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COMVANDER' S | NTRODUCT! ON

Thi s Annual Conmand Hi story captures the ngjor
events at Fort Sill during 2000. W are confident that
our many inportant initiatives will have an inpact on the
Field Artillery and Total Army for years.

In 2000 Fort Sill made great progress in doctrine,
training, force design, equipnment, and | eader devel opnent
in support of Army Transformation. Key efforts included
the InterimBrigade Conmbat Team Organi zati on and
Operation Plan, the Interim Division design, the
Obj ective Force Organi zation and Operation Plan, and the
i mprovenents in the Field Artillery Oficer Basic Course
and the Captains Career Course. A few of the key issues
that influenced overall installation operations were
budget reductions and Fort Sill's continuing conm tnment
to a community of excellence to ensure a high quality of
life for the installation's soldiers, Marines, civilians,
and fam |y nmenbers.

Fort Sill continues to serve as the Center for Fire
Support for the United States Army and Marine Corps. The
Field Artillery also continues in its proud tradition of

excell ence in the service to our nation and our allies
t hrough | eadershi p and conbat devel opnents.

TONEY STRI CKLI N
Maj or General, USA
Commandi ng



PREFACE

The 2000 Annual Command Hi story for the U S. Arny
Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill follows the
deci si on- maki ng process as closely as possible. Through
nmessages, staff reports, fact sheets, correspondence,
briefings, and other docunentation, the Command
Hi storian's O fice has recreated as cl osely as possible
how the Center and Trai ning Command made key deci si ons
concerning training, |eader devel opnent, doctrine, force
desi gn, equi pnent requirenents, and m ssion support.

Because the Center and Training Command were
i nvolved in many diverse activities during the year, the
Command Hi storian's O fice under the direction of the
Commandi ng General selected only those activities deened
to be the nost historically significant to include in the
Hi story.

Preserving historical docunents fornms a vital part
of the historian's work. After they are collected from
t he various Center and Trai ni ng Command organi zati ons
during the process of researching, they are filed in the
records and docunments collection in the Command
Historian's Office. AlIl docunments are avail able for use
by Center and Training Command staff, other U S.
gover nnment al agencies, and private individuals upon
request.

Because new docunents are often found after research
and witing are conpleted, this contenmporary history is
subject to revision. As new docunents are discovered,
interpretations and conclusions will change. Coments
and suggested changes should be directed to the Command
Hi storian's O fice.

In the process of researching and witing the
Hi story, the historian becones indebted to many people
for their advice and assistance. The Command Hi storian's
O fice would like to thank the people who provided their
techni cal expertise. Wthout their help witing the
hi story woul d have been far nore difficult.
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CHAPTER ONE
M SSI ON, ORGANI ZATI ON, AND M SSI ON SUPPORT
M SSI ON

| nfl uenced by new field artillery technol ogy introduced
after the Spani sh-Anerican War of 1898, the devel opnent of
indirect fire, and i nadequately trained Field Artillerymen,
the War Departnent opened the School of Fire for Field
Artillery at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, in 1911. War Departnent
General Orders No. 72, dated 3 June 1911, directed the
school to furnish practical and theoretical field artillery
training to lieutenants, captains, field grade officers,
mlitia officers, and nonconm ssioned officers.?

"War Departnment, General Order No. 72, 3 Jun 1911,
Doc 1-1, 1997 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Conmmand History (ACH); W/ bur S.
Nye Carbine and Lance: The Story of Od Fort Sill
(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, reprinted




Composed of the US. Arny Field Artillery School
(USAFAS), the U.S. Arny Field Artillery Training Center
(USAFATC), and the Noncomm ssioned O ficers Acadeny (NCOA)
Fort Sill's Training Command continued the tradition
established by the School of Fire by preparing |eaders,
soldiers, and U. S. Marines to be the best in providing fire
support during 2000. Using resident and nonresident
courses, Training Command trained Any and Marine Corps
of ficers and enlisted personnel in the tactics, technigues,
and procedures to enploy fire support systens in support of
t he maneuver arns. Training Command al so devel oped and
refined doctrine, designed units for fighting on future
battl efields, and participated in the Transformation of the
Arnmy that was a mpjor project during the year to make the
Army nore strategically deployable.?

ORGANI ZATI ON
Transformation of Fort Sill's Traini ng Conmand

1974), pp. 320-29.

2" Si |l houettes of Steel," Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 00,
p. 32, Doc I-1.
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On 12 COctober 1999 the Chief of Staff of the Arny,
General Eric K. Shinseki, announced his intention to
transform the Arny into a nore strategically responsive
force over a period years. Besi des revanping the Arny's
conbat forces to make them nore depl oyable, he planned to
man  al | units at one hundred percent of their
authorizations to ensure readiness by proceeding in a

"“del i berate, measured fashion to inprove manning in .
key warfighting formations initially while maintaining the
capability of all units and organizations."® Wth this in
m nd, he released a nmessage on 8 Novenmber 1999 that
outlined his manning bl ueprint. He intended to fill the
ten active divisions and arnored cavalry regi nents at one
hundred percent of their authorizations in Fiscal Year (FY)

2000, to fill early deploying units above division | evel at
one hundred percent of their authorizations in FY 2001, to
fill the remaining operational units to one hundred percent

of their authorizations in FY 2002, and to fil
institutional wunits at one hundred percent of their
aut horizations in FY 2003. As was evident, this plan cane
at a cost. It involved shifting personnel from the
institutional arnmy, which included the U S. Army Training
and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) and Fort Sill's Training
Command, to the operational arny; and this action reduced
manning in the institutional arnmny. Acknow edgi ng this,
CGeneral Shinseki directed the Conmandi ng General of TRADOCC,
General John N. Abrans, late in 1999 to redesign his
command to absorb the reductions in personnel.*

Wth this tasking General Abrans initiated action early
in 2000 to cut infrastructure to free soldiers for the
operational army by revanping TRADOC. To acconplish this
he envi si oned consolidating training throughout TRADOC in
the near future into four centers: a maneuver center at a
site to be determ ned; a maneuver support center at Fort

Leonard Whod, M ssouri; a maneuver sustainment center at
Fort Lee, Virginia; and a maneuver command and control
center at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. As a part of this

endeavor, he wanted to restructure TRADOC s servi ce school s

3Department of the Army (DA), Unit Manni ng Canpai gn
Pl an, 8 Nov 99, Doc I-2.

“Emai |l neg with atch, subj: Transformation of
Trai ning Command, 9 Feb 01, Doc I-3; DA, Unit Manning
Canpai gn Pl an, 8 Nov 99.
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by creating an interimnodel and subsequently replacing it
with the objective nodel. Consolidating training and
restructuring individual service schools would elinm nate
redundanci es throughout TRADOC, would reestablish a
standard organi zational framework for service schools,
woul d reduce the span of control for school commandants,
and would free soldiers for duty in operational commands,
anong ot her benefits.?

°Briefing, subj: Ft. Sill Reorganization, 5 Jan 01,
Doc 1-4; Interview, Dastrup with COL Theodore J. Janosko,
Deputy Assistant Commandant for Training Organization and
Doctrine, Training Conmand, 17 Jan 01, Doc |-5; Email nsg
with atch, subj: Transformation of Training Command, 9
Feb 01.
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For Fort Sill, General Abram s interim school nodel
meant significantly redesigning Training Conmmand that
included the Field Artillery Training Center (FATC), the
Nonconm ssi oned O ficer Acadeny (NCOA), the Field Artillery
School, and the 30th Field Artillery Reginent into a
totally new organization and i nvol ved significant
chal | enges and changes. General Abrams interim school
nodel provided for a school comrandant, a quality assurance
office, a personal staff for the commandant, a chief of
staff; a proponency office; a Futures Developnent and
I ntegration Center (FDIC) for research, devel opnent, and
other simlar activities; a Branch Technical/Tactical
Training Directorate, also called a Branch School, for
basi c branch instruction; and a Leader Training Center for
advanced branch instruction. Upon i nplenmentation the
interim school nodel would elimnate many Fort Sil
training organi zations as they existed in 2000, including
Trai ni ng Conmand, the Gunnery Departnent, the Fire Support
and Conbi ned Arns Departnment (FSCAOD), the Noncomm ssioned
O ficer Acadeny (NCOA), the Field Artillery Training Center
(FATO), the Warfighting Integration and Devel opnment
Directorate (WDD), the Directorate of Conbat Devel opnents
(DCD), the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack Battle Laboratory,
and other «critical Training Command organizations by
merging them into the FDIC, the Branch School, or the
Leader Training Center.®

°Emai| nmsg with atch, subj: Transformation of
Training Command, 9 Feb 01; Menorandum for Record, subj:
Field Artillery Training Conmand, 10 Jan 01, Doc |- 6;



Briefing, subj: Ft. Sill Reorganization, 5 Jan 01; Emil
msg, subj: Branch School and Branch Technical / Tacti cal
Training Directorate, 17 Jan 01, Doc I-7.
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Upon receiving the task to reorganize, Fort Sil
outlined its plan of action during the latter nonths of
2000. Although it expected to neet TRADOC s intent, Fort
Sill with Training Command taking the |ead contenplated
crucial deviations from the interim school nodel. It
intended to retain the Gunnery Departnment and FSCAOD, to
mai ntain the reginment with its battalions, to integrate the
Nonconm ssi oned Officer Acadeny into the battalions, and
execute the reorganization with the mninml amunt of
di sruption. Equally inmportant, Fort Sill envisioned
consolidating Training Conmand's staff with the garrison
staff to save overhead. At the end of 2000, Fort Sill's
interi mnodel included a school conmmandant with a persona
staff, a quality assurance office, a chief of staff, a
proponency office, and a deputy commandi ng general for

training that oversaw the FDIC, the branch school, and the
| eader training center.’

‘Briefing, subj: Ft. Sill Reorganization, 5 Jan 01;

Email nsg with atch, subj: Transformation of Training
Command, 9 Feb 01.
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To neet its own unique situation, Fort Sill devised its
own proposals for the FDIC, the Branch School (Branch
Techni cal / Tactical Training Directorate), and the Leader
Training Center. As delineated late in 2000 and early
2001, the TRADOC FDI C nodel would have ten nmmj or divisions
and perform fifteen major functions. In contrast, Fort
Sill's proposed FDI C woul d performthe sane basic functions
but would have fifteen divisions. This meant retaining
sonme organi zations that the TRADOC nodel did not support,
such as Task Force 2000 that would be renanmed Task Force
XXl and that would continue working with future concepts
and the Depth and Simultaneous Attack Battle Laboratory.
The FDIC would also focus its attention on conbat
devel opments, equipnment design, training developnents,
doctrinal developnment, and force structure. In the
nmeanti ne, the TRADOC Branch School nodel provided a support
brigade, an initial entry training brigade, and a schoo
brigade for basic professional mlitary education and
functional mlitary education. Al t hough Fort Sill's
proposed branch school nopdel would have the sanme basic
functions, it outlined a slightly different organization
It planned to retain FATC for initial entry training and
the 30th Field Artillery Reginment for basic professiona
and functional mlitary education and placed support
functions under the FATC and 30th Field Artillery Regi nent.

As of 5 January 2001, Fort Sill's proposed Leader Training
Center included the 2-2nd Field Artillery for support; the
1-30th Field Artillery/Gunnery Departrment for basic
training for of ficers, war r ant of ficers, and
noncommi ssi oned officers; the 3-30th Field Artillery/ FSCACD
for advanced training for officers, warrant officers, and

noncommi ssi oned of ficers; and a Headquarters and
Headquarters Battery, 30th Field Artillery Reginment for
adm ni strative support. Eventually, the 1-30th Field
Artillery would handle all basic training for officers,

warrant officers, and noncomm ssioned officers, while the
3-30th Field Artillery would handl e advanced training for
officers, warrant officers, and nonconm ssi oned officers.
For exanple, the Primary Leadership Devel opnent Course and
Basi ¢ Noncomm ssioned O ficer Course would be in the 1-30th
Field Artillery, and the Advanced Noncomm ssi oned O ficer
Course would be in the 330th Field Artillery. As the
Deputy Assi stant Commandant for Training and Organi zati on,
Col onel Theodore J. Janosko explained, this organization



was subject to change.®
M SSI ON SUPPORT

O ficer Distribution Plan and Enlisted Distribution Target
Model

After becom ng the Chief of Staff of the Arny, General
Eric K. Shinseki, announced his intention to inprove the
Arnmy's  personnel readiness as part of <creating a
strategically responsive force. Among ot her things, he
outlined fully staffing the Arny's key warfighting units
and organi zations so that they would have the ability to
acconmplish their m ssions. As he explained in Novenber
1999, this involved filling the ten active conponent
di vi sions' authorizations at one hundred percent in Fiscal
Year (FY) 2000, filling the wearly deploying wunits'
aut hori zations at one hundred percent in FY 2001, filling
the remaining Table of Organization and Equi prment (TOE)
units' authorizations at one hundred percent in FY 2002,

and filling the Table of Distribution and All owances (TDA)
units to one hundred percent of their authorizations by FY
2003. To achieve this restructuring, General Shinseki

started shifting personnel from the institutional arny,

®Emai | nsg with atch, subj: Revision of
Transformati on of Training Conmand, 20 Feb 01, Doc I-8;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: Transformation of Training
Command, 9 Feb 01; Briefing, subj: Ft. Sil
Reor gani zation, 5 Jan 01; Email nsg, subj: Branch School
and Branch Technical / Tactical Training Directorate, 17
Jan 01; Interview, Dastrup wth Janosko, 10 Jan 01
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often called the TDA arny, to the operational arny, often
called the TOE arny, to ensure the latter's readiness.

Filling the authorized positions in operational units and
other critical units in 2000 left the institutional arny
with the ability to fill about forty percent of its

aut hori zed positions in FY 2001.°

“Arnmy to Beef Up Divisions," ArnyLink News, 8 Nov
99, Doc I-9; "Arny Begins Manning Initiatives,"” U'S. Arny
News Rel ease, 8 Nov 99, Doc |-10; Department of the Arny
(DA), Unit Manning Canpaign Plan, 8 Nov 99, Doc |-11;
Menmor andum for See Distribution, subj: FY 2001 ODP, 2 Jun
00, Doc I-12.
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For Fort Sill's Training Command, which was part of the
institutional arny, shifting per sonnel from the
institutional army to the operational arny created serious
probl ens in 2000-2001 just as General Shinseki projected.

In a lengthy nessage to the Chief of Staff of Fort Sill
Col onel David C. Ralston, on 10 May 2000, the Director of
Resour ce Managenent, Col onel Robert L. Hanson, wrote, "The
proposal represents a 24% reduction of our current ODP
[OFficer Distribution Plan] and wll |eave us at 49% of
aut horized officers. If this materializes[,] we will |ose
a tremendous |evel of experience and expertise."! For
example, as of md-2000, Training Command antici pated

losing ten Ilieutenants, twenty-six captains, seventeen
maj ors, four |ieutenant colonels, and three colonels in FY
2001. To nmeet the ODP Training Conmand envisioned

downgrading its departnent directors from colonel to
i eutenant col onel, stopping small group instruction in the
Field Artillery Captains Career Course, and | osing
expertise to conduct research and develop doctrine.
Training Command would also lose ability to support the
Arnmy  Experinmentation Canpaign Plan activities, t he
Transformation of the Arny, and the devel opment of future
concepts and would | ose critical noncomm ssioned officers.
Already, the U S. Arny Field Artillery Training Center's
drill sergeants and instructors did double duty to cover
unfilled maintenance, supply, and other responsibilities
instead of nmaintaining their focus on initial entry
trai ni ng because of shortages.'® According to the Comander
of the U.S. Arny Field Artillery Training Center, Colone

Thomas J. O Donnell, losing nore first sergeants would
further challenge the center to provide "the proper |evel
of leadership in our IET [initial entry training]

batteries."*™ As Training Conmmand viewed FY 2001, the ODP

DA, Unit Manni ng Canpaign Plan, 8 Nov 99.
“Emai| nsg, subj: ODP Cuts, 11 May 00, Doc |-13.

I bid.; Interview with atch, Dastrup with CPT Frank
A. Socha, G 1, Training Conmand, 31 Jan 01, Doc I-14;
I nterview, Dastrup with SGM R L. Hatcher, 30th Field
Artillery Reginment, 6 Feb 01, Doc I-15.

BMermor andum for Deputy Commandi ng General, subj:
Proposed FYO1 Officer Distribution Plan Cuts, 18 Jul 00,
Doc |-16.
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for officers and the Enlisted Distribution Target WModel
(EDTM for enlisted personnel would fail to furnish the
resources to support Training Command's mssion in the

com ng fiscal year. The Deputy Commandi ng General for
Training, Brigadier General WIliam F. Engel, wote the
Commandi ng General of Fort Sill, WMjor General Toney
Stricklin, that the overall |oss of |eadership caused by

the cuts would push Training Command to a |linmt of becom ng
non-nm ssi on capabl e. *
G ven the perceived scenario, the Chief of Staff for
Fort Sill, Colonel Ralston, at the direction of GCenera
Stricklin appealed to the U S. Arny Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) for relief. On 28 July 2000 he conposed,
"The cumul ative effects of reductions in FYO1l of $5.1
dol l ars, 60 officers, and 306 enlisted manni ng prevents ne
from acconplishing the volume of work in training and
training devel opnent, conbat devel opnent, | eader ship
devel opnent, and Arny transformation initiatives."™
Di scussing the inpact of the cuts on the core and essenti al
m ssions, Col onel Ralston added, "Training Command will
continue to 'train the |oad' but at increased risk due to
the loss of five FATC battery commanders, all but one
conbined arnms instructor, a greatly reduced nunber of Depth
and Simul taneous Attack Battle Lab (BLAB) projects, and a
40 percent cut in essential live-fire support capability."'®
He concluded, "Unless sone relief, or funds, are made
available to support some operations wth contract or
civilian hire[,] the inpact fromthese personnel reductions
will significantly inpact our Core Training/Essential
Support m ssions and continue to reduce the standard of
training provided."?" Because the cuts of enlisted

“Memor andum for Conmandi ng General, subj: TRADOC
FYO1 ODP, undated, Doc |-17; Email msg, subj: ODP Cuts,
11 May 00; Interview with atchs, Dastrup with Socha, 31
Jan 01.

Mermor andum for Conmander, U.S. Arny Training and
Doctri ne Conmand, subj: Commander's Statenent - TRADOC
Resource Revi ew Annex 3 Narrative Showstoppers, 28 Jul
00, Doc I-18.

%] bi d.
Yl bi d.
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personnel and officers were so severe, TRADOC had to
reexam ne themin light of the negative inpact on training
the current force and on designing and devel oping the force
of the future.®
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In view of Fort Sill's persistence and requirenents,
TRADOC nodified the cuts. For exanple, rather than
receiving a reduction of sixteen Field Artillery
| i eutenants, TRADOC cut the installation only seven. I n
sonme instances, the adjustnents actually increased the
nunmber of officers in a particular grade. Rat her t han

receiving a reduction of seven branch qualified Field
Artillery captains in FY 2001, Fort Sill would gain ten in
FY 2001 over FY 2000."
The Budget

During 2000, Fort Sill prepared the budget for Fiscal
Year (FY) 2001 and concurrently executed FY 2000 budget
actions. As in past years, Fort Sill faced another budget
reduction in FY 2001. Based upon U.S. Arnmy Training and
Doctri ne Command ( TRADOC) gui dance, the post's budget for
FY 2001 would be cut by about $5.1 mllion from FY 2000.
Basically, this neant working with budget of approxi mately
$97 million that was a decrease of over fifty-five percent
in constant dollars since 1987. The funding reduction
woul d again force major decrenents to the installation and
quality of life support and would seriously inpact Fort
Sill's ability to acconplish its training mssion.?

In the commander's statement to the FY 2001 command
operating budget submtted to TRADOC, the Commandi ng

General of Fort Sill, Major General Toney Stricklin,
outlined the inpact of the budget cut. In conpelling
| anguage GCeneral Stricklin explained, "The cunulative

effects of projected reductions in FYOl TBG [ TRADOC Budget

YEmai| msg, subj: ODP-EDTM Portion of Annual Command
Hi story, 12 Feb 01, Doc |-19; Interview, Dastrup with
Socha, 31 Jan 01.

)FY 2000 Resource Contract, U.S. Arny Field
Artillery Center and Fort Sill (USAFACFS), p. 3, Doc I-
20; USAFACFS, FY 2001-07 M ssion, Vision, and
Installation Priorities, 12 Jun 00, pp. 1-104, Doc |-21;
Mermor andum f or See Distribution, subj: FY 01 Comrand
Operati ng Budget - OVA TRADOC Budget GCuidance (TBG/FYOl
Zer 0- Based Budget Pl an, 15 Jun 00, Doc 1-22; Briefing,
subj: FYO1 Budget Gui dance, Conmandi ng General, 14 Jul
00, Doc 1-23; Briefing, subj: TRADOC Command Pl an, FYO1-
07, 12 Jun 00, Doc I|-24; Menorandum for Record, subj: DRM
Director's coments on budget section of 2000 Annual
Command Hi story, 6 Jun 01, Doc I|-24A.
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Gui dance] of $5.1M dollars, 60 officers, and 306 enlisted
personnel are significant given the previous five straight
years of steady decline."? Continuing, he added:

“’Menor andum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: Conmander's
Statenent - FYO1l Command Operating Budget, 21 Aug 00, Doc
| - 25.
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Qur institutional training base is at the break
poi nt. The FYO1 Budget , ObP [Ofificer
Di stribution Pl an], and EDTM [ Enli sted
Distribution Target WMdel] allow me to only
partially resource ny core mssion of train the
load in IET [Initial Entry Training] and it wll
be at the expense of another conponent of
training the load - OES [Oficer Education
Systeni. #
As the General clarified, the repeated budget cuts of past
years and other resource cuts had a del eterious inpact on

Fort Sill's ability to perform its mssion and forced
shifting funds from one category to another and facing
chroni ¢ shortages. In the conclusion to his commander's

statenment, General Stricklin pointed out:
In summary, the cumul ative inpact of the FYOl1
budget, with the recent ODP and EDTM reductions
are devastating to an already crippled

training center. If FYO1 reductions are not
corrected, train the load, G T [ Gender-Integrated
Tr ai ni ngj, force protection, and conbat
devel opments will assume risk that the Arny and
TRADOC shoul d not accept.?

From the General's perspective, Fort Sill faced a

chal | engi ng future, given the budget.?

22| bi d.
2% bi d.
24| bi d.
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Meanwhi l e, Fort Sill inplenented its FY 2000 budget and
warned its various agencies to anticipate "little new
funding this fiscal year unless it is transformation or
recruiting specific."? Using the TRADOC review and
anal ysi s nmet hodol ogy during FY 2000, the post identified
many tasks being acconplished within the allotted funding,
sone being partly acconplished within the allotted budget,
and sone tasks that were high risks and required additional
funding to be acconplished. For exanple, Fort Sill needed
addi tional money for the Arny Experinmental Canpaign Plan
that was <crucial for future concepts and initiatives
devel opnent, adequate force protection, funeral honors
support, mai ntenance of range areas, direct support/general
support maintenance support, tuition assistance, utility
costs, life cycle replacenent of conputers, Circular A-76
contracting out studies, and borrowed mlitary manpower.
The post also | acked sufficient noney, approximtely $214
mllion, to repair its aging infrastructure, bridges, dans,

rail roads, anmobng others. Also, Fort Sill required
additional funds for dining facilities for initial entry
training soldiers. Wth existing funds the installation

could only operate three dining facilities but required
four to nmeet the training load for initial entry training.
Operating three facilities created crowded conditions and
increased the time to feed soldiers, which cut into
training time. Fortunately, TRADOC supplied the additiona
funds at the end of FY 2000 to open the additional dining
facility. In the nmeantime, the post required nore noney
and personnel to operate its three automated small arns
ranges and had to divert ten instructors and two instructor
support personnel from normal duties to operate themin FY
2000. This severely inpacted student-instructor ratios,
the US. Arny Field Artillery Training Center's ability to
furni sh adequate basic conbat training instruction, and
Fort Sill's capability to serve as a power projection
pl atform for nobilizing the deploying units.?

Menor andum for See Distribution, subj: FY0O0
Appropriati on TRADOC Budget Gui dance (TBG), 18 Feb 00,
Doc |-26; Menorandum for See Distribution, subj: FYO0O
Appropriati on TRADOC Budget Gui dance (TBG), 8 Feb 00, Doc
| -27.

Menor andum for See Distribution, subj: TRADOC
Command Program Managenent System Phase Il - Review and
Anal ysis, 1 Mar 00, Doc 1-28; Email nmsg with atch, subj:
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FYOO Cannot Do Converted to Schedule 50 Format, undated,
Doc 1-29; Information Paper, subj: Operation of Automated
Smal | Arnms Ranges and OCIE Stock Conditions at ClIF at

Fort Sill, 22 Mar 00, Doc I-30; Information Paper, subj:
Operation of Small Arnms Ranges, OCIE Stock Conditions,
and I TAMfor Ft. Sill, 12 Oct 00, Doc |-31; Information
Paper, subj: BASOPS Dining Facilities and Laundry Support
to Training and Utilities for Fort Sill, 22 Mar 00, Doc

| -32; Information, subj: BASOPS Dining Facilities and
Laundry Support to Training, 12 Oct 00, Doc I|-33; Point

Paper, subj: Infrastructure Inspections/Repairs and MAR
Projects for Fort Sill, 22 Mar 00, Doc |-34; Point Paper,
subj: Integration for Arny Experinmental Canpaign Plan
Exerci ses and Experinments for Fort Sill, 22 Mar 00, Doc

| -35; Menmorandum for Record, subj: DRM Director's
comments on budget section of 2000 Annual Command
Hi story, 6 Jun Ol.
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As m ght be expected, the reality of the successive
budget cuts hit. On 29 August 2000 year Rowan Scar borough
wote in the Washington Tines that nmore than one half of
the Arny's conbat and support training centers plunged to
the | owest possible readiness levels with some commandi ng
generals warning that they risked being unable to turn out
qualified soldiers.? Reflecting upon this overall trend,
General Stricklin reported in October and November 2000
that the shortages of personnel and resource constraints
hanpered training. "lnsufficient dollars and the proposed
ODP/ EDTM [Of ficer Distribution Plan/Enlisted Distribution
Target Model] cuts reduces nmy mssion flexibility and
forces me to accept additional risk in my primry m ssion

to train the load," General Stricklin pointed out in
Oct ober 2000.2® The following nonth, he added that the
shortage of current funding ($3.7 mllion) in the school's

infrastructure budget would not allow upgrading sixteen
classroons to support the fielding of the Advanced Field
Artillery Tactical Data System and Mlitary Occupati onal

Speciality 13D, Autonmated Fire Support Specialist, training
in FYO3. Conmbat devel opnent remai ned C-3 due to personne

shortages, and a lack of threat assessnment capability
severely degraded the school's analytical capability.?®

“Interview with atch, Dastrup with Fort Sill Chief
of Staff, COL David C. Ralston, 6 Dec 00, p. 1, Doc I-36.

TRADOC Mont hly Status Report (MSR), 15 Oct 00, Doc
| - 37.

2TRADOC MSR, 15 Nov 00, Doc |-38; Menorandum f or
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Additionally, $2.5 mllion would be required in FY 2002 to
conplete Ilife safety, handicapped access, and other
upgrades. The warnings and fears about the adverse inpact
of budget reductions of the past several years took place
in 2000 and hindered quality training.?*

Base Realignnment and Closure 1995 and Fort Chaffee,
Ar kansas

Record, subj: DRM Director's comments on budget section
of 2000 Annual Command Hi story, 6 Jun 01. The U S. Arny
rates unit readiness fromC1to C4 with C-1 being the
hi ghest and C-4 being the | owest.

%] bi d.
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Al t hough Base Real i gnnment and Cl osure (BRAC) was new to
Fort Sill in the md-1990s, the process had its origins in
the 1960s. Under st andi ng that the Departnment of Defense
(DOD) had to reduce its base structure that had been
created during World War Il and the Korean War, President
John F. Kennedy directed Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara to develop and inplenment an extensive base
real i gnment and closure programto adjust to the realities
of the 1960s. The Ofice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)
subsequently established the <criteria to govern the
sel ection of bases w thout consulting Congress or the
mlitary. Under McNamara's gui dance DOD cl osed sixty bases
early in the 1960s w thout Congress or other governnment
agenci es being involved. In view of the political and
economic ram fications of the closures, Congress decided
that it had to be involved in the process and passed
l egislation in 1965 that required DOD to report any base
closure programs to it. However, President Lyndon B
Johnson vetoed the bill. This permtted DOD to continue
realigning and <closing bases without congr essi onal
oversi ght throughout the rest of the 1960s.3%

Economi ¢ and political pressures eventually forced
Congress to intervene in the process of realigning and
cl osing bases and to end DOD s i ndependence on the natter

On 1 August 1977 President Jimry Carter approved Public
Law 95-82. It required DOD to notify Congress when a base
was a candidate for reduction or closure; to prepare
studies on the strategic, environnmental, and |ocal econom c
consequences of such action; and to wait sixty days for a
congressi onal response. Codified as Section 2687, Title
10, United States Code, the legislation along with the
requi renents of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) permtted Congress to thwart any DOD proposals to
initiate base realignment and closure studies unilaterally
by refusing to approve them and gave it an integral role in
t he process.

As econom c pressures nounted, the drive to realign and
close mlitary installations intensified. In 1983 the
President's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control (the
Grace Commi ssion) concluded in its report that econom es

31995 U.S. Army Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 17-18.

21 pid., p. 18.
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could be mde in base structure and sinultaneously
recommended the creation of a nonpartisan, independent
conm ssion to study base realignnment and closure. Al though
not hing came of this recomrendation, the defense budget
t hat had been declining since 1985 and that was predicted
to continue to decrease in comng years pronpted the
Secretary of Defense to take decisive action. 1In 1988 the
Secretary of Defense recognized the requirenment to close
excess bases to save noney and therefore chartered the
Conmmi ssion on Base Realignnment and Closure in 1988 to
recommend mlitary bases within the United States for
real i gnnent and cl osure. ®
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In the meantime, Congress passed Public Law 100-526.
It provided the statutory basis for a one-tine base
reali gnment and closure and furnished partial relief from
certain statutory inpedinents. Public Law 100-526 waived a
portion of NEPA requirenents, delegated property disposal
authority to DOD, and expedited congressional review of
BRAC recomendati ons. Passage of this law constituted a
recognition that realigning and closing bases could save
nmoney w t hout harm ng national security and that Congress
woul d support such neasures.*

The BRAC comm ssion of 1988 issued its report in
Decenber 1988. It proposed closing eighty-six mlitary
installations and realigning thirteen others. I n
addition, the conmm ssion designated forty-six installations
for increases in mssion because units and activities would
be relocated to them as a result of the closures and
real i gnnents. Approved by the Secretary of Defense and
Congress, the comm ssion's recommendations led to the
reali gnment and cl osure of fourteen major installations by
February 1995 with other two to be realigned or closed by
2000, while seventy-seven of the eighty-six bases were
cl osed by m d-1998 with the remaining to be closed early in
the twenty-first century.®

¥l pid., p. 19.

®1pid., pp. 19-20; Information Paper, subj: Arny
BRAC Status, 13 May 98, Doc 1-42, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.
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The waning of the Cold War early in the 1990s reduced
i nt ernati onal tensions and the threat of war and
concurrently led DOD to conclude that its budget would
continue to decline even nore precipitously, and this
further magnified the need for realigning and closing
bases. Because the base closure and environnental inpact
studi es required under Section 2687 would take one to two
years to conplete, DOD devel oped a |list of candidates for
closure and realignment in January 1990. Before any real
action on the studies <could begin, Congress passed
| egislation in November 1990, and the President signed it
as Public Law 101-510. The law required DODto review its
base structure w thout regard to the January 1990 |i st.
Working from the BRAC experience of 1988, the new |aw
aut hori zed independent Presidential BRAC conm ssions in
1991, 1993, and 1995 to review the Secretary of Defense's
recommendati ons for base realignnent and closure in those
years. Through the end of 1995, the BRAC conm ssions
including the 1988 one, closed ninety-eight bases in the
United States and over six hundred overseas bases and
produced an annual savings of alnobst $1 billion. As of
1999, the Arny conpleted the closures and realignnments
aut hori zed under the first three BRACs (1988, 1991, and
1993) and conpleted twenty-five of the twenty-nine BRAC
1995 cl osure actions. One year later in February 2000,
only two 1995 BRAC cl osures remained to be conpleted. At
their conclusion, the four BRACs of 1988, 1991, 1993, and
1995 woul d have cl osed or realigned 139 bases. *°

Qut si de of noving the Joint Readi ness Training Center
(JRTC) from Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, to Fort Polk,
Loui siana, as a result of the BRAC of 1991, the BRAC

process had little influence upon Fort Sill over the years.
The BRAC of 1995, however, made a significant inpact. In
July 1995 the BRAC conm ssion advised closing Fort Chaffee,
Arkansas, a sub-installation of Fort Sill, Cklahoma, as an

active conponent (AC) facility. Upon approval on 15 July

%1995 USAFACFS ACH, p. 20; U.S. Army Posture
Statenent Fiscal Year 1999, p. 64, Doc |-42A, 1998
USAFACFS ACH; U.S. Arny Posture Statenment Fiscal Year
2001 (Extract), Feb 00, pp. 37-38, Doc |-25A, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; DOD BRAC 1995, FY 2001 Budget Estimate
(Extract), Feb 00, p. 11, Doc 1-39; U S. Arny BRAC
O fice, Fact Sheet with atchs, subj: The BRACO M ssi on,
25 Jan 01, Doc |-40.
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1995 by President Wlliam J. dCinton, the 1995 BRAC
recommendat i ons became Public Law 101-510 on 28 Septenber
1995. Based upon the |law, the Commandi ng General of Fort
Sill had to close Fort Chaffee except for the nininmum
essential ranges, facilities, and training areas required
for a reserve conmponent (RC) training enclave for
i ndi vi dual and annual training and had to di spose of excess
properties to the private sector. This involved creating a
RC training enclave that would |license the Arkansas Arny
Nati onal Guard (ARARNG) to operate it with US. Arny
Reserve (USAR) activities being tenants and realigning

current tenants from Fort Chaffee. Fort Sill also had to
transfer Fort Chaffee area support responsibilities to Fort
Sill, establish an Arkansas Army National Guard garrison at

Fort Chaffee, and cancel the installation's designation as
a US. Arny Forces Conmand (FORSCOM nobilization station
and contingency m ssion site. In addition, Fort Sill had
to ensure that the property would be decl ared excess and
woul d be turned over to the private sector environnentally
cl ean.®

371995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 20-21; 1996 USAFACFS ACH, p.
16; DOD BRAC 1995 FY 2001 Budget Estimate (Extract), Feb
00, p. 46.
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Enmbar ki ng upon what the Arny described to be the nost
power f ul t ool for reshaping and elimnating excess
infrastructure, Fort Sill published a plan in Septenber
1996 to execute the public law and to assure an orderly
cl osure of Fort Chaffee. According to Public Law 101-510,
Fort Chaffee would be closed as an AC mlitary installation
effective 30 Septenber 1997 with the m ssion of maintaining
the RC encl ave passing to the Arkansas Arny National Guard
on 1 COctober 1997. Subsequent to that date, a federa
government transition team would coordi nate the disposal of
all remai ni ng excess equi pnment, material, and real property
in coordination with the United States Property and Fi scal
O fice. A conpletion date of Fiscal Year (FY) 2001 for the
di sposal was established.®

Fort Sill's closure plan, which was a working docunent
subject to revisions as needed, envisioned a three-phase
approach to the transfer. During phase one (the planning
phase), plans for the draw down would be witten. Thi s
involved witing a detailed plan of RC enclave and Fort
Chaf f ee residual dinmensions, ownership, and base operations
support; producing a conprehensive plan for adm nistering
annual training for 1997; and transferring annual training
for 1998 to the RC. In phase two (the transition phase)
the transfer from an active Arny installation to the
Arkansas Arnmy National Guard operated enclave would
transpire. Tenant activities could nove, if necessary, to
new facilities or |ocations. The designation of Fort
Chaffee as a US. Arrmy Forces Command (FORSCOM
mobi | i zation station and contingency m ssion site would be
cancel ed, while admnistration of 1997 annual training
fundi ng would be continued by Fort Sill/Fort Chaffee. At
the sanme tine U S. Arny Garrison (USAG support activities
would turn in equipnent, close buildings, prepare real
property for turn in, and reduce support functions. The
U.S. Arny Garrison, however, would continue post support

%1996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 16-17; U.S. Arny Posture
St atenment (Extract), FY 2001, pp. 37-38.
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t hrough FY 1997.%°

391996 USAFACFS ACH, p. 17.
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As planned in 1995-1996, phase three (the caretaker
phase) would last from 1 October 1997 to disposal in FY
2001. During those years, a Fort Sill transition team of
si xty personnel, which would be reduced in nunbers over the
next four vyears, would prepare Fort Chaffee's excess
property for final cl osure, perform real property
mai ntenance in the excess area as required, dispose of
personal property, and secure government property until

properly disposed. Base operations support, in the
meantime, would be assunmed by the Arkansas Arny Nati onal
Guard for the RC enclave. Upon the conpletion of all
requi red environnental cleanup of the excess property and
the transfers, the third phase wuld conclude. The

separation of the transition team would mark the end of
U.S. Arny Garrison presence on Fort Chaffee.*

On 27 Septenber 1997 a change of command cerenony
closed an era at Fort Chaffee. That day, official command
and control of the installation passed fromthe U S. Arny
to the Arkansas Arny National Guard when the U S. Arny
Garrison was inactivated. The installation officially
became known as the Fort Chaffee Maneuver Training Center.*

Nevertheless, Fort Sill still had vital role in Fort
Chaf fee operations after 1 October 1997, the official
transition date. Al though Fort Sill furnished many
critical services in 1997-1998, its nost significant
m ssion centered on witing a new disposal plan to transfer
excess property to the Fort Chaf fee Redevel opnent
Aut hority, a state chartered public trust that was conposed
of local comunity |eaders, organized in 1995, and
established as a planning group to determ ne the use of
Fort Chaffee.*

“lpbid., p. 18.

411997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 10; DOD BRAC 1995, FY 2001
Budget Estimte (Extract), Feb 00, p. 6.

21997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 10; Menorandum for Record,
subj: Ft. Chaffee Annual Command Hi story, 24 Jan 01, Doc
| -41; DOD BRAC 1995, FY 2001 Budget Estimte (Extract),
Feb 00, p. 6; Interview, Dastrup with Barbara Jordan
DRM 8 Jan 98, Doc 1-42; "Arny Transfers Fort Chaffee
Parcel to Local Reuse Authority,"” U S. Arny News Rel ease,
21 Nov 00, Doc |-43; Information Paper, subj: Arny
Transfers Fort Chaffee Parcel to Local Reuse Authority,
Nov 00, Doc |-44; Email msg, subj: Fort Chaffee Local
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Redevel opnent Aut hority and Fort Chaffee Public Trust, 25
Jan 01, Doc |-45; "Fort Chaffee Deed Transferred,"
Sout hwest Ti nes Record, 17 Nov 00, Doc |-46.
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Besi des conpl eting the disposal plan and the transfer
docunents on over seven hundred buildings and structures
and sixty-five thousand acres to the Arkansas Arny Nati onal
Guard, Fort Sill continued hel ping the realignment process
during 1998. For exanple, the Directorate of Logistics
(DOL) closed its transportation office, assisted in the
devel opnent of caretaker table of distribution and
al | omance for equi pnent, and hel ped screen excess personal
property. The Directorate of Environment Quality (DEQ
mai nt ai ned oversi ght of the environnmental clean up process
and advi sed the commander of Fort Sill on all environnental
i ssues, while the Directorate of Resource Managenment (DRM
cl osed out standi ng budget accounts and provided training to
Fort Sill staff menbers on the BRAC process, anong other
things. Meanwhile, the Directorate of Civilian Personne
(DCP) expedited the staffing needs of the transition team
furni shed placenment services for Departnment of the Arny
civilians, and personnel services for the transition team®

During 1999, Fort Sill remained actively involved with
the Fort Chaffee Maneuver Training Center. Although it was
reduced by eighteen people, the Base Transition Team
focused its attention on transferring property to the Fort
Chaf f ee Redevel opnment Authority that had becone, in the
meantime, the Fort Chaffee Public Trust in 1997 to
i npl ement the Authority's plans. The team assisted in the
preparation of the Economc Devel opnent Conveyance
application for the Fort Chaffee Public Trust, while the
Fort Sill garrison provided assistance with several ongoing
pr oj ect s, such as envi ronnent al site remedi ati on,
coordinating daily facility wuse, and processing Base
Di sposal Support Packages, to nane a few *

The base transition team continued working on the Fort
Chaffee BRAC in 2000. During the vyear, the team
transferred 3,700 acres of clean property to the Fort
Chaf fee Public Trust, consigned the negotiated sale of the

“Menor andum for Conmmand Historian, subj: USAFACFS
Annual Command Hi story for CY 1998, 9 Feb 99, Doc 1-43,
1998 USAFACFS ACH.

“Menor andum for Conmmand Hi storian, subj: USAFACFS
Annual Command Hi story for CY 1999, 20 Jan 00, Doc |- 26,
1999 USAFACFS ACH;, Email nmsg, subj: Fort Chaffee Local
Redevel opment Authority and Fort Chaffee Public Trust, 25
Jan 01.
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Natural Gas Systemto the |local natural gas provider, the
Ar kansas- Okl ahoma Gas Cor poration, prepared Base Di sposal
Support Packages on the remmining property, and sent them
to the Little Rock District Corps of Engineers, Real Estate
Di vision for deed preparation. Ongoing projects included
mai nt ai ni ng retained property until transfer, coordinating
transfer activities, conpleting environnental cleanup
docunment ati on, and continuing quarterly in-process reviews
at Fort Chaffee.®

“*Menor andum for Command Historian, subj: USAFACFS
Annual Command Hi story, 31 Jan 01, Doc |-47; Menorandum
for Record, subj: Fort Chaffee Annual Command Hi story, 24
Jan 01.
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Al t hough sonme projects were still being worked, Fort
Chaffee BRAC passed a significant mlestone in 2000.
Through 2000 federal |law required DOD to sell the excess
property fromcl osed bases for less than fair market val ue.

Because of this requirenent, comunities were forced to
spend considerable tinme negotiating an acceptable price
with the federal governnment. In addition, DOD had to
expend time, personnel, and resources negotiating the sale
whil e maintaining responsibility for the costs of operating
t he base. Arkansas Congressman, Asa Hutchi nson, chall enged
the wi sdom of this practice. Addressing the Fort Chaffee
situation specifically, he pointed out that if the property
was transferred at current market value, the purchase price
woul d exceed the expected revenues generated from
redevel opnent. Gven this, there would be little incentive
to pursue a redevel opnment plan because the Fort Chaffee
Public Trust wuld be unable to recoup the costs of
purchasi ng the property. To facilitate transferring the
property, Congressman Hutchinson urged Congress to attach
an anmendnent to DOD Authorization Bill for FY 2000 that
would permt DOD to turn over closed mlitary bases to
| ocal communities at no charge so that citizens could
benefit from base cl osures. “

Wrking with colleagues in Congress, Congressnan
Hut chi nson included |anguage in the FY 2000 DOD
aut hori zation bill that allowed DOD to turn over closed
facilities to local communities at no cost but directed
themto use the property to generate econom c devel opnent.

This permtted the rapid transfer of Fort Chaffee to the
Fort Chaffee Public Trust, saved the U S. Arny noney, and
accelerated community reuse plans. As a result of the
transfer, the Fort Chaffee Public Trust received 3,793
acres in Novenmber 2000 at no cost and ultimately would
obtain 5,235 acres and 770 buildings from the U S. Arny
upon conpl eti on of any required environmental renediation.?

“®| nf ormati on Paper, subj: Discussion, 10 Jun 99, Doc
| -48; Information Paper, subj: Congressman Asa Hutchi nson
Announces Pentagon Approval of Fort Chaffee Land
Transfer, 6 Sep 00, Doc |-49; Menorandum for Record,
subj: Fort Chaffee Annual Command Hi story, 24 Jan 01;
| nformati on Paper, subj: Congressman Asa Hutchi nson Asks
for Hearings on Closed MIlitary Facilities, Including
Fort Chaffee Redevel opnent, 10 Jun 99, |[-50.

“’Menmor andum for Command Historian, subj: USAFACFS
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Annual Command Hi story, 31 Jan 01; Menorandum for Record,
subj: Fort Chaffee Annual Command Hi story, 24 Jan 01;

| nformati on Paper, subj: Congressman Asa Hutchi nson
Announces Pentagon Approval of Fort Chaffee Land
Transfer, 6 Sep 00; "Arnmy Transfers Fort Chaffee Parcel
to Local Reuse Authority,” U S. Arnmy News Rel ease, 21 Nov
00; Asa Hutchinson's News Letter, 20 Nov 00, Doc I|-51,;

I nf ormati on Paper, subj: Arny Transfers Fort Chaffee
Parcel to Local Reuse Authority, ca Nov 00.
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Circular A-76 Studies and Contracting Qut

Exam ni ng governnental activities to determ ne whet her
t hey should be contracted out or not had their origins in
t he 1950s. Early in 1955, the Bureau of the Budget, the
forerunner of the O fice of Managenent and Budget (QOvVB),
formul ated the policy of increasing reliance on the private
sector for certain goods and services. It explained at the
sane time that exceptions existed. Governnental agencies
could be wed if their functions were considered to be
i nherently governnent al in nature, i f sati sfactory
comrerci al sources were unavail able, if national defense
were at stake, or if a cost-conparison study reveal ed that
t he government could furnish the service | ess expensively
than private enterprise could. Al t hough the 1955
pronouncenent and subsequent ones focused nore attention on
studying commerci al activities than previously, t he
governnment turned over only a few functions to private
enterprise. Through 1963 the governnent depended upon its
installations and their staffs rather than private
conpani es, especially when comrercial activities were nore
costly. As such, cost had beconme the deciding factor
during the years after 1955. %

%1990 U.S. Army Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 11-12.
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| nfl uenced by the drive for cost efficiency, the Bureau
of the Budget issued Circular A-76 in 1966. This circular
and revisions of 1967, 1979, 1983, and 1996 directed the
governnment to solicit proposals to conpare in-house and
contractor costs and outlined the proper procedures for
seeking offers fromcontractors. Equally inportant, A-76
reaffirmed that the governnent desired to rely upon private
busi ness for goods and services, that sone functions had to
be performed by the governnent because they were
governnmental in nature, and that relative costs would
determ ne whether a function would be done by governnment
enpl oyees or conmmercial sources. Although the performance
of the tasks m ght be transferred fromthe governnent to a
comercial source if it proved to be |ess expensive, the

Army still retained ownership of the activity.*
In keeping with the drive over the years to be nore
cost efficient and after a lull in contracting out for

several years, budgetary pressures and the need to free up
funds to noderni ze encouraged the Departnment of Defense and
the Departnent of the Army to make contracting out a
priority once again. In 1998 the Departnment of the Arny
directed that commercial activities cost conpetition
studies be conducted to determine the nore efficient
provider with the goal of reviewing forty-eight thousand
civilian and eight thousand mlitary positions for Fiscal
Year (FY) 1999 through FY 2003. In conpliance with the
Arnmy's directive, the US. Arnmy Training and Doctrine
Command ( TRADOC) announced in Novenmber 1998 that conmand-
wide A-76 studies of the Directorates of Information
Managenment (DOM and Training Services Centers (TSC) woul d
begin in FY 1999. Subsequently in Decenber 1998, TRADCC
said that Adjutant General/Mlitary Personnel Ofices
(AG MPO woul d al so undergo A-76 studies beginning FY 1999
The results of the DOM TSC, and AG MPO studies and the
ongoi ng study of the Directorate of Public Wrks (DPW that

“General Accounting Ofice (GAO Report, Base
Operations, Mar 97, pp. 2, Doc I-52; OvB Circular A-76
(Extract), 1999, pp. 1-10, Doc 1-53; 1989 USAFACFS Annual
Hi storical Review, p. 14; Menorandum for Comrand
Hi storian with Encls, subj: USAFACFS Annual Comrand
History for CY 1998, 9 Feb 99, Doc |-44, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH; Menorandum for Command Hi storian, subj: Coordination
of 1999 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 31 Mar 00, Doc
| - 26A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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had begun in May 1997 at Fort Sill and that was being done
by a contractor, Managenent Analysis, Inc., would determne
the nost cost-effective way of doing those jobs by
permtting government and private enterprise to put their
most cost-efficient proposals and organi zations forward for
consi derati on. *°

*)GAO Report, Base Operations, p. 5; "DOM TSC to
undergo Cost Conpetition Study," Fort Sill Cannoneer, 3
Dec 98, pp. la, 5b, Doc I|-45, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; "AG Next
Target for Cost-Conpetition Study," Fort Sill Cannoneer,
10 Dec 98, p. 6a, Doc |-46, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, "Base Ops
Studi ed at TRADOC Posts," Fort Sill Cannoneer, 3 Apr 97,
pp. la, 2a, Doc 1-47, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, Msg with Atch
(Extract), subj: CY 98 Command Hi story, 21 Jan 99, Doc
| -48, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Conmmand Hi stori an
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with Atch (Extract), subj: Annual Conmand History, 13
Jan 98, Doc 1-49, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum f or
Command Hi storian with Encls, subj: USAFACFS Annual
Command Hi story for CY 1998, 9 Feb 99.
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Unlike in the past when installation Directorate of
Resource Managenment (DRM) carried out the studies wthout
out si de assi stance, TRADOC decided to hire contractors to
hel p conduct the DO M TSC, and AG MPO st udi es. TRADOC
selected this alternative because the studies were conmmand-
wide and not limted to a certain post and because | ocal
DRMs had been reduced in size in response to budget cuts of
recent years and | acked sufficient personnel to conduct the
st udi es. Notwi t hstanding this fundanental change, the
study concept remained constant with those of past years.
Fort Sill would develop its nost efficient DPW DO M TSC,
and AG MPO organizations to conpete with a potential
contractor. The nore cost-effective bid would then perform
the function. Even though Fort Sill wuld receive
contractor support on the studies, it would have to take a
full and active part in the comercial activities study
process, would have to take ownership of the outcone, and
woul d have to live with the results of the studies. I n
view of this, Fort Sill established three installation
study teans in FY 1999 to work with each of the command-
wi de contractors in order to coordinate, review, and
change, as appropriate, study docunents conpleted by the
contractor.>

" AG Next Target for Cost-Conpetition Study," p. 6a;
"DOM TSC to undergo Cost Conpetition Study," pp. 1la,
5b; Menorandum for Conmand Hi storian with Encls, subj:
USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story for CY 1998, 9 Feb 99;

I nterview, Dastrup with Wynona Mrris, DRM 7 Jan 00, Doc
| -27, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Email nsg with atch, subj:
Studies, 22 Feb 00, Doc I-28, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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During 1999, the Directorate of Resource Managenent

continued working on contracting out. It placed a notice
of intent to solicit contractor bids for the Facilities
Mai nt enance Division in DPWon Fort Sill's Internet website

i n Novenmber 1999 and planned to conplete the study in 2001.

In the nmeantime, TRADOC received funding for command-w de
studies of the AGMPO, DOM and TSC functions with start
dates in FY 2000. *?

Interview, Dastrup with Morris, 7 Jan 00; Enmil msg
with atch, subj: A76 Studies and Contracting Qut, 9 Feb
00, Doc [-29, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Conmand
Hi stori an, subj: Coordination of 1999 USAFACFS Annual
Command Hi story, 31 Mar 00.
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Qut of the four studies, TRADOC and Fort Sill conpleted
the one for the Facilities Maintenance Division in DPW
first. On 9 August 2000 TRADOC announced a tentative
decision to contract out the division, which represented
about seventy percent of DPWs work force, to Baker Support
Services, Inc., of Dallas, Texas, and set in notion a
series of actions. Under federal [|aw, unsuccessful
bi dders, affected enployees, and unions could review the
contract and the governnent's nost efficient organization
docunent ati on and coul d appeal the decision to contract out
to the admnistrative appeals board. Convened at
Headquarters, U. S. Arny Training and Doctrine Conmand, Fort
Monroe, Virginia, the board reviewed three appeals in
Cct ober 2000, determ ned that insufficient grounds existed
to alter the results of the cost conparison process, and
did not overturn the decision to convert DPW operations to
contract. Gven this decision, Fort Sill projected
begi nning the contract on 1 July 2001.°®

>Menor andum for Command Hi storian, subj: USAFACFS
Annual Command Hi story, 31 Jan 01, Doc |-54; Email msg
with atch, subj: A76 Studies, 2 Feb 01, Doc I-55;
Interview with atch, Dastrup with Wnona Mirris, DRM 1
Feb 01, Doc |-56; Information for Menmbers of Congress, in
DPW Fi nal Deci sion Report, 29 Jan 01, Doc |-57;
"Tentative Decision Announced for DPW Contract," Fort
Sill Cannoneer, 10 Aug 00, pp. 1la, 3a, Doc |1-58; "Leaders
Di scuss Facilities Miintenance Contract Award," Fort Sil
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Fort Sill and Power Projection

Cannoneer, 17 Aug 00, pp. 1la, 3a, Doc 1-59; Fact Sheet,
subj: DPWA-76 Study M| estone Schedule, 9 Aug 00, Doc
| -60; Fact Sheet, subj: MP/ AG A76 M| estone Schedul e, 24
Jan 01, Doc |1-61; Fact Sheet, subj: TSC A76 Study

M | estone Schedul e, 24 Jan 01, Doc |-62; Fact Sheet,
subj: DO M A76 Study M I estone Schedul e, 24 Jan 01, Doc
| - 63.
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The end of the Cold War at the begi nning of the 1990s
caused the United States to restructure its national
mlitary strategy. Rat her than depending upon forward
deployed nmilitary forces in Europe as it had done for over
forty years, the new strategy focused on deploying mlitary
forces fromthe continental United States (CONUS). Equally

i nportant, the new mlitary strategy enbraced the
principles of det errence, forward presence, crisis
response, and reconstitution and required Ar nry
installations, such as Fort Sill, Cklahoma, to have the
ability of responding rapidly to regional crises throughout
the world. To help Fort Sill fulfill its force projection

requi rements Congress approved an Arny Strategic Mbility
Program rail head in 1998 and funded it in the Fiscal Year
(FY) 2000 budget. Besides upgrading fifteen installations,
fourteen airfields, seventeen strategic seaports, and
el even ammuni ti on depots and plants throughout the United
States, the Arny Strategic Mbility Program outlined
upgrading Fort Sill's railway systemto provide an inproved
capability to nove the heavy field artillery pieces of the
1l Arnored Corps Artillery to their deploynent ports and
to help the installation serve as a springboard for the
rapi d depl oyment of Army forces throughout the world.*
Fort Sill |aunched construction of the new rail head
facility in 2000 to make the installation capable of major
shi pments in short periods of time. As of 2000, Fort Sil
had the ability to load and ship a little nore than one
hundred railcars in a day. Upon conpletion, the new
rail head facility would triple that capacity and afford a

>11994 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 18-19; Statement Posture of
the U S. Arny (Extract), Fiscal Year 2001, Feb 00, pp. 9-
10, Doc 1-64; Statenent Posture of the U S. Arny
(Extract), Fiscal Year 2000, Feb 99, p. 25, Doc I|-30,
1999 USAFACFS ACH;, Msg, subj: Annual Command Hi story
1998, Power Projection, 1 Mar 99, Doc |-50, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH, U.S. Arny Posture Statenment (Extract), Fiscal Year
1999, pp. 14-15, Doc |-42A, 1998 USAFACFS ACH. Follow ng
Desert Storm of 1991, the Departnment of Defense conducted
the Mobility Requirements Study (MRS) that initiated the
Army Strategic Mbility Program (ASMP). Designed to
i npl ement MRS nobility recommendati ons, ASMP identified
and prioritized infrastructure inmprovenents at key
installations and ports. See U S. Arny Posture Statenent
(Extract), Fiscal Year 1999, pp. 14-15.
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secure marshal ing area where equi pnment waiting for shipping
could be stored. Al so, the new rail head would provide
nodern scaling capability and container storage and
handling capability and would permt |oading an entire
battalion wthout switching railcar operations, while
| oadi ng and staging could be done wi thout closing roads. *®

55u I '

Cannoneer, 26 Oct 00, p. 9b, Doc I-65.

ve Been Working on the . . . ," Fort Sil
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During 2000, Fort Sill also deployed individual
sol diers and units throughout the world in response to the
national interests of the United States. The installation
furnished individual soldiers to the 8th rotation of
Operation Joint Guard that was supplying security and
stability in Croatia, Bosnial/Herzogovina, and Montenegro.
The 1st Platoon, B Conpany, 62nd Engi neers depl oyed 23
soldiers to Bosnia from Septenber 1999 to February 2000 to
construct roads for United Nation base canps in Bosnia,
while A Battery, 2nd Battalion, 4th Field Artillery sent
137 soldiers to Kuwait Operation Desert Spring between
August 2000 and February 2001. In addition, the Energency
Operations Center in the Directorate of Plans, Training,
and Mobilization deployed ten individual soldiers in
support of humanitarian and peace keeping operations to
Central Anerica, Bosnia, Croatia, and Saudi Arabia.>®
82nd Medi cal Evacuati on Conpany Mi ntenance Contract

After years of adm nistering a rotary-w ng nmai ntenance
contract to the 82nd Medi cal Evacuation (Medevac) Conpany
at Fort Riley, Kansas, which provided nedical evacuation
services to Fort Sill, the Directorate of Logistics had to
revanp the contract in 1999 for several reasons. Although
the contractor did good work, the transition fromthe aging
UH-1 helicopter to the UH-60 helicopter at Fort Sil
created a problem The contractor, the RTW Conpany, | acked
the equipnent and training to maintain the UH 60
hel i copters, and the cost of purchasing new maintenance
tool s and equi pnent to support the UH- 60 helicopter was too
hi gh to make continuing the contract feasible. Also, the
downsi zing of the 1990s with its attending budget cuts
reduced Fort Sill's ability to continue adm nistering the
contract. G ven such circunstances, the Directorate of
Logistics decided to termnate the contract effective 1
Oct ober 1999 when the new helicopter would be fielded
This caused the 82nd Medevac Conpany to search for a new
contract. >’

Email msg, subj: Fort Sill Annual Historica
Review, 22 Mar 01, Doc |-66; Email nsg, subj: Fort Sil
Annual Historical Review (2000), 23 Mar 01, Doc |-67.

