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FOCUS

'The Impact of Enterprise Resource
Planning Systems on Army Sustainment

Enterprise resource planning systems improve equipment management, parts and supply ordering,
and financial accountability while providing visibility of equipment in the supply pipeline.

m By Maj. Gen. Larry D. Wyche

LL Instead of

‘chasing data’
through multiple
sources,
GCSS-Army
provides a single
source for logistics
readiness data. 7 9
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s we look past Army Sustain-

ment 2020 to Force 2025 and

beyond, the importance of
advanced technologies, logistics sys-
tems, and improved business practic-
es is becoming even more apparent.

The Army is faced with a reduced
budget and force levels that make au-
tomation and technology vital. These
reduced levels are expected to contin-
ue as the Army streamlines its oper-
ations and transforms from an Army
at war to an Army of preparation.

Long used by the business com-
munity, enterprise resource planning
(ERP) systems allow companies to
store and manage data for every stage
of business. This information is shared
among all users of the system, facil-
itating near-real-time collaboration
across all business areas.

'The collaboration allows for great-
ly increased communication velocity
and enhanced accuracy while ensur-
ing situational awareness across op-
erational, logistics, finance, and hu-
man resources areas of interest.

ERP Systems

Over the past few years, the Army
and Department of Defense have
made great strides in updating their
business processes and implement-
ing ERPs with associated business
process reengineering. The Logistics
Modernization Program (LMP),
tully deployed in 2010, replaced
35-year-old legacy systems with a
single, fully integrated enterprise
solution. LMP wusers include the
following:

O The Army Materiel Command.
O The Communications-Electronics
Command.

O The Aviation and Missile Com-
mand.

O The TACOM Life Cycle Manage-
ment Command.

O The Joint Munitions and Lethali-
ty Life Cycle Management Com-
mand.

O Depots and ammunition plants.

O The Army Sustainment Command.

O National Maintenance Program
users.

O 'The Defense Finance and Account-
ing Service.

LMP resides and is maintained at
the national level, whereas the Glob-
al Combat Support System—Army
(GCSS—-Army) resides with and is
maintained by tactical logisticians.
'The two systems are sister programs
and can share data.

Similar to LMP, GCSS-Army is
an ERP solution that combines sev-
eral automated sustainment informa-
tion systems into a single, integrated,
web-based system. GCSS—Army will
bring the same benefits to brigades,
battalions, and companies that LMP
brought to the national level.

'The system will improve readiness
and accountability and, for the first
time, allow for full financial audit-
ability. It can track spending accord-
ing to the individual serial number
on the equipment, the specific person
doing the work, and the specific ap-

propriation used.

GCSS-Army Fielding

GCSS-Army Wave 1 fielding be-
gan in November 2012 and will con-
tinue throughout 2015. The fielding
was separated into waves based on
lessons learned from previous stan-
dard Army management information



system (STAMIS) and industry ERP
implementations.

The wave process mitigates risk
and allows for more rapid fielding,
increased system familiarity, and an
overall better system. By reducing the
fielding complexity, a smaller amount
of change occurs, allowing units to
more easily integrate the system into
their operations.

The wave method creates system
familiarity while associated school-
house training builds the knowledge-
able user base that GCSS—Army and
ERPs require. The method also allows
for lessons learned to be applied to
tuture updates, improving the overall
product the Army receives.

GCSS-Army fielding Wave 1 fo-
cuses on the supply support activity
and supporting finance functions.
GCSS-Army replaces the Stan-
dard Army Retail Supply System
(SARSS) while maintaining full in-
teroperability with legacy systems.
By focusing on SARSS and finance
in Wave 1, the GCSS—-Army team
can completely replace a single legacy
STAMIS throughout the Army.

Units in the continental United
States will receive the system later
this year, starting with Fort Camp-
bell, Ky., Fort Stewart, Ga., the West
Virginia National Guard, and the
Georgia National Guard.

Continuing throughout the rest of
the world, the team will field to units
in the Pacific (Hawaii and Korea)
and move on to Europe, where Ger-
many and Italy will receive the soft-
ware for the first time.

By the end of 2014, 59 percent of
GCSS-Army Wave 1 fielding will
be complete. The fielding team will
maintain this rapid pace until Wave
1 ends in the fourth quarter of fiscal
year 2015.

The fielding process includes a
180-day organizational change man-
agement period to prepare units for
the changeover to GCSS-Army.
Every 30 days until the transition is
complete, the unit and fielding team
have key events that must occur for
fielding to continue.

These activities include site prepa-

ration, advanced lead user training,
prerequisite web-based training, lead
user workshops, audience analysis,
and data cleansing.

The organizational change man-
agement period provides units with
ample time to prepare their people,
processes, and data for the conver-
sion from their legacy STAMISs to
the improved processes and systems
within GCSS—Army.

This is essential to the conversion
since. GCSS—Army has very strict
input criteria for data entry and im-
proved work processes that mimic
industry best practices.

After-action reviews from fielded
units have highlighted the impor-
tance of a thorough and detailed
scrub of data before switching over
to GCSS—Army. Valuable feedback
is already helping to improve the sys-
tem for future units.

The GCSS-Army programming
team has addressed many issues that
were brought up during various glob-
al updates, discovered during fielding
and reported through the GCSS-
Army help desk. Patches to the sys-
tem occur on a routine basis, address-
ing bugs and improving functionality
based on this important user input.

Wave 2 fielding will begin in fiscal
year 2015 and run through the fourth
quarter of fiscal year 2017. During
Wave 2, GCSS-Army will replace
legacy maintenance,unitsupply, prop-
erty book, and remaining finance and
materiel management systems. These
systems include the Property Book
Unit Supply Enhanced and Stan-
dard Army Maintenance System-—
Enhanced (SAMS-E).

The first GCSS—-Army Wave 2
working-level integrated product
team meetings with major Army
commands were held recently. Dis-
cussions included change manage-
ment, data cleansing, site prepara-
tion, future fielding planning, and
implementation concerns.

Training on GCSS-Army
Training is a critical aspect of the
implementation for complex systems

such as ERPs. GCSS—Army training

has been implemented early in initial-
entry training and professional mil-
itary education to ensure units have
a robust knowledge base before they
receive the system.

'The Army introduced institutional
training for GCSS—-Army in the first
quarter of fiscal year 2013 to ensure
users were prepared for the transition.

Both Warrant Officer Basic Course
students and automated logistical
specialists now receive GCSS—Army
training. SARSS and SAMS-E will
be removed from programs of in-
struction beginning no later than the
third quarter of fiscal year 2014 and
replaced with GCSS—Army training.

Since the Systems, Applications,
and Products in Data Processing
(SAP) enterprise application is the
ERP software powering GCSS-
Army, the team is working to build
a base of SAP-certified logisticians.

The Army Logistics University has
partnered with Virginia State Uni-
versity to offer SAP certification at
Fort Lee, Va. Graduates of the course
are providing valuable feedback on
how the program can be improved to
meet future learning needs.

Impacts of GCSS-Army

GCSS-Army will benefit the en-
tire force. Affecting materiel man-
agement, property accountability,
unit supply functions, maintenance
operations, and finance, GCSS-
Army improves visibility and ac-
countability for users throughout the
logistics pipeline.

As a single web-based solution that
replaces multiple STAMISs, GCSS—
Army allows universal permission-
based access through a web browser
worldwide. The system standardiz-
es and simplifies sustainment work
processes and saves sustainment Sol-
diers’ time.

With near-real-time access to
transaction statuses, users can iden-
tify and solve problems almost as
soon as they occur. The many tools
the ERP provides allow for detailed
fill-rate analysis and interactive ad-
justment capabilities that were not
possible through previous solutions.
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With Wave 2, maintenance records
will be immensely improved, with all
transactions recorded throughout an
item’s entire life cycle.

Records will no longer be subject
to loss during lateral transfers be-
tween units or when items enter re-
set. Repair parts and supplies will be
tully tracked; GCSS—Army allows
for in-transit visibility of shipments
as they occur.

GCSS-Army also provides valu-
able tools for commanders and
sustainment planners across Army
sustainment functions. It features
unprecedented asset visibility and
status information down to individ-
ual modified table of organization
equipment subparagraphs.

These individual organizational as-
sets can be attached and detached in
any way commanders require. Con-
cise reports provide commanders
with the maintenance, supply, and

monetary details needed to make
important decisions.

Feedback from units using GCSS—
Army has been extraordinarily posi-
tive. Commanders, maintenance man-
agers, and accountants rave about how
the system improves logistics process-
es within their units. Maintenance su-
pervisors appreciate the much greater
visibility of transactional data, which
saves time and improves readiness.

Instead of “chasing data” through
multiple sources, GCSS—Army pro-
vides a single source for logistics
readiness data. Coordination among
sustainment functions is improved,
with resource managers and logisti-
cians working together to facilitate
operations.

The Army is well into fielding
its future tactical logistics system.
GCSS-Army replaces many legacy
STAMISs with one integrated web-

based solution.

The ERP system greatly improves
equipment management, parts and
supply orders, and financial audit-
ability. It provides near-real-time
visibility of equipment status in
the supply pipeline, and simplifies
reporting of readiness and bud-
get information across the chain of
command. GCSS-Army improves
commanders’ situational awareness,
facilitating decisions using the latest
information.

Maj. Gen. Larry D. Wyche is the com-
manding general of the Combined Arms
Support Command and Sustainment Cen-
ter of Excellence at Fort Lee, Va.
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Mission Command:

'The Starfish and the Spider

m By Dr. Christopher R. Paparone and George L. Topic Jr.

he concept of mission command

has been a significant area of

discussion and doctrinal devel-
opment across the Department of De-
fense in recent years. It is, in fact, a central
precept that guides the development of
Joint Force 2020 and serves as the phil-
osophical base for a range of initiatives,
programs, and concepts both within the
services and in joint organizations.

We agree that mission command rep-
resents a crucial aspect of future military
operations, and we have written a num-
ber of pieces in support of the overar-
ching concept. That said, we feel that it
is appropriate to talk about some of the
limitations and challenges of a blanket
implementation, particularly in the con-
text of the joint logistics enterprise.

Throughout history, various aspects
of mission command and a number of
variants of the concept have been devel-
oped and practiced—often with great
success. At times mission command
became a de facto operating principle
in military operations because of dis-
ruptions to communications, changing
political decisions, and sheer chance.

Two antecedents of mission com-
mand are the German Wehrmacht
concept of “Auftragstaktik,” used eftec-
tively in World War II, and more re-
cently, organization theory, specifically
open systems frameworks and their
derivative—network organizational de-
sign.

In The Starfish and the Spider, Ori
Brafman and Rod A. Beckstrom of-
fer a concise yet compelling argument
that circumstances call sometimes for
“starfish,” or network organizations, and
sometimes for “spiders,” or more tradi-
tional hierarchical organizations.

With the Army’s 2012 release of
Army Doctrine Publication 6-0, Mis-

sion Command, the mission command

warfighting function has officially re-
placed command and control (C2).
As logisticians, we should applaud the
cultural mindset shift required by that
change. We know that decentralized lo-
gistics teams, particularly those support-
ing widely distributed operations, must
operate under mission command, which
is defined as “the exercise of authority
and direction by the commander using
mission orders to enable disciplined ini-
tiative within the commander’s intent to
empower agile and adaptive leaders in
the conduct of unified land operations.”

Our argument is that the Army per-
haps went too far in its adaptation of
mission command and should have ex-
pressed the concept along a continuum.
One end of the continuum represents
the ideal, tight, bureaucratic forms of
C2 associated with spider organiza-
tions. The other represents the ideal
organizational decentralization of mis-
sion command associated with starfish
organizations.

Some organizational tasks have no
room for error and the spider-style C2
is required. One example of such tasks
is the financial accounting required for
weapon system purchases in order to
capture budgetary reports for Congress.
Another is the supply chain manage-
ment processes for nuclear ammunition
distribution. For both, tight bureaucratic
controls are generally considered a good
thing.

Starfish, or mission command, orga-
nizational qualities make sense when
logisticians are faced with novel and
ever-morphing support situations. For
example, when logisticians sought to
open a northern supply route to Af-
ghanistan, conforming to the red tape
of the Defense Acquisition Regulation
would have made it nearly impossible.

Logisticians in Afghanistan operate

along a continuum as they attempt to
provide consistent logistics support for
a mature theater of operations (primar-
ily through traditional, tight C2) while
improvising to adapt to changing con-
ditions during complex retrograde op-
erations (practicing more of the mission
command philosophy).

Widely dispersed operational efforts in
Africa and other places around the world
are based on creative “disciplined initia-
tive” approaches and are operated more
on the mission command side of the
continuum. Performance based logistics
(PBL) in acquisition could be described
as another example of emphasizing mis-
sion command to contractors, while the
assured delivery of logistics at the right
place and time and at an affordable price
may call for more of a C2 approach to

performance work statements.

We applaud the mission command
concept but at the same time urge logis-
tics training and education institutions
and logistics senior leaders to be cau-
tious in not thinking that the mission
command (starfish) approach is always
appropriate. Complex situations gener-
ally require that frame of mind. More
stable and predictable situations may
be handled with the more traditional
C2 (spider) arrangement. Success is in
knowing when to shift one way or an-
other, depending on the circumstance.

Dr. Christopher R. Paparone is the dean of the
College of Professional and Continuing Education
at the Army Logistics University at Fort Lee, Va.

George L. Topic Jr. is a retired Army colonel and
the vice director for the Center for Joint and Stra-
tegic Logjstics at the National Defense University
at Fort McNair, Washington, D.C.
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Train as We Fight: Using Sustainment
Vehicles for Convoy Protection

Brigade support battalions should be using authorized equipment to protect their convoys in training

to prepare for future deployments.

m By Lt. Col. William Kepley and Stephen Harper

he Training and Doctrine

Command (TRADOC) Ca-

pability  Manager—-Armored
Brigade Combat Team (TCM-
ABCT) at Fort Benning, Ga., observes
ABCT training at combat training
centers to ensure they are meeting
doctrine, organizations, training, ma-
teriel, leadership and education, per-
sonnel, and facilities requirements.
TCM-ABCT and the observer—
controller/trainers at the National
Training Center (NTC) at Fort Ir-
win, Ca., have noted some nondoctri-
nal use of vehicles that are not part of
the brigade support battalion (BSB)
modified table of organization and
equipment (MTOE) during recent
rotations.

Soldiers started using vehicles
nondoctrinally during Operations
Iragi Freedom and Enduring Free-
dom, when they lived on forward
operating bases and contingency op-
erating bases, received their mission
orders, and moved out to conduct
their missions.

The mission set for the ABCT
formation today centers on a de-
cisive action mission set of offense
or defense, stability operations, and
defense support to civilian authori-
ties. None of these operations can be
successful unless the forward support
companies deliver the daily logistics
package resupply on time, every time.

Current practice has units using
nondoctrinal security vehicles to
protect logistics convoys and recov-
ery operations at home station and
during NTC rotations. Units man
these security vehicles with Soldiers
from resupply wheeled vehicles,
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which means that fewer vehicles are
hauling class I (subsistence), IIT (pe-
troleum, oils, and lubricants), and V
(ammunition).

When Soldiers man these secu-
rity vehicles, they do not maintain
their regularly assigned vehicles and
maintenance skills deteriorate. Units
also use unforecasted class IX (repair
parts) funds to maintain these secu-
rity vehicles.

The Way Forward

We recommend units stop using
vehicles that are not part of their
MTOE and instead use what is as-
signed to accomplish the mission.
Units need to use their own convoy
vehicles to provide convoy protection.

The MTOE shows commanders
the number of ring mounts and weap-
ons within each section. It is up to the
commander to match the ring mount
and weapon to the proper wheeled
platform. Commanders should en-
sure that authorized ring mounts
are installed and used on their BSB
vehicles and other wheeled-vehicle
fleets. This will allow their convoys to
protect themselves if attacked. This
skill does not just happen in convoy
operations.

Convoy security, convoy opera-
tions, and wheeled-vehicle crew gun-
nery need to be trained beginning at
home station, rehearsed at the com-
bat training centers, and then execut-
ed when units deploy.

Convoy Security

The ABCT must train with and
prepare to use the equipment it is
authorized and has on hand. If an

ABCT is ordered to deploy, the
odds are that it will deploy with its
own equipment. Units will not like-
ly draw and sign for a fleet of mine-
resistant ambush-protected vehicles
(MRAPs) if they are not authorized
on the MTOE, and the BSBs are
not manned to operate them. Some
vehicles will not be manned because
a crew is “double-slotted” in two
vehicles—their own vehicle and the
MRAP.

It is difficult enough for a crew to
properly maintain one vehicle, let
alone two or more. This extra main-
tenance requirement will force units
to protect their heavy expanded-
mobility tactical truck (HEMTT)
and medium tactical vehicle (MTV)
convoys on resupply and recovery
missions—on their own without
the assurance of an Abrams tank or
Bradley fighting vehicle shepherd-
ing the wheeled vehicles. Before they
deploy, units need to train with their
own equipment to provide convoy
security.

Tactical Convoy Operations

In January 2009, the Army, Ma-
rine Corps, Navy, and Air Force pub-
lished Field Manual (FM) 4-01.45,
Multi-Service Tactics, Techniques,
and Procedures for Tactical Convoy
Operations. FM 4-01.45 is a pocket-
sized publication that every convoy
commander should have and use in
planning his individual and collective
training programs.

The FM covers the basics: troop
leading procedures, general planning,
route selection, and convoy organiza-
tion. This manual needs to become a



basic issue item for every leader in an
ABCT BSB.

The following are some tenets
of convoy security covered in FM
4-01.45:

O Administrative moves do not exist
in a combat zone.

O A tactical convoy has no passengers.

O Security must cover 360 degrees.

O Convoy battle drills and rehears-
als must be conducted.

Crew Gunnery Training NCO

In his article, “Master Driver
Trainer (MDT) in Action,” pub-
lished in the January—March 2013
Division Transportation Officer &
Mobility Officer Newsletter, Com-
mand Sgt. Maj. Allen B. Offord Jr.,
the 11th Transportation Corps reg-
imental command sergeant major,
proposed a military occupational
specialty (MOS) 88M30/40 trans-

portation noncommissioned officer

(NCO) position. This NCO would
advise commanders on developing
and maintaining a driver’s training
program and standardizing the pro-
gram across the unit. This would be a
position for only the best Transpor-
tation Corps NCOs.

An NCO from this subset would
be ideal to manage convoy securi-
ty or unstabilized gunnery live-fire
training. This NCO also would be re-
sponsible for forecasting the class V
(ammunition) requirements and co-
ordinating the use of gunnery ranges
for a convoy live-fire exercise.

The Army National Guard Warrior
Training Center at Fort Benning,
Ga., offers a course called the Senior
Gunner Course. This course trains
Soldiers to be subject matter experts
in unstabilized systems. The course
is open to Soldiers in the ranks of
sergeant (promotable) to master ser-
geant in all MOSs.

After completing

the 14-day

course, graduates will be able to assist
commanders at all levels in planning,
executing, and evaluating crew and
collective unstabilized, direct-fire,
platform gunneries. The instruction
includes gunnery skills testing on
the M249, M240B, M2, and MK19
crew-served weapons, their capabil-
ities, ammunition, optics, training
devices engagement process, live-fire
exercise prerequisites, unstabilized
crew evaluation range operations,
and gunnery training management.
Further details are available at http://
www.benning.army.mil/tenant/wtc/

sgc.html.

Unstabilized Platform Crew Gunnery
Training Circular 4-11.46, Con-
voy Protection Platform Gunnery,
provides doctrinal guidance for com-
manders and their stafts when plan-
ning and executing this training. The
circular provides the tasks, condi-
tions, and standards of unstabilized

SECTION II TH §-2320-279-24F

SECTION II

FIG.433 MACHINE GUN RING

FIG.432 MACHINE GUN OPERATOR'S PLATFORM

TH 9-2320-279-24P

Drawings from Technical Manual 9-2320-279-24P-2 show the HEMT'T installation kit, NSN 1005-01-519-2126
(left) and HEMTT machine gun operator’s platform, NSN 2510-01-155-5750 (right).
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gunnery training, which includes
training and certifying leaders, indi-
vidual gunnery skills (such as famil-
iarization and testing with a Soldier’s
crew-served weapon), and multiple
live and virtual gunnery lanes. The
suggested training culminates with
the convoy live-fire exercise for mul-
tiple vehicle crews with their mount-
ed crew-served weapons.

ABCT BSBs that can successfully
train with their weapons mounted on
their vehicles will become more com-
fortable in executing resupply oper-
ations without the “crutch” of addi-
tional security vehicles like MRAPs,
which the ABCT is not yet autho-
rized. The Army’s ABCTs must get
used to training to provide security
with their own wheeled vehicles.

Wheeled Vehicle Ring Mounts

The ABCT BSB is authorized at
least 125 M66 .50-caliber machine
gun ring mounts (line item num-
ber [LIN] M74364), and at least 125
MK93 40-millimeter machine gun
mounts (LIN M12647). Maneuver
line company headquarters elements
within the ABCT are authorized one
M66 or MK93 for the company MTV.

The M66 will mount to the MTV
cab, and the MK93 attaches to the
ring mount. The M66 and MK93
can be mounted directly to the roof
of the A0, A1, and A1P2 versions of
the MT'V.

The M66 and MK93 can be mount-
ed on the HEMTT A0 and A2 and
the palletized load system (PLS) AO.
Units must order the HEMTT in-
stallation kit, national stock number

Army Logistician and Army Sustain-
ment have published several excellent
articles on how to conduct convoy op-
erations in Operations Iraqi Freedom,
New Dawn, and Enduring Freedom.
'The following articles are highly recom-
mended to increase your knowledge of
convoy security operations.

“The Logistics Convoy: A Combat
Operation,” by Capt. Daniel T. Ros-
si, Army Logistician, January—February

(NSN) 1005-01-519-2126, and the
machine gun operator’s platform to
stand on, NSN 2510-01-155-5750.

These mounts do not mount to the
HEMTT A4 or PLS A1l variants,
and there is currently no require-
ment or funding to develop M66 and
MK93 kits for those models. Pro-
gram Manager—-Heavy Tactical Ve-
hicles (PM-HTYV) is working with
the Department of the Army staff to
secure that funding.

Installing the mounts will pro-
vide the best current protection for
the vehicle crew and allow them to
protect their own convoys through-
out the battlefield. Units should also
order and install gunner restraint
systems. The gunner restraint system

for the HEMTT and PLS is NSN
2540-01-582-5139; for the MTYV,
use NSN 2510-01-567-8727.

Since the ABCT has wheeled
platforms that can mount a weapon
system, TCM-ABCT recommends
that units install the ring mount kits.
Once the weapons are mounted, crew
gunnery and convoy security can be
trained and executed. The more units
train with their vehicles, the easier it
becomes to execute the missions to
standard.

The wheeled vehicle draw fleet at
NTC does not have ring mounts
installed. NTC should be resourced
for ring mounts—properly lateral-
ly transferred to the NTC property
book—and the man-hours to main-
tain the vehicles with the mounts.

