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The FA and COIN:
Continuity and Adaptation

During peacetime, the institutional
Army drives change. During war, the
operating force drives change through
gained combat experience.

General William S. Wallace, CG
Training and Doctrine Command
Military Review, March-April 2006

counterinsurgency (COIN) opera-

tions are essential to the successful

prosecution of the Global War on
Terrorism (GWOT), and the Field Artil-
lery plays vital roles in these operations.
America’s enemies continue to adapt to
find ways to harm our country, our citi-
zens, our allies and our Soldiers. They
have adopted insurgent tactics to terrorize
innocentcivilians and attack free societies
while avoiding direct confrontation with
our conventional military power.

The Army, with its Field Artillery, is
maintaining its military power in full-
spectrum operations while adapting to
defeat insurgents and must continue to
do so.

Fostering a Culture of Adaptation.
To defeat our enemies, we must embrace
adaptation as a steady state rather than
as an end state.

An adaptive organizational culture is
necessarily decentralized. Command-
ers encourage adaptation by issuing
an overall intent and mission orders to
junior leaders and encouraging those
leaders to accomplish the mission with
available resources.

Moreover, an organizational culture of
adaptation must apply to all that an orga-
nization does, both deployed and athome
station, both in the field and garrison.
A unit that operates in a decentralized
manner in training builds the expertise,
confidence and initiative of junior leaders
and Soldiers, preparing them to succeed
in COIN operations.

For example, the article in this edition
by Lieutenant Colonel Pat Antonietti
describes his fires battalion’s training
for and execution of decentralized
platoon-based operations in Iraq. Until

recently, Lieutenant Colonel Antoni-
etti commanded the 1st Battalion, 41st
Field Artillery (1-41 FA), 3rd Infantry
Division. During 1-41 FA’s 12-month
tour, his “Hot” platoons were dispersed
throughout an area of operations (AO)
the size of Maryland and fired almost
6,000 rounds in supportofits 1st Brigade
Combat Team (BCT). For more details,
see the article in this edition “1-41 FA,
A Fires Battalion in OIF III: Supporting
Decentralized ‘Hot’ Platoons and Other
Missions.”

Likewise our institutional, combat
training center (CTC) and home-station
training must foster a culture of adaptation
in our leaders, Soldiers and units. We will
never develop the ‘“school solution” for
COIN. Tactics, techniques and procedures
(TTPs) that worked last year may not work
next year, and TTPs that worked in one
place may not work in another.

We must build near real-time feedback
loops into our training and institutions
to capture the TTPs of the continuously
adapting insurgents. By building systems
that tap into the expertise of units in
GWOT down to the most junior leaders,
we will ensure we can adapt faster than
our enemies.

The FA School is trying to do its part
in helping our operating forces adapt
faster than our enemies.

School Programs and Initiatives.
The Field Artillery School has several
programs to provide more options for op-
erating force commanders in COIN, both
lethal and nonlethal, and initiatives to
make the FA School more agile in adapt-
ing training for GWOT. These include
fielding precision-guided munitions
(PGMs), establishing specialized train-
ing for nonlethal capabilities, creating
an innovative methodology to redesign
school courses rapidly and standing up a
cell and set of procedures to capture and
incorporate GWOT FA lessons learned
into institutional training.

PGMs and Targeting. In response to
two operational needs statements (ONS)

Major General David C. Ralston
Chief of Field Artillery

from the Central Command (CENT-
COM) theater of operations, we fielded
the M31 guided multiple-launch rocket
system (GMLRS) unitary last summer
and soon will field the XM982 Excalibur
unitary, a 155-mm PGM.

GMLRS unitary and Excalibur unitary
are especially well suited for COIN in
urban and close terrain, minimizing risks
of fratricide and collateral damage and
maximizing precision attack.

Army and Marine ground force com-
manders can employ these PGMs in all
weather conditions, 24/7, as easily as a
call-for-fire—nojointterminal attack con-
trollers (JTACs) are required. In addition,
the forward observer (FO) on the front
lines can determine the three-dimensional
precision coordinates of atarget’s location
precisely enough to fire a PGM in just
minutes using the precision-strike suite
Special Operations Forces (PSS-SOF)
software. Both the GMLRS unitary,
with a range of 17 to 70 kilometers, and
Excalibur unitary with a range of 7,200
meters to40kilometers, have an accuracy
of significantly less than 10-meter circular
error probable (CEP).

In Iraq, GMLRS unitary employment
successes—100 percent direct hits—are
feeding further successes. It is rapidly
becoming the weapon of choice for COIN
operations. In fact, GMLRS unitary’s
accuracy caused one Marine to tag it his
“70-kilometer sniper.”

Excalibur unitary, the Army’s first
cannon-delivered fire-and-forget mu-
nition, can impact close to friendly
troops—considerably closer than the
current 600-meter restriction for danger-
close fires. Its accuracy, non-ballistic
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Battery B, 1st Battalion, 41st Field Artillery (B/1-41 FA), 3rd Infantry Division, fires a round
down range from Forward Operating Base (FOB) Brassfield-Mora, Samarra, Iraq.

trajectory, near vertical terminal angle
of attack and 50-pound warhead allow
it to take out an insurgent mortar crew or
provide close support for friendly forces
in urban terrain.

For more information on these PGMs
and other precision capabilities under
development to support the full range
of military operations plus PSS-SOF
software for precision target location, see
the article “FA PGMs—Revolutionizing
Fires for the Ground Force Commander”
by Colonel Gary S. Kinne, et al, in the
May-June edition.

Nonlethal Attack Options. As we
move through major combat operations
(MCO) into stability and reconstruction
operations (SRO) and COIN operations
and finally into the final phase in which
our forces turn over increasing opera-
tional responsibilities to the Iraqi security
forces, there is a decrease in the demand
for lethal effects and an increase in the
requirement for nonlethal effects. An ef-
fective COIN requires a careful blend of
lethal and nonlethal capabilities, includ-
ing electronic warfare (EW) and tactical
information operations (10).

In May, the Combined Arms Center
(CAC), Fort Leavenworth, Kansas,
directed the FA School to take the lead
in developing training for EW officers
(EWOs) at the operational level. EWOs
will helpcommanders leverage emerging
technologies to synchronize and integrate
EW into operations, defeating insurgent
improvised explosivedevice (IED) attacks
and other asymmetrical tactics.

We currently are updating the EWQO’s
required competencies and will use the
rapid course design process pioneered
for the Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) by the leadership of the FA
Captain’s Career Course (FACCC) to
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design the EWO course. This will allow
us “to putboots on the ground” in theater
as rapidly as possible.

Accordingto Field Manual 3-07 Stabil-
ity Operations and Support Operations
(February, 2003, Page 3-4), “Success in
counterinsurgency goes to the party that
achieves the greater popular support.”
There is a direct correlation between the
number of insurgent attacks, primarily
IED attacks, and the level of Coalition
supportinagiven areain Iraq. Our Coali-
tion Forces must win the support of the
Afghan and Iraqi people—it simply is
not enough to maintain their neutrality.

Our three-week joint Tactical 10
Course supports the tactical ground
commander in COIN by training leaders
and servicemen to win the support of the
population. It trains joint personnel to
integrate and synchronize the core, sup-
porting and related IO functions into the
commander’s scheme of maneuver—in-
cluding operational security, public
affairs (PA), civil-military operations
(CMO), EW, psychological operations
(PSYQOP) and other functions.

The final pilot Tactical IO Course was
conducted in April. Starting in June, we
began the first of 10 courses per year with
30 students in each. Army personnel can
signup for the course via the Army train-
ing requirements and resources system
(ATTRS). Joint personnel can sign up
for the course by calling Major Erin
A. McDaniels, Tactical IO Instructor,
at DSN 639-1668/4508 or commercial
(580)442-1668/4508 or emailing him at
erin.mcdaniel @sill.army.mil.

More Agility in Incorporating COIN
Lessons Learned. Two recent initiatives
are ensuring that FA School training re-
flects—and will continue to reflect—the
contemporary operating environment

Photo by SSG Alfred Johnson, 55th Combat Camera (COMCAM)

(COE) with greater fidelity. The recent
rapid redesign of our FACCC is a model
we recommend for course redesigns/de-
signs TRADOC-wide. Inarelated initia-
tive, the FA School recently stood up the
GWOT Lessons Learned Branch.

In March, the FACCC leadership cre-
ated and implemented an innovative
rapid course redesign process, updating
the FACCCtoreflectthe COE, COIN and
GWOT lessons learned. The FA School
redesigned the 20-week course in 27 days
and implemented the new course im-
mediately. Using the traditional process,
redesigning a course of this size would
have taken months—probably years.

Along with tapping into the expertise
of the FA School leadership, FACCC
instructors, senior combat veterans, in-
structional systems technologists, senior
trainers from the CTCs and other subject
matter experts (SMEs), the leadership
boldly stood down two classes of CCC
students to help redesign the course. Most
of the CCC students had had one tour in
GWOT—many had had two tours. Once
FACCC was redesigned, the two classes
restarted in their respective weeks of the
new CCC curriculum.

The total process took just under four
weeks and not only incorporated the
most up-to-date GWOT content very
rapidly, it also updated instructional
delivery methods to teach complex
GWOT tasks in a continuous, realistic
GWOT scenario. The teaching scenarios
immerse the students in realistic complex
challenges, helping to develop the cap-
tains into more agile, adaptive decision
makers and leaders in the COE.

The FA School now is applying the
same process to design not only the
EWO course, but also to redesign the
FA Warrant Officer’s Advanced Course
(WOAC) and is preparing to redesign
other courses. This rapid course rede-
sign model can be applied to courses
throughout TRADOC.

For more information, see the ar-
ticles “Rapid Redesign of FACCC:
A Four-Week Process for Updating
Courses for an Army at War” by Major
Robert A. Krieg and “Redesigning the
FACCC—The Deliberate versus Rapid
Methodology” by Dr. Pamela L. Raymer,
both in this edition.

In addition, the Directorate of Training
and Doctrine (DOTD) in the FA School
stood up a Lessons Learned Branch and
process to more rapidly capture, analyze
and disseminate GWOT lessons and
TTPs for the school to incorporate into
training, doctrine, material development,



etc. The branch has linked its online site
to the Fires Knowledge Network (FKN)
on Army Knowledge Online (AKO), so
Redlegs around the world can access the
FA lessons learned or submit new ones.

Field Artillerymen as Pentathletes
in COIN Operations. Our incredible
Redleg Pentathletes who are performing
multiple missions in GWOT continue
to prove Field Artillerymen are some
of the most creative, adaptive Soldiers
and leaders in the Army.

Among many other missions, Field Ar-
tillerymen routinely serve as maneuver
forces in COIN. The task of providing the
civilian population security is essential
in gaining their support in COIN—all
that insurgents need to succeed is the
passive support of the civilians. Host
nation civilians who feel secure provide
intelligence on the insurgents, engage
in political processes, participate in
economic reconstruction and embrace
sectarian and ethnic reconciliation.

Another outstanding example of an
FA battalion’s being used as a maneuver
battalionin CENTCOM s outlined in the
articlein this edition “Battlekings Return
to Baghdad as a Maneuver Battalion:
Doing More with Less” by Lieutenant
Colonel Steve Merkel, Commander, and
Major John Clement, Executive Officer,
of 1-9 FA, 3rd Infantry Division.

Field Artillerymen also advise host na-
tion security forces by serving on transi-
tion teams. The more Afghan and Iraqi
military, police and border patrol units
that are organized, equipped, trained and
mentored, the more quickly Afghanistan
and Iraq will be able to stand on their
own against the insurgents, operating as
free nations. Advising these host nation
security forces is a priority mission for
the Army.

While the Field Artillery and Army can
take pride in adapting to the demands of
GWOT, we never must become content
with our accomplishments. In an Army

in transformation and at war, change is
the only constant.

Although COIN s the new way of warin
GWOT today—and I suspectit will be for
some time in the future—itis not the only
way of war. As we adapt FA operations
for COIN operations, we must continue
to ensure Field Artillerymen can provide
jointfires for ground commanders fighting
at the high end of the spectrum.

Because the US military maintains its
unprecedented capabilities, our enemies
are afraid to mass, defend terrain or
even remain stationary for long periods
because they fear we will destroy them.
In fact, our asymmetrical abilities to
find and destroy targets quickly and
precisely narrows our enemies’ options
and increases US joint options.

We must continue to maintain our
continuity of unprecedented capabili-
ties while simultaneously adapting to
be effective in COIN and full-spectrum
military operations.

FA School Creates New Branch to
Disseminate FA Lessons Learned

experiences from the Global War

on Terrorism (GWOT) and every-
day training activities in preparation for
GWOT is critical for current and future
Field Artillery Soldiers. Lessons learned
that apply to the force as a whole are
available through the Center for Army
Lessons Learned (CALL) online at
Army Knowledge Online (AKO), but
this resource does not analyze lessons
from an FA Soldier’s perspective.

To provide an effective, efficient
mechanism for the analysis and timely
dissemination of practical FA lessons
learned, the Field Artillery School’s
Directorate of Training and Doctrine
(DOTD), Fort Sill, Oklahoma, recently
created the Lessons Learned Branch.

Capturing and Incorporating Les-
sons Learned. Before the office was
created, various organizations collected
and analyzed FA lessons learned datain
a variety of formats. Because lessons-
learned solutions generally traverse
the doctrine, organization, training,
materiel, leadership and education,
personnel and facilities (DOTMLPF)
domains, the new branch organized
a lessons learned work group with
action officers representing each of

Sharing observations, insights and

the DOTMLPF stakeholders. This
work group determines the scope of a
field observation or problem, assigns
an appropriate DOTMLPF agency to
analyze and validate it, formulates a
recommended solution and schedules a
date of completion or implementation
for the solution.