*Interview, Dastrup with Randy C. Palnmer, Airfield
Operations O ficer, Directorate of Plans, Training, and
Mobi lization (DPTM, 7 Jan 00, Doc |-38, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH, Email nsg, subj: 82nd Medevac Conpany/Fort Sil
Mai nt enance Contract, 9 Sep 99, Doc 1-39, 1999 USAFACFS
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ACH; Email nsg, subj: 82nd Medevac Maintenance

I nformation, 10 Jan 00, Doc 1-40, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;
Emai |l nsg, subj: 82nd Medevac Conpany Maint enance
Contract, 7 Feb 00, Doc |-41, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;

Menmor andum for Command Hi storian, USAFACFS, subj: DPTM
Annual History, 10 Feb 00, Doc |-42, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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As the Airfield Operations Oficer, Randy C. Pal ner
expl ai ned, the 82nd Medevac Conpany had three maintenance
contract options in 1999. The conpany could rely solely on
a contractor at Fort Riley where it was based to provide
t he mai nt enance. It could sign a support agreenment with
the Okl ahoma Army National Guard for the maintenance. It
could provide the nmaintenance itself, but it |acked the
personnel for the option. Knowi ng that the nmedical
evacuation mssion wuld be jeopardized wthout a
mai nt enance contract, however, Fort Riley participated in
the search for one. After serious discussions Fort Riley
obtained a witten agreement wth the Oklahoma Arny
Nati onal Guard of Lexington, near Cklahoma City, Oklahoma,
to provide the maintenance service, effective 1 Cctober
1999. At the sanme tinme, the Directorate of Logistics
entered into a new contract with a new provider for
airfield refueling services that were fornerly included in
t he helicopter nmintenance contract.>®

*Menor andum for Directorate of Contracting, subj:
DABT 39-98-C-4018 Aircraft Maintenance, 27 Jul 99, Doc |-
43, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup with Palmer, 7
Jan 00; Email nsg, subj: 82nd Medevac Conpany/Ft Sill
Mai nt enance Contract, 9 Sep 99; Email nsg with atch,
subj: 82nd Medevac Conpany Mai ntenance Contract, 7 Feb
00; Menorandum for Command Hi storian, USAFACFS, subj:
DPTM Annual History, 10 Feb 00; Menorandum for Conmand
Hi stori an, subj: Coordination of 1999 Annual Command
Hi story, 17 Mar 00, Doc |-43A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Al t hough the Gkl ahoma Arny National Guard provided high
qual ity maintenance, the arrangenent with the unit caused
| ogistical challenges. To repair the helicopter the 82nd
Medevac conpany had to fly it to Lexington, or the guard
unit had to send people to Fort Sill. This proved to be
cunmbersone in 2000 and encouraged Fort Riley to | ook for an
onsite solution. Fort Riley wanted to expand the contract
with the conpany that furnished aircraft mintenance at
Fort Riley by having it locate a team at Fort Sill that
woul d be funded by Fort Sill. Because this solution was
unfavorable, Fort Riley continued to |look for a nmeans of
onsite mai ntenance at the end of 2000.*

Project MIIlennium

Email msg with atch, subj: Medevac, 5 Feb 01, Doc
| -68; Interview, Dastrup with Randy C. Pal ner, Henry Post
Air Field Operations Oficer, 16 Jan 01, Doc |-69.
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During 1997-2000, the Fort Sill Miseum devoted
consi derabl e attention on planning and inplenenting Project
MIllennium an initiative of the Commandi ng General of the
US Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill, Major
General Leo J. Baxter, to capitalize on Fort Sill's vast
collection of national historic treasure, rare docunents,
and culturally significant art work to enhance public
education, cultural awareness, scholarly work, and tourism
in Sout hwest Okl ahonma. The project included nmjor
restorations of historic buildings, such as the cavalry
barracks and the guardhouse, which were underway in 1999-
2000. The $25 mllion program al so involved constructing a
wor | d-cl ass, 100,000 square foot nuseum conplex on Arny-
owned | and adjacent to the National Hi storic Landmark Area,
devel oping state-of-the-art interpretive and educationa
exhibits, and incorporating a high-technology research
center for academ c researchers, authors, independent
schol ars, geneal ogi sts, and tel evision and novi e producers
wor | dwi de. ®°

In 1999 the civilian aide to the Secretary of the Arny,
Dr. Glbert C. G bson, CGeneral Baxter, and his successor
Maj or Ceneral Toney Stricklin, reenphasized the potenti al
of the Fort Sill museum as a "National Arny Miuseum of the
Sout hwest" and as a mmjor tourist attraction.®® In the
meantime, State Senator Ron Kirby sponsored |legislation in
the Oklahoma State Legislature in 1999 to fund nuseum

construction and to turn the nuseum over to Fort Sill to
®Menor andum for Command Hi storian, subj: Annual

Hi storical Review, 11 Feb 99, Doc |-58, 1998 USAFACFS

ACH; Menorandum for Record, subj: Annual Command Hi story

| nput from Garri son Commander, 19 Jan 99, Doc 1-59, 1998
USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup with Mtch Pinion, Dep
Dir, DPTM 7 Jan 00, Doc 1-44, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;

Menmor andum f or Command Hi st ori an, USAFACFS, subj: DPTM
Annual History, 10 Feb 00, Doc 1-45, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: Project MIlennium 23 Feb 00,
Doc 1-46, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: Project
MIlennium 12 Feb 01, Doc I-70.

®Email msg with atch, subj: Project MIIlennium 23
Feb 00; Menorandum for Command Hi storian, subj:
Coordi nation of 1999 Annual Command Hi story, 17 Mar 00,
Doc 1-46A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: Project
MIlennium 12 Feb 01.
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oper ate upon conpl etion. ®

I nterview, Dastrup with Pinion, 7 Jan 00; Fact
Sheet, subj: Arny Miuseum of the Sout hwest, undated, Doc
| -47, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;, Email nsg with atch, subj:
Project MIIlennium 23 Feb 00.
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Al t hough the funding issue was not totally resolved in
2000, Fort Sill took positive steps. During the year, the
Okl ahoma Centenni al Comrission received $3.7 mllion of
state bond issue noney, including $2 mllion allocated by
state |awmkers and $1.7 allocated by Governor Frank
Keating, on behalf of the Project MIlennium Also, the
Lawt on City Council allotted $250, 000. °

®Tom Jackson, "Supporters Lobby at Capitol for Sil
Museum " Lawton Constitution, 8 Mar 01, p. 5a, Doc |-71;
Menmor andum for Command Hi storian, subj: Coordination of
2000 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 3 Apr 01, Doc I|-72.
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CHAPTER TWO
LEADER DEVELOPMENT:
TRAI NI NG AND EDUCATI ON

| NTRODUCTI ON
As in past years, Training Conmand continued its
training mssion in 2000. During the year, Training

Command certified The Arny School System field artillery
battalions to use products generated by the U S. Arny Field
Artillery School; enployed distance learning to train
active and reserve conponent officers and soldiers, refined
the Field Artillery Officer Basic Course, the Field
Artillery Captains Career Course, and the Precommmand
Cour se; devel oped doctrine and training for t he
Initial/Interim Brigade Conmbat Team as part of the
Transformation of the Army; and conducted conversion
training for Arny National Guard units receiving the
Mul ti pl e Launch Rocket System or the MLO9A6 155-mm Sel f -
propell ed How tzer (Paladin) and for active conponent units
receiving the Bradl ey Fighting Vehicle.
DI STANCE LEARNI NG

When di stance learning facilities becane avail abl e at
Fort Sill, US. Arny Reserve, and U. S. Arny National Guard
sites, the Warighting I ntegration and Devel opment
Directorate (WDD) in the Field Artillery School started
using them to train all conmponents effectively and
efficiently to a single Total Arny standard. During 1999,
the School taught seventeen distance |earning classes to
over one hundred students and conducted approximtely
fifty-five briefings, workshops, in-process reviews, video
tel e-conferences, audio tele-conferences, and provided
Mul ti pl e-Launch Rocket System (M.RS) 3X6 conversion
training to the 5-113th Field Artillery of the North
Carolina Arny National Guard and the 2-147th Field
Artillery of the South Dakota Army National Guard.' The

I'nterview, Dastrup with Bill Lodes, WDD, 26 Jan 00,
Doc I1-37, 1999 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH); Menorandum
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followng year, WDD furnished MRS distance | earning
conversion training to the 2-142nd Field Artillery of the
Arkansas Arny National Guard and 2-131st Field Artillery of
the Texas Arny National Guar d. Di stance Learning
conversion training in 1999-2000 proved to be successfu
and encouraged the Field Artillery School to consider
enploying it for Hygh Mbility Artillery Rocket System
conversion training that was schedul ed to begin in 2004.2
During 2000, WDD al so enpl oyed distance |learning to
provi de other types of training. It taught the Field
Artillery Captains Career Course-Distance Learning pil ot
course; Mlitary Qccupational Specialty (MOS) 13R10, Field
Artillery Firefinder Radar Operator; MOS 13B30, Cannon
Section Chief; MOS 13B40, Field Artillery Platoon Sergeant;
and MOS 13F30, Fire Support Sergeant. WDD al so provided
staff and faculty courses through distance | earning.
During the year, for exanple, WDD s Training Managenent
Division taught the Manager's Interactive Managenent
Course, the Total Arny Instructor Training Course, the
Video Tele-training Instructor Training Course, the Systens
Approach to Training Basic Course, and the MOS 13F10
Recl assification Course, anmong others, and wused the
di stance learning facilities to receive the First Sergeant
Course and Battle Staff Course from Fort Bliss, Texas.
Basically, WDD s distance Ilearning program in 2000
included MOS qualification courses, additional skil

identifier and ski Il qual i fication cour ses,
reclassification courses, officer functional area and
branch qualification courses, pr of essi onal mlitary

educati on courses for officers, and functional/educati onal
courses that could be delivered via distance | earning.
Based upon a nessage fromthe Departnment of the Arny early

for Record, subj: USAFAS Di stance Learning Cl assroons, 26
Jan 00, Doc 11-38, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj:
Gunnery Departnment, 20 Jul 99, Doc I1-39, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH; Menorandum for Assistant Conmandant, USAFAS, subj:

SI GACTS, 9 Jul 99, Doc |1-40, 1999 USAFACFS ACH,

Menmor andum for Assi stant Commandant, USAFAS, subj:

SI GACTS, 26 Mar 99, Doc I1-41, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.

’Interview with atch, Dastrup with Bill Lodes, W DD,
15 Feb 01, Doc I11-1; Interview, Dastrup with CPT Charl es
H. Aki ns, MRS-NET, Gunnery Departnment, 12 Feb 01, Doc
I -2.
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in 2001, the Field Artillery School anticipated expandi ng
t he nunber of distance |earning courses in the near future
to nmeet the growing demands for training officers,
nonconmi ssi oned officers, and soldiers.?

THE  TOTAL ARMY  SCHOOL
SYSTEM THE ARMY SCHOOL SYSTEM

°Di st ance Learni ng Homepage, Distance Learning, 6 Feb
01, Doc I1-3; Training Managenent Division, W DD,
Honmepage, 15 Feb 01, Doc 11-4; Msg, subj: Inplenmentation
of the Arny Distance Learning Program Feb 01, Doc II-5;
I nterview, Dastrup with Lodes, 15 Feb 01.



54

In 2000 the Total Army School System (TASS), renaned
The Arny School System (TASS) in 1999, continued to be a
maj or Arnmy Training XXl initiative as it had been since the
m d-1990s.* In response to the tasking from the Chief of
Staff of the U S. Arny, General Gordon R Sullivan, to
develop a Total Arny School System for the twenty-first
century, the US. Arny Training and Doctrine Conmand
(TRADOC) organi zed Task Force Future Arny Schools Twenty-
One (FAST) under the Deputy Chief of Staff for Training
early in 1992. Directed by the Commandi ng General of
TRADOC, Ceneral Frederick M Franks, Jr., Task Force FAST
had the m ssion of establishing an effective and efficient
Total Arny School System of fully accredited and integrated
active conponent (AC) and reserve conmponent (RC) schools
that would furnish standardized individual training and
education for the Total Arny that would be taught to a
single standard.® Looking to the future and expoundi ng upon
hi s guidance, General Franks explained, "Anerica's Arny
needs a cohesive institutional training system that
| everages avail abl e resources and investnents currently in
the Total Arnmy School System We need a Post Cold War
Total Arnmy School System across conmponents. As we reduce
the size of the conmponents, we nust also reduce our
institutional training investnents."®

TRADOC consi dered such a school systemto be a nmmjor
break with the past. Over the years, the AC, the Arny
Nati onal Guard (ARNG), and the U S. Arny Reserve (USAR)
devel oped i ndependent school systems with separate
standards. The downsizing of the Army with its attending

‘Emai | nsg, subj: TASS, 2 Feb 01, Doc II1-6; "One
School System WIIl Serve Al Soldiers," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 9 Sep 99, p. 6¢, Doc I1-30, 1999 U S. Arny
Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill (USAFACFS) Annual
Command History (ACH). This is an interesting article
about the Total Arny School System as of Septenber 1999.

See the 1998 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 28-30, for information on
the early years of TASS.

1996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 35-36.

©1995 USAFACFS ACH, p. 46. See Arny Training XXl in
1997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 17-19, for background informtion
on Arny Training XXI and its relationship to the Total
Armmy School System
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budget reductions and the Gulf War of 1990-1991 that
hi ghlighted training differences between the active
conponent and the reserve conponents wth latter
enphasi zing collective training to the detrinment of
i ndi vidual skills nmade the three separate school systens
uneconomi cal, inefficient, and anachronistic. By creating
a single system and standard Task Force FAST woul d abolish
the existing system create a coalition of schools, and
si mul t aneously save noney.’

71996 USAFACFS ACH, p. 36; 1994 TRADOC Annual Conmand
Hi story (Extract), pp. 46-48.
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I n 1992-1993 Task Force FAST organi zed TASS under the

regi onal schools concept. The task force divided the
continental United States (CONUS) into seven geographi cal
regi ons. Each region had six colleges (brigades) to

oversee instruction in |eadership, officer education,
health services, conbat arnms, conbat support, and conbat
service support. Bel ow the college-level the task force
pl aced departnents (school Dbattalions). Each school
battalion was aligned with an active conponent school and
was responsible for providing instruction in a particular
career managenent field. For exanple, the U.S. Arny Field
Artillery School (USAFAS) was aligned with field artillery
school battalions in each region.?

Begi nning in January 1993 and continuing into 1995,
Task Force FAST organized a prototype school system in
Region C to test the TASS concept and phased in the
remai nder of the regional schools by 1997. Conposed of the
states of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and
Florida, the Comonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the U S.
Virgin Islands, Region C had a regional coordinating
el ement, renanmed TRADOC I ntegration Element in 1999. The
regi onal coordinating elenment established brigades and
proponent -aligned Dbattalions, utilizing the existing
resources within the region, woirked to see that the
region's school battalions were properly accredited, and
provi ded technical and adm nistrative assistance to the
battalions.?®

81996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 36-37.

91996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 37-38; 1998 USAFACFS ACH, p.
29; Interview, Dastrup with Sharon Dorrell, WDD, 8 Feb
00, Doc I1-7.
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As TRADOC organi zed school systens for each of the
seven regions, USAFAS began accrediting field artillery

school battalions. Between 1996 and 1998, USAFAS
accredited Region C, Region E, and USAFAS field artillery
school battalions to teach field artillery subjects. I n

t he neanti ne, USAFAS made accreditation visits in 1997 and
1998 to school battalions in Region F and Region G and
determ ned that additional work was required before they
could be accredited. In 1999 the field artillery schoo
battalions in Regions A B, C, D,  F, and G received
accreditation from USAFAS to nake all seven field artillery
school battalions accredited. The follow ng year, USAFAS
accredited Region E. Accreditation, which was required
every three years, permtted field artillery school
battalions and training sites to teach USAFAS courses and
use USAFAS- approved software.
WARFI GHTI NG | NTEGRATI ON AND DEVELOPNMENT DI RECTORATE
AND THE | NI TI AL BRI GADE COVBAT TEAM
On 12 Cctober 1999 the Chief of Staff of the Arny,

CGeneral Eric K. Shinseki, announced plans to transformthe
Arnmmy into a nore responsive, deployable, agile, versatile,
| et hal, survivable, sustainable, and dom nant force al ong
every point of the spectrum of operations through a multi-
phase process. During the first phase, the U S. Arny
outlined formng two initial brigade conbat teans at Fort
Lew s, Washington, in 2000, using surrogate vehicles. Upon
bei ng organi zed, the brigades would have the capability of

191996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 37-38; Interview, Dastrup
with Sharon Dorrell, WDD, 19 Jan 99, Doc I1-14, 1998
USAFACFS ACH;, TRADOC Regul ation 351-18 (Extract),
Appendi x C, Doc I1-15, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; I nterview,
Dastrup with Sharon Dorrell, WDD, 8 Feb 00, Doc 11-31
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for See Distribution, subj:
FY99 TASS I nformation Menmorandum #2, 26 May 99, Doc |1 -
32, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Record, subj:
TRADOC I ntegration Elenments, 8 Feb 00, Doc I1-33, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; Emmil nsg, subj: Total Arny School System
9 Feb 00, Doc I1-34, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Interview,
Dastrup with Sharon Dorrell, WDD, 30 Jan 01, Doc II-8;
Menor andum f or Record, subj: TRADOC |Integration El ements,
8 Feb 00, Doc I1-9; Fact Sheet, subj: TASS Readi ness
Report, 30 Jan 01, Doc I1-10; "TASS O fers Top Quality
Training at Reduced Costs for Arny," TRADOC News Service,
undated, Doc I11-11
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depl oyi ng anywhere in the world within ninety-six hours,
woul d be optim zed for small-scale contingencies, and woul d
be capable of conducting full-spectrum operations wth
augnmentation. During the second phase, the Arnmy planned to
organi ze interim brigade conbat teans and to equip them
with the Interim Arnored Vehicle. The objective force
woul d be created during phase three, would be equi pped with
the Future Combat System and would be dom nant at every
poi nt along the spectrum of conflict.*

Y“Emai| msg with atch, subj: WDD and | BCT, 12 Feb
01, Doc I1-12; Email nmsg with atch, subj: Fielding of
Obj ective Force, 1 Aug 00, Doc I1-13; Briefing, subj:
Status of Brigade Conbat Team Devel opnment at Fort Lew s
and the Pl anned Performance Denpnstration at Fort Knox,
16 Dec 99, Doc I1-14; "Army Announces Vision of the
Future," U S. Arny News Rel ease, 12 Oct 99, Doc I1-15;
LTC WIlliam A. Raynond, Jr., "Leadership Devel opnent for
the IBCT," Field Artillery, Sep-Cct 00, pp. 10-14, Doc
I'1-15A.




59

As m ght be expected, the Warfighting Integration and
Devel opnent Directorate (WDD) in the US. Arny Field
Artillery School (USAFAS) played an integral part in
transform ng the Arny by devel opi ng doctrine, training, and
| eader devel opment products. During 2000, WDD conpl eted a
draft of Brigade Special Text 6-20-40, Tactics, Techniques,
and Procedures (TTP) for Fires and Effects for the Brigade
Combat Team conpleted the Experinental Force Special Text
6-20- 10, TTP for the Digitized Targeting Process, that was
initially designed for the digitized 4th Infantry Division
but was suitable for any digitized wunit; finished an
initial draft of an Arny Training and Eval uation Program
(ARTEP) M ssion Training Plan that included Fire Effects
Coordination Center and IBCT Field Artillery battalion
tasks; and continued work on the Field Artillery Battalion
Centralized Training Task List. Meanwhi | e, W DD pl anned
and executed a New Organization Training Team (NOTT)
assi stance visit in support of the Advanced Field Artillery
Tactical Data System (AFATDS) New Equi prment Team conmmand
post exercise in September 2000, conpleted the initial
drafts of Combined Arms Training Strategies for the |BCT
Field Artillery Battalion, developed draft amunition
requirenments for the field artillery battalion, and worked
with Cubic Corporation and Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, to
develop field artillery battalion staff training support
packages. ?

YEmmil msg with atch, subj: WDD and | BCT, 12 Feb
01; Email nsg, subj: WDD and the Transformation of the
Arnmy, 6 Feb 01, Doc 11-16; Fact Sheet, subj: WDD Support
to the IBCT in the past 6 nonths, 5 Feb 01, Doc I1l-17.
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Equal Iy i nportant, W DD supported the training strategy
for | eader devel opment to prepare Initial/lnterim Brigade
Conbat Team | eaders for full-spectrum operations, dispersed
and decentralized operations, and precision Internetted
(digital tactical Internet) conbined arnms fighting. The
strategy focused on one-tinme | eader conversion training and
sustai nnent training. One-tine |eader training consisted
of the Tactical Leaders Course and the Senior Leaders
Course. Conducted in August 2000 for the field artillery
battalion, the Tactical Leaders Course trained |eaders
(pl at oon sergeants to battalion conmanders), in two phases
of instruction at the battery and battalion |evels on how
the Initial/lInterimBrigade Conbat Team would fight. While
phase one focused on commopn core subjects, such as
intelligence preparation of the battlefield and situational
awar eness, |BCT organization and capabilities, and after
action reviews, phase two involved a conmand post exercise
that trained field artillery specific tasks. The Seni or
Leaders Course taught brigade and battalion | eaders about
the uni que capabilities of the brigade conbat team at Fort
Lewi s, \Wdshington, and finished with a one-week digita
capstone exercise at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. Bet ween
these major activities, the senior |eaders spent one week
at Fort Lee, Virginia; Fort Huachuca, Arizona; Fort Knox,
Kentucky; and Fort Benning, Georgia. At each post they
recei ved hands-on proponent training on conbat service
support, mlitary intelligence, and reconnai ssance,
surveillance, and target acquisition (RSTA) squadron
oper ations. '

W DD al so assisted in the devel opment of twenty-nine
(out of what would eventually be eighty) |eader training
vignettes for sustainnent training. As planned in 2000,
sustai nnment training would cover individual and special
skills and lowdensity mlitary occupational speciality
training.

YBEmmil nmsg with atch, subj: WDD and | BCT, 12 Feb
01; Raynond, "Leadership Devel opment for the IBCT," pp.
10-14; Briefing, subj: Fires and Effects and Field
Artillery Training Strategy, 2 May 00, Doc I1-18; Fact
Sheet, subj: WDD Support to the IBCT in the past 6
nont hs, 5 Feb 01.

“Emmi | msg with atch, subj: WDD and I BCT, 12 Feb
01; Raynond, "Leadership Devel opment for the IBCT," pp.
10- 14; Fact Sheet, subj: WDD Support to the IBCT in the
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M LI TARY OCCUPATI ONAL SPECI ALTY 13D,
FI ELD ARTI LLERY TACTI CAL DATA SYSTEMS SPECI ALI ST

past 6 nonths, 5 Feb 01; Interview, Dastrup with LTC
Peter Zielinski, Division Chief, Training and Doctrine
Devel opment Division, WDD, 5 Feb 01, Doc I1-109.
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Wth the devel opnment of sophisticated command, control,
and communi cation systens in the 1990s, the Field Artillery
encountered the pressing need for soldiers to operate them
especially the Advanced Field Artillery Tactical Data
System (AFATDS) that was being fielded to the active
conmponent and the reserve conponents and was replacing the
Tactical Fire Direction System and the Battery Conputer
System In response to the advent of new technol ogy, the
Field Artillery School created Mlitary Occupational
Specialty (MOS) 13D, Field Artillery Automated Tacti cal
Data Systenms Specialist. Initially, the School considered
merging MOS 13C, Tactical Automated Fire Control Systens
Speci al i st and 13P, Mul ti pl e-Launch Rocket System
Operations/Fire Direction Specialist, to create MOS 13D
This nmerger would involve noving young soldiers between
cannon and rocket units and would be difficult for them
because cannon and rocket artillery had differing tactics,
techni ques, and procedures. Wth this in mnd, the School
subsequently chose in June 1999 to conbine 13C and 13E
Cannon Fire Direction Specialist, to nmaintain a cannon
track and to design the appropriate training.*

Until MOS 13D was forned, field artillerymen had two
different options to receive AFATDS training. One way
utilized the AFATDS new equi pnent training team during
initial fielding or during delta training that was provi ded
with a new software rel ease. Anot her way permtted the
soldier to attend the Additional Skill Ildentifier (ASI)
Y1/ F9- AFATDS Course or the AFATDS Command and Staff Course.

While initial entry 13C, 13E, and 13P soldiers, who were
going to AFATDS units, were held over after the advanced
i ndividual training to attend the AFATDS Operators Course
and to receive the ASI Y1, the Field Artillery School
designed the ASI F9 for MOS 13F, Fire Support Specialists,
skill levels 10/20/30/40, and MOS 13R, Field Artillery
Firefinder Radar Operator, skill l|evel 40, who al so needed
to be AFATDS qualified. Both options trained soldiers on
the Dbasic operations of AFATDS, but neither focused
specifically on a single MOS or soldier as an AFATDS or

SFC Wlliam S. Cluck and Thomas D. Bradford, "13D
FATDS Specialist,” Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 00, pp. 37-
39, Doc I1-20; Interview, Dastrup with M ke Val enti ne,
Warfighting Integration and Devel opnent Directorate
(WDD), 26 Jan 01, Doc I1I-21.
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primary Field Artillery Data System operator.'®

YEmmil meg with atch, subj: 13D, 8 Feb 01, Doc II-
22; Qduck and Bradford, "13D FATDS Speci alist," pp. 37-
39; Interview, Dastrup with Valentine, WDD, 26 Jan 01.
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Al t hough these options would remain avail abl e t hrough
2007 and al t hough advanced individual training for MOSs 13E
and 13P woul d exi st for several years, the School with the
Warfighting Integration and Devel opnent Directorate (W DD)
assum ng the | ead developed training in 2000 for MOS 13D
soldiers that were being recruited. As outlined, the MOS
13D advanced individual training course would |ast seven
weeks and one day and woul d begin training soldiers in the
first quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 2001 in manual gunnery
techni ques and term nol ogy, AFATDS setup and operations,
doctri nal pr ocedur es, and automated technical fire
direction using AFATDS. Additionally, WDD was devel opi ng
trai ning support packages for individual tasks at the 10-,
30-, and 40-skill levels and planned to expand the ASI
Y1/ F9 AFATDS Operators Course to seven weeks beginning in
FY 2002 for soldiers changing duty stations, who had not
had manual gunnery training or technical fire direction
training using an AFATDS device. '

FI ELD ARTI LLERY OFFI CER BASI C COURSE

As in the past, the Field Artillery Oficer Basic
Course (FAOBC) continued its mssion in 2000 of turning
new y comm ssioned second |ieutenants into Field Artillery
| eaders in nineteen weeks and four days. To do this, the
Field Artillery School conducted a three-phase FAOBC t hat
had been inplenmented several vyears earlier under the
| eadership of the Gunnery Departnment. Phase one
(Foundation) lasted the first seven weeks, focused on
pl atoon | eader skills, such as reconnai ssance, sel ection,
and occupation of a position; communications; observed
fire; mai nt enance; and nounted and dismunted | and
navi gation, to nane just a few, and had one field training
exerci se. In phase two (Pillars) that took place during
the eighth through thirteenth week, the school taught
manual and automated gunnery and basic fire support and
conducted one field training exercise. During phase three
(Capstone) that began the fifteenth week of the course, the

second i eut enants | ear ned nore automated gunnery
t echni ques and received conmbined arns training along with
other critical fire support instruction. The ot her

instruction included joint operations along with a JANUS
conputer exercise and a dismounted fire support officer
exercise, comonly called the Light Fire Support O ficer

YEmail msg with atch, subj: 13D, 8 Feb 01; G uck and
Bradford, "13D FATDS Speci alist,"” pp. 37-39.
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Lane that had been introduced in recent years. During the
last two weeks of the course, the school divided the
st udent of ficers into one of three speci ali zed
instructional courses or "tracks" based upon the weapon
system in their first units of assignnent to give nore
hands on experience. Students in the cannon tracks (heavy
or light) capped FAOBC with the Redleg War that pulled
toget her everything that they had |earned during the
course. During the war, they served as a nenber of a fire
direction center and a howitzer crew, worked as a conpany
fire support officer, and |l earned the capabilities of close
air support.?'®

Emmi | nmsg, subj: OBC, 2 Feb 01, Doc I1-23;
Briefing, subj: Oficer Basic Course Overview, 2 Feb 00,
Doc 11-24; Interview, Dastrup with COL Thomas G Wl ler,
Dir, Gunnery Department, 22 Jan 01, Doc I|1-25; Briefing,
subj: Field Artillery O ficer Basic Course, 1999, Doc I1-
47, 1999 U. S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH); "Sil houettes of
Steel,"” Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 99, p. 32, Doc |1-48,




66

1999 USAFACFS ACH; CPT Ferdi nand Burns 11, "OBC:

Training the New Lieutenant,"” Field Artillery, Mar-Apr

99, p. 35, Doc I1-49, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Fact Sheet,

subj: OBC Fire Support Training: A Synopsis, Apr 99, Doc
I'1-50, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Record, subj:
FAOBC, 17 Mar 00, Doc I1-51, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Meno from
M. Rowzee, Gunnery Departnent Operations, to Dr,

Dastrup, Conmand Hi storian, subj: Coordination of 1999
USAFACFS Annual Conmmand History, 3 Apr 00, Doc I1-52,
1999 USAFACFS ACH. See LTC Britt E. Bray and MAJ WIIliam
M Raynond, Jr., "Redleg Mentor Program Sharpening the
Sword, Nurturing the Spirit," Field Artillery, Mar-Apr

99, pp. 10-11, Doc I1-52A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, for a good
di scussi on on nentoring, which was an essential aspect of
the Field Artillery Oficer Basic Course.
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As the Director of the Gunnery Departnent, Colonel
Thomas G Waller, Jr., explained, nodular instruction and
testing formed the heart of FAOBC in 2000. The depart nent
di vided FAOBC into four nodul es: the conmon core nodul e of
mandatory U.S. Arny Training and Doctrine Command subjects,
| eadership, training managenent, and ethics; the platoon
| eader nmodule with foundational subjects on the aimng
circle and mai ntenance; the fire direction nodule; and the
fire support nodule. Each nodule had a series of practical
exercises and culmnated with a final exam nation. The
School required the student to achieve a passing nodule
grade, while striving to pass every graded exam nation.
From the director's perspective the old system of
test/fail/retrain/retest set the conditions for the
students to fail because they could not keep up once they
had failed a particul ar exam nation. Under the new system
whi ch had the sane standards as the previous, the failure
rate dropped fromthree percent in Fiscal Year 1994 to |ess
t han one percent in Fiscal Year 1998.%

YI'nterview, Dastrup with Waller, 22 Jan 01;
Briefing, subj: Field Artillery Officer Basic Course,
1999; Menorandum for Record, subj: FAOBC, 17 Mar 00;
Menmo, Rowzee to Dastrup, subj: Coordination of 1999
USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 3 Apr 00.
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Al ways concerned about inproving the quality of
instruction and the second |ieutenant, the Field Artillery
School with the Gunnery Departnent taking the |ead nade
critical enhancenents to FAOBC during 2000. At  the
direction of the Commandant of the Field Artillery School,
Maj or General Toney Stricklin, they made the course nore
ri gorous by adding nore field training exercises and hands-
on training. One such inprovenent focused on devel oping a
firebase exercise during the Redl eg War. The idea for a
firebase originated when General Stricklin visited the 2nd
Battalion, 2nd Field Artillery at Firing Point 240 during a
Redl eg War. At that time he charged the wunit, which
provided the School with indirect fires and |ogistical
support, to nmmke training nore realistic for FAOBC
students. Working with the Gunnery Departnment, which had
proponency for FAOBC, during the latter nonths of 2000, the
unit devel oped several different courses of action,
including the idea of a firebase for a light unit, and
presented them to General Stricklin. After hearing the
briefing on the various options, the General decided that
the firebase would be an effective nethod of instruction.
|t woul d perm t effective training on tactica
consi derations for battery defense, firebase construction,
and firebase operations and would allow the |essons from
Vietnam and |light force rotations at the Joint Readiness
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Training Center to be applied. Subsequently, he directed
the School to build a firebase.?

Email msg with atch, subj: FAOBC/ Firebase, 11 Feb
01, Doc I1-26; "Engineers, Sol diers Construct Firebase,"
Fort Sill Cannoneer, 18 Jan 01, p. 12a, Doc II-26A;
Interview, Dastrup with Waller, 22 Jan 01; Email nsg with
atch, subj: FP241N, 19 Jan 01, Doc I1-27; Email msg with
atch, subj: FP241 Deci sion Paper, 19 Jan 01, Doc I1-28,;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: FP241 Deci sion Paper, 19 Jan
01, Doc I1-29.
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Wth this tasking the 2nd Battalion, 2nd Field
Artillery gained approval fromthe General for a two-phase
approach to constructing the firebase. During phase one,
the unit built a tenporary firebase at Firing Point 240
East on 8-11 January 2001 with major support com ng fromB
Conpany, 62nd Engi neers and technical and tactical guidance
from operational control personnel fromthe Joi nt Readi ness
Training Center at Fort Polk, Louisiana, to neet the
CGeneral's gui dance of having it operational by FAOBC 6-00's
Redleg War of 16-19 January 2001. As planned, the
tenporary firebase would last only six to nine nonths
wi t hout maj or engineer repairs because of weather
conditions. By using innovative materials and sone fundi ng
assi stance, the engineers were able to nmake the tenporary
phase one firebase nore permanent. Understandi ng tenporary
nature of the firebase, 2nd Battalion, 2nd Field Artillery
envi sioned constructing a permanent firebase there wth
engi neering assistance during phase two when funds were
made avail able. Upon conpletion sonetinme in 2001, it would
have a |ife expectancy of five to seven years and would
require mni mal upkeep and no reoccurring engineer
support.?

In keeping with General Stricklin's guidance to make
FAOBC nore rigorous, the Gunnery Departnment, meanwhile,
devel oped a two-day occupation exercise to evaluate tasks
| earned in the platoon | eader's nodule of instruction in a
field environment. During a rigorous thirty-hour exercise
t hat focused on occupation procedures with towed howi tzers,
second |lieutenants perfornmed duties in a howitzer section
on a rotating basis with the enphasis placed on key
| eadership positions. The exercise also reinforced skills
taught in the classroom such as mounted | and navigation,
use of the aimng circle, alternate nethods of |[aying,
measuring, and reporting, supervising the enplacenent and
preparation of a firing unit, and conducting hasty survey

“Email msg with atch, subj: FP241N, 19 Jan 01; Email
nsg with atch, subj: FP241 Decision Paper, 19 Jan 01;
"Engi neers, Sol diers Construct Firebase," p. 12a; Email
msg with atch, subj: FP241 Engi neer Slides, 19 Jan 01
Doc 11-30; Email nmsg with atch, subj: EXUM - 2/2VTC with
JRTC, 19 Jan 01, Doc I1-31; "OBC Students Training During
Redl eg War," Fort Sill Cannoneer, 25 Jan 01, p. 10A, Doc
11-32; Email nmsg with atch, subj: FAOBC/ Firebase, 11 Feb
01.
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t echni ques. %

ZInterview, Dastrup with COL Thomas G. Waller, Dir,
Gunnery Departnent, 22 Jan 01; Interview w th atch,
Dastrup with LTC Robert M Pyne, Chief, Cannon Division,
Gunnery Departnent, 25 Jan 01, Doc I1-33; Operation Order
RSOP Field Training Exercise, 8 Nov 00, Doc I1-34.
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The Gunnery Departnent al so devel oped and i ncor por at ed
a class on the platoon operations center for heavy and
light cannon artillery to help second lieutenants |earn how
to operate automated fire control systens. Begi nning in
1992 and continui ng throughout the rest of the decade, the
US Arny fielded its first fully automated how tzer, the
MLO9A6 Pal adin 155-mm Sel f-propelled How tzer, to the
active conponent and reserve conponent. Equi pped with the
automated fire control system (an onboard conputer), the
Pal adin perforned its own technical fire direction and did
not have to rely on the fire direction center to perform
that function and concurrently precipitated new technical
fire direction doctrine. As a result, the Field Artillery
School dramatically changed the role of the platoon fire
direction center and renanmed it the platoon operations
center. Al t hough it could still conpute technical fire
direction, the platoon operations center shifted its
attention to operational functions nore than it had in the
past. The automated fire control systemreceived the fire
nm ssion fromthe Battery Conputer System and then conputed
technical fire direction. Wth the fielding of the new
Li ght wei ght 155-mm Towed Howitzer with its own onboard
conputer patterned after the automated fire control system
in the near future, training on the automated fire control
systemin classroominstruction and practical exercises in
an upgraded commnd post exercise facility becane

paramount.®® In 2000 the Field Artillery School
interjected other significant changes in FAOBC. At the
direction of General Stricklin, the School incorporated

approxi mately four hours of training on the Advanced Field
Artillery Tactical Data System (AFATDS) that focused on the
capabilities and limtations of the system The AFATDS
instruction was purely additive and did not cause other

instruction to be del eted. Al so, the School planned to
integrate 144 hours of Digital AFATDS instruction in FAOBC
in FY 2002. To acconplish this, the School planned

converting the Multipl e-Launch Rocket System (M.RS), self-
propelled howtzer, and towed cannon tracks that were
contained in FAOBC in FY 2001 to stand-alone functional

Blnterview with atch, Dastrup with Pyne, 25 Jan 01;
Lesson Pl an, POC Dat abase Construction, Sep 00, Doc II-
35; Lesson Plan, Fire M ssion Processing for the MLO9A6
How t zer, Oct 00, Doc I1-36; Lesson Plan, Mve
Order/ Request Dat a/ Communi cati ons, Sep 00, Doc I1-37.



73

courses. After graduating from FAOBC, for exanple, second
i eutenants would then attend a particular functional
course dependi ng upon the first unit of assignnent.?

“Email msg with atch, subj: FAOBC-Proposed Changes,
8 Feb 01, Doc I1-38; Menorandum for Record, subj: FAOBC
and OBCT Concept, 26 Jan 01, Doc 11-39; Email nsg, subj:
OBC Track and Functional Courses, 29 Jan 01, Doc |1-40;
Menor andum for Record, subj: Untitled, 26 Jan 01, Doc II-
41.
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In the nmeantinme, the Commandi ng General of the U S.
Arny Training and Doctrine Command, General John N. Abrans,
directed additional changes to be nade to FAOBC. [In June
2000 he tasked TRADOC to create a one-site common core
phase for O ficer Basic Course Training (OBCT) that would
i medi ately follow commi ssioning. Wth this format newly
comm ssi oned second |ieutenants would attend six weeks of
OBCT at Fort Benning, Georgia, where they would receive
common-core training in topics, such as ethics and
| eadership. Afterwards, they would attend a branch school
for branch-specific training for thirteen weeks and four
days. Field Artillery second lieutenants, for exanple,
woul d go through six weeks of OBCT, through thirteen weeks
and four days of FAOBC, and through one of the three
functional courses of varying |engths.®

FI ELD ARTI LLERY CAPTAI NS CAREER COURSE

In 2000 the U S. Arny Field Artillery School (USAFAS)
conducted a two-phase Field Artillery Captains Career
Course (FACCC). Over a period of several years beginning
in the md-1990s, TRADOC slowy transitioned fromits two-
course Captain Professional MIlitary Education (CPT PME)

*Briefing (Extract), subj: One-Site Officer Basic
Conbat Training, 5 Jun 00, Doc I1-42; Menorandum for
Record, subj: Untitled, 26 Jan 01; Interview, Dastrup
with Mel Hunt, WDD, 26 Jan 01, Doc 11-43; Menorandum for
Record, subj: FAOBC and OBCT Concept, 26 Jan 01; Enmuil
msg, subj: FAOBC, 29 Jan 01, Doc I11-44; Email msg with
atch, subj: FAOBC-Proposed Changes, 8 Feb 01.
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that consisted of the Oficer Advance Course (OAC) at
various service schools, such as the Field Artillery
School, and the Conbined Arns Services Staff School (CAS3)
at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, for a single course. TRADOC
shortened CAS3 fromnine to six weeks in 1996, directed the
synchroni zation of OAC conpletion dates with CAS3 start
dates in 1997, reduced the OAC from twenty to eighteen
weeks in 1998, and renaned it the Captains Career Course
(CCC) the same year.?®

MAJ David W Cavitt and Melvin R Hunt, "Captains
Professional MIlitary Education: New Technol ogy for the
New M|l lennium" Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 99, pp. 11-13,
Doc 11-53, 1999 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command History (ACH); Briefing,
subj: FA CCC, 12 Nov 99, Doc I|1-54, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Specifically, Field Artillery captains and senior first
i eutenants went through an ei ght een-week FACCC course that
afforded them the last field artillery specific training
before attending CAS3 and the U S. Arny Command and Gener al
Staff College at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. The officers
made a permanent change of station (PCS) nove to the Field
Artillery School where they received the equival ent of two-
weeks of TRADOC comon core instruction and sixteen weeks
of branch tactical, technical, and warfighting instruction.

After seven weeks of |arge-group instruction, the students
nmoved into a six-block small group instruction portion for
el even weeks of tactical instruction led by a small group
| eader fromthe U.S. Arny, the U S Mirine Corps, or an
allied officer from Geat Britain, Australia, or Canada.
After conpleting the eighteen weeks at Fort Sill, the
officers nmoved in a tenporary duty (TDY) status to Fort
Leavenworth for staff process (CAS3) instruction and
returned to Fort Sill for graduation.?

As it restructured the Captains Career Course for
active conmponent officers, TRADOC started revanpi ng Reserve
Conponent (RC) CPT PME to ensure currency. As of 1998-
1999, npost reserve conponent officers attended the FAOAC-RC
via Army correspondence courses and one two-week active
duty for training (ADT) followed by CAS3 via correspondence
courses, eight inactive duty for training (IDT) periods,
and one two-week active duty training period. FAOAC-RC as
a result, had serious limtations. It consisted of
seventeen Arny Correspondence Course Program (ACCP) courses
(about two weeks of instruction) and active duty training.

Officers worked through the correspondence courses on
their own and then reported to the Field Artillery Schoo
for active duty training. However, the correspondence

’Cavitt and Hunt, "Captains Professional Mlitary
Education," p. 11; Interview, Dastrup with Mel Hunt,
W DD, 26 Jan 00, Doc I1-55, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Fact
Sheet, subj: FACCC, Apr 99, Doc I1-56, 1999 USAFACFS ACH,
"Sil houettes of Steel,"” Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 99, p.
32, Doc I1-57, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; USAFAS Schedul e of
Cl asses for FY99 (Extract), 25 Sep 98, p. 3, Doc 11-58,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Emmil nmsg with atch, subj: Funding for
CAS3 and ot her ARNG Thi ngs, 3 Dec 99, Doc |1-59, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj: FACCC, 12 Nov 99;
Menor andum f or Record, subj: FSCAOD | nput, 6 Apr 01, Doc
Il -44A.
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program devel oped years ago, was obsolete and provided
limted training val ue because the students arrived at the
School wunprepared and therefore required a significant
anount of refresher training. Essentially, this turned the
t wo- week active duty training period into a two-week "fire
hose" course to disseminate information.?®

Cavitt and Hunt, "Captains Professional MIlitary
Education," pp. 11-13; Email msg with atch, subj: FACCC,
9 Feb 00, Doc I1-60, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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To avoid these striking deficiencies reserve conponent
and Arny National Guard (ARNG captains could attend the
resi dent course. Unfortunately, too many RC and ARNG
captains could not attend the resident Field Artillery
Capt ai ns Career Course or its predecessor, Field Artillery
O ficer Advance Course, because their enployers would not
rel ease themfromtheir civilian jobs for eighteen weeks.?®
G ven the restrictions of FAOAC-RC and the inability of
RC and ARNG officers to attend resident instruction at Fort
Sill, the Field Artillery School redesigned the course in
1998-1999 to elimnate the deficiencies and to support
TRADOC s t hree-phase RC CPT PME effort. Phase one woul d be
nonresi dent instruction that wuld be the approximte
equi val ent of sixteen weeks of the resident Captains Career
Cour se. Phase two woul d be two-week ADT foll owed by unit
annual training. Finally, staff process training would be
covered in phase three.*

Cavitt and Hunt, "Captains Professional Mlitary
Education," pp. 11-13; Email msg with atch, subj: FACCC,
9 Feb 00; Menorandum for Record, subj: FSCAOD I nput, 6
Apr O01.

%Cavitt and Hunt, "Captains Professional Mlitary
Education," pp. 11-13; Menorandum for Record, subj:
FSCAOD | nput, 6 Apr O1.
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To facilitate better instruction and learning and to
support TRADOC s RC CPT PME, the School initiated work on a
FACCC Distance Learning (DL) course in 1998-1999 and
searched for the best way to integrate automation. After
nont hs of work that received endorsenents from TRADOC and
Nati onal Guard Bureau officials, the School produced a
strategy for FACCC-DL that would take the student two years
to conplete as directed by a TRADOC nenorandum on Interim
Policy for Total Arny Training System Course Redesign,

Devel opment, and Managenent, dated 6 March 1998. As
outlined in a draft plan, the course would be divided into
three phases and would consist of "asynchronous, "
"synchronous,"” and resident training. Asynchr onous
instruction (Phase 1A would enploy conmmunications
technol ogi es, such as emmil, nultinedia data bases, and
virtual libraries, would consist of commopn core and branch

specific subjects, would be performed at the officer's own
pace and | ocation, and woul d be conpleted during the first
Total Arny Training System (TATS) year. Phase | B would
consi st of both asynchronous and synchronous instruction
and would enploy communications technologies, such as
desktop video teleconferencing, to enable live, real-tine
interaction between instructors and students and would be
conpleted during the first six nmonths of the second TATS
year. Both met hods woul d use web-based, |nternet-delivered
met hodol ogi es and would enploy a Field Artillery small
group leader to nonitor student pr ogr ess, provi de
assi stance, and answer questions. Phase Il would be done
during the second six nmonths of the second TATS year with
mul ti pl e ADTs being conducted based upon the nunber of
students, who successfully conpleted Phase |I. The two-week
ADT woul d focus on application-driven exercises and would
culmnate with the CAPSTONE JANUS exerci se. Phase 111
woul d be CAS3 that would consist of eight IDTs and a two-
week ADT. As outlined in 1999, this three-phase FACCC- DL
format woul d better prepare reserve conponent officers for
duties as fire support officers at maneuver battalion and
brigade level and as staff officers at field artillery
battalion, division artillery, and field artillery brigade
| evel s, and battery command.® Upon full inplementation of

Emai|l msg with atch, subj: FACCC- Proposed Changes,
8 Feb 01, Doc I1-45; Menmorandum for Record, subj; FSCAOD
| nput, 6 Apr 01; Cavitt and Hunt, "Captains Professional
Mlitary Education,” pp. 11-13; Draft FACCC-DL Pl an, 26
Jan 00, Doc 11-61, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Email nsg, subj:
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Phase I A in FY 2002, FACCC-DL woul d replace FAOAC-RC, woul d
i mprove training, would be nore intensive and chall engi ng
t han FAOAC-RC, and would produce a nore tactically and
technically conpetent officer.

Fundi ng for CAS3 and ot her ARNG Things, 3 Dec 99;
Interview, Dastrup with Melvin R Hunt, WDD, 26 Jan 00;
Email nsg with atch, subj: FACCC, 9 Feb 00.

*Email msg with atch, subj: FACC-Proposed Changes, 8
Feb 01; Cavitt and Hunt, "Captains Professional Mlitary
Education,"™ pp. 11-13; Menorandum for Director, W DD,
subj: Coordination of 1999 USAFACFS Annual Conmand
Hi story, 22 Mar 00, Doc |1-61A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;
Menor andum for Record, subj: FACCC, 26 Jan 01, Doc I1I-46.
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On the heels of the <creation of FACCC-DL, the
Commandi ng General of TRADOC, GCeneral John N. Abrans,
announced further changes to CCC At a Senior Leader
Institutional Transformation Conference on 1 Novenber 2000,
he enphasi zed that training had to be restructured to stay
abreast of the transformation of the Arny that was underway
and outlined the requirenment to integrate training across
battlefield functionality and to organize the training
structure around for mjor conponents of command (naneuver,
maneuver  support, maneuver  sustai nment, and Dbattle
command) . ** Al though sone service school commandants were
reluctant to relinquish any of their current branch
responsibilities to one of the four proposed centers where
sel ect functions would be consolidated, the TRADOC Chi ef of
Staff, Mjor General John B. Sylvester, warned, "If these
functions do not mgrate to Centers, the branches will not
transformto a future construct that better underpins The
Arny Transformation."®

Al t hough the details about assimlating training under
the four centers were still vague in 2000, General Abrans
indicated that integrating the Interactive Miltinmedia
I nstruction Di stance Learning (IM-DL) version of CAS3 into
the Captains Career Course would be critical and that it
had to be acconplished w thout |engthening the course.
Based on a tel ephone conversation with a U. S. Arny Command
and General Staff College representative in January 2001,
the School |earned that IM-DL would |ast four weeks and
woul d be beaned from Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, to all
branch schools in FY 2004. G ven the course-length
constraints, the School would have to reduce FACCC by four
weeks by cutting sonme technical/tactical instruction. This
would force the elimnation of sone practical exercises
associated with General Stricklin's drive to make training
nore rigorous and other instruction, would tax existing
School di stance |earning classroons, and conplicate
scheduling them anong other things. Equally as inportant,

3Menor andum f or Commandants, TRADOC Servi ce School s,
subj: Senior Leader Institutional Transformtion
Conference Il (SLITC 11) After Action Report, 7 Dec 00,
Doc 11-47.

**Menmor andum f or Commandants, TRADOC Servi ce School s,
subj: Senior Leader Institutional Transformtion
Conference Il (SLITC I11) After Action Report, 7 Dec 00.
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scheduling IM-DL CAS3 woul d have to accommobdate all branch
schools, would be based upon when the CAS3 could be
delivered via distance |earning from Fort Leavenworth, and
coul d seriously inpact the School's hierarchy of |earning.®

FI ELD ARTI LLERY PRECOMVAND COURSE

®Email msg with atch, subj: FACCC- Proposed Changes,

8 Feb 01; Point Paper, subj: SLITC 11, 17 Jan 01, Doc I1-
48; Menorandum for Record, subj: FACCC, 26 Jan 01; Point
Paper, subj: SLITC 11, 19 Jan 01, Doc I1-49; Menorandum

for Commandants, TRADOC Service Schools, subj: SLITC I
After Action Report, 7 Dec 00; Msg, FSCAOD to Conmand
Hi stori an, subj: Annual Command Hi story, 16 Apr 01, Doc
|1 -49A.
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I n 1999- 2000 the Preconmmand Course (PCC) for incom ng
commanders of battalions and brigades went through critica
changes. Although the Conmandants of the Field Artillery
School, Major General Leo J. Baxter (7 June 1997-11 August
1999) and Major General Toney Stricklin (11 August 1999-
present), expressed a satisfaction with the basic format of
PCC in 1999, they recognized the need for sone
nodi fications to keep it current. Early in 1999, Genera
Baxter noted that approximately seventy percent of the
field artillery was in the reserve conponents, that PCC
needed to take that into consideration, and that PCC shoul d
serve its custoners better. In viewof this, he decided to
make sonme m nor nodifications and commtted funding to hire
a contractor to examne the course and to make
recomrendati ons for inprovenents. Subsequently in Novenber
1999, General Stricklin upon looking at the energing
results of the contractor's study wanted to nmake the course
nore conbat and tactics oriented. Colonels and |ieutenants
col onels, who were scheduled to take command of brigades
and battalions respectively, should go through a fire
pl anni ng exerci se, conducted by |11 Arnmored  Corps
Artillery.®* To neet one of his objectives, General Baxter
changed the shadow program to a battalion commander's
panel. In 1999 and 2000 at the initiative of the Director
of the Fire Support and Conbined Arnms Operations
Departnment, Colonel L.G Swartz, the School brought in
former battalion conmanders and currently serving battalion
commanders to match the denographics of the PCC and di scuss
| i eutenant colonel issues with the students. Col onel
Swartz al so expanded the block of instruction on tactical
fire support by combining it with the block of instruction
on the field artillery commander and fire planning process
bl ock in response to the article, "Is the FA Wl ki ng Away
from the Close Fight," witten by Mjor GCeneral Carl F.
Ernst of the US. Arny Infantry School at Fort Benning
Georgia, in the Septenber-QOctober 1999 issue of Field

®Interview, Dastrup with LTC M chael T. Dool ey, Dep
Dir, FSCAOD, 18 Jan 00, Doc 11-62, 1999 U S. Arny Field
Artillery Center and Fort Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Comrand
Hi story (ACH); Briefing, subj: PCC Contract PO Review,
13 Jan 00, Doc 11-63, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Email msg with
atch, subj: Precommand Course, 8 Feb 00, Doc II1-64, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Record, subj: FSCAOD I nput,
6 Apr 01, Doc I1-49A
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Artillery.?

*I'nterview, Dastrup with SFC M chael Ray, PCC
Branch, FSCAOD, 1 Feb 01, Doc I1-50; MG Carl F. Ernst,
"I's the FA Wal king Away fromthe Close Fight?" Field
Artillery, Sep-Oct 99, pp. 8-11, Doc I11-51; Email nsg
with atch, subj: PCC, 8 Feb 01, Doc I1-52; Interview,
Dastrup with Dool ey, 18 Jan 00; Email nsg with atch,
subj: Precommand Course, 8 Feb 00.



85

In the neantine, the contractor conpleted its study of
the program of instruction and nmade its reconmmendations in
January 2000. Like the Commandants of the Field Artillery
School, the contractor recomended tailoring PCC to neet
coursed denographics, adding nore fire support training,
del eting redundant instruction, matching tasks to the
audi ence, and providing sinmulation training, to nane a few.

