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Preface

This report describes a review conducted by the Air Force and the
RAND Corporation called the Chief’s Logistics Review (CLR).
Somewhat different from a typical RAND study, this was a joint ef
fort in which RAND acted as analytic advisor to the Air Force. This
effort was directed, in October 1999, by Gen Michael E. Ryan, then
Chief of Staff of the Air Force (CSAF), to develop improvement
options to mitigate logistics problems that had arisen in the 1990s.
CLR was placed under the overall direction of Gen John W. Handy,
then Deputy Chief of Staff, Installations and Logistics, who asked
RAND to develop the analytic approach for the review, choosing
RAND because of its previous research and the confidence of senior
Air Force leaders.

In response to ongoing concerns about declining readiness
trends in aircraft maintenance, General Ryan directed CLR. In pro-
viding guidance for the review, General Ryan emphasized looking at
process and training deficiencies within existing organizations and
directed that the study focus on identifying actions required to re-
solve such deficiencies. This report provides background material on
CLR and describes both the analytic approach (including RAND’s
role in its development) and the results from this review of Air Force
wing-level logistics processes. The background material covers both
the initial phase of the study, in which the proposed improvements
were determined, and the second phase of the study, in which the
improvements were field tested.
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This report also provides insights gained through the study that
should be useful to future generations of logisticians, operators, and
planners throughout the Department of Defense, particularly those in
the Air Force, who struggle with the challenges of maintaining the
most ready and capable aircraft fleet in the face of new threats and
resource environments. [t may prove useful to such personnel across
the Department of Defense, as well.

The research addressed in this report was conducted in the Re-
source Management Program of RAND Project AIR FORCE. The
Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff, Installations and Logistics,
sponsored this project.

RAND Project AIR FORCE

RAND Project AIR FORCE (PAF), a division of the RAND
Corporation, is the U.S. Air Force’s federally funded research and de-
velopment center for studies and analyses. PAF provides the Air Force
with independent analyses of policy alternatives affecting the devel-
opment, employment, combat readiness, and support of current and
future aerospace forces. Research is conducted in four programs:
Aerospace Force Development; Manpower, Personnel, and Training;
Resource Management; and Strategy and Doctrine.

Additional information about PAF is available on our Web site
at htep://www.rand.org/paf.
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Summary

In response to indicators of declining readiness, heightened opera-
tions tempo, and evolving force employment concepts, the Chief of
Staff of the Air Force (CSAF) initiated a review of Air Force wing-
level logistics processes. This review, called the Chief’s Logistics Re-
view (CLR), was designed to target process and process-enabler short-
falls that limited the logistics community’s ability to meet increasing
readiness demands. This report presents background information and
describes the analytic approach (including the RAND Corporation’s
role in its development) and results of CLR (Phase 1), and it describes
how solution options designed to improve wing-level logistics proc-
esses were tested and evaluated (Phase 2). This effort was unlike a
typical RAND study in that it was a joint effort, with RAND acting
as an analytic advisor to the Air Force. RAND was chosen to develop
the analytic approach for this review because of its previous research
and the confidence of senior Air Force leaders. RAND’s involvement
was meant to ensure that the CSAF received all potential options and
a costs/benefits analysis for each option.

The primary catalyst for CLR was a briefing sponsored by Gen
John P. Jumper, then Commander, United States Air Forces Europe
(USAFE/CC), in September 1999. Entitled “Posturing Aircraft
Maintenance for Combat Readiness” and stemming in part from ex-
periences during Operation Allied Force/Operation Noble Anvil, the
briefing illustrated declining readiness trends, degraded warfighting
skills, and impaired Air and Space Expeditionary Force (AEF) im-
plementation. The view presented was one of declining readiness be-

XV
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cause of lines of authority that were too fragmented to ensure proper
control of aircraft maintenance processes at the Air Force wing level.
The recommended solution was a focused wing structure with a sepa-
rate maintenance group controlling all facets of wing maintenance, an
organizational structure similar to the one that had been in place be-
fore Gen Merrill McPeak had ordered it changed to the Objective
Wing structure in the early 1990s.!

