and CINC’s directive authority, e.g., Army’s executive agent CULT responsibilities in CENTCOM’s area of responsibility (AOR) landmass were also assigned to other Service components.

· Identification and quantification of anticipated theater-level support and service responsibilities that are to be provided by non-military, host nation and coalition elements.

· Determination of force structure issues for Service elements assigned to supporting unified combatant commands.  US Army Military Traffic Management Command (MTMC), an Army organizational asset, serves as a component command to the United States Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM).  In support of MTW requirements, it is unclear whether MTMC responsibilities are assigned and executed from its relationship as an Army or USTRANSCOM asset.  The impact of such a determination would be on labeling such a responsibility an ALSOS or as a part of the Army’s overall peace and war missions.

· Establishment of a mechanism to review the impact of proposed Revolution in Military Logistics (RML)/Focused Logistics initiatives that could affect how joint logistics support is provided and resourced.

Phase 2 - Documenting ALSOS Supply and Movement Requirements.

· Data Collection Process.  It is critical for future ALSOS data calls that common spreadsheet formats be established.  These formats must not only be compatible with CAA (or other designated modeling agencies) and HQDA, ODCSLOG modeling efforts, but they must also allow data for convenient transfer using existing theater planning tools.  Theater planners are too busy to expend effort translating their ALSOS data into a useable format for HQDA planner’s use only.  The SAIC format developed for the ALSOS Data Call attempted to bridge the requirements of the modelers with the means available to the theater’s planners.  Comments from the planning staffs of each theater indicated that our attempt at developing useable spreadsheets was for the most part successful.   

Our feedback from the CAA force structure modeling staff, however, was not as positive despite the fact the ALSOS format was developed in conjunction with CAA.   Every attempt was made to tailor the ALSOS Data Call Process to meet the needs of CAA.  CAA approved the data call prior to dissemination to the theaters.  

Because of what was perceived to be a disconnect within the CAA modeling efforts, it is imperative that future data calls be coordinated among Army planners and modelers to ensure the seamless flow of information.

· Operational Planning Process.  One of the primary reasons for establishing a logistics theater level-supporting program should be to support the total joint operational planning process.  Not only should the process ensure the Army has identified adequate resources, at the right time, at the right place, and in the right quantity -- but with the minimal resources required in meeting the CINC’s warfighting concepts.  Development of accurate support to other Service data requirements, unless incorporated into the JOPES/TPFDD refinement process, will not support or be usable data for either the Army or the CINCs.

Consideration of a single Service’s responsibilities, associated requirements, and needed resources in supporting another Services must be identified and processed as a standard reference file to JOPES.  Data on accompanying supplies and equipment, sustainment resupply, and movement requirements that are to be supported by another Service should be readily accessible and standardized for conducting transportation feasibility and force structure analysis of a CINC deliberate plans.  Shortfalls, duplications and risks can then be accurately addressed and necessary adjustments made in the deliberate planning, crisis action planning, wargaming, war reserve determinations, and execution to ensure an effective plan. 

· Assistance and Coordination Visits.  The working meetings conducted by the SAIC/HQDA, ODCSLOG team with each theater proved extremely helpful in the ALSOS data collection process.  Unquestionably, the ALSOS data call results would have been minimal had the team not had the opportunity to meet and discuss the ALSOS data collection effort during the coordination meetings.  Accordingly, future data calls should retain, if not expand, the use of these coordination visits.  These face-to-face meetings proved beneficial for all parties.  From the data provider’s view they were able to provide the team with a better understanding of the mechanisms available for collecting the data.  On the other hand, the team was able to provide the theater planners greater insight into the ALSOS data call process, as well as allowing for critical feedback from the planners to the SAIC team.  As previously mentioned, feedback from these sessions formed the basis for documenting instructional changes needed for improving and clarifying the process.  The following points are items that should be addressed in future ALSOS collection efforts. 

· Theater Participation.  All attempts should be made to make the theater planners part of the team.  They have the institutional knowledge and expertise in logistics in their theater, and they are the ones who will have to collect the data. 
It is critical that theater planners have input into the formatting of any collection process.
· Army Component Responsibility.   In past data calls, HQDA has had unrealistic expectations for their component HQs.  Army components are ill prepared to wrestle the ALSOS requirements from the other Services.  No HQDA established procedures or tools have been available, and as this study found, there are no joint or CINC programs that work to capture inter-Service support requirements.
The process to determine wartime inter-Service support requirements must be lead by the CINC.  HQDA can best assure the timely and accurate collection of ALSOS data by working through the CINCs and the Joint Staff.  The Army component command, established as lead agent by the CINC, with HQDA staff and program support, will be in a much better position to meet ALSOS data collection and program requirements.
· Adequate Theater Preparation. Ensure theater-planning staffs are prepared before the visit.  Neither the USFK nor EUSA staffs had the opportunity to read and digest the ALSOS Data Call Process Instruction booklet prior to the coordination visit.  Consequently, the team spent much of the visit explaining the process, as opposed to working through the many issues. 
 It is imperative that the theater planning staffs have adequate time to prepare and understand their role in the collection process.  This will allow the working meetings to focus on resolving issues and answering questions that the staff has been able to identify.  The imposed suspense of 2 months for data submission was woefully inadequate for the theaters; a minimum of 6 months from the receipt of the instructions is optimal.

· Theater Staff Responsibilities.  The CINC has the responsibility for tasking ALSOS responsibilities for deliberate plans within the AOR and has the responsibility for tasking ALSOS collection efforts as well.
 It must be clear within the theater which staff sections have responsibilities for collecting ALSOS data.  Also, like any project, there must be one central action officer coordinating the efforts of the entire theater staff.  Whenever possible, these responsibilities should be delineated prior to the working meeting so that everyone understands their role in the process and can gain the most benefit out of the coordination sessions.  Failure to adequately outline these responsibilities was particularly evident in the Pacific and the situation was only exasperated by the fact that the original data call was sent to USFK for action, not to US Pacific Command (PACOM).  In the future, request for NEA data collection assistance first should be coordinated with PACOM and USFK/EUSA.  Since an ALSOS study addresses a dual MTW scenario, it would be appropriate for PACOM to assume the lead of such an action.  This would allow PACOM to assign actions and manage the process for the theater’s MTW engagement as required.  

· Coordination. To forecast and document ALSOS responsibilities and requirements requires the combined, involved efforts of the CINC, Service component staffs, HQDA (ODCSLOG) and HQDA’s action agent (a contractor or supporting staff element).
The HQDA and their action agent must establish realistic suspenses and maintain contact throughout the process to ensure timely progress towards the collection goals.  A contractor, serving as an action agent, cannot alone successfully accomplish this task.  A contractor can monitor progress and answer questions, but only a military departmental relationship between HQDA and CINC staffs can ensure compliance.

.

· Theater Differences.  The assumption from the beginning of the project that there would be significant differences between the two theaters proved true.  The most noticeable being the level of centralization.   In NEA, for example, the planning staffs for both USFK and EUSA worked within walking distances from each other.  The large forward-presence force maintained on the Korean peninsula had allowed planners a greater insight into how an MTW would be fought and supported.  However, close proximity does not always eliminate confusion.  The relationship between PACOM and USFK, as it pertained to complying with the Army’s ALSOS Data Call Process for determining joint land-based support, was not well understood. In addition, the scope of NEA’s ALSOS responsibilities and requirements were not adequately considered in the collection effort.  For this study, SAIC concentrated solely on the Korean peninsula.  By so doing, all of the other supporting requirements for dual MTW scenarios including the Pacific, e.g., Japan, Guam, Okinawa, Alaska, etc. were discounted.

SWA on the other hand, is an austere theater, with the CENTCOM staff thousands of miles away from their theater, and hundreds of miles removed from their subordinate Service staffs.  However, for this MTW campaign, there is only one centralized planning staff, i.e., CENTCOM.  Its Army component, ARCENT, had been assigned land operation responsibilities throughout the potential areas of operation.  CENTCOM planning staff responsibilities, therefore, were more clearly understood.

It is imperative in future studies, that initial coordination be made to determine which theater staffs are responsible for the integration of the ALSOS data.  While CENTCOM is the obvious choice for SWA, NEA will be much more challenging.  Although USFK is the joint planning headquarters for the Korean peninsula, the staff had limited visibility over the rest of the theater and the other Service components, who all report directly to PACOM.  Future studies should include all areas of an MTW theater, e.g., the Pacific basin for NEA and the Arabian peninsula for SWA.  For example, in NEA, PACOM should serve as the primary headquarters for ALSOS collection efforts, coordination with USFK must be included to ensure a complete awareness of support issues at both levels.

· MTW Deliberate Plan Differences.  As the all-encompassing warfighting document for a theater, the CINC’s deliberate plans associated with each MTW provides the basis from which to delineate the ALSOS responsibilities, and its corresponding TPFDD provides the base document to capture the ALSOS data requirements.  Both commands’ MTW OPLAN were undergoing major revisions that will likely alter joint logistics support concepts and ALSOS responsibilities and requirements.  Due to this ongoing effort, both theaters questioned the validity of documenting current ALSOS responsibility and requirement data.  We informed theater planners, that the data call process effort, with their input being the critical ingredient, was needed to ensure the process was doable and meaningful, especially for future ALSOS requirement determination. 

In reviewing the various MTW deliberate plans, contradictions and gaps were found in the various CINC and Service Components plans.  This situation was partially understandable due to current ongoing deliberate plan revision efforts, but did cause confusion during this study.  In SWA for example, the CENTCOM and ARCENT deliberate plans were integrated and the tasks in the CENTCOM plan were well nested in the subordinate ARCENT document.  In NEA on the other hand, the PACOM, USFK and EUSA MTW deliberate plans were not always synchronized.  In fact the EUSA OPLAN 5027-95 pre-dated its superior deliberate plan, USFK OPLAN 5027-96.  Tasks delineated to EUSA by the PACOM OPLAN 5027-96 could not always be found in the USFK OPLAN 5027-96, and the actual in-theater chain of command that assigns and executes ALSOS responsibilities was confusing.  In addition, the OPLANs did not clearly delineate if they supported single or dual MTW scenarios.  Such differences in allocation of resources, e.g., USMC forces, would therefore be expected to impact ALSOS materiel and movement requirements accordingly.

Revalidation of ALSOS responsibilities and requirements after each DELIBERATE PLAN revision should be conducted prior to the Army initiating future TAA analysis. 

