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MG Ralston Becomes
36th Chlef of Field Artillery

Valcourt, the Commandant of the

Field Artillery School, Command-
ing General of Fort Sill and 35th Chief
of Field Artillery, gave up command to
Major General David C. Ralston. General
Ralston’s most recent assignment was
as the Director of Force Management
for the G3 of the Army at the Pentagon.
The change of command was conducted
by the Lieutenant General (Promotable)
W. Scott Wallace, who is designated to
become the Training and Doctrine Com-
mand (TRADOC) Commander, and took
place at the Old Post Quadrangle on Fort
Sill, Oklahoma.

General Valcourt has been the Chief
of Field Artillery since December 2003.
During his tenure, his first priority was
to support the FA and Army at war. He
initiated programs to rapidly incorporate
counterinsurgency lessons learned into
training schoolhouse-wide, including
warrior battle drills for new Soldiers and
redefining the role of the drill sergeant. In
conjunction with other TRADOC schools,
he established the Army’s CounterStrike
Task Force in support of servicemen de-
ployed in Iraq and Afghanistan. He also
accelerated the fielding of the guided
multiple-launchrocketsystem (GMLRS)
unitary and Excalibur unitary projectiles
in Iraq.

As Chief of FA, he was instrumental
in refining the FA design of the modular
force, including the design of the fires
brigades, the consolidation of fire support
teams (FISTs) at the maneuver battalion
level in the brigade combat teams (BCTs)
and the design and functions of the fires
and effects cells (FECs).

One of his initiatives was to designate
the battlefield coordination detachments
(BCDs) as Department of the Army-se-
lected brigade-level command positions
and increase the number of BCDs to
five in the Active Component (AC) with
an additional two BCDs in the Army
National Guard.

General Valcourt actively progressed
joint interdependency in the Army and
was instrumental inreinstating joint close
air support (JCAS) training and securing
an Air Force presence at Fort Sill. He
defined and initiated training for joint
fires observers (JFOs), including 13F Fire

O n4 August Major General David P.

Support Specialists, and established the
eligibility of 13Fs to train and qualify as
joint terminal attack controllers (JTACs)
to terminally control Type 1 CAS.
Major General Ralston, originally from
Madison, South Dakota, served as the As-
sistant Commandant of the Field Artillery
School and Deputy Commanding General
of Fort Sill from October 2001 to June
2003. Prior to that assignment, he was
Assistant Chief of Staff for Operations
for the Kosovo Force (KFOR) in Pristina,
Kosovo, and Chief of Staff of Fort Sill.
Inhis other commands, General Ralston
was Commander of the 1st Cavalry Divi-
sion Artillery at Fort Hood, Texas, the

Div Arty in which he also had served
as Executive Officer; Commander of
the 3d Battalion, 1st Field Artillery (3-1
FA), 1st Infantry Division in Germany;
and three batteries, including a Lance
firing battery.

He was the S3 of the 2d Armored Div
Arty and S3 of 3-3 FA, also in the 2d
Armored Division, Fort Hood; and Bri-
gade Fire Support Officer (FSO) in the
Ist Armored Division in Germany. He
was an FA Assignments Officer at FA
Branchinthe US Army Personnel Center,
Alexandria, Virginia; and, as a colonel,
was in the Military Personnel Policy
Division of the Office of the Secretary
of Defense at the Pentagon.

General Ralston completed an Army War
College Fellowship at Harvard University.
Heholds an MA in Personnel Management
from Central Michigan University. He is
married to the former Stephanie Smith,
and they have four children: Amanda,
Mark, Lindsay and Logan.

Fort Sill ceremonies often include
Fort Sill’s icon Half Section that flies
the guidon of the first command of the
Commanding General. At the 4 August
ceremony, the Half Section exchanged
General Valcourt’s B/2-37 FA guidon
for General Ralston’s C/6-33 FA gui-
don to fly as long as he commands Fort
Sill. Both Chiefs of Field Artillery first
battery commands were formerly in the
212th Field Artillery Brigade in Il Corps
Artillery at Fort Sill.

L to R: MG Valcourt, MG Ralston and LTG Wallace
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FKN Wins Army-W|de Award

Inaceremony on 9 September, the on-
line Fires Knowledge Network (FKN)
development team presented the Com-
mandant of the Field Artillery School,
Major General David C. Ralston, the
trophy that recognizes FKN as the most
outstanding knowledge transformation
initiative in the Army for 2005. The
ceremony was held in McNair Hall at
Fort Sill, Oklahoma. The team is part
of the Knowledge Management Branch
of the Training and Development Div-
ision, Directorate of Training and Doc-
trine (DOTD), in the Field Artillery
School. FKN competed against hun-
dreds of knowledge transformation
initiatives.

FKN is a the Field Artillery School’s
siteon Army Knowledge Online (AKO)
that allows Soldiers rapid connectivity
with the school via the internet to help
find the information they need or solve
problems while deployed in Iraq or Af-
ghanistan or while stationed anywhere in
the world. FKN is password-protected to
provide operational secure information
and is the first of its kind on AKO.

FKN includes communities of prac-
tice sub-sites, such as 13F Fire Sup-
port Specialist, Master Gunner, Field

Photo by Fred W. Baker lll

FKN Development Team (L to R) MSG(R) Henry Koelzer; SFC(R) John J. Velas; SFC(R) J.
Michael Gradoz; SFC(R) Eddie C. Henderson, Chief of the Knowledge Management Branch,
holding the trophy; MSG(R) Gregory D. Plant; and MG Ralston.

Artillery magazine, directorates/de-
partments in the Field Artillery School,
FA units and other communities. FKN
maintains all FA manuals online,

provides forums for professional dis-
cussions and exchange of the latest
information plus maintains more than
4,000 reference documents.

Fort Sill’s New AC and DCO:
Colonel Mark McDonald
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L-R: Fort Sill’s New Chief of Staff COL William L. Greer;
incoming Assistant Commandant (AC) and Deputy
Commanding Officer (DCO) COL(P) Mark McDonald;
former Chief of the FA MG David P. Valcourt; and
outgoing AC and Deputy Commanding General (DCG)

BG Mark A. Graham.

In a reveille ceremony on 25
July at the flagpole in front of
McNair Hall, Fort Sill, Okla-
homa, the Field Artillery said
“Goodbye” to the FA School As-
sistant Commandant (AC) and
Deputy Commanding General
(DCG) Brigadier General Mark
A. Graham and welcomed the
new AC and Deputy Command-
ing Officer (DCO) Colonel (Pro-
motable) Mark McDonald.

General Graham was the Chief
of Staff of Fort Sill before
becoming AC/DCG. He went
south to San Antonio, Texas,
to become the DCG for Fifth
Army.

Like Brigadier General Gra-
ham, Colonel McDonald was

the Chief of Staff of Fort Sill
before becoming AC/DCO. His
previous assignment was as the
Executive Officer to the G3
of the Army at the Pentagon.
Among other assignments, he
commanded the 82d Airborne
Division Artillery from July
2001 until June 2003, including
for Operation Iraqi Freedom.
Also during the 25 July cer-
emony, the new Chief of Staff
of Fort Sill Colonel William L.
Greer changed responsibilities
with Colonel McDonald. Colo-
nel Greer previously had been
the Deputy JS5 for the US Forces
in Korea. During OIF, he com-
manded the 101st Airborne Di-
vision (Air Assault) Artillery.
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INTERVIEW

Major General Peter W. Chiarelli
Commander of the Multi-National Division, Baghdad (MND-B)
during Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) Il

The 1st Cav in Baghdad

Counterinsurgency EBO in Dense Urban Terrain

Interview by Patrecia Slayden Hollis

Major General Pete Chiarelli,
Commander of the Ist Cavalry Di-
vision, Fort Hood, Texas, deployed
America’s First Teamto serve as part
of the MND-B in Baghdad for OIF Il
Jfrom March 2004 until March 2005.
“Task Force Baghdad” conducted
full-spectrum effects-based opera-
tions (EBO) in a city of 200 square
miles packed with six to seven million
people. Its mission was to “conduct
Sull-spectrum operations focused on
stability and support operations and
to secure key terrain in and around
Baghdad, supported by focused and
fullyintegratedinformation [10] and
civil-military operations, in order to
enable the progressive transfer of
authority to the Iraqi people, their
institutions and a legitimate Iraqi
national government.”

Atits largest (just before the January
2005 Iraqi national elections), TF
Baghdad had 12 US brigade-sized
elements, 62 US battalions, 322 US
companies, 3 Iraqi brigades, 7 Iraqi
battalions and 58 Iraqi companies,
totaling more than 40,000 Coalition
Soldiers.

This interview was conducted on 29
June at Fort Hood, Texas.

Ed

What was Baghdad like when you
got there?

Well, itdepends on whatday you’re

talking about—Iiterally. When 1
arrived in Baghdad to stay on the 31st of
March, things looked pretty good. We had
a few issues: the shutdown of Mugqtada
al Sadr’s newspaper, The Al Hawza, and
the arrest of one of Sadr’s lieutenants
prompted eight pro-Sadr demonstrations
in the four days prior to 3 April 2004.
Things were tense, but they had been

tense before. Overall, it seemed things
had been improving.

Everything changed on the 4th of April.
At about 1705, 2-5 Cav [2d Battalion,
Sth Cavalry], 1st Cavalry Division, was
completing its transition with the 2d ACR
[2d Armored Cavalry Regiment]. 2-5 Cav
was mid-stride in transferring authority
when a firefight broke out in Sadr City.
Eight Soldiers were killed and 51 were
wounded.

Fighting then broke out throughout
Baghdad in just about every Shi’a neigh-
borhood and some Sunni areas; it was a
tough fight. And the 1st Cav Division
would not officially assume control from
the 1st Armored Division for another 11
days. So in terms of combat operations,
things changed.

From the standpoint of Iraqi security
forces, we had seven Iraqi battalions at that
time. On 4 April, they each were running
about 700 to 800 people strong. By the
end of the first week of fighting, they were
down to 100 to 200 per battalion. Most of
the Iraqis had decided not to fight—had
gone home.

We also had about 8,000 police on the
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street. For a city the size of Baghdad, we
really needed about 23,000. Many decided
not to come to work.

In the area of infrastructure improve-
ment, there was much that needed to
be done. An $18.4 billion supplemental
was “on the table.” But because of the
deteriorating security situation, very little
hadbeen spent. In some areas of Baghdad,
many of the same conditions that Soldiers
found when they arrived right after the end
of major combat operations in March of
2003 still existed.

