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ON THE MOVE MAJOR GENERAL FRED F. MARTY %M

ast October | attended the US
I Army Europe (USAREUR) Major

Leader  Training Conference
(MLTC) in Grafenwoehr. During the
conference, General Crosbie E. Saint,

Commander-in-Chief, USAREUR, described
the difficulty combined arms commanders
are experiencing in synchronizing indirect
fires with maneuver at the Combat
Maneuver Training Center (CMTC).
Analysis of performance trend lines at
other combat training centers (CTCs),
articles over time in this and other

professional military journals and
discussions with field commanders
reveal the challenge General Saint

describes is not restricted to European
warfighters. Clearly, solutions to this
challenge offer a tremendous
opportunity to enhance the effectiveness
of the combined arms team. In response,
the United States Army Field Artillery
School has launched the "Fighting with
Fires" initiative.

Leveraging the combined arms
commander's ability to fight using
available fire support assets describes the
fundamental purpose of Fighting with
Fires. Deliverables include a determination
of the emphasis, fixes, or new work
required in the traditional Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) domains
of doctrine, organization, training,
materiel, leader development and soldiers
(DOTMLS).

Members of the Fighting with Fires
task force have characterized the
dilemma as analogous to that of a rifle
range, with each shooter watching his
lane.  Essentially, each battlefield
operating system (BOS) is
independently engaging targets within
its own lane. And with relative success,
each BOS is hitting its own DOTMLS
targets. (See the figure.)
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EL our goal must be to enable [combined

arms] commanders

to fight

fire support

systems with the same skill and vigor with
which they employ direct fire systems. 99

The fire support community is actively
engaging all of the DOTMLS targets
within our lane. While targets of the pop-up
variety continue to appear within each of
the DOTMLS categories, multiple hits
from the institution and by field
commanders repeatedly cause fire support
lane targets to fall.

The crux of the dilemma lies with the
"long-range, moving-type" targets. Without
integration and synchronization of all the
shooters, a combined arms commander in
the range tower cannot bring to bear all

of the available combat power against the
high-payoff targets moving across the BOS
lanes and beyond the range poles. Part of
the challenge lies in preparing the combined
arms commander for his expanded duties
within the range tower.

Typically, brigade and task force
commanders comprise the first level of
combined arms leaders with the
capability to integrate and synchronize
the full range of battlefield operating
systems. But the transition from a BOS
range "maneuver" lane to the control tower on a
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The fire support community is actively engaging all the DOTMLS targets within our lane. But we
also need to engage the "long-range-moving-type" targets, as depicted in the figure on page 2.
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synchronization range is not an easy one.
Within the realm of fire support, the fire
support coordinator (FSCOORD) can
provide qualified technical assistance.
But the full metamorphosis from
maneuver commander to combined arms
commander cannot occur  without
achieving the ability to integrate and
synchronize BOSs outside the more
narrow maneuver lane.

In our analogy, the maneuver
commander must broaden his perspective
by mounting the range tower. (See the
second figure.) From this vantage point,
his vision, conditioned by institutional
knowledge,  self-study, and field
experience, widens his lane. The
combined arms control tower provides a
perspective offering battlefield success
through integration and synchronization
of the BOSs. With the support of his
FSCOORD, an opportunity exists for the
combined arms commander to leverage
fires.

Our challenge as fire supporters is to
ensure all of the DOTMLS continue to
be effectively engaged. We must be able
to demonstrate and replicate responsive,
accurate, and massed fires that offer
opportunities for success in combined
arms  training environments.  Only
through this output can we expect to
condition combined arms commanders at
all levels to the tremendous leverage
offered by the integration and
synchronization of indirect fires!

Several months ago we solicited help
from the field in the Fighting with Fires
initiative.  Your input has been
responsive, generous and beneficial.
Replies from field commanders have
provided insightful contributions to assist
the task force in identifying and focusing
the key issues. To date, a series of senior
level reviews has helped refine and
prioritize these issues. In his article in
this edition of Field Artillery (page 12),
Lieutenant Colonel Sammy Coffman, a
Fighting with Fires task force participant,
further describes the progress of the
initiative.

Desirably, the tangible results of
Fighting with Fires will be seen at the
CTCs. Field input and lessons learned
from Operation Just Cause, Desert Shield
and Desert Storm regarding fires will be
integrated into revisions of our own
doctrinal publications. Similarly,
doctrine in combined arms umbrella
manuals and cross-BOS tactics, techniques
and procedures (TTPs) must be updated
and extended. As you read Lieutenant
Colonel Coffman's article, you will see the
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The maneuver commander must broaden his perspective to become a combined arms
commander by mounting the range tower and synchronizing the battle from this vantage

point.

many opportunities under exploration by
the task force.

Perhaps none of the DOTMLS domains
offer greater leverage in Fighting with
Fires than that of leader development. The
payoff in this category is enormous, with
both immediate and long-term benefits.
We must train combined arms leaders,
certainly by the time they become task
force commanders, to comprehend fully
the employment considerations for fire
support. Our goal must be to enable
commanders to fight fire support systems
with the same skill and vigor with which
they employ direct fire systems.

Leader development occurs in the field
as well as within TRADOC institutions.
The entire fire support community must
strive  continuously to  demonstrate
responsive, accurate and massed fires.
Only through credible fire support
performance can we hope to achieve the
desired outcome of Fighting with Fires.
Responsive, accurate, massed fires must be
brought to bear at the time and place of the
force commander's choosing against
high-payoff targets moving amid the BOS
lanes and beyond the range poles.

You will hear and read more about the
Fighting with Fires initiative. We will report
on its progress in subsequent editions of
Field Artillery and in other professional
military  journals. Expect to see its
implementation in doctrinal publications and
in  institutional and field training
environments. Rest assured, all alternatives
will be exploited to inculcate into leaders at
all levels those tactics, techniques and
procedures that will afford the force
maximum leverage from Fighting with Fires.

I sincerely appreciate the support
received from senior leaders and field
commanders to help us frame the critical
issues and to offer practical
recommendations. Fighting with Fires is the
essence of future fire support. | remain
optimistic that combined arms doctrinal
publications, training methodologies and
leader development programs will be
altered  significantly to reflect the
contributions of the Fighting with Fires
initiative.

Field Artillery—On Time, On Target!
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|NCO|\/||NG LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

Scouts and Fire Support: A Neglected Topic

A glaring deficiency in the current
family of fire support manuals available
to the mechanized task force (TF) fire
support officer (FSO) is the lack of
tactics, techniques and procedures
describing "how" to support the TF scout
platoon and integrate it into the scheme
of fires. For instance, FM 6-20-40 Fire
Support for Brigade Operations (Heavy)
doesn't mention scouts in the offense fire
planning example, yet every TF has a
scout platoon that normally plays a
decisive role in offensive missions.

TF FSOs must turn to other combined
arms manuals to seek solutions. One of
the better ones is FM 17-98 Scout
Platoon. But the topic of integrating
scouts into the fire plan is too lengthy to
be addressed in this format.

The purpose of this letter is to
propose  solutions to a more
fundamental problem TF FSOs face:
What's the best way to talk to or
coordinate with the scout platoon? What
follows are several ideas for TFs to tie
scouts into the fire support system.

Scouts can use the mortar or the
artillery fire direction net to call for
fires. This procedure is addressed in FM
17-98 and most TF standing operating
procedures. It requires practice and
training at home station (with the scouts)
to work. Units that use this method often
don't consider communications (a
problem at Hohenfels and other hilly
areas) before crossing the line of
departure (LD) and fail to identify a
retransmission requirement.

Other problems include a lack of
familiarity with the scout call sign in the
mortar and Field Artillery fire direction
centers, so the scout isn't heard or is
ignored. This technique also requires the
scout to drop off a primary frequency to
execute the mission.

Scouts can take an artillery FO
[forward observer] with them on the

mission. This technique usually breaks
down for two reasons. One is, again,
communications. What radio does the FO
use? A PRC-77 with the antenna sticking
out of the back of the Bradley fighting
vehicle is a less than perfect solution. The
second breakdown is that scouts often
don't want or need the extra burden of an
additional person along. Again, if this
technique is used, training at home station
is required to make it work.

Scouts are trained observers. Therefore,
the best solution might be to have a
conduit for scouts to call for fires. Putting
a dismounted FO with them with the intent
that he will relay (not control and adjust)
fire missions for the scouts is viable if the
communications link is in place.

Scouts can cross the LD with a
combat observation lasing team (COLT)
or reserve fire support team (FIST).
This technique is addressed in FM 17-98.
It builds on the idea that what's needed is a
reliable  communications platform to
coordinate with the scouts and relay fire
missions and information.

Using a COLT or FIST also gives the
FSO the flexibility to assign other fire
support tasks to this section. If the scouts
use HMMWVs [high-mobility
multipurpose wheeled vehicles], an M981
vehicle for the COLT or FIST may not be
the best choice. Still, this technique is
workable.

Scouts can relay fire missions over the
TF command frequency themselves,
taking no augmentation. A common
technique, the scout platoon leader
requests fires over the TF command net to
the tactical operations center (TOC) with
the request relayed to the TF fire support
element (FSE) for processing.

The major problem is that the TF
command net can be extremely busy and
an unreliable means to conduct observed,
adjusted fire missions on. The technique
works in the TF's periods of light activity.

During the main battle area fight, this
technique is a "no-go."

The TF S2 can relay fire missions from
the scouts over the TF operations and
intelligence (O&I) or scout internal net.
This technique is better than using the TF
command net as the relay net. It doesn't
require the scout to switch frequencies and
uses a less crowded net to conduct
observed, adjusted fire. Also the link
through the TF S2 facilitates the targeting
process. Finally, the TF should handle any
retransmission requirements.

The TF FSO can use organic radio
assets to talk to the scouts on the scout
internal net. This is a desperate measure to
be used only when the other methods fail. If
success or failure of the fire plan (and
possibly the maneuver plan) rests on
communications with the scouts, this
technique could be necessary.

The final point that applies to any
attachment of FISTs, COLTs or FOs to
scouts is to link them up as early as
possible. The scout platoon leader is busy
and doesn't need lost, missing or late
attachments given to him by the TF
FSO—an albatross around the scout's neck.
Fire supporters attached to scouts should be
tactically proficient self-starters who can
take care of themselves if need be.
Attachments should have their fuel, food,
ammunition, graphics and a mission brief
before linking up with the scouts. COLTs
kept at the brigade TOC until after the TF
scouts cross the LD should not be expected
to be successful on the battlefield. This late
attachment indicates a time-management
problem at the brigade level.

The ideal solution is probably a blend of
one or more of the techniques described. A
TF FSO is limited only by his imagination
in developing his solution. Whatever
method is selected, the FSO must
remember that practice in a combined arms
environment is the key to success.

CPT Boyd D. Gaines, FA
Operations Group, Combat
Maneuver Training Center
Hohenfels, Germany

Response to "Field HMMWV-Based COLTs Now!"

In response to Lieutenant Colonel
Henry T. Stratman's article "Field
HMMWV-Based COLTs Now!" [April
1992] we must think very carefully before
we add combat observation lasing teams
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(COLTs) to the mechanized

support teams (FISTs). From a Field
Artilleryman'’s point of view,

reorganization of the mechanized infantry

infantry
brigade at the expense of personnel in fire

FIST makes sense. However, we must
examine the logic that was the basis for
the FIST organization as now structured.
The original bill payer for the FIST was the
maneuver forces who gave up manpower



spaces to support the current structure.
The forward observers (FOs) in the
infantry FIST were there primarily to
support calls for fire for mortars as well
as artillery.

The reduced FIST structure for
armored forces and the lack of FIST
structure for scouts was deliberate. The
reasoning was that a task force (TF)
commander could task organize to
support the disparate scout missions using
his robust infantry company FIST assets.

By reorganizing the FO parties as in
Lieutenant Colonel Stratman's proposal, a
commander with a balanced or heavy
mechanized TF would have fewer FO
parties under his control. An armor-heavy
TF commander with only one infantry
FIST would still only have three teams,
and the number wouldn't increase with
the addition of another infantry company
in a five-company TF. When the TF

doesn't have priority of fires for artillery,
then the TF's ability to cover its front with
observers to call for mortars is
significantly reduced.

The lack of FIST structure for scouts is
a real problem, both in terms of personnel
and equipment. Currently, the TF
commander must reallocate FISTs from
other companies if his intent is to engage
the enemy early with indirect fires.

Maneuver scouts can be trained to call
for fires or can be augmented as the
commander desires. A scout can trigger
fires as well as an FO or COLT.

Therefore the question is, has the TF
commander rehearsed his operation to
include the who, when, where, with what
and how for indirect fires? If the rehearsal
identifies that the scout force is not
adequate to meet the commander's intent,
then it should be augmented with enough
personnel and equipment to trigger fires,

observe obstacles, etc. Whether that
requires a COLT is METT-T [mission,
enemy, terrain, troops and time available]
dependent.

Providing HMMWV-equipped COLTs
solves the scout dilemma, to a certain
extent. But how does the main battle
battalion TF commander come to grips
with less FO support once the scouts have
handed over the fight? Who will call for
fires and observe and adjust his mortars?

Maneuver needs must drive the FIST
structure. The resulting structure must
support the spectrum of missions a TF
could be assigned and be flexible enough
to ensure adequate support for the close
fight mission.

LTC John D. Biggs, FA

Chief, Warfighter Division

Fire Support and Combined Arms
Operations Department

Field Artillery School, Fort Sill, OK

Leadership — Not Rhetoric but Reality

A subordinate leader's ability to act
correctly, without specific guidance from
his superior, often determines success or
failure in dynamic endeavors.
Commanders who take the time to teach
their subordinates a few basic principles
provide invaluable guidance in the form
of a "permanent commander's intent" for
use in any circumstance.

Captain "R" commanded Battery A of a
direct support, M109 battalion stationed
in Germany. The battalion's reputation
was very strong within the division, due
to many successes in both field and
garrison endeavors.

Captain R's stated goal was "...to make
A Battery the best possible firing battery."
To accomplish this task, he
communicated several principles to his
subordinates during his command.

«Judge performance against standards,
not others' performance.

*Get men to follow you because you're
the unit's best soldier.

«Doing the little things well make good
units great ones.

*Don't be afraid to tell your boss
everything.

*Don't be parochial; always look at the
larger picture.

eLeaders must get cooler as the
situation gets hotter.

This article discusses Captain R's use
of these principles and examples of the
benefits they provided the unit.
Commanders, at all levels, can use these
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principles to assess their own units.

The Principles at Work. The new
battery executive officer proudly brought
Captain R section evaluation scores
showing better results than both B and C
Batteries. After reviewing the results, the
battery commander pointed out several
shortcomings in the battery's performance,
where sections did not meet battery goals.
He explained to his executive officer that
true success is not relative to the success
of others. Instead, judge performance
against your standards, not against the
performance of others.

The executive officer learned that
sections and batteries competing against
each other ensures that one is a winner
and that many are losers. His focus shifted
to clear established standards that, when met,
meant success and, when not met, required
improvement. Pitting individuals, sections
and units against standards gives each the
opportunity to succeed, breeding pride and
accomplishment, the foundation of unit
morale.

Men follow leaders for many reasons:
respect, fear, devotion and position are
among the most common. Captain R felt
that only one was appropriate, and he
applied this to all members of the chain
of command. Get men to follow you, not
due to your position, but because you're
the best soldier in the unit. He always
scored 300 on the Army physical
readiness test (APRT), took the time to
teach his lieutenants and sergeants and

read constantly to stay current on
everything impacting on the unit. His
subordinates had confidence that no
matter what problem arose, he could find
the answer.

During preparation for an annual Army
training and evaluation program (ARTEP)
external evaluation (EXEVAL), the
battalion staff's training recommendations
concentrated on "..big hitters..,” the tasks
they felt make or break an EXEVAL.
Captain R demanded that A Battery look
beyond the "..big hitters.." What
separates good units from great ones is
accomplishing the little things. This
attitude  impacted everywhere—from
proper camouflage to flawless technical
operations, even into garrison duties.
Whether leveling bubbles or stenciling
numbers, attention to detail and enforced
high performance was the standard for
every leader.

Having supervised his executive
officer's development of a strong training
program, it disturbed Captain R that
during his Friday afternoon reviews of the
week's training, he usually found only 75
percent of planned training accomplished.
At weekly battalion training meetings it
was a ritual for other commanders to
report “all training completed,”" though
none of them really achieved that standard.
But Captain R made a point to report to the
S3 the exact tasks not completed and the
reason, usually a short-fuse mission from
battalion.

Field Artillery



Though sometimes placing his battery in
a poor light, the skills qualification test,
common task training and ARTEP results
always vindicated his programs. His
honesty served the purpose of informing the
battalion commander of the problems faced
by batteries due to outside interference. His
policy was never be afraid to tell your boss
everything. He applied it to subordinates as
well as himself. Often, when battery leaders
brought problems to his attention, he
immediately  informed the battalion
commander, even if corrective action was in
progress. He believed that though he aired
some of the battery's dirty laundry, his boss
never feared a surprise from A Battery.
Captain R also thought that A Battery's
solution might help other batteries that may
have the same problem. Giving the battalion
commander information never hurts the
battalion, though withholding it can.

As a leader, Captain R stressed that his
subordinate leaders should always take a
wider view of events than merely the
perspective of the impact on the battery.
His point was this: don't be parochial,
always look at the larger picture. During
a late-night battalion railhead operation, it
was clear that Service Battery was
ill-prepared to tie down its equipment.
They didn't bring enough wrenches, men
or NCOs to finish the job in the
battalion's allotted time. The executive
officers from B and C Batteries were

content to "bad mouth" the Service
Battery leadership and send their troops
to the sleeper cars. Recognizing that the
battalion could fail to meet its rail time,
the A Battery executive officer recalled
his commander's words. He ordered his
men to assist Service Battery until the
task was completed. Captain R's training
of his subordinates paid the battalion
dividends as his executive officer
overcame the tendency to be as
shortsighted as his peers.

Loss of temper was an unacceptable
approach to problem-solving in A
Battery. Captain R stressed often,
especially to his hot-tempered executive
officer, that using visual and verbal
displays of anger should come as a
conscious decision, only when it is the
most effective leadership tool for the
situation. He emphasized that use of
such displays at any other time lessens

their impact when you chose to use them.

Men respect leaders who are calm and
rational in tense situations and recognize
those that lose control or approach the
panic stage. He put it simply: Leaders
must get cooler as the situation gets
hotter. He felt it essential for leaders to
evaluate situations with an even
disposition and an analytical process
which will yield correct solutions.

Seven Years Later... The truth in these
principles was not always apparent to me

as | diligently worked for Captain R.
However, as | reflect upon my year as his
executive officer, | realize the battery's
many successes were tied to his
enforcement of these standards and his
ability to live up to them himself. I learned
during that time that if you violate your
own standards, you show everyone you, in
fact, don't have any.

| originally wrote this article about a
year after leaving the battery. Six years
later, as | reflect on my own command
tour and my experiences during
Operation Just Cause and Desert Storm,
I see that where | followed my old
battery commander's guidance | was
successful and where | failed to apply
these rules, | wasn't. To me this is proof
of Captain R's insight, and the truest
test for his principles. 1 maintain that
any commander who reflects on his unit
will either smile at the presence of
these principles at work in his
organization or see a need for their
introduction.

CPT David D. Hollands, FA

Field Artillery Intelligence Officer
HHB, 7th Infantry Division Artillery
(Light)

Fort Ord, California

Fire Support for the Divisional Cavalry Squadron

The purpose of this letter is to discuss
the FA support structure for the divisional
cavalry squadron; to expose the need for
a habitually associated fire support
system to support this type of unit; and to
solicit comments from fire supporters on
this subject. Insight for this letter is from
Desert Storm veterans.

I have been the squadron fire support
officer (FSO) for 1-7 Cavalry, 1st Cavalry
Division since June 91. As such | have
participated in many training exercises,
including the recent battle command
training program (BCTP) exercise at Fort
Hood. | am convinced that the divisional
cavalry squadron needs a direct support
FA unit to more effectively accomplish its
missions.

The 1st Cavalry divisional cavalry
squadron, 1-7 Cavalry, is organized into
three ground and two air troops (the extra
ground troop is from the 2d Armored
Division inactivation and is temporary).
The squadron is assigned to the combat
aviation brigade primarily for aircraft
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support; however, the squadron is
tactically employed by the division
headquarters. Unlike the regimental
cavalry squadron that has a howitzer
battery, the divisional cavalry squadron,
with primary doctrinal missions of
screening and zone and  route
reconnaissance, has no dedicated or
organic FA support.

The nine internal 4.2-mm mortars (3 x
3 platoons) provide indirect fire support,
but are limited by range, ammunition
(amounts and type), inability to mass
fires and the ineffectiveness of
munitions on hard targets. The squadron
commander can consolidate mortars to
increase the volume of suppressive fires,
but he normally allows each troop
commander command and control of his
mortars.

Cavalry units conducting a screen must
provide early warning, gain and maintain
contact, destroy or repel enemy
reconnaissance and harass or impede the
enemy with indirect fires. Indirect fire is

also used to disengage from the enemy so
as not to become decisively engaged. To
accomplish this, the screen line must
remain within range of the main body's
artillery or artillery under its control.