· Requirement Determination.  The CINCs and their Service components need to continue to maintain an active role with the Service HQs in determining force structure requirements.  Actual joint logistics responsibilities identified in the CINC’s DELIBERATE PLANs should be driving the force requirements modeling effort in support of that plan.  When the Army is generating future TAA combat requirements based on the Illustrative Planning Scenarios found in the appropriate Defense Planning Guidance, care must be exercised in analyzing the results. There will be wide variances in such future planning guidance when compared to the CINC’s deliberate plan.  

To avoid conflict with future TAA combat modeling in support of ALSOS requirements for a CINC’s campaign, detailed assumptions must be made by the Army to ensure validity of the data results.

· Data Collections Challenges.  It was generally agreed that the TPFDD was the logical place to find much of the ALSOS information, especially the transportation movement requirements.  However, it rapidly became apparent the more involved we became with the process, that the TPFDD had certain limitations and could only provide the initial ALSOS requirements for the theater.

ARCENT and CENTCOM recommended the use of the Cargo Increment Number(s) (CINs) non-unit type sustainment records in the TPFDD to provide greater resolution for determining common-item-support (CIS) requirements.  These CINs records, built by each Service, detail the specific amounts of supplies that each Service required in theater throughout the campaign.  Such records, however, were confusing in that it was unknown if these supplies were in addition to what the Army was providing to the other Services, or in lieu-of the ALSOS support tasked by the CINC’s MTW deliberate plan.  Change 1 to the ALSOS Data Call included the use of CINs records but mainly to provide a comparison to the original Category 1 data collection and calculation.  

Indications were that CINs records addressed the total requirements each Service needed for their sustainment.  If our assessment was correct and such records were properly recorded in the TPFDD, they would provide more accurate Category 1 CIS requirements than the data call’s original formula (population x consumption factor).  If the CINs actually encompasses the total sustainment requirements for each Service, the only refinement of the CINs records that the Army would have to make in calculating the ALSOS support requirement, would be to multiply the Service’s CINs data by the percentage level of support they required from the Army.  This calculation would theoretically equal what the Army must provide.  Using CINs records versus the data call Category 1 formula, if properly recorded in the TPFDD, would provided much greater accessory detail to include start and end locations, required delivery dates and sub-classes of supply, in determining CIS requirements.

· Compliance.  Each theater staff was extremely busy handling numerous real world planning and management tasks during the data call process period.  The short suspense (60 days for initial submission, and an additional 60 days for final submission) forced planning staffs to assess what could be done in the allotted time frame, and to disregard what could not be accomplished.  Due to these competing demands, both staffs were forced to gather and record data using only existing information and reports, as opposed to collecting and analyzing the total ALSOS responsibilities and associated requirements based upon the newly provided instructions.  The adage, “ If you want it bad, you will get it bad,” was apropos for this data submission.  

As discussed above, future data calls should allow a minimum of 6 months for return of the requested data and only one suspense date should be provided.

· General Engineering.  As discussed previously, general engineering was an area of concern for the ALSOS data collection effort.  In order to ensure a through understanding of each supported Service requirements, the data call (Annex B, Category 3 Instructions, Tab 2C1) provided a matrix that was to be completed by each Service component HQs.  Neither CINC was able to provide the requested data.  Their inability to provide the information is attributed to the complexity of the issue, the level of detail requested, and the relative short suspense of the data call.  Select Joint Engineering Planning and Execution System (JEPES) output reports can be manipulated to provide each Service’s theater general engineering support requirements by time period, as well as the construction capability, measured in available man-hours, of each Service’s deployed engineer forces.  The use of JEPES is well established in CENTCOM; however, according to the OCE staff, it is not used effectively in PACOM or USFK to manage their theater’s general engineering support requirements.

Future data calls should provide amplifying instructions that suggest the data be obtained from the JEPES, a sub-module of JOPES.

· Data Call Inputs.  Upon receipt of the submitted data collection spreadsheets, SAIC conducted a cursory validation to ensure their completeness before passing the data to CAA.  While most of the data was in acceptable formats, there were numerous discrepancies in the data that made it unusable without our further interpretation prior to forwarding on to CAA.  

For future submissions, it will remain important that theater provided data be proofread for accuracy and compliance with instructions to fix easily-corrected deficiencies such as information inadvertently placed in the wrong column, and blank data field entries.

· Initial Submissions.  The data that was submitted by both theaters for the March 31, 1999 suspense was a commendable effort based on the imposed short suspense.  Each theater was expected to submit all Category 1 and 2 spreadsheets.  While the suspense called for submission of a validated Responsibilities List and some Category 3 information, we did not expect this data until May 31, 1999 based on agreements made during the working sessions with each theater.  In addition, the CIS requirement percentages for Category 1 were completed by ODCSLOG, and did not need to be completed by the theaters until the May 31, 1999 suspense.  Observations regarding each theater’s submission follows.

· NEA.  NEA’s initial data submission was provided by EUSA in-lieu-of USFK.  It appeared that USFK or PACOM had minimal input into the submission, with the possible exception of some transportation data.  This was critical in that, despite the efforts of EUSA, the data was not joint in nature and was only the Army component’s assessment of the ALSOS requirements.

· Category 1 Requirements. The population spreadsheet submitted by EUSA was extremely detailed and in the requested formats.  There were no changes made to the provided consumption planning factor spreadsheet for the other Services.  Therefore, without the advantage of updated CIS support factors, the ALSOS requirements were calculated on the Army’s factors used in determining support requirements for its own forces.  The short submission suspense may have caused this important consideration to be overlooked.  

The need remains for future studies to document the other Services’ MTW planning factors to allow the Army to determine support requirements as accurately as possible. 

· Category 2 Requirements. The transportation data submitted for each Service was segregated into two parts.  The first part appeared to be a TPFDD - generated sort as described earlier in this report.  The second part consisted of Wartime Movements Plan (WMP) data compiled by EUSA.  The TPFDD generated data, while in the proper spreadsheet format, did not have valid destinations for many of the records.  For example, the majority of United States Air Force (USAF) data records had a destination of Contingency Operating Base/Mobilization Operating Base (COB/MOB) and USMC records had a destination of Theater Assembly Area (TAA).  The format instructions specified that the destinations must be cities or geographical locations so that the force structure-generating model could calculate movement distances between locations, and subsequently the necessary transportation requirements.  The lack of accurate destination fields for this element made the theater provided data suspect for modeling efforts without the application of assumptions to the data.  
SAIC, after our analysis and communication with EUSA, developed a list of assumptions that would support the provided data uses for CAA’s modeling efforts.  These assumptions can be found at Annex F and should be considered in developing future collection efforts.  

The addition of EUSA’s WMP data submission, while not complete and only going out to approximately C+30, was extremely useful in that it went well beyond the TPFDD and portrayed requirements beyond the initial movements inland after arrival in theater.   

As the WMP continues to be refined in the theater, this data will be critical for accurately assessing ALSOS transportation force structure requirements.


· SWA.  CENTCOM’s March 31, 1999 data submission was virtually complete as requested by the data call instructions.  The provided data appeared to be based solely on their TPFDD database. The concern addressed previously in this report also applies with their submission, e.g., TPFDD provides transportation flows into the theater and does not address follow-on in theater movements.

· Category 1 Requirements.  The population spreadsheet submitted for SWA was based on the population figures listed in the TPFDD.  Again, there were no changes annotated on the consumption planning factor spreadsheet.

The need remains for future studies to document the other Services’ MTW planning factors to allow the Army to determine support requirements as accurately as possible. 

· Category 2 Requirements.  The transportation data also was based entirely on the TPFDD.  Unlike NEA, the provided data was generally complete with accurate PODs, destinations, and times.  Some records, however, did contained blank destination fields.  

Similar to NEA, SAIC developed assumptions to support the SWA data use for CAA’s modeling efforts.  These assumptions can be found at Annex F.

· Final Submissions – Category 3 Requirements.  Both theaters labored with their final submissions.  As mentioned earlier, documenting requirements associated with Category 3 responsibilities could not be easily extracted from existing databases.   Without readily available data elements, staffs were faced with collecting, extrapolating and interrupting information on needed requirements from various source documents and direct interface with component commands.  The intent for the May 31, 1999 submission was to verify that the proposed data call procedures would provide both theater CINCs and HQDA, ODCSLOG with a workable format for documenting all the Army support to other Services responsibilities, now and in future studies.  Unfortunately, the data provided to address the Category 3 responsibilities – Army provides CSS/CS service and support – was either not provided or not in sufficient detail to be of use.  Whether the correct data elements were requested for recording the numerous support functions, e.g., chemical decontamination support, general engineer and construction support, and medical, remains to be determined.  Observations on each theater’s efforts follow.
· NEA.  The PACOM J4 staff assumed the responsibility for the final collection and submission.  Due to the previously mentioned unique in-theater command challenges, PACOM actively attempted to coordinate the data collection from their Service component commands and USFK elements.  A request for a 30-day extension was granted by HQDA, ODCSLOG to support their continuing efforts at documenting the theater’s Category 3 requirements.  Coordination continues by the PACOM J4 staff to assemble the data from USFK and other theater components. 
For future ALSOS study collection efforts, determining the data elements needed by modeling agencies to determine force structure requirements associated with Category 3 responsibilities, must be redressed.  This category of support remains to be quantified in terms of the Army’s actual responsibilities for each of the numerous functional requirements in structuring critical low-density units needed to support the other Services.   Future efforts must work to clarify and document in detail what the other Services actually expect in terms of support for each function.   

· SWA.  CENTCOM’s submission was limited to addressing the previously provided ALSOS Responsibilities List.  No significant changes were offered for the List except to delete all references to OPLAN 1002–95 and deletion of redundant entries addressed in both the CENTCOM and its Army component (ARCENT) campaign plans.  Comments or data was not provided on Category 3 requirements.  A revised percent Level of Support spreadsheet for supporting Category 1 CIS calculations, however, was provided.  Their revised percentages were to be universally applied to all Services in-lieu-of the data call’s provided percent figures for each Service. Our expectations remain that the USMC level of support for CIS ammunition would be different than the USAF elements. This issue will need to be reviewed and clarified for future efforts.  The short suspense, the challenges of defining such requirements, the geographic dispersion of its components, and ongoing theater issues did not provide sufficient time for collecting such data.
Previous concerns addressed above for NEA’s data submission applies.  In addition, the percentage level of support expected by the other Services in common-item-support must be stressed in future efforts.

