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INTRODUCTION

We stand today at a critical juncture in the history of the Marine Corps in much the same way our predecessors did at the turn of the last century and during the interregna between World Wars I and II, the Korean Conflict, Viet Nam, and the Gulf War.  In each of those periods the armed forces underwent a virtual “renaissance” in weapons, tactics and techniques.  During the peacetime interludes, militaries transitioned from horse drawn caissons to mechanized forces, battleships to aircraft carriers, purely ground-based operations to heavy reliance on airpower, and, ultimately, technological as well as tactical dominance on the battlefield.  Forward thinkers of those times had the vision and fortitude to abandon, often in the face of strong institutional resistance, the old, faithful, and “proven” practices of the past and explore unproven concepts that evolved into “transformed” methods, tactics, techniques, and procedures that changed the nature of warfare and shaped the face of the world we live in today.  Although it has not always been the innovator, America’s Marine Corps has always been quick to adopt/adapt and capitalize on new ideas, technologies, and procedures, a practice that has not only contributed to the nation’s success in war, but has, in no small measure, contributed to the survival of the Marine Corps itself.
Marine logisticians find themselves in a similar transition period today. The pace of technological change is steadily accelerating.  The strategic environment is uncertain.  The operational and tactical environments within which logistic support must be provided are in transition and the tactics and techniques (and, therefore, the requirements) of the consumers of logistics resources are dramatically changing.  The shortcomings in current military logistics practices and systems in meeting these new challenges are legion.  In the face of these latest revolutions in the military art, an approach that seeks simply to “fix” specific logistics procedural problems and/or deficiencies in piece-meal fashion is analogous to a rifleman’s fixation on the target vice the front sight post of his weapon, and the result will be the same—Marine logisticians will forever “chase the bull”.

Internal and external forces are driving the Marine Corps to “modernize” its entire logistics enterprise—a daunting challenge.  But, unlike military visionaries of the past who were often faced with developing and implementing new concepts that had no sound basis or assurance of success (consider the “common wisdom” of the 1930’s regarding amphibious operations after Galipoli), Marine logisticians do not have to experiment with “unproven” ideas.  Along with new technologies, new and better logistics practices and procedures are being developed at an astounding pace in the highly competitive commercial sector, and have proven themselves by the ascent and dominance of global industry leaders who employ them.  The Marine Corps must examine and, where appropriate adopt/adapt these state-of-the-art business practices and processes, leverage technological advances, and empower its Marine logisticians to raise the effectiveness of logistics support to the Corps’ combat and combat support forces.  In essence the Corps must create a “new order” for its logistics enterprise and undertake the revolutionary changes necessary to ensure that it continues to be the premier fighting force in the world.  

This paper is the first in a series to document the near/mid-term concepts for logistics support of the Marine Corps in the next decade and beyond.  The goal is to “set the stage” for further analysis and discussion by Marine logisticians and their supported units so that, together, they ensure that the “warfighters” are provided with rapid and precise distribution of tailored expeditionary logistic support at all times, in any clime and place.
Background

As the changing scene in international security has forced transformation and reshaping of military operations and tactics, the global marketplace has challenged the way the business of logistics is conducted.  The Department of Defense has recognized the need for change in both arenas and has provided, in Joint Vision 2010 and Joint Vision 2020, templates for the Armed Forces to adapt to and shape that uncertain future.  Marine Corps Strategy 21 provides the vision for the Marine Corps as it advances into the 21st century.  It provides an “axis of advance” for the Corps to help define its role in meeting our nation’s security requirements in a rapidly changing, chaotic, uncertain international security environment.  The conceptual documents contained within the Marine Corps Warfighting Concepts for the 21st Century, particularly Operational Maneuver from the Sea and The MAGTF in Sustained Operations Ashore, provide the operational framework for execution of that vision on the battlefield and define the context within which logistic/combat service support will be provided.

The mandate for change in the Department of Defense, coupled with the imperative to provide improved operational support to our emerging expeditionary maneuver warfare concepts requires the modernization of our Marine Corps logistics practices, processes, and systems. Over the next several years, under the aegis of Department of Defense initiatives and driven by our own internal forces for change, Marine Corps logistics will undergo significant transformation that will challenge existing doctrine, concepts, and practices. While emerging operational and tactical concepts of maneuver warfare define a more lethal and decisive Marine Corps contribution to national security objectives, they simultaneously dictate a leaner, more focused logistics effort, one that replaces footprint with information and speed, volume (the “iron mountain”) with precision.   

The Marine Corps Logistics Campaign Plan (MCLCP) sets forth the goals and objectives of the transformation process.  The Integrated Logistics Capability (ILC) initiative identified the first steps and recommended specific actions to be undertaken by the Marine Corps logistics enterprise toward attaining those goals and objectives.  The ILC initiative seeks to undertake major transformation of Marine logistics, based on recognized best business practices, to develop a logistics architecture that best supports the war fighters--the combat, combat support, and combat service support Marines--on the battlefield of the future.  This concept paper builds upon previous ILC efforts.

CONTEXT

Historically, the provision of goods and services has been perceived as discrete functional tasks based on the nature of the product or service provided (supply, maintenance, transportation, etc.).  Processes, systems, and, consequently, organizations have evolved and been optimized within those functional stovepipes and performed as discrete activities, often without regard for their impact, positive or negative, on other related activities.  Today, the delivery of goods and services is commonly viewed as occurring within an end-to-end logistics chain (analogous to the “supply chain” in commercial terminology) consisting of various levels or nodes.  It begins at the final customer, the consumer, and extends backward (or “upstream”) through various levels which, depending on the particular logistics chain, may include one or more retail/intermediate, wholesale/depot, and vendor nodes.  Within the logistics chain, goods and services, as well as information and finances, are distributed in both directions.  From end-to-end it involves the interdependent and integrated performance of all the various activities previously viewed as being discrete functions.  (See Figure 1). 
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  Figure 1
One fundamental precept of virtually all logistics modernization initiatives, including those within the Department of Defense, is that, to be successful, any logistics enterprise must design and manage the “logistics chain”, as opposed to functions, and optimize the activities that occur within it in an integrated fashion.

Too often, however, logistics modernization initiatives are developed in peacetime and optimized to a garrison environment.  This is understandable, given that, in terms of time and scope, the bulk of the logistics enterprise is conducted in an environment where bullets are not flying. Also, in times of peace, much of the motivation for improvements is driven by budget, politics, and other influences that become less relevant when Marines (the ultimate customers) are placed in harm’s way.  We are all aware of processes and systems that function perfectly well when providers and supported units are in garrison, but must later be modified or scrapped altogether when units are deployed.

Most processes and systems optimized for garrison and peacetime operations usually violate a basic tenet of good operational planning—they do not take into account the requirements of a “worst-case” scenario.  Garrison logistics operations along the full length of the logistics chain are generally conducted in a benign and relatively undemanding environment.  The elements, or nodes, of the logistics chain are largely static in nature and enjoy a robust infrastructure that supports the free flow of information and, given the right information technology, provides open visibility up and down the supply/services chain.  (See Figure 2).  
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  Figure 2
Alternately, deployed operations, particularly combat operations, are typified by a highly dynamic, often chaotic nature and occur in a closed environment that interrupts the upstream and downstream flows within the supply/services chain, particularly with regard to information or visibility.  The transition from open to closed environment typically takes place when the transportation mode changes from commercial to military resources, whether at air or seaports of embarkation within CONUS or at some point near or within the theater of operations.  This is the most distinguishing feature of military logistics and is what makes it unique from any commercial business enterprise.  In deployed operations, while most of the “upstream” elements of the logistics chain will continue to function within the relatively open environment typified by garrison operations, the ultimate customers of the logistics chain, the deployed combat forces, will not.  They are largely invisible to the upstream nodes and vice versa.  For all intents and purposes, they are outside the logistics chain.  In addition, it is within this environment that the delivery of products and services is most vulnerable to disruption by the fog of war and/or enemy action (often referred to as the “last mile”). Any logistic support process or system intended for military application must consider these constraints and be optimized to meet the unique challenges of the deployed or “worst-case” scenario   

The ILC initiative recognized this distinction and framed its concepts and resulting recommendations in that context.  Unlike supported units, primarily combat and combat support organizations, the combat service support element (CSSE), the retail/intermediate level in the logistics chain, retains visibility upstream and remains visible to the upstream nodes.  Simultaneously, it maintains the interface with the supported units.  This characteristic is recognized even today, and deployed supply/service procedures are routinely modified from garrison practices to accommodate the fact.  Because it functions as a bridge between supported units (formerly using units) and the rest of the logistics chain in deployed operations, the retail level is the critical link in the logistics chain.  It is linked to its supported units in the area of operations while remaining within the upstream logistics chain flows.  The retail level provides the connection critical to ensuring fulfillment of deployed supported unit demands.  The responsibility for maintaining continuity of the supply/services chain rests largely on the shoulders of the retail/intermediate level, the CSSE.

Although there were many factors that influenced the ILC to recommend shifting the responsibility to manage and execute logistics support from the using units to the retail level, this was the key one.  Further, since we must practice in peace what we will do in war, the ILC recommended that the shift should occur for garrison operations as well as deployed.  Whether in garrison or deployed circumstances, the key logistics chain node is the retail/intermediate and the key logistics chain relationship is the retail/intermediate-to-customer (supported unit).  This paper will focus on the retail/intermediate-to-supported unit relationship--the “last mile”.