In response to the USAFE/CC presentation and other ongoing
concerns about declining readiness trends in aircraft maintenance,
Gen Michael E. Ryan, CSAF, directed CLR. In providing guidance
for the study, General Ryan questioned the contention that changes
to current organizations were required to eliminate the root causes of
declining readiness trends in aircraft maintenance. He emphasized
instead that existing organizations should be looked at for process and
training deficiencies, and he directed that the study focus on identi-
fying actions required to resolve such deficiencies. The CSAF set the
following guidelines for the review:

* Evaluate processes rather than organizations.

e Examine centralized versus decentralized execution for home/
deployed forces.

* Gather insights from both logisticians and operators.

* Develop changes/adjustments within constrained funding
boundaries.

* Develop metrics to compare solution options against the AEF
operational goals.

* Identify accompanying benefits, costs, and risk.

Within these CSAF guidelines, RAND, as analytic advisor in a
study run by the Air Force, related process analysis to AEF opera-
tional goals as a framework for the review. The AEF operational
goals, as identified in previous research, are as follows:

1 For more details and a historical perspective of the organizational structure of maintenance

in the Air Force, see Appendix G.
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* Rapidly configure support.

* Quickly deploy large and small tailored force packages with the
capability to deliver substantial firepower anywhere in the world.

* Immediately employ these forces upon arrival.

* Smoothly shift from deployment to operational sustainment.

* Meet the demands of small-scale contingencies and peacekeep-
ing commitments while maintaining readiness for potential
contingencies outlined in defense guidance.?

CLR incorporated a structured methodology focused on identi-
fying process problems and presenting options for their correction.
Active major command (MAJCOM) participation and a sequential
review process were used. Throughout the process, MAJCOM inputs
were solicited and used to refine potential solutions for consideration
by senior Air Force leaders.

During the course of the review, the CSAF maintained his focus
on effecting proper process and training improvements within the
existing Objective Wing maintenance structure for the Combat Air
Force. He did not seek to realign sortie production and fleet man-
agement processes by putting them under a single authority, an ap-
proach frequently recommended by MAJCOMs.> He further di-
rected that the focus be on officer development in order to identify
the subject matter content and level of training necessary at various
stages in career progression. He emphasized that the study should
lead to an identification of what and how much maintenance knowl-
edge both fighter pilots and maintainers need to go to war. He did
not object to minor realignments to improve process efficiencies. He
agreed to some policy changes, many major training improvements,
and some minor process realignments.

2 Tripp, Robert S., et al., Supporting Expeditionary Aerospace Forces: A Concept for Evolving to
the Agile Combat Support/Mobility System of the Future, MR-1179-AF, RAND Corporation,
Santa Monica, CA, 2000.

3 Although recommended by the MAJCOMs, General Ryan, CSAF during CLR Phase 1,
was opposed to major organizational change or realignment. In his opinion, there had been
enough major reorganizations within the Air Force, and he did not want to make any further
significant changes.
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The underlying theme for the analysis was the challenge of bal-
ancing the near-term sortie production requirements with the long-
term fleet health necessary to meet future requirements. MAJCOMs
recognized that day-to-day sortie production was often taking priority
over scheduled maintenance tasks (for example, training, phase main-
tenance, and time-critical technical order changes) seen as essential
for investing in future capability.

Following a series of reviews, a set of solution options was final-
ized and presented to senior leadership. The options proposed for
maintenance targeted minor process realignments and investments in
process enablers that would aid in achieving the near-term/long-term
balance sought. Options for improving Supply, Transportation, and
Logistics Plans were also proposed. Also the result of MAJCOM in-
puts and RAND analysis, these options included streamlining the
wing-level distribution process by integrating Supply and Transporta-
tion into a single organization and improving wing-level contingency
planning and execution by creating a standard structure for the logis-
tics planners within the wing.