· Data Call Provided to CAA.  On April 6, 1999, SAIC and HQDA, ODCSLOG met with CAA to submit and explain the initial ALSOS Category 1 and 2 collected data for further Government analysis.  During the meeting, SAIC summarized the data, and described the assumptions that were necessary (see Annex F) for the data to be use in their subsequent modeling efforts.  CAA staff members asked numerous specific questions, and they appeared to be satisfied with our answers.  SAIC’s impression after the meeting was that CAA had a good understanding of the provided ALSOS data, and would be using the data in their TAA 007 force structure determination efforts.

SAIC was later informed by HQDA, ODCSLOG that CAA believed the ALSOS data was not useable, and would not be included in CAA’s modeling efforts.  CAA felt that the data was “too raw” and not in a format that could be used for inclusion in their models.  As previously discussed, the data was provided to CAA in the spreadsheet format and display as approved by CAA before the data call process instruction booklet was sent to the theater planning staffs. 

It is imperative that future data calls have an agreed upon timeline for force structure modeling efforts.  The suspense established for such a labor intense data call effort should not end with the data submission, and should include modeling results and briefing timelines as well.  Agencies tasked to support the modeling efforts should be assigned suspenses and be held accountable for their products.  This is a critical consideration since the output results of an agency’s force determination modeling efforts, while useful to HQDA requirement and resource planners, are also essential to CINC staffs in conducting their MTW mission analysis.  Additionally, the ALSOS process, from data submission to modeling excursion outputs, should be briefed and approved at a level above the tasked modeling agency.  This will ensure that the modeling tools and rules to be used are known and understood during force structure requirement analysis.  Further, this approach will ensure that the results of the analysis are disseminated to the CINCs for inclusion in their mission analysis and deliberate plan updates.

Future data collection efforts should be fully coordinated with all parties concerned to ensure a complete understanding of the data call process, the data elements, and the timelines.  In addition, the process should be monitored during data collection and force modeling efforts to ensure the intent for collecting the data can be satisfied.. 

Phase 3 - Analyzing ALSOS Supply and Movement Requirements. 

The objective of this data call project was to support HQDA, ODCSLOG’s efforts to identify, quantify, and validate Service and CINC provided ALSOS wartime requirements in a dual MTW scenario.  The collected requirements were developed in concert with and intended to support CAA’s force structuring needs in calibrating TAA 007 efforts.  CAA was unable to complete their portion of the project.  SAIC, therefore, as a follow-on tasking was requested to analyze and collate the CINC provided data in a spreadsheet format that would facilitate HQDA, ODCSLOG’s future analytical needs.  Our efforts were to focus on: reviewing what data was provided versus what was requested, identifying discrepancies in the provided data, determining additional data elements needed to develop total requirements, and gaining a better understanding of what additional information and efforts would be needed in conducting future data calls.  

Our collation and analysis efforts were limited by three factors.  First, the study’s data call procedures were developed to only collect certain data elements needed by CAA to compliment their TAA 007 force structuring modeling efforts; CAA determined that specific Service data elements were available.  Due to the complexity of determining what are the Army’s actual responsibilities for supporting its sister Services and correlating their requirements to the modeling efforts, not all data elements required to develop the Army’s total ALSOS requirements were requested in our data call. Second, the data to be collated and analyzed was only as good as what the government provided.  Access to the CINC’s warfighting TPFDD data was not made available for comparison or confirmation use. Our efforts focused on the government provided data elements requested by our original data call instructions. And finally, the time available for conducting an in depth analysis was limited by available resources.

Recommended actions to address data collection process procedural issues noted while conducting the follow-on ALSOS supply and movement requirements analysis follows:

· Classes of Supply Requirements. The data call formula used to determine Category 1 requirements was based on population consumption factors.  As such, Classes IIIB (Fuel), V (Munitions), VII (Major End Items), and IX (Parts) could not be accurately determined because they are defined by “equipment usage rates” as opposed to consumption factors.  Our data call did not ask for these figures.  CAA had informed SAIC during the development of our procedures that they would account for the equipment usage rates in their modeling efforts and it was unnecessary to ask the theaters for data already available.

Future collection efforts must develop a procedure for collecting the needed information for determining Classes IIIB, V, VII, and IX as these supplies undoubtedly constitutes the largest support requirements for the Army.  If CAA or others already have equipment usage rates loaded in their modeling processes, then such information should be included in future studies.  Inclusion will ensure that not only the collection team but the CINC planners are aware of potential data gathering gaps, and tailor procedures to ensure the theater-collected data can be used to determine total supply requirements.

· Consumption Planning Factors. Theater or Service provided consumption planning factors are essential to determining what quantity and type of support the Army must be ready to provide.  To accommodate the data call process, the Army’s factors were provided as the baseline.  Services were requested to change the factors if they did not correspond to their own rates.  Neither theater made any changes to the provided planning factors.  By not changing the rates, each theater agreed to use the Army’s consumption rates in determining their Category 1 requirements.  Differences in Service’s consumption rates could have a major impact on the Army’s force structure determination process.  For example, our review indicated a wide variance in the USMC’s Class I planning factors versus the Army’s rate, i.e., 4.4 pounds per day (ppd) in their OMFTS study to 5.7 ppd in their TAA 005 submission as compared to the Army’s 8.09 ppd.  Other classes of supply appear to have similar wide differences in consumption factors.
The Army must continue to convey to ALSOS recipients the importance of accurately recording their consumption planning factors in future data calls.  Correctly calculating the Army’s supporting force structure and materiel acquisition requirements will impact all Services, not just the Army, as DOD’s resources continue to shrink.  Future collection efforts, therefore, must require each theater to submit their own rates for each of their Service components, even if the same as the Army factors. 

· Theater Level of Support Required.  The percentages of supply support that the other Services expected the Army to provide were not properly addressed by either theater.  As mentioned previously in this report, SWA’s submission indicated the percentage of support required (20%) was the same for all its Service components.  NEA on the other hand, provided no update or acknowledgement of this requested information.  We anticipated, nonetheless, that there would be large differences between USMC and USAF theater ALSOS support requirements.  For example, the USMC’s Class V combat consumption requirements, for example, includes fourteen ground ammunition items that are unique to the Corps.  The remainder of their ammunition items are classified as CIS and the Army, therefore, would be expected to be the provider – the 20% level of support reported by CENTCOM would, therefore, appear suspect.  The importance of identifying accurate percentages of support is critical – minor percentage differences will have a major impact on CSS structuring. 
Similar to the consumption planning factors issue, it is imperative for each theater to submit an accurate theater level of support required spreadsheet for each of its Service components and for each class of supply.  There is a tremendous difference in the support required of the Army between each Service.  Correctly recording these percentages will be the only way to actually determine how much of what each Service will consume, that is to be provided by the Army.

· Types of Cargo.  The data call instructions divided other Service’s types of cargo to be moved by the Army based on the Cargo Category Code (CCC) recorded in the TPFDD records. The intent was to identify the Service’s various types of equipment, materiel, and shipping configuration, e.g., ammunition, fuel, 20-foot containers, breakbulk, etc., which would enable the Army to determine the transportation mode and assets needed to move these items.  A recurring problem encountered during the collating efforts was that numerous movement record’s CCC columns were blank.  For example, the CCC information for the USAF’s TPFDD movement data had not been completed for either theater. Accurate and complete transportation movement data is required to ensure the Army’s force structure needs are properly calculated.  Moving fuel for instance would require a different transporter mode than moving 20 or 40-foot containers.

Using JOPES retrieval programs can provide a large portion of ALSOS data.  It is essential, therefore, that the Services’ records be completed accurately.  In the past, the need for accuracy, completeness, and use of these source codes may not have been known.  If the Army is to rely on the TPFDD as the source for planning its ALSOS movement requirements, then it must notify the Joint staff and others of the need, use, and importance of the various transportation data elements available in JOPES. 

· Destinations.  While the TPFDD proved to be the single most useful database for determining ALSOS requirements, it has limitations.  The most obvious being that it only provides movement requirements for the initial destinations upon entering the theater.  Another limitation is that some of the population locations were different from the equipment destinations.  This issue was especially true in SWA provided data, where large numbers of a Service’s ground population were at a location with no corresponding Category 2 equipment or initial materiel being delivered to that location.  Likewise, there were locations with large amounts of Services’ equipment to be delivered to locations with no populations.
It will be essential for future ALSOS movement requirements and resource determination that the Services’ population locations recorded in the TPFDD be matched with movement destination requirements. As stated above, the use of TPFDD data for determining ALSOS requirements indicate the importance of accurate and verifiable data being entered into the databases.  

Annexes:

A. Terms of References

B. ALSOS Data Call Process Booklet w/Change 1
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D. ALSOS Data Call Process Overview Brief

E. ALSOS Data Call Inputs – Classified  (see Note)

F. ALSOS Data Call Process Assumptions

G. ALSOS Supply and Movement Requirements Display – Classified (see Note)

H.  List of Contacts

Note.

Classified Annexes provided on electronic media and in separate classified booklet.

1. Purpose:  To provide the specific terms of reference used throughout the ALSOS project.
2. General: As with most complex military problems, terminology serves as an important role in the ability to define and understand the issues.  The need for precise definition and thorough understanding was magnified by the joint nature of the situation and the various acronyms, terms and jargon by each Service.

	TERMS OF REFERENCE

	TERM
	DEFINITION

	Common Item

	Any item of materiel which is required for use by more than one activity.

a) Sometimes loosely used to denote any consumable item except repair parts or other technical items
b) Any item of materiel which is procured for, owned by (Service stock), or used by any Military Department of the Department of Defense and is also required to be furnished to a recipient country under the grant-aid Military Assistance Program.
c) Readily available commercial items.
d) Items used by two or more Military Services of similar manufacture or fabrication that may vary between the Services as to color or shape (as vehicles or clothing).
e) Any part or component which is required in the assembly of two or more complete end-items. 

	
	

	DOD Construction Agent

	The Corps of Engineers, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, or other such approved DOD activity, that is assigned design or execution responsibilities associated with military construction programs, facilities support, or civil engineering support to the combatant commanders in contingency operations.

	
	

	Common Servicing


	That function performed by one Military Service in support of another Military Service for which reimbursement is not required from the Service receiving support. 

	
	

	Dominant User Concept

	The concept that the Service, who is the principal consumer will have the responsibility for performance of a support workload for all using Services. 