The divisional cavalry squadron
usually screens forward in a sector up to
the width of the division sector. During
Desert Storm, the screen line was
extended as much as 90 kilometers. This
is, of course, always driven by mission,
enemy, terrain, troops and time available
(METT-T). Obviously, mortars can't
provide adequate fire support given these
distances. As squadron FSO, |
experienced several incidents during the
BCTP exercise where | had no FA support
readily available and had high-payoff
targets to shoot. This usually occurred
when the division's main effort was
opposite of the division flank being
screened.

Who responds to my call for fire (CFF)?
There are several options. The first option
is a quick fire channel (QFC) to a battalion

5



A 155-mm self-propelled howitzer battery could be the answer to the divisional cavalry
squadron's need for dedicated fire support.

from a reinforcing FA brigade (if a brigade
is reinforcing). The second option is a
quick fire channel to a battalion in direct
support (DS) of a maneuver brigade
adjacent to the sector or zone in which the
squadron is operating. A final option is the
division's multiple launch rocket system
(MLRS) battery.

Without dedicated artillery for the
squadron, the quick fire channel must
be established. Given priority on the
QFC, the squadron can receive timely fires,

assuming FA positioning within range.
The disadvantages associated with the
QFC are:

* The squadron must compete with units
that may have priority in calls for fire.

* The observer who has priority of fires
is usually not the only observer on the
quick fire net.

The fire direction center (FDC) must
immediately restrict all other traffic upon
receiving a CFF from the priority
observer.

« If digital, the FDC must continuously
review input queues to ensure immediate
action of a quick fire net priority CFF.

«There is no habitual training
relationship between the supporting unit
and the squadron.

« Positioning of FA assets is determined
by the brigade's priorities, resulting in
probable gaps in coverage for the cavalry
squadron.

« Communications security differences
may surface causing communications
problems and issues.

If a direct support FA unit is allocated
to the squadron, a 155-mm, self-propelled
unit is preferred. Speed and flexibility of
displacement associated with such a unit
better supports the squadron. Munitions
such as rocket assisted projectile (RAP)
and family of scatterable mines
(FASCAM)  further  enhance  the
squadron's ability to survive and
disengage from the enemy. The only
disadvantages are combat service support
(CSS) and the lack of habitual training
relationship.

The divisional cavalry squadron is the
only maneuver force in the division that
does not have a habitually associated DS
artillery unit.  Given the assigned
missions, typically large frontages, and
the non-linear aspects of future
battlefields, the divisional cavalry
squadron must have dedicated fire
support. A 155-mm, self-propelled
howitzer battery (at a minimum) is the
ultimate answer and would greatly
increase the squadron's survivability and
ability to accomplish its mission. Until
this becomes possible, an FA battalion
from the FA brigade supporting a heavy
division must be subassigned the mission
of DS to the division cavalry squadron.
Again, training toward this lash-up may
be difficult, but immediately available FA
support is essential.

Captain Sean G. Musgrove

Fire Support Officer

1-7 Cavalry, 1st Cavalry Division
Fort Hood, TX

FIST-V Employment

There is a new, practical way to employ
the fire support team-vehicle (FIST-V). The
fire support teams (FISTs) need to be a
battalion-level asset. The following discusses
the three options listed in FM 6-30 Observed
Fire Procedures and shows that fire support
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teams assigned to the task force headquarters
have another employment option.

Option 1 states that, "The FIST
headquarters operates together in the
FIST-V to provide fire support to the
maneuver company commander. This
option allows the fire support officer
(FSO) to be at the focal point of all fire

support communications  within  the
company zone of action" FM 6-30, July
1991, Page 2-3). Compared to the M1
Abrams Tank and the M2 Bradley
Fighting Vehicle, the poor speed and long
set-up time of the FIST-V make even
option one difficult to execute. Additionally,
the company FIST-V is employed
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in the company battle position during
defensive operations or following the
company formation during offensive
operations. The disadvantage is that when
the company becomes engaged in a direct
fire fight, so does the FIST-V. When the
FIST-V is engaged, the "eyes" of the
artillery are closed—or at least they blink.

Option 2 states that "The company
FSO or his representative works out of
the commander's vehicle. The FIST-V is
positioned elsewhere in the company area
to optimize its lasing and communications
capability” (FM 6-30). The advantage is
clear, concise guidance from the
commander. "The disadvantage is that the
company FSO is removed from the center
of fire support activity; his ability to
conduct any coordination is severely
degraded" (FM 6-30).

Option 3 states that "The third option is
not selected by the company FSO but is
directed by higher headquarters. The
company FSO and the fire support specialist
take two AN/PRC 119s [man-pack
single-channel ground and airborne system]
and the FIST digital message device (DMD)
and work from the commander's vehicle.
The FIST-V and remaining equipment are
used by higher headquarters as a combat
observation lasing team (COLT)" (FM 6-30).
The advantage is the additional COLT. The
disadvantage is this option increases the
coordination problems the FSO has in
option 2.

| propose a fourth option, one in which
all company FSOs and FIST-Vs are

headquarters and are under the
operational control of the battalion FSO.
The teams are assigned to a position to
fight the task force fire plan and given the
mission to support the company in that
sector of responsibility. The advantages
of this option are as follows:

1. Overwatch. Teams can be assigned
in pairs while covering the entire
battlefield. In offensive operations, the
teams can be bounded in pairs, never
placing more than one team in direct fire
range at any one time. Using the FIST-V in
conjunction with dismounted observation
posts, perhaps based out of Bradleys, gives
the battalion total fire support coverage.

2. Planning. The battalion FSO has
four additional planners at his location to
help in producing task force fire support
documents for the battalion operation
order. This gives the company FSOs the
maximum time to refine planned targets
along with total understanding of the task
force commander's intent. FIST teams can
get on the ground earlier to identify target
refinement and trigger points. In addition,
Copperhead planning can take place
much sooner, which will help the FA
battalion determine cannon battery
position areas because observer positions
drive the selection of Copperhead
engagement areas.

3. Command and Control (C?). The
battalion FSO predetermines position
areas and is able to track the FIST teams
more easily, especially if the teams are
employed and maneuver in pairs. It is

to clear fires prior to sending in a mission
because the company commander is
usually on his battalion commander's net.
Because the battalion FSO is responsible
for clearing all fires through the task
force commander, he should have direct
control of the FIST.

4. Intelligence. FIST-Vs and
dismounted operations located to support
the task force plan can provide total
coverage of the entire battlefield. This keeps
the battalion FSO and company commander
informed of enemy locations, formations
and numbers to enhance the scheme of fire
and  maneuver. Priority intelligence
requirements can be assigned to fire support
teams to further support the fight. Company
FSOs, as battalion assets, remain focused on
the task force mission and are aware of
other fire support teams' missions.

The disadvantages to option 4 are that
a FIST is not dedicated to each company.
The FIST team is removed from the
center of company-level operations. In
addition, support of the FIST team, such
as food, fuel and maintenance, must come
from the battalion headquarters.

In conclusion, option 4 is a different
way to employ the FIST-V. Of course,
there are other solutions. But a
combination of the options may be used.
Option 4 improves the ability of the fire
support team to fight with fires at the
Battalion Task Force level.

1LT Brent M. Parker
Fire Direction Officer C, 4-1 FA,
5th Infantry Division (Mechanized)

attached to the task force battalion sometimes difficult for the company FSO Fort Polk, LA
Senior Officer Logistics Management Course (SOLMC)
SOLMC is specifically de_S|gn<_ed to SOLMC Schedule
update commanders and their primary Course Number 8A - F23
staffs at the battalion and brigade
levels in the logistics arena. The Class Number Report Date Start Date End Date
course encompasses maintenance,
supply and transportation procedures,
as well as hands-on experience with FY 92 10 20 Sep 92 21 Sep 92 25 Sep 92
vehicles, weapons, ammunition,
medical, communications, NBC and Fy 93 1 4 Oct 92 5 Oct 92 9 Oct 92
quartermaster equipment. The course 501 15 Nov 92 16 Nov 92 20 Nov 92
is open to officers in the grade of major 502 6 Dec 92 7 Dec 92 11 Dec 92
or above in the Active and Reserve
2 3 Jan 93 4 Jan 93 8 Jan 93
Army, US Marine Corps, and allied 3 31 Jan 93 1 Feb 93 5 Feb 93
nations and DoD civilians in the grade an € €
of GS-9 or above. The one-week 4 21 Mar 93 22 Mar 93 26 Mar 93
course is conducted 12 times each 5 18 Apr 93 19 Apr 93 23 Apr 93
fiscal year at Fort Knox, Kentucky. 6 2 May 93 3 May 93 7 May 93
Class quotas may be obtained through
normal TRADOC channels. If you want 8 23 May 93 24 May 93 28 May 93
to attend SOLMC, contact your training 9 20 Jun 93 21 Jun 93 25 Jun 93
officer (S3/G3). For more information, 503 25 Jul 93 26 Jul 93 30 Jul 93
call DCTN 464-7133/3411 or 10 19 Sep 93 20 Sep 93 24 Sep 93
commercial (502) 624-7133/3411.
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Interview

General Frederick M. Franks, Jr., Commanding General, Training and Doctrine
Command, Headquarters, Fort Monroe, Virginia

The Reshaping of an Army

Preparing for Multiple Contingencies and
Practicing the Versatility to Win Them

by Lieutenant Colonel Colin K. Dunn, Editor

As the Army moves toward a
continental us
[CONUS]-based
contingency force, what do
you see as the capabilities
critical to responding to
crises?

eneral  [Gordon
R.] Sullivan
[Chief of Staff of

the Army] is reshaping our
Army into a post-Cold War
Army and not just a smaller
version of our Cold War
Army. We are reshaping
both intellectually and in
our training and leader
development programs.

As we move toward a
strategic Army, the
majority of our forces will
be in the United States.
But forward presence also
will be part of our national
military strategy. So we'll
deploy from either
forward presence  or
CONUS locations.

With this strategy, rapid mobilization
and deployment become increasingly
important. The circumstances under
which the Army can deploy are more
ambiguous now than they were a few
years ago. When we had the certainty of
the Cold War contingencies, commanders
trained and prepared to win in those
particular circumstances.

Now we must be more versatile—mix
and match units in tailored force packages,
fight battles at the tactical and operational
levels and organize our contingency
theater to defeat threats in many scenarios.
This versatility is critical, but we've shown
such versatility before. A lot of the
capabilities we  demonstrated in
operations such as Just Cause and Desert
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Shield and Storm will continue to be
important for our contingency Army in the
future.

What are some of the greatest challenges
the Army faces in training for joint
operations?

First, we have to base our training on
the situations we could face—the
circumstances unified commanders need
their forces to practice. We must have a
relevant set of circumstances or conditions
within which the training takes place.

Scenarios are very important in joint
operations. So, as we watch scenarios
being developed in unified commands, in

our schools, leader
development programs and
CTCs [combat training
centers], they should be
relevant for the US Army
now and in the future.
Next, we must capitalize
on the significant strengths
each service brings to the
operation and harmonize
them in accordance with
emerging joint and Army
doctrine. For example, joint
special operations at the
JRTC  [Joint  Readiness
Training Center, Fort
Chaffee, Arkansas]
harmonizes air-ground fires,
both close and deep. As the
organic fires of our Army
systems reach out farther and
farther—MLRS [multiple
launch  rocket  system],
cannon artillery, Army tactical
missile  system [Army
TACMS], Apaches—as the
ground commander can
employ these assets at greater
distances, that requires more
coordination and  more
training in joint operations.

Willard Owens

How do you see the Army increasing the
lethality of our early deploying forces in a
contingency operation?

We can increase our lethality in several
ways. The most talked about way is
through materiel solutions. Certainly, we'll
pursue developing the armored gun system
[Armor's lightly armored gun system with
a high-velocity cannon, which s
transportable by C-130 aircraft], HHIMARS
[Artillery's high-mobility artillery rocket
system, a lightweight, wheeled version of
MLRS], the Javelin [Infantry's one-man
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operated, fire-and-forget, advanced antitank
weapon with a 1.25-mile range] and others
that give us more lethality on the ground
early. Fielding the M119 light howitzer and
adding fuel pods to Black Hawks, Apaches
and the CH-47D model of the Chinook plus
the helicopters' capability to be refueled in
mid-air give us lethality options early on.
Our aviation now can self-deploy as well as
deploy aboard ships and inside strategic
aircraft. Again, versatility is key.

Depending on the contingency's
circumstances, deployment means and
time available, the commander can
increase the lethality of his deploying
light forces by introducing other types of
units early on. He can mix and match his
light, special operating and heavy forces
to meet that particular threat.

You'll see more mixing and matching in
your NTC [National Training Center, Fort
Irwin. California] and JRTC rotations as you
train on contingency operations. Those
CTCs are employing heavy and light forces
in  operations specifically aimed at
developing versatility.

In the joint arena, our sister services are
helping us get forces on the ground faster in
contingencies. The Navy, for example, is
committed to building more fast sea-lift
ships in the next few years. So we'll see a
dramatic improvement in our forces' ability
to deploy by surface

Interview

Fires" initiative being worked by the
Field Artillery School, would you explain
your notion of the combined arms
commander's role in synchronizing
operating systems?

My goal—with Major General [Fred F.]
Marty, Brigadier General [Tommy R.]
Franks [Field Artillery  School
Commandant and Assistant Commandant,
respectively] and the Field Artillery
School leading the way—is to ensure the
Army makes the most of our increasingly
lethal fires. In what General George S.
Patton called the "Musicians of Mars," the
combined arms commander is the
"conductor of his orchestra”" of operating
systems performing on the battlefield.
He's responsible for pulling together all
the elements of combat power to fight and
win. In the tactical battle, major
engagements or campaigns, the elements
of combat power are the same: firepower,
maneuver, protection and leadership.

The combined arms commander must be
as involved in the fires part of his battle as
he is in the maneuver part. I want combined
arms commanders Army-wide to know how
to skillfully maneuver fires, and we
accomplish that first in our doctrine and
leader development programs and then in
training. And | want those skills honed.

The lethality of our fires has increased

become the combined arms commander
and fight more than the maneuver
battle—know how to fight with fires and
make them an integral part of the battle.
He must be able to quickly maneuver and
mass fires and skillfully employ
counterfire.

If the fire support officer [FSO] plans
fires as a separate entity—not integrated
in the total battle by the combined arms
commander—the plan ends up having
little relevance to the conduct of the battle.
Fires are too important to be left solely to
the Artillery.

Fire planning by the FSO is certainly
necessary, but the plan has to have an
agility built in—an interrelationship with
maneuver—to make the maximum
contribution to winning. Planning is one
thing, fighting is another. The fire plan
can't be "put on automatic™ and executed
as though the enemy's not going to react
to it. He will. In a fight, you've got two
minds working on the same problem: the
commander's and the enemy's.

How would you rate our ability to
synchronize operating systems at the
combat training centers (CTCs)?

I was enormously proud of the Desert
Storm commanders orchestrating
capabilities, at least those | observed

means. The Air Force has
committed to the C-17. So
our strategic transport
aircraft  capability  is
improving.  Additionally,
we can preposition Army
materiel on ships at
selected locations.

The materiel, force
package and other
solutions to increasing our
lethality early on are all
part of being versatile
enough to meet any
contingency. What we
don't want to do is get
locked into inflexible
formulas  for  specific

personally. Their abilities to
synchronize fires and
maneuver was superb. The 1st
Infantry Division in the breach,
the 1st Armored Division
(United Kingdom) with the 14
2d Field Artillery Brigade,
Arkansas National Guard, and
the 1st Cavalry Division in
their  raids, feints and
demonstrations, the artillery
raids and counterfire
ambushes with MLRS, were
all professional, skillful

MAJ Toby Martinez

February 25, 1991: In Southern Iraq, LTG Frederick M. Franks, Jr. (left),
VII Corps Commander, discusses the 3d Armored Division's axis of
attack with MG Paul Funk, Division Commander, and BG Paul
Blackwell, Assistant Division Commander, Maneuver.

operations. The 1st and 3d
Armored Divisions in their
zones of action against the
Iragis  demonstrated  their
success in employing massed

scenarios. Our doctrine
should guide us—describe how to think about
mobilization and deployment—how to think
in terms of versatile force mixing and
matching in combat, combat support and
combat service support forces, etc. Using
such doctrine, we would be flexible enough
to organize and operate in any situation.

As the sponsor of the "Fighting with

June 1992

significantly. During Desert Storm, in
one-half hour we delivered more fires
more effectively than World War I
artillery could have delivered in eight
hours. So we have extraordinary fires
capabilities—and the systems and
munitions under development promise
even greater lethality.

The maneuver commander must

fires. (I define "massed" as the
fires of two or more battalions, not
batteries.)

We need to continue this awareness of
the capabilities of fires, an awareness
forged in Desert Storm. And we need to
practice it at the CTCs. I’m encouraged
by some recent work at the National
Training Center. Both counterfire and target
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acquisition are beginning to get the
attention they deserve. | also see some
encouraging changes at the JRTC, such as
the participation of key players, for
example ANGLICO [air naval gunfire
liaison company] teams. We need
continued emphasis on getting every
player on the combined arms team "on
the field" at the CTCs. That way,
combined arms commanders can train to
synchronize the team.

How do you envision the future CTCs
evolving to maintain our Army's
warfighting edge?

We've got to ensure our practice fields
remain relevant to the circumstances in
which the Army finds itself. At one time
we trained to fight based on the Cold
War world order. Now the playing
field has changed, and we've
changed our training accordingly.

General Sullivan has directed we
conduct contingency operations at
both the NTC and JRTC. At the
JRTC, you'll see joint operations on
a continuing basis and armor-mech,
light and special operating forces.
You'll see light and armor-mech
forces at the NTC. Units now face
the threat in a variety of
configurations as opposed to one
threat. In our BCTPs [battle
command training programs] for our
divisions and corps, you'll see the
same type of changes occurring.
We're shifting quickly to post-Cold
War warfighting.

But relevancy is key. Our training
has to be relevant to the
circumstances in which the Army
finds itself. We must sustain
excellence and relevance in training
and leader development.

Current doctrine addresses the
commander's intent in his concept for
fires and maneuver but in general terms.
What should fire support and maneuver
expect from the combined arms
commander?

The commander needs to precisely
describe the effects he's trying to achieve
and where and when he wants them. In
simple, straightforward language, he
should describe his desired effects in the
conduct of the operation, the point of his
main effort, a sensing of the speed of the
operation and where it needs to be
relatively  tightly  controlled.  And
depending on the echelon, the
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commander may have to tell where he
chooses to fight the decisive battle over
time. If he's the corps commander, he's
probably describing two to four days of
operations.

But the combined arms commander
doesn't come up with his intent in
isolation. Before he expresses the intent,
either verbally or in the order, there needs
to be continual dialogue face-to-face with
subordinate commanders and his staff so
he can harmonize his operating systems.
He gets advice for his running estimate
by talking to subordinate commanders,
members of his staff, commanders of fire
support and engineer units and so forth.
That's the way to make the combined
arms orchestra play.

But when the intent arrives, then it's the
responsibility of the logistician, fire
supporter, engineer, etc. to say, "How can
I involve my organization to best achieve
the desired effects?" For example, at the
division or higher level, the fire support
officer should give the commander some
alternatives for task organizing the
artillery and weighting the effects of fires
to achieve his desired outcome.

How can artillerymen best help
commanders synchronize firepower?

The formulations of the intent and plan
are a team effort. So the fire supporter
needs to take an active role in ensuring
that fires are a part of those thought

processes. And that happens at all
levels—company/team,  task  force,
brigade, etc.

What the combined arms commander
doesn't want to do is "sub-optimize™" his
systems—have each piece of the orchestra
playing its own tune. He must optimize his
systems at his level. The one thing the
commander never wants to run out of is
options, and synchronized systems give
him options.

Then, the fire support officer should be
close to the commander during the fight
because one of the first casualties of the
fight is usually the plan. The commander
has to be prepared to adjust fires and
maneuver and the tempo of operations.
He may need to shift the point of his main
effort.

For the orchestra to continue in
harmony, everyone has to have his
"head in the game." The fire
supporter and commander have
got to keep talking back and forth.
If the fire support coordinator spots
the need for an adjustment before
the commander does, he grabs the
commander to fix it.

The relationship between the
commander and his fire supporter
is critical from the company/team
to corps levels—in a sense, all the
way through the theater level. To
promote that relationship
Army-wide, we need continuing
dialogue in our schools—Forts
Knox, Benning, Sill, and
Rucker—on integrating fires and
maneuver. Integrating the two must
be built into our doctrine, leader
development  programs  and
training.

AARs [after-action reviews] at
the NTC, JRTC and in BCTP
should look at this relationship
during the planning for and conduct of
the battle. The observer/controller or
evaluator's question should be: Did the
combined arms commander take full
advantage of the fires available to him to
accomplish his mission?

Willard Owens

What impact do you believe future
intelligence and fire support systems will
have in terms of achieving success on the
battle-field without major engagements of
maneuver forces?