Additionally, tracks should be distinct for reserve
conponent, Artillery Training Center, Acquisition Corps,
and U.S. Marine Corps commnders; and el ectives should be
avai l abl e for cannon, Paladin, and Miltipl e-Launch Rocket
System High Mobility Artillery Rocket System commanders.
Upon being inmplenented during 1999-2000, the contractor's
recommendati ons and the Commandants' changes created a
significantly different PCC. Unlike in the past where
instruction and training were general in nature, the
ref ormed PCC provided updated instruction that was tail ored
to neet the denpgraphic needs of the students and nore
tactically oriented than in the past.®

MANUAL GUNNERY

®Final Draft (Extract), Field Artillery Pre-Conmmand
Course Program of Instruction Review, 24 Jan 00, pp. 1,
2, 6, 8 9, 10, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, Doc |1-53; Email nsg
with atch, subj: PCC, 8 Feb 01; Interview, Dastrup with
Dool ey, 18 Jan 00; Briefing, subj: PCC Contract PO
Revi ew, 13 Jan 00.



86

In 2000-2001 the U.S. Arny Field Artillery School
(USAFAS) explored the relevancy of manual gunnery in the
age of automation. At a briefing to the Conmandant of the
Field Artillery School, Major General Toney Stricklin, in
Decenber 2000, the Gunnery Departnment outlined the nunber
of hours of manual and automated fire direction instruction
in the program of instruction for officer and enlisted
students. Interestingly, manual gunnery met two critica
needs. First, from the departnent's and sonme field
artillery commanders' perspectives manual gunnery provided
a foundation for wunderstanding automated gunnery, was a
proven nmethod for understanding ballistics, and was a neans
to trouble shoot errors. Second, 134 of the 164 field
artillery battalions in the force structure required nmanua
gunnery skills to provide secondary checks and to back up
automated technical fire direction (the Advanced Field
Artillery Tactical Data Systemor the Initial Fire Support
Aut omat ed System because the Field Artillery |acked an
aut omat ed backup system when the Backup Conputer System
became obsolete early in the 1990s. In view of present
circunstances and future requirenents, the Gunnery
Departnment visualized a need for manual gunnery skills
bei ng taught. However, the departnent insisted that the
dependency on manual gunnery shoul d be seriously reduced by
devel oping a reliable automated backup systemin the near
future.®

General Stricklin approached manual gunnery from a
di fferent perspective. In January 2001 he tasked the
Gunnery Departnent to wite a white paper that clarified
the School's position on manual and automated gunnery for
backup conputation, checking conmputed data, understanding
bal listics, and conputing safety data. Utimately, he
wanted to elimnate dependence upon nmanual gunnery as a
backup system for checking conmputed fire control data and
provi ding safety and directed the Field Artillery School to
cooperate with industry to devel op progranms of instruction
that taught ballistics and troubl eshooting wi thout relying
upon manual gunnery.* Besides wanting to nove the Field

¥Briefing, subj: Manual Gunnery, 27 Dec 00, Doc II-
54; Email nmsg, subj: Automated Technical Fire Control
| ntegrated Process Team 12 Jan 01, Doc |1-55; Interview
Dastrup with COL Thomas G Waller, Dir, Gunnery
Departnment, 23 Jan 01, Doc I1-56.

I bid.; Emmil nsg, subj: Automated Technical Fire
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Artillery nore fully into the automated age and endi ng t he
dependence on manual gunnery, General Stricklin had another
reason in nnd. In January 2001 he wote, "As high tech
m nded kids come to USAFAS and get into manual gunnery],]
they imediately get turned off and pick up a phone and
call buddi es about their ancient branch."* Over the past
several years, teaching manual gunnery hindered recruiting
young people into the Field Artillery because they judged

the branch as bei ng outdat ed. Until an automated backup
system coul d be devel oped and fiel ded, however, the Field
Artillery would have to utilize manual gunnery, but the

School had to find a way to teach ballistic theory and
gunnery using high technol ogy, such as virtual reality of

Control Integrated Process Team 12 Jan 01; Interview,
Dastrup with LTC Robert M Pyne, Chief, Cannon Division,
@unnery Departnment, 25 Jan 01, Doc I1-57.

“Emai| msg, subj: Manual Gunnery, 25 Jan 01, Doc I1I-
58.
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some ki nd. *?
DEVELOPI NG FI ELD ARTI LLERY MANUALS

“Emai| msg, subj: Manual Gunnery, 25 Jan 01; Emil
msg, subj: Automated Technical Fire Control I|ntegrated
Process Team 12 Jan 01; Interview, Dastrup with Pyne, 25
Jan 01; Interview, Dastrup with Waller, 23 Jan 01
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I n 1998- 2000 the Warfighter Integration and Devel opnent
Directorate (WDD) in the US. Arny Field Artillery School
conti nued publishing manuals to neet the needs of the Field
Artillery. Knowi ng that getting the conpleted manuals to
field was critical, WDD obtained end-of-year noney in 1998
to hire contractors to wite Field WMnual (FM 6-70
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(Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures [TTP] for MLO9A6
Pal adin Howi t zer Operations)that was conpleted in 2000.*

Blnterview, Dastrup with B. Bielinski, Doctrine
Branch, WDD, 20 Jan 99, Doc |1-107, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Menmor andum f or Record, subj: Doctrinal Manual Update, 20
Jan 99, Doc I1-108, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, Menorandum for
Commandant, USAFAS, subj: Devel opnent of Doctri nal
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Publications, 8 Dec 98, Doc |1-109, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Menor andum f or Cndt, USAFAS, subj: Renam ng the Comrmand
and Attack Battalion, 20 Oct 98, Doc I11-110, 1998
USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Director, WDD, subj:

Coordi nation of 1998 USAFACFS Annual Conmand Hi story, 15
Mar 99; Interview, Dastrup with B. Bielinski, Doctrine
Branch, WDD, 1 Feb 00, Doc I1-65, 1999 USAFACFS ACH,
Fact Sheet, subj: Field Manual Update, Apr 99, Doc I1-66,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj: Field Artillery
Doctrine, 17-18 May 99, Doc I1-67, 1999 USAFACFS ACH,
Interview with atch, Dastrup with B. Bielinski, Doctrine
Branch, WDD, 6 Feb 01, Doc I1-59.
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During those sane years, the Doctrine Branch in WDD
al so wote or revised other field manual s and experi nent al
force special texts to support digital operations. As in
the past, the branch faced the challenge of publishing
doctrine because of the |lack of funding. Fortunately, the
Commandant of the Field Artillery School, Mjor CGeneral Leo
J. Baxter (June 1997-August 1999), provided end-of-year
noney of approximately $825,000 in 1998 to publish
doctrinal manuals, as did his successor, Major General
Toney Stricklin (August 1999-present). In 1999 Gener al
Stricklin furnished funds for publishing XST 6-20-10 (TTP
for Targeting for the First Digital Division) that was
conpleted in 2000, XST 6-70 (TTP for Pal adin Operations in
the First Digital Division) that was conpleted in 2000 for
the 4th Infantry Division, which was being digitized, and
Special Text (ST) 6-3-1 (TTP for the Advanced Field
Artillery Tactical Data System A98) that was staffed for
review and coments in 2000 for the sanme division. O her
field manual s under devel opment included FM 6 20-1 (The
Field Artillery Battalion), FM 620-2 (Corps Artillery,
Division Artillery and Field Artillery Brigade Operations),
and XST 6-20-10 (TTP for Targeting) for the 4th Infantry
Division. One being staffed for review and coments was FM
6-71 (Fire Support for the Conbined Arns Commander), while
those just beginning devel opnent were FM 6-20-60 (Fire
Support for Corps Operations) and FM 6-121 (TTP for Target
Acquisition).*Of the field manuals, conpleting FM 6-20
(Fire Support in Conmbined Arnms Operations), which was | ast
published in May 1988, proved to be the nobst chall engi ng.
In 1996-1997 Joint Publication 309 (Doctrine for Joint
Fire Support) generated inter-service debates over
definitions and other critical issues. In the neantine,
the U.S. Arny Conmmand and General Staff College at Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas, rewote FM 100-5 (Operations) and
i ntroduced new ideas and ternms in the manual. Toget her,
Joint Publication 3-09 and the Command and General Staff
Col |l ege effort with FM 100-5 caused work on FM 6-20 to stop

in 1997. Witers in WDD had to wait for the other
publications to be conpl eted before continuing with FM 6-20
because the field artillery manual had to be in line with

*“Fact Sheet, subj: Field Manual Update, Apr 99;
I nterview, Dastrup with B. Bielinski, Doctrine Branch,
WDD, 1 Feb 00; Interview with atch, Dastrup with B.
Bi el i nski, Doctrine Branch, WDD, 6 Feb 01.
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the thinking of the other two. *®

Efforts witing FM 6-20 met with mxed results in 1998-
2000. In May 1998 the Joint Chiefs of Staff officially
approved JCS Publication 3-09. Meanwhile, a final draft of
FM 100-5 was conpleted in August 1997. Yet, debates over
terms and content of FM 100-5 continued into 1999 to
prevent Department of the Army approval of FM 100-5 and
forced another major rewite of the field manual to be done
in 1999. Because FM 6-20 was dependent upon FM 100-5, the
Field Artillery School had to wait for further witing
until the latter would be conpleted in 2000. In 2000 the
Field Artillery School started writing on FM 6-20 because
it could not wait any |onger for 100-5.%

“Menor andum for Cmdt, USAFAS, subj: Renaming the
Command and Attack Battalion, 20 Oct 98.

I nterview, Dastrup with B. Bielinski, Doctrine
Branch, WDD, 20 Jan 99; Interview, Dastrup with B.
Bi el i nski, Doctrine Branch, WDD, 1 Feb 00; Email nsg
with Atch, subj: Trip Report from Sem - Annual Arny
Doctri ne Conference, 26 May 99, Doc 11-68, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH;, Interview with atch, Dastrup with B. Bielinski,



94

NEW EQUI PMENT TRAI NI NG
Mul ti pl e-Launch Rocket System (MRS) Trai ning

Doctri ne Branch, WDD, 6 Feb 01.
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As early as 1991, the Arny's worldw de contingency
strategy mandated deploying, fighting, and w nning even
t hough the active conmponent (AC) force structure was
shrinking as part of the reduction of nmlitary forces after
the Cold War. This placed a greater reliance upon the
reserve conponents (RC) -- U S. Arny Reserve (USAR) and
U.S. Arny National Guard (ARNG -- to augnent the active
conponent nore than ever before. In view of this
situation, the conbat success of 1- 158th Field Artillery
(MLRS) of the OCklahoma Army National Guard in Operation
Desert Storm in Southwest Asia in 1991, and the need to
renove the obsolete 8-inch self-propelled howitzer fromthe
inventory, the Arny developed a MRS transition program
It involved converting Arnmy National Guard field artillery
units fromthe 8-inch self-propelled howitzer to the MRS. ¥

To support this transition the Gunnery Departnment in
the U S Arny Field Artillery School (USAFAS) designed a
four-phase MLRS training strategy early in the 1990s to
nove an Arny National Guard battery from individual
qualification through battery certification over a period
of three years. The strategy permtted sufficient |atitude
within each phase to tailor the training to the specific
requi rements of the unit. During phase one, Arny Nati onal
Guard soldiers underwent common task skill training in
communi cati ons, map reading, and drivers training at their
home station during inactive duty (I1DT) weekend drills.

Phase one established the foundation for all future
training, had to be conpleted before the soldiers went to
Fort Sill for mlitary occupational skill (MOS) hands-on

training conducted by New Equipnment Training Detachnent
(NETD) instructors in the Gunnery Departnent, and used Fort
Sill's Televised Network Training (TNET) to conduct a
portion of the training via distance |earning at hone
station. During phase two, soldiers attended MOS 13M ( MLRS
Crewran) and MOS 13P (MLRS Fire Direction Specialist)
course training, while |eaders attended a two-week MRS
cadre course. The Gunnery Departnent designed phase two to
be conducted at Fort Sill or the honme station by NETD
instructors during the unit's two-week annual active duty
training (ADT) time with the exception of MOS 13P, which
| asted three weeks. Normal |y, phase two was conducted
during the first summer that a unit converted to MRS
Upon compl etion of the courses, the soldiers received their

471994 USAFACFS ACH, p. 57; 1995 USAFACFS ACH, p. 69.
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new MOSs. %8

81997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 35-36; Menorandum for AC,
USAFAS, subj: MRS New Equi pnent Traini ng Overvi ew,
Sunmer 98, 21 Sep 98, Doc I1-64, 1998 U.S. Arny Field
Artillery Center and Fort Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Comrand
Hi story (ACH); Briefing, subj: MRS 3x6 New Equi pnent
Training Concept, Nov 98, Doc I1-65, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
"Ft. Sill Soldiers Train Guard," MRS Di spatch, 3rd
Quarter 1998, p. 3, Doc I1-66, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; CPT
Lawrence T. Hall, Jr., and CPT M chael A. Sharp, "MRS
NET for the ARNG " Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 96, pp. 44-
45, Doc 11-67, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Record,
subj: SME Conmments on MLRS NET, 24 Feb 99, Doc |1-68,
1998 USAFACFS ACH.
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The next two phases entailed collective training.
Phase three consisted of section- and platoon-Ievel
training during nmonthly drills and annual training at a
| ocal training area or a nearby arny post during the second
annual training period after the conversion. Hel d during
the third annual training period after the conversion,
phase four or the final phase provided battery-Ievel
training and certification.*

Using the four-phase transition program the Gunnery
Departnent trained five Arny National Guard battalions.
Unlike other NETDs that had trained battalions from
Okl ahoma, M chi gan, Tennessee, and Kentucky earlier in the
1990s and were conposed of entirely AC personnel, the one
that trained the 3-116th Field Artillery of the Florida
Army National Guard in 1997 and 1998 consisted of AC and
four Arnmy National Guard personnel with the express purpose
of getting the latter qualified to be instructors in MRS
courses.®® The 3-116th Field Artillery conpleted phase-

191996 USAFACFS ACH, p. 62; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 36;
Mermor andum f or AC, USAFAS, subj: MRS New Equi pnent
Training Overview, Sumer 98, 21 Sep 98.

*Unfortunately, of the four National Guard personnel
enpl oyed to help train the Florida unit, a captain noved
onto a new position, while a sergeant becane a state
recruiter. See Menorandum for Record, subj: SME Conments
on MLRS NET, 24 Feb 99.
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four training in the sumer of 1998 with battery-Ilevel
certification conducted by the 1st Battalion (MRS), 4th
Caval ry Brigade of Fort Stewart, Georgia.*

®11997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 36-37; Briefing (Extract),
subj: Standards Start Here, 20 Jul 99, Doc I1-69, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj: Standards Start Here, 1999,
Doc I1-70, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Menorandum for AC, USAFAS,
subj: MRS New Equi pnment Training Overview, Sumrer 98,
21 Sep 98. 22
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Meanwhi l e, in cooperation with the Gunnery Departnent,
the 1-142nd Field Artillery of the Arkansas Arnmy National
Guard conducted an alternative NET plan to expedite
trai ning because of an accelerated fielding schedule that
woul d have the unit's launchers fielded by 1997. Al though
the Gunnery Departnment dispatched NETD instructors on
tenporary duty to Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, on weekends and
during annual training periods to train 1-142nd Field
Artillery instructors during phase three in 1997, the
department did not provide a dedicated NETD to the Arkansas
uni t. The Florida new equipnent training detachnment
supported the conversion training during annual training in
1998. Even though the Gunnery Departnent had to rely upon
internal personnel resources because budget restraints
prevented TRADOC from providing themas it had done in the
past, the alternative plan acconplished its goal. At the
end of Fiscal Year (FY) 1998, the Arkansas unit was on the
sanme training schedule as the units from Kansas and South
Carolina and had received eighteen |aunchers. All three
National Guard units were scheduled to conplete training
and certification in FY 1999, *?

21997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 36-37; Menorandum for AC,
USAFAS, subj: MRS New Equi prment Trai ni ng Overvi ew,
Sumer 98, 21 Sep 98, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj:

MLRS 3x6 New Equi pment Trai ni ng Concept, Nov 98.
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Looking into the near future, the Gunnery Depart nment
knew t hat declining equi pnent and funding resources woul d
require revanping MRS conversion training. At the
direction of +the Assistant Conmandant of the Field
Artillery School, Brigadier General Lawrence R Adair, the
departnment outlined a three-phase conversion training plan
of two years in Novenber 1998. Phases one and two focused
on individual training of soldiers to nake the transition
to MLRS, whil e phase three developed the unit's ability to
fight wwth the new system Mire specifically, as directed
by the Chief of Staff of the Army, General Dennis J.
Reimer, in a menorandum of 8 June 1998 and supported by
General Adair, phase one would be conducted by NETD
instructors via distance | earning using conputers, CD ROM
video teletraining, the Internet, or other energing
technol ogi es to save noney and tinme. The phase woul d take
pl ace over a period of one year during weekend drills to
produce MOS-qualified soldiers. Phase two would be taught
by NETD instructors at Fort Sill or at the unit's hone
station during the first sunmer (annual training) after the
unit had converted to MRS using the equipnment, while phase
three would be conducted during nonthly drills and annual
training during the second year after the conversion and
woul d provide platoon training enploying NETD i nstructors.

Once phase three had been conpleted, the NETD team woul d
be reassigned or disbanded. At this point the unit would
assume responsibility for battery/battalion training and
certification that would be conpleted during the third
summer (annual training) after the conversion and during
weekend drills. Al though the wunit had the primry
responsibility for training and certification, other Arny
Nati onal Guard units, U'S. Arny Forces Conmand training
support battalions, and nobile training teans from the
Gunnery Department could provide assistance as avail able.

*Interview with atch, Dastrup with CPT Charles H.
Aki n, New Equi pment Division, Gunnery Departnment, 17 Feb
00, Doc I1-71, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Deputy
Di rect or of Combat Devel opnents, subj: MRS New
Equi prent Transition and Certification Support, 25 Feb
99, Doc I1-72, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;, Briefing, subj: MRS
3x6 New Equi pnent Training Concept, Nov 98; Menorandum
for Deputy Assistant Commandant - ARNG, subj: MRS NET
Overview, Fall 1999, 7 Dec 99, Doc I1-73, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH; Menorandum for Record, subj: MOS and Col |l ective
Training, 17 Feb 00, Doc I1-74, 1999 USAFACFS ACH,
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Position Paper, subj: MRS NET, 4 Feb 00, Doc I1-75, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; Briefing (Extract), subj: Standards Start
Here, 20 Jul 99; Briefing, subj: Standards Start Here,
1999.
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To satisfy the new t hree-phase training plan that woul d
be enployed to train National Guard units in South Dakota
and North Carolina in 1999, the Gunnery Departnent outlined
two options late in 1998.°* The first option basically
preserved the status quo and depended upon three eight-
person, all-mlitary teans to conduct the training during
phases two and three. While the second option retained the
ei ght - person team for phases two and three, it provided a
significant departure fromthe past. It recomended using
two noncomm ssioned officers and six contract instructors,
whereas previous teans had consisted solely of mlitary
per sonnel . Al t hough the costs for each option were
basically the same over the six-year fielding period of FYs
1999- 2005, the second would free up mlitary personnel and
woul d reduce personnel turbulence in MRS units. In a
briefing to the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations for
the Arnmy in Novenber 1998, the Chief of the Fire Support
Division in the Gunnery Departnent advised sel ecting option
two because it would save personnel and reduce personne
turbulence. In viewof this, the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations approved option two for inplenmentation in 1999
because the Arny could not afford to continue taking eight
to ten soldiers from a unit when unit manning was in
trouble. Funding contractors was a snmall price to pay for
unit stability.>®

I n 1999- 2000 the Gunnery Departnent enpl oyed NETD teans
conposed of six civilian contract instructors and two
noncommi ssioned officers to conduct the three-phase
training programdesigned in 1998. Headquartered in Sioux
Falls, South Dakota, the 1-147th Field Artillery began
conversion training in 1998 and conpleted it in 2000. 1In

**Menor andum for Record, subj: MOS and Col |l ective
Training, 17 Feb 00; Position Paper, subj: MRS NET 4 Feb
00; Menorandum for Deputy Assistant Commandant - ARNG,
subj: MRS NET Overview, Fall 1999, 7 Dec 99; Briefing,
subj: MRS 3x6 NET Concept, Nov 98.

>*Briefing, subj: MRS 3x6 New Equi pment Training
Concept, Nov 98; Msg, MAJ Hugo Fischer, GD, to Dr. Boyd
L. Dastrup, Command Hi storian, subj: 98 Historical Info
Request, 15 Jan 99, Doc I1-69, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Menor andum for Deputy Assistant Conmandant - ARNG, subj:
MLRS NET Overview, Fall 1999, 7 Dec 99; Menorandum for
Record, subj: MOS and Collective Training, 17 Feb 00.
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the nmeantinme, the 2147th Field Artillery of Wtertown,
Sout h Dakota, went through phase one via distance | earning
and conpl eted phase two in June 1999; and the 5-113th Field
Artillery of Lew sburg, North Carolina, conpleted phase one
via distance learning and phase two through hands-on
training at Fort Sill.°®

*Menor andum f or Assi stant Commandant, USAFAS, subj:
SI GACTS, 15 Jan 99, Doc I11-76, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;
Menor andum f or Record, subj: MOS and Col |l ective
Training, 17 Feb 00; Menorandum for Deputy Assistant
Commandant - ARNG, subj: M.RS NET Overview, Fall 1999, 7
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Dec 99, 1999 USAFACFS; Menorandum for Assi stant
Commandant, USAFAS, subj: SIGACTS, 12 Cct 99, Doc I1-77,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Director of Combat
Devel opnments, subj: Distance Learni ng and New Equi pment
Training to Support MRS New Equi pnment Transition and
Certification, Phase IIl North Carolina and South Dakota
and Phase | Texas and Arkansas, 11 Jan 00, Doc I1-78,
1999 USAFACFS ACH, Menorandum for Assistant Commandant,
USAFAS, subj: SIGACTS, 12 Jan 00, Doc I1-79, 1999
USAFACFS ACH.
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Once again, budgetary considerations encouraged the
Gunnery Department to revanp new equi pnment training. Under
the existing system the Departnment sent NETD soldiers on a
per manent change of station (PCS) nove to the state for two
years for phase-two and phase-three training and trained
the unit down to the battery I|evel. This format, as a
result, was expensive. To reduce costs and personnel
turbul ence the Gunnery Departnment started sending civilian
contractors and soldiers as a team to the state on a
tenporary duty (TDY) basis in 2000 and only trained the
unit to the platoon |evel. By training to this |evel of
conmand, the Gunnery Department reduced training tine to
ei ght een nonths and saved noney. *’

In the fall of 1999 after going through distance
| earning during phase one, Captain Robert F. Markovetz,
Jr., of the 2-147th Field Artillery reflected upon the
effectiveness of distance | earning. Traditionally, a
sol dier signed up for a correspondence course, waited
several weeks for the course material to show up, conpleted
the course, returned it for grading, and then waited for
t he grade. Rat her than spending several weeks on
correspondence courses, phase one training with its focus
on distance learning through video training and CD ROM
permtted the soldier to go through the training wthout
the long waits. The CD ROM instruction provided a
mul ti medi a presentation to the soldiers and allowed themto
score the practical exercises as they worked, while the
video training permtted the soldiers to ask a MOS-
qualified instructor questions on the material covered in
the CD ROMs. Al t hough weaknesses existed that required
correcting, distance learning functioned well and was the
wave of the future because it saved noney, tine, and travel
and enabled a large nunber of soldiers to train for a
nmoder at e expense. °®

Upon reflecting on distance |earning acconplishnments in
2000, the Gunnery Departnent arrived at the sanme concl usion

*Interview, Dastrup with CPT Charles H. Akin, MRS
NET, GD, 12 Feb 01, Doc I1-60; Email nmsg with atch, subj:
Revi ew MLRS, 16 Feb 01, Doc I1-61

*CPT Robert F. Markovetz, Jr., "Distance Learning:
MLRS 3x6 Conversion for the Arny National Guard," Field
Artillery, Sep-Oct 99, pp. 42-43, Doc |1-80, 1999
USAFACFS ACH.
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as Captain Markovetz and projected using even nore in the
future. G ven distance |earning's success, the departnment
envi sioned enploying it to train units receiving the High
Mobility Artillery Rocket System beginning in 2004. %
Pal adin MLO9A6 Self-propelled 155-mm How t zer New
Equi pment Trai ni ng

*Interview, Dastrup with Akin, 12 Feb 01.
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Beginning in 1993, the Paladin Division, Gunnery
Departnent, U S. Arnmy Field Artillery School (USAFAS)
initiated new equi pnent training (NET) for the Pal adi n that
was being introduced into the inventory to replace the
MLO9A2/ A3/ A5 155-mm self-propelled howtzer. To conduct
training a new equipnment training team had fifty-four
peopl e for maintenance and operator training, trained the
entire battalion during a period of four weeks, and had the
ability to field a battalion of twenty-four howitzers at a
tinme. After arriving on site, the team led by a
| i eutenant colonel, divided into three battery teans, one
mai nt enance team and one headquarters team to train
i ndi vi dual and unit skills.®° Al though this training
strategy worked well in 1993 and 1994, the drawdown and the
budget cuts of 1995 led to serious nodifications of new
equi pment training. Wor ki ng together, they forced the
teamls size to be reduced from fifty-four to twenty-six
peopl e, and this changed the instructor-student ratio from
one to three to one to six and caused the Gunnery
Departnent to revanp its training plan by devising a siXx-
week training schedul e. Rat her than training an entire
battalion at one time, the team conducted organizational
and direct support maintenance training for the mechanics
during the first two weeks using contractors. |In the third
week the team provided operator training for the |eaders;
and in the fourth week they trained the operators. During
the last two weeks of training, the NET team conducted
collective training and concluded it with intensive battery
field exercises and battery and battalion dry- and live-
fire exercises. This new training strategy essentially
provi ded a two- phase new equi pment training programfor the
Pal adin by the end of 1995. While the contractor furnished
two weeks of rmintenance new equipnment training, the
Gunnery Departnment supplied four weeks of operator new
equi prrent training. Judged by the Chief of the Paladin New
Equi pnrent Training team the new arrangenment worked wel

%" New Equi prent Training for Pal adin--The Future Is
Now " Field Artillery, Feb 93, pp. 51-53, Doc I1-70, 1998
US Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill (USAFACFS)
Annual Command Hi story (ACH); LTC Sidney E. Riley,

"Pal adin NET Lessons for Those Who Follow," Field
Artillery, Apr 94, pp. 15-17, Doc I1-71, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH, Staff Directory (Extract), 15 Jun 93, p. 5, Doc I1I-
72, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.




108

and provi ded solid naintenance and operator training.®

®11996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 64-65; Msg, subj: Paladin

NET- Reply, 27 Jan 99, Doc I1-73, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact
Sheet, subj: Paladin Fieldings, 29 May 98, Doc |1-74,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Jeffrey A
Tayl or, Chief, Paladin Division, GD, 16 Feb 96, Doc I1I-
75, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Menmorandum for Cdr, 4-42 FA, subj:

Fi nal Report on Pal adin NET Team Fi el di ng, 10 Jan 96,
Doc I1-76, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ
Hal |, Pal adin Division, GD, 15 Jan 97, Doc I11-77, 1998
USAFACFS ACH.
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In the mdst of training the active conponent in 1996-
1997 with the two-phase program the Arny recogni zed that
training the Arny National Guard would be difficult and
would require additional personnel and turned to the
National Guard Bureau for assistance.®® To facilitate
Nati onal Guard Paladin fieldings that would begin in 1997
just as active conponent unit fieldings were being
conpl eted, the National Guard Bureau announced the creation
of thirty Title 10 Active Guard Reserve (AGR) positions for
the MLO9A6 Pal adin NET team on 15 August 1996. The Bureau
wanted three officers and twenty-seven nonconmm ssioned
officers to serve as instructor-witers and to becone
subject mtter experts, who could be used by their
respective states after their tour on the NET team had been
conpleted. Once on board early in 1997, the National Cuard
NET team gave the Field Artillery School a second NET team
In keeping with the Total Force concept, the Field
Artillery School integrated Arnmy National Guard personnel
with active conponent people beginning on 1 January 1998.
By February 1998 two trained Paladin NET teans existed.
Both were conposed of Arny National Guard and active
conponent personnel with no distinction being nmade between
the two. ®

21997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 38; Fact Sheet, subj:
Pal adi n Fi el dings, 29 May 98; Menorandum for Cdr, 2-82nd
FA, subj: Paladin NET Final Report, 14 Aug 96, Doc I1I-
78, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.

®31997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 38-39; Menorandum for
Operations, GD, subj: Bi-weekly SIGACTS, 11 Feb 98, Doc
I'1-79, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Operations, GD,
subj: Bi-weekly SIGACTS, 2 Dec 97, Doc 11-80, 1998
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USAFACFS ACH; Email msg with atch, subj: Paladin NET, 6
Mar 00, Doc 11-81, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Fielding the Arnmy National Guard field artillery
battalions with Pal adi n in 1997-1998, meanwhi | e,
illustrated the chall enges the two-phase plan to train such
units. Because Arnmy National Guard personnel were not
avai l able on a continuous basis as their active conponent
counterparts were, the Gunnery Departnment revised its two-
phase training program of four weeks. In cooperation with
t he Pal adin Program Manager, the Paladin Division in the
Gunnery Departnment designed a three-phase training program
in 1997 to train a wunit over a period of one year.
Concurrent wth contractor-furnished maintenance new
equi pment training, Gunnery Departnent new equipnment
training teans furni shed operator new equipnment training in
t hree phases. During phase one, unit |eaders went through
an ei ghty-hour Paladin Cadre Course at Fort Sill. Phase-
two training took place during the unit's weekend training
drills at its honme station and |asted ten nonths.
Conducted by a team of twenty-six NET personnel, phase-
three training occurred during a three-week annual training
period (two weeks was the norm) and culmnated with |ive-
fire exercises to qualify the new y-equipped units with the
skills required to enploy the Pal adin properly.®

®Menmorandum with Encl for Dir, GD, et al, subj:
Pal adi n New Equi pnment Training, 14 Dec 98, Doc 11-90,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj: Paladin NET Overview,
1998; Msg, subj: Paladin NET-Reply, 27 Jan 99;
Menor andum f or Record, subj: Annual History Input, 23
Feb 99, Doc I1-91, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;, MAJ Kerry J.
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Loudensl ager, "ARNG Pal adi n NET: Hel ping Units Hel p
Thensel ves," Field Artillery, Sep-Cct 99, pp. 44-45, Doc
I'1-82, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Record, subj:
MFCS Cross Reference to Pal adin Fieldings, 25 Feb 00, Doc
I1-83, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup with LTC
Kerry J. Loudensl ager, Chief, Paladin Division, GD, 2 Mar
00, Doc I1-84, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Email msg, subj:

Pal adin NET, 6 Mar 00, Doc |1-85, 1999 USAFACFS ACH,

Email nmsg with atch, subj: Paladin NET, 6 Mar 00, 1999.
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In the neantinme, the Gunnery Departnent reviewed its
new equi pnment training strategy early in 1998 because the
U.S. Arny extended Paladin fieldings into Fiscal Year (FY)
2001. This action created a problem As of March 1998,
exi sting active conponent personnel dedicated to new
equi pnment training were programred to continue through FY
2000. G ven the personnel progranm ng, extending the
fielding of the Paladin would create a personnel shortage
and degrade training at the sane tine because the current
new equi pnent training strategy, based upon two conplete
teans, provided the mnimal required level of training. To
furnish the necessary training the Gunnery Departnent
prepared five courses of action and presented themto the
Assi stant Commandant of the Field Artillery School. O the
five alternatives the Departnent recomrended extendi ng both
active conmponent and Active Guard Reserve new equi pnent
teams through FY 2001 because it would preserve the
existing fielding strategy and allow for nore flexibility
than the others did to adapt to potential changes in the
fielding schedule, even though it required U S. Arny
Training and Doctrine Conmand (TRADOC) and National Guard
Bureau approval. The Assistant Commandant concurred with
the recomendati on and sent it through the chain of command
for approval. TRADOC approval came on 13 July 1998, and
the Director of the National Guard Bureau, Mjor General
Roger C. Schultz, approved on 9 Novenber 1998. °

Al t hough the Gunnery Departnent received approval for
extending its Paladin NET teans, it faced another hurdle
associated with fielding Paladin in 1999. The three-phase
training programinitiated in 1998 worked well, but it was
expensive during an era of declining resources because the
Departnment had to send ei ght-person teans on tenporary duty
to Arny National Guard units during phase two. To reduce
costs during the phase, the Departnent began exploring the

possibility of wusing distance |earning. According to
projections, this would cut costs and provide nore training
tinme. Equally inportant, distance |earning had the

®Interview, Dastrup with Troy, 26 Jan 99; Msg with
Encls, subj: Paladin Staff Study, 28 Jan 99, Doc I1-92,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Msg, subj: Paladin NET-Reply, 1 Feb
99, Doc I1-93, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Msg, subj: NGB Approval
of Extendi ng NET Resources, 1 Feb 99, Doc I1-94, 1998
USAFACFS ACH; Email msg with atch, subj: Paladin NET, 6
Mar 00.
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potential of reducing the three-week annual training period
presently required to two-weeks and save noney for the
Nat i onal Guard Bureau that paid for the additional one week
of annual training. One critical obstacle presented the
possibility of Iessening the inpact of distance | earning.
Many Army National Guard units did not have access to
di stance learning facilities and would have to travel.
Al t hough di stance |earning offered several key advantages
over sending teans on tenporary duty, approval to use it
did not come until 2000. °°

In 2000 the Gunnery Departnent inplenmented distance
| earning when it trained the 1-141st Field Artillery of the
Loui siana Arny National Guard in May. During the training
that transpired over a three-day period, the Gunnery
Departnment taught MIlitary Occupational Specialty (MOS)

®Interview, Dastrup with Loudensl ager, 2 Mar 00;
Email nsg with atch, subj: Paladin NET, 6 Mar 00.
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13B, Cannon Crewnenber, and MOS 13E, Cannon Fire Direction
Specialist, critical tasks for their respective MOSs. For
the nost part, distance |earning worked well because the 1-
141st Field Artillery had appropriate facilities.®
Bradl ey Fire Support Team Vehicle Fielding and Training

®Emmi | msg, subj: Paladin NET, 1 Mar 01, Doc I1-62;
Interview, Dastrup with LTC Kerry Loudensl ager, Chief,
New Systenms Training Division, GD, 7 Feb 01, Doc II-63;
Briefing, subj: 1-141 FA, LAARNG "Washi ngton Artillery"
13B Video Tel e-Training, 20 May 00, Doc I|1-64; Briefing,
subj: 1-141 FA, LAARNG "Washi ngton Artillery"” POC Vi deo
Tel e-Training, 20 May 00, Doc 11-65; Email nsg with atch,
subj: Louisiana VIT, 7 Feb 01, Doc I1-66; Email msg with
atch, subj: Paladin Schedules, 7 Feb 01, Doc II-67.
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Late in the 1970s, a U S. Arny Training and Doctrine
Command ( TRADOC) wor ki ng group, Close Support Study G oup
1, met to optim ze observed fire support for the maneuver
forces. Besides reaffirmng the necessity of the Fire
Support Team (FI ST) that had been created in the m d-1970s
to integrate fire support with the maneuver arns at the
conmpany | evel, the group recommended fielding a nobile fire
support vehicle. Qut of this effort, the BFIST M/ and
BFI ST A3 evol ved over a period of years to replace the M13
and MB81 with the M/ fieldings beginning in 1999 and the
A3, the nore sophisticated of the two BFI STs, scheduled to
be introduced several years |later.®®

To support the BFIST M7 fieldings, the Arny devel oped
two separate but conplenmentary training prograns. One
i nvol ved new equi pnment training (NET) furnished by a team
from Fort Knox, Kentucky, and the contractor. The NET team
trained soldiers in the unit at the time of fielding and

%1999 U.S. Arnmy Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 143-48.
This section provides a good background on the
devel opnent of the BFIST M7 and the BFI ST A3.
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was the primary means of initial training.®

®Brijefing, subj: BFIST CG Update, 13 Feb 01, Doc II-
68; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Terry A Ilvester, Fire
Support and Conbi ned Arns Departnment (FSCAOD), 13 Feb 01,
Doc 11-69; Briefing, subj: Training Strategy for
BFI ST/ Stri ker, undated, Doc I1-70.
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As this training was getting underway, the U S. Arny
Field Artillery School (USAFAS) with the Fire Support and
Conmbi ned Arns Operations Departnment (FSCAOD) taking the
| ead developed institutional training as the second
training programin support of the fieldings. Approved by
a council of colonels in Training Command at Fort Sil
early in July 1999 and the Assistant Commandant of USAFAS,
Bri gadi er General Lawence A. Adair, on 20 July 1999,
FSCAOD outlined devel oping training courses for the BFIST
operator and the BFI ST commander. Specifically, the BFIST
operators' course would begin in Cctober 2001, would train
soldiers with MIlitary Occupational Specialty (MOS) 13F
(Fire Support Specialist) after advanced i ndividual
training and before they reported to a BFIST unit that had
already received BFIST NET training, and would provide
additional skill identifier <certification. The BFI ST
commanders' course would begin in June 2001, would train
sergeants, staff sergeants, and |ieutenants, who were not
in the BFIST unit at the time of NET, and would furnish
additional skill identifier/specialty code certification
Thus, USAFAS pl anned to take advantage of NET training and
woul d only train those, who missed it.™

“Briefing, subj: BFIST Training CG Update, 13 Feb
01; Interview, Dastrup with Ivester, 13 Feb 01; Briefing,
subj: Training Strategy for BFIST/Striker, undated,
Menor andum f or Record, subj: FSCAOD, Input, 6 Apr 01, Doc
Il -44A.
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CHAPTER THREE
COVBAT DEVELOPMENTS:
FORCE DESI GN, DOCTRI NE, AND EQUI PMENT REQUI REMENTS

| NTRODUCTI ON
During 2000, the US. Arny Field Artillery School
pursued key initiatives to nake the Field Artillery nore
| et hal, depl oyabl e, and responsive to neet future
battlefield requirenents. To do this the School

participated in the Transformation of the Arnmy effort;
devel oped a fire support nodernization plan; devel oped
doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures; and mde
significant progress towards introducing new equi pnrent and
weapons.
FORCE DESI GN AND DOCTRI NE

Transformati on of the Arny

I ntroduction. Early in 1999, the Kosovo deploynment in
Eastern Europe highlighted several critical shortcom ngs in
the Arnmy. While the heavy forces were too heavy, took too
long to deploy, and were too difficult to maneuver in areas
of the world where they m ght have to operate, the |ight
forces were too light and |I|acked staying power and
lethality if they were deployed into an environnent where
they m ght face an arnored threat. Also, future opponents
woul d not give the American mlitary a long lead tinme to
depl oy and would attenpt to deny air strips and ports that
the United States traditionally depended upon to depl oy
mlitary forces.?'

'Email msg with atch, subj: Transformation Activities
in Congress, 14 Feb 00, Doc IIl-1, 1999 U.S. Arny Field
Artillery Center and Fort Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Comrand
Hi story (ACH); Briefing, subj: Transformation Canpaign



Pl an, 19 Jan 00, Doc II1-2, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, The
Bri gade Conbat Team Organi zational and Operati onal
Concept, 6 Jan 00, p. 4, Doc I11-3, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Chief of Staff of the Arny Vision. Upon becom ng the
Chief of Staff of the Arnmy in md-1999, General Eric K
Shi nseki articulated a clear vision for the Arnmy to
elimnate the deficiencies underscored by Kosovo and to
make the Arny nore relevant to future warfare. I n June
1999 the General explained that the Arny aspired to be the
nost respected arny in the world and the nost feared ground
force to those who would threaten the vital interests of
the United States. To do this the Arny had to inprove its
strategi c responsiveness, had to develop a clear |long-term
strategy to inprove operational jointness, had to inplenent
t he goals of Joint Vision 2010, had to produce | eaders for
joint warfighting, had to conplete the full integration of
the active and reserve conponents, had to staff its
war fighting units, and had to provide for the well-being of
its soldiers, civilians, and fam |y menbers.?

Al t hough each of the goals was critical, General
Shi nseki focused his energies on strategic responsiveness
in 1999. From the GCeneral's vantage point, the world

situation demanded a strategically responsive Arny that was
capabl e of operating throughout the range of conflict and
that was nore versatile, |lethal, and survivable than ever
bef ore. The Arny had to provide early entry forces with
the ability to operate jointly wthout access to fixed
forward bases and with the power to slug it out and wn
canpai gns decisively. Continuing, the General noted, "At

’ntent of the Chief of Staff, Arny, 23 Jun 99, Doc
I11-4, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Emmil nsg with atch, subj: CSA
Expands on Presentation to AUSA in Cct, 1 Feb 00, Doc
I11-5, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Email nsg, subj: Initial Bde--
Hi storical Reporting, 22 Dec 99, Doc II11-6, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH; Briefing, subj: Transformation Canpaign Plan, 19
Jan 00.
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this point in our march through history, our heavy forces
are too heavy and our |ight forces |ack staying power.
Heavy forces must be nore strategically deployable and nore
agile with a smaller logistical footprint, and |light forces
must be nore lethal, survivable, and tactically nobile."?

}ntent of the Chief of Staff, Arny, 23 Jun 99.
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Over the next several nonths General Shinseki further
refined his vision. |In August 1999 his Arny of the future
effort included Ilighter, nore deployable forces and
equi pmrent and outlined standing up two initial brigade
conmbat teanms (IBCT) at Fort Lew s, WAshington, to serve as
a test bed for new ideas, force structure, weapons, and
equi prment . Testing off-the-shelf tracked and wheel ed
vehi cl es t hat appear ed to of f er t he desi rabl e
characteristics would conpose a nmgpj or conponent of the |BCT
effort and would give the endeavor a quick start.® In a
US. Arny news release of 12 October 1999, the General
along with the Secretary of the Arny, Louis Caldera,
further elucidated his vision. The Arnmy required the
capability of deploying a independent conbat brigade
anywhere in the world within 96 hours, a division within
120 hours, and 5 divisions within 30 days. Thi s nmeant
transformng the Arny into a nore dom nant and
strategically responsive force.®™ To this end," Genera
Shi nseki told the attendees of the 45th Annual Meeting of
the Association of the United States Arny on 12 October
1999, "We will begin imediately to turn the entire Arny
into a full spectrum force which 1is strategically
responsi ve and dom nant at every point on the spectrum of
operations."® As the Director of the Transformation Axis at
Headquarters, U S. Arny Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC), Colonel Joseph Rodriguez, and the Director of
Battl e Laboratory Integration, Technol ogy, and Concepts at
TRADOC, Col onel M chael Mhaffey, noted in Decenber 1999,

‘Emai |l nsg with atch, subj: Information Paper, 6 Jan
00, Doc Il11-7, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj:
Transform ng the World's Best Arny into a Full Spectrum
Force. . .Strategically Responsive and Dom nant, 10-11
Jan 00, p. 3, Doc I11-8, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; The Bri gade
Conbat Team Organi zati onal and Operational Concept, 6 Jan
00, p. 6; Briefing, subj: Brigade Conbat Team Fire
Support, Jan 00, p. 10, Doc II11-9, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.

> Arnmy Announces Vision for the Future," U.S. Arny
News Rel ease, 12 Cct 99, Doc I11-10, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.

°®GEN Eric K. Shinseki, Address to the Ei senhower
Luncheon, 45th Annual Meeting of the Association of the
United States Arny, 12 Oct 99, Doc I11-11, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH.
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General Shinseki wanted to nmake the heavy forces lighter
and the light forces heavier with the objective of erasing
the distinction between the two.’

From General Shinseki's perspective, the Arny had a
bi furcated force. It had equipnment, such as the M1 Abrans
tank, and divisions that had been designed for the Cold \War
and could not go everywhere and had |ight forces that
| acked the lethality or survivability to be placed in the
mddle of a war. In view of recent conbat and conti ngency
operations in the 1990s, the Arny required a totally new
force structure to handle future war with conbat systens
with the survivability of the M1 Abrans tank and the
Bradl ey fighting vehicle but wiwth the deployability of the
li ght forces.®

‘Briefing, subj: Status of Brigade Combat Team
Devel opment at Fort Lewi s and the Planned Perfornmance
Denmonstration at Fort Know, 16 Dec 99, p. 1, Doc I1I11-12,
1999 USAFACFS ACH.

®Emai | nsg with atch, subj: CSA Expands on
Presentation to AUSA in Oct, 1 Feb 00.
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Work on Vision and Initial Brigade Conbat Team By the
end of 1999, wvarious task forces and study groups
t hr oughout TRADOC and the senior Army Planning G oup began
producing results with the Transformation of the Arny.
According to a draft working paper of 17 Novenber 1999, the
prelimnary design for the initial brigade conbat team
central to CGeneral Shinseki's vision created an i ndependent
mounted infantry organi zation that would rely heavily on
superb reconnai ssance, surveillance, and target acquisition
(RSTA) abilities, would provide imediate inprovenment to
the Arny's strategic responsiveness, and would furnish the
means for institutional changes across all of the domains
of doctrine, training, |eader developnent, organizations,
materiel, and soldiers. The major sub-elenments within the
initial brigade conbat team would include two notorized,
conbined arns infantry battalions, each with three conbi ned
arms rifle conpanies and a headquarters conpany with a
reconnai ssance platoon and a nortar platoon but excluded
organic field artillery, air and m ssile defense, conbat
and construction engineers, and mlitary police. As the
draft working paper pointed out, enbedding these kinds of
units in the brigade conbat team would be at the expense of

responsi veness. |If the brigade required such capabilities,
they would be m ssion tailored in augnentation packages.
After all, the key requirenent focused on strategic and

operational deployability; and existing field artillery
systens were too heavy to be deployed readily.?® Al |

° New Brigade Won't Feature Organic Aviation or
Cannon Capabilities,” Inside the Arnmy, 29 Nov 99, pp. 1,
8, Doc I11-13, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj:
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equi pnent, including field artillery, had to fit on a G130
aircraft. "I'f it doesn't fit in a G130, it doesn't go
into the brigade,"” Colonel Rodriquez enphasized on 16
December 1999. *°

Transformati on Canpai gn Plan, 19 Jan 00; Email nsg, subj:

| BCT, 6 Mar 00, Doc II11-14, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;, Executive
Sunmary, Initial Brigade Book Volunme | (Extract),
undat ed, pp. 4-5, Doc I11-15, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.

°Briefing, subj: Status of Brigade Conbat Team
Devel opnment at Fort Lewi s and Pl anned Performance
Denonstration at Fort Knox, 16 Dec 99, p. 2; Executive
Summary, Initial Brigade Book Volune | (Extract),
undat ed, pp. 4-5.
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Yet, the working draft of the initial brigade conbat
team organization and early thinking about the brigade
structure reflected sonme anbivalence concerning fire
support. Although field artillery was not included in the
wor king draft of the brigade, the designers conceded the
requirenment for field artillery and projected procuring a
medi um assault vehicl e-based 155-mm howitzer sonetinme in
the near future. Until this occurred, the brigade woul d
have to rely upon the H gh Mbility Artillery Rocket System
(HIMARS) for counterfire if needed. At a briefing in the
Pentagon in Decenmber 1999, TRADOC representatives pointed
out that they did not know exactly what type of field
artillery would be a part of the brigade in the future.
For now, however, the initial brigade conbat team woul d not
have field artillery because it was too heavy and would
detract from deployability. Yet, this would be risky
because of the lack of fire support. Mortars sinply could
not handle indirect fire support requirements. '

As of Novenmber and Decenmber 1999, the Arny envisioned
taking a dual path over the next several years to develop a
medi um wei ght force tail ored t owar ds smal | -scal e
contingency (SSC) operations. The Arny planned to hold a
denonstration of comrercial off-the-shelf technologies in
January 2000 with Canada being the primary source of the
equi pnrent to stinulate the developnent of doctrine,
organi zati onal design, and | eader training and to establish
the initial brigades. After this participants in the
denonstrati ons woul d make equi pnent reconmendations to the
Arnmy | eadership with procurenment hopefully beginning in
July 2000 and two nedium brigades being fielded in two
years. In the neantine, the search for breakthrough
technol ogi es would begin as fielding the initial brigade
combat team was underway. *?

" New Bri gade Wn't Feature Organic Aviation or
Cannon Capabilities,” Inside the Arnmy, 29 Nov 99, pp. 1,
8; Briefing, subj: Status of Brigade Conbat Team
Devel opment at Fort Lewi s and the Planned Perfornance
Denonstration at Fort Knox, 16 Dec 99, pp. 3, 11, 13, 15;
Emai | nsg, subj: IBCT, 6 Mar 00.

2 Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures Work on New
Vision to Start Soon," Inside the Arny, 29 Nov 99, pp. 8-
9, Doc I11-13, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;, Briefing, subj: Status
of Brigade Conmbat Team Devel opment at Fort Lewis and the
Pl anned Performance Denonstration at Fort Knox, 16 Dec
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99, p. 2; Scott R Gourley, "New Brigade Structure Begins
to Energe," Arny, Feb 00, pp. 33-34, Doc II1-16, 1999
USAFACFS ACH, Emmil nmsg with atch, subj: New Weapon
Systens, 10 Jan 00, Doc I111-17, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.



129

At the sanme time the Arny outlined a three-phase
devel opnent program The two selected brigades at Fort
Lewis would conprise the initial brigades, would be the
prototypes for others to follow, would be equipped with
of f-the-shelf equi pment, including vehicles, and equi pnent
that was already in the Arny's inventory and that could be
adapted to neet existing requirenents, and would be fiel ded
bet ween 2000 and 2003.* As TRADOC Deputy Chief of Staff
for Conmbat Devel opnents, Maj or General Dan Zani ni expl ai ned
late in 1999, interim brigades equipped with the nedium
assault vehicle technology would follow the initia
bri gades that would be retrofitted with the nmedi um assaul t
vehicl e technol ogy and would be fielded between 2003-2010.

13Brjefing, subj: Status of Brigade Conbat Team
Devel opment at Fort Lewis and the Planned Perfornmance
Denmonstration at Fort Knox, 16 Dec 99, pp. 1-6; Briefing,
subj: Brigade Conmbat Team Fire Support, Jan 00, p. 7;

Executive Summary, Initial Brigade Book Volune |, Fal
1999; Arny Transformati on Canpaign Plan (Extract and
Draft), Annex, 28 Jun 00, Doc Il11-1; LTG Larry R Ellis,

"The Transformati on Canpai gn Pl an: The Tool to Transform
the Arny," Arny, Oct 00, p. 123, Doc I11I-2.
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Next, the Arny would field the objective brigade that
woul d be based upon breakt hrough technol ogi es and woul d be
fielded beginning in 2010. According to the Transfornation
Canpai gn Pl an of 2000, however, the conplete conversion of
the Arny to the objective force would be around 2032. %

“"Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures Wrk on New
Vision to Start Soon," Inside the Army, 29 Nov 99, pp. 8-
9; Briefing, subj: Status of Brigade Conbat Team
Devel opment at Fort Lewis and the Planned Perfornmance
Denmonstration at Fort Knox, 16 Dec 99, pp. 4-5; Briefing,
subj: Brigade Conmbat Team Fire Support, Jan 00, p. 9;
Briefing, subj: Brigade Conmbat Team Fire Support, Jan 00,
Doc I11-18, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; "Conpl ete Fielding of
Arnmy's Objective Force 32 Years Away, TCP Says," [|nside
the Arny, 31 Jul 00, pp. 1, 16, Doc I1I1-3.
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This transformation effort would cone at a cost. In
Decenber 1999 the Arny announced a nulti-billion dollar
pl an designed to help transformit froma Cold War force to
a lighter, nore flexible force. This demanded term nating
seven prograns in order to find the funds. For the Field
Artillery the plan | ooned especially critical because the
Army considered termnating the Crusader self-propelled
155-mm howi tzer programthat had been underway for severa
years and consisted of a self-propelled how tzer and
resupply vehicle with breakthrough technol ogy. The Arny
deenmed the Crusader self-propelled how tzer and resupply
vehicle to be too heavy for the medium brigade envi si oned
by General Shinseki. After careful reconsideration,
however, the Arny opted to keep them but restructured the
program so that the two would be |ighter and noved fielding
back from 2005 to 2007 to develop the requisite technol ogy.

Equally as inportant, the Arny termnated the Arny
Tactical Mssile System Block Il A and the Multiple Launch

Rocket System Snart Rocket. By discontinuing seven
prograns and restructuring Crusader and ot her nodernization
progranms, the Arny freed up billions of dollars to stand up

its first nmediumsize brigade at Fort Lewis, to |ease
equi pmrent from other countries, and to begin procuring
medi um arnored vehicles as a | ong-term solution for the new
units. As planned, the Arnmy wanted between 380 and 527
medi um arnored vehicles in as many as 12 variants for each
bri gade. To reach the first unit equi pped date of March
2001, this nmeant producing two vehicles a day beginning in
June 2000. "

“Emai| msg with atch, subj: Crusader, 5 Jan 00, Doc
[11-19, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Email nmsg with atch, subj:
Article from DA PAO, 10 Jan 00, Doc I|11-20, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH, Email nmsg with atch, subj: New Weapons System 10
Jan 00; Email nsg with atch, subj: Future of Heavy
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Systenms, 6 Jan 00, Doc II11-21, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;, Emil
msg with atch, subj: Special Report, 4 Jan 00, Doc I11-
22, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;, Email msg with atch, subj:

Escal ation, 14 Feb 00, Doc I11-23, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Yet, abolishing sonme prograns and restructuring others
failed to satisfy the need for funding from 2001 onwards
and forced the Arny to scranble for funds. The Arny
remai ned well short of its funding goals and faced the
possibility of extracting additional cuts. This had the
potential, as some senior general officers observed, of
reduci ng the nunber of Comanche helicopters to be procured,
a top priority program that had been untouched by budget
negoti ations so far between the Arny and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense.' Al so, discontinuing or reducing the
size of certain progranms overl ooked the need to upgrade
| egacy systens, also known as Cold War systens, that woul d
support the interim and objective nedium forces. The
Bradl ey Fighting Vehicle, the Paladin Self-propelled 155-
mm Howitzer, and the other arnored systens needed to be
repl aced or upgraded to stay current.?’

In the neantine, analysis by the Field Artillery School
pronpted reconsidering the fire support organization in the
initial brigade conbat team |In Decenber 1999 the School
pointed out in stark terms the vulnerability of the initial
bri gade conmbat team to counterfire and the unacceptable
hi gh casualties that it would take w thout organic fire
support beyond organic nortars. Based upon the School's
careful scrutiny, TRADOC revanped fire support in the
initial and interim brigade conbat team early in January
2000. TRADOC nmde fire support teans and sections organic
to the maneuver force in both of the brigade conbat teans,
created a fires and effects coordination cell to coordinate
fire support, and introduced target acquisition radars to
both brigades. For fire support TRADOC i ncl uded six H MARS
in the initial conbat brigade team and eighteen nedium
armor vehicle-based 155-mm howitzers in the interim
bri gade conbat system According to the Field Artillery

YEmail msg with atch, subj: Article from DA PAO, 10
Jan 00; Email nsg with atch, subj: The Ot her Half of the
Story, 18 Apr 00, Doc IIl-4; "Army Transformation, LPD-17
Shaping Up as Conference Issues," Defense Daily, 23 My
00, p. 1, Doc Il1-5; "Arny Warns Its Budget is Wefully
| nadequat e, Readiness is at Risk," Inside the Pentagon, 8
Jun 00, p. 1, Doc I11-6; Email nsg with atch, subj:
Congr essional Testinmony on Transformation, 16 Mar 00, Doc
[1r-7.