	
	

	Executive Agent

	A term used in Department of Defense and Service regulations to indicate a delegation of authority by a superior to a subordinate to act on behalf of the superior. An agreement between equals does not create an executive agent.

Designation as executive agent, in and of itself, confers no authority. The exact nature and scope of the authority delegated must be stated in the document designating the executive agent. An executive agent may be limited to providing only administration and support or coordinating common functions or it may be delegated authority, direction, and control over specified resources for specified purposes.

	
	

	Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition

	Secretary of the Army is assigned the DOD single manager responsibilities for procurement, production, supply, maintenance, renovation, demilitarization and disposal of conventional ammunition.

	
	

	Sustainment

	The provision of personnel, logistics and other support required to maintain and prolong operations or combat until successful accomplishment or revision of mission or of the national objective. 

	
	

	Joint Servicing

 
	That function performed by a jointly staffed and financed activity in support of two or more Military Services. 

	
	

	Inter-Service Support


	Action by one Military Service or element thereof to provide logistic and/or administrative supports to another Military Service or element thereof. Such action can be recurring or nonrecurring in character on an installation, area, or worldwide basis. 

	
	

	Cross-Servicing


	That function performed by one Military Service in support of another Military Service for which reimbursement is required from the Service receiving support. 

	
	

	Time- Phased Force and Deployment Data

	The Joint Operation Planning and Execution System data base portion of an operation plan: it contains time-phased force data, non-unit related cargo and personnel data, and movement data for the operation plan, including:

a) In-place forces.

b) Units to be deployed to support the operation plan with a priority indicating the desired sequence for their arrival at the port of debarkation.

c) Routing of forces to be deployed.

d) Movement data associated with deploying forces.

e) Estimates of non-unit related cargo and personnel movement to be conducted concurrently with the deployment of forces.

f) Estimate of transportation requirements that must be fulfilled by common user lift resources as well as those requirements that can be fulfilled by assigned or attached transportation resources.

	
	

	Combat Service Support

	The essential capabilities, functions, activities, and tasks necessary to sustain all elements of operating forces in theater at all levels of war.  Within the national and theater logistic systems, it includes but is not limited to that support rendered by service forces in ensuring the aspects of supply, maintenance, transportation, health services, and other services required by aviation and ground combat troops to permit those units to accomplish their missions in combat.  Combat service support encompasses those activities at all levels of war that produce sustainment to all operating forces on the battlefield. 

	Combat Support

	Fire support and operational assistance provided to combat elements. Combat support includes artillery, air defense artillery, engineer, military police, signal, and military intelligence support. 

	
	

	Distribution System

	That complex of facilities, installations, methods, and procedures designed to receive, store, maintain, distribute, and control the flow of military materiel between the point of receipt into the military system and the point of issue to using activities and units. 

	
	

	Source Authority

	The document or verbal authority for assignment of executive agent and other support responsibilities.  Examples include: legislative action, Presidential and DoD directives, instructions and memorandums, and CINC delegated responsibilities

	
	

	Directive Authority

	Combatant Commander may delegate the responsibility for providing or coordinating service for all Service components in the theater or designated area to the Service component that is the dominant user.


1. Purpose:  To provide the instructions used during this project to capture ALSOS responsibilities and requirements.  The procedures were provided in the attached ALSOS Data Call Process Booklet with Change 1. 

2. General:  The ALSOS Data Call Process Booklet was developed to assist in collecting, displaying and assessing support to other Services’ responsibilities and associated requirement developments to support CINC warfighting plans in SWA and NEA.  Based upon working sessions with various staff elements, clarification and changes to the process were documented and distributed in an April 1999 memorandum. The instruction booklet was previously provided to HQDA, ODCSLOG, DALO-POD and is not included in this report.  Change 1 to the ALSOS Data Call Process Booklet, however, is provided.

Appendices:

1 – Change 1 to ALSOS Data Call Process Booklet

DALO-POD                                                                                                           S:   31 MAY 99

                                                                                                                                       6 April 1999

MEMORANDUM FOR

DIRECTOR FOR LOGISTICS AND SECURITY ASSISTANCE, J4/J7, UNITED STATES ARMY CENTRAL COMMAND, MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE, FL  33621

DIRECTOR FOR LOGISTICS AND SECURITY ASSISTANCE, J4     UNITED STATES PACIFIC COMMAND, CAMP SMITH, HAWAII  

ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF, J4, UNITED STATES FORCES KOREA, APO AP  96205

SUBJECT: Army Logistics Support to Other Services (ALSOS) Data Call  - Change #1

1. Reference: Memorandum, HQDA, DALO-POD, 10 Feb 99, SAB.

2. General: Referenced memorandum with enclosure provided instructions for completion of the Army Logistics Support to Other Services (ALSOS) data call process.  Recent work sessions conducted with your staffs have provided us with a better understanding of the data collection methods and issues that will likely effect the level of effort required to complete the subject study.  A brief synopsis of key discussion issues follow:

Suspense Change: Discussions indicated that the submission of the requested data by 31 Mar 99 (pg.viii, para E of reference) will be provided as requested.  The purpose of this memorandum, therefore, is to provide additional clarification and appropriate changes to the existing instructions to support your final submission by 31 May 99. 

Intent of Process: The intent for this final submission on the 31 May 99 is to verify that the proposed ALSOS data call process will provide both theater CINCs and HQDA staffs with a workable format for documenting Army support to other Services’ requirements, now and in the future.  The provided process should support MTW requirement determination, needed resources identification, and support joint logistics planning and execution procedures in meeting your warfighting efforts.  It is envisioned that our process will continue to be refined in detail and scope, and serve as the procedural foundation for incorporating future logistics support arrangements (e.g., Services, Coalition, Host Nation, etc.) in the joint operational planning process.

OPLAN Revision: Additionally, we are aware that several of your MTW OPLANs, that will be used for submitting the final ALSOS data call information, are in revision.  Your staffs have indicated that the revisions will have major changes to your joint logistics support concepts and ALSOS responsibilities and requirements and therefore have questioned the validity of documenting current ALSOS data.  Again, our data call effort, with your input being the critical ingredient, is intended to ensure the process is doable and meaningful. The Army remains committed to ensuring it has a valid method for assessing its ability to provide responsive support to other Services’ logistics materiel and functional needs.  Providing the requested ALSOS data elements using your current OPLAN data and concepts will support the validation of our process and help ensure the Army’s support of your evolving plans.

3.   Specifics: The following clarifications and changes to the existing instructions contained at reference are provided:

a. Clarifications:
1) Process Overview – Categories.  -  Work session discussions indicated that the purpose of developing ALSOS categories needed further clarification.  Our intent for categorizing ALSOS responsibilities and requirements together was based upon the type and level of Army support required.  The grouping by categories allowed us to minimize the number of essential data elements that must be requested to support each ALSOS requirement.  The various spreadsheets, therefore, were designed to only request specific data elements for each category.  The submission of the requested elements, which when applied to appropriate allocation and consumption rules, will support the identification of the force structure and materiel requirements needed by the Army in meeting its assigned ALSOS responsibilities.

Common item support (CIS) responsibilities were grouped into Category 1 to provide a simplified means for identifying the data elements needed to determine supporting requirements.  Doctrinally, CIS responsibilities are assigned to the predominant Service that uses an item, to include the responsibility for performance of the support workload, when the item is used by two or more Services.  The CIS responsibilities include the procurement, requisitioning, storage, and distribution functions associated with providing support to the other Services. 

For example, an Air Force unit located at Base X has a requirement for small arms ammunition (5.56mm) sustainment for base security support.  The Army would, based upon their assigned ALSOS responsibility for this commodity, provide CIS support to the unit beginning at the time increment designated in the theater’s OPLAN.  The Army as the CIS manager, based upon the supported Service’s data elements recorded on the Category 1 spreadsheet, would be responsible for the procurement, requisitioning, storage and distribution support to the Air Force element.

During our visits, the identification of Class III – bulk fuel as a Category 2 (Army provides transportation) responsibility was questioned.  Doctrinally, the ALSOS responsibilities for bulk fuel would be labeled as a Category 2 requirement since the Army would only be moving the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) procured and Service owned fuel and/or wholesale requested fuel from a destination to each Service’s specified location.  If your theater fuel support concept indicates additional responsibilities other than fuel distribution for the Army, your planner should annotate the responsibilities by a footnote entry.  However, for the Army to compute its ALSOS bulk fuel requirements, the Category 2 spreadsheet will need to be completed by the supported Services.  Based on the theater’s concept of support, the supported Service may not be able to provide the origin and type of transport mode data elements required to support their ALSOS bulk fuel requirements.  These data elements must be provided by the Army component planner based upon their concept of support arrangements. 

2) Section 1 (ALSOS Responsibilities List) – The required actions for this section are to validate the existing responsibilities (Tab 1A through 1R), and to correct or add as necessary.  Service planners should use the List provided as a primer to guide their review and record additional ALSOS responsibilities that were not identified.  Additions/deletions/changes to the Responsibilities List are to be annotated to the appropriate master document (Tab 1A through 1R) and submitted with the entire  31 May 99 data call submission via the provided ZIP disk to ODCSLOG, HQDA, Attn: DALO-POD or transmitted through the SIPRNET to the following smil email addresses:
·        AALOCBRF@HQDA.ARMY.SMIL.MIL
·        REDMOMJ@HQDA-S.ARMY.SMIL.MIL
·        GRIMMDO@HQDA-S.ARMY.SMIL.MIL

3) Section 2 (ALSOS Data Collection) – The Data Collection spreadsheets (Tabs 2A2, 2B2, and 2C2) provide the essential data elements needed to determine the Army’s ALSOS requirements.  The format of each spreadsheet, however, is not as important as the recording of the requested data elements.  Service planners will undoubtedly use various source document tools to gather and record the requested ALSOS data elements; e.g., CENTCOM developed a separate bulk fuel requirement spreadsheet. It is not necessary, therefore, to change the output format of a specific tool to meet the Data Collection spreadsheets, provided all of the data fields are answered.  In other words, there is no need to transfer valid data from one format into our spreadsheets, provided that the requested information is electronically recorded on the ZIP disk or on the smil email in a form that can be universally read by an MS EXCEL program.  

4) Section 2 (ALSOS Data Collection), Tab 2A2 (Category 1 – Population Spreadsheet) – The C-Day time increments requested on the in-theater population spreadsheet are in 5-day increments from C+0 to C+30, and 10-day increments from C+30 to C+150.  While these are the ideal increments, we have found that this may cause an exponential amount of work, i.e., two separate data queries maybe required to retrieve the 5-day and 10-day increments.  It is acceptable to complete this population database spreadsheet using only one increment level, either the 5-day or the 10-day, whichever the Service planner determines best portrays their requirements that the Army will be required to support.

