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ABSTRACT

Sustaining Joint and Combined Operations - “Reflections on the Adequacy of

Doctrine”

This essay takes a critical look at the current joint logistics doctrine of the United States
(US) and asks the question, “Does this doctrine provide the Joint Force Commander
(JFC) with sufficient means to sustain theater forces?” Areas of focus include doctrinal
integration of sustainment functions, the integration/meshing of US joint and service
doctrine; and doctrinal provision for the command and control of sustainment functions
in the joint and combined theater. The essay concludes that current US joint logistics
doctrine does not provide the JFC with sufficient means to sustain theater forces and
proposes, among other things, the doctrinal integration of sustainment functions. In
addition, it looks at components of the emerging logistical doctrine of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization and the Canadian Forces’ National Military Support Capability
concept as viable considerations for future joint logistical doctrine development within

the US Armed Forces.



INTRODUCTION
The importance of the ability of the Joint Force Commander (JFC) to sustain
theater forces, joint and/or combined, in a manner that adequately supports the successful
execution of the operation plan(s) cannot be understated. For, sustainment is the largest
contributor in defining the commander’s operational reach. Today we speak of power
projection platforms that serve to quickly deliver our warfighters or peacekeepers into a
variety of joint and combined operations world-wide. Time to plan for the wide range of
operations (war and operations other than war (OOTW)) will likely be brief. Joint
Publication (JP) 1, Joint Warfare of the Armed Forces of the United States, states:
Logistics sets the campaign’s operational limits. The lead time needed to arrange
logistics support and resolve logistics concerns requires continuous integration of
logistic considerations in the planning process. This is especially critical when
planning time is short. Constant coordination...is a prerequisite for ensuring
timely command awareness and oversight of deployment, readiness, and
sustainment issues in the theater of war.
Continuous integration, constant coordination, command awareness, oversight of
sustainment issues.... How well does doctrine support these tenets?
Does the current United States (US) joint logistical doctrine provide the JFC with
sufficient means to sustain theater forces? Does it provide for the integration of
sustainment functions and the synchronization of support between services? Does it

provide for adequate command and control of sustainment functions in a theater of

operations?



AIM

It is the aim of this essay to successfully argue and conclude that current joint US
logistics doctrine does not provide the JFC with sufficient means to sustain theater forces
in war or OOTW. To accomplish this aim, the essay looks closely at the doctrinal
integration of sustainment functions, the integration/meshing of joint and service
doctrines and the doctrinal treatment of command and control of sustainment functions
within the joint and combined theater. The intent of this essay is not to provide a detailed
dissection of doctrinal publications, but to point out where current logistics doctrine is
inconsistent within its own confines, and fragmented with regards to the functions of
sustainment and command and control thereof. Having identified doctrinal deficiencies,
the essay proposes revisions to doctrine based on lessons learned from recent joint and
combined operations; the operational template that is poised to transform the US Armed
Forces, Joint Vision (JV) 2020; the components of the emerging logistical doctrine of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO); and the conceptual National Military

Support Capability (NMSC) of the Canadian Forces (CF).

DEFINITIONS

Definitions are required for the terms of “sustainment”, “joint logistics” and
“logistics”. They are used throughout this essay. With regards to these definitions, much
inconsistency exists among and within a variety of references. The joint doctrine of the
US defines the terms as follows:

Sustainment is the provision of personnel, logistics and other support required to

maintain and prolong operations or combat until successful accomplishment and
revision of the mission or national objective.’



Joint Logistics is the art of carrying out, by a joint force commander and staff,
logistic operations to support the protection, movement, maneuver, firepower and
sustainment of operating forces of two or more military departments of the same
nation.”
Logistics is the science of planning and carrying out the movement and
maintenance of forces. In its most comprehensive sense, those aspects of military
operations which deal with: a. design and development, acquisition, storage,
movement, distribution, maintenance, evacuation, and disposition of materiel; b.
movement, evacuation and hospitalization of personnel; ¢. acquisition or
construction, maintenance, operation, and disposition of facilities; and d.
acquisition or furnishing of services.”
The definitions proposed for logistics and joint logistics are acceptable for use in this
essay. However, sustainment of a joint force should not be defined as just the provision
of support to an operation, it is the coordinated provision of support that ensures the right
things get the right place at the right time. For the purpose of arguing the thesis of this
essay, sustainment is defined as the coordinated provision of all resources supporting the
JFC in a campaign or theater of operations. Sustainment functions would then include,
but not be limited to the following: personnel support; the logistics functions of health
services, materiel supply and maintenance, civil engineering services, transportation; and
other support activities.” Sustainment exists in three phases of an
operation.....pre-operations, operations and post-operations.
In addition, the term “joint force commander” is used throughout the essay. In the
US context, this term equates to a “combatant commander”, not a “joint task force (JTF)
commander”. This is important to note because the authorities, with regards to logistics,
of a combatant commander differ from those of a JTF commander.
When the focus of the discussion moves to NATO, the term “combined joint task