If the Army is serious about train-
ing as we fight and requiring deploy-
ing BCTs to use their own equipment,

Convoy Security Articles

2005. http://www.almc.army.mil/alog/
issues/JanFeb05/combat.html

“Convoy, Not CLP: Defining a Lo-
gistics Core Competency,” by Maj. Gen.
James E. Chambers, Army Logistician,
March-April 2009. http://www.almc.
army.mil/alog/issues/MarApr09/con-
voynotclp.html

“Convoy Operations in Afghan-
istan,” by Maj. Timothy S. Moon,

it should resource their training. The
rotational training of units will max-
imize their valuable training time
working toward collective training
tasks of convoy security and convoy
fire distribution rather than the indi-
vidual tasks of unstabilized gunnery
and weapon employment.

Units may contact PM-HTV by
telephone at (586) 282-8679 or Pro-
gram Manager-Medium Tactical
Vehicles (PM-MTV) at (586) 282—
3905 with any questions regarding
HTV or MTV products.

Great sources of additional infor-
mation are the wheel platform —20
manual and the TCM-ABCT mil-
Wiki on milSuite: https://www.mil-
suite.mil/book/groups/t.

Lt. Col. William Kepley is the “other sys-
tems” chief (anything not an Abrams or a
Bradley) for the TRADOC Capability Manag-
er—Armored Brigade Combat Team (TCM—
ABCT) formation at Fort Benning, Ga. He
holds a bachelor's degree in mathematics
from the University of Louisville. He is a
graduate of the Armor Officer Basic and Ad-
vanced Courses, Intermediate Level Educa-
tion, and the Airborne School.

Stephen Harper is the sustainment sub-
ject matter expert for the TCM—ABCT forma-
tion, Jacobs Advanced Systems Group. He
holds a bachelor’s degree in business from
Upper lowa University and is a member of
the Order of St. George and the Order of
Samuel Sharpe.

Army Sustainment, March—April 2012.
http://www.almc.army.mil/alog/issues/
MarApril12/Convoy_Operations_Af-
ghanistan.html

“Training and Certification for
Convoy Escort Teams,” by Capt. Jef-
frey B. Frembling, Army Sustainment,
September—October 2012. http://www.
alu.army.mil/alog/issues/SepOct12/
Training_Certification.html
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FEATURES

Improving
Tactical Cost

Forecasting to
Optimize
Readiness

m By Col. E. Deacon Maddox

orecasting the cost of read-
Finess at the tactical level is

a critical skill that has im-
plications at the operational and
strategic levels. As the Army con-
tinues operating in an environment
of fiscal uncertainty, tactical-level
forecasting skills take on increased
significance. Over the past three
years, the Army has begun fielding
enterprise tools to assist with re-
source management; however, more
is needed at the tactical level.

10 ARMY SUSTAINMENT

This article examines the state
of forecasting at the tactical level
through the lens of one installation,
Fort Bliss, Texas, as units there pre-
pared for and executed operations
under federal sequestration in 2013.
I will attempt to address what im-
pediments exist to accurate cost
forecasting at the tactical level and
how the Army can remove these
obstacles in order to optimize read-
iness in an environment of fiscal
uncertainty.




Pfc. Michael Mazzarella, a cannon gy
crew member with the 4th Battalion,
27th Field Artillery Regiment, 2nd
Brigade, 15t Armored Division, awaits
orders in an M109A46 Paladin during
Network Integration Evaluation 14.1
at Fort Bliss, Texas, Oct. 24, 2013.




Background

On March 1, 2013, the U.S. govern-
ment began operating under the Bud-
get Control Act 0f 2011 (BCA). Com-
monly referred to as “sequestration,”
the BCA mandated across-the-board
spending cuts split evenly between de-
fense and nondefense accounts.

Gen. Raymond T. Odierno, chief
of staft of the Army, told the Senate

each FORSCOM installation. The
purpose of the conference was for the
FORSCOM commander to hear how
each of his subordinate commanders
planned to implement his EXORD
guidance and to outline how the cuts
to OMA would affect the Army’s
combat forces stationed in the conti-
nental United States.

As the conference unfolded, it was

'The enormity of the funds being cut during sequestration
virtually ensures that savings will be realized by
optimizing training resource forecasting. Aside from the
direct savings, an effective forecasting program coupled
with a force trained in basic resource management would
improve trust throughout the Army.

Armed Services Committee on Feb.
12,2013, that the Army’s share of the
first round of sequestration was esti-
mated to be $12 billion, with nearly
half of that coming from operations
and maintenance Army (OMA)
accounts.

Then Deputy Secretary of Defense
Ashton B. Carter testified during
the same hearing that, in accordance
with the BCA, the Army was bound
by law to make the cuts on a straight
percentage basis across all nonexempt
accounts, including OMA, once se-
questration took effect.

On Feb. 21, 2013, Gen. David
M. Rodriguez, the Forces Com-
mand commander, issued an order
titled “U.S. Army Forces Command
(FORSCOM) Optimizing Readiness
to Ensure a Highly Capable Force
Execution Order (EXORD).” In the
EXORD, the FORSCOM com-
mander outlined very specific instruc-
tions regarding how subordinate units
should plan and execute training for
the remainder of fiscal year 2013. The
commander’s intent stated, “Success
ahead requires a shift in mindset from
‘doing more with less,’ to ‘doing what
matters with less.”

Less than a week later, on Feb. 27,
Gen. Rodriguez chaired a video tele-

conference involving leaders from
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clear that this was a priority effort at
each installation and that significant
preparation had gone into analyzing
available resources, prioritizing efforts,
and making hard decisions regarding
the readiness of the force. On its face,
it seemed a simple thing to do: imple-
ment clear guidance on a specific task.
'The devil, as the phrase goes, was in
the details.

At Fort Bliss, preparation included
a comprehensive review of scheduled
deployments, planned training exercis-
es, and discretionary initiatives under-
way to address a host of issues ranging
from improving Soldier quality of life
to training area improvements.

As part of the preparation, represen-
tatives from each major subordinate
command at Fort Bliss came to the
senior commander’s headquarters in
the week before the video teleconfer-
ence to brief their training schedules,
expenditures, and associated spending
plans for the remainder of fiscal year
2013.

This series of meetings ultimately
proved to be an effective way for all
involved to understand requirements
and priorities, reach compromises, and
recommend prudent cuts. However, a
lack of software tools coupled with in-
experienced staff members presented
significant impediments to efficiency.

Estimating the Cost of Training

What the Fort Bliss sequester plan-
ning sessions repeatedly demonstrated
was that most of the participants had
little experience forecasting the costs
of training. This lack of experience re-
sulted in inaccurate forecasts of what
units would need, and in almost all
cases, unit representatives underesti-
mated their costs because they had
incomplete information.

For example, fuel—one of the bigger
costs in readiness—was not discussed
comprehensively in any single spend-
ing plan. Repair parts, another high
readiness expense on an armor-heavy
installation, were accounted for mar-
ginally. Although the unit represen-
tatives were keenly aware of the costs
of external contracts needed for inter-
preters, role players, and field toilets,
they generally had no understanding
of how much it would cost to move a
brigade and its equipment to a combat
training center for a training exercise.

The senior commander’s staff tried
to fill in the gaps by querying histor-
ical data in the Army’s financial and
retail supply systems of record. The re-
sulting reports summarized the units’
financial obligations in time and, be-
cause the data came from systems of
record, reflected actual costs; howev-
er, these reports lacked the context of
what events were occurring at the time
of the obligations.

For follow-up meetings, unit repre-
sentatives gathered and brought his-
torical training information: calendars,
schedules, and operation orders. The
senior commander’s staff produced
detailed logistics and finance reports,
including document history from the
Integrated Logistics Assistance Pro-
gram (ILAP) and financial reports
from the General Fund Enterprise
Business System (GFEBS). The par-
ticipants then manually reconciled the
data sets to produce a more detailed
history, which in turn produced spend-
ing plans that were more accurate.

Estimating Maintenance Costs

On Feb. 13, 2013, Lt. Gen. Ray-
mond V. Mason, Army Deputy Chief
of Staff, G—4, published a memo-



randum to the Army called, “Waiver
Guidance Based on Fiscal Uncertain-
ty.” The memorandum allowed com-
manders to maintain equipment at a
lesser level called, “fully mission capa-
ble plus safety.”

"This memorandum stands as anoth-
er example of how seemingly simple
guidance from the strategic level re-
sulted in inaccurate forecasts at the
tactical level because of a lack of ef-
fective tools. As with FORSCOM’s
“Optimizing Readiness” EXORD, the
fully mission capable (FMC) waiver
required significant manual reconcili-
ation in order to understand the finan-
cial implications of the change.

'The information required to analyze
item priority designators (to determine
whether a repair part would bring an
item to FMC status) and essentiality
codes (to determine if a repair part
was required for the safe operation of
the item) for the FMC waiver resides
in the ILAP document history. After
cancellations and rejections of requisi-
tions have occurred, the actual amount
of funds obligated within the Army’s
retail supply system resides in GFEBS.

Any usetul tool for building a model
and scenarios for repair parts ordering
must be developed internally, but the
technical expertise required to build
the databases and spreadsheets fol-
lowing the business rules of the retail
supply and finance systems is rare. To
the hypothetical and often insistent
questions from the senior commander
and his deputies about what kinds of
savings would be realized by going to
the lesser maintenance standard, only
scientific guesses could be made with-
out a reliable percentage of statistical
error.

Case Conclusions

Four major conclusions can be
drawn from both cases. First, there is
no automated way for commanders to
tie expenses to discrete training events.
Second, no available analytical tools
allow a commander to place a histori-
cal event in the context of financial ob-
ligations in order to forecast the costs
of similar events in the future.

Third, any reconciliation among

training management, resource man-
agement, and retail supply systems
will require significant manual inter-
vention by highly skilled individuals at
multiple echelons. Finally, the stakes
are high and margins are shrinking;
accuracy matters. Getting to an 80 or
90 percent solution for expenditure
planning is not sustainable in the cur-
rent fiscal environment.

Recommended Solutions

To remove the impediments and im-
prove forecasting accuracy, the Army
should provide resource management
training and a cloud-based tool that
allows personnel to select and task or-
ganize force elements from GFEBS.
The Army should provide resource
management training for officers
and senior noncommissioned officers
in the Captains Career Course, the

Command and General Staff Officers’

Course, the Senior Leader Course,
and the First Sergeant Academy.

Such training should focus on how
to draft (and defend) a spending plan
that supports training objectives with-
in the higher commander’s budget
and how to read GFEBS reports. At
a minimum, graduates of these courses
should be trained on how to request
and analyze GFEBS expense reports
outlining the following:

O Government travel, to include meals
and incidental expenses, per diem,
transportation, and rental vehicles.

O Strategic movement in a train-
ing capacity, to include troop and
equipment movements by air, rail,
and line haul.

O Contracts and military interde-
partmental purchase requests, to
include government purchase card
expenses, service contracts, and
equipment and facility leasing.

O Supplies requisitioned from the
Army’s automated retail supply
system, to include general supplies,
packaged petroleum products, con-
struction supplies and repair parts.

O Medical supplies requested through
medical logistics channels and bulk
tuel purchased from Defense Lo-
gistics Agency-Energy.

The Army should provide a cloud-
based tool that allows personnel to se-
lect and task organize force elements
from GFEBS and subsequently tag
GFEBS documents with a named
training event. This tool will essen-
tially synchronize the unit’s Digital
Training Management System re-
cords with GFEBS.

From these inputs, the tool must
be capable of merging training events
with expenditures to render event cost
summaries. Moreover, the tool must
be capable of using these summaries
to model future events and produce
spending plans at the company, bat-
tery, and troop levels. A convenient
way to visualize this tool would be to

imagine a form of Intuit Quicken or
Mint for GFEBS.

The enormity of the funds being cut
during sequestration virtually ensures
that savings will be realized by opti-
mizing training resource forecasting.
Aside from the direct savings, an ef-
fective forecasting program coupled
with a force trained in basic resource
management would improve trust
throughout the Army.

These solutions would allow tacti-
cal commanders to provide context
to what is otherwise random data at
the strategic level. The Army has long
prided itself on its ability to succeed
with a “90 percent solution.” In the
age of sequestration and steep reduc-
tions in OMA funding, the Army

will have to rethink this maxim.

Col. E. Deacon Maddox is an ordnance
officer and a U.S. Army War College fellow
attending the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology Supply Chain Management pro-
gram. He holds a bachelor’s degree from
the Virginia Military Institute and a master
of military arts and science degree from the
Command and General Staff College. He is
a graduate of the Ordnance Officer Basic
Course and the Combined Logistics Officer
Advanced Course.
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Soldiers from the 143rd Sustainment Command (Expeditionary
analyze logistics data during a command post exercise—sustainment

at Fort Hood, Texas. (Photo by Sgt. John L. Carkeet IV)




Leveraging
= Information for
a Competitive

Advantage

The Army must implement a strategy for effectively
analyzing its data and providing key decision-makers
with the information needed to make well-informed
decisions in a rapidly changing environment.

m By Col. Jeffrey C. Powell

n Feb. 24,2014, the secretary of
Odefense unveiled the Depart-

ment of Defense’s (DOD’s)
fiscal year 2015 budget request. This
document made one thing perfectly
clear: the Army has officially entered
an indefinite period of declining re-
sources.

Given anticipated fiscal con-
straints, the Army must find a way
to make the sustainment warfighting
function more effective and efficient
if it is to remain the world’s domi-
nant land power. Seeking constant
improvement is vital since most of
the Army’s budget is spent recruiting,
retaining, paying, and equipping our
Soldiers and keeping them healthy.

Beginning with the adoption of
linear programming during World
War 11, the value of data analytics to

military logistics has been significant.
Integrated data from logistics, main-
tenance, and financial systems have
the potential to help logisticians op-
timize supply chains. The data allows
logisticians to identify the most cost
effective ground, air, and shipping
options and improve warehousing
strategies and inventory levels at de-
pots and unit locations.

Lessons From the Private Sector

In the private sector, some of the
world’s most successful companies
have used data analytics to shorten
decision cycles, make decisions with
the best available information, and
improve the success rate of imple-
mented decisions. We must apply
lessons learned from industry-leading
companies in the private sector, such
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as the United Parcel Service (logis-
tics), Bell Laboratories and Chase
Manhattan Bank (financial services),
the Oakland Athletics (personnel),
and Wellpoint (health services), to
gain insights into effectively analyz-
ing data and leveraging the results to
achieve a competitive advantage.

The following examples demon-
strate how data analytics have been
successfully applied by the pub-
lic sector to improve sustainment
operations.

Logistics. 'The United Parcel Ser-
vice’s On-Road Integrated Optimi-
zation and Navigation (ORION)
system combines delivery, order, and
current route information to provide
drivers with point-to-point driving
directions updated in real time based
on current driving conditions.

ORION optimizes directions in
order to reduce fuel consumption
and wear and tear on vehicles. In
2013, ORION saved the United Par-
cel Service approximately 1.5 million
gallons of gasoline while improving
customer service.

Financial services. Financial man-
agement companies were among
the first to successfully integrate
data analytics into daily operations.
Chase Manhattan Bank and other
credit card companies have success-
tully used the buying, spending, and
billing patterns of their customers to
detect potential fraud.

Bell Laboratories used advanced
analytics to pioneer the field of con-
tinuous auditing, which leverages
information technology to identify
processing errors and potential fraud
in near-real time.

By successfully applying similar
methods, the Army could speed the
processing of routine transactions
while focusing extremely limited
auditing and internal control assets
on those transactions most likely to
prove either inaccurate or fraudulent.

Ensuring accurate financial data
is critical because it is so often com-
bined with other data to help predict
spending patterns and demand, thus
helping logisticians predict the de-

mand for goods and services.
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Human resources. Private sector
companies on the cutting edge of hu-
man resources management are using
data analysis to identify effective em-
ployee incentives and accurately pre-
dict the likelihood of a prospective
employee to succeed. One particu-
larly high-profile instance of human
resources analytics in action is how
Billy Bean, the general manager of
the Oakland Athletics baseball team,
used predictive analytics to make in-
formed personnel decisions.

By taking a unique analytical ap-
proach to personnel decisions, Billy
Bean was able to identify a player’s
true market worth to the team. He
did this by using often overlooked
statistics, such as the number of
times a player walked and the av-
erage number of pitches per at bat.
This analysis helped him identify
which players were undervalued or
overvalued.

Billy Bean’s analytical approach to
human resources management al-
lowed the 2002 Oakland Athletics to
compile one of the best regular sea-
son records in history with the sec-
ond lowest payroll in Major League
Baseball. Similar analytics techniques
could have a profound impact on how
the Army manages its human capital.
By combining the information from
various data sources, such informa-
tion could help shape how and who
the Army recruits.

Analytics could also help shape re-
tention offers by identifying not only
whether a Soldier is likely to succeed
but also for which career field he is
best suited. Being able to answer
these questions could potentially save
the Army millions of dollars annually
in recruiting, retention, and training
costs while ensuring it has the right
people filling the right jobs.

Health services. While still in its
infancy, the field of health services
analytics is showing tremendous
potential for lowering costs and
improving patient outcomes. Well-
point, one of the largest health ben-
efits companies in the United States,
and IBM have partnered for just
this purpose.

Together they are using the Wat-
son supercomputer to help doctors
identify the most effective treatment
options for their patients. By effec-
tively leveraging advanced analytics
techniques, Wellpoint and IBM are
finding ways to avoid unnecessary
tests, which will drive down costs and
reduce repeat visits caused by misdi-
agnosed conditions.

Using the vast amount of data col-
lected in the Army Medical Depart-
ment’s Medical Protection System,
which tracks personnel immuniza-
tion, medical readiness, and deploy-
ability data, it may be possible to
develop predictive models to help
physicians identify that a patient is
likely to develop a health condition
in the future.

With such a prediction, the physi-
cian could then institute a preventive
course of treatment before a chron-
ic condition manifests. If the Army
could successfully integrate advanced
data analytics to improve diagnosis
accuracy and avert potential illness, it
could greatly improve medical readi-
ness and reduce healthcare costs.

If the Army is to emulate these
successes from the private sector, it
must incorporate data analytics into
the operations process. Doing this
requires an enterprisewide strategy
for converting the vast amounts of
data at the department’s disposal into
actionable information. The three
following recommendations should
result in the effective integration of
data analytics into the operations
process.

Chief Analytical Officer

First, the Army should establish
the position of chief analytical officer
(CAO). Establishing a CAO is nec-
essary because the sustainment war-
fighting function is fragmented. As
documented in U.S. Code Title 10,
separate assistant secretaries of the
Army are charged with oversight of
financial management and comptrol-
ler, manpower and reserve affairs, and
acquisition, logistics, and technology.

This segregation of duties has led
to the creation of stove-piped deci-



Brig. Gen. Bryan W. Wampler, center, commanding general of the 143rd Sustainment Command, conducts a battle update
assessment during a command post exercise—sustainment with observers Maj. Gen. Jimmie Jaye Wells, left, commanding
general of the 75th Training Command, and Maj. Gen. Peter S. Lennon, commander of the 377th Theater Sustainment
Command. (Photo by Spc. Aaron Ellerman)

sion support systems for each indi-
vidual Title 10 function but no com-
prehensive system to optimize the
sustainment warfighting function as
an enterprise. A CAO would have
the responsibility for establishing an
enterprisewide perspective.

The CAO would also be responsi-
ble for ensuring the data required by
command analysts is accurate, inte-
grated, and stored so that it is readily
accessible and that data analysts are
properly trained and organized to
have the greatest operational impact.

Access to Data

Second, the Army must ensure
that data analysts have reliable ac-
cess to relevant, accurate data. The

ability to capture and store accurate
data is simple in concept but ex-
ceedingly difficult in practice. This
point is illustrated by the DOD’s in-
ability to produce auditable financial
statements.

Fortunately, Congress mandated
that the secretary of defense establish
the Financial Improvement and Au-
dit Readiness Plan. The plan serves as
a road map for ensuring the DOD’s
financial statements are validated as
ready for audit no later than Sept. 30,
2017.

Adhering to this mandate, the
Army has spent more than $10 bil-
lion in the development and imple-
mentation of four key enterprise re-

source planning (ERP) systems: the

Global Combat Support System-—
Army (GCSS-Army), the Logistics
Modernization Program, the Gener-
al Fund Enterprise Business System
(GFEBS), and the Integrated Per-
sonnel and Pay Systems—Army.

The successful implementation of
these ERP systems coupled with im-
proved, standardized business pro-
cesses should result in the Army’s
ability to produce auditable financial
statements by the 2017 deadline. Pro-
ducing auditable financial statements
is significant since this will verify
the validity of the Army’s vast trove
of financial, logistics, and human re-
sources information.

Simply collecting data is not
enough, however. Leaders within
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the sustainment community must
develop a plan for using this data to
achieve a competitive advantage.

Creating a competitive advantage
through the use of data analytics re-
quiresintegratingand normalizing the
data captured by the Army. The Army
created the Army Enterprise Sys-
tems Integration Program (AESIP)
to accomplish this task.

AESIP integrates data by linking
business processes and data across
existing information technology sys-
tems. Through AESIP, the Army
compiles and maintains the Army
enterprise materiel master, which
provides a single authoritative source
for materiel data supporting all Army
(modernized and legacy) systems.

In order to incorporate data ana-
Iytics into the sustainment warfight-
ing function, the CAO must work
with the key stakeholders, data an-
alysts, and the AESIP project man-
ager to ensure the data collected and
archived by AESIP is relevant and
readily accessible.

A recent analysis of the world’s 400
largest companies illustrates the po-
tential importance of data compiled
by AESIP. This analysis indicates that
companies that effectively analyze
available data have a quicker decision
cycle, are more likely to execute de-
cisions as intended, and are twice as
likely to perform in the top 25 percent
of their industry as their peers who do
not routinely employ data analytics.

Recruiting and Training

'Third, the Army must recruit, hire,
and train technically competent an-
alysts. Recruiting and hiring techni-
cally competent analysts is exceed-
ingly difficult. For one thing, good
analysts are hard to find.

Since the duties of data analysts re-
quire them to routinely use statistics,
information modeling, and quan-
titative or qualitative analysis tech-
niques to provide information for
decision-making, they must have a
thorough knowledge of both sustain-
ment operations (logistics, personnel
services, and health service support)
and statistics.
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Since very few sustainment pro-
tessionals currently have both the
mathematical skills and knowledge
of sustainment operations needed to
develop complex predictive models,
an effective training or professional
development strategy is imperative.

In order to improve the skill sets of
current GFEBS and GCSS-Army
users, the Army Logistics Universi-

and Army Financial Management
School have partnered with Virginia
State University and the University
of South Carolina to provide logisti-
cians and financial managers with an
opportunity to be certified in Inte-
grated Business Processes with SAP
[Systems, Applications, and Prod-
ucts in Data Processing] ERP (also
known as TERP10).

These programs are designed to
provide students with an overall un-
derstanding and a working knowl-
edge of the function, design, control,
and use of ERP systems implement-
ed by the federal government. They
are an important initial step in pro-
viding sustainers with the skills nec-
essary to apply data analytics. The
Army should build on this by de-
veloping a comprehensive training
and leader development strategy to
maintain and enhance the skills of its
analysts.

