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Lieutenant Colonel Thomas L. McKnight, USAY, Chief,, Dis t r ibu t ion  
Division, Munitions ~oard', was born in E1 Paso,-Texas, and finished a 
course at the New Mexico Military Institute in 1936, the University of 
Texas (RBA) in 1939, the Cavalr~ School in 1940, and the University of 
Chicago (MRA) in 1947. He was originally commissioned in the Cavalry 
Reserve in 1938 and his active service began in 1939 with the 7th Cavalry 
under the Thomason Act. In 1940 he was detailed to the Air Corps and 
upon completion of pilot training in 1941 he was transferred to the Air 
Corpse Colonel McKnight's significant materiel assignments have beens 
director of supply and maintenance at Brook Field, Texas~ 1943-19~4 and 
Keesler Field, Mississippi 19~4-1945~ Air Materiel Command, 1946-19475 
adviser to Chinese Air Force Supply and Maintenance Schools~ CheDgtu, 
China, 1948~ chief of plans and later assistant deputy for materiel at 
Headquarters Far East Air Materiel Contend, 1949-1950; Chief of the 
Mainten.nce Division and later the Distribution Division of the Fau~itions 
Board, 1950 to presente 
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AREA DISTRIBUTION VERSUS SINGLE SERVICE DISTRIBL'TION 

7 A p r i l  1953 

MR. HENKEL: Ad~al Hague, gentlemen: Last fall~ as you no 
doubt reme~er~ the Secretary of Defense issued Directive 4000.8~ 
establishing basic regulations designed to achieve the operation of 
an integrated supply system. While this directive lists eight general 
promulgations covering the military supply system regulations~ one of 
the most controversial points is that of a single supply system cover- 
ing certain categories and items and in some cases the cross-servicing 
of common-use standard-stock itemee 

Today we have an officer with us who has been studying this problem 
since 1943e Because of his present assignment~ he can present the var- 
ious m41~tary viewpoints of the four services. He is now with the 
Munitions Board as Chief of the Distribution Division and will speak 
to us on the subject of "Area Distribution versus Single Service Distribu- 
tion. " 

I% gives me great pleasure to present Lieutenant Colonel To L. 
McKnight~ United States Air Forcee 

COLONEL McKNI~HT: Admiral Hague 9 gentlemen: Mr. Henkel sort of 
gilded the lily a little bit. I have been in some phase of suppl7 since 
1942 or 1943 but not on this single service business since then. 

The other day Admiral Ring spoke a little bit about the Munitions 
Board and its possible future. I have a clipping from this morningts 
"Washington Post~" a small article in the Federal Diary columnj which 
might be interestinge 

"Defense Secretary Charles Wilson recently referred to the 
Munitions Board as a fifth wheel and implied that it was to be 
reorg~Eized® Afterwards a booster of the agency sent him this 
comments SAs the former head of a compsny that makes autos you 
should realize that you cantt get anywhere in an auto--including 
those made by General Motors--if it doesn,t have a fifth wheel--a 
steering wheel. ," 

I donIt know whether the Munitions Board is a steering wheel or 
not. I have been there almost two and a half yearse I think we have 
accomplished someth4~® On the other hand~ I think we should have gone 
further. 

The distribution systems of the military services exist for the 
basic defense purpose of providing military units with material in the 
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most effective and efficient manner possible. While there are three 
military departments~ there are four military services--Ar=y, Na~y~ 
Air Force~ and Marine Corps. Each operates its own supply system. 
Within each system they empley a variety of distribution means or 
methods. Tod~ we will be ta3/d~g about the distribution means as 
applicable to a~y one or all four of these systems. 

It is difficult to confine are discussion on distribution to dis- 
%ribution ~ because of the interdependence of all supply functions 
one upon t~e~0ther. No functional supply problem oan be solved without 
considering the other elements of supply. So if I ~ppear to slight the 
other supply functions, please recognize it as ~ attempt to stsy within 
the confines of =y subject. 