SCOPE

 Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare will serve as the backdrop to the development of this future concept.  The logistics enterprise must be capable of supporting the Marine Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF) in a multitude of missions across the entire spectrum of operations.  Development of a specific, detailed methodology for the support of a specific type of engagement or maneuver, such as Ship-to-Objective Maneuver, etc., is outside the scope of this paper.  The Marine Corps will require the capability to rapidly establish and conduct sustained expeditionary operations from sea bases or existing infrastructures ashore, or any combination thereof, at all levels/intensities of operations regardless of the size or mission of the supported force. The architecture outlined in this paper addresses that broader challenge and is based on the assumption that the recommendations put forth by the ILC initiative will be implemented.

MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS, 2005-2010

OVERVIEW

The Marine Corps’ warfighting philosophy of expeditionary maneuver warfare is rooted in the Principles of War:  They are: Objective, Offensive, Mass, Economy of force, Maneuver, Unity of Command, Commander’s Intent, Main Effort, Single Battle, Security, Surprise, and Simplicity.  These principles apply across the strategic, operational, and tactical levels.  Successful application of the principles requires a commander’s judgment, skill, and experience to adapt to constantly changing conditions and situations.  Successful application also requires the physical resources and command and control resources and tools to effectively employ the principles in planning and executing the military operation.  Too often, the principles are considered only in light of employment of the combat and supporting arms.  They are, however, equally applicable to the art and science of military logistics.      

To meet the challenges described above and with the Principles of War in mind, the ILC study recommended significant changes in the way the way responsibility for management and execution of logistics support is allocated within the logistics chain, especially within the MAGTF, and how logistics capabilities should be realigned.  Among the specific recommendations were:

-consolidation of most using unit supply responsibilities at the retail level;

-movement of 2nd and 3rd echelons of maintenance to the intermediate level;

-movement of 4th echelon maintenance and secondary reparable (secrep)     management to depot level. 

Implementation of the ILC recommendations will necessitate considerable shifting of CSS resources within the standing MAGTF’s, the Marine Expeditionary Forces (MEF’s), resulting in considerable restructuring and reorganization within all their elements, especially the Force Service Support Groups (FSSG’s).

Heated discussion has gone on for years regarding what should be the proper standing organization of an FSSG.  Strong arguments have been made for doing away with the functional battalions and reorganizing along the lines of the current task organized combat service support detachments (CSSD’s), thereby formalizing them into standing, functionally composite general support and direct support groupments.  Equally strong arguments have been made in favor of retaining the functional battalions and continuing to task-organize tailored CSSD’s to meet specific mission requirements.  Although both points of view have their pros and cons, the ILC study found no compelling argument for radically altering the current function-based battalion organizations of the FSSG and, consequently, made no recommendations one way or the other.  Indeed, one of the key arguments for restructuring along functionally composite lines, that of achieving enduring customer-provider relationships, is satisfied by the nature of the CSS command and control interfaces described later in this paper.  Regardless of the standing organization of the FSSG, its increased responsibilities with regard to managing the logistics chain and providing requisite products and services to its supported units will require significant command and control (C2) and procedural and organizational changes that will apply equally, whatever the standing organization of its subordinate units.
The ultimate objective of command and control is to effect the conduct of military action. Command and control includes activities such as gathering and analyzing information, making decisions, organizing resources, planning, communicating instructions and other information, monitoring results, and supervising execution.  These activities are accomplished through appropriate C2 structures and C2 enabling organizations (supporting staffs, coordination and management entities, liaisons, etc.).  They are the head that directs the body.  Consequently, this paper will primarily address the command and control, command and control enabling, and procedural elements of the future concept rather than the nature or composition of the organizations that will actually provide the products and services.

“…Command and control is essentially about effective decision making and effective execution.  The sole measure of the effectiveness of any command and control component—technology, organization, procedure, whatever—is whether it facilitates timely decision making and execution.  Stripped to its essentials, this is what command and control is all about.”  (LtGen Paul K. Van Riper, USMC (Ret)  
When considering the C2 requirements of a more robust and responsible CSSE, one that must also be more responsive to supported unit demands, this future concept adapted current industry best practices but relied even more heavily upon successful structures and procedures already extant within the Marine Corps--the supporting arms of aviation and artillery.  These supporting arms  possess organizations, procedures, and relationships that instill confidence in their ability to meet mission when and where called for by the requestor.  To achieve this level of trust, they have developed comprehensive C2 structures, C2 enabling organizations,  procedures, and systems that provide continuous interface with the supported units and assure delivery of the requested service by the most appropriate supporting unit and engagement method.     

Logistics/CSS Operations

The focus of this concept paper is the “last mile”, the most critical and demanding link in the logistics chain in its most challenging environment, the tactical level of deployed operations.  The supply/services chain must be optimized to this requirement, which is why it was the level examined most thoroughly by the ILC and most impacted by the ILC recommendations.   Upstream nodes of the logistics chain will only be referred to and described in sufficient detail to clarify relationships and responsibilities.  Peacetime garrison operations, from which deployed operations must evolve, will be discussed in terms of their adaptability to making the transition and maintaining continuity. 

Deployed Operations

Strategic Level.  Although the ILC initiative has not yet entirely determined how MATCOM's authority and responsibilities might be impacted, as ILC implements logistic chain management concepts and better IT enablers are acquired and/or developed it is anticipated that MATCOM’s role will increase significantly.  The Materiel Command (MATCOM) may well have oversight over the entire logistics chain and increased management responsibilities at all levels, particularly the strategic level within the communications zone.  Advances in automated information management systems and communications have provided the means to manage resources globally as opposed to organizationally or regionally.  Most industry leaders in the commercial environment (Wal-Mart and Grainger being premier examples) centrally manage the forecasting, procurement, distribution, maintenance, and disposition of all materiel core to their business enterprises.  These industry leaders, with their superior planning and management capabilities, have demonstrated that they can anticipate/respond to global fluctuations in demand patterns so effectively that they have become the customers’ source of choice in their respective market segments, to the detriment of their competitors.  As a consequence, they have achieved supremacy in their markets.  MATCOM, with the acquisition/development of requisite management and communication tools, can have similar global visibility and control of resources available to support warfighters and will increasingly achieve similar accomplishments in both efficiency and effectiveness of support to operational forces.  Planning and management responsibilities currently and traditionally accomplished locally or regionally within the Marine Corps may be more economically and effectively managed more centrally.  Just as the Wal-Marts and Graingers of the world have centralized many activities previously accomplished at individual stores or branches, MATCOM and, ultimately, DoD agencies such as DLA will see increased involvement, including both control and responsibility over the entire span of the Marine Corps’ logistics chain.
Logistics Organization.  MATCOM organization will be essentially as it is today with the addition and/or shifting of necessary resources to accomplish its expanded role in logistics chain planning and management.  Also, MATCOM and the LOGBASES will necessarily have to make changes to accommodate the responsibility for managing 4th echelon maintenance and secondary reparables.  If/when MATCOM takes a more direct role in managing other inventories, its organization may be further affected.  MATCOM and/or the log bases will establish liaison teams, as required, to provide on-site coordination with supported forward deployed logistics/CSS organization(s) to facilitate upstream supply/services support.

Logistics Command and Control.  Implementation of ILC will result in improved materiel and services management processes and automated support tools; With the exception of establishing the necessary C2 structures, C2 enabling organizations, and processes necessary to carry out its expanded responsibilities in the areas of high level logistics chain planning and management, significant changes in MATCOM C2 organizations and processes are not anticipated.
Logistics Planning and Execution.  Logistic support processes and actions will be accomplished in accordance with existing guidelines except where improved by implementation of the logistics chain management, systems integration, and information technology modernization proposed by the ILC study and follow-on efforts of the HQMC ILC Office.  With the full implementation of the ILC, to include its proposed Operational Architecture, MATCOM will have much more direct involvement in (and control over) high level planning and management activities, to include: logistics chain design, demand forecasting, inventory and capacity planning, demand-supply management, etc. 

Operational Level.  Logistic support of deployed forces at the operational level will change little as a consequence of ILC implementation.  Roles and responsibilities of the Marine Component Commands and the Marine Logistics Command (MLC) will remain basically the same as current doctrine and guidance describes.  Although the doctrine will, of necessity, continue to evolve, the point here is that such doctrine is not currently significantly affected by the ILC initiative itself.  

Logistics/CSS Organization.  There will be no significant change from current organizations and structures (again, as a direct consequence of either the ILC initiative or this concept paper).  MATCOM and MLC organizations must accommodate the possibility of forward deployment of selected 4th echelon maintenance capabilities, although this will be the exception rather than the rule.  Marine Component and MLC organization will be in accordance with existing responsibilities and concepts of employment.  See MCWP 4-12, Marine Corps Operational Level Logistics.

Logistics/CSS Command and Control.  There will be no significant change from current doctrine and procedures (again, as a direct consequence of either the ILC initiative or this concept paper).  See MCWP 4-12, Marine Corps Operational Level Logistics.

Logistics/CSS Planning and Execution.  There will be no significant change from current doctrine and procedures (driven by ILC or this concept paper).  Logistic support processes and actions will be accomplished in accordance with existing guidelines except where improved by implementation of the logistics chain management, systems integration, and information technology modernization proposed by the ILC study and follow-on efforts of the HQMC ILC Office.  See MCWP 4-12, Marine Corps Operational Level Logistics.