Options for Improving Wing-Level Logistics (see pp. 7-17)

CLR Phase 1 resulted in a set of improvement options that targeted
four areas: maintenance, materiel management, contingency planning
and execution, and technical training and officer development. Air
Force leadership approved the following initiatives by targeted area,
and all selected initiatives (in bold below) were then evaluated during
the implementation test (Phase 2).

The approved maintenance initiatives were designed to improve
the ability to balance near-term sortie production requirements with
long-term fleet health requirements, with the end result of ensuring
future readiness. These initiatives were as follows:

* Increase emphasis on sortie production and fleet health proc-
esses by aligning sortie production functions under the Opera-



was

Summary  xix

tions Group and fleet health functions under the Logistics
Group.

Develop and enforce policy for current versus future readiness
tradeoff analysis.

Improve maintenance policy.

Develop a Senior Leaders’ Metrics handbook.

Improve enlisted maintenance training,.

Improve officer (logistics and rated) maintenance training.
Pursue centralized intermediate repair facilities for wartime and
peacetime.

For materiel management, the intent of the approved initiatives
to improve wing-level distribution:

Provide guidance for materiel management pipeline analysis.
Improve Regional Supply Squadron (RSS) policy.

Develop training on RSS processes, tools, and metrics.

Create a single authority for the distribution process by inte-
grating the wing-level supply and transportation squadrons.
Pursue enhanced combat support execution planning and con-
trol (CSC2) at regional activities.

For contingency planning, the approved initiatives were to im-

prove the wing-level deployment planning and execution process:

Create and report metrics for contingency planning against AEF
goals.

Improve policy for deployments and site surveys.

Create a Joint Operations Planning and Execution System certi-
fication policy.

Standardize throughout the Air Force the alignment of Logis-
tics Plans by placing them within the Logistics Group.
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For technical training and officer development, the approved
initiatives were aimed at improving the skills and knowledge of the
workforce:

* Increase the availability of training managers.

* Standardize nonrepetitive maintenance/deployment training
tasks.

* Change Air Force recurring training timing to coincide with
AEF cycles.

* Define logistics officer career paths into two tracks.

* Improve cross-flow management.

* Develop Weapons School-type training for logistics officers.

Implementation Test (see pp. 19-25)

Air Staff prepared a CLR presentation for the newly appointed
AF/IL, Lt Gen Michael E. Zettler, to take to the CSAF for approval.
The options were subsequently put forth in a presentation at the Fall
CORONA in early October 2000, where a decision was made to
evaluate the selected options during a six-month implementation test
at a limited number of bases. RAND was asked to analyze the test
and provide feedback to the Air Force on the test results. The imple-
mentation test was conducted for six months, from September 2001
to March 2002.

The implementation test was designed to evaluate the plan for
implementing CLR initiatives Air Force—wide and to ensure that
changes did not negatively impact wing-level operations. In this case,
a successful test was defined as one in which an initiative was imple-
mented without causing unintended consequences. Against that crite-
rion, the CLR implementation test was a success in that there were
no detrimental consequences from implementing CLR initiatives.
Specific issues do warrant consideration, however, as follows.
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Sortie Production and Fleet Health (see pp. 27-51)

* Encourage and facilitate the use of metrics to balance daily sortie
production and long-term fleet health management at the wing
level.

* Consider implementing additional maintenance and mainte-
nance management policy improvements, and additional job
performance aids, and further refine training and education op-
portunities.

* Consider implementing additional activities to monitor, meas-
ure, and evaluate policy enforcement.

* Proceed with Air Force—wide implementation of CLR sortie
production/fleet health initiatives and consider alternatives to
further enhance maintenance process execution.