In the area of governance, we had
neighborhood and district advisory
council [NAC and DAC] meetings that
were absolutely critical. They were part
of anexcellent programestablished by the
CPA [Coalition Provisional Authority].
But those meetings were suspended in
early April because people were afraid
to attend them.

And in the area of emphasis we call
“economic pluralism” (you could call it
long-term economic development), the
overall unemployment rate in Baghdad
was 39 percent, and in the northern two-
thirds of Sadr City, it was 61 percent.

So, that’s where we stood about the 15th
of April. Welcome to Baghdad.

QPlease describe your enemy.

There were two types of the enemy.

The first is the insurgency, which
is made up of Iraqgis or people who
have lived in Iraq who want something
different.

The insurgency itself has three major
groups. Of course, there are elements of
the former regime, the Ba’athists who
are followers of Saddam Hussein. Then
there are folks who, because of policies
thathave beenimplemented, are either out
of jobs or don’t want to work for the new
government—some are Ba’athists who

sill-www.army.mil/famag # September-October 2005 3
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SGT Nicholas Bayers, A Company, 2d Battalion, 5th Cavalry, watches the streets of Sadr City
from the roof of a building 27 August 2004 during Operation Iron Fury, an operation aimed
at securing areas within Baghdad’s poorest neighborhood for civil military operations.

aren’tallowed toreturn to their old govern-
ment positions. The last of the insurgency
are the Sunni and Shi’a fundamentalists
(such as Mugtada al Sadr).

This insurgency, as compared to other
insurgencies, did nothave then—and I still
believe does not have now—any kind of
well developed political platform. Noone
says, “When we win, Iraq will become
a socialist (or capitalist or federalist or
whatever) state.” No one is promising “a
chicken in every pot.” No one is saying
“‘Mohammed’ will be the new president,
king orleader.” There seems to be a single
focus: “We want the Coalition out.”

You would think thatthe three elements of
theinsurgency would getalong with one an-
other because they have the same goal—but
they don’t. There are very few times when
they get together on anything.

I call the second category of the enemy
“international terrorists.” These are people
who come from outside Iraq’s borders to
conduct attacks against the Coalition and
Iraqis. They include folks like Zarqawi,
the Jordanian, who was proclaimed to
be “The Prince of Iraq” by the terrorist
Osama Bin Laden, a Saudi Arabian. They
are not “insurgents,” they are “terrorists”
in every sense of the word.

While the insurgents often use terror
as a weapon against the innocent people
in Iraq, during the time we were there
we found no direct linkage between the
insurgency and international terrorists
who travel to Iraq to attack both the Iraqis

4 September-October 2005 Field Atrtillery

and Coalition Forces. Now they may have
followed the same intent at a particular
time, but we saw definite fissures in how
they got along with one another. It was
not a monolithic group. It’s very difficult
for the American people to understand
the differentiation between the two types
of enemy because we haven’t educated
them on it.

This distinction caused us challenges.
For example, when we were making
progress against the insurgency, the inter-
national terrorists increased the number
of attacks and the level of destruction, so
the American people would see the same
or an increase in violence. It is hard for
anyone back in Americato see the distinc-
tion; it all seems like a big fog with the
attacks continuing to escalate. But those
very often are reactions to progress in the
battle against the insurgents.

Understanding all that makes abig differ-
ence in how you fight and win in Iraq.

Q Please describe Baghdadwhen you
left a year later.

We conducted combat operations
in Baghdad almost every day. We
stopped attacks against Coalition Forces;
picked up a lot of weapons, small arms
and ammunition; and created a safer
Baghdad. I think we definitely had great
success against the insurgents and against
some of the international terrorists.
In the area of training the Iraqi security

Photo by CPL Benjamin Cossel, 196th MPAD, Ohio Army National Guard

forces, those seven battalions I told you
about were at their authorized strength
(700 to 800 soldiers each) by the time
we left. For seven months, we literally
embedded 70-man teams in each of those
battalions. Our American embeds trained,
conducted patrols and strike operations
with, and mentored their counterparts
on a daily basis.

Resourced down to the platoonlevel, the
advisors leveraged the cultural importance
of relationships with the Arab people
to build trust and rapport and to create
momentum toward a truly professional
military force. These forces were trained
to conduct counterinsurgency operations
24 hours aday as opposed to the culturally
desired strike-force mentality. When we
left, we think we had seven of the best
Iraqi Army battalions in Iraq.

We also embedded a 50-man team with
the 40th Iraqi Brigade. That same brigade
took over the Sheik Marouf-Tallil Square-
Haifa Street area on 6 February 2005. For
our year in Baghdad, this was one of the
mostdifficultareasin the city. TF 1-9 Cav
worked this area for 11 months and re-
ceived 192 purple hearts. If you followed
the news today, the Sheik Marouf-Tallil
Square-Haifa Street area is one of the
calmer areas in all of Baghdad.

One reason is that during our year we
went after the insurgents while at the
same time—really simultaneously—we
maximized nonlethal effects focused on
infrastructure improvements, establishing
governance and increasing employment,
all enhanced by a robust 10 campaign.
Additionally, we now have the Iraqi
40th Brigade controlling that part of the
city trained in counterinsurgency opera-
tions—not strike operations.

Instead of thinking they can provide
security with intelligence-based opera-
tions conducted periodically with units
that spend a majority of their days at the
forward operating base [FOB], the Iraqi
battalions we trained assume control and
conduct full-spectrum counterinsurgent
operations 24/7, 365 days a year. They
conducted strike operations when they
had the intelligence, but, more impor-
tantly, they conducted daily patrols and
neighborhood outreach engagements
instead of staying on the FOB. Alongside
the Soldiers of the 3d Infantry Division,
they are doing an excellent job of making
that area very livable again.

In the area of city police, we had limited
success. We went from 8,000 to about
14,000 of the 23,000 policemen needed
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for what were then 79 police stations
in Baghdad during our year. Although
coalition vetting and recruitment of Iraqi
police during the deployment was on parto
achieve the 23,000 needed to supportacity
of six to seven million, the reality was that
many of those recruits, after graduating
from one of two police academies, were
siphoned off by the Ministry of Interior
to support strike-force operations (special
policebattalions) orinto an overpopulated
police bureaucracy. This practice severely
hindered the Baghdad populace from get-
ting the local security it needed.

In the area of infrastructure improve-
ment, we changed the plan of attack for
implementing our part of the $18 billion
supplemental I mentioned earlier. Initially,
the monies were heavily weighted toward
large capital projects, such as landfills,
sewage and water plants, and relied on
other donor nations to fund projects that
connected the large capital projects tolocal
neighborhoods. While many of these large
capital projects were needed, it made little
sense to build a sewage treatment plant if
you could not get the sewage out of the
streets or build alarge water treatment plant
if you could not distribute the water. The
failure of these funds to be provided imme-
diately created a need to reprogram some
of the $18 billion to affect the immediate
signs of progress at the local level—what
we considered the “first mile.”

You see, we found during the April
uprising and from collaboration with the
Ist Armored Division that areas where
local infrastructure was in shambles
became prime recruiting zones for in-
surgent forces—those areas with sewage
running through the streets, electricity
almost nonexistent, no running water,
trash everywhere, no jobs and no basic
medical services. We needed to affect the
recruiting zones first before we built the
large capital projects.

Wehadtobecome creative. InAlRashid,
a capital-level project ended in a local
labor success. Instead of using modern
machinery and less than 500 workers, we
hired approximately 4,000 Iraqis to build
the southern Baghdad landfill. When the
project was completed in February 2005,
southern Baghdad had a place to dump
all its solid waste while simultaneously
employing4,0001ocals for more than four
months. This took not only 4,000 people
out of the enemy’s recruiting pool, but also
allowed workers (withanestimated 13-plus
family members each) to support their

families through local employment.

Another example occurred 72-hours
after fighting ended in Sadr City in
mid-October 2004 [the second Sadr
uprising that began in August 2004]. We
worked with the US Embassy, USAID
[US Agency for International Develop-
ment] and local Baghdad leadership and
contractors to mobilize and saturate Sadr
City quickly with more than 22,000 local
jobs oriented on neighborhood sewage,
water, electricity and trashimprovements.
The effect: it attacked Mugqtada al Sadr’s
base of power—the disenfranchised—by
providing jobs and visible signs of local
improvement.

In mid-February 2005, a central por-
tion of Sadr City awoke to the first
running water system the city had ever
seen. 200,000 people were immediately
affected. Local contract and labor com-
pleted the project.

These two projects, along with many
more throughout the Baghdad area of
operations, made lasting impressions and
“took the wind out of” insurgent rhetoric.
During our year and upon our departure,
infrastructure repair became the immedi-
ate impact theme that set conditions for
long-term security.

In the area of governance, we were
pleased. The successful election of 30
January 2005, where millions of Baghdad
citizens voted in spite of the insurgent and
terrorist intimidation campaign, left us
with a clear indicator that the Iraqi people
wanted a taste of true democracy. From
our standpoint, the CPA-implemented

neighborhood/district advisory councils
played a very important role in teaching
Iragis about democracy. However, the
concept of local government working in
partnership with the national government
was not part of the Iraqi and Arab culture.
This centralization of government was
compounded by the only example of
governance the Iraqi populace had for
the last 35 years—Saddam Hussein’s
dictatorship.

In the area of economic pluralism, or
rather creating long-lasting jobs, we
went from 39 percent unemployment
throughout Baghdad to about 21 percent
unemployment. A more pronounced re-
sult occurred in Sadr City: from 61 to 22
percentunemployment. We implemented
long-term economic growth projects
centered on developing the region’s
agricultural potential and infusing local
growth by creating economic incubators.
So we were very pleased with that.

How did you execute EBO to cre-
ate the desired effects?

Simultaneously. You must work

all five of the lines of operations
[LOOs] that we have discussed, liter-
ally, at the same time, complemented
by a robust IO program that supports
all five LOOs [conduct combat opera-
tions, train and develop the Iraqi security
forces, improve the infrastructure, estab-
lish governance and promote economic
pluralism].
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SGT Mathew H. Lowry of A/3-83 FA, 2d Brigade Combat Team (BCT), processes a fire mis-

sion in an M109A6 howitzer during combat in Fallujah on 6 November 2004.
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The amazing thing about the American
Soldier—and one of the things I’m most
proud of—is his or her versatility to do
all that. Our Soldiers routinely balanced
conducting combat operations at six a.m.
to handing out humanitarian supplies at
eight a.m. Then they deftly shifted to help
educate Iraqi entrepreneurs on how to put
together a business plan and apply for a
small business loan at 10 a.m. to training
Iraqi Security Forces on how to conduct
professional development sessions with
their own forces by one p.m. Later in
the day, that same unit would balance
conducting detainee operations with
meeting with local NAC leaders about
an infrastructure project that needed to
be accomplished. Soldiers and leaders
made it all happen.