After analysis of each observation, in-
sightor lesson learned, the ones validated
are briefed to the FA Council of Colonels
inthe school with acourse of action (COA)
recommended for each. COAs might
include incorporating the information
into courses taught at the school, post-
ing the information on Fires Knowledge
Network (FKN) on AKO and notifying
the relevant personnel of the posting,
sending a commandant’s message to the
field, writing an article for Field Artillery,
other means of information dissemination
or a combination of several.

If the Council of Colonels approves
the COA, the lessons learned and COA
are briefed to the Assistant Commandant
(AC) for approval and implementation.

The Lessons Learned Branch is online
via the FKN’s front page. From there, a
Soldiercanreview validated and approved
FA lessons learned or submit his own ob-
servations, insights or lessons learned.

When submitting observations or in-
sights, contributors should include three
basic paragraphs of information: the
issue, a discussion of the details/back-
ground of the issue and a recommenda-
tion. Each contributor also should pro-
vide his or her name, unit, email address
and phone number in case the Lessons
Learned Branch needs additional details
or clarification of the issue.

The Road Ahead. The Lessons Learned
Branchisimplementing several initiatives
to provide efficient and meaningful ser-
vice to the FA community. Action officers
will visit field units regularly to observe
exercises and visit post-deployment after-
action reviews (AARs) to gather obser-
vations and insights for lessons learned.
They also will link with CALL embeds in
divisional units to capture FA issues.

The Lessons Learned Branch requests
your support in capturing and dissemi-
nating critical FA lessons learned. If
readers have questions or suggestions,
they can contact the author at jeffrey.
moyer@us.army.mil or submit lessons
learned on FKN.

CSM(R) Jeffrey L. Moyer

FA Lessons Learned Branch, DOTD,

FA School,
Fort Sill, OK
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INTERVIEW

Major General William B. Caldwell IV

Former Commanding General of the 82nd Airborne Division, Fort Bragg, North Carolina

Pentathletes Iin the
82nd Airborne Division:
Developing Critical Capabilities for the Army

This interview was conducted just
before Major General Caldwell gave
up command of the 82nd Airborne
Division on 7 April.

Editor

Youdirectedyourdivision artillery

(Div Arty) commander (Colonel
Victor Petrenko) to transition the Div Arty
into the division’s 4th Brigade Combat
Team (modular BCT) and become its
first commander. Do you think that Field
Artillery officers should be eligible for
Department of the Army (DA) selection
to BCT commands?

We must pick the most capable,

qualified person to command our
troops, regardless of branch. Branch
designations should not be inhibitors
for BCT commands. So the answer is,
“Yes.”

Like the Chief of Staff [of the Army]
said, we in the 82nd Airborne Division
develop “Pentathletes.” We take people
who already are proficient in their ba-
sic branches and have excellent skill
sets and begin developing them into
Pentathletes—we give them additional
challenging responsibilities that broaden
their career scopes.

Forexample, we take young FA officers
who already have commanded a battery
very successfully and give them second
commands of headquarters companies
in infantry battalions or troops in RSTA
[reconnaissance, surveillance and target
acquisition] battalions. We’ve taken an
Artillery major who already had served
successfully as a Div Arty S3 and on
the division staff and made him a BCT
XO [executive officer]. We made Major
[Promotable Jeffrey M.] Jeff Sanborn an
infantry brigade executive officer for a
year because he was the most qualified
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person I had to serve in that position.
And DA has endorsed my confidence
in Jeft by selecting him to command an
Artillery battalion.

Our3rd Battalion, 319th Airborne Field
Artillery Regiment [3-319 AFAR], the
Gun Devils, deployed to Afghanistan to
work for the 173rd Airborne Brigade and
did an absolutely superb job as a ground
maneuver force—in addition to provid-
ing indirect fires. [Lieutenant Colonel
Bertrand A. Ges] Bert Ges [Commander
of 3-319 AFAR] trained the Redlegs in
one of his [105-mm] batteries as 155-
mm gunners, and they conducted fire
missions with M198 155s the entire
year in Afghanistan. He also employed
a 105-mm battery in Afghanistan and
integrated infantry units into his battalion
task force. Heis a very competent officer
who happens to be Artillery by trade.

I think I’ve got the best Artillerymen
in the United States Army in the 82nd
Division because they are so versatile
and adaptable. It starts at the most senior

levels with [Brigadier General James
A.] Jim Cerrone, who worked for me
as my Assistant Division Commander
[ADC] for Support for one year, and I
was blessed enough to keep him here as
my ADC for Operations. My other DCG,
[Brigadier General] Rodney Anderson,
also is a Field Artilleryman. I served
in the 25th Infantry Division when he
was the Div Arty commander there.
These officers are versatile, precise
and capable—have done absolutely
fabulous jobs.

My division command sergeant major
is a Field Artilleryman: Wolf Amacker.
In my 30 years in the Army, I’ve never
had more respect or admiration for an
NCO than Ido Wolf. He gets up everyday
saying, “What can I do for paratroopers
today?”

But I didn’t choose any of these out-
standing leaders for positions in the
division because they were Field Artil-
lerymen; I chose them because they were
the best men to do the jobs. It is critical
that we grow multi-talented Soldiers
and leaders into adaptable, flexible
Pentathletes.

For the past two years, we have done
what the Chief of Staff said and devel-
oped Pentathletes. We’ve been doing that
inevery area, not just with Artillerymen.
We’ve taken Armor officers and some
aviators and put them in infantry brigade
headquarters.

The reason we must do that is because
we have seen in our deployments into Iraq
and Afghanistan, time and time again,
nobody executes standard missions.
Everything has become non-standard.

And our deployments have been sig-
nificant. We’ve deployed and redeployed
13,000 of our Soldiers into the CENT-
COM [Central Command] theater—al-
most the entire division (whichis roughly
15,000 Soldiers).
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We, literally, have had a deployed
Artillery battery commander fire FA
or coordinate for indirect fire in sup-
port of a ground maneuver element in
the morning and coordinate with some
mullah for passageways for our forces
through his area in the afternoon. The
next day, he led a CMO [civil-military
operations] team into a village and then
commanded a ground maneuver convoy
in the afternoon—then the next morning
he was back in his headquarters.

The days when we could take an Artil-
lery officer—any officer—and have him
or her specialize in one skill set are gone.
We don’t have that luxury anymore. He
or she has to be a Pentathlete on the
battlefield. We must train Soldiers and
leaders at home station to develop the
Pentathlete skills and mindset. We can’t
wait until they’re in combat.

How is the 82nd Division training
Field Artillerymen to ensure they
are proficient at providing fires?

Because we have such well trained

Field Artillerymen, we routinely
have training exercises with some dan-
ger-close live-fire missions.

Years ago, the Artillery community in
the 82nd Airborne Division developed
a “Red Book.” It has all the standards,
requirements and expectations for
every Artilleryman who’s a part of the
division—from individual to collective
tasks. It’s our Bible, and we don’t devi-
ate from it.

We deployed 10 battalion task forces to
Iraq or Afghanistan in the last two years,
and Field Artillerymen were in every
task force. Those task forces counted on
their Artillerymen to provide close and
indirect fires. As the task force command-
ers reported to me, they understood and
appreciated the value their Field Artil-
lerymen brought. That is due, at least in
part, to the fires training we conduct in
the division.

Inthe 82nd Airborne Division, we have
combined-arms live-fire exercises [CAL-
FEXs]. These are not battalion CAL-
FEXsbutcompany CALFEXs where we
integrate 60- and 81-mm mortars, 105-
mm howitzers, attack helicopters and
close air support [CAS]—rotary-wing
CAS ataminimum. That’s very complex
for the company level, requiring the best
possible Artillerymen to integrate and
work all those fires for their company
commanders.

As your division is a modular

force without a Div Arty, how
do you cover the force FA headquar-
ters capabilities, such as ensuring the
training and certification of your FA
division-wide?

Our brigade combat team com-

manders are responsible for the
oversight and training of their Artillery
battalions. Those are their jobs now.
And they’ve got the Red Book as the
non-negotiable standard—which is
becoming part of division Regulation
350-1 Training.

It’s working, I think in part, because
we take Artillerymen who have already
proven their branch skill sets in their
branch qualification jobs and are putting
them in other places in the BCTs. The
2nd BCT’s Artillery battalion training is
probably just a little better because an
Artilleryman is the brigade XO and he
can ask the tough detailed questions.

What do you think about the joint
fires observer (JFO) concept?

I’'m a huge fan of the JFO. In the
future, we are going to fight joint,
so we have to develop the capabilities,
such as JFOs, and train to fight joint.
WhenI gottothe division two years ago,
we used to have “Large Package Week”
once every two or three months. The Air
Force would bring in a large package of
aircraft for one week, and we’d conduct

airborne proficiency training.

But we changed that about a year and
ahalf ago. We now have eight exercises
ayear, called “joint forcible-entry exer-
cises” incorporating all four services.

Every operation will be joint. No mat-
ter what the mission is, at a minimum,
we’re going to get on Air Force aircraft.
We’re probably going to need to call
for CAS using JFOs, JTACs [joint
terminal attack controllers] or Marine
ANGLICOs [air naval gunfire liaison
company]. We’ll be using Navy P3s
for imagery.

The joint forcible-entry exercise is one
week long. Monday is the coordination
phase; then Tuesday, Wednesday and
Thursday nights we execute the training
with a big after-action review on Fri-
day. In those three nights, about 3,500
paratroopers jump. We drop between 20
and 60 heavy pieces of equipment and
do anywhere between 20 to 30 air-land
operations on dirt strips.

At the same time, we have JSTARS
[joint surveillance and target attack
radar system] overhead with some of
our people onboard. We send them for a
week’s training on JSTARS before they
fly on the surveillance aircraft.

If wecan’t get JSTARS, then we use the
Air Force’s Jackpot. It’s acommand and
control platform, a tubular unit that you
push into the back of a C-130 aircraft.
Jackpot has a communications suite to
control the battle from the air. Our people
get training on Jackpot too.

Lieutenant Colonel Bertrand A. Ges, Commander, 3rd Battalion, 319th Airborne Field Artillery
Regiment, Task Force Gun Devils, meets Shadi Khan, the District Leader of Mainasheen, a

village in Kandahar, Afghanistan.
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We also bring in the Air Force Red
Horse team, engineers and a CRG, or
contingency response group. Once the
paratroopers have jumped in and seized
an airfield, the CRG lands behind them
and assumes control of the airfield.

‘We start planning each exercise amonth
inadvance. We establish joint objectives,
have joint planning conferences and
conduct joint rehearsals.

QBecause of issues raised by the
28th Infantry Division, Pennsylva-

nia Army National Guard, a request is in
forthe Armyto code the BCT deputy com-
manding officer (DCO) position as O2
Officer Generalist. Please comment.

I agree that the DCO position
should be branch-immaterial.

When I needed two DCOs for my
brigades, I asked TRADOC [Training
and Doctrine Command] for a list of
two to five stud lieutenant colonels who
have been out of the fight in TRADOC
assignments for two years. I wanted to
take people out of the schoolhouse who
had been conducting the training that is
so critical to our Army and bring them
into the operational force.

TRADOC gave me a list of five great
Americans. I selected two from that list
who will deploy with their brigades in
the next several months. One is coming
out of the schoolhouse at Fort Benning,
Georgia, and will deploy with one of my
BCTs to Iraq as the DCO. The other is
coming out of the Airborne School at
Fort Benning where he’s been teaching
airborne students for the last two years.
He will deploy to Afghanistan with his
BCT as DCO.

Now, both these DCOs turned out to
be Infantrymen. But when I asked TRA-
DOC for the list, I specifically said, “I'm
not looking for any particular branch. I
would prefer the list have Infantry, Artil-
lery or Armor officers, butI’'m wide open
to recommendations.” In other words,
I wanted the best officers for the DCO
jobs, regardless of their branches.

QThe guided multiple-launch
rocket system (GMLRS) unitary

(no duds), a precision-guided muni-
tion (PGM), is very precise and has a
footprint that is scalable to minimize
collateral damage and optimize its use
inurban and complex terrain, even when
fired from as far away as 70 kilometers.
GMLRSwas firstfired inthe CENTCOM
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MG Caldwell addresses the 82nd Airborne
Division during a review at Fort Bragg, NC,
26 May 2005.

theater last fall and is being employed
by Army and Marine forces with great
success today. How important is this
precision-guided capability for current
and future operations?

I already have been briefed on

GMLRS unitary in preparation
for my next assignment in Baghdad [as
Deputy Chief of Staff for Strategic Ef-
fects for the MultiNational Force-Iraq].
PGMs have had to be aerial-delivered
by Air Force platforms. We now have
an all-weather, 24/7 capability we
can employ from extended distances
that we’ve never had before. That is
incredible.

GMLRS unitary is a critical force
multiplier for the ground maneuver
commander. (Notice I did not say “infan-
try commander” but “ground maneuver
commander”—whoever that is.)

an recent testing, the new all-
weather155-mm Excalibur uni-
tary, also a PGM, has done very well,
impacting within four meters of the center
of a20-by-20-meter structure whenfired
from 19 kilometers away. This munition
can range to 40 kilometers and has a
near vertical trajectory for use in urban
or close terrain operations or in close
support of troops. It is projected for
fielding in the CENTCOM theater in the
First Quarter of FY07. How important
will this organic capability be to ground
force operations in CENTCOM?