Tactical Level (the focus of this paper).  The Marine Corps’ Integrated Logistics Capability initiative will have its greatest impact on logistics operations at the tactical level.  In accordance with the principle of “Unity of Command”, The CSSE will be the process owner for virtually all ground combat service support and will be responsible to the MAGTF commander for sustainment of the force.  The CSSE commander will have the authority, in coordination with its supported units and within the MAGTF commander’s intent, to task and shift CSS resources (personnel, supplies, and equipment) to best meet its mission in support of the other elements of the MAGTF, whether it be to reinforce a point of main effort in accordance with the principles of “Objective”, “Mass”, and “Main Effort”, or provide the most effective and responsive support to the MAGTF as a whole in accordance with the principle of “Economy of Force”.  The actual provider of the supplies and services to any specific supported unit demand will be determined by the C2 and enabling agencies of the CSSE based on the nature and priority of the request and the resource(s) within the CSSE that’s most appropriate for fulfilling the request.  Centralized control of CSS resources will ensure that, even when a particular supported unit is directly supported by a subordinate unit of the CSSE, if the situation dictates, the CSSE’s C2 structure and processes will be sufficiently flexible to rapidly fill the demand with other available CSS resources in the manner similar to what is currently accomplished with artillery and aviation resources today.  The CSSE will have the physical means and the C2 resources to live up to its doctrine of  “centralized control, decentralized execution” to best contribute to the MAGTF’s “Single Battle”.
Logistics/CSS Organization.  CSS organization at this level will be dramatically different from today.  Most of the ground CSS capabilities currently organic to using units will be relocated into the CSSE.  The CSSE, itself, will be more robust, capable and flexible in its ability to support and sustain the MAGTF.

FSSG/CSSE Headquarters.  The FSSG/CSSE headquarters will be larger in order to accommodate the expanded C2 structures, C2 enabling organizations, procedures, and systems described below.  The exact nature and composition of the expanded headquarters will have to be the subject of detailed analysis within the Combat Development Process.  The general nature/composition of the future-state FSSG headquarters C2 structures will be outlined below.  


FSSG Standing Battalions.  As previously discussed, the assumption of this paper is that the function-based battalion organization of today’s FSSG’s will not be dramatically restructured into standing, functionally composite units; however, if for reasons outside the scope of the ILC or this paper, such a reorganization were made, the concepts put forth in this discussion would not be dramatically altered.  Even assuming the continuation of function-based organizations, there will still be dramatic reorganization of the CSSE battalions because of the increased scope of their responsibilities and capabilities.  The supply and maintenance battalions, in particular, will be considerably larger and more capable.  Whether they remain battalion-sized organizations or take on more of a regimental or group character is the subject of detailed analysis within the Combat Development Process.  

Combat Service Support Detachments (CSSD’s).  Whatever the standing organization, the CSSE commander may establish tailored (task organized) CSSD’s, as required, to provide general support (GS) to the MAGTF or direct support (DS) or other mission tasking to selected units of the MAGTF.  The composition and capabilities of each CSSD will be dictated by the situation.  Resources will ebb and flow between CSSD’s, as directed by the CSSE commander through his C2 agencies, in order to support the requirements of the MAGTF commander.  Although establishment and disestablishment of CSSD’s will be situationally dependent, typically, they will be established to support regimental combat teams, task forces and other heavy consumers, air fields, and to points of main effort and geographically remote supported units.

Logistics/CCS Command and Control.  Command and control organizations and procedures within the MAGTF will be largely as they are today with the exception of the CSSE.  The CSSE’s C2 and C2 enablers will be more robust in both structure and capabilities in order to execute their increased responsibilities.  To ensure continuity of support and minimize operational disruption, CSSE C2 organizations and procedures will be largely the same in composition and operation in both deployed/operational and garrison environments.   Habitual relationships that exist between elements of the CSSE and its supported units in garrison will carry over into deployed operations to ensure continued familiarity with the supported units’ requirements and methods.    


MAGTF Command Element (CE).  Logistics/CSS C2 will be largely unchanged from current doctrine, techniques, and procedures.  See MCWP 4-11, Marine Corps Tactical Level Logistics.  However, the level of visibility and the degree of control (the C2) exercised by the MAGTF commander and his staff over the planning and execution of CSS operations within the MAGTF will be significantly improved with implementation of the recommendations of the ILC and the concepts put forth in this paper.  Just as the DASC provides the means for the MAGTF CE and its subordinate elements to better access and control the employment of aviation resources, similar organizations, processes, and systems in the CSSE, as described below, will provide the equivalent for the employment and control of logistics/CSS resources.  


Ground Combat Element (GCE).  Logistics/CSS C2 will be largely unchanged from current doctrine, techniques, and procedures.  See MCWP 4-11, Marine Corps Tactical Level Logistics.  However, the level of visibility and the degree of control (the C2) exercised by the GCE commander and his staff over the planning and execution of CSS operations within his element of the MAGTF will be significantly improved with implementation of the recommendations of the ILC and the concepts put forth in this paper.

Aviation Combat Element (ACE).  Logistics/CSS C2 will be largely unchanged from current doctrine, techniques, and procedures.  See MCWP 4-11, Marine Corps Tactical Level Logistics.  However, the level of visibility and the degree of control (the C2) exercised by the ACE commander and his staff over the planning and execution of CSS operations within his element of the MAGTF will be significantly improved with implementation of the recommendations of the ILC and the concepts put forth in this paper.

Combat Service Support Element (CSSE).  The CSSE will conduct C2 for ground-common combat service support and will be accountable to the MAGTF Commander for the sustainment of the force with respect to “green” products and services.  The CSSE will command and control its subordinate units and manage the provision of support to its supported units through its Battle Staff, and its principle operational control agency, the Combat Service Support Operations Center (CSSOC).  The Battle Staff of the CSSE will be composed and will function essentially as it does today.  The CSSOC will function much as it does today but will have expanded planning and operational responsibilities.  At the same time, many of its current detailed customer support tasks will be shifted to a new, more focused and responsive C2 enabling entity, the Unit Support Center (USC) and its sub-elements, Unit Support Teams (UST), Materiel and Readiness Liaison (MRLN) Teams (when established), and supported unit Technical Representatives (TR).  This will free the CSSOC to focus on planning and executing tactical and CSS operations of the CSSE while the USC, under the direction of the CSSOC, will focus on the detailed management of direct support to supported units.  CSS C2 and enabling organizations are described below.

Battle Staff.  The Battle Staff’s responsibilities will be much as they are today.  In addition to advising the commander and relaying his/her orders, they will conduct future plans planning, coordinate future operations planning, and oversee/supervise current operations.

Combat Service Support Operations Center.  Through the CSSOC, the CSSE commander will conduct future operations planning and current operations oversight and control.  The CSSOC will be to the CSSE commander what the Tactical Air Command Center (TACC) is to the ACE commander or the Combat Operations Center (COC) is to the artillery commander.  The CSSOC will be the tactical nerve center of the CSSE.  Within guidance issued by the commander through his battle staff, it will “fight” the CSSE.  In addition to planning and directing the tactical/battlefield operations of the CSSE, it will organize, provide, coordinate/integrate, and direct CSS operations in support of the MAGTF.  The CSSOC will manage capacity and capabilities but, unlike today, it will not manage each individual fulfillment request from inception to completion.  That activity will be accomplished by a subordinate to the CSSOC, the Unit Support Center (USC), described below.  The CSSOC will plan and direct the mission taskings and manage the ebb and flow of CSS resources among the subordinate commands through a CSS Tasking Order (CSSTO), the CSS equivalent of the ACE’s Air Tasking Order (ATO).  The CSSOC will supervise the execution of the CSSTO, adjusting organizations and scheduling missions/tasks as necessary to achieve the objectives of the MAGTF commander.  The CSSOC will control the maneuver of the CSSE’s subordinate commands on the battlefield and oversee the provision of support to the CSSE’s supported units.  The CSSOC will interface with and oversee the CSSE subordinate commands and C2 agencies, and will coordinate with the current operations and future operations cells within the other elements of the MAGTF, higher supporting commands (e.g., MLC and MATCOM), and equivalent staffs in other components in joint operations.  The CSSOC will not normally exist as a separate entity in garrison, nor will it have a “fixed” organizational structure.  As with current practice, the CSSOC will be “task organized” from within the standing principle and special staff sections and subordinate commands of the FSSG/CSSE to meet specific mission requirements.  In the absence of a CSSOC, most of its functions will be accomplished by the G/S-3, with assistance from the other CSSE staff and subordinate commands.  Its relationship with the USC will be to oversee, prioritize, coordinate, and de-conflict the  order fulfillment activities of the USC.  
Unit Support Center.  The USC will be subordinate to the CSSOC and serve as the primary agency to manage and execute unit support operations, receiving and processing requests for immediate support and providing procedural control and specific support fulfillment assignments within the confines of the CSSTO.  The USC will be the CSSE’s principle point of contact/interface with its supported units.  It is important to note that the USC will also be the supported units’ sole point of contact with the entire logistics chain.  The CSSE will deal with the upstream nodes on behalf of the supported unit.  The USC will be a cross-functional C2 enabling agency whose core expertise and focus of effort will be on anticipating, receiving, validating, entering, managing and fulfilling supported unit demands.  It will be, to the CSSE commander, roughly what the Direct Air Support Center (DASC) is to the ACE commander and the Fire Direction Center (FDC) is to the artillery commander.  Unlike the CSSOC, it will be a standing organization within the FSSG headquarters and will perform essentially the same roles in deployed operations as it does in garrison.  The USC will ensure continuity of supported-supporting relationships between the CSSE and its supported units whether in garrison or deployed operations.  The USC will consist of an officer-in-charge, a management section, and dedicated Unit Support Teams (UST’s) (described below).  The CSSOC will coordinate the activities of the USC through the USC’s management section.  The management section will oversee and control the activities of the UST’s and will maintain a close interface with the Administrative and Logistics Operation Centers (ALOC’s)/Aviation Ground Support Operation Centers (AGSOC’s) of the other elements of the MAGTF, when established, or through their G/S-4’s, when not. 