force” (CJTF) describes the operational force. The CF uses JTF to describe its joint

force.



INTEGRATION OF SUSTAINMENT FUNCTIONS

The former Commander-in-Chief (CINC) of the US Pacific Command,
Admiral Joseph W. Prueher, stated in his 1997 article on joint doctrine, “...doctrine
segregated by functions is unwieldy for a (JTF) staff trying to integrate joint capabilities

and staff functions.”®

Admiral Prueher calls for the abandonment of the joint doctrine
hierarchy and cites it as a potential impediment in the implementation of then JV 2010,
now JV 2020. He suggests doctrine developed on the basis of mission or task.’

JV 2020 has as its supporting and historical document, Focused Logistics-A Joint
Logistics Roadmap. The “Roadmap” augments JV 2010, the 1996 foundation document
for JV 2020, and describes “focused logistics™ as follows:

...the fusion of logistics information and transportation technologies for rapid

crisis response; deployment and sustainment; the ability to track and shift units,

equipment and supplies while en route, and delivery of tailored logistics packages
and sustainment directly to the warfighter.®
It goes on to say:
Logistics systems envisioned by Focused Logistics will include refined
techniques for ensuring combat readiness and sustainment. The goal is “full
spectrum support” from deployment through redeployment, reconstitution or
forward deployment...”
Further support for the notion of “full spectrum support” can be found in Joint Vision
2020: America’s Military: Preparing for Tomorrow. 1t states:

Focused Logistics is the ability to provide the joint force the right personnel,

equipment, and supplies in the right place, at the right time and in the right

quantity, across the full range of military operations... Through transformational

innovations to organizations and processes, focused logistics will provide the joint
warfighter with support for all functions."



Focused logistics is a concept that visualizes improved, multi-functional support
to the warfighter. It is one of the four operational concepts of JV 2020 that places
renewed emphasis on improvements to a fully integrated joint warfighting capability.
The uncertainty of the nature of the threat, the broad spectrum of operational support that
forces may be called upon to provide in a joint and combined theater, and the instability
of the international environment require that force sustainment be a full partner in the
joint planning and warfighting processes.

One would therefore anticipate the new US Joint Publication 4.0, Doctrine for
Logistic Support to Joint Operations, published in April 2000, to embrace and
incorporate the tenets of focused logistics. In fact, it relegates mention of JV 2020 and
focused logistics to a three-page appendix and further dilutes some of the more important
concepts of the template. One notable issue to be taken with the doctrine is its failure to
initiate integration of sustainment functions into a doctrine that promulgates provision of
“support for all functions”. A US joint logistics doctrine that supports the JV 2020
concept of focused logistics does not yet exist, for the current doctrine fails to incorporate
the sustainment function of personnel support, as well as other support functions. It is
not surprising then to note that one finds US Joint Publication 1-0, Doctrine for
Personnel Support to Joint Operations, also discussing sustainment of the force.
Concluding remarks in the Executive Summary section of this publication state: “Getting
the right types of people, in the appropriate quantity, at the right place and time will
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significantly increase the opportunity for mission success.” = This sounds very much like

JV 2020’s description of “focused logistics”.



Where the US joint logistics and personnel doctrines show great weakness is in
the omission of instructions on how the sustainment functions are to be integrated, or
synchronized, by the JFC. To its credit, the joint personnel doctrine does mention that
“the...J-1 plays a major role with the Operations Directorate (J-3) in determining
manpower requirements...”,'* and suggests that coordination must occur between these
staff elements. But who provides the JFC with the complete picture of issues affecting
the sustainment of forces? The answer is that no one does. It follows then that there is
little doctrinal basis for the integration of sustainment functions in the US Armed Forces.
In the often complex and technically sophisticated environments in which today’s joint
and combined forces operate, the risks resulting from the incomplete or fragmented
integration of sustainment functions are substantial. Multi-functional doctrine, as
Admiral Preuher has suggested, would insure doctrinal integration of the principal
components of a given task or mission...a mission such as operational sustainment.