Most combined arms commanders
would tell you that the major intelligence
shortcoming in terms of identifying
targets is their inability to see over the hill.
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What they're trying to avoid is
unplanned  meeting  engagements.
Friendly reconnaissance out front,

either in the defense or the attack, is of
utmost importance to commanders. Our
ability to see over the hill will be
improved, by and large, by the UAV
[unmanned aerial vehicle].

We need the ability to rapidly target and
deliver fires that contribute to the overall
tactical scheme. For example, in Southwest
Asia, we were fortunate to have the
Pioneer [UAV]. So we flew it and, with a
quick-fire capability, spotted and fired on
targets in real time. It's the real-time
capability we're looking for in delivering
fires—not only with cannons, but also with
the Army TACMS and MLRS.

As far as fires substituting for
maneuver engagements are concerned,
you have to watch how you think about
that. Fires and maneuver are linked; one
contributes to the other.

Of course, it depends on the type of
target you're talking about. With MLRS
and Army TACMS, you can achieve
lethal effects without involving maneuver
forces. For example, if you're firing at a
SAM [surface-to-air missile] site with
Army TACMS, you can probably put it
out of business.

How can the combined arms commander
make the most of his fire support and
aviation assets?

In the factors of METT-T [mission,
enemy, terrain, troops and time available],
he looks for those elements of combat
power he can rapidly shift from one part of
the battlefield to another. 1 call those
"reusable combat assets." Though the
commander can usually shift his artillery
the quickest, his reusable combat assets
also include aviation and close air support.

So the commander formulates his plan
to take advantage of the reusable combat
power available to him. But a fire plan is
just that—a plan. The fire supporter, the
aviator and the Air Force representative
must understand the commander will have
to deviate from the plan to seize
opportunities, rapidly adjust to take
advantage of situations as they occur
during the fight.

The notion of positive control of indirect
fire—as opposed to silence is consent—has
caused some concern that there could be less
responsive fires on the battlefield. What are
your thoughts on this?

As we saw in Desert Storm, clearing
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fires quickly is critical. Certainly that's an
area we'll continue to talk about and
develop procedures for, especially as our
artillery can fire at longer ranges.

We have to clear fires so we know the
area we're firing into has no friendly
forces in it. It's an issue of force
protection versus the risk you incur in
your situation—the commander has to
weigh all the factors.

We must start with the baseline of an
agreed set of tactics, techniques and
procedures for using fires. We've got to
establish the right joint coordinating
measures. Then we need to practice them
in a variety of scenarios—the more
practice, the better.

Clearing fires is important in any battle,
whether your clearing close air support,
TACAIR [tactical aircraft], helicopters or
cannon and rocket or missile artillery. It's a
difficult challenge, especially on a highly
mobile, fluid battlefield, using day and
night, all-weather systems.

The Army's capstone warfighting doctrinal
manual FM 100-5 Operations is under
revision. How is this manual changing?

The Chief of Staff of the Army has
charged TRADOC with leading the Army
through this intellectual change to a
post-Cold War world by using doctrine as
the engine of change. A part of this effort
includes revising FM 100-5. Our doctrine
isn't broken. But we need to include in it
the operational versatility our Army now
requires in a post-Cold War era.

FM 100-5 will describe how to think
about mobilization and deployment, how
to think about employing Army forces in
actions short of war and other intellectual
changes we must make—all of which
we've done before in some form or other.
But the centerpiece of the revised 100-5
will continue to be fighting at the tactical,
operational and strategic
levels—guidelines for employing forces,
conditioned by the factors of METT-T.

We're engaging not only TRADOC, but
the total Army in developing FM 100-5.
The process is as important as the product.
If we do the process right, if we have the
kind of dialogue we need, we'll
accomplish two things. First, we'll inform
the Army about the need for change as we
change. And second, by the time we
publish the manual sometime in 1993,
we'll have tapped the collective wisdom
of the Army to include in the revised
manual. FM 100-5 is TRADOC's "point of
main effort" and requires the full attention

of leaders Army-wide.

What message would you send to
combined arms soldiers worldwide?

We've got a great Army, and I'm proud
to be part of it. It's one that's confident in
itself, as proved by its successes in Just
Cause, the Cold War and Desert Storm.
But we have work to do. We must rapidly
shift our focus from preparing to fight the
battles of a Cold War world to the battles
of the future. And to do that in our smaller
Army, we must optimize all our combat
capabilities, including making the most of
our fires. So our doctrine, training and
leader development strategies must evolve
as we reshape the Army. Then, as we
reduce forces in Europe, move units to our
TRADOC installations and as our Army
gets smaller, we must do it all while caring
for our soldiers, civilians and their families.
For those who leave the Army, we must
show our great appreciation for their
service in peace and war, helping to make
the Army the best in our nation's history.
Every Army Alumni should depart with a
sense of dignity and respect.

To our many soldiers who will remain
in the Army, all of whom play some part
on the combined arms team, | thank you
for all you've done and challenge you to
continue your record of excellence.

* *k %k Kk

General Frederick M. Franks, Jr., is the
Commanding General of the Training
and Doctrine Command, which has its
headquarters at Fort Monroe, Virginia.
Prior to his current assignment, he
commanded VII Corps in US Army
Europe (USAREUR) in  Germany,
deploying the corps to Saudi Arabia, Iraq
and Kuwait in Operations Desert Shield
and Storm. His other commands include
the 1st Armored Division, Seventh Army
Training Command and the 11th
Armored Cavalry Regiment, all in
USAREUR. At Fort Bliss, Texas, he also
commanded the 1st Squadron, 3d
Armored Cavalry Regiment. Other key
assignments include serving as the first
Director of Operational Plans and
Interoperability  (J-7), Joint  Staff,
Washington, D.C., and Deputy
Commandant of the Command and
General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas. Among other schools, General
Franks is a graduate of the Armed
Forces Staff College, Norfolk, Virginia,
and the National War College,
Washington, D.C.; he holds two masters
degrees from Columbia University, New
York.

11



FI g htl n g This article provides a summary of some of the major

. . issues we've surfaced at the US Army Field Artillery School
W I t h FI res ] while working the Fighting with Fires initiative. It also
. describes where we are in executing the initiative, how the

issues were identified and where the initiative is headed in

the future.

The issues presented in this article are not the complete "A
to Z" list we've considered, refined and developed for further
action. Instead, what | offer here are the most important issues
at this point. Most of the issues are far from being new to the

. fire support community. Many of you probably locked some of
a O r these away in your cranial "memory store" several years ago.
If you did, you won't be surprised that most of them have

remained alive and well—they are tough to "fix." The mission
of the Fighting with Fires initiative is to change that—we want

I S S l l e S to find the right solutions and put them into action.
_ Genesis of the Issues
by Lieutenant Colonel

Sammy L. Coffman T he issues have come from many sources. Several are in response to
a letter by Major General [Fred F.] Marty [Chief of Field Artillery
and Commander of Fort Sill, Oklahoma] to senior commanders in

the field asking them what we're doing right—and wrong—in the business

of fire support. Other issues have come from a variety of
sources—Operation Desert Storm observations, a review of fire support
and combined arms doctrine, internal Field Artillery School concerns, and
an ongoing contracted study of fire support effectiveness at our combat
training centers (CTCs). The more we studied the issues, the more we found
ourselves taking an ever-increasing look at the areas of operational fires and
joint operations—clearly areas that are catalysts in our evolving AirLand

Operations doctrine.

This divergent group of sources spawned the issues and descriptions
of the problems presented in this article. We've categorized them in the
doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leader development and soldier
(DOTMLS) domains. Several issues have implications across multiple
domains. To "anchor" the issues, I've included selected comments from
key leaders, which amplify and underscore the validity of the issues.

Validation and Refinement

One of the key aspects of our initial concept was to build consensus in the
combined arms community as we validated and refined the issues. Our main
forum for this has been a series of "issues review" conferences held at Fort
Sill where we presented the issues and recorded the responses of Army
leaders. We also discussed the initiative with senior Army leaders around the
country. Our main effort thus far includes three issues review conferences.

The commander should address what he 1 Ne first wz_as_in February with depu_ty fire support coor_dinators from _the
believes is the enemy’'s most probable ~ €0rPs and divisions; the second was in March with the directors of tactical
course of action, describe how he will  departments from selected TRADOC schools and a group of serving

employ his fires and then lay outthe ~ combined arms brigade commanders. In the third conference in April,
scheme of maneuver.  deputy and assistant commandants met at Fort Sill and further refined the

issues, concentrating on those outside the fire support arena.
Lieutenant General Wilson A. Shoffner At each conference we asked the attendees to rate the issues—give us a
Commander, Combined Arms Command  sense of the relative importance of each issue with respect to the total list. The
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first two issues review conference groups reached many of the same conclusions
about the relative worth of most issues. After each "skull session,” we reviewed
and refined the issues. We used the recent Field Artillery Conference (held at Fort
Sill, 31 March to 3 April) as an interim check on our work. At that conference,
Brigadier General [Tommy R.] Franks, Assistant Commandant, US Army Field
Artillery School (USAFAS), presented the major issues to senior leaders for their
assessment and feedback.
So—here are what we believe to be the "top 12" issues.

Doctrine

Commander's Intent and Concept of the Operation. The relationship
of the commander's intent to the development of an integrated concept of the
operation for the operating systems is not well defined. There are few specific
examples of guidance to the operating systems to aid the commander in providing
essential guidance or in assisting the staff in preparing its part of the concept. We
believe the current operations order format tends to “stovepipe” the operating
systems at the expense of synchronization. CTC observations show that fires and
maneuver are often not developed as an integrated concept of the operation.

Joint Tactics, Techniques and Procedures (JTTP). Most of our joint
manuals have yet to evolve to the TTP level. Many of the doctrinal publications
that have been developed are still in the "test" publication stage. Operation Desert
Storm observations are clear—our current joint doctrine fails to provide essential
harmonization of fires and air space coordination. Another major shortcoming is
the doctrine's failure to provide a common methodology for targeting efforts by all
the services.

Organization

Fire Support Elements (FSEs). CTC and Operation Desert Storm
observations validate what we've known for some time—our FSEs are simply not
robust enough to support continuous operations for split command posts. Our
"light" units are even less robust. We must address the issue of providing an FSE to
corps aviation units. We must also continue to refine and design fires elements for
echelons above corps, to include the battlefield coordination element (BCE) and a
section at the joint force level.

Tables of Organization and Equipment (TOE) and Modified TOE
(MTOE) Disconnects. The field has made us aware that there are serious
disconnects between the TOEs we build in the school and the resources provided
by their major command (MACOM) MTOEs. For example, authorizations for
combat observation lasing teams (COLTs) differ, and the brigade fire support
officer position was downgraded to captain in a recent MTOE. These
disconnects, compounded with numerous changes to the MTOE and rapid force
modernization, are serious problems causing turbulence for our units.

Training

Combined Arms Operations at the CTCs. We continue to have
problems synchronizing the operating systems, in particular fire support and
maneuver. Our preliminary research indicates that our CTCs do not fully
integrate the operating systems to the degree they should. Replication and
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One of these days I'm going to have
fires and maneuver talked about in
the same breath.

General (Retired) Richard E. Cavazos
Senior Observer, BCTP

We cannot afford to operate on an ad
hoc basis as was done in Desert
Storm. We must have a common
[joint] doctrine ...

Major General Paul E. Menoher, Jr.
Commander, US Army Intelligence
Center

Authorizations within the brigade
and battalion fire support elements
are inadequate.

Major General John E. Miller
Commander
101st Airborne Division (Air Assault)

We lull ourselves into complacency
at the CTCs with plus-ups...no
capability to go to war with sufficient
guys to make it happen.

Colonel Edward T. Buckley
Commander
2d Brigade, 7th Infantry Division (Light)

The CTCs should replicate in high
fidelity what we believe to represent
our warfighting experience.

Major General John H. Tilelli

Commander
1st Cavalry Division
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Fire support AARs should be done for
maneuver commanders, not artillerymen.

Brigadier General William G. Carter Il
Commander
National Training Center

We must...[show] the actual effects that all
the BOSs have. If that means restarting the
mission because the combat multipliers
made the enemy combat ineffective, then
let's do it.

Major General John D. Robinson
Commander
US Army Aviation Center

With MLRS and Army TACMS, you can
achieve lethal effects without involving
maneuver forces.

General Fredrick M. Franks, Jr.
Commander
US Army Training and Doctrine Command

We've got to get artillery there quicker.
They [light divisions] need the systems,
they need the lethality...its clearly artillery
they need.

General Edwin H.Burba, Jr.
Commander, Forces Command

We need to pay for victory with "smart"
firepower...not lives.

Lieutenant General Wilson A. Shoffner
Commander, Combined Arms Command

Training at CGSC, war college and PCC
should address...a process that provides
combined arms commanders with the best
chance of synchronizing fires.

Major General S. L. Arnold
Commander
10th Mountain Division (Light)

Training of combined arms commanders to
synchronize fire support must be taught
throughout our service school system.

Major General Marvin L. Covault
Commander
7th Infantry Division (Light)
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relative importance of the operating systems varies considerably among
the different CTCs. After-action reviews (AARs) are not as fully
integrated as they could be; for example, some CTCs conduct separate
AARs for the fire support and maneuver operating systems. Often, the
relationship between the results of fires (what happened) and the
commander's concept for fires (what the commander wanted to happen)
is not addressed.

Simulation Support and Fire Support Replication. Current
replication deficiencies in both home-station and CTC training cause
combined arms commanders to rely almost entirely on their direct fire
systems. The bottom line is that direct fire systems turn on the opposing
forces' "lights"—indirect fires don't, or at least not as well as they should.
Naturally, the combined arms commander is most actively involved in
directing and integrating those systems that give him the highest payoff.
As a result, combined arms commanders are not developing the skills to
"orchestrate” their fire support. Although we will probably never have
systems that are capable of totally replicating the actual battlefield
destructiveness of fire support systems, our currently fielded systems vary
considerably and leave much to be desired. We must "decrease the delta"
between perfect replication and what we have today.

Increased Range and Need for Precision Munitions. We are
"outgunned" by world standards today. We need to be able to shoot as
deep as we can see. Our flexibility in supporting the combined arms
commander is tremendously increased by combining increased range
with some of the precision munitions under development. Unfortunately,
many of these munitions have either fallen to the budget ax or are likely
to fall. But increased range and smart munitions have the potential to
enhance early deploying lethality and reduce sustainability burdens. We
must continue to champion progress in these areas.

Lethality for Early Deployers. As we move rapidly to a
contingency-based Army, our ability to quickly project power worldwide
is all the more important. Many Army leaders have recognized that fire
support has the potential to significantly increase our combat power in
the early days of a contingency operation. To leverage this potential
combat power and enhance our agility, we must develop and field lethal
fire support systems capable of rapid deployment.

Leader Development

Training of Combined Arms Commanders. We must do better
in our training of future combined arms commanders to synchronize
combat power. We need an institutional training strategy that readies
them for their role as a “"combined arms commander." We must begin
this process early in their careers if we are to level the sharp learning
curve that exists at the lieutenant colonel and colonel command levels.
Our training must do more to develop synchronization skills for
commanders in all the operating systems (and fire support in particular)
if we are to better integrate the operating systems at the CTCs. We must
also refine and develop simulations that support integrated, combined
arms sustainment training for the combined arms commander and his
staff at home station.
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Training for Fire Support Officers. The combined arms community has
told us that our FSOs need a better understanding of the dynamics of maneuver
operations. Fire supporters have told us that we must arm them with more "how
to" skills. We must also do more to prepare our officers for senior-level fire
support positions in the division and above. Today there is little formal training
to prepare our field grade officers for these positions.

Soldiers

13F Retention and Promotion. Fire support specialists and NCOs are
critical to fire support operations; the problem is that they continue to be
critically short in divisions throughout the Army. Retention rate problems are
compounded by high cut-off scores for promotion. Combine a low pomotion
rate with a great amount of field duty for that military occupational specialty
and keeping good fire support soldiers in the Army remains a challenge for
Field Artillery leaders.

Lightweight Gear. Several pieces of equipment carried by fire support
personnel in our light units simply don't meet the needs of light fighters who
often move considerable distances on foot. Among some of the noted
lightweight items needed are small secure radios, laser designating devices and
digital message devices.

Where We're Going

The development and refinement of issues will continue through mid-May.
Then we'll staff the issues within USAFAS to see which ones are within our
ability to solve. For those, we'll develop detailed action plans. At the same
time, we'll staff those issues outside the fire support arena to the appropriate
TRADOC schools for final resolution. We realize that many will require
cooperation and assistance throughout TRADOC, and even Army-wide, to
bring about the necessary changes. Some issues will only be resolved through
the acquisition of new systems—a process that we try hard to influence but
certainly do not control.

An interim phase of the initiative will be completed with a report to the
TRADOC Commander in September 1992 identifying those issues requiring
further work and proposing solutions for others. The Fighting with Fires
initiative is a long-term process, not a one-shot "school solution."

In future issues of Field Artillery and other branch journals, we'll continue to
update you on other key issues, where we are in developing solutions and
where we're going next. We'll need the help of the entire combined arms team
to keep us focused along the way.

For more background on the Fighting with Fires initiative, see Major
General Marty's "On the Move" column in this issue and a previous article by
the author, "Fighting with Fires Initiative: Goal—Synchronized Combat
Power," in the February 1992 edition of Field Artillery.

Lieutenant Colonel Sammy L. Coffman is the Chief, Plans, Initiatives Group,
Field Artillery School, Fort Sill, Oklahoma. His previous assignment was as
Chief of Warfighter Division, Fire Support and Combined Arms Operations
Department, Field Artillery School. He has also served as a Fire Support
Observer-Controller for the Battle Command Training Program (BCTP) and as
Executive Officer, 4th Battalion, 7th Field Artillery, 42d Field Artillery Brigade in
Germany. Lieutenant Colonel Coffman commanded Battery C, 2d Battalion,
21st Field Artillery, 5th Infantry Division, Fort Polk, Louisiana.
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To sell fire support successfully, those
junior officers [FSOs] must know
fundamentals of maneuver tactics.

Major General John E. Miller
Commander
101st Airbome Division (Air Assault)

FSOs lack an wunderstanding of
maneuver operations in general. They
must be able to visualize maneuver on
the battlefield.

Colonel Thomas A. Dials

Division Chief, Command and Staff
Department

Armor and Cavalry Tactics, Armor School

Two materiel acquisitions that will
dramatically improve fires for the light
division are a light laser designator to
replace the G/VLLD in the division and
a light, long-range rocket system
[HIMARS] in support of the division.

Major General Marvin L. Covault
Commander
7th Infantry Division (Light)
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Notes from the BCE
Observations on

Joint Combat
Operations at
Echelons

Above Corps

by Lieutenant Colonel William G. Welch

August 1990 set in motion the

largest, fastest deployment of CENTCOM
Army forces in history. For the first
time since the Korean War, we
established a field army headquarters
for combat operations, the headquarters
for Operations Desert Shield and
Storm.

But our field army headquarters needed a
land component commander—as was
envisioned in doctrine—one with a role
comparable to the headquarters' air LNO
component commander. The Army's
battlefield coordination element (BCE), an
echelons-above-corps (EAC) organization

I rag's invasion of Kuwait on 2

CENTAF

(JFACC) ARCENT

-- - Airlift

. — ) I
designed to synchronize joint combat
operations, would have been more effective woo | e
working for a land component commander |
instead of through the Air Force chain of | |
command. Further, the Army and Air Force GLO - AR
need to better understand their sister service
and communicate their requirements,
capabilities and limitations to make the most Plans mun| ADA/ASM F -m Ops
of our joint firepower in future
contingencies. l
This artl(_:le discusses the organization Fusion
and operations of the BCE in Desert
Shield and Storm, compares it to the
doctrine creating the organization and _ L ;
outlines observations that could be | Legend WOC = Wing Operations Center
helpful in future BCE operations. | CENTAF = Air Force Central GLO = Ground Liaison Office
c . he BCE Command ALCC = Airlift Control Center
reating the B _ |  ARCENT = Ammy Central ADA/ASM = Air Defense Atillery/
Operating at EAC is a new experience Command Airspace Management
for the Army. FM 6-20 Fire Support in LNO = Liaison Office Section

the AirLand Battle, the Army's fire
support manual, devotes only two
paragraphs to the subject. One of those Figure 1: BCE During Desert Storm. The BCE operated in the TACC at the Joint Force Air
deals with a unique Army organization, Component Commander's (JFACC) Headquarters. This is the highest level in the Air Force
the BCE. tactical air control and Army air-ground system.

The development of the BCE was based . . . .
on the 31 Joint Initiatives Memorandum of Initiative Number 21 was to establish a Army, multi-corps and contingency

Agreement between the Army and the | Process for synchronizing battlefield air | corps operations and to field test these
Air Force Chiefs of Staff in May 1984. interdiction (BAI) with maneuver for theater, | procedures. It also tasked the services to
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automate the process and connect it via
near real-time data links.

The Army's solution was to create an
organization that operates with the Air
Force's Tactical Air Control Center
(TACC); the organization was the BCE.
With the Air Force, the Army published
the "Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) Pamphlet 525-45 Joint
Attack of the Second Echelon" to
provide procedures for BCE-TACC
operations.