YEmmil msg with atch, subj: Escal ation, 14 Feb 00.
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School, the outlined fire support organization for the
initial and interim brigades would increase the volunme of
fire, would provide close support and the ability to
furnish proactive and reactive counterfire, and would
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furni sh shoot and scoop capabilities w thout sacrificing
strategi c and operational nobility.*®

8Briefing, subj: Transforming the World' s Best Army
into a Full Spectrum Force. . .Strategically Responsive
and Dom nant, pp. 8, 15, 18, 24, 31, 10-11 Jan 00;
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Briefing, subj: Brigade Conbat Team Fire Support, Jan 00,
pp. 11-23; Briefing, subj: Brigade Conbat Team Fire
Support, Jan 00; Email nmsg, subj: Description of Medium
Arnored Vehicle Variants for I-BCT, 11 Jan 00, Doc II1-
24, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, The Brigade Conbat Team

Organi zational and Operational Concept, 6 Jan 00, pp. 23-
24, 44-45; Email nmsg, subj: IBCT, 6 Mar 00;

Organi zational and Operational Concept, The Bri gade
Conbat Team 3 Feb 00, pp. 20, 21, 23, Doc II1-25, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; MG Toney Stricklin, "Transform ng the FA
and the Force,” Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 00, p. 1, Doc
I11-25A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; |BCT Organi zati onal and

Oper ational Concept (Extract), 29 Jan 00, Doc II1-38;
Briefing (Extract), subj: IBCT Personnel and Equi pnent,
29 Jan 00, Doc I11-9.




137

Placing HHMARS in the initial brigade conbat team
however, assuned considerable risk and led to a crucial
decision in March 2000. As of February 2000, the Arny had
only three prototype H MARS | ocated at Fort Bragg, North
Carolina, and one denmonstration H MARS at the factory in
Dal | as, Texas, and could expect the first production
systenms in 2002 at the earliest. This essentially nmeant
that there would not be any fire support in the initial
bri gade conbat team Faced with this situation, the Field
Artillery School proposed substituting the ML98 towed 155-
mm howitzer for HMARS in the initial brigade conbat team

At the School's recommendati on General Shinseki on 3 March
2000 decided to use the M98 because of the decision to use
of f-the-shelf equi pmrent and because of the requirenent for
organic fire support in the initial and interimconbat team
bri gades. As outlined in April 2000, the ML98 battalion
assigned to the first initial brigade conbat team would
provide direct support, would deploy within the first
ni nety-six hours for a small scale contingency (SSC) and
also a mpajor theater war (MW, and woul d consist of three
firing batteries of six howtzers each for a total of
ei ght een weapons, a headquarters and headquarters battery,
a target acquisition platoon of Q36 and Q 37 radars, and a
medi cal pl at oon. *°

%0r gani zati onal and Operational Concept, The Brigade
Conmbat Team 6 Jan 00, pp. 23-24; Briefing, subj: Brigade
Conbat Team Fire Support, Jan 00, p. 17; Email nmsg, subj:
| BCT, 6 Mar 00; Major General Toney Stricklin, "The Field
Artillery in Transformation," Field Artillery, Sep-Cct
00, pp. 1-2, Doc 111-10; Email nmsg with atch, subj:
Transformation, 15 May 00, Doc II11-11; Email nmsg with
atch, subj: Medium Weight Force Fires and Effects
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Coordi nati on Organi zati onal and Operational Concept, 15
May 00, Doc I11-12; BCT Organi zati onal and Operati onal
Concept (Extract), 18 Apr 00, Doc I111-13.
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Subsequently, the Arny revised its plans to equip the
initial brigade combat teamw th the M98 with nore nodern
technol ogy. Although it maintained that an interim arnored
vehicle (I AV) based self-propelled howitzer would be the
i deal choice and continued to retain the requirenent for
such a howitzer in the interim brigade conbat team the
Armmy decided to replace the M98 with the Lightweight 155-
mm towed howitzer (LW 155) under developnent in a joint
programwith the U S. Marine Corps in the initial brigade
conbat team Circunstances forced the Arny to reverse an
earlier decision that had rejected the LW 155 because it
| acked the agility of a self-propelled howi tzer and because
it was not designed to fit on a C-130 with its prine nover

Yet, using the LW 155 would be consistent with the Arny's
desire to enploy off-the-shelf or near off-the-shelf
equi prent that would be available and would facilitate a
transition to the 1AV self-propelled how tzer that woul d be
in the interim brigade conmbat team The system woul d
possess nobility and survivability equal to the maneuver
force and would provide the lethality, precision target
acqui sition, precision engagenent, and extended range to
furnish responsive and accurate fires to support the
interimbrigade combat teamthrough the battle space.? [}
enhance the operational and organi zational effectiveness of
the field artillery battalion, in the neanti ne, TRADOC nmade
the fires and effects coordination cell, which was an
ener gi ng operational, organizational, and doctrinal concept
in the Arny and a beefed up fire support el enent according
to the Commandant of the Field Artillery School, Mjor
General Toney Stricklin, central to the direct support role
and fashioned a significant break with the existing fire
support organization. Historically, field artillerynmen
pl anned their fires based upon the availability of organic
or assigned indirect fire support systenms to support the
maneuver force. As such, fire support planning focused

Stricklin, "Transformng the FA and Force," pp. 1-
2; "Arnmy Postpones Plans to Qutfit BCTs with Self-
propell ed Howi tzers," Inside the Arny, 3 Jul 00, pp. 1,

5 Doc Il11-14; Email nmsg with atch, subj: Transformation,
15 May 00, Doc 111-15; Interim Brigade Conmbat Team
Organi zational and Operational Concept Document
(Extract), Chapter 8, Doc 111-16; Briefing, subj: |1BCT
Organi zational Concept, 12 Jan 01, Doc I111-17; Stricklin,

"The Field Artillery in Transformation,"” pp. 1-2.
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more on positioning and allocating weapon systens,
muni tions, and servicing targets rather than achieving
particul ar effects. The devel opnent of preci si on
muni tions, better non-1 et hal capabilities, i ncreased
ranges, and advances in comunications led to orienting
fire support around effects and not the systens that
delivered the fires. At the brigade level the fires and
effects coordination cell would perform the traditional
functions of the fire support elenent, would obtain
gui dance fromthe conmander about the desired effects, and
then plan, prepare, and direct the execution of the desired
effects utilizing organic and non-organic neans. Unli ke
the existing fire support elenment, the fires and effects
coordination cell would provide expanded access to joint
assets, would furnish an ability to plan, coordinate, and
enpl oy | ethal and non-lethal effects, and would perform a
counterfire function.?

2I0r gani zati onal and Operational Concept, the Brigade
Conbat Team 6 Jan 00, pp. 43-45; Organizational and
Operati onal Concept, the Brigade Conbat Team 3 Feb 00,
pp. 42-44; Menorandum for Record, subj: Tel ephone
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Conversation with LTC Ji m Lackey, TF2000, on 17 Mar 0O,

Doc 111-26, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Maj or General Toney
Stricklin, "Transforming the FA and the Force," Field
Artillery, Mar-Apr 00, p. 1, Doc I11-18; Menorandum for

Assi stant Commandant, USAFAS, subj: First Quarter FYO0O
SI GACTS, 18 Jan 00, Doc I11-109.
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In the meantime, the m ssion and organi zation of the
initial brigade combat team began crystalizing early in
2000. Besi des being a full-spectrum early-entry conmbat
force, the interim brigade would be a divisional brigade
with the mssion of being the first-to-deploy brigade,
woul d have the capability of Dbeginning operations upon
arrival at the aerial port of debarkation, and would be
pre-configured in ready-to-fight conbined arnms packages.
As Col onel WMahaffey of TRADOC expl ai ned, the ready-to-fight
conbined arns packages would be nore effective than
enploying the traditional division-slice approach to
depl oynent . Such a combined arms package organization
woul d  enhance unit cohesion and maxi m ze  conbat
effectiveness. Mreover, when it was depl oyed as part of a
light division, the brigade would extend the tactical
nmobility available to the conmander and increase tactical
firepower for small scale contingencies or stability and
support operations. As part of a heavy division, the
bri gade woul d nost certainly be the first to be deployed in
maj or theater wars. ??

2C0L M chael K. Mehaffey, "Vanguard of the Objective
Force," Mlitary Review, Sep-Oct 00, pp. 6-16, Doc I1I-
20; Briefing, subj: Transform ng the World' s Best Arny
into a Full Spectrum Force . . . Strategically Reponsive
and Dom nant, 10 Apr 00, Doc II1-21.
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In concert with the enmerging concept for enploying the
initial and interim brigade, a tentative field artillery
organi zation for a |light division began materializing early

in 2000. The division artillery comander would serve as
the division's field artillery commnder and effects
coordinator as outlined by General Stricklin. The
conmander would have conmand, control, comrunications,
conputers, and intelligence (C4l) nodes; delivery units;
and target acquisition assets. Specifically, division

artillery would have a division fire support elenent,
brigade fire support elenents, and battalion/squadron fire
support elenents, conpany fire support teanms, conbat
observation | asing teans, a conposite general support field
artillery battalion of one HI MARS battery and one M98
battery, two direct support ML19 105-nmm towed howitzer
battali ons each with its own target Q 36 acquisition radar,
and an | AV-based 155-mm self-propelled how tzer direct
support battalion with Q36 radars and Q47 radars that
wer e underdevel opnent. While the conposite general support
battalion would furnish counterfire with nortars and cannon
and rocket artillery and shaping fires against |arge eneny
forces not yet commtted during early entry operations and
woul d increase the overall lethality of the division, the
direct support battalions and the | AV-based battalion would
provi de cl ose support and counterfire.?

Refl ecting the fast-pace effort to transformthe Arny
for twenty-first century operations, considerations for an
interim division appeared as work on the initial and
interimbrigades went forward. As TRADOCC outlined in March
2000, the interim division would be rapidly deployable,
woul d be a capable of fighting across the full spectrum of
conflict, and would be normally depl oyed as part of a joint
task force within 120 hours. Equally inportant, the
interim division would expand core capabilities and
qualities of the IBCT to the division Ievel, would be able

PEmail msg with atch, subj: Transformation, 15 My
00, Doc I11-22.
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of operational enploynent wupon arrival in the theater,
woul d have an offensive orientation, and would have
over mat chi ng operational and tactical nobility.?

“Emmi | with atch, subj: Requirements Review
Committee, 27 Mar 00, Doc I11-23.
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I nteri m Arnored Vehicle and Future Conmbat System Even

as the Arny examned a conceptual interim brigade and
di vision organi zation, it outlined a plan to equip the
initial, interim and objective forces wth vehicles.

Early in 2000, the Arny started equipping the initial
brigade conbat teans being formed at Fort Lews,
Washi ngt on, under Major General Janes Dubi k, with surrogate
vehicles by borrowing light arnmored vehicles from the
Canadian arny to develop tactics, t echni ques, and
procedures (TTP) and to begin training. Eventual ly, the
| AV would replace the surrogate vehicles in the first
initial brigade conmbat team which would be operational in
Decenber 2001, and would also equip the interim brigade
conbat team To acquire the off-the-shelf Interim Arnored
Vehicle (l1AV), the Arny hosted platform performance
denmonstrations in Decenber 1999 and January 2000 at Fort
Knox where manufacturers displayed their nmedi um wei ght
vehicles to give a sense of what was available before
formal requirements for the systems wanted were witten.

The denonstrations also allowed the Arny to comunicate its
requirenents to industry, to permt refining requirenents,

and to explore current vehicles for adapting to platform
requi renents and potential technology insertion. Ni ne
contractors accepted the challenge and fielded thirty-five
different systens. O these, only three manufacturers
submtted tracked systens; and only United Defense, which
fielded nine variants of the ML13 personnel carrier and the
MB arnored guns system a light tank system that the Arny
cancel ed on the eve of production, was an American firm?®

" Army Opens Possibility of Multiple | AV Awards, "

Def ense Daily, 10 Mar 00, p. 1, Doc II1I1-24; MG Janes
Dubi k, "I1CBT at Fort Lews,"” Mlitary Review, Sep-COct 00,
pp. 17-23, Doc 111-25; Briefing, subj: Transform ng the

Wrld s Best Arny into a Full Spectrum Force . .
Strategically Responsive and Dom nant, 10 Apr 00; Email
with atch, subj: Transformation Initiative, 24 Feb 00,
Doc 111-26; Statenent by General Eric K. Shinseki, Chief
of Staff, US Arny, before the Comm ttee on Arned
Services, House of Representatives, Second Session, 106th
Congress, 10 Feb 00, p. 12, Doc I111-27; Statenent by
General Eric K. Shinseki, Chief of Staff, US Arny, before
the Airland Subcommttee, Committee on Arned Services, US
Senate, Second Session, 106th Congress, 8 Mar 00, p. 7,
Doc I11-28; Scott R CGourley, "MI|estones in Arny
Transformation,”™ Arnmy, Mar 00, pp. 27-32, Doc I11-29;
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Dennis Steele, "The Arny Stages a Kentucky Denmp to Define
the Art of the Possible,"” Arny, Mar 00, pp. 20-26, Doc
111-30; Email with atch, subj: Fort Lewi s Vehicles, 24
May 00, Doc I11-31; "Fort Knox Field-tests Equi pnent for
New Units," Army News Service, 21 Jan 00, Doc I11-32;
"Arnmy Testing Lightweight Conmbat Vehicles at Knox," Arny
News Service, 3 Jan 00, Doc I11-33; Operational

Requi rements Docunent for a Famly of Interim Arnored
Vehicles (Extract), 6 Apr 01, p. 1, Doc I11-34.
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Fol | owi ng up on t he Decenber and January
denonstrations, the Army's Source Selection Evaluation
Board held a thirty-day series of events to grade the
performance and endurance of the thirty-five different
vehicles. During June 2000, the board operated seven days
a week with two ten-hour shifts daily and ran the vehicles
t hrough various tests. Lieutenant Colonel Donald F. Shenk,
the I AV Program Manager at the Tank and Autonotive and
Armanent Conmmand, Dearborn, M chigan, explained that the
Arnmy desired vehicles with cross-country speed, nobility,
maneuverability and did not care whether it ran on wheels
or tracks. Basically, the Arny outlined the object of
finding a famly of vehicles that was air transportable,
was capable of imrediate enploynment upon arrival in the
t heater of operations, and had the greatest degree of
commonal ity possi bl e. O her desired characteristics
included |ow sustainnent costs, fuel econony, and
mai ntai nability. As of August 2000, the IAV selection
process centered on the infantry carrier vehicle with eight
configurations and two variants, the nobile gun system and
the 155-mm self-propelled howtzer, and had a goal of
choosing the vehicle or platforms as the Arnmy called them
sometime in the sunmer or fall of 2000.%

*Denni s Steele, "The Wheels Start Turning," Armny,

Feb 00, p. 36, Doc I11-35; "New Organization a Big Step
in Arnmy Transformation Process,"” TRADOC News Service, 19
Jun 00, Doc 111-36; Email nsg with atch, subj: TXN
Vehicles, 9 Jun 00, Doc I111-37; "Technol ogy Keeps
Transformati on on Track, Leaders Say," TRADOC News
Service, 11 Jul 00, Doc I11-38; Email nmsg with atch

subj: None, 15 Aug 00, Doc 111-39; Email nsg with atch,
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subj: BCT, 26 Apr 00, Doc I11-40; "Arny Selects GMto
Make I nterim Arnored Vehicle,” U S. Arny Public Affairs
Office, 20 Nov 00, Doc I11-41; DOD News Briefing, 17 Nov

00, Doc II1-42.
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To be sure, selecting an | AV generated a controversy.
As early as October 1999, General Shinseki announced his
interest in a wheeled vehicle as a possible solution. This
prompted the Arny to discard tradition by giving wheel ed
vehicles nore attention than it had done for years and to
counter the cultural bias against such vehicles that had
caused themto receive little attention. This aggravated
t he proponents of tracked vehicles because they feared that
wheel ed vehicles would be favored in [|AV conpetition at
Aber deen Proving Gound. Also, advocates of track vehicles
decried the possibility of adopting a wheeled vehicle
because the latter had |ess cross-country capabilities.
Proponents of wheeled vehicles, in the neantine, pointed
out that wheel ed vehicles were sinpler to maintain and were
nore reliable, while the supporters of track vehicl es added
that such a conparison was unfair because track vehicles
were driven on nmuch nmore difficult terrain and that the
Army woul d be foolish to go with wheel ed vehicles for their
speed when they were vulnerable to getting stuck in nud,
rocks, and other terrain over which tracks would glide.
Reflecting a noderate position, Lieutenant Colonel Dana
Pittard of the 3rd Brigade, 2nd Infantry Division that was
converting to the IBCT organization at Fort Lewi s espoused
adopting the best vehicle. It did not matter to him
whether it ran on wheels or tracks. As the argunents
i ndi cated, each type of vehicle had its own nerits. For
exanple, initial testing denonstrated the wheel ed vehicle's
ability to travel faster on the road and the track
vehicle's cross-country superiority and failed to determ ne
a clear wnner, according to Colonel Schenk. Adopti ng
ei ther one neant tradeoffs. The wheeled vehicle sacrificed
cross-country mobility for speed, and the tracked vehicle
forewent speed for cross-country mobility.?

?’Press Conference with Secretary of the Arny Louis
Cal dera and Chief of Staff of the Arnmy General Eric K
Shi nseki, 12 Oct 99, Doc I11-43; Email nmsg with atch,
subj: Jane's Today, 11 Oct 00, Doc II1-44; "1AV
Conpetition Reveals No Hugh Differences Between Weels
Tracks," Inside the Arny, 17 Jul 00, pp. 1, 11, Doc II
45; "Chosen Vehicle Less I nportant Than New Concept,
Cbservers Say," Inside the Arny, 9 Oct 00, pp. 7-9, Doc
I11-46; "Kern Says Vehicle Award Does Not Settle Debate
Over Wheels and Tracks," Inside the Arny, 20 Nov 00, p.
6, Doc I11-47.
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After assessing the various possible IAVs, the Arny
made its decision. On 17 Novenmber 2000 it announced that
it had awarded GM General Dynam cs Land Systens that built
light armored vehicles for the U S. Marine Corps, the
Canadi an forces, the Saudi Arabian mlitary, and the
Australian army the contract to manufacture the Light
Arnmored Vehicle (LAV IIl) as the 1AV in two variants, the
infantry carrier vehicle and nobile gun system Both would
be wheeled. LAV IIl offered commonality by using a single
chassis for all ten configurations, would enable units to
take fewer spare parts, and would reduce the |ogistical
bur den. Moreover, LAV IIl could nove at sixty mles per
hour and travel in convoys at forty mles per hour and
provi de the brigade conbat teamwi th tactical speed on the
battlefield. Oher benefits included strategic speed via a
C-130 and | ow sustai nment costs and qui et operation, which
woul d permit soldiers to nove stealthily in battle.?

2" Army Sel ects GMto Make Interim Arnored Vehicle,"
U.S. Arny Public Affairs, 27 Nov 00; News Rel ease, O fice
of Assistant Secretary of Defense, 16 Nov 00, Doc I11-48;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: Vehicle Decision, 17 Nov 00,
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Doc 111-49; Email nmsg with atch, subj: [ AV Contract
Award, 17 Nov 00, Doc I11-50; Testing of New Interim
Vehicle May Upset Arny's Fielding Schedule,” |Inside the
Arny, 20 Nov 00, pp. 1, 6, Doc II11-51; Dennis Steele,

"The Interim Arnmored Vehicle: Commonality and Performance
Led to the Choice," Arny, Jan 01, p. 29, Doc I11-52.
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The decision surprised some of the track vehicle
manuf acturers and caused a response. Believing that they
had been overl ooked, they countered that their proposals
were significantly stronger than the wi nner on several key
points. Specifically, United Defense, the producer of the
Mobil e Tactical Vehicle Light and the M Arnored Gun
System observed that its proposal was |ess expensive, that
it met the Arny's requirenments, and that it could be
delivered earlier than the LAV IIlI. Along the sane |ines,
the president and chief executive of Vision Technol ogies
Kinetics that denonstrated a track vehicle insisted that
his conmpany's track vehicle performed better than the LAV
1l in the conpetition.?®

Late in Novenber 2000, the Director of the Arny's
Acqui sition Corps, Lieutenant General Paul J. Kern,
reflected upon the decision to obtain the LAV IIl in |ight
of the debate about the choice of vehicles.®*  After
acknow edgi ng that "wheels cannot outperformtracks in al

situations,” he explained, "This is an off-the-shelf
procurenment today of what we see is the best capability for
mobility with wheel ed vehicles."® The LAV Il was a solid

choice "if you go very quickly across, not necessarily
hi ghways, but inproved roads, and [it] gives us a very good

2" Testing of New Interim Vehicle May Upset Arny's
Fi el ding Schedule,"” Inside the Arny, 20 Nov 00, pp. 1, 6.

3" Army Selects GMto Make Interim Arnored Vehicle,"
U.S. Arny Public Affairs, 27 Nov 00.

1"Kern Says Vehicle Award Does Not Settle Debate
Over Wheels and Tracks," Inside the Arny, 20 Nov 00, p.
6.




153

cross-country nobility as well,"” according to General
Kern. %




154

In Decenmber 2000 United Defense LP, one of the
contractors that had bid for the 1AV, filed a form
protest against the contract awarded to GM Defense and
General Dynamcs Land Systens by insisting that the Arny
failed to adhere to its published criteria for evaluating
t he proposed I AV. United Defense contended that the tests
enphasi zed the benefits of wheel ed vehicles and downpl ayed
the strengths of track vehicles. In conparison, the
request for purchase, the operational and organizationa
pl an, and the operational requirements docunent provided

opportunities for both wheeled and track vehicles. Thi s
created a di sconnect between the evaluation scenarios and
the performance requirenment docunents. Additionally,

Uni ted Defense protested that the Arny utilized an extended
road march to justify its choice and that the road march
was never part of the performance criteria. The request
for purchase docunent described a terrain profile for the
| AV that featured fifty percent cross-country travel,
thirty percent on secondary road, and twenty percent on
primary road. Despite these and other test failings and
the fact that the protest forced devel opnental work to
stop, the Arny expressed confidence with its selection of a
wheel ed vehicle by GM Defense and General Dynam cs Lands
Systens. It would hold up under scrutiny.?

Meanwhi | e, work on the Future Conbat System (FCS) noved
forward. As planned in 1999-2000, the FCS woul d suppl ant
the 1AV as the primary weapon/troop carrying platform for

the objective force. The centerpiece of the objective
force, FCS would have four primary functions -- indirect
fire, direct fire, infantry carrier, and sensor -- and

woul d therefore be a system of battlefield capabilities.
Additionally, the FCS would be a replacenent for the

seventy-ton Abrans tank. It would have the sanme lethality
and crew survivability as the Abrans tank, would be fifty
tons lighter, and would be critical to creating the

#¥*Army WIIl Not Override UDLP Protest of |AV, Stop
Wrk Order Holds," Inside the Arny, 11 Dec 00, pp. 1, 6-

8, Doc I11-53; "Arnmy Pushing to Speed Interim Arnored
Vehicle Delivery Date," Inside the Arny, 11 Dec 00, pp.
8-9, Doc I11-53; "UDLP All eges Bias Agai nst Tracked
Vehicles in Arnmy's LAV |11l Pick," Inside the Arny, 18 Dec
00, pp. 1, 5 6, Doc I11-54; "Arnmy Leaders Confident |AV

Decision WIIl Hold Up Under Scrutiny," Inside the Arny,
18 Dec 00, p. 6, Doc I11-55.
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objective force that was expected to be formed in 2008-
2012. Utimtely, FCS would make heavy forces lighter,
woul d make |ighter forces nore |ethal, and would reduce the
| ogi stical demands. To field the system however, required
overcom ng many technol ogi cal chal | enges. **

%" DARPA and Army Select Contractors for Future
Conmbat Systens Programs,” O fice of the Assistant

Secretary of Defense News Rel ease, 9 May 00, Doc II1-56;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: Transformation Interview, 15
Sep 00, Doc I11-57; Email msg with atch, subj: Arny

Progranms and Transformation Hearing, 16 Mar 00, p. 2-3,
Doc 111-58; "The Real Battle Could Be the One for Nbney
on the HIIl," Arny Tines, 28 Feb 00, p. 28, Doc II1-59;

"The Arnmy Magazi ne Hooah Guide to Arny Transformation,"”
Arny, Feb 01, pp. 21-42, Doc I11-60.
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Transform ng the Field Artillery and Fire Support for
the 21st Century. The Field Artillery also had to transform
itself to neet future requirenments envisioned by Genera
Shinseki. In md-2000 the Field Artillery School expl ained
that the field artillery force had to maintain a credible
warfighting capability by nodernizing the Counterforce
(Legacy) Force while it devel oped, manned, and equi pped the
interimforce that marked the first steps in reaching the
obj ective force. To make the transition fromthe current
force or the Legacy Force to the objective force, the Field
Artillery School analyzed transformation requirenents,
assessed existing operational capabilities, and identified
operati onal and organi zational deficiencies for the Field
Artillery and fire support.®

As the Field Artillery School |ooked into the future,
it projected a significant transformation because of a
noti ceably different operational environment. It foresaw
resilient and adaptive adversaries, |ess frequent, |arge-
scal e maneuver, dispersion into smaller, conbined arns
el enments than ever before, exploitation of precision strike
capabilities and advanced technology, and asymetric
response by threats to United States's advantages, such as
t he enpl oyment of sanctuaries and the use of civilians as
protective shields, that would require nore sophisticated
target acquisition capabilities and precision nunitions
than available in 2000. For the Field Artillery, the
future Dbattlefield neant significant change because

*Briefing, subj: Transforming Field Artillery and

Fire Support for the 21st Century, Feb 01, Doc I11-61;
The Field Artillery Mdernization and Transfornmation Pl an
(Final Draft), Jan 01, p. 5, Doc I11-62; Email nmsg with

atch, subj: Cnd History, 19 Apr 01, Doc II1-62A.
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existing field artillery capabilities had been created for
a Cold War paradi gm During the Cold War and Operation
Desert Storm of 1991, the Field Artillery depended upon

massed fire against area targets; and this would not be as
likely in the future.

*Briefing, subj: Transforming Field Artillery and
Fire Support for the 21st Century, Feb 01; The Field

Artillery Mdernization and Transformation Plan, Jan 01,
pp. 9-15.
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The need to transform the Field Artillery and fire
support led to a noderni zation plan that would refornul ate
doctrine and introduce new equi pnent. The plan pointed out
that the Field Artillery would remain relevant primarily
because of the enduring functions performed by field
artillery: providing close support fires for decisive
operations, counter precision strike fires, and shaping
fires at tactical and operational depth. Cl ose support for
deci sive operations involved attacking eneny troops,
weapons, or positions to destroy in close conbat as part of
deci sive operations and to fix, to suppress, or to enable
the freedom of naneuver. Counter precision strike
consisted of destroying the eneny's precision strike
capabilities before the eneny attacked, while shaping fires
at tactical and operational depth conprised attacking the
eneny forces beyond the close fight to set the conditions
for decisive operations, to isolate the current close
fight, to shape the next fight, and to protect the force.
To furnish these functions the Field Artillery School
envi sioned the tenets of effects-based fires, nunitions
centrality, organizational transformation, dynamc force
tailoring, and unmanned operational reach using future
munitions, such as the Arny Tactical Mssile System
(ATACMS) and others, as keys to transformation. The School
al so anticipated replacing the term "fire support,” with
the term "effects coordination and generation,” and
retaining responsibility for overall effects coordination
and generation.®

Briefing, subj: Transforming Field Artillery and
Fire Support for the 21st Century, Feb 01; The Field
Artillery Mdernization and Transformation Plan, Jan 01,
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pp. 17-21; Email nsg with atch, subj: Cnd History, 19 Apr
01.
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Besides witing new doctrine, the Field Artillery
School expected new weapons to be developed. As part of
the Transformation of the Arny, the Field Artillery School
proposed to noderni ze the Legacy Force as the InterimForce
was stood up and as the Objective Force was devel oped
However, the School planned to elimnate the Legacy systens
(MLO2 105-mm towed howi tzer, MLO9 155-mm self-propelled
how tzer, and the ML98 155-nmm towed howi tzer) that woul d
not be part of the Objective Force or its conplenentary
systens. Over a period of years, the total nunmber of
different fire support platfornms would be reduced fromten
in the current force structure to three or four in the
objective force. By 2032 when the transition was projected
to be conpleted, the field artillery force would consi st of
the FCS non-line of sight system the H gh Mbility
Artillery Rocket System and the Crusader. If the 82nd
Ai rborne Division and 101st Air Assault Division remained
uni que, the School planned to keep the ML19A1 105-mm towed
howi tzer or its followon in the force. Vi | e Crusader
woul d provide reinforcing and conpl ementary cl ose support
and shaping fires, the H gh Mbility Artillery Rocket
System woul d furnish shaping fires in the tactical deep and
operati onal deep. Both systens would provide counter
precision strike fires throughout the Dbattl espace.
Addi tionally, the nodernization plan stressed the
criticality of precision and smart nunitions. The School
chose Excalibur unitary for cannon artillery because it
woul d provide enhanced capability for precision engagenents
with limted collateral damage in urban environnents and
wanted the Miltiple-Launch Rocket System Smart Tacti cal
Rocket for rocket artillery and the ATACMS for missile
artillery.3®
Arny Experinmentation Canpaign Pl an

At a Pentagon presentation in md-1998, the Commandi ng
General of the U S. Arny Training and Doctrine Conmand
( TRADQOC) , Gener al Wlliam W Hartzog, unveil ed the
bl ueprint of the future Arny. Besides announcing the Arny
XXl heavy division structure upon which the 4th Infantry
Division at Fort Hood, Texas, would be organi zed, equi pped,

®¥Briefing, subj: Transforming Field Artillery and
Fire Support for the 21st Century, Feb 01; The Field
Artillery Modernization and Transformation Plan, Jan 01,
pp. 29-66; Email nsg with atch, subj: Cnd History, 19 Apr
01.
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and tested in a few years, Ceneral Hartzog said that the
Arnmy had devel oped a three-axis experinental plan to carry
it beyond Arny XXI to the Arnmy After Next of 2025. The
light axis would center on the devel opnent of new equi pnent
and force structure for light contingency forces. The
strike axis would concentrate on experinmentation to devel op
a highly deployable brigade-size force to bridge the
lethality and survivability gap between early entry and
canpaign forces, and finally the nmechanized axis would
focus on fielding the first digitized division in 2000 and
the first digitized corps in 2004. %

*Dennis Steele, "The Arny XXI Heavy Division: First
Bl ueprint of the Future Arny," Arny, Jul 98, pp. 33-35,
Doc 111-68, 1998 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and
Fort Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH);
Briefing (Extract), subj: Arny Experinentation Canpaign
Pl an, 1998, Doc I11-69, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Annual Report
(Extract), subj: Arnmy After Next, 7 Dec 98, p. ii, IlI-
70, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for LTC Charles
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Her nandez, TF2000, subj: SME Revi ew of AECP for 1998
Annual Command Hi story, 31 Mar 99, Doc I11-70A, 1998
USAFACFS ACH.
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Joi nt Cont i ngency Force Advanced War fi ghting
Experiment. Understanding that the Division Advanced
War fi ghting Experinent (DAWE) of 1997 concentrated on the
heavy division axis, the Arny knew that it had to nodernize
its light forces for contingency operations given the world
situation. In view of this critical need, the Arny deci ded
in 1998 to look at its light units with the goal of
digitizing them and to conduct a Joint Contingency Force
Advanced Warfighting Experinment (JCF AVWE) in Septenber 2000
at the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC), Fort Polk,
Loui siana, with the Air Force and the Marine Corps. The
Joint Contingency AWE would examne ways to |everage
information technologies, to inprove the warfighting
capabilities of the light contingency forces, to verify
whi ch systens woul d I ncrease t he lethality and
survivability of joint contingency forces in an early-entry
environnment, and to keep the United States forces the
domnant mlitary land power. In md-1998 the Arny
announced that the XVIII Airborne Corps would provide the
experinental forces for this axis.*

““Menor andum for LTC Charles Hernandez, TF2000, subj:
SME Revi ew of AECP for 1998 Annual Command Hi story, 31
Mar 99; Menorandum for Data Call Message Addresses, subj:
| ssue and Initiative Subm ssion and Revi ew Process, 12
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Feb 99, Doc I111-71, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, Msg, subj: Arny
Experi mental Canpaign Plan, 29 Sep 98, Doc I11-72, 1998
USAFACFS ACH; Msg, Cdr, TRADOC, to HQ DA, subj: Request
for Initiatives to Support ldentified Issues in Support
of JCF AWE, 0471850Z Feb 99, Doc I111-73, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH; M nutes, subj: Arny Experinental Canpaign Plan, 27-
29 Jan 98, Doc I11-74, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;, Jason Sher man,
"Lighten Up," Arnmed Forces Journal International, Oct 98,
pp. 57-59, Doc I11-75, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing
(Extract), subj: Arny Experinmental Canpaign Plan, 1998,
Doc I11-76, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj: JCF AVE,
Mar 99, Doc II11-77, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Steele, "The Arny
XXl Heavy Division: First Blueprint of the Future Arny,"
p. 35; Fact Sheet, subj: JCF AWE, Apr 99, Doc I11-27,
1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Al t hough TRADOC anticipated that many technol ogies
could transfer easily fromthe heavy division to the |ight,
it knew that limtations existed. In Force XXI experinents
in 1997, the Arnmy equipped every platform from conbat
service support trucks to attack helicopters with conputers
that were linked to the tactical Internet, which was a
system of computers, radios, and other comunications

equi prent to sinmplify comrunications. Wth the |ight
forces that digital link would be taken down to the
i ndi vi dual sol dier. During the Joint Contingency Force

AVE, the Arny and TRADOC planned to investigate
technologies that would provide digital capabilities,
enhance soldier protection, and furnish night vision,
especially in urban terrain, for light force soldiers. At
the sanme tinme the U S. Arny Field Artillery School intended
to continue investigating the H gh Mbility Artillery
Rocket System (HI MARS), the digitized Lightweight 155-mm
how t zer, digitized targeting systens, such as the
Li ght wei ght Laser Desi gnat or Rangef i nder, preci si on
munitions, and other fire support systenms to determ ne
their suitability and ability to furnish lethal fires for
light forces. Utimtely, the Joint Contingency Force AWE
woul d eval uate technol ogi es, doctrine, and organi zations to
identify methods of enhancing lethality, survivability, and
interoperability of joint contingency forces and to provide
situational awareness to light forces that would be
conpar abl e to mechani zed forces.*

In 1999 the Arny further refined the purposes of the
Joi nt Contingency Force AVE. Besi des incorporating the
rati onal e established in 1998, the Arnmy decided to nmake the
Joi nt Contingency Force AVWE a cul mnating event for the AVE
process. It would incorporate Ilessons I|learned from

“™Menmor andum for Data Call Addresses, subj: |ssue
and Initiative Subm ssion and Revi ew Process, 12 Feb 99;
"H MARS for Deployable 'Heavyweight' Fires," Field
Artillery, May-Jun 98, p. 33, Doc I11-78, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH; Shernman, "Lighten Up," pp. 57-58; Briefing
(Extract), subj: Arny Experinentation Canpaign Plan,
1998; Briefing, subj: Army Experinentation Canpaign
Plan, Mar 99, Doc I11-79, 1998 USAFACFS ACH. See Rupert
Pengelly's "Battling with Tactical Internets,” Jane's
| nt ernati onal Defense Review, Feb 00, pp. 44-50, Doc III-
28, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, for a solid discussion of the
tactical Internet.
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previ ous advanced warfighting experinents and exploit joint
and light |essons | earned. As the new purposes for the
experi ment suggest ed, the Arnmy expanded the Joint
Conti ngency Force AWE beyond its original intent. Wth the
Chief of Staff's drive to find a nore depl oyable force that
began in md-1999, the Arny tied the Joint Contingency
Force AVWE to the initial brigade conbat team effort. | t
hoped that |essons from the Joint Contingency Force AWE
could be exam ned and perhaps used in the devel opnent of
the initial brigade conbat team that would be created at
Fort Lewi s, Washington. *

“?poi nt Paper, subj: Reserve Conponent Participation

in AECP, 18 Apr 00, Doc I11-63; Information Paper, subj:
AECP, 25 May 00, Doc Il11-64; Briefing, subj: JCF AWE, 25
Feb 00, Doc I11-29, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Email nsg, subj:

JCF- AVE, 24 Feb 00, Doc 111-30, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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As a part of the Joint Contingency Forces AW effort,
the Field Artillery School proposed eight initiatives. The
School wanted to test the Advanced Fire Support System
al so known as rockets in box; a digitized ML19 towed 105-
mm howitzer, a conposite field artillery battalion
conposed of a |ightweight 155-nm towed how tzer, the High
Mobility Artillery Rocket System (H MARS), and Q 47 target
acquisition radar; the Inproved Positioning and Azinuth
Determ ning System the Profiler Meteorol ogical System the
Situational Awareness Data Link that was an Air Force
system designed to prevent fratricide; the Q36 target
acquisition radar to Close Air Support Quickfire Channel;
and Naval Gunfire Interface. As the |ist suggested, the
Field Artillery School as with the Arny nade digitization a
key issue in the Joint Contingency Force AW to enhance
lethality and survivability of a Iight contingency force.®

As the date for the JCF AWE grew closer, the Arny
articulated once again the rationale for the experiment.
It wanted the experinent, which would be held at the Joint
Readi ness Training Center, Fort Polk, Louisiana, to pave
the way for nore nobile, lethal, survivable, and responsive
forces, especially the light forces by examning forty-
seven distinct initiatives across the spectrum of |ight
force operations. After the Septenber experinent, the Arny
pl anned to determ ne the | essons | earned and the inpact of
digitization on light forces.*

Al though it wuld be sone tine before the final
anal ysis woul d be conpl eted, some clear insights energed in
2000. First, the experinent reaffirnmed the power of shared
situati onal awareness on the battlefield. Second, shared

“Briefing, subj: JCF AWE, 25 Feb 00; Information

Paper, subj: JCF AVWE, 2 Dec 99, Doc |11-31, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH;, Interview, Dastrup with MAJ M chael J. Gould, Task
Force 2000, USAFAS, 23 Feb 00, Doc I11-32, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH.

" JCF AWE to help Arnmy find answers to digitizing
light forces,"” TRADOC News Services, 25 Aug 00, Doc I11-
65; Information Paper, subj: JCF AWE, undated, Doc II1-
66; Jim Caldwell, "JCF AVWE to Help Arny Find Answers to
Digitizing Light Forces," TRADOC News Service, 25 Aug 00,
Doc Il11-67; "JCF AWE Expl ores Enpoweri ng Light Forces
with Digitization,” TRADOC News Service, undated, Doc
I11-68.
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situational awareness was dependent upon well-led and well -
trained soldiers. Third, proficiency in digital skills was
critical and were no |onger an adjunct to other skills.
Fourth, the synergy produced by the Arny Tactical Conmand
and Control System of which the Advanced Field Artillery
Tactical System was a part was powerful .®

*TRADOC Syst em Manager, All Source Analysis System
News Letter, Oct 00, Doc II11-69; TRADOC System Manager,

Al'l Source Analysis System News Letter, Jan 01, Doc II1-
70.
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Stri ke Force. Concurrently, there would be strike force
experinmentation. Strike force devel opnment stemmed fromthe
Ameri can experience during Operations Desert Shield/ Storm
of 1990-1991. Studying the deploynent of wunits into
Sout hwest Asia, the U S. Arny learned critical |essons
about projecting mlitary power fromthe United States. As
the Chief of Staff of the Arny, General Dennis J. Reiner,
noted in 1998, Operations Desert Shield/ Storm disclosed
that the Arny had to change. Deploying a heavy brigade to
the Persian Gulf took eighteen days in 1990. 1In the future
United States mlitary forces would not have the | uxury of
taking so long to organi ze enough conbat power in theater
to prevent a major conflict. Potential enem es realized
that giving the Americans tinme to build up their mlitary
forces and to set the terms of fighting could lead to
di saster and defeat. G ven this, potential enem es would
nmost |ikely not permit the Americans to build up their
mlitary power at their leisure and then fight on their own
terms. Wth this particular |lesson of the Gulf War firmy
fixed in the mnds of the American mlitary | eadership, the
US. Arny, the Defense Science Board, the Arny Science
Board, and nunerous studies conducted during the six years
after the war concluded that the American mlitary would
have to force its way into the theater of operations
agai nst armed opposition in the future.?

In view of this scenario, the Arny had to explore ways

**Menor andum for LTC Charl es Hernandez, TF2000, subj:
SME Revi ew of AECP for 1998 Annual Command Hi story, 31
Mar 99; Information Paper, subj: U 'S. Arny Strike Force,
4 Mar 99, Doc 111-80, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; TRADOC News
Service, "Arny Eyes New Swi ft Depl oynent Headquarters," 4
Mar 99, Doc I11-81, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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of making itself nore deployable by cutting down the tine
required to nove forces fromthe United States to overseas
hot spots. Fromthe perspective of 1998, future U S. arned
forces would have to possess the ability of applying
decisive mlitary power to deter or defeat acts of
aggression, and this would require a rapidly deployable
active and reserve conponent force with the capabilities of
fighting across the full spectrum of conflict.*

“Briefing (Extract), subj: Arny Experinentation
Fundi ng Canpai gn Plan, 1998; Mg, subj: Arny
Experi nmental Canpaign Plan, 29 Sep 98.
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As of 1998, TRADCC, which had the lead for force design
options, noted that either |light forces or nechanized
forces were available to deter or defeat an aggressor and
t hat each had strengths and weaknesses. Although Army XXI
with its enhanced its firepower, conmmnd and control, and
survivability woul d have out st andi ng early entry
capabilities and woul d possess strategic mobility, a |ight
force of the future would still lack sufficient power to
def eat a mechani zed force. At the sanme tinme Arny XXI would
improve the nmechanized force's command and control,
strategic nmobility, survivability, and lethality, but it
still would require prepositioned equipnment to enhance
strategic nobility further. Thus, as action officers in
Task Force 2000 noted, a gap existed between the Iight
forces' and heavy forces' capabilities that influenced the
ability to respond rapidly to deter or defeat aggression.®

Because of the deficiencies of either force and the
requirement for a rapidly, deployable force for contingency
operations, TRADOC at the direction of the Chief of Staff
of the Arny, General Dennis J. Reiner, began devel oping the
Stri ke Force concept as early as 1996 and subsequently
initiated Strike Force experinmentation in 1998. Through
Stri ke Force experinmentation the Arnmy planned to devel op
and field an adaptable, rapidly deployable force that would
be decisive upon arrival and that could capitalize upon the
best of |ight and mechani zed forces. As envisioned early
in 1998, the force would be a relatively small force with
three thousand to five thousand soldiers and would be
equi pped and trained to deploy anywhere in the world in
four to seven days by air or sea in response to a wde
spectrum of threats and contingencies fromearly entry to
peacekeepi ng operations. Equally inportant, the force
woul d be able to deploy as rapidly as other early entry
forces, would be nore survivable, |ethal, and maneuverabl e,
and would present a smaller and nore sustainable profile
t han current heavy force designs.*

“®Briefing (Extract), subj: Army Experinmentation
Fundi ng Canpai gn Plan, 1998; Interview, Dastrup with LTC
Charl es Hernandez, TF 2000, 2 Mar 99, Doc 111-82, 1999
USAFACFS ACH;, MAJ C. Christopher Mack and MAJ WIlliam M
Raynmond, Jr., "Strike Force: Fires for the Future,"”
Field Artillery, Nov-Dec 98, pp. 16-17, Doc I11-83, 1999
USAFACFS ACH.

“Mack and Raynond, "Strike Force: Fires for the
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Future," pp. 16-17; Information Paper, subj: U S. Arny
Strike Force, 2 Mar 99; "Strike Force Arnmy's 'Future'
Test Bed," Fort Sill Cannoneer, 4 Mar 99, p. 2a, Doc I1I-

84, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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In 1998 the Arny exam ned four options to neet the
requi renment for a deployable, lethal force that conbined
the strengths of |ight and heavy forces in 1998. First,
the Arny could nodernize the 2nd Arnored Caval ry Regi ment
with near-termoff-the-shelf technology. Second, the Arny
could develop a prototype Strike Force by anticipating
capabilities and technologies that |and forces would
require twenty-five to thirty years in the future. Third,
the Arny could exploit |eap-ahead technology to upgrade the
2nd Arnored Cavalry Reginment dramatically. Fourth, the
Armmy coul d design a force with force packagi ng and tactical
tailoring to produce the capability of intervening rapidly
and decisively. As TRADOC noted, options one through three
spotlighted capabilities that wuld form a standing
organi zation core group and woul d have unit cohesion as a
primary goal . I n conparison, the fourth option centered
on creating a highly depl oyable headquarters that could
command and control a tailored force of Army of Excellence
or Arny XXl capabilities to neet the situation.”® As the
new Commandi ng General of TRADOC, General John N. Abranms,
noted in October 1998, "We're probably going to have a
bl end of these ideas.">

Al t hough the final force structure design for the
Strike Force did not exist at the end of 1998, Task Force
2000 and the U.S. Arny Field Artillery School (USAFAS) were
nmovi ng out to develop the Stri ke Force headquarters effects
node that would be an integral part of the Strike Force
headquarters combat information center. The node woul d
assenble real tinme information, process that informtion,
and direct the appropriate effects (lethal and non-Ilethal)
to the required place in the battle space. As the Chief of

Task Force 2000, Colonel Jerry C. Hill, explained, the
headquarters effects coordination node would have three
maj or areas -- the intelligence and targeting cell, the
| ethal effects cell, and the non-lethal effects cell.
These cells would give the commander the desired effects,
such as disrupting an eneny supply line or renoving a

comruni cati ons center, w thout worrying about the source of

*Msg, subj: Arny Experinental Canpaign Plan, 29 Sep
98; Sherman, "Lighten Up," p. 60.

1 bid.: Menorandum for LTC Charl es Her nandez,

TF2000, subj: SME Review of AECP for 1998 Annual Conmmand
Hi story, 31 Mar 99.
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the action. It could conme from air strikes, field
artillery, or any other source.

I bid.; Msg with Atch, subj: Strike Force Effects

Coordi nati on Node, 25 Mar 99, Doc I11-85, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH; "School house Devel oping ' Effects' Headquarters,"
Fort Sill Cannoneer, 4 Mar 99, p. 2a, Doc I11-86, 1999

USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj; Strike Force Headquarters
Ef fects Coordi nati on Node Devel opnent: A Depth and

Si mul t aneous Attack Battle Lab and Task Force 2000
Initiative, 24 Mar 99, Doc |11-87, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;

| ssue Subm ssion Form undated, Doc 111-88, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH.
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Flexibility also influenced field artillery assets for
the Strike Force. The Field Artillery School anticipated a
conposite field artillery battalion of Hgh Mbility
Artillery Rocket Systens (H MARS), the Advanced Technol ogy
Light Artillery System (ATLAS), a platoon of AN TPQ 47
radars, a termnal effects coordination platoon, and an
el ectronic attack platoon. While H MARS would provide
| ong-range fires, ATLAS, renaned the Future Direct Support
Weapon System in 1998, would furnish fires for close
operations. Functioning as part of the command post, the
effects coordination platoon would have state-of-the-art
conmuni cations equi pmrent and woul d plan, coordinate, and
synchroni ze | ethal and non-lethal effects from space, sea,
air, or ground-based deliver systens throughout the battle
space.

Al though the Field Artillery School was anticipating
which fire support systenms would be part of the Strike
Force and al t hough consi derabl e thought was going into the
conposition of the Strike Force, the Arny focused its
attention on designing the headquarters. Late in 1998 and
early 1999, the Arny expected to form a Strike Force
headquarters from exi sting resources using the 2nd Arnored
Cavalry Reginment to test the concept. Yet, the Strike
Force effort made little progress. In 1999 the Chief of
Staff of the Arny, General Eric K. Shinseki, stopped work
on the endeavor to spend tinme and attention on his goal of
transform ng the Army. He wanted to create an the Initia
Bri gade Combat Team that could be deployed in ninety-six
hours, and interimforce, and an objective force to devel op
a force over a period of years.*

>Mack and Raymond, "Strike Force: Fires for the
Future," pp. 18-19.

I nf ormati on Paper, subj: AECP, 25 May 00; Msg with
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Atch, subj: Strike Force Effects Coordination Node, 25
Mar 99; TRADOC News Service, "Arnmy Eyes New Swi ft
Depl oynment Headquarters," 4 Mar 99; Interview, Dastrup

with COL Jerry Hill, DAC Futures Director, 22 Feb 00, Doc
I11-33, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Di vision Capstone Exercise. The nechanized axis
centered on the first digitized division and corps -- the
4th Infantry Division and |11l Corps. Upon the conpletion
of the Division Advanced Warfi ghting Exercise of Novenber
1997 that tested conceptual digitized enhancenents to the
heavy division, the Chief of Staff of the Arny, Dennis J.
Rei mer, mandated a proof-of-concept denonstration to be
conducted around 2001 to affirm the progress of key
enhancenments to the division. In response to the Chief of
Staff's tasking, the US. Arnmy Training and Doctrine
Command ( TRADOC) established the Division Capstone Exercise
to serve as the capstone event for the 4th Infantry
Di vi sion and not as a denonstration or test to be passed or
failed. ®®

As decided by General Reiner in late 1998 and early
1999, the Arny with TRADOC taking the | ead woul d conduct a
live fight at the National Training Center, Fort Irwn,
California, in March 2001 (phase one) and a constructive
fight (phase two) in Septenmber-Cctober 2001 at Fort Hood,
Texas. In these exercises the digitized 4th Infantry
Di vi si on woul d denonstrate its warfighting capability under
a realistic and demanding scenario, would assess the
progress of neeting Force XXI doctri ne, traini ng,
| eader shi p, or gani zati on, mat eri el , and sol diers
requi rements (DTLOMS), would conduct the Force XXl Battle
Command Bri gade and Bel ow (FBCB2) limted users test, and
woul d i ntegrate conmand, control, conmuni cati ons,
conputers, and intelligence (C4l) at all command |evels.>®

Fact Sheet, subj: Division Capstone Exercise, Apr

99, Doc I11-33A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Study Plan for the
Di vi si on Capstone Exercise (Extract), Jan 00, pp. 1-2,
Doc 111-33B, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.

I pid., p. 1; Menorandum for Record, subj: 1st
Quarter Significant Activities for MAJ Raynond, 12 Jan

99, Doc I11-33C, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Menorandum for

Record, subj: 1st Quarter FY99 Significant Activities, 19
Jan 99, Doc I11-33D, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum f or
Record, subj: 2nd Quarter FY99 Significant Activities, 31
Mar 99, Doc I11-33E, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum f or
Assi stant Commandant, subj: Third Quarter FY99
Significant Activities, 1 Jul 99, Doc I11-33F, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup with LTC Jeff Ew ng, TF
2000, 27 Mar 00, Doc 111-33G 1999 USAFACFS ACH;

Menmor andum for LTC Charl es Hernandez, TF2000, subj: SME
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Revi ew of AECP for 1998 Annual Conmand History, 31 Mar

99; Msg, subj: Arny Experinmental Canpaign Plan, 29 Sep
98; Briefing (Extract), subj: Army Experinmental Funding
Canpai gn Plan, 1998; Briefing, subj: Division Capstone

Exercise, 16 Feb 99, Doc 111-89, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Briefing, subj: Arny Experinental Canpaign Plan Video
Tel econference, 20 Feb 98, Doc I11-90, 1998 USAFACFS ACH,

Steele, "The Arny XXI Heavy Division: First Blueprint of
the Future Arnmy," p. 34; Study Plan for the Division
Capstone Exercise (Extract), Jan 00, p. 2.
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The divi si on capstone exercises would also furnish an
opportunity to acconplish various objectives. Wil e the
4th Infantry Division and |11l Corps woul d use the exercises
to acconplish training objectives, the Arny's test and
eval uation community planned to test the FCB2. At the sane
time the division capstone exercise team would assess the
progress in neeting Force XXI DTLOVS requirenents since the
Di vi si on Advanced Warfighting Exercise of 1997.°
Ef fects Coordination Cell/Fires Effects Coordination Cell

>’Study Plan for the Division Capstone Exercise
(Extract), Jan 00, p. 5; Point Paper, subj: Status of
First Digitized Division and its Progress Toward the DCX,
11 May 00, Doc I11-71
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Looking into the future, the US. Arny Field Artillery
School ( USAFAS) saw a  battlefield that would be
characterized by distributed operations with non-Ilinear
non-conti guous, and well -di spersed forces. To win on that
battlefield the joint force or conbined arnms commander
woul d require effective fires but should not have to worry
about their origins. The commander should only have to be

concerned about the effects of the fires. For the Field
Artillery, this meant providing robust fires platfornms wth
the ability to conduct t echni cal fire direction,

revolutionizing the methods of distributing fires,
tailoring the force to neet the threat, and designing a
radically different team approach for streamining fire
support or gani zati ons and battle staff processes.
Essentially, the Field Artillery had to adjust its existing
fire support operations and organi zations that had their
roots in the first part of the twentieth century to a new
par adi gm of effects based fires.”® As one Field Artillery

of ficer pointed out, "Current digital operations are just
the old way of executing fire support operations, but now
we sonetines plan and execute with conputers. . . . W have
refined and digitized this process [fire support]; but, at
its base, it has changed little since the early 20th
century."®®

Transformng fire support involved integrating and
synchroni zing fires from one organization. The Field
Artillery had to go beyond the sensor-to-shooter |1|inks

bei ng developed late in the 1990s. Twenty-first century
fires would require sensor |linkages to a nmuch broader range
of on-demand effects through a <centralized Effects
Coordination Cell (ECC) that would be linked to a nultitude

*BG Toney Stricklin, "Fires: The Cutting Edge for
the 21st Century," Field Artillery, May-Jun 98, pp. 22-
23, Doc I'11-91, 1998 U. S. Arny Field Artillery Center and
Fort Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH);
I nterview, Dastrup with MAJ Gregory A. Pal ka, TF 2000, 30
Mar 99, Doc I11-91A, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj:
The Effects Coordination Cell, 24 Mar 99, Doc |11-92,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: Futures Fires
Command and Control Concept Experinentation Program 24
Mar 99, Doc I11-93, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.

*Msg with Atch, subj: ECC Info Requested, 23 Mar
99, Doc I111-94, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.
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of sensors and effects providers, such as field artillery,
naval gun fire, close air support, precision nunitions,
unmanned aerial vehicles, and even satellites and would
demand consolidating existing fire support elenents at the
various command echel ons because they could not adequately
| everage all effects deliverers and sensors. As envisioned
at the end of 1998, the ECC wuld be capable of
establishing, altering, and term nating direct sensor-to-
effects links within seconds wi thout |engthy coordination
to nmeet rapidly changing battlefield requirenents, would
provide a full spectrum of effects managenment in decisive,
shapi ng, and sustai nment m ssions, and could be tailored
optimally to acconplish the m ssion. Al t hough the Field
Artillery School's vision of the ECC s organization was
still in the devel opnmental phase at the close of 1998, it,
nevert hel ess, concluded that the cell would nost likely be
at the brigade, division, and corps levels and would
functionally integrate effects delivery systenms and
organi zations, initiated action in 1998 to develop a
prototype ECC by 1999 for the corps, and probably would
gain many |essons learned from the effects node being
devel oped for the Strike Force headquarters as part of the
Armmy  Experi nment al Canpaign Plan to nodernize arny
organi zati ons.