Doctrine that provides for the adequate integration of all sustainment functions is
what is needed. It is what JV 2020 envisions and what Admiral Prueher suggests. The
US Air Force has such a document, published as Air Force Doctrine Document 2-4
(AFDD 2-4), Combat Support, dated November 1999. This publication addresses a
number of major combat support functions, including the previously defined sustainment
functions and others, such as the function of communications and information services.
Are communication and information services sustainment functions? Does this type of
support to the JFC assist in maintaining and prolonging operations until successful
accomplishment and revision of the mission...? Proposing answers to these questions is

not within the bounds of this essay; however, the answers appear to be intuitively



obvious. With new technologies bringing volumes of information to the theater faster
than ever before, and the likely outcome of an operation dependent upon the provision of
same, the sustainment of these systems and services will be (and is) of utmost importance
to the JFC.

Interestingly, a comment at the bottom of the front page of AFDD 2-4 states:

This document complements related discussion found in Joint Publications (JP)

1-0, Doctrine for Personnel Support to Joint Operations; JP 4-0, Doctrine for

Logistics Support of Joint Operations; and JP 6-0, Doctrine for Command,

Control, and Computer (C4) Systems Support to Joint Operations."

There are three US joint publications supporting one Air Force document that provides
integrated doctrine for sustainment support to the commander. A similar approach at the
joint level would lessen the friction caused by the ad hoc integration of sustainment
functions required during a crisis in the theater of operations.

If one concludes that there is a growing need to revise logistics doctrine such that
all sustainment functions are integrated and visible to the JFC, how might a joint force
proceed? A relevant case study can be made of the US joint deployment process.
Lessons learned from US deployments to Southwest Asia, Somalia, Haiti and the Balkans
led the Department of Defense (DoD) to rethink how it implements deployment of
personnel into a theater of operations. A Deployment Process Special Action Group was
established and later institutionalized as the Deployment Division of the (joint staff)
J-4."" The Division published a Joint Chiefs of Staff instruction that contained policies
and procedures for implementing improvements to the joint deployment process.'® The
Division’s early efforts to improve the joint deployment process led to the realization that

what was needed was a joint deployment doctrine, a doctrine focused on a

multi-functional mission rather than a traditional staff function.'® As a result, Joint



Publication 3-35, Joint Deployment and Redeployment Operations was approved in
September of 1999. Furthermore, the Division built a strong case for the designation of a
“joint deployment process owner”.'” The following is taken from an article by
Commander Robert C. Bronson of the Joint Staff, J-4, Deployment Division:
In August 1997, a white paper was prepared... making the case for a joint
deployment process owner. It stated that ‘to produce a seamless joint deployment
process, someone must pull together in a coherent manner DoD’s current

collection of plans, programs, and organizations for deployment planning and
execution. A critical element in the successful process improveme



other organizations. The newly published NMSC support concept states that the existing
CF sustainment structure is deficient in that it does not provide a single organization that
is capable of supporting deployed contingents. It goes on to say that recent experiences
of distant deployments to austere environments with limited multi-national cooperation
have created a situation where operational success is more dependent on combat support
and combat service support capabilities than ever before."” And, the “CF capability to
generate, deploy, and sustain military engineer support, combat support and combat

» 20 Indeed, reviews done on how well the CF were

service support is critically deficient.
sustained during peacekeeping missions in the former Yugoslavia have raised concerns.
Deficiencies in personnel support, poor medical support, a lack of water and even reuse
of body bags were identified as sustainment issues. >’

The proposed JSG will perform a wide range of support functions to include:
training the force; planning for force employment; deployment and theater activation;
sustainment of operations and mission termination.”” The approach to operational
sustainment the CF is taking is similar to that of the US Air Force, and mimics JV 2020
in the recognition of the importance of providing the commander the right personnel,
equipment and supplies at the right location, time and quantity to support the operation.

The NMSC concept is to be implemented by 2003. Canada has set aside $65 million

(Canadian) to be used to develop a plan to generate this capability.”

US JOINT AND SERVICE DOCTRINAL CONSIDERATIONS
The Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 was the direct result of US joint force issues

that surfaced during the Grenada conflict. One of the sustainment-related issues in
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Grenada was the inability of the Army and the Navy to communicate on radios that used
different frequencies.”* A lack of commonality, driven by four different service
acquisition and procurement systems, remains an issue.