Before Operations Desert Shield and
Storm, the BCE concept was tested
extensively in joint exercises, most
prominently the Air Force's Blue Flag
series. The BCE also deployed a
detachment to Operation Just Cause in
Panama. Just before lIraqg's invasion of
Kuwait, the BCE participated in the
Central Command (CENTCOM) Exercise
Internal Look 90. It proved to be a dress
rehearsal for what was to come.

BCE Organization for War

Alerted on 7 August 1991, the BCE
deployed from Shaw Air Force Base,
South Carolina, to Riyadh, Saudi Arabia,
on 14 August 1991. Its mission was to
help synchronize the air campaign with
Army ground operations by coordinating
air support and exchanging operational
and intelligence data.

The BCE operated in the TACC at the
Joint Force Air Component Commander's
(JFACC's) Headquarters. This is at the
highest level in the tactical air control and
Army air-ground system. (See Figure 1.)

The TACC had four main divisions.
(See Figure 2.) The Combat Operations
Division, with intelligence support from
the Enemy Situation and Correlation
Division (ENSCD) of TACC, executed
"today's" war. Airspace management and
air defense coordination were handled by
small sections in the Combat Operations
Division. The Combat Plans Division,
supported by the Combat Intelligence
Division, planned tomorrow's war.

Located close to the TACC and also
reporting to the JFACC was the Airlift
Control Center (ALCC). It controlled all
intra-theater airlift in response to the
requirements of the Joint Movement
Control Center (JMCC). Wing operation
centers (WOCs) took their guidance and
orders from either the TACC or ALCC,
as appropriate.

The BCE, a modification table of
organization and equipment (MTOE) unit,
had seven sections and 28 personnel to
conform to the TACC organization. The
BCE included four-man sections to operate
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Div

TAC = Tactical Air Command

| MAC = Military Air Command

CENTAF
(JFACC)
ALCC
(MAC)
TACC
(TAC)
| |
Combat Combat
Plans Ops
Div Div
| |
| |
Combat : 1
1
Intel - —— ENSCD

ENSCD = Enemy Situation and
Correlation Division

Figure 2: TACC Organization. Usually located near the Airlift Control Center (ALCC), the TACC
has four main divisions for the Air Force to plan and execute current and future wars.

with each division of the TACC and
ALCC. An Air Defense Artillery/Airspace
Management Section (ADA/ASM) in the
BCE operated in both today and
tomorrow's wars, accomplishing planning
and immediate coordination.

In a multi-corps environment, each
corps provides a liaison officer (LNO)
element for the BCE. In Saudi Arabia, the
Royal Saudi Land Forces and the US
Marine Corps provided LNOs. Ground
liaison officers (GLOs) represented the
Army down to the Air Force wing level.

BCE Operations in War

After deploying to Saudi Arabia, the
BCE daily planned air operations for the
defense of that country (Operation Desert
Shield) and also with the Air Force's
Special Planning Cell ("The Black Hole™)
for the offensive air campaign. During
Desert Shield and Storm, the function of
the BCE was to—

1. Provide the “ground picture” to the
JFACC and TACC staffs. The BCE
usually accomplished this at staff
briefings but also coordinated extensively
face-to-face throughout the TACC.

2. Relay and interpret Army Central
Command (ARCENT) requests for air
support and track the current air tasking

order. This included not only "hard kill"
BAI and preplanned close air support (CAS)
targets, but also integrated electronic
warfare, tactical air reconnaissance and
psychological operations missions.

3. Exchange operational and intelligence
data between ARCENT and the Central Air
Force Command (CENTAF). Especially
critical was target data and operational
information.

4. Deconflict airspace requirements,
including scheduling Army fixed-wing
aircraft in the air liaison officer (ALO)
section and integrating Army air defense
operations into the air campaign. A key
function also was to help develop air
defense rules of engagement (ROE).

5. Coordinate  airlift ~ support  for
ARCENT operations.

6. Provide feedback on the air campaign
to ARCENT Headquarters. This included
battle damage assessment (BDA).

The interface point for the BCE at
ARCENT Headquarters was the Deep
Operations Cell, which functioned as a fire
support element (FSE).

Learning from War

After Desert Storm but before
redeploying, BCE personnel began writing
what we had learned in our unique operation.
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We soon realized the conditions that
dictated our operations and procedures
in Desert Storm were very different
than what we could face in other
situations. To change BCE doctrine
based solely on Desert Storm would be
a dangerous step; we concluded our
doctrine was sound.

Those characteristics of Operation
Desert Storm that made it unique are as
follows:

« We faced totally exposed target arrays
that didn't move. The Iraqi forces made
few attempts to camouflage themselves or
deceive us.

* Overall, we had excellent terrain and
weather—a far cry from the jungles or
forested areas or the storms, rain and low
ceilings present in much of the world.

« The quality of the Iragi War Machine
was poor. The Iragis were unmotivated
and undisciplined, often armed with
inferior equipment and poorly trained to
use even their superior equipment. The
Iragis are possibly quite different than
enemies we could expect to fight in the
future.

« We had six months to prepare and plan
for war—a luxury we shouldn't count on
in the future.

Throughout Desert Shield and Storm,
every effort was made to keep losses
as low as possible. Mission and
tactical considerations took a "back
seat" to keeping casualties low. For
example, during Desert Storm, US Air
Force aircraft never operated in
low-level airspace with their extensive
gun-air defense systems. This reduced
the effectiveness of target
identification and bomb aiming
systems on some aircraft, but it saved
lives.

In dealing with friendly fire, we
explored and tested every possible
solution to prevent "blue-on-blue” attacks.
At times, our measures seemed to border
on an obsession. But events in Desert
Storm proved we were justified.

In making decisions about and
planning for combat operations—from the
President to the platoon leader—saving
American servicemen's lives always will
be a major consideration. But our enemies
cannot be led to believe the strength of our
national resolve is tied to the number of
casualties we could suffer.

Presenting Opinion

In the following paragraphs, | outline
my observations on several operations at
the BCE or related to it. I'd like to
emphasize these are personal opinions.
These observations are considerations for
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joint operations in the future.

Some problems | identify have easy
solutions—most don't. Some problems
may seem trivial now, but at the time we
had them, they weren't.

EAC Joint Doctrine. We need good
joint doctrine and we need to follow it.
We had no overall Desert Storm plan at
the joint level. Having an Air Force plan
and an Army plan without an umbrella
plan causes misunderstandings. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Pub 3-0 Doctrine for
Unified and Joint Operations is excellent.
Unified commanders need to implement
it.

During the air campaign, assets such as
attack helicopters and the Army tactical
missile system (Army TACMS) weren't
fully employed immediately (D-Day).
Access to more firepower assets,
including the Army and Marine Corps',
would have improved the JFACC's
effectiveness and given him more
flexibility to destroy targets. If he had
employed the other available joint
firepower assets against the Iraqgi frontline
forces on D-Day, the lIragis may have
broken even sooner.

Fire support coordinators (FSCOORDs)
need to be appointed at all levels of
command, including unified commands,
to ensure all fire support assets are
coordinated to bring maximum firepower
to bear on the enemy. The joint
FSCOORD should be the component
commander  responsible  for  the
preponderance of firepower in the theater
or a special staff officer of the
commander-in-chief (CINC).

A new title for him could be the Joint
Force Interdiction Coordinator. He should
have the power to task components to
accomplish missions in the interdiction
campaign.

Joint Tasking Order. A system of
joint targeting and tasking that uses all
available combat power needs to be
developed—regardless of the
component to execute the interdiction
campaign. The traditional way of
begging the Air Force for assets causes
more problems than it solves. Who
supports whom?

If all components had to support the
CINC through an integrated tasking
order, we could more efficiently make
the most of our combat power. The
components all have assets that can play
a role—special operations force (SOF)
teams, Tomahawk missiles, Army
TACMS, F-117 aircraft—each with
capabilities we need to exploit effectively.
This is a excellent arena for a joint
targeting computer system.

Land Component Commander. In
TRADOC Pamphlet 525-45, the BCE
doctrinally works for the land component
commander. (See Figure 3.) In Desert
Storm, we were assigned to the ARCENT
Commander. The land component
commander's role was retained by the
CINC.

Because there was no single voice in
the TACC to express the land component
commander's  wishes, there  were
misunderstandings, and we wasted effort.
We need to have land component
commanders for all EAC operations, and
BCEs need to work for them.

Air Force "BCE." The BCE
concept works and provides the
information the Air Force needs to
support the Army. The Army
headquarters needs a similar element
to explain what the Air Force is doing
in combat and why it's doing it—one
ALO isn't enough. We need an Air
Force BCE at the Army forces level to
help plan and execute war.

Deep Operations Cell. The ARCENT
Deep Operations Cell was insufficiently
manned to perform its functions during
Desert Shield and Storm. The cell wasn't
fully manned until just before Desert
Storm, which didn't allow the new
personnel enough time to train for their
mission.

As the FSE element at Army level, the
Deep Operations Cell is critical. It does
more than figure out what the Air Force
does for the Army. It should be involved
in SOF operations and those of all
deep-strike  assets, such as attack
helicopters, Army TACMS and
long-range surveillance teams (LRSTS).
These assets did a superb job in the time
they had, but they should have been
deployed earlier.

The same can be said for the 513th
Military Intelligence Brigade's
Targeting and BDA Sections that
worked from "behind the power curve"
throughout Desert Storm. They did
great work, but they should have been
deployed earlier.

Space-Based Intelligence and
Communications. Using space-based
systems  significantly enhanced our
capabilities in Desert Storm.

Weather, intelligence and early
warning satellites played key roles.
Communications at all levels depended
on satellite relays. Using them, Patriot
missiles proved we can protect
ourselves from tactical ballistic missile
attacks. Yet we must be aware that
anti-satellite systems are coming on
line in the near future.
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CINC
LCC ACC MCC
ARCENT MARCENT JFC-N JFC-E
' Legend
MARCENT = Marine Corps Central Command
BCE JFC-N = Joint Force Gommand-North
JFC-E = Joint Force Command-East

Figure 3: Doctrinal Chain of Command for the BCE as Applied to Desert Storm. In TRADOC
Pam 525-45, the BCE works for the Land Component Commander (LCC), who is on an equal
level with the Air Component Commander (ACC) and Maritime Component Commander
(MCC). In Desert Storm, we needed an LCC—as in all EAC operations.

To exploit the use of space, we need
trained experts to advise unified
commanders. In addition, we need a space
operations component commander under
the CINC to manage the "Star Wars"
aspects of future conflicts.

RPV. The Army needs a real-time
photographic reconnaissance capability of
its own. National satellite or Air Force
tactical air reconnaissance systems are

too slow for modern battlefield
operations. The Army needs remotely
piloted vehicles (RPVs) for the
immediate identification, attack and
damage assessment of targets.

Computers. This was the first

automated war—Harvard Graphics became
the standard. We need to develop hardware
and software that assists decision-making,
not just record keeping. Standard functions
need to be done inside the computer
without human interference or
opportunities for mistakes. Joint targeting
and BDA are areas where automation could
save time and effort. Good software can
shorten an air tasking order cycle that's too
long.

Data transfer should become a
requirement for all our communications
systems. Phones and FAX are too slow and
inefficient. We need a standard data system
for all services. With MS-DOS, we had
it—now we're losing it. We need a solid,
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inter-service networking system through
which to pass operational and intelligence
data.

The decision-making and assisting
powers of computers need to have priority
for research and development. The "box"
needs to work for us, not turn our captains
and majors into data-entry clerks or chart
drawers.

Common Survey. The "world" is on
two different survey systems: WGS72 and
WGS84. We need to identify which of our
computers operate on which system and
standardize across the systems. In Desert
Storm, we dropped a lot of B-52 bombs
short and left of targets until we figured
that out.

BDA. This area was the weakest of our
BCE operations in Desert Storm. Two
thousand sorties a day generate a lot of
reports; we didn't have a good system to
deal with the volume of information, and
it caused problems.

The BCE should have a sophisticated
joint targeting computer system. We need
to let the box add up the numbers—we
can ask it questions. The mission report or
"push pin* manual system isn't responsive
enough for our decision makers.

BCE TOE. The number of personnel
we needed to run the BCE and the TOE
authorizing personnel in the BCE are
pretty close. But we needed more people

in the Fusion Section to process BDA and
validate targets and a BCE deputy to take
shifts for the chief. Having a colonel
assigned as the BCE chief just before
Desert  Storm  helped raise our
effectiveness.

LNOs. The LNOs from the corps are
indispensable in a multi-corps
environment. They can pass information
quickly and efficiently on targeting,
BDA, fire support coordinating measures
(FSCM) and the like. They also saved a
lot of US lives by preventing potential
fratricide incidents along boundaries.
They were worth their weight in gold.

ABCCC. The Airborne Communications
Control Center (ABCCC) is a great
platform. It can direct the air campaign
superbly. However, the ABCCC must have
accurate, detailed guidance to function
properly or it can "walk away" from the
commander's concept and hurt as much
as it helps.

Air Force Support. There was some
talk that the Air Force wasn't supporting
Army commanders in shaping the
battlefield before the ground campaign.
Having worked at the Army's BCE with
the Air Force, | would compare the
relationship to that of me and my wife.
She doesn't always do things the way |
would or on the same time schedule.
Sometimes her priorities are different.
There are times when we have to agree
to disagree. But when | consider
everything, | don't want anybody else's
wife and | don't want anybody else's Air
Force.

While working in the BCE, a senior
Air Force officer commented to me that
you can never trust the Air Force. | now
understand what he meant. The Army is
never guaranteed air support. The Air
Force has many problems or other
priorities that effect air operations,
problems that we in the Army don't know
about or understand. But we can count on
them to support us with everything they
have when we really need them.

During the air campaign, the word to
Air Force personnel was there was no
target worth dying for—they could
always come back the next day. Just
before the Army went forward, the word
went out to all wings that now there was
something to die for and to "get down in
the dirt" and support the Army. If we
really need the Air Force, they'll be
there.

Communication with and understanding
of how the Air Force operates and
what it can and can't do is the key to
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success. All fire supporters should attend
the Air Force Battle Staff Course at the
Air Ground Operations School at
Hurlburt Field, Florida

The Army needs to emphasize using
air power efficiently and not try to
control air power. Too much ground
force control causes waste and delays.
Aircraft need to go forward, bomb,
return, rearm and restrike. Aircraft can
waste time in orbit or on ground alert.

Tying aircraft too closely to a ground
commander isn't efficient. The most
efficient and effective use of air power is
for the land component commander to
provide the JFACC his targeting
objectives, requirements and the targets
he wants destroyed and then let the Air
Force decide the best way to accomplish
the mission. The key is to communicate
the type of targets and desired effects.

And for the Army to count sorties is
counterproductive; the Air Force knows
its business—what aircraft and munitions
are available and are most effective
against the target. Counting sorties would
be the same as the Air Force measuring
Field Artillery's effectiveness by counting
salvos. One of our multiple launch rocket
system (MLRS) rockets will do as much
damage as 7.3 155-mm rounds, in terms
of submunitions. But, in general, we'd
employ our rockets against a longer range
target that needs a short, violent attack
over a relatively broad area and employ
our 155-mm rounds against a shorter
range target covering a smaller area. So
counting our salvos also would be
counterproductive.

Air Superiority. Air superiority
makes it easy. In our Southwest Asian
Theater and using precision weapons,
the Air Force led as the chief target
killer. The main reason for the ease of
the ground campaign was early
achievement of air superiority and the
fact that the preparation of the
battlefield, both strategic and tactical,
was allowed to proceed unhindered.
Weather posed a greater threat than the
Iragi Air Force.

The availability of massive and
unrestrained firepower from the air
made it easy for the lead ground
forces to accomplish their missions.
This air firepower destroyed the
enemy's weapons, disrupted his
command and control, cut his supply
lines and crippled his will to fight
back. As proven, once again, in
Desert Storm, the priority mission of
the Air Force should be to achieve air
superiority.
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F-16 Eagle and A-10 Warthog. F-16
operations have generated a good deal of
talk about their effectiveness. The F-16s
operated at altitudes above 20 thousand
feet and, as such, had a probable circular
error against point targets of about 120
meters. They had the pipper on the target,
but at 30,000 feet, the pipper covers "two
zip codes." The F-16 needs a precision
bombing system, and the addition of this
capability shouldn't eliminate another
weapons platform.

The A-10 Warthog is a tremendous
killing. machine. In terms of
survivability, target identification,
accuracy, range and payload, the F/A-16
won't replace it. The Air Force needs to
keep the A-10 or its follow-on to
support the CAS mission.

FSCL. The fire support coordination
line (FSCL) generated a tremendous
amount of debate over how to use it. If an
Army commander draws a line on a map,
it should mean what he thought it meant

The A10 Warthog (top) and F16 Eagle (bottom) are effective weapons platforms, but
the F16 needs a precision bombing system on board.
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when he drew it. When higher
headquarters change the rules, it causes
unnecessary confusion in an already
extremely confusing situation. The
services need to agree to a detailed
definition of the FSCL and stick to it.

Airspace Deconfliction. Army TACMS
fires can be deconflicted for airspace in 30
minutes or less. That's all the time the Air
Force needs. We need to hold them to it.
We also need to work on ways to make
airspace deconfliction faster.

CAS. Push CAS teamed with the
ABCCC provided all the support we
could use. In the future, CAS may not
always be available in unlimited
quantities.

We need to wargame our requirements
for CAS and include it in our plans. We
shouldn't fall back on ground-alert CAS
because we don't plan them well, and our
communications capabilities make any
combination of air support possible. To be
efficient and flexible, we must think the
problem through and know what we want
and what we need.

PGMs. Precision-guided munitions
(PGMs) were a hallmark of Desert Storm
and revolutionized air support. They
knocked out the fire trench distribution
systems and "tank plinked" individual
tanks of the Republican Guards. They
defeated Iraqi tanks buried and in berms
and minimized collateral damage. Also,
the strategic part of the air campaign
could not have been as successful without
them. The destruction of bridges and
subsequent isolation of the Iragis in the
Kuwaiti Theater of Operations would
have taken years without PGMs.

But these munitions are not without
their ~ problems.  Our  high-speed
anti-radiation missiles (HARMS), which
are precision air-ground missiles, will
home in on our radar systems as well as
the enemy's—we need software to protect
us from ourselves.

Berms and Trenches. The Iragi's use of
high berms and trenches to protect their
armored vehicles worked well until we
switched to precision munitions (glide
bomb units, or GBU 12s). We should use
berms and trenches when we face enemies
who don't have precision munitions. To
support this, we need to retain good
engineer capabilities at all levels.

Battlefield Duds. We need to take a
hard look at using cluster bomb units
(CBUs) in offensive operations. CBUs
create a small minefield of duds on the
battlefield. We could track Gator
(CBU-89)
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Army TACMS fires can be deconflicted
for airspace in 30 minutes or less.

mine use in Desert Storm, but not other
PGMs. There were massive numbers of
cluster bombs on the battlefields—more
than 31,000 CBUs (17,300 tons)
delivered by the Air Force along with
those from the Army's dual-purpose
improved conventional munitions
(DPICM). Duds were everywhere and
posed a hazard to ground troops moving
forward.

Friendly Fire. Tactical Air Control
Parties (TACPs) should take the lead in
preventing friendly fire losses from the air.
Passive markings help identify our forces,
but they aren't enough. Identification
friend or foe (IFF) devices for tanks and
vehicles are probably too expensive and
maintenance-intensive and, therefore,
may not be as tactically smart as they first
appear.

Human beings are the key to solving the
friendly fire problem. TACPs need to be
aggressive in knowing what aircraft are
operating in their areas and the location of
all friendly troops assigned and attached to
their units. Only with such knowledge can
we prevent the majority of friendly fire
incidents. Training and discipline are the
ultimate answers to the fratricide problem.

Innovativeness. The greatest strength
of the American forces is our soldiers,
sailors, Marines and airmen. Before
Desert Storm, many problems ended up in
the "too hard" box or received too low a
priority in peacetime and were never
solved. Our young NCOs and officers
have, once again, come forward and
given us solutions.

We must maintain an environment in
which they're trained and led in an
atmosphere where they can come forward
with the ideas and actions that win us
wars.

Conclusion

Operations Desert Shield and Storm
validated the concept of the BCE and
proved its value in synchronizing the joint
battlefield—a critical function. Probably
the best testimony to the BCE's
effectiveness is the many calls from all
over the Army asking how to form a BCE
at each headquarters.

The 1st Battlefield Coordination
Detachment (BCD) at Fort Bragg, North
Carolina, attached to the XVIII Airborne
Corps, is currently the only active
component BCE ready to support
worldwide contingency operations. It's
supported by the 2d BCE of the Alabama
US Army Reserve.

A third BCE is deployed with the 7th
Air Force in Korea. In Europe, the
Ground Liason Office handles the BCE
functions.

Future wars will be characterized by
the requirement to rapidly deploy joint
forces and apply overwhelming combat
power. The BCE is a key to making joint
warfare work—to synchronizing our total
combat power and defeating the enemy
quickly and with minimum loss of US
lives.