The skills, knowledge and attributes
of professional analysts make them
extremely rare and valuable assets.
For this reason, careful consideration
must be given to how they will be or-
ganized and distributed throughout
the sustainment community.

To provide commanders with the
best possible support, I recommend
that analysts be managed in a semi-
centralized manner, with analytical
centers of excellence located within
the Office of the Surgeon General
of the Army and the Offices of the
Assistant Secretaries of the Army for
Financial Management and Comp-
troller, Manpower and Reserve Af-
fairs, and Acquisition, Logistics, and
Technology. Affiliated subordinate
analytical cells should be located at
the Combined Arms Support Com-
mand and Sustainment Center of

Excellence, the Soldier Support In-
stitute, and the Army Medical De-
partment Center and School.

The analysts at the centers and
schools would then serve as consul-
tants to commanders as needed. This
semicentralized construct would al-
low analysts to support senior leaders
when making decisions concerning
requirements generation, validation,
and budget preparation, defense, and
execution.

During the past decade, the Army
has invested billions of dollars in de-
veloping and implementing informa-
tion technology and ERP systems in
order to streamline business process-
es and produce auditable financial
statements.

If the department is to turn this in-
vestment into an enduring competi-
tive advantage, it must implement a
strategy for effectively analyzing the
Army’s vast treasure trove of data and
providing key decision-makers with
the information they need to make
well-informed decisions in a rapidly
changing environment.

The most effective way to do this is
to establish a CAO to lead analytical
efforts. The Army must collect rele-
vant data and ensure that it is orga-
nized and stored so that it can be ac-
cessed when and where it is needed.

Lastly and most importantly, the
Army must hire, train, and organize a
professional cadre of analysts who will
be charged with providing decision-
makers with timely and relevant in-
formation. The Army will then have
the ability to turn its vast amounts of
raw data into information routinely
used by leaders to make better deci-
sions that can be executed effectively.

Col. Jeffrey C. Powell is the commandant
of the Army Financial Management School
and chief of the Finance Corps. He has a
bachelor's degree in business administra-
tion from the University of Maine, an MBA
from Syracuse University, and a master’s
degree in strategic studies from the Army
War College.
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Spe. Nicoll C. Flores, a cashier with the 101st Financial Management Support Detachment, Massachusetts National Guard, fills
out the exchange transaction record at Bagram Airfield, Afghanistan, to withdraw money as part of a transaction that allows a
Soldier to exchange Afghan currency to U.S. dollars or vice versa. (Photo by Sgt. Sinthia Rosario)

Separating Resource Management

From Finance Operations

m By Gina Smith

inancial management (FM)
Fhas been a sustainment func-

tion for the past decade. Sus-
tainment leaders must understand
what financial managers bring to
their formations. The purpose of this
article is to describe the functions of
FM, the organizations involved in

FM, and the key players that execute

FM at the operational and tactical
levels.

FM is defined in Field Manual
1-06, Financial Management Op-
erations, published in April 2011,
as “the sustainment of U.S. Army,
joint, interagency, interdepartmen-
tal, and multinational operations
through the execution of two mu-

tually supporting core functions,
Resource Management (RM) and
Finance Operations (FO).”

The term FM reflects the 2008
merger of the finance branch (basic
branch code 44) and the comptroller
career field (functional area 45) into
the FM career field (branch code
36) as part of the FM redesign.
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FM Functions

Sustainment leaders must under-
stand that there is a difference be-
tween RM and FO. In simple terms,
RM manages the “checkbook’—
deciding if the funds are available
and appropriate given the require-
ment’s purpose, date required, and the
amount of goods or services needed.
With some exceptions, RM is a func-
tion typically performed at the G-8
(comptroller) level at echelons above
brigade.

FO is “cash” management. It uses
a negotiable instrument to pay for
supplies and services obligated by the
government. FO includes the calcu-
lation of vendor payments and sup-
port to operational contracting. This
function is performed by the financial
management support center (FMSC)
located at the theater sustainment
command (TSC) level and the fi-
nancial management support unit
(FMSU) and financial management
support detachments (FMSD:s) lo-

cated within the sustainment brigade.

FM Organizations and Key Players

As stated above, echelons-above-

brigade financial managers in the
G-8 shops perform the RM func-
tion. Some separate brigades, includ-
ing engineer brigades, military police
brigades, and special operations forc-
es brigades, groups, or regiments, also
have FM officers who are resource
managers. Recent force structure
changes created a brigade combat
team (BCT) S—8 as part of the third
maneuver battalion initiative.

Fiscal year 2014 modified tables
of organization and equipment
(MTOEs) reflect this change with
the addition of an FM captain and
sergeant first class. If an S—8 position
is not documented on the MTOE
(for example, in battlefield surveil-
lance brigades, combat aviation bri-
gades, fires brigades, and maneuver
enhancement brigades), the logis-
tics officer in the S—4 is normally
assigned the budget responsibilities
for the brigade. In cases like this, the
logistics officer manages available
funds to spend as opposed to certi-
tying that they are available.

G-8 or §-8. The G—8s and brigade
S—8s are expected to manage re-
sources by identifying the appropri-

Spc. Joan Bazan, a pay analyst with the 106th Financial Management Support
Unit, issues casual pay to Sgt. Maj. Johnny Valdez at Mihail Kogalniceanu Air
Base, Romania. (Photo by Sgt. Maj. Michael Pintagro)
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ate sources of funding to meet the
commander’s requirements and to
certify that funds are available. If the
commander does not have appropri-
ate funding available, the G-8 or
S-8 works those issues with higher
headquarters to find the resources.

The FMSC. Financial managers
in the FMSC, FMSU, and FMSD
perform the FO function. Field
Manual 1-06 describes the FMSC
as a modular, tailorable, operational
FM unit that is linked to the theater
Army service component command
G-8 but assigned to a TSC. The
FMSC director, a colonel, is the se-
nior adviser to the TSC commander
for finance operations.

The FMSC provides the link to
key national providers, including the
Department of Treasury, the De-
fense Finance and Accounting Ser-
vice, and the Assistant Secretary of
the Army (Financial Management
and Comptroller). It maintains vis-
ibility of all finance operations and
placement of all operational and
tactical FM units in theater, devel-
ops theater currency requirements,
provides central funding support
(to include U.S. currency, foreign
currency, and U.S. Treasury checks),
and negotiates with host nation
banking facilities.

The FMSC enforces policies and
guidelines established by nation-
al financial management providers
and provides guidance to the the-
ater financial management units in
coordination with the Army service
component command G-8.

As a directorate, the FMSC’s re-
lationship with subordinate FMSUs
and FMSDs is one of “technical co-
ordination” since these tactical units
are habitually assigned to sustain-
ment brigades and under the mis-
sion command of the special troops
battalion.

The FMSU and FMSD. 'The
FMSU, commanded by a major,
provides mission command of the
unit headquarters and three to seven
FMSDs. The FMSD, commanded
by a captain, provides general sup-
port financial management on an



Master Sgt. Yuen §. Lee, the internal control noncommissioned officer-in-charge with the 27th Financial Management
Company, 371st Sustainment Brigade, reviews paperwork with Spc. Gustavo A. Ramirez, 249th Financial Management
Detachment, at Camp Buehring, Kuwait. (Photo by Staff Sgt. Kimberly Hill)

area basis to a brigade task force or
equivalent-sized unit or as directed
by the financial management sup-
port unit commander.

Doctrinally, one FMSD can sup-
port up to 6,000 Soldiers. It pro-
vides timely and accurate payment
for contracting and commercial
vendor services, conducts disburs-
ing and funding support operations,
and performs limited military pay
support.

The FM SPO. As a result of FM
redesign, the Army created an FM
position within the support opera-
tions (SPO) section of the expedi-
tionary sustainment command and
the sustainment brigade. The FM
SPO, which is led by a major at both
levels, determines requirements and
coordinates finance capabilities for
the supported units of the command.

'The FM SPO ensures the FO for

the command are nested, synchro-

nized, and integrated with the com-
mand’s operation plan. The FM SPO
recommends priorities of support
and maintains situational awareness
of all finance support provided to
organizations across the battlefield.
The FM SPO, in coordination
with the FMSC, develops the FM
staff estimate and concept of sup-
port. Performing his or her duties
correctly, the FM SPO assists the
FMSU commander with planning
and enables the commander to focus
on execution of finance operations.

Sustainment leaders must under-
stand that both the RM and FO
functions fall within a FIM officer’s
scope of duties. RM is a G-8 staff
officer function. Below the brigade
level, RM, or rather budget manage-
ment, is usually an additional duty.

The FMSU and FMSD perform
FO within the sustainment brigade.

FM SPO sections currently exist in
the expeditionary sustainment com-
mand and the sustainment brigade
to assist in FO planning. In the
absence of a command and control
relationship, coordination is essen-
tial among the G—-8, the FMSC, the
FM SPO sections, the FMSUs, and
the FMSD:s in order to obtain and
distribute financial resources to sup-
port the commander.

Gina Smith, a retired Army officer, is an
assistant professor in the Department of
Logistics and Resource Operations at the
Army Command and General Staff College.
She holds a master's degree in procure-
ment and acquisition from Webster Univer-
sity and is a graduate of the Army Command
and General Staff College.
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Global Combat
Support System—Army:
A Dynamic Readiness

Tool for Mission
Command

m By Capt. Mei-Ling T. Guarino

s the Global Combat Sup-

port System—Army (GCSS-

Army) continues to be im-
plemented throughout the force,
discussions and articles about its
benefits and challenges are increasing
across the sustainment community.
'The fielding of GCSS—Army is ongo-
ing across Army Reserve, Army Na-
tional Guard, and Active Army units.

The GCSS-Army Product Man-
ager office has been developing the
system with civilian enterprise re-
source planning (ERP) implemen-
tation guidelines in mind, using
commercial off-the-shelf Systems,
Applications, and Products in Data
Processing (SAP) software. The field-
ing strategy and supporting programs
have been developed so that they
adapt to the military environment and
mitigate many ERP implementation
challenges. Leaders now must take
their role in implementing the system
as its fielding continues.

This article looks at the challenges
of commercial versus military ERP
implementation strategies and of-
ters recommendations for leaders on

successfully implementing GCSS-
Army. In addition, the article exam-
ines how to manage organizational
change and enable leaders to employ
GCSS-Army to apply mission com-

mand as they support operations.

GCSS-Army as an ERP System
GCSS-Army will replace existing
decentralized Army logistics infor-
mation systems with an integrated
web-based solution. This dynamic
system has major impacts on pro-
cesses and operations in all command
groups, supply support activities, or-
ganizational and field maintenance
activities, supply rooms, and resource
management offices across the Ac-
tive Army, Army National Guard,
and Army Reserve. Major long-term
benefits include near-real-time prop-
erty visibility, integration of process-
es, transaction traceability and trans-
parency, and enhanced stewardship.
GCSS-Army does more than re-
place the functionality of current
systems; it also eliminates some un-
necessary processes. New processes
are introduced, which can lead to

substantial benefits across Army sus-
tainment to improve Army readiness.
None of these benefits can be real-
ized if leaders fail to overcome im-
plementation challenges.

ERP Challenges and Lessons

'The GCSS—Army Product Manage-
ment Office developed Army-tailored
organizational change management
programs to enable GCSS—-Army im-
plementation. These programs include
lessons learned, policy updates, and
education programs, which provide
sustainment leaders with measures to
avoid common ERP business imple-
mentation shortfalls.

However, they do not decrease the
complexities of implementing com-
mercial ERP software in a noncom-
mercial military environment. Ed-
ucating sustainment leaders on the
challenges that organizations face in
adopting ERP will aid in mitigating
the challenges of instituting this ma-
jor change.

'The Harvard Business Review arti-
cle, “Putting the Enterprise into the
Enterprise System,” by Thomas H.
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Davenport, defines key guidelines
for civilian ERP initiative success.
Guidelines such as changing busi-
ness practices to match ERP, putting
the right people in place, and install-
ing the system gradually were found
to enable ERP adoption. Adapting
those concepts to the military envi-
ronment will further enable GCSS-

tial implementation efforts have re-
sulted in exposing several application
problems, negative perceptions of
GCSS—Army are slowly growing. All
of these negative responses are com-
mon even in successful ERP imple-
mentation initiatives.
To alleviate these

GCSS-Army  product

challenges,

managers

Sustainment personnel should expect some degree of
discomfort during the GCSS-Army implementation
process. This is a normal reaction during an ERP
implementation of this complexity.

Army’s success.

Key challenges in Army sustain-
ment for ERP adoption are or-
ganizational resistance to change,
challenges in educating the force, de-
veloping and communicating a com-
prehensive implementation strategy,
and understanding the changes in
sustainment operations. Army sus-
tainment leaders would benefit from
learning how to overcome these
challenges in order to improve Army
sustainment capabilities.

Resistance to change. ERP systems
have their own logic for processing
transactions within an organization.
This forces organizations to conduct
business practices that match the
ERP system logic. For a business to
successfully implement ERP, it must
agree to change its internal processes
to match ERP functionality. This be-
comes a challenge when the organi-
zation uses internal processes to drive
their competitive advantage.

In the commercial environment,
adapting to an ERP system leads
to overall resistance to change. The
same hesitance is expected in Army
sustainment activities. The change
will be even more challenged by per-
sonnel who do not consider Army
sustainment operations comparable
to private sector businesses.

Some may argue that the Army
does not fit similar commercial pro-
cedures because it is not driven by
similar goals. Additionally, since ini-
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evaluated SAP’s ERP functionalities
while working with programmers to
develop GCSS-Army and ensure
processes would fit Army sustain-
ment purposes. Significant changes
in terminology and processes are un-
avoidable when making the change
to an ERP system.

The considerable process changes
in GCSS-Army will make it difh-
cult for experienced logistics infor-
mation system users to accept the
new system as beneficial in the near
term. It may not be until after units
have implemented GCSS—Army and
built confidence and competency in
the system that they fully realize the
benefits.

For leaders, this means personal-
ly accepting and championing the
change throughout the organization.
Soldiers will be more accepting when
leaders advocate change and support
the project initiatives. When leaders
set GCSS—Army training efforts as a
priority, Soldiers become more aware
of GCSS—-Army as a significant ef-
fort. This is certainly happening at
the highest Army levels, and it must
continue to be driven down to lead-
ers at all levels.

Training strategy. Civilian organi-
zations that did not include an edu-
cation strategy early in their ERP im-
plementation experienced immense
hardship and even failure. In addition
to early education, managing trained
personnel is essential to perpetuating

positive change. Commanders can
overcome resistance to change by
addressing organizational behavior
challenges early while training sys-
tem users.

GCSS-Army’s training strategy
contains six training components:
early education, web-based training,
the lead user program, new equip-
ment training, over-the-shoulder
support, and sustainment support
(end user manuals and smart books).
These training resources are provid-
ed to units being fielded GCSS—
Army 120 days before the system
is expected to start operating. The
GCSS—Army Product Manager of-
fice also educates strategic and op-
erational leaders through site visits
and briefings.

The Army Logistics University
(ALU) and the Combined Arms
Support Command have been grad-
ually refining GCSS-Army insti-
tutional education for all logistics
students. Wave 1 training has been
implemented in advanced individ-
ual training at the Quartermaster
and Ordnance Schools and in lead-
er training at ALU. Wave 1 training
includes the functions of finance and
warehouse operations. Wave 2, which
is currently under development, will
include the functions of maintenance
and property book management.

GCSS-Army leader familiariza-
tion training has been piloted in the
Combined Logistics Captains Career
Course, Quartermaster Basic Officer
Leader Course, and Quartermaster
Warrant Officer Basic and Advanced
Courses since the beginning of fiscal
year 2014. The purpose is to expose
leaders to the system’s functionality,
impacts, and training resources. It
also covers the roles leaders will play
in implementing the system.

Students are required to complete
web-based training modules and be-
come familiar with training videos
and resources on the GCSS—-Army
website. ALU has also partnered
with Virginia State University to
offer SAP certification to interested
leaders and is integrating the pro-
gram into logistics intern education.



Educated leaders can have a sig-
nificant effect on their organizations
when they are being fielded GCSS-
Army. Lieutenants, captains, and bat-
talion commanders are exposed to
ERP fundamentals and implementa-
tion complexity, allowing them to be
more prepared for challenges during
fielding.

Implementation. Changing too
much at once can put a business
in an operational nosedive because
of the massive shift in how infor-
mation is processed. To avoid this,
GCSS-Army’s functionality is be-
ing released gradually. This strategy
allows for early identification of or-
ganization or application issues.

The problems encountered in the
first fielding allowed the fielding
teams to identify SAP process logic
faults and formulate short-term fixes
to better prepare for future supply
support activity conversions. Gradual
fielding also gives fielding teams the
opportunity to build competency in
the Wave 1 implementation program
and lessen extended failures and
downtime.

To address the initial implemen-
tation problems, the GCSS—-Army
product managers established a help
desk process to address functionality
concerns. Trouble ticket submissions
resulted in local fixes, corrections in
programming, and updated poli-
cies issued through all Army activi-
ties (ALARACT) messages. As the
fielding projects continue, improve-
ments are applied to each subsequent
implementation. As more lessons
learned are generated and shared,
units can be better prepared for the
upcoming fielding.

As noted earlier, adopting ERP
leads to changing business process-
es. For an organization to adapt to
those changes, policies must change
to match new logistics processes. The
reason for using ALARACT messag-
es is to track policy changes during
implementation, which will result in
updated sustainment doctrine.

Leaders contribute in this effort by
staying informed of policy updates
and enforcing them in their organi-

zations. All ERP ALARACT mes-
sages are posted on the GCSS—Army
website.

Sustainment benefits. 1f the Army
can overcome the above implemen-
tation challenges, it can realize the
benefits of ERP. For the Army, one
of those benefits would be enhanced
mission command.

While users focus on how to pro-
cess transactions, leaders need to focus
on how to leverage GCSS—Army and
improve the application of informa-
tion for mission command purposes.
In order to accomplish globally re-
sponsive sustainment goals and en-
hance mission command functions,
leaders should anticipate implemen-
tation challenges by deliberately set-
ting the pace for change to enable
sustainment process improvements.

GCSS-Army provides data and
reports for leaders to translate into
useful information for mission com-
mand warfighting function tasks, such
as the operations process, knowledge
management, and information man-
agement. Leaders must learn how to
process, integrate, and manage the in-
formation provided through GCSS-
Army into relevant knowledge for
planning operations and influencing
unit activities.

A proposed “commander’s dash-
board” capability for GCSS-Army
would enable leaders to assess future
operational environment challenges
through improved life cycle cost vis-
ibility, demand forecasting, and read-
iness visibility. If the Army can over-
come the implementation challenges,
the system has the potential to support
the globally responsive sustainment
goals of leveraging game-changing
capabilities, preserving the readiness
of the force, and being responsi-
ble stewards of the nation’s financial
resources.

The Way Ahead
As the Army continues to field
GCSS-Army, sustainment lead-

ers must increase their awareness of
ERP challenges and ways to mitigate
them. Resources have been devel-
oped to support the sharing of les-

sons learned through the milSuite
Sustainment Knowledge Network
GCSS-Army site and the GCSS-
Army website.

Key leaders must be identified as
champions for positive change during
implementation in order to advocate
the necessary behavioral and process
changes that will allow GCSS-Army
to be a success. If issues surface, they
should be due to system functional-
ities, not lack of support or effort.

Policies and institutional training
are continually updated throughout
the implementation process. In a cul-
ture driven by policies, having regula-
tions that coincide with new process
change is a method of driving change
across a large organization. Updat-
ed doctrine and tailored institutional
training can drive implementation
success and potentially lead the logis-
tics force to meet the globally respon-
sive sustainment initiatives through
more efficient application of data
within mission command functions.

Sustainment  personnel  should
expect some degree of discomfort
during the GCSS—-Army implemen-
tation process. This is a normal reac-
tion during an ERP implementation
of this complexity.

Using change management, ed-
ucation, lessons learned, and help
desk programs may be arduous now,
but it would be unrealistic to expect
the new system to be a seamlessly
adopted and perfect product from
the beginning. Realizing benefits
will come with time as users and
leaders gain competency with the
new processes and apply GCSS-Ar-
my’s functionality to mission com-
mand functions.

Capt. Mei-Ling T. Guarino is a depu-
ty course director for the Sustainment
Pre-Command Course at the Army Logis-
tics University at Fort Lee, Va. She holds a
master’s degree in business administration
from the College of William and Mary and a
green belt in Lean Six Sigma.
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Soldiers from A Company, 296th Brigade Support Battalion, 3—2 Stryker Brigade Combat 1eam, 7th Infantry Division,
prepare to conduct fuel operations for their brigade’ six battalions at the Yakima Training Center, Wash. (Photo by Staff Sgt.
Chris McCullough)

Sustainment for the Army of 2020

The Combined Arms Support Command proposed a new division-aligned force structure to
provide sustainment capabilities from echelons above brigade through combat sustainment

support battalions.

m By Col. Robert Hatcher, Jeffrey A. Martin, and Lt. Col. Karl F. Davie Burgdorf

odern warfare is three di-
mensional, and Army forc-
es conduct a fluid mix of

simultaneous offensive, defensive, and
stability operations and support to civil
authorities.

In the past 12 years, the Army
evolved while fighting two simul-
taneous conflicts and transitioning
from the Army of Excellence force
structure to a modular force.

Lessons learned from the conflicts
allowed leaders and Soldiers to better
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understand sustainment’s role in fu-
ture Army operations.

Recognizing future challenges, the
chief of staff of the Army, Gen. Ray-
mond T. Odierno, tasked senior lead-
ers to identify force management gaps
and some mitigating strategies for ef-
fectively developing the force within
current constraints.

Leaders ultimately identified more
than 200 potential force design up-
dates for possible consideration in

Total Army Analysis (TAA) 14-18.

The Guidance

The 2012 Army Campaign Plan
identified a major objective of cre-
ating “an Army 2020 force that is:
affordable, agile, capable, networked,
responsive and adaptive, able to ad-
dress the complex future operating
environment characterized by com-
plex, hybrid threats and demand-
ing missions.” Using that guidance,
Army leaders looked at how to create
the force of Army 2020.

Leaders developed decision points



to address each area of potential
change. Their solutions included mul-
tiple efforts, including the following:

O Redesigning the brigade combat
teams (BCTs).

O Revising the sustainment concept
of support.

O Designing a new Army Force
Generation model.

O Maintaining an “operational re-
serve.”

O Creating regionally aligned forces.

O Integrating special operations and
conventional forces.

O Improving echelons-above-brigade
(EAB) mission command.

O Aligning brigades to divisions and
corps.

O Implementing a tactical wheeled-
vehicle strategy to reduce vehicles.

O Ensuring reversibility and expan-
sibility.

In 2011, the Training and Doc-
trine Command (TRADOC) was
tasked with developing solutions for
several of the decision points in or-
der to create a capable, agile, adaptive
BCT-based force that meets force
reduction targets while retaining the
ability to prevent, shape, and win in
2020. This task included designing
the future BCT and developing cri-
teria and strategies to support the
Army 2020 initiative.