Unlike the doctrine of the CF that provides for joint operational level logistical
support to all elements of a joint force, US logistics doctrine, per Title 10 of the US Code,
requires each service to supply (and sustain) itself. In a theater of operation, however, the
JFC (combatant commander) does have directive authority for logistics. Directive
authority may be delegated to subordinate commanders, i.e. JTF commanders, for
common support capabilities only.” Personnel doctrine also requires the services to train
and man their forces. The JFC (combatant commander) exercises combatant command
(COCOM) (command authority) over assigned forces.”® However, under COCOM, the
Services normally retain authority for personnel support.*’ Given this arrangement and
the authorities of the JFC, the component commanders remain primarily responsible to
ensure the right person gets to the right place at the right time and with the right
equipment to effectively execute operations plans. The JFC prioritizes requirements,
allocates resources, and ensures the distribution of resources. Knowing that each service
wants to sustain itself, and that the legal and doctrinal basis for this type of arrangement
are unlikely to be changed in the foreseeable future, one might ask, “What are the
implications of such an arrangement with regards to providing the US JFC sufficient
means to sustain theater forces?”

As a result of the differences in the way the services staff, operate, resource and
sustain themselves there exists a certain lack of understanding between the service

departments, and a resulting inability to communicate with a common language. As
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Admiral Robert Carney, a former Chief of Naval Operations, stated in his address to the
Naval War College in 1948 on the subject of logistical planning for war, “One of the
greatest bars to effective planning has been the lack of an inter-service Esperanto which
will permit us to discuss our needs and deficiencies in terms that are mutually

understandable.”®

Unfortunately, it does not appear that there have been notable
improvements in the services’ ability to communicate with each other since 1948.
Service doctrines integrate sustainment functions to a large degree, but there is little
similarity in their various approaches to logistics doctrine and little evidence of
cross-fertilization of common ground.

As illustrated by the Army and Navy’s inability to communicate via radio in
Grenada and some beliefs that the US maintains four air forces, stovepipe service
acquisition and logistics organizations procure what they want, when they want,
frequently without regard to commonality, compatibility and duplication. The result is
competition among the services for limited resources. This competition may be favorable
in a peacetime environment, but is not in an operational environment.” In addition, the
resultant inefficiencies in the supplying of a joint force could burden the JFC and the
operation with a large and immobile sustainment footprint. In the Gulf War, it is thought
that the service component commanders each brought enough ammunition, of all types,
to the fight to destroy the Iraqi Army with their own forces.’® As Martin Van Creveld
states in Supplying War (Logistics from Wallenstein to Patton):

...Rather most armies seem to have prepared their campaigns as best they could on
an ad hoc basis, making great, if uncoordinated, efforts to gather together the largest
possible number of tactical vehicles, trucks of all descriptions, railway troops etc., while

giving little, if any, thought to the ‘ideal’ combination which, in theory, would have
carried them the furthest.”'
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dition, multiple logistics organizations and command and control elements
the principle of unity of effort, further increasing the friction associated
er forces. JV 2020 sets the course for focused logistics systems that
d, flexible and inherently reliable. It envisions centralized planning
execution with the use of tailored and modular sustainment packages.*
cs-A Joint Logistics Roadmap states:
Logistics will require logisticians to more fully examine the big picture
(joint gnd combined operations) vice maintaining functional and/or Service
stoveffipes as other concepts of JV 2010 are developed...Increased emphasis on
precision in our logistics processes will have the effect of producing more capable
forces...Moreover, it will bridge the gap between logistics and operations to truly
achieve one common picture...These technological innovations have implications
for joint doctrine.”
Clearly with or without revised joint doctrine, US forces must make an effort toward
operating in a joint and combined environment where sustainment functions are
integrated, coordinated and synchronized between participating services. In the
environment that JV 2020 envisions, operational success may depend upon it. NATO

logistics doctrine puts it this way. “...the greater the degree of standardization of

equipment, procedures and doctrine, the greater the degree of cooperation, mutl895Tbj-0.0014 Tw 1200 12