Lieutenant Colonel William G. Welch
until recently was the Senior Plans
Officer for the 1st Battlefield
Coordination Element (BCE), XVII
Airborne Corps, Fort Bragg, North
Carolina. During Operation Desert
Storm, he deployed with the 1st BCE
and served as its Plans Officer.
Currently, Lieutenant Colonel Welch
is the Chief of the Ground Operations
Division, Warrior Preparation Center,
part of the Headquarters of the US Air
Force and Army in Europe (USAFE
and USAREUR) in Germany. He
commanded B Battery, 2d Battalion,
1st Field Artillery, 214th FA Brigade,

Fort Sill, Oklahoma; and
Headquarters and Headquarters
Battery, 3d Battalion, 79th Field

Artillery, 42d FA Brigade, Germany,
and served as the S3 and Executive
Officer of the 5th Battalion, 15th Field
Artillery, | Corps Atrtillery, Fort Ord,
California.
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The Successful Task Force FSO

by Major Andrew B. Fontaness

knowledge and experience,

To be effective...requires dependable artiller

as well as knowledge of maneuver combat methods, and a lot of initiative.

Fuhrung der Artilleric

One of the most important trends emerging at National Training
Center (NTC) rotations at Fort Irwin, California, is that the role of

the task force fire support officer

(TF FSO) is largely

misunderstood. Sadly, many units characterize the TF FSO solely
as a staff officer. In reality, the TF FSO is one of the most important
warriors in the fire support business. What he does or fails to do
significantly impacts on the ultimate outcome of the mission.
Though he does some staff functions, the TF FSO isn't just a
staff officer—he's the executioner of fire support. As a warrior, his

tools are target acquisition, artillery, mortars, close air support (CAS)

and his fire support section.

Perhaps we misinterpret the role of the TF FSO because we, in
the Army, have few opportunities to fully employ all our fire support assets in a stressful, high-intensity
environment. Short of war or a rotation at one of the Combat Training Centers (CTCs), our TF FSOs

rarely face the challenge of pulling it all together as the executioner.

This article focuses on what makes a TF FSO successful—his qualities and attitude.

Qualities

he above quotation from Fuhrung

de Artilleric, a German field

manual printed in 1940, describes
the qualities the German Army believed
an FSO should have—the same qualities
successful US Army TF FSOs have in the
1990s. While a good FSO can't always
assure success on the battlefield, an
inexperienced, untrained or incompetent
one can assure the failure of the finest of
fire support.

A TF FSO must be technically
competent.

The TF FSO's knowledge of fire
support must extend beyond the textbook
and include what fire support systems can
do under various conditions. Frequently,
an inexperienced TF FSO plans targets
without considering the impact that rates
of fire, time of flight and the enemy's rate
of march has on the probability of a target
hit. The result is artillery can't shift fires
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fast enough to keep up with a moving
enemy.

Another error the FSO often makes is
not considering how long it takes artillery
to fire a family of scatterable mines
(FASCAM) minefield. Usually, there's a
great difference between the time the
"book" says it takes and the time the
artillery takes. Tube availability, gun crew
fatigue and executing multiple fire
missions all contribute to the artillery's
slower time to emplace FASCAM.

The FSO must understand the
importance that observation has on fire
support. Simply put, you can't attack a
target you can't see. Observation doesn't
just happen—the FSO plans for it. To do
so requires the FSO to understand the
capabilities and limitations of his fire
support vehicles (FSVs) and dismounted
observers. Furthermore, he needs to know
what the scouts and S2 can and can't do for
him.

Unfortunately,
understand  the

many FSOs don't
capabilities of the

resources they have. It's common to see
FSV crews poorly positioned to observe
targets or working independently of each
other and the scouts to the detriment of
the task force.

The successful TF FSO knows mortar
operations and treats mortars as an
integral part of his fire support team. The
relationship of the mortar platoon leader
to the TF FSO is like that of the right arm
to a boxer. Just like the boxer, the FSO
knows how to combine the punches of the
"right arm" mortars with that of his
artillery, a highly lethal combination.

Too often, CAS is a mystery to TF
FSOs. This mystery is probably a
byproduct of a policy many units have of
not allowing their TF FSOs to use CAS.
This is an error on the units' part, for we
might not have the luxury of CAS' always
being controlled at the brigade level.

There are many situations in which a
brigade has to pass control of CAS to a
task force. For example, the task force
may control CAS to prevent fratricide
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when the brigade FSO and air liaison
officer (ALO) can't see the target area.
The TF FSO must understand how to
control and synchronize CAS with
artillery and maneuver.

A TF FSO must have initiative
and vision and be creative.

Though all FSOs must have initiative,
the TF FSO, in particular, also must be
able to envision the battle and be creative
enough to adjust fire support as
necessary.

The FSO must envision how the
enemy will use his resources and terrain
to his advantage. He also must
understand how the task force will do
the same. Finally, the TF FSO needs to
envision the tactical events that could
occur—if the enemy must cross an
obstacle, how will he react?

Only by envisioning the battle can the
FSO plan fire support to best influence
the TF battle. He needs to know
maneuver operations and the enemy's
doctrine and habits. An FSO who lacks
vision is one who plans and executes, for
example, preparatory fires that have no
bearing on what his task force is doing or
where the enemy is.

Many authors have written about the
TF FSO as a planner. Yet fire planning
is more than targeting—it's creatively
managing resources. FSVs, forward
observers (FOs), mortars, artillery and
CAS are all resources the FSO must
manage for the combined arms
commander to be able to orchestrate the
commander's  firepower on the
battlefield. For example, during a
defensive operation, a good FSO will
offset the limitations of the artillery to
shift and fire by filling in the gaps with
his mortars.

The TF FSO must be an
effective leader.

Very few articles discuss the TF FSO
as a leader, yet he is as much a leader as a
company or battery commander.

The TF FSO supervises the preparation
of his fire support section, inspecting
each fire support team (FIST), FO party
and the fire support element (FSE) to
ensure they're prepared for combat. The
FSO doesn't dismiss deficiencies as
someone else's problems but aggressively
ensures the FISTs correct them. As part of
his check, a good TF FSO makes sure the
company FSOs are performing precombat
inspections (PCls) of their FISTs to
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ensure the teams are ready. He also
ensures they're using the full capabilities
of the FSVs to support the TF and
company fire support plan. But the FSO's
supervision doesn't stop with the fire
support section. As the officer in the task
force most knowledgeable about fire
support systems, the FSO also supervises
the  mortar  platoon—knows  the
preparation status of his supporting
mortars.

A mortar platoon has many of the
same gunnery standards as the artillery,
and the FSO must hold the platoon to
them. He never allows the mortar
platoon to practice sloppy gunnery
techniques. Far too many firing
incidents involving mortars occur at the
NTC, incidents a good TF FSO could
have prevented. Many incidents were
caused by such actions as the mortar
platoon fire direction center (FDC)
failing to routinely cross-check the
firing data for errors before passing it to
the mortars.

The TF FSO's job doesn't stop with
fire support planning and preparation.
He controls fire support to prevent
resources from being wasted on
low-payoff missions, to maintain the
mission focus and to prevent fratricides.
To control fire support, the TF FSO
positions himself to see the battlefield
and assess where the task force needs
fire support the most. In coordination
with the combined arms commander, the
TF FSO is decisive in bringing fires on
the enemy. As an executor of the
commander's fire support, the FSO isn't
a one-man show but manages his FISTs
and FOs in their execution of fires.
However, when necessary, he quickly
takes total control of them to accomplish
the mission.

A question many fire support
coordinators (FSCOORDs) ask is
whether previous experience as a
battery commander assures an FSO's
success. A  former commander,
regardless of the type of battery he
commanded, usually does better than
the TF FSO who hasn't commanded.
The reason a former commander is
more successful isn't because of the
technical skills he has learned, but
because of the leadership skills he has
acquired.

Troop leading and time and resource
management skills are important skills
for an FSO. Regardless of how
technically qualified an FSO is, he also
needs strong troop leading and
management skills.

A TF FSO must have command
support to be successful.

Last, but not least important, is
command support. Without the support of
an FSO's chain of command, even the
best of FSOs will ultimately fail. The
support is critical from both his artillery
and his maneuver chains of command. It's
the FSO's job to make sure his combined
arms commander understands not only
what fire support can and can't do for him,
but also the complexity of planning for
and executing fire support. With this
understanding and partnership, the FSO
will get the equipment and training
resources he needs.

Conclusion

The job of a TF FSO is difficult, at best,
and is often unrewarding. Nevertheless,
it's a very important assignment. The
"how to" mesh all the fire support
resources together to support the
combined arms fight is unique and not
found in any one book.

Experience at the NTC indicates that a
thorough understanding of doctrine and
detailed knowledge of tactics, techniques
and procedures coupled with the human
element of soldiering are the hallmarks of
a successful TF FSO. For in the end, the
success or failure of the mission may rest

on the TF FSO.

Major Andrew B. Fontaness is en
route to the Office of Deputy Chief of
Staff for Operations at Headquarters,
US Army Europe in Germany. His
previous job was as the Brigade Fire
Support Officer (FSO) for the 177th
Armored Brigade that serves the
Opposing Force (OPFOR) Regiment
at the National Training Center (NTC),
Fort Irwin, California. He had been at
the NTC since 1988, serving as an S4
Trainer of the Fire Support Division
and, for 21 months, as the FSO
Trainer for the Live Fire Division.
Other assignments include serving
as a Battery Fire Direction Officer and
Executive Officer and then Battalion
FSO with the 2d Battalion, 6th Field
Artillery, 3d  Armored Division,
Germany; and as a Dbattery
commander with the 3d Battalion, 3d
Field Artillery, 2d Armored Division,
and then Brigade FSO for the 6th
Cavalry Brigade Air Combat, the latter
two positions at Fort Hood, Texas.
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The Battle Before the War: | ——

The TF FSO and the Staff Planning Process

by Captain Boyd D. Gaines

Fire support planning...determines how fire support will be used,
what types of targets will be attacked, when they will be attacked,
and with what means. The goal is to effectively integrate fire
support into battle plans to optimize combat power.

FM 6-20-40 Tactics, Techniques and Procedures
for Fire Support for Brigade Operations (Heavy)

Much has been written in this magazine in recent years
regarding the fire planning process. The current doctrine
of top-down fire planning—bottom-up refinement is widely
known throughout the artillery community. This concept
places a great premium on effective staff planning
procedures to produce a workable fire plan for task forces
(TFs) and company/teams to execute (and refine as time
permits). The ultimate goal of staff planning is to
synchronize all battlefield operating systems. This
process is truly the battle before the war.

In this article, | focus on the TF staff planning process and
highlight the critical tasks the TF fire support officer (FSO) must
accomplish to ensure success on the battlefield. The process is
important, as the mission of today's heavy forces is to fight and
win outnumbered against a mechanized threat. We can't afford
to trade TFs for motorized rifle battalion (MRB) equivalents.

In order for the TF to fight and win and minimize friendly casualties,
concentration of combat power is key. As discussed in this article, a
good staff product allows our forces to concentrate their power.

The Decision-Making
Process

Concentration is the massing and
synchronizing of overwhelming
combat power against an enemy
weakness. Concentration is
achieved by synchronizing
maneuver with combat support.

FM 71-2 The Tank and Mechanized
Infantry Battalion Task Force

ynchronization can be achieved

when TF FSOs are proactive

members of the TF battle staff. FM
6-20-40 describes the decision-making
process (Page 2-4) as it applies to
maneuver brigades. But this description is
too general to be useful to the TF FSO.

A better reference is FM 71-2, Chapter
2. (Note: The "Battalion and Brigade
Staff Newsletter," Volume I, published by
the Center for Army Lessons Learned, or
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CALL, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, this
month also has a wealth of information
that all FSOs need to know about the
decision-making process.) The
command and control process described
in FM 71-2 is what TF battle staffs use,
and TF FSOs must be intimately
familiar with it.

The figure shows the eight steps in
the FM 71-2's troop-leading procedures
(TLP) and how the staff planning
process is integrated into them. These
steps aren't "locked-step” but are as
dynamic and flexible as needed. FM
71-2 states, "...troop-leading procedures
can occur in almost any sequence, with
several actions taking place
simultaneously. Some actions, such as
reconnaissance, may begin early and be
repeated as often as required."”

A hard fact of life is that most fire
support assets aren't organic to the TF and
are allocated to the TF by the brigade.
Failure to develop a plan for integrating
these assets dilutes synchronization and,
ultimately, could cause the TF to have
more friendly casualties. This places a
heavy burden on the TF FSO.

The Staff Planning
Process

The eight steps in the TLP help the TF
FSO meet his responsibilities and the TF
integrate all its assets most effectively.

1. Receive the Mission. Fire planning
for the TF FSO starts with receipt of a
mission. The FSO should go with the TF
commander to receive the brigade
operations order (OPORD) briefing. If this isn't
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possible, the TF FSO must plan on a
lengthy conversation with the brigade
FSO via mobile subscriber equipment
(MSE) or FM radio. The TF FSO can
receive a hard copy of the fire support
annex by FAX, the maneuver control
system (MCS) or tactical fire direction
system (TACFIRE), but he needs it as
soon as possible.

The FSO must understand what fires are
planned in the TF zone and what fire
support assets have been allocated to the
TF. For example, assets could include
close air support (CAS), brigade combat
observation lasing teams (COLTs), Army
aviation, priorities of indirect fire, the
minutes of artillery smoke and
illumination available, the number and
type of family of scatterable mines
(FASCAM) minefields allocated to the TF,
Copperhead priorities, radars operating in
the TF zone, the number of battalion
volleys  of  dual-purpose  improved
conventional munitions (DPICM), the
number of targets available for planning,
etc.

He also should understand the brigade
target attack guidance, including the
criteria for attack and engagement, targets
designated as high-payoff and any
constraints on using fire support during
different phases of the battle. The target
submission cut-off time and the brigade
fire support rehearsal time also should be
established. (Note: For a detailed
treatment of the brigade's role in this
process, see the article "Top-Down Fire
Planning" by Lieutenant Colonel Robert
D. Sander published in the June 1989
Field Artillery.)

The TF FSO also needs to understand
the brigade intent for fire support in detail
and how it affects the TF. Additionally, any
attachments, such as COLTs, must be
verified and "put on the road,” if not
already. Critical Task: The TF FSO should
receive the TF attachments, such as
COLTs, before he leaves the brigade
OPORD briefing.

Needless to say, the brigade already
should have taken care of the supply needs
(Class I, 1l and V) of the COLTs and
given them an initial mission briefing and
brigade graphics.

While the FSO is at the brigade OPORD
briefing, his fire support section (FSS)
should be receiving standing operating
procedure (SOP)-type reports on the status
of the fire support teams (FISTs) and the
battalion mortars. Without this kind of
information, it's hard to figure out who
needs ammunition, reconstituting, etc. The
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1. Receive the mission.
2. Issue the warning order.
3. Make a tentative plan.

METT-T

. Initiate Movement.
. Reconnoiter.

. Complete the plan.
. Issue the order.

o~NO O~

a. Estimate the situation.
(1) Conduct a detailed mission analysis.
(2) Develop the situation and courses of action.

Enemy situation (course of action).

Terrain and weather (observation, cover
and concealment, obstacles, key terrain
and avenues of approach, or OCOKA).
Friendly situation (troops and time available).
Courses of action (friendly).

(3) Analyze courses of action—wargame them.
(4) Compare courses of action.
(5) Make a decision.

b. Expand the selected course of action into a tentative plan.

. Supervise and refine the plan.

Troop-Leading Procedures Integrated with the Planning Process (FM 71-2). The process of
developing a plan, including the fire support portion, is integrated into these eight
troop-leading procedures that incorporate considerations of mission, enemy, terrain, troops

and time available (METT-T).

FSS also should be working with the TF
S2 and developing a fire plan for elements
in contact with the enemy or those being
sent out early (reconnaissance or
counter-reconnaissance efforts). Old fire
plans and old geometry in TACFIRE
should be deleted.

Finally, the TF FSO shouldn't waste
time traveling to and from the brigade
command post (CP) where the OPORD
was briefed. He needs to use the time to
post his map, talk to the TF commander
or, if he's in his vehicle, call the TF FSS
about the upcoming mission. Every
minute of planning time (especially
daylight) counts.

2. lIssue the Warning Order. In this
step, the TF tactical operations center
(TOC) issues warning orders to the
company/teams and attachments. It's
incumbent on the FSO to ensure the
mortars receive a specific warning order
as well. Critical Task: Mortars and
company FSOs must be included in the
warning order process.

This critical task is often overlooked
and results in significant degradation of
the mortar platoon's  troop-leading
procedures. If the task is neglected, the
mortars will be out of position, have the
wrong ammunition mix to support the TF
or have to reconnoiter their positions at
night.

For example, the FSO tells the mortar
platoon leader (after clearing it with the

TF S3), "You need to reconnoiter position
areas M1 and M2 [include the center of
mass of these areas], azimuth of fire 4800.
Be sure you can range the 98 north-south
grid line with illumination. Your priority of
fire, initially, is to the scouts. Talk to them
on their internal net."

The TF FSO also tells each company
or team FSO (via FM) as soon as
possible what they'll be doing for the
next mission. This can be as simple as,
"Team Alpha, your team is defending EA
[engagement area] Red vic [in the
vicinity of] QV 0660 with the mission of
destroying 1 MRB. I'm thinking about
putting a group of two targets in EA
Red. Get with the engineer [and, of
course, the team commander] and ensure
it's tied into the obstacle plan. Give me
an update at the OPORD [briefing]."”

This 20-second radio transmission
sets in motion a flurry of activity at the
company/team level. It allows the
company FSO to conduct an intelligent
reconnaissance of the EA with his
commander. Locations of trigger points
and primary and backup observers can
be tentatively decided upon. This pays
big dividends (especially in the
defense) since it allows the company
FSOs to formulate how they'll execute
the TF fire plan before receiving the TF
OPORD.

Critical Task: The TF FSO should issue
multiple warning orders to the mortars
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and company FSOs as more information
becomes available and the mission begins
to take shape.

3. Make a Tentative Plan. Once the
FSO and commander return to the TOC,
the battle staff should already be
assembled. The TF S2 briefs the battle
staff on his initial intelligence preparation
of the battlefield (IPB) of the area of
operations. This is important, since the
S2's product is the point of departure for
all future planning—it "drives the train"
for the TF scheme of maneuver.

Given limited or
moderate planning time,
the TF commander and
the battle staff formulate
a plan that deals with the
enemy's most probable
course of action (COA).
This concept is the basis
for all future staff
planning procedures.
Critical Task: The fire
plan must be formulated
based on the enemy's
most probable COA.

In Step 3, the next
procedure is the mission
analysis—a time for the
FSO to look at what fire
support tasks must be
accomplished to support
the mission. After the
mission is restated, the TF
commander provides
guidance addressing all
battlefield operating
systems. For the FSO, this
results in his forming the
initial draft of the intent
for fire support.

The [TF]
commander must
ensure that he clearly states his
intent for fire support, that his
fire support plan is developed
accordingly, that all available
fire support is considered, and
that each phase of the
maneuver plan is supported by
the fire plan.

FM 71-2

Formulating the intent for fire support
is critical. Without the commander's
intent, the FSO is left to his own devices.
The result is the FISTs and team
commanders aren't given specific tasks to
make fire support a combat multiplier.

The intent for fire support should be
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written within the framework of the
brigade intent for fire support and address
how fire support is going to influence the
battle in the TF zone.

The FSO must work at extracting
planning guidance from the commander.
The genesis of a weak fire plan is the
failure of the FSO to be integrated into
the staff planning process.

Critical Tasks: The guidance for fire
support must be obtained early and built
upon during the staff planning process. It
needs to address all fire support assets,

special munitions and attack and
engagement criteria; specify how, when
and where you want to engage the enemy;
and incorporate the higher commander's
intent.

The next procedure is for the S3
(and probably the S3 Air) to develop
the friendly COA. After COAs are
briefed by the S3, the battle staff
develops estimates that address their
respective functional areas. This is
where the FSO briefs data in terms of
combat power: minutes of smoke
available, given that day's weather
conditions, and the number of DPICM
volleys available that the TF can
expect to see at different points in the
battle.

The point is, the estimate must be
conveyed in meaningful terms that the
battle staff can understand and rapidly
assimilate. The standard reply, "X
Artillery Battalion is direct support to Y
Brigade," is not acceptable. The TF FSO
also must highlight problems, such as
battle losses and artillery Class V issues.

This is the time for the FSO to get
with the S4 and work out mortar Class
\% problems or anticipated
needs—prestock; smoke or high
explosive (HE) heavy; etc. Waiting until
the OPORD is issued to
discuss this information will
be too late.

Wargaming the COA is
the next procedure in Step 3.
After the S3 develops the
COAs, the FSO, as part of
the battle staff, helps
compare the COAs and,

ultimately, helps
recommend one to the
commander.

When the commander

approves a COA, he and his
battle staff participate in a
process called "wargaming"
the COA. The battle staff
and commander mentally
fight the battle on the
map—from beginning to end.
A good wargaming session
verifies the roles of each
battlefield operating system
in the battle. This is a critical
task for the FSO because this
is where targets literally are
"put to acetate." Critical
Task: The FSO wargames the
fire plan with the battle staff
to insure it's synchronized
with  the  scheme  of
maneuver.