In 1947 when unification was the topic of the hour~ the National 
Security Act was passed. The act unquestionably intended that our 
logistic systems be welded together into an effective and unified mili- 
tary effort. Obviously, the terms unification and integrationj as used 
in the Natioual Security Act, were not intended to imply consolidation 
or merger of the armed forces. However, careful study will reveal that 
the act itself intended to provide for authoritative coordination and 
unified direction of the military services under civilian contrelo 

The wording ~nd interpretations of the National Security Act as it 
applies to logistics have been debated time and again. As time passed w 
it became rather obvious that the interpretations of the services were 
at vdds with the interpretations of many Members of Congress. The act 
did not specifically set forth any specific type of distribution te be 
attained. However, it was apparently intended that something should be 
done. In this regard early in 1951 a speaker before this studen~ body 
stated: 

"Tt is a job that we must do and do well without delsy. I 
am confident we can do it provided we understand the problem and 
the urgency attached to it. In my estimation we had better do the 
job fast and well for two reasonsj namely, to increase military 
effectiveness and to avoid being force-fed by mandates and laws." 

Failure to heed this warning literally led to the passage of 
section 638 of Public Law 488 which covers the appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1953. This section reads as follows- 

"Notwithstanding any other provisions of law and for the 
puTpose of achieving an efficient, economical ~nd practical opera- 
tien of an integrated supply system designed to meet the needs of 
the military departments without duplicating or overlapping of 
either operations or functionsj no officer or agency in or under 
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the Department of Defense~ after the effective date of this 
section~ shall obligate any funds for procurement, productionj 
warehousing, distribution of supplies or equipment or related 
supply management functions b except in accordance with regulations 
issued by the Secretary of Defense." 

It has been specifically interpreted that this section of the 
Appropriation Act, Public Law 488j in general is permanent legislation+ 
The rest of the act is not. 

This legislative development caused the Secretary of Defense to 
publish his Department of Defense Directive 4000.8, dated 17 November 
1952. The discussion today on "Area Distribution versus Single Service 
Distribution" stems from paragraph III.C.7 of this directi~m. I will 
read this paragraph so that it is fresh in the memory of each of us: 

"Integrated supply support for common-use standard-stock items 
will be developed. In areas within the United States and overseas~ 
supply support will be accomplished by single service assigm~ent 
in which one department will support all othersj or by cross- 
servicing in such areas in which supply support will be obtained 
by one department from the nearest or most economical source without 
regard to which department controls such source, unless it can be 
demonstrated that such support will adversely affect military opera- 
tions or will not result in net advantages to the Department of 
Defense as a wholee" 

In examining this paragraph, two things are worthy of notation: 
Firstj we should consider the term "co~mon-use standard-stock items." 
To date, I have been unable to find an accepted definition of the words 
"common use." There is no Department of Defense definition; no General 
Services Administration (GSA) definition; and to the best of my knowl- 
edge~ there is no established Bureau of the Budget or congressional 
definition. This is in spite of the fact that the term is in almost 
daily use in all of these elements of government. It has been our expe- 
rience that it is necessary to define this term relative to each problem 
to which it is applied. This in itself makes considerable difficulty® 
To exercise our imaginations this mo~ning~ let us define the term in the 
broadest possible sense, namely: "A common-use item is amy item~ tech- 
nical~ commercial, or what not~ which is used by more than one govern- 
ment ~gencye" For this purpose consider each of the military services 
as a government agency. It is important that we think deeply on the 
scope of this broad definition and its many possible implications+ 
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Secondly, we should look closely at the general approach taken 
in this paragraph, the manner in which it is written establishes the 
rule or policy that "common-use standard-stock items will be distrib- 
uted by single service assignment or on an area distribution basis." 
It leads off that way and it goes on with exceptions--exceptions are 
permissible only when it can be demonstrated that the use of either 
of these systems will advers~iy affect military operations or will not 
result in net advantages to the Department of Defense as a whole. 

Now early in the game when the draft of ~000.8 was under considera- 
tion, it was suggested that this particular paragraph we are talking 
about this morning be changed to read something like this$ 

"Each m~litary department~ including ~he Marine Corps, will 
have its own distribution system except when it c~n be demon- 
strafed that a single service or area distribution system will 
result in increased military effectiveness or net advantages to 
the Department of Defense as a whole." 

While these two appromches are similar~ the reversal of the policy and 
the exception make them vastly d~fferente 

Under the wording of this policy, there are two means of distribu- 
tion which appear to be acceptable without question by those who authored 
the policy, 

One is single service assistant to one department or service for 
the support of all others. In its~ purest sense this would be on a 
worldwide basis for all military services. It could be done by assign- 
ing all common-use items to one department or split them up among the 
departments by classes or commodity groups or even items if you want 
to get into that much detail. 

