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have a 6-to-1 ratio for personnel to 
MHE. So, for every additional MHE 
that is added to the force structure, six 
personnel should be added. 

Figure 5 shows a notional family of 
plots that are generated by extrapolat-
ing the data. From this graph we can 
determine the capability of an ammu-
nition unit based on a certain blend 
of receipt, issue, shipping, and turn-in 
processes. Blend 1 has a 6-to-1 ratio 
for personnel to MHE compared to 
blend 3, which has a 4-to-1 ratio. 

In order to achieve a 100-ton-
per-day capability at an ASA whose 

distribution of tonnage by process 
closely resembles blend 1, we would 
require 20 personnel and three or 
four pieces of MHE. To achieve the 
same level of daily tonnage process-
ing capability for blend 2, we would 
require 30 personnel and the number 
of MHE would be somewhere be-
tween four and five. 

An association between a blend 
and phase of operation can easily be 
made. By following this approach we 
can adjust the capability for any unit 
based on the business processes and 
the class of supply it supports (de-

rived through the workflows) and the 
phase of the operation, such as offen-
sive, defensive, and stability, in which 
it is currently deployed.

The method presented here rep-
resents an entirely new approach to 
both developing base tables of organi-
zation and equipment and estimating 
the required manpower and MHE 
necessary to provide logistics support 
during each of the operational phases 
of combat. 

Rather than depend on an outdated 
tons-based approach to build Army 
force structure and estimating the 
number and composition of logistics 
units required to provide sufficient 
distribution support, force developers 
and theater planners can use approved 
tables similar to the ones shown in 
this article to ensure both tables of 
organization and equipment and de-
ployed sustainment units are adequate 
to support our combat forces.
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Figure 4. This chart compares the percentage of personnel and materials-handling 
equipment allocated based on process output, which is represented as percent of tonnage.

Figure 5. This chart shows how the receipt, issue, shipping, and turn-in processes 
affect output based on the number of personnel available per piece of materi-
als-handling equipment (MHE).
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Process Percent of 
Tonnage

Percent Personnel 
Allocation 

(Normalized)

Personnel 
Allocation

Percent MHE 
Allocation 

(Normalized)

MHE 
Allocation

Receipt 40 26 7.74 19 0.95

Issue 30 48 14.52 57 2.86

Shipping 20 13 3.87 14 0.71

Turn-in 10 13 3.87 10 0.48
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