Unit Support Teams (UST’s).  The USC will be comprised of a number of cross-functional UST’s, each having an enduring relationship with its supported unit(s).  UST’s will manage all support requirements to their supported unit(s) across the spectrum of CSS, from inception to completion. The UST’s will be the CSSE’s equivalent of corporate account representatives in industry.  Large consumers of resources, such as the ACE, and the regiments and separate battalions of the GCE, will have a dedicated UST.  Smaller consumers will be grouped by like category under a single UST.  Each UST will work closely with its supported unit(s), in both planning and operations, on a daily basis, and will be responsible for anticipating and/or responding to supported unit support requirements.  The UST’s will also provide supported units’ planning/requirements forecasts, via the USC management section, to the CSSOC to aid in the development of the CSSE’s CSSTO.  The UST’s will provide dedicated support and will maintain habitual relationships with their respective supported organizations; i.e., the UST that supports a regiment in garrison will be the same that supports it when deployed.  A sub-set of that same UST will support subordinate commands of that regiment when separately deployed (e.g., a battalion as the GCE of a Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU)).  Likewise, sub-sections of the UST’s supporting other supported units of the MEF will deploy to support their units.  In deployed MAGTF’s smaller than a MEF, a slice of the USC management section and the composite of UST sub-sections deployed in support of their individual supported units will comprise the USC.  Most of the customer-support/service structures currently resident within the subordinate battalions of the FSSG will be subsumed into the UST’s.
Technical Representatives (TR’s).  One or more technical representatives will be assigned by the USC as semi-permanent liaisons to each supported unit down to battalion/squadron/separate company level.  TR’s will be functional/technical subject matter experts (SME’s) who are familiar with the products and services being provided and the capabilities and procedures of the providing CSSE.  They will function in similar manner to the Tactical Air Control Parties (TACP’s) organic to GCE units.  Although organic to the USC, TR liaison assignments to supported units will be relatively permanent (garrison and deployed) to ensure familiarity and continuity with their supported unit’s methods and requirements.  They will, however, be “cycled back” to the USC for training and for duty sufficiently often to maintain currency in knowledge and relationships.  They will maintain a close relationship with their supported unit’s UST and assist their supported unit with planning and forecasting, diagnosing/identifying, preparing, submitting, tracking and receiving demands to the USC.  TR’s will be under OPCON of their supported units’ logistics sections.

Materiel and Readiness Liaison (MRLN) Teams.  MRLN Teams will be temporary organizations established only when the situation is such that a supported unit(s) cannot be satisfactorily supported from the centralized USC.  They will be tailored, cross-functional liaison teams sourced from the USC (a portion of  the supported unit’s UST) and collocated with their supported MAGTF elements and/or their subordinate unit(s).  They will only be established when mission, geography, the tactical situation, or other factors necessitate their employment to ensure responsiveness to the supported unit(s).  They will routinely be established to assist the staff of any unit for which a subordinate command of the CSSE has been given a direct support mission.  MRLN Teams will consist of expert customer support personnel and necessary communications and automated information management tools/equipment to assist with planning supported unit requirements and fulfilling supported unit demands.  The MRLN Teams will be similar in function to the artillery’s fire support coordination section(s) (FSCS) and the ACE’s air support element(s) (ASE) in the GCE’s Fire Support Coordination Center (FSCC) or similar fire support liaison sections/teams provided to other fire support “customer” organizations within the MAGTF.  They will provide the same type of expert advice and planning/operational assistance to the supported units’ logistics sections as do the artillery and aviation liaison teams to their supported units’ operations sections.  They will also provide a layer of redundancy in C2 structure to ensure uninterrupted command and control of CSS units and fulfillment of supported unit demands if communications are disrupted or enemy action incapacitates C2 nodes at higher levels within the CSSE.  Their relationship with CSSE subordinate commands in direct support of the unit to which they are assigned will be liaison and coordination unless communications is lost with the CSSE, in which case they will have order fulfillment tasking authority over the supporting unit(s) until communications are reestablished.  MRLN Teams, when established, will be under the tactical control (TACON) of their supported units but will usually remain under the operational control (OPCON) of the CSSE commander unless geography or the tactical situation dictates otherwise, in which case they may be under OPCON of or even, in rare cases, attached to their supported unit.

Logistics/CSS Planning and Execution  

Planning.  Future plans logistics/CSS planning will be much as it is today.  Future operations planning will be accomplished in much the same way and by the same staffs within the elements of the MAGTF as is done today; however, because of the USC’s close relationships with the CSSE’s supported units at all levels within the MAGTF, the process will be much better integrated.  Consequently, the “ebb and flow” of establishing and disestablishing CSSD’s, moving resources among the standing battalions and CSSD’s, and assigning missions/support relationships will be better integrated and organized as well.  The CSSOC will manage the ebb and flow through a CSSTO cycle similar to the ACE’s ATO cycle.  The USC and its subordinate elements will contribute to that process by actively taking part in supported unit operational and requirements planning.  Forecasted requirements developed by the USC, like pre-planned targets, will be prioritized and de-conflicted by the CSSOC (in coordination with its counterparts in the GCE and ACE) in accordance with the MAGTF commander’s guidance and MET-T, and published via the CSSTO to its subordinate commands for execution.

Operations
Tactical operations of the CSSE will be little changed from today.  The CSSOC will “fight” the CSSE with much the same resources and using tools and processes similar to those currently employed.  Support operations of the CSSE will be dramatically changed from today.  Pre-planned and recurring supported unit demands will be received, processed and managed by the USC.  And, supported unit requests will be transmitted directly to the USC (or, alternately, its subordinate MRLN Teams) vice to the unit that will provide the support.  Requests for support that are not pre-planned or recurring, or that exceed the assets/capabilities available to provide support, will be coordinated with the CSSOC for fulfillment instructions, after which, the USC will manage them in accordance with those instructions.  Preplanned support is any supporting-supported relationship that is included in the CSSTO.  Recurring demands are typically centered in the CSS sub-function areas of supply, maintenance, and some services, although pre-planned support in the areas of transportation, engineering, and health services can be recurring.    

Mission taskings, such as general support (GS),direct support (DS), reinforcing, etc., and unit assignments, such as TACON, OPCON, attachment, etc., will be employed as they are today in accordance with MET-T.  Supply distribution methods (supply point/unit distribution) will be employed in the same fashion as today, with the exception that the nature of the product needed by the supported unit will be factored in when deciding the method.  The higher the mission value of the product, the more likely the unit distribution method will be employed.  For this reason and for reasons of greater supported unit focus by the CSSE, more focused core competencies within the MAGTF, etc., unit distribution will be the norm and supply point distribution the exception.  Also, equipment maintenance will involve much heavier reliance on contact teams from the CSSE.  This greater reliance on distribution of supplies and maintenance services on the battlefield versus embedding CSS capabilities within each organization will have a long-range impact on the make-up of transportation resources within the CSSE.  The tactical vehicle fleet will have considerably more drop-van and shop-van variants relative to its current make-up.  Other services will be performed much as they are today except for their C2--all requests for service will be submitted through and managed by the USC.

C2 Equipment and Systems.  The CSSE will require more and better C2 equipment and systems than it has today.  Like artillery and aviation, in lieu of pre-positioning a slice of the delivery capability at every potential employment location, the CSSE will require robust and redundant communications and automated information technology tools/equipment in order to execute the revised C2 concept. When possible, requests will be submitted via the “Warfighters’ Portal” (to be procured or developed), an automated requirements identification and tracking tool at the supported unit level, although they can be submitted by any communication means.  The USC and its MRLN Teams (when established) will manage demands, task their fulfillment, and keep the supported units informed until demands are satisfied using an automated “Order Management System” (to be procured or developed) that will automatically process (via pre-defined user variable business rules) most recurring demands.  The order management system will share a common data environment with other resource management systems, providing the USC detailed, near real-time information on the asset/resource posture of the CSSE, which, when combined with the tactical information in the CSSOC, will provide the battle staff and commander, battlefield CSS situational awareness.  These enhancements will be developed through the combat development process in accordance with the logistics chain management, systems integration, and information technology improvements proposed by the ILC study   