Although it does not qualify under the wording of the policyj a 
broad interpretation would permit the use of GSA depots as a s~ngle 
service agent for distributing co~,,on-use standard-stock items to the 
military services. Thus far the trend toward increased use of GSA 
depots for distribution has been limited to local purchase items. 
Howeverj there is talk in some quarters of formal assignment of distribu- 
tion responsibility to that agency for some co,on-use items. In the 
area of procurement assignment, responsibility for office machines 9 
equipment, and furniture has been formally given to GSA. Currently 
GSA could not distribute on a worldwide basis as it has no overseas 
depots. 
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The other one which is obviously acceptable is area distributione 

In this area~ the policypointe toward single service assignment of 
distribution responsibility on a geographical area basis, again either 
by giving one service the responsibility for all common-use items in 
the area or bydividing such items up on a commodltybasis between the 
services in the area. This might also conceivably include the use of 
GSA depotse 

There are other distribution methods which the authors will accept~ 
but only if it can be proven conclusively that single service assign- 
ment or area distribution will adversely affect military operations or 
fall %o result in net advantages to the Department of Defense as a 
wholee Some of these other means arel 

Io Unilateral and complete~Tindependent distribution byeach 
ILlitary service® 

2. Creater use of civilian distribution systems, such as we now 
use for bulk petroleume 

3e Parallel but effectiTely coordinated distribution systems 
operating unde~ uniform policies, standards, and techuiqueso 

4. Jointly operated distribution systems either on an area or 
worldwide basise 

Each of these distribution means has advantages and disadvantages. 
7, determining the means to be usedj %he impacts of each mmst be ana~Tzed 
in the~ l igh t  of the whole supply functione 

To examine this matter a bit further~ let us take a. brief look at 
the elements of the distribution system. I w~1 list on~v those 
applicable to the policy with which we are concerned. They arel 

L Requisitienlng. 

2o Receipt. 

3e ~nspectione 

4e Identification. 

5e Classification. 

6. Storage,  

?.  Stock Control.  

8, I s l e  
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9m Salesl 

I0. Redistribution6 

II. Accountingo 

12. Reporting, 

Elements such as maintenance~ conservations and disposalj which are 
covered by other policy paragraphs of the basic dlrectivej have been 
overlooked in this talk. The accent which I m~y place on some of these 
el~nts is not intended to relegate others to a position of lesser 
importance in the Over-all function of distribution. Each of them can 
be found in eny distribution system. 

The degree to which each of these elements is developed# the detail 
to which they sre looked into and carried out s will depend upon %belt 
relationship to the over-all mission of the service involved. The degree 
of the interdependence between the services will to a large extent 
dictate the degree to which each of these elements is developed~ If 
the mission is unilatersl 9 completely independentj obviously there is 
no need for any degree of R~iforEt~ in an over-all sense or in the 
detail of a~y of these elementSo 

From this it is easy to see that single service or area distribu- 
tion requires the greatest development of similarit 7 among the elementse 
Each service distribution system was established to meet the needs of 
its parente The growth of these systems began years ago in an era of 
plenty and of relatively simple warfare. Advances in technology and 
weapons have been such that we can never again parallel or d~plicate 
the set of conditions under which our distribution systems startede 

Even in our present situation we are suffering from shortages and 
competitive desires have to be rationed. Indeed it is relatively easy 
to ration the supply of the basic raw materi~isp but then to control 
the distribution of~the items produced is another point. It is far more 
difficult and is almost unwieldy today. 

Now, there are means for interchange of support on an emergent7 
basis; this canlt be deniede It has been done and done on a relative~7 
simple basis~ at least on the spot® The lack of uniformity is not onl T 
discouraging but it is administratively expensive in the interchange 
of goods between the services. Thiss frankly, is because each of the 
distribution systems is accomplisb~nE the elements we spoke of in a 
m~_nner suited only to the parent se~;vlce. The elements are all handled 
in a different msnner 9 different fiscal 9 budget s accounting s reporting# 
stock numberlng s and so forthe 
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~Tespective of what distribution means we have or we adop~ we 
certainly must have greater uniformity between the elements SO that 
we can face up to any situation that comes before us in the future. 
That does not necessarily mean that the elements r~st be identical in 
detail 9 but rather that they should be co~parable between the services. 
I think most of us feel very definitely that a~y future all-out war 
will be considerably different from anything we have had in the paste 
No matter how well we make our munitions or how great the quantity 
turned out~ the effectiveness of their use will depend in large moasure 
on the effectiveness of the distribution means we employ throughon~ 
the Department of Defense. Scarcity of resources coupled with increased 
complexity of a~ future war will tremendously increasethe inter- 
dependence of the military services one upon the other. We have to be 
ready to meet that task. 