5) Section 2 (ALSOS Data Collection), Tab 2A3 (Category 1 – Consumption Factor Spreadsheet) – The intent of the Consumption Planning Factor spreadsheet was to allow supported Services to account for the differences in the Army’s versus their Service specific factor needs.  To make changes to the Army provided factors, supported Services should delete/replace the factor with there own consumption factor on the spreadsheet.  In addition, the change should be annotated in the “Additional Remarks” column of the spreadsheet.  Supported Services only need to verify or change consumption planning factors for those classes of supply/common-item-support that they expect the Army’s ALSOS program to provide in meeting their total or partial requirement.  

The Class 1 - Water weight factor recorded at Tab 2A3 will be expressed as gallons per person (GPD) in-lieu-of pounds per person (PPD), i.e., SWA’s weight factor is 13.65 GPD and NEA’s is 11.44GPD.

6) Section 2 (ALSOS Data Collection), Tab 2B (Category 2 – Transportation) – There was some discussion as to how to retrieve the specific data required to complete the data elements for Category 2.  Mention was made of using the CINS records from the TPFDD to develop this data.  There are two issues when using CINS records.  First, there is no method of extracting exact load configurations from the CINS records.  An acceptable solution is to footnote these entries, and to provide an estimate in percentages of the types of load configurations for the records (e.g., 60% breakbulk, 30% container, 10% pallet).  

The second, and more important issue, involves “double-counting.”  If CINS records are used, care must be taken to ensure that these supplies are not common-item support supplies that are recorded in Category 1 (using the population x location x % method).  We have determined that some TPFDDs contain Service-built CINS records, when the actual items of supply in those CINS records are to be provided by the Army through common-item support.  Including these records as transportation requirements, would “double-count” them, as the Category 1 data accounts for the transportation of common-item supplies.

b. Changes:

1) Section 2 (ALSOS Data Collection), Tab 2A1a (Category 1 – Theater Level of Support Required) – Additional instructions with an example spreadsheet for recording this new Category 1 data, the Theater Level of Support Required, are provided at enclosure 1.  A revised disk containing all noted changes to Section 2 of the ALSOS Data Collection process has also been attached.  

The initial Category 1 – Common Item Support (CIS) data collection instructions (TAB 2A1) requested select information (i.e., In-Theater Population, TAB 2A2, and Consumption Planning Factors, TAB 2A3) for use to calculate support requirements for each Service.  TAB 2A4 has been added to supplement the original ALSOS Data Collection efforts (enclosure 2).  

Additional discussions with your staff elements revealed the requirement for a third variable was necessary to more accurately identify other Service’s CIS support requirements: CIS Theater Level of Support Required.  This additional variable will account for the level of support for each Class of Supply of CIS that the other Services expect the Army to provide in meeting their total requirements.  Your staffs, for example, indicated that while the Army will be required to provide Class I CIS to a supported Service at a predetermined time increment, the Army will/may not be required to provide the total requirement.  The supported Service may/will have its own supply channel for this commodity.  The provided Tab 2A4 spreadsheet will allow the supported Service to identify the percentage of CIS support that they expect the Army to provide of the Service’s total requirement.  

To determine the actual Category 1 – Common Item Support requirements for each Service for the duration of the campaign, the Theater Population data elements (TAB 2A2) will be factored with the Service’s provided or validated Consumption Planning Factors (TAB 2A3) and the Theater Level of Support Required (TAB 2A4).

2) Section 2 (ALSOS Data Collection), Tab 2A4 ( Category 1 – Theater Level of Support Required) – A new spreadsheet for the supported Services to record the theater level of support required by the Army is provided at enclosure 2.

3) Section 2 (ALSOS Data Collection), Tab 2B1 (Category 2 – Instructions) - A revised Category 2 Instruction sheet is provided at enclosure 3.  The major changes to the previously provided instruction sheet are in the - Categories of Supply, Size Category of Item, and Type of Transport Mode – data element columns. 

a) Categories of Supply: The requested data elements have been changed from “ classes of supply” to six (6) specific categories: Dry Goods (Classes I, Water, II, III (P), IV (B), VI, VIII, IX and Others), Ammunition – CL V, Fuel Bulk – CL III (B), Unit Equipment, Unit Personnel, and Others (for support not covered by the other categories).  These categories more accurately represent the different types of transportable cargo found in each theater.  Also, it is important for the Services to capture all other transportation requirements not covered in the TPFDD, especially unit follow-on moves (i.e., after they reach their TPFDD destination and Army transportation support is required) and transportation of sustainment items for which Army transportation support will be required. 

b) Load Configuration: The column heading “Size Category of Item” has been changed to “Load Configuration” to correspond with TPFDD data field headings.  In addition, list the type of Class III bulk fuel product needed.  And finally, the requirement to move unit personnel was added as a data element in Categories of Supply (see para 2.B. 1). a)).  To support this additional category, the term “PAX” has been added to identify personnel movement requirements.

c) Type of Transport Mode: The previously provided specific modes of transportation, i.e., line-haul and local haul, have been combined into “Truck” mode for easy of input by Service planners.  Army capability modeling will determine line and local haul requirements based upon the Service’s provided data.  In addition, a heavy equipment transport, “HET” mode has been included.  Service planners are requested to identify, whenever possible, equipment movement requirements that would require the Army to provide a HET transport vehicle.  Army planners will be expected to annotate the type of transport mode to be used unless the supported Service has designated a specific mode to support their operations.

4) Section 2 (ALSOS Data Collection), Tab 2B2 (Category 2 Spreadsheet) – A revised Category 2 spreadsheet containing the above changes is provided at enclosure 4. 

FOR THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS:

                                                                               Signed/

4 Encl. w/disk                                                        David Pagano

                                                           Colonel, GS

                                                           Chief, Plans and Operations Division

CF:

J4, JOINT STAFF     

G4, ARMY CENTRAL COMMAND and EUSA

CDR, USAMC, CASCOM, and CAA,         
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1. The initial Category 1 ALSOS data call instructions (TAB 2A1) requested select information (i.e., In-Theater Population, TAB 2A2 and Consumption Planning Factors, TAB 2A3) for determining common item support requirements for the Services.  This TAB supplements the original ALSOS Data Call.  Recent discussions with CINC planners revealed the requirement for a third variable was necessary to more accurately identify other Service’s CIS support requirements: the CIS Theater Level of Support Required.

2. This additional variable will account for the level of support for each CIS Class of Supply that each Service expects the Army to provide in meeting their total requirements; i.e., draw from the US Army. 

3. To determine the actual Category 1 requirements for each Service, the Theater Population database (TAB 2A2) will be factored with the Service’s provided or validated Consumption Planning Factors (TAB 2A3) and the Theater Level of Support Required (TAB 2A4) to determine the overall theater Service CIS requirements for the duration of the campaign. 

CATEGORY 2 INSTRUCTIONS

1. DEFINITION.
Responsibilities marked as Category 2 require the Army to provide transportation for other Services.  Unlike Category 1 in which the Army was responsible for the item until delivered to the Service, in Category 2, the Army is moving Service-owned equipment and materiel or wholesale owned materiel from one destination to another based on specific information provided by each Service.

2. SERVICE PROVIDED INFORMATION.  In order for the Army to efficiently transport items for each Service, it requires detailed information regarding each item to be transported.  The following data fields are required for all Category 2 responsibilities: Supported Service, Categories of Supply, Quantity, Unit of Measure, Type of Transport Mode, Origin, Intermediate Destination (if applicable), Final Destination, Start Date, End Date, and Frequency.  It is important to remember that Category 1-transportation requirements should not be listed again on this spreadsheet.

3. INSTRUCTIONS.

Step 1.  Each Service should complete the Category 2 spreadsheet:

	Data Field
	Supported Service
	Categories of Supply
	Quantity
	Unit of Measure
	Load Configuration
	Type of Transport Mode

	Definition
	Supported Service
	Specific Item to be transported
	Amount of Item to be transported
	Unit of measurement for quantity is expressed
	Load configuration of the item being transported
	Specific mode of transportation

	Choices
	· USAF

· USMC

· USN

· Others
	· Dry Goods

· Ammunition-CL V

· Fuel Bulk-CL III(B)

· Unit Equipment

· Unit Personnel

· Others
	· #
	· Short Ton  (ST)

· Gallon       (GAL)


	· Break bulk

· Pallet

· Container

· Flat rack

· PAX

·  CL III (B) 
 List Product Type:

· JP8

· JP5

· DF2

· MOGAS

· Others
	· Truck

· HET

· Rail

· Barge

· Air (Helo)

· Fuel Tanker

· Pipeline (IPDS)

· Others

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Examples:

Dry Goods
	      USAF


	           Dry Goods
	1000
	ST
	                 Break bulk
	      Truck

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Data Field
	Origin
	Intermediate Destination
	Final Destination
	Start Date
	End Date
	Frequency

	CL III Bulk
	USAF 
	CL III(B)
	1000
	GAL
	JP8
	Pipeline (Army  provides mode)

	Definition
	Location item is to be picked up
	Interim location where item is specified to stop
	Location item is to be delivered
	C-day the transportation begins (leave blank if item is a one-time move)
	C-day the transportation ends (use the RDD for a one-time move)
	The level of occurrence of the transshipment

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Choices
	City name
	City name
	City name
	C###
	C###
	Once, Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Every ## days.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Examples:

Dry Goods
	White City
	N/A
	Redmond AB
	C020
	C050
	Daily

	CL III Bulk
	Red City (Army provides origin)
	N/A
	Redmond AB
	C010
	C090
	Daily

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


4. COORDINATING INSTRUCTIONS.  
a.  TPFDD: It is envisioned that Supported Services may wish to extract much of this data (pertaining to initial movements from various PODs to units staging areas) directly from the TPFDD, hence most of the field names directly correspond with the field names in the Non-unit Cargo portion of the TPFDD.  If TPFDD is used directly, it is imperative that the Services validate the Final Destination column to ensure that this is actually where the item is to be delivered.  Also, it is important for the Services to capture all other transportation requirements not covered in the TPFDD, especially unit follow-on moves and local haul of sustainment items for which they require Army support.

b. Class III (B): There is discussion on whether Class III (B) belongs in Category 1 or Category 2.  We have determined that, whether CL III (B) is common-item support or not, the data elements for Category 2 (above) provide the requisite information to determine the CL III (B) support requirements.  It is important to note that the supported Services may only be able to provide the answers to certain data elements (e.g., Supported Service, Categories of Supply, Quantity, Unit of Measure, Load Configuration, Final Destination, Start, End, Frequency), and that the Army must complete the missing data (Type of Transport Mode, and Origin) based on its concept of support.