Now, it may be somewhat of an over-
statement to say that every platoon con-
ducted all LOOs in one day, but some
platoons on some days did just that. Pla-
toons very seldom conducted operations
that supported a single LOO.

Soldiers and leaders understood that the
execution of infrastructure improvement
supported their force protection. Soldiers
understood we weren’t ensuring Iraqis
had water just because we wanted them
to have water. They knew that when we
helped the Iraqis get water or electricity
or helped the Iraqis get sewage out of
the streets, it had a direct effect on force
protection.

If we could employ an Iraqi who had 13
mouths to feed—and there were areas in
Baghdad that had 13 or more mouths to
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feed in 52 percent of the homes—then it
had a direct effect on force protection. If
we could puta single breadwinner to work
at a meaningful job for 10 to 12 hours a
day, then he had neither the requirement
nor desire to go out and fight the Coali-
tion at night.

The key to EBO is to understand that
there’s no line you can work independent-
ly. For example, you will never achieve
security if all you do is try to provide
security through combat operations—it
justwon’thappen. Security in this environ-
ment is not something that simply grows
“out of the barrel of a gun.”

At the division level, we focused our
effects through an ECC [effects coordi-
nation cell] that had a LOO chief [field
grade officer] responsible for each line
of operation. The ECC was run by my
chief of staff. The division fire support
element [FSE] did traditional FSE tasks
but understood the intent and evaluated
the effects of lethal fires on the overall
campaign plan. There were times that
lethal missions that would have been fired
without hesitation in a different kind of
war were canceled because of their nega-
tive impact on a nonlethal LOO. It was
about achieving a balance.

Q How did you conduct counterfire?

We had made the conscious deci-
sion to deploy without an FA bri-
gade to run counterfire, but I later asked
forone. Ihad beenusingmy DFSCOORD

A

Soldiers from B/1-21 FA prepare to search a house during Operation Kick Off in Al Rashid,

Iraqg, on 30 November 2004. Operation Kick Off was a combined operation with the 304th
Iraqi National Guard. 1-21 FA occupied forward operating base (FOB) Falcon in support of

Operation Iraqi Freedom.

6 September-October 2005 Field Atrtillery
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[deputy fire support coordinator] for
counterfire because I gave the Div Arty
[1stCav DivisionArtillery] responsibility
for the Al Rashid area of Baghdad as the
5th BCT [brigade combat team]. The Div
Arty was fully committed and out of the
fire support coordination and counterfire
business—there was no way Steve Lanza
[Colonel, Div Arty commander] could run
adistinct maneuver fight and provide fire
support coordination for the division.

So when I asked for an FA brigade,
there was no hesitation in providing the
75th FA Brigade Headquarters (minus)
thatran our very difficult counterfire fight
and was absolutely fantastic.

‘We found thatbecause of the constricted
urban terrain and the tactics employed by
the insurgents, we had to look at counter-
fire operations differently. We had to look
very hard at pattern analysis by dissect-
ing enemy engagements and techniques
to anticipate and target future possible
firing positions rather than employ the
traditional counterfire drill.

The 75th FA Brigade gave us some re-
dundant capabilities. It also gave us an
06 commander with a lot of experience.
We did some very unique targeting in
Baghdad. We couldn’t get an acquisition
from a Q-36 radar and immediately put
fires on the point of origin because the
point of origin could be the back patio
of an apartment complex with hundreds
of people living in it. So we needed some
additional capabilities, some additional
eyes to take a look at how we could fight
that fight. The 75th Brigade provided
those capabilities.

What have you learned in coun-
terinsurgency operations?

First I learned that success in one

LOO opens up an assailable flank
for the enemy to attack, and he will at-
tack. For example, in November 2004,
our polling showed 45 percent of the
people in Baghdad were happy with the
electricity they were getting. By January,
that was down to about four percent. The
reason was because the enemy realized
we were starting to get the distribution
system “squared away” and decided to
go outside Baghdad where the people
couldn’t see the attacks and take down
the 400-kilovolt lines that brought the
electricity into the city. The enemy knew
the people of Baghdad were almost
unanimous in their hatred of attacks on
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the infrastructure. Our polling showed
98 percent of the people said there was
no justifiable reason for any attacks
on the infrastructure.
AndIpromiseyou, theenemy blames
such a “failure to provide electricity”
onthe Coalition and the fledgling Iraqi
government—although that is prob-
ably not well understood in America.
The other thing I learned is we are
good at lethal effects; but in a coun-
terinsurgency, nonlethal effects are
as important as, and, at times, more
important than kinetic effects. We are
very good at fighting and breaking
things and teaching other people to
do the same. But nonlethal effects are
critical to winning the war in Iraq. So,
if we’re really serious about fighting
an insurgency, we have to change our
culture and accept the importance, and
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From my CPOF screen, I could see
the real-time operational picture with
my brigade commanders and come
up with a maneuver plan, fire support
plan, aninfrastructure plan, a whatever
plan. So while maneuver commanders
talk about their plans, fire supporters,
engineers, intel guys all listen, ask
questions and simultaneously put
together their support and collection
plans for the scheme of maneuver.
We quickly can move through the
MDMP [military decision-making
process] in a way that never has been
possible before.

In the CPOF, I could “get into the

MG Pete Chiarelli, Commander of MND-B, embraces
BG Jaleel Khalaf Shwail, Commander of the 40th
Infantry Brigade, Iraqi National Guard, during a
transfer of authority (TOA) ceremony on 21 Febru-
ary 2005.

brains” of brigade commanders on
the ground, each with 22, 24 years of
experience, to help me solve problems.
I would like to see that capability ex-
panded to allow UEx commanders to

sometimes preeminence, of nonlethal
effects.

I’m as guilty as anybody else about not
“putting my money where my mouth is.”
Prior to my year in Baghdad, if you gave
me 10 lieutenant colonels, rank ordered
frombestdown to worst, and said, “Okay,
fill your staff,” where do you think I"d put
the number one lieutenant colonel every
time? Tell me.

Probably your G3 shop.

That’s exactly right. But we need to
train and develop 10 officers to the same
quality as our folks in the G3. IO is that
important.

We also need the right people to analyze
what needs to be done in the infrastruc-
ture. In a counterinsurgency, getting the
resources to improve the infrastructure
can be as important as getting more tanks
or bullets.

We need to restructure our staffs to
operate in a counterinsurgency, including
adding a robust IO cell. For example, I
pulled together an IO cell for the ECC.
But the problem is that when you go
to, say, the G3, and ask for two people
to work in the IO cell, the G3 picks the
people he can afford to let go. Then when
those people come to the IO cell, who
do they work for, the IO chief or G3?
Who has rating authority? As a legacy
division, we were not authorized these
personnel by MTOE [modified table of
organization and equipment]; therefore,
we were forced to form an IO cell from
various staff sections. The Army has
made great efforts to remedy this under
the new Modular Force structure. If our
experience means anything, IO sections

will grow as we continue to improve our
modular formations.

I give big kudos to the Army for provid-
ing us cultural advisors for our IO cell.
These were civilians from the region
who helped ensure the IO products we
created weren’t 10 products designed
by Americans to convince Americans
but were vetted through someone who
understood the culture, helping to ensure
the products had the desired effects on the
Arab population of Baghdad.

We need to relook the entire headquar-
ters of the UEx or UEy [two- and three-
star units of employment]. The Chief of
Staff of the Army has made it clear that
our current transformation organization
is not the final organization. It will need
tweaking as we begin to understand more
about modularity.

Ithink weneed tolook atthe way our staffs
are set up. Do we need a G1, G2, G3, you
know, and G5 and G6 like we have now?

In OIF II, we basically re-focused our
staffs around three major functions. We
had our ECC that I talked about before,
and we redesigned the staff into Informa-
tion, Strike, and Sustain sections. I will
tell you that, from acommand and control
perspective, that makes sense.

We have to make full use of collabora-
tion. The greatest tool I’ve seen in almost
33 years in the Army, from a command
and control standpoint, is the advent of
the command post of the future [CPOF]
that allows headquarters located miles
away to collaborate in real time on the
same problem within the current opera-
tional picture.

pull in battalion commanders to help
solve problems.

Another thing I learned in counterin-
surgency is the importance of passing
information and knowledge down and
horizontally. Inthe Army [ grew upin, you
always passed information up and then
down. In Baghdad, Soldiers on one side
of the city who saw an emerging enemy
tactic, technique or procedure [TTP] be-
ing employed could save lives by quickly
passing that info down and out, from one
platoon sergeant to another, rather than
passing the info up to be filtered and then
to be passed down again.

Combat in Baghdad was not a divi-
sion fight—not even a brigade fight. It
was a company and platoon fight and,
every once in a while, a battalion fight.
Brigades orchestrated the five LOOs, and
resourced combat operations run by bat-
talion commanders and, mostly, company
commanders or platoon leaders.

To help those junior leaders, we came
up with the CavNet, a knowledge transfer
system where individuals can post emerg-
ingenemy and friendly TTPson SIPRNET
[secure internet protocol network]. A
platoon sergeant could see the newest TTP
on the CavNet just before he conducted
PClIs [precombat inspections] or briefed
his platoon on its upcoming patrol, or he
could post what he saw or learned during
his patrol on the CavNet.

This is revolutionary. Let me give you
anexample. In one part of the city, we saw
Mugtadaal Sadr posters being rigged with
IEDs [improvised explosive devices]. The
natural response of an American Soldier
is to rip the poster down. A Soldier in one
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part of the city noticed wires coming out
of the poster and discovered it was booby
trapped. He posted the info on the CavNet
that night.

Days later, because a Soldier had
checked the CavNet, a platoon in another
part of the city checked out posters and
found them booby-trapped too. There is
noquestion that Soldiers’ lives were saved
by that fast transfer of information.