We have come a long way sLnoe 19~7. Granted our progress has not 
been what we would like to have seen; butp on the other ~mnd~ we have 
made some strides forward. Revolving funds--a tool of stock manage- 
ment--are being installed4 Clothing funds have been established4 
Medical~ dental~ and POL funds will be installed sometime this ~ ®  
For these commodities we will soon be able to speak through the co~nly 
understandable language of doliars~ which we grew up-to understand from 
the time we entered the first grade. 

Interservice redistribution of excesses has been established and 
is operating smoothly through the Surplus Materials Division~ Bureau of 
Supplies and Accounts of the Navy. This is a Department of Defense 
designated agency which operates for all services. Additional refine- 
ments are in mind for improvln~ the effectiveness of this operation. 

Storage reporting is being worked on with an attem~ being made to 
standardize language and reporting systems. A unified co~naercial w~-e- 
house space systemhas been established and adopted throughout the serv- 
ices. Standard stevedoring contracts are in use. Standard classifica- 
tion condition codes have been unified so that they mean the same thing 
in all services. 

The integration of dollar and item accounting is generally being 
confi~ed today to the areas in which stock funds are being installed. 
However, much consideration is being given and in fact certain projects 
are under way in which item and dollar accounting are being established 
outside the established stock fund areas. 

Retail s~les have been pretty well standardized under the variety 
of legislation applicable. Further advances will require new legisla- 
tion to remove basic differences which stem from outmoded lawse 
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These are only a few of ma~y areas of uniformity which have been 
developed--developed and ins~rlled without Jeopardizing the rights, 
prerogatives, or .missions of ar~ of the services. I think that is 
importantj that in the strides we have made so far no prerogatives or 
rights of ar~ department or military service have been Jeopardlzedo 
These advancements have placed us in a much better position than we 
were in four or five years ago. 

Now it appears to be the intent of some that we should integrate 
the distribution systems for common-use items so that each distribution 
facility Could. operate at m~mm output. These individuals feel that 
this would give us the best distribution system for the dollar spente 

Now on this basis~ what will it cost us to change from the distri- 
bution system now used-within the four services to either single service 
or area .distribution? This question does not refer only to dollar costs; 
it refers~ gentlemen, to sr~ of the intangible costs~ costs that are 
very difficult to weigh and apply, thosewhich are not measurable in 
dollars and cents® Let us look at two possible costs of this typee 

The first is diminishing returns. I am convinced that there is a 
point of diminishing returns in the enlargement of a~y distribution 
system as a wholeo To the best of ~ knowledge no one has ever yet 
determined where this point of diminishing returns is. Through such 
cost accounting systems as we have, we approach it to some extent on an 
individual installation basis, an individual depot~ but ~e have never 
applied it to the whole system~ including other supply functions-- 
procurement~ transportation~ and so on. However I am convinced that 
it can-be donep and the success of a~ such determination will .depend 
on the accuracy of the factors used~ Dollars should be tempered by 
that which is intangible in.-money. For instancej what is the best 
personnel strength for a depot operation? Some of the more forward 
thinking civilian institutions have come to the conclusion that the 
maximum personnel strength for a~ operatiug complex in a single locality 
lies somewhere between 4,000 and 6~000. 

A prominent Business Machine Corporation has 8,000 employees. It 
has a three-year backlog of orderso Yet its people will not go into 
a multishift operation. They dontt want a~y more people in this complex. 