5. SUSPENSE:  All Category 2 Requirements submitted for 31 Mar 99 suspense must be revalidated and returned to HQDA, ODCSLOG, NLT 31 May 1999 (or the revised date addressed in the Change 1 Memorandum)

6. FILE LOCATION:  A:/ALSOS Data Call   (Tab: Cat 2)

1. Purpose:  To provide the source documents used throughout the ALSOS project.

2. General:   These sources provided initial background, as well as specific insight into various ALSOS issues to documenting assigned, implied and specified responsibilities, determining requirements and allocating resources, as the project progressed.

Dept of Defense Documents: 

         Publications                                                  Subject                                              Date
	DOD Directive 1315.6
	Military Troop Construction Support to USAF 
	1978

	DOD Directive 2000.13
	Civil Affairs
	1994

	DOD Directive 2310.1
	DOD Enemy POW and Detainee Program 
	1994

	   DOD Directive 3025.14
	Noncombatant Evacuation and Repatriation
	1990

	D DOD  Directive 4140.25M
	Management of Overland Petroleum Support
	1994

	DOD Directive 4270.65
	DOD Construction Agent for Military (Navy and Air Force) in the Middle East and Europe
	1982

	DOD Directive 4500.9
	Transportation and Traffic Management 
	1989

	DOD Directive 4500.37
	Management of the DOD Intermodal Container System 
	1987

	DOD Directive 4525.6
	Single Manager for Military Postal Matters
	1980

	DOD Directive 4705.1
	Management of Land-Based Water Resources in Support of Contingency Operations 
	1992

	DOD Directive 5030. 49
	DOD Customs Inspection Program
	1984

	DOD Directive 5100.3
	Support of the HQs of Unified, Specified and Subordinate Joint Commands 
	1993

	DOD Directive 5100.7
	Law of War Violations against US Personnel 
	1998

	DOD Directive 5160.68
	Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition (SMCA) 
	1995

	DOD Directive 5200.31 / 6015.05
	Military Veterinary Support 
	1983

	DOD Directive 5515.8
	Single Service Responsibility for Processing Claims          
	1990

	DOD Directive 6000.12
	DOD Executive Agent for the Armed Services Blood Program Office
	1996

	DOD Instruction 4140.50
	Management of DOD Locomotives
	1982


Joint Publications                                                Subject

	Joint Pub 0-2
	Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF)

	Joint Pub 1-02              
	DOD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms

	Joint Pub 3-07.5 
	JTTP for NEO

	Joint Pub 3-10.1
	JTTP for Base Defense

	Joint Pub 3-11 
	Joint Doctrine for Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical (NBC) Defense

	Joint Pub 4-0  
	Doctrine for Logistic Support of Joint Operations

	Joint Pub 4-01 
	Joint Doctrine for the Defense Transportation System

	Joint Pub 4-01.3 
	 JTTP for Movement Control.

	Joint Pub 4-01.5 
	JTTP for Water Terminal Operations

	Joint Pub 4-01.6 
	JTTF for Joint Logistics Over-the-Shore

	Joint Pub 4-01.7
	JTTP for Use of Intermodal Containers in Joint Operations

	Joint Pub 4-02 
	Doctrine for Health Service Support in Joint Operations                                                                    

	Joint Pub 4-02.1 
	JTTP for Health Service Logistic Support in Joint Operations

	Joint Pub 4-03 
	Joint Bulk Petroleum Doctrine

	Joint Pub 4-04 
	Joint Doctrine for Civil Engineering Support

	Joint Pub 4-06  
	JTTP for Mortuary Affairs in Joint Operations

	CJCS MOP 16 
	Joint Mortuary Affairs Policy


                     Operation Plans

	Southwest Asia (SWA) OPLANs
	Northeast Asia (NEA) OPLANs

	CENTCOM OPLAN 1003-96
	PACOM OPLAN 5027-96

	CENTCOM OPLAN 1002-96
	PACOM CONPLAN 5028-96

	CENTCOM CONPLAN 1015-96
	UNC/CFC OPLAN 5027-98

	ARCENT OPLAN 1003-96
	EUSA OPLAN 5027-95

	ARCENT OPLAN 1002-95
	UNC/CFC LP&P  

	ARCENT CONPLAN 1015-96
	


 Inter-Service Regulations                                                 Subject
	AR 55-15, OPNAVINST 4640.3A, AFR 75-95, MCO 4600.34
	Land Transportation within Areas outside CONUS

	AR 55-78, AFR 75-69B
	General Policy Agreement for Dept of Army Water Terminal Support of USAF in Overseas Areas

	AR 55-176, OPNAVINST 4620.8B, AFR 75-4, MCO 4620.6
	Logistics-Over-the-Shore Operations in Overseas Areas

	AR 70-44, AFR 80-18
	DOD Engineering for Transportability

	AR 75-14, AFR136-8
	Interservice Responsibilities for EOD

	AR 115-10, AFJI 15-1573
	Support Weather Elements Under Army Control

	AR 415-30, AFR 93-10
	Troop Construction and Engineering Support of the Air Force Overseas

	AR 525-25, AFR 55-9
	Support Tactical Air Control Parties in Support to Army

	AR 700-36, AFR 74-16, NAVSUPINST 4730.1.D, MCO P4760.1A, DLAR 4155.29
	Overseas Laboratories for Support of Quality Surveillance on Petroleum Products

	AR 700-53, AFR 67-26
	Maintenance of Utility Rail Equipment


Army Regulations                                                     Subject

	HQDA Memo 10-1
	Executive Agent Responsibilities assigned to the Secretary of the Army

	FM 701-58
	Planning Logistics Support for Military Operations


United States Code Title 10

	Chapter 6
	Section 165


   Publications                                                            Subject
	Parameters – Autumn 1997
	An Appraisal of “The Brigade-Based New Army” by Col. David Fastebend

	Parameters – Winter 1997
	Strategic Logistics for Intervention Forces by Col. Yves Fontaine

	HQDA ODCSOPS Memo, 4 Jun 1997
	Wartime Support to other Services and Host Nation Support

	USTRANSCOM  1996
	So Many, So Much, So Far, So Fast by James K. Matthews and Cora J. Holt


1. Purpose:  To provide the ALSOS Data Call Process Overview Brief.

2. General:  This brief was used by the SAIC/DCSLOG project team in familiarizing the theater staffs and DOD agencies on ALSOS during the various working sessions.

1. Purpose:  To provide the ALSOS Data Call Inputs. 

2. General:  This data encompasses the submissions from each theater in accordance with the ALSOS Data Call.  In addition to theater-provided data, this annex also includes Class III data gathered from DLA and PACOM.  Due to its classification (SECRET), the actual data is provided in the separate classified ALSOS final report booklet.

Appendices: (see classified ALSOS final report booklet)

1 – NEA Submission


Tab A – Population (Category 1 – Army provides Materiel and Transportation)


Tab B – Category 2 – Army provides Transportation Only Data for All Services


Tab C – USAF Wartime Movement Plan (WMP) Data


Tab D – USMC WMP Data


Tab E – PACOM Class III Data


Tab F – DLA Class III Data

2 – SWA Submission 


Tab A – Population (Category 1 – Army provides Materiel and Transportation)


Tab B – Category 2 - Army provides Transportation Only Data for All Services


Tab C – CENTCOM Class III Data

1. Purpose: To provide the ALSOS Data Call Assumptions, which were submitted to CAA on April 6, 1999 to assist in the analysis of the theater provided ALSOS data.

2. General: Due to the number of noted discrepancies in the government-provided data, SAIC developed a list of assumptions to compensate for noted deficiencies and to support the modeling and assessment efforts.

DATA CALL ASSUMPTIONS

The following captures the major issues for the March 31, 1999 Data Call.  Where appropriate, we have outlined assumptions that may be necessary to clarify some aspects of the data provided by each theater.  These assumptions are meant to be recommendations based upon our level of knowledge of the ALSOS data requirements and its possible use in the CAA modeling process.  Individuals with a greater knowledge of the modeling process may have a better capability to make assumptions to ensure the data is best incorporated into the modeling framework.

NEA

USMC

1. All USMC data lists an Interim Destination of “TAA” and a Final Destination of “TBD.”  The USMC TAAs must be determined based on the current OPLAN.  

· Assume that the USMC population at Pohang is destined for the TAAs based on the unit strength of the units assigned to occupy each TAA in the OPLAN.  

· Assume that all USMC equipment destined for “TAA” be divided among the USMC TAA’s in proportion to the population destined for that TAA. 

· Assume a percentage of the USMC population is required to be moved by Army land transportation.  Recommend 35% figure to maintain consistency with other TPFDD assumptions for NEA.

2. The USMC TPFDD data is rolled up by type of equipment.

· Assume USMC TPFDD equipment divided equally among the Start and End Dates (e.g., 400 tanks transported between C+10 and C+50 would equal 5 tanks per day).  If possible, adjust allocation based on campaign intensity.

3. The Type of Transport Mode for all USMC equipment is listed as either “RAIL” or “HWY/RAIL.”  

· Assume that equipment listed as “HWY/RAIL” travels from Origin to Destination by “HWY” only.

USN

1. All USN equipment and pax have a Type of Transport Mode of “HWY/RAIL.”  

· Assume that all USN equipment and pax travel from Origin to Destination by “HWY” only.

2. The first section of USN data lists all equipment having a Unit of Measure of “EA” for each. The second section of USN data lists all equipment by its ST (short ton) weight. 

· Assume that the weight of all equipment listed as “EA” is the same as comparable equipment in the latter section with the ST weight listed (i.e., a 15kw Generator listed in the first section as “1 EA” has a weight of 4.50 ST as listed in the latter section).

USAF

1. The TPFDD section of USAF data lists the Item as either AMMO or blank.  

· Assume that the blank entries are various types of unit equipment.  

· Assume that the Load Configuration of this equipment be divided in proportion to standard Army load configurations (e.g. _% containerized, _% break bulk, etc).