DoD photo by TSgt Cherie A. Thurlby, 1st Combat Camera Squadron

I’'m very familiar with Excalibur

unitary. For the first time, we have
an all-weather, fire-and-forget cannon
munition.

The ground force maneuver com-
mander now has control of a 24/7 PGM
capability.

In combat in Iraq and Afghanistan,
our troops repeatedly receive fire from
places that they don’t want to return fire
with artillery because of the collateral
damage that would occur. Now the com-
mander has the option of using cannons
immediately with minimum collateral
damage and close to friendly forces,
which translates into saving American
Soldiers’ and Iraqis’ lives.

What message would you like to
send Army and Marine Field Artil-
lerymen stationed around the world?

ALn my experience, you Field
rtillerymen have proven to be
multi-talented Pentathletes. In selecting
officers and command sergeants major
for challenging positions, branch should
be immaterial. The decision should be
about the qualifications and competence
of the officer or NCO leader being con-
sidered for the position. When we select
high-performers for “cross-branch” posi-
tions, then we are growing Pentathletes
for the Army.

Major General William B. Caldwell IV is the
former Commander of the 82nd Airborne
Division, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, and
now is the Deputy Chief of Staff for Strate-
gic Effects in the Multinational Force-Iraq.
In previous assignments, he was the Senior
Military Assistant to the Deputy Secretary
of Defense in the Pentagon and Deputy
Director of Operations, J-3, US Pacific
Command at Camp H.M. Smith in Hawaii.
Also in Hawaii, he was the Assistant Divi-
sion Commander for Operations of the
25th Infantry Division (Light) at Schofield
Barracks, the division in which he com-
manded his battalion. He served as the
Executive Assistant to the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff as well as the
Chief of the Strategic Concepts Branch
in the Office of the Director for Strategic
Plans and Policy, J-5, on the Joint Staff,
both at the Pentagon. He commanded
the 1st Brigade, 10th Mountain Division
(Light Infantry) at Fort Drum, New York. He
is a veteran of Operations Just Cause in
Panama, Desert Shield/Storm in Iraq and
Restore Hope/Uphold Democracy in Haiti.
He holds two master’s degrees.
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Most units conduct a battle update brief (BUB), a commander’s update brief (CUB) or some other type of meeting that allows the unit to
share information on events during the last 24 hours and those planned for the next 24 hours and beyond.

The Multipurpose BUB in the COE

n the battlefield, information is

power. This has not changed for

as long as men have endeavored
to defeat one another on the battlefield.
What has changed is that the volume of
information on today’s battlefield can
overwhelm commanders and staffs.

This holds true as the Joint Readiness
Training Center (JRTC) at Fort Polk,
Louisiana, replicates the battlefields of
Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere. To-
day’s “maneuver” Field Artillery (FA)
tactical operations centers (TOCs) must
collectand distribute all the information
fed into them by a myriad of systems,
such as the blue force tracker (BFT),
the advanced FA tactical data system
(AFATDS), the maneuver control sys-
tem-light (MCS-L) and, of course, the
radio systems. The TOCs must analyze
all this information, process it into us-
able intelligence and distribute it to the
right personnel.

Today’s TOCs have received many
tools to collect the required information,
thus increasing the number of tasks to
complete. However, increasing the num-
ber of information systems to monitor
and feed the information to the TOC has
not been matched with an increase of
personnel to perform these new tasks.
The TOC now must conduct informa-
tion management even more efficiently

By Major Roy E. Walker,
Master Sergeant Eric W. Tucker
and Lieutenant Colonel Matthew
R. Anderson

than before.

One way to increase efficiency is to
consolidate events. Any organization
thatruns off a constant chain of meetings
is not really running; meetings discuss
events or actions rather than perform
them. Actions do some things that affect
the battle.

Most units conduct a battle update
brief (BUB), acommander’s update brief
(CUB) or some other type of meeting
that allows the unit to share informa-
tion on events during the last 24 hours
and those planned for the next 24 hours
and beyond. Battalion staffs also must
conduct meetings to provide operational
recommendations to the battalion com-
mander, fragmentary order (FRAGO)
briefs, back briefs and confirmation
briefs. Why not combine some of these
smaller meetings into the BUB and save
time and effort?

Why not inject these suggestions into
the TOC shift-change slides a unit uses?
A suggested BUB slide packet is avail-
able on the Fires Knowledge Network
(FKN) on Army Knowledge Online

sill-www.army.mil/famag ¢

(AKO) by clicking on the following
series of links: Combat Training Center,
JRTC Fire Support Division Homepage,
BN S3, Execution, and Shift Change
Briefs to get the “FA TOC Shift Change
Brief.”

Execution and Adjustment Recom-
mendations. Atthe BUB, the staff makes
its recommendations to the battalion
commander on how to influence the
area of operations (AO) to steer it in
the direction the battalion commander
wants. The battalion targeting meeting
develops the recommendations before,
not during, the BUB. The recommenda-
tions cover the execution and adjustment
decisions for the time periods of D-Day
and D+1/2/3.

According to Field Manual (FM) 6-0
Mission Command: Command and
Control of Army Forces, “An execution
decisionis the selection, during prepara-
tion and execution, of a course-of-action
[COA] anticipated by the order...An
adjustment decision is the selection of a
COA that modifies the order to respond
to unanticipated opportunities or threats.
Commanders make adjustment deci-
sions during preparation and execution.”
However the subjects covered by the
staff in the execution and adjustment
decision briefings are the same. See
Figure 1 on Page 8.
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Execution and Adjustment
Decisions

e Targeting Objectives

e HPTL and Desired Effects

¢ Decisive Operations

e Main and Supporting Efforts
¢ PIR Changes

e MOE Changes

Commander’s Execution and
Adjustment Guidance

e Targeting Objectives

e Decisive Operations

e COA Guidance

e Main and Supporting Efforts

e Collection Emphasis (ISR Guidance)
e HTPL

Legend:
COA = Course-of-Action
HPTL = High-Payoff Target List

ISR = Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance
MOE = Measures of Effectiveness
PIR = Priority Intelligence Requirements

Figure 1: The staff’s recommendations for execution and adjustment decisions are presented
in the daily BUB much like they would be presented in mission analysis and course-of-ac-
tion (COA) briefings in the military decision-making process (MDMP). This saves time and

effort in the current fight.

The staff’s recommendations for
execution and adjustment decisions
are presented much like they would be
presented in mission analysis and COA
briefings during the military decision-
making process (MDMP). However, in
the current fight, the staff presents them
during the daily BUB supporting the
targeting cycle.

After the staff has presented its recom-
mendations to the battalion commander,
he provides guidance on his execution
and adjustment decisions. The list of
subjects the commander covers when
issuing both his execution and adjust-
ment guidance generally are the same,
as shown in Figure 1.

BUB Briefings. During the BUB, the
staff can brief subordinate command-
ers on the newest fragmentary order
(FRAGO). The subordinate command-
ers then can brief their units’ activities.
This should include the subjects listed
in Figure 2.

After briefing his “Unit Location” and
“Combat Power,” the subordinate bat-
tery/company/troop commander briefs
his “AO Assessments.” The assessment
should cover all aspects of the AO,
includingintelligence, civil-military op-
erations (CMO), information operations
(IO) and a subjective assessment. Then
he briefs the key events of the “Last 24
Hours” and the “Next 24 Hours,” which,
basically, is a “Back Brief.” This portion
of the briefing is conducted inaccordance
with the battalion’s standing operating
procedures (SOP). The subordinate com-
mander gives a “Confirmation Briefing”
covering the next 48 hours based on the
FRAGO the staff has just briefed, again
in accordance with the battalion SOP.
Thelastitem the subordinate commander
briefs is any issues or critical problems
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he may be encountering in preparing for
upcoming mission.

The HHB commander briefs his
“Combat Power Available,” covering
crew-served weapons for perimeter de-
fense and the status of the guard force
and the personal security detachment
(PSD). Under “Back Brief,” he briefs
PSD operations, base defense rehearsals
and any changes to standard operations
on the forward operating base (FOB).

Based on observations at the JRTC,
the most practical way to have the
subordinate commanders brief is topic
by unit. For example, all subordinate
commanders brief the last 24 hours in
turn and then all brief the next 24 hours
in “round robin” order.

There are many benefits from having
the company-level commanders brief
their plans for the entire TOC as op-
posed to just the battalion commander
or some key staff members. This allows
the battalion commander and his staff
to understand how the units plan to ac-
complish their missions. This also allows
the staff to coordinate, anticipate and

e Unit Location

e Combat Power Available

e Area of Operations (AO) As-
sessment

e Last 24 Hours

¢ Next 24 Hours (Back Brief)

¢ Next 48 Hours (Confirmation
Brief)

® Issues

R ———————————

Figure 2: Both the firing battery (company or
troop) and headquarters and headquarters
battery (HHB) commanders use this briefing
format during the BUB.

validate events for the platoon or battery
missions. There always is a possibility
the staff may have left out critical infor-
mation in the FRAGO and not realize
it until hearing the commanders’ back
briefings. The missing information can
be issued on the spot, thus averting any
mission failures.

The confirmation briefings confirm
for the commander and staff that the
subordinate units clearly understand
the battalion FRAGO (that the staff
may not have had a chance to brief) and
ensure the subordinate units have noless
than 36 hours to conduct troop-leading
procedures.

If terrain and mission dictate that
the battery/company/troop command-
ers cannot attend the BUB, then an
FM commander’s call should occur to
provide the battalion commander this
same information. The BUB and the
FM commander’s call also provide situ-
ational awareness and understanding for
the TOC personnel.

Combining multiple briefings into
fewer briefings allows the battalion
commander and subordinate command-
ers to remain in their AOs, influencing
the battle, only bringing the subordinate
commanders to the TOC on a limited
basis.

TOC and ALOC. A TOC and admin-
istrative and logistics operations center
(ALOC) with situational understanding
can provide better operational and logis-
tical support for the subordinate units
because the two battalion command posts
(TOC and ALOC), can anticipate the
subordinate units’ operational needs.

Traditionally, the S1 and S4 operate and
maintain the ALOC. In today’s contem-
porary operating environment (COE),
many ALOCs and TOCs are collocated;
the S1 and S4 continue to plan and coor-
dinate combat service support (CSS) for
the battalion and track the current status
of CSS assets and resources.

During the battalion BUB, the S4 must
be prepared to give a quick snapshot of
the battalion’s logistic posture. Also,
the G company commander must be
prepared to brief the activities that his
forward support company (FSC) is
conducting to support the battalion. This
information is acquired through a close
working relationship between the S4 and
FSC commander. The FSC commander
uses a format similar to the format the
other subordinate commanders use, as
shown in Figure 3 on Page 9.

When presenting the logistics status of
the battalion, the S4 should use a stan-



dard tracking chart for each class of
supply by unit. The S4 must anticipate
logistics requirements based on the
commander’s intent and initiate timely
actions to support that intent.

During the battalion BUB, the S1
gives a quick snapshot of personnel
issues. The S1 section should list
operations for the 24 to 48 hours and
brief the current risk assessment for
the battalion. At the BUB, he briefs
the S1 functions, as necessary. The
medical platoon leader should brief
all medical-related activities for the
next 24 to 48 hours.

Quick-Reaction Force (QRF).
Another key person who should at-
tend the BUB is the QRF commander.
Because of the various missions the
QRF may be assigned, the QRF com-
mander must keep abreast of the tacti-
cal situation, know the missions and
the tactical plans of the battalion’s
subordinate units and be familiar
with the terrain and enemy situation
in the AO.

The battalion commander may have
the QRF commander with him during
the fight. Having the QRF commander
attend the BUB is more thorough and
efficient than providing quick instruc-
tions during dire situations where haste
is paramount.

The QRF commander should brief
priorities for planning and commitment
criteria for both 24 and 48 hours out
as a back brief and confirmation brief,
respectively. He should brief his loca-
tion and radio frequency, if different
from the SOP.

The basic reason for the BUB is to
ensure the battalion commander receives
all the information he needs to describe

¢ Unit Location

e Combat Power Available
-Weapons and Haul Capability
—Classes of Supply and Days of Sup-
plies On-Hand

—Water Trailers

—CSS Mission-Essential Equipment
Last 24 Hours

Next 24 Hours (Back Brief)
—-Combat Logistics Patrols (CLPs)
Class | and H20, Class IIIB and Pe-
troleum, Classes V, VIII, etc.
—CDS Drop Recovery

—What Each Battery/Company Gets
and How

—-Ammunition Handling Operations
—How/When the BSB Push

¢ Next 48 Hours (Confirmation Brief)
* Issues

Legend:
BSB = Brigade Support Battalion
CDS = Cargo Delivery System
CSS = Combat Service Support

Major Roy E. Walker is attending the Air
Command and Staff College (ACSC) at
Maxwell Air Force Base, Montgomery,
Alabama. Previously, he was a Fire
Support, Firing Battery and then an FA
Battalion Fire Direction Observer/Con-
troller (O/C) atthe Joint Readiness Center
(JRTC), Fort Polk, Louisiana. At Fort
Bragg, North Carolina, he commanded
Headquarter and Headquarters Battery
(HHB), XVIII Airborne Corps Artillery; he
alsocommanded A Batteryand served as
a Battalion Liaison Officer and Assistant
S3,allin 1stBattalion, 321stField Artillery
(1-321 FA) (Airborne), 18th FA Brigade.