I have talked to them for many hours on this problem and they fee~ 
that the addition of people would greatly diminish the returns which 
they are getting on the~_r investment. They feel. it would put them in 
the area of diminishing returns. They feel they would lose control of 
their personnel; they. would no longer have the lowest personnel turn- 
over rate of any corporation of its size in the United States. I dontt 
r~member the exact figure, but I think their personnel turnover rate is 
one-tenth of one percent per month throughout the entire organizationo 
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A second important area is. the mobilization base or po~tentia~ 
Let us. assume that we have- all depots operating ate: not optimum output~.. 
but ~ output for the individual facility. Where will we go- then 
in the event of any rapid~ mobilization? Can we build up additional 
depots in time to meet the input flow of the other elements in our 
rapid build-up? I donJt know the answer co~lete.ly, There, ~are a lot 
of parts there we do know~ but that is another area~ which should, be 
examined before we adopt amy-pollc7 that a distribution facility operate 
around the clock for maximum output of that facilitye 

Actually it boils doom to this question: Is today,.s do.at mare 
important than tomorrow, s defense? These are opposite .extremes. 
Actually th~j must be balanced., I do not believe: we can go to either. 
one extreme or the other. We have to. arrive at a healthy balance to 
meet otu ~ needs, 

You can think of ma W additional problems ~ud costs which should. 
be weighed in determining diminishing returnse. A l l  of them shouS3 be 
considered in determining the means of distribution to be adopted, 

Ar~r distribution system must consider its customer in any cha~ge 
which is in the planning stageo After all~ the system exists only for 
the comb~.t unit. Now either , single service or area distrib~tion could 
readily provide our ~applies if we had a stable situation~ ~. stable 
force. Y don't think there ~is a~ question about that. ~oweverj. I 
do think we should stop for a moment and consider some of the operational 
difficulties which could arise, under a-rapid expansion and ware 

One of the most difficult things to handle in any time of stress 
is priorities. Supply priorities are hard enough witb_~.n a single 
service. Will compounding this problem by applying it to four ,cross 
the board in all details help the situation? Will it make a more 
effective combat force? 

Priorities a re  the result of attitudes and mental determinationse 
Every unit feels that its mission is the most important of all missionse 
For "esprit de corps," each service should feel that its mission is 
more important than that of amy Other 'servicee Thus~ within the Depart- 
ment of Defense it becomes a. problem of priorities witb4.~ priorities 
when yo~ amalgamate common-use items under the head of a single service. 
I dontt believe it is possible to-: develop a supply priority system 
which woul~ satisfy all concerned with either single service or area 
distribution. 

Military o p e r a t i o n s  are in many ~ways as much of a business as is 
manufacturing. The difference is remuneration. The distributor supply- 
ing a commercial manufacturer receives remuneration for his se~-~cee 
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The building of his career s his growth s depends upon that remmuerationj 
and remuneration in turn depends upon the service he renders to the 
manufacturer. In the event of poor service, the m~nufacturer has a 
simple course--he just shifts his business elsewhereo In the event 
his supplier is a single service or single source, he does one of two 
things: he either tries to break up the control of that single source 
by expaud~ towards his source, or he writes a legal contract which 
will give rapid satisfaction through the courts if the service breaks 
down. 

Let us take a look at a military service~ however. Military 
service X is dependent upon service Y for its supply. What recourse 
does X have if Y doesnlt produce or provide the service? He canlt take 

o his business elsewhere. That is a difficult thing to do when he starts 
to go through the maze of channels up to the top to get a policy changee 
How can he punish Y if Y doesntt provide the service? It is almost 
i~possible because yts career does not depend upon the service rendered 
to X to the same extent that the civilian distributor depends upon his 
career through the service he renders to the manufacturer. The control 
is ~issing. The rapid action to be taken is missing. Is that good 
management or good organization? 

The tactical desires of our units must be balanced with the avail- 
able distribution support. Having arrived at the necessary tactical 
maneuver necessary to accomplish an operational order, it is essential 
to the success of the mission that proper distribution support be rendered. 
We never cuss ourselves for an error to the same degree we cuss sn 
outsider. He is always more stupid than we would have been. That is 
human nature and we cautt get away from it; and it has to be considered 
in selecting the distribution means to be e~ployed. 