Scenarios.  The C2 relationships described above and process flows that will occur between them can best be illustrated by simplified graphic depictions in the form of tactical laydowns representing possible operational scenarios.  One scenario is depicted below.  Several other examples are contained in Appendix A to illustrate some of the potential employment possibilities.  The scenarios do not depict all the possible variations that could be employed in accordance with specific missions and situations, nor do they depict all C2 connectivity; e.g., that which would exist between the CSSOC and the subordinate commands of the CSSE.  They simply depict examples of supporting-supported relationships and the request-response flexibility inherent in the conceptual C2 structure.  The flexibility is sufficient that the MAGTF commander and the CSS element commander will have, through the various combinations of mission taskings (GS, DS, etc.,) and command relationships (TACON, OPCON, etc), the full spectrum of employment options available to them, just as exist currently with the supporting arms.
Future Deployed Scenario
One possible scenario is depicted in Figure 3.  It is a preferred scenario because it provides the CSSE commander a high level of control over and flexibility with his resources and provides him the highest level of situational awareness.  The graphic shows a small slice of a generic MEF laydown.  Some of the forces in the laydown could be sea-based or all could be ashore, it doesn’t matter; the relationships and process flows will be unaffected, just as they will be unaffected by the nature of the standing configuration of the FSSG’s subordinate commands.  The CSSOC has published its CSSTO and its units and resources have been allocated accordingly.  Mobile CSSD’s (MCSSD’s) have been located in the vicinity of key supported units (in this case, a regiment, one of its battalions, the point of main effort, and a separate mechanized-infantry task force), but remain in general support (note that, with ILC implementation, there are no unit log trains of the type that exist today).  The MCSSD’s are tailored to the support requirements of the supported units in their area and are capable of performing 2nd and limited 3rd echelon maintenance.  Although the MCSSD’s are in general support, MRLN Teams have been provided to the regiment and the mech-infantry task force to provide planning and operational assistance and, also, flexibility and depth to the C2 structure.  The intervening Combat Service Support Group (CSSG) command layer is shown dotted line because, in this type of scenario, it is less likely to be established than in similar situations today.  The more robust C2 structures within the CSSE provide it the means to directly control its subordinate commands and their more dynamic ebb and flow character with fewer intervening command layers.  Were the CSSG established, a MRLN Team could possibly be provided to the division as dictated by the tactical situation.  Conversely, were the situation highly stable and secure with reliable, redundant communications (such as might be found in garrison or near-garrison environments), the MRLN Team at division (and even regimental level) might be dispensed with.  The key point is that this scenario and those in Appendix A are only representational.  The possibilities are almost limitless and will be dictated in each case by the tactical situation and the intent and direction of the MAGTF commander, with input from the MAGTF staff and subordinate element commands.      
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    Figure 3
A battalion, with the assistance of its TR, submits a request for support directly to its UST in the USC where it is processed and acted upon.  The MRLN at the regimental level has visibility of the request and of the feedback, and may intervene to influence the action if it or the regimental logistics staff deems appropriate.  It may also, on behalf of the USC, process and take action to fulfill the request if upstream communications were disrupted.  The GCE logistics staff  (and, if established, its augmenting MRLN Team) also has visibility and is linked closely to the USC (just as the GCE FSCC is to the ACE’s DASC).  The USC may either task the primary supporting unit (the MCSSD tailored to support the infantry battalion and in the closest proximity) or, after coordinating and receiving guidance from the CSSOC, any other MCSSD or support resource able to fulfill the demand.  The alternatives might be used if the primary supporting unit weren’t able to best fill the demand or to preserve resources in that unit because of anticipated demand (impending attack, etc.).  Once the tasking and feedback is issued, the logistics staff and TR in the supported unit and the CSS providing unit coordinate the details to achieve fulfillment.  This scenario would be the norm in more static situations, such as defense.  In this and all following scenarios, if the demand cannot be filled at the retail level (by the CSSE), the USC, in coordination with the various commodity capacity managers, manages the processing of that demand with upstream nodes in the supply/services chain and coordinates the final delivery of the product or service to the supported unit.
The above scenario and those in Appendix A represent only a sampling of possible support and related C2 arrangements available to the MAGTF and CSSE commanders to meet various MET-T requirements.  As with the supporting arms, they offer the flexibility to vary the degree of centralized control based on the situation: the more stable and secure the situation, the more centralized the control; the more dynamic and uncertain, the less centralized the control.  In all cases, barring total loss of communications, the CSSE commander will have greater visibility of CSS operations and, therefore, greater situational awareness and flexibility.  A comparison with current C2 procedures will highlight the significance of the change represented by this concept. 

Current Deployed Scenario.  
Contrasted with current support operations, the strengths of the future concept become readily apparent.  Current procedures rely on a linear, sequential stair-step support architecture with very little visibility across rungs or steps (See Figure 4).  The simplified force laydown depicted is typical of today’s methods.  Even when the laydown is different, C2 procedures vary little. We simply remove or add rungs to the ladder, with support requests working their way up the “ladder” one rung at a time.  The using unit first identifies a demand to its log train.  If the log train can fill the demand, it does, with little, if any, communication of the fact “up the ladder” until it submits a replenishment request.  If the request is beyond its capabilities, it passes the request to the next supporting unit, either and MCSSD in direct support or, lacking that, an intervening CSSD or CSSG.  If that unit can fill the request, it does so and, if not, it passes it to the next rung in the ladder—and so on, as it works its way up.  Again, first visibility is usually achieved at the CSSE level when the individual request reaches the CSSOC, or when one of the intervening CSS rungs in the ladder submits a replenishment request.  Even replenishment requests often follow the path up the ladder, one rung at a time, culminating at the CSSOC.  As in the future concept, demands that cannot be satisfied by the CSSE are passed to upstream nodes in the supply/services chain and the CSSE coordinates the upstream fulfillment process.  This architecture is less responsive than what is outlined in the future concept.  It is also less flexible, for there is very little “lateral” visibility.  An adjacent or nearby support unit may have the fulfillment capability but, since it is outside the specific request ladder, it is not tapped.  In addition, the CSSOC is overburdened, not only with “fighting” the CSSE but, also, directly managing the fulfillment of virtually every request (once the requests have worked their way up to the CSSOC level).  In large operations with high demand levels, the CSSOC is as much bottleneck as facilitator.  Finally, the CSSE commander and, therefore, the MAGTF commander, have very limited situational awareness as to asset posture and, for that matter, demand.  Consequently, the process is largely reactive vice proactive, for one cannot forecast demand (except in aggregate after much delayed roll-up reports) if one does not have visibility of it.  Nor can one forecast capabilities, except in the aggregate after more roll-up reports.  Centralized control, in this scenario, is a fiction, despite what is stated in doctrine.  
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  Figure 4
Garrison Operations.  The future concept for logistics/CSS support laid out above, will be far superior to the current method and will provide the CSS commander (and, therefore, the MAGTF commander) far more control over his CSS resources than he has ever enjoyed in the past.  It is superior because, while considering best industry practices, it is largely mirrored on the best combat support methods and C2 structures in existence today—the Marine Corps’ supporting arms of artillery and aviation (with some commercial business “best practices” adapted where appropriate).  However, if it were a concept that only applied in deployed operations and had to be initiated from scratch upon deployment (or severely adjusted, as is largely done today) as opposed to transitioned from very similar garrison practices, then it would certainly not be optimal.  What follows outlines future-state garrison operations and their relationship with future-state deployed operations.

Logistics Organization

Wholesale/Depot Level.   Except as noted above, MATCOM organization will be largely as it is today.  MATCOM and the Log Bases will necessarily have to make some changes to accommodate the responsibility for 4th echelon maintenance and secondary reparables management.  Satellite detachments will be established at those locations where 4th echelon maintenance is performed at the major supported commands’ geographic locations.

Retail/Intermediate Level.  Organization of the FSSG will be much as it is today, with the exception, as described under CONTEXT and Deployed Operations, of the organizational changes necessitated by realignment of CSS capabilities resulting from ILC implementation.  In similar fashion to deployed operations, CSSD’s will be established, as they are today, to ensure responsive support to supported units that, because of geography or other factors, cannot be adequately supported without them (e.g., detachments at air stations, CSSG-1 at 29 Palms, CA, etc.).

Supported Units (formerly using units).  Supported unit logistics capabilities and organizations will be significantly reduced by implementation of the ILC. Organic supply capabilities will be limited to property accountability.  Maintenance capabilities will be limited to 1st echelon (which will be redefined to some degree from current definitions). 

Logistics Command and Control

Wholesale/Depot Level.  MATCOM and Log Bases C2 will be largely as they are today with the exception of added capabilities to carry out MATCOM’s expanded responsibilities in 4th echelon maintenance and secondary reparable management.  In addition, improvements resulting from implementation of the ILC recommendations in the areas of logistics chain management, systems integration, and information technology will greatly expand MATCOM’s ability to “manage” the logistics chain (see Deployed Operations above).  

Retail/Intermediate Level. Command and control organizations and procedures within the MAGTF will be largely as they are today with the exception of the FSSG’s.  Their C2 will be more robust in both structure and capabilities in order to execute their increase in support responsibilities.  The USC described in the Deployed Operations section of this concept paper will be a permanent standing C2 enabling organization within the headquarters of the FSSG’s that will function in the same role and in similar manner, in garrison and deployed operations—as the supported units’ and CSSE’s single point of interface.  It is important to note that this role is a distinct departure from current garrison practices.  Although the CSSE typically is the sole link with the upstream logistics chain nodes even today in deployed operations, in garrison the using units must deal with every node in the logistics chain to get their demands filled.  In future, the supported units will have one support fulfillment advocate, garrison or deployed—the USC.  TR’s will be assigned on a semi-permanent basis to all supported units to aid in their garrison support and reinforce the USC in maintaining continuity as units prepare for and transition into deployment.  The G-3’s of the FSSG’s, as they do today, will provide the garrison equivalent to the deployed operations CSSOC, although typically in a more decentralized manner.  For example, in most circumstances capacity management may be delegated to the functional battalions of the FSSG.  C2 equipment and automated systems support will be the same in garrison as in deployed operations—the Warfighters’ Portal at the supported unit level and the automated Order Management System (in a shared data environment with other management tools) at the retail/intermediate USC level. 

Logistics Planning and Execution

Planning.  Improved planning tools and practices stemming from implementation of the ILC recommendations regarding logistics chain management, systems integration, and information technology will improve logistics chain visibility and planning processes at all levels.  MATCOM’s ability to “manage” the logistics chain and, therefore, its ability to foresee and align expected resources to meet expected demand requirements will be significantly enhanced.

Operations.  Garrison logistics operations in future will, at most levels, be very similar to current operations, except for improvements anticipated by ILC implementation.  Logistics operations at the retail/intermediate level (the relationship between the FSSG’s and their supported units) will differ dramatically from today.  The C2 organizations described above will give a consistency and continuity to the provider-customer relationship that doesn’t exist today.  The retail/intermediate level in garrison, as in deployed operations, will be solely and totally responsible for meeting the support requirements of its supported units across the spectrum of ground logistics. 
C2 Equipment and Systems.  Just as for deployed operations, the CSSE will require more and better C2 equipment and systems than it has today.  In garrison, as in deployed operations, supported units will submit, monitor, and manage requests via the Warfighters’ Portal.  The USC will manage demands, task their fulfillment, and keep the supported units informed until demands are satisfied using the automated Order Management System.  And, as in deployed operations, the Order Management System will share a common data environment with other resource management systems, providing the USC detailed, near real-time information on the asset/resource posture of the FSSG, and the FSSG commander and staff with better situational awareness and automated decision support to aid in supporting the MAGTF.  
Scenarios.  In other words, organizations, methods, techniques, procedures and systems will be remarkably the same, whether in garrison or deployed.  The “system” will practice on a daily basis in garrison what it will execute in deployed operations.  