In relation to sustainment, TRA-
DOC was assigned Decision Point
15 (DP 15), the “sustainment design
and support concept campaign of
learning line of effort.” DP 15 specif-
ically addresses the migration of sus-
tainment capabilities out of the BCT
to EAB. TRADOC assigned the
Combined Arms Support Command
(CASCOM) as the lead for DP 15.

CASCOM began extensive gap
and seam analysis, course of action
(COA) development, and field re-
views. The gap analysis focused on
the following:

O Emerging sustainment capability
and capacity gaps as the Army of
2020 migrates selected BCT logis-
tics capabilities into EAB units.

O Shortfalls created by the elimi-
nation of the maneuver enhance-
ment brigade (MEB) brigade sup-
port battalion (BSB).

O Stryker brigade combat team
(SBCT) mission command and
capability gaps related to its lack
of forward support companies

(FSCs).
CASCOM’s COAs were to devel-

op effective and efficient sustainment
organizations to execute wartime mis-
sions and security cooperation activi-
ties and to develop options to improve
command relationships in support of
deployment, garrison operations, and
training mission command.

Working with the TRADOC
Analysis Center at Fort Lee (TRAC
Lee), CASCOM analyzed the
known and emerging gaps and oft-
sets in tactical-level sustainment
from the BCT to EAB. Adhering to
the requirement to gain economies of
scale—an essential element for force
planning to operate effectively in a
resource-constrained environment—
CASCOM  proposed redesigning
units, creating a new type of trans-
portation company, and adding sus-
tainment capabilities to the SBCT.

The Background

Proposed changes to future maneu-
ver formations have profound effects
on sustainment. Without changing
sustainment in response to those
maneuver formation changes, gaps
created by previous decisions will
adversely affect the maneuver force’s
ability to fully execute its mission.

For example, armored brigade
combat teams (ABCTs), SBCTs,
and infantry brigade combat teams
(IBCTs) reduced their organic sus-
tainment capability in order to main-
tain lighter, more agile formations.
This reduced fuel distribution and
eliminated stationary fuel storage,
water production, and troop trans-
port capability in the IBCT. It also
reduced distribution and days of sup-
ply in all of the BCTs.

Force development decisions made
between 2001 and 2012 centered on

meeting a high operating tempo and
forced the Army to rebalance itself.
Those decisions caused BCT and
sustainment designers to focus on
modifying units to conduct forward
operating base (FOB) operations and
wide-area security. The simultaneous
implementation of modularity played
a large role in reshaping the force. As
the warfighting formations are rede-
signed for Army 2020, sustainment
unit design and employment must
adapt with them.

Previous TAA decisions eliminat-
ed significant portions of the Active
component sustainment force struc-
ture and shifted others to the Army
Reserve and Army National Guard.
By 2017, 78 percent of sustainment
units will be in the Reserve com-
ponent; more specifically, 89 per-
cent of truck companies, 95 percent
of petroleum, oils, and lubrications
companies, and 95 percent of water
companies will reside in the Reserve.
Anticipated reductions of the Active
component by 2020 may further in-
crease the reliance on the Reserve
component.

Previous decisions left substantial
sustainment gaps. For example, TAA
14-18 eliminated the BSB from the
MEB. The change eliminated direct
sustainment support for the MEB’s
subordinate units and moved that
workload to EAB without addition-
al resources or doctrinal guidance to
cover the gap. Other gaps were fuel
distribution shortfalls within divi-
sion areas, organic mission command
shortfalls in the SBCT, property ac-
countability, and theater petroleum
distribution and planning.

Changes to the BCT structure, in-
cluding the addition of a third ma-
neuver battalion, the transition of the
special troops battalion to a brigade
engineer battalion, and the addition
of an engineer battalion in the SBCT,
caused significant growth in the size
of the BCTs.

To keep the BCTs deployable
and averaging 4,500 Soldiers, and
to keep the total Active component
force limited to 490,000, the Army

identified sustainment capabilities
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that could be moved out of the BCT:
water purification, bulk fuel distri-
bution, bulk fuel storage, and troop
movement capability in the IBCT.
'This decision placed a high demand
on EAB sustainment organizations
to provide these functions, but Army
leaders determined that the shift
maintained a prudent level of risk.

The Analysis

CASCOM conducted its analysis
with the goal of designing sustain-
ment structure and capabilities to
meet the needs of the Army of 2020 in
an era of fiscal austerity. Constrained
by a smaller Army end strength, force
developers were instructed not to in-
crease the size of EAB.

CASCOM first examined tactical-
level sustainment gaps associated with
supporting BCTs and other function-
al brigades, including the lack of ade-
quate mission command in the SBCT,
lack of a BSB in the MEB, lack of
efficient and adequate support for
the fires brigade, and lack of required
petroleum distribution at the theater
level.

Planners also examined the four
major offsets created by the BCT re-
design: water purification, bulk fuel
distribution, bulk fuel storage, and
troop movement.

As the analysis progressed, force
developers realized the natural ten-
sion in achieving economies of scale
in sustainment while producing a
streamlined, effective concept of sup-
port—efhiciency versus effectiveness.
Organizations are designed to sup-
port average demand since the Army
cannot afford to build for the extreme.

Several CASCOM-developed con-
cepts were analyzed to ensure they go
beyond simply plugging holes to tem-
porarily fill gaps and seams. Instead,
CASCOM took a holistic approach
to improving sustainment for all units
that depend on EAB support.

Planners also remained mindful of
the flexibility, capability, and faults of
modularity. Sustainment was modular
before the Army officially transitioned
from the Army of Excellence to mod-

ularity in 2007. When modularity
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was adopted, in some cases sustain-
ment became “hypermodular.” The
added flexibility worked in principle
but came at the price of mission com-
mand, economy of scale, and synergy.
With new concepts being offered,
CASCOM brought in TRAC Lee to
provide a balanced analytic assessment
of the sustainment concept of support.
TRAC Lee ran multiple sustainment
concept models for each BCT forma-
tion to measure capabilities and iden-
tify the associated risks of each. The
analysis criteria measured the ability
of the sustainment structure to pro-
vide operational reach, prolonged en-
durance, and freedom of action.
Using the TRAC Lee analysis,
CASCOM drafted a sustainment
concept of support that acknowledg-
es the Army’s migration of capabili-
ties to EAB and creates a new divi-
sion-aligned structure to provide these
capabilities from EAB through com-
bat sustainment support battalions
(CSSBs). It proposed new company-
level structures for quartermaster,
transportation, and ordnance units as-

signed to the CSSB.

COAs

Three COAs were developed to
address the passback of capabilities
from the BCT to EAB units while
offering varying cost-to-risk options
for fixing existing gaps. TRAC Lee
submitted its validated COAs at a
sustainment operational assessment
in June 2012, where current and for-
mer brigade, BSB, and CSSB com-
manders and S-3s and division G-3s
and G—4s assessed the COAs.

Leaders were briefed on the capa-
bilities of sustainment units in 2017
(the year of the last Army structure
memorandum), BCT changes for
Army 2020, sustainment gaps and
offsets created by Army 2020, and
the three COAs offered as solutions.
Then they were allowed to ask ques-
tions and vote on the best COA to
present to the TRADOC command-
er for implementation.

Most leaders supported a COA
that aligned CSSBs to divisions and
corps (Active and Reserve), added

FSCs to SBCTs, and eliminated the
fires brigade BSB. Voting members
of the sustainment operational as-
sessment also provided comments.
Many leaders were concerned about
placing so much demand on CSSBs,
while others expressed doubts about
reducing the organic sustainment ca-
pabilities of the fires brigade.

Planners used the information and
comments to develop an alternative
COA to address the most significant
concerns. The derivative COA be-
came the CASCOM recommend-
ed COA and was approved by the
TRADOC commander, Gen. Rob-
ert Cone, on Aug. 24,2012.

The Concept of Support

When Gen. Cone approved the
CASCOM-recommended COA, he
agreed to significant changes in Army
sustainment. Although significant,
the changes are not wholesale chang-
es to the way sustainment does busi-
ness on the battlefield, especially from
a sustainment customer perspective.
The concept of support addresses
how to most effectively and efficient-
ly support the warfighter and increase
agility while operating in a fiscally
constrained environment.

The concept centers on habitually
aligning selected logistics capabilities
into three corps-aligned CSSBs and
10 division-aligned CSSBs. An addi-
tional eight division-aligned CSSBs
are expected in the Army National
Guard. In turn, these division and
corps CSSBs have the added respon-
sibility of providing general support
to units within corps or division areas
of responsibility.

Gaining synergy through area sup-
port is essential to balance the Army
and maintain an effective force. Con-
solidating capabilities and being able
to distribute them back to the force
on a geographic basis leverages econ-
omy of force and flexibility and saves
time, materiel, and resources.

For example, area support reduces
security risks by consolidating move-
ment; there are fewer vehicles and
drivers providing sustainment, re-
sulting in lower fuel and manpower



requirements, a smaller sustainment
footprint, and an increased capaci-
ty in a theater-level supply pipeline.
By making these organizational and
support relationship changes, sus-
tainment forces provide the same,
and in some cases better, support to
the maneuver force.

In addition to changes to the
CSSB, the concept proposes a signif-
icant change to SBCT sustainment.
Unlike other BCTs, SBCTs cur-
rently do not have FSCs. Without
these critical units, the SBCT’s BSB
has been facing a mission command
challenge. The 2020 concept of sup-
port adds FSCs to the SBCT, giving
the maneuver battalions better sup-
port. It also gives the SBCT, IBCT,
and ABCT the same sustainment
structure, allowing for easier cross
organization of a task force.

The CSSB in 2020

CSSBs currently play a significant
role in providing mission command
for sustainment units that provide
area support to units in an assigned
area that is not contiguous with the
division area. The key difference be-
tween the current CSSB and a CSSB
in 2020 is that the newly designed
CSSB comes fielded with a standard
base capability of transportation,
supply, and maintenance and pro-
vides the BCT with water purifica-
tion, bulk fuel storage and distribu-
tion, and troop transport.

Each corps- and division-aligned
CSSB is designed with the same ca-
pabilities to organically and simulta-
neously support EAB units. In the
new design, both division- and corps-
aligned CSSBs are modular and
consist of a headquarters company,
composite truck company (CTC),
composite supply company (CSC),
and support maintenance company
(SMC) capable of providing flexible
and responsive sustainment through-
out the corps and division operating
environments.

The CSSB gains its flexibility
through sustainment mission com-
mand as a subordinate of the sus-
tainment brigade. Sustainment units

assigned a mission in general sup-
port can weight the division or corps
commander’s main effort by shifting
resources.

A CSSB can have mission com-
mand of up to seven companies, so it
can be tailored with integrated capa-
bilities to provide additional supply,
ammunition, fuel, water, transporta-
tion, mortuary affairs, field services,
aerial delivery, financial management,
and human resources management.
Without being reconfigured, it can
support more units on an area sup-
port basis through supply point and
unit distribution operations.

In keeping with TRADOCs deci-
sion to move some sustainment capa-
bilities out of the BCTs, the sustain-
ment concept moves capabilities to
the CTCs and CSCs. The most direct
change is moving water purification
and stationary fuel storage capability
to the division-aligned CSCs.

In addition, the concept moves
personnel transport with integrated
convoy protection platforms for dis-
mounted infantry in the IBCT into
the division CSSB CTC to better
pool resources and offer more flexi-
bility and agility. By centralizing ca-
pability to distribute these commod-
ities and offering corps and division
commanders more agility in direct-
ing the priority of supply, CSSBs
maintain integrated, responsive, sur-
vivable, and less complicated support
to maneuver forces.

By design, CSSBs provide general
support capabilities, typically on an
area basis. The new CSSB is doctrin-
ally responsible for the capabilities
passed back from the BCTs, but it
also provides support to every unit
within or passing through the as-
signed sustainment footprint.

The responsibilities within the
CSSB and sustainment brigade in-
clude supply, maintenance, transpor-
tation, field services, health services,
personnel services, and finance. Us-
ing general support, CSSBs simulta-
neously support BCTs and division
or corps EAB units.

This provides agility and econo-

my of force to meet sustainment re-

quirements of the battlefield without
compromising the responsiveness or
effectiveness of support. Capabilities
now embedded into the CSSB make
it a powerful combat multiplier for
the supported BCTs. Even with this
added capability, flexibility and mod-

ularity are still crucial to success.

Composite Truck Company

Of all the changes within the
CSSB, one of the most substantial is
the creation of a CTC. During the
past 12 years of conflict, one of the
chief complaints from tactical-lev-
el commanders was the makeup of
transportation units. Commanders
said they needed “some of this and
a little bit of that” when it came to
truck companies, but they rarely
needed the full capabilities of a spe-
cific type of truck unit.

Taking this into account, the CTC
gives commanders what they asked
for—some of this and some of that.
The CTC comes in two types: light
and heavy. Light CTCs consist of a
company headquarters, a mainte-
nance section, two palletized load
system platoons, and two medium
tactical vehicle platoons.

Heavy CTCs consist of a company
headquarters, a maintenance section,
two palletized load system platoons,
one medium tactical vehicle platoon,
and one heavy equipment transport-
er platoon. The CTC also has organ-
ic convoy protection platforms and
maintenance.

Composite Supply Company

In 2020, the CSC will have several
major changes, including the addition
of a petroleum and water platoon and
the possible addition of ammunition
transfer and holding point assets.
'These additions offer three major ca-
pabilities to the CSSB that give EAB
units and BCTs higher levels of sup-
port while meeting the economies of
scale required by BCT passbacks.

Having an ammunition transfer
and holding point would help fill gaps
in class V (ammunition) distribution
to the MEB and provide versatility
to EAB support. This could eliminate
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the CSSB’s often double-handling of
class V—a redundancy recognized
during gap analysis.

Additionally, the petroleum and
water platoon specifically addresses
the passbacks from the BCTs under
Army 2020. This section’s bulk fuel
and water capabilities can be used by

the CSSB for EAB or BCT support
or can be pushed directly into a BCT,
if required.

Support Maintenance Company
Although a few minor adjustments

were made to the SMC for Army

2020, the most significant change was

a reduction in the number of standard
requirements codes (SRCs) from 22
to one. Previously, planners had difh-
culty determining which SMC assets
(SRC:s) to bring to battle.

For example, during the conflicts in
Iraq and Afghanistan, planners “or-
dered” an incomplete SMC because

CSSB HHC
Supply Maintenance OPCON
N
Supply CO TMDE
(Division) | SMC | section
Petroleum and MNT AUTO-ARMT ELECT MNT Ground SPT
COHQ | Supply PLT | Supply PLT | Water PLT ATHP COHQ | Control | NINT PLT | pLT | EQP MNT PLT |
r- - - r-- - -
| Radar/GBS ITracked Recovery,
Team Team
. L, L
No change to design
Design changed to support 2020 .
u : : e Transportation
11 Separate standard requirement code
CO HQs |
Operations || PLSPLTHGS || wrvpirHo || HETPLTHQ || MNTSection
l PLS Truck MTV Truck U i e
| Squads Squads Squads
Legend:
ARMT : Armament HHC : Headquarters and headquarters company
ATHP : Ammunition transfer and holding point HQ : Headquarters
AUTO : Automotive MNT : Maintenance
CO : Company MTV : Medium tactical vehicle
CSSB : Combat sustainment support battalion OPCON : Operational control
ELECT : Electronic PLS : Palletized load system
EQP : Equipment PLT : Platoon
GBS : Ground-based system SMC : Support maintenance company
HET : Heavy equipment transporter TMDE : Test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment

This organization chart represents the new division- and corps-aligned combat sustainment support battalion that is being

implemented across the Army.
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they did not realize that the SMC
had multiple SRCs. By making the
SMC a single SRC, planners can en-
sure the full capabilities of the SMC
will be brought to the battlefield.

FSCs in the SBCT

In several specific areas, the con-
cept of support involves filling gaps
and gaining efficiencies. One of the
largest gaps was in the SBCT, where
the subordinate battalions lacked
FSCs and, thus, sufficient mission
command and sustainment structure.
This gap made sustainment more
challenging and made it difficult to
task organize BCTs.

Without the changes approved
in DP 15, the SBCT’s maintenance
company was on the path to becom-
ing the largest tactical company in
the Army because of the elimination
of contracted maintenance. Between
2001 and 2012, the company grew
twofold. But during that time, mis-
sion command was never adjusted
based on resourcing constraints. This
left a captain to command almost
400 Soldiers operating throughout
the SBCT area of operations—well
more than the standard 200 for an
Army tactical unit.

Without FSCs, the SBCT BSB
was forced to create ad hoc, non-
standard forward logistics elements
(FLEs) constructed from pieces of
the BSB without adequate mission
command or equipment. Lieutenants
or noncommissioned officers—often
cooks or mechanics with little multi-
functional sustainment experience—
were expected to conduct FSC-like
operations.

The result was a degraded capaci-
ty to provide support for freedom of
action and operational reach without
adjustments to mission command,
maintenance control, and distribution.

Task organizing SBCTs was also
a challenge. Without FSCs in the
subordinate battalions, SBCTs had
no sustainment mission command at
the battalion level unless leaders cre-
ated an ad hoc team to fill the role.
This was challenging for task force
planners and commanders who were

operating with an SBCT.

Adding FSCs into the SBCT for-
mation fills the mission command
gap and provides the personnel and
equipment necessary to fill the main-
tenance roles that are currently pro-
vided by contracted mechanics and
maintenance managers. It also gives
the SBCT the same sustainment
structure as the other BCTs, allowing
for easier task organization.

The Future

In September 2013, Army lead-
ers made many decisions regarding
Army 2020 through the Army anal-
ysis and decision-making process and
published them in an Army structure
memorandum. CASCOM’s redesigns
for the sustainment forces of Army
2020 use fiscal year 2017 as a baseline.

As a result, many of the changes
made to unit tables of organization
and equipment for 2020 will take two
to four years to be implemented for the
current forces. Consequently, changes
from some previous unpublished deci-
sions and the acceleration of new deci-
sions appear uncoordinated or sporadic
as they are implemented.

Sustainment must make adjust-
ments at the same pace as BCTs to
ensure that there are no gaps at home
station or on the battlefield. TRA-
DOC is making changes to doctrine
to describe how the newly designed
CSSB and other operational- and
tactical-level sustainment units will
complete their missions in Army
2020. Planners, force designers, and
doctrine writers are working together
to create updated doctrinal guidance
that will allow for changes in training.

While the Army resizes, forces are
likely to be restationed, creating chal-
lenges to sustain those organizations
at home station. As stationing deci-
sions are made, sustainment struc-
ture must be moved or built to meet
garrison sustainment and training
requirements. The Department of the
Army will coordinate decisions for
stationing with Forces Command and
TRADOC to reduce friction and en-
able home station sustainment.

Although the 2020 concept of sup-

port is conducive to all components,
Reserve forces have additional chal-
lenges, especially the Army Nation-
al Guard. Since the Guard stretches
across state lines with both Title 32
and Title 10 responsibilities, it must
determine how to design its forces to
meet its missions. Both the Reserve
and Guard will convert to the new
design.

Planning and designing formations
and how they fight or support the
fight are evolutionary processes. Since
it is an evolutionary process, making
changes to formations and doctrine
must be methodical, comprehensive,
and holistic.

Army processes, including the force
design updates and total Army anal-
yses, will continue to shape the force
and require updates in relation to both
strategy and doctrine. CASCOM in-
tegrates feedback from commanders
in the field, operational deployments,
training center rotations, modeling,
and simulations to help determine the

path forward as we now look to the
Army of 2025.
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OPERATIONS

A delivery truck parks along the Khyber Pass outside of Forward Operating Base Torkham, Afghanistan. The heavily deco-
rated truck is known as a jingle truck because of the sound it makes when in movement. Fewer jingle trucks are being used to
transport supplies in the Afghanistan Transportation Network because they often require reconfiguration in order to properly
load the assets, requiring additional time and resources and causing costly delays. (Photo by Staff Sgt. Darian George)

Establishing the Afghanistan
Transportation Network

Using local tribal elders as an integral part of the Afghanistan Transportation Network helps

ensure its success.

m By Capt. Warren R. Crocker

eveloping partnerships with
Dcoalition forces, local com-

munities, and influential
business leaders to strengthen Iraqg’s
trucking industry and reduce the
number of coalition convoys was
successful during Operations Iraqi
Freedom and New Dawn. Using
the Iraqi Transportation Network
as a model, the 3rd Sustainment
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Brigade has helped prove that the
concept is the optimal transporta-
tion choice in Afghanistan, espe-
cially as the country transitions to
self-sustainment.

'The host nation-led trucking com-
pany, the Afghanistan Transporta-
tion Network (ATN), has become
the go-to choice across Regional
Commands South and Southwest

and National Support Element West.
In December 2012, the 3rd Sustain-
ment Brigade assumed responsibil-
ity for sustainment and retrograde
operations in these three regions of
Afghanistan.

With that came the responsibili-
ty for the day-to-day control of the
ATN. After assuming these respon-
sibilities, the brigade oversaw more



than 5,500 ATN missions covering
more than 703,000 miles and accom-
plishing 99 percent of deliveries by
the required delivery date. During
these missions, approximately 40,000

U.S. Soldiers remained off the road
and out of harm’s way.

ATN Establishment

The ATN concept began in Oc-
tober 2009 with the primary intent
of moving various supplies through-
out the Combined Joint Operations
Area—Afghanistan and relieving coa-
lition forces from convoy duties. The
overarching goal was to establish a
network to secure a long-haul sup-
ply distribution system throughout
Afghanistan.

The brigade developed relation-
ships with tribal elders and communi-
ty leaders to form an Afghan-owned
and -operated transportation system.
These Afghan companies have creat-
ed opportunities for increased eco-
nomic expansion, entrepreneurship,
and skills training for the people of
Afghanistan.

The Army, with the assistance of
the Marine Corps, established a
means of vetting proposed elders and
Afghan drivers to facilitate the trans-
portation of cargo and assets among
forward operating bases within Re-
gional Commands South and South-
west and National Support Element
West.

Using elder engagement teams that
promote the program, the contrac-
tors who administer the ATN con-
tract identify elders and community
leaders who are interested in partner-
ing with the U.S. government. Once
the elders and community leaders are
identified and vetted, they are either
accepted or denied entry to the ATN
program. The purpose of the vetting
process is to ensure that individuals
permitted to access FOBs in support
of the ATN contract pose minimal
risk to the U.S. government and its
coalition partners.

Mission Success
A transportation mission is con-
sidered a success when it arrives at

its destination by the date specified
on the transportation movement re-
lease (TMR) with zero pilferage or
damage to the cargo. By ensuring
the success of each mission, the el-
ders and drivers can maintain good
business relationships with the U.S.
government.

The elders, with assistance from the
contractor, teach each driver about
the importance of driver safety, the

ment the cargo is uploaded until it is
downloaded. The 3rd Sustainment
Brigade and its CSSBs are available
24/7 to meet the needs of the cus-
tomers. Soldiers and customers rely
on the brigade’s ability to logistically
and methodically mitigate any po-
tential for error.