There are four broad characteristics of a good distribution syste~ 
These might be broken do~rn in more detail. However, in their present 
for~ they will suffice from a broad standpoint: 

• le At all organizational levels where combat control is vested in 
a single command, distribution control of supplies should be vested in 
the same command. Let us take the basic combat elements--Air Force 
wing~ Ar~ or Marine battalion~ and Navy eouivalent. Each of these is 
authorized supplies necessary to carry out its mission. I am sure no 
one would think of dogmatically saying that the commanders of these 
units could not distribute their supplies as they saw fit in carrying 
out their missions. This does not mean that these commauders are not 
subject to censure if they use their resources unwisely. It does mean 
they can establish and change supply priorities within the units they 
commando This same characteristic should be present at each level-- 
regiment~ division~ force 9 corps 9 theater~ and fleete 
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2e The system must be capable of management by the co~m~nd vested 
with control. No matter how fine the people are or how pretty the 
organization is on paper, or how great the quantity of supplies on 
hand, the time~ or space available, the systems will be no good if 
they cantt put the right goods down at the right place at the right 
time. The ability to do so reflects good management and it req~Ires a 
balance of all the factors bearing upon distribution. It must take 
into consideration the size and scope of operations. Si~y put~ it 
means round pegs for round holes, square pegs for square holes~ and 
the pegs have to fit the holes. You dontt build up a 15~day supply 
for a 3-day operation, for you would be bogged down by the very weight 
of the supplies themselves. 

3e The systems should be capable of rapid and simple interservice 
support when such action is more economical and effective or when the 
tactical or strategic situation requires it. In our modern warfare, 
combined operations at almost all levels is the rule rather than the 
exception For example, antiaircraft artillery units operate with 
Air Force wingse The size and distribution of the wing and artillery 
units should determine the deistribution means to be used at that levelo 
Should there be separate dishribution systems at this level? If not~ 
should the distribution support of one by the other be co~lexj cumber- 
some, difficult to administer? I donlt think so. These ssme questions 
apply equally to all levels as you go up the commando 

In the case of international combined operationsj I recall a case 
over in the Far East Command when the Korean hostilities broke outo 
The Australians, in anticipation of withdrawing their forces from the 
occupation of Japan, had pretty well lived up their supplies. In fact, 
they were down to almost bedrock. They were due to leave Japan in 30 
d~s. Howeverj they jumped into the combat when it broke out. They 
paid us a visit at the Far East Materiel Command and asked for helpe 
We immediately agreed to exchange supply support with them so loug as 
we could identify what each wanted. Days later a two-way agreement 
~as drawn up providing for an accounting each month for all items which 
had not been returned in kind in the past six months. Some time later 
one of our men paid the Australians a visit. While there, he went to 
their lieutenant in charge of supply accounting and asked him how he 
was keeping his accounts. The lieutenant showed him a large country- 
style ledgers On one side was the heading "Received from the Americans"; 
the opposite side was headed "Given to the Americans., Items which had 
been returned by either of us had been red-lined. When asked what he 
was going to do with this impressive document, he replied, "I s~, old 
chap, when the show is over, I'll just dispatch it off down under where 
some bloody bloke is paid to decide how to settle up." Even more 
amusing--we were planning to send ours to Wright Field and let them 
decidee 
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This system was simple; it worked, and rapidly. I do not know 

the degree of trouble they had in Australia with it or the trouble 
Wright Field had with it. There are probably some people in this class 
who can tell. Interchange of supplies at all levels should be that 
simple when it is necessary and will contribute to the effectiveness 
of the mission at hand. 

4. The systems should be capable of supplying estimates of require- 
ments which can be compared and correlated. As requirements flow upward 
we should be able to compare them at each level through which they flowo 
By that I mean, at each level which is responsible in a~ sense for dis- 
tribution support of the four services. The means of distribution 
employed will determine the degree of comparison necessary. The extent 
to which it can be accomplished will depend on the likeness of each serv- 
icers methods of computing or handling the elements of distribution. 
There are endless benefits to be obtained from the comparability of 
requirements. Many of them are outside the field of distribution. 

Just the other day I was asked an actual question on requirements: 
"Is there any reason why A, B, C, and D should each have a different 
stockage objective for clothing after adjustments have been made for 
initial issue to build up forces?" For purposes of example, A1s pro- 
curement and administrative lead time was 140 daysJ B's, 150 days; Cts, 
300 days; and D,s, 180 days. This is an actual example. Howeverp all 
of these sea-vices were procuring their clothing through the same source-- 
the Armed Forces Textile Procurement Agency. Nobody could explain the 
difference. 