That is where we need to go. I may not
be able to get CPOFs down to the com-
pany level, but what I would like to see
is a PDA [personal digital assistant] or
some other device in the hands of every
patrol leader. It might not even have to
be a secure device. [ understand OPSEC
[operational security] concerns, but rapid
fielding of a relatively cheap non-secure
device for passing this type of life-saving
information may be in order.

What other systems or weapons do
we need for a counterinsurgency?

We had enemy rounds falling on us,
hurting and killing people, so we
need a way to acquire incoming rounds
more effectively.
Then I need the ability to shootnow. Can
I knock a mortar out of the sky? Is that
possible? Do we have the technology to
do that while limiting collateral damage
to acceptable levels?
I would like to have more Predator-like

capabilities—not just a UAV [unmanned
aerial vehicle] that finds targets, but also a
UAV that kills targets. I don’t necessarily
have tohave the weapon hung on the UAV,
like the Predator. But if the UAV has a
laser designator for Apache helicopters
in a laager position where they can’t be
heard or seen, we proved the Apaches can
pop up and engage the target with Hellfire
missiles. Thatis very effective, especially
in urban operations, causing minimum
collateral damage.

General John Batiste, Commander
of the 1stInfantry Division in OIF I, said
in his interview [May-June edition].

QSir, that sounds like what Major

Well, you see, John and I inten-

tionally decided to conduct a
coordinated campaign. He fought to
get additional Predators with weapons
onboard, while I was trying to get laser
designators on my Shadows.

What message would you like to
send Field Artillerymen around
the world?

Full-spectrum operations will be the
normin the future. I believe the role
of the Field Artillery in a full-spectrum
fight is going to grow, not diminish. The
skill sets of Artillerymen, as effects-based
operators, are becoming more important,

not less important.

The Chief of Staff of the Army has said
the transforming Army is an organization
that will be worked over time. I think
we’re going to see many of the capa-
bilities provided by the Div Arty come
back—probably not as a Div Arty, but in
a different form. It’s our responsibility to
ensure that the force we design can do the
job in all the ways we plan to employ it.
And we need a force FA headquarters for
the FA assets that are absolutely essential
to the way we fight.

Major General Peter W. Chiarelliis the Com-
mander of the 1st Cavalry Division at Fort
Hood, Texas. In March 2005, he returned
from a one-year deployment in command
of the Multi-National Division (Baghdad) in
Operation Iragi Freedom Il. Also in the 1st
Cavalry Division, he served as the Assistant
Division Commander (Support) and G3 as
well as the Deputy G3 Director of Plans,
Training and Mobilization for Ill Corps, also
on Fort Hood. His other commands include
the 3d Brigade, 2d Infantry Division, and 2d
Battalion, 1st Infantry Regiment, 9th Infantry
Division, both at FortLewis, Washington. Be-
fore taking command of the 1st Cav, he was
the Director of Operations, Readiness and
Mobilization in the Army G3 at the Pentagon.
He is a graduate of the National War College
in Washington, DC, and holds a Master of
Public Administration from the University of
Washington and a Master of Arts in National
Security and Strategy from Salve Regina
University in Newport, Rhode Island.
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These are Field Artillerymen who lost their lives while serving in the 1st Cavalry Division in Iraq
from January through June 2004. We honor these Redlegs and their fallen brethren in the 1st Cavalry
Division. The Army’s greatest asset is the Soldier, who implements American international policies
around the globe on the dangerous frontlines and can pay with his life—as each of the 169 Soldiers
in the Ist Cav did. God keep them.

SFC Michael Battles CPL Forrest J. Jostes PFC James Marshall SPC Casey Sheehan 1SG Ernest Utt
B/1-21 FA C/1-82 FA A/1-21 FA C/1-82 FA B/1-82 FA

28 QOctober 2004 4 April 2004 5 May 2004 5 April 2004 27 June 2004
PFC Adolfo Carballo SPC Justin W. Johnson  PFC Anthony Monroe SGT Skipper Soram

A/1-21 FA HSB/1-82 FA HHB/1st Cav Div Arty B/3-82 FA

10 April 2004 10 April 2004 16 October 2004 22 September 2004

SPC Chad Drake PV2 Bradley Kritzer SGT Pamela Osbourne  SSG Kendall Thomas

HSB/1-82 FA A/1-21 FA HHB/1st Cav Div Arty HSB/3-82 FA

7 September 2004 5 May 2004 16 October 2004 28 April 2004

Redleg Roll Call—1st Cav
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hePST’s jobwastoprotectthe colonel,

take him wherever he needed to go. I

was selected for the PST because of
my roles during exercises we had before
we left Fort Hood [Texas]. During our field
problems, [was asniperin the OPFOR [op-
posing force] and played other roles. The
Sergeant Major, with inputfrom his NCOs,
selected the team from different MOS.

Once we were part of the PST, we were
assigned our jobs. I was a gunner, and my
weapon for the HMMWYV [high-mobility
multipurpose wheeled vehicle] was the
.776-mm M?240B. They thought it would
be better for me to be on the gun because of
my height. I'm five feet, four inches tall. I
could shoot pretty well, so I qualified.

There were 11 people on the team who
were with the commander at all times:
three HMMWYV drivers, three gunners,
four dismounted guards and the PSO
[personal security officer]. I also served
as a dismount.

At times it was hard. We were on call
24/17, but we got to see a lot of things and
meetalotof people. It was exciting because
we were actually out there; we got to see
everythingbecause we were outofthe FOB
[forward operating base] fouror five times a
day onraids, patrols, cordon and searches;
for meetings and openings of hospitals,
schools, sewage treatment plants; and after
bombings. We went everywhere.

My firstIED experience came afteralong
time out of the FOB. Early in the morn-
ing, we were leaving a cordon and search.
There were only three HMMW Vs on the
road, and we headed back to the FOB to
get some sleep. I was the gunner in the
first HMMW V.

Shlme

SPC Brenda Medina
M240B Gunner in the 5th BCT Commander’s PST
1st Cay, OIF Il

Specialist (SPC) Brenda G. Medina, 20 years old, from Vacaville, Cali-
fornia, was an M240B Gunner and member of the Personal Security Team
(PST) guarding a high-payoff target against insurgent attacks during
Operation Iraqi Freedom Il. SPC Medina was in Iraq from March 2004
until March 2005 guarding the Commander of the 5th Brigade Combat
Team (BCT) who was the 1st Cavalry Division Artillery Commander
assigned a maneuver brigade area of operations in Baghdad. Her mili-
tary occupational specialty (MOS) is 71L Administrative Specialist.
While working far outside her MOS, she was one of the first women
in the 5th BCT in direct combat in Iraq. Her performance highlights
her capabilities and adaptability. This is her story.

All of sudden, I heard something explode
and ducked down. The IED wasclosetothe
far side of the road, so nothing happened to
us, but my ears wereringing. The insurgent
who planted the IED actually ended up
blowing up his legs, but we were all fine.

I think a lot of my experiences were in-
teresting because we got to see things other
people didn’t get to see. Fore example, if
something got bombed, we were right in
the middle of the situation, helping the
helicopters come down or soldiers that
needed our help in any way.

We were there shortly after anyone called,
sometimes at three or four in the morning.
Wehad 10 minutestobe onthe HMMW Vs,
ready to go with our guns up. That was
pretty interesting; I liked that. We were
always “on the go,” and it made our time
in Iraq go by a lot faster.

Our days were pretty long. They varied,
depending on whatever we had to do. The
daysaveraged about 10 hours of operations
because we went in and out of the FOB
a lot. Sometimes we worked four hours,
sometimes it was eight and sometimes it
was 16.

On the day of the Iraq National Elections,
the PST worked 24 hours. Although I did
not work that day—I had hurt my back—I
worked the days before the elections. We
went to the poll sites to see if everything
wasready and secure and to meetings atthe
DAC [district advisory council] hall.

Once, outside the DAC hall there was a
drive-by mortarattack. The insurgents were
in alittle pick-up truck. One of them was in
the back with amortar tube, and as the truck
droveup and stopped, the insurgent shot the
mortars before the truck raced off.
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That was pretty scary because we had
nowhere to run to avoid getting hit by
them. As the mortars came in, we all took
cover inside the DAC hall and just waited
it out, hoping the mortar wouldn’t hit the
building. The mortar hit a field close to
our building. I think that was the most
frightened I was in Iraq because we had
no place to go. The front of the building
was a small space, and they came close
to hitting us.

There were other times we had nowhere
to run but inside our HMMW Vs, which
wouldn’t really protect us much ,when we
got attacked by mortars outside the FOB.
Those were frightening times because we
couldn’t do anything about the situation.

There was one other woman in our PST.
Of all the PSTs, I think we were the only
one that actually had females.

I wasn’t really thinking, “Oh, I'm a
woman on the frontlines” I justsawitas part
of my job. It was kind of special because we
got to see and do things that other females
didn’t because we were on the team and
we went out a lot. But everyone was doing
what they had to do. It was my job; it was
very hard and stressful at times.

If I went back to Iraq, I'd probably want
to do the same job again. You feel like you
actually are doing something—I mean,
everybody does something—but on the
PST, you’re out there beyond the walls of
the FOB, seeing what’s going on.

I like the Army. I don’t know if I’ll stay
in, but for the time I'm in, I’ll do my best
at whatever my job is.
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learned during its support of the 1st

Cavalry Division (1st Cav) in Mul-
tiNational Division (MND)-Baghdad
during Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF)
II, fire supporters face many challenges
delivering effects on insurgents. The 1st
Cav Commander requested the help of
the 75th Brigade from III Corps Artillery,
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, after directing his
Ist Cav Division Atrtillery to serve as
the Sth Brigade Combat Team (BCT), a
maneuver brigade, in Baghdad. The 75th
Brigade Headquarters (minus) deployed
to Baghdad with about 40 personnel
to serve as the 1st Cav s counterstrike
headquarters

Q s the 75th Field Artillery Brigade

By Colonel Thomas S. Vandal

and Captain William L. Gettig

Counterstrike in an urban area is dif-
ficult at best, especially in a city the size
of Baghdad, which has a population of
about six million people. Living in an un-
forgiving desert environment, Baghdad’s
population clusters close to the shores
of the Tigris River. Thousands of years
of civilization make the city a warren of
alleyways, side streets and dead ends.
Patrolling and indirect fires are difficult
in an area with such dense population,
buildings and streets.