The impressive statistics of the
ATN are easily quantified, and the

'The brigade developed relationships with tribal elders
and community leaders to form an Afghan-owned and
-operated transportation system. These Afghan companies
have created opportunities for increased economic
expansion, entrepreneurship, and skills training for the

people of Afghanistan.

need to remain vigilant, and the im-
portance of continual communica-
tion between the elders and the U.S.
government. To ensure safe passage,
the elders use their community in-
fluence to collect information on the
designated routes their trucks travel.

Should pilferage or damage occur,
the contractor and elder are held fi-
nancially responsible. Up to the time
I left the theater, fewer than 10 oc-
currences of pilferage occurred, and
in each case, the elder, through his
network of connections and affilia-
tions, recovered 100 percent of the
missing 1tems.

CSSB Support

The day-to-day inner workings of
the ATN is directly attributed to the
combat sustainment support battal-
ion’s (CSSB’s) multifunctional abil-
ities. The CSSB receives all TMRs
from customers, screens all informa-
tion for accuracy, and then processes
requests so contractors can allocate
the appropriate assets to meet the
customers’ needs.

After a CSSB releases the TMRs
to the contractor, the CSSB’s job is
far from complete. It must track the
progress of the mission from the mo-

long-term benefits have far-reaching
economic effects. The establishment
of ATN routes can easily turn into
enduring local distribution networks
that connect communities and vil-
lages across the many provinces, pro-
moting economic development.

The economic implications of a de-
fined transportation network, when
paired with established businesses
and communities, will aid in a more
robust import and export market
promoting community and business
development.

Capt. Warren R. “Randy” Crocker is at-
tending the Combined Logistics Captains
Career Course. He served in Afghanistan
as a contracting support officer and as a
contracting officer representative for the
Afghanistan Transportation Network con-
tract. He holds a bachelor’'s degree from
Norfolk State University and is a graduate
of the Transportation Basic Officer Leader
Course.
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TRAINING AND EDUCATION

Soldiers are evaluated on the Dismounted Soldier Training System during the 4th Sustainment Command (Expeditionary)
Best Warrior Competition in San Antonio, Texas. (Photo by Robert Ramon)

Logistics Simulations for Battle Staft

Training

The Battle Command Sustainment Support System allows sustainment Soldiers to gain
experience in supporting the fight without going to the field to train.

m By Kathryn Bailey and Calvin Pilgrim

A fires brigade commander in Af-
g/mnisz‘an prepares fo execute an @ﬁzn—
sive maneuver. He requests an update
on the status of the rocket resupply for
the Army Tactical Missile System and
the maintenance status of the Multiple
Launch Rocket System (MLRS).

His supply sergeant queries the Battle
Command Sustainment Support Sys-
tem (BCS83) for the last known location
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of the convoy transporting the rock-
ets and also opens a maintenance unit
status report to see the progress of the
MLRS repair.

Determining that the convoy left two
hours ago and the MILRS is still in the
shop but all parts are available for the
repair, the sergeant then verifies that
the estimated time of arrival of both the
convoy and the MILRS is in six hours.

Finally, a personnel query confirms that
two new Soldiers are scheduled to arrive

one day ahead of schedule.

hile the above scenar-
io was actually part of a
simulated exercise, the

up-to-date fire support and person-
nel data contributed to a successful
attack, and the exercise underscored



the fact that logistics support train-
ing is just as critical to the mis-
sion as tactical training for combat
operations.

BCS3 Simulations

Simulations, such as those provid-
ed by BCS3, are used to train com-
manders and staffs without them
having to deploy.

BCS3 provides real-time, map-
based, logistics operational capabil-
ities to commanders at all echelons
and includes the logistics reporting
tool (LRT) for sustainment sta-
tus reports, supply and equipment
in-transit visibility, and personnel as-
set visibility. It is one of the logistics
tools used for mission command and
provides sustainment information in
the command post computing envi-
ronment (CP CE).

The CP CE is one of several com-
puting environments nested inside
the Army’s common operating envi-
ronment. It aims to simplify systems
architecture for mission command
capability development at tactical
echelons.

When the BCS3 Simulations and
Stimulations (Sim-Stim) Team be-
gan to support simulations in the
1990s, it had to travel to each site to
set up a server suite. But in 2011, the
National Simulation Center at Fort
Lee, Va., began hosting the BCS3
simulation team and the nation-
al data portal. The simulation team
conducts many of the 12 major an-
nual exercises at Fort Lee, but the
team also supports exercises world-
wide through the portal, saving the
Army money.

Exercises are tailored to unit re-
quests, generally last 10 days, and
include participation from the Active
and Reserve components. The BCS3
architecture allows an organization
to execute myriad sustainment op-
erations. In more complex situa-
tions, the BCS3 architecture can be
expanded to accommodate a greater
number of systems that are some-
times called BCS3 clients.

To ensure the most realistic expe-
rience for sustainment Soldiers, the

BCS3 Sim-Stim Team stimulates the
scenarios by injecting data.

Injecting data is intended to test the
responses of sustainment personnel.
'The types of simulations exercised are
part of two logistics federations: the
Multi-Resolution Federation (MRF)
and the Entity Resolution Federation
(ERF).

MRF uses Warfighter Simulation
(WARSIM) for the combat model
and Logistics Federation (LOG-
FED) for the logistics model. ERF
interfaces with mission command
systems through the Joint Conflict
and Tactical Simulation as the com-
bat model and Joint Deployment Lo-
gistics Model as the logistics model.

Tailoring Simulations

The actual scenarios vary depend-
ing on the training requirements, so
the BCS3 Sim-Stim team closely
coordinates each exercise to ensure
the exercise meets the command’s
expectations. For example, a com-
mand may need to prepare for an
upcoming deployment, requiring its
Soldiers to learn how to track class
I (subsistence) items. The simulation
then pushes out a supply status to the
user’s BCS3 terminal but withholds

class I updates.

The simulated environment begins
when logistics data flows from the
LOGFED server through a gateway
to the LOGFED Sim-Stim client,
which then feeds to the BCS3 main
gateway. The gateway pushes that
data down to the BCS3 clients.

In the Sim-Stim client, the unit
task organization and tracked items
list, a crucial listing of the commodi-
ties the commander deems necessary
to complete the mission, are built
and passed to the BCS3 national
data portal and the BCS3 clients (the
training audience) through the main
gateway.

Practicing Resupply Procedures

The output is unit basic load
(UBL) data from WARSIM, which
is provided by the Program Executive
Office for Simulation, Training, and
Instrumentation, and supply point
data from LOGFED, which is pack-
aged and distributed to all the BCS3
gateways and client systems in the
exercise architecture.

The UBL data provides several
classes of supply, from class I through
class IX (repair parts). This data is
sent in the form of a logistics status

Spc. Noelle Foster and Sgt. 1st Class John Zapata work in the 35th Combat
Awiation Brigade tactical operations center during a training exercise at the Army

Awviation Warfighting Simulation Center at Fort Rucker, Ala. (Photo by Capt.

Marvin J. Baker)
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Soldiers from the 3rd Sustainment Command (Expeditionary) use simulations to train on forward operating base defense
tactics at the Training Support Center at Fort Knox, Ky. (Photo by Sgt. 1st Class Gary Cooper)

report message and is posted in the
running estimate reports, combat
power, and LRT sections of BCS3.

Using the data from WARSIM, a
unit can use BCS3 to monitor the
degradation of stocks. For instance,
users can set the UBL to send out
an alert if fuel supplies reach 75 per-
cent. Or users can track ammuni-
tion resupply by setting an alert to
sound after 100 rounds are shot. On
the LOGFED side, the simulation
teaches users how to track the con-
voys carrying the supplies.

Convoys are visible in the common
operational picture in BCS3, and the
in-transit visibility information sent
from LOGFED can be published to
the Battle Command Server so oth-
er Army battle command systems,
such as Command Post of the Future
and Command Web, can subscribe
to them and see the convoys in their
common operational picture.

Another popular capability is the
logistics factor file, which allows the
user to set logistics factors that aftect
their status in the areas of planning
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consumption factors, days of supply,
and status thresholds. This function
allows unit leaders to weight the
aforementioned factors to help de-
termine their readiness status. Units
also request BCS3’s combat power
capability for an all-inclusive analysis
of their logistics readiness to perform
their missions.

Training for Sim-Stim operations
is available to units, and LRT is the
most requested module. Users ap-
preciate that they can use LRT to
submit a report from the lowest level
and then have the data automatical-
ly populate at each echelon based on
the unit’s task organization.

A new LRT enhancement includes
equipment grouping, which allows a
user to use a default grouping. An
example of a default grouping is
“combat, assault and tactical vehicles,
and tracked,” which contains major
combat equipment, such as tanks, ar-
mored personnel carriers, and Brad-
ley fighting vehicles.

The BCS3 simulations team con-

tinues to improve the system’s in-
terface, and as BCS3 is modernized
and migrates into a web-enabled en-
vironment, the team is ensuring that
the Sim-Stim environment will also
transform to remain similar to the
web-enabled environment.

Kathryn Bailey is a public communica-
tions advisor with Engineering, Solutions,
and Products (ESP) and is assigned to
Project Manager Mission Command at Ab-
erdeen Proving Ground, Md. She holds a
bachelor’s degree in communications stud-
ies from the University of Maryland Univer-
sity College.

Calvin Pilgrim is the product director for
Sustainment System Mission Command at
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md. He is a grad-
uate of the United States Military Academy
and holds a master’s degree from the Flori-
da Institute of Technology. He is a graduate
of the Defense Language Institute Foreign
Language Center and holds language cer-
tificates in German and Turkish.
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Sustainment Synchronization:
Key to Supporting Operational Units

An observer-coach/trainer from the Joint Readiness Training Center explains some of the common

areas that cause units to fall short in sustaining operational units.

m By Capt. David A. Wallace

ynchronizing the sustainment
Sof an operational unit is dif-

ficult since it encompasses so
many different focus areas. Because
of the complexity of this subject,
sustainment must be looked at ho-
listically and rationally. In order to
understand unified action, units
must build a common operational
picture of what it takes to sustain
unified land operations in an austere
environment.

As a cavalry squadron forward
support company (FSC) senior
observer-coach/trainer at the Joint
Readiness Training Center at Fort
Polk, La., I have observed certain
shortfalls in meeting the sustain-
ment requirement. These shortfalls
come from a limited understanding
of the roles and responsibilities of
the key players in sustainment op-
erations, a lack of synchronization
between the battalion sustainment
cell and the brigade support battal-
ion (BSB) support operations officer
(SPO), and a failure to integrate the
sustainment cell with current and
tuture operations.

The attitude has been that sus-
tainment is not important—until
the supported unit depletes a critical
class of supply during a mission. By
that time, it is entirely too late to em-
phasize sustainment.

To better set conditions for suc-
cess, units need to clearly define
roles and responsibilities of the key
sustainment players. Each sustainer
must understand and perform specif-
ic roles and responsibilities in order
to ensure the supported battalion is
postured for mission success.

Lack of Sustainment Synchronization

During past rotations, my team
observed that one key to success for
sustainment is often executed incor-
rectly: the logistics synchronization
meeting. Most Dbattalion combat
train command posts (CTCPs) do
not properly synchronize sustain-
ment operations, current and future
operations, and regularly scheduled
logistics synchronization meetings.

They often fail to have the ap-
propriate leaders and staff members
attend the meetings. Often, organi-
zations conduct logistics synchroni-
zation meetings without the battal-
ion executive officer (XO) attending.
'The XO needs a clear understanding
of the importance of the logistics
synchronization meeting and what
his responsibilities are in sustaining
the organization. Without the ap-
propriate leader chairing the meet-
ing, emphasis on accurate and timely
reporting is not enforced.

Logistics Synchronization Meeting
The attendees for the logistics syn-
chronization meeting should include
the battalion XO, S-4, S-1, sup-
ported unit representatives, FSC key
leaders, an S-3 representative, and an
S-2 representative. The results of the
meeting should be a logistics com-
mon operational picture and a logis-
tics synchronization matrix. These
items should be based on the battal-
ion concept of support and synchro-
nized with the operations plan.
During the meeting, logistics sta-
tus numbers should be verified, unit
representatives should gain a clear
understanding of what resupply to

expect and when to expect it, and the
FSC should learn exactly what re-
supply missions will be executed over
the next 24 to 72 hours.

Output from the logistics synchro-
nization meeting is meant to provide
the battalion S—4 with accurate data
to properly analyze the supported
unit’s logistics requirements. This
synchronization allows the develop-
ment of running estimates and his-
torical data.

Additionally, current operations
and future operations can connect
with logistics requirements to en-
sure the battalion is receiving the
correct supplies at the right time
and at the right locations. Howev-
er, based on combat training center
observations, the battalion S—4 of-
ten ends up collecting and analyzing
inaccurate data. This usually leads to
the FSCs communicating directly
with supported elements to con-
solidate requirements and develop
a plan without synchronizing their
actions with the battalion.

Experience Is Key for the Battalion S-4
Another friction point that my
team observed is some units’ inabil-
ity to adequately and accurately syn-
chronize sustainment efforts because
of the battalion S—4s lack of expe-
rience. The battalion S—4 billet in a
maneuver battalion is often filled by
an officer who has not attended a
captains career course and has no ex-
perience or training in logistics.

In some cases, the battalion S—4
position is used as a temporary or
transitional position for a pre- or
post-company command maneu-
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ver officer, often pending a perma-
nent change of station to another
duty assignment. This modified ta-
ble of organization and equipment
(MTOE) construct is unfair to an
organization; it causes a lack of lo-
gistics continuity.

I recommend changing the bat-
talion S—4 billet in the MTOE to a
logistician position. This could min-
imize inaccurate reporting and fa-
cilitate proper forecasting for future
logistics requirements.

Maneuver battalion S—4s and FSCs
often do not effectively gather and
communicate requirements to the

ing combat fatigue over the course of
a deployment are often common.

Two efforts will significantly assist
in improving these conditions. First,
co-locating the CTCP and tactical op-
erations center (TOC) will create, to
some degree, a synergistic effect that
significantly ~ improves information
sharing. It will enable cross-talk, situa-
tional awareness, and an overall under-
standing of operations. The improved
communications resulting from co-lo-
cating the CTCP and TOC will also
assist in clearly identifying requirements
and the subsequent actions needed to
respond to those requirements.

“You will not find it difficult to prove that battles,
campaigns, and even wars have been won or lost primarily

because of logistics.”

—Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower

SPO and BCT S—4. This lack of ac-
curate information gathering, when
coupled with poor reporting, reduces
productivity. As a result, units often
execute unnecessary tactical convoy
operations or emergency resupply
from the brigade support area, rather
than allowing the BSB to use its lo-
gistics systems.

Consequently, the FSCs experience
an increased workload (delivering
supplies forward) with a reduction in
the efficiency of the operation. Fur-
thermore, the fatigued Soldiers and
their equipment are then exposed to
increased, imprudent risks.

Co-locating the CTCP and TOC

With the design of the BSB and
FSCs tailored for a distribution-
based system, except under specific
types of operations (such as forc-
ible entry operations) or geographic
conditions, performing supply point
operations adds unnecessary and in-
creased requirements for the FSC. In
a theater of operations like Iraq or
Afghanistan, especially when geo-
graphic distances are significant, in-
creased exposure to risk and hasten-
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Second, the battalion S—4 and the
FSC commander must capture re-
quirements on a designated informa-
tion system, such as the Battle Com-
mand Sustainment Support System,
and describe the context for future re-
quirements to the BSB SPO and BCT
S—4. This way, the nature and timing
of the resupply mission are clearly
understood. The result will be a more
efficient operation where the workload
is properly distributed and the delivery
of supplies and personnel are synchro-
nized with battlefield operations.

Operations Center Integration

Traditionally, the CT'CP elements
(S-1, S—4, and the medical officer)
and the S-3 work in distinct, com-
partmentalized areas, which results
in a mutual lack of situational aware-
ness. As a result, operations suffer
and typically force FSCs to be re-
active rather than predictive when
providing critical and synchronized
logistics support to units.

Eftective battalion operations re-
quire sustainment operations to work
together with ongoing and future
maneuver operations. A simple solu-

tion is to place an S—4 noncommis-
sioned officer (NCO), an S-1 NCO,
and a medical NCO in a hybrid ad-
ministrative and logistics operations
center cell in the TOC. This cell can
then better understand current and
future operations, evaluate the im-
pact of logistics on the operation, and
provide critical and timely feedback
to the concept of operations.

Having an administrative and lo-
gistics operations center cell in the
TOC improves efficiency in com-
municating with FSCs in order to
synchronize logistics. It also ensures
that the S-3 recognizes, plans for,
monitors, and responds to ongoing
logistics missions and calculates their
effect on operations.

Sustaining the warfighter is a dif-
ficult task to synchronize. Units may
find it necessary to assess how well
they do a few things in terms of
sustainment.

First, does the unit clearly define
the roles and responsibilities for the
key players in sustainment opera-
tions? Second, is there synchroniza-
tion between the battalion S—4 and
the FSC commander? Finally, is the
reporting to the BCT S—4 and BSB
SPO accurate?

This last question is probably the
most critical piece to the sustainment
puzzle. All these areas of sustain-
ment operations will not be complete
without being nested within a com-
mon operational picture on a con-
tinuous basis. Battalion operations
require integration of sustainment
operations with ongoing and future
maneuver operations.

Capt. David A. Wallace is the task force
sustainment cavalry squadron forward sup-
port company senior observer-coach/trainer
atthe Joint Readiness Training Center at Fort
Polk, La. He holds a bachelor's degree in
banking and finance from Fayetteville State
University. He is a graduate of the Ordnance
Basic Officer Leader Course and the Com-
bined Logistics Captains Career Course.
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A Soldier executes rearming operations at a forward arming and refueling point at the Joint Readiness Training Center,
Fort Polk, La. (Photo by 1st Lt. Timothy D. Hryniewicz)

Supporting Task Force Lift

The forward support company of a general support aviation battalion deploying to the Joint Readiness
Training Center found itself performing functions normally conducted by higher echelon units.

m By Capt. Carlos M. Sanford, 1st Lt. Ryan C. Cloud, and 1st Lt. Timothy D. Hryniewicz

s logisticians, we first must
match requirements with
capabilities in order to de-

fine and extend the possible. Next,
we must design creative contingen-
cies that are easily integrated with
the operations of those we support.
Last, we must be innovative, agile,
and adaptive to keep pace with the
tactical operations conducted by our
maneuver counterparts.

Typically, Joint Readiness Train-
ing Center (JRTC) rotations at Fort
Polk, La., cater to the brigade com-
bat team (BCT). In the case of E

Company, the forward support com-

pany (FSC) for the 7th Battalion,
101st Aviation Regiment (7-101st
General Support Aviation Battalion
[GSAB]), 159th Combat Aviation
Brigade, the rotation was unique.
JRTC Rotation 13-10 catered to
the 7-101st GSAB, a multifunc-
tional aviation task force. A ground
force did not deploy to JRTC, which
meant that the FSC would have no
reach-back support.

The intent was clear: E Company
had to extend the maneuver battalion’s
operational reach by providing class I
(subsistence), class IIIB (bulk petro-

leum, oils, and lubricants), and class

IX (repair parts). The task force com-
mander’s intent was to validate his
capabilities in support of the ground
force commander’s requirements.

In the absence of higher echelon
support, E Company had to fill the
logistics requirements that are nor-
mally covered by the aviation support
battalion (ASB) and, in many situ-
ations, a brigade support battalion
(BSB) organic to a supported BCT.
To set the conditions, the company
assumed tasks of the ASB support
operations section while executing
deliberate command post operations
that enabled the FSC commander to
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intuitively implement mission com-
mand at all levels.

With thatin mind, E Company im-
plemented the fix-fuel-feed concept
as one of the company command-
er's priorities to ensure a successful
rotation. Additionally, FSC leaders
briefed a sustainment plan and con-
ducted a sustainment rehearsal with
the task force commander and staft to
ensure all the key players understood
how logistics would be integrated
during each phase of the operation.

'The company commander’s fix-fuel-
feed priorities were as follows:

O Fix: Maintain the task force ground
equipment at a 90-percent opera-
tional readiness rate.

O Fuel: Properly track fuel consump-
tion to mitigate the possibility of
aircraft being grounded. “Keep’ em
flying.”

O Feed: Execute a seamless field
feeding plan that is synchronized
with the task force flight schedule.

Fix

E Company deployed to JRTC
with three 92A (automated logistical
specialist) Soldiers. Normally, the en-
tire sustainment automation support
management office from the BSB
would deploy to help troubleshoot
logistics information systems on the
battlefield.

During the initial in-progress re-
view for the JRTC rotation, it was
noted that the FSC would have no
reach-back support. This was an issue
because the FSC was set to deploy
to JRTC with only 69 Soldiers. The
company requested that a sustain-
ment automation support manage-
ment office representative from the
ASB be attached to the company for
the rotation.

Within 24 hours of its arrival at the
forward operating base, the company
set up the very small aperture ter-
minal. It began requisitioning parts
from the supply support activity
the following day. Establishing this
critical information system enabled
the maintenance control section to
quickly input data for vehicles drawn
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A Soldier updates battle trackers at the E Company command post at the Joint
Readiness Training Center at Fort Polk, La. (Photo by Spc. Michael Torres)

from the pre-positioned stock yard.

Most aviation flight companies are
not authorized executive officers, so
the maintenance control sergeant,
with the assistance of the FSC exec-
utive officer, managed the 026 report
for the battalion to ensure parts were
being ordered correctly through the
Standard Army Maintenance System—
Enhanced.

'The FSC operations section creat-
ed trackers and made updating them,
at 0800 and 1700, daily battle rhythm
events. This allowed any Soldier who
entered the command post to know
what equipment was not mission ca-
pable and what parts were on order
to make it fully mission capable.

Fuel

Logistics support is essential for
continuous operations at JRTC. It
must be delivered seamlessly by fore-
casting operational needs and coor-
dinating with supplying units. Class
ITIIB was essential in these continu-
ing operations, particularly to the
aviation task force.

The distribution platoon deployed
with six M978 heavy expanded-

mobility tactical trucks (HEMTTs),
two advanced aviation forward area
refueling systems, and other distri-
bution equipment for the heavy use
of fuel forecasted to support the
rotation.

At JRTC, class IIIB was drawn
directly from Cubic—ESG [exercise
support group]—a contractor that typ-
ically works and communicates with the
BSB support operations office—and
transferred directly to the distribution
platoon for refueling operations. In
this method, known as throughput
distribution, at least one echelon in
the supply system is bypassed to min-
imize handling and speed delivery.

Although this may sound simple,
it places additional duties on the re-
ceiving unit’s distribution platoon.
The FSC operations section must
request fuel through the battalion
S—4 and, in most cases, coordinate
with Cubic-ESG because of the
ever-changing environment.

The mission of the distribution
platoon at JRTC was to ensure all
aircraft were topped off with aviation
fuel throughout the exercise in order
to continue operations. However, the



implied task was to accurately fore-
cast fuel needs because it was essen-
tial to have the right amount of fuel
on hand without fail and to forecast
a fuel drawdown so that there was no
excess fuel at the end of the rotation.

To accurately determine fuel num-
bers, several factors need to be exam-
ined in relation to each other: total
tuel storage capacity of the distribu-
tion platoon (such as HEMTT fuel
tankers and fuel blivets), the number
of aircraft being fueled throughout
the rotation by type (including their
fuel capacities and consumption
rates), flight schedules and anticipated
movement, and the possible times to
receive fuel pushes from Cubic—ESG.