There were m~ other differences in the computation of requirements 
in this clothing picture that I drew this example fro~ At this point 
I dontt know whether the differences were in fact real differences or 
whether they represented misinterpretations of the guidance which had 
been given to the computing departments. However, what is important 
is that the final results of this particular problem--this particular 
one is a trial this year--will be used to determine the Department of 
Defense budget for clothing for the fiscal year 1954. Is this in itself 
not sufficient reason for the development of comparable requirements? 

Military supply is a business. We are the largest single purchaser 
in the United States. From the Government standpoint, defense is spend- 
ing about 70 percent of the tax dollar this year. We either issue or 
sell supplies to the combat and housekeeping units who are consumerse 
This being true, then the msnagement of our military distribution systems 
and civilian industry must have something in commono 

In civilian industry, it is generall~ conceded that management can 
be divided into four functions--representation, direction, organization, 
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at all echelons of. 
constan~!y ~ Petrol. 

co~ander~of parts 
ganization, and make 

these commanders use four tech- 

~ibution commanders use four 
)dust~/--standards, policiesp 
see how each of these fits into 

em from just O~,~ager ia l  
Q f Defense and the military 
~anagerial concept in deter- 
£or common-use standard- 
distribution~ Uncoordl- 

oint distribution? CoQrdina~d parallel 
Or some other system? 

m al!~. services? Or ~ho~ld there 
m on a commodity basis? Just 

g in the details of the distribu- 
~qg~S~IC~S you wil! be faced with participation 

Ob/!~mS. ~a~ would your answer be to these questions? 

I am n~w rea~ for your questions. 

QUESTION: I ~ quite intrigued by this common-use business. I 
had S~e ~ery sad e~eriences along that line myself for a couple of 

-" : that somebody could ge%, a Bronze St~r, per- 
~vice, for exploring this field and getti~ down 
c~on-use items are to be. It seems to me some- 
Board or the Department of Defense should right 

:ing on such a thing. Will you comment on what 
eing done? 

cO~O, NEL McENIGHT: I wi~ comment on your question. It has been 
into it one time in one problem. It was defined as 

co    i items common to I. 
n to the hardware store to buy something, or when we buy 
on. At one of the congressional hearings at which I 

~PP@~ed as a witness, a man on loan who is now the staff director of 
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that particular committee raised the question. He said, "if pencils 
are common, are not aircraft generators common? Are not aircraft 
cylinders, pistons, rings common between the four military services?" 
Furthermore~ he said--and this was in connection with GSA participation 
in this program--"The Civil Aeronautics Board, or the Department of 
Commerce uses airplanes; agriculture uses airplanes; I think the Coast 
Guard uses airplanes. Therefore, all items which are used by ar~ of 
those agencies and a single military service are common items, and w~ 
should not GSA take over the supply?" 

Yes, it can be definede But i think that actually at this juncture 
any attempt to arrive at a specific definition which would limit this 
thing all the way, we will say, from generators up to pillows, this 
very broad definition which I read to you here to exercise imaginations~ 
I think it would be dangerouse I dontt think it should be donee I 
think we should leave well enough alone and let the thing find its own 
level. There is an awful lot of politics in the situation. People like 
to build empires; they like to enlarge~ so there is a lot of that in it. 
For that reason, if I were asked--and I have so recommended that we not 
attempt to make a definition which would be used in all instances~ just 
to keep from allowing ourselves to get into a position we might be sorry 

fore 

QUESTION: It appears to me that there is something a little incon- 
sistent in what is going on. They are complaining about four separate 
services of supply within the Defense Department and we have entered 
another supply system into the Defense Department field with GSA. It 
would appear to me that what we are actually making here piecemeal is 
a case for the single service supply. Would you care to comment on 
that? 

COLONEL McKNIGHT: Let us assume we determine to make the elements 
of distribution identical. The effect of the determination will put 
us in a position where somebody can reach up and ~ a cord, and 
tomorrow say everybody is the same. That is why I reached the conclusion 
that we should approach this thing from a business concept rather than 
somebody reviewing things. We should be in a position to ssy, "If you 
want to move A over here and superimpose it on B, put them all in one 
basket (GSA or some other source of supply), I will agree with you that 
it could be done." There are some who honest3y and conscientiously feel 
that a single unit, whether it is GSA or something under the military, 
could provide better# more effective, more economical supply under 
present conditions by lumping it all in one category. Personally, I 
feel that you would get to the point of terrific diminishing returns 
if that were donee 
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Secondly, I mast mention that unless the single source was within 
t~he ~ t ~  that you would find yourself with a combat comsmmder 
responsible for operations only, without control of his logistics 
sUp~te I think we should look at it from ~ business standpoint and, 
by so doing, if it is done proper~, without hysteria, a fourth service 
of supply~ a GSA, or Minister of Supply can be avoided. 