Master Sergeant Eric W. Tucker is the
Senior Fire SupportNCO O/C atthe JRTC.
He has held every leadership position
from Platoon Forward Observer to Bat-
talion Fire Support NCO in 1-82 FA, 1st
Cavalry Division, FortHood, Texas; 1-319
AFAR, 82d Airborne Division, Fort Bragg;
and 1-15FA, 2nd Infantry Divisionat Camp
Casey, Korea. He deployed in support of
Operation Iraqgi Freedom (OIF) in 2003.
Among other schools, he is a graduate

of the Joint Firepower Control Course

Figure 3: The G company commander’s briefings uses
the same standardized format as shown in Figure 2.

at Nellis AFB, Nevada; Jump Master and
Ranger Schools, Fort Benning, Georgia;
and Air Assault School, Fort Campbell,

his vision and provide execution and
adjustment guidance for current and
future operations. It is the staff’s and
subordinate commanders’ responsibili-
ties to make sure the information pro-
vided in the BUB is more than just a lot
of information—that it is information
the battalion commander needs to make
decisions and issue guidance.

By combining briefings inthe BUB, the
entire battalion has the same situational
understanding. The BUB, then, maxi-
mizes the information flow by combining
many time-consuming briefings into one
efficient briefing.

Kentucky.

Lieutenant Colonel Matthew R. Anderson,
until recently, was the Senior Brigade Fire
Support and Senior Field Artillery Opera-
tions O/C at the JRTC. During OIF |, he
was the Executive Officer (XO) of 2-319
AFAR and, later, XO of the Division Artil-
lery, both in the 82d Airborne Division.
He commanded B/2-8 FA, 25th Infantry
Division (Light), at Fort Lewis, Washington.
During Operation Desert Storm (ODS) in
the Gulf, he was a Platoon Leaderin B/3-1
FA, 1st Armored Division. He takes com-
mand of 4-11 FA, 172d Stryker Brigade
Combat Team (SBCT), Fort Wainwright,
Alaska, in August.

New Fires COE lm Selected

n 1 June during the Joint Fires
Seminar at Fort Sill, Oklahoma,
the Fires Center of Excellence
(COE) logo was unveiled by Lieutenant
General David H. Petraeus, Commander
of the Combined Arms Center (CAC)
and Fort Leavenworth, Kansas; Major
General David C. Ralston, Chief of
Field Artillery (FA); and Colonel Heidi
V. Brown, Assistant Commandant of the
Air Defense Artillery (ADA) School at
Fort Bliss, Texas.
The new logo represents the “virtual”
FA and ADA Fires COE. The FA and
ADA Centers, currently at Fort Sill and

<K>\/\ Center of Excellence

Fort Bliss, respectively, are combining
at Fort Sill with the ADA’s physical
move projected to be completed in
FY11.

The new logo was selected by the

FA and ADA senior leadership from
121 logos submitted in a contest. The
winning logo was designed by Angel
Quezada, Chief of the Digital Train-
ing Access Center at Fort Bliss, who
received $1,000. Second place went
to Wesley Pewewardy, Lead Illustrator
in the Graphics Section of the Training
Services Center, Fort Sill, who received
$300. Third place went to Staff Sergeant
James P. Lynch, a Systems Analyst in
the 6th ADA Brigade, Fort Bliss; he
received $200. The prize money was
provided by the US FA and ADA As-
sociations.
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Rapid Redesign of FACCC

A Four-Week Process for Updating
Courses for an Army at War

The dogmas of the quiet past are
inadequate to the stormy present. The
occasion is piled high with difficulty,
and we must rise with the occasion.
As our case is new, so we must think
anew and act anew.

President Abraham Lincoln

Second Annual Message to Congress

1 December 1860

Artillery Captain’s Career Course

(FACCQ) recently finished a rapid
redesign of the FACCC program of
instruction (POI) in 27 days. Given the
current operating environment (COE),
we knew we could not complete the
redesign using the traditional deliberate
instructional design process that, for a
course this size, could have taken years
to complete; thus, we had to “think anew
and act anew” to develop a model to

T

The cadre of the 20-week Field
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By Major Robert A. Krieg

conduct a rapid redesign.

Thisarticle describes why weredesigned
the FACCC, what the process is and what
the new more relevant course presents to
officers who attend it. This redesign model
can be used to rapidly incorporate COE
lessonslearned in other courses, including
those at other schools.

Background. Anyone who attended
the FACCC during the last decade under-
stands why we redesigned the course. The
old POl last taught in February was simi-
lar to the POI taught during Operations
Desert Shield and Desert Storm in 1991.
Although our Army occupies much of the
same battlespace today as in these past
operations, the operational environment
presentsradically different challenges and
demands. The training our officers and
future commanders receive must reflect
those challenges and demands.

IS

Our professional military education
must train agile, adaptive leaders. Our
courseware for these future fire support of-
ficers (FSOs), staff officers and command-
ers also must be agile and adaptive.

In late 2005, the FACCC cadre began
to develop a vision for the redesign of
the FACCC. The cadre set a goal to
complete the redesign by FY07 with an
implementation date of calendar year
2007. This plan seemed aggressive as
compared to the traditional deliberate
courseware development described
in Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) Regulation 350-70 Systems
Approach to Training Management,
Processes and Products.

In 2006, the cadre began to develop
products to facilitate the redesign. We
drafted core competencies, a revised
critical task list and a proposed “road-
map” for the course content and practi-
cal exercises (PEs) using a continuous

S 0009999

Capt Mark D. McCarrol, part of the new
Field Artillery Captain’s Career Course

wu (FACCC), Class 3-06, analyzestheterrainin

his area of operations (AO) on the modified
combined obstacle overlay (MCOO) while

s -conducting mission analysis as the bat-

talion intelligence officer foramechanized

infantry task force. (Photo by Fred W. Baker Ill)




scenario based onthe TRADOC common
teaching scenario (CTS). The cadre also
received instruction from the Director
of the Field Artillery Center Quality
Assurance Office (QAO) on developing
lesson plans using the experiential-based
learning model.

On 22 February theredesign plan drasti-
cally changed. After gaining the approval
of the Chief of FA, Major General David
C. Ralston, the Assistant Commandant
(AC) of the FA School, Colonel Mark
McDonald, and 30th FA Regiment
Commander, Colonel Anthony J. Puck-
ett, ordered us to redesign FACCC in a
unique manner: stand down two FACCC
classes comprised primarily of veterans
of the Central Command (CENTCOM)
theater and use their expertise to redesign
the FACCC in a matter of weeks.

The AC issued his guidance on 22 Feb-
ruary: “Begin redesigning the course on
6 March (D+0) and implement the new
POI on 20 March (D+14); shut down
the FACCCs and leverage the skills and
experiences of the students; use the time
between 22 February (D-12) and 6 March
(D+0) to develop a plan to execute the
redesign. Capture the COE, counterinsur-
gency (COIN) operations and operational
lessons learned in the POI, but don’t
extend the current course’s length.”

Because we are most familiar with
the military decision-making process
(MDMP), our rapid redesign followed
that process. As reflected in Figure 1,
we developed the timeline using the
Army operational process to describe
the phases of the rapid redesign: plan,
prepare, execute and assess.

This rapid redesign process combines
many of the steps in the systems ap-
proach to training used in the deliberate
design process, follows the principles of
instructional design and applies teaching
methodologies more appropriate for the
majority of COE tasks. See the article
“Redesigning FACCC—The Deliber-
ate versus Rapid Methodology” by Dr.
Pamela L. Raymer, Director of QAO,
in this edition.

Planning Phase. Before the end of
the meeting, we received guidance on
the proposed roadmap for FACCC. We
also set up milestones for the planning
process between D-12 and D+0. First, we
planned a meeting for D-10 to evaluate
and review the contents of the current
POL. Second, we planned to back-brief
the ACon D+11 on the POI’s design and
progress toward execution on D+14.

I issued warning order (WARNO) #1
to the FACCC cadre immediately after

Plan
¢ D-12: Receive mission; FACCC instructors conduct the MDMP.
e D-11: Conduct mission analysis briefing.

e D-10: Review the POI with the AC and all agencies within the FACCC’s area
of influence.

e D-5: Conduct COA decision briefing for the AC and FA School Directors.
Prepare

¢ D+0 to D+11: FACCC redesigns the course (senior instructor, nine SGLs and
74 students from FACCCs 1-06 and 2-06).

e Two SGLs serve as cell chiefs for each major block of instruction (Fundamen-
tals, Fire Support, Field Artillery and Battery Command).

* Three SGLs serve as cell chiefs to develop the common scenario, leveraging
doctrine, combat experience, published TTPs, lessons learned and the CTCs’

input.

e Back-brief the AC.
Execute

Fort Sill G3.
Assess

Legend:
AC =Assistant Commandant
ASAT = Automated Systems Approach
to Training
COA=Course of Action
CTCs=Combat Training Centers

e Every lesson is developed or modified, to include the conference, structured
learning activities and more than 91 ASAT lesson plans.

e D+14: Execute the new POI and reset schedules with 30th FA Regiment and

e Maintain continuous assessment throughout the execution phase to assure

quality and validate the new POI. '

MDMP = Military Decision-Making Process
POI =Program of Instruction
SGLs=Small Group Leaders
TTPs =Tactics, Techniques and Proce-
dures

Figure 1: Field Artillery Captain’s Career Course (FACCC) Rapid Redesign Process

the meeting and began developing the
commander’s estimate. Uponthe FACCC
students’ release, the cadre met that
evening to conduct a mission analysis
to rapidly redesign FACCC. The cadre
performed a deliberate 17-step mission
analysisinaccordance with Field Manual
(FM) 5-0 Army Planning and Orders
Production. During the mission analysis,
the cadre emphasized identifying “tacti-
cal” risks during the process and focused
on information requirements to continue
the MDMP.

During the intelligence preparation of
the battlefield (IPB) part of the mission
analysis, the cadre identified the FACCC
area of interest and area of influence to
pinpoint the personnel, organizations and
agencies needed for the planning process.
We invited all concerned personnel in
the area of influence to the POI review
on D-10.

On D-11, we conducted a mission
analysis briefing to the 30th FAR Com-
mander who answered many of our
questions and gave us his intent, key

tasks and guidance. At the close of the
briefing, he approved the following mis-
sion statement for the rapid redesign: “F
Battery, 1st Battalion, 30th FAR (F/1-30
FAR) with FACCC Classes 1-06 and
2-06 (reinforcing) develop an FACCC
POI not later than 17 March 06 in order
to prepare FA officers to conduct full-
spectrum operations within the COIN
environment.”

On D-10, Colonels McDonald and
Puckett and Marine Detachment Com-
mander, Colonel James A. Pace, led
the cadre and all personnel within the
FACCC’s area of influence through
a review of the POI. (The FA School
at Fort Sill trains Marines as well as
Army Field Artillerymen, so the Marine
Detachment Commander was involved
in the process.)

The meeting began with a short mission
analysis briefing and review of TRA-
DOC-mandated training. The purpose
of the meeting was to determine which
lesson plans to delete, modify and (or)
add to the POL
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After the POI review, the cadre began
developing a course of action (COA).
The cadre developed two POI COAs
that incorporated the experiential-based
learning model into the instruction and
focused on structured learning activities
(SLAs) to support the terminal learning
objectives. Both COAs used current and
emerging doctrine as the baseline and
integrated lessons learned and tactics,
techniques and procedures (TTPs) to
amplify the doctrine. The POI would
incorporate the brigade combat team
(BCT), fires battalion and fires brigade
modular design into the PEs. While
maintaining the students’ abilities to plan
and understand major combat operations,
the cadre would add more robust training
on COIN operations, urban operations,
urban IPB, fire support in urban opera-
tions and information operations (10).

Every PE in both of the COA POIs
included the targeting methodology
(lethal and nonlethal) and fire support
considerations for full-spectrum op-
erations. The COAs leveraged lessons
learned and capitalized on scenarios and
products developed at the combat train-
ing centers (CTCs) as part of the Caspian
Sea-based common scenario. This would
facilitate the practical application of full-
spectrum operations and ensure the use
of joint, interagency, intergovernmental
and multinational operations.

The main difference between the two
COAs was the sequence of the classes and
PEs in the POIs. COA 1 had conference-
style classes in small blocks that were then
reinforced by PEs, or structured learning
activities (SLAs), within acontinuous com-
mon scenario as the students progressed
through the course. COA 2 had most of
the conference-style classes at the start of
the course. Then the students completed
the SLAs within a continuous common
scenario throughout the remainder of the
course in a less episodic fashion.

OnD-5, the cadre presented a COA de-
cision brief to the AC and the FA School
Directors. We recommended COA 1
(Figure 2), which the AC approved.

Preparation Phase. This phase con-
sisted of the actual FACCC redesign
(D+0toD+11). During the transition, the
AC briefed both of the FACCC classes
that would take partin the rapid redesign
process. He underlined the impact of the
rapid redesign and described the effects
their efforts would have on the future of
the branch and the force as a whole.

F/1-30 FAR dedicated the senior
instructor, nine small group leaders
(SGLs) and 74 students to perform the
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rapid redesign. Two SGLs served as cell
chiefs for each major block of instruc-
tion—Fire Support, Field Artillery and
Battery Command—for a total of six
SGLs. Each cell had about 16 students.
Three more SGLs served as cell chiefs
for the Fundamentals Block and the
Common Scenario PEs. This cell had
roughly 27 students.