We had to adapt tactics, techniques and
procedures (TTPs) traditionally used

i
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counterinsurgency in urban terrain. In
Task Force (TF) Baghdad, for example,
reactive counterstrike raises the pos-
sibility of excessive collateral damage,
and with continuous media coverage in
theater, the anti-Iraqi forces (AIF) rou-
tinely exploit unintended consequences
for their propaganda value.

75th FA Brigade counterstrike op-
erations were modified in theater to
accommodate the changing AIF’s use
of indirect fires against Coalition Forces.
“Counterstrike” for counterinsurgency
operations, as opposed to “counterfire”
for high-intensity conflict, requires
more synchronization of.combined and

to fight in a high-intensity conflict for
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joint fires and other effects—including
nonlethal and maneuver—and the em-
ployment of a wider range of sensors
and responders. Traditional proactive
counterfire procedures have given us the
experience to defeata seemingly random
and unpredictable enemy. As fire sup-
porters counter the insurgents, they adapt
counterstrike TTPs to the contemporary
operating environment (COE).

Counterstrike doctrine, as it is being
written and coming into maturity, is the
joint fires answer to the insurgency.

Fire supporters conducting counter-
strike operations not only use radars, but
also a host of other sensor assets. Civil
affairs (CA) teams, the persistent threat
detection system (PTDS), tactical human
intelligence (HUMINT) teams (THTS),
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), com-
bat air patrols, snipers, quick-reaction
forces (QRFs) and Special Operations
Forces (SOF) all are synchronized and
focused into a cohesive whole to achieve
effects on the insurgents.

Our employing indirect fire weap-
ons—mortars, cannons or rockets/mis-
siles—has created abranch in which pre-
cision and planning are everything—are
part of who we are. Using a variety of
lethal and nonlethal platforms to achieve
effects, Artillerymen have trained to be
precise and timely in every operation.
From massing fires on an enemy to
providing logistical support, fire sup-
porters understand synchronizing and
integrating combined arms assets and
operations. This unique expertise is
what makes Field Artillerymen so vital
in fighting an insurgent enemy.

Fire supporters plan and coordinate
counterstrike operations using the De-
cide, Detect, Deliver and Assess (D°A)
targeting process. This process is ap-
plied against an enemy who doesn’t
mass indirect fires but fires rockets and
mortars to harass Coalition Forces and
achieve psychological as well as destruc-
tive effects.

%..\Decide: Intelligence Preparation of

he Battlefield (IPB) and S2 Analysis.
To evaluate the enemy threat and poten-
tial courses of action (COAs), artillery
S2s first must understand each of the
five requirements for accurate predicted
fire and how AIF mortar or rocket teams
attempt to meet them. The S2 considers
the characteristics of each type of muni-
tion used by the enemy, the trajectories,

~which tend to ?;m@rq loosely packed.

HPTL When _|How _|Effects |Remarks |
Cell Leader As Acquired Patrol Capture/Kill | Verify through multiple source
Planned Raid Capture/Kill | reporting.
Financier As Acquired Patrol Capture/Kill | Verify through multiple source
Planned Raid Capture/Kill reporting.
Rocket/Mortar As Acquired Patrol Capture/Kill | Verify with radar acquisition
Team Members As Acquired by | QRF Capture/Kill | and forward observation.
Radar Fire Support | Destroy
Weapons/Ammo | As Acquired Patrol Neutralize | Exploit site to identify owners.
Caches Planned Raid Neutralize
Legend:
HPTL =High-Payoff Target List QRF = Quick-Reaction Force

Figure 1: Example of an Attack Guidance Matrix (AGM). The AGM must be flexible because
insurgents are harder to detect and target than, say, an enemy military-unit.

ranges, improvised launch systems, train-
ing required to calculate the firing data,
hasty survey techniques, mortar/rocket
crew training, observed emplacement and
displacement times, locations of found
caches and the sophistication of observed
enemy TTPs. These all indicate the ability
of a particular insurgent cell or group of
cells to achieve their desired effects. The
S2 analyzes past enemy operations of an
insurgent team to determine future enemy
COAs of the team or one of its cells.

Assess the Situation. The IPB process
is useful to determine the COAs for
multiple AIF rocket and mortar teams.
By looking at the battlefield through the
eyes of an enemy rocket or mortar team,
the S2 assesses the enemy situation and
helps manage resources to detect them.
The S2 determines areas to which the
enemy repeatedly returns by analyzing
historical points of origin (POOs) in
space and time. In TF Baghdad, we did
this using five steps.

1. Conduct ahistorical analysis. The S2
plots the last 30 days of historical POOs
and points of impact (POIs) with back
azimuths. POIs help only in confirm-
ing the S2’s assessment of a potential
enemy area of operations (AO). The S2
also distinguishes between rocket and
mortar POOs.

2. Assess indirect fire attacks in space
and time. The S2 identifies clusters of
POOs, the size of which depends on the
terrain. In urban terrain, the clusters may
be more concentrated thanin rural areas,
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The S2 identifies areas of interest,
which represent the enemy AO. He
references HUMINT, Tip Hotlines, CA,
information operations (IO) and local
authority reports to link areas with each
other. Although it is not always possible
to get the information he needs, the S2
gathers whatever information he can to
help determine the disruptive effects
that might ensue if the wrong person
is targeted.

The named areas of interest (NAIs) at
the division level may be as large as six
kilometers in length, width and height.
The collective size of the NAIs is not
important as long as it represents what
the enemy thinks is his AO, and the S2
is judicious in justifying the size. The
S2 also assesses whether the insurgents
live within the area or use ingress/egress
routes to execute fires.

3. Assess trends and enemy operational
tempo (OPTEMPO). After the NAIs are
marked, the S2 assesses the trends for
each. The most effective method is by
time-of-day versus day-of-the-week.
This helps the S2 determine likely times
for fires, surges in fires, likely days
for fires, the impact of key events, the
enemy’s impact on friendly operations,
which types of mortar/rocket fires occur
on which days and logistical constraints
for the enemy to rearm and plan between
attacks.

Developing a time-versus-day chart is
a critical step in predictive analy- -
sis. The S2 assesses adjacent :
NAIs to build':a c'e_l_s_;c,_,for s,
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linking two or more of them to one par-
ticular group. S2s also use the chart to
assess enemy resupply times, based on
fires and found ammunition caches.

4. Conduct predictive analysis. The S2
uses Steps 1 through 3 to provide the
data for predictive analysis. He sorts
through all the data and provides the best
analysis on where and when the enemy
is likely to fire.

The purpose of predicting enemy ac-
tions is to help the commander focus the
right sensors on the right area for the
right responders.

Develop the High-Payoff Target List
(HPTL) and the Intelligence Collection
Plan (ICP). Targeting insurgent person-
nel has changed the HPTL significantly.
Using HUMINT and other intelligence-
gathering assets, the counterstrike team
targets different facets of the enemy’s
rocket and mortar cells, including finan-
ciers, cell leaders or planners, logistics
personnel and recruiters. Fire supporters
coordinate sensors and responders to
observe, capture or kill enemy personnel
meeting the commander’s target selection
standards (TSS).

The TSS and attack guidance matrix
(AGM) are based on the reliability of
sources and assessments. (See Figure
1 on Page 9 for an example of an AGM
in counterinsurgency operations.) HU-
MINT reports are especially important as
local nationals move in and out of social
circles with ease and minimum risk.

The AGM must be flexible because in-
surgent personnel are less easily detected
and tracked than more traditional targets,
such as military units.

After the commander approves the
AGM, this document is synchronized
with the IO campaign. IO is critical

because, in many instances, a targeted
“bad guy,” if captured or killed, would
have an overall negative effect on the Iraqi
people—you might “win” the skirmish
by taking an insurgent out but lose the
10 battle.

Detect: Synchronization. The divi-
sion fire support element (FSE) helps
the analysis and control element (ACE)
synchronize assets. By noting when and
where the enemy has fired and assessing
how the attack was performed, the FSE
helps the ACE assess the capabilities of
the enemy and predict future actions. The
FSE also helps staffs focus on achiev-
ing the effects necessary to fulfill the
commander’s intent.

The counterstrike cell of the FSE con-
stantly manages radar acquisitions to de-
termine their validity. False acquisitions
are anormal occurrence in urban terrain.
Acquisition verification is essential to
provide data for conducting predictive
analysis and managing responders. The
counterstrike cell must be certain that
an acquisition is truly a target to send
responders to thatlocation, thereby mak-
ing the most of limited resources.

During OIF II, the 75th FA Brigade
augmented the 1st Cav FSE with an
intelligence section focused on analyz-
ing enemy fires and providing predictive
analysis. This allowed the FSE to aug-
ment counterfire teams sent to conduct
crater analysis or investigate POOs at
crime scenes in Baghdad. AIF launcher
systems were compared to identify emerg-
ing enemy TTPs across the division AO.

The division effects coordinator, called
the ECOORD, who in this case is the
75th FA Brigade Commander, institutes a
secure electronic counterstrike targeting
meeting via the command post of the

future (CPOF) on the division fires net.
The 75th Brigade held the meetings on
Mondays, Wednesdays and Saturdays,
allowing the division and its BCTs to
coordinate and synchronize counterstrike
missions.

Input from the BCTs is invaluable
because they have a clearer picture of
the division’s counterstrike priorities in
their areas and the required resource al-
location across the division. The division
FSE intelligence section disseminates
the predictive analysis, allowing for
greater intelligence input and crosstalk
from the BCTs.

The counterstrike targeting meeting
helps to synchronize collection assets
across the division. At this meeting, the
fire support officers (FSOs) and S2s
discuss their covert collection needs with
the division collection manager. This
prevents collection assets from operating
in the same area for the same purpose. It
also allows static collection assets to be
employed within their ranges. For exam-
ple, UAVs are allocated to areas beyond
the limits of the joint land cruise missile
defense elevated netted sensor system
(JLENS) and the PTDS. See Figure 2
for the 1st Cavalry Division counterstrike
daily synchronization matrix.

UAVs also collect data over areas not
covered by patrols as insurgent indirect
fire teams prefer to execute fires in ar-
eas with no Coalition Force presence.
Conversely, where there are friendly
patrols, the patrols can shape the enemy
into target areas of interest (TAIs) in
which the coalition can position covert
collection assets and make responders
available. The key conceptis forthe BCTs
to identify TAIs in their AOs.