Materiel Management and Contingency Planning (see pp.
53-91)

* Consider revisiting the Logistics Readiness Squadron (LRS) re-
structure from the viewpoint of maintaining the integrity of the
distribution process as it is defined and conceptualized by Air
Force theater distribution needs.

* Consider re-evaluating the Vehicle Management Flight and the
possibility that the LRS restructure may have had an unintended
adverse effect specifically on the transportation enlisted career
field.

* Consider aligning core functions associated with deployment
planning and execution, force reception, and force beddown
in an organization specifically focused on those AEF-critical
processes.

* Consider creating new metrics that focus on the distribution
process with related segments and, in turn, show how the base-
level distribution process fits into the larger global/theater distri-
bution process.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

This report provides background information and describes the ana-
lytic approach (including the RAND Corporation’s role in its devel-
opment) and results of an Air Force review of wing-level logistics
processes. The review was conducted to develop improvement op-
tions to mitigate logistics support problems that had surfaced during
the 1990s. This study was directed by Gen Michael E. Ryan, then
Chief of Staff of the Air Force (CSAF), in October 1999, and was
named the Chief’s Logistics Review (CLR). CLR was placed under
the overall direction of Gen John W. Handy, then Deputy Chief of
Staff, Installations and Logistics (AF/IL).

General Handy asked RAND to assist in conducting the study.
The arrangement was not typical of a RAND study; this was a joint
effort in which RAND acted as an analytic advisor to the Air Force.
Previous RAND research and the confidence of senior Air Force lead-
ers led to RAND’s being chosen to develop the analytic approach for
this review. RAND was involved to ensure that the CSAF received all
potential options and a costs/benefits analysis for each option.

The primary catalyst for CLR was a briefing, “Posturing Aircraft
Maintenance for Combat Readiness,” presented in September 1999
by Gen John P. Jumper, then Commander, United States Air Forces
Europe (USAFE/CC). Stemming partly from experiences during Op-
eration Allied Force/Operation Noble Anvil, the briefing illustrated
declining readiness trends, degraded warfighting skills, and impaired
air and space expeditionary force (AEF) implementation. The view
presented was one of declining readiness caused by lines of authority
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being too fragmented to ensure proper control of aircraft mainte-
nance processes at the Air Force wing level. A focused wing structure
with a separate maintenance group controlling all facets of wing
maintenance was recommended as a solution to declining readiness.
This structure was similar to the one that had existed before Gen
Merrill McPeak ordered it changed to the Objective Wing structure
in the early 1990s.!

In response to the USAFE/CC presentation and other ongoing
concerns about declining readiness trends in aircraft maintenance,
General Ryan directed CLR. In providing guidance for the review,
General Ryan questioned the contention that the root causes of de-
clining readiness trends in aircraft maintenance could be eliminated
only by making changes to current organizations. Instead, he empha-
sized the need to look at process and training deficiencies within ex-
isting organizations, and he directed that the study focus on identi-
fying actions to resolve such deficiencies. The CSAF set the following
guidelines for the review:

* Evaluate processes rather than organizations.

e Examine centralized versus decentralized execution for home/
deployed forces.

* Gather insights from both logisticians and operators.

* Develop changes/adjustments within constrained funding
boundaries.

* Develop metrics to compare solution options against the AEF
operational goals.

* Identify accompanying benefits, costs, and risk.

Within the guidelines from the CSAF, RAND, as analytic advi-
sor in a study run by the Air Force, related process analysis to AEF
operational goals as a framework for the review. The AEF operational
goals, as outlined in previous research, are as follows:

1 For more details and a historical perspective of the organizational structure of maintenance
in the Air Force, see Appendix G.



Introduction 3

* Rapidly configure support.

* Quickly deploy both large and small tailored force packages with
the capability to deliver substantial firepower anywhere in the
world.

* Immediately employ these forces upon arrival.

* Smoothly shift from deployment to operational sustainment.

* Meet the demands of small-scale contingencies and peacekeep-
ing commitments while maintaining readiness for potential con-
tingencies outlined in defense guidance.?