The cell chiefs identified tasks for each
day from D+0 to D+11. These tasks
included developing or modifying the
conference-style instruction, SLAs and
lesson plans for each classinthe POI. The
seniorinstructor developed charts for the
cell chiefs to track and brief their status
daily. At the end of each day, the cadre
met and briefed the status of their cell’s
progress and discussed issues pertaining
to the rapid redesign.

During this process, FACCC used
many outside resources to develop the
products and provide expertise. The Joint
Readiness Training Center (JRTC) at Fort
Polk, Louisiana; the National Training
Center (NTC) at Fort Irwin, California;
and the Joint Multinational Readiness
Center (JMRC) at Hohenfels, Germany;
provided products, such as operations
orders (OPORDs) and target folders to fa-
cilitate developing the common scenario
and SLAs. JRTC’s Fire Support Division
sent several observer/controllers (O/Cs)
to Fort Sill from D+0 to D+4 to help with
the rapid redesign process.

Lieutenant Colonel Paul Yingling,
an expert on COIN, and the 212th FA
Brigade Rear Detachment Commander,
who recently redeployed from Opera-
tion Iraqi Freedom (OIF) with the 3rd
Armored Cavalry Regiment, provided
oversight on the rapid redesign process
and subject matter expertise on develop-
ing the common scenario.

We coordinated with the National
Ground Intelligence Center (NGIC) in
Charlottesville, Virginia, at the beginning
of the preparation phase. We asked for
andreceived one-meter resolution imag-
ery on the Caspian Sea battlespace that
we used to develop our common scenario.
NGIC gave us maps and digital imagery
to plan and execute the common scenario
for future classes. In three weeks, we had
all of the maps and imagery needed for
the common scenario.

We used warrant officer education sys-
tem (WOES) instructors as subject matter
experts (SMEs) on diverse lessons, such
as targeting and reconnaissance, surveil-
lance and target acquisition (RSTA), and
focused on collection assets and target
mensuration of joint fires. Where practi-

cal, we established commonality with
our courseware to facilitate multi-echelon
training within the school and practical ap-
plication within the operational force.

The Fort Sill Battle Lab established
liaison with the FACCC cadre during the
preparation phase of the rapid redesign.
As the students and cadre developed the
common scenario, technicians from joint
conflict and tactical simulation (JCATS)
began building the scenarios into a simu-
lation. At the same time, the technicians
from the joint fires and effects trainer
system (JFETS) revised their scenario to
meet the FACCC training requirements.

The Preparation Phase of the FACCC
rapid redesign process ended on D+11
with a back-brief to the AC, 30th FAR
Commander and 1-30 FAR Commander,
Lieutenant Colonel James H. Rikard.
We received approval to execute the
POI on D+14.

Execution and Assessment Phase. We
executed the new POl in its entirety with
FACCC 4-06 that started in April and
will graduate in September. We assessed
our process continuously and relied on a
wealth of SMEs, both for contents and
instructional systems design, to keep us
ontrack. And with the implementation of
the first redesigned FACCC with Class
4-06, we are assessing and adjusting the
course for subsequent iterations.

From the beginning, we all understood
that this rapid redesign process would
not produce a 100-percent solution. I
estimate that when we implemented the
course, we had a 95-percent solution in
content and a 75-percent solution in the
redesign of how the content was taught.
In addition to rapidly incorporating the
content of the course to reflect the COE,
COIN and lessons learned, we also re-
formatted the content’s presentation to
reflect more modern teaching methods,
reducing the number of hours of “talk-
ing-head instructors” on the platform
and “death by PowerPoint.” The methods
emphasize “seeing what’s ‘right,””” doing
it,and redoing itin multipleiterations and
changing conditions to develop not only
technically competent leaders, but also
more agile, adaptable leaders who are
better able to make effective decisions in
the ambiguous, rapidly changing COE.

We incurred risks throughout this
process by the nature of the way we
conducted the redesign. First, we did
not use the deliberate TRADOC model
for courseware development that is well
proven (although time-consuming and
labor-intensive). Second, we had little
time to conduct quality assurance and



quality control throughout the rapid
redesign process. Next, the process was
“stove-piped;” as a group, the SGLs did
nothave oversight of other planning cells’
activities. As aresult, the SGLs executed
training on D+14 using materials they
had not seen.

Finally, we stood down two FACCCs—
FACCC 1-06inits 13th week of instruc-
tion and FACCC 2-06 in its sixth week
of the 20-week CCC—to redesign the
course. The thought was that students
would learn more from the relevant mate-

rial updating the course and the focused
COE expertise of other students during
the redesign process than from continu-
ing their outdated instruction in FACCC.
When the redesign was completed, we
re-started the FACCC classes in the new
curriculum.

We must take measures to lessen the
risks of the rapid redesign process in the
future. First, we must incorporate the
instructional design specialists throughout
the process. Second, we must allow more
time for quality control and quality assur-

ance. Finally, we mustdevelop ameans to
provide the SGLs oversight of the overall
POI’'sdevelopmenttoensure they have the
time they need to produce new materials
before teaching the new classes.

The New FACCC. The following is a
synopsis of the course content in the new
POI, as outlined in Figure 2.

Fundamentals (19 Days). This block
focuses on several areas. It provides a
forum for the TRADOC- and Army-man-
dated training on subjects, such as sexual
assault and response, equal opportunity,

APOE = Aerial Port of Embarkation
BCT =Brigade Combat Team
Bde = Brigade
Bn = Battalion
CAS = Close Air Support
C?PC = Command and Control Personal
Computers
C*l = Command, Control, Communica-
tions, Computers and Intelligence
COE = Contemporary Operating Environ-
ment
COIN = Counterinsurgency

19 Days 26 Days 32 Days 23 Days
Fundamentals Fire Support Field Artillery Battery Command
Allied LNO Briefings C*l Training (FBCB?/C*PC/MCS/ MLRS FA Battery Operations
Suicide/EO/SH/SAPR  FalconView/OPSEC) Fires Bn/Bde Overview Engagement/Negotia-
Gunnery Army/USMC/BCT Ops FA Organization for Combat tions 2/Media Training

AFATDS COE Command Relationships TLP—SLA Operation
RSTA . Australus Comfort
FA Sustainment
MDMP (includes Targeting 1)—SLA  EA B, Planning—SLA Operation IErs
Operation Desert Tortoise Chameleon FRAGO #3: FA Battery
Top-Down Fire Planning—SLA Opera-  Eyam #2 Stability Ops (Maneuver
tion Desert Tortoise . . and Fires)
. . Information Operations—SLA E #3
Fire Support in the Offense/Defense . L)
COIN Operations—SLA Battery S I d
FSCMs/A2C?/Attack Aviation/Mortars G SUPlRlby &l
GAS/SEAD Urban IPB—SLA Maintenance
. Urban Operations—SLA Mock Article 15 Pro-
Road to War (Intro to Scenario) i <
FRAGO #1: HBCT Attack/JCATS Targeting (Part 2)—SLA ceecinge
: ac
Fallujah Il Battle Analysis—Offsite at ~Gator 6/Battery Com-
OPORD Vanguard Homework Oklahoma City mand Conference
Exam #1 Cultural Understanding Leadership Symposium
International Student Briefing Day Capstone: Five-Day
- L COIN Exercise at the
Engagement Training (Negotiations) JRTC
FRAGO #2: FA Bn in COIN Ops/Fal-
lujah Il
FRAGO #3: FA Bn in Stability
Ops—Maneuver and Fires
Receive | Arrive in thea- 0 o
Road | tervia APOE; G D e | rip/ | AR IBCT FRAGO #3: FA Bn in
to War lodgment TOA Stability Ops (JCATS)
OPORD. | established. Attack (JCATS) Ops (JCATS)
Legend: EO = Equal Opportunity LNO = Liaison Officer
A2C2= Army Airspace Command and FBCB? = Force XXI Battle Command Bri- MCS = Maneuver Control System
Control gade and Below MLRS = Multiple-Launch Rocket System
AFATDS = Advanced Field Artillery Tactical FRAGO = Fragmentary Order OPORD = Operations Order
Data System FSCMs = Fire Support Coordinating Mea- Ops = Operations

sures
HBCT =Heavy BCT
HIC = High-Intensity Conflict
IBCT = Infantry BCT
IPB = Intelligence Preparation of the
Battlefield
JCATS = Joint Conflict and Tactical Simula-
tion
JFETS = Joint Fires and Effects Trainer
System
JTF = Joint Task Force
JRTC = Joint Readiness Training Center

OPSEC = Operations Security
RIP = Relief in Place
RSTA = Reconnaissance, Surveillance and
Target Acquisition
SAPR = Sexual Assault Prevention and
Response
SEAD = Suppression of Enemy Air De-
fenses
SH = Sexual Harassment
SLA = Structured Learning Activity
TLP = Troop-Leading Procedures
TOA = Transfer of Authority

Figure 2: FACCC Redesigned, March 2006
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etc. This block also exposes students to
manual and automated gunnery skills
focused on the duties and responsibili-
ties of battery commanders and battalion
fire direction officers (FDOs), including
instruction on the advanced FA tactical
data system (AFATDS).

Fire Support (26 Days). In this block,
students learn the fundamentals of Army
operations, tactics, command and control
(C%, and Marine Corps organization and
operations. WOES instructors teach the
students the targeting methodology, us-
ing various sensors and target mensura-
tion means. The block immerses students
in command, control, communications,
computers and intelligence (C*I) systems
and emphasizes the MDMP and joint fire
support considerations for major combat
operations (MCO).

The SGLs and various SMEs provide
conference-style instruction and struc-
tured learning on joint fires—naval sur-
face fire support, mortars, attack aviation,
clearance of fires, Army airspace com-
mand and control (A2C?), close air sup-
port (CAS) and suppression of enemy air
defenses (SEAD). The fire support block
concludes with aroad-to-war briefing that
introduces the common scenario followed
by fragmentary order (FRAGO) #1 for
the first SLA of the common scenario,
a heavy brigade combat team (HBCT)
in the attack.

Field Artillery (32 Days)—The FA
block of instruction begins with students
receiving an overview of multiple-launch
rocketsystem (MLRS) operations focused
on the battery commander’s and battalion
FDOQO’s duties and responsibilities.

Next, the SGLs introduce students to
the organization of the fires battalions
and brigades. Students learn how to or-
ganize FA units for combat and what the
various command relationships are. The
students must be able to plan and sustain
FA operations.

The FA block introduces the students
to COIN and urban operations. It also
introduces them to IO and the application
oflethal and nonlethal targeting in Army
operations. The students plan face-to-
face engagements and negotiations. They
also receive classes on cultural under-
standing and the application of cultural
aspects to military operations.

The students then analyze the Battle
of Fallujah II that was conducted in
Iraq in November of 2004. The common
scenario reinforces their training as they
plan the next two operations.

FRAGO #2 places the students in an
infantry BCT (IBCT) fires battalion. The
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students receive a transfer of authority
(TOA) briefing from the HBCT (FRAGO
#1). Before the actual TOA, the students
plan offense and stability operationsin an
adjacent area of operations (AO). Once
the TOA is complete, they plan stability
and COIN operations in an assigned AO
as the fires battalion in the IBCT.

Battery Command (23 Days). The SGLs
begin the battery command block by giv-
ing the students conference-style instruc-
tion and SLAs on FA battery operations
and troop-leading procedures (TLPs).
The students receive added instruction
on conducting engagements and media
awareness. The students then use the last
FA battalion FRAGO produced as part of
the common scenario and conduct TLPs
as battery commanders to execute stabil-
ity operations. After completing the final
SLA ofthe common scenario, the students
attend classes on battery maintenance and
supply operations.

Next, the students attend a leadership
symposium with current battalion and
battery commanders and command
sergeants major. Also, various keynote
speakers and veterans give the students
their viewpoints on leadership. The SGLs
give the students leadership and deci-
sion-making training with interactive
software (Gator 6).

The course ends withafive-day capstone
training exercise “in the box™ at the JRTC
that demands the students exercise mul-
tiple skills taughtin the FACCC. Students
plan and coordinate fire support in full-
spectrum operations and conduct TLPs
as they prepare for cordon and searches,
combat patrols, convoy operations, en-
gagements and negotiations, and other
operations they will conduct as battery
commanders and fire support officers.

The Way Ahead. Since the comple-
tion of the FACCC'’s rapid redesign, we
continue to seek feedback from the field.
‘We have had FA commandersrecently re-
deployed fromIraq or Afghanistanreview
the POI and its instructional methods.

We established alink with the Pre-Com-
mand Course (PCC) to conduct multi-
echelon training with the students’ future
battalioncommanders. PCC students serve
as battalion commanders for FACCC stu-
dents to brief as part of the MDMP.

The FACCC cadre continues to develop
its relationship with the JRTC and hone
the capstone exercise.

Also the cadre is enhancing the
FACCC students’ physical readiness.
We recently began a pilot combatives
program to provide Level I Combatives
Certification to all students who meet

the requirements. The FACCC also is in
the process of developing a demanding,
challenging and rewarding Iron Redleg
Physical Training (PT) Program to ensure
students graduate from FACCC in peak
physical condition.

As part of the Execution Phase of the
Army operational process, we continu-
ously assess the course. As usual, we
will conduct a course-end critique with
the FACCC 4-06.

In addition, we are applying our rapid
redesign process to the FA Warrant Of-
ficer Advanced Course (WOAC) and
have started planning torapidly redesign
other courses in the FA School.