Again, a scenario will best illustrate the process:
Future Garrison Scenario

The graphic (Figure 5) again shows a small slice of a generic MEF laydown, this time in garrison.  The forces in the laydown could be at any major installation or dispersed across an entire region; it doesn’t matter, the relationships and process flows will be unaffected.  The CSSE, through its G-3, has published its Training/Ops Plan of the Day/Week/Month (garrison version of the CSSTO) and its units and resources have been aligned accordingly.  CSSD’s have been located in the vicinity of key supported units at remote geographic locations (in this case, a regiment (perhaps at 29 Palms, CA)), either in general or direct support.  MRLN Teams, which are rarely used in garrison, except for selected training exercises, have not been employed-- the more robust C2 structures at the CSSE provide it the means to directly control its subordinate commands in most circumstances and the likelihood of total loss of communications is remote.  
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  Figure 5

The battalion, with the assistance of its TR, submits a request for support directly to its UST in the USC where it is processed and acted upon.  The TR’s at the regiment and the GCE also have visibility.  The USC may either task the primary supporting unit (the CSSD tailored to support the infantry regiment) or, after coordinating with and receiving guidance from the G-3, the appropriate standing battalion or any other CSSD or support resource able to fulfill the demand, perhaps a unit located or training at the same location.  The alternatives might be used if the primary supporting unit weren’t able to best fill the demand or to preserve resources in that unit because of anticipated demand (training demands, etc.).  Once the tasking is issued and feedback provided, the logistics staff and TR in the supported unit and the unit providing the support coordinate to achieve fulfillment.  If the demand cannot be filled at the retail/intermediate level (by the CSSE), the USC manages (via the respective resource capacity managers) the processing of that demand with upstream nodes in the supply/services chain, and coordinates the final delivery of the product or service to the supported unit, just as it does in deployed operations.

The above scenario represents a garrison situation that closely matches the preferred deployed scenario previously described in the Deployed Operations section.  The more stable and secure the situation, the more centralized the control; and, garrison operations typically represent the most stable and secure of scenarios.  The CSSE commander will have greater visibility of his CSS operations and, therefore, greater situational awareness and flexibility.  The comparison of this future concept with current practices in deployed operations highlighted the significance of the change it represents.  The same is true for garrison operations.

Current Garrison Scenario
Current garrison procedures (Figure 6) are markedly different depending on the type of support requested.  They also place a greater burden on the supported unit for ultimate fulfillment of the demand.  
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Figure 6
For recurring demands, typically supply and maintenance services, requests for support beyond organic capabilities are submitted directly to the standing battalion that provides the service.  If the demand can be fulfilled at that level, it is.  If not, it is passed to upstream nodes for further action.  At that point, the requesting unit is largely responsible for managing the ultimate fulfillment of the passed demand(s).  Non-recurring demands are not submitted directly to supporting battalions but, rather, are submitted to the CSSE G/S-3 for action.  The G/S-3 then tasks fulfillment to the appropriate standing battalion.

These garrison procedures are not only markedly different from the future concept, they are markedly different from current deployed operations procedures.  We don’t “practice in peace what we will do in war”.  In addition to having to deal with differing procedures in garrison and deployed operations, we also often have to deal with automated systems that are optimized for one process but not the other.  As discussed in the CONTEXT section of this paper, we have automated systems that are designed and optimized for the garrison process that we execute on a daily basis that are not necessarily suitable for or, at the very least, are not optimized for the most demanding scenario, that of deployed operations.



















































END-STATE

The future concept end-state, then, is one where logistics/CSS operations are optimized to the support of deployed operations and are sufficiently flexible to responsively support any nature of operational deployment or method of maneuver in an expeditionary environment and to do the same in garrison operations as well, using the same C2 organizations, relationships, methods, procedures, and systems employed in deployed operations.  (See Figure 7).  

Future Deployed and Garrison Operations
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          Figure 7
Transition from garrison operations does not involve a significant change in organizational relationships and support methods, as is the case today  (See figure 8).

Current Deployed and Garrison Operations
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         Figure 8
The C2 constructs, processes, procedures, and systems will be such that the CSSE commander, in accordance with existing doctrine, maintains centralized control over the decentralized execution of logistics/CSS operations.  Automated systems, communications, and information technology enablers will be designed specifically for support in deployed operations but will be sufficiently flexible to provide the same level of support in garrison.  The demand identification, request submission, order processing, and fulfillment cycle will be accomplished in the same manner by the same organizations using the same tools in both garrison and deployed operations.  In both environments the CSSE commander, in executing his support mission, will maintain visibility and situational awareness, thereby enhancing his ability to anticipate/forecast and plan his support operations.  In essence, the Marine Corps will practice in peace what it will do in war.  The transition from garrison to deployed operations, sufficiently challenging in its own right, will not be further complicated by the necessity to also change methods of support and operating procedures.  And, finally, the CSSE (retail/intermediate level) will not only be the critical link in the supply/services chain, it will be the strongest one as well, able to execute its responsibilities to the MAGTF commander by providing responsive, reliable distribution of tailored logistics/CSS support at all times, in any clime and place.

IMPACT

The impact of this concept on the CSSE and its operations has been explored in the previous sections of this paper.  The increased responsibility with regard to satisfying the MAGTF’s requirements; the organizational changes; the C2 structural, procedural, and systems enhancements required to effectively carry out those responsibilities, etc.; have all been addressed.  But, what about the “supported units”?
The Supported Units.  What then, is the impact of these conceptual changes on the supported units affected by them?  Too often we think of the supported units or beneficiaries of logistic/CSS support only in the context of the consumers of products and services, primarily the battalions and squadrons who generate most of the demand.  In reality, there are other “customers” who also will be affected by the conceptual changes proposed in this paper.  The MAGTF commander and staff as well as the other elements of the MAGTF, the GCE and ACE, will be impacted, for they, like the CSSE commander will exercise greater control over and, in some measure, bear greater responsibility for the planning and execution of CSS support operations.  Finally, the CINC/CJTF and their staffs are “customers” as well, in that they are the recipients and ultimate stewards of the military capability represented by the MAGTF.  All three types of  “customers” must be considered when assessing impacts.   
The Consumers
The battalions and squadrons of the MAGTF are its principal consumers.  Although demands may initiate at levels below battalion/squadron, requests for external support typically are not generated below that level; therefore, the battalion/squadron level is, with rare exceptions (headquarter companies of regiments, etc.), the lowest level recognized by the logistics chain.  In the current state, they are the “using units”.  Under ILC and this concept, they are the “supported units”.  As is the case today, these supported units must, as much as possible, anticipate and plan for their requirements; they must, when necessary, communicate their needs to a provider of products and services, either directly or via a higher headquarters; they must coordinate with the provider (and sometimes others) in making the final arrangements for their support; and they must responsibly use/consume the products/services they are provided.  In return, supported units must have sufficient visibility and control to carry out these responsibilities.
As is not the case today, supported units will, in accordance with the ILC recommendations and this concept paper, have very little responsibility for fulfilling logistics/CSS requirements with organic resources, and most of the capabilities currently resident in the using units will, along with fulfillment responsibilities, be shifted to the CSSE.  The central question, then, from the consumers’ perspective, is, “Do the potential benefits of this concept outweigh the perceived negatives, the principal one being the ‘loss’ of the organic CSS capability currently directly controlled at the using unit level?”  That question can best be answered by reviewing and contrasting current vs. future state logistics/CSS operational planning and execution at the using/supported unit level.
Supported Unit Logistics/CSS Planning and Execution.  Supported unit logistics staffs will remain largely as they are today, represented by a logistics section (S-4) which, when the situation dictates, can be expanded into an ALOC or AGSOC.  That S-4 is and will be responsible to the unit commander for determining …logistics and CSS requirements, to include aviation-peculiar ground logistics support provided by the Marine Wing Support Group (MWSG) and the MWSS.  The logistics officer advises the commander on the readiness status of major equipment and weapons systems, identifies requirements and recommends priorities and allocations for logistics support in all functional logistics areas.  The G-4/S-4 coordinates logistics support operations within a command and between supporting and supported commands.  (MCWP 4-1, Logistics Operations).

Planning
Planning in the supported unit will differ in two major respects from today.  First, the supported unit commander and staff will plan the what, but not the how.   They will identify logistics/CSS requirements of their unit, but will not develop the detailed plans for fulfilling those requirements.  They will, of course, coordinate with the provider, the CSSE, the particulars for delivery of the requirement, just as they plan for the delivery of artillery and aviation support today.  And they will take part in determining the appropriate mission taskings (GS, DS, etc.) and command relationships (TACON, OPCON, etc.) with regard to the unit(s) supporting them.  They will do this in coordination with their own higher headquarters and--the second major difference from today--in direct coordination with the CSSE through its representative(s) at the unit.  Just as with planning of artillery and aviation support, the supported unit will have one or more CSSE specialists, their representative(s), directly taking part and assisting them with development of their support plans.  They will always have their assigned TR and, when circumstances dictate, they may also be augmented by a MRLN team--a tailored team from within the UST that customarily supports them and is familiar with their needs and methods. 