CLR commenced in October 1999 with a process analysis that
rendered suggested options for improving wing-level logistics proc-
esses (Phase 1) and concluded in March 2002 with completion of a
field demonstration of approved process realignments (Phase 2).

The objective of the initial RAND process analysis was to de-
velop a set of wing-level process improvement options that addressed
current problems and to evaluate how those options impacted the
effectiveness of implementing AEF operational goals. Efforts to iden-
tify process improvements were confined to the context of the current
Objective Wing structure. The major commands (MAJCOMs) fre-
quently suggested that sortie production and fleet health be realigned
under a single authority, as in the old Deputy Commander for Main-
tenance (DCM) days, but this was not an option.?> Thus, major reor-
ganization options were not within the scope of this effort.* The
process analysis phase (Phase 1) concluded with an array of improve-
ment options for senior leadership to consider for implementation.

2 Tripp, Robert S. et al., Supporting Expeditionary Aerospace Forces: A Concept for Evolving to
the Agile Combat Support/Mobility System of the Future, MR-1179-AF, RAND Corporation,
Santa Monica, CA, 2000.

3 General Ryan, CSAF during CLR Phase 1, was opposed to major organizational change or
realignment. In his opinion, there had been enough major reorganizations within the Air
Force, and he did not want to make any further significant changes.

4 Historically, the Air Force has oscillated between centralized and decentralized mainte-
nance for as long as airplanes have been flying. For more details about the organizational
structure of maintenance in the Air Force over the past century, see Appendix G.
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The study initially focused on maintenance only. When RAND,
as analytic advisor, suggested that the scope be broadened to include
all logistics processes, the review was quickly expanded to include
wing-level distribution and logistics planning processes as well. The
lack of attention to the tradeoffs associated with balancing current
sortie production goals and maintaining a prepared fleet for future
engagements was a large contributing factor to CLR’s initiation.
Managing this balance is critical to the Air Force and central to any
process alignment.

Figure 1.1 illustrates the challenges of balancing current and fu-
ture capabilities. Dahlman and Thaler highlighted this balance in
their report Assessing Unit Readiness: Case Study of an Air Force Fighter
Wing, in which they describe the issue this way:

The official DoD dictionary defines operational readiness as ‘the
capability of a unit/formation, ship, weapon system or equip-
ment to perform the missions or functions for which it is orga-
nized or designed.” A distinguishing feature of the approach
taken is that this concept is applied to both peacetime and war-
time tasking.

Figure 1.1
Units Must Balance Current and Future Capabilities

Wings and squadrons have two major readiness-related taskings/outputs

1 —

Wing/squadron production
Current capabilities Tradeoffs Future capabilities

1. Provide trained personnel to meet 1. Train, assign personnel to rejuvenate
current demand human capital for future Air Force

2. Provide maintained equipment to 2. Perform life-cycle maintenance on
meet current demand equipment for future Air Force

i “ : "
I Operational
| readiness—a
i common focus

| A tasking that doesn’t |
| get enough attention in |
! 1
! 1
1

current environment

RAND MG190-1.1
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On the most basic level, USAF wings and squadrons are de-
signed to produce two overarching and intimately connected
outputs related to readiness. The first is the ability to provide
current military capabilities, i.e., the activities universally associ-
ated with operational readiness. If a wing had to go to war now,
how well would its capabilities match up with the demands lev-
ied by the Combatant Commanders? Are the right numbers of
personnel trained appropriately? Is equipment in good working
condition with an adequate level of supplies? Can the requisite
number of effective sorties be generated?