®Stricklin, "Fires: The Cutting Edge for the 21st
Century," pp. 22-24; Briefing, subj: The Effects
Coordination Cell, 24 Mar 99; Briefing, subj: Future
Fires Command and Control Concept Experinmentation
Program 9 Dec 98, Doc I11-95, 1998 USAFACFS ACH,
Menor andum for MAJ Gregory A. Pal ka, subj: SME Revi ew of
ECC for 1998 Annual Conmand History, 31 Mar 99, Doc I11-
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95A, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: Future Fires
Command and Control Concept Experinentation Program 24
Mar 99; Msg with Atch, subj: ECC Info Requested, 23 Mar
99; Interview, Dastrup with LTC Peter R. Baker, TF 2000,
23 Mar 00, Doc I11-34, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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In 1999 the new Commandant of the Field Artillery
School , Maj or Gener al Toney Stricklin, gener at ed
significant changes with the ECC endeavor. Arriving in
August 1999, General Stricklin outlined a vision of
focusing on near-terminprovenents to fire support as wel
as | ong-term inprovenments whereas his predecessor
concentrated on |ong-term enhancenents to fire support.
Along this line, General Stricklin believed that ECC had to
have applicability for today's Arny to gain acceptance,
that the Field Artillery School was overselling what the
ECC could do, and that the ECC |lacked critical tools to
permt it to function as envisioned. To inplenent the full
vision of the ECC required conmunications systens with a
greater band width and nore robustness, firing platfornms
with the ability to do nore technical work than existing

systens, and a better understanding of digitization. I n
view of this, General Stricklin advocated scaling back the
ECC s functions and renanmed it the Fire Effects

Coordination Cell (FECC) to signify an evolution fromthe
fire support elenent and to gain w der acceptance in the
Army. Yet, the General never abdicated the full vision of
the ECC, directed his subordinate officers to work towards
the vision as initially outlined but told themto inplenent
the Fires Effects Coordination Cell as a near-term
sol ution. °*

Just as Ceneral Stricklin was outlining his vision of
the Fire Effects Coordination Cell, General Shinseki
announced his Initial Brigade Conmbat Team concept in
Oct ober 1999 to make the Arny nore strategically depl oyable
and | ethal. Basically, the Initial Brigade Conmbat Team
endeavor involved fielding a nore deployable yet | ethal
bri gade between 2000 and 2003 and provided an excellent
opportunity to introduce the Fire Effects Coordination

®1 bid.; "Mediumweight Units to Take Advantage of
Ef fect s- Based Operations,"” Inside the Arnmy, 10 Apr 00,
pp. 6-8, Doc I11-33H, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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As it existed in 1999, the Fire Effects Coordination
Cell represented a significant evolution of the fire
support el enent. Besi des providing the sanme functions as
the fire support elenent, the Cell i ntroduced new
functions. It could conduct information operations,
furni sh deep operations that were fornmerly done by the Deep
Operations Coordination Cell at the <corps and close
support, and coordi nate nonlethal effects using electronic
war fare and nonl et hal munitions. Each of these functions
were fornmerly beyond the purview of the fire support
el enent at brigade. ®

In 2000 the Fires Effects Coordination Cell becanme a
reality. The first Initial Brigade Conbat Team being
organi zed at Fort Lewis included an FECC that had the
capability of integrating |lethal and non-lethal effects,
making it nore capable than the fire support el ement that
it replaced.® As Colonel Jerry C. Hill and Major Carl R
Trout explained late in 2000, "The addition of the
nonl et hal effects cell, with its diverse conposition, is
the nost significant change. It includes information
operations, electronic attack psychological operations
(PSYOP), civil affairs and |egal assistance."® Continuing,
they pointed out, "It also includes a tactical intelligence
officer who is a key contributor to the FECC s ability to
perform target value analysis on nonlethal targets. The
FECC has |inks to the comon ground station (CGS) and all -
source analysis system (ASAS). It is designed to exploit

%3 bi d.

®coL Jerry C. Hill and MAJ Carl R Trout, "Effects-
Based Fire Support Coordination and Execution,” Field
Artillery, Nov-Dec 00, pp. 6-7, Doc I11-72.

®lbid., p. 7.
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sensor technol ogy and | everage organic, joint and national
assets."®®

EQUI PMVENT
XMB92 Excal i bur Extended Range Gui ded Projectile
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In the m d-1990s the U.S. Arny explored the need to
adopt the XMB92 Excal i bur Extended Range Gui ded Projectile
in the 1990s. As planned in 1995, Excalibur would be a
fire-and-forget projectile with a gl obal positioning system
(GPS) receiver and inertial nmeasurenment wunit guidance
package that would permt hitting a target within six
nmeters. Also, the projectile would carry the dual purpose
i nproved conventional munition (DPICM for |arge targets,
the search-and-destroy arnor muniti on ( SADARM for
counterfire, or the unitary nunition for precision targets,
and woul d engage deep targets to shape the close battle and
enhance survivability. Utimtely, Excalibur would furnish
the Field Artillery with inproved fire support, would be
conpatible with all digitized 155-mm how tzers, such as
the Paladin self-propelled howitzer, the Lightweight 155-
mm towed howitzer, and the Crusader self-propelled
how t zer, would reduce fratricide, would enhance accuracy,
and would be fielded in Fiscal Year (FY) 2006 with DPICM
in FY 2007 with SADARM and in FY 2010 with unitary.®

In 2000 critical issues influenced the Excalibur
devel opnental program Because of insufficient funding,
the Army decided to limt Excalibur's initial devel opnent
to DPICM However, the fear of duds, the need for
precision, and the Transformation of the Army process,
especially the creation of the Initial Brigade Conbat Team
al so caused a shift in priorities. In December 2000 the
Commandant of the U S. Arny Field Artillery School, Major
CGeneral Toney Stricklin, signed a decision paper to switch
Excalibur's initial devel opnent to the unitary nunition.®

®"The XMB92 Excal i bur Extended Range Gui ded

Projectile,"” Arny, Oct 00, p. 304, Doc II11-73; Interview,
Dastrup with Doug Brown, Dep Dir, TSM Cannon, 8 Feb 01,
Doc I11-74; Fact Sheet, subj: Excalibur, 21 Feb 01, Doc
I11-75; Interview, PEO Gound Conbat Support Systens, MG
John F. M chitsch, ca. 2000, Doc I11-76; Interview with
atch, Dastrup with MAJ Danny L. Sprengle, TSM Cannon, 26
Feb 01, Doc I11-77; Email nmsg with atch, subj: Excali bur,
2 Mar 01, Doc I11-78; Email nsg, subj: Command Hi story
Coordi nation, 6 Apr 01, Doc II1-78A.

®Interview with atch, Dastrup with Sprengle, 26 Feb
01; Email msg, subj: Command Hi story Coordi nation, 6 Apr
01; Fact Sheet, subj: Arny Contract Boosts Raytheon
Excal i bur Program 17 Oct 00, Doc I11-79; Email msg with
atch, subj: TSMC Input, 13 Apr 01, Doc II11-79A; Emmi
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Sense- and- Dest roy- Arnor - Muni ti on

Early in the 1970s, the Arny projected that the Warsaw
Pact's future arnored forces would be sophisticated. The
Pact's conmbat formations would be conposed of nixes of
maneuver and arnored vehicles, field artillery, |ogistical
units, and command and control elenents. Equal |y
i nportant, the Warsaw Pact would have the capability of
enpl oyi ng hi ghly technical t ar get acqui sition and
el ectroni ¢ counterneasure devices. ®

msg with atch, subj: Excalibur, 2 Mar 01.

®91994 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 120-21.
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To offset the eneny's numerical superiority, the Arny
reasoned that it had to inprove its fire support. The Arny
could increase the nunber of weapons, but manpower and
nonetary constraints discouraged taking this course of
action. After further consideration the Arny turned to
upgradi ng training and technol ogy as a neans of enhancing
fire support to exploit current and future resources nore
efficiently. As a vital part of enhancing fire support
t hat included introducing new weapons, target acquisition
systens, command and control systens, support systens, and
doctrine, the Army initiated action to develop smart
munitions (precision nunitions) that could be steered to
the target and that would be nore deadly and accurate than
exi sting conventi onal hi gh- expl osi ve fragnentation
projectiles.’

Besi des introduci ng the Copperhead projectile, which
required a | aser designator to guide it to the target, the
Arnmy started work on the Sense-and-Destroy Arnmor ( SADARM
munition, which was a fire-and-forget precision nunition,
at the beginning of the 1980s to counter eneny arnor. The
projectile would be delivered over the target where it
woul d di spense subnmunitions that would orient, stabilize,
and descend by parachute in a controlled spin, searching a
circular area with a dianeter of approxinmately 150 neters.

When a subnunition's infrared, active and passive
mllimeter wave  sensors confirmed a target, t he
submunition's warhead would fire a self-forging tantal um
penetrator to destroy the target upon inpact.™

' pid., p. 121.

'Di rector, Operational Test and Eval uation, FY98
Annual Report (Extract), subj: SADARM Doc II1-75A, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; 1996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 100-01; 1997
USAFACFS ACH, p. 66; Email nsg, subj: SADARM | nput to
1999 Annual Command Hi story, 31 Mar 00, Doc II11-75B, 1999
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After several years of developnent on the 155-mm
SADARM the Arny conducted technical testing in 1993 to
determine if lowrate production could begin during the
fourth quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 1993. Based upon the
expected technical performance, the Arny established a
criteria of twenty-four hits from seventy-two subnunitions.

I f SADARM net the effectiveness criteria, production would
begi n. However, technical difficulties during the June
1993 performance test led to a high dud rate and an
insufficient number of hits (nine hits from seventy-two
submunitions). As a consequence, the Arny raised serious
guestions about the munition's reliability. The unexpected
poor performance subsequently conpelled the Arny to halt
the test and to cancel the Army System Acquisition Review
Council (ASARC) and Defense Acquisition Board (DAB) that
woul d convene to consider further devel opnent. In the
meantinme, the Miltiple-Launch Rocket System (M.RS) SADARM
experi;nced expul sion problens and an excessive nunber of
duds.

In view of the technical difficulties, the Arny
restructured the SADARM program in 1993-1994 and
si mul t aneously encount er ed conf usi ng gui dance from
Congress. In Septenber 1993 the Arny Acquisition Executive
approved a proposal by the SADARM Program Manager to fix
the problems and to test the nunition again, which meant
i ncreasi ng devel opnental tinme. Meanwhile, a joint Senate
and House Appropriations Conm ttee appropriated noney in FY
1994 to term nate the SADARM program while a joint Senate
and House Authorizations Commttee provided noney to
conduct further analysis for a 155-mm SADARM only. Based
upon | egal guidance, the Arny directed the SADARM Program
Manager to continue wrk on the nmunition, although
confusi on over the direction of the program existed. "

I ntensive efforts by the SADARM Program Manager and the
contractor corrected the technical problens. During the
technical tests in April 1994, the nunition scored el even
hits and eight near m sses fromthe thirteen projectiles
(twenty-six submunitions) fired at targets at a range of
appr oxi mat el y fifteen kil onmeters. Thi s success
denmonstrated SADARM s technical maturity and reliability as

21995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 103-04.

I bid. pp. 104-05; Director, Operational Test and
Eval uati on FY98 Annual Report (Extract), subj: SADARM
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it approached the lowrate production decision in the
second quarter of FY 1995.7 The Chief of the Minitions
Branch, TRADOC System Manager (TSM Cannon, Directorate of
Combat Devel opnents (DCD), U S. Arny Field Artillery School
(USAFAS), explained the inmportance of the acconplishnents
of 1994, Early in March 1995, he pointed out that the
Program Manager's and the contractor's work brought the
155-mm SADARM "back fromthe dead."’

41995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 104-05.
1995 USAFACFS ACH, p. 105.
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Based on the Congressionally-directed Smart Minition
Study conducted by the Field Artillery School in 1994, the
Arny, in the nmeantine, stopped all work on the MLRS vari ant
of SADARM Al t hough the study reaffirmed the need for a

field artillery smart nunition, nunmerous alternatives
existed for the MRS variant, such as the Brilliant
Ant i ar nmor Pr epl anned Pr oduct | npr oved ( BAT P31)

submuni tion. The final decision to defer work on the MRS
submuniti on, however, was based on a followon study
entitled, MRS Smart Tactical Rocket Study that identified
BAT P3l as a viable alternative to a MRS smart nunition
and halted work with the nmunition. The study also
concluded that there were not any viable options to the
155-mm SADARM 7°

In the October 1994 Field Artillery, the Chief of the

Muni ti ons Branch clearly outlined the rationale for SADARM

He pointed out that the nmunition was a day-night, fire-
and-forget, top-attack nunition that would add a new
di mension to "fighting with fires" and would dramatically
enhance the Arny's force projection. Years of engineering
had produced a nmunition that was nore |ethal than high-
expl osi ve nmunitions or dual - purpose inproved conventi onal
munitions (DPICM and that was easier to enploy than the
Copper head precision nmunition. In fact, gun crews could
handl e SADARM | i ke any other 155-mm projectile. Thus, at
the end of 1994, the SADARM program was poi sed for approval
by Departnent of Defense to enter |lowrate initial
production.’’

Early in 1995, three separate decisions led to lowrate
initial production in preparation for the Initial
Operational Test and Evaluation in 1998. Based upon the
munition's solid performance during the testing of Apri
1994 and the ASARC review of Decenber 1994, on 13 January
1995 the Arnmy Acquisition Executive, G lbert F. Decker,
approved the SADARM program to proceed to the Defense
Acqui sition Board (DAB) that had oversight authority.
However, he requested that the Program Manager pursue cost-
reduction efforts to save the governnent noney. On 30
March 1995 the DAB conducted a | owrate production review
of the SADARM program In view of the ASARC s deci sion and
the Joint Requirenent Oversight Council's validation of key

I bid., pp. 105-06.
I pbid., p. 106.
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performance paraneters on 16 February 1995, the DAB
approved lowrate initial production. Likew se, the ASARC
directed restructuring the programto reduce costs.’®

®Di rector, Operational Test and Eval uation FY98
Annual Report (Extract), subj: SADARM 1996 USAFACFS ACH,
p. 104; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 68.
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Not wi t hst andi ng the decision to nove into initial |ow

rate production, the Army and contractor still had one
maj or concern with the performance of SADARM Duri ng
testing, the subrmunitions often collided after being
ejected from the «carrier projectile. To fix the
shortcom ng the contractor developed a Belleville spring to
separate the subnmunitions when they were ejected.

Al t hough subsystem testing in the summer and fall of 1995
indicated that the spring functioned properly, the Field
Artillery School and contractor were waiting official
recognition at the end of 1995 that the shortcom ng had
been fixed. "

Tests in 1996 and 1997 validated the inprovenents to
SADARM In April and May 1996 during Engineering and
Verification Tests at Yuma Proving G ound, Arizona, SADARM
produced eight hits from nine projectiles. Subsequently,
SADARM first-article testing at Yuma Proving Gound in
Decenmber 1996 delivered five hits from four projectiles
(ei ght subnmunitions). During Initial Production Tests in
the summer and early wi nter of 1997 at Yuma Proving G ound
and the Cold Region Test Center, Al aska, SADARM s
performance exceeded the Arny's expectations to permt
nmoving i nto operational testing in m d-1998 and towards the
ASARC of Decenmber 1998. %

Work on SADARM continued into 1998 and 1999 with a
focus on inmproving the reliability of the submunitions.
During the Initial Operational Test and Evaluation of
August 1998, SADARM performed at a lower reliability |evel
than anticipated and failed to denonstrate its operati onal
effectiveness. Subsequently, the Arny reoriented the
SADARM program towards enhancing reliability of the
submuni ti ons, decided to conduct additional testing in 1999
to evaluate the corrections to major failures, and inserted
A Limted User's Test into the basi c SADARM program for the
third quarter of FY 2000.%

91995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 106-07.

®Di rector, Operational Test and Eval uation FY98
Annual Report (Extract), subj: SADARM 1996 USAFACFS ACH,
p. 105; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 68-69; Fact Sheet, subj:

SADARM Apr 98, Doc 111-102, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact
Sheet, subj: SADARM Feb 99, Doc I11-103, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH.

8Email msg with atch, subj: SADARM 2 Mar 01, Doc
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I11-80; Fact Sheet, subj: XMB92 Extended Range
Projectile, Feb 99, Doc I11-104, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact
Sheet, subj: SADARM Feb 99; Fact Sheet, subj: SADARM
Apr 98; Menorandum for Di ck McKean, TSM Cannon, subj: SME
Revi ew of SADARM Portion of 1998 Annual Command Hi story,
18 Feb 99, Doc I11-105, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Director,
Operational Test and Eval uati on Annual Report FY98
(Extract), subj: SADARM Emmil nmsg, subj: SADARM

Hi storical 99, 30 Mar 00, Doc I11-75BB, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH.
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After additional work on the subnunition, the Arny
conducted intensive reliability testing at Yuma Proving
Ground during three days of firing on 31 August-2 Septenber
1999. The test firings, which were part of a two-phase
programto ensure the effectiveness of SADARM subnunitions
for the Limted User's Test, denpbnstrated a significant
increase in reliability and lethality. As the U S. Arny
SADARM Pr oj ect Manager, Colonel Bernard E. Ellis, noted,
the tests provided the Arny with solid evidence that M98
SADARM exceeded its operational requirenents and prom sed a
successful Limted User's Test in 2000.

%Emmi | msg with atch, subj: SADARM 2 Mar 01;
"SADARM Successful in U S. Arny Reliability Tests,"
Journal of Aerospace and Defense | ndustry News, 11 Feb
00,
http://aerotechnews. con’ starc/ 2000/ 021100/ SADARM ht m
Doc I11-75C, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; "SADARM Smart Munition
Achi eves 25 Direct Hits," Defense Briefing, 16 Sep 99,
http://ww. def ensebriefing.comlc-14. htm Doc I11-75D,
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1999 USAFACFS ACH; Email nmsg, subj: SADARM Hi storical 99,
30 Mar 00; Fact Sheet, subj: SADARM Reliability
Assessnent Test, 2 Dec 99, Doc 111-81.
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Subsequently, the Arny conducted a Limted User's Test
for SADARM During the test, MLO9A6 155-mm self-propelled
Howi t zers (Paladin) fromthe 1-17th Field Artillery of Fort
Sill, Oklahoma, operated in accordance with doctrine and
tactics prescribed by the Field Artillery School. The unit
fired four SADARM m ssions of twenty-four rounds each
agai nst sophisticated eneny arnored vehicles under tough
tactical conditions replicating a Sout hwest Asia scenario
at Yuma Proving Gound from 11 April to 2 May 2000. The
fired SADARM submuni tions scanned for the target area from
one hundred plus neters above the target site, detected
targets, and fired explosively formed penetrators at high
velocity to hit the tops of the heavily arnored vehicles.
As explained by participants of the test, SADARM s
perfornmance exceeded expectations. SADARM hit fifty-one
targets wth forty-two projectiles, signifying the
munition's capability for killing targets and its ability
to exceed the operational requirements docunent's
ef fectiveness requirenment. However, the Arny and Congress
failed to provide SADARM procurenment and product
i nprovenent funding for FY 2001. This action term nated
SADARM production and jeopardized future production for
possi bl e applications in the Excalibur and Miltiple-Launch
Rocket System Smart Tactical Rocket (MSTAR). Even so, the
Field Artillery School continued to seek funding for SADARM
fielding.®
Crusader Self-Propelled 155-mm How tzer

Initially part of an anmbitious acquisition programin
t he m d-1980s ai ned at reduci ng procurenent and sustai nnent
costs by introducing a famly of armored vehicles nounted

®Email msg with atch, subj: TSMC Input, 13 Apr 01;
O fice of the Director of Operational Test and
Eval uation, FY 2000 Annual Report (Extract), SADARM Doc
[11-82; Email nmsg with atch, subj: SADARM 2 Mar 01; LTC
M chael T. Wal ker and MAJ John W G llette, "SADARM
Deadl y Against Arnor in Testing," Field Artillery, Jul-

Aug 00, pp. 36-39, Doc I11-83; Interview, Dastrup with
Doug Brown, Dep Dir, TSM Cannon, 8 Feb 01, Doc 111 -84,
"SADARM An All-Weather, Long Distance Arnor-Killer,"
Field Artillery, Jul-Aug 00, pp. 38-39, Doc Il11-85; "Arny
Fi nds Money for SADARM But Program s Future Remmins
Murky," Inside the Arny, 10 Jul 00, pp. 1, 7, Doc II1-86;

Emai | nmsg, subj: SADARM Hi storical 2000, 26 Feb 01, Doc
I11-87.
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on a conmmon chassis, the Crusader, a self-propelled 155-mm

how t zer, and its resupply vehicl e prom sed to
revol utionize cannon field artillery and to serve as the
next - generati on sel f-propelled howtzer. Even though

studi es conducted late in the 1970s and early in the 1980s
had al ready recogni zed the need for Crusader, the U S. Arny
Field Artillery School (USAFAS) validated the requirenent
for the howitzer and its resupply vehicle once again in the
1990s. According to TRADOC System Manager (TSM Cannon in
USAFAS, the system would give the Army a dynamec
war fighting capability. The MLO9A2/ A3 sel f-propelled 155-
mm howitzer and its successor, the ML0O9A6 Pal adin self-

propelled 155-mm howtzer, |acked sufficient nobility,
survivability, lethality, and effectiveness for conbat in
the twenty-first century. In all areas of concern, the

Crusader significantly exceeded the capabilities of the
other two how tzers and prom sed to be the prem er cannon
systemin the world upon being fielded in 2005 to provide
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the land force with the ability to win America's wars
decisively for the next fifteen to twenty years.®

841995 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 113-14;
Report (Extract), subj: Arny Heavy Force Mbderni zation

Plan, 1998, p. Fl1, Doc I11-106, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Crusader Slick Book Draft, Crusader Warfighting

Rati onal e, 2000, pp. 1-11, Doc 111-88; Briefing, subj:
None, 27 Mar 01, Doc 111-89. See Paul F. Pearson's and

Genn K. Ois's "Crusader: Linchpin of the Force XXl
Arny," Arny, Nov 96, pp. 45-47, for an interesting

di scussi on about the rationale for Crusader by two
retired Arnmy officers.
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I n 1999- 2000 t he Crusader program underwent significant
changes. After becom ng Chief of Staff of the Arny in the
sunmmer of 1999, General Eric K. Shinseki officially
announced on 12 Cctober 1999 his objective to nmake the Arny
a nore strategically responsive force. To do this he
pl anned to devel op a force that woul d be depl oyabl e, agile,
versatile, lethal, survivable, sustainable, and dom nant at
every point along the spectrum of operations and
concurrently established the goal of deploying a conbat-
capabl e bri gade anywhere in the world within 96 hours after
liftoff, a division on the ground in 120 hours, and 5
di visions within 30 days.®

As mght be expected, the drive to create a nore
strategically depl oyable force raised critical inplications
with the existing Crusader program Jlate in 1999.
Consi dered to be too heavy by many officers and civilians
within the Arnmy for the medi um wei ght forces envisioned by
General Shinseki, the Arny contenplated term nating the
Crusader to save nobney for the new medium brigade and
suitable systens. Hard work by the Field Artillery School,
in particular TSM Cannon, and negotiations during the | ast
two nmont hs of 1999, however, prevented the elimnation of
the Crusader, although several programs, including the
Mul ti pl e-Launch Rocket S/stem Smart Rocket and the Arny
Tactical Mssile System Block IIA, were canceled to help
fund the nmedi um weight brigades to be fornmed and their

8" Army Announces Vision for the Future," U S. Arny
News Rel ease, 12 Oct 99, Doc |11-82, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;
Vision Statenment, 23 Jun 99, Doc I11-83, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH.
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equi pnent and weapon systens. %

®Email msg with atch, subj: Crusader, 5 Jan 00, Doc
I11-84, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Email msg with atch, subj:

Speci al Report, 4 Jan 00, Doc I11-85, 1999 USAFACFS ACH,
Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Stephen Hitz, TSM Cannon, 7
Mar 00, Doc I11-86, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, "Secretary of the

Armmy Says Crusader Still Viable," ArmyLi nk News, 15 Nov
99, Doc I11-87, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Because General Shinseki disliked the Crusader's and
the resupply vehicle's conbi ned wei ght of about one hundred
tons but liked their capabilities and wanted themto be an
i ntegral nenmber of the Arny's dom nant maneuver force, the
Arnmy revanped the Crusader program beginning in Novenber
1999. To make the self-propelled howitzer and its resupply
vehicle lighter and nore strategically depl oyable, the Arny
outlined decreasing the overall weight of +the self-
propelled howitzer from 55 tons to 38-42 tons and the
resupply vehicle from 50 tons to 38-42 tons to permt
loading two self-propelled howitzers or two resupply
vehicles on a C-5B aircraft and carrying them 3,200
nautical mles while retaining Crusader's key perfornmance

par anmet ers. To reach the weight restrictions the Arny
pl anned to replace the current vehicle structure and
conponents with Ilighter weight nmaterials, to utilize

nmodul ar add-on arnor kits to augnment the basic hull and
turret structure to enhance protection against specific
regional threats, to reduce the amunition and fue
payl oad, and to utilize a |ightweight engine that would be
common with the Abranms tank to optim ze commnal ity between
the Abranms and Crusader. These nodifications would permt
reducing the length and width of the vehicles and would
create additional weight savings. Also, the Arny proposed
devel opi ng a wheel ed version of the resupply vehicle that
woul d increase operational flexibility, slipped fielding
from 2005 to 2008 to nmake the necessary nodifications to
the program and planned using Crusader as a technol ogy
base for future systems.?

®Email msg with atch, subj: Crusader, 1 Mar 00, Doc
[11-88, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Email nsg with atch, subj:
Crusader, 5 Jan 00; Email msg with atch, subj: Speci al
Report, 4 Jan 00; Email msg with atch, subj: Future of
Heavy Systens, 6 Jan 00, Doc 111-89, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;
Interview, Dastrup with Hitz, 7 Mar 00; Director of
Operational Test and Eval uation, FY 99 Annual Report
(Extract), subj: Crusader; MAJ Donald L. Barnett,
"Crusader Target Weight: 38 to 42 Tons," Field Artillery,
Mar - Apr 00, pp. 34-36, Doc |11-89A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH,
Email nsg with atch, subj: And We Meet Qurselves Com ng
Back, 24 Apr 00, Doc 111-90; "Alternatives Analysis Shows
Revanped Crusader is Arny's Best Bet," Inside the Arny,
25 Dec 00, pp. 1, 7-8, Doc I11-91; Email nsg with atch,
subj: None, 27 Mar 01; Briefing, subj: Crusader: Decisive
Fi repower for the Army's Vision, 27 Mar 00, Doc I11-92;
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Briefing, subj: Crusader: Decisive Firepower for the
Arnmy's Vision, 27 Mar 00, Doc 111-93; Briefing, subj:
Crusader: Decisive Firepower for the Arny's Vision, 27
Mar 00, Doc 111-94; Briefing, subj: Adjusted Crusader:
SPH and RSV-T and RSV-W 2000, Doc I11-95; Email nmsg with
atch, subj: TSMC Input, 6 Apr 01, Doc I11-95A
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Because even the reduced wei ght Crusader would not be
suitable for the medium brigades, the Arny decided to give
it to the counterattack corps (IlIl Arnored Corps) that
woul d provide the warfighting unbrella under which the
Initial/lInterim Brigade Conmbat Team (I BCT) would function
until the Arny achieved its objective force equipped with
the Future Conmbat System (FCS). While the IBCT would be a
depl oyable force to deal wth contingency and linted
warfare operations, the counterattack corps would be
required to deter or execute mmjor theater warfare.
W thout Crusader the <corps wuld lack the required
responsi veness, nobility, lethality, and survivability to
ensure success. Therefore, the systemwas critical to the
counterattack corps's success. Equally inportant, the Arny
pl anned to field only 480 Crusaders and resupply vehicles
to free funding for the Transformation of the Arny. This
nunmber was down from 1,138 that would have been fielded to
the active conmponent and part of the Army National Guard
under the old plan.?®

Subsequently, as the contractor United Defense started
with prelimnary redesign work and as the Army searched for
an engine, the system encountered additional challenges.®

During appropriations debates for FY 2001, senators and
congressnen discussed killing the Crusader program again.
In fact, the Senate Appropriations Conmttee proposed that
the Arnmy refocus the system as a technology program to
further field artillery evolution within the Future Conbat
Systens program and reduced funding for the howitzer from
$355 mllion to $200 mllion in the FY 2001 Defense budget,
pending O fice of the Secretary of Defense delivery of a
"qui ck-1 ook”™ analysis of alternatives to Congress by
Decenber 2000. *°

8gee footnote 165.

¥l nterview, Dastrup with Doug Brown, Dep Dir, TSM

Cannon, 8 Feb 01, Doc 111-96; "Honeywell Turbine Engi ne
Pi cked for Abrans Fleet, Crusader System " Inside the
Arny, 25 Sep 00, pp. 1, 11, Doc 111-97; Ofice of the
Director of Operational Test and Eval uation, FY 2000
Annual Report (Extract), Crusader, Doc I11-98; Email nsg
with atch, subj: None, 27 Mar 01. See Email with atch
subj: The Future of Crusader, 8 Jan 01, Doc II11-99, for

interesting insights into Crusader's rationale.

“Email msg with atch, subj: Update on Crusader, 23
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May 00, Doc 111-100; Email nmsg with atch, subj: Crusader,
14 Jun 00, Doc 111-101; Email msg with atch, subj: TSMC
| nput, 6 Apr O1.
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Al t hough the Senate Appropriations Commttee cut the
Crusader by $155 mllion, the system still enjoyed the
support of Congress as whole. Sonme nenbers of Congress
expressed the desire to give the Arny nore tinme to make
sure that Crusader's restructuring was done properly and
endorsed the service's plans to lighten the how tzer.®

In Decenber 2000 the Arny and the O fice of the
Secretary of Defense furnished Congress with its report.
According to the report, the Crusader programwas noving in
the right direction. The analysis showed that the system
woul d be nore operationally effective and over tinme |ess
costly than other field artillery systens. Congr ess
accepted the report and restored full funding in February
2001. Meanwhile, Crusader design refinenment continued, and
the initial Crusader howitzer prototype at Yuma Proving
Ground, Arizona, proceeded to denonstrate the critical
performance requirenents in advance of the next program
m | estone review in 2003, %

Li ght wei ght Towed 155-mm Howi t zer

When the United States shifted its national defense
priorities from forward-depl oyed forces in Europe to force
projection fromthe continental United States (CONUS) early
in the 1990s at the end of the Cold War, |ightweight
weapons attracted the Army's interest nore than before
Li ght wei ght weapons were nore strategically and tactically
depl oyabl e than heavi er weapons. In view of the new world
order and the drive for strategically depl oyabl e equi pnent,
the Army wote an Operational and Organi zational Plan in

"Email msg with atch, subj: Crusader, 30 May 00, Doc
I11-102; "Appropriators Match Crusader Request, but Fence
Much of the Money," Inside the Arny, 24 Jul 00, pp. 1,

12, 13, Doc I11-103; Email nsg with atch, subj: Crusader
Report to CSA, 14 Nov 00, Doc 111-104; John G Roos,

"Rol l'ing Thunder," Arned Forces Journal, Dec 00, pp. 16-
22, Doc I11-105; MAJ Donald L. Barnett, "Crusader Target
Weight: 38 to 42 Tons," Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 00, pp.
34-36, Doc 111-106; Email with atch, subj: Crusader, 1
Aug 00, Doc I111-107, Email nmsg with atch, 27 Mar 01, Doc

I11-107A; Email nmsg with atch, subj: TSMC I nput, 6 Apr
01.

“*Al'ternatives Analysis Shows Revanped Crusader Is
Still Arny's Best Bet," Inside the Arny, 25 Dec 00, pp.
1, 7, 8, Email msg with atch, subj: TSMC I nput, 6 Apr O01.
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1991 for a |ightweight towed 155-mm howitzer, called the
Advanced Towed Cannon System (ATCAS), to replace the aging
ML98 towed 155-mm howitzer. %

31995 U.S. Army Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
(USAFACFS) Annual Command History (ACH), pp. 121-22; See
CGeneral Accounting Report, subj: Arny and Marine Corps
ML98 Howi t zer, Dec 95, Doc |11-89B, 1999 USAFACFS ACH,

for background i nformation.
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To acconplish its m ssion of conducting expeditionary
operations across the entire spectrum of conflict
t hroughout the world, the US. Marine Corps, in the
meantine, wote a Joint Service Operational Requirenent in
1989 for a |lightweight, towed 155-mm howi tzer to provide
close and long range fire support to the maneuver forces.
At the tinme the Marine Corps enpl oyed the towed MLO1Al 105-
mm howitzer, which was adopted in 1939 and was 1920s
technol ogy, as a contingency weapon for certain mssions
because the ML98 was too heavy. Although the MIO1Al did
not have the desired lethality and range, it provided the
mobility needed by highly maneuverable ground forces in
raid or rapid action scenari 0s. However, the weapon was
only marginally supportable because of its age and
mai ntai nability. In light of this deficiency and new
Depart nent of Defense acquisition regulations, the Marine
Corps replaced the Joint Service Operational Requirenent of
1989 with an approved M ssion Need Statenment in May 1993
for a |ightweight, towed 155-nm howitzer to supplant the
ML98 and MLO1ALl.*

G ven the common need for a |ightweight towed 155-nmm
howi t zer, the Army and the Marine Corps joined forces. 1In
Cct ober 1993 they signed a nmenorandum of agreenment that
outlined the systenis desired characteristics. They wanted
the howitzer to have a maxi num wei ght of nine thousand
pounds and a capability of firing rocket-assisted
projectiles to a range of thirty kiloneters. According to
t he menmorandum the Arny would take the |lead in defining
the detailed requirenents for the howtzer. This would be
done through an early user-sponsored study to establish an
anal yti cal basis and cost effectiveness of the system to
evaluate the potential of existing |ightweight 155-mnm
how tzer prototypes that had been built Dby various
contractors, and to explore |I|abor-saving and tactical
efficiencies possible through inproved technol ogies. The
study wultinmately would lead to a refined, detailed
statenent of the joint requirenent to allow the devel opnent

91995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 122-23.
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of a Joint Operational Requirements Docunent.

®lbid., p. 123; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 78.
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Meanwhile, the Field Artillery School wote a draft
M ssion Need Statement for the Advanced Towed Cannon
System renanmed the Lightweight 155-nm Towed How tzer (LW
155) in 1996 and XM/77 in 1997, for the Army in 1993-1994.

Because the Arny did not want a separate M ssion Need
Statenent and because the Marine Corps M ssion Need
St at ement adequately stated the basic requirenents for the
wei ght, range, and weapon capabilities that the Arny
needed, the U'S. Arny Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) requested the U S. Arnmy Field Artillery School to
expl ore endorsing the Marine Corps's M ssion Need Statenent
or developing a joint Mssion Need Statenment wth the
Marine Corps.”® Recognizing that the Marine Corps did not
want to wite a new Mssion Need Statement and that the
basic requirenments for the howitzer were identical for both
services, the Field Artillery School recomrended in My
1994 that the Arnmy shoul d adopt the Marine Corps's M ssion
Need Statenent to sinmplify acquiring a new towed how tzer
and sent the Statenent to TRADOC. *’

Upon approving the Statement in June 1994 after
arriving at the sane conclusions that the Field Artillery
School had reached, TRADOC forwarded it to the Departnment
of the Arny. Based upon TRADOC s recomrendation and a
review of the Marine Corps's M ssion Need Statenent, the
Departnment of the Arnmy approved it for use in Septenber
1994 and took the lead in developing the |ightweight 155-
mm how tzer operational requirenents docunent with support
fromthe Marine Corps.*®

Over the next eighteen nonths, key events with the

system occurred. In February 1995 the Assistant Secretary
of the Navy for Research, Developnent, and Acquisition
approved noving the |ightweight 155-nmm towed howtzer

programinto the Concept Exploration and Definition Phase
and outlined the need for a shoot off between candi date

%1995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 123-24; 1997 USAFACFS ACH,
pp. 78-79.

°71996 USAFACFS ACH, p. 124. See Menorandum for Cdr,
TRADOC, subj: USAFAS Endorsenment of the USMC M ssion
Need Statenent for a Lightweight 155-nmm Towed Howitzer, 3
May 94, Doc I11-114, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, for additional
i nformation.

%1996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 124-25.
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155-mm systens. On 29 Septenber 1995 the Arny approved
the Joint Operational Requirenments Docunents that outlined
the system's characteristics. Five nonths later in
February 1996, the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for
Research, Devel opnent, and Acquisition sanctioned noving
the program into the Engineering and Manufacturing

Devel opment phase (EMD). %°

®lbid., p. 125; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 79.
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Although a joint program existed to produce a
i ghtwei ght, towed 155-mm howi tzer for the Arny and Marine
Corps, one basic difference existed between the two
services' objective system Because the Marine Corps had
an immedi ate requirenent for a towed 155-mm how tzer to
replace the M98 and MLO1l, it decided to field a howtzer
wi thout digital capabilities. The Arny's |ightweight 155-
mm towed howitzer, in conparison, would be fully digitized
and would be introduced l|later than the Marine Corps's.
However, the Marine Corps planned to digitize their
i ght wei ght 155- mm towed howitzer through product
i mprovenent programs subsequent to fielding. !

Al t hough the biggest obstacles to digitization were
wei ght restrictions, power requirenents, and the need to
harden the automated systens to w thstand weather and
operational conditions, technol ogy solved the problenms. In
1996 nodern el ectronics made possi bl e an onboard conputer
with an integrated radi o nodem and an onboard power supply.

Linked with a single-channel ground and airborne radio
system ( SI NCGARS), the conmputer would furnish rapid, secure
communi cations to the fire direction center or platoon
operations center and directly to target acquisition
sour ces. Utimtely, t he conput er woul d | nprove
responsi veness and increase accuracy, lethality, and
survivability.

In the meantinme, the Joint Program Manager for the
weapon system conducted a series of tests in 1996. Four
contractors passed the initial screening criteria. They
were Vickers Shipbuilding and Engineering Limted (VSEL),
Royal Ordnance, Lockheed-Martin Defense Systems, and Lew s
Machi ne and Tool Incorporated. 1In May 1996 Lewi s Machi ne

and Tool | ncorporated was disqualified because its
prototype had actually been constructed by a governnent
arsenal . Subsequently, Lockheed-Martin Defense Systens

dr opped out of the tests because its prototype had too nany
technical difficulties to be conpetitive. By the tinme that
testing had ended, only Vickers and Royal O dnance renained
in contention. For three nonths in 1996, B Battery, 3rd
Battalion, 321st Field Artillery from Fort Bragg, North
Carolina, and L Battery, 3rd Battalion, 11th Marine
Regi ment from Twenty N ne Palns, California, conducted

1991996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 125-26.
O pid., p. 121.
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oper at i onal testing on the contractor howitzers to
determ ne which was preferable.

192 pid., pp. 121-22; Interview, Dastrup w th John
Yager, LWL55 Project Manager, TSM Cannon, 10 Feb 99, Doc
I11-115, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; "New USMC Towed Howit zer,"

Field Artillery, Jul-Aug 98, p. 37, Doc I11-116, 1998
USAFACFS ACH.
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Based upon the test results and the ability to neet
devel opnent time lines and costs, the U S. Governnment
awarded the contract to the team of Vickers and Textron
Marine and Land Systens in March 1997 with the latter being
the prinme contractor for engineering, manufacturing, and
devel opment to refine Vicker's wultra lightweight field
how t zer prototype so that it could be massed produced by
i ndustry and be a suitable replacenment for the ML98 towed
155-mm how t zer. Funded by the U S. Marine Corps, the
contract stipulated the delivery of eight non-digitized
how tzers for operational testing in 1999. I f the eight
howi t zers passed the tests conducted by the Marine Corps to
ensure that the design satisfied the joint operational
requi rements, production of 526 non-digitized howtzers for
the Marine Corps would begin with a first unit to be
equi pped in md-2002. Retrofitting them with digitized
capabilities would conme |ater. Subsequently, the Arny
woul d receive 273 digitized howitzers in 2005.'%

In 1998 funding problenms forced a revision of the
i ghtwei ght 155-mm towed howitzer contract and set back
devel opnment a few nonths. Unable to continue work because
it had run out of funding, Textron Marine and Land Systens
requested in August 1998 to be relieved of its
responsibilities as prime contractor. After |engthy |egal
di scussions with Textron, the U S. Governnent agreed in
Septenber 1998 to accept the conpany's request and
permtted Vickers to beconme the prinme contractor to finish
the remaining engineering and manufacturing devel opnent
phase work. On 21 Decenber 1998 Vickers officially
announced that it had taken over as the prime contractor
and was prepared to keep the project going through
production. ***

1931997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 80; Interview, Dastrup with
Yager, 10 Feb 99; "New USMC Towed Howi tzer," p. 37; "BAE
Systens, Royal Ordnance Weapons 155-nmm Ul trali ghtwei ght
Field Howitzer," Jane's Arnmour and Artillery 2000-2001,

pp. 733-35, Doc 111-108; John Yager, "New Lightwei ght
155mm Towed Howi tzer Unveiled,"” Fort Sill Cannoneer, 27
Jul 00, pp. 1la, 2a, Doc I111-109.

Y nterview, Dastrup with Yager, 10 Feb 99; Press
Rel ease, U.S. Lightweight Howi tzer Program Engi neering
and Manuf acturing Devel opnent, 21 Dec 98, Doc II11-117,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: LW 155-nm Howt zer,
Apr 99, Doc |11-89AA 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Fact Sheet,
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subj: LW 155-mm How tzer, Mar 00, Doc 111-90, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; "Lightweight 155 Program Officials,

Manuf acturer Agree to Contract Changes,” |nside the Arny,
4 Dec 00, p. 9, Doc Ill1-110; and John G Roos, "Rolling

Thunder," Arnmed Forces Journal, Dec 00, pp. 16-23, Doc
I11-111; "GAO WI Il Do Another Review of the Joint

Li ght wei ght 155mm Program " | nside the Arny, 15 Jan 01,
pp. 1, 5, Doc I11-112; Marconi Land and Naval Systens
bought Vickers. Subsequently, British Aerospace nerged
with Marconi to form BAE Systens. See Interview, Dastrup
with John Yager, TSM Cannon, 7 Mar 00, Doc I11-91, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; John Weston, "The Engineering Discipline
and the National Defence Industrial Base,” RUSI Journal,
Dec 00, pp. 46-48, Doc I11-113.
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In the nmeantine, the Field Artillery School and the
XVIIl Airborne Corps at Fort Bragg, North Carolina,
integrated a battery of towed 155-mm automated how tzers
in the Rapid Force Projection Initiative Advanced Concept
Technol ogy Denonstration (RFPI ACTD) at Fort Benning,
Georgia, in July-August 1998.!° They wanted to determ ne
how nmuch nmore effective and survivable the M98 with a
Digital Fire Control System was than the standard ML98.
During the RFPI ACTD, C Battery, 1-377th Field Artillery,

an XVIIIl Airborne Corps general support asset stationed at
Fort Canpbell, Kentucky, denonstrated the capabilities of
the Digital Fire Control Systemthrough field exercises and
simulation wth encouraging results. Assessing the

how t zer's performance, the Comrandi ng General of the XViI
Ai rborne Corps, Lieutenant General WIlliamF. Kernan, wote
in Novenber 1998, "During the conduct of the Rapid Force
Proj ection Initiative Advanced Concept Technol ogy
Denmonstration Field Experiment, the . . . Automated
Howi t zer appeared to have great potential."'® The US Arny
Oper ati onal Test and Evaluation Command shared the
general's conclusion in a draft report of November 1998.'
Subsequent to the Rapid Force Project Initiative, the

%Menmor andum for Record, subj: Input from John
Yager, LWL55 Automated Howi tzer Project O ficer, TSM
Cannon, 10 Feb 99, Doc 111-118, 1998 USAFACFS ACH,

Mermor andum f or Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Arny for
Research and Devel opnment, subj: USAFAS Support for the
RFPI ACTD, 5 Jun 95, Doc I11-119, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Menmor andum f or John Yager, TSM Cannon, subj: SME Review
of LWL55 Portion of 1998 Annual Command History, 18 Feb
99, Doc I11-120, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.

Y8Mermor andum for Cdr, U.S. Arny Forces Command,
subj: Support for Hi gh Mbility Artillery Rocket System
and Aut omated 155mm Howi t zer Moderni zation for XVIII

Ai rborne Corps, 9 Nov 98, Doc I11-121, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.
9’Report, subj: Assessment for the 155-nmm

Aut omrat ed Howi tzer, RFPI ACTD, 18 Nov 98, pp. 1-1 - 2-1,

Doc 111-122, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup with

Yager, 10 Feb 99; Fact Sheet, subj: 155-mm Towed

Artillery Digitization, Feb 99, Doc I11-122A, 1998

USAFACFS ACH.
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XM777 went through several key hurdles in 1999. Thr ough
1998 the Arny had furni shed anmbi guous support for the XM777
because of funding limtations and conpeting requirenents
for a technol ogically advanced Future Direct Support Wapon
System to replace the ML19A1 105-mm towed howtzer
Determining that the Future Direct Support Wapon System
requi red additional technological work, the Commandant of
the Field Artillery School, Major CGeneral Leo J. Baxter,
rekindled Arny interest in the XM/77 in February 1999 after
consulting with the Deputy Assistant Commandant - Futures in
the school. Shortly afterwards, the United State
governnment signed a nmenorandum of understanding with the
United Kingdomand Italy for joint devel opment of the XM/77
because the |atter were | ooking for a lighter 155-mm towed
how t zer. Thi s agr eenment woul d perm t shari ng
devel opnental costs and foster commnality anong the three
countries. %

Agai nst this backdrop and the Arny's decision to equip
the InterimBrigade Conbat Team (I BCT) that was part of the
Transformation of the Army with the howitzer, contractor
work led to the first prototype XM/77 in 2000. Unveiled at
Picati nney Arsenal, New Jersey, in June 2000, the XMr77
t hat woul d be tested over the next several nonths held out

% nterview, Dastrup with John Yager, TSM Cannon, 7
Mar 00, Doc I11-91, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Email nsg with
atch, subj: LW155, 16 Mar 00, Doc II11-92, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH; "Controversy over Lightweight How tzer Continues
with GAO Report,"” Inside the Arny, 7 Aug 00, pp. 1, 11
12, Doc I11-114.
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great prom se, according to the Arny. The howitzer's
reduced size and weight would permt it to be towed by the
sane vehicle used to tow the M98 and would allow two
howitzers to fit into a C-130 aircraft. Additionally, the
how t zer could be enplaced in three mnutes or |ess, could
fire faster than the M98, could be displaced in two
m nutes or less, and had a range of thirty kiloneters.'®

I nterview with atch, Dastrup with John Yager, TSM
Cannon, 16 Feb 01, Doc II11-115; Yager, "New Lightwei ght
155mm Towed Howi t zer Unveiled,"” pp. la, 2a; "US.
Artillery Program Takes Delivery of Guns," Defense News,
17 Jul 00, p. 10; Fact Sheet, subj: XM777 LW 155
How t zer, undated, Doc I11-116.
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More than anything el se, the Towed Artillery
Digitization (TAD) package that was scheduled to be added
to the Arny variant distinguished the XM777 fromthe ML98.

As the Arny explained, TAD would give the howi tzer onboard
advanced capabilities |ike those associated with self-
propelled howitzers, such as the M09A6 155-mm Self-
propelled How tzer and the futuristic Crusader 155-mm
Sel f-propelled Howitzer and would elimnate the need for
ext er nal survey, aimng circles, aimng posts, and
collinmeters. Capabilities, such as self-locating and
orienting, onboard firing data conputation, easy-to-read
el ectronic sights, digital conmunications, and inproved
direct fire sight, would also make the XM/77 superior to
the ML98. Additionally, TAD would be conpatible with the
Advanced Field Artillery Tactical System In light of
this, the Arny released a request for proposal to industry
on 10 February 2000. After analyzing six proposals from
private industry, the Arnmy awarded a contract to Genera
Dynam cs Armanent Systens of Burlington, Vernont, on 15
Sept enber 2000 to engineer, manufacture, and devel op TAD
for operational testing by 2003.'%°

YEmmi| nsg with atch, subj: LWS55, 1 Mar 01, Doc
I11-117; Andrew Koch, "General Dynami cs to Devel op TAD
System " Jane's Defense Wekly, 27 Sep 00, p. 8, Doc II1I-
118; Email nsg, subj: LW155 Info, 16 Feb 01, Doc II1-

119; Fact Sheet, subj: TAD, undated, Doc I11-120; "The
XM777 Li ghtwei ght 155-nm Howit zer," Army, Cct 00, pp.
303-04, Doc 111-121; Interview with atch, Dastrup with

Yager, 16 Feb 01; Yager, "New Lightweight 155mm Towed
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Meanwhi |l e, the Army continued to experinment with the
RFPI nodified ML98 howitzer. |In Septenber 2000 it took the
howi tzer to Fort Knox, Kentucky, to test the direct fire

si ght. Crews fired 185 rounds at targets between the
ranges of 1,600 and 3,150 neters. Although sone technical
pr obl ens exi st ed, t he sights denonstrat ed their

capabilities.

Future Direct Support Wapon System or Advanced Technol ogy
Light Artillery System

How t zer Unveiled,"” pp. 1la, 2a; "Controversy Over
Li ght wei ght Howi t zer Conti nues with GAO Report," pp. 1,
11, 12.

“interview with atch, Dastrup with Yager, 16 Feb
01.
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In 1996 the Field Artillery began exploring earnestly
the elimnation of all 105-mm how tzers currently used as
direct support weapons for the |ight and special purpose

forces for several reasons. First, the 105-mm howitzer
had only two types of nunitions that enhanced weapon range
and lethality. These nunitions included the recently

produced rocket assisted projectile, the M13, and the
recently type-classified dual - purpose i nproved conventi onal
munition (DPICM, the MB15. The nunitions, however, |acked
sufficient killing power and required | arge expendi tures of
ammunition to achieve the desired effect upon targets.
Second, the 105-mm howitzer offered little opportunity to
i nprove its overall conbat effectiveness, extended little
or no growth potential as a weapons platformfor the future
battlefield, and would not satisfy Arnmy XXI requirenents.
Third, the 155-mm howitzer fired a far broader famly of
muni ti ons that had nuch greater effectiveness when conpared
to the 105-mm how tzer shell. Fourth, technol ogy had
advanced to the point where it was feasible to produce a
155-mm direct support weapon weighing little nore than the
current 105- mMm direct support weapon, the ML19A1
howi t zer . 2

In order to acquire a |ightweight 155-mm how tzer for
direct support missions in |ight or special purpose forces
to replace 105-mm howitzers, the Field Artillery Schoo
devel oped and staffed a mssion need statenment wth
i ndustry and other governnent agencies at a Integrated
Concept Team neeting. The U S. Arny Training and Doctrine
Command ( TRADOC) subsequently approved the m ssion need
statement in Novenber 1997 and forwarded it to the
Departnment of the Army where it was assigned a Catal og of
Approved Requi renents Docunments nunber. Fundi ng was bei ng
addressed in the Program Objective Menorandum for Fisca
Year 2000-2005. '3

1121997 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command History (ACH), p. 81.

Y3 bid.; Msg, subj: ATLAS Input to Annual Conmmand
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Hi story, 17 Mar 99, Doc I11-123, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.
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The Field Artillery School explained that the expected
i ght weight of the Advanced Technol ogy Light Artillery
System (ATLAS) 155-mm howitzer would be achieved by
enpl oying two conplenentary recoil managenent neans.
Renanmed the Future Direct Support Wapon System (FDSWS)
early in 1999, the system would enploy soft recoil or fire
out of battery technique. 1In the soft recoil application
the howitzer cannon tube would nove forward to achieve
forward velocity. As this was occurring, the weapon would
be fired. The recoil energy generated by the departing
projectile had to overcone the forward notion of the tube
before the tube would begin its rearward notion. Thi s
techni que, although it was not new, would dissipate up to
fifty percent of the recoil force in just overcom ng the
forward nmovenent of the tube. Also, the system was being
considered for the integration of electrorheological fluid
technol ogy. Upon the application of an electrical charge,
el ectrorheol ogical fluids would change viscosity. The
i ntegration of electrorheological fluids would permt real
ti me managenent (fine tuning) of the recoil force inparted
to the cannon upon firing. Such managenent woul d occur in
mlliseconds because the application of an electric charge
to the fluid would change the viscosity instantaneously.
These combined technologies would result in a weapon
pl atform of five thousand pounds, which would be only eight
hundred pounds heavi er than the ML19A1 howi t zer. '*

Late in 1998 and early 1999, further devel opnents
shaped the FDSWS/ ATLAS program |In the fall of 1998, the
Commandant of the Field Artillery School, Mjor General Leo
J. Baxter, explained, "ATLAS will provide the lethality,
strategic deployability, and operational and tactical
mobility needed to defeat future threats across the
spectrum of conflict."™ The howitzer's light weight woul d
make it ideal for the Ilight forces. Along this line
General Baxter made a critical decision on 23 February
1999. He reaffirnmed that the |ightweight 155-mm how tzer

1141997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 81-82; Msg, subj: ATLAS
| nput to Annual Command Hi story, 17 Mar 99; Mg, subj:
ATLAS | nput to Annual Command Hi story-Reply, 17 Mar 99,
Doc I11-124, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.

5MG Leo J. Baxter, "ATLAS: Close Support for Future
Li ght Forces,"” Field Artillery, Sep-Oct 98, p. 1, Doc
[11-125, 1998 USAFACFS ACH
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would replace the ML98 towed 155-mm howitzer and that
FDSWS/ ATLAS woul d be a direct support weapon for the |ight
forces to replace the ML19 towed 105-mm howitzer. This
ef fectively ended considering the FDSWs/ ATLAS for a general
support role. Equal ly inportant, the General deferred
making a decision on the caliber size, pending a
forthcom ng analysis to deternm ne the ideal caliber (105-
mm to 155-mm ), the range, and the other desired
characteristics. This meant as of early 1999 that the
cal i ber was undeci ded even though the m ssion was not. '

18 bid., p. 2; Interview, Dastrup with Steve
Johnson, Project Manager, DCD, 23 Feb 99, Doc II1-126,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Msg, subj: ATLAS Input to Annual
Command Hi story, 17 Mar 99.
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In the fall of 1999, the new Chief of Staff for the
Arnmy, General Eric K. Shinseki, delivered a speech to the
Associ ation of the United States Arny in Washington D.C.
that outlined his vision and concept to reorganize the Arny
and that significantly altered the FDSWS program
Essentially, the CGeneral desired to make the heavy forces
i ghter and nore deployable and to make the |ight forces
nore lethal with greater staying power. His plan, dubbed
t he Medi um Bri gade Concept, called for the organization of
two brigades at Fort Lews, Wshington, beginning in
Sept enber 2000 as a step towards meeting his vision.

Al t hough the initial brigades would be fielded with
exi sting equipnment, GCeneral Shinseki wanted a conmmon
platformto reduce the logistics, training, and mai ntenance
burden on the wunits. Accordingly, TRADOC began the
devel opnent of requirenents docunments for the interim
bri gade, now called the InterimBrigade Conmbat Team (I BCT),
to be fielded with current weapon technol ogy but integrated
on the comon platform The Directorate of Conbat
Devel opments in the U S. Arny Field Artillery School worked
extensively to prepare the operational requirements
docunment for the Fire Support Team Variant and the Self-
propel | ed Howi t zer Var i ant of t he | BCT  Capstone
Requi rement s Docunent . As the same tinme the Directorate
worked with the Departnment of the Arny to develop the
funding profiles for the Program Objective Menorandum for
Fi scal Years 2002-2007. To fund the IBCT and the Objective
Force, the Arny deleted the funding line for the FDSWS in
the Program Objective Menorandum (POM) for Fiscal Years
2002- 2007 and effectively ended the program *®

YWEmRi | msg with atch, 17 Mar 00, Doc I11-93, 1999
USAFACFS ACH. 2

Y8Emmil nsg with atch, subj: Update to USAFAS
Command History, 7 Mar 01, Doc I11-122; Email nsg with
atch, 17 Mar 00; Email nmsg with atch, 20 Mar 00, Doc I11-
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The ML19A1 Towed 105-mm Howitzer Light Artillery System
| mpr ovenent Program

94, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Largely through the efforts of the personnel at Fort
Bragg, North Carolina, the 82nd Airborne D vision obtained
funding in the Program Objective Menorandum for the ML19Al
Towed 105-mm Howitzer Light Artillery System Program
(LASIP) to provide sone needed changes to the howitzer to
make it nore easily mintained and nore operationally

sui t abl e. Initial funding canme in Fiscal Year (FY) 1998
and envi sioned about one mllion dollars annually for five
years to acconplish the desired inprovenents. The Arny

| ater extended programto the sixth year.'

As pl anned, the inprovenents would be made in two bl ock

nodi fi cations. Block I would consist of adding a |ow
tenperature recuperator, inproving the braking systemwth
a larger commercial brake design, adding trail Ilifting

handl es to help crewren enplace and displace the weapon,
providing a trail-end step to preclude damage to the brake
master cylinder, and inproving the trunnion adapter by
incorporating a stronger and nore durable design for
mounting the fire control conponents, anong other things.

Bl ock Il would include redesigning the elevation gearbox,
i ncorporating a new ramer/extractor tool to replace the
MLO2  105-mm towed howtzer desi gn, renoving the

conpensating tubes in the recuperator and providing direct
i nkage with the primary recoil buffer, providing a firing
pl atformreshroud kit, and providing a roll bar to protect
the fire control nounts during air drop and air assault
oper ati ons. Conmpletion of Block 11 nodifications was
schedul ed for FY 2002.1'%°

The ML98 155-mm Towed Howi tzer | nprovenent Program and

YEmi | nsg with atch, subj: Update to USAFAS
Command History, 7 Mar 01, Doc |11-123.

