Observations from JRTC Doctrine Review (21-24 Feb 00)

Observation – Fire Support and Field Artillery Doctrine and Tactics, Techniques and Procedures (TTPs) are “about right”

Discussion – During the stay at JRTC, we spoke with many of the JRTC Fire Support O/Cs and Participating unit fire support and field artillery personnel concerning the TTPs included in current and draft fire support manuals.  Without exception, they all agreed that the TTPs (in particular draft FM 6-20-40) were about right.  Areas needing further emphasis include:

a. Light Infantry alternate CPs  (TOC, TAC, and foot-mobile TAC) and the ability to support each of these with sufficient personnel and equipment. ). The FSO and FS NCO of the TF FSE stated that they needed an additional NCO and man-pack radios to aid in 24hr operations and facilitate TOC/TAC/walking TAC concept.   

b. Although they were extremely pleased with the discussion of fire support planning and the MDMP, additional discussion of fire support planning in a time constrained environment is necessary, as well as TTP for expanding the method portion of Essential Fire Support Tasks (EFSTs).

c. Capabilities and limitations of Naval Surface Fire Support. FM 6-20-40 needs to include a chart depicting effects dispersion data for NSFS, to eliminate rumors of the dangers of employing these weapons in close proximity to friendly troops.  

Recommendation – Include a greater discussion of Light Infantry (to include airborne and air assault) command post movement techniques, in particular the TOC, TAC, walking TAC concept.  Ensure that future versions of FM 6-30 include sufficient fire support personnel to adequately support all maneuver CPs. Include enclosure 1 (Weapon Dispersion) as a chart in future versions of FM 6-20-40. 

Observation – Lack of knowledge in use of NSFS.

Discussion - There is a general lack of knowledge with regard to the use of NSFS.  FS personnel are hesitant to use NSFS for any missions in close proximity to friendly troops.  The only time that the brigade used NSFS was in support of the initial air assaults to support of the MOUT attack. However, none of these fires were observed and thus no combat assessment (CA) or BDA was determined for effectiveness.  When talking to the battalion and company FSO if NSFS was considered, they initially answered that it was brigade controlled.  When asked if they had at least pursued getting it, neither had. They further answered “well, it has a large probable error in range.”  While it is true that NSFS’ PE is larger than the artillery’s PER, the FSOs had not looked at the scheme of maneuver to see if it was possible nor knew what the actual PER for NSFS was.  With the loss of the battery that was air assaulted, NSFS could have filled the gap.  The issue at hand is incomplete knowledge of available fire support systems.  Company FSOs did not know the capabilities and limitations of NSFS nor the procedures to request it.  At the battalion there was limited knowledge but the asset was “written” off because it was under Brigade control.  This issue can be attributed to the loss of Air Naval Gunfire LIaison COmpany (ANGLICO) support and the limited amount of instruction and emphasis placed on NSFS in the various artillery courses (OBC/CCC, 13F A/BNCOC, and WOBC/WOAC).  The current emphasis is on general characteristics and the limitations associated with NSFS.

Recommendation – Additional information on NSFS must be included in FM 6-20-40 to include an example NSFS Plan.  MCWP 3-31.1/NWP 3-09 Supporting Arms in Amphibious Operations can be used in the interim.  The above named courses should describe what the PE for NSFS is, for ex. 110yds at 24 Km, vice just the generality that it is too long.  This allows Soldiers to visualize what the effects will look like.  FSOs must also create SOPs to describe how to request NSFS.  13F BNCOC and ANCOC should try to send an instructor through the NGF Spotter Course or NGF Planner course given at the Expeditionary Warfare Training Groups (EWTG) Atlantic or Pacific (Littlecreek, VA and Coronado, CA respectively) to receive training, or to coordinate with the EWTGs to use their Lesson Plans.  For OBC, CCC, WOBC, and WOAC, greater emphasis should be placed on the fire support planning aspects such as positioning, fire planning, and communications requirements/net structure.   See SW323-AB-ORD-020 excerpt (included) for the estimate of dispersion in range (PER), at maximum range, 23,100Km (24,000Yds) the error is 104m (114Yds).  

