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““Success in battle is not a function of how many show up, but who they are”

-General Robert H. Barrow

Introduction

Mot or Transport plays a significant role in half of
the Marine Corps warfighting functions, yet since 1998 the
United States Marine Corps has stopped produci ng and
training 3502/ notor transport officers (MIOs). Wth an
expandi ng non-linear battle space, and a future warfighting
phi | osophy focused on seabasing, nowis the tinme to bring
back the MO s. Having well trained notor transport
officers is the right thing to do for our Marines, our
Corps, and the Nati on.

Bef ore the above topic is examned, it is inmportant to
note that many conpany grade |ogistics officers (MOS 0402)
are successfully serving in MIO billets. The concern is
not that the 0402’ s are incapable of serving as MIO s, but
that the conpeting requirenent for themto becone
proficient in all aspects of |ogistics prohibits gaining a
the solid base of experience absent fromthe notor

transport field.



Background

In 1971, the Marine Corps discontinued assigning and
training second |lieutenants for the 3502 (MO Mlitary
Cccupational Specialty (MXS). Wthin 6 years, equi pnment
readi ness was at an all tinme |ow and a | ong-term sol ution
was sought. In 1977, Marine |ieutenants were again
assigned and trained as 3502/ MIOs. Fast forward roughly
twenty years to Novenber of 1998 when the Commandant of the
Marine Corps directed that “all conpany grade 3502’ s be
re-desi gnated as 0402 logistics officers.” ' Once again the
Mari ne Corps discontinued assigning and training officers
for the 3502 MOS. The “nerging” of the 3502 and 0402 MOS
was based on the recommendations of the Active Duty Force
Structure Review Group.? The group’s reconmmrendation was
based on the need to restructure portions of the Force
Service Support Goup (FSSG to neet a potential reduction
from 172,000 Marines to 159,000. The restructuring of the

FSSG occurred, the reduction did not.

The Current Situation
In the words of the Commanding Officer for 1%

Transportation Support Battalion (1% TSB) during Operation

! Maradmin 129/98
2Active Duty Force Structure Review Group 31 July 1997:
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Iragi Freedom (O F), the result of the nerging of MOS has
created a group of junior officers that are “a mle wde
and a mllineter deep..” 0402 Second Lieutenants |ogistics
officers | eave fromLogistics Oficers Course with three
weeks of notor transport training and head to the fleet.
During the 1% tour he/ she will have two and a half to
three years as a mai nt enance managenent officer (MO,
assistant logistics officer (S-4A), and as an MIO before
being assigned to a billet outside of the MOS. An MIOis
supposed to “command a notor transport unit, performthe
general duties of a special staff officer with respect to
notor transport matters and advi se the comander on

depl oynent and enpl oyment of motor transport assets...”3 It
can be intimdating for an inexperienced junior officer to
advi se a senior conmmander that training or operations needs
to be suspended for maintenance or safety reasons.

If the Corps is serious about operational risk
managenent (ORM), safety, and force protection, it nust
resurrect the MTO MOS. In any Marine unit, the MIOis not
only responsible for training and | eadi ng the notor
transport Marines, but also for |icensing and training of

the unit’s incidental operators. The nost recent facts are

¥ MCO P1200. 7V



alarmng. Since 1998 (the year the 3502 MOS nerged with
the 0402 MOS) “the percentage of Cass A m shaps and
fatalities for tactical vehicles has risen from 17.02% per
100, 000 Marines to 26.44%in FY '03.7 * This rise was not
the result of combat operations in Operation Enduring
Freedom (CEF) or in lraq. This increase has been a
steadily clinbed each fiscal year. This is both a safety
and force protection issue. These fatalities are both a

safety and a force protection issue.

The Requirement

Mot or transport Marines deserve officer |eadership
that is trained, experienced, and dedicated to the safe
operation and enpl oynment of notor transport assets. The
other three magjor MOS's that are forned around vehicles are
the 03XX light arnored vehicle (LAV), 18XX assault
anphi bi ous vehicle (AAV), and 18XX tanks. Each of these
MOS's has trained officers in the ranks of second
| i eutenant through |ieutenant colonel. The argunment is not
that the Marine Corps needs MIO s because LAV s, AAV' s, and
tanks have officers, but that tine and experience reveal

the necessity. |Issues arise in occupational specialties

*U.S. Naval Safety Center.



t hat are dependant upon vehicles. M ssion essential issues
of mai nt enance, convoy operations, recovery operations, and
safety require experience, planning, training and

| eadership. To achieve inprovenent in these areas, the
Mari ne Corps needs a group of officers that will remain
conmmtted long termto the notor transport comunity. This

is what is best for the Marines.

The Future

Resurrecting the MTO MOS is clearly the right thing to
do for the Marines, but it is also the right thing to do
for the entire Marine Corps. Wth the emergence of
“seabasing” as the Corps’ logistic vision, the significant
al l ocation of resources being conmtted to notor transport
assets, and the expandi ng non-linear battlespace, it is
time to grow and conmt experienced officers for the notor
transport field.