Until efforts to draw down begin,
having a near-capacity supply of fuel
going into nighttime operations is
preferable. Proper forecasting allows
units to continue operations until the
end of the exercise and then distribute
the remaining fuel by predetermined
methods. The receiving unit’s com-
mander should regulate fuel resupply
in order to approve its release for issue
and avoid conflicting directives.

The modified table of organiza-
tion and equipment did not autho-
rize critical skill sets that the FSC
needed when the aviation battalion
was task-organized for JRTC. The
mission the FSC received involved
running two active forward arming
and refueling points (FARPs) simul-
taneously and being ready to launch
a jump FARP on order. This required
89B (ammunition specialist) and 15]
(OH-58 armament/electrical/avion-
ics systems repairer) Soldiers, who
were requested from D Company

and the ASB.

Feed

The FSC’s assumption of ASB
roles led to its very deliberate training
to complete the tasks. One example
is the implementation of a concept
of support and a synchronization
matrix to assist with the planning ef-
fort for situational training exercises
and force-on-force exercises. At the
beginning of the situational train-
ing exercises, the FSC developed

the concept of support with the data
of all classes of supply used by the
troops over the first week of training.

'The FSC used a throughput supply
flow system because of its on-hand
capabilities. Two large refrigerat-
ed containers were used to keep a
three-day supply of unitized group
rations—A on hand. Allocating class
I rations was possible because of the
direct relationship the FSC devel-
oped with the troop issue subsistence
activity 100 days before arriving at
JRTC.

Through a contract with Cubic—
ESG, the FSC also had three bulk
water supply points and four water
buffaloes on hand to provide more
than 3,000 gallons of water a day.
'The goal was for all 800 Soldiers to
have two hot meals daily (plus a meal
ready-to-eat, for lunch) and ensure
uninterrupted field feeding at JRTC.

'The JRTC rotation for E Compa-
ny, 7-101st GSAB, posed a number
of unusual challenges. It also provid-
ed an excellent opportunity for the
FSC to learn from those challeng-
es. The FSC staff identified the fol-

lowing lessons learned based on this
JRTC rotation:

O Conduct precombat checks and
inspections aggressively at the pla-
toon level. Conduct daily syn-
chronization meetings with the
big 3 (commander, first sergeant,
and executive officer).

O Reach out to the observer-coach/
trainers at JRTC for trends, and
communicate with them early and
often before the rotation starts.

O Create trackers to facilitate a
common operational picture and
forecasting at the company level.

O Enable mission command by en-
couraging disciplined initiative.

O Look for opportunities to cross-
train Soldiers to build depth and
flexibility for the supported unit.

O Empower leaders to develop a
relationship that builds trust and
respect with the customer.

O Every mission should incorporate
troop leading procedures.

O Ensure all filter separators are
tested; fuel filter effectiveness tests
should be done every 30 days ac-
cording to regulation.

O Establish playbooks for FARP
operations—silent FARP, jump
FARP, and active FARP—and
rehearse them before the combat
training center rotation.

O Communication is key; no op-
eration is successful without flat
and continuous communication
among adjacent commanders.

O Conduct teleconferences with
Army Materiel Command per-
sonnel early and often to set the
conditions for logistics support.

Capt. Carlos M. “Mike” Sanford is the
company commander of E Company, 7th
Battalion, 101st Aviation Regiment, 159th
Combat Aviation Brigade. He holds a bach-
elor's degree in history from Methodist Uni-
versity and a master's degree in logistics
management from the Florida Institute of
Technology. He is a graduate of the Trans-
portation Officer Basic Course and the Com-
bined Logistics Captains Career Course. He
also was a 2012 Institute for Defense and
Business Strategic Studies Fellow.

1st Lt. Ryan C. Cloud is the executive
officer of E Company, 7th Battalion, 101st
Aviation Regiment, 159th Combat Aviation
Brigade. He holds a bachelor's degree in
health care administration from St. Joseph’s
College of Maine and a master’s degree in
public health with a certificate in disaster
management from Benedictine University.
He is a graduate of the Quartermaster Basic
Officer Leader Course, the Unit Movement
Officer Course, and the Sling Load Inspec-
tors Course.

1st Lt. Timothy D. Hryniewicz is the dis-
tribution platoon leader of E Company, 7th
Battalion, 101st Aviation Regiment, 159th
Combat Aviation Brigade. He holds a bach-
elor's degree in criminology from Central
Connecticut State University. He is a gradu-
ate of the Officer Candidate School and the
Ordnance Basic Officer Leader Course.
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Spc. Michael Steen, part of the 4th Engineer Battalion’s forward support company (FSC), demonstrates the capabilities of
his welding trailer. The FSC provides shop maintenance support, such as welding and small-arms and generator repair, for
all the companies in the battalion.

Forward Support Company

Operations in Separate Units

Forward support company structures and operations vary depending on the supported unit.

m By Capt. Thomas A. Knothe

he integration of forward sup-

port companies (FSCs) into

maneuver battalions has re-
sulted in a much greater combat role
for logisticians. FSCs have enabled
Soldiers in logistics military occu-
pational specialties (MOSs) to work
directly for maneuver, fire, and effects
(MFE) battalions.

In a traditional armored brigade
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combat team (BCT), four FSCs are
assigned to the brigade support bat-
talion (BSB) as D, E, I, and G com-
panies. Each FSC is attached to and
supports an MFE battalion within
the BCT.

Falling into formation with and
supporting the reconnaissance, sur-
veillance, and target acquisition
squadron is the D company. E and

F companies normally have identical
modified tables of organization and
equipment and support the com-
bined arms battalions. G company
supports the field artillery battalion.

The mission of these FSCs is to
provide full-spectrum logistics sup-
port to their assigned maneuver bat-
talions in order to sustain unified
land combat operations. FSCs pro-



vide transportation, supply, mainte-
nance, and food service support to
enable their supported units to exe-
cute combat missions; thus, by defi-
nition, all FSCs are multifunctional.

Separate Brigade and Battalion FSCs

FSCs assigned to separate engineer
battalions outside of BCTs are still
responsible for supporting their bat-
talions, but these FSCs are different
in one major way. FSCs subordinate
to separate battalions and brigades
are not organic to a BSB like their
BCT counterparts are. These FSCs
are assigned directly to and fall under
the mission command of the engi-
neer battalions they support.

Not having a BSB over an engineer
FSC results in increased responsibili-
ties for the FSC command team. The
FSC executive officer (XO) serves as
the support operations officer (SPO)
for the supported battalion and co-
ordinates support requirements with
the other company XOs. The FSC
commander is the senior logistics
officer in the battalion, and the FSC
first sergeant must be proficient not
only in his MOS but also in all of the
different logistics MOSs inside the
FSC.

Maintenance Operations

'The task organization for an engi-
neer FSC and an FSC within a BCT
are very similar. Each is primarily
made up of Soldiers from the same
support MOSs, and the missions for
the companies are fundamentally the
same. The one major difference in
their capabilities is the fact that an
engineer FSC contains no mainte-
nance support teams (IMSTs).

An MST is normally a squad-sized
element, led by a sergeant first class,
that provides maintenance support
for one supported company. A BCT
FSC usually has four MSTs, one for
each supported line company.

In an engineer battalion, an MST
organic to the line company com-
pletes vehicle and track maintenance,
while in a BCT, the MST is organic
to the FSC and attached to the MFE

company.

'The engineer FSC often is assigned
tewer Soldiers than the BCT FSC
because it has fewer maintenance
requirements. The engineer FSC
supervises all maintenance control
for the battalion and provides shop
maintenance support, such as weld-
ing, small-arms, and generator repair,
for all the companies in the battalion.
However, it maintains only FSC and

HHC equipment.

Support Operations

Support operations inside and out-
side the BCT are coordinated for and
executed much differently, although
the operations are basically identical.
Inside a BCT, the brigade SPO coor-
dinates and tasks support companies
with specific missions. A separate
engineer battalion has no SPO to co-
ordinate support operations. The re-
quests for support come directly from
line company Soldiers to the FSC.

The FSC commander, acting as a
SPO, is ultimately responsible for
everything that the company does or
fails to do, which includes providing
all sustainment the supported engi-
neer battalion requires. Typically, an
FSC (whether it belongs to a BCT
or an engineer battalion) provides
field feeding, vehicle and shop main-
tenance, fuel and water support, and
distribution operations.

The main difference between the
units is the manner in which the
FSCs receive the support taskings.
Inside a BCT, a request for support
originates from a leader within a sup-
ported company to a member of the
SPO section. The SPO section then
validates the request and prioritizes it
based on need and the availability of
assets. After the SPO shop validates
the request, the S-3 shop decides
which support unit will receive the
tasking and then publishes it in the
daily fragmentary order.

In an engineer battalion, the re-
quests for support are less formal.
Most support requests come direct-
ly from the XOs and platoon leaders
within the line company to the FSC
XO. The FSC XO then reviews the

requirements for any conflicts and ei-

ther supports the request or proposes
a different timeline. If the requester
is not happy with the FSC XO’s pro-
posal, then the battalion XO resolves
the issue by establishing which oper-
ation has the highest priority.

'The engineer battalion will occa-
sionally publish a tasking within the
fragmentary order requesting support
from the FSC, but those are mostly
for high-visibility support require-
ments involving multiple sections.

The FSC XO not only must run
day-to-day operations for the FSC
but also must serve as the point of
contact for all support requests from
the line companies. Most FSCs pre-
fer that the requests for support go
through either the XO or the com-
mander so that the company head-
quarters section maintains visibility
of the FSC platoons’ assignments.
Visibility within the FSC headquar-
ters provides the commander with
troops-to-task oversight, which pre-
vents overburdening sections and ul-
timately mission failure.

Engineer battalion FSCs and BCT
FSCs may have different capabilities,
personnel numbers, support relation-
ships, and higher headquarters, but
their functions are essentially the
same. Whether the FSC falls under a
BCT, an engineer battalion, or some-
thing totally different, the FSC exists
to provide full-spectrum logistics
support to its supported unit.

Capt. Thomas A. Knothe is a phase | in-
structor at the Combined Logistics Captains
Career Course at the Army Logistics Univer-
sity at Fort Lee, Va. He previously served
as the commander of the Forward Support
Company, 4th Engineer Battalion, 555th
Engineer Brigade, at Fort Carson, Colo. He
holds a bachelor's degree in economics
from Auburn University and is a graduate
of the Ordnance Officer Basic Course and
the Combined Logistics Captains Career
Course.
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Soldiers from the 210th Field Artillery Brigade, 2nd Infantry Division, participate in a divisionwide alert on Jan. 27,
2014, at Camp Casey, South Korea, to test and improve the unit’s readiness to deter aggression toward the Republic of
Korea. (Photo by Pft. Song Gun-woo)

Improving Materiel Fielding

on the Korean Peninsula

m By Maj. Timothy J. Barrett

he 8th Army G-3/5 section

formed a force integration

working group (FIWG) in
accordance with Department of
the Army Pamphlet (DA PAM)
700-142, Instructions for Materiel
Release, Fielding, and Transfer. The
FIWG’s goal was to eliminate the
problems created by the high per-
sonnel turn over in Korea, including
the accountability of newly fielded
equipment.

A group of 8th Army G-3/5 force
integrators, called the 8AG35FI, was
responsible for running the FIWG.
'The group created an avenue through
which other fielding-related con-
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cerns could be addressed. This article
describes how the FIWG was formed

and how it can be modeled.

Forming the FIWG

Concerns raised by the 2nd Infan-
try Division resulted in the forma-
tion of the FIWG. The 2nd Infantry
Division requested improved fielding
support and closure with the product
managers (PMs)—who came from
the continental United States to sup-
port the materiel fielding in Korea—
before they left the 8th Army area of
responsibility (AOR).

During a round table, the 2nd In-

fantry Division identified an existing

gap involving a PM’s closeout. Hand
receipts were being signed, but equip-
ment was not listed on the property
book or captured in a system of re-
cord before the PM’s departure.

The 2nd Infantry Division also
explained the stresses to its organi-
zation caused by tremendous tur-
bulence, including a 65-percent an-
nual personnel turnover rate and a
400-percent increase in equipment
fieldings between fiscal years 2007
and 2013.

The division’s goal was to estab-
lish a 24-month planning cycle and
incorporate new equipment training
into that cycle to reduce turbulence



during equipment issue and other
fielding processes.

The division’s leaders explained
their desire to establish an enduring
process to address their systemic is-
sues. This process would include cre-
ating a materiel fielding execution
checklist, which brigade and battal-
ion commanders would use during
the new materiel introductory brief-
ing (NMIB).

The materiel fielding execution
checklist would be designed to en-
dure beyond personnel turnovers,
especially for critical jobs, such as
property book officers and supply
sergeants.

The leaders also wanted to reduce
equipment training problems and
ensure that proper fielding authori-
zations were reflected on modified
tables of organization and equipment.
They wanted PMs to complete all
modification work orders prior to the
fielding date of execution and to post
all fielding actions into the Property
Book Unit Supply Enhanced system
before departing Korea.

The 403rd Army Field Support
Brigade (AFSB) commander noted
that the brigade was prepared to sup-
port the establishment of a system of
systems that would synchronize the
procurement, fielding, and account-
ing of fieldings within the 8th Army
AOR. This support would be exe-
cuted following DA PAM 700-142,
Chapter 4.

During a subsequent meeting with
the 2nd Infantry Division deputy
commanding general-support (DC-
GIS]), the 403rd AFSB commander
detailed the recent key leader en-
gagement with the principal military
deputy to the assistant secretary of
the Army (acquisition, logistics, and
technology). During this meeting,
they discussed the high personnel
turnover and equipment accountabil-
ity problems.

The 403rd AFSB also received
buy-in to solidify PM and sustain-
ment community relationships and
pledged to assist PMs and the gain-
ing command in getting the new

equipment fielding (NEF) on a sys-

tem of record.

The 8AG35FT briefed the 2nd In-
fantry Division DCG(S) on the goals
of the FIWG efforts: to define stake-
holder roles and responsibilities, fi-
nalize a fielding process checklist for
use across the Korean Peninsula, lead
all future NEF rehearsal of concept
drills, synchronize fieldings into the
2nd Infantry Division’s 24-month
calendar, and synchronize fieldings
with the rotational forces in Korea.

Defining Stakeholder Roles

Some units within the 8th Army
AOR understood stakeholder roles
and responsibilities in the field-
ing process, but others did not. The
8AG35FI addressed the lack of un-
derstanding using the FIWG.

Through the FIWG, the 8th Army
explained that its roles and respon-
sibilities include Korean theater of
operations policy and redistribution
authority, property book and data-
base oversight, demand validation
and unit distribution plans, and read-
iness authority.

The 403rd AFSB also explained
its roles and responsibilities in the
fielding process, which include sup-
porting Army forces and combatant
command operations in Korea and
Japan, providing acquisition, logis-
tics, and technology (ALT) program
management support for equipment
on hand, and supporting the strategic
outcome to sustain forward stationed
and rotational forces.

The 403rd’s ALT section is the
brigade’s face to the fielding process.
The section works closely with the
8AG35FI almost daily. The ALT sec-
tion responsibilities include assisting
in planning, synchronizing, and inte-
grating all fieldings occurring in the
8th Army AOR.

'The section also works very closely
with the 2nd Infantry Division force
modernization officer. The division’s
roles and responsibilities include re-
taining policy and redistribution au-
thority, maintaining property book
and database oversight, validating
demands, and vetting unit distribu-
tion plans.

Launching the FIWG

As soon as it began, the SAG35FI-
led FIWG offered solutions for the
initial concerns identified by the 2nd
Infantry Division and identified oth-
er shortfalls.

In preparation for the first meeting,
the 403rd AFSB submitted a fielding
and modernization flowchart to the
8AG35FI in accordance with DA
Pam 700-142, Appendix D, Table
2. 'This chart described the various
fielding and modernization activities
from phase 1, preparation, through
phase IV, feedback.

The first FIWG meeting includ-
ed all 8th Army mission-supported
units on the Korean Peninsula. The
purpose of the meeting was to define
key stakeholder responsibilities and
provide a forum to discuss and resolve
force integration issues, policies, and
procedures during NEF.

Several key initial FIWG outputs
followed the first meeting. Particular-
ly, the stakeholder roles and responsi-
bilities were defined for each mission-

supported unit. (See figure 1.)

Outputs

The 8AG35FI-led FIWG meet-
ings resulted in a series of follow-on
outputs. The group produced a revised
NMIB and created a comprehensive
materiel fielding execution checklist.
The U.S. Army Materiel Support
Center—Korea produced a pamphlet
on its roles and responsibilities to
the PMs. NMIB in-progress reviews
and outbrief participation roles and
responsibilities were also defined for
each meeting.

The outbrief was identified as the
most critical period between the
fielding execution and PM depar-
ture. This period was the most com-
mon time for property not to be
transferred to a system of record. The
8AG35FI stressed the critical im-
portance of the PM, property book
officer, and supply sergeant being in-
volved in the outbrief.

The 8AG35FI used the FIWG to
produce an 8th Army fielding point
paper and pamphlet. It identified the

intended audience to be stakeholders
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not stationed on the Korean Penin-
sula. These publications clearly com-
municate for that audience the roles
and responsibilities of all key players
on the peninsula.

The FIWG’s next discussion in-

volved explaining and clarifying the
differences between displaced equip-
ment and retrograde according to
DA PAM 700-142, Chapter 5.

'The intent was to establish a system
to keep the commander and subject

Stakeholder Roles and Responsibilities

Headquarters, Department of the Army

e G-3/5/7 sets priorities and approves
materiel requirements.

¢ G-4 assists in development of policy and
validates funding.

* G-6 provides spectrum and interoperability
guidance.

¢ G-8 directs integration and unit set fielding in
accordance with Army command policy.

Lead Materiel Integrator

Army Materiel Command

* Research and development,
procurement and production,
distribution and maintenance,

authority.

* Issues distribution/redistri-
bution orders in coordination

Identifies Armywide shortfalls.
Facilitates unit equipping and

oversight.

authority.

oversight.

Gaining Command/Unit
(Policy)

USARPAC (ASCC)
¢ Theater redistribution

Entry point for ASC lead

and disposal. materiel integrator UDPs. management support.
* Integration of ALT support. * Property book/database ¢ Supervises equipment
ASC DMC oversight. modernization.
* Develops UDPs. * Theater policy authority. * Executes sustainment plan.
* Facilitates vetting process. * Demand validation/vet UDPs. | 403rd AFSB

* Readiness authority.

with ASCC/HQDA directives. | Sth Army (gaining command) | = Product manager
« Acts as decision supporttool | ° Korean theater of opera- -
proponent tions policy/redistribution ¢ OCONUS pre-positioned
" authority. storage.

* Property book/database

reu.se .confer.ences. _ « Demand validation/vet UDPs. support.
* ﬁcggglcates issues with ¢ Readiness authority. ¢ Feedback loop to product
’ o manager.
« Reports excess line item Mission Support Commands
numbers to HQDA. * Mission support command

policy/redistribution
* Property book/database

* Demand validation/vet UDPs.

Assistant Secretary of the Army (ALT)

» Establishes and develops type classification,
materiel release, fielding, and transfer policies.

* Develops, acquires, provides NEF/NET, and life
cycle sustainment until the system is stabilized
and has met all of the transition criteria before
being turned over to the LCMC.

Sustainment Support
(Execution)

8th TSC and 19th ESC

Senior Army theater
sustainment headquarters.

Provides distribution

« Single point of contact for ALT.

Monitors execution.

Logistics Assistance Program

Figure 1. This diagram defines the fielding roles and responsibilities of each player,
from Army headquarters to the gaining command.
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matter experts informed. This negat-
ed the effects of high personnel turn-
over, and it was supported through
semiannual 8th Army G—4 logistics
conferences, 19th Expeditionary
Sustainment Command workshops,
and 8th Army logistics bulletins.

Future FIWG discussions will fo-
cus on the 24-month fielding time-
line in order to lock in the modified
tables of organization and equipment
for the 2nd Infantry Division and cre-
ate a “system of systems integrator.”

This information will feed unit
equipping and reuse conference
working groups and the semiannual
Army Equipping and Reuse Confer-
ence. The U.S. Army Medical Mate-
riel Agency will be included in future
discussions to smooth its fielding
nuances.

The FIWG created an effective
solution to capture NEF issues. DA
PAM 700-142 provided the effective
groundwork to establish a FIWG.
'The PMs were very supportive in
conducting final closeout briefs to
the 8AG35FI. After the FIWG’s
establishment, the problem of prop-
erty not being on a system of record
before a PM’s departure immediately
improved.

The FIWG allows all key mission-
supported units to raise concerns and
standardize solutions. It will contin-
ue to provide a channel for improv-
ing materiel fielding on the Korean
Peninsula, influence other key players
participating in the fielding process
in places other than Korea, and in-
fluence both U.S. Army Pacific and
Headquarters, Department of the
Army. This FIWG is a best practice
that can be modeled for use else-
where.

Maj. Timothy J. Barrett is the executive
officer for the 403rd Army Field Support
Brigade at Camp Henry, Korea. He holds a
master’s degree in supply chain manage-
ment and logistics from the University of
Kansas.
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BUILDER: Condition-Based

Maintenance for Facilities

Condition-based maintenance can provide prognostic building “health” information for a facility
manager to forecast maintenance and repairs.

m By Nadia Abou-El-Seoud and Claude Matsui

he Army Corps of Engineers

(USACE) is working dili-

gently to standardize facilities
and infrastructures to support civil
and military operations and nation-
al security. To accomplish this goal,
USACE has established advanced
technologies to transform its tradi-
tional business practices into proac-
tive, predicative solutions.

Delivering successful facilities and
infrastructure to the Army worldwide
is one of USACE’s primary military
construction missions. USACE civil-
ians do not simply design, construct,
or renovate buildings; their work has
evolved into shaping the sustainment
and condition measurement of build-
ings throughout the Department of
Defense (DOD).

Efhiciency and cost effectiveness will
require a systematic approach to com-
puting facility management formulas
for real property assessments, building
age, and building components. This
approach will ensure that facilities
continue to meet their functional re-
quirements and withstand changing
dynamics in the years ahead.

Members of the Combat Readi-
ness Support Team (CRST), subject
matter experts who primarily focus
on the condition-based maintenance
(CBM) of ground combat vehicles
and aviation systems, believe that
CBM can also be used for facilities.

A team of engineers and program
managers from the Army Engi-
neering Research and Development
Center’s Construction Engineering
Research Laboratory in Champaign,
II1., created a comprehensive system

to assess a building’s performance,
life expectancy, and necessary repairs,
maintenance, and renovations. The
tool and process called BUILDER
is leading the way in CBM modeling

for facilities and infrastructure.

Using CBM for Facilities

CBM is a tool used for combat ve-
hicles and combat aviation systems
to optimize maintenance and repair
operations. It is a predictive model-
ing tool used to reduce sustainment
costs of materiel end-items. CBM
continues to be a top DOD priority
because it decreases component fail-
ure and support costs and increases
unit readiness. The goal is to repair a
system when it needs to be repaired
versus repairing it after it fails. This
capability allows warfighters to per-
form maintenance or parts replace-
ment before systems fail.