120] pi d.
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Enhancenent s

The ML98 155-mm Towed Howi tzer | nprovenent Program and
Enhancenents (H PE) programoriginated with the devel opnent
of a prototype subsystem that used an electric punp to
pressurize the hydraulic system on the ML98 used to raise
and | ower the howitzer wheels quickly. The electric notor
was powered by neans of a cable fromthe prime nover. This
prototype subsystem could raise or |lower the howtzer
wheel s in about thirty seconds in conparison with the two
and one half mnutes required by two cannoneers punping
manual | y. This subsystem known as the Hydraulic Power
Assist Kit together with some other initiatives was funded
in the Program Objective Menorandum as the HI PE Program
The program consisted of the following initiatives: the
hydraulic power assi st kit, a trail-munted power
di stribution system and a bogey wheel to be placed under
t he weapon trails to assist |oading the weapon on U S. Air
Force aircraft for air loading and to permt noving the
how tzer on hard surfaces with a nmuch lighter truck than
the standard five-ton truck. Oher inprovenents included
an airborne/air assault upgrade that would have a trail-
mount ed power supply, a radio for linkage to the fire
direction center, the elimnation of the wire linkage to a
conmand and control installation, a |onger comrunication
range, and an antenna, voltage regulator, and recharge
capability. '
Mul ti pl e-Launch Rocket System

During the last ten years, inprovenment efforts with the
Mul ti pl e-Launch Rocket System (M.RS) focused on enhancing
the munitions to give them better range and precision and
making the |auncher nore responsive. Al t hough MRS
performed well during Operation Desert Stormin 1991, its
rockets and their subnunitions raised serious concerns.
During the war, many lraqi artillery assets outranged their
coalition counterparts, including MLRS. Also, the high dud

rate of nunitions, including MRS subnunitions, raised
apprehensi ons about the safety of soldiers passing through
i mpact areas. Together, the proliferation of rocket

systenms with greater ranges than M.LRS and the unaccept abl e
dud rate led to the requirenment for an extended-range (ER)
MLRS rocket with a range of forty-five kilometers and a
| ower subnunition dud rate. Such a range woul d increase

2IEmai | nmeg with atch, subj: Update of USAFAS
Command History, 7 Mar 01, Doc I|11-124.
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the commander's ability to influence the battlefield at
depth and to fire across boundaries and sinultaneously
woul d i mprove the survivability of |auncher crews.'#

1221995 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), p. 126;

Fact Sheet, subj: MRS Rockets, 1998, Doc II1-127, 1998
USAFACFS ACH. See Menorandum for Record, subj: MRS, 2
Jun 99, Doc I11-95, 1999 USAFACFS ACH for a good history

of MRS.
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Between 1995 and 2000 the Arny noved ahead wth
devel opmental efforts on the ER-MLRS M26A1 rocket | oaded
with the MB5 grenade with a self-destruct fuze. Although
the self-destruct fuze was inproved as indicated by tests
in 1995 and al t hough the required range for the rocket was
met, tests in 1996 disclosed that the dud rate was still
too high. This caused the Arnmy to develop a "get wel
plan” in April 1996 to inprove the self-destruct fuze and
to conduct additional testing in 1997. After the M5
grenade had denonstrated a reduced dud rate that satisfied
the requirement, the Arny noved the rocket into |lowrate
initial production in 1997 with operational testing in
Fiscal Year (FY) 1998. Al t hough the ER-M.RS rocket
successfully passed the operational tests in 1998, funding
constraints and the decision to transition to a guided MRS
rocket with nore accuracy limted production of the ER-M.RS
to less than five thousand rockets. Because equi pnent that
coul d produce the MB5 grenade at the desired quantities was
unavail able, the Arny started fielding the ER-M.RS M26A2
rocket | oaded with the WM/7 dual pur pose i nproved
conventional munition (DPICM wth a standard fuze to U. S
Forces, Korea, in 1999 to neet their wurgent need for
ext ended-range capability. After the production equi pment
could be validated and could actually generate the needed
gquantities of MB5 grenades, the remaining quantities of ER-
M.RS rockets would be | oaded with the MB5 grenade and woul d
be desi gnated the M26A1l rocket. Funding cutbacks in 1999-
2000 and the expense of the MB5 grenade, however, caused
the Arnmy to produce the ER MRS rocket with the M7
munition and to deci de against producing and fielding an
ER- MLRS M26Al rocket with the MB5 grenade.'®

1231996 USAFACFS ACH, p. 123; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, pp.
82-83; Fact Sheet, subj: ER-MRS, Feb 99, Doc II11-128,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: MRS Rockets, 1998;
Interview with atch, Dastrup with MAJ Patrick J.

Sut herl and, TSM RAMS, 24 Feb 00, Doc I11-96, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: MRS Rocket, Apr 99, Doc
[11-97, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, FY 99 Annual Report (Extract),
Directorate of Testing and Eval uation, subj: ER-MRS
Rockets and GVMLRS Rockets, Doc 111-98, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;
Interview, Dastrup with Jeff Froysland, TSM RAMS, 2 Mar
00, Doc I11-99, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; I|Information Paper,
subj: XMe35 Self Destruct Fuze, 10 Feb 00, Doc I11-100,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Record, subj: MRS, 6
Feb 01, Doc I11-125; MRS Newsletter, Jan 99, pp. 6-7,
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Doc 111-125A; Interview, Dastrup with Jeff Froysland, TSM
RAMS, 21 Feb 01, Doc I111-126; Email nmsg with atch, subj:
MLRS | nput for 2000 Annual Command History, 22 Feb 01,
Doc I11-127.
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As the Arny worked to introduce the ER- MRS rocket, it
deci ded to adopt an extended-range gui ded M.RS rocket that
could be fired from the M70A1 MRS Launcher and High
Mobility Artillery Rocket System (H MARS) Launcher.
Witing in Arny in Septenmber 1996, the Conmandant of the
Field Artillery School, Mujor General Randall L. Rigby,
expl ai ned the reasoni ng behind the decision to devel op the
ext ended-range gui ded MRS rocket. In recent years the
Arnmy's ability to protect itself from |l ong-distance attack
had been eroded with the proliferation of |ong-range rocket
and cannon systens. To counter this the U.S. Arny Mssile
Command' s Research, Devel opment, and Engineering Center
with support fromindustry initiated work on an extended-
range gui ded rocket for the MLRS to replace ER-M.RS in the
twenty-first century. Unlike the accuracy of the
traditional free-flight MRS rocket that degraded as the
range to the target increased, the guided rocket's guidance
system woul d provide consistent, inproved accuracy from a
m ni mum range of fifteen kilometers to a maxi mum of sixty
to seventy kiloneters, depending upon warhead wei ght and
type of propellant, to attack area and point targets, would
enhance the ability to conduct precision strikes, would
reduce the number of rockets required to defeat a target,
and would give the MLRS an additional fifteen kil oneter
range beyond the ER-MRS. Such a range would permt
hitting nore targets and would mke the MRS nore
survi vabl e because it could be positioned farther fromthe
target. G ven the need for the rocket, the Arny awarded a
contract to Lockheed Martin Vought Systens in Novenber 1998
for a four-year, five-nation (United Kingdom France,
Italy, Germany, and the United States) engineering and
manuf acturi ng devel opment (EMD). Based upon successful
testing, lowrate initial production would begin in 2002
with the first unit equi pped scheduled for 2004. Because
techni cal problens arose in 2000 that caused the programto
slip, the first unit equi pped was nmoved back to 2006.**

1241996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 123-24; 1997 USAFACFS ACH,
p. 83; Fact Sheet, subj: Cuidance and Control for Guided

MLRS Rocket, Feb 99, Doc I11-129, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, Fact
Sheet, subj: MRS Rockets, 98; "International Partners
Sign $121 mllion GWRS Contract, MRS Dispatch," Fourth
Quarter 1998, p. 2, Doc I11-130, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact
Sheet, subj: MRS Rockets, 1998, Doc I111-131, 1998

USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: MRS Smart Tacti cal
Rocket, 1998; "Guided MLRS Moving into EMD, " MRS
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Di spatch, Third Quarter 1998, p. 2, Doc I11-132, 1998
USAFACFS ACH; Annual Report, Program Executive O ficer
Tactical Mssiles, 1998, pp. 18-19, Doc I111-133, 1998
USAFACFS ACH, Emmil nmsg with atch, subj: Future of Heavy
Systens, 6 Jan 00, Doc |11-101, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;

I nterview, Dastrup with Jeff Froysland, TSM RAMS, 2 Mar
00; Fact Sheet, subj: MRS Rockets, Apr 99; FY 99 Annual
Report (Extract), Director of Operational Test and

Eval uation, subj: MRS ER- and Gui ded- MLRS Rockets; Emai
nsg with atch, subj: MRS, 13 Mar 00, Doc I11-102, 1999
USAFACFS ACH, MLRS Newsl etter, Jan 99, pp. 2-3; Lockheed
Martin Mssiles and Fire Control of Dallas, Press

Rel ease, 14 Dec 00, Doc I11-128; "Field Artillery and
Mortar Systens,"” Arny, Oct 00, pp. 300-01, Doc I11-129;
Arnmy RDT&E Budget Item Justification (Extract), MRS, Feb
99, Doc I11-130; Interview, Dastrup with Froysland, 21
Feb 00.
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The gui ded MLRS rocket, noreover, would be conpl enent ed
by the smart MRS tactical rocket with a maxi mum range of
sixty to seventy kiloneters. The smart munition that would
be effective against a wide variety of high-value targets
to include counterfire, air defense sites, and maneuver
el ement s. In 1999, however, the Departnment of the Arny
termnated the smart MRS rocket to save noney for
devel oping and fielding the Initial Brigade Conbat Team as
part of the transformation of the Arnmy effort to make the
Arnmy nore strategically deployable. Al t hough the Field
Artillery School started rewiting the operational
requi rement docunent for the nmunition in 2000 as directed
by the U S. Arny Training and Doctrine Comrand, it remnained
unf unded. **°

As the Arnmy was dropping one MRS rocket program it
explored the possibility of adding another in 1999.
Looki ng at Kosova in 1999 and the need to reduce damge to
civilian property and lives during conmbat operations, the
Army required a nore accurate MRS rocket with a high-
expl osive, unitary warhead and investigated the possibility
of acquiring the unitary rocket. It would be equipped wth
a fuze with the capabilities of a proximty fuze, a point-
detonating fuze, or a tine-delay fuze, depending upon the
target. The proximty fuze capability would give a |arge
burst over the target. The point-detonating fuze
capability would reduce the size of the burst and
col | ateral damage because of the ground burst, while the
time-delay fuze capability would permt the rocket to
penetrate certain types of structures or targets and then
detonate the rocket. Besides the availability of three
different fuze capabilities with each havi ng advant ages and
di sadvant ages, the unitary rocket woul d be equi pped with an
anti-jam gui dance system to inprove accuracy beyond even
the guided MRS rocket. Yet, the unitary MRS rocket
remai ned unfunded in 2000 because the Commandant of the
Field Artillery School, Mjor General Toney Stricklin
wanted to put noney into a unitary projectile for the
Crusader 155-mm self-propelled Howi tzer under devel opnent
and wanted to fund a smart MRS rocket . '

12°See Footnote 159 and Interview, Dastrup wth
Froysl and, TSM RAM 21 Feb 01.

2| nterview, Dastrup with Froysland, 2 Mar 00; Email
msg with atch, subj: MRS Rockets, 6 Mar 00, Doc I11-103,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Emmil msg, subj: MRS Rockets, 6 Mar
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00, Doc I11-104, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Menorandum for Dir,
TSM Rockets and M ssiles, subj: Coordination of 1999
USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 29 Mar 00, Doc 111-104A,

1999 USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup wth Froysland, 21

Feb 01; Email msg with atch, subj: MRS I nput for 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 22 Feb 01.
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Meanwhi l e, two critical factors generated the drive to
nmoderni ze the MLRS M270 | auncher. Early in the 1990, the
Arnmy realized that the M270 | auncher was grow ng obsol ete
with electronic parts becom ng nore expensive and difficult
to obtain by the twenty-first century. To conbat the
grow ng obsol escence, the Arnmy initiated the Inproved Fire
Control System (IFCS) program in 1992 to replace dated
el ectronic systenms and to provide for growth potential for
future nmunitions. Subsequently, the analysis of Operation
Desert Storm of 1991 that was |ater supported by energing
North Korean tactics caused the Army to conclude that it
needed a nore responsive and survivable MRS |auncher to
engage highly nobile targets. This led to the Inproved
Launcher Mechanical System (ILMS) programin 1995 to reduce
reaction times by decreasing the tine to aim displace, and
rel oad the |auncher.'? For several years the Inproved Fire

2IDOTE FY 1999 Annual Report, M.RS M270A1 Launcher,

Doc 111-131; Menorandum for Director, TSM RAMS, subj:
Coordi nati on of 2000 Annual Command Hi story, 19 Mar 01,
Doc 111-132; Interview with atch, Dastrup with MAJ

Patrick J. Sutherland, TSM RAMS, 24 Feb 00; FY 99 Annual
Report (Extract), Director of Operational Test and
Eval uation, subj: MRS M270Al1 Launcher, Doc I11-105, 1999
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Control System and |Inproved Launcher Mechanical System
nodi fications were two separate program el enments. s a
result of the integrated test programinitiative, the Arny
conbined the two progranms in 1997 to nake one. Together,
the two nodernization efforts would produce the M70A1
| auncher early in the twenty-first century.'®

USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: History of M.RS Launcher,
undat ed, Doc I11-133.

1281997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 84; Fact Sheet, subj: MRS

Launcher | nprovenents, 1998, Doc I11-136, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH;, "M270Al1 Production to Begin," MRS Dispatch, Third
Quarter 1998, p. 5, Doc I11-132, 1998 USAFACFS ACH,;

Report (Summary), Director of Operational Testing and
Eval uation, subj: MRS M270Al Launcher, 12 Feb 99, Doc
[11-137, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Interview with atch, Dastrup
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with MAJ Patrick J. Sutherland, TSM RAMS, 24 Feb 00;
Email msg with atch, subj: MRS, 13 Mar 00; Fact Sheet,
subj: History of MLRS Launcher, undat ed.
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Even before serious devel opnental work on the M270Al
started, a critical need arose that led to a parallel
devel opnent effort with the M270 | auncher. In 1993 the
Armmy determ ned that the ATACMS Bl ock | A would receive its
d obal Positioning System (GPS) initialization data
directly fromthe launcher. Although the M270Al | auncher
woul d have that capability, the Block 1A mssile would be
introduced in 1998 before the |auncher would be fielded.
In view of this, the Arny decided to upgrade a limted
nunmber of M270 | aunchers by incorporating GPS navigation to
create the Inproved Positioning Determ ning System (1 PDS)
| auncher that it could fire the ATACMS Bl ock IA. As of
1998, funding existed to field twenty-nine |IPDS | aunchers
begi nning in 1998 and continuing into 2006 when they woul d
be retrofitted to M270A1 configuration. Ten |IPDS |aunchers
went to the C Battery, 6 37th Field Artillery in Korea,
whi ch recei ved new equi pnent training in February 1998, and
ni neteen went to the 2-18th Field Artillery at Fort Sill,
Okl ahoma, which underwent new equi pnment training in March-
May 1998, 2

As work on the [IPDS |aunchers moved forward,
devel opnental work on the M70A1 |auncher progressed.
Based upon successful testing of the Inproved Fire Control
System and | nproved Launcher Mechanical System early in
1998 to dempnstrate that the deficiencies identified in
1997 testing had been fixed, the Program Executive O ficer
of Tactical Mssiles, Brigadier GCeneral WIIlie Nance,
approved noving into lowrate initial production (LRIP) of
forty-five launchers on 28 My 1998 with a goal of
conducting initial operational test and evaluation in
Septenber 1999 and fielding the launchers in the fourth
quarter of FY 2000. '3

1291997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 83-84; Menorandum with atch
for Director, TSM RAMS, subj: Coordination of 2000 Annual
Command Hi story, 19 Mar 01; "2-18th Certified on MRS
| PDS Use," M.RS Di spatch, Second Quarter 1998, p. 4, Doc
I11-134, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: |Inproved
Positioning Determ ning System Launcher, 1998, Doc II1I-
135, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.

3% nterview, Dastrup with CPT Richard P. Howard, TSM
RAMS, 9 Feb 99, Doc |11-138, 1998 USAFACFS ACH,
Menor andum for Director, DCD, subj: Coordination of 1998
USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 29 Mar 99, p. 234, Doc
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I11-138A, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, Fact Sheet, subj: MRS
Launcher | nprovenents, 1998; "M70Al1 Production to
Begin,” MRS Dispatch, Third Quarter 1998, p. 5; Report
(Summary), Director of Operational Testing and

Eval uation, subj: MRS M270A1 Launcher, 12 Feb 99; MRS
Newsl etter, Jan 99, pp. 3-4, Doc I11-134; MRS

Newsl etter, Jun 98, pp. 3-4, Doc IIIl-135.
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Because of rapidly changing technol ogy that nade the
M270A1 | auncher's 486 conputer obsolete, the Arny,
meanwhi | e, decided to replace it with a Power PC processor
and the VX Wrks operating system for the initial
operational test and evaluation and the first unit
equi pped. As explained to acquisition officials in 1998
and 1999, the new conputer would provide nunerous
advantages. It would increase the processing capabilities
significantly, would expand random access nenory (RAM
capacity from eight negabytes to thirty-two negabytes,
woul d provide a sixty-four bit rather than a thirty-two bit
processor, and would provide a cost reduction of $33,000
per | auncher. Meanwhi |l e, the VX Wrks operating system
woul d provide state-of-the-art capabilities, would enhance
software flexibility, and would significantly reduce
sof t war e mai nt enance costs. '

Just as the LRIP M270A1 | auncher was com ng out and new
conputer systens were being added, the Arny generated new
system requirenments as part of the drive for better
situati onal awareness, which was the ability to know where
everyone was on the battlefield. The growi ng concern with
situational awareness forced M270A1 hardware to be repl aced
in the near future so that the MRS |auncher could
interface with the tactical Internet, which was a system
of conputers, radios, and other communications equi pnment to
simplify interoperability and provide conbat vehicles with
a common situational picture of the battlefield. The
i npl ementati on of these inprovenents was scheduled for
Fi scal Year 2004 to support the first digital corps.®

Bl nterview with atch, Dastrup with Sutherland, 24
Feb 00; FY 99 Annual Report (Extract), Director of
Operational Test and Eval uation, subj: MRS M270A1l
Launcher; Email nsg with atch, subj: MRS, 13 Mar 00;
Menmor andum with atch for Director, TSM Rockets and
M ssil es, subj: Coordination of 1999 USAFACFS Annual
Command Hi story, 29 Mar 00; Menorandum for Record, subj:
MLRS, 6 Feb 01; Menorandum for Director, TSM RAM subj:
Coordi nati on of 2000 Annual Command Hi story, 19 Mar O0O1.

¥2Mermmor andum for Director, TSM RAM subj:
Coordi nati on of 2000 Annual Command Hi story, 19 Mar 01,
Interview with atch, Dastrup with Sutherland, 24 Feb 00;
FY 99 Annual Report (Extract), Director of Operational
Test and Eval uation, subj: MRS M270Al1 Launcher. See
Rupert Pengelley's "Battling with Tactical Internets,"”
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Jane's International Defense Review, Feb 00, pp. 44-50,
Doc I11-28, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, for additional discussion
on tactical Internets.
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Probl ens, however, halted testing. Data collected from
training the test crews early in 1999 showed that the
sol diers were having problens with the nmodem for digita
conmuni cations and as a result had to reconfigure their
communi cations nore often than appeared necessary. Thi s
problemw th the digital comrunications, the immturity of
the VX software, and the unavailability of LRIP-configured
M270A1 | aunchers that were required for the initial
operational test and eval uation pronpted seni or managenent
officials in July 1999 to postpone the initial operational
test and evaluation until May 2001. The delay would permt
further maturation of the VX software and woul d al | ow usi ng
LRI P M270A1 | aunchers as planned rather than engineering
and manufacturing devel opnent | aunchers that did not have
the enhanced processors that could run the VX Wrks
operating software that was planned for fielding. *

Meanwhi | e, the decision of the Chief of Staff of the
Arnmy, General Eric R Shinseki, caused the Arny to revise
t he nunmber of M270ALl | aunchers to be purchased. Initially,
the Army had planned to buy 857 |aunchers. Wth the

33 nterview with atch, Dastrup with Sutherland, 24
Feb 00; FY 99 Annual Report (Extract), Directorate of

Test and Eval uation, subj: MRS M270A1 Launcher; "I OTE
for New Miul tiple-Launch Rocket Systemto Slip 18 Months,"
| nside the Army, 22 Nov 99, pp. 1, 11, Doc I11-106; Enuai

nmsg with atch, subj: MRS, 13 Mar 00; Emmil nsg, subj:
MLRS | nput to Annual Command History, 21 Feb 01; MRS
Feedback, Jan 00, p. 4.
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enphasis shifting to nediumforces, the Arny cut the nunber
to 412 in 1999. These would go to the counterattack forces
of the Il Arnored Corps. Subsequently in February 2001,
the Arny increased the nunmber of l|aunchers to 456 to ensure
that sufficient systens were fielded.

3Email nmsg with atch, subj: MRS Input for 2000
Annual Conmmand History, 23 Feb 01, Doc I11-136; Interview
with atch, Dastrup with Sutherland, 24 Feb 00; Menorandum
for Dir, TSM Rockets and M ssiles, subj: Coordination of
1999 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 29 Mar 00.
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I n Septenber 2000, in the neantine, systemintegration
anomalies energed that adversely influenced system
functionality and operational safety. This forced the Arny
to nove the early systemintegration testing from Decenmber
2000 to March 2001 and to reschedule initial operational
test and evaluation from April/May 2001 to August/ Sept enber
2001. To neet the new schedul e, the contractor, meanwhile,
made nunerous software fixes, while revised crew procedures
during reload and nmmi ntenance operations were inplenented
to ensure soldier safety so that the system would be ready
for testing in 2001.'3°
High Mobility Artillery Rocket System

Al t hough the Arny first envisioned the need for a Iight
nmul tiple rocket |auncher systemin the 1980s as it started
to field nore light divisions, efforts to introduce it
increased in urgency in the 1990s. In a nessage in md-
Sept enber 1990, the Commanding General of the U S. Arny
Training and Doctrine Conmmand (TRADOC) wote, "TRADOC
support for the HIMARS [Hi gh Mbility Artillery Rocket

Systen] program has not waned. |ndeed recent world events
[the crisis in the Persian Gulf] serve to highlight the
need for such a capability. The HI MARS program w ||

%°Emmi | nsg, subj: MRS Input to Annual Command
Hi story, 21 Feb 01; Emamil nsg with atch, subj: MRS I nput
for 2000 Annual Command Hi story, 23 Feb 01, Doc I1I1-137.
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continue to receive full TRADOC support. 136

1361995 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Force
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 132-33.
See 1994 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 163-86 for an in-depth
di scussi on of the devel opnent of HI MARS.
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Al t hough HI MARS was wel | -recei ved throughout the Arny
with a few exceptions and showed prom se, budgetary
probl ens stalled devel opnent. In 1991 the Arny did not
fund HIMARS in its Long-Range Research, Devel opnent, and
Acquisition Plan because the payoff of fielding two
battali ons was not deenmed worth the cost of a new start.
The Operational Requirenments Docunent (ORD) stated only a
requirenment for two battalions with three being desired,
whereas Legal Mx VII, being conducted by the U S. Arny
Field Artillery School, supported a requirenent of four to
six battalions based on the Arny's need to respond to two

maj or regi onal conti ngenci es in rapid sequence.
Not wi t hst andi ng the requirenent for increased "capability
and lethality of. . . early deploying forces,"” H MARS | ost

funding in the Arny's program objective nmenorandumin March
1992 because the small anmount of funding marked the program
as being unable to be executed by budget mnmanagers in
Headquarters, Department of the Arny.*

As a part of the effort to obtain H MARS, in the
meantine, the US. Arny Field Artillery School began
working as early as the spring of 1992 to find funding to
construct one or two prototypes. Prototypes would permt
commanders and other Army officials to observe the system s
capabilities firsthand and to erase any doubts about the
necessity of funding it. Perceiving that the Departnent of
Def ense' s Sci ence and Technol ogy Initiative (Thrust) Nunber
Five, Advanced Land Conbat, could be an avenue to begin
HI MARS devel opnment and gain nmonentum wi th the program the
School | ooked to that source. However, Dr. Fenner MIton,
the chairperson of Thrust Nunmber Five, only authorized
noney ($4.2 million) in Decenmber 1992 for Fiscal Years (FY)
1994- 1996 to devel op technol ogy that could feed into H MARS

because of its potential to provide a substantial
war fighting capability to early deploying |ight forces
Notwi t hstanding this, the H MARS program still |acked

funding for prototype devel opnent because Dr. MIton only
provi ded noney for devel opi ng the technol ogy that m ght be
used in H MARS and not for devel oping prototypes.*®

The Field Artillery School's struggle to field H MARS
continued into the next year. On 24 February 1993 the
O fice of the Assistant Secretary of the Arny for Research

¥ pbid., pp. 133-34.
38| i d.
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and Devel opnent wote that Dr. MIlton had expressed
interest in working with the Field Artillery School . He
wanted to reach an overall research and devel opnment
strategy that supported HI MARS, that was affordable, and
that could be justified.® In a subsequent telephone
conversation with the Director of the Directorate of Conbat
Devel opments (DCD), U.S. Arny Field Artillery School, on 5
March 1993, Dr. M Iton reenphasi zed his support for H NMARS
Wth this, funding from Thrust 5 seenmed possible for
H MARS prototypes, but it never cane.

%9 pbid., pp. 134-35.
149 pid., p. 135.
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Meanwhi | e, the School pursued action with the U S. Arny
Tank and Autonotive Conmand, the U S. Arny M ssile Conmand,
t he Program Manager of Milti pl e-Launch Rocket System ( MLRS)
and others to build a mockup HI MARS. This would pernit
collecting user input, maintaining visibility at high-
profile events, and denonstrating the feasibility of the
desi gn. Equally inportant, the nockup could eventually
lead to funding for prototypes.® Although funding for
H MARS remained critical during 1993, the nockup, which
could be carried by a C- 130 but could not fire, could
el evate and traverse to fixed positions, and had a two-
person crew, produced the desired results. At the
Associ ation of the United States Arnmy convention in Cctober
1993, the Chief of Staff of the Arny, General Gordon R
Sul l'i van, expressed an interest in the nockup. Based upon
successful nockup denonstrations, the Undersecretary of
Def ense and other Departnment of Defense agencies also
expressed an interest in developing H MARS prototypes.
Even though high-level support existed, even though the
Dept h and Si nultaneous and Attack Battle Laboratory at the
Field Artillery School and the Joint Precision Strike
Denonstration Task Force were working to obtain funds, and
even though a test firing in Decenmber 1993 was successful,
HI MARS still remained unfunded at the close of 1993, '

Al t hough funding did not materialize in 1994, support
for H MARS continued to grow. In January 1994 the Field
Artillery School shipped the H MARS nockup to Fort PolKk,
Loui siana, for the |ight commander conference. Ar y
commanders there "loved" H MARS as did the Marines, who
desired to display it at Twenty Nine Palns, California. As
many in the Field Artillery School anticipated, the Mrine
Corps enthusiastically endorsed HI MARS. In fact, Schoo
participants at the March 1994 denonstration for the Mrine

141 pi d.
142 bid., pp. 135-36.
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Corps reported, "They [Marine Corps] were all inpressed
with the HI MARS. "' Eight nonths later, the Army Chief of
Staff expressed his support.

3 pid., p. 136.
44 bid., pp. 136-37.
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Al t hough the support failed to produce any funding at
the end of 1994, Program Manager, Miltiple-Launch Rocket
System and the Rapid Force Projection Initiative (RFPI), a
joint effort sponsored by U S. Arnmy Mssile Command (M COM
and Di smounted Battle Space Battle Laboratory, Fort
Benni ng, Georgia, signed a nmenorandum of agreenent early in
1995 to build four H MARS prototypes with RFPI putting $33
mllion towards rapid design, fielding, and experinentation
in 1998. The RFPI, a multi-year effort, planned to conduct
an Advanced Concepts Technol ogy Denonstration (ACTD) in
1998 using new target acquisition systens, "shooters,"” and
conmand and control systems with the intent of noving
mat ur e technol ogi cal solutions into significant operational
capabilities to fill the gap created by the aging forward-
based equi pnrent and the power projection strategy of forced
or early entry operations. Through the ACTD the RFPI
ultimately wanted to address the vulnerabilities of early
entry forces during the initial days of a deploynment and
before the entrance of followon forces into the area of
operations by increasing their lethality, survivability,
and ability to control battle tenpo. One of the new
systenms woul d be the HI MARS prototypes. After the ACTD of
the summer of 1998, the RFPI planned to | eave three of the
four H MAR prototypes behind for the XVIII Airborne Corps
to use and evaluate for approximtely two years.™

In 1996 the HI MARS experienced m xed progress. Even
though the Field Artillery School reaffirmed the
requi renment for H MARS, the Arnmy renoved funding for the
first two years of engi neering and manufacturing
devel opnent (EMD) in July 1996 from the Fiscal Year (FY)
1998 Program Objective Menorandum As the U S. Arny
Trai ning and Doctrine (TRADOC) System Manager, Rockets and
Mssiles in the Field Artillery School explained, this
produced a disconnect. Funded when the Arny and the
contractor signed a contract in February 1996, the four
RPFI ACTD prototypes would be fielded late in 1998. User
testing by the XVIII Airborne Corps would be conpleted
about  2000. Wthout funding for engineering and
manuf acturing devel opnent of H MARS, however, the Arny
slipped the start of devel opnent of the objective systemto
FY 2004 and the first unit equipped date to FY 2009. The
| ack of EMD funding, therefore, created a gap of several

1451997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 91-92; Fact Sheet, subj:
RFPI ACTD, Apr 98, Doc |I1-145, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.
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years between the end of user testing with the prototypes
in FY 2000 and the first unit equi pped date of FY 2009. As
a result, the Field Artillery School feared the inability
of incorporating | essons |learned fromthe prototype testing
into the developnment of the objective H MARS system
Funding had to be restored to elimnate the gap and to
mnimze losing the |essons learned and contractors with
devel opment experience. *°

1461996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 139-40; 1997 USAFACFS ACH,
p. 92.
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Fortunately, the Arny partially resolved the funding
issue in 1997 and 1998 and could nove ahead wth HI MARS
devel opnent. Wth the availability of sone funds, the Arny
decided to initiate a mturation phase in 2001 and to
i ntroduce nodifications to H MARS based upon the extended
user evaluation, to begin engineering and manufacturing
devel opnent in 2000, to start procurenent in 2004, and to
| aunch fielding in 2005. Because the system would add
considerable fire support capability to early deploying
light forces and because energing force structure studies
called for each of the two field artillery brigades in
support of the light division to consist of two H MARS
battalions and one towed artillery battalion, the Arny
funded HI MARS in the POM '

Agai nst the backdrop of obtaining funding, work wth
the four prototype HI MARSs continued. After receiving the
RFPI contract in March 1996, Lockheed Martin of Dallas,

| bid.; CPT Jason W Robbins, "H MARS for
Depl oyabl e ' Heavywei ght' Fires," Field Artillery, My-Jun

p. 33, Doc I11-146, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj:
MLRS Launcher | nprovenents, Apr 98, Doc |11-147, 1998
USAFACFS ACH; Msg, subj: H MARS, 14 Feb 99, Doc I11-148,

1998 USAFACFS ACH, Msg, subj: HI MARS History, 12 Feb 99,
Doc |11-149, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.
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Texas, built the four prototypes and delivered three of
themto the U S. Arny XVIII Airborne Corps in February 1998
for participation in the ACTD. Fol l owi ng HI MARS' s
successful showing in the RFPI ACTD of m d-1998, the Arny
left the three H MARS prototypes behind for the XVilI
Airborne Corps to form a platoon of three in the 3-27th

Field Artillery to use for two years beginning in Cctober
1998 and ending in September 2000 with the intention of
obt ai ni ng addi ti onal i nformation t hat coul d aid

devel opnent. The fourth H MARS, neanwhile, remained at the
contractor's facilities for continued devel opnent. **®

18 High Mobility Artillery Rocket System Succeeds in
First Joint Test," Inside the Pentagon, 7 Aug 00, pp. 7-
8, Doc 111-137A; Scott R Gourley, "H MARS Update," Arny,
Dec 00, pp. 61-62, Doc I11-138; Fact Sheet, subj: H MARS,
23 Dec 99, Doc I11-139; "H MARS Fires First Rockets,"
MLRS Di spatch, Second Quarter 1998, p. 2, Doc |11-134,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Robbi ns, "HI MARS for Depl oyabl e
"Heavywei ght" Fires," p. 33; Msg, subj: H MARS, 14 Feb
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99; Menorandum for Dir, TSM Rockets and M ssiles, subj:
Coordi nati on of 1999 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 29
Mar 00.
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After the RFPI and in the mdst of the extended user
eval uation, the Commandi ng General of XVIII Airborne Corps
and his staff expressed their confidence with the system
In an interview published in the January-February 1999
issue of the Field Artillery, Lieutenant General WIIliamF.
Kernan comented about the inmportance of the mssile
system He noted, "H MARS is paranount to our success and
survivability."* Concurrently, Lieutenant Col onel Donald
E. Gentry and Major Cullen G Barbato of the 3-27th Field
Artillery, who participated in the ACID as part of the

XVIIl Airborne Corps, wote in the sane issue of the Field
Artillery, "HIMARS is a significant leap forward in fire
support for early entry and light forces. Li ght force

commanders who nust deploy to undevel oped areas soon wl |
have the firepower normally associated wth heavier
forces. " In view of the positive the field
eval uations, which also included firing a Arny Tacti cal
M ssile System Block 1A mssile in 1998, and the RFPI, the

“I'nterview, Patrecia S. Hollis, editor of Field
Artillery, with LTGWIliamF. Kernan in Field Artillery,
Jan-Feb 99, p. 3, Doc I11-109, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.

0Gentry and Barbato, "H MARS: Firepower for Early
Entry Forces,"” Field Artillery, Jan-Feb 99, p. 19, Doc
I11-110, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Armmy approved an accel erated H MARS program with the goa
of equipping the first unit in FY 2005. The Program
Executive O fice for Tactical Mssiles authorized noving
the program into a thirty-six nonth maturation phase in
2000. Based on this, the Arny awarded Lockheed Martin a
contract in Decenber 1999 to manufacture and deliver six
EMD H MARS for devel opnent al testing FY 2001 and
operational testing in FY 2004. The design of the EM
| aunchers would be based upon ACTD findings and the
ext ended user evaluation with the XVIIIl Airborne Corps and
woul d i nclude any necessary nodifications. ™!

15" H MARS, * MLRS Feedback, Jan 00, p. 3, Doc I11-
140; Gourley, "H MARS Update," pp. 61-62; Fact Sheet,
subj: H MARS, 23 Dec 99; Menorandum for Dir, TSM Rockets
and M ssiles, subj: Coordination of 1999 USAFACFS ACH,
29 Mar 00, Doc I11-104A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, MG Leo J.
Baxter, "Force Modernization: It isn't Just for Heavy
Forces Anynore," Field Artillery, Jan-Feb 99, p. 1, Doc
[11-107, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Interview with atchs, Dastrup
with MAJ Lawrence J. Abrams, TSM RAMS, 24 Feb 00, Doc
111-108, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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Al t hough fundi ng i ssues forced the Arny to make m nor
changes with the devel opnment and fiel ding schedul e, H MARS
made significant progress in 2000. As part of the
Transformation of the Arny effort, the Arny decided to put

the systemin the interimdivision and objective division
as a general support weapon and announced that the six EMD
HI MARS woul d be delivered in FYs 2001 and 2002 for testing
and that lowrate initial production would begin in FY
2003. Meanwhil e, the XVIII Airborne Corps opted to keep
the three prototypes until it received H MARS production
nodels in 2005. As a result of an exercise in July 2000
where HI MARS denponstrated its deployability and firepower,
the U.S. Marine Corps subsequently decided in Decenber 2000
to participate with the Arnmy in the EVMD phase by procuring
two EMD H MARS for its technol ogy denonstrati on program and
pl anned to enploy the systemas its future general support
field artillery system ™ Arny Tactical Mssile System and

152Fact Sheet, subj: Lockheed Martin's H MARS
Performs Magnificently in Fort Bragg Exercise, 31 Aug 00,

Doc 111-141; "H MARS Update," MRS Feedback, Jan 01, p.
10, Doc 111-142; Briefing (Extract), subj: H MARS | ssues,
2000, Doc 111-143; Press Rel ease, Lockheed Martin

M ssiles and Fire Control, Dallas, 20 Dec 00, Doc I11-
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Brilliant Antiarnmor Subnunition

144; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Lawrence J. Abrans, TSM
RAMS, 8 Feb 01, Doc I111-145; Gourley, "H MARS Update,"
pp. 61-62.
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As it fielded the Arny Tactical Mssile System (ATACVS)
Block | and Block IA the Arny initiated work on ATACMS
Bl ock Il during the 1980s and 1990s and soon coupled it
with the Brilliant Antiarnmor Subrmunition (BAT).' In 1984
the Arny started devel opnent on the BAT as part of a | arger
conbat devel opnment program the Tri-Service Standoff Attack
M ssil e (TSSAM . TSSAM was a joint programto develop a
stand-off cruise mssile that wuld enploy stealth
technol ogy to enhance survivability with the Arnmy version
being launched from the Miltiple-Launch Rocket System
(MLRS) | auncher. Meanwhi | e, BAT was designed to enploy
acoustic and infrared seekers to acquire, classify, and
destroy nmoving arnored conbat vehicles deep within eneny
territory (one hundred kiloneters or nore). BAT would have
all ocation logic to mnimze the possibility of nmultiple
BATs engaging a single vehicle and a large acquisition
footprint to locate targets within four kilonmeters of the
di spense point. Equally inportant, the Arny designated
TSSAM as the primary system to deliver BAT with ATACMS
Block Il being the secondary choice if TSSAM devel opnent
should slip any nore or be cut because of budget
reductions. ™

Al t hough ATACMS could carry BAT, the Arny preferred
TSSAM The l|atter depended upon stealth technology to
evade detection and had the ability of delivering nore BAT
submuni ti ons than ATACMS Block Il could (twenty-two versus
thirteen). Because ATACMS Bl ock Il would fly al nost three

1531997 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Conmmand History (ACH), pp. 84-85;
1995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 130-31; Interview, Dastrup wth
MAJ Jay Hilliard, TSM RAMS, DCD, 5 Feb 99, Doc I11-139,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Dir, TSM Rockets and
M ssiles, subj: Coordination of 1999 USAFACFS Annual
Command Hi story, 29 Mar 00, Doc I111-104A, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH. See Menorandum for Record, subj: ATACMS, 2 Jun 99,
Doc I11-111, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, for a short history on
ATACMS.

Email nsg with atch, subj: ATACMS Block Il - Bat
Cnd History Input, 13 Mar 01, Doc Il1-146; Report
(Summary), Director of Operational Testing and
Eval uation, subj: ATACMS Bl ock I1/BAT, 12 Feb 99, Doc
I 11-144, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; 1995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 108-
09.
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times faster than TSSAM it gave the target less tine to
nove after the mssile had been fired and to evade being

hit. Al t hough the cost-per-kill wth both, TSSAM and
ATACMS Block 11, was alnost equal, integrating BAT with
ATACMS Bl ock Il would be difficult. To dispense nore BAT
submuni ti ons, ATACMS Bl ock Il would require a nuch blunter

nose, which would make it | ess aerodynam c. Also, experts
had to solve the problem of dispensing subrunitions from
ATACMS Bl ock Il over the target because the mssile would
be traveling at supersonic speeds when it released its
submuni tions. Regardless of the carrier mssile, BAT would
enable the Arny to attrit eneny arnored conbat vehicl es at
great depth and "meter the flow' to nake the close battle
mor e manageabl e. **°

I n Novenmber 1993 the option of using TSSAM as a BAT
carrier lost its attractiveness, forcing changes in
priorities. Because of test failures and the increasing
cost of the mssile, the Arny obtained perm ssion fromthe
O fice of the Secretary of Defense to pull out of the TSSAM
devel opnental effort. This left ATACMS Block Il as the
carrier mssile and neant, at least for the tine being,
that the Army had to find a way to dispense BAT from a
fast-nmoving mssile. By comng so late in 1993, the
decision to withdraw from TSSAM prevented the Arny from
fundi ng ATACMS Block Il as a carrier for BAT in Fiscal Year
(FY) 1994. As a result, fielding BAT was set back three
years from 1998 to 2001. **°

5 pid., p. 1009.
%8 bid., p. 109-10.



264

Bet ween 1994 and 1999 the Arny conducted various tests
of BAT to determine its reliability. Held in 1994, design
verification tests significantly reduced the concerns with
BAT. In the initial test the Arny dropped two BATs from an
airborne aircraft to validate hardware design. Both hit
their respective targets. Mnor problens in a subsequent
test in 1995, however, caused BAT to miss its target. This
influenced the Arny to delay testing while additional
engi neeri ng changes were nade. BAT drop testing from
aircraft resunmed in 1996 and produced several successfu
engagenents. On 16 COctober 1997 a flight test occurred in
whi ch BAT submunitions were successfully dispensed fromthe
ATACMS Block Il mssile for the first tine. Based upon
this and other successful flight tests, the ASARC of
Decenber 1998 approved entry into Jlowrate initial
production with ATACMS Bl ock Il BAT and prepared for the
Def ense Acquisition Board of February 1999, which had
oversight responsibilities for the mssile. Successf ul
testing in 1999 led to awarding a lowrate initial
production contract in the fall of 1999 with operational
testing in 2000 and initial operational capability in
2001. 7

During 2000, ATACMS Block 11 wunderwent successful

1571997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 88; Interview, Dastrup with
Hilliard, 5 Feb 99; Menorandum for Record, subj: Annua
History Input from MAJ Jay Hilliard, TSM RAMS, 24 Feb 99;
Interview with atchs, Dastrup with MAJ Jay D. Stephens,
TSM RAMS, 24 Feb 00; Email nmsg with atch, subj: ATACMS
Block I'l - BAT Cnd History Input, 13 Mar O0O1.



265

testing. Based upon the results of an operational test in

May 2000, the Arny concluded that the command and control
systens, conputers, and target acquisition systenms could
support ATACMS Bl ock I1. Subsequently in August 2000 a
test conducted at White Sands M ssile Range, New Mexi co,
denmonstrated the mssile's ability to deliver the BAT
subnmunitions to their targets accurately.'®

18Fact Sheet, subj: Lockheed Martin's ATACMS Bl ock
Il Mssile Successfully Conpleted Devel opnmental Test

Flight, 1 Sep 00, Doc I11-147; Interview with atch,
Dastrup with Leighton Duitsman, TSM RAM 14 Feb 01, Doc
I11-148; Email nsg with atch, subj: ATACMS Block Il - BAT

Cnmd Hi story Input, 13 Mar O0O1.
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Meanwhi |l e, the Arny made critical changes to the BAT
program Al though the original justification -- the Soviet
and Warsaw Pact threat -- had di sappeared with the end of
the Cold War, the requirenment for BAT still existed and | ed
to changes in the 1990s. In 1994 the Arny expl ained, "The
greatest potential threat to US Forces is that posed by
arnored and notorized forces. These highly nobile arnored
maneuver forces, supported by arned helicopters, are
expected to pursue battlefield objectives using nunerical
force superiority, speed, and penetration."™ The Arny al so
noted that it had an inadequate capability to attack
arnmored vehicles and surface-to-surface m ssile |launchers
beyond the range of close conbat weapons. |In addition, the
Arny had the urgent need for an autononous, term nal hom ng
submunition to defeat noving and stationary targets in the
second echel on of the threat array.'®

In view of the requirenent to attack stationary arnored
vehi cl es and surface-to-surface mssile (SSM transporters,
erectors, and launchers (TELS), the Arny visualized the
need for inproving the BAT. The BAT Pre-Pl anned Product
| mprovenent (P31) would have the capabilities of attacking

novi ng arnor, stationary arnor, hot or cold arnor, SSM
TELS, and heavy nultiple rocket |aunchers; would be nore
capable in bad weather and against counterneasures; and
woul d be carried by ATACMS Bl ock I1A. Carrying six BAT
submunitions rather than thirteen as the ATACMS Il woul d,
ATACMS Bl ock Il A woul d have a range of one hundred to three
hundred kilometers and would use a global positioning
system (GPS) augnented gui dance systemthat was simlar to

1591995 USAFACFS ACH, p. 112.
180) pi d.
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the one in the ATACMS | A and ATACMS Il to inprove accuracy.

As planned in 1997 and 1998, the BAT P31 would also be
fielded in the remaining ATACMS Block Il mssiles starting
in FY 2005 rather than BAT. ATACMS Block Il A with BAT P3I

woul d also have an initial operational capability of FY
2007. 't

1811997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 89; Fact Sheet, subj:
ATACMS, Feb 99; Fact Sheet, subj: ATACMS, 1998,;
Interview, Dastrup with Hilliard, 5 Feb 99; Menorandum
for Record, subj: Annual History Input from MAJ Jay
Hilliard, TSM RAMS, 24 Feb 99; Email msg with atch, subj:
ATACMS, 6 Mar 00, Doc I11-114, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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In 1999 the Chief of Staff of the Arny, General Eric K
Shi nseki, revanped the Army's priorities when he announced
his intention to field a medi um wei ght brigade conbat team
in the near future that was part of the Transformation of
the Arny initiative. To find noney for Arny Transformation
initiatives, the Arny term nated ATACMS Block IIA along
with other programs in 1999. Rat her than letting the
ability to attack MRLs and TELs di sappear, the Arny chose
to integrate the capability of the P3l BAT into the ATACMS
Block Il and continued work on P31 BAT in 2000. '
Firefinder Radars

Because of the growing threat of counterfire from
hostile fire support systenms, the Arny initiated action in
1984 to inprove its AN TPQ 36 and AN TPQ 37 radars. The
Armmy considered these radars to be too | arge and heavy for
AirLand Battle and for use with the light forces that were
bei ng devel oped. Through product inprovenents the Arny
pl anned to field a nobile, survivable Firefinder radar to

Email nmsg with atch, subj: ATACMS Block Il - BAT
Cnmd History Input, 13 Mar 01; Interview with atch,
Dastrup with Stephens, 24 Feb 00; Email msg with atch,
subj: ATACMS, 6 Mar 00; Interview with atch, Dastrup with
Dui t sman, 14 Feb 0O1.
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replace the Q36 and Q37 radars in the target acquisition
battery. To do this, the Arny created a bl ock inprovenent
program in 1985-1986 to integrate existing Firefinder
radars into a single follow on systemthat would be based
on the @ 36. The programeventually led to fielding the
Q36 Version 7/High Mbility Miltipurpose Wheel ed Vehicle
t hat was fielded between 1993 and 1995 and the Q 36 Version
8 that was scheduled to be fielded between FY 2001 and FY
2005 to the active conponent and Arny National Guard.'®

1631986 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Historical Review (AHR), p. 90.

1641996 USAFACFS Annual Command History (ACH), pp.
143-44; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 94; Menorandum for Record,
subj: SME Comments on Firefinder Radars, 24 Feb 99, Doc



270

[11-149A, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;, Fact Sheet, subj: Firefinder

Q 36 I nprovenment Program undated, Doc 111-149;
Menmor andum f or AC, USAFAS, subj: AN TPQ 36(V8) Fielding
Concerns, 22 Dec 98, Doc I11-150; Interview, Dastrup with

Ron Anderson, FF Program Manager, DCD, 17 Feb 99, Doc
I11-151; Briefing (Extract), subj: Q36 (V8), 2 Mar 01,
Doc I11-152.
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In the neantine, the Field Artillery School introduced

anot her change to its counterfire radar system
noder ni zati on program in 1990. Because the existing
Firefinder Q37 radar |acked the range, survivability,
mobi lity, and target processing and identification

capability to support future requirenents and because the
Q 36 nmoderni zation effort would not nmeet all of the Field
Artillery's radar requirements as initially planned, the
School identified the need for the Advanced Target
Acqui sition Counterfire System (ATACS) to replace the Q 37.
The Q 37, which was 1970s radar technol ogy, was obsol ete
and vulnerable to eneny radar, radio intercept, and
| ocating and jamm ng systens. The Advanced Target
Acqui sition Counterfire System would take advantage of
| eap- ahead technology to give the Arny a passive system or
at a mninmum passive or active cuing, would reduce the
equi pnrent and manpower needs significantly, and would
furni sh support to the corps area of influence in AirlLand
Operations. In addition, it would be capable of driving on
and off a G130 and larger aircraft and air insertion by
CH- 47D and woul d reduce crew size fromtwelve to six.

In 1991 three alternatives existed to satisfy the
Advanced Target Acquisition Counterfire Systemrequirenent.
First, the Arny could start a new research and devel opnent
program Second, it could introduce material changes to
the existing Q37 that would be | ess expensive than a new
start. Third, the Arny could negotiate a nenmorandum of
understanding with France, the Federal Republic of Gernany,
and the United Kingdomto enter the European Counterbattery
Radar (Cobra) program Because the third option was the
| east expensive and nost promsing, the Arny opened
negotiations wth the Europeans in August 1991 to
participate in their program but it |acked the funding to
proceed beyond this point with Cobra. Later in 1992, the

1851995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 141-42.
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Arny withdrew entirely because Cobra was becom ng too
expensive and |arge and did not neet the Field Artillery's
requirenents. %

% pid., p. 142.
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I n 1993-1994 the Arnmy chose to upgrade the existing Q
37 to neet its requirenents for target acquisition because
it was | ess expensive than a new start. As of 1994, the
Enhanced Firefinder AN TPQ 37 (Block |) program and the
Firefinder AN/ TPQ 37 Pre-planned Product |nprovenent (Bl ock
1) program existed. Basically, the Q37 Block
represented an upgrade to the existing Q 37. Enhancenents
woul d include inproved transportability, better mobility,
and the incorporation of Mdular Azinmuth Positioning System
(MAPS). The reliability, availability, and maintainability
of the system would be upgraded through hardware and
software inprovenents. After successful testing was
conpleted at the Yuma Proving G ound, Arizona, production
of twenty-six nodification kits began in 1995. During the
followi ng year, the Arnmy began fielding the Q37 Block I
radar to the active force. Fundi ng, however, linted
fielding to twenty-six systens through 1997. Thi s nmeant
that only part of the active force would have the Q37
Block | radar. The rest were left with the original Q 37
until nore funding coul d be obtained. *®’

The Advanced Target Acquisition Counterfire Radar,
renamed Advanced Firefinder Systemin 1992, the AN TPQ 37
Firefinder Pre-planned Product Inprovenent (P3l) Block 11

in 1994, the AN/ TPQ 37 Block Il in 1996, and the AN TPQ 47
in 1998, offered significant inprovenents over the existing
Q 37. Utilizing advanced technology, the Q47 would
provide rapid and increased target |ocation, inproved
accuracy, and enhanced target classification at greater
ranges. At the sanme tinme it would significantly reduce
equi prment and manpower requirenments and | nprove

transportability, maintainability, and reliability for
i ncreased effectiveness on the battlefield. Besides this,
it would furnish support to the entire corps area of
influence with enhanced target processing and nultiple
friendly fire capability. Al t hough research and
devel opnent funding would not be available until Fiscal
Year 1997, the U.S. Arny Training and Doctrine Conmmand
(TRADOC) approved the operational requirenments docunent,
witten by the Field Artillery School, in August 1995.
Subsequently, the Departnent of the Arny approved the
requi rements docunment in Septenber 1996, and the request
for proposal went out to private industry in the fall of
1997 with a contract for three prototypes being awarded to

7 bid., pp. 142-43; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 95.
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Rayt heon in July 1998 and with the operational requirenents
docunent being approved in Septenber 1999. Utimtely, the
Q 47, would replace all Q@ 37s, including the Q37 Block I,
on a one-for-one basis and neet the needs of a digitized
battl efield.®

1981996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 146-47; 1997 USAFACFS ACH,
p. 96; Interview, Dastrup with Ron Anderson, 17 Feb 99;

I nterview, Dastrup with Wehri, 6 Mar 00, Doc I11-115,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Operational Requirenents Docunent for
the AN/ TPQ 47 Firefinder Radar, Nov 99, Doc I11-116, 1999

USAFACFS ACH.
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In 2000 funding issues influenced the Q47 program
Because the Departnment of the Arnmy shifted so nmuch funding
to the Initial Brigade Conbat Team effort, the Q47 |ost
sone fundi ng, which slowed down devel opnent and caused the
initial operational test and evaluation to be slipped from
FY 2004 to FY 2006. Yet, the significance of the program
and existing funding |line caused the programto be placed
under the oversight of the Ofice of the Secretary of
Def ense and to be possibly designated as an acquisition

category (ACAT) 11. This would involve noving it from a
| ower ACAT |11l ranking. *°
Profiler

In 1995 the U.S. Arny Field Artillery School started
working to replace the existing neteorol ogical neasuring
set that used antiquated technol ogy by obtaining data from
radi osonde instrunmentation carried aloft by balloons and
sent back to a ground-based receiver with the Profiler. As
the operational requirenments docunents, signed on 15
Oct ober 1996 by the U.S. Arny Training and Doctri ne Comrand
expl ai ned, the Profiler would provide a nodernized, real-
time neteorological capability over an extended battle
space out to five hundred kilometers and would provide
vital target area neteorological information from a
nmesocal e nodel that acquired information from weather
satellites, the current radiosonde, and the integrated
met eor ol ogi cal system for the enploynment of smart weapons
to ensure proper nunition selection and optinml aimng.
The Profiler would also furnish field artillery forces with
current or expected weather conditions along the projectile
trajectory and within the target area. In 2000 the Arny
let the contract for the system to the Environnental
Technol ogies Group of Baltinmre, Maryland, and issued a
devel opnental schedule. Operational testing would be in FY
2002. Production of ninety-two systens would begin in the
fourth quarter of FY 2003, and the first unit equi pnment
woul d be in the first quarter of FY 2004.'"°

¥ nterview with atch, Dastrup with Gordon Wehri
Materi al Requirenents and Integration, DCD, 2 Mar 01, Doc
[11-153; Menorandum for Chief, Material Requirenments and
| ntegration Division, DCD, subj: Coordination of 2000
USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 20 Mar 01, Doc 111-153A.

per ati onal Requirenments Docunent for the

Profiler, 15 Oct 99, Doc I11-117, 1999 USAFACFS ACH
Email nsg with atch, subj: Radar, GLPS, and Profiler, 10
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The Bradley Fire Support Vehicle and Striker

Mar 00, Doc I111-118, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Interview,
Dastrup with Wehri, 2 Mar O01.
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In 2000 the U S. Arny Field Artillery School (USAFAS)
continued working on fielding the Bradley Fire Support
Vehicle (BFIST) that was programrmed to be the successor to
the MB81 Fire Support Vehicle (FISTV). Late in the 1970s,
a US. Arny Training and Doctrine Conmmand ( TRADOC) wor ki ng
group, Close Support Study Goup (CSSG 11, net to optim ze
observed fire support for the maneuver forces. Besi des
reaffirmng the necessity of the Fire Support Team (FI ST)
that had been created in the md-1970s to integrate fire
support with the maneuver arnms at the conpany |evel, the
group recomended fielding a nobile fire support vehicle
for reliable, secure communications. "

In its drive to ensure effective fire support, CSSG I

considered alternatives to the inproved ML13 arnored

personnel carrier that had been designated as the FIST
vehicle in the md-1970s. The first option involved
enploying the XM2 infantry fighting vehicle/ XM3 cavalry
fighting vehicle famly of vehicles. Eit her vehicle
offered greater nobility and survivability than the ML13
and the newer WM8L1. The cavalry fighting vehicle was a
derivation of the infantry fighting vehicle with m nor
interior nmodi fi cations for crew size, addi ti onal
ammuni ti on, and equi pnment storage and did not have the
firing ports and associ ated weapons. The second option
centered on adopting the M81. After exam ning the
alternatives the study group recomended fielding the MB81
as the Field Artillery's fire support vehicle, retaining
the ML13, and using both vehicles as interim solutions
until the XM2/XM3 (naned the Bradley Fighting Vehicle in
1981 after General of the Arny, Omar N. Bradley) nodified
for fire support mssions and called the Bradley Fire
Support Vehicle (BFIST) could be introduced as the |ong-
term sol ution. "

1711995 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command History (ACH), p. 144,
I nterview, Dastrup with MAJ David W Johnson, Jr.
Materiel, Requirenents, and Integration (MRI) Division,
Directorate of Conbat Devel opnents (DCD), 6 Mar 00, Doc
[11-119, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Email nmsg with atch, subj:
BFI ST and Eyes for the Light Fighters, 13 Mar 00, Doc
I11-120, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Record, subj:
The Bradl ey Fighting Vehicle, 13 May 94, Doc |11-120A,
1999 USAFACFS ACH.