The current production of future capabilities, while usually re-
ceiving less attention, is equally important. We emphasize these
activities in this document precisely because they tend 7oz to be
emphasized in actual planning and programming. DoD and
USAF guidance on and management of readiness traditionally
emphasizes operational readiness and the requirements for main-
taining this readiness are explicit. The production of future ca-
pabilities, through the rejuvenation of human capital by formal
and on-the-job training (O] T), is not normally recognized as an
equally important tasking. It is a capability assumed to be em-
bedded in units but it often is not. As units are deployed to sup-
port contingency operations, they often postpone building fu-
ture capabilities in order to provide current ones. The longer this
continues, the more future commanders will be limited by hav-
ing a less experienced, less capable force from which to draw.

As many MAJCOMs pointed out in their CLR submissions, the
issues of future fleet health and growing the human capital necessary
to produce readiness in the future were not receiving enough atten-
tion. Therefore, in agreement with RAND advice, a good portion of
the CLR effort addressed policies, training, and performance review
initiatives to ensure that the Air Force gave this fundamental issue of
readiness the necessary attention.

This report begins by presenting the methodology used to arrive
at the improvement options, including the recommendations made

> Dahlman, Carl, and David Thaler, Assessing Unit Readiness: Case Study of an Air Force
Fighter Wing, DB-296-AF, RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, CA, 2000.
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by participating MAJCOMs. The remainder of the report describes
the design of the implementation test, the quantitative data findings,
and the qualitative analysis results from interviews RAND conducted
during the implementation test period. Also provided are conclusions
and recommendations for use in formulating final implementation
recommendations to the Chief of Staff and senior Air Force leaders.
Eight appendices offer related, supplementary information.



CHAPTER TWO

CLR Phase 1: Analytic Approach and Results

With extensive MAJCOM and Air Staff participation, the RAND
Corporation conducted an iterative analysis using wing-level, process-
oriented problems and potential solutions identified primarily by the
MAJCOMs. The effort became known as CLR Phase 1.

RAND?’s participation in CLR Phase 1 included assisting in the
development of an analytic framework for implementing and testing

CLR. RAND assisted in developing the following:

* Implementation plan framework

Test plan framework

Feedback mechanism structure
Implementation plan integration/refinement
Test plan integration/refinement.

The process RAND used for the analysis is detailed below.

Analytic Approach

CLR Phase 1 analysis used a structured methodology. The first step
was to gather inputs from the MAJCOM:s to the ten major processes
published by the Air Force. The inputs identified common problems
and solution options by targets of opportunity (ToOs). The next step
was to establish the analytic framework, which was composed of the
following three elements:
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1. A mapping of MAJCOM problem and solution statements to the
baseline wing-level logistics process.

2. Expanded solution options drawn from lessons learned from the
Air War Over Serbia (AWOS) and other re-engineering efforts
and studies.

3. A set of metrics against which to measure different solution
options.

The third step was to establish baseline performance for the set
of evaluation criteria. In establishing baseline performance, the cur-
rent environment was evaluated against the analytic framework’s met-
rics. After the baseline was analyzed, the next step, the fourth, was to
present the baseline analysis and an initial set of solution options to
the CSAF. This in-progress review was designed to solicit feedback
and direction from the CSAF.

The fifth step was to analyze how the solution options would af-
fect the baseline process. Each option was analyzed as an independent
treatment against the baseline to determine its effects on the CLR
analysis metrics. Included in this step was an analysis of how option
packages would affect the metrics. The sixth, and final, step in the
methodology was to present the analysis to Air Force senior leader-
ship. The analysis was presented as a set of options and option pack-
ages that allowed senior leadership to make decisions based on the
most-valued metrics.

Targets of Opportunity

The first step in the methodology was to gather inputs from the
MAJCOM;s for the ten published major processes.! The MAJCOM
inputs, called targets of opportunity (ToOs), identified common
problems and solution options. The ToOs (see Appendix A for de-

! These processes are supply management, transportation management, logistics plans, main-
tenance management, maintenance inspections, maintenance repairs, sortie generation, am-
munition storage and management, training, and officer development. See Figure 2.1.
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tails) were categorized by Air Force logistics functional areas such as
maintenance, munitions, supply, transportation, and logistics plan-
ning, as well as by the crosscutting area of officer development. In
total, the MAJCOMs submitted 618 ToOs, each of which contained
a summary statement of its focus followed by a set of task statements
specific to the function.