Although CBM is intended to be
an integral capability of new weapon
systems, existing systems, and legacy
systems, BUILDER is essentially a
manual operation. It requires techni-
cal skills and experience to assess the
condition of building components
(roofs, walls, and floors) and distribu-
tion systems (air conditioning, elec-
trical, and communications). An in-
tegrated set of performance metrics
for facility and building condition
is needed to predict when to reuse,
repurpose, or renovate structures in-
stead of building new ones.

BUILDER
BUILDER has revolutionized
the way USACE does business. The

CRST is coaching, synchronizing,
and reinforcing the asset posture
assessment that BUILDER can
provide as a component of the In-
stallation Status Report and Army
Facilities Investment Strategy.

BUILDER was first adopted and
used by the Marine Corps, Navy, Air
Force, and Defense Logistics Agen-
cy. It has since been requested by the
Army, Defense Health Agency, De-
fense Commissary Agency, Nation-
al Nuclear Security Administration,
and the DOD Education Activity,
and the list continues to grow.

BUILDER provides project man-
agers, project delivery teams, and
facility operations personnel with
the information needed to assess
change impacts or develop standards
to make renovation or repurposing
decisions. A comprehensive analysis
is conducted to define the condition
of the facility using functionality and
engineering performance to illustrate
its operational life span and mainte-
nance needs.

For each building managed by
BUILDER, its “health” information
provides the condition index used
to predict its life expectancy. Build-
ing managers and engineers use this
information to qualify and quantify
work needed to sustain a structure.
The Army intends to use this same
information to determine budgetary
requirements, conduct value assess-
ments, and identify appropriate facil-
ity information for the Office of the
Secretary of Defense.

BUILDER data collection pro-

vides the engineering details needed
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to make facility investment decisions
based on actual conditions. As such,
it can serve as the blueprint for facil-
ity CBM.

Using the information entered
by the facility assessors on portable
tablets, BUILDER is filled with the
required metrics and measurements
of all components of a building. The
information acts as the foundation
for providing a facility’s condition so
that BUILDER can assess the key
components, age, materials, and any
additional property data selected by
the building manager.

As BUILDER expands to become
the system of record for the facility
condition index and building condi-
tion index for the DOD, the ques-

tion is what comes next.

BUILDER to Provide CBM

BUILDER is a management tool
with limited predictive modeling algo-
rithms. In order to perform as a deci-

sion support and investment enabler,
the CRST believes BUILDER must
evolve into a prognostic tool with more
robust predictive modeling capabilities.
Forecasting facility conditions and
predicting repairs before failure occurs
can save time, money, and manpower.
Anticipating repairs also allows the
supply chain to have materials or parts
on hand before beginning repairs or
renovations, thus reducing delays in
returning to full operational capability.
Buildings cannot talk, so to make
an inanimate infrastructure come to
life, a predictive modeling system of-
ters a shortcut to collecting and ana-
lyzing data. BUILDER uses robust
predictive modeling or simulation
instead of manual data collection,
analysis, and documentation.
BUILDER can predict the effects
of intensive or accelerated use, chang-
ing requirements and standards, and
the introduction of advanced tech-
nologies. The predictive outcome also

Two engineers and an interior designer conduct an initial assessment on a build-

ing whose maintenance will be managed using BUILDER.
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determines functional relevance and
estimated life span of a facility.
Funding is limited, and consider-
ing DOD?’s fiscal constraints, an ef-
ficient method to diagnose and treat
facility inefliciencies is needed.

The Way Ahead

USACE, using experts from CRST
to serve as liaisons for the Army staft,
the chief of Engineers, and USACE,
has begun drafting ideas with other
Department of the Army activities
to plan for the uncertainty of future
requirements, technology adoption,
and stationing needs within a fiscally
constrained environment. Their plans
include using BUILDER to bene-
fit the Army Facilities Strategy and
ensure USACE has the capability
to forecast and make sound facility
investments.

'The Army continues to be “building
strong” by expanding what it knows
and doing it better. The CRST has co-
ordinated with the DOD and Army
logistics communities to assess CBM
for years. By adopting CBM lessons
learned, performance-oriented meth-
odologies, and modified algorithms,
the facilities community can predict
change, assess alternatives, and prior-
itize resources using building systems
performance and current condition.

Nadia Abou-El-Seoud is the strategic
communications officer and project man-
ager for ground systems for the Combat
Readiness Support Team, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Fort Worth District, Texas. She
holds a bachelor’s degree from the Univer-
sity of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign.

Claude Matsui is the Army program co-
ordinator for readiness and modernization
support for the Office of the Chief of Engi-
neers, Headquarters, Department of the
Army. For the past 33 years, he has been an
Army strategic plans and military construc-
tion subject matter expert on the applica-
tion of facilities and infrastructure stan-
dards and criteria to meet joint and Army
operational and readiness requirements.
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Pfc. Jeremiah Balete, Spc. Zavier Lorettor, and Pfc. Gregory Bettencourt, 25th Brigade Support Battalion, 1st Stryker
Brigade Combat Team, 25th Infantry Division, at Fort Wainwright, Alaska, repair full up power packs instead of replacing
them, saving the unit more than $200,000 on each pack repaired. (Photos by Maj. Karl Beier)

A Repair Versus Replace

Maintenance Culture

The harsh budgetary environment led the 25th Brigade Support Battalion to change how it conducts
maintenance, ultimately saving millions of dollars.

m By Chief Warrant Officer 4 Steven Dewey

ollowing drastic budget cuts
Fthat occurred within the 1st

Stryker Brigade Combat Team,
25th Infantry Division (1-25th
SBCT), at the beginning of fiscal year
2013, the brigade analyzed main-
tenance trends and class IX (repair
parts) expenses and identified that
nearly $4 million had been spent over

a 90-day period. After wargaming

ways to train and keep readiness high
while keeping costs low, a plan was
approved by the brigade commander
to bring field-level engine repair, tire
assembly repair, and battery charging
to the brigade level for resourcing and
management oversight.

Within the first 90 days, savings in
these three maintenance areas reached
nearly $3.5 million. This savings came

from in-depth troubleshooting of en-
gine maintenance issues and from
repairing major assemblies instead of
replacing subassemblies.

Field-Level Engine Repair

In order to save money in mainte-
nance and repair, 1-25th SBCT de-
veloped and refined troubleshooting
procedures and engaged in robust

MAY-JUNE 2014 49



training for —10-level maintainers.
Focusing on “back to basics” mainte-
nance practices allowed the brigade
to save money in repair costs so that
money could be allocated to training
and other readiness resources.

Using a local dealer for parts pro-
vided cost savings for many major as-
sembly repairs. For example,a $20 seal
from a local dealer fixed a $230,000
tull up power pack (FUPP). The unit
also saved approximately $900 buy-
ing a Caterpillar engine compressor
from a local vendor at a cost of $700;
if ordered through the Army supply
system, the compressor would have
cost approximately $1,600.

The Caterpillar 3126 FUPP pow-
ers many Stryker variants. The FUPP
includes the engine and transmission
and costs just over $230,000, accord-
ing to the January 2013 Federal Lo-
gistics Data (FEDLOG).

Over the past 10 years, it be-

came common practice to remove a
faulty FUPP and send it to sustain-
ment-level maintenance for repair.
Given the extreme cost of this com-
ponent, developing a process for local
repair became a priority.

During the second quarter of fis-
cal year 2013, a total of 13 FUPPs
were repaired by purchasing local,
low-cost repair parts, such as tem-
perature switches, main seals, gasket
sets, transmission wire harnesses,
transmission pans, and manifold re-
placements, from the local Cater-
pillar dealer. In all cases, the techni-
cal manual suggested replacing the
FUPP as a means of repair. The total
savings realized during the quarter
by replacing parts was just under $3
million dollars.

The engine component of the
FUPP (NSN 2815-01-505-1476)
alone costs $25,152, and the stand-
alone Stryker transmission cost

$27,662. With the FUPP costing
$170,000 more than its raw materi-
als, repairing should be a priority in
financially difficult times.

Repair versus replacement of oth-
er equipment yielded significant
savings, too. For example, several
load handling system engines were
repaired by replacing a $200 head
gasket rather than replacing the en-
tire $48,000 engine as suggested in
the =20 manual. Recommendations
to improve repair manuals to high-
light repair versus replace have been
submitted to the TACOM Life Cy-
cle Management Command. These
changes are essential to cutting repair
costs.

Field-Level Tire Assembly Repair
Tire assembly repair has not been
a common practice for maintainers
over the past 5 years. The “Tire to
Wheel Assembly Transition Policy

Pot. Shelby Lee, 25th Brigade Support Battalion, 1st Stryker Brigade Combat Team, 25th Infantry Division, makes autho-
rized tire repairs, saving the unit hundreds of thousands of dollars.
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tor Army Tactical Vehicles, DTG:
2920437, issued as a Department
of the Army message in April 2010,
said that tire assemblies would be
ordered from one of the main tire
rebuild facilities instead of being
repaired locally. But repairing a $2
valve core assembly is a cheaper and
more practical course of action than
replacing a $5,000 tire assembly.

Battery Recharging

Because of the extreme cold
weather experienced in Alaska’s in-
terior, the 1-25th SBCT’s batteries
frequently fail. Prior to establish-
ing battery recharging capabilities,
the brigade replaced approximately
$400,000 worth of batteries in a 90-
day period.

'The brigade support battalion es-
tablished a recharging station within
the ground support equipment shop.
Operations during the following
90 days yielded significant savings.
Thanks to the recharging station,
no vehicle batteries were requested
through the supply support activity.

The Need for Institutional Support

The SBCT still faces other issues
that impede further savings: a gap
in generational knowledge, outdated
technical manuals that do not coin-
cide with current operating proce-
dures, and the excessive amount of
time it takes to receive parts.

The knowledge gap. An institu-
tional knowledge gap was partially
caused by the transition from civil-
ian contractors to trained Army me-
chanics conducting Stryker vehicle
maintenance. There is also a genera-
tional knowledge gap in the skills of
field-level maintainers.

Ten years ago, engine repair was a
common practice. Now, the replace-
ment of a load handling system en-
gine’s head gasket is not taught as
part of current programs of instruc-
tion (POIs) used in advanced indi-
vidual training. New maintainers do
not know how to replace an engine
head gasket even though it is an au-
thorized field-level repair. The insti-
tutional knowledge of this common

practice left the Army when senior
mechanics and technicians depart-
ed, leaving the current generation of
mechanics to relearn basic field-level
engine repair.

Engine assembly repair is only
one example of assembly repairs that
were once common for Army main-
tainers to perform. Mechanics once

indicate assembly replacement over
the most cost-effective solution. The
current TMs recommend replacing
a broken water separator kit, which
costs $4,598. A better solution would
be to order individual repair parts for

the kit. The total cost to rebuild the
water separator kit is only $243.

New maintainers do not know how to replace an engine
head gasket even though it is an authorized field-level
repair. The institutional knowledge of this common
practice left the Army when senior mechanics and
technicians departed, leaving the current generation of
mechanics to relearn basic field-level engine repair.

repaired many other assemblies, in-
cluding starters, generators, radiators,
and tires.

Given the likelihood of ongoing
fiscal constraints, it is imperative that
the Training and Doctrine Com-
mand (TRADOC) reestablish these
lost skills by updating its current
POIs with subassembly repair versus
major assembly replacement.

Technical manuals. Outdated tech-
nical manuals (TMs) provided to
field-level maintainers also pose sig-
nificant challenges.

Many TMs used today for trou-
bleshooting Stryker vehicles are out
of sync with the current operating
tempo and lack the details to repair
equipment, specifically class IX (re-
pair parts) assemblies. One example
is the aforementioned engine trou-
bleshooting procedures (gasket re-
placement). Another is that the TMs
for the Stryker FUPP call for assem-
bly replacement rather than a simple
repair by replacing a temperature
sensor, speed sensor, or wire harness
on the FUPP assembly.

A third example is the trouble-
shooting steps pertaining to remote
weapon systems. In most cases, the
TM will suggest a component re-
placement that does not resolve the
maintenance issue. A fourth exam-

ple is that the TMs for the Stryker

The Army will save a tremen-
dous amount of money by updating
TMs to recommend repair instead
of replacement of major assemblies.
TRADOC needs to update POIs
to strengthen troubleshooting tech-
niques that have been lost during the
past decade-plus of combat opera-
tions. These two recommendations
will assist the Department of Defense
in reducing the overall operating cost
while maintaining a high operation-
al readiness rate, skillful maintainers,
and a highly trained fighting force.

Chief Warrant Officer 4 Steven Dewey is
the support operations maintenance se-
nior warrant officer for 25th Brigade Sup-
port Battalion, 1st Stryker Brigade Combat
Team, 25th Infantry Division, at Fort Wain-
wright, Alaska. He holds an associate de-
gree in applied science and a bachelor's
degree in homeland security from Thomas
Edison State University. He is a graduate
of the Warrant Officer Candidate School,
Warrant Officer Basic Course, and Warrant
Officer Advanced Course.

The author would like to thank Lt.
Col. Michael Scarlett, Maj. Karl Bei-
er, and Maj. Thomas Chandler for their
contributions to this article.
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TOOLS

'The Visibility of Integrated Tactical
Logistics Project

m By Grady M. Embrey

The year is 2025. An armored brigade combat team (ABCT) is conducting combat operations during the initial stage of a con-
flict against a modern, conventional-force adversary in a distant theater. The theater’s infrastructure is austere, with virtually no
available host-nation support, requiring U.S. forces to rely primarily on organic capabilities for all logistics functions.

The brigade is currently involved in an offensive mission that began just hours ago and is scheduled to last several days with-
out any significant pauses. This requires logistics planners in the brigade S~ shop and support operations office (SPO) to have
near-real~time, accurate logistics information available at all times so they can ensure that uninterrupted support is provided to
subordinate units in accordance with the brigade commander’s intent.

They must provide uninterrupted support over internal brigade supply lines that could extend up to 60 miles in length while
units constantly maneuver day and night in combat conditions.

of a brigade combat team (BCT)

where near-real-time informa-
tion flows seamlessly to your com-
puter terminal, precluding the need
to request up-to-date logistics status-
es for commodities and equipment
under your purview. Imagine not
having to call units for status reports
or to make sense out of incomplete,
hand scribed numbers jotted down
hurriedly by fuelers and ammuni-
tion handlers at reissue and drop-oft
points.

And imagine not having to try to
figure out where your logistics con-
voy vehicles are in the tactical bat-
tlespace. This is precisely the direc-
tion the Army is headed under the
auspices of sense and respond logis-
tics and network-enabled mission
command.

Historically, accounting for bulk
tuel at supply points and tracking
tuel disbursed from tankers and trail-
ers has been a manual process. Fuel
supply point personnel use a stick
and string to measure fuel quantities.
Truck drivers hand write fuel deliv-
ery information, such as quantity de-
livered and location. The information
is then passed to the battalion SPO
for accounting purposes.

Often, sustainment planners who
are responsible for tracking, order-
ing, and resupplying combat units in

Imagine working on the SPO staff
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the midst of battle never receive the
information. If the information is
received, it is often fragmented and
difficult to read, and aggregating the
information while planning the next
resupply convoy is time-consuming.
To provide uninterrupted support,
the brigade’s senior logisticians must
have the following key elements of
information on a nearly continuous
basis for mission planning purposes:

O Who (which unit) has priority of
support during each phase of the
mission?

O What (ammunition, fuel, main-
tenance support) is needed by
whom?

O When do they need it?

O Where are they located in the bat-
tlespace, and where is the desig-
nated logistics rendezvous point?

O Do we (the brigade support bat-
talion) have sufficient assets on
hand, or will we need support
from echelons above brigade?

O What are the current locations of
all resupply convoys in the bri-
gade’s battlespace, and what cargo
are they carrying?

O Did we deliver the essential sup-
port on time to the units that
needed it?

O Can we see the current aggregat-
ed combat readiness status of the
brigade’s subordinate units in the

mission command information
system (displayed as green, amber,
or red) to confirm that the support
provided satisfied the require-
ments of the supported units?

Visibility of Integrated Tactical Logistics
The Logistics Innovation Agen-
cy (LIA), a field operating agency of
the Army G—4, is currently working
to enhance the speed and accuracy of
bulk fuel reporting by automating it
through an initiative called the Visi-
bility of Integrated Tactical Logistics
(VITaL) project. The intent is to use
sensor technology to pass real-time
data from supply points and vehi-
cles transiting the tactical battlespace
through the existing command and
control systems (which are part of
the Joint Battle Command-Platform
[JBC-P]) to the Battle Command
Sustainment Support System (BCS3),
the Army’s system of record for logis-
tics mission command. BCS3 will be
used as the commander’s common op-
erational picture, allowing the staft to
receive automated, real-time updates.
VITaL is not a new system. It is
merely a method of linking existing
systems to streamline the data flow
and enhance visibility of the com-
modities. The overarching goal of the
VITaL project is to explore, develop,
test, and demonstrate an initial set
of integrated logistics mission com-



mand capabilities in 2014 and 2015.
To accomplish this, the project will
focus on the critical logistics func-
tional areas of bulk fuel, ammuni-
tion, tactical-level in-transit visibility
(ITV), and select combat platform
readiness.

To further define the project scope,
the VITaL. team is focusing on sce-
narios that involve the ABCT and
Stryker brigade combat team (SBCT)
formations in the tactical space during
high-operating tempo, high-intensity
combat operations. The ABCT and
SBCT have been selected because
they are at the center of the Army’s
modular force structure and contain
a large number of essential, logistics-
intensive weapon systems.

VITaL Capability Blocks

'The project will be executed in four
distinct increments called capabil-
ity blocks: fuel, ITV, platform, and
ammunition.

Block 1, VITaLL—Fuel, consists of
automatically transmitting bulk fuel
data from gauges on collapsible fuel
storage tanks to BCS3 using a data
integration interface designed for the
project. The VITaL project team suc-
cessfully conducted a field demon-
stration of this capability block in
March 2013.

Block 2, VITaL-ITV, will focus on
generating, transmitting, and inte-
grating data on the visibility of bulk
fuel and ammunition being trans-
ported on BCT logistics vehicles
over the last tactical mile. This will
require the use of transport vehicle
sensors that are linked to the on-
board JBC-P system for transmis-
sion to and integration with BCS3.

Block 3, VITaL-Platform, will
work to automatically generate and
pass platform combat power mis-
sion command readiness data from
sensors embedded in combat plat-
forms to the JBC-P system and on
to BCS3, where it can be reported in
a unit-aggregated format for logistics
mission planning.

Block 4, VITaL-Ammunition, will
focus on automatically generating
ammunition storage visibility data

through the ammunition manage-
ment information system at the BCT
ammunition holding and transfer

point to BCS3.

Project Management

Given the complex nature and multi-
year duration of the VITaL proj-
ect, LIA has implemented a project
management structure that is flexible
enough to accommodate the require-
ments of the diverse organizations that
make up the project team while ensur-
ing unity of effort. The project man-
agement process focuses on the outside
agencies that make up the stakehold-
er team and their active participation,
contribution of subject matter exper-
tise, and shared interest in improving
capabilities for Soldiers in the field.

Synchronizing team member short-
term and long-term schedules, coordi-
nating budget requests and spending
plans, and modifying currently exist-
ing systems to bring an integrated set
of products to a field ready state by
the project’s scheduled 2020 end date
are the keys to success.

The main elements of the project
management process include stake-
holder partnership, laboratory-based
development and integration testing,
field demonstrations, and contri-
butions by the project manager and
combat developer.

Partnerships among VITalL proj-
ect stakebolders. Since stakeholder
team members have a variety of pri-
mary missions, the team must use a
consensus-based management pro-
cess. LIA is the project coordinator
and facilitator in this effort, not a
directive-issuing authority. Cooper-
ation is the key to success.

Laboratory-based development and
integration. The concept of a lab-based
development effort enables an integra-
tion of this complexity. This lab-based
process is cost effective, particularly
when multiple facilities are engaged
in a virtual laboratory environment.
When possible and feasible, this devel-
opment and testing strategy includes
the use of standard Army software,
hardware, communications networks,
and standards.

Field demonstrations. When each
VITal. capability block is success-
fully tested in a lab environment, the
products developed are then subject-
ed to field demonstrations for further
user assessment and evaluation. The
VITalL team successfully conduct-
ed its initial field demonstration
(VITaL-Fuel, capability block 1) in
March 2013 at Fort Lee, Va.

Project manager (PM) and combat
developer contributions. To the maxi-
mum extent possible, the VITaL proj-
ect leverages the work of the partic-
ipating PMs and combat developers
who are responsible for developing
field-ready products. The final suite of
VITaL capabilities will require its own
PM to successfully conduct Army-
wide fielding events and technolo-
gy upgrades and then manage them
throughout the life cycle process.

The VITaL project is not inventing
new logistics information systems
but weaving together key systems
that already exist to produce near-
real-time logistics mission command
information for Soldiers at forward
operating bases.

The completion of the VITaL
project does not mean the end the
of logistics information development
process. Many more capability blocks
outside the scope of the VITaL proj-
ect will need to be developed, tested,
and demonstrated in order for units
to possess full integration across all
of the functional areas and classes of
supply that exist in the Army’s logis-
tics domain. However, so far, VITaLL
represents a series of first big steps in
the right direction.

Grady M. Embrey is the project lead for
the Visibility of Integrated Tactical Logistics
program at the Logistics Innovation Agency.
He holds a bachelor’s degree in public ad-
ministration from George Mason University
and a master’s degree in public administra-
tion from Shippensburg University. He is a
graduate of the Army War College.
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HISTORY

Cavalry Soldiers from the 1st Armored Division drive an M1A2 Abrams tank over the Sava River. (Photo courtesy of the
Joint Combat Camera Center)

Getting There Was the Battle: Part I1

This second half of a historical assessment of the U.S. deployment in Operation Joint Endeavor,
continued from the March-April 2014 issue, focuses on the Implementation Force deployment
in Bosnia and the deleterious impact that the downsizing of logistics units had on force projection

capabilities.

m By Dr. James P. Herson Jr.

Army Europe (USAREUR) area

support groups were ordered to
execute the rail movement of desig-
nated Task Force Eagle (TFE) and
national support element forces into
Hungary and Croatia from multiple
railheads in Germany. The groups in
turn tasked their base support battal-
ions to execute the planned rail flow.

In early December 1995, U.S.
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However, the battalions had difh-
culty pushing units out of Germany
because of rapid changes in the task
organization and composition of
TFE and national support elements
in Taszar and Kaposvar, Hungary.
Train orders and railcar configura-
tions changed frequently because of
USAREUR and European Com-

mand fragmentary orders.

Those orders modified Implemen-
tation Force (IFOR) and interme-
diate staging base (ISB) unit com-
positions, which were predicated on
late breaking and often contradictory
guidance from the Department of
Defense (DOD) and NATO.

Coordination Complications
Like many units in USAREUR,



the base support battalions were not
promptly informed of the numerous
and often conflicting deployment
changes.