2.  All USAF data lists an Origin of “SPOD” and a Final Destination of “COB/MOB”.  

· Assume the SPOD for all AMMO is MASAN/CHINHEI (the designated AMMO SPOD).  

· Assume the SPOD for all non-AMMO equipment is PUSAN (the main theater SPOD).  

· Assume the destination of all entries be divided in proportion to the amount of CL III B used by each USAF destination according to the campaign intensity of the model.

3. Some USAF TPFDD entries list a # in the Supported Service column instead of USAF (e.g. FQ53847).  The number should be identified as it may correspond to the type of equipment of that entry.

SWA

UNIT EQUIPMENT RECORDS

1. Numerous records are missing the CCC (Cargo Category Code – Load Configuration). 

· Assume that the CCC for these records be in proportion to the types of CCC for all other records (i.e. _% container, _% break bulk, etc).

2. Some records list the same city for the POD and the DEST.  

· Assume that these items require Army assets for “local haul.”

CINS RECORDS

1. Some records are missing the SUP CLS (Supply Class) and the CCC.  

· Assume that the SUP CLS and the CCC for these records be in proportion to the types of SUP CLS and CCC for all other records.

2. Some records list the same city for the POD and the DEST.  

· Assume that these items require Army assets for “local haul.”

CAT 1 vs. CAT 2 DOUBLE-COUNTING ISSUE

The original data call process established a method for determining Army Common Item Support (CIS) requirements (Category 1) by using the following formula: population (by location over time) x consumption factor x % support required.  During our meetings with the CENTCOM staff, an alternative method of establishing CIS requirements was discussed.  This method involves taking the Service-built CINS records from the TPFDD multiplied by the % support required.  It was felt that this may provide more accurate data, as the CINS records are Service-provided and reflect the supplies each Service will use in theater.

· In our analysis, both methods of determining CIS requirements will provide accurate data for the purposes of identifying ALSOS requirements and the necessary force structure to support these requirements.

· Our recommendation is to determine the CIS requirements using both methods (for SWA only, NEA Cat 1 will be determined using population data) and to have the results analyzed by subject-matter experts.  This recommendation will allow ODCSLOG to determine which method is more accurate, so that we can capture this for subsequent Data Calls.

1. Purpose:  To provide the ALSOS Supply and Movement Requirements data display submitted by each theater by Service.

2. General:  ALSOS data collected by SAIC could not be incorporated into CAA’s modeling efforts.  HQDA, ODCSLOG, therefore, requested SAIC, within remaining resources, to conduct follow-on analysis to estimate ALSOS supply and movement requirements based upon data provided by the theaters. The following appendices outline the formulas used in determining Common Item Support for each theater, as well as provide some general comments pertaining to each theater’s supply and movement furnished data.   

Due to its classification (SECRET), the actual data display annexes are provided in the separate classified ALSOS final report booklet.  Along with the data display, specific comments regarding each Service and Theater data submissions have also been provided in the classified booklet.

Appendices:

1 – Category 1 (Army provides Materiel and Transportation for Common Item Support) Display

2 – Category 2 (Army provides Transportation of Supported Service Equipment) Display

1. Purpose: To provide the ALSOS Category 1 – Army provides Materiel (supply) and Transportation for Common Item Support data display submitted by each theater by Service.

2. General:  The data for this Annex is classified “SECRET” and can be found in the separate classified ALSOS final report booklet.  The footnotes for each theater, to include the formulas and general and specific comments, are included in this booklet for general information.

Tabs:

A – NEA Theater General Information

B – SWA Theater General Information

NEA THEATER GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Formulas (Population X Consumption Planning Factor X % Support Required / 2000lbs = Short Ton Requirement):

USAF & USN 
	CLASS
	POPULATION
	
	CONSUMPTION PLANNING  
	x
	% SUPPORT REQUIRED
	/
	2000

	
	
	
	 FACTORS (ppd)
	
	TIME PERIOD
	%
	
	

	I
	See Annex E
	x
	8.09
	x
	001-150
	60
	/
	2000

	II
	See Annex E
	x
	2.2
	x
	001-150
	35
	/
	2000

	III P
	See Annex E
	x
	.51
	x
	001-150
	35
	/
	2000

	III B
	See Annex E
	x
	239.76
	x
	001-030

 031-040

041-050

051-060

061-150
	50

60

70

75

85
	/
	2000

	IV
	See Annex E
	x
	9.92
	x
	001-150
	35
	/
	2000

	V
	See Annex E
	x
	3.77
	x
	001-060

061-150
	10

20
	/
	2000

	VI
	See Annex E
	x
	2.06
	x
	001-150
	60
	/
	2000

	VIII
	See Annex E
	x
	.7525
	x
	001-150
	30
	/
	2000

	WATER
	See Annex E
	x
	91.52
	x
	001-150
	60
	/
	2000

	POSTAL
	See Annex E
	x
	1.34
	x
	001-150
	60
	/
	2000


USMC

	CLASS
	POPULATION
	
	CONSUMPTION PLANNING  
	x
	% SUPPORT REQUIRED
	/
	2000

	
	
	
	 FACTORS (ppd)
	
	TIME PERIOD
	%
	
	

	I
	See Annex E
	x
	8.09
	x
	061-150
	90
	/
	2000

	II
	See Annex E
	x
	2.2
	x
	061-150
	10
	/
	2000

	III P
	See Annex E
	x
	.51
	x
	061-150
	10
	/
	2000

	III B
	See Annex E
	x
	239.76
	x
	061-150
	100
	/
	2000

	IV
	See Annex E
	x
	9.92
	x
	061-150
	50
	/
	2000

	V
	See Annex E
	x
	3.77
	x
	061-150
	20
	/
	2000

	VI
	See Annex E
	x
	2.06
	x
	061-150
	10
	/
	2000

	VIII
	See Annex E
	x
	.7525
	x
	061-150
	100
	/
	2000

	WATER
	See Annex E
	x
	91.52
	x
	061-150
	90
	/
	2000

	POSTAL
	See Annex E
	x
	1.34
	x
	061-150
	90
	/
	2000


2. Caveats:

a. Neither EUSA, USFK, nor PACOM made changes to the original Consumption Planning Factors provided in the ALSOS Data Call.

b. Neither EUSA, USFK, nor PACOM provided  “Theater Level (%) of Support Required.”  HQDA, ODCSLOG’s percentages and time periods (as shown below) were used for the USMC in lieu of any corresponding data from NEA.  For the USAF and USN, the CENTCOM-provided percentages for SWA were used, but in the absence of time periods for NEA, the computation was started at C001.

c.  (USMC only) Off-peninsula populations – Yokota and E.China Sea – were included in the population data submitted by EUSA/USFK.  The Army’s support responsibilities for these areas need to be clarified.

3. Specifics: 

a. Class III B: Supplementary data that was obtained from DLA was not included in the display.  The DLA data only covers an initial period of the campaign and therefore was not used.  That data can be found at Annex E of the classified ALSOS final report booklet.

b. Class V: The Class V data contained in this display is based on the consumption-planning factor for a U.S. Army Corps Support Battalion.  For the USAF and USN, it was felt that this was very comparable in the number and types of weapon systems, and the rate of usage of these weapons.  For the USMC however, the number is not very comparable, other than for their rear echelon units.  It does not account for the large amounts of CIS Class V that the USMC will require for its tanks, helicopters, and artillery.

c.  Postal:  While listed here as a Category 1 requirement, it is realistically a Category 3 service requirement as the Army does not “provide” the mail.

HQDA, ODCSLOG PROVIDED SERVICE LEVEL OF SUPPORT 



SWA THEATER GENERAL INFORMATION
1. Formulas (Population X Consumption Planning Factor X % Support Required / 2000lbs = Short Ton Requirement): 

All Services

	CLASS
	POPULATION
	
	CONSUMPTION  
	x
	% SUPPORT REQUIRED
	/
	2000

	
	
	
	FACTOR
	
	TIME PERIOD
	%
	
	

	I
	See Annex E
	x
	8.09
	x
	061-150
	60
	/
	2000

	II
	See Annex E
	x
	1.6
	x
	061-150
	35
	/
	2000

	III P
	See Annex E
	x
	.51
	x
	061-150
	35
	/
	2000

	III B
	See Annex E
	x
	239.76
	x
	021-025

026-030

031-040

041-050

051-060

061-150
	50

55

60

70

75

85
	/
	2000

	IV
	See Annex E
	x
	8.09
	x
	061-150
	35
	/
	2000

	V
	See Annex E
	x
	.61
	x
	031-060

061-150
	10

20
	/
	2000

	VI
	See Annex E
	x
	3.47
	x
	061-150
	60
	/
	2000

	VIII
	See Annex E
	x
	.58
	x
	061-150
	30
	/
	2000

	WATER
	See Annex E
	x
	109.2
	x
	061-150
	60
	/
	2000

	POSTAL
	See Annex E
	x
	1.34
	x
	061-150
	60
	/
	2000


2. Caveats:

a. CENTCOM made no changes to the original Consumption Planning Factors provided in the ALSOS Data Call.

b. The “Theater Level (%) of Support Required” was provided by CENTCOM in their 31 May 99 submission.

3. Specifics:

a. Class III B: Supplementary data was obtained from CENTCOM but is not included in this display.  The additional CENTCOM data can be found at Annex E, Appendix 2, Tab C of the classified booklet.

b. Class V: The Class V data contained in this display is based on the consumption-planning factor for a U.S. Army Corps Support Battalion.  For the USAF and USN, it was felt that this was very comparable in the number and types of weapon systems, and the rate of usage of these weapons.  For the USMC however, the number is not very comparable, other than for their rear echelon units.  It does not account for the large amounts of CIS Class V that the USMC will require for its tanks, helicopters, and artillery.

c. Postal: While listed here as a Category 1 requirement, it is realistically a Category 3 service requirement as the Army does not “provide” the mail.

1. Purpose: To provide the ALSOS Category 2 – Army provides transportation of supported Services’ equipment and materiel data display submitted by each theater by Service.

2. General:  The data for this Annex is classified “SECRET” and can be found in the separate classified ALSOS final report booklet.  The footnotes for each theater, to include the formulas and general and specific comments are included in this booklet for general information.