MR. HENKEL. We haVe a chart here that Colonel McKnight would like 
to explain (c~ was not reproduced). 

CODONEL McKNIGRTI I want to talk for a minute about disposal. The 
~eStion was diScussed last time. Therefore I thought I would tell you 
i i  little bit about what is gOing on in disposal. 

This is a chart sh~ the total days involved for disposal under 
ideal conditions. We haVe recognized this as a rather sad situation, 
~t Xom ~st bear in mind that under P~blic Law 152 the GSA controls 
~ a very large degree--we will say 99.9 percent--the disposal activity 

t h e  servlces. 

T h~ are three types of supplies for disposal purposes. One is 
%hoSe which are exempt from reporting--munitions of war and line items 
'o~.' le~s %hart I00 dollars in value. 

a broad sense we donlt need to go az~where to dispose of those. 
It t~e~ a local staff 30 days to a~vertise and sell them, total time. 

reportable supplies, there are two types. This is a very recent 
pr~itlons these two types. The policy and the instructions came out 
24 ~ch 19~3 covering the Q and P type of reportable supplies. They 
are the same property but differentiated on a set of criteria. I will 
br~e~ give you thate 

Those of you who have been in supply know that 4 is "worst condition"; 
N is brand new items which have never been used. E is overlmuled; 4 
worst :condition possible, meaning they are in bad shape, not economically 
rsparable. 0 is used, never been overhauled; 4, very poor condition. 
~ codes run l, 2, 3, 4. R is reparable. 

All items which are N-4, E-4, 0-4, R-3 or R-4 without regard to 
cost are classed and reported as "Q" property; also those 
FP3, 0-3, and R-2 if the line item acquisition cost is 500 
less. We have computed from going through our records that 

;~IS ~ cover between 50 and 60 percent of all items reported as excess. 

NoW by setting up a special deal with GSA which took 5 months, we 
g~t that down t o  mailing time from post, camp, or station, 3 days; 30 
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days screening at materiel control point to make sure it is excess; 
3 days mailing time to SMD; IO days processing; 75 days concurrent 
scree~Ling with GSA and other military departments. At the end of 75 
d~s, there is automatic disposal. They donlt have to wait for am~ 
word to come back from GSA or anybody else. They would sell it them- 
selves; total 151 days, covering 50 or 60 percent of all property 
reported, 

The "P" category covers all Other items and all reportable property 
went through this cycle prior to this agreement with C~8~ under the "Q" 
category. There you have a total of 190 days. The holding activity 
Cannot sell "P" property without actually receiving word from GSA that 
it is permissible to do so. Sales and exchange property--this is 
covered by Public Law 152, section 201(c), which provides that you can 
trade in or sell and apply the money to the procurement of similar items. 
If you make a determination that you want to sell a machine tool~ for 
instancej and want to appl~ the money to the purchase of a similar type 
of machine tool--not exactS~v the same but similar--the item is not excess 
to you, it is merely that you want to modernize your shop; so you list 
it as "sales and exchange" item, The screening procedure which is the 
time required prior to actual release is a total of 129 days. 

The question was asked the other day: How can you get money back 
on sales and apply it to new procurement? Through the Sales and Exchange 
Act. Tt is being enlarged. More and more property of the departments 
is being reported under "sales and exchange" all the time. The quantity 
is continually increasing. 

Now you people who are in charge of warehousing are thinking about 
the terrific maintenance problem on this stuff. We are ~%13~Iy aware of 
that and are taking measures to see how we can reduce nonreportable items 
to 500 dollars. That will take a large amount of the excess. These 
are all things that we are working on within the Department of Defense. 
Some of it is classified s not from the standpoint of security, but because 
we donlt want to let the sales talk out of the bag until we can put it 
up t o  GSA in such a manner that it can!t say no without being subjected 
to criticism on the part of the Govermuente 

I will try to answer ar~ questions in this field, 

MR. HENKEL- Colonel McKnight, on behalf of the Commandant and 
the students, I thank you for a very instructive and informative talk, 

(1 195]--?50)S/rrb. 
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