Command (Provisional).” As a result of the challenges of sustaining forces in today’s
distant and austere operating environments, the CF is establishing a NMSC that will put in
place a single operational level support agency, the JSG. The JSG Commander (JSGC)
will report directly to the JTF Commander (JTFC).”® In 1995, realizing the need for a
logistical planning headquarters to support possible involvement in actions in the former
Yugoslavia, NATO gave the United States the lead to put together a staff to begin work.
The elements of that staff, pulled from the US European Command (EUCOM) and the
continental US and later augmented with logisticians from contributing nations, became
the headquarters for the NATO Commander for Support in the Balkans.”” Revisions made
to US doctrine since the Gulf War and coalition operations in the former Yugoslavia
reflect consideration for the establishment of a theater logistics headquarters and
supporting elements. But, does the doctrines go far enough? Does it support the tenets of
JV 2020? Can we look to the CF and NATO for possible remedies to our command and
control issues?

Dr. David Schrady writes at length about the need for logistical command and
control systems in a 1999 article published in the Naval War College Review. In it he
states:

...logistics...must be included in the command and control systems of the joint

force commander. Logistics has generally not been afforded this recognition. It

has been seen as an administrative aspect of military operations rather than an
operational and tactical component of combat. Running out of fuel or ordnance in
combat, however, is painfully operational.*®

A logistical case study of the Gulf War illustrates the need for a theater support

command. There were many logistical challenges and issues including: use of irrelevant

planning factors, prioritization of shipments and in-theater distribution, negotiation of
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HNS agreements, forecasting capability, the formulation of information from fragmented
and meaningless data, and the inability to provide the JFC with a comprehensive logistics
picture. Lieutenant General Pagonis, a US Army officer who became recognized as the
theater logistician for the JFC, was never able to bring the other US services or the
coalition forces into the fold. Therefore, General Schwarzkopf did not have a single and
authoritative logistics point of contact.*® The lack of a single command authority on
logistics did not lead to catastrophe, but it could have.

US joint logistics doctrine is not clear on the command and control issue. Under
the heading of “Command and Control of Logistics” in the section on logistics principles,
the doctrine calls for a single command authority to best attain unity of effort.*’ It goes
on to say that peacetime organizations should look like wartime organizations to avoid
reorganization during war.* Two inconsistencies stand out. The first is that the doctrine
calls for a single command authority, but does not establish one other than the JFC. The
second issue is that the establishment of a theater support command has always been ad
hoc in nature. Unless the US establishes a standing joint support command this will not
change. Wartime and peacetime logistics organizations will not look alike.

Appendix B of the doctrine discusses organizational considerations. The doctrine
states that “Lessons learned have identified the need to utilize a logistic management

9942

process that provides a unified focus and optimizes support to deployed forces.”"” It goes

on to say the CINC may put in place a Joint Theater Logistics Management organization
to “fuse movement control and materiel management to integrate and synergize the

9943

logistic capability of the force.” The doctrine falls far short of establishing an
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for Support. Both models recognize the need for the commander, be it at the operational
or tactical level, to have a single point of contact for the provision of support to an area of
operations.

NATO?’s logistical doctrine, as with all of its doctrine, continues to emerge. What
served the alliance well during the years of the Cold War, cannot be applied to NATO
out-of-area operations, such as NATO’s current involvement in the Balkans. The
complexities of employing a CJTF outside of the NATO area, in operations that could
range from humanitarian relief to low-intensity conflict, present numerous challenges for
the alliance.”’” Nonetheless, NATO has published new doctrine that appears to be fairly
clear and traditional along the functional lines of operations, intelligence, logistics,
personnel, and so on.**

In January of 1998, NATO published allied joint logistics doctrine in the form of
a coordinating draft. The focus of the doctrine is similar to that of US joint logistics
doctrine. In lieu of providing for the sustainment and support of contributing nations
(CN), the doctrine functions to establish a means to coordinate the support among
nations, for CNs are ultimately responsible for the support to deployed units. It also
establishes, among other things, various command and control organizations that
facilitate the coordination and arrangement of Host Nation Support (HNS) agreements
and/or local contracts, and the coordination and arrangement for common supplies and
services or other multi-national logistics requirements.*’ Of note is that the sustainment
function of personnel and the proposed function of communication and information
services are not included in the doctrine. It does, however, incorporate the function of

health services. The doctrine appears to adequately cover logistical support to the
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operational commander whether the operation is within NATO, or outside of NATO’s
area of responsibility. It provides for a rather robust command and control structure that
will likely be essential when NATO forces operate outside of the territories of NATO
nations.