	Naval Surface Fire Support

The table below gives one standard deviation estimates in range of the effects of ballistic dispersion and gun jump; i.e., “proving ground dispersion,” as a function of range.  A one standard deviation value gives the distance on either side of the mean point of impact (MPI) within which 68 percent of the rounds are expected to impact.  These values represent the amount of dispersion in the fall of shot when the 5-in. 54 MK 41 projectile body with the MK 73 nose fuze (D317) is fired from a concrete pad with a non-automatic 5-in. 54-caliber gun in slow fire and the effects of non-standard weather and initial velocity have been removed.  Dispersion in fall of shot from shipboard firings include the effects of several additional factors; i.e., initial velocity, fire control errors, ship flexure errors, etc.  Table 2 represents the amount of fall of shot dispersion inherent in firing D317 at full charge that cannot be avoided even if the fire control solution and powder are perfect.  Dispersion for other projectile/fuze combinations (Table 1) may be slightly different.

	RANGE

(YD)
	ESTIMATE OF DISPERSION IN RANGE

(YD)
	RANGE

(YD)
	ESTIMATE OF DISPERSION IN RANGE

(YD)

	
	
	
	

	1000
	96
	13000
	62

	2000
	89
	14000
	67

	3000
	83
	15000
	72

	4000
	76
	16000
	77

	5000
	69
	17000
	83

	6000
	64
	18000
	87

	7000
	59
	19000
	92

	8000
	56
	20000
	96

	9000
	53
	21000
	100

	10000
	53
	22000
	105

	11000
	54
	23000
	110

	12000
	57
	24000
	114

	
	
	
	


Observation – Fires in support of Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT). 

Discussion – The planning and use of the available fire support assets within the given scenario was ineffective.  In the given scenario, an infantry battalion was air assaulted into a Landing Zone (LZ) in order to set the conditions for the attack on the Shutgart-Gordon MOUT Complex. To support this effort, a 105mm battery with a Q-36 attached and the artillery battalion TAC were air assaulted into an offset LZ.  While the decision to do so was based on supporting both the initial assault and the main effort, the choice of LZ and lack of force protection provided by maneuver elements proved fatal to that entire organization.  Once the enemy identified the landing zone, they destroyed the battery with 120 mm mortars, which the radar was unable to locate because it was oriented on one azimuth of search.  This in conjunction with an enemy rifle squad continuously attacking the battery eventually killed all personnel in the battery, the entire artillery battalion TAC, and the radar section with the exception of one soldier.  This caused a number of problems to occur.  First, the artillery battalion TOC had a hard time finding out that the battery, TAC, and radar had been destroyed.  They had been tasked with fighting the current fight and planning the next fight while the entire command group went forward in the TAC. The FA TOC had no idea what the scheme of maneuver, targets, or EFSTs were since all of that information had been with the TAC. They did, however, work hard to alleviate the problem by moving another battery down to pick up support of the MOUT attack. However, movement of an additional firing battery caused these subsequent problems: locating available HC smoke projectiles necessary for breaching operations (the commanders number one EFST), continuous FA coverage for distributed operations, and additional security requirements. An interesting note to this was the fact that the artillery battalion had chosen to move a DS105mm battery south vice the GS 155mm battery. The 155mm could have provided the necessary support with less M825 and been prepared to strike the reserve armor formation once it was identified.  Of note, the use of assault fire (direct fire to support maneuver) was never considered, nor is assault fire currently addressed in our fire support TTP.

Recommendations:

a. Artillery commanders and staff must ensure that the TOC and TAC have the same information in the case one or the other is unable to complete the mission.  Additionally, commanders need to determine personnel requirements for the TAC to ensure continuity of operations. 

b. Commanders should always consider force protection for artillery batteries. 

c. There must be a concerted effort to track ammunition. If we cannot get the ammunition where it needs to be in order to support an EFST then we have failed in our duties and many soldiers in maneuver elements will pay the price.

d. Essential Field Artillery Tasks are derived from EFSTs. Failing to fully develop an EFAT to support an EFST is a common mistake at the CTCs. This concept is fully developed in our draft manuals. 

e. The FA school needs to fully develop and study the concept of assault fire (use of direct fire to support maneuver forces) in support of MOUT. There is great potential for field artillery to influence MOUT by developing TTP for assault fires.

Observation – Fire Support planning in a time constrained environment.

Discussion - Battle rhythm for this operation did not allow for an unconstrained fire support planning process. This time constrained fire planning process caused several deficiencies to occur. 

a. Obscuration in support of breach and MOUT. The smoke rounds, that the battery was supposed to lift in to support their primary EFAT, ended up going to the wrong LZ and were thus not available for some other battery to use.  This created quite a problem for the artillery battalion to figure out how to support the EFST.  This information was not forwarded to the affected FSOs to make alternate plans.  The Company FSO that was responsible for the breach’s smoke had no idea that the supporting battery had been destroyed and that the battery supporting had only about 10 min of smoke until just before the breach was supposed to occur.  In the confusion between the battalion and company FSO, 81mm mortar smoke was fired in such proximity that friendly casualties probably would have resulted.