After RAND consolidated and categorized the ToOs (610 ToOs
became 423), they were returned to the MAJCOMs. The MAJCOMs
were asked to respond with specific process problem statements re-
lated to each ToO area, the effect(s) of each process problem in that
area, and solution options associated with each process problem. Fig-
ure 2.1 illustrates the structured methodology used in analyzing the
solution options.

Figure 2.1
Methodology Used in CLR Phase 1

[ Supply )
management Materiel
. management
Transportation options
Total =618 management
Core CLR Logistics ol Cor|1t|ng_ency
Issues (423) ogistics plans planning
options
(Categorized p
around 4 logistics Maintenance
processes and used "
to formulate mahagemen
MAJCOM options) Maintenance .
ToO h inspections Sor.tle
o Maintenance production and
repairs fleet health
P . management
Beyond CLR Sortie options
Tasking generation
(195) Ammo storage/
management

Technical
Training training and

Officer officer
development development
options

RAND MG190-2.1
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MAJCOM inputs were solicited in two successive cycles. The first
cycle yielded some insight on the challenges facing today’s wing-level
logistics processes, as well as multiple options for overcoming those
challenges. However, specific process improvement options were not
clearly defined. Individual commands used different approaches for
compiling their inputs. Many went to their subordinate wings for in-
puts, and one command used a process that integrated process teams
using a preexisting Integrated Definition (IDEF) model to present
process descriptions and solution options when they matched ToOs.
Across the board, however, there was a scarcity of existing process de-
ficiencies and process revision recommendations. Many of the solu-
tion options addressed the problem but were not clear as to the proc-
ess improvement expected from implementing the suggested solution.

The second cycle of MAJCOM submissions was designed to so-
licit more-specific process improvement recommendations and to en-
courage the MAJCOMs to focus on clarity and consensus. The
commands achieved a measure of consensus on a set of solution op-
tions and commented on each other’s submissions. Most notable,
however, was the contrast in responses depending on organizational
configuration. The Combat Air Force (CAF)>—Air Combat Com-
mand (ACC), USAFE, Pacific Air Forces (PACAF), and Air Educa-
tion and Training Command (AETC)—focused on the declining
fleet health attributed to the current alignment of aircraft mainte-
nance functions under the Objective Wing. In contrast, Air Mobility
Command (AMC), Air National Guard (ANG), Air Force Special
Operations Command (AFSOC), and Air Force Space Command
(AFSPC) all expressed satisfaction with the alignment of wing-level
maintenance functions within their commands. The Objective Wing
structure is different for the AMC, ANG, AFSOC, and AFSPC than
it is for the CAF. For the commands satisfied with the alignment of
wing-level maintenance functions, all maintenance functions fall un-
der a single line of authority, the wing-level Logistics Group com-

mander (LG/CC).

2 In other words, commands with tactical aircraft, whether used for combat or training.
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Analysis of MAJCOM Inputs

In defining and evaluating potential solutions to the identified ToOs,
MAJCOM problem and solution statements were mapped to baseline
wing-level logistics processes. Additional solution options drawn from
lessons learned from AWOS and other re-engineering efforts and
studies were incorporated to establish a set of metrics. These metrics
were the criteria against which different solution options were meas-
ured.

Some narrowing and repackaging of solution options occurred
between the two cycles of MAJCOM inputs. Solution options were
further refined during CLR review group meetings conducted at
RAND, with MAJCOM representation, under Air Staff leadership.
Even more repackaging came from analysis activities that the Deputy
Chief of Staff, Installations and Logistics (AF/IL) study team per-
formed internally with inputs from the General Officer Steering
Group and members of the Grey Beard review team.? The inputs, by
ToOs, were eventually grouped into the four process focus areas
shown on the right in Figure 2.1: materiel management, contingency
planning, sortie production and fleet health management, and tech-
nical training and officer development.