Their organizations had also suf-
tered major personnel losses during
the drawdown, and their knowledge
of moving and deploying units was
rusty. Despite the battalions’ efforts
to adjust to the dynamic changes
dictated by echelons above them, the
backlog of frustrated cargo trains and
troop passengers grew.

USAREUR (through V' Corps)
planned to establish an ISB in Hun-
gary to facilitate the further deploy-
ment of IFOR’s TFE into the former
Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY). Such
a site would give both USAREUR
Forward (FWD), which was a de-
rivative of the V Corps headquarters
with a few USAREUR staff mem-
bers, and TFE an opportunity to bet-
ter shape the subsequent move into
the FRY.

Placing the ISB in Hungry was
politically advantageous and would
likely be viewed as a neutral choice
by the warring factions to its south
and east. Moreover, keeping the ISB
outside the NATO area of responsi-
bility in the FRY would enable US-
AREUR to avoid losing control of its
forces to NATO prematurely.

It appeared that since the V Corps
did not have a direct role in Opera-
tion Joint Endeavor, it opted to “com-
mand the deployment” as a means of
participation, albeit at the periphery
and unfortunately inexpertly.

USAREUR decided to keep
the deployment categorized as an
in-theater movement and ruled out
the use of time-phased force deploy-
ment data and the Joint Operational
Planning and Execution System for
transportation deconfliction (after
discovering that several headquar-
ters had populated databases without
cross-coordination). USAREUR in-
stead chose to use Microsoft Excel to
create a transportation synchroniza-
tion matrix.

This decision unfortunately froze
out participation by the U.S. Trans-
portation Command, which had

expertise and assets that could have
been of major assistance given the
theater’s paucity of organic transpor-
tation capabilities and general lack of
logistics wherewithal.

Many USAREUR units experi-
enced excessive turmoil connected
with the deployment. This turbulence
was sometimes caused by their own
higher headquarters, largely because
of the way deployment information
flowed through commands and units
and the impact of late breaking dip-
lomatic inputs on the formal military
planning process.

The impact of the Clinton admin-
istration’s imposed compartmental-
ization on the way planning infor-
mation and orders were passed was
particularly difficult to offset.

At the tactical level, for example,
a deploying battalion commander
from the 1st Armored Division
(TFE) recounted, “I often felt over-
come by all the changing deployment
requirements coming down from
USAREUR, V Corps, and the 1st
Armored Division [1AD]. It seemed
like not a day passed in which a new
idea failed to filter down, requiring
the expenditure of more time and ef-
fort. . . . On any given day, I would
receive telephone calls from all three
levels of command (USAREUR, V
Corps, and 1AD) regarding some
deployment requirement.”

It was evident that the U.S. and
NATO military planning process for
a peacemaking deployment instead
of war was fractured, confused, and
stymied by nonpublicized national
concerns and post-Cold War iner-
tia. Overall the V Corps did well in
preparing for a possible deployment
to the FRY; however, attempting to
command the deployment by itself
created many of the very problems it
had sought to avoid.

Leaving Germany by Rail
Transporting  USAREUR  units
by rail from Germany to the FRY
should have been smooth adminis-
trative movements, given the exten-
sive and routine use of rail by units
to get to gunnery and training areas.

However, the Operation Joint En-
deavor rail deployment instead be-
came a major international transit
debacle.

French rail strikes, unforeseen
impacts of German post-Cold War
railroad privatization, a lack of deep-
well cars for oversized equipment,
unplanned commandeering of ear-
ly train flow by V Corps, inflexible
fiscal authorities, and other factors
made moving the U.S. IFOR a major
logistics hurdle.

A 3rd Corps Support Command
(COSCOM) transportation staft of-
ficer shared, “Rail operations proved
to be exceptionally difficult in the
ISB due to changing unit priorities,
increased flow of combat units and a
compressed time line. ... The backlog
got so bad that around 16 December,
with 10 cargo-laden trains waiting
on Hungarian rail lines, that the U.S.
Ambassador to Hungary gave the
military an ultimatum: unload the
trains more quickly or temporarily
hold any further trains from leaving
Germany.”

The Transportation Battlefield

Like the other portions of Bos-
nia, the U.S. sector lacked a modern
transportation infrastructure. How-
ever, unlike the British and French
IFOR sectors, the U.S. sector was
bordered by the Sava River.

Because there were no standing
bridges linking Bosnia to Croatia
over the Sava River, most of TFE
would have to conduct deliberate
river crossing operations to meet the
Dayton Accords’ stringent boots-on-
the-ground occupation requirement.
Even after a successful bridging,
difficult terrain, mines, and decayed
infrastructure caused onward move-
ment to be a challenge.

The conditions of Bosnian railroads
were marginal. Since the beginning
of the FRY civil wars, little railroad
maintenance had been conducted in
Bosnia or eastern Croatia. Washouts,
sabotage, bridge destruction, and
railbed degradation ruled out the pri-
mary use of railroads for heavy force
insertion into the contested province.
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When the Dayton Accords were
signed on Dec. 14, 1995, almost no
railroads were operating in Bosnia.

Shipping the U.S. IFOR from the
port of Bremerhaven, Germany, had
been carefully considered. Howev-
er, the sail time from Germany to
the Adriatic ports of Split or Ploce,

trol Agency (TMCA) lacked suffi-
cient staff, planners, and movement
control personnel, all of whom are
vital in planning, sequencing, and
controlling large multimodal, cross-
border echeloned unit movements.
The shortages seen at the theater
level in transportation command

“Our plan is to go in fast. .

.. We expect to have more

than half of the force in and operating in Bosnia within
three weeks [of signing the treaty], and the entire force

there in six to eight weeks.”

—Secretary of Defense William J. Perry,

December 7, 1995

Croatia, would take nearly eight
days (not counting loading and off-
loading if a ship was available) un-
der perfect conditions.

Once the ships were unload-
ed, truck drivers dealt with narrow
hairpin turns and poorly maintained
bridges of uncertain weight classifi-
cations while exiting the port.

Port availability was also an issue.
Both ports were used to capacity
by Great Britain and France and
could not accommodate American
requirements without significant
delay. Given the compressed time-
table of the Dayton Accords for U.S.
boots-on-the-ground, USAREUR
could not rely on moving forces by
sealift; it would simply take too long.

Therefore, the most viable method
of moving U.S. forces into Hunga-
ry or Croatia from Germany was by
road and rail. M1070 heavy equip-
ment transporters (HETs) and oth-
er Army ground transport systems
then moved the forces forward into
Bosnia.

Transporting TFE using USA-
REUR’s diminished truck fleet from
rail sites in Hungary or Croatia was
the best method of getting the U.S.
IFOR into Bosnia on time. Other
transportation alternatives would
take too long and miss the Dayton
Accords’ occupation deadline.

The 1st Theater Movement Con-
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and control were also seen further
down in the movement control
chain.

The two remaining movement
control battalions (MCBs) left
in USAREUR had already been
stretched extremely thin because of
downsizing. The 27th MCB, part of
the 3rd COSCOM, was deployed to
the ISB and the FRY to control the
flow of forces from Hungary into
the NATO area of responsibility.
The 1st TMCA’s 39th MCB stayed
in Germany to push trains, aircraft,
and convoys forward to the Hun-
garian ISB or Croatia.

Movement control  procedures
broke down early in the deploy-
ment. As a V Corps observer noted,
“In fact, the deployment was neither
orderly nor deliberate, because Op-
eration Joint Endeavor immediately
went off the synchronization matrix.”

A 3rd COSCOM battle captain
explained, “Once the 27th Trans-
portation Battalion, with their two
understrength movement control
teams, the 15th and 30th, deployed,
the entire function of movement
control support for all remaining
forces in Germany was suddenly
thrust upon the TMCA. This, cou-
pled with the deployment and the
TMCAs own personnel shortage,
left a gaping void in movement con-
trol capabilities in theater.”

The Great Train Robbery

As a force provider, V Corps like-
ly recognized that its primary force
provider mission would be complete
after it got the 1st Armored Divi-
sion and its attached elements onto
the northern banks of the nearly
frozen Sava River. In order to fa-
cilitate control of the deployment
under the aegis of meeting Title 10
requirements, V Corps established a
forward headquarters (USAREUR
FWD) at Taszar Air Base to help
meter the flow of follow-on forces
and establish a forward operational
headquarters presence.

As well intentioned as this mis-
sion command may have been, it
initially caused more problems than
it solved.

As the Combat Studies Institute
found, “the decision [to establish
the USAREUR FWD headquar-
ters] was allegedly made for two
reasons: to keep the U.S. Trans-
portation Command out of the de-
ployment process and thus speed up
the movement of force and also to
retain USAREUR control over the
deployment of U.S. Army forces.”
Essentially, planners chose con-
trol rather than enhanced logistics
capabilities.

Getting USAREUR logistics ele-
ments to the ISB and ready to receive
soon-to-follow 1st Armored Divi-
sion forces (in reality, they arrived
almost concurrently) for reception,
staging, onward movement, and in-
tegration (RSOI) required that the
first series of trains from Germany
be composed of adequate logistics
forces and key enablers to establish
RSOI capability in Hungary.

However, several hundred logis-
ticians along with their hundreds
of trucks, trailers, containers, and
equipment entering German rail-
heads for loading (having already
been called forward for movement)
were met with a big surprise.

Unknown to USAREUR’s move-
ment control community and base
support battalions, the first several
logistics trains bound for the ISB
and Croatia were abruptly comman-



NATO and U.S. forces constructed a second bridge over the Sava River in the spring to accommodate rising civilian and
military traffic. (Photo courtesy of the Joint Combat Camera Center)

deered by the USAREUR crisis ac-
tion team to move its own headquar-
ters into Hungary.

This created a major problem and
a ripple of schedule conflicts that be-
came magnified further down in the
rail plan. It caused hundreds of U.S.
troops to be left in unheated railcars
in Croatia for days.

Trains laden with vital U.S. equip-
ment were lost to the system when
aggravated European railroad of-
ficials had them pushed to inactive
sidings to relieve pressure on their
train systems. Thousands of other
U.S. troops experienced significant
delays in Germany, and the uncer-
tainty of the mission timeline in-

creased the anxiety felt by the de-

ploying troops’ families.

Actions and Consequences

Exacerbating the rail situation, the
USAREUR commander’s decision
to insert a cavalry squadron into the
rail flow had not been factored into
the rail plan. Moving this combat
force up in the queue pushed back
the arrival of logistics units and oth-
er essential enablers.

One of many consequences of this
decision was that the frontloaded
cavalry unit was unable to offload
itself in Croatia because the lo-
gistics units that were trained and
equipped to unload them were left

back in Germany.

Delaying the deployment and es-
tablishment of important logistics
capabilities (and their headquarters
for command and planning) in the
ISB, the hijacking of trains, and the
resulting lack of materials-handling
equipment for unloading and execut-
ing cargo operations at destination
points further worsened internation-
al rail problems and contributed to
the slowing tempo.

Pushing back the arrival of the
3rd COSCOM and 21st Theater
Army Area Command (TAACOM)
headquarters—both of which could
furnish information on the deploy-

ment, establish the ISB, and syn-
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chronize the flow of forces—made
them incapable of responding to in-
creasingly impatient requests by the
already in place USAREUR FWD
headquarters.

'Thus, without full staffs and equip-
ment, these now late arriving logis-
tics organizations could not ade-
quately process, refine, and control
the deployment.

Further degrading the nascent
logistics command’s establishment

event over their radios; fearing that
numerous Soldiers were drowned.
Water rapidly reached 15 feet above
ground level, washing away equip-
ment and personal effects in the cat-
aclysm. When dawn broke, however,
every Soldier was miraculously found
alive and without serious injury.”
Because the Sava River was now
twice as wide, another float bridge
was required to span it. A combi-
nation of U.S. Air Forces in Europe

“To many European politicians, the press, and the pub-
lic, the seemingly slow deployment—in particular of the
American portion—of the NATO Implementation Force
to Bosnia, comes as a disappointing surprise.”

—Bruce E. Arlinghaus and Geoff Hopwood,
European Security, Volume 5, Issue 1, 1996

was an 11th hour decision by the
USAREUR FWD commander on
Christmas Eve 1995 to move the
combined 21st TAACOM and 3rd
COSCOM headquarters from a
large three-story building into a
series of wooden shacks across two
base camps, thereby fracturing oper-
ations and planning.

Bridging the Sava

Among the earliest USAREUR
personnel to deploy were its engi-
neers. Fortunately, most engineer
units made it to the Sava bridge site
close to schedule before rail flow
modifications led to transportation
chaos.

Inlate December 1995, as TFE en-
gineers were constructing the bridge
and readying float sections, a massive
snow melt flooded the area. The Sava
surged far over its banks during the
night of Dec. 29, destroying much
of the work already accomplished.
Many feared that troops had been
drowned in the icy darkness when
the Sava surged with little warning.

The senior Operation Joint En-
deavor historian noted, “USAREUR
FWD monitored the disaster and lis-
tened to the unfolding and terrifying
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(USAFE) aircraft, trains, and several
oversized convoys from the ISB rap-
idly moved components of a second
bridge from war stocks. Army heavy-
lift helicopters flew pieces of the
second bridge from Tuzla Air Base,
where they had been hastily flown
in by USAFE aircraft from Belgium
and Germany.

With the bridge finally in place, el-
ements of the 1st Armored Division’s
1st Brigade Combat Team, led by
Col. Gregory Fontenot, crossed into
Bosnia on Dec. 31, 1995. Thirty days
after the deployment began, approx-
imately 23 percent of TFE had oc-
cupied the zone of separation sectors.
Overall, the bridging operation took
more than two weeks, almost twice as
long as planned.

Convoys and Intermodal Chaos

Given the rail problems and the
need to get RSOI forces to the
emerging ISB, USAREUR autho-
rized some of its transportation units
and other enablers to self-deploy by
road to Hungary, a movement that
took three days and covered more
than 1,400 kilometers.

Notably, the heavy truck company
in V. Corps’ transportation battal-

ion could not provide the required
two drivers per vehicle for any of
its HETs because of its low autho-
rized level of organization. This was
an early symptom of the deleterious
impact that the Army’s tiered ap-
proach on manning and readiness
had on actual named operations.

'The unit drove approximately 60
percent of its 48 HETs on the first
convoy to the ISB in mid-December
1995 and then flew its drivers back
to drive the remaining HETs from
Mannheim, Germany, to the ISB.
The V Corps transportation battal-
ion at best could provide an average
of 1.3 operators for each vehicle in
all its units.

Having sufficient HETs to move
the heavy task force from the ISB
along a 10-to-14-hour convoy route
to the Sava bridge site and beyond
required significantly more HETs
and HET-qualified drivers than
USAREUR had.

Consequently, HET management
became one of the primary metrics
used for deployment progress re-
porting.

Despite combining the HETs
from the 1st Armored Division
and 3rd Infantry Division with the
V Corps HET assets (a total of 48
more HETS), a serious shortage of
this key vehicle remained.

In desperation, USAREUR had
56 older model M911 HETs from
the theater rebuild program sent
to the ISB by rail. These systems
were to be driven by contracted lo-
cal Hungarian drivers supervised by
Brown and Root contractors and
military personnel in a provisional
HET task force.

However, every M911 HET that
came to the ISB was in a signifi-
cantly not-mission-capable condi-
tion and could not be made opera-
ble quickly. Ultimately, the broken
M911s remained stuck between air-
craft revetments at Taszar Air Base
until they could be moved by crane
back onto railcars and returned in
mid-1996.

Although establishing a provi-
sional HET task force to move the



IFOR was explored, the amount of
time and number of trained driv-
ers, facilities, and HETs were in-
sufficient to establish this enhanced
HET capability.

Once TFE units arrived from
Germany by rail to one of four small
railheads in the vicinity of the ISB’s
29th Area Support Group’s “Drag-
oneer City” in Taszar, they went
through the RSOI process and were
sequenced for onward movement.
Convoys with up to 25 trucks per
serial departed the Taszar staging
runway from 0430 until 1100 hours
with 30-minute intervals between
serials.

Once in Croatia or Bosnia, how-
ever, many truck drivers were forced
to abandon their loaded trailers and
return to the ISB without a retro-
grade load. Customer units had
either moved or refused to accept
their cargo for a variety of reasons,
most frequently because they could
not get them unloaded.

Consequently, hundreds of loaded
trailers and palletized loading sys-
tem flatracks littered the roads on
both sides of the Sava because of a
lack of an in-theater cargo transfer
company (CTC) capability.

Having a CTC is critical when
supplies and equipment come into
airports, seaports, or railheads and
require reconfiguration for ship-
ment. USAREUR had none, hav-
ing “rightsized” that capability. As
the lack of a cargo transfer unit be-
came acute, USAREUR requested
a CTC capability from the Forces
Command in the continental Unit-
ed States. Subsequently, a CTC pla-
toon from Fort Bragg, N.C., arrived
in mid-January 1996.

A small platoon element remained
at the ISB to help run an ad hoc
freight forwarding area (eventually
augmented with a Reserve compo-
nent unit, the 146th Transportation
Detachment [Air Terminal Move-
ment Control Team]).

The rest of the CTC platoon was
attached to the corps’ palletized
loading system truck company in
Croatia to help establish a container

yard near the Sava bridge to hope-
tully break the logjam.

For more than 75 days, RSOI, fuel,
and container convoys ran from the
ISB to TFE, often over roads that
were nearly impassable. Surprising-
ly, the accident rate was relative-
ly low in spite of the harsh winter
environment, mines, and daunting
black road conditions.

V Corps and 21st TAACOM
transportation units ran more than
3,775 convoys back and forth be-
tween Germany, the Hungarian ISB,
and the FRY from mid-December
1995 until Feb. 27, 1996.

More than 507 buses, 1,358 pas-
senger aircraft, and 409 trains with
more than 7,400 railcars were used
in moving the IFOR and national
support element. In total, more than
24,000 troops were transported,
some 12,000 pieces of equipment
moved, and more than 200,000 short
tons of supplies and equipment were
shipped in less than 75 days.

Unfortunately, the previously hard-
learned lessons seen in the premature
deployment of combat units at the
determent of logistics enabling forc-
es in earlier U.S. operations was again
ignored, thereby ensuring the IFOR
deployment would ultimately take
longer.

Deprived of appropriate logis-
tics capabilities, in particular suffi-
cient truck fleets and transportation
troops, planners made the choice
to retain a heavier combat arms
composition instead of a more bal-
anced blend of units with sufficient
logistics capabilities. That decision
proved to be a significant contribu-
tor to USAREUR’s Operation Joint
Endeavor deployment woes.

It also created increased risk for
the troops, a salient fact not widely
acknowledged by the period’s senior
military or political leaders.

U.S. troops were told that they
would be in Bosnia-Herzegovina for
only a year to implement the Day-
ton Accords. However, the number
of U.S. Soldiers in that country re-
mained sizable for nearly a decade.

Ultimately, more than 100,000
U.S. troops served in Bosnia un-
til they were relieved by European
Union forces in 2004.

Despite the stovepiped, multi-ech-
elon,and international planning that
was constrained by limited informa-
tion sharing, convoluted diplomat-
ic and military decision-making at
multiple levels, insufficient logistics
forces, cuts on the RSOI troop cap
to less than 50 percent of what was
needed, harsh weather, and other
factors, USAREUR met the Dayton
Accords’ deadline as a force provid-
er, but it was much later than what
had been publicly promised.

By the time of its departure al-
most a year later, the IFOR had
tulfilled many of the military pro-
visions of the Dayton Accords. The
political and economic provisions
of that agreement, however, lagged
far behind, necessitating the de-
ployment of a temporary “covering
force.” That force later morphed into
the semi-permanent NATO Stabili-
zation Force, which finally departed
in 2004.

Perhaps summing up the Oper-
ation Joint Endeavor deployment
best, the 1st Armored Division’s de-
ployment officer-in-charge shared
his opinion in a later U.S. Army War
College monograph.

He wrote, “I have seen numerous
articles and speeches in which people
have lauded the deployment to Bos-
nia as a great success. I would charac-
terize it as more of a triumph of the
human spirit over an insane system,
one that only narrowly averted ca-
tastrophe.”

Dr. James P. Herson Jr. is the command
historian for the U.S. Special Operations
Command at MacDill Air Force Base, Fla.
He retired from the Army in 2009 following
a brigade command. He spent half of his
career in the infantry and the other half
in logistics. He is a graduate of the Army
War College, the Army School of Advanced
Military Studies, and the Command and
General Staff College.
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our submission should be
Ygeared toward one of Army Sus-

tainment’s departments, which
are described in detail below. If you
have an article that does not fit into
one of our departments but you think
it is appropriate for our audience, feel
free to contact us.

Commentary articles contain opin-
ions and informed criticisms. Com-
mentaries are intended to promote
independent thoughts and new ideas.
Commentary articles typically are
800 to 1,600 words.

Features includes articles that offer
broader perspectives on topics that
affect a large portion of our readers.
These can focus on current hot top-
ics, or the future of the force. These
articles can be referenced, but it is not
required if the content is within the
purview of the author. While these ar-
ticles can be analytic in nature and can
draw conclusions, they should not be
opinion pieces. Features typically are
1,600 to 5,000 words.

Spectrum is a department of Army

Sustainment intended to present
well-researched, referenced articles
typical of a scholarly journal. Spec-
trum articles most often contain
footnotes that include bibliographical
information or tangential thoughts.

In cooperation with the Army Lo-
gistics University, Army Sustainment
has implemented a double-blind
peer review for all articles appearing
in its Spectrum section. Peer review
is an objective process at the heart of
good scholarly publishing and is car-
ried out by most reputable academic
journals. Spectrum articles typically
are 2,500 to 5,000 words.

Operations includes articles that
describe units’ recent deployments or
operations. These articles should in-
clude lessons learned and offer sug-
gestions for other units that will be
taking on similar missions. These ar-
ticles require an official clearance for
open publication from the author’s
unit. Photo submissions are highly
encouraged in this section. Please try
to include five to 10 high-resolution

photos of varying subject matter. Op-
erations articles typically are 1,200 to
2,400 words.

Training and Education is dedicat-
ed to sharing new ideas and lessons
learned about how Army sustainers
are being taught, both on the field
and in the classroom. Training and
Education articles typically are 600
to 1,100 words.

Tools articles contain information
that other units can apply directly or
modify to use in their current oper-
ations. 'These articles typically con-
tain charts and graphs and include
detailed information regarding unit
formations, systems applications, and
current regulations. Tools articles
typically are 600 to 1,800 words.

History includes articles that dis-
cuss sustainment aspects of past wars,
battles, and operations. History arti-
cles should include graphics such as
maps, charts, old photographs, etc.,
that support the content of the article.
History articles typically are 1,200 to
3,000 words.
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Sustainer Spotlight

Quartermaster Corps Regimental Command Sgt. Maj. Spencer L. Gray Orar left) sings “Dogface Soldier,” the 3rd Infantry
Division’ official song, with members of the Fort Stewart, Ga., culinary arts team after they claimed the top trophy at the 39th
Annual Military Culinary Arts Competitive Training Event during a March 14, 2014, awards ceremony at Fort Lee, Va.
(Photo by 1. Anthony Bell)