A good example of BCT counterstrike

Sensors

| unit | 0001|0100]0200]0300]0400]0500]0600|0700] 0800]0900] 1000]1100| 1200|1300 1400 1500] 1600| 1700|1800 1900|2000] 2100]2200| 2300| 2400]

Sensors
Shadow#1 | | | Sector 2: Baghdad NAI 12 Sector 3: Baghdad Sector 4: Baghdad
Shadow#2 Sector 1: Baghdad | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
JLENS Bde NAls CR/CM
PTDS NAIs 9,10, 11, 12 9,10, 11
MNC-| Sensors
Predator Mixture of “Down Days”
Hunter Baghdad Route Recon
Legend: JLENS = Joint Land Elevated Netted Sensor BCT
BCT =Brigade Combat Team MNC-I=MultiNational Corps, Iraq
Bde =Brigade NAI=Named Area of Interest _
CR/CM = Counterrocket/Countermortar PTDS =Persistent Threat Detection System

Figure 2: Counterstrike Daily Synchronization Matrix, 1st Cavalry Division
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operations was in the 39th BCT AO in
the Adhimiya neighborhood in northern
Baghdad. Operation Mortar Man Adhi-
miya was designed to destroy AIF mor-
tar teams firing onto coalition forward
operating bases (FOBs).

Using all sources and predictive analy-
sis, the 39th BCT emplaced a sniper team
inthe vicinity of historical mortar POOs.
During the setup phase, the sniper team
wounded one and killed seven insurgent
mortar crewmembers.

Deliver: Methods of Delivery. The
collateral damage risk with artillery
munitions in urban terrain requires a
detailed collateral damage estimate
(CDE) before firing artillery to assess
the potential infrastructure damage and
therisk of unintended civilian casualties.
Counterstrike operations use other than
artillery and mortar responders, such
as patrols, snipers, fixed- and rotary-
wing assets, and QRFs. The Iraqi Army
and Police also are integrated into the
responding packages to defeat the en-
emy. UAVs, such as the armed Predator,
provide aplatform for direct-action upon
the enemy.

The capabilities, availability and re-
sponse times of every responder are
factored into the ICP. Every sensor is
linked directly to a responder. For ex-
ample, radars are linked via the advanced
FA tactical data system (AFATDS) to
PTDS or UAVs (sensors) to direct BCT
patrols, snipers or other attack assets.
The placement, orientation and opera-
tion of radars are crucial to accomplish
the mission.

IO is another method of delivering
effects. 10 officers are instrumental in
communicating to the enemy the dangers
of fighting US forces. Whether through
direct or indirect contact, the informa-
tion campaign gains the support of the
local populace and is another deterrent to
enemy actions. Engaging local leaders to
stop indirect fires and inform MultiNa-
tional Forces (MNF) of outsiders in their
areasis essential in preventing those fires.
The 1st Cav also had a Tips Hotline for
locals to call and report enemy activities
and locations.

Assess: Munitions Delivered and
Battle Damage Assessment (BDA).
The requirement to have eyes on a target
allows S2s to determine the BDA imme-
diately. This allows the effectiveness of
one round of artillery fired on an enemy
mortar or rocket position to be analyzed
and assessed instantly. The BDA is veri-
fied by nearby patrols, QRFs or UAVs
and helps the S2 assess the effects upon

the cell associated
with thatinsurgent
team. This assess-
ment is critical
to determine if
the sensors and
responders still
are needed for that
area or can be fo-
cused on another
area.

S2s also assess
the IO campaign
impact through
trend analysis in

the AO. Changes
in the frequency
and locations of
fires, movement
of enemy mortar
and rocket teams

Senior Airman Robert Mascorro, 46th Expeditionary Reconnaissance
Squadron, marshals an RQ-1 Predator in Irag. Predator is a remotely
piloted aircraft that provides real-time surveillance imagery. Unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAVs), such as the armed Predator, are platforms for
direct-action upon the enemy.

from one area to another and HUMINT
reports may indicate the effects of the IO
campaign and other operations.

Interrogating captured team members
may yield further clues about the task
organization of cells in the AO. A chemi-
cal known as X-spray (used to detect a
subject’s exposure to explosive materi-
als) is helpful in determining if captured
personnel are involved in an attack.

UAV footage proves the guilt of tar-
geted insurgents and helps ensure the co-
operation of the Iraqi general populace.
Shortly before the Iraqi elections, an AIF
rocket team operating from within the
5th BCT AO launched a rocket toward
the International Zone. The UAV had
footage of the team setting up the rocket
launch system, firing and exfiltrating the
area. The UAV followed the team to a
nearby village and provided the location
to the QRF, which subsequently captured
seven members of the rocket team.

Counterstrike Operations Develop-
ments Ongoing. The principles and
procedures for counterstrike operations
for an insurgency being developed by
units in [raq are emerging as doctrine and
TTP. Fighting ongoing in urban areas
poses different challenges and solutions
and requires a flexible, adaptive Field
Artillery.

Given the nature of the enemy’s indi-
rect fire TTPs in OIF, it is imperative
that fire supporters embrace the chal-
lenge of synchronizing the variety of
sensors and responders at the disposal
of the maneuver commander. As such,
the Field Artillery always will evolve
and provide fires and effects. With the
assistance of the Counterstrike Task
Force at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, and the

development and rapid fielding of new
sensor and responder technology, we
will see even greater effects on the AIF
in the future.

Colonel Thomas S. Vandal commanded the
75th Field Artillery Brigade, Il Corps Artil-
lery, at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, and deployed
with the brigade headquarters (minus) to
Baghdad to serve as the Counterstrike
Headquarters for the 1st Cavalry Division
in Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) Il. While
inIraq, he served as the Effects Coordina-
tor (ECOORD) for the 1st Cavalry Division.
Currently, he is the Commander of the Op-
erations Group in the Joint Multi-National
Readiness Group (JMRG), formerly known
as the Combat Maneuver Training Center
(CMTC), at Hohenfels, Germany. He also
was the Commander of the 1st Battalion
37th Field Artillery (1-37 FA), 2d Infantry
Division, Fort Lewis, Washington; S3 and
Executive Officer of the 1st Cavalry Division
Artillery, Fort Hood, Texas; S3 and Brigade
Fire Support Officer (FSO) in 2-82 FA, also
in the 1st Cav; and B Battery Commander,
4-29FA, 8th Infantry Division (Mechanized)
in Germany.

Captain William L. Gettig, until recently,
was the S2 of the 75th FA Brigade at
Fort Sill and deployed with the brigade
headquarters to Iraq to conduct coun-
terstrike operations for the 1st Cavalry
Division during OIF Il. Currently, he is a
student in the Military Intelligence Cap-
tains Career Course at Fort Huachuca,
Arizona. Also in the 75th FA Brigade, he
was the S2 for 1-17 FA (Paladin) during
OIF I; Fire Direction Officer in B Battery,
1-17 FA; and Battalion Reconnaissance
and Survey Officer, also in 1-17 FA. He is
agraduate of Cameron University, Lawton,
Oklahoma.
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comnat Prowess at the NTC and IHTG

Air Ground Operations School

(AGOS) at Nellis AFB, Nevada,
the Joint Air-Ground Operations Group
(JAGOG).' This reflects a USAF move
to reinforce the unit’s joint air-ground
training mission and that the organization
is more than just a “schoolhouse.”

JAGORG trains basic and advanced air-
ground combat skills to prosecute land
campaigns. Its objective is to develop a
joint team that combines close air sup-
port (CAS)and airinterdiction (Al)—the
core air-ground missions—with ground
maneuver and fires to win battles.

For Airmen, the proximity of air-to-
ground fires to friendly ground forces
and the requirement for detailed inte-
gration with maneuver and fires in the
close fight make CAS the toughest joint
mission. For this reason, we emphasize
CAS training.?

On 5 July, the USAF renamed the

- e X
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By Colonel Arden B. Dahl
USAF

The JAGOG schoolhouse teaches the
basics of air-ground planning, integration
and execution to produce entry-level
joint terminal attack controllers (JTACs),
joint fires observers (JFOs), forward air
controllers-airborne (FAC-As), air liai-
son officers (ALOs) and ground liaison
officers (GLOs). JAGOG hammers out
advanced CAS skills in Air Warrior [ and
Air Warrior II exercises in conjunction
with National Training Center (NTC) and
Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC)
rotations at Fort Irwin, California, and
Fort Polk, Louisiana, respectively—two
of the Army’s “Dirt” Combat Training
Centers (CTCs).

JAGOG Organization and Opera-
tions. The group consists of four squad-
rons, one detachment (Det) and one

operating location (OL) in four states.
Additionally, the Army Joint Support
Team-Nellis (AJST-N) is integrated

into the JAGOG schoolhouse mission =

at Nellis AFB. Figure 1 lists the JAGOG
units and their locations and major
programs.

The JAGOG plan for the Fort Sill OL -

is to grow the two personnel already
assigned to a detachment size (about 12
personnel) within two years and possibly
stationacombat training squadron (CTS)
atFort Silllater (about 25 personnel). The
OL will instruct the JFO Course (JFOC),
an Army-Air Force draft course. The

eventual JFO throughputplanned forFort -

Sill is about 500 students per year.

The JFO is a recent jointly recognized
combatant. He is an expert in killing
targets with artillery and naval surface
fire. For Types 2 or 3 CAS, the JFO is
trained to serve as the JTAC’s eyes and




ears when the JTAC is not in a position
to see the target or aircraft at weapons
release. In those types of CAS, the JFO
provides timely, accurate targeting in-
formation for the JTAC’s (or certified
FAC-A’s) terminal attack control of the
aircraft. Together, they form ajoint battle-
field team designed to train together and
provide commanders lethal CAS.

During the last 12 months, more than
80 percent of JAGOG’s 4,000-plus air-
ground students wore Army “Green.”
JAGOG’s Air Warrior exercises exposed
another 90,000 Soldiers and Airmen to
air-ground problems at the “graduate”
level. These exercises integrated more
than 2,000 fighter/bomber sorties, 30
flying squadrons and approximately 400
tactical air control party (TACP) person-
nel in the brigade fights at the NTC and
JRTC. Air Warrior I and II have been
building joint combat prowess in the
close force-on-force fight for the last
two decades.

Allthe more, the Army’s transformation
toaleaner brigade-centric force with less
organic direct and indirect fire resources
calls for greater reliance on air power to
win battles. This has intensified the need
for the robust joint training of Soldiers
and Airmen in combat operations rang-
ing from stability and support operations
(SASO) to major combat operations
(MCO).

This article describes the main chal-
lenges of air-ground training and some
initiatives to keep joint air-ground train-
ing “on the front burner” at the NTC
and JRTC.