The goal of our course redesign pro-
cess is to rapidly incorporate emerging
doctrine, lessons learned and feedback
from the force that is operating in a high
operational tempo (OPTEMPO) and
constantly changing environment. With
further assessment and refinement, this
process promises to bring new agility to
the FA School’s courses, ensuring gradu-
ates are relevant and ready for any future
operations.

Major Robert A. Krieg is the Senior In-
structor in the FA Captain’s Career Course
(FACCC) and Commander of F Battery, 1st
Battalion, 30th Field Artillery Regiment (F/1-
30th FAR) at Fort Sill, Oklahoma. He served
as the Senior Multiple-Launch Rocket
System (MLRS) Battery Trainer and Task
Force Fire Support Observer/Controller at
the Joint Multinational Readiness Center
(UJMRC) in Hohenfels, Germany. Previously,
he commanded C Battery and served as
the Battalion Intelligence Officer in 6-32
FA, 212th FA Brigade, at Fort Sill. While
assigned to the 1st Cavalry Division, Fort
Hood, Texas, he served as aPlatoon Leader,
Company Fire Support Officer and Platoon
Fire Direction Officer in 3-82 FA.

The author wishes to recognize the
following individuals for their contri-
butionsto the redesign process: Major
Dudley C. Brownell, Small Group
Leader (SGL); Major Christopher
D. Compton, SGL; Major Jackson
A. Docherty (UK), SGL; Major Jim
N. Hickman (SGL); Captain Jeff A.
Pederson (Canada), SGL; Captain
(Promotable) Scott A. Shaw, SGL;
Major RobertS. Washington (USMC),
SGL; Major Johnny Workman, SGL;
Major Adam Worsley (Australia),
SGL; andthe students of FA Captain’s
Career Course (FACCC) Classes 1-
06 and 2-06.




CPT Steve Hady, Field Artillery Captain’s
Career Course (FACCC) 3-06, researches
engineer data for an operation during his
newly redesigned FACCC. CPT JeffSamon §
(background left) and 1LT Jamel Nabli
(Tunisia) target enemy weapons systems
as part of the fire support team.

(Photo by Fred W. Baker IlI):

The Deliberate Versus
Rapid Methodology

Career Course (FACCC), Fort Sill,

Oklahoma, recently created and
implemented abold initiative to redesign
the course rapidly. The leadership stood
down two FACCC classes to help in the
redesign, used the expertise of other vet-
erans and subject matter experts (SMEs)
and redesigned the 20-week course in
less than four weeks. (See the article
“Rapid Redesign of FACCC—A Four-
Week Process for Updating Courses for
an Army at War” by Major Robert A.
Krieg in this edition.)

Redesigning a course the size of the
FACCC and developing lesson plans
using the deliberate (traditional) method
would have taken months—maybe
years. With the high operational tempo
(OPTEMPO) of today’s Army in the
Global War on Terrorism (GWOT), that

The leadership of the FA Captain’s

By Dr. Pamela L. Raymer

timeframeis unacceptable. Evenif Army
schools had enough qualified training
developers and SMEs toredesign courses
and create lesson plans using the deliber-
ate redesign method, courses would be
outdated before the training development
work was completed.

In the rapid redesign process, the
FACCC leaders not only updated the
course’s content quickly, but also up-
dated the instructional methods used
to teach the content. Today’s FACCC
incorporates the contemporary operating
environment (COE), counterinsurgency
operations (COIN) and lessons learned
from operations in the Central Command
(CENTCOM) theater. But it also uses
instructional methods that better prepare
FA captains to solve complex problems

and perform complex tasks—the types of
challenges leaders face in GWOT.

The deliberate course redesign process
has served the Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) schools ad-
equately when designing instruction
for “well structured,” simpler tasks.
But new methods are required to teach
leaders to be more agile and adaptable
while performing the more complex,
“ill-structured” tasks on CENTCOM’s
asymmetrical battlefield.

This article discusses the difference
between designing instructional methods
for well structured vice ill-structured
tasks and the benefits gained from the
latter and compares the deliberate and
rapid course redesign processes. The
rapid redesign process enables schools
to better prepare Soldiers and leaders to
perform in the COE.
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Well Structured versus Ill-Struc-
tured Tasks. Well structured tasks are
tasks performed, essentially, in one way.
In comparison, ill-structured tasks are
more complex tasks or problems that can
be performed or solved in more than one
way and are more difficult to assess.

An example of a well structured task
is the disassembly and assembly of the
M16A2 rifle. Except for allowing for
deviation in some steps during assembly
and disassembly, the clearing, disas-
sembly, assembly and functions check
of an M16A2 rifle are performed one
way. This task is clearly observable, and
performance can be assessed easily.

Decision making may be inherentin well
structured tasks and is certainly a large
partof ill-structured tasks. Whetheritis a
simple well structured task of employing
ahand grenade or acomplex ill-structured
task of planning fire support, the instruc-
tional design conceptis the same. If during
instruction on the well structured task of

employing a hand grenade, Soldiers are
not given opportunities to decide when to
use a particular throwing technique over
another, their skills may be constrained.
They may use an inappropriate technique
incombat. Placing them in situations dur-
ing training where they must determine
which technique to use rather than being
told only to demonstrate performance of
each technique is appropriate and an ex-
ample of immersive, authentic training.
[ll-structured tasks or problems can be
solved in more than one way. For exam-
ple, clearing a building includes specific
procedures Soldiers must follow, but the
variables for different types of buildings
require the Soldiers’ on-the-spot adjust-
ments. Similarly, for convoy operations,
decisions that must be made on-the-spot
for what might be encountered during a
convoy are endless. Training such tasks
to established schoolhouse solutions or
standards (as done for well structured
tasks) can be too restrictive to the goal

of maximizing learning to prepare for
complex environments.

Leader tasks, such as planning fire
support for major combat operations
(MCO) and applying lethal and nonle-
thal targeting to Army operations, are
more complex and filled with multiple
variables. What a student knows about
performing these tasks or solving these
problems is not always visible. As a
result, designing, training and assessing
these ill-structured tasks are more dif-
ficult. The traditional deliberate course
redesign model is not very effective in
developing training for ill-structured
tasks, yet most of the tasks needing
training in the COE are complex, ill-
structured tasks executed in an ambigu-
ous environment.

Deliberate versus Rapid Redesign
Processes. The figure contrasts the
phases of the deliberate or traditional
TRADOC redesign method with the
rapid redesign process recently devel-

Train tasks to standard.

Analyze

¢ Mission Analysis

e Collective Task Analysis
¢ Job Analysis

Overall Focus of Deliberate Design:

Analyze (Plan)

Overall Focus of Rapid Redesign:

Train technical content and problem-solving capabilities
in varying authentic contexts.

¢ Real-World Situations (RWS) from Combat Vets, Returning
Units and Lessons Learned

¢ Individual Task Analysis

e Combat Critical Task Selection Boards
Focus: Individual Tasks

Design

¢ Task-Based Instruction

e Performance Objectives for Each Task
e Terminal Learning Objectives

e Enabling Learning Objectives

Focus: Task-Based Instruction
Develop

e Scripted “Stand-Alone” Lessons Plans
Focus: Prescriptive Lesson Plans
Implement

e Instructor-Focused Presentations Followed by Student
Practical Exercises

e Measured Against Established Standards of Perfor-
mance
Assess

e Assessment is continuous throughout the development
process and after implementation.

Results: Schoolhouse Solutions (Predictability) Output-
ting Competent, Structured Leaders

Focus: Authentic Complex Problems (Battlefield Sce-
narios)

Design/Develop (Prepare)

e Structured Learning Activities (SLAs) of Real Problems
from the Contemporary Operating Environment (COE),
Counterinsurgency (COIN) Operations and Lessons
Learned

e Collaborative Activities (Group Problem Solving)

Focus: Collection of RWS with Varying Conditions (Com-
bat Variables) Filled with Technical Content and Tactics,
Techniques and Procedures (TTPs)

Implement (Execute)
e Student-Focused Learning Activities
e Just-in-Time Content

e Measured by Instructor/Subject Matter Expert (SME)
Against Applying the “Best” Solution that Considers
Relevant Information Through Negotiation (Defending
the “Best” Solution to Convince Others of its Merit)

Assess

e Assessment is continuous throughout the development
process and after implementation.

Results: Multiple Appropriate Solutions (Ambiguity)
Outputting Competent, Confident, Critical-Thinking
Adaptive Leaders

Deliberate (Traditional) Course Redesign as Compared to Rapid Course Redesign
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oped to redesign the FACCC. In the
figure, the rapid redesign process has the
Army operational process (plan, prepare,
execute and assess) noted beside the
respective terms for instructional design
(analyze, design/develop, implement and
assess). This draws a parallel to Major
Krieg’s discussion of his rapid redesign
of FACCC using Army operational terms
in his article.

In the deliberate redesign model, ex-
tensive analysis is conducted during a
number of phases. In the Analysis Phase,
a list of collective tasks is established
after amission analysis of doctrine. From
those collective tasks, a job analysis is
conducted to identify the various require-
ments in a specific enlisted or officer job.
Military occupational specialty (MOS)
or leader task performance at different
skill levels are considered. Within each
ofthoselevels, atask listis compiled and
approved. As part of the analysis, the per-
formance required by the job’s combat
standard may be adjusted to a training
standard for institutional training.

During the Design Phase, the outcomes
or objectives are defined, e.g., terminal
and enabling learning objectives. In
the Development Phase, lesson plans
that detail how to train and assess each
specific task are created. Typically these
are prescriptive and often presented in
lecture format followed by practical
exercises (PEs), giving the student oppor-
tunities to practice each task to standard.
The intent is to give the student all the
knowledge needed before performing the
task. The last week of the course usually
isreserved for putting students through a
culminating exercise that requires them
to demonstrate all or most of the tasks
trained during the course.

In contrast, the rapid redesign model
applied to the FACCC maximizes a new
approach to developing and instructing
a course. As the figure shows, the entire
Design and Development Phase focuses
on training technical content and prob-
lem-solving capabilities in varying au-
thentic situations vice focusing on tasks
trained to schoolhouse standards. Not
only does the rapid redesign model take
advantage of more appropriate methods
totrainill-structured tasks (and enhances
training for well structured tasks), it also
shortens the time necessary to develop
training materials significantly.

Throughtheapplication of anexperiential
model thatencapsulates the bestof multiple
learning theories, learners can transfer
vast amounts of information and data
into actionable knowledge and skills. Im-

mersing students in a simulated authentic
environment maximizes learning, giving
students the skills and experiences to make
moreeffective decisions when performing
ill-structured tasks in the future.

Immersing students in real-world situ-
ations (battlefield scenarios) improves
the school’s ability to train ill-structured
tasks. Thesereal-world situations already
are filled with a multitude of tasks. Ex-
tensive analysis is not necessary. During
the FACCC redesign, combat veterans
contributed a wealth of knowledge in
the Analysis Phase and in developing
battlefield scenarios.

Lessons plans from combat scenarios
must be carefully constructed to ensure
that critical tactics, techniques and pro-
cedures (TTPs) and all the knowledge
necessary to solve the problem are built
in as resources that students must acquire
or assimilate during the in-class research
process. Progressing through the course,
students are put in increasingly difficult
situations in which to solve complex
problems, called structured learning
activities (SLAs). As such, students are
challenged continuously to apply what
they are learning as they solve the prob-
lems. The culminating exerciseis notsaved
until the end—right before graduation.

Placing these problems in context deep-
ens the students’ understanding of the
learning materials as instructors provide
more complex data and situations.

In contrastto the deliberate model where
instruction is presented up front, students
are given or acquire information “just in
time” in the rapid redesign model. They
immerse themselves in solving problems
and are provided information and con-
cepts when they need to apply them.

These types of lessons can be built for
novice learners as well as experienced
learners. Determining when, where and
how much information the students need
at various stages in the training process
must be taken into account. Instructor
notes, although no less important in
the deliberate redesign training, are
especially important in detailing the
instructor’s role in the SLAs.

Assessment includes measuring the
student’s ability to complete tasks to
standard butin the larger context of solv-
ing a real-world problem. For example,
determining whether a fire direction of-
ficer (FDO) has the skills and knowledge
to perform his job is often based on as-
sessing his knowledge of specific tasks,
such as manual and automated gunnery.
Successfully passing exams that measure
his ability to calculate manual gunnery

problems allows the instructor to deter-
mine whether the student has achieved
the standard specified in a terminal or
enabling learning objective.

However, the desired performance
should not end with assessing the
student’s ability to calculate manual gun-
nery butrather with assessing whether or
not the FDO can determine why a round
didn’t land on the target. Computing
manual gunnery solutions focuses on
training individual well structured tasks
to standard as opposed to the immersive
method’s focus on the “real” problem of
field performance. Focusing on solving
complex problems rather than focusing
on achieving standards for each task
keeps the emphasis on the battlefield ob-
jective. The FDO still must solve manual
gunnery problems but only to give him a
tool to apply within the context of solving
the real problem of determining why the
“steel” didn’t hit the target.

Instructional design is complex. It is
part art and part science. Any discus-
sion of these two models in this short
article cannot capture the complexity of
considerations for designing and devel-
oping training that encompasses COE
and COIN instruction.

However the rapid redesign model
developed and applied to the FACCC
emphasizes designing training to give
leaders and Soldiers the ability to solve
ill-structured problems in a real-world
environment—better preparing them
to perform complex tasks and make ef-
fective decisions that are typical of the
challenges they will face in the COE.