The doctrine provides for logistics command and control elements on an as
needed basis. The deployable activities, such as a logistics command and control
organization, are created in response to a commitment of NATO forces.”® The
commander of such a logistics headquarters reports to the Deputy NATO Chief of Staff
for Support who reports directly to the NATO Commander. Major General William
Farmen, US Army (Retired) and former Commander for NATO logistics in Bosnia,
makes the case in a recent article in the Joint Forces Quarterly that NATO needs a full
time logistics headquarters. In the article he suggests that “national logistics” may not
always suit the requirements of a multi-national environment. He cites synergies that can
be achieved by the centralization of funds, services and contracts.”’ He also discusses
how difficult it is to put together an ad hoc logistical planning and execution headquarters
to respond quickly to the very complex and demanding world of an alliance
environment.”> Nonetheless, it appears the authors of NATO doctrine are quite aware of
the importance of having adequate theater logistical command and control. The doctrine
is detailed and unambiguous with regards to how such an organization would be
established and states that it would likely be put together from a designated “parent”
NATO nation headquarters. This took place in the Balkans when EUCOM, supported by

Allied Forces Central Command (AFCENT), took the logistics lead for NATO efforts.”
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The emerging logistics doctrine of NATO and the CF’s sustainment and support
concept of establishing a JSG appear to fully consider the requirement to have a
command and control organization responsible for the coordination of support functions
in a joint and/or combined theater. The US doctrine, however, is ambiguous and unclear
on this point. The Focused Logistics Roadmap, published a few years prior to the latest
US joint logistics doctrine, calls for a Joint Theater Logistics Command and Control
(JTLCC) organization.>* The document goes on to say that the “organization would be an
operational logistics support command expandable to a bonafide Joint Support Command
(JSC) working directly for the CINC.” There is nothing of this concept in the April
2000 US joint logistics doctrine. One wonders what became of it. An obvious fix to the
current US joint logistics doctrine might be designation of the US Army’s new TSC as
the peacetime JTLCC organization that could expand to a JSC as required for support to a

theater of operations.

CONCLUSIONS

Even though the current US joint logistics doctrine is “very current”, it needs
revision. It does not integrate all sustainment functions, address coordination or endorse
cooperation between services, provide for theater command and control of sustainment
functions, provide for a single authoritative logistics point of contact, or adequately
espouse and endorse the tenets of JV 2020. Lessons learned from recent conflicts are not
incorporated to any degree. US joint doctrinal publications across the spectrum of J-staff
functions show little, if any, integration of sustainment functions. The existing joint

logistics doctrine of the US does not serve the JFC well, lessen the friction of sustaining a
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theater fighting force, or do anything to move away from the ad hoc manner in which
logistics is approached in times of crisis. On the other hand, the emerging logistics
doctrine of NATO is a good example of comprehensive and unambiguous doctrine that
provides for unity of command. And, it appears the CF is well on its way to addressing
the integration and coordination of sustainment functions with the concept of a theater
JSG.

Current US joint logistics doctrine does not provide the JFC with sufficient means
to sustain theater forces. Doctrine must be dynamic and adaptable to the needs of the
JFC. Changes in the way we will fight future wars and keep the peace will require
changes to our organizational structures and doctrine. JV 2020 clearly suggests this will
be the case, and even goes into some detail as to what doctrinal changes may need to be
made. In the US, it is the ever-present resistance to change and lack of service initiatives
for anything that promotes “jointness” that is, in part, holding up progress. Strong
leadership and unity of effort among the Service Chiefs is what is required to embrace the
tenets of focused logistics and make it more than a vision.

Solutions to doctrinal sustainment issues do exist. They exist in the manner in
which the US Joint Forces Command is fixing the deployment process, in the US Air
Force doctrine that integrates all sustainment functions, in the emerging US Army
doctrine that provides for a TSC that also integrates sustainment functions, in JV 2020’s
concept of “focused logistics”, in the clear and unambiguous way in which NATO
doctrine is written and in the CF’s endorsement of establishment of a JSG. A formal
review of existing US joint doctrine, with an eye toward JV 2020 and improvements that

will ensure the JFC sufficient means to sustain joint and combined forces over a broad
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spectrum of operations, should be taken on by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
The US Joint Forces Command could take the lead in performing such a task.
Wholehearted endorsement of such an approach by the CINCs (unified and specified), as

well as the Service Chiefs, would be crucial to its success.
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