The problem statements and solution options for the largest
process focus area, sortie production and fleet health management,
covered activities associated with sortie generation (organizational-
level maintenance), intermediate-level maintenance, and long-term
health of the fleet. MAJCOM inputs associated with the following
ToOs were mapped into the sortie production and fleet health man-
agement process focus area: maintenance management, maintenance
inspections, maintenance repairs, sortie generation, and ammunition
storage/management. Materiel management consisted of activities
associated with ordering, shipping, and distributing resources within
the wing. Thus, the supply management and transportation ToOs

3 AF/IL requested that several retired senior officers review the CLR initiatives and provide
inputs and describe possible unforeseen consequences. See Appendix H for the list of senior
officer participants.
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were mapped into the materiel management process focus area. Con-
tingency planning focused on the same activities but in relation to
deployment planning and execution. The logistics planning ToOs
provided the basis for problems and solution options within the con-
tingency planning process focus area. Some MAJCOM problem
statements and solution options from the training and officer devel-
opment ToOs were specific to the other three process focus areas and
some were crosscutting. All crosscutting issues were grouped within
the technical training and officer development process focus area.

The process focus areas provided a foundation for analyzing so-
lution options with respect to their current and future impact on AEF
goals associated with readiness, speed of deployment and employ-
ment, and sustainment. There were, however, few good baseline data
for current capabilities and few methods for relating the effect of the
solution options to the AEF goals. Some historical data were avail-
able, but most MAJCOMs were unable to provide baseline data.
Therefore, much of the option analysis was based on expert opinion
rather than data.

Finally, the analysis was presented to Air Force senior leadership
beginning with the Chief of Staff on July 7, 2000. The 423 core is-
sues, categorized in four logistics processes, were refined into a final
set of 23 proposed solutions. Some of the 423 issues were viewed as
technical data; others could be implemented without review, ap-
proval, or test. The 23 remaining proposed solutions were presented
as a set of options and option packages that allowed senior leadership
to make decisions based on the metrics they saw as most valuable.

The CSAF-approved presentation was taken back to each
MAJCOM commander. Then the options were returned, with
MAJCOM feedback, to CSAF to obtain approval for a final set of
options derived from the solution options. This final set of options
was presented in early October at CORONA Fall,* where the CSAF
approved 20 initiatives for implementation testing (CLR Phase 2)

4 CORONA is the name given to a meeting of senior Air Force general officers. The meet-
ing occurs multiple times within a year, with each occurrence named differently (for exam-

ple, CORONA South, CORONA Fall, CORONA Top).
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and asked that three initiatives be revisited later, at CORONA South.
In February 2001, at CORONA South, final approval was given to
evaluate the CLR initiatives at test bases in order to make recommen-
dations prior to Air Force—wide implementation. Table 2.1 shows the
final solution options presented to CSAF and senior Air Force leader-
ship.’

Testing of approved CLR initiatives, which became known as
CLR Phase 2, was conducted at selected locations in the Continental
United States (CONUS) and overseas from September 2001 through
February 2002. For CLR Phase 2, the initiatives to be tested were
limited to those expected to have a near-term effect on wing-level
processes (in bold in Table 2.1). These initiatives were distinguished
from initiatives either already being evaluated by the Air Staff or stra-
tegic enough in nature that they might require several years to im-

plement. The Air Force continued to work other long-term initiatives
not addressed in CLR Phase 2.

Classification of Improvements

The RAND analysis divided the solution options in Table 2.1 into
three groups: near-term test, long-term evaluation, and continuous
refinement. The near-term test initiatives would be implemented at
test sites and evaluated at the conclusion of the test period (CLR
Phase 2). Depending on the results, they then would or would not be
implemented Air Force—wide. Init