b. Suppression in support of breach and MOUT. During the assault it self, there was very little direct fire suppression, the smoke fired had no effect against the enemy positions, and no indirect fire suppression was used (due to ROE that division had to clear destruction of buildings).  The two company mortars were consolidated but were in such a position that they were unable to support. The company did not know on which net to request the consolidated mortars.  The mortars’ PA was poorly chosen, as their azimuth of fire was nearly 3200mils from the direction of attack. This created additional dead space, which the mortars could not shoot into because of building height.  In this particular situation, the company mortars could have played a key role by striking key strong points either by direct lay or hand-held mode.  

c. Targeting: During the planning process, the battalion FSO only planned targets in and around the objective, none on the route of movement.  The targets that he did have planned were not on the Brigade FSE or artillery battalion TOC’s overlays.  However, targets for the route of march were eventually added just prior to LD.  The Company FSO did do a good job of keeping priority targets out ahead of the company’s movement yet there seemed to be confusion of what targets to fire and when because of the late changes and lack of coordination.

Recommendations – Units should train in a time constrained environment at home station using quick fire planning techniques included in current fire support manuals. The field artillery school should review quick fire plan collective and individual tasks to ensure that they include TTP for MOUT.

Observation – Undermanned FISTs

Discussion - The O/Cs and participating unit both reported that FISTs were coming through rotations severely undermanned.  During this rotation, the average size of the Company FIST platoon was 5 soldiers.  Company FSOs had been assigned to their companies immediately prior to the rotation and had little understanding of unit SOPs.  

    Company A had the largest FIST and was able to man one Platoon FO team of a PFC and a PVT.  During the leaders recon for the attack against the MOUT facility this FO team (responsible for adjusting a target in support of the breach) was not taken on the recon to “see” exactly where the infantry expected to assault.  This was not due to a lack of doctrine but a lack of teaching, training, and experience on the part of the FSO and the Company Commander.


Recommendation – 13F is a critical shortage MOS at all levels. Until this shortfall can be remedied at the Army level, unit commanders must emphasize Fire Support training at all levels, use their most experienced lieutenants as FIST chiefs, their most experienced Captains as FSOs and, when possible, exempt them from non tactical, administrative requirements.

Observation – Aviation Integration

Discussion - OH-58D Kiowa-Warriors (K/W) were the primary source of aviation fires.  These helicopters flew everywhere in support of the attack on the MOUT site, they did not adhere to established air routes or air battle positions to occupy.  Their movement was not deconflicted with mortar, artillery, and NSFS locations or planned targets. In spite of the fact that some OH 58s were assigned responsibility for some planned targets, the pilots did not know this and no rehearsal were conducted to confirm OH 58D participation in the fire support plan.

Recommendation – Units must take every opportunity to include aviation assets in fire support training events and to incorporate fires in aviation training events. A good technique is to include fire support personnel in flight simulators by setting up FSEs and FDCs outside the simulation facility and using radio or landline communications to rehearse timing of suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD) targets.

Observation – Heavy/Light Integration 

Discussion – Little coordination was observed between the light company and tank platoon. There were no targets planned to support the mechanized breaching effort, nor was there a plan to support the movement of the mechanized assets to an overwatch position for the MOUT attack. Observers did not take advantage of the longer range communications assets available to the heavy force. 

Recommendation – Units should include the TTP for “Armored operations with light infantry and special operations forces” in the initial Draft of FM 6-20-40, into home station training plans.

Observation – Lack of practical application in formal schools

Discussion – Speaking with the Soldiers in the field, a common concern was the limited practical application in the courses to prepare them for duties as FIST Chiefs, FSOs, observers and FSNCOs.  In OBC, the Lieutenants have the Light FSO lane to open their eyes to dismounted tactics, which is great training, but they may or may not get an opportunity to function as the FSO.  In CCC, the students become very adept at developing fire support plans and FASPs and they execute them in JANUS. However, this exercise does not allow them to do the planning and execution under the conditions they will experience at a CTC.

Recommendation – The school should evaluate increasing the amount of practical application to augment or supplement the current academic POI.

Observation – Use of target numbers in groups of five

Discussion – Target numbers for each target were every five numbers (e.g. AA1000, AA1005, AA1010…).  When asked why this was done, it was explained that it aided in refining targets. For example, if A Co refined battalion target AA1000 then the Co FSO would send his target list with the refined target location as AA1001.  If he were to also refine AA1005 then he would call it AA1006.

Recommendation – Evaluate this TTP for inclusion in FM 6-20-40.