Dr. Pamela L. Raymer is the Director of the
Quality Assurance Office (QAO) and Staff
and Faculty Division for the Field Artillery
Center at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, who worked
with the Field Artillery Captain’s Career
Course (FACCC) Small Group Instructors
(SGLs) during theirrapid redesign of FACCC.
From an instructional systems design
approach, she itemized the principles for
developing training methods in the rapid
redesign model to most effectively train
Soldiers and leaders for the contemporary
operating environment (COE). Dr. Raymer’s
last assignment was as the Director of QAO
forthe Armor Center at Fort Knox, Kentucky.
She also was an Instructor at the Univer-
sity of Louisville for 13 years and currently
teaches Management5000for two master’s
degree programs at Webster University.
She holds an EdD in Supervision with a
subspecialty of Training and Development
from the University of Louisville, an MS in
Instructional Systems Technology from
Indiana University plus an MAin Counseling
from Baylor University.
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The FA IS Alive and Well

In Fact, Thriving

oldiers and leaders have heard stories

of the FA reconfiguring as part of

the modular Army. It seems some
only hear the downsizing aspects of the
FA transformation and are certain the FA
is dead or, at least, on life support.

Some believe that the Field Artillery-
men’s only contributions to the future
Army will be driving trucks, becoming
military police (MP) and serving as
operating base mayors, as some Field
Artillerymen are doing in the Central
Command (CENTCOM) theater today.
While these jobs are important in Army
operations, they are not what the FA’s job
has been since 1775—providing fires for
the ground force commander. The same
misinformed people who only see the
downsizing believe the FA no longer will
play a critical role in joint and combined
arms warfare.

Nothing could be further from the truth.
The FA is alive and well—in fact, thriv-
ing. When the modular reconfiguration
is complete, the active Army will have
more FA weapons systems and more
FA battalions in direct support (DS) of
brigade combat teams (BCTs) than it had
in Force XXI. In addition, the majority

of Field Artillery units in the Global War.

on Terrorism (GWOT) are providing
fires for their BCTs while, simultaneously,
serving as motorized infantry units with

1LT Graham Genrich, B Battery, 3rd B
talion, 320th Field Artillery, 101st Airbor

patrolin Osha City, Tikrit, on 27 April 2006. |
The Field Artillery is leading the way in

developing Pentathletes.

Photo by SPC Teddy Wade, 55th Signal
Company (Combat Camera)

By Major Mark E. Brock

the same duties and responsibilities as
their Infantry and Armor brethren.!

This article provides five major reasons
why the King of Battle is alive and well
and dispels rumors about the demise of
the FA. These reasons are (1) The FA in
the active force BCTs actually is grow-
ing; (2) New technology is giving our
branch unprecedented capabilities for the
joint and combined arms fight; (3) US
joint force operations require a balance
of fire support from the ground and the
air; (4) The FA is leading the Army in
developing “Pentathletes;” and (5) The
Army will continue to conduct full-spec-
trum operations in the future—requiring
FA fires.

1. The FA in the active force BCTs
is growing. With the increase in the
number of modular BCTs, there will be
more FA battalions than in Force XXI.
With the expansion of BCTs from 33
to 42, the growth of fires battalions in

the BCTs will provide more battalions
to fill the previous DS role performed
by battalions under the division artil-
lery (Div Arty) organization. Before
this transformation effort, the typical
organization was three to four Artillery
battalionsineach of the 10 Div Artys. The
modular design’s implementation calls
for each of the BCTs to have an organic
cannon-equipped fires battalion. This
reorganization to make the battalions or-
ganic to the BCTs translates into 42 fires
battalions, some with 155-mm weapons
and some with 105-mm weapons. This
is a net increase of seven battalions over
the Force XXI construct.?

The active modular force also will have
six fires brigades, each with at least two
Artillery battalions and most with three
battalions, all with a mix of rocket/mis-
sile capabilities fired from the M270A1
multiple-launch rocket system (MLRS)
launcher or high-mobility artillery rocket




system (HIMARS) along with 155-mm
Paladin or lightweight M777 howitzers.

It seems that some thought the “sky
was falling” on the FA when the Army
decided to have fewer FA weapons per
battalion (12 vice 18) and fewer firing
batteries per fires battalion (two vice
three) in the heavy BCTs (HBCTs) and
infantry BCTs (IBCTs). And if the sky
is falling on the FA, it also is falling on
Infantry and Armor because the modular
redesign calls for fewer Infantry and
Armor weapons per company and fewer
companies per combined arms battalions
in the HBCTs and IBCTs.

At the same time, the FA is moving
from a 3x4 organization (three batteries
per battalion with four howitzers in each
battery) in the Stryker BCTs (SBCTs) to
a 3x6 organization to facilitate platoon
operations. All echelons-above-brigade
(EAB) units will retain their 3x6 orga-
nized FA battalions.?

For the active force, adding FA bat-
talions and weapons systems does not
signal the demise of the FA—itis growth
in the FA.

The Army National Guard (ARNG)
FA is losing some force structure in
EAB.* Although that might sound like
“bad news,” it ultimately will benefit the
total Army by enhancing the remaining
ARNG FA units’ modernization, making
them more capable and deployable.

The Army is in the process of rebalanc-
ing the force to generate the kinds of
capabilitiesitneeds. ARNG FA units that
are not deployable, such as those with
Vietnam-era M102 105-mm howitzers
or other modernization deficiencies, will
be drawn down or converted into other
capabilities the Army needs.

Howeyver, for the first time in US his-
tory, the remaining ARNG FA units will
mirror the active FA units in terms of
modernization—they will have all the
systems and capabilities as the active
FA units.’

Unit-for-unit, the total Army will have
more fully capable FA units available for
deployment in full-spectrum operations
than in the Force XXI.°

In addition, the ARNG will have seven
of the 13 fires brigades, also fully mod-
ernized to match the active force’s fires
brigades.’

2. New technology is giving our
branch unprecedented capabilities for
the joint and combined arms fight. The
FA is alive and well with new technolo-
gies that are providing unprecedented
capabilities—in fact, capabilities beyond
any FA in history. The ground com-

First Precision Rocket Ever Fired in Urban Combat Operations. B Battery, 3rd Battalion,
13th Field Artillery, fired the M31 guided multiple-launch rocket system (GMLRS) unitary in
support of the 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment during Operation Restore Rights in Tal Afar,
Iraq, in June 2005. The battery fired the GMLRS unitary rocket from 60 kilometers away

with a direct hit on its intended target.

mander now can precisely locate, target
and attack a point target with precision-
guided munitions (PGMs) in all weather
conditions, 24/7, and have ‘“‘steel” on
target faster than before. His FA now
gives him a choice of rocket, missile
and 155-mm PGMs and also is improv-
ing the precision of his suppression and
area fires for increased effectiveness in
full-spectrum operations.

Today in the CENTCOM theater, Sol-
diers and Marines are using the guided
MLRS (GMLRS) unitary PGM in urban
operations withincredible effectiveness.
GMLRS unitary has no duds; minimizes
collateral damage, even when fired from
as far away as 70 kilometers; and can im-
pact within 200 meters of friendly forces.
Its target sets are enemy structures, light
vehicles and personnel.

The Army’s first fire-and-forget
155-mm round, the Excalibur unitary
high-explosive PGM, will be fielded in
CENTCOM in the Second Quarter of
FYO7. Its non-ballistic flight trajectory,
nearly vertical terminal dive and ability
to penetrate concrete optimizes it for
urban operations from an expanded range
of 40 kilometers (objective). Excalibur
unitary’s testresults have been excellent;
it will be fielded to the BCT’s fires bat-
talion as a brigade-level PGM.

In addition to these PGMs, the FA
already has the Army tactical missile
system (ATACMS) Block 1A quick-
reaction unitary (QRU) in the inven-
tory. It is a fire-and-forget missile that
provides precision effects from a range

of 270 kilometers. It first was employed
in Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) major
combat operations (MCO) in 2003 with
great effectiveness.

In FYO08, the Army will field the FA’s
new precision attack missile (PAM) to
the Evaluation BCT (EBCT) at Fort
Bliss, Texas. PAM has 15 missiles in a
portable container that can be fired from
standoff distances. These fire-and-forget
missiles will be able to attack moving
targets. They will be effective against
both hard and soft targets from up to 40
kilometers away, allowing ground force
commanders the ability to employ them
in a variety of scenarios across the spec-
trum of conflict. PAM also will be in the
fires battalion, a PGM readily available
to the BCT commander.

The FA has fielded or is developing
these PGMs, along with the precision
guidance kit (PGK) to improve the pre-
cision of existing 155-mm and 105-mm
“dumb” rounds. For more information
on these PGMs and other munitions’
advances, see the article “FA PGMs—
Revolutionizing Fires for the Ground
Force Commander” by Colonels Gary
S. Kinne, John A. Tanzi and Jeffrey W.
Yaeger in the May-June edition online
at sill-www.army.mil/famag.

The FA PGM article also discusses the
use of the precision strike suite-special
operations forces (PSS-SOF) software
that now allows forward observers (or
joint terminal attack controllers, JTACs)
on the front lines to determine three-di-
mensional grid coordinates accurately
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enough toemploy PGMs, including the
AirForce’s joint direct attack munition
(JDAM). Locating the target precisely
enough to employ PGMs previously
had to be done at the theater level,
a process called “mensuration” that
took 30 minutes. Now the front-line
observer can determine precise enough
coordinates for PGMs in minutes.
3.US joint force operations require
a balance of fire support from the
ground and the air. A reader can
find many success stories of close air
support (CAS) for Soldiers in combat
from World War II to the present. I
think everyone agrees that the US
Army always will fight as part of a
jointforce and rely on joint capabilities
for its ground operations, including
Air Force, Navy and Marine CAS.
Howeyver, there are times when CAS
cannot be employed due to adverse
weather or the non-availability of
aircraft or because of the munition’s

e 4th Infantry Div Arty, Operation Iraqi Free-
dom (OIF) |

e 25th Infantry Div Arty, Operation Enduring
Freedom (OEF)

¢ 1st Infantry Div Arty, OIF Il

e 1st Cavalry Div Arty, OIF I

¢ 82nd Airborne Div Arty, 4th BCT, Fort Bragg,
North Carolina

* TF 1-17 FA, 75th FA Brigade, attached to
the 4th Infantry Division, OIF |

* TF 2-82 FA, 1st Cavalry Division, OIF Il

* TFs 1-5 FA, 1-6 FA and 1-7 FA, 1st Infantry
Division, OIF Il

e TF 1-37 FA, 3rd Stryker Brigade Combat
Team (SBCT), 2nd Infantry Division, OIF Il

e TF 4-27 FA, 1st Armored Division, OIF Il

* TFs 1-9 FA and 1-10 FA, 3rd Infantry Divi-
sion, OIF Il

* TF 3-319 Airborne FA Regiment (AFAR),
82nd Airborne Division, OEF

¢ TF 1-37 FA, 3/2 SBCT, OIF llI
e TF 4-11 FA, 172nd SBCT, currently in Iraq

large footprint that would endanger

missions in GWOT. Redlegs not only
have served as transporters, MPs and
motorized infantrymen as already
mentioned, but also as coordinators/
synchronizers of nonlethal effects
(information operations, civil military
operations, civil affairs, etc.) at the
company, battalion, brigade, division
and corps levels in GWOT." That is
not to mention that Field Artillerymen
alsohave been delivering thousands of
FA rounds per year in GWOT.!
When the Army needed MCO fires
during OIF, the FA was there. When
the Army needed other skills sets for
stability and reconstruction opera-
tions (SRO), the FA was there. When
BCTs did not have enough ground-
owning units, the FA was there. (See
the figure.) With leaner modified
tables of organization and equipment
(MTOESs), FA battalions transformed
into maneuver battalions, while their
brother maneuver battalions had

considerably more assets to execute

friendly troops in close proximity to
the target.

In Iraq, the weather in the spring
of 2003 served as a reminder of why

This is alist of division artilleries (Div Artys) or FA bat-
talions as maneuver brigade combat teams (BCTs) or
task forces (TFs), respectively, in the Global War on
Terrorism. This list is not comprehensive.

the same mission." In addition, most
of those same “maneuver” battalions
maintained the capability to provide
their BCTs FA fires.'¢

the Department of Defense (DoD)
needs a balance between air and ground
fire support. When the “Mother of All
Sand Storms” slowed the 3rd Infantry
Division’s advance on Baghdad, “the
all-weather capability of artillery and
mortars became literally alifesaver when
the storm limited the ability of airpower
to deliver precise, close-in strikes.”®

When air support cannot fly because
of weather, FA units can conduct mis-
sions in a variety of environments, 24
hours a day. For example, in adverse
weather, ATACMS Block 1A QRU can
take out an enemy stronghold from 270
kilometers away in support of a moving
friendly force. In fact, ATACMS Block
1A QRU was employed in excellent
weather conditions in conjunction with
operational-level joint airpower during
OIF MCO to eliminate several Iraqi
command and control nodes.’

Redlegs have argued for the need for a
balance between air and ground forces for
fire support. In the article “Why Organic
Fires?”” Colonel Robert Barry, the Train-
ing and Doctrine Command (TRADOC)
Systems Manager for Cannons, argued
for the continued fielding of organic
fire support assets.'” He used examples,
such as the 1973 Arab Israeli War, the
US involvement in Vietnam, Operation
Enduring Freedom (OEF) and OIF, to
argue for the use of FA to support ma-
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neuver commanders. He recommended
that as the Army moves forward with
transformation, we remember the les-
sons of the past.

Another argument for FA fires for the
joint force is in the article “It’s a DUMB
idea” by Colonel Daniel Whiteside, a
retired Field Artilleryman." He argues
for maintaining the FA and maximizing
the effects created using both air and
ground fires.