Tabs:

A – NEA Theater General Information 

B – SWA Theater General Information

NEA THEATER GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Caveats:

a. Reported requirements are exclusively based on the TPFDD, and subsequently are only as accurate as each Service has built its records.

b. With the exception of NEA’s Wartime Movements Plan (WMP) data, the Category 2 Transportation data was not provided by NEA, rather, it is a result of HQDA, ODCSLOG/SAIC TPFDD analysis conducted in May 1999.

c. These requirements reflect the total amount of equipment and passengers (pax) that are listed in the TPFDD as requiring non-organic land transportation (the responsibility of the Army).  While EUSA noted that only 35% of the Service’s equipment would be moved by the Army, this data does not take EUSA’s note into consideration and is based solely on the TPFDD.

2. Specifics:

a. Pax: reflects the number of personnel, not short tons

b. Equipment:  The USAF did not annotate Cargo Category Codes (CCC) on the TPFDD; therefore no finite breakdown of types of equipment were able to be made

c. Ammunition:  none listed for USAF/USN

d. 20-ft Container: none listed for USAF/USMC

e. 40-ft Container: none listed for USAF/USN

f. Breakbulk: none listed for USAF

g. Vehicles/Non-self deployable: none listed for USAF

SWA THEATER GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Caveats:

a. Reported requirements are exclusively based on the TPFDD, and subsequently are only as accurate as each Service has built its records.

b. The TPFDD reflects almost no movement requirements after C080 for all Services.  This is clearly not accurate, but there is currently no other database which accounts for these subsequent movement requirements.

2. Specifics:

a. Passenger (PAX)x: reflects the number of people, not short tons

b.
Equipment:  

c. Ammunition:  none listed for USAF/USN

d. 20-ft Container: none listed for USAF

e. 40-ft Container: none listed for USAF

f. Breakbulk:

g. Vehicles/Non-self deployable:

1. Purpose: To provide a list of points of contact used throughout the ALSOS project.

2. General:  The ALSOS project entailed discussions and visits with a variety of DOD activities.  To gain an appreciation of expected ALSOS support, the process was viewed as a combined effort between the CINC staffs, the other Services, DOD agencies, and the entire Army team.  

	LIA

	Ms. Stephanie Ziegler
	717-770-6551
	717-770-6702
	Stephanie.Ziegler@hqda.army.mil
	LIA POC
	

	ODCSLOG

	Mr. Ed Blesi
	703-695-5510
	
	blesiec@hqda.army.mil
	CTOR DCSLOG ALSOS
	

	Col Dave Pagano
	703-617-0705
	
	Pagandj@hqda.army.mil
	Plans and Operations
	

	LTC AJ Edens
	703-695-9164
	
	edensaj@hqda.army.mil
	Plans ODCSLOG
	

	LTC Don Grimm
	703-614-7733
	703-693-7069
	grimmdo@hqda.army.mil
	MTW-West Desk Officer
	

	LTC Mike Redmond
	703-614-6456
	703-693-7069
	redmomj@hqda.army.mil
	MTW-East Desk Officer
	

	Mr. Frank Lewis
	703-697-5939
	Unclas: 703-614-3937
	
	LOC POC
	For access to SIPRNET

	
	DSN: 227-XXXX
	Secure:703-697-7149
	
	
	

	MAJ Lamb
	703-614-6509
	
	
	DCSLOG medical logistics
	

	MAJ Doug Franklin
	703-697-3938
	
	
	DCSLOG fuel
	

	SAIC

	Mr. Bill McKelvey
	703-744-8523
	703-744-8511
	WILLIAM.MCKELVEY.III@cpmx.saic.com
	Project Manager
	

	Mr. Mike Pendergast
	703-744- 8528
	703-744-8511
	MICHAEL.R.PENDERGAST@cpmx.saic.com
	Analyst
	

	Mr. Scott Custer
	703-744-8507
	703-744-8511
	SCOTT.K.CUSTER@cpmx.saic.com
	Analyst
	

	Mr. Steve Wheeler
	703-744-8537
	703-744-8511
	STEPHEN.G.WHEELER@cpmx.saic.com
	Analyst
	

	Ms. Cheryl Morgan
	703-744-8526
	703-744-8511
	CHERYL.H.MORGAN@cpmx.saic.com
	Analyst
	

	CAA

	LTC Peterson
	703-806-5495
	
	
	CAA  
	

	Jeff Hall
	703-806-5482
	
	
	CAA  Rep Pentagon
	

	Pat Murphy
	703-806-5481
	
	
	CAA Rep Pentagon
	

	CASCOM

	Mr. Bill Drumright
	804-765-0586
	
	
	CSS Combat Devlpmnt
	

	Ms. Mary Wells
	804-765-0664
	
	
	ALSOS Data Collection
	

	Jim Fitzjerald
	
	
	fitzjarj@lee.army.mil
	CSS Rates/Modeling
	

	DLA

	COL Joe Thomas
	703-767-9700
	
	
	Dep Cdr Fuel POC
	

	Col Ray Rodon
	703-767-8617
	
	rrodon@desc.dla.mil
	Fuel Operation Chief
	

	LTC Nancy Combs
	703-767-9355
	703-767-9330
	
	Chief Inventory/Facility
	

	MAJ Greg Collins
	703-767-9378
	
	
	Inventory Management Pln
	

	

	AMC

	Tony Bizzarri
	703-617-2152
	
	tbizzarri@hqamc.army.mil
	AMC LOC poc
	

	Dave Measels
	703-617-4182
	
	dmeasels@hqamc.army.mil
	AMC LOC poc
	

	Col Dave Lunasco
	
	
	
	AMC Operations Chief
	

	SWA

	CENTCOM

	LtCol Anne Smith (USAF)
	813-828-6433
	813-828-5828
	smithah@centcom.mil
	J4/7 Chief, Plans Branch
	

	LTC Ruffin
	
	
	ruffin@centcom.mil
	
	

	MAJ Greg Gross
	813-828-6433
	
	
	J4/7  POC
	

	LTC(P) Greg May
	813-828-6607
	
	mayjg@centcom.mil
	CENTCOM Engr POC
	

	COL Chris Kauffman
	
	
	kauffmc@centcom.mil
	J4/7 Chief, Plans Divison
	

	ARCENT

	Mr. Patrick Hall
	404-464-2345
	
	hallp@arcent.army.mil
	ARCENT G4 Action Officer
	

	MAJ Paco Ortiz
	404-464-3226
	
	ortizo@arcent.army.mil
	ARCENT G4 Plans
	

	LTC Black
	404 464-4958/2443
	
	
	ARCENT CHEMICAL
	

	COL James Brooke
	DSN 367-4912
	
	brookej@arcent.army.mil
	ARCENT G4
	

	NEA

	USFK/EUSA

	MAJ Satterwhite
	011-822-791-3-3035
	
	satterwhitej@usfk.korea.army.mil
	USFX J4 XO
	

	COL Charlie McKenzie
	
	
	mckenziec@usfk.korea.army.mil
	EUSA G4/Dep CJ4
	

	COL John Russell
	DSN 315-723-4044
	
	russelld@usfk.korea.army.mil
	EUSA G4 Plans, Ops & Ex
	

	LTC John Howard
	
	
	howardjc@usfk.korea.army.mil
	EUSA G4 Plans
	

	MAJ James Taylor
	DSN 315-723-4044
	
	taylorj@usfk.korea.army.mil
	AO EUSA G4 plans
	

	Mark Witt
	
	
	WittM@usfk.korea.army.mil
	EUSA/J4 POC
	

	LTC(P) John Brown
	
	
	brownjv@usfk.korea.army.mil
	USFK POC
	

	LTC Larry Wysche
	
	
	
	CFC POC
	

	Col George Parker
	dsn 315-723-6355
	315 723-5549
	parkergm@usfk.korea.army.mil
	UNC/CFC C4 CH P&O
	

	LtCol Russ Grunch
	dsn 315-723-6355
	
	grunchr@usfk.korea.army.mil
	UNC/CFC C4, AO for LP&P
	

	BG McManus
	
	
	McManusH@usfk.korea.army.mil
	J4 USFK and G4 EUSA
	

	PACOM

	Maj Jack O'connor
	808-477-0858
	
	joconnor@hq.pacom.mil
	PACOM J4322
	

	Maj Lamont Woody
	
	
	woodyl@shafter-emh3.army.mil
	USARPAC DCSLOG Plans
	

	Jack Muck
	
	
	jmuck@bbn.com
	
	

	Chris Zaklan
	
	
	Zaklan@shafter-emh3.army.mil
	USARPAC DCSLOG Plans
	

	LTC King
	808-477-1168
	
	
	PACOM JPOL CHIEF
	

	SMsgt Rick Rivera
	808-477-6690
	
	
	PACOM JPOL NCOIC
	

	SERVICES

	LtCol Allie Felder
	703-695-8869/70
	703-695-8891
	felder_iiia@hqi.usmc.mil
	USMC Log Plans & Ops
	USMC POC

	CMDR Matt Lawless
	703-604-9937/9929
	703-601-2096
	lawless.matt@hq.navy.mil
	OPNAV N41
	room 6100

	LtCol Jerry Hust
	703-697-8940
	
	
	USAF Log Staff
	USAF Jt Mob Regs Study POC?

	JOINT STAFF

	LTC John Klotsko              
	703-695-5189
	
	
	J4 Readiness and Sustainment
	room 2C828

	COL Mike Conrard
	703-695-2308
	
	
	Chief J4 Readiness
	

	COL Jim Pillsbury
	703-697-1535
	
	pillsbjh@js.pentagon.mil
	Dep Dir Log Rqmt & Resrcs
	

	COL Jay Erb
	703-695-2934
	
	Erbjj@js.pentagon.mil
	Outgoing Dep Dir Log Rqmt 
	

	SUBJECT EXPERTS

	Mr. Pete Mallery
	573-596-0131 ext 3-7282
	
	
	Engineer School POC
	Force Structure

	Mr. Doug Chiyz
	703- 693-4400/4401 
	
	
	HQDA Staff Engineer
	Rm 1E530

	Mr. Tommy Smithers
	804-734-1936
	DSN 687-
	
	QM School
	Petroleum/ALSOS POC 

	Mr. Ron Fischer
	804-734-2689
	
	
	QM School
	Petroleum/ALSOS POC

	LTC Rick Kearney
	703-693-8812
	
	Kearnf@hqda.pentagon.mil
	HQDA Chief Eng Integration
	Rm 1E530

	LTC(P) Jim Naughton
	703-617-9842
	
	
	AMC--SMCA
	ammo


Figure 1-1, The ALSOS Methodology





Figure 3-1, Process Designs 3R’s





Figure 3-2, Army Executive Agent Responsibilities
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