Seabasing | eaves a |l arge portion of the Marine Air
Ground Task Force’s (MAGIF) logistics structure and assets
afl oat. According to Logistics Vision and Strategy Center,
“future MAGTF | ogistics and CSS will be structured,

equi pped and trained to support MAGIF and fleet units



afl oat and ashore logistics at the tactical |evel.”® The
“tactical level” will be Reginental Conbat Teans (RCT),
Conmbat Service Support G oup (CSSG, Transportation Support
Goup (TSG and smaller. Wi will those future Comanders
rely on for sound advi senent on notor transport matters?
Capt Benotz, the 0402 who spent nine nonths as an untrai ned
MIO, on a B-billet, then to a PVME school and is now the

unit’s MIro? The Corps nust do better

For the Corps

The Marine Corps invests significant financial
resources annually to procure and maintain its people and
notor transport assets. Yet, the Marine Corps |oses 25
mllion dollars in equipment danage and 15 Marine |lives due
to tactical vehicle accidents.® Fiscally, the Marine Corps
cannot afford to continue business this way. Morally, it
i s unacceptable to lose Marine |ives to preventabl e m shaps
and accidents. Safe driving prograns at the unit |evel
historically were nanaged by MIO s that were trained and
experienced. The safety nunbers were nuch better the

decade prior to the merging of the 0402/ 3502 MOS'. These

*Future MAGTF Logistics and Support From the Sea (2010).
®“Marine Corps Statistics.”
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trai ned, experienced MIOs no |onger reside at the
battalion or squadron |evels.

Recent operations in Afghanistan and Iraq have
illustrated that the battlefield has expanded and is no
| onger linear. In the past, notor transport support fell
under CSS units in the battlefield s rear area. During
OF, “I MEF forces traveled over 2,300 nmles of road
networks for a straight Iine distance of 700 mles in
roughly three weeks.”’ These road networks ran the width and
depth of the battlefield, and often the notor transport
Marines provided their own convoy security. The victory in
| rag was trenmendous, but many who were there characterized
the Iragi resistance as “junior varsity,” at best. A
poorly trained and poorly led transportation unit wll
beconme a critical vulnerability that a “varsity” eneny

force will exploit.

For the Nation

Finally, bringing back school trained, full tinme MO s
is better for the Nation. Having officers commtted to the
| ong-term health of the notor transport conmmunity will save

t he taxpayers noney; by acquiring a viable fleet, save

"Prof essional s Tal k Logistics.



lives through training, and better prepare Anerica s Marine
Corps for future operations. The Departnent of Defense
invested $1.2 billion dollars in the procurenent of the
medi um tactical vehicle replacement (MIVR) 7-ton trucks.®
Both the Arnmy and the Marine Corps spearheaded this
acquisition. The MIVR was designed carry U. S. forces (and
the M 198 Howitzers) into the twenty first century. Yet,
apparently this noney was invested in the wong vehicle

As a Marine this author is enbarrassed to read after
action reports fromO F (MarCorSysCom and I MEF G 4) that
state, “the Marine Corps truck fleet needs to be
anal yzed.the MIVR does not neet all requirenents.we al so
need a replacenent for the |ogistics vehicle system (LVS)
and a sturdy trailer for the MIVR ”"° The taxpayers are
paying $1.2 billion dollars for a truck that in the words
of the MarCorSysCom O F AAR is “too big?” If the Marine
Cor ps had devel oped officers who possessed the know edge,
experience and position to properly nmanage its truck fleet,
this m stake coul d have been avoi ded.

Following the first Gulf War, an interimreport to
Congress was submtted by the Departnent of Defense. 1In it

were listed only two shortconmings for the prosecution of

8 Nati onal Defense magazi ne
®«“1stMarDi v Lessons Learned O F”



the entire war: intelligence support to the tactical
commanders and “off-road nobility limted | ogistica
support. Had the operation | asted |onger, nmaneuver forces
woul d have outrun their support.”® Twelve years and 1.2
billion dollars later, the Marine Corps still has the wong
trucks? This is unacceptable and further evidence that the
country needs professional, experienced notor transport
Oficers inits Corps.

The nunber of Marines being | ost each year in tactical
vehicle m shaps will only begin com ng down when changes
are made in the notor transport community. As was
previously stated the nunber has been on the rise since
1998. This rise in unnecessary deaths nust be addressed
and a long-termsolution nust be inplenented. Having well
trained, MIOs that are comritted to the safety of every
operator is the place to start. One only needs to | ook at
the nunbers to see the difference that exists in the Mrine

Corps when it has school trained, full-time MO s.

Conclusion
The Marine Corps needs to stop paying lip service to

the inmportance of ORM safety, and force protection and

Y Conduct of the Persian Gulf Conflict: InterimReport to Congress.
10



make sone fundanmental changes. The Marine Corps nust show
the nation that it can be a good steward of the people and
resources she provides by bringing back the 3502 Mbtor

Transport O ficer MOS.

11



[ —

10.

Works Cited

Maradm n 129/ 98

Active Duty Force Structure Review Goup 31 July
1997: 27. “lbid” 28.

| nformation Derived From MCO P1200.7V Part 1. Current
as of Nov 00

“Marine Corps Statistics FY98-2003.” U.S. Naval
Safety Center. Statistics and Mathematics Division.
Online. Internet. http//ww. saf etycenter. navy. ml.
Fut ure MAGTF Logistics and Support Fromthe Sea
(2010). Linkowitz, N. Marine Corps Gazzette. August
2003. p 26.

“Marine Corps Statistics.” U S. Naval Safety Center.
Statistics Division. Online. Internet.

htt p// ww. saf et ycenter. navy. m|.

Prof essionals Tal k Logistics. Broadnmeadow, M W
Marine Corps Gazzette. August 2003. p 41-42

Marine Corps Gets Heavy Duty Rig. National Defense
Magazi ne. April 2000. P.42.

“lstMarDiv Lessons Learned O F'.Internet.

http://ww. gl obal security.org/mlitary/library/report

/ 2003/ 1lmardiv_oi f | essons | ear ned. doc.

Conduct of the Persian Gulf Conflict: InterimReport
to Congress. U. S. Departnent of Defense, Washi ngton,
July 1991.

12