During the wargaming, the FSO
visualizes what fire support is doing in
each particular phase of the battle and
what the results are. He fleshes out the
observation plan for critical targets with
redundancy built in. Target allocations
(if any) to subordinate company FSOs
are finalized. Critical Task: The TF
FSO must develop an observation plan
for the critical points on the
battlefield—redundancy is key.

The TF FSO uses all fire support assets
and special munitions available to the TF.
He also fills in his execution matrix as the
battle unfolds and refines the intent for
fires to focus on the "how".

A note of caution: The TF FSO must
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remember that most fire support assets
are scarce resources so he should not
promise to make "grid squares glow".

This process should produce a
completed fire plan. Failure to conduct
this part of the process properly usually
results in a fire plan that doesn't support
the TF. The plan won't make the most of
the assets available and potentially
increases friendly casualties.

As several of the eight steps for the
TLP in FM 71-2 are occurring
simultaneously, the mortars and FISTs are
already moving (Step 4 Initiated
Movement) and reconnoitering their
areas (Step 5 Reconnoiter). But the focus
of this article is the staff planning process,
so the details of these steps are best
reserved for other articles.

6. Complete the Plan. A good
wargaming session makes Step 6 easy. The
TF FSO needs to be aware the plan is never
really complete. Most TFs call this the 80
percent solution." To give subordinate
company/teams time to properly plan for the
operation, the plan is finalized enough to
issue an operations order.

7. Issue the Order. The next step
includes orders production. This is a
critical event, requiring home-station
training and preparation. The FSE already
should have developed an SOP for who
does what during the orders preparation
process. Each member of the shift should
have a responsibility. Examples include
tracing the overlay, inputting the fire plan
into TACFIRE, etc.

Frequently, the FSO or fire support
NCO (FSNCO) try to do the entire
reproduction process by themselves while
also trying to do other coordination. The
result is an unreadable document that's
full of mistakes and published late.

One person in the FSE must be the
quality control person who checks the
document before it's printed. Preprinted
matrices and target list worksheets
(stencils or copy machine quality) are
effective. Using these preprinted forms
and having jobs for everyone ensures the
rapid, accurate reproduction of the order.
An excellent format for the fires annex is
in the article by Major Peter S. Corpac,
"Brigade Top-Down Fire Planning and
Execution™ (August 1989).

Additionally, the TF FSO needs to
write out how fire support is going to be
used in support of the TF from the line of
departure to consolidation on the
objective. This "scheme of fires" can be a
combination of the intent for fires,
observation plan and information from
the fire support execution matrix and the
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concept of the operation. This simple
technique pays big dividends at the
OPORD briefing. It helps the company
FSOs and mortar platoon leader
understand what's expected of them.

Another technique is to use a target list
worksheet that identifies the event for
which each target was planned and
assigns execution responsibility (primary
and backup). This technique allows the
TF FSO to expand the "how" without
cluttering up the matrix. Major Corpac's
article has an excellent example of a
company target list that can be modified
for use by a TF FSO.

Note of caution: The best fire plan
means nothing if it isn't disseminated to
the brigade, direct support battalion and
TF in a timely manner. Orders production
must be finished before the OPORD.

Another part of Step 7 is the orders
briefing. The mortar platoon leader and
company FSOs should come to the
briefing with their commanders. If this
isn't SOP, the commander should make it
so; otherwise, it's a waste of valuable
time.

The TF FSO should insist company
FSOs bring map boards and copy the new
graphics and target list before the order is
issued so they can listen and better
understand the order while it's being
briefed. The TF FSO should have one
copy of the fire support plan set aside in
the FSE for the company FSOs and the
mortar platoon leader to pass around and
copy.

He also should get updates on
equipment and personnel from each team
and the mortar platoon—take the time to
talk one-on-one with each company FSO
and the mortar platoon leader on their
portions of the plan. The TF FSO must
spend the time explaining to them the
"how" of the intent for fires.

During the OPORD briefing, the TF
FSO addresses specific versus general
target  responsibilities. He  should
encourage questions from the
company/team commanders and talk
through how fires are going to support the
TF and be executed. The TF FSO repeats
this information at the TF rehearsal with
his company FSOs and the mortar platoon
leader explaining their portions of the
plan.

8. Supervise and Refine the Plan.
This final step in the decision-making
process has been covered in detail in
other articles published by this journal.
But there are a couple of points worth
emphasizing. First, the TF FSO must
adhere to target submission cutoff times

and not fall into the trap of not allowing
any refinements after a certain time. The
fire support organization supporting the
brigade must be flexible enough to allow
changes, even if by exception.

Second, generally speaking, in the
offense, refinement to the fire plan comes
from (in order of priority) the scouts or
reconnaissance effort, the TF S2, higher
headquarters and company FSOs. In the
defense, company FSOs and changes to
the scheme of maneuver have priority.

Last, the TF FSO should devote this
time to ensuring the plan is executable. In
the defense, he visits critical target
locations and verifies the observation and
communications plan. In the offense, he
ensures he has redundant sets of eyes on
the battlefield.

Conclusion

Knowledge of doctrine is the
cornerstone of effective staff procedures.
Trying to circumvent doctrine or seeking
shortcuts to the staff planning process
greatly increases the risk of producing a
poor staff product. Ultimately, the poor
product leads to increased casualties on
the battlefield. The bottom line is doctrine
works.

This article presents techniques that
allow a TF FSO to be an effective
member of the staff planning process. The
result of the staff planning process is a
fire plan that's synchronized with the
scheme of maneuver. And that, as they

say, is half the battle.

Captain (P) Boyd D. Gaines, until
recently, was a Task Force Fire
Support Officer (TF FSO)
Observer/Controller (O/C) at the
Combat Maneuver Training Center
(CMTC) at Hohenfels, Germany,
where he observed 24 rotations of
TFs from every division and armored
cavalry regiment in the US Army
Europe. Currently, he's the Brigade
Fire Support Officer O/C at the CMTC.
His other FSO and related experience
include serving as the 2d Brigade
FSO and the Division Artillery
Assistant S3 in the 24th Infantry
Division (Mechanized), Fort Stewart,
Georgia, and as a Troop and the
Squadron FSO for the 2d Armored
Cavalry Regiment, Germany. Also,
Captain Gaines commanded a battery
in the 2d Battalion, 35th Field Artillery,
24th Infantry Division.
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SLOCTOP:

The FIST-V Crew

by Major Richard T. Lambert |l and First
Lieutenant Robert R. Jankowski

,_,',.’ e

stablished Field Artillery (FA)
E crew drills are  absolutely

necessary to ensure ease of
occupation for crews and continuous fire
support for committed forces. The FA
community has procedures for a howitzer
crew to occupy a position using the
TLASBAPP formula—a mnemonic that
stands for trails, lay, aiming reference
point, site-to-crest, boresight, azimuth
markers, prefire checks and position
improvement. But we have no published
crew drill for the fire support team vehicle
(FIST-V).

The closest thing we have to a
published crew drill for the FIST-V is
Task Number 06-3-02-1500 in ARTEP
6-115-20-Mission Training Plan, "Provide
Fire Support Coordination," Pages 5-31
to 5-33. The task addresses some
sub-tasks but gives no priority of work or
collective time standard.

The 5th Battalion, 1st Field Artillery,
5th  Infantry Division (Mechanized)
Artillery, Fort Polk, Louisiana, developed
and tested a FIST-V crew drill. Like the
howitzer crew's TLASBAPP, we created
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a FIST-V crew's mnemonic of SLoCTOP,
which stands for the six phases of the
FIST-V occupation: security, location,
communication, targeting head,
observation and position improvement.
The drill significantly reduces position
occupation time, requires the FIST to
employ all FIST-V capabilities and has
improved our ability to provide accurate,
responsive fire support.

The purpose of SLoCTOP is to make
the occupation of a position a standard
procedure. All FIST-V crew members
must know what to do and in what order.
Additionally, crew members must cross
train in each crew position to ensure
manning for 24-hour operations.

In this drill, the four crew positions are
driver, radio/telephone operator
(RATELO), fire support NCO (FSNCO)
and track commander (TC). The fire
support officer's (FSO's) preferred position
will be in either the TC or FSNCO position,
based on experience and preference. This
crew drill is applicable to combat
observation lasing teams (COLTS) when the

RATELO absorbs tasks specified for the
FSNCO.

The Crew Drill

Task: Occupy and establish an
observation post with a FIST-V.

Conditions: The FIST is conducting
combat  operations in a tactical
environment. Its mission-capable FIST-V
was provided survey data and initialized in
an assembly area.

Standard: Using the SLoCTOP formula,
the FIST will occupy and establish an
observation post with a FIST-V. Subtasks will
be accomplished in 3 minutes and 30 seconds
plus the north-seeking gyrocompass (NSG)
alignment time. The time starts when the
FSNCO guides the FIST-V into position in
the Security Phase and stops when the
Observation Phase is completed.

Security Phase

1. The TC directs the FIST-V driver
toward a position to observe the battlefield
or sector of responsibility. The TC ensures
the FIST-V profile is not silhouetted. The
FIST-V also must be able to communicate
from this position.

2. The RATELO and FSNCO dismount
to conduct a security sweep of the
immediate area (50 to 75 meters), and the
TC provides overwatch with the M-60
machinegun. The dismounted sweep is
mission, enemy, terrain, troops and time
available (METT-T)-dependent. If the
position was recently occupied by friendly
forces and the enemy ground threat is low,
then a visual sweep by the driver and TC
may be all that's necessary.

Before dismounting for the security
sweep, the RATELO ensures the TC and
driver can monitor all voice nets. The TC
must monitor company/team command net,
(Co CMD) and maneuver battalion/task
force fire support net (Bn FSN).

3. Once the position is secure, the
FSNCO guides the FIST-V to the optimum
overwatch position. The TC directs the
driver to stop when he estimates that only
the targeting head is visible to the target
area. The FSNCO and RATELO return to
the FIST-V, and the RATELO monitors the
assigned radio nets.
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4. Throughout the Security Phase, the
TC and driver must be alert and observe
the target area for any ground or air threat
(using binoculars). The driver also
monitors FIST-V instrument gauges.

Location Phase

1. The TC conducts a six-digit mapspot
of his location and passes the grid to the
FSNCO and RATELO.

2. The TC puts the observed fire (OF)
fan on his map oriented to the target area.
He orients on assigned targets, orients the
driver to those targets and begins terrain
association.

3. The driver continues to observe the
target area for any ground and air threat
and begins a terrain sketch.

4. The FSNCO updates the fire support
situation map, orients the periscope to the
target area and supervises the RATELO.
The RATELO monitors the radio nets and
prepares to transmit the FIST-V location.

Time Standard: The Location Phase
time standard is 30 seconds.

Communication Phase

1. The RATELO sends the FIST-V
location to the battalion FSO (Bn FSO) by
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_| Targeting Head Phase

1. The TC stows the M-60 while the driver closes his hatch.
The TC shouts, "All clear?" The FSNCO, driver and RATELO
ensure the targeting head is free from obstruction and respond

head.

any problems.

voice on the Bn FSN and digitally on the
appropriate direct support FA battalion (DS
FA Bn) fire direction (FD) net. He
transmits the same message to the task
force 4.2-inch mortars on the mortar FD net.

2. The FSNCO  supervises the
RATELO, updates the situation map and
orients the periscope to the target area.

3. The TC, on the Co CMD net, sends
a message to the commander that the
FIST is in an overwatch position.

4. |f the FIST can't communicate, the TC
moves the FIST-V a short distance and
establishes communications. If this doesn't
solve the problem, the FSNCO and RATELO
erect the OE-254 or AT-984 antenna. In any
case, the FIST doesn't remain in a position
where it can't communicate.

5. The TC and driver continue to
observe the target area for any ground and
air threat.

Time Standard: The Communication
Phase time standard is 1 minute. The crew
must communicate (by voice or digital)
with the fire direction center (FDC) on the
DS FA Bn FD net and the 4.2-inch mortar
net. It must be able to monitor the Co
CMD and Bn FSN nets.

with, "Clear." The TC shouts, "Heads Up," and raises the targeting

2. The TC ensures he can see the target area. If necessary, he
instructs the driver to move either forward or backward to correct

3. The TC aligns the NSG (3 to 5 minutes) and activates the
ground/vehicular laser locator designator (G/VVLLD). Before using
the laser rangefinder, the TC announces, "Preparing to Lase." All
crew members ensure there are no laser safety violations and
respond with, "Clear." The TC then announces, "Lasing," to warn
soldiers of laser activation. He verifies his mapspot by resection
with the G/VLLD and passes the updated information to the
RATELO and FSNCO.

4. The RATELO forwards the corrected
observer location (OBCO) to the Bn FSO,
DS FA Bn and 4.2-inch mortars. The
FSNCO updates the situation map and
supervises the RATELO.

5. The driver continues to observe the
target area for any ground and air threat.
Wearing laser-safe goggles, he views the
area through his periscope or reopens the
hatch slightly so as not to interfere with
the targeting head.

Time Standard: The Targeting Head
Phase time standard is the NSG alignment
time (3 to 5 minutes) plus 2 minutes.

Observation Phase

1. The TC scans the target area with the
3 x sight.

2. The FSNCO scans the target area
with his periscope.

3. The TC, FSNCO and driver verify
the location of targets on the battlefield for
which they are responsible. The RATELO
monitors the radios and reports target
identification, as specified by the TC, to
the Bn FSO.

4. The driver hands the TC the terrain
sketch. The TC uses the G/VLLD to
compute azimuth, distance and vertical
angle to targets and trigger points and key
terrain features. He also records the turret
degree indicator of each.

Time Standard: The Observation
Phase time standard is 1 minute, running
concurrently with the Targeting Head
Phase.

Position Improvement

1. The team erects the AT-984 or
OE-254 antenna and camouflage nets, if
projected to be in position for 30 minutes
or more.
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2. The TC maintains observation of
the target area and completes the terrain
sketch.

3. The FSNCO, driver and RATELO
rotate through the TC station to become
familiar with the target area and to verify
the terrain sketch.

4. The team digs foxholes (METT-T
dependent). There are two foxholes per
track. Each is 5 to 7 meters in front of the
FIST-V at 45-degree angles oriented to
the enemy dismounted avenue of
approach. The laser rangefinder isn't
activated when soldiers occupy these
foxholes.

5. The TC draws an M-60
machinegun range card. In the
defense, the driver, supervised by the
FSNCO, dismounts from the M-60 to
one of the foxholes and prepares the
range card. The team rotates through
this foxhole and knows the left and
right limits and final protective fire
(FPF) assignment.

6. The TC coordinates engineer
support to dig-in the FIST-V.
7. The TC coordinates survey

support for the FIST-V. The NSG is
initialized  with  updated  survey
information.

8. The TC boresights the G/VLLD and
night sight twice a day at a minimum
(twilight and dusk).

RIGHT BY PIECE

9. The FIST maintains vehicles,
weapons, communications and nuclear,
biological and chemical (NBC)
equipment to -10 standards daily.
Deficiencies are reported to the Bn FSO
immediately.

10. The FIST maintains 24-hour
operations by enforcing a sleep plan.

11. The FIST-V equipment and crew
baggage must be packed in accordance
with the load plan. This ensures
equipment accountability, keeps limited
space free from clutter and enables a
smooth occupation of or displacement
from a position. On the command,
"Prepare to March Order," all equipment
not required to observe, communicate or
fight the battle is packed and stowed. On
the command, "March Order," the FIST
moves in 1 minute or less.

Conclusion

Using the SLoCTOP formula, the
FIST-V crew drill clearly identifies a
priority of work for the FIST to
accomplish during the occupation of a
position. It establishes a collective task
for the FIST and is a critical component
for supporting offensive and defensive
operations responsively.

SLoCTOP has helped us focus
individual training to support team
training and has provided a valid standard

to evaluate the combat readiness of our

fire support teams. _

Major Richard T. Lambert Il is the Fire
Support Officer (FSO) for the 2d Brigade,
5th Infantry Division (Mechanized), Fort
Polk, Louisiana. He commanded
Headquarters and Headquarters Battery,
5th Infantry Division Artillery and B
Battery, 3d Battalion, 19th Field Artillery,
also in the 5th Division. Major Lambert
has served as a forward observer, fire
support team chief, battalion FSO,
brigade FSO and division assistant fire
support coordinator in Germany and at
Fort Polk.

First Lieutenant Robert R. Jankowski
originated the mnemonic SLoCTOP for
the FIST-V Crew Dirill. Currently, he's
the Fire Support Officer for A Company,
4th Battalion, 6th Infantry in the 5th
Infantry Division. Commissioned in
1989, First Lieutenant Jankowski is a
graduate of the US Military Academy at
West Point.

The authors gratefully acknowledge
the help of the fire support NCOs in
the 5th Infantry Division
(Mechanized) Artillery, without
whose input and testing assistance
this crew drill could not have been
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NOTES FROM UNITS

The Senior Fire Support NCO Conference

Why Keep
the Wheel"?

Within the course of a year, the 101st
Airborne Division Artillery (Air Assault)
reached several milestones—deployment
to and combat in the Persian Gulf,
numerous field exercises, including a
brigade rotation to the Joint Readiness
Training Center at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas,
and the fielding of the light tactical fire
direction system (LTACFIRE). In addition,
in the wake of the Gulf War and ongoing
defense cuts, the Div Arty has seen a large
flux in personnel assignments and
reassignments. In order to capture and
retain all of the valuable lessons learned
during the past year, incorporate the use of
newly-fielded equipment, and make this
information easily available to incoming fire

"Reinventing
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support personnel, it became necessary to
establish a standing operating procedure
(SOP) for the division's fire support
community. That way, new fire supporters
assigned to the Screaming Eagles Div Arty
wouldn't have to "reinvent the wheel."

The Standing Operating
Procedure

What makes for a good SOP? First, it
should include those tried and true
methods that develop out of actual
experience. Second, it should complement
doctrinal procedures with techniques not
necessarily mandated by Army policy or
suggested in field publications. Third, it
should provide the user with good
information that he can use to accomplish his
mission more efficiently. Finally, the SOP be
should be simple to follow and be tailored

to the unit's specific mission, equipment,
and personnel.

In order to have an SOP meet all of
these requirements, it should be written by,
or at least derive its content from, the
senior noncommissioned officers of the
unit. The senior NCO is generally the one
soldier in a unit who knows more about
how that unit operates than anyone. His
expertise reaches across a broad spectrum
that ranges from the individual soldier skill
level to the senior command and staff
level. Having served in the same duty
position for several years and often in the
same unit, the senior NCO knows from
firsthand experience what works and what
does not. Most importantly, however, he is
the leader who will be charged with
enforcing the standards established in the
SOP. The senior fire support NCOs
(FSNCOs) of the division artillery were
therefore selected as the ideal authors of
the Div Arty's fire support standards.
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Organizing the Conference

Given the Div Arty's fast-paced
schedule, there seemed virtually no time
for all senior FSNCOs to sit down as a
group and work through standardization
issues. Then a target of opportunity
appeared—the Div Arty senior fire
support NCO course. The course is a
program of instruction presented regularly
to senior FSNCOs to bridge the gap
between skills learned at the MOS 13F
(Fire Support Specialist) advanced NCO
course (ANCOC) and skills being taught
to fire support officers at the Field
Artillery  Officer Advanced Course
(FAOAC) at Fort Sill.

Because the majority of the senior
FSNCOs had already attended the course
the Div Arty presented the previous year,
only a refresher of previously covered
material was necessary. The rest of the
time allotted for the event could be used
for discussion of standardization issues.
The senior fire support NCO course was
transformed from a course of instruction
to a fire support conference.

Refresher classes were scheduled to be
presented by the most knowledgeable
instructors available. For example, US
Navy and Marine Corps officers from the
1st Air and Naval Gunfire Liaison
Company (ANGLICO), based at Camp
Pendleton, California, provided
instruction on naval gunfire procedures
and capabilities, as well as on naval close
air support. The division plans section
presented a classified briefing on the
division's current operations plans, and
the division artillery intelligence officer
(S2) provided classes on the intelligence
preparation of the battlefield (IPB)
process and gave a worldwide threat
analysis. Other subjects included fire
support in a low-intensity conflict (LIC)
environment, mortar employment, use of
attack aviation assets, engineer support,
US Air Force weapons and capabilities and
the use of probable error (PE) tables. The
focus of the programmed instruction was
to both review doctrinal procedures for
employing various fire support tools
available and facilitate discussion on those
non-doctrinal techniques for coordinating
fire support. It was these techniques that
were targeted for standardization.

Standardization

Three days of the conference were set
aside to discuss general fire support
subjects. For example, an area we called
"Tools of Artillery Tactics" involved those
techniques or procedures that fire

supporters use to control fires and
safeguard troops, such as fire support
coordination measures. The fire support
element (FSE) operations discussion
described how the FSE is established to
best support the maneuver mission,
including a discussion of organization and
equipment allocation. The fire support
planning portion was essentially a review
of techniques for fire planning both with
and without the LTACFIRE system. Each
brigade fire support officer led classroom
discussions in the mornings on doctrinal
issues  which  provided background
information for the areas to be
standardized in the afternoons. In this way,
the senior FSNCOs were "primed" to
establish standardized procedures.