A short digression is due at this point, to address an argument that can be, and often is made: that using units already have logistics experts organic to their T/O to assist in planning as described in the preceding paragraph (some of whom they stand to lose with full ILC implementation).  The key difference here is that it is CSSE experts we’re talking about as opposed to logistics experts.  True, the supply, maintenance, and other logistics personnel in the using unit are experts.  But, they are generic experts in logistics or in a functional specialty only, and may serve an entire career without ever having served a single tour with an FSSG/CSSE.  In fact, one of the authors of this paper, a logistician for over 20 years, served from second lieutenant to colonel in numerous operational logistics billets, all of them in the GCE, CE, and high-level joint staffs, before serving a single tour (his final one) with an FSSG.  Can one imagine an aviation officer never pulling a tour in the ACE or an artillery officer never serving in the GCE and remaining credible?  They both may remain quite expert in the general areas of aviation or artillery but be seriously compromised with regard to their knowledge of the element within the MAGTF about which they are supposed to be the “subject matter experts”. Could they hope to be knowledgeable about the strengths and weaknesses, the capabilities and limitations, the personalities and relationships, the methods and procedures and systems that define their element of the MAGTF?  In the preceding paragraph we are talking about CSSE subject matter experts, not just logistics or CSS functional area experts.  They will not only know their business when it comes to logistics, they also must and will know their business when it comes to the subject of the CSSE of the MAGTF.
So, the CSSE representative(s) on the logistics staff of the supported unit knows not only the requirements and methods of that unit, he/she knows, as well, the capabilities, limitations, methods, procedures, personalities, and so on of the CSSE supporting that supported unit.  As such, he/she will be a more knowledgeable and credible advisor to the supported unit commander and his staff as well as a conduit/window into that supported unit through which the CSSE commander and staff can better plan for their support.  Bottom line, the unit S-4 remains the unit commander’s staff advisor and principal logistics planner but will be assisted and advised, himself, by one or more CSSE expert(s) just as the unit S-3 is assisted and advised by ACE and, when appropriate, artillery and/or naval gunfire experts.  This arrangement must, if properly executed, lead to a better integrated, more cohesive total plan, one that’s better understood by all parties at all levels—supported and supporting.         

Operations
The G-4/S-4 coordinates logistics support operations within a command and between supporting and supported commands.  (MCWP 4-1, Logistics Operations).  Those same CSSE experts who will advise and assist the supported unit S-4 staff during planning, will advise and assist them in coordinating logistics support operations within the command and, more importantly, between the command and its supporting command(s).  The S-4, within limits established by the unit commander, and with the assistance of its CSSE representation, will manage the anticipation, identification, prioritization, validation, authorization, and submission of support requests to the providing CSSE.  The S-4 will coordinate with the provider, again with the assistance of the CSSE representative(s), for fulfillment of those requests to and within the unit, to include revision, re-prioritization, re-direction, etc.  In order to accomplish these responsibilities the S-4 must have ready access to the CSSE and near real-time visibility of the status of the requests the unit has submitted.  The USC with its Order Management System, will manage fulfillment requests from receipt to completion.  The S-4 will, under most circumstances, submit requests and access the order management system for status and other vital coordinating information via the Warfighters’ Portal.  When degraded communications or other conditions inhibit automated support, such information will be conveyed, by whatever means available, via the on-site CSSE representative(s).

When communications and circumstances permit, the supported unit’s request will be processed and managed at the level of the CSSE headquarters (by the USC), making available the full C2 resources of the CSSE commander for assessing, processing, and managing the request, and making available the full logistics/CSS resources available to the CSSE (organic or external) for fulfilling it.  The most appropriate logistics/CSS resources will be committed to fulfill the request, and those resources will be committed in accordance with the MAGTF commanders’ intent/guidance and the supported MAGTF element commander’s preferences and priorities for support.

The S-4 will not be managing a unit log train and coordinating its responsibilities, relationships, and support “transitions” with the CSSE or a supporting CSSD, for there won’t be a unit log train in the classic sense.  There will, however, always be a supporting unit in support-range proximity of the supported units (GS situation) and, if the tactical situation warrants and the MAGTF commander directs, there may be a CSSD in DS, under OPCON of, attached to, or otherwise in a direct mission and/or command relationship with the supported unit.  In such cases, the S-4, assisted by the CSSE rep(s)--in these instances a MRLN Team will likely augment the TR--would coordinate and direct the activities of the supporting unit in accordance with the dictates of the mission tasking/command relationship established.  Instead of fulfillment requirements transitioning from one echelon of support to the next in stair-step fashion (from using unit-to using unit log train-to MCSSD, etc.), requirements of the supported unit will be satisfied by a single CSS provider tailored to the mission requirement as defined by the MAGTF and supported MAGTF element commanders, and capable of providing the full spectrum of support capabilities available to the CSSE.  The unit S-4, freed from the OIC-like burden of managing/directing a log train and supervising fulfillment of requirements, will be able to concentrate on his staff responsibilities of anticipating requirements, advising his commander, coordinating with supporting organization(s) and higher headquarters staffs, and conducting follow-on planning.
The MAGTF as “Customer”.  The elements of the MAGTF other than the CSSE are: the command element (CE), the ground combat element (GCE), and the aviation combat element (ACE).  In MAGTF’s larger than a Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU), the elements of the MAGTF are organizational entities above the “consumer” level as it is defined above.  For a MEF, in particular, the elements are several echelons above the consumer level and include numerous consumer units within their respective structures.    Within the context of mutual support, each of the elements, in addition to their other relationships, is a “customer” of the others.  How then, will the other elements of the MAGTF be affected by ILC and the concept put forth in this paper with regard to their supported (“customer”) relationship with the CSSE?  (And, while reading this section, recall the Principals of War—Objective, Offensive, Mass, Economy of Force, Maneuver, Unity of Command, Commander’s Intent, Main Effort, Single Battle, Security, Surprise, and Simplicity.) 

Command Element
The MAGTF commander and his staff will, for the first time, have the same level of control over ground logistics/CSS resources as is currently enjoyed with ground and aviation combat and combat support resources.  With implementation of the ILC and this concept, the CE will be able to plan for and employ the full spectrum of ground logistics/CSS in the best fashion to support the MAGTF commander’s intent and operational requirements.  Currently, much of the CSS capabilities of the MAGTF--by some estimates, more than 60% of the total capability--are buried in organic Tables of Organization throughout the MAGTF in elements other than the CSSE.  To again use the supporting arms analogy, this is tantamount to realigning a large percentage of the ACE’s capability into the other elements of the MAGTF (so they will be more responsive to their aviation support needs??).  In planning, the CE has little visibility of these piece-meal capabilities and in execution, has little direct control over their employment.  While CSS resources in one element may be overwhelmed, those of identical capability in another element may be underwhelmed.  The CE’s lack of visibility of the fact means that it is unable to redirect resources on the battlefield to meet its overall command objectives.  The only recourse available is “overflow” to the CSSE—and, if it too is overwhelmed (remember it only has 40% or so of the total available resources), the CE is left without recourse, even though it may have idle resources buried elsewhere within its structure.

Another fallout of this piece-mealing of CSS roles, responsibilities, and resources is that it is difficult, if not impossible for the MEF commander to firmly fix on the root cause of CSS problem areas within the MAGTF and take remedial action.  For example, are readiness problems in one or another of the elements a consequence of problems at the unit level, at the CSSE level,…both,….neither?  Rarely is the question one that is as clear-cut and as easy to target as, say, deficiencies in ground combat effectiveness or aviation combat effectiveness.  The ILC and this concept will provide the MAGTF commander a single subordinate command whose core competency and responsibility is ground logistics/CSS support to the MAGTF, and within which will be the preponderance of the resources and capabilities necessary to carry out that responsibility.

In both planning and execution of operations, in both garrison and deployed environments, the MAGTF commander will, in the future, exercise the full, direct, undiluted range of command and control over his combat service support capability as he currently does over his combat and combat support capabilities.  The tentative half-step taken in 1976 with the creation of the FSSG’s will finally reach its logical and necessary conclusion.

Ground Combat Element and Aviation Combat Element


The other elements of the MAGTF, the GCE and ACE, on first blush, may appear the losers in all this.  After all, they, along with their subordinate units stand to lose some organic structure if the ILC recommendations and the concept put forth in this paper come to fruition (although, per the ILC Case Study, they also stand to gain some of it back in combat/combat arms specialties through reinvestment of “saved” logistics billets).  In any event, if preservation of structure in the wing and the division is the goal, then they are, indeed, losers and the argument put forth by ILC and this paper may be moot and a lost cause.  If the one-of-a-kind “synergy of combined arms” represented by a Marine Air-Ground Task Force is really more slogan than reality, and our loyalties to our division or our wing or our FSSG really run deeper than our loyalties to the MAGTF and what it represents as a unique military capability, then the ILC and this paper are worse than a lost cause, they are a waste of time!