1721995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 144-45; Menorandum for
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Record, subj: The Bradley Fighting Vehicle, 13 May 94,
"United Defense LP M2 Infantry Fighting Vehicle/ M
Cavalry Fighting Vehicle,"” Jane's Arnmour and Artillery:

1998-1999, p. 375, Doc |11-121, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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CSSG Il did not heartily endorse neither the ML13 nor
MB81 as the fire support vehicle for several key reasons.
Early in the 1980s, the Arnmy would be fielding the XML
(Abrans) tank and the XM2/ XMB Bradl ey, which would provide
significant nmobility and survivability over the ML13 and
MB81. According to doctrine, the fire support vehicle
required nobility and survivability equal to the supported
force. Only XM2/XM3 Bradley vehicles nodified as a BFIST
could furnish the requisite mobility and survivability. In
the neantine, the Field Artillery would have to enploy
ML13s and MB81s wuntil sufficient nunbers of XMs/XM3
Bradl eys were available for fire support, which nmeant
conprom sing effective close support for the maneuver
arnms. '’

Operation Desert Storm (ODS) of 1991 and subsequent
studies highlighted the deficiencies of the M81 and
reaffirmed the necessity of the BFI ST. During the war,
mobility and sustainability problenms hanpered the MI81's
ability to keep pace with the maneuver forces that were
equi pped with the Abrams tank and the Bradley fighting
vehicl e. Also, the M81 | acked self-protection against
arnored threats, presented a unique signature that nmade it
easy to identify as a fire support vehicle, causing it to
be an attractive and vulnerable target for hostile fire,
and required excessive maintenance as explained in 2000.
In addition, infantry and armor wunits did not stock
sufficient spare parts for the MO8l because it was a | ow
density vehicle. Subsequent, studies projected that future

3 bid., pp. 145-46.
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warfare would be extrenely nobile and fluid and that the
MP81 would lack sufficient speed to fight on such a
battlefield. *™

4 bid., p. 146; 1996 USAFACFS ACH, p. 149; 1997
USAFACFS ACH, p. 97; Arny Heavy Force Moderni zation Pl an

(Extract), p. D1, Doc Il1-106, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;

Menmor andum for Record, subj: The Bradl ey Fighting
Vehicle, 13 May 94; MAJ Neill J. HamIl, "BFIST is on the
way," Field Artillery, May-Jun 97, p. 45, Doc 111-122,

1999 USAFACFS ACH; BFI ST XM7 Initial Operational Test and
Eval uation Doctrinal and Organi zational Test Support
Package, undated, pp. 1-1, 1-2, Doc I11-154; Operational
Requi rement s Docunent for the Heavy/Light Fire Support
Vehicles, 12 Mar 01, pp. 1, 4, 5, Doc II1-155.
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After funding becane available early in the 1990s and
after the mneuver arns got their Bradley fighting
vehicles, equipping the Field Artillery with the BFIST
becane a reality and prom sed to solve the problens created
by the MO81. Qutlined in the Operational Requirenents
Docunment approved by TRADOC in Septenber 1994, the BFI ST
woul d have nobility conparable to the supported force, use
conmon repair parts, present a common signature with the
supported force, be equipped with a 25-mm chain gun for
sel f-defense, and have a first-generation forward | ooking
infrared (FLIR) sight and digitization.'™

1751995 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 146-47; 1997 USAFACFS ACH,
pp. 97-98; Email nsg with atch, subj: BFI ST and Eyes for
the Light Fighter, 13 Mar 00.
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As of 1995-1996, conbat and nmateriel devel opers
envi sioned two nodel s of BFIST (the M7 and M/Al) with each
being a type-classified system The M/ would integrate a
fire support m ssion package onto a Bradley A2 ODS chassis.

The fire support m ssion package initially included a
| aser designator (later renoved as a requirenent), a ring
| aser gyro and inertial navigation systens, a forward entry
device, a |lightweight conmputer unit, and associated
conmponents to process digital information. The A2 ODS
woul d al so have a | aser ranger finder, a global positioning
system a driver's thermal viewer, and a battlefield conbat
identification system (when it becane available) to reduce
the probability of fratricide.'® Wth a scheduled fielding
in 2004, the M/A1L woul d be nore advanced and use a Bradl ey
M2A3 chassis with the fire support m ssion package. The
M/A1 would add a core electronic architecture to process
messages on the digitized battlefield, and woul d have two
second-generation FLIR sights. The second-generation FLIR
on the M/A1 woul d double the target identification range of
the first-generation FLIR on the M7. "’ Meanwhi | e, work

%Brjefing (Extract), subj: BFIST Overview, Oct 96,
Doc 111-68, 1996 USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup wth
MAJ Neil J. Ham ||, BFIST Manager, DCD, 30 Jan 97, Doc
I11-69, 1996 USAFACFS ACH, LTC Robert M Hill, "Future
Wat ch: Target Acquisition and Precision Attack Systens,"
Field Artillery, Jan-Feb 96, pp. 18-19, Doc II1-67, 1996
USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: Bradl ey M2A2/ M3A2
Operation Desert Storm 26 Jan 01, Doc I111-156; Fact
Sheet, subj: Fire Support Branch, 7 May 99, Doc I11-157.

1771996 USAFACFS ACH, p. 150; 1998 USAFACFS ACH, p.
144; Email nmsg with atch, subj: BFIST and Eyes for the
Light Fighters, 13 Mar 00; Hill, "Future Watch," pp. 18-
21; Briefing, subj: BFIST Overview, 1995, Doc II1-122A,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Briefing, subj: BFIST Overview, OCct
1996, Doc 111-122B, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;, Director of
Operational Test and Eval uation, Annual Report for FY99
(Extract), subj: BFIST-A3, Doc I11-123, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH, "The Bradley Fire Support Vehicle," Field Artillery,
Oct 94, p. 19, Doc I11-124, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum
for Record, subj: The Bradley Fire Support Vehicle, 13
May 94; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Neil J. Ham ||, DCD,
30 Jan 97, Doc I11-124A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum
for Director, Directorate of Conbat Devel opnents, subj:
Coordi nation of 1999 Annual Command Hi story, 29 Mar 00,




283

on the BFIST noved forward. On 1 October 1996 the
contractor, United Defense Partnership, delivered four
prototype M/s to the Arnmy for testing. During January-
Cct ober 1997, technical testing conducted at the Aberdeen
Provi ng Ground, Maryland, focused on systemreliability and
mai ntainability, fire support team mssion equipnment
performnce, and systemintegration. Overall, the testing
denonstr at ed t hat al | critical system desi gn
characteristics had been net.'"®

The follow ng year, the Arny made several critical
deci si ons about the BFI ST. In May-June 1997 the Arny
conducted a limted user's test. Using soldiers fromthe
3rd Infantry Division, the Arny placed the M/ BFIST in an
operational environment at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, where it

Doc 111-124B, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Fact Sheet, subj: Fire
Support Branch, 7 May 99.

1781996 USAFACFS ACH, p. 151; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, p.
98.
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functioned as a fire support vehicle for the first tine.
During the test, software problens restricted the vehicle's
ability to performits mssion as desired. Because the
vehicle's overall performance net the requirenments during
the user test and because the system satisfied design
characteristics during the technical testing of early 1997,
however, the Arny noved the M7 BFIST into lowrate initial
production wth the objective of having the initial
operational test and eval uation conpleted in 1999, 1"

1791997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 98-99; Interview, Dastrup
with Rick Dies, Dep Dir, MR, and MAJ Ron Todd, MR, 2
Mar 99, Doc II11-155, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Arny Heavy Force
Moder ni zati on Plan, 1998, p. D-2; Menorandum for
Director, DCD, subj: Coordination of 1998 USAFACFS

Annual Command Hi story, 29 Mar 99, p. 264, Doc I11-138A,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; Emmil nmsg, subj: BFIST and Eyes for
the Light Fighters, 14 Mar 00, Doc I11-125, 1999 USAFACFS

ACH; "United Defense LP M2 Infantry Fighting Vehicle/ M3
Cavalry Fighting Vehicle,"” Jane's Armour and Artillery:
1998- 1999, pp. 374-79; "United Defense LP M2 Infantry
Fi ghting Vehicle/ M3 Cavalry Fighting Vehicle," Jane's

Armour _and Artillery: 1999-2000, pp. 360-66, Doc I11-126,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Neil J.
Ham | |, BFI ST Manager, DCD, 30 Jan 97; Email msg, subj:

BFI ST and Eyes for the Light Fighter, 14 Mar 00; Ham I,
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"BFI ST is on the Way," p. 45; Fact Sheet, subj: Fire
Support Branch, 7 May 99.
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Over the next several years, additional and activities
deci si ons reshaped the BFI ST progranms. Late in 1998, the
Arnmy's Heavy Force Modernization Plan announced that the
BFI ST would go to all heavy brigades and that the nore
advanced M/Al would be fielded to the nodernized heavy
digitized brigades. Based upon the successful limted
user's tests in 1998, the Arny subsequently conducted
devel opnental testing on the M7 BFIST in 1999 and held the

initial operational test and evaluation in 2000. In the
meantime, the Program Executive O ficer for G ound Conbat
and Support Systens approved M| estone Il decision for the

M/ BFIST that permtted noving it into lowrate initia
production contract with fielding beginning in 2000 and
continuing into 2007 and new equi pnment training beginning
in 2000. **°

18 nterview, Dastrup with Johnson, 6 Mar 00; Enmi
msg with atch, subj: BFIST and Eyes for the Light
Fighters, 13 Mar 00; Email nsg, subj: BFIST and Eyes for
the Light Fighters, 16 Mar 00, Doc I11-127, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH;, Interview, Dastrup with Rick Dies, Div Chief,
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Mat eri al Requirenments and Integration, DCD, and MAJ Ron
Todd, Material Requirenents and |Integration, 2 Mar 99,
Doc 111-155, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, Arny Heavy Force
Moder ni zati on Plan, 1998, p. D2, Doc 111-106, 1998
USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum for Director, DCD, subj:

Coordi nation of 1998 USAFACFS Annual Conmand Hi story, 29
Mar 99, Doc I11-138A, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; Menorandum f or
Director, Directorate of Combat Devel opnents, subj:
Coordi nation of 1999 Annual Command Hi story, 29 Mar 00;
Briefing, subj; BFIST CG Update, 13 Feb 01, Doc 11-68,
2000 USAFACFS ACH; Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Terry A
| vester, Fire Support and Conbi ned Arnms Depart nent
(FSCAOD), 13 Feb 01, Doc 11-69, 2000 USAFACFS ACH; Emai l

msg with atch, 9 Mar 01, Doc II1-158; Briefing, subj:
Training Strategy BFIST/Striker, undated, Doc I11-159;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: none, 9 Mar 01, Doc I11-160;

Email nmsg with atch, subj: Information, 9 Mar 01, Doc
I11-161.
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In the mddle of these critical developnents, the
project manager for the BFIST nodified the acquisition
strategy for the M/AlL system in 1999 by initiating an
engi neeri ng change proposal to the M7 BFIST to develop it
to the A3 BFI ST and halted work on the M/AL. Thi s nmeant
that there would not be a M/Al as initially expected. The
A3 BFI ST would be based on the Bradley MA3 chassis and
integrate the M7 fire support m ssion package. Thus, as of
1999- 2000, the M/ BFIST and the A3 BFIST existed as
official Army endeavors to adapt the Bradley fighting
vehicle to fire support missions. '

Meanwhi | e, the Conmbat Observation Lasing Team (COLT)
al so enployed the M81 fire support vehicle. Besi des
| acking nobility and stealth, the M81 had been designed
for armored and nmechani zed forces and presented a unique
signature in forces that used High Mbility Miltipurpose
Wheel ed Vehicles (HVMMWSs) as their scout vehicles. I n
response to this discrepancy, TRADOC approved a change to
the Fire Support Vehicle Operational Requirenents Docunment
in April 1997, written by the Field Artillery School, to
| everage fire support vehicle technology for heavy and
light forces. |In the Operational Requirenents Docunment the
Field Artillery School retained the BFIST for the heavy
forces and urged developing a vehicle with BFI ST m ssion
capabilities for the COLTS by integrating the fire support
m ssi on equi pmrent package onto a HVMMAWW chassis, known as
the Striker, to provide COLTS with unprecedented nobility,
flexibility, and stealth to replace the M81. Al so, the
Striker would be | ess noticeable because it would present a
common signature, would save Bradley assets for fire
support teans, and would | ower operating costs for COLTs.
Based upon its performance in the Task Force XXI Advanced
War fi ghting Experinment of March 1997, the Striker vehicle,
as well as the Striker concept that furnished six Striker
vehicles to each heavy nmaneuver brigade, was adopted by the
US Arny and was approved as a Warfighting Rapid
Acqui sition Program (WRAP) by the Chief of Staff of the
Army on 14 May 1997. This neant devel opnment and fi el ding

“Emai | nsg, subj: BFIST and Eyes for the Light
Fighters, 14 Mar 00; Email nsg with atch, subj: M/ vs A3
BFI ST Conparison, 18 Mar 00, Doc I11-128, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH; Menorandum for Director, Directorate of Conbat
Devel opnments, subj: Coordination of 1999 Annual Command
Hi story, 29 Mar O00.
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coul d be accel erat ed. 82

82Mermor andum for Director, DCD, subj: Coordination
of 1998 USAFACFS Annual Command History, 29 Mar 99, Doc
I11-138A, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 99;
Email nsg with atch, subj: BFIST and Eyes for the Light
Fighters, 13 Mar 00; Menorandum for Director, Directorate
of Conbat Devel opnents, subj: Coordination of 1999 Annual
Command Hi story, 29 Mar 00, Doc 111-124B, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH.
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In July through October 1998 the Arny conducted
custoner testing on a prototype Striker vehicle at the Yuma
Proving Ground, Arizona, as a result of WRAP. Al t hough
testing revealed daytime vision to be good, nighttine
vision failed to neet the requirenents. Equi pped with a
Ground/ Vehicle Laser Locator Designator (G VLLD) with a
first-generation Forward-Looking Infrared (FLIR) therm
ni ght sight, the Striker l|lacked the ability to see far
enough in the night during testing. Even so, the Arny
approved lowrate initial production on 30 Septenber 1998
with the caveat that the night vision capability had to be
extended to nmeet the requirenent and schedul ed the first
maj or test in the second quarter of FY 2000.'®

In 1999 several critical events with Striker occurred.

Early in the year, the Arny type-classified the system as
the Mr07 Striker and conducted a successful air drop test
to denonstrate Striker's ability to be dropped from an
aircraft. Also, the contractor built three prototypes for
devel opnental and operational testing in 2000 by the 4th
I nfantry Division, which would also be the first wunit
equi pped. Once fielded, the Striker would give the Arny a
nmobil e system that would permt the fire support teamto
pl an, coordinate, and execute accurate fires. '

I nterview, Dastrup with Rick Dies and MAJ Ron
Todd, MRI, 2 Mar 99; Menorandum for Director, DCD, subj:
Coordi nation of 1998 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 29
Mar 99; Menorandum for Director, Directorate of Conbat
Devel opnments, subj: Coordination of 1999 Annual Command
Hi story, 29 Mar O00.

184 nterview, Dastrup with LTC Johnson, 6 Mar 00;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: BFIST and Eyes for the Light
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The Li ghtwei ght Laser Designator Rangefi nder

Fighters, 13 Mar 00; Email nsg with atch, subj: None, 9
Mar 01, Doc I|11-162.
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Early in the 1990s, fire supporters enployed the
Ground/ Vehi cul ar Laser Locator Designator (G VLLD) to |ase
targets for l|ocation and precision-guided nunitions. The
system wei ghed 107 pounds, reduced the nobility of |ight
fire support teams, did not neet their needs, and was not a
man portable system In response to this situation and the
lack of a man portable system to designate targets, the
US Any Field Artillery School wote an Operational
Requi rement s Docunent that was approved in February 1994 by
the U S. Arny Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) to
replace the G VLLD with the Lightweight Laser Designator
Rangefi nder (LLDR). Al t hough the LLDR remai ned unfunded
for several years, the School still pursued it. Conbi ning
t echnol ogi cal advances in position/navigation (Precision
Li ght wei ght d obal Positioning System, thermal sights, and
| aser devel opnent, the LLDR was a |ightweight, conpact,
man- portable system designed for disnounted or nounted
oper ati ons. Besi des determ ning range, azimuth, and
vertical angle, the LLDR would permt 1light forces to
performfire support functions quickly and accurately on a
fast-paced, |ess dense, and nore |ethal battlefield and
woul d offer the best alternative to the G VLLD. Because of
its nmodular design, it could be readily tailored to the
nm ssion. In its target location configuration the LLDR
wei ghed about twenty pounds and had the ability of |ocating
targets accurately out to ten kilometers and seeing the
battlefield with a near, all-weather capability at shorter
ranges. An integrated thermal night-sight provided
continuous day/night operations and the ability to see
t hrough obscurants, such as fog and snmoke. |[|f needed, the
LLDR coul d be configured with a separate | aser designator
nmodul e to designate noving and stationary targets for
preci sion nunitions. This configuration increased the
system s weight to thirty-five pounds. Equally inportant,
the LLDR could be used in training environnments because of
its eye-safe rangefinder. '®®

1851997 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 99-100;
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Menor andum for Director, Directorate of Conbat
Devel opnments, subj: Coordination of 1999 Annual Command
Hi story, 29 Mar 00, Doc |11-124B, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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In 1996-1997 the situation with the LLDR changed
dramatical ly. Recogni zing the need for such a piece of
equi pnment, the Program Managenment Office for Nightvision
funded the LLDR through the end of engineering and
manuf acturi ng devel opnment, while the Field Artillery School
made the system an initiative of the Task Force XXi
Advanced Warfighting Experinment of March 1997. During the
experiment, the surrogate LLDR performed well and was
subsequently approved as a Warfighting Rapid Acquisition
Program (VWRAP) in April 1997. WRAP status woul d accel erate
fielding to the light forces and integration onto the
Striker. As a final design review of June 1998 i ndi cat ed,
the LLDR satisfied the requirenents, and work on a baseline
producti on nodel began during the latter nonths of 1998.
Addi tionally, funding was approved to pursue devel opnent of
a longer range variant that could neet the Striker's
thermal range requirenents. However, technical problens
with the software and hardware forced slipping initial
operational test and evaluation from 1999 to 2001. *®
The Gunl ayi ng and Positioning System

In 2000 the Field Artillery School continued working on
the Gun Laying and Positioning System (GLPS). For years
the field artillery battalion provided survey. This neant
that towed howi tzer batteries and MLO9A5 155-mm self-
propell ed howtzer batteries had to wait for conventi onal
survey to be furnished by the battalion, which was tine
consum ng and inefficient, in order to furnish accurate
fires. In light of this, the Field Artillery School wote
an Operation Requirenents Docunment that was approved by
TRADOC in July 1993 for the GLPS. The system would be a
tri pod-munted positioning and orienting device that
consi sted of a gyroscope, an electronic theodolite, an eye-
safe | aser rangefinder, and a Precision Lightweight d obal
Position System Receiver and that would give the battery
aut ononous positioning and di recti onal capability.
Li ght wei ght and nobile, the GLPS established an orienting
station, allowed the battery commander to position and

%Menor andum for Director, DCD, subj: Coordination
of 1998 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 29 Mar 99;
Interview, Dastrup with Rick Dies and MAJ Ron Todd,
Mat eri el Requirenents and Integration, DCD, 2 Mar 99;
Interview, Dastrup with LTC David Johnson, MRI, 6 Mar O00;
WRAP | nformation/lssue Paper, subj: LLDR, undated, Doc
I11-163; Fact Sheet, subj: LLDR, undated, Doc II11I-164.
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orient his howtzers accurately and rapidly, and permtted
retaining the unreliable and old Positioning and Azinmuth
Determ ning Systemin reserve as a backup. Based upon its
performance in Task Force XXI Advanced Warfighting
Experiment of March 1997, GLPS was approved to be part of
the Arny's Warfighting Rapid Acquisition Program which
woul d expedite fielding.'®

1871997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 101; Menorandum for Cdr,
U.S. Arny Training and Doctri ne Command, subj: GLPS, 22
Mar 93, Doc I11-129, 1999 USAFACFS ACH; SFC Janes S.
Howel | and SGM (Ret) Chauncey L. Austad, "GLPS: Fielding
Now to National Guard Units,"” Field Artillery, Jul-Aug
00, pp. 42-44, Doc I11-165.
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In 1998 the Arny tested GLPS prototypes and revised the
nunmber to be fielded. Initial operational testing and
evaluation in July-Cctober 1998 and subsequent climtic
testing in Alaska and Australia denonstrated the GLPS's
overall ability to withstand wi de ranges in tenperature and
to operate below the equator, even though accuracy and
correctabl e maintenance problenms existed, and permtted
moving into followon testing and evaluation in 1999 and
fielding to the Total Arny beginning with the active Arny
in 1999 and then the Arnmy National Guard in 2000-2002. In
the nmeantinme, the growi ng need to reduce the anmount of work
by the survey team in light units, the Arny planned to
expand the nunber of GLPSs from one per battery to two per
battery so that each platoon would have one. Including a
battalion float, each battalion would have seven GLPSs. '%®
Advanced Field Artillery Tactical Data System

Alnmost ten years after the Field Artillery had
initially recognized the need for a conmputer for command,
control, and conmmunications to inprove its responsiveness
on a mobile battlefield, it gained its first experience
with the application of automated data processing in 1959
with the developnment of the Field Artillery Digital
Aut omat ed Conputer (FADAC). The conputer cal cul ated
technical fire direction data faster and nore accurately
t han humans could and prom sed highly precise and rapid
fire. However, the breakdown of equi pnent, the requirenent
to back up the computer with nmanual procedures, and the
| ack of education about the conputer's capabilities caused
many Field Artillerymen of the late 1950s and early 1960s
to accept computerized gunnery reluctantly. '

%8 nterview, Dastrup with Rick Dies and MAJ Ron
Todd, Materiel Requirenents and |Integration Division,
DCD, 2 Mar 99; Interview, Dastrup with Wehri, 6 Mar 00;
Interview with atch, Dastrup with Gordon Wehri, WMateri al
Requi rements and Integration Division, DCD, 2 Mar 01, Doc
[11-153; Menorandum for Chief, Material Requirenments and
| ntegration Division, DCD, subj: Coordination of 2000
USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story, 20 Mar 01, Doc I11-153A;
GLPS Fielding Schedule, 6 Dec 00, Doc I11-165A; Howel |
and Austad, "GLPS: Fielding Now to National Guard Units,"
pp. 42-44.

1891995 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Command History (ACH), p. 148.
See General Accounting O fice Report, subj: Battlefield
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Aut omation, Nov 95, Doc |11-129A, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, for
background information on the Army's effort to digitize
its forces.
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The drive for better responsiveness as the battlefield
was becoming more nobile and desire for first-round
accuracy encouraged the Arnmy to devel op a second-generation
conputer for field artillery comuand, control, and
communi cations. Between 1961 and 1965 the Arnmy conducted
extensive studies to determ ne where the inprovenents to
automati on should be made. The results of the studies |ed
to the requirenent for the Tactical Fire Direction System
(TACFIRE), which was fielded in the m d-1970s and conput ed
technical and tactical fire direction data.'®

Because TACFI RE was | arge, heavy, and based on 1950s
and 1960s technol ogy, the Army took steps to replace it.
In response to a nmenmorandum of 13 Novenber 1978 from the
O fice of the Undersecretary of Defense for Research and
Engi neering that authorized a new conputer for fire support
conmand, control, and comrunications, the Arny initiated
work on a successor systemthat would optimze operati onal
efficiency, sinmplify training, ease mai nt enance
requirenents, reduce life ~cycle costs, and i nprove
survivability. Later in 1981, the Arny and the Depart nment
of Defense (DOD) approved devel oping the Advanced Field
Artillery Tactical Data System (AFATDS) as part of the Arny
Tactical Command and Control System (ATCCS), which woul d be
a famly of conputers, peripherals, operating systens,
utilities, and software to support each individual
battlefield operating system ***

After a decade of work on the hardware and the software
that was fraught with many software devel opnmental del ays,
the Arnmy started testing AFATDS to determ ne its readi ness
for fielding. According to the Field Artillery School in

199 bid., pp. 148-49; Menorandum for Boyd Dastrup,
subj : Untitled, 26 Feb 99, Doc I11-157, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH.

1911996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 152-53.
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1990, AFATDS represented a conpl ete departure from TACFI RE
Whereas AFATDS offered distributive (decentralized)
processi ng using office conputers, networking of conputers,
and enpl oyi ng task nmenus, TACFI RE depended upon centrali zed
command and control and was a format driven system
TACFI RE taxed training because the operator had to nenori ze
many formats and legal entries and had to use them
frequently to renenber them As such, AFATDS woul d be nore
user friendly and a significant inprovenent over TACFIRE. '

92 pid., p. 153.
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Work on the software for AFATDS pressed forward in
1990-1991. On 27 April 1990 the Arny signed the full-scale
devel opnent contract with Magnavox for version one (later
renamed AFATDS 96) software. Schedul ed for fielding in
1992, version one (AFATDS 96) would update the software
devel oped for the concept eval uation programthat had been
conducted late in 1989, would provide initial functionality
at all echelons of fire support fromthe corps to platoon

| evel, and would integrate field artillery, nortar, naval
gunfire, and close air support into planning and execution
functions. In fact, the Prelim nary Design Review held in

Novenmber 1991 verified noving version one (AFATDS 96)
software into the critical design phase of devel opnent with
Force Devel opnment Testing and Experinentation (FDTE)
schedul ed for Septenber 1993. However, software problens
forced rescheduling the FDTE for October 1993. Wor k on
version two (later renanmed AFATDS 97) software, which would
have nore capabilities than version one (AFATDS 96), in the
meant i ne, began during the Ilatter nonths of 1992.
Subsequently, a private contractor or the governnent woul d
produce version three (later renamed AFATDS 00) software,
whi ch woul d have even nore capabilities than the other two
versi ons and woul d meet the objective systemrequirements.

Technical problems with version one (AFATDS 96)
sof tware arose during technical testing in 1993 and caused
del ayi ng the FDTE again. In fact, in August 1993 the Arny
slipped the FDTE from October 1993 to January 1994.
Pushing back the FDTE also forced noving the Initial
Operational Test and Evaluation (1OTE) from May-June 1994
to July-Septenber 1994. Further version one (AFATDS 96)
sof tware devel opnental problens caused the | OTE to be noved
into mid-1995. ™

93 bid., pp. 153-54.

194 bid., pp. 154-55.
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After the FDTE of May 1995 had determ ned that version
one (AFATDS 96) had been inproved since the initial testing
and was ready for operational testing, the US. Arny
Operational Test and Evaluation Conmand held an Initial
Operational Test and Evaluation in July-Septenber 1995 at
Fort Hood, Texas. The test unit, the 1st Cavalry D vision,
conducted a pilot t est, a record test, and an
interoperability test. Al t hough the tests reveal ed sonme
deficiencies, no single or aggregation of deficiencies
warranted rating the system as being ineffective. During
the tests, version one (AFATDS 96) denonstrated the ability
to receive and process information from a variety of
sources to support tactical field artillery fire plans and
showed that it enhanced the maneuver conmander's control of
fire support. In view of this and the overall success of
the test, the Ofice of the Assistant Secretary of the Arny
for Research, Devel opnent, and Acquisition authorized the
Program Executive Officer for Command, Control, and
Communi cati ons Systenms in Decenmber 1995 to proceed with
full-rate production with AFATDS and to field version one
(AFATDS 96) software. In 1996-1997 the Arny sent the
software through many technical and operational tests to
ensure that deficiencies identified in the 1995 | OTE had
been resolved and fielded version one (AFATDS 96) to a
division artillery, three corps artilleries, two arny fire
support el ement s, three battl efield coordi nation
detachments, an enhanced deep operations coordination cell
and conmand post Tango in Korea units.'

In the mdst of devel oping, testing, and fielding of
the version one (AFATDS 96) software, the Arny revanped the
AFATDS fielding schedule in 1996. The Army planned to
field three different variations of AFATDS version two
bet ween 1997 and 1999 as AFATDS 97, AFATDS 98, and AFATDS
99 and version three AFATDS software in 2000 as AFATDS 00.

As explained by U S. Arny Training and Doctrine Conmand

19 bid., p. 155; "AFATDS Update," Field Artillery,

Mar - Apr 98, p. 34, Doc I11-158, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;, FY 95
Report (Summary), Director of Operational Test and

Eval uation, subj: AFATDS, Doc |11-159, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH, FY 97 Report (Sunmary), Director of Operational Test
and Eval uation, subj: AFATDS, Doc II1l-160, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH; Report, subj: Assessnment Report for the Division
XXI AWE, Jan 98, Section 3, Doc I11-67, 1998 USAFACFS

ACH.
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(TRADOC) System Manager for Fire Support Command, Control,
and Communi cations (FSC3) in the fall of 1996, the rel eases
woul d enhance corps and echel ons-above-corps deep
operations functions, joint capabilities, and Miltiple-
Launch Rocket System (MLRS) and Pal adin how tzer interfaces
and lead to full technical fire direction capabilities.

Specifically, AFATDS 97 would furnish corps and echel ons-
above-corps functionality, nodi fy MRS/ Arny Tacti cal
M ssile System (ATACMS) command and control processes, and
enable the Field Artillery to plan and execute deep battle
operations faster and safer than ever before. '

1961996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 155-56.
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AFATDS 98, AFATDS 99, and AFATDS 00 would provide
addi tional capabilities. To be released in 1998, AFATDS 98
woul d concentrate on U. S. Marine Corps/joint functionality,
neet Department of Defense conputing standards, and
facilitate greater interoperability anmong the services.
AFATDS 99, scheduled for release in 1999, would begin the
nmove toward technical fire direction on a single platform
by building direct interfaces with MLRS and Pal adin, while
AFATDS 00 (version three) would be the objective system and
woul d be released in 2002. Wth AFATDS 00 software,
AFATDS, as planned in 1997, would automate all 321
specified fire support tasks developed at the Field
Artillery School. Mor eover, AFATDS woul d operate in the
fire support elenment and fire support coordination centers
of the supported maneuver force and field artillery comand
posts, fire direction centers, and selected field artillery
el ements throughout the command structure to furnish
i ntegrated, responsive, and reliable fire support.
Reflecting wupon the state of AFATDS developnent, a
conference held at the U S. Arny Field Artillery School in
June 1998 concl uded that AFATDS was on the right track and

that it would greatly facilitate command, control, and
communi cations for field artillery units.

Technical problems and Task Force XXI  Advanced
Warfighting Experinments (AWE) recomendations, in the
meanti ne, del ayed fielding AFATDS 97 from 1997 into 1998.
Followwng a |imted users test in October 1997 that

denonstrated that deficiencies catal oged in previous tests
had been resolved and following the integration of
functional inprovenents that had been identified during
Task Force XXI AWE, the Arny released AFATDS 97 in Apri
1998 and fielded it to the XVIII Airborne Corps artillery,
the 82nd Airborne Division artillery, the 101st Airborne
Division artillery, and the 2nd Battlefield Coordination
Det achnment during the course of 1998. For units already
equi pped with AFATDS 96, new equipnment training teans
conducted five weeks of training on AFATDS 97 that focused
upon the differences between the two version. '

1971997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 104; Msg, subj: Annual
Hi story Report, 2 Feb 99, Doc I11-161, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Fact Sheet, subj: AFATDS, 29 Oct 98, Doc IIl1-162, 1998
USAFACFS ACH.

198" AFATDS Update," Mar-Apr 98, p. 34; Msg, subj:
Annual History Report, 2 Feb 99; LTC Douglas G Bel ey,
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"AFATDS and the Task Force AWE," Field Artillery, Jan-Feb

98, p. 4, Doc I111-163, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, "AFATDS
Update,: Field Artillery, May-Jun 98, p. 17, Doc II1-164,
1998 USAFACFS ACH; "AFATDS Update," Field Artillery, Sep-
Oct 98, p. 27, Doc I11-165, 1998 USAFACFS ACH; FY 97

Report (Sunmary), Director of Operational Test and
Eval uation, subj: AFATDS; FY 98 Report (Summary),
Director of Operational Test and Eval uation, subj:
AFATDS.
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Based upon existing and future capabilities of AFATDS
t he Assistant TRADOC System Manager for AFATDS in the Field
Artillery School, Lieutenant Colonel Douglas G Bel ey,
early in 1998 postulated a paradigmshift in fire control.
Wth TACFIRE or the Initial Fire Support Autonated System
(IFSAS) the fire direction center was the nucleus for
pl anning and delivering fires. I n AFATDS units the fire
support officer's role would expand to "focus the artillery
fight during both planning and execution."!® The brigade
fire support officer would orchestrate the field artillery
battl e using AFATDS fire support tools. "Many activities
and, nore inportantly, fire support decisions traditionally
expected of the fire direction officer [would] becone the
FSO s [fire support officer's]. Decisions to nodify attack
gui dance and priority of fires now can be nade and
i npl emrented at the brigade FSE [fire support elenent],”
Col onel Beley wote in the January-February 1998 edition of
Field Artillery.? Utimtely, the key to nassing battalion
fires and focusing fires to support the brigade comander
woul d be a well-trained brigade and battalion fire support
of ficer. Only time would tell if the forecast was
accurate. ?*
In effort to ensure that its Total Army capabilities

and power projection responsibilities were nmet, in the
meantinme, the Arny once again revised the fielding schedule
for AFATDS in 1998. The new fielding nethodol ogy

19Be| ey, "AFATDS and the Task Force AWE, " p. 5. See
Emai |l nmsg, subj: AFATDS, 2 Mar 00, Doc II11-129B, 1999
USAFACFS ACH, for the correct position of LTC Bel ey.

29| pi d.
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established by the Arny determ ned that "first-to-fight”
units with their "go-to-war" reserve supporting units woul d
be fielded first and less critical active conmponent units
and their supporting reserve units would be fielded next.
Under the old practice the active conponent units were
schedul ed to receive AFATDS t hrough Fiscal Year (FY) 2004.
Subsequently, all National Guard units would be fielded
from FY 2004 through FY 2008. This practice created a
di sconnect because many Arny Nati onal Guard roundout units
woul d not have AFATDS, while their active conponent units
woul d have it.?%

202\6g with Atchs, subj: Revised AFATDS Fi el di ng
Plan, 12 Feb 99, Doc II11-167, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.
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Meanwhi |l e, the Arny continued work on AFATDS 98 t hat
woul d replace AFATDS 97 and that was the first AFATDS
software version to address specific U S. Mrine Corps
requi renents. I n October-Novenber 1998 the Arny conduct ed
a joint U S Mrine Corps and Arny limted users test to
exam ne AFATDS 98's ability to satisfy U S. Marine Corps
requi rements and identified deficiencies in air operations,
naval surface fire support, trigger events, fire planning,

and attack aviation. The following June-July 1999, the
Army held another test to determne if the deficiencies had
been corrected. Besi des denonstrating solutions to

problens identified during the limted user test of 1998,
the 1999 test noted that the | atest version of AFATDS 98
had difficulties transferring and receiving friendly and
enemy unit status information through the U S. Mrine Corps
Tactical Conbat Operations, was unable to process air
support requests, air tasking orders, and airspace control
orders effectively, and was unable to execute fire plans
consi stently. ?®

Once the deficiencies had been corrected, the Arny
fielded AFATDS Version 98 in 2000. During the year, new
equi pnent training teans fielded AFATDS 98 to the 17th
Field Artillery Brigade, the 214th Field Artillery Brigade,
75th Field Artillery Brigade, the 18th Field Artillery
Bri gade, and 10th Mountain Division, retrofitted the 82nd
Airborne Division Artillery and the 101st Airborne Division
(Air Assault) Artillery, which had received AFATDS 97 in
1998 along with other units, with AFATDS 98, and furnished
new equi pnent training. Wth these fieldings four

23Dj rect or of Operational Test and Eval uation, FY

2000 Annual Report (Extract), AFATDS, Doc I11-166; FY 99
Annual Report, Director of Operational Test and

Eval uati on, subj: AFATDS, Doc I11-130, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;
Interview with atch, Dastrup with WIlliam Sailers, Dep
Dir, TSM AFATDS, 29 Feb 00, Doc I11-131, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: AFATDS, Apr 99, Doc II11-132, 1999
USAFACFS ACH; Briefing (Extact), subj: AFATDS
Accompl i shnments, Dec 99, Doc 111-133, 1999 USAFACFS ACH;

"AFATDS Update," Field Artillery, Jan-Feb 00, p. 5, Doc
I11-134, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, "AFATDS Update," Field
Artillery, Jan-Feb 00, p. 5, Doc I11-167; MAJ M chael A
Ascura, "Digital Interoperability Between AFATDS and

| FSAS," Field Artillery, Jan-Feb 00, pp. 36-37, Doc III-
168; Fact Sheet, subj: AFATDS, undated, Doc II1-169.
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battlefield coordi nati on det achnent s, four cor ps
artilleries, five divisions, an initial brigade conbat
team and three field artillery brigades had AFATDS 98 as
of October 2000. %

204Brjefing, subj: Fire Support's Center of Gravity,
31 Gct 00, Doc I11-170; "AFATDS Update," Field Artillery,
Jan-Feb 00, p. 5; Ascura, "Digital Interoperablity
Bet ween AFATDS and | FSAS, " pp. 36-37.
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As AFATDS 98 was being fielded to these units, the Arny
outlined plans to issue AFATDS to Arny National Guard units
begi nning in FY 2001 and continuing into FY 2007 as a part
of the 1998 decision to field the system to active
conponent units and their supporting reserve conponent
units. In md-2000 the Arny announced that the 197th Field
Artillery Brigade of the New Hanpshire Army National Guard,
the 196th Field Artillery Brigade of the Tennessee Arny
Nati onal Guard, and the 45th Field Artillery Brigade of the
Okl ahoma Arny National Guard would receive AFATDS in FY
2001. Additional Army National Guard fieldings would occur
as equi pment became avail abl e. ?®

Meanwhi | e, work on AFATDS 99 began with a limted
user's test scheduled for February-March 2001. As
expl ai ned on 21 June 2000 and reiterated in October 2000,
AFATDS 99 woul d reorgani ze and sinplify nmenus and w ndows,
woul d streamine plain text nmessage access, would enhance
alerts, would create shortcuts, and would incorporate
technical fire direction. This would permt elimnating
the Battery Conputer System (BCS) for cannon field
artillery and Fire Direction System (FDS) for the Miltiple-
Launch Rocket System (MRS). Equally as inportant, it
woul d be easier to train on than AFATDS 98. %%

DEPTH AND SI MULTANEQUS ATTACK BATTLE LABORATORY

205" Nat i onal Guard AFATDS Fi el di ng and Trai ning, "
Field Artillery, Jul-Aug 00, p. 35, Doc I11-171,;
Briefing, subj: Fire Support's Center of Gavity, 31 Oct
00.

2°pj rect or of Operational Test and Eval uation, FY
2000 Annual Report (Extract), AFATDS; Briefing, subj:
Fire Support Digitization, 21 Jun 00; Briefing, subj:
Fire Support's Center of Gravity, 31 Oct 00.
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Theater Precision Strike Operations Advanced Concept
Technol ogy Denpnstration

On 21 Novenber 1997 the Departnent of Defense approved
the Theater Precision Strike Operations Advanced Concept
Technol ogy Denonstration as a new start for Fiscal Year
(FY) 1998 that would run for six years in response to the
Joi nt Forces Land Conponent Commander's requirenent for an
enhanced capability to conduct t heat er preci si on
engagenents and fires. In FYs 1999 and 2000 the
denonstration exerci sed and eval uated exi sting and energi ng
technology on a synthetic battlefield that incorporated
live, wvirtual, and constructive sinmulations to provide
operational -l evel warfighting capabilities that would
inprove the strike planning process, expand shared
si tuati onal awar eness, i ncrease joint and conbi ned
interoperability, and inprove transition to reinforcenent.

At the sane tinme the denonstration would provide energi ng
| eave-behind capabilities with US. forces in the United
St ates and Korea. *’

In 2000 the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack Battle
Laboratory continued to furnish extensive support to the
denonstrati on. United States Forces, Korea (USFK)
exerci ses (Foal Eagle; Reception, Staging, Onward Mvenent,
and Integration; Sunmmer Exercise and U chi Focus Lens)
provi ded the opportunity to denonstrate new capabilities
and to assess their utility. The new capabilities provided
automated nethods for deconflicting airspace, updating
information on approved target nom nations, performng
predictive battle damge assessnent, and visualizing
terrain. 2%

The battle |aboratory also continued to enhance the

2071997 U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill (USAFACFS) Annual Conmmand History (ACH), p. 63;
Email nmsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000 Annual

Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01, Doc 111-172; Email nmsg with
atch, subj: TSPO History Piece, 8 Mar 00, Doc II1-136,
1999 USAFACFS ACH; Fact Sheet, subj: Theater Precision
Stri ke Operations, Apr 99, Doc I11-137, 1999 USAFACFS
ACH; Menorandum for Record, subj: Battle Lab Input to
1998 Annual Command Hi story, 22 Mar 99, Doc I11-96, 1998

UAFACFS ACH.

2%Epmi | nmeg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr O01.



311

interoperability of forces supporting the USFK m ssion.
Interfaces between Arny and Air Force systenms were being
devel oped to enhance deliberate targeting and tinme critical
targeting processes. Efforts were nade (and woul d conti nue
to be made) to connect with Marine Corps systenms for
theater visibility and to enhance their inter-service
processes. Work al so continued to co-host the Arny Deep
Operations Coordi nation System on the d obal Conmand and
Control System - Korea for the Theater and d obal Command
and Control System - Army for other Arny forces.?®

299 pi d.
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The Battle Laboratory continued to integrate entity-
| evel fire support sinmulation into the Corps Battle
Simulation to inmprove training of fire support tasks during
the Korean exercises and the Theater Precision Strike
Oper ati ons Advanced Concept Technol ogy Denonstration. The
effort included initiatives to allow tactical command and
control systenms to communicate with sinulations and to
field the Fire Support Sinulation Trainer to Korea and
updates to sinulation nodels. #°
Fire Support Combined Arns Tactical Trainer

On 10-28 June 1999 the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack
Battl e Laboratory conducted the Fire Support Conbi ned Arns
Tactical Trainer (FSCATT) MLO9A6 variant custoner test.

The test was successful, and FSCATT production lot 1V
contract for ten MLO9A6 vari ants was subsequently signed on
14 January 2000. A noise reduction engineer change

proposal was approved in 1999 for FSCATT and was programred
to be applied as kits in Fiscal Year 2000. A total of
thirty-four MLO9A5 variants and eleven MLO9A6 vari ant
FSCATTs would be fielded upon conpletion of Ilot |IV.
Producti on was scheduled to end after lot |V.?"

In 2000 the Arny fielded the last of the thirty-four
FSCATT MLO9A5 vari ants. Twenty-ei ght were sent to Arny
National Guard units, and six were sent to the Arny
Training Center at Fort Sill. Al'l MLO9A5 variants were
based on the noise reduction engi neer change proposal in
the last quarter of 2000, and the proposal was cut into the
production line for the FSCATT MLO9A6 variant. The first
MLO9A6 variants were scheduled to be delivered to the
Gunnery Department in the U S. Arny Field Artillery School
i n September 2001. A conbined teamw th nmenbers fromthe
Training and Training Technology Battle Laboratory
(National Guard) and the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack

% pid.; Email msg with atch, subj: TSPO History

Pi ece, 8 Mar 00.

MEpmi | nmsg with atch, subj: Annual Historical
Report, 6 Mar 00, Doc I11-138; "FSCATT for the Gunnery
Team " Field Artillery, Sep-Cct 99, p. 41, Doc I11-139;
MAJ Janes B. Brashear, "Fire Support Conbined Arns
Tactical Trainer," Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 00, pp. 24-
26, Doc I11-139A; Fact Sheet, subj; FSCATT, 16 Oct 98,
Doc 111-139B; Operational Requirenment Documents for the
FSCATT (Extract), Mar 93, Doc I11-139C
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Battl e Laboratory furnished new equi pnment training on the
MLO9A5 vari ant . '
Future Fires Command and Control Concept Eval uation Program

2Epmi | nmeg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01, Doc II1-
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From 22 May 2000 to 9 June 2000 and 18 Cctober 2000 to
3 Novenmber 2000, the Future Fires Command Control (F2C2)
Concept Eval uation Program (CEP) conducted experinents at
the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack Battle Laboratory to
exam ne operational systens and personnel requirenents for
t he organi zational transformation (separating command from
fire control) and effects managenment (effects-based fires
and the assessnment of the Fires and Effects Coordination
Cell) in the InterimBrigade Conbat Team (I BCT), which were
two key tenets of the US. Arnmy Field Artillery Vision.
The experinment enployed a fires test bed to provide the
operational setting for the experinentation. It consisted
of a nock I BCT command post, two command post vehicl e nock-
ups, a surrogate battle comand system crew access units
for voice conmunications, and interactive sinmulations to
furnish the synthetic theater of war (STON environment set
in a Bal kan scenario. The STOWwas established using four
simulation systems: a JCATS simulation for maneuver,
engi neer, army aviation, and close air support systens;
FIRESI M  XXI for fire support syst ens; EADSI M for
intelligence and reconnai ssance information from echel ons
above division; and an unmanned aerial vehicle sinulation
for brigade-level reconnai ssance. These systens interacted
with the surrogate battle command system Future Fires
Deci sion Support System (F2DSS), designed for this
experiment to support execution of future fires concepts.
Pl ayer-controller cells provided the stinmulation to the
conmand posts and conducted operations fromthe JCATS and
FI RESI M XXI wor kst ations. ?*

“BEpmi | nmsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01, Doc II1-.
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In a series of vignettes designed to replicate
Stability and Support Operations (SASO) and Maj or Theater
of War (MIW operations in the Bal kans, the |aboratory
eval uat ed the procedures for information managenent at the
| BCT Fires and Effects Coordination Cell (FECC) and for the
usability and functionality of the F2DSS. The F2DSS was
enpl oyed in a networked environnent that allowed all users
to operate from a common operational picture that was
popul ated by a distributed database, which included a set
of graphical decision-making tools for planning and
executing battl e managenent functions (situational
awar eness, distributed planning, and terrain analysis).
Battl e Laboratory | eaders anticipated that streanlining and
flatteni ng organi zati ons conbi ned with enabling information
t echnol ogi es woul d i nprove performance by pronoting shared
situation understanding, inproving asset visibility and
sensor-weapon pairings, and elimnating redundancy in the
tactical fire control process to decrease sensor to shooter
tinme. The insights gained from the experinent supported
this and, in particular, highlighted the inportance of
linking intelligence, targeting, and attack assets
avai |l able to the |BCT.?*"

In sunmary, the IBCT FECC structure and functions were
realigned after the first experinent and validated in the
second experinment, such that effects-based fires were
generated by the FECC as it controlled cannon, rocket,
attack aviation, and close air support |ethal effects and
el ectronic warfare and psychol ogi cal operations non-1letha
effects. The F2DSS common operational picture inproved
battlefield visualization and facilitated distributed
operations, allow ng conmand posts to share infornmation
essential to mssion acconplishment. The use of this
advanced technology permtted the staffs to shift their
focus from information gathering and updating to
col | aborati on and problem solving. A concept for followon
experinmentation involving nodeling and operations of the
Interim Division FECC was directed by the Conmandi ng
General of the US. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort
Sill and scheduled for Fiscal Year 2001.%°

Striker 11
The Striker 11 Concept Experimentation Program (CEP)
214 pi d.
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for Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 provided the Brigade Conbat Team
(BCT) with a Common Reconfigurable Sensor System (CRSS)
that would be integrated with the Arny Battle Command
System (ABCS) and | ong-range (50 to 100 km hi gh-frequency
radi o communi cation systens. This CEP was designed to
validate the concept and the achievable accuracy of a
common, stabilized, multi-sensor G nbal and to denonstrate
t he | ong-range capabilities of data and i magery
transm ssi on. A CRSS- equi pped vehicle would support
accurate long-range targeting and high-speed data and
i mgery comruni cation to the Initial Brigade Conbat Team
(I BCT) Tactical Operations Center (TOC) and the Fires
Ef fect Control Center (FECC) to nmeet |BCT requirenments for
targeting, battlefield information, and fire support
coor di nati on. #°

“°Epmi | nmsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01, Doc I11-172.
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The Striker 11 system consisted of the follow ng
conponents. The radar was the AN PPS-5C WManportable
Surveillance and Target Acquisition Radar (MSTAR). MSTAR
was a conbat-proven, battlefield radar system for detecting
and | ocating nmoving targets and for adjusting artillery
fire. It had the ability to detect a wal king man out to
seven kilometers, a single small vehicle up to fifteen
kil ometers, and one |arger vehicle to a maxi mum of twenty-
four kilometers. The target location error at twenty-two
kilometers was fifty neters. The second-generation FLIR

was a lightweight, self-contained, day/night thernal
i magi ng device using an advanced sensor and a solid state
t hernmoel ectric cooler. It could operate in adverse
battlefield scenarios, including light foliage, snoke,

dust, and canoufl age, at ranges up to ten kilonmeters. The
second-generation FLIR would not only provide substanti al
i ncreased range per f or mance and decr eased t ar get
acquisition tinme conpared to first-generation FLIRs but

al so provide a mjor contribution to digitizing the
battl efield through i mage transfer and automation.?’
The Striker Il would furnish added value to warfighters

by giving the forward observer an enhanced capability to
see the 3-D battlefield at a greater depth with nore detail
in day or night at ranges greater than forty Kkiloneters.
The increased capabilities supported the |IBCT requirenent
for informati on dom nance across a unilateral battl espace

with real-tine targeting data. It was inportant to note
that the current observer capabilities were limted to
daytime and good weather. This package of sensors

supported a nore proactive planning, execution, and attack
of targets of opportunity. The Harris radi o denonstrated
that voice, digital, and imagery and digital nessages could
be communi cated over a |long distance. Meeting the needs of
an IBCT force would require a change to high-frequency
radio for the forward observer. Field artillery observers
woul d need to provide fire support on a non-Ilinear area of
operations where an observer m ght be several mles from

217) pi d.
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the fire support command and control . *?®
GUARDFI ST 11 Upgrade

18| pi d.
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During 2000, the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack Battle
Laboratory participated in the devel opnent of an
Engi neering Change Proposal for the Guard Unit Arnory
Device Full-Crew Interactive Simulation Training Field
Artillery (GUARDFIST 11). The GUARDFIST Il training system
wer e designed to provide a portable system for one student
and one instructor, who were designated GUARDFIST Il (1:1),
and a classroom system for thirty students and one
instructor, who were designated GUARDFI ST Il (1:30). Both
systens had been successfully fielded and were perform ng
their intended functions. As with many equi pnent types,
operational experience and advanced technology helped
define potential inprovenents. Upgrades to the GUARDFI ST
Il woul d be docunented in the form of an Engi neering Change
Proposal (ECP). The changes would be structured to provide
a definable baseline for the existing GUARDFIST Il (1:1)
system and the enhanced GUARDFIST Il (1:4) system %

The system woul d consist of an upgraded GUARDFI ST 11
(1:1) conputer cabinet, a liquid crystal display (LCD)
pr oj ect or, portable projection screen, st udent and
i nstructor binoculars, instructor color nonitor, instructor
track ball or nouse, printer, keyboard, speakers, transit
cases, and associ ated cabl es. The enhanced GUARDFI ST |1
(1:1) would utilize a state-of-the-art personal conputer
coupled with a LCD projector to present the GUARDFI ST |
scenes, targets, and related training information to the
students on a large screen simlar to the present GUARDFI ST
Il A cl assroom systens. The students woul d view the scene
with binoculars and interface with the instructor and
system using verbal conmmands or the digital interface
device (DWVD), forward entry device (FED), handheld term na
unit (HTU), or ruggedi zed handhel d conputer interface. The
conputer enhancenents woul d provide the operating system
software and CD-ROM capability for additional training
opportunities in the form of existing CD ROM based training
courses and ot her graphic files that could furnish views of

Epmi | nmsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01, Doc I11-172.
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previ ously unoccupi ed areas to be used for rehearsals.?°
Forward CObserver Exercise Sinmulation

220| pi d.
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On 14 Decenber 2000 the Depth and Sinultaneous Attack
Battl e Laboratory staffed the Forward Observer Exercise
Simul ati on (FOXS) operational requirenments docunent and
system training plan (STRAP) worldw de for comments. The
FOXS would ©provide quality training for Mlitary
Occupational Speciality (MOS) 13F skill levels 1-3 as well
as being a common task trainer for all soldiers. The
system would be high-level architecture interoperable.
FOXS could operate in a stand-alone node to train one to
thirty students in an institutional training environnment or
could operate at unit-level to train four forward observers
wi thout the use of live anmmunition. FOXS woul d operate
with the Fire Support Conmbined Arms Tactical Trainer
(FSCATT) to train field artillery units in collective tasks

in a conmbined arns environnent. FOXS would Dbe
interoperable with other conbined arns tactical trainers
locally and via |ong-haul networks. FOXS woul d nonitor

performance and provide feedback in accordance with the
Standard Arnmy Action Review System FOXS would also
support institutional training at the US. Arny Field
Artillery School and sustainnment training in all active,
reserve, and National Guard units. The FOXS operati onal
requi renments docunent and STRAP were forwarded to U. S. Arny
Training and Doctrine Command headquarters for additional
staffing on 28 March 2001. 2%
Battl efield Coordination Detachnment Deep Operations and
Coordi nati on Cell Conference
During 28-30 March 2000, the Depth and Sinmnultaneous
Attack Battle Laboratory hosted the annual Battlefield
Coor di nati on Detachment (BCD)/ Deep Operations Coordination
Cell (DOCC) Conference in Snow Hall with attendees com ng
from nunmerous Arny nmaj or conmands and j oi nt organi zati ons.
Thi s annual conference provided an excellent venue for
exchangi ng ideas and discussing issues that affected the
performance and capabilities of the BCDs, and the 2000
conference was expanded beyond the wusual BCD-focus to
i nclude corps- and arny-|level DOCCs. The enphasis of this
year's conference was the application of |ocal tactics,
t echni ques, and procedures (TTP); user needs; joint fires;
and digital integration.?*?