Certain areas were specifically selected
to be standardized, those in which we
could establish a bench mark for all fire
support sections to meet or exceed. Every
standard had to be detailed; even those
items to be carried in the forward
observer's  "rucksack"  would  be
standardized. The intent was not to tie the
hands of the senior FSNCO and make his
job all the more difficult, but rather to
simplify procedures and share
information throughout the Div Arty.

Each brigade FSE was tasked to present
its own technique or solution to a fire
support issue, the merits of which would

be discussed by the conference participants.

As conflicts arose over particular issues,
the participants provided  different
alternatives and compromises  until
arriving at a solution that was satisfactory
to all. Issues we couldn't agree on were
resolved by the Div Arty commander.

The participants of the conference
accomplished quite a lot in three days of
discussion. They standardized a fire
support annex format for use at company,
battalion and brigade levels; discussed
problems with employing the combat
observation lasing team (COLT) within
the brigade; simplified checklists for
precombat inspections; reconfigured the
fire support element of the brigade
tactical operations center (TOC), a
change that improved the integration of
the LTACFIRE system; and standardized
those elements of critical fire support
information to be displayed at all times
within maneuver TOCs. The senior
FSNCOs at the conference also discussed
the use of voice versus digital radio nets
for  fire  support communications,
techniques for fire planning (both manual
and automated), and developed a system
for naming fire plans that is compatible
with the LTACFIRE system, one that

identifies the plan by type and
establishing headquarters.

The Final Product

Once standardization issues were
resolved and approved by commanders
and fire support officers, the final task was
to compile and package the standards in a
single document that was readily available
to fire supporters at all levels. A simple
SOP was not sufficient, we decided. The
standards should be combined with other
useful reference material, forming a fire
support handbook for Air Assault fire
supporters. Certainly other handbooks
have been published, and while useful for
general reference, they usually contain
little information that is specific to the
unit's mission, organization and equipment.
The air assault division's fire support
handbook, for example, would differ from
others by containing data on weapons,
organizations and employment of all fire
support assets in conjunction with air
assault operations.

The 101st Airborne Division Artillery
(Air Assault) fire support handbook is a
compact, weather-resistant document that
provides easy reference to such subjects
as threat and friendly weapons
capabilities, fire support planning and
coordination  procedures,  simplified
methods for using the LTACFIRE system,
communications information and
reference data on the "combat multiplier"
organizations of the division, such as
engineers, attack aviation, military
intelligence and chemical assets. The
handbook  also  provides  detailed
information on subjects that directly
relate to air assault operations.

The 101st Airborne Division Atrtillery
(Air Assault) has taken a step toward
refining standards for fire support
operations. The fire support team’s ability
to support the commander's scheme of
maneuver is enhanced by "synchronizing"
the sharing and processing of critical fire
support information. The procedures for
accomplishing this must be firmly
established well prior to executing the
mission. After all, during the heat of battle
is the worst time to "'reinvent the wheel."

Staff Sergeant John T. George
FSNCO, 3-101st Aviation Regiment
101st Airborne Division Artillery
Fort Campbell, Kentucky

Captain John R. Wallace

Target Analyst

101st Airborne Division Artillery
Fort Campbell, Kentucky
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Fighting with Fires:
Employment of MLRS in the Offense

by Lieutenant Colonel Joe G. Taylor, Jr.

The 24th of February 1991 witnessed the culmination of days of artillery raids and weeks of theoretical
discussion and practical training as five multiple launch rocket system (MLRS) battalions and six divisional MLRS
batteries moved forward in support of the desert offensive. Employing many techniques, those units were
extremely successful in providing continuous critical fires in support of a wide range of offensive operations. Little
in existing MLRS doctrine supported the employment of rocket artillery in other than a deliberate attack. TC 6-60
Battery Operations is noticeably silent about the doctrinal employment of the system in raids, exploitation or
pursuit—operations in which the MLRS commander found himself fully committed in Desert Storm. The success of
those operations can be attributed directly to the inherent flexibility of the system, its support structure and the
professional excellence of leaders and crews.

The purpose of this article is to help fill the void in our doctrinal publications by suggesting an analytical
approach which the MLRS commander can use in configuring his battery or battalion to provide responsive fires
during offensive operations. | will not attempt to provide a list of "lessons learned" from Desert Storm. Certainly
the MLRS's debut in combat will shape employment techniques; however, those techniques and anecdotal
lessons should not be the basis of MLRS doctrine. Instead, the doctrine should be based on a disciplined analysis
of the mission, the enemy, the desired results and the system's capability. The structure of this process is formed
by what | term "offensive imperatives." Different than a mission, enemy, terrain, troops and time available
(METT-T) analysis, the imperative process ensures that supporting MLRS units are prepared to accomplish their
assigned missions. Before presenting these imperatives, it is helpful to have a common understanding of the
MLRS's capabilities and limitations.

M LRS provides the maneuver particularly effective against preplanned systems at platoon level, it possesses

commander with an extremely targets and in attacking stationary targets tremendous employment flexibility. This

lethal and responsive weapon of opportunity, such as artillery. In its flexibility is enhanced by MLRS' on-board
that is employed best in a general support Army tactical missile system (Army positioning and lay capability and through
or general support reinforcing role. It is TACMS) configuration, with fire direction the inherent speed and agility provided by
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its Bradley chassis. Employment can be
improved further through the use of
global positioning systems (GPS) to

augment the position and azimuth
determining system (PADS).
MLRS also has a number of

limitations that affect employment.
Rocket  munitions have only a
30-kilometer range. This limitation is a
key consideration in  positioning
batteries to support offensive
operations--particularly so, as we
consider the depth over which the
attacking force may be arrayed.
Communications are a further limitation.
Long-range communications are
cumbersome and, as Desert Storm
demonstrated, at  times  almost
unworkable during long movements to
contact and rapid displacement. This is
an important consideration in providing
corps-level targeting for Army TACMS.

Finally, MLRS requires responsive
maintenance and extensive logistical
support. Though this is true of every
modern mechanized artillery system,
it's a difficult challenge for MLRS
battalions. General support MLRS
battalions have less capability to
provide for themselves than their
divisional cannon and MLRS battery
counterparts due to the MLRS unit's
dependence on area support
organizations that may not be prepared
to support the peculiar requirements of
MLRS. Further, MLRS battalions are
capable of generating rates of fire that
can overwhelm the corps' capability to
resupply ammunition.

Each of these limitations requires
serious consideration by the fire support
planner.

Offensive Imperatives

Recognizing both the strengths and
weaknesses of his weapon system, the
MLRS commander has a challenging job
to prepare his command to support
offensive operations. To do so properly,
he should employ an analytical process
that will result in an organization,
formation and logistics fill to ensure the
most effective support to maneuver.
Additionally, this process requires the
MLRS commander to interact with the
maneuver commander and his fire
support coordinator (FSCOORD) during
the planning process. Such interaction is
critical due to the lack of experience
among both combined arms commanders
and their FSCOORDs in employing
MLRS, particularly in battalion strength.
To quote my first chief of smoke, "They
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don't know what they don't know." The
point is that it's up to the MLRS
commander to educate them.

In conjunction with the commander
and his FSCOORD, | see the MLRS
commander working his way through the
eight-step  analytical process which
follows.

Understand the Mission. If the
mission is unclear or misunderstood,
launchers will not be positioned or
configured to provide fires when
required. The MLRS commander must
bear in mind that he is involved in a
""zero-sum game" as he balances mission
requirements for movement speed
against the requirement for fires. He
must understand when to provide
continuous fires, i.e., in a deliberate
attack, and when, in the case of
exploitation or movement to contact, to
concentrate on accompanying the force,
his launchers prepared for targets of
opportunity. He must be prepared to shift
that emphasis during the course of the
battle. In Desert Storm, both MLRS
battalions and divisional batteries
experienced just such a transitional fight
as VIl Corps shifted from breaching
operations to exploitation during the first
24 hours of the ground offensive.

MLRS, with on-board positioning and lay
capability, Bradley chassis and platoon fire
direction systems offers tremendous
employment flexibility.

Understand the Ground. The terrain's
potential effect on the advance of MLRS
forces needs to be understood fully. Both
formal terrain analysis and basic map
reconnaissance  can  provide  key
information to configure the MLRS unit
for offensive operations. For instance, the
desert wedge is a direct product of the
Desert Storm environment (see Figure 1

on Page 35); an "open order" technique
might be required over the more
compartmented ground of Central
Europe. (See Figure 2 for an example of
"open order”; this term is defined later
in this article.) Other mobility
constraints affect ammunition resupply,
air defence and command post site
selection. Additionally, a lack of ground
cover or terrain relief may preclude the
ability to use hide positions. General
trafficability will determine positioning
of recovery assets. The MLRS
commander should capitalize on every
advantage the ground offers and adjust
his movement techniques accordingly.

Prioritize the Threat. The nature of
the probable threat also will help
determine  both ~ movement and
employment techniques. Those threats,
primarily air, indirect fire, conventional
ground and unconventional ground,
must be prioritized and unit actions
shaped accordingly. For instance, if a
conventional ground threat is deemed
most likely, then the MLRS commander
should ensure his unit advances over
cleared ground and he stays in close
proximity to direct fire units capable of
providing support and protection. If the
threat is primarily from the air or from
indirect fire, then he needs to ensure his
movement techniques allow adequate
dispersion. An unconventional threat
may require the employment of close
formations and lagers (“circling the
wagons"). The commader must decide
what the most likely threat is and
organize accordingly.

Think Deep. MLRS' tremendous
firepower advantage is useless if the
enemy cannot be ranged. Batteries must be
able to strike those targets against which
area fires and dual-purpose improved
conventional munitions (DPICM) are most
effective. Typical MLRS targets, such as
enemy troop and logistics concentrations,
soft command and control centers, and
artillery  will be, by their nature,
deep—particularly during the early stages
of offensive operations. Preplanned targets,
subject to attack as the MLRS force
advances to range them, should be struck as
early as possible while they're still valid
targets. To accomplish this, the MLRS
commander must ensure his batteries are
positioned to range well beyond the most
forward friendly troops. In practical terms,
this means MLRS is positioned immediately
following the lead brigade or brigades
depending on the divisional attack formation.
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If the MLRS commander is able to orient
his movement and positioning on the
direct support or reinforcing cannon
battalion, he can maintain an optimum
range capability and a reasonable
assurance of survival.

Conform to Maneuver. In the same
way that the mission must be
understood clearly, so should the
combined arms commander's intent and
concept of the operation. As the fight
moves out of relatively fixed battle
positions and into the more fluid state
characterizing the advance, such
understanding is critical to the proper
positioning of MLRS. Very quickly the
MLRS commander finds he is less
focused on using the terrain to his
defensive advantage, instead orienting almost
exclusively on the maneuver formation. This
is not to say that either adjacent unit
coordination or terrain management have
become unimportant—rather, they have
become subordinate to the primary
requirement for MLRS to maintain its
assigned position within the attacking
formation. This formation orientation will
persist until the advancing force is halted
or until it is committed to another
deliberate fight. MLRS units need to be
capable of quick transition from one form
of battle to the next.

Plan Communications. MLRS is
useless if the unit is unable to receive
missions due to inadequate
communications. This is a particular
worry when employing Army TACMS
that may require corps-level targeting.
Desert Storm clearly indicated that
node-based communications are
cumbersome and often unworkable
during long movements to contact and,
as a result, do not support attack of
critical targets of opportunity.

Until a technical solution is available,
the MLRS commander is dependent on
alternate means of communications.
When task organized outside his normal
command organization, he should press
for  tactical  satellite  (TACSAT)
capability. He also must be prepared to
use any other available command and
control nodes, such as nearby airborne
command and control centers that can be
ranged by his organic FM equipment.
Additionally, he should press for fire
support  coordination planning that
incorporates the use of any available
AM systems. In short, the MLRS
commander must ensure the operational
planners are taking every possible
communications measure to keep his
unit in the battle.
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Provide for Resupply. Resupply is an
inherent concern in any combat operation.
Like communications, however, resupply
poses particular challenges to MLRS,
especially so during the advance. Fuel and
ammunition resupply provide the most
difficult hurdles of all. MLRS battalions
are dependent on corps assets to push both
of these classes of supply well forward.
To assist in this effort, the unit
commander must plan to cache supplies to
support the deliberate fight so he can
move forward in the exploitation with full
loads. In movement to contact, he relies
on the early establishment of corps-level
ammunition supply points (ASPs) and the
supported division. In any case, he must
ensure that both corps and divisional fire
and logistics support planners are aware
of his unit's particular requirements. He
can never assume support will take care of
itself.

Provide for Survey. As the offensive
operation moves beyond the limited
geographic confines of the deliberate
attack, survey planning and assets
become critical. Several techniques are
available to the commander, ranging
from using PADS to employing global
positioning systems and hasty survey.
Any or all of these survey techniques
may be employed in the course of an
offensive operation. Key to their

success is a plan that fully uses all
available assets to maintain a portion of
the MLRS force with updated launchers
to respond on short notice. This allows
MLRS to strike high-payoff targets at
any time.

Offensive Movement

Once the MLRS commander has
completed his analysis of the operation, he
is ready to implement those movement
techniques that will allow him to
accomplish his mission. Currently, MLRS
units are best prepared to support the main
battle. Platoon leader reconnaissance,
advance parties, deliberate occupations
and alternating battery and platoon
displacements are typical of such
operations and current training emphasis.
Movement between position areas is

usually  accomplished in  convoy
configuration. These deliberate and
relatively slow-paced techniques of

movement are a direct outgrowth of
limitations imposed by training areas and
a traditional fixation on defensive
operations.

Preparations for Desert Storm soon
demonstrated that a more mobile
approach was needed to ensure fire
support during long movements to
contact and exploitation. This realization
led to the development of the Desert
Wedge (Figure 1). This formation allowed
the whole unit to move forward while
retaining the flexibility to call out
platoons or batteries to deal with targets
of opportunity as required. Should a
meeting  engagement  develop, the
formation could disperse further into
operational areas so as to provide
continuous fire support. Additionally, the
wedge formation allowed the MLRS
commanders to see most of the maneuver
formation and visualize the rest.

Resupplying MLRS with ammunition is no small task. MLRS battalions depend on corps

assets to push ammunition well forward.
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Variations of the wedge were adopted
by both cannon and MLRS batteries. Units
were prepared to execute the wedge using
greater or lesser dispersion based on the
enemy's ability to attack through indirect
fires. Though an obvious reflection of the
desert environment, the formation also
represented a fundamental change in
philosophy.  Traditional fire support
planning demanded continuous fires while
retaining the capability to displace. The desert

offensive, with long movements to
contact and exploitation operations,
required continuous movement while
retaining a capability to provide on-call
fires. Desert operations gave birth to the
desert wedge as a solution.

Future offensive operations, regardless of
the operational environment, also will
require tradeoffs between movement and
fires. Leapfrogging batteries and platoons in
column formations in supporting movement
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compartmented ground will be no more
effective than it was in the desert.
Therefore, MLRS units need to develop
and practice innovative formations and
command and control techniques that
support the advance.

Figure 2 shows a MLRS battery in open
order formation. Similarities to the wedge
are obvious. However, the ability to shift
around obstacles, use road and trail
networks, maintain dispersion and leapfrog,
if required, is enhanced greatly. In the
wedge, line of sight is key to maintaining
formation; however, open order relies more
heavily on rally points and limits of advance
to ensure movement control. These can be
changed or shifted as required. GPS is an
extremely useful tool in such circumstances.

Like the wedge, open order allows the
battery to maintain a maneuver formation
orientation. It also provides for the
capability to rapidly employ batteries and
platoons against targets of opportunity.
Above all, it provides the commander
flexibility. Undoubtedly, it also does not
represent the only solution to the
movement and fires equation.

The use of an operational analysis
methodology is the key to the successful
configuration of MLRS battalions and
batteries to support offensive operations.
The eight-step imperative process helps
MLRS commanders "get there from here."
Prior training in formations such as the
wedge and open order will ensure battle
drills are already in place to support
possible movement requirements. With
both fully developed battle skills and a
complete  operational  understanding,
MLRS soldiers will assure their system a
dominant role on any future battlefield.

Lieutenant Colonel Joe G. Taylor, Jr.,

commands the 6th Battalion, 27th
Field Artillery (MLRS), 75th Field
Artillery  Brigade at Fort Sill,

Oklahoma. During Operations Desert
Shield and Desert Storm, he served as
the S3 for the 75th Brigade. That unit's
support of both deployed corps and
five different divisions surfaced many
MLRS employment issues. Other
recent assignments include serving as
the Executive Officer of 3d Battalion
27th  Field Artillery (MLRS) and
Assistant Fire Support Coordinator
(AFSCOORD) with the XVIII Airborne
Corps, Fort Bragg, North Carolina.
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An Initiative for Enhancing
Mortar Effectiveness

by Captain David W. Hill, IN

ortars will continue to be less
M than optimally effective until

we take a combined arms
approach. The Army does not need to
reorganize mortar units, make major
changes to current doctrine, or field
new systems to make mortars
effective. Even if we did, additional
resources are not available in our
increasingly constrained environment.
We can dramatically improve mortar
effectiveness using current doctrine
and mortar organizations. The solution
requires getting the right people
involved.

The maneuver commander cannot
solve the mortar problem himself--nor
can fire supporters. It clearly requires a
team effort. This article focuses on the
fire support portion of the team.
Although the maneuver commander is
responsible, the Field Artillerymen who
work with him must take the first steps
to make mortars a powerful indirect fire
force. In this article, I'll speak to two
individuals—the direct support (DS)
battalion commander and the battalion
task force fire support officer.

One Field Artilleryman usually
overlooked in the mortar discussion is
the commander of the DS Field Artillery
battalion. He can have a greater
influence on mortar effectiveness than
any other fire supporter.

The two hats the DS battalion
commander wears make him ideally
suited to be the key to mortar
effectiveness. As the brigade fire
support coordinator (FSCOORD), he
is the brigade commander's principal
advisor on all indirect fire assets and
has ready access to the maneuver
battalion commanders. As
commander of the DS battalion, he
commands the maneuver battalion's
fire support officers (FSOs). In short,
he commands or supports each
element having responsibility for
mortars.

The DS battalion commander can
most quickly influence the situation
by including mortars in FA training.
The most important training event
for mortars is a live-fire exercise.
Often, when mortars live fire, they

are "on their own," away from their
unit. Just as often, they shoot in the
sterile environment of the firing point.
A better solution is to coordinate the
live firing of the mortars with the live
fire of Field Artillery units. This
realistic, combined arms live fire would
provide a good opportunity for the
tactical fire support coordination that
units would face in combat. For
starters, all the players could get
familiar with communications nets and
procedures. Additionally, fire
supporters would have a choice of
delivery systems.

Also, the mortars could train with
the AN/TPQ 36 and 37 radar sections,
the radar "detecting" the mortars as
well as observing mortar fires in the
radar's friendly mode of operations.
The mortars could also conduct radar
registrations.

There are other combined training
opportunities  besides live fires.
Command post exercises (CPXs) and
field training exercises (FTXs) can
incorporate mortars as well as other
assets not organic to the Field Artillery,
such as naval gunfire and close air
support. Integrating mortars into these
exercises will make the indirect fire

team more effective, giving the
combined arms commander a powerful
force to "fight with fires."

Cross-training mortarmen  and
howitzer crews would benefit both
groups. The fire control procedures
used by the Field Artillery could
increase the technical skills of
mortarmen, especially in the area of
hasty survey procedures. For their part,
the artillerymen would gain an
appreciation for mortars.

The DS battalion commander also
has a major effect on how the FSOs
and fire support teams (FISTs) train.
He should encourage FSOs and FISTs
to train with their supported unit
whenever possible, in garrison as well
as in the field. The time spent training
with their supported unit, during all
training, will pay big dividends. This is
very apparent during major training
events, combat training center (CTC)
rotations, or deployments.

Sometimes, maneuver commanders
fail to include the FSO and FIST in
their unit's preparations. The DS
battalion commander cannot afford
to let that happen. When a
maneuver unit deploys to the field as
a task force, it's too late to establish that
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critical relationship between fire
supporters and their maneuver
counterparts. Fire supporters won't
work well with the maneuver unit if they
haven't been training with it all along.

One way a DS battalion
commander can help is by stabilizing
fire supporters in their positions. For
example, some DS battalion
commanders leave FSOs in place for
18 months or more. The result is a
more powerful, more closely knit
combined arms team.

But battalion task force fire support
officers need to do their part as well.
They can improve the mortar situation
by implementing some often heard
suggestions:

e Understand the
intent.

e Ensure mortars get adequate
guidance, orders, overlays and target
lists—and get them early enough to use
them.

e Select targets within the mortar's
capability; nail down what you want
them to shoot at, when they are to
shoot it, and from where they will fire.