Air-Ground Training Fronts. The
air-ground training challenge has lots
of moving parts. To help prioritize the
effort, JAGOG has organized tactical air-
ground training into three “fronts”—first,
second and third.

First Front. This front is the point at
which terminal attack control, munitions
and targets intersect on the battlefield.
The training primarily is concerned with
the JTAC-JFO lash-up on the ground and
the play of the FAC-As and pilots, the
air-to-ground trigger pullers. This front
is receiving a lot of DoD attention con-
cerning how many JTACs are required to
supportcombat operations on the ground
and the equipment, ranges and sorties
needed to train that number of JTACs.
JAGOG?’s primary training push at this
tactical level is the interdependency of
the JFO and JTAC.

Second Front. The second training front
is in the brigade combat team (BCT)
tactical operations center (TOC). The

focus there is on integrating the efforts of
the ALO/TACP, the fire support element
(FSE) or fires and effects cell (FEC) the
latter in the modular BCT, and the rest
of the BCT’s combat staff.

Inmy view, this is our toughest training
front. It requires extensive practice in
garrison and other exercises to get battle
priorities and execution right.

This also is the front at which we need
to do the most work to correct some
dysfunctional CAS practices often
observed during the brigade force-on-
force scenarios at the NTC and JRTC.
The basic problems preventing effective
CAS employment at these rotations are
listed in Figure 2 on Page 14.

Theresults of these shortfalls are missed
opportunities on the battlefield at best
and lost battles at worst.

The Army or Air Force cannot solve
these problems in isolation. Both must
work together to boost the efficiency of
limited air power resources.

Proficientair-ground teams in the TOCs
during NTC and JRTC rotations position
their JTAC-JFO teams on the battlefield
in the right places and times with enough
air power to defeat the opposing forces
(OPFORs). This, in turn, leverages ma-
neuver and fires to win battles.

Third Front. The third training front
addresses the corps-level air support
operations center’s (ASOC’s) interface
with the theater air control system
(TACS). The ASOC sits astride anumber
of tactical command and control lash-ups
between the senior FEC at the two- or
three-star unit of employment (UEx);
subordinate TACPs at the brigade, bat-
talion and company levels; FAC-As; and
strike aircraft—and at the operational
level, to the combined air and space
operations centers (CAOCs).

For decades, the Air Force has not
trained ASOC command and control
skills in a robust combined arms setting.
This is a setting in which the ASOC

6th CTS
549 CTS
INEiE W Schoolhouse
Nellis AFB
Fort Sill
ikFOl‘t Irwin 6 CTS OL
12 CTS i\{ Barksdale AFB
- - i&548 CTS
* Air Warrior 1l
Fort Polk
Det1, 548 CTS
Unit Location Mission Annual Scope
6 CTS (-) Nellis AFB, NV Joint Firepower Course (JFC) 1,400+ Students
Joint Fires Observer Course (JFOC) 120 Students
Army Branch School Support 4,000 Students
6 CTS OL Fort Sill, OK JFOC Pilot 29 Aug 05
549 CTS Nellis AFB Air Warrior | (NTC) 10 Exercises
12 CTS Fort Irwin, CA Air Warrior | (NTC) 10 Exercises
548 CTS (-) Barksdale AFB, LA Air Warrior Il (JRTC) 10-12 Exercises
548 CTS, Det1  Fort Polk, LA Air Warrior Il (JRTC) 10-12 Exercises
Legend:
AJST-N = Army Joint Support Team-Nellis Det = Detachment
CTS OL = Combat Training Squadron Operating JRTC = Joint Readiness Training Center
Location NTC = National Training Center

Figure 1: Joint Air-Ground Operations Group (JAGOG). JAGOG is based at Nellis AFB, Ne-
vada, with squadrons/units in other locations, as shown, to provide close air support (CAS)
and air interdiction (Al) for land combat training.
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simultaneously works with a CAOC,
the senior FEC at the two- or three-star
UEx and subordinate TACPs and CAS
aircraft, all while dealing with the fric-
tion and fog generated in an “opposed”
exercise.

The resultis that most air-ground com-
mand and control lash-ups have to be
put together just before or during actual
combat operations.

That said, during the last year, the Air
Force hasinitiated a program to overhaul
ASOC training to enable the employ-
ment of the most air power with the least
amount of command and control.

Air Warrior Initiatives. Currently, the
NTC and JRTC train BCTs with SASO
scenarios that emulate the challenging
combat conditions in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. However, the important task of
influencing the Afghans and Iraqis to
meet coalition goals via nonlethal ef-
fects has decreased the high-intensity
force-on-force training opportunities for
Soldiers and Airmen.

This is a classic problem of “near
rocks” and “far rocks” training priori-
ties. Everyone agrees that we must get
the SASO mission right today—that our
forces must be able to employ air power
mainly for nonlethal effects missions
(such as presence; show-of-force; intel-
ligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, or
ISR; etc.). At the same time, we need to
hone lethal skills to be able to defeat a
capable foe in the next major war.

The key is to blend lethal and nonlethal
air power execution in the NTC/JRTC
and Air Warrior scenarios. The task is
for exercise planners to script events
thattrigger the BCT’s execution of lethal
CAS. During the last year, both the NTC/
JRTC and Air Warrior exercise programs
have made great strides in developing
various scenario tools to address both
SASO and MCO skills and stimulate
lethal air-ground training especially in
urban settings.

NTC 52d Infantry Division (52d
ID)-Directed CAS Fragmentary Order
(FRAGO). The CAS FRAGO tasks the
BCT touse air power to destroy stationary
and mobile targets on the fringes of the
BCT’s battlespace in support of division
objectives. These exercises energize BCT
CAS planning and execution in urban
environments, thus increasing unit con-
fidence in employing air power.

The missions are complex and require
close coordination between the BCT and
its higher headquarters. Targets include
vehicle-borne improvised explosive de-
vice (VBIED) manufacturing facilities,
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¢ A lack of understanding of what the
desired air power effects should
be—of what CAS brings to the fight.
¢ A lack of understanding of the rules
of engagement (ROE) that restrict
air power employment because of
air-ground weapons effects on the
battlefield.
A lack of CAS planning, which leads
to reactive/late CAS employment
and inefficient CAS command and
control.

Deficient CAS battle drill: the tactical
operation center (TOC) is not “at the
ready” when CAS arrives.

Inadequate battle tracking and clear-
ance of fires.

Poor airspace coordination.

Figure 2: Basic CAS Problems at the NTC
and JRTC

enemy weapons caches and safe houses,
and other urban targets. The BCT’s suc-
cessful execution of CAS or the lack
thereof affects scenario force ratios and
subsequent combat issues.

The CAS FRAGO is used primarily
in SASO and was employed during the
4th ID’s mixed high-intensity conflict
(HIC)/SASO hybrid rotation at the NTC
in July and will be used again for its
September NTC rotation.

NTC Hybrid HIC/SASO Rotations.
The 4th ID’s July rotation featured three
HIC battles, three live-fire battles and
one extended SASO period. The HIC
battles put two battalions in the field to
fight a battalion-sized OPFOR amidst
urban settlements and cave complexes.
The OPFOR was equipped with armored
vehicles, surface-to-air threats, infantry
and an adaptive command structure.
Adding realism and difficulty, Arabic
speaking contractors inhabited the urban
settlements as they do in SASO.

The BCT’s use of CAS (A-10s in this
case) in the HIC battles was effective, a
reflection of solid joint air-ground skills
at the TOC and in the field. The HIC
battles reminded all of the difficulty of
air-ground integration in a tough force-
on-force fight and the necessity to work
these perishable skills. The hybrid mix
of HIC and SASO scenarios also will be
a part of the 4th ID’s September rotation
and the Joint Forces Command Joint
National Training Capabilities’ (JNTC’s)
November rotation at the NTC.

NTC/AirWarrior 1 Joint Effects Training
(JET). The JET is a four-phase program
that tackles the issues of the first and sec-
ond training fronts. The JET trains scouts,

reconnaissance teams, TACPs, battalion
FSEs, BCT staffs, Army aviation and
military intelligence (MI) companies to
integrate air power and other joint fires
and effects on the battlefield.

The JET exercise is accomplished
twice during an NTC rotation under
the guidance of the NTC Operations
Group and JAGOG observer/controllers
(O/Cs). The first JET is “dry fire”; the
second is live.

Key training tasks include observa-
tion and collection; lethal and nonlethal
joint suppression of enemy air defenses
(JSEAD); Ml data gathering; target mark-
ing; airspace coordination; mortar, can-
non and multiple-launch rocket system
(MLRS) missions; CAS battle drills; and
air strike execution. The goal is for rota-
tional units to implement JET in home-
station training programs to develop an
integrated joint effects team.

Phase One of JET is completed at the
NTC Leaders Training Program (LTP)
andfocuses onintegrating CAS, artillery,
attack aviation and electronic warfare
(EW)in a controlled classroom environ-
ment under expertinstruction. NTC LTP
trainers provide the BCT staff with orders
directing them to develop a JET as well
as provide on-the-spot and after-action
review (AAR) feedback. The BCT staff
departs the LTP ready to build on effects
training at home station.

Phase Twois completed athome station
and consists of battalion- and BCT-level
exercises integrating JET assets. JTACs,
JFOs, forward observers (FOs) and MI
units continue formal and informal train-
ing and participate in BCT staff-level
battle drill training.

As the final part of Phase Two, the
BCT’sstaffisissued an NTC deployment
order, including a JET annex complete
with training description, scheme of
fires, target list, CAS annex and graph-
ics—before it departs for the NTC. The
objective is for the BCT staff to come
prepared to integrate joint fires.

Phase Three encompasses a complete
JET dry run and prepares the BCT to in-
tegrate effects during the force-on-force
and live-fire battles that follow. During
the reception, staging, onward movement
and integration (RSOI) phase of the NTC
rotation, the BCT conducts training site
familiarization, attends CAS classroom
instruction and rehearses its plan. The
BCT also executes surface-to-surface
indirect fire training, focusing on calls-
for-fire from forward sensors. The BCT
also executes adjust fire, fire-for-effect,
smoke, spot and engaging moving target



missions. The MI company works on
data collection from organic and inor-
ganic assets.

Phase Three culminates in the dry em-
ploymentof simulated CAS, artillery, at-
tack aviation and EW systems. Feedback
is provided on the spot and during the
NTC Operations Group Commander’s
RSOI AAR.