Joint fires must complement and
supplement each other. FA fires fill
some of the joint warfighting gaps that
airpower cannot.

4. The FA is leading the Army in
developing Pentathletes. Both the Chief
of Staff of the Army (CSA), General
Peter J. Schoomaker, and the Secretary
of the Army, the Honorable Francis J.
Harvey, are promoting the development
of Pentathletes in the Army. In part, the
Pentathleteis a “multi-skilled leader” and
isa “competent full-spectrum warfighter
or accomplished professional who sup-
ports the Soldier.”!?

The Army’s Soldiers and leaders overall
have demonstrated tremendous adapt-
ability and flexibility in OEF and OIF,
characteristics of Pentathletes. However,
the FA, probably more than any other
branch, has successfully executed the
most diverse variety of nonstandard

As indicated in the figure, Field
Artillerymen not only have commanded
maneuver battalions, but also maneuver
BCTsinboth OIF and OEE."" In addition,
the 4th BCT in the 82nd Airborne Divi-
sion was stood up and first commanded
by the 82nd Div Arty commander who
has gone on to become the Chief of Staff
of the division.'®

Some have been concerned that the
drawdown of the Div Arty and corps
artillery organizations has limited op-
portunities for Field Artillerymen who
successfully command FA or motorized
infantry battalions/task forces to com-
mand at the brigade-level. The active
FA’s current brigade-level commands are
the six fires brigades and four battlefield
coordination detachments (BCDs).

A request for Field Artillerymen to
become eligible for DA selection to
command BCTs is before Army’s senior
leaders. If approved, it will be good for
the Army to be able to consider not only
the most capable Infantry and Armor
officers, but also the most capable Field
Artillery officers to command these criti-
cal organizations.

5. The Army will continue to con-
duct full-spectrum operations in the
future—requiring FA fires. Field
Manual (FM) 3-0 Operations states,
“Full-spectrum operations are the range
of operations Army forces conduct in



war and military operations other than
war.”!"” The current employment of the
FA in non-FA tasks in Afghanistan and
Iraq will not always be the rule.
During an interview, Major General
Martin Dempsey, who commanded the
Ist Armored Division in Iraq for 15
months, instructed Field Artillerymen
to “... maintain your ability to provide
full-spectrum fires and effects whenever
the ground force needs them, including
massed fires and precision lethality.”?
This sound advice is important for FA
leaders to remember, no matter what the
state of change is within the Army.
Using history as a way to predict the
future, the FA always must be ready and
capable of conducting lethal, high-inten-
sity conflict at some time in the future.
The US has relied on the FA since 1775.
In modern, mechanized warfare, the FA
was a significant part of World War 11, the
Korean War, Vietnam, Operation Desert
Storm (ODS), OEF and OIF. Experience
in combat repeatedly has demonstrated
the need to conduct operations using a
joint and combined arms approach.
FM 1 The Armylists offensive operations
as one of the three types of operations
for overseas joint campaigns. It states
offensive operations “carry the fight to
the enemy by closing with and destroy-
ing enemy forces . . . and imposing the
commander’s will on the enemy.”* During
MCO, the FA contributes to full-spec-
trum operations by providing the means
to destroy enemies with overwhelming
firepower.
In addition, consider what the status
of the US would be if its military lethal
warfighting superiority “slipped.” Would

we ever wantan Air Force thatdid not first
“own the skies”—oraField Artillery that,
bottom line, was not superior to potential
enemy artilleries to conduct counterfire
to protect our ground forces and enable
their operations? That all translates into
maintaining military superiority in high-
intensity conflict.

Perhaps because of our military
superiority, future conflicts will be
with enemies who will be reluctant to
come ‘“toe-to-toe” with our military
might—enemies who will be inclined
to fight us asymmetrically in guerilla
or insurgent operations, most often in
urban environments, asis the case in Iraq
today. However, even in this scenario,
the Army needs the FA’s fire support
capabilities.

First, the FA will provide high-intensity
fires during MCO. As conflict slows for
SRO, the requirement for FA fires will
become less and less frequent but when
required to support or protect the force,
justas critical as those for MCO. During
SRO, inevitably there will be the occa-
sional conflict “spikes,” such as in the
battles of Fallujah II, Tal Afar and many
others in OIF. FA fires in those conflict
spikes in urban operations also will be
critical to our success and the protection
of our forces.

During the times that FA fires are re-
quired less frequently, Pentathlete Field
Artillerymen will be multiply useful to
serve in nonstandard roles, as already
demonstrated in GWOT. The role of Field
Artillerymenin full-spectrum operations
is expanding, not shrinking.

But before we become too focused on
current operations as the “way of war-

fare,” I would caution that we look around
the world and see who our potential
enemies could be in the future and note
that several have considerable military
might, which still is growing, and much
larger armies than ours. That caution
alone ensures the future of the best, most
lethal Artillery in the world.

For the foreseeable future, the FA
will continue to contribute to joint and
combined arms warfare. The Army is
not a static institution; change is inevi-
table for it to stay relevant, effective and
superior. That change process is helping
to ensure its Field Artillery—its most
lethal surface fire support—is very much
alive and well.

Major Mark E. Brock recently graduated
from the School of Advanced Military Stud-
ies (SAMS) and the Command and General
Staff College (CGSC) at Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas. This article, in large part, is based
on his 2006 SAMS monograph “We Cannot
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the Global War on Terrorism Signal the
Demise of the Field Artillery?” Currently,
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Infantry Division, Fort Stewart, Georgia. In
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Battery Trainer at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas,
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77th Field Artillery (A/1-77 FA) (Multiple-
Launch Rocket System) in the 75th Field
Artillery Brigade, lll Corps Artillery, at Fort
Sill, Oklahoma. He also was a Battery Fire
Direction Officer (FDO), Company Fire
Support Officer (FSO) and Battalion Ammu-
nition Officer (BAO)in 1-10FA, 3rd Brigade,
3rd Infantry Division at Fort Benning, Geor-
gia. He holds a Masters of Military Art and
Science (MMAS) from SAMS.
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Members of the 793rd Military Police Battalion
take cover when shots are fired near the objec-
tive area during a 1st Battalion, 9th'Field Artillery
(1-9 FA) operation to disrupt an insurgentsupport
zone. The Battlekings formed astrongrelationship
with the battalion and synchronized security
patrols with MP patrols as aneconomy-of-force
initiative. The MP battalionalso providedforces
for 1-9 FA operations.




Return to Baghdad
~ as a Maneuver Battalion:

he 1st Battalion, 9th Field Artillery
(1-9 FA) Battlekings, the fires bat-
_ talion in the 2nd Brigade Combat
Team (BCT), 3rd Infantry Division,
returned to [raq once again, but this time
for a very different mission as a maneu-
ver battalion. The Battlekings with their
deadly M109A6 Paladin howitzers had
proved instrumental in the 2nd BCT’s
drive to Baghdad during Operation
Iraqi Freedom (OIF) I in 2003, but the
character of “the fight” had changed
during the intervening years. 1-9 FA’s
mission as a maneuver task force (TF)
for OIF III involved building
=7  the confidence of the Iraqi
~ people to help eradicate
| /. insurgents in our area
~ of responsibility (AOR)
and working closely with
multiple assets to conduct
. operations out of Forward
¥4, Operating Base (FOB)
% Loyalty in Baghdad.
Although our infantry
battalion counterparts
“_in the 2nd BCT made
.. our lean post-transfor-
mation fires battalion

By Lieutenant Colonel
Steven M. Merkel and
Major John G. Clement

look like a dwarf, the Battlekings’ duties
and responsibilities remained on par
with theirs. In addition to conducting
full-spectrum operations in 163 square
kilometers of southeast Baghdad, the
battalion was tasked with camp force
protection, security escort for a quick-
reaction explosive ordnance detachment
and main supply route (MSR) security.
The Battlekings also had to be prepared
to provide indirect fires via a platoon that
remained “Hot” 24/7, but fires were not
necessary during the deployment.

With the delivery of fires secondary to
our maneuver mission, our operations
required an efficient realignment that
maximized resources without unduly
increasing operational risks. During
course-of-action (COA) development,
the battalion staff (primarily comprised
of combat veteran fire supporters) saw a
unique opportunity for our lean fires bat-
talion to demonstrate _ o

Doing More with Less

effects-based operations (EBO). EBO
uses valuable resources efficiently by
maximizing both lethal and nonlethal
capabilities against an enemy modeled
as a system. Quite literally, our plan was
to mitigate the manpower challenges
we faced by working smarter and more
efficiently.

Doing More with Less. Months before
the deployment, it was clear that the
battalion required some reorganization
and additional training to shape itself
for the broad range of missions it would
undertakein Iraq. We quickly learned that
personnel changes were a zero-
sum game with most FA
Soldiers coming
into the division
being assigned pre
to the new R
fires bat-
talion in
the recently
formed 4th
BCT. Im-
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EWG meeting.

Effects Tasking Order (ETO) planning cycle for 1st Battalion, 9th Field Artillery (1-9 FA) in
Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) lll. The ETO development cycle ran from Thursday to Wednes-
day with the effects working group (EWG) meeting on Tuesday.

proving our “teeth-to-tail” ratio required
a hard look at support requirements.
Eagle Team. With the battalion’s being
stationed at a FOB, the requirements for
both survey and communication sections
were reduced. We formed a platoon of
two patrol sections with these personnel
and augmented them with Soldiers from
the personnel and logistic staff sections.
The headquarters and headquarters
battery (HHB) executive officer (XO)
became its platoon leader. The new or-
ganization, which was one of the great
success stories during our deployment,
was given the name “Eagle Team.”
Eagle Team was dual-tasked as the
camp’s quick-reaction force (QRF) and
the command group’s security detail.
Due to aggressive training and com-
petent, confident Soldiers, Eagle Team
proved itself in a variety of combat
situations. Eagle Team’s training started
at home station, continued through the
mission readiness exercise (MRE) at the
Joint Readiness Training Center, Fort
Polk, Louisiana, and culminated during
reception, staging, onward movement
and integration (RSOI) in Kuwait.
Forward Support Company (FSC) as
an Infantry Company. Based on a need
to improve the troop-to-task ratio, we
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made the FSC a “ground-owning” unit
with two patrol sections formed from
traditional support elements. The bat-
talion maintenance section, reinforced
by mess-section Soldiers, conducted
countermortar/counterrocket patrols in
a sprawling former Iraqi military base
that had been reduced to an ominous
moonscape of rubble and squatter huts.
The distribution platoon formed the
second patrol section to conduct logistic
convoy escort and, ultimately, replaced a
line platoon as the explosive ordnance de-
tachment security escort detail once the
brigade forward supportbattalion (FSB)
began unit distribution operations.

Day after day, these two patrol sections
validated the phrase that Major General
William G. Webster, Jr., Commanding
General of the 3rd Division, “drove’ into
us before deploying: “Every Soldier is
a rifleman.”

Civil Affairs (CA), Information Op-
erations (10) and Force Protection. We
formed a CA S5,10 S7 and force protec-
tion section around the battalion signal
officer, fire direction officer (FDO) and
chemical officer. The battalion fire direc-
tion center (FDC) and the meteorological
(Met) section provided the bulk of the
Soldiers for these staff sections. In the

end, each member of the team had to work
harder with one Soldier per 12-hour shift
responsible for maintaining the advanced
FA tactical data system (AFATDS) con-
nectivity and currency.

A sister fires battalion shared Met sup-
port for the Baghdad area of operations
(AO). Ultimately, a pair of Soldiers with
little supervision provided Met support
for the division with the new organic
mobile profiler system (MPS).

Battery Platoons as Patrol Sections.
Each platoon within the two line batteries
organized into two patrol sections. Each
patrol section consisted of 20 personnel
and four M 1114 up-armored high-mo-
bility multipurpose wheeled vehicles
(HMMWYVs) equipped with either an
M2 or M240B machine gun. The platoon
leader and platoon FDO served as the
two patrol leaders. Because of leader
attrition and environmental leave, pla-
toon sergeants and gunnery sergeants
also led patrols.

Tactical Psychological Operations
Team (TPT) and CA Team Alpha (CAT-
A). The brigade commander attached a
TPT and CAT-A to our battalion shortly
after the transfer of authority (TOA). We
quickly learned that the TPT and CAT-
A were invaluable. Each has a unique
specific skill set, so we used them dif-
ferently and rarely in conjunction with
each other. Although they most often
operated physically separate from each
other, their effects were both comple-
mentary and tangible.

The TPT, secured by a patrol section,
principally focused on the more adver-
sarial essential effects tasks (EETS),
while the CAT-A focused on more sup-
portive EETs. The battalion S5 and S7
sections provided organic combat power
and resources sufficient for the CAT-A
to operate independently and securely
throughout the AOR.

The distinction between the direct
action patrol sections of the line units
and the CAT-A provided a constructive
layer of separation that we exploited
during post-operational assessments and
consequence management. In short, the
Iraqi people quickly learned that when
the patrol sections showed up it meant
that an operation likely was underway,
and they made themselves scarce. On the
other hand, the CAT-A Soldiers spent a
great deal of time interacting with the
locals, so the Iraqis got used to seeing
them and talking to them. This made it
easier for the CAT-A to assess the at-
titudes in the neighborhoods we were
responsible for.



Before deploying to Iraq, we did not ful-
ly appreciate how valuable the TPT and
CAT-A would be as combat multipliers.
They quickly became essential to every
operation and enhanced the battalion’s
ability to