2'Email msg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000
Annual Command Hi story, 20 Apr 01, Doc I11-172.
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Attendees to the conference briefed | ocal TTP and joint
exerci se experience and nmade recomendati ons for changes in

doctrine, materiel, and training. The Intelligence and
Field Artillery Centers, including appropriate U S. Arny
Tr ai ni ng and Doctri ne Conmmand system manager
representatives, as well as joint and other service

representatives conducted briefings on Arny and joint
specific subjects. The issues raised during the conference
were provided to the appropriate organi zations for review

and action and would furnish the foundation for the 2001
conf erence. ?3

Battl e Simul ati on Center
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The battle sinulation center continued to provide
support to the Field Artillery Oficer Basic and Captains
Career Courses, the Warrant Officer Basic and Warrant
O ficer Advance Courses, the Advanced Nonconmm ssioned
O ficer and Basic Nonconm ssioned Officer Courses, the
Battle Staff Noncomm ssioned Officer Course, and the

bri gades and battalions of the Il Arnored Corps Artillery.
During the year, the center inplenented the Joint Conflict
and Tactics Sinmulation at the Field Artillery School. The

center used the Joint Conflict and Tactics Sinulation as
part of the Digital Battlestaff Sustainnent Trainer. The
Joint Conflict and Tactics Sinmulation nodel was the ground
conbat nodel that the center used to support the Future
Fires Command and Control Concept Eval uation Program **

*2Emmi | nmsg with atch, subj: Bat Lab Input to 2000
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LI ST OF ACRONYMS

ABCS, Arny Battlefield Control System

AC, Active Conponent/Assi stant Conmandant

ACH, Annual Command Hi story

ACCP, Army Correspondence Course Program

ACR, Arnored Caval ry Regi nent

ACTD, Advanced Concept Technol ogy Denpnstration
ADLP, Army Di stance Learning Plan

ADT, Active Duty Training

AECP, Arny Experinmental Canpaign Pl an

AFATDS, Advanced Field Artillery Tactical Data System
AG, Adjutant Ceneral

AGR, Active Guard Reserve

AHR, Annual Historical Review

Al T, Advanced I ndividual Training

ALO, Aut hori zed Level of Organization

ARAC, Arny Radar Approach Contr ol

ARARNG, Arkansas National Guard

ARNG, Army National CGuard

ASARC, Arny System Acquisition Review Counci l
ASAS, All-source Analysis System

ASI, Additional Skill Identifier

ATACMS, Arny Tactical Mssile System

ATACS, Advanced Target Acquisition Counterfire System
ATC, Artillery Training Center

ATCAS, Advanced Towed Cannon System

ATCCS, Arny Tactical Command and Control System
ATDL, Arny Training Digital Library

ATLAS, Advanced Technol ogy Light Artillery System
ATTD, Advanced Technol ogi cal Transition Denonstration
AVE, Advanced Warfighti ng Experi nent

BAT, Brilliant Antiarnmor Submunition

BAT P3I, BAT Prepl anned Product | nprovenent

BCD, Battlefield Coordination Detachnment

BCS, Battery Conputer System



BCT, Brigade Conbat Team

BFI ST, Bradley Fire Support Vehicle

BNCOC, Basi c Noncommi ssi oned Officer Course

BRAC, Base Real ignnment and Cl osure

CALL, Center for Arny Lessons Learned

CAS3, Conbi ned Arns Services Staff School

CATA, Combined Arns Training Activity

CCC, Captains Career Course

CEP, Concept Evaluation Progranf Concept Experinmentation
Program

C4l, Command, Control, Commrunications, Conputers, and
Intelligence

CG, Conmmandi ng CGener al

CGS, Command Ground Station

CGSC, Command and General Staff Coll ege

CMF, Career Managenent Field

COB, Command Operating Budget

COLT, Conmbat Observation Lasing Team

CONUS, Continental United States

CPT PME, Captain Professional MIlitary Education

CRSS, Common Reconfi gurabl e Sensor System

CSSG, Cl ose Support Study G oup

CTC, Conbat Training Center

CW Chief Warrant O ficer

DA, Departnent of the Arny

DAB, Defense Acquisition Board

DAC, Deputy Assistant Commandant/ Department of the Arny
Civilian

DAl G, Departnment of the Arnmy |Inspector General

DARPA, Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency

DAVEE, Divi sion Advanced Warfi ghting Experi nment

DCA, Directorate of Conmunity Activities

DCD, Directorate of Conbat Devel opnents

DCP, Directorate of Civilian Personnel

DCG, Deputy Commandi ng Gener al

DEQ Directorate of Environnent Quality

DL, Di stance Learning

DVD, Digital Message Device

DOC, Directorate of Contracting

DOCC, Deep Operations Coordination Cell

DOD, Departnent of Defense

DOM Directorate of Information Managenent

DOL, Directorate of Logistics

DPI CM Dual - I nproved Conventional Muinition

DPTM Directorate of Plans, Training, and Mobilization

DPW Directorate of Public Wrks

DRM Directorate of Resource Managenent
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DTAC, Digital Training Access Center

DTE, Directorate of Training and Eval uation

DTLOMS, Doctrine, Training, Leader Devel opnment,
Organi zation, Materiel, and Sol diers

ECC, Effects Coordination Cell

ECP, Engi neering Change Proposal

EDTM Enlisted Distribution Target Mbdel

EMD, Engi neering and Manufacturing Devel opnent

ER, Extended Range

FA, Field Artillery

FACCC, Field Artillery Captains Career Course

FADAC, Field Artillery Digital Automated Conputer

FAOAC, Field Artillery Oficer Advance Course

FAOBC, Field Artillery Oficer Basic Course

FAS, Field Artillery School

FAST, Future Army School s Training

FATC, Field Artillery Training Center

FBCB2, Force Battle Conmmand Bri gade and Bel ow

FDC, Fire Direction Center

FCS, Future Conbat System

FDI C, Futures Devel opnment and Integration Center

FDS, Fire Direction System

FDSWS, Future Direction Support Weapon System

FDTE, Force Devel opment Test and Eval uati on

FECC, Fire Effects Coordination Cell

FED, Forward Entry Device

FF, Firefinder

FI ST, Fire Support Team

FI STV, Fire Support Vehicle

FLI R, Forward Looking Infrared

FLOT, Forward Line of Troops

FM Field Manua

FORSCOM U.S. Arny Forces Command

FOTE, Foll owon Test and Eval uati on

FSC, Fire Support Center

FSCAOD, Fire Support and Conbined Arnms Operations
Depart nent

FSCATT, Fire Support Conmbi ned Arns Tactical Trainer

FSC3, Fire Support Command, Control, and Communi cati ons

FSE, Fire Support El enent

FSO, Fire Support O ficer

FSTS, Fire Support Training Strategy

F2C2, Future Fires Command Contr ol

F2DSS, Future Fires Decision Support System

FTX, Field Training Exercise

FY, Fiscal Year
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GAO, General Accounting O fice

GD, Gunnery Depart nment

G T, CGender-integrated Training

GLPS, Gun Laying Positioning System

GPS, d obal Positioning System

GSM Ground Station Mdul e

GUARDFI ST 11, Guard Unit Arnory Device-Full-Crew
Interactive Sinulation Trainer 11

G VLLD, Ground/ Vehi cul ar Laser Locator Designator

HCT, Howitzer Crew Trainer

HI MARS, High Mobility Artillery Rocket System

HI PE, Howitzer Inprovenent Program and Enhancenents

HVWAW, Hi gh Mbility Miltipurpose Wheel ed Vehicle

HQ Headquarters

HQDA, Headquarters, Departnent of the Arny

HSOT, Howitzer Strap on Trai ner

HTU, Handhel d Term nal Unit

HVAC, Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning

| AV, Interim Arnored Vehicle

| BCT, Initial/lnterimBrigade Conbat Team

| DT, Inactive Duty

| ET, Initial Entry Training

| FCS, I nproved Fire Control System

| FSAS, Interim Fire Support Automated SystenmInitial Fire
Support Aut omated System

| LMS, |nproved Launcher Mechanical System

IM, Interactive Miultinedia Instruction

| OTE, Initial Operational Test and Eval uati on

| PDS, | nproved Positioning Determ ning System

JCF AWE, Joint Contingency Force Advanced Warfighting
Experi nent

JRTC, Joint Readiness Training Center

JSTARS, Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System

LCD, Liquid Crystal Display

LLDR, Lightweight Laser Designator Rangefi nder

LRIP, Lowrate Initial Production

LW Li ght wei ght

MACS, Modul ar Artillery Charge System

MAPS, Mbdul ar Azi muth Positioning System

MEDEVAC, Medi cal Evacuation

MCOM U S. Arny Mssile Command

MLRS, Multi ple-Launch Rocket System

MOA, Menorandum of Agreement

MOS, Mlitary Occupati onal Specialty

MPO, Mlitary Personnel Ofice

MSTAR, MLRS Smart Tactical Rocket/ Manportable Surveillance
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and Target Acquisition System

MI'W Maj or Theater War

NCO, Noncomm ssioned O ficer

NCOA, Nonconmm ssi oned O ficer Acadeny

NCOES, Noncomm ssi oned Officer Education System

NEPA, National Environnental Policy Act

NET, New Equi pment Trai ni ng

NETD, New Equi pment Trai ni ng Det achment

NOTT, New Organization Training Team

NTC, National Training Center

OAC, O ficer Advance Course

OBC, O ficer Basic Course

OBCT, Officer Basic Course Training

OCONUS, CQutside Continental United States

ODS, Operation Desert Shield/ Operation Desert Storm

ODP, O ficer Distribution Plan

OES, O ficer Education System

ovB, O fice of Managenent and Budget

ORD, Operational Requirenents Docunent

OSD, O fice of the Secretary of Defense

OSUT, One Station Unit Training

PCC, Precommand Course

PCS, Permanent Change of Station

PEO, Program Executive O ficer

PERSCOM Per sonnel Conmand

Pl, Product | nprovenent

PM Program Manager

PO, Program of Instruction

POM Program Objective Menorandum

P31, Preplanned Product | nprovenent

PSYOP, Psychol ogi cal Operations

RAM Random Access Menory

RAMS, Rocket and M ssile Systens

RC, Reserve Conponent

RFPI, Rapid Force Projection Initiative

RFPI ACTD, Rapid Force Projection Initiative Advanced
Concept Technol ogy Denpbnstration

ROTC, Reserve Officer Training Corps

RSTA, Reconnai ssance, Surveillance, and Target Acquisition

SADARM Sense- and- Destroy Arnor Minition

SASO, Stability and Support Operations

SI NCGARS, Si ngl e-channel G ound and Airborne Radio System

SJA, Staff Judge Advocate

SME, Subject Matter Expert

SOSR, Suppression, Obscuration, Secure, and Reduce

SSC, Snmml | -scal e Contingency
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SSM Surface-to-Surface Mssile

ST, Special Text

STOW Synthetic Theater of War

STRAP, System Trai ning Plan

TACFI RE, Tactical Fire Direction System

TAD, Towed Artillery Digitization

TADSS, Training Aids, Devices, Sinulators and Sinulations
TASS, Total Arny School System The Arny School System
TATS, Total Arnmy Training System

TDA, Tables of Distribution and All owances

TDY, Tenporary Duty

TELS, Transporters, Erectors, and Launchers

TF, Task Force

TNET, Tel econmuni cations Satellite Network

TOC, Tactical Operations Center

TRADOC, U.S. Arny Training and Doctrine Conmand

TRAP, TRADOC Renedi al Action Program

TSC, Training Service Center

TSM TRADOC System Manager

TSSAM Tri-Service Stand-off Attack Mssile

TTP, Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures

USACGSC, U.S. Arny Command and General Staff Coll ege
USAFAC, U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center

USAFACFS, U. S. Arny Field Artillery Center and Fort Sil
USAFACS, U.S. Arny Field Artillery Center and School
USAFAS, U.S. Arny Field Artillery School

USAFATC, U.S. Arny Field Artillery Training Center
USAR, U. S. Arny Reserve

USFK, United States Forces, Korea

VSEL, Vickers Shipbuilding and Engi neering Limted
VTC, Video Training Conference

VTT, Video Tel etraining

W DD, Warfighting Integration and Devel opnment Directorate
WRAP, Warfighting Rapid Acquisition Program

XO, Executive Oficer

ZBB, Zero Base Budget
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APPENDI X ONE

STUDENT  PRODUCTI ON FOR

Cour se Initial

FA Captai ns Career Course

FA O ficer Basic Course

Basi ¢ Nonconmmi ssioned O ficer
Cour ses

Advanced Nonconmmi ssioned O ficer
Cour ses

Primary Leader Devel opnent
Cour ses

Battle Staff Noncomm ssi oned
O ficer Course

Tot al

US. Arny Field Artillery Training
Center (Basic Conmbat Training,
One Station Unit Training,
Advanced | ndi vi dual Training, and
U.S. Marines)

Grand Total for FY 2000

FI SCAL

339
759

617

456

951

61
3,183

19, 401

22,584

| nput

YEAR 2000
G aduat es
335

735

607

447

928

61
3,113

17,945
21, 058



Source: Email nsg, subj: Student Production Statistics for
FATC during FY 2000, 15 Mar 01, Doc II1-71; Email nsg, subj:
St udent Production Figures for FAOBC and FACCC, 15 Mar 01,
Doc I1-72; Email nmsg, subj: Student Production Statistics
for FY 2000, 20 Mar 01, Doc I1-73.

APPENDI X TWO
KEY TRAI NI NG COMVAND PERSONNEL

Commandant and Chief of Field Artillery:
MG Toney Stricklin, 11 Aug 99-present
Assi stant Conmandant U.S. Arny Field Artillery School and
Deputy Commandi ng Gener al - Tr ai ni ng:
BG WIlliam F. Engel, 5 Oct 99-present
Chi ef of Staff, Training Conmmand/ Commander of the 30th FA
Regi nent :
COL Theodore J. Janosko, 18 May 98-16 Jun 00
COL M chael T. Madden, 16 Jun 00-present
Commander, U. S. Arny Field Artillery Training Center:
COL Gerard M Wal sh, 8 Jun 98-20 Jun 00
COL T. O Donnell, 20 Jun 00-present
Commandant, Nonconm ssioned Officers Acadeny:
CSM Ri cky L. Hatcher, 21 Jun 99-20 Jun 00
CSM Joseph W Stanl ey, 21 Jun 00-present
Director, Directorate of Conbat Devel opnents:
COL George M Svitak, Jul 99-Jun 00
COL Jerry Hill, Jun 00-present



Director, Depth and Sinultaneous Attack Battle Laboratory:
COL Peter S. Corpac, Jul 98-present
Di rector, Gunnery Departnment:
COL Thomas G Waller, Jr., Nov 98-present
Director, Fire Support and Conmbi ned Arns Operations
Depart nent :
LTC (P) L. Blum Aug 99-Jul 00
COL L.G Swartz, Jul 00-present
Director, Warfighting Integration and Devel opnent
Di rectorate:
Dr Phyllis Robertson, Nov 99-present

APPENDI X THREE
KEY USAFACFS PERSONNEL

Commandi ng General / Commandant of U. S. Arnmy Field Artillery
School / Chief of Field Artillery:
MG Toney Stricklin, 11 Aug 99-present

Chi ef of Staff:
COL David C. Ralston, 13 Jul 99-present

Deputy Commandi ng General - Nati onal Guard:
BG D. McCall, 1 Oct 98-present

Garri son Commander
COL R A Cline, Jun 99-present

Director, Directorate of Community Activities:
Randy B. Cone, Jan 00-present

Director, Directorate of Civilian Personnel:
John D. Kerr, 29 Sep 96-present

Director, Directorate of Information Managenent:
Phyl i s Bacon, Apr 99-present



Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,

Di rector,

CPT Dan T. Mbore,

Directorate of Logistics:

T.S. Haynmend, 12 May 96- present

Directorate of Contracting:

Berni e Val dez, Jan 97-present

Directorate of Resource Managenent:

COL Robert L. Hanson, 8 Jul 96-present

Directorate of Public Wrks
COL Gary W Wi ght,
Directorate of Environnental

T.U. Eldridge, 3 Apr 98-present

Directorate of Plans,
LTC Britt E. Bray,
Mtch Pinion (acting) Jun 00-Aug 00

Tr ai ni ng,

9 Aug 99-Jun 00

LTC M Enneki ng, Aug 00-present

APPENDI X FOUR

1 Jun 98- present
Quality:

and Mobili zati on:

FI ELD ARTI LLERY SCHOOL COMMANDANTS

9 Jul

1911-15 Sep 1914

LTC Edward F. Mcd achlin, Jr., |15 Sep [914-26 Jun 1916

School
COL WIlliamJ.

BG
BG
BG
BG
MG
MG
BG
BG

Adrian S. Fl em ng,
Laurin L. Lawson, |

Edward T. Donnely,
George LeR Irwn,

Dwi ght E. Aul t man,
W I Iliam Crui kshank,

Snow, 27 Jul

26 Sep |91 7-11

8 Feb 1930- 3l

was cl osed 26 June 1916-27 July 1917
|91 7-26 Sep 1917

May 1918
| May 1918-18 Dec 1918
Dennis H Currie, 24 Dec 1918-10 Jun 1919
30 Jun 1919-9 Jul
Ernest Hinds, 25 Oct 1919-1 Jul 1923
I Jul 1923-1 Apr |
6 Apr 1928-12 Dec |929

Jul

1919

928

| 934



>

Henry W Butner, |7 Sep 1934-10 Mar 1936
Augustine MliIntyre, 29 Jun |936-31 Jul 1940
Donal d C. Cubbison, | Aug |940-22 Dec | 940
George R. Allin, 20 Jan |1941-30 Jun |942
Jesnmond D. Balnmer, | Jul 1942-11 Jan 1944
Ol ando Ward, |2 Jan |944-30 Cct 1944

Ral ph McT Pennell, 31 Oct [944-30 Aug | 945
Louis E. Hibbs, 30 Aug |1945-4 Jun | 946
Clift Andrus, 20 Jun |1946-15 Apr 1949
Joseph M Swing, 9 Apr 1949-31 NMar 1950
Arthur M Harper, 2 Apr 1950-16 Nov | 953
Charles E. Hart, 4 Jan 1954-28 May | 954
Edward T. WIllians, 8 Jul |954-23 Feb 1956
Thomas E. de Shazo, |12 Mar 1956-31 Jan 1959
Verdi B. Barnes, |5 Feb 1959-25 Mar 196l
Lewis S. Giffing, 6 Apr 1961 -3 Mar 1964
Harry H Critz, | Apr 1964-15 May 1967
Charles P. Brown, 5 Jul 1967-20 Feb 1970
Roderick Wetherill, 24 Feb 1970-31 May 1973
David E. Ot, | Jun 1973-24 Sep 1976

Donald R Keith, 9 Oct 1976-21 Oct 1977
Jack N. Merritt, 22 Oct 1977-26 Jun 1980
Edward A. Di nges, 27 Jun 1980-27 Sep 1982
John S. Crosby, 28 Sep 1982-3 Jun 1985
Eugene S. Korpal, 4 Jun 1985-17 Aug 1987
Raphael J. Hallada, 20 Aug 1987-19 Jul 1991
Fred F. Marty, 19 Jul 1991-15 Jun 1993

John A. Dubia, 15 Jun 1993-7 Jun 1995
Randal |l L. Rigby 7 Jun 1995-7 Jun 1997

Leo J. Baxter, 7 Jun 1997-11 Aug 1999

Toney Stricklin, 11 Aug 1999-present

W @I @D
OOOO

Shlhlh BB ELBRREL IRl

This list represents the nost accurate information
currently available at Fort Sill. Since World War I, the
school commandant has al so served as post conmander of Fort
Sill.
APPENDI X FI VE
CHI EFS OF FI ELD ARTI LLERY

*MG WIlliamJ. Snow, 15 Feb 1918-19 Dec 1927
*MG Fred T. Austin, 20 Dec 1927-15 Feb 1930
*MG Harry G Bishop, 10 Mar 1930-9 Mar 1934
*MG Upton Birnie, Jr., 10 Mar 1934-24 Mar 1938
*MG Robert M Danford, 26 Mar 1938-9 Mar 1942
BG George R. Allin, 20 Jan 1941-31 Jun 1942

BG Jesnmond D. Balnmer, | Jul 1942-11 Jan | 944
MG Orl ando Ward, |2 Jan 1944-30 Cct |944



MG Ral ph McT Pennell, 31 Oct 1|1944-30 Aug | 945
MG Louis E. Hi bbs, 30 Aug 1945-4 Jun | 946

MG Clift Andrus, 20 Jun |1946-15 Apr 1949

MG Joseph M Swing, 9 Apr 1949-31 Mar | 950

MG Arthur M Harper, 2 Apr |1950-16 Nov | 953

MG Charles E. Hart, 4 Jan |954-28 May | 954

MG Edward T. WIllianms, 8 Jul |954-23 Feb |1956
MG Thomas E. de Shazo, |2 Mar 1956-31 Jan 1959
MG Verdi B. Barnes, |5 Feb 1959-25 Mar 196l

MG Lewis S. Giffing, 6 Apr 1961-31 Mar 1964
MG Harry H Critz, | Apr 1964-15 May 1967

MG Charles P. Brown, 5 Jul 1967-20 Feb 1970

MG Roderick Wetherill, 24 Feb 1970-31 May 1973
MG David E. Ot, | Jun 1973-24 Sep 1976

MG Donald R Keith, 9 Oct 1976-21 COct 1977

MG Jack N. Merritt, 22 Oct 1977-26 Jun 1980

MG Edward A. Di nges, 27 Jun 1980-27 Sep 1982

*MG John S. Crosby, 28 Sep 1982-3 Jun 1985

*MG Eugene S. Korpal, 4 Jun 1985-17 Aug 1987
*MG Raphael J. Hallada, 20 Aug 1987-19 Jul 1991
*MG Fred F. Marty, 19 Jul 1991-15 Jun 1993

*MG John A. Dubia, 15 Jun 1993-7 Jun 1995

*MG Randall L. Rigby 7 Jun 1995-7 Jun 1997

*MG Leo J. Baxter, 7 Jun 1997-11 Aug 1999

*MG Toney Stricklin, 11 Aug 1999- present

*I'ndividuals wwth an asterisk by their name were officially
recogni zed by the Departnent of War or Departnent of the
Arrmy as the Chief of Field Artillery. The War Depart nment
created the Ofice of the Chief of Field Artillery on 15
February 1918 to supervise the Field Artillery. On 9 March
1942 the War Departnment abolished the Ofice of the Chief
of Field Artillery as part of a general warti ne
reorgani zation and placed the Field Artillery under the
Army Gound Forces, and the Commandant of the Field

Artillery School becane the wunofficial Chief of Field
Artillery. BGAlIlin's dates of tenure reflect his termas
Commandant of the Field Artillery School. When the War

Departnment dissolved the Chief of Field Artillery on 9
March 1942, Ceneral Allin becane the unofficial Chief of
Field Artillery and served until 31 June 1942. Thi s
explains the overlap in time of service with GCenerals

Danford and Allin. In 1983 the Departnment of the Arny
reestablished the Chief of Field Artillery to oversee the
devel opnent of Field Artillery tactics, doctri ne,

organi zation, equi pment, and training. Al t hough the War
Departnent and |ater the Departnment of the Army did not
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Chief of Field Artillery from 1942

t hrough 1983, the Commandants of the US. Arny Field
Artillery School and its sucessors during those years

consi dered thenselves to be the Chief of Field Artillery.

recogni ze an offici al

APPENDI X SI X
TRAI NI NG COMVAND ORGANI ZATI ON I N 2000



APPENDI X SEVEN
LI ST OF DOCUMENTS

CHAPTER ONE

"Sil houettes of Steel,” Field Artillery, Nov-Dec




00,
p. 32.

2. Departnment of the Army, Unit Manni ng Canpai gn
Pl an, 8 Nov 99.

3. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Transformation of
Trai ni ng Conmand, 9 Feb O01.

4. Briefing, subj: Ft. Sill Reorganization, 5 Jan
01.

5. Interview, Dastrup with COL Theodore J. Janosko,
Deputy Assistant Commandant for Training Organization and
Doctrine, Training Conmand, 17 Jan O01.

6. Menorandum for Record, subj: Field Artillery
Trai ning Command, 10 Jan O01.

7. Email nmsg, subj: Branch School and Branch
Techni cal / Tactical Training Directorate, 17 Jan O1.

8. Email msg with atch, subj: Revision of
Transformati on of Training Command, 20 Feb 01.

9. "Arny to Beef Up Divisions," ArmyLi nk News, 8 Nov
99.

10. "Arny Begins Manning Initiatives,"” U S. Arny
News Rel ease, 8 Nov 99.

11. Departnment of the Arnmy, Unit Manni ng Canpai gn
Pl an, 8 Nov 99.

12. Menorandum for See Distribution, subj: FY 2001
ODP, 2 Jun 00.

13. Email nmsg, subj: ODP Cuts, 11 May O00.

14. Interview, Dastrup with CPT Frank A. Socha, G 1,
Trai ning Command, 31 Jan 01

15. Dastrup with SGM R L. Hatcher, SGM 30th Field
Artillery Reginment, 6 Feb O01.

16. Menorandum for Commandi ng General, subj:
Proposed FYO1 Officer Distribution Plan Cuts, 18 Jul 00.

17. Menorandum for Conmmandi ng General, subj: TRADOC
FYO1l ODP, undat ed.

18. Menorandum for Commander, U.S. Arny Training and
Doctri ne Conmand, subj: Commander's Statenent - TRADOC
Resource Revi ew Annex 3 Narrative Showstoppers, 28 Jul
00.

19. Email nsg, subj: ODP-EDTM Portion of Annual
Command Hi story, 12 Feb 01.

20. FY 2000 Resource Contract, U S. Arny Field
Artillery Center and Fort Sill.

21. USAFACFS, FY 2001-07 M ssion, Vision, and
Installation Priorities, 12 Jun 00.

22. Menorandum for See Distribution, subj: FY 01
Command Operating Budget - OVA TRADOC Budget Gui dance
(TBG / FYO1 Zero-Based Budget Pl an, 15 Jun 00.\
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23. Briefing, subj: FYOl Budget Guidance, Conmmandi ng
General, 14 Jul 00.

24. Briefing, subj: TRADOC Conmand Pl an, Fy01-07, 12
Jun 00.

24A. Menorandum for Record, subj: DRM Director's
comments on budget section of 2000 Annual Command
Hi story, 6 Jun Ol.

25. Menorandum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: Commander's
Statenent - FYO01l Command Operating Budget, 21 Aug 00.

26. Menorandum for See Distribution, subj: FYO0O
Appropriati on TRADOC Budget Gui dance (TBG), 18 Feb 00.

27. Menorandum for See Distribution, subj: FYO0O
Appropriati on TRADOC Budget Gui dance (TBG), 8 Feb 00.

28. Menorandum for See Distribution, subj: TRADOC
Command Program Managenent System Phase IlI1 - Review and
Anal ysis, 1 Mar 00.

29. Email nmsg with atch, subj: FYOO Cannot Do
Converted to Schedul e 50 Format, undated.

30. Information Paper, subj: Operation of autonmated
Smal | Arms Ranges and OCIE Stock Conditions at ClIF at
Fort Sill, 22 Mar O00.

31. Information Paper, subj: Operation of Small Arns
Ranges, OCIE Stock Conditions, and | TAM for Fort Sill, 12
Oct 00.

32. Information Paper, subj: BASOPS Di ning
Facilities and Laundry Support to Training, 22 Mar 00.

33. Information Paper, subj: BASOPS Di ning
Facilities and Laundry Support to Training, 12 Oct 00.

34. Point Paper, subj; Infrastructure
| nspecti ons/ Repairs and MAR Projects for Fort Sill, 22
Mar 00.

35. Point Paper, subj: Integration for Arny
Experi mental Canpaign Plan Exercises and Experinents for
Fort Sill, 22 Mar O00.

36. Interview wth atch, Dastrup with COL David C.
Ral ston, Fort Sill Chief of Staff, 6 Dec 00.

37. TRADOC Monthly Status Report, 15 Oct 00.

38. TRADOC Monthly Status Report, 15 Nov 00.

39. DOD BRAC 1995 FY 2001 Budget Estimate (Extract),
Feb 00.

40. U. S. Arny BRAC O fice, Fact Sheet with atch,
subj: The BRACO M ssion, 25 Jan O0O1.

41. Menorandum for Record, subj: Ft. Chaffee Annual
Command Hi story, 24 Jan 01.

42. Interview, Dastrup with Barbara Jordan, DRM 8
Jan 98.
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43. "Arny Transfers Fort Chaffee Parcel to Local
Reuse Authority,” U S. Arnmy News Rel ease, 21 Nov 00.

44. I nformation Paper, subj: Arny Transfers Fort
Chaffee Parcel to Local Reuse Authority, Nov 00.

45. Email msg, subj: Fort Chaffee Local
Redevel opment Authority and Fort Chaffee Public Trust, 25
Jan 01.

46. "Fort Chaffee Deed Transferred,” Southwest Tinmes
Record, 17 Nov 00.

47. Menorandum for Command Hi storian, subj: USAFACFS
Annual Command Hi story, 31 Jan O1l.

48. Informati on Paper, subj: Discussion, 10 Jan 99.

49. Informati on Paper, subj: Congressman Asa
Hut chi nson Announces Pentagon Approval of Fort Chaffee
Land Transfer, 6 Sep 00.

50. Information Paper, subj: Congressman Asa
Hut chi nson Asks for Hearings on Closed Mlitary
Facilities, Including Fort Chaffee Redevel opnent, 10 Jun
99.

51. Asa Hutchinson News Letter, 20 Nov 00.

52. GAO Report, Base Operations, Mar 97.

53. OMB Circular A-76 (Extract), 1999.

54. Menorandum for Command Hi storian, subj: USAFACFS
Annual Command Hi story, 31 Jan O1.

55. Email nmsg with atch, subj: A76 Studies, 5 Feb
01.

56. Interview with atch, Dastrup with Wnona Mrris,
DRM 1 Feb O1.

57. Information for Menbers of Congress in DPW Final
Deci si on Report, 29 Jan O01.

58. "Tentative Decision Announced for DPW Contract,"
Fort Sill Cannoneer, 10 Aug 00, pp. 1la, 3a.

59. "Leaders Discuss Facilities Mintenance
Contract,"” Fort Sill Cannoneer, 17 Aug 00, pp. 1la, 3a.

60. Fact Sheet, subj: DPWA-76 Study M I estone
Schedul e, 9 Aug 00.

61. Fact Sheet, subj: MP/ AG A76 M | estone Schedul e,
24 Jan 01.

62. Fact Sheet, subj: TSC A76 Study M I estone
Schedul e, 24 Jan 01.

63. Fact Sheet, subj: DO M A76 Study M I estone
Schedul e, 24 Jan O0O1.

64. Statenent Posture of U S. Arny (Extract), Fiscal
Year 2001, Feb 00.

65. "I've Been Working on the . . .," Fort Sil
Cannoneer, 26 Oct 00, p. 9b.
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66. Email msg, subj: Fort Sill Annual Historical
Revi ew, 22 Mar Ol.
67. Email nmsg, subj: Fort Sill Annual Historical

Revi ew (2000), 23 Mar O0O1.
68. Email msg with atch, subj: Medevac, 5 Feb 01.
69. Interview, Dastrup with Randy C. Pal ner, Henry
Post Air Field Operations O ficer, 16 Jan 01.
70. Fact Sheet, subj: Project MIlennium 12 Feb 01.
71. Tom Jackson, "Supporters Lobby at Capitol for
Sill Museum "™ Lawton Constitution, 8 Mar 01, p. 5a.

72. Menorandum for Command Hi storian, subj:
Coordi nati on of 2000 USAFACFS Annual Conmand History, 3
Apr 01.

CHAPTER TWO

1. Interviewwith atch, Dastrup with Bill Lodes,
W DD, 15 Feb 01.

2. Interview, Dastrup with CPT Charles H Akin,
MLRS- NET, Gunnery Departnment, 12 Feb 01.

3. Distance Learning Honepage, Di stance Learning, 6
Feb 01.

4. Training Managenent Division, WDD, Honepage, 15
Feb O1.

5. Msg, subj: Inplenentation of the Arny Distance
Learni ng Program Feb 01.

6. Email msg, subj: TASS, 2 Feb 01

7. Interview, Dastrup with Sharon Dorrell, WDD, 8
Feb 00.

8. Interview, Dastrup with Sharon Dorrell, WDD, 30
Jan 01.

9. Menorandum for Record, subj: TRADOC Integration
El ements, 8 Feb 00.

10. Fact Sheet, subj: TASS Readi ness Report, 30 Jan
01.

11. "TASS O fers Top Quality Training at Reduced
Costs for Arny," TRADOC News Service, undated.

12. Email nsg with atch, subj: WDD and | BCT, 12 Feb
01.

13. Email nmsg with atch, subj: Field of Objective
Force, 1 Aug 00.

14. Briefing, subj: Status of Brigade Conmbat Team
Devel opment at Fort Lewi s and the Planned Perfornance
Denmonstration at Fort Knox, 16 Dec 99.

15. "Arny Announces Vision of the Future,” U S. Arny
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News Rel ease, 12 Oct 909.

15A. LTC WIlliam A. Raynond, Jr., "Leadership
Devel opment for the IBCT," Field Artillery, Sep-QOct 00,
pp. 10-14.

16. Email nmsg, subj: WDD and the Transformation of
the Arny, 6 Feb 01

17. Fact Sheet, subj: WDD Support to the IBCT in
the past 6 nmonths, 5 Feb 01.

18. Briefing, subj: Fires and Effects and Field
Artillery Training Strategy, 2 May 00.

19. Interview, Dastrup with LTC Peter Zielinski
Di vi si on Chief, Training and Doctri ne Devel opnent, W DD,
5 Feb O01.

20. SFC Wlliam S. Cluck and Thomas D. Bradford,
"13D FATDS Specialist,” Field Artillery, Mar-Apr 00, pp.
37-39.

21. Interview, Dastrup with M ke Valentine, WDD, 26
Jan 01.

22. Email nmsg with atch, subj: 13D, 8 Feb 01.

23. Emmil nmsg, subj: OBC, 2 Feb 01

24. Briefing, subj: Oficer Basic Course Overview, 2
Feb 00.

25. Interview, Dastrup with COL Thomas G Wall er,

Di rector, Gunnery Department, 22 Jan 01.

26. Email nmsg with atch, subj: FAOBC/ Firebase, 11
Feb O1.
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State of the Field Artillery 2000: Looking Ahead to the
Obj ective Force--Keep this?

In the Novenber-Decenber 2000 issue of Field
Artillery, the Commandant of the U S. Arny Field
Artillery School, Mjor General Toney Stricklin, outlined
the state of the Field Artillery in 2000 and its future
as part of the objective force envisioned by the Chief of
Staff of the Arny, General Eric K. Shinseki. The Field
Artillery contenplated a clear role in the transformation
effort. To this end, General Stricklin reaffirnmed the
Field Artillery's vision that had first been outlined
five years ago and was still valid today. |Its tenets
stressed effects-based fires, organizational
transformation, dynam c force tailoring, and nunitions
centrality. Effects-based fires would permt a dynamc
all ocation of assets to deliver the desired effects on
the right target at the desired time to nmeet the needs of
t he maneuver conmmander and would require an effects
coordi nation system that would automate the targeting
process using real-time intelligence fromall relevant
sensors and delivery systenms. Organi zati onal
transformation would allow the Field Artillery to
separate effects managenent fromthe deliver system
maki ng effects-based fires achievable. This would be
accompl i shed by the effects coordination cell. To
capitalize on effects managenment and strategic nobility,
the Field Artillery had to restructure and tailor its
forces to permt deploying the right mx. Also, by
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focusing on nmunitions, the Field Artillery would use the
smal | est nunber of nunitions capable of providing the
desired range of effects.?

MG Toney Stricklin, "State of the Field Artillery
2000: Looking Ahead to the Objective Force," Field
Artillery, Nov-Dec 00, pp. 1-5, Doc III-.
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(Budget) General Stricklin's concerns reflected those
of the past commanders. In his closing coments to the
Fiscal Year (FY) 1999 funding cuts, Mjor CGeneral Leo J.
Baxter wrote in June 1998, "W are concerned wth our
ability to execute training to standard when training
| oads reach peak levels. This will eventually affect
unit readiness in the field, and future goals to field
Army XXI and Arny After Next Systens."? One year later in
1999, General Baxter repeated his adnonition about the
state of funding and its inplications upon training. In
the statenent to the FY 2000 conmand operating budget, he
poi nted out on 19 July 1999:

The FYOO resources continue the downward decline

and will be a form dable challenge. We wll

continue to train the |oad; however, the

flexibility to support increased training |oads

wi t hout resourcing has been elim nated. :

Al t hough we have identified and inplenented

efficiencies to posture Fort Sill to neet these

reducti ons, the larger than expected cuts in

FYOO significantly inmpacts our ability to

performour mssion within the organizational

structure and budget that remains.?
As the CGeneral's assessnent reflected, continued resource
reducti ons woul d hanmper training, which was Fort Sill's

2Mermor andum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: Conmmander's
St atement —FY99 Command Operating Budget, 10 Jun 98, Doc
| -27 1998 USAFACFS Annual Command Hi story (ACH).

*Menor andum for Cdr, TRADOC, subj: Commander's
St at ement — FYO0 Conmmand Operating Budget, 19 Jul 99, Doc
| -10, 1999 USAFACFS ACH.
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main mssion.*

Conbat Training Centers and Trends Reversal
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On 15 January 1999 the Deputy Commandi ng General for
Combi ned Arns at the U S. Arny Training and Doctrine
Command ( TRADOC), Lieutenant General WIlliam M Steele,
held a conference with the conbat training centers (CTC)
at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, to discuss trends or
probl ens across the battlefield operating systens. To
his dismay General Steele |earned that existing trends or
probl ens across the battlefield operating systems, which
consistently chall enged unit operations and warfighting
capabilities, were the sane ones that had been identified
when he was at the National Training Center, Fort |rwn,
California, some ten years earlier, and had not been
elimnated. He then asked the commander of the Nati onal
Training Center about the |ack of progress, and he
responded that TRADOC s service schools were not on board
and helping to elinmnate the problens. Pronpted by this,
Ceneral Steele tasked the Center for Arnmy Lessons Learned
(CALL) at Fort Leavenworth in February 1999 to identify
the trends or problens that required reversing, directed
TRADOC service schools to cooperate by furnishing
sol utions, and established the CTC conference of 28 April
1999 as the suspense date for briefing solutions. Meeting
t he suspense neant reinvigorating the TRADOC Renedi al
Action Program (TRAP) that identified problens,
establi shed solutions, and called for updates by the
proponents to ensure that corrective actions were being
t aken.®

Shortly after General's Steele's tasking, CALL
poi nted out the nunber one energing negative trend in
fire support. Based upon its analysis, CALL wote in
February 1999, "Indirect fires do not support the close
fight."® At the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC)
where contact was made very quickly with the opposition
force using guerrilla warfare tactics in lowintensity
scenarios, infantry platoon | eaders and forward observers
reluctantly enployed indirect fires during small unit

’Interview, Dastrup with MAJ Daryl Andrews, Fire
Support Division, Fire Support and Conbi ned Arns

Departnment, 6 Jan 00, Doc I1I11-52; Menorandum for See

Di stribution, subj: CTC Trends Reversal Program 22 Feb
98, Doc I11-53; Email nmsg, subj: Trends, 5 Mar 99, Doc
[11-54.

°| bi d.
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contacts. They feared fratricide because the eneny was
often only two hundred to three hundred neters away and
because many fire support teans were not adequately
drilled to provide fire at such close ranges or to adjust
fires rapidly in such situations.’
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At the sanme tinme CALL addressed fire support for the
heavy forces. At the National Training Center (NTC)
where contact was nmade over a vast, expansive, desert
| andscape with an arnored eneny during high-intensity
conflict scenarios, brigades had difficulties shifting
from deep operations to close support. Task force
observers were routinely out of position to observe eneny
formations. Targets were not planned al ong eneny avenues
of approach, and task force observers were not in
conmmuni cation with the appropriate fire support agencies
to attack targets of opportunity as they appeared on the
battlefield.?

Assum ng proponency for the trend reversal issue,
"Integration of Fires with Maneuver," to inprove fire
support for the close fight, the U S. Arny Field
Artillery School outlined solutions. The school assigned
its Fire Support and Conbi ned Arns Departnent (FSCAQD)
the lead. To make the trend reversal issue nore
manageabl e, the school divided it into five areas of
focus: maneuver comrander's intent and focus of fires,
transition fromthe brigade deep battle to the task force
close fight, setting the conditions for suppression,
obscuration, secure, and reduce (SOSR) to achieve a
breach in an obstacle, training and utilization of the
conbat observation |asing teanms (COLTS) in the maneuver
bri gade, and the integration of aviation into the close
fight. Specifically, the school sought input fromthe
Armor School at Fort Knox, Kentucky, the Infantry School
at Fort Benning, Georgia, and the fire support trainers
at the conbat training centers and planned to address
each i ssue based upon doctrine, training, |eadershinp,
organi zation, material, and soldiers (DTLOWS), fix
responsibilities, update field manuals and to observe a
focused conbat training center rotation at the National
Training Center in August 2000 for a heavy force and the
Joi nt Readi ness Training Center in April 2001 for a |ight
force. The focused rotations at the conbat training
centers would permt observing the solutions to determ ne
their success and to outline further renedial actions if
necessary.®

8| bi d.

Menorandum for LTC Wlliam M Steele, subj: Conbat
Training Center (CTC) Trends Reversal Program 18 Mar 99,
Doc I11-55; Briefing, subj: USAFAS Fire Support Trends
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Reversal, 14 Aug 99, Doc 111-56; Email nsg, subj: none, 6
Jan 00, Doc I111-57; Menorandum for Record, subj:
Quarterly Update fromAC s O fice, undated, Doc I|11-58;
Menmor andum for See Distribution, subj: Trends Reversal
Conference M nuted, 28 Apr 99, 14 May 99, Doc I11-59;
Email nsg with atch, subj: CTC Trends Lines Reversal, 31
Jan 00, Doc I11-60; Menorandum for Command Hi stori an,

subj: 1999 USAFACFS Annual Conmand Hi story, 23 Mar 00,
Doc 111-45A.
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As General Steele pointed out, the Project Warrior
Programinitially began in 1989 with a nmenorandum of
under st andi ng anong the Conbi ned Arns Training Activity
(CATA), the U.S. Arny Total Arny Personnel Conmand
(PERSCOM), and the U. S. Arny Training and Doctrine
Command woul d be a key to the success of the trends
reversal program The nenorandum of under st andi ng
intended to spread the expertise of the
observers/controllers at the conbat training centers to
the rest of the force by assigning themto TRADOC service
schools as instructors or doctrine witers where they
could directly influence the witing of doctrine and/or
teaching soldiers. Although the second nmenorandum of
agreenment of 1993 anmong CATA, PERSCOM and TRADOC was
unsigned, the Field Artillery assigned officers with
conbi ned training center experience and certification in
1999 to the Field Artillery School as instructors or
doctrine witers in keeping with the spirit and intend of
the Project Warrior Program and with understandi ng that
they were vital to the success of the trends reversal
program and that they provided the Army with subject
matter experts to train soldiers at the schools and
instructors and to wite doctrine.™

I n August 1999 the Field Artillery School's action
pl an underwent a significant reorientation. Under WMajor
General Leo J. Baxter, who was the Commandant of the
School from June 1997 to m d- August 1999, school focused
on long-term solutions. Wen Major General Toney
Stricklin arrived in August 1999, the focus shifted to
the near-termw th trends that could be fixed in the next
one to two years. He wanted the school to fix doctrine,
and tactics, techniques, and procedures, to | ook at
current and future equi pnent issues, and to help units
with home station training in effort to inprove fire
support in the close fight.

“Poi nt Paper, subj: To Explain the Status of Project

Warrior, 3 May 99, Doc I11-61, 1999 USAFACFS ACH, Enmmi
nmsg, subj: CTC Conference, 26 Apr M nutes; Next CTC
Conference, 23-25 Aug, 18 Jan 00, Doc I111-62; Interview,

Dastrup with Andrews, 6 Jan 00.

Y bid.; Email nmsg with Atch, subj: CTC Trend Lines
Reversal, 31 Jan 00.
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(2000, Creating IBCT at Fort Lewis in 2000)As the Arny
searched for an I AV, activating the initial brigade
conbat teans proceeded with the goal of having the first
one operational by Decenber 2001 and the second by
Decenber 2002. After the Arny issued the official
execution order on 3 April 2000, the 3rd Brigade, 2nd
Infantry Division started turning in its Abrans tanks and
Bradl ey fighting vehicles and began training using |ight
arnored vehicles on |loan from Canada until the | AVs were
avai | abl e and devel oping tactics, techniques, and
procedures at Fort Lewis. The Arny tailored a training
program specifically for the initial brigade conmbat teans
to teach them how to fight a new way. Using live,
constructive, and virtual nmethodol ogies, training
retained the light infantry ethos of physical and nental

t oughness, devel oped digital proficiency, and |inked
devel opnental training to operational training.

DI VI SI ON ARTI LLERY STAFF TRAI NER

In 1996 the Unit Training Division, Warfighting
I nt egration and Devel opnment Directorate (WDD), U.S. Arny
Field Artillery School (USAFAS) pointed out that the
future battlefield would be different from current
battl efields. Moddern weaponry, brilliant nunitions, and
the high cost of fielding |large armes would create
wi dely dispersed battlefields. Operations would be nore
fast paced and nore |lethal than in the 1990s, while vast
amounts of information produced by advanced technol ogy,

YEmmil msg with atch, subj: 1BCT, 25 May 00, Doc
I11-; Email with atch, subj: Arny News Rel ease, 25 Apr
00, Doc Ill-; "Future Army Marching Ri ght on Schedul e,"”
U.S. Arny Public Affairs Ofice, 23 Oct 00, Doc III-
Email nsg with atch, subj: Transformation Information, 18

Apr 00, Doc Il1l-; Email nmsg with atch, subj: Slippage, 26
Jun 00, Doc Ill-; Email msg with atch, subj: 3rd Brigade,
7 Feb 00, Doc Ill-; Email with atch, subj: Transformation
| nformation, 18 Apr 00, Doc Ill-; MG James Dubik, "IBCT

at Fort Lewis,” MIlitary Review, Sep-Cct 00, p. 21, Doc
I11-; Email nmsg with atch, subj: Transformati on Execution
Order, 5 Apr 00, Doc I11-.
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especially digitization, would be generated from many
sources. In view of this, the Commandant of the Field
Artillery School, Mjor CGeneral Randall L. Rigby, said,
"Digitization of the force will require us to rethink the
way we train the FA soldier and his commnders and staffs
-- our frame of reference will have to shift.""

131996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 67-68.
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To neet the challenges the nmethods of training
division artillery staffs had to change. Upon becom ng
t he Assistant Commandant of the Field Artillery School,
Bri gadi er General WIlliamJ. Lennox, Jr., launched an
initiative to inprove such training. Because the
division artillery staff had to interact with the
division staff and subordinate field artillery units,
training was difficult. Traditionally, training took
pl ace in division training exercises where the entire
division staff and division artillery staff could respond
to different tactical scenarios, share information, and
pass orders. Although this nethod proved to be
expensive, the lack of training tinme and personnel tenpo
provided the rationale for failing to conduct planned
di vi sion command post exercises. General Lennox saw
advanced technology in the formof sinmulations as a
sol ution.*

In view of this, the Unit Training Division started
a study in 1996 to determ ne the requirenents for an
automated division staff trainer that woul d use
sinmul ations to exercise the division artillery staff and
the fire support elenments fromthe division's main and
tactical command post in key staff functions. During the
year, the division worked to define staff training
requi renments and current training deficiencies and to
determ ne the feasibility of training a division
artillery staff in three training environnents -- |ive,
virtual, and constructive.

“Ibid., p. 68; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 39-40.

1°1996 USAFACFS ACH, pp. 68-69; 1997 USAFACFS ACH, p.
40.
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Based upon that study that was conpleted early in
1997, a team headed by the Depth and Si multaneous Attack
Battl e Laboratory in the Field Artillery School conducted
a concept experinmentation program called the Division
Artillery Staff Training Driver. As planned, the program
woul d test the integration of automation, sinulation, and
digital operations for training division artillery
staffs. Using a mi ssion scenario and tine-ordered events
list, the experimentation teamwould transmt fire
m ssi ons, nessage traffic, and unit novenent data from
the Digital Systens Test and Training Sinulator (DSTATS)
or the Fire Support Autonated Test System (FSATS) to
division artillery tactical operations center's (TOC)
command and control systens during a command post
exercise (CPX). Specifically, the DSTATS would stinulate
the Initial Fire Support Automated System (I FSAS), and
t he FSATS woul d activate the Advanced Field Artillery
Data System (AFATDS). To further replicate tactical
scenari os the experinmentation team would even send voice
conmuni cations to the division artillery tactical
operations center and the division's fire support
el ements. Staff performance woul d then be nmeasured
agai nst expected standards devel oped for each event. '

Empl oying the results of the tests of the drivers of
Cct ober 1997 and January 1998, the Field Artillery School
i ntended to devel op requirenments for an exportable, easy-
to-use, digital trainer driver for field artillery units.

The systemwould allow a field artillery staff to
conduct realistic, high fidelity sustainnment training
using their own commnd and control equiprment w thout any
addi ti onal outside resources. '’

Fort Sill's Radar Approach Contr ol

Established in 1959, the Arny Radar Approach Contr ol
(ARAC) at Fort Sill furnished air traffic control for
Henry Post Airfield on Fort Sill, the Lawton nuni ci pal
airport, the Duncan Haliburton Airport, and the other
airports in the surrounding area. Through the m d-1980s
Henry Post Airfield was also home for a U S. Arny Forces
Command helicopter battalion, two helicopter conpanies, a
nmedi cal evacuation platoon, and ten to fifteen U S. Arny
Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill helicopters and

11997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 40.

171997 USAFACFS ACH, p. 41.
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ai rplanes. However, in the md-1980s Fort Sill started
| osing Arnmy aircraft because of budget cuts. Through
restationings and inactivations Fort Sill |ost nost of

its aircraft by the m d-1990s. At the end of Fiscal Year
(FY) 1996, for exanple, Fort Sill had only a few fixed-
wing aircraft and three tenporary duty nedi cal evacuation
hel i copters at Henry Post Airfield.*

In the meantime, non-Arny air traffic began to take
up nost of the Fort Sill ARAC s tinme. In 1995, for
exanpl e, the ARAC handled 170,670 air novenments. This
i ncl uded approaches and departures at nultiple airfields
and overflights. O this total, only twenty-two percent
of the flights were Arny. Forty-five percent of the
flights were Air Force, and thirty-three percent were
civilian.?*

181997 U.S. Arnmy Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill
(USAFACFS) Annual Command Hi story (ACH), pp. 11-12.

¥l pid., p. 12.
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In view of the budget cuts of the 1990s, the aging
equi pnent, such as the ASR-8 airport surveillance radar
that would cost several mllion dollars to replace, the
reduction in the nunmber of Arny aircraft at Fort Sill,
and the acconpanying decline in Arnmy aviation traffic,
the U S. Arny had to consider the rationale for
mai ntai ning the ARAC. Late in 1995, the U S. Arny
Aeronautical Services Agency (USAASA) reviewed the need
for the ARAC and concluded that it should be closed. 1In
January 1996 the USAASA notified the Federal Aviation
Adm ni stration (FAA) of its intention to return the
currently del egated approach control authority to it.

The notification stated that U. S. Arny woul d not abruptly
cease approach control operations in the Lawton/ Fort Sil
area that m ght disrupt comrercial or general aviation
activities and al so recommended t he devel opment of a
transition plan.?

Because Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas, used Henry
Post Airfield and Fort Sill's ARAC for Euro-NATO Joi nt
Jet Pilot training, the U S. Air Force reacted vigorously
to the recommendati on and pushed for sonme type of
accommodation. After extensive negotiations in 1996-
1997, the U.S. Arny and U S. Air Force reached an
under st andi ng. According to a menorandum of agreenent
signed by both services in March 1997, Fort Sill woul d
continue to operate the ARAC until the U S. Air Force
could install a new digital radar with a projected
operational date of 2004. After that date Sheppard Air
Force Base woul d assune control of the airspace fornmerly
controlled by the Fort Sill ARAC and would renotely
control the new radar. Also, Fort Sill would continue to
operate and mmintain a precision approach radar at Henry
Post Airfield for the foreseeable future. Moreover, the
existing |level of funding by both services would continue
until the U S. Arny relinquished control responsibility

%) bi d.
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to the U.S. Air Force.?

21 pid., p. 13; Menorandum for Command Hi stori an,
subj: SME Review of Fort Sill's Radar Approach Contr ol
Portion of the 1998 Annual Command Hi story, 23 Feb 99,
Doc |-52, 1998 USAFACFS ACH.
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Despite this agreenent, the | arge budget reductions
projected for FY 1999 at Fort Sill forced the
installation to reexam ne the ARAC issue later in 1997.
Lacking sufficient funding to operate the ARAC facility,
Fort Sill |eaders discussed the possibility of closing
the it.?

Al t hough the zero base budget process conducted in
1997 for FY 1998 permitted Fort Sill to continue
operations of the ARAC facility, operating the ARAC cane
at a high cost. According to budget projections
devel oped in 1998 for FY 1999, running the facility would
cost $1.7 mllion. The U S. Air Force would contribute
$536, 000 as specified in the nmenorandum of agreenent
signed in March 1997. This left Fort Sill to furnish
approximately $1.2 million of the ARAC s operati ons.
Because the installation had to pay for ARAC operations
at the expense of other critical requirenents, Fort Sil
again contenplated closing the ARAC in FY 1999 if
alternative funding could not be found.?*

Fort Sill's decision generated a flurry of
activities during the rest of 1998. Because the ARAC
supported the Lawton Muinicipal Airport, Lawton city
officials and Okl ahoma's congressional del egati on acted
i mmedi ately. They asked that the ARAC remai n operational
until an alternative funding proposal could be arranged
with the Department of Transportation and FAA. In fact,
Okl ahoma' s congressi onal del egati on under the | eadership
of Senator Don Nichols had | anguage interjected into the
Transportation Appropriations Bill for FY 1999 that
provi ded funding to continue operations of the Fort Sil

21 pid.; Interview, Dastrup with Mtch Pinion, Dep
Dir, DPTM 7 Jan 00, Doc |- 34.

ZLtr, Ronald E. Morgan, Acting Associate
Adm nistrator for Air Traffic Services, FAA, to The
Honor abl e Janes M I nhofe, United States Senate,
Washi ngton DC, 21 May 98, Doc |1-53, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Msg, subj: ARAC, 30 Nov 98, Doc |-54, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Interview, Dastrup with Mtch Pinion, Dep Dr,
Directorate of Plans, Training, and Mobilization (DPTM,
6 Jan 99, Doc |-55, 1998 USAFACFS ACH, Msg, M tch Pinion,
Dep Dir, DPTM to Dastrup, subj: Wording of
Transportation Bill, 7 Jan 99, Doc |-56, 1998 USAFACFS
ACH.
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ARAC until a staff study by the FAA to determ ne the npst
cost effective nmethod of continuing air traffic services
coul d be concl uded. In view of this, Fort Sill and the
U.S. Arny opted late in 1998 to delay the decision of

di sconti nui ng ARAC operations. #

“Interview, Dastrup with Pinion, 6 Jan 99; Mg,
subj: ARAC, 30 Nov 98; Fort Sill Public Affairs O fice
News Rel ease, 12 May 98, Doc |-57, 1998 USAFACFS ACH;
Mermor andum f or Conmand Hi storian, subj: SME Revi ew of
Fort Sill's Radar Approach Control Portion of the 1998
Annual Conmmand Hi story, 23 Feb 99; Interview, Dastrup
with Pinion, 7 Jan 00; Menorandum for Comrand Hi stori an,
subj: Coordination of 1999 Annual Command Hi story, 17 Mar
00, Doc |- 34A.
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The FAA's failure to conplete the study in 1999 as
pl anned led to two agreenents between the FAA and the
U.S. Arny that were signed in March and July 1999 to keep
ARAC operating in FY 1999 with FAA funding. The
agreenents stipulated that the FAA would provide $1.3
mllion for air traffic services and that Fort Sill would
furnish the | abor, supervision, material, supplies, and
services necessary to operate the ARAC. Subsequently in
Novenber 1999, the FAA and the Arny signed an interagency
agreenent that extended the FAA's comm tnment to provide
$1.3 million for FY 2000 for air traffic services and
noted that the U S. Air Force would pay the Arny $560, 000
to operate the ARAC. Basically, the FAA and the Air
Force would pay Fort Sill to run ARAC. #

“Menor andum of Agreenent between FAA and the
Department of the Army, 23 Mar 99 and 30 Mar 99, Doc |-
35; Modification to Interagency Agreenment between FAA and
US Arny/Fort Sill, 5 Nov 99, Doc I-36; Interview, Dastrup
with Pinion, 7 Jan 00; Menorandum for Command Hi stori an,
USAFACFS, subj: DPTM Annual History, 10 Feb 00, Doc |- 37.