Phase Four culminates in a live JET
during the NTC rotation transition to
live-fire period. The NTC gives the BCT
a live-fire order that includes a JET an-
nex complete with training description,
scheme of fires, target list, CAS annex
and graphics. The unit refines the basic
plan and validates its ability to execute
CAS as ordered.

The BCT then takes the field and con-
ducts a series of live-fire JET rehearsals
before moving ontothelive-fire JET. The
live JET rehearsals prepare the BCT for
the impending NTC live-fire battles by
practicing the most difficult aspects of
joint effects integration and mass.

Thirteen BCTs and TACPs have partici-
pated in JET events, training more than
500 JTACs, fire support teams (FISTs)
and scout team personnel; 39 artillery
batteries; and 25 mortar platoons. All
units have recommended the continua-
tion of JET exercises. JET performance
observations are listed in Figure 3 on
Page 16.

JRTC/Air Warrior Il CAS Situational
Training Exercise (STX) Lanes. During
the last six months, the JRTC LTP has
reinvigorated air-ground integration with
the added emphasis on urban operations.
This has culminated in a highly success-
ful CAS STX employing fighter and
bomber aircraft over Leesville, Louisiana
(estimated population of 6,500), just off
the northeast side of the Fort Polk reserva-
tion. Leesville is one of three moderately
sized cities in the local area that permits
dry CAS operations overhead and TACP/
FIST teams and their vehicles to operate
inthe town. Aircraft participate unarmed
with a minimum altitude of 3,000 feet
above ground level (AGL). The other two
cities are DeRidder and Oakdale.

The CAS STX program primarily ad-
dresses the JTAC-FO (and future JFO)
tactical partnership in executing Type 2
CAS controls. Type 2 CAS occurs when
either the visual acquisition of the attack-
ing aircraft or target at weapons release
is not possible or the attacking aircraft
are not in position to acquire the mark/
target prior to weapons release/launch
(i.e., during adverse weather or at night,
when the aircraft are at high altitudes or

use standoff weapons, etc.)

The CAS STX trains the JTAC and FO
to deal with the line-of-sight visual and
communications issues one encounters
around buildings, in alleys and from
behind hedgerows in the middle of town.
Additionally, the CAS STX adds the diffi-
culties thatalarge town presents in terms
of increased size, clutter and numbers of
stationary and moving targets.

The STX trainees, thus far, have in-
cluded A-10, F-16 and French Mirage
2000 pilots and more than 100 JTACs,
FOs, platoon leaders and company com-
manders.

JRTC/AirWarrior Il Live-Virtual-Con-
structive (L-V-C) Play. The JNTC effort
has made steady progress in combining
L-V-C exercise participants into JRTC
rotations. Now nested as part of the
growing distributed mission operations
(DMO) network throughout the conti-
nental US, the communications, wiring
and exercise adjudication procedures are
in place for both virtual and construc-
tive aircraft to engage the enemy on the
battlefield (linked into the L-V-C network
at the JRTC).

Pilotssitting at Barksdale AFB in Loui-
siana flying A-10 and B-52 simulators
have flown missions in SASO scenarios
at the JRTC. The AC-130 simulator at
Hurlburt Field in Florida also has oper-
ated virtually over the JRTC box. Like-
wise, various Airmen constructively have
piloted missions from an office at Fort
Polk linked to the radios and command
systems of other exercise participants.

While there are many issues and bugs
to work out in getting operator fidelity
of virtual and constructive effects on the
battlefield, the L-V-C effort has already
stimulated increased air-ground integra-
tion in the BCT TOC.

Ultimately, the DMO network will
enable a wide assortment of Airmen,
weapons systems and theater command
systems to participate in training at the
NTC and JRTC.

Air Warrior ASOCs. The Air Warrior
exercises now have permanent contrac-
tor-run ASOCs, one each at the NTC
and JRTC. “Contract ASOC” is the short
name for the Air Support Operations
Center Element/Joint Air Warfare Tactics
Analysis Team (ASOCE/JAWTAT).

The contract ASOCs are manned by
former Army and USAF personnel
with extensive tactical and operational
“shooter” and command and control
backgrounds.

These ASOCs are extensions of the
air-ground expertise resident in the Air

Warrior I and II squadrons. They are
designed to support Air Warrior and
NTC/JRTC rotations by replicating
24-hour ASOCs. Each contract ASOC
executes doctrinal command and control
of subordinate TACPs supporting the
BCT and coordinates with the FSE/FEC
in the division TOC.

Additionally, the ASOCs soon will have
the broadband connections to exercise the
command and control links between the
NTC and JRTC air wars and the training
CAOC at Nellis AFB. Important in this
construct is the use of real-world com-
mand and control systems and processes
employed in the Central Command
(CENTCOM) theater.

The contract ASOCs also have detailed
mission analysis capabilities to enhance
Air Warrior feedback and the debriefing
of the BCT staffs, TACPs and aircrews.
The ASOCs employ enhanced computa-
tional technologies torecord, analyze and
highlight battle successes and failures;
provide timely analysis of the integration
of air and ground elements; and develop
pertinent documentation for unitlessons,
trends and future training. At the end of
the rotations, every TACP and flying
unitdeparts with acomprehensive “take-
home” package of mission playback data
and analysis.

The contract ASOC’s impact on the
BCT is threefold. In addition to better
replicating TACS and its processes,
the ASOC boosts airspace command,
control and coordination for fixed- and
rotary-wing aircraftand unmanned aerial
vehicle (UAV) operations in concert
with the Army airspace command and
control (A*C?) function. It also improves
the air-ground integration between the
FSE/FEC and TACP and their systems
within the TOC, a blending of Blue and
Green teamwork.

As a final note, the contract ASOC’s
wealth of operational experience fos-
ters institutional cross-talk between the
participants and NTC/JRTC-Air Warrior
O/Cs. This interaction will bolster com-
bat skills across the joint spectrum.

OtherAirWarrior Initiatives.* There are
several other Air Warrior initiatives that
need quick mention. For example, both
Air Warrior programs are increasingly
employing a wider variety of aircraft,
weapons and sensors in their exercises.

The use of B-52s, B-1s and even B-2s
has become routine at the JRTC, both in
scenario training and during Leesville-
DeRidder-Oakdale urban CAS training.
The first B-52 deployed to Nellis this
year specifically to execute CAS at the
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NTC. “Bomber” CAS brings new air-
ground capabilities (loiter, munitions
and sensors) and challenges (airspace

and training).

The first F-15E Strike Eagle employ-
ment at both the NTC and JRTC also

occurred during the last 18 months.

* Brigade combat team- (BCT)-level CAS battle drills are not prac-
ticed adequately at home station, so staffs arrive at the NTC with vary-
ing degrees of proficiencies in CAS tactics, techniques and procedures
(TTPs).Criticalmembers of the CAS battle drillhuddle are unsure of their
responsibilities and lack the basic training to participate effectively.

* The process of marking CAS targets with artillery tends to be overly
complex, and staffs lack the proficiency to execute in a timely manner.

When planning target marking, units do not adequately consider
CAS aircraft capabilities and systems, employment tactics and various
weapons flight/employment characteristics.

One “rule-of-thumb” will not work for all weapons and aircraft delivery
profiles. Mark timing is affected by the type of weapon employed and
the weapon’s flight profile, release angle and altitude, aircraft speed,
etc.Forexample, laser-guided weapons deliveries from mediumaltitude
require the unit to fire the mark earlier then a high-angle dive bomb
attack profile from a low altitude.

* Joint effects training (JET) identified a problem with firing ground-
burst illumination rounds to mark targets for aircraft using the current
advanced FA tactical data system (AFATDS) Version 6.3.2.The software
does not provide an option for an illumination round to burst at ground
leveltomarkatarget—this 155-mm roundwas designed forthe optimum
height of burst (HOB) of 600 meters to illuminate enemy forces in an
area.

AFATDS operators must do a workaround to fool AFATDS Version
6.3.2into selecting ground bursting for illumination. (See the procedures
at the bottom of this figure.)

Units must ensure their FA leaders and AFATDS operators know how
to do the workaround for Version 6.3.2 and why they need to do it.

AFATDS Version 6.4 to be fielded in the Second Quarter of FY06

allows the operator to choose the HOB without a workaround.

e Airspace coordination is a problem. The BCTs generally build air-
space coordination areas (ACAs) that are too small and too complex
for aircraft tactical maneuvering and weapons employment. ACAs must
account for specific aircraft performance and weapons delivery/release
parameters.Also, artillery projectile flight parameters tend to be generic,
resulting in higher than required ACA floors.

While notaJET trend, BCTs also mustavoid building ACAs thatare too
large. Overly large ACAs restrict the ground commander from employ-
ing his organic indirect fire assets in his battlespace without significant
coordination. The ACAs can be adjusted with informal restrictions, but
the entire joint force must be notified of any changes.

Most units are reluctant to establish informal restrictions within their
airspace. Part of the problem is that inserting and changing complex
ACA data in AFATDS calls for highly trained operators. With skilled
operators, AFATDS provides the advantage of digitally notifying every
part of the force of the ACA changes and calls for confirmation that
every element got the changes, including Army aviation, unmanned
aerial vehicle (UAV) operators and indirect fire units.

However, the combination of complex ACAs and cumbersome, time-
consuming AFATDS airspace management reduces the flexibility and
timeliness of indirect fire and air power integration.

e Communication issues plague both the BCTs and tactical air
control parties (TACPs). Older TACP communications equipment fails
at a high rate, causing significant connectivity “holes.” Line-of-sight or
retransmission capabilities are not properly considered when choosing
observation positions, and many units do not bring sufficient spare
parts and back up radios.

Air Warrior II also has been working
joint surveillance and target attack radar

AFATDS Version 6.3.2 Procedures to Adjust the
155-mm lllumination Round HOB to Ground Burst

1. Select the “Mission Processing” tab

on the current menu bar:
A. Select “Initiate Fire Mission.”
(1.) Input the target location, to include
target altitude.
(2.) Select the “Method of Control” of “DNL.”
B. Select the “Munitions” tab.
(1.) In the field “FFE #1 Shell,” select “llum.”
(2.) In the field “FFE #1 Fuze,” select “Time.”
(3.) In the field “FFE #1 Volleys,” enter “1.”
C. Select the “More Mission Data” tab.
(1.) In the “Fire Units” field, press “Add.”
(2.) Select the appropriate 