Battalion task force FSOs should

commander's

foster a working relationship with the
mortar platoon leader and mortar
platoon sergeant. They should work
together for positioning and insist the
mortar platoon leader get involved in
fire planning where possible. They
also should aggressively promote fire
support and encourage the mortar
platoon leader "sell his wares." As a
"card-carrying member" of his
maneuver battalion, the mortar
platoon leader is the FSO's "inside
man"—he can promote his mortars'
capabilities and limitations better than
anyone else. As the senior fire
supporter in the task force, the
battalion FSO can school the mortar
platoon leader on what he can offer to
the task force fight. That way, when the
battalion task force goes to the field,
the mortars won't be forgotten.

The Army is undergoing a radical
restructuring based on current world
realites and must prepare for
contingency operations anywhere in
the world. A wide range of possible
contingencies mean flexibility is critical.
This is especially true in a smaller
Army. The mortar is a very flexible

weapon and the combined arms
commander's only organic indirect fire
asset. Mortar effectiveness is a
combined arms problem and demands
a combined arms solution. Fire
supporters can take the initiative.

Captain David W. Hill, Infantry, is an
instructor in the Fire Support and
Combined Arms Operations
Department of the Field Artillery
School, Fort Sill, Oklahoma. He
previously served as Senior Mortar
Observer/Controller and Senior Rifle
Platoon Observer/Controller at the
Joint Readiness Training Center, Fort
Chaffee, Arkansas. Captain Hill also
served as an enlisted mortarman (MOS
11C) from 1974 to 1980. He has had a
variety of command and staff
assignments in the 3d Infantry
Division and the 25th Infantry Division
(Light). He graduated from the Ranger,
Airborne, Pathfinder and Air Assault
courses. He holds a master's degree
from the University of Arkansas.

Treasure Chest of Logistics
Information

Have you ever needed to research a logistics problem,
only to ask yourself, "Where do | start? Where can | get
facts? Has anyone else ever looked into this problem?"

When you need logistics information, there's no need to
"reinvent the wheel." The information you need could be as
near as your telephone. The Defense Logistics Studies
Information Exchange (DLSIE) exists to provide you
logistics research information. The DLSIE, located at the
Army Logistics Management College, Fort Lee, Virginia,
has more than 85,000 logistics studies, models, management
references and related documents in its data base that are
available to researchers and action officers throughout the
Department of Defense and other government agencies.

The DLSIE provides access to the information in the
data base in several ways. Most frequently, the customer
will call DCTN 687-4546 or commercial (804) 734-4546
and talk with one of the exchange's analysts during duty
hours (0730-1630 Eastern Time). The customer explains to
the analyst the area of interest or the problem being
researched. The analyst then helps narrow the subject to
specific information needs or interests and electronically
searches the data base to produce a customized, hard-copy
bibliography, listing all documents available that contain
information about the subject. The bibliography, which

summarizes the information contained in each document
referenced, is usually mailed to the customer the next day.

The customer selects from the bibliography the
documents wanted, calls the DLSIE microfiche section at
DCTN 687-2240 or commercial (804) 734-2240 and gives
the operator the list of document numbers (LD numbers).
The microfiche operator then sends the customer a
microfiche containing the documents. It's as simple as that,
and you can get the same quick, efficient service.

But, what if you're overseas or in an inconvenient time
zone (or just working late into the night)? Simple. Call
DCTN 687-4546 or commercial (804) 734-4546 and place
your request by phone recording. Be prepared to give your
name, official mailing address, phone number and a
description of the information or the service you need. If
you use the recorded message service, jot down the
information you need to give and have it in front of you.
After you receive brief, recorded instructions, you have
three minutes to describe your request; but if there are 15
seconds of silence on the line, the message service will
automatically disconnect.

Any way you want to look at it, the exchange is a
time-saving, money-saving way to get the logistics
information you may need or want for your research or
studies. All you need is your dial tone to open this treasure
chest of logistics information.
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Mens Est Clavis Victoriae

(The Mind is
the Key to

Victory)
- ]

L& \We must give them the critical qualities
of mind and the durable qualities of
character which will serve them in
circumstances we cannot now even

by Lieutenant Colonel Mark P. Gay

he US Army's Advanced Military

Studies Program (AMSP), now in

its ninth year of existence at Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas, offers a
comprehensive understanding of
warfighting at the tactical and operational
levels of war to a select group of 52
officers (45 Army, four Air Force, two
Marine Corps, one Navy) following their
attendance at the Command and General
Staff  College (CGSC) or its
service-school equivalent. Recent
graduates were credited with numerous
and important contributions to the success
of Operations Desert Shield and Desert
Storm, and several helped plan General
Schwarzkopf's  brilliant "Hail Mary"
maneuver during ground operations in
support of the overall Southwest Asia
(SWA) campaign. But most AMSP
graduates have quietly plied their trade
with little fanfare at every major
command headquarters (division and
above) throughout the Army for several
years.

From its inception, the AMSP has
accorded priority to officers of the
combat arms; 42 Field Artillerymen have
successfully completed the program over
the years and have been rewarded with
master's  degrees and challenging
follow-on assignments as corps and
division level staff officers
(predominantly in the G3 planning
arena). Yet, analysis of a recent student
roster for academic year (AY) 1992
reveals the names of only three FA
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there are 16
Infantrymen, ten Armor officers, five Air
Defenders, and even six members of the
Quartermaster  Corps  currently in
attendance. One cannot help but think
that we, collectively as a branch, have
missed a very important "wake up call"
for our young field-grade officers. As an
AMSP graduate, I'd like to tell Field
Artillerymen what AMSP is all about
and why | think they should attend.

The concept and statement of need for
a second year of staff college are not new.
Twice in this century the Army
implemented two-year programs of study
(the Staff College from 1903 through
1916, and the General Staff School from
1928 through 1936) only to see the
exigencies of world war force a return to
a one-year curriculum. General John J.
Pershing, Commander of the American
Expeditionary Force in World War 1, was
known to complain that he simply
couldn't get his hands on enough two-year
staff college graduates. Those graduates
counted among their ranks future general

officers such as George Marshall, Fox
Conner and Hugh Drum. Perhaps more
impressive was the performance of
Command and General Staff School
(CGSS) graduates during World War
11—300 of the 817 second-year attendees
attained general officer rank. So, in many
ways, the reinstitution of a second year at
Leavenworth was a return to what the
Army's senior leaders already knew to be a
winner.

Historical perspectives aside, | think
it important to assess the modern-day
relevance of AMSP to the career
progression of Field Artillerymen.
Perhaps it is best begun by focusing on
the program's stated purposes:

« Provide the Army with specially
educated officers for command and
general staff positions.

¢ Graduate students who possess:

— A mature professional character and
commitment to the service of the nation
and Army.

— An advanced understanding of war
at the tactical and operational levels and
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how principles of combined arms must be
adapted to the changing conditions of
combat.

— The practical skills required to
apply that understanding to the solutions
of current and future Army challenges in
peace and war.

One may note that AMSP offers no
immediate gateway back to the line of
metal—though it does guarantee the
officer a warfighting assignment, since
graduates initially serve an 18 to 24-month
internship on a general staff. Indeed, as
one critic of the AMSP observed,
graduates of the program accrue no
particular expertise to assist them during
their stints as battalion S3, executive
officer or fire support officer. That is, they
must still manage collective training
programs, master the nuances of secure
communications equipment and mobile
subscriber  equipment (MSE), and
occasionally take their lumps for alarming
deadline reports on the weekly 2406. One
might argue that AMSP robs the
promising FA major of valuable time for
the jobs that really matter most in the quest
for artillery battalion command.

AMSP attendance is not, therefore, a
ticket to be punched to curry favor with
the assignment officer or board member.
Admittedly, it involves yet another year
of intense academic effort on the heels of
"the best year of your life" at CGSC, and
many gunners would "druther" be putting
ordnance downrange than plowing
through readings of Clausewitz and Sun
Tzu on a summer afternoon in Kansas.
No one has said it's an easy program of
instruction—rumors of lengthy reading
assignments and  exacting  writing
requirements are absolutely true, as is the
certainty of oral comprehensive
examinations prior to graduation. Finally,
having run the gauntlet myself, Il
concede that at times it doesn't seem like
a whole lot of fun.

What AMSP provides its students in
place of gunsmoke is a comprehensive
study of warfighting and a breadth and
depth of professional perspective that is
unmatched even at our senior service
colleges. Unlike the first year at CGSC
where tactical discussions and exercises
tend to be hurried along as a concession
to the many non-combat arms officers in
attendance, AMSP focuses its entire
curriculum on the art and science of
deploying, fighting, and sustaining armed
forces to accomplish strategic objectives
in a theater of war. Knowing the nuts and
bolts of one's basic branch is extremely
important to the learning process and is
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an understood prerequisite for selection.
However, such knowledge is not
sufficient on the officer's part. Students
are expected to be masters of their
respective  branches, so they can
concentrate more fully on the tougher
issues of combined arms synchronization
and techniques for massing combat power
through integration of the battlefield
operating systems.

In a nutshell, the AMSP Course
features three phases. (1) Preparation in
CGSC (following notification of selection
to AMSP), which consists of two required
electives. One elective, "Modern Military
Thought," exposes the student to the
selected writings of more than 20
distinguished military thinkers. The
concepts gleaned prove very helpful later,
when distilling the historical studies and
doctrinal tenets as precursors to wargame
participation. (2) The 49-week resident
phase is comprised of separate courses in
Theory and Doctrine, Tactical Dynamics,
Contemporary and Historical Operational
Art and Preparation for War. (3)
Subsequent assignment, or internship,
which is normally to a corps or division
staff, is the final phase.

Additionally, the student takes three
trips with his seminar during the second
year to reinforce classroom learning. The
National Training Center trip, taken in
September prior to beginning Tactical
Dynamics, allows students to observe
evaluated battalions as they fight the
opposing force (OPFOR), but also
requires them to prepare plans and
briefings similar to those enacted by the
battalion staff for a particular scenario. In
November, students visit several joint and
combined headquarters to acquire the
regional perspectives of the
commanders-in-chief. Later, in May, the
staff ride of the Vicksburg Battlefield
accords class members the terrain-walk
equivalent of an operational campaign
that truly achieved strategic results during
the American Civil War.

Without doubt, the core of Advanced
Military Studies is the student seminar.
There students learn not only how to
think about war, but also how to defend
their own views while assimilating the
other good ideas from their classmates.

A word of warning here—each 13-man
seminar is comprised of some of the finest
and most committed professionals you'll
find together in one place. Each was
carefully screened prior to his selection by
the Commandant, CGSC (meaning |
wouldn't have made the cut these days!),
and each arrives in the morning

well-prepared for his role in seminar
discussions or his assigned position for
the wargame. The "science of muddling
through,” closely akin to the "cooperate
and graduate” mindset for academic
mediocrity, will meet with meager results
inside Flynt Gymnasium, where AMSP
classes are conducted. Whatever one's
aversion to the academic workload, he
must understand up front that thorough
preparation each day is the price of
admission if he wishes to play on a
top-notch team.

Forty seminars are devoted to theory
and doctrine and address theory of
conflict, classical military thought,
domains of battle, naval and air
operations, theory of operational art, and
US Army doctrine. The carefully focused
discussion agenda, guided artfully by the
seminar leader or one of his two
assistants, both stimulates tough thinking
about complex issues and illuminates the
modern-day relevance of historical and
theoretical discussion. Traditionally, guest
speakers from the Soviet Army Studies
Office have joined the seminar and
offered the vantage point of our principal
adversary to the seminar’s analysis.

My particular favorite was Course 2,
Tactical Dynamics. Its emphasis on the
analysis of battles and engagements
required us to concentrate intensely on
how our enemy fights and on how best to
employ our own tactical forces to
maximize friendly combat power. A
marked advantage we enjoyed over the
first-year students was the frequent access
to terrain boards, where faculty members
required us to physically lay down every
component of the Soviet tactical
formation—before we organized Blue
forces for combat and arrayed friendly
forces to do battle. The appreciation for
terrain and difficulties associated with
moving and concentrating combat
formations made me an infinitely better
G3 Planner and Div Arty S3 when the
time came. Computer simulations of
division- and corps-level battles forced
us to view the battlefield in much more
depth and breadth than from the
perspective  of an FA battalion
commander and drove home the
imperative of sequencing operations (and
of synchronizing forces) over time to
achieve relative positional advantage
over the enemy's forces. Frequent
participation by visiting division and
corps commanders adds yet another
dimension of realism to warfighting
discussions.

Courses 3 and 4 build upon the earlier
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courses and stretch the student well
beyond the comfort zone of his previous
tactical experiences. Sixteen seminar

periods surround three theater-level
exercises  during the study of
contemporary  operational art, and

emphasis is placed clearly on joint and
combined operations. Expert guest
speakers are invited to discuss command
and control, naval, air, and marine
operations with the students. The
exercises are both complex and realistic.
On one occasion | was designated the
Soviet Front Commander for a week-long
exercise, and later | served as
Commander of Air Forces for the Baltic
Approaches (COMAIRBALTAP) for a
NATO-level campaign that involved
strategic nuclear employment. Believe me,
these were formidable challenges to a
junior major whose tactical mastery at
that point was limited to firing and target
acquisition at the battery level.

To lend historical perspective to the
study of operational art, a series of 24
campaign studies are offered. Packaged in
three groupings (Pre-World War 11, World
War I, and Post-World War I1), those

studies include Napoleon's
Ulm/Austerlitz Campaign, Second
Manassas, Eastern Front Operations

during World War 1, North Africa,
Normandy, Korea and Vietnam (and, no
doubt, Desert Shield and Desert Storm
will soon be added). Again, guest
speakers prove an integral part of the
instruction and assist the AMSP student
in bridging the "so what" gap between
theory and the operational exercises.

Too much emphasis on history and
military theory, you've heard?
Unfair—and I'm not an historian. In fact
those studies provide the necessary
foundation for analyzing present-day
doctrinal principles, particularly as they
apply to the tactical and operational
wargaming simulations that constitute an
equally important component of the
AMSP learning experience.

The final course, Preparation for War,
focuses upon the adaptation of military
institutions to changes from within and
without. Offered in seminar format (nine
sessions) with the assistance of four guest
speakers, the course is intended to be both
retrospective and  futuristic.  Topics
include force design, doctrinal
development, technological change and
training. Upon completion, the student is
well-armed to do current battle with his

immediate  opponent—a  three- to
four-hour oral comprehensive
examination  administered by a

two-member faculty board. Unlike my
40

graduate-school  experience at the
University of Colorado some years earlier,
this examination was anything but a
"gimme." Following the examination,
students receive a formal faculty critique.

SCHOOL OF
ADVANCED MILITARY STUp,e

-
MENS EsT cLavis wicTORIAE

Oh, yeah...I forgot to mention the
papers. Each AMSP student is required to
produce two course monographs (one per
semester) of approximately 40 pages in
length. Understandably, the focus of the
first paper is tactical, the second
operational. (For those of us in the pilot
programs who remember the

150-250-page  theses  required, the
monograph  approach  seems  more
practical). Additionally, students are

expected to formally defend their second
monographs during the oral
comprehensive  examination.  Besides
offering some very important written
thoughts and research on topics of
extreme importance to the Army,
preparation of the monographs vastly
expands the student's knowledge of his
topic areas. | seem to recall that my
research topic was "The Field Acrtillery in
Support of Deep Offensive Missions,"”
one chapter of which was dedicated to
artillery exploitation and pursuit during
desert operations. Six years later, | found
myself thumbing through a copy in my
basement to check the validity of my
conclusions in the aftermath of Southwest
Asia.

Like students everywhere, the AMSP
student is concerned about his follow-on
assignment internship, which is made by
the Total Army Personnel Command in
coordination with the Combined Arms
Center, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. As |
pointed out earlier, graduates are normally
directed to the general staff at division and
corps levels, in keeping with the Chief of
Staff's guidance. The objectives of this

third phase of AMSP education are to
balance theory with practice and to help
the graduate apply learned skills. The
School of Advanced Military Studies
(SAMS) remains in contact with its
AMSP graduates during the internship
period and keeps them updated with the
latest reference materials and doctrinal
initiatives. Lest there be some worry that
FA officers will become lost in the
field-grade swarm around the
headquarters building, I can relate from
personal experience that both my corps
artillery and Div Arty commanders were
well aware | was wearing cannons on my
BDUs down in the G3 Shop. Those
artillerymen who followed me have
indicated their experiences were similar.

As to the assertion that AMSP
graduates frequently miss out on the good
FA jobs for majors, I'll have to take issue.
After my assignment in 1985 as G3 Plans
Officer (MOS 13A00), | had the good
fortune to serve as a cannon battalion S3
and executive officer, Div Arty S3 and
battalion commander. | haven't "lost out"
on so much after all. Of course each of us
is different, and there are no special
guarantees for success made to AMSP
officers. Professional rewards, | have
found, are mostly intrinsic. I'm very
proud | completed the program, and |
know with certainty that | was a far better
battalion commander for having done it.
My belief is there are a lot more than
three Field Artillery majors out there who
can conquer the AMSP challenge and
help our Branch to "push the outer
envelope.”

Lieutenant Colonel Mark P. Gay is
currently a student at the US Air
Force Air War College. He graduated
from the School of Advanced Military
Studies in 1985. Previous
assignments include serving as
Commander, 6th Battalion, 29th Field
Artillery, S3 of 2d Battalion, 29th Field
Artillery, Div Arty S3 and division G3
Plans Officer, all in the 8th Infantry
Division (Mechanized), Germany.
Lieutenant  Colonel Gay also
commanded Battery B, 1st Battalion,
13th Field Artillery and Battery G,
333d Field Artillery (TAB) at Fort
Stewart, Georgia.

Field Artillery



What Makes a

by Captain David D. Haught

Recently, | had an opportunity to sit on a "mock" selection board
held at PERSCOM. It was an enlightening experience, one I'd like
to share. But before | tell you the details, I'd like to state my two
overwhelming impressions of sitting on the board.

First, | am totally and unequivocally convinced that the key to
selection is performance. Your overall manner of performance is
critical. It doesn't matter what job you've been assigned, just that
you do it well. Second, | believe that the centralized selection

process is fair.

xcept for the number of records
E reviewed, my mock board was

conducted exactly like a real
selection board. We reviewed about 21
records for promotion to lieutenant
colonel. The records we reviewed were
taken from the last lieutenant colonel
board. All names and social security
numbers were removed from the records
and the faces on the photographs were
covered. Using the same procedures and
guidelines that the real boards use, our
mock board results were worth
noting—our results were identical to
those of the actual board.

After sitting on the mock board, | felt
that officers ought to know more about
the system that promotes and selects
them for schooling. This article outlines
those procedures. By understanding how
the Army selects its officers for
promotion and schooling, the least you
can do is increase your chances of
selection.

Board Organization

The Secretariat for Department of the
Army (DA) Selection Boards is the agency
primarily  responsible for conducting
boards. Its three-part mission is:
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 To be responsible for the conduct of
all active component officer centralized
selection boards;

« To provide administrative and
technical support to DA selection boards;

* And to serve as the sole point of
contact for membership for officer and
enlisted boards.

On an organization chart, they are
subordinate to the Adjutant General
Division of PERSCOM. However, they
work more closely with the Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel
(ODCSPER). Centralized boards
conducted by the Secretariat include
promotion (from chief warrant officer
through  major  general), selective
continuation in grade, Command and
General Staff Colleges (CGSC), Senior
Service Colleges (SSC), lieutenant
colonel and colonel level commands, and
most recently, Selective Early Retirement
(SERB) and Reduction in Force (RIF).
The Secretariat typically oversees the
conduct of more than 105 boards a year.

Board membership is determined by
statutory and Army policy guidelines.
Generally speaking, most promotion and
school boards have 17 or 18 members
divided into two separate panels. Law

mandates that a board consist of at least
five active duty members, major or above,
who are senior to the officers being
considered. If there are United States
Army Reserve (USAR) officers being
considered, there must be a USAR officer
on the board. Promotion boards to major
and above must have a member currently
serving in a joint duty assignment. Beyond
the minimal statutory mandates, Army
policy requires that every board have
minority and female (if there are females
being considered) representation and at
least one representative of each branch
being considered. Promotion boards to
lieutenant colonel and above and SSC are
required to have an Army Acquisition
Corps member. Though not required, the
DA Secretariat makes every effort to
balance  board  membership  with
worldwide representation.

Officers may not volunteer to serve on a
board. They are carefully selected for having
demonstrated  outstanding  ability  in
demanding assignments. Most members are
serving or former battalion or brigade
commanders. The approving authority for
board membership is the Director of Military
Personnel Management, ODCSPER.

How Boards Work

Prior to a board's convening, the
DCSPER will publish a memorandum of
instruction (MOI) to the president of the
board. It provides the president of the
board with Secretary of the Army
guidance, establishes the zones of
consideration, provides maximum and
minimum selection capabilities and goals,
and provides a general concept of the
operation. The MOI normally directs the
board to examine an officer's potential to
perform in the next higher grade
considering the entire record, but to place
greater emphasis on more recent
performance in the officer's career field.
The MOI is "close hold" until the results
are released and is normally published
with the results.

The MOI also outlines "requirements"
and "goals." A requirement must be met
and is based on specific skill needs of the
Army. An example of a requirement would
be that X number of officers in Y Branch
be selected. Another example would be
that X num