An Overview of Logistics in Operation Iraq Freedom

This case study is based on the GAO Report “Preliminary Observation of the Effectiveness of Logistics Activities during Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF)” dated 18 Dec 2003.  This conflict is one of the largest logistics and supply efforts with more than 50% of the initial budget of $28.1 billion for the military campaign:

· $14.2 billion was used for the operating support,
· $4.9 billion for transportation, and
· Congress approved near $80.0 billion in supplemental funding for OIF and the war on terrorism in April of 2003.  
The supplemental funding will be distributed in four phases:

1. Coercive diplomacy which $30.3 billion would cover the cost of transportation of equipment and personnel to the Persian Gulf and bringing the troops home after the conflict.

2. Shooting war is the execution of the conflict in which $13.1 billion was allocated for this phase of the conflict.

3. Transition to peace is the third phase of the conflict and $12.0 billion was budgeted for this phase, as well as DoD-led stability and humanitarian operations.

4. Reconstitution is the final phase of the conflict in which $7.2 billion will pay for the unbudgeted depot maintenance, the restocking of ammunition, and parts expenses and resupply.  

Logistics before, during, and after the OIF played and will continue to contribute a major role in the conflict.

However, according to the GAO, there are four major challenges to logistics.  These logistics support problems are:

1.  Poor asset visibility:   This means that the DoD did not have adequate visibility over all equipment and supplies transported to, within, and from the theater of operations in support of OIF.  To illustrate the magnitude of the shipments of supplies, DLA’s Energy Support Center provided over:

· 1 billion gallons of petroleum and lubricants, 

· 48 million individual Meals, Ready-to-Eat and Unitized Group Rations which provides meals for groups of 50 or more.  

To track the shipments, U.S. Central Command issued a policy requiring, whenever feasible, to use of radio frequency identification tags to track assets shipped to and within the theater.  These tags are used to track shipping containers and pallets and their contents while in transit.  The tags identify what items are in a container or pallet and continuously transmit that information through radio signals, which can be read electronically using hand-held scanners or fixed interrogators placed at various points along the supply routes.  However, these tags were not used in a uniform and consistent manner.  In addition, there are further problems with the tracking of equipment and supplies:

· Units operating in the theater did not have adequate access to, or could not fully use, DoD’s logistics and asset visibility systems in order to track equipment and supplies because these systems were not fully interoperable and capable of exchanging information or transmitting data over the required distances.

· DoD and military service personnel lacked training on the use of the radio frequency identification tags and other tracking tools.

2.  Insufficient and ineffective theater distribution capability:  DoD did not have sufficient distribution capability in the theater to effectively manage and transport the large amount of supplies and equipment deployed during OIF.  Examples of the lack of capabilities are:

· The distribution of supplies to forward units was delayed because adequate transportation assets (cargo trucks and materiel handling equipment) were not available within the theater of operations.

· The distribution of supplies was also delayed because cargo arriving in shipping containers and pallets had to be separated and repackaged several times for delivery to multiple units in different locations.

· DoD’s lack of an effective process for prioritizing cargo for delivery precluded the effective use of scarce theater transportation assets.

· One of the major causes of distribution problems during OIF was that most Army and Marine Corps logistics personnel and equipment did not deploy to the theater until after combat troops arrived and major combat operations were underway.

3.  A third problem which was the failure to apply “lessons learned” from prior operations:   The problems in previous conflicts appear to continue in OIF.  Examples of the “lessons learned” are:

· During Operation Desert Storm accountability and asset visibility were lost due to the lack of container documentation and an inadequate transportation system to distribute these supplies.

· During the Persian Gulf War, there was a lack of asset visibility and poor materiel distribution, the logistics effort was weakened by the long processing time for supply requisitions, which resulted in:

· Loss of confidence and discipline in the supply system

· The abuse of the priority designation process

· The submission of multiple requisitions.

· In Kosovo, military leaders had limited visibility over supplies because the communications support needed to fuse data from multiple collection points was inadequate.
4.  Other logistics issues:  These are issues which DoD and military service officials raised during the GAO review.  These issues are:

· At times there were shortages of some spares or repair parts needed by deployed forces (tires, tank track, helicopter spare parts, and radio batteries).  As a result, units resorted to cannibalizing vehicles or circumventing normal supply channels to keep equipment in ready condition.

· Army prepositioned equipment (e.g. parts inventories) used for OIF was not adequately configured to match unit needs.  

· DoD logistics support contractors used during OIF were not always effective.  For example, some commercial shippers were unable to provide “door-to-door” delivery of supplies to units in the theater, as required by their contracts.

· Physical security at ports and other distribution points in the theater (vehicles, communications and computer equipment had been lost in Kuwait) was not always adequate to protect assets from being lost or stolen.
The full text of this report can be found at:

http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d04305r.pdf 