But wait, are the GCE and ACE really losers with implementation of the ILC and this concept?  In losing some organic logistics/CSS resources do they, perhaps, gain a higher level of control over the application/utilization of those resources within their commands?  In reality, they gain everything the MAGTF CE gains, and more.  They gain a more robust and capable CSSE whose responsibilities as supporting to supported are not diminished but increased, and whose capabilities to carry out those responsibilities are considerably enhanced.  They simultaneously have a mutual commander, the MAGTF commander, whose visibility, and direct control over those enhanced capabilities, through the CSSE commander, is also greatly enhanced.  As the supported commands, they gain the leverage, through that MAGTF commander, to ensure corrective action is taken if they are dissatisfied with the support they receive--and the question of whose responsibility it is if logistics/CSS support is not up to standards will never be in doubt.  Finally, and perhaps most importantly, they will have more direct control over the application of CSS resources within their commands than they do today. 
To illustrate the final point, take the division, the GCE of a MEF.  Nearly 50% of the ground logistics/CSS resources (people, tools, equipment, etc.) in the MAGTF are organic to the division, yet the division commander controls almost none of them.  If the maintenance resources of one infantry regiment are overwhelmed while the maintenance resources of another are underutilized, does the “overflow” requirement flow toward the underutilized regiment or rearward toward the CSSE?  It does not flow toward the underutilized regiment because, 1) the fact that its resources may be available is difficult to ascertain, even for the division commander and his staff, and, 2) laterally is not the doctrinal direction that overflow requirements move.  In other words, the division commander does not currently have the wherewithal to readily and rapidly direct and redirect the CSS resources organic to his division to satisfy the greatest need and best meet the logistics/CSS requirements of his division.  Those resources are piece-mealed throughout every subordinate command in the division and buried under multiple command layers.  
So, if all those resources were under the centralized control of the division commander, could he not better utilize them to ensure mission success?    Possibly, but the division commander lacks the C2 necessary to control those resources.  And, even if he and his staff did have the wherewithal and the necessary C2, their core competency of conducting ground combat operations would be severely compromised if they were also required to simultaneously control the ebb and flow of all those CSS resources within the command as a condition of securing optimal logistics/CSS support.  That’s the reason there is a CSSE in the MAGTF in the first place.
Even though the logistics resources within the GCE and ACE are buried under so many layers of command that they cannot readily be directed and redirected to meet requirements outside the using unit to which they are organic, it could be argued that, at least those organic resources are responsive to the needs of the using unit that “owns” them.  But, that argument is true only if one defines responsiveness in terms of how fast action is initiated as opposed to how fast a requirement is satisfied.  Customer Wait Time, the now common DoD metric for measuring responsiveness, quite rightly stops the clock when the requirement is fulfilled, not when it is initially responded to.  Rare is the situation where a repair can be completed, a service provided, a CSS requirement fulfilled, without a using unit having to rely upon external support for at least a portion of it (a repair part, transportation support, whatever).  So, the using unit is really dependent, for the most part, on external providers whether or not it “owns” a portion of the CSS capability that will service it.  And, if underutilized resources elsewhere in the MAGTF could be made more readily available to meet a using unit’s needs, the “initial response” time would be at least as good, if not better, than it perceives it has today, and, most definitely, the time for fulfillment of its requirements would be reduced, especially at times that matter the most, when its requirements are overwhelming and upon its shoulders rides the fate of the MAGTF.  
The MAGTF commander will be able to more readily “maneuver” his logistics/CSS resources on the battlefield--as readily as he does today with his combat and combat support forces--to ensure that they are used where needed most and will best contribute to his desired outcome on the battlefield.  And, the GCE and ACE commanders will have much more control over the logistics/CSS resources allocated to supporting them.  In both planning and execution, GCE and ACE commanders, by designating their priorities for support, will be able to dictate the division/allocation of CSS labor supporting their commands.  And as their priorities, focuses of effort, etc., change, they will be able to as readily shift/redirect those CSS resources as they do today with maneuver forces and supporting fires--the net of it all being that they will not only enjoy better support, they will also have much greater control over the application of that support within their respective commands.
The CINC/CJTF as “Customer”.  In the broadest sense, the combatant commanders are the ultimate “customers”.  They “receive” from the Marine Corps a military capability, which they employ to meet their respective military objectives in support of our national strategy.  For a given force package, the more capable, the more sustainable that military capability, the better the “product” for the CINC/CJTF.  The recommendations of the ILC initiative, as expanded upon by this concept paper, are driven by the imperative to enhance the MAGTF as a force package; to make it the force of choice for a CINC/CJTF because it is the “product” that represents the most capable and most sustainable military capability on the menu of force/employment options while still not ‘breaking the bank” in terms of strategic and tactical lift and all the other constraints the Joint Staff and CINC/CJTF planners must consider in the force selection process .  While the CINC’s/CJTF’s will be receiving a more compact, deployable, and maneuverable force package, they will, at the same time be receiving one that is more capable and more sustainable—in short, a better product.
CONCLUSION
Marine logisticians today face a tremendous challenge—ensuring that the logistics/CSS tactics, techniques, and procedures of the future support emerging operational tactics, techniques, and procedures and those of the future.   We can either cling to the past and wait for change to be forced upon us from outside or above, as most surely it will be, or we can take the initiative.  Just as the visionary Marine leaders of the 30’s, seeing opportunity in the defeat at Galipoli, developed and refined the concepts for amphibious operations that sustained us through WWII; just as the visionaries of the 50’s, seeing in a new technology--the helicopter--the opportunity for a new way to maneuver on the battlefield, pioneered the concept of “vertical envelopment”; visionary Marine logisticians today must look to capitalizing on new opportunities presented us.  Those opportunities include new technologies, best-in-class practices developed by leaders in industry, best-in-class practices developed by our own supporting arms, and, no doubt, many others not foreseen by the authors of this paper that will be identified by others upon further analysis and discussion.   

As was stated in the beginning of this paper, it is but the first of what is hoped will be a series of papers to explore near/mid-term concepts for logistics support of the Marine Corps in the next decade and beyond.  It, by no means, professes to be the definitive answer.  It is, rather, a “think piece” whose proposals are intended to spark further analysis and discussion amongst logisticians and non-logisticians alike in the hope that, from those analyses and discussions, the right path for change will be charted.
The only certainty is that we Marines must change.  In fact, we must lead change…constantly.  We must evolve (and, sometimes, as we have in the past, transform) to ensure that we continue to symbolize, not only the premier expeditionary combat force in the world but, also, the premier expeditionary combat service support force in the world.  For, if we the Marine Corps, do nothing, change will surely be forced upon us—and we may not like what we are given.  Far better that we take the initiative and forge, as we have in the past, our own destiny.
In the end, for the Marine logistician, the motivation for change and the direction it takes should not be externally imposed or driven.  It should also not be about “new paradigms” or “thinking out of the box”; it should not be about “modernization” or “efficiency” or “cost reduction”; it should not even be about “reduced footprint” or “focus” or “velocity” or “precision”. What it should be about is supporting and supported…Marines supporting Marines in the best way they can with the best organizations, tools, and methods we can give them…and nothing else.

Appendix A

Alternative Deployed Scenarios

Alternative Scenario 1 (Figure A1):  Alternative 1 depicts a scenario where communications may not be reliable between the requesting unit and the CSSE command post or where the intervening supported headquarters, the regiment, may want to actively screen all support requests submitted by its subordinate battalions.  All else remains the same.  The request is submitted by the requesting battalion to the MRLN team collocated with the regimental logistics staff who concur with or modify it, before forwarding to the USC for further processing.  Subsequent processing is identical to the preferred alternative described above.  In addition to poor communications forcing this scenario, it may be intentionally employed when the situation is more dynamic than described in the preferred scenario and the regiment wants to exercise direct control over support to its subordinate battalions.    
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   Figure A1
Alternative Scenario 2 (Figure A2):  In this alternative, either the GCE and ACE commanders wish to more closely control the support to his subordinate commands or the tactical situation is relatively dynamic, such as in a mobile defense or where plans are rapidly changing.  A CSSG has been placed in direct support of the GCE and ACE.  The MCSSD’s subordinate to the CSSG, although located in the vicinities of likely supported units, are still in general support of the GCE.  A MRLN Team has been collocated with the GCE logistics staff (in similar fashion to the ACE’s DASC or ASE being collocated with the GCE’s FSCC).  As in the “preferred scenario”, although the MCSSD’s are in general support, MRLN Teams have been provided to the regiment and the mech-infantry task force to provide planning and operational assistance and, also, flexibility and depth to the C2 structure.  In this scenario, The MRLN Teams collocated with the GCE and ACE logistics staffs constitute nearly the total of all of the UST’s permanently associated with the MAGTF since virtually all of its support is managed from the GCE/ACE headquarters in coordination with the management section of the USC.  In this scenario, the request is submitted by the supported battalion/squadron directly to the MRLN collocated with the GCE/ACE.  The MRLN either directs the CSSG to fulfill the request with the best available resource or, alternately passes the request to the USC for satisfaction.  Alternative resourcing tasked through the CSSG will not require prior coordination with the CSSOC since the CSSG is in direct support of the supported unit per the CSSOC’s published CSSTO.  Requests passed by the MRLN to the USC for alternative fulfillment, unless pre-planned and contained in the CSSTO, will require coordination between the USC and CSSOC prior to fulfillment.  
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Figure A2
Alternative Scenario 3 (Figure A3):  As in Alternative Scenario 1 (Figure 4), communications disruptions or command decisions could cause the routing of the request to pass through the regiment for action prior to being processed by the GCE/ACE MRLN.  Positioning a MRLN Team at the regimental headquarters, for example, will provide that flexibility.  Otherwise, Scenario 3 is identical to Scenario 2.
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   Figure A3
Alternative Scenario 4 (Figure A4):  This scenario represents a likely laydown of supported and supporting forces in a highly dynamic and uncertain combat environment such as would be typical in offensive operations.  In this instance, a CSSG is in direct support of the GCE and the regiment has two MCSSD’s in direct support of it, one in close proximity to its point of main effort battalion.  A request from the battalion is submitted to the MRLN collocated with the regimental logistics staff who may task its fulfillment from one of the Direct support MCSSD’s or, with good reason, pass it to the MRLN collocated with the GCE for alternative tasking to the direct support CSSG. In turn, the GCE MRLN may pass it to the USC at the CSSE for alternative fulfillment, in which case, unless it has been pre-planned in the CSSTO, the request will require coordination with the CSSOC prior to fulfillment.
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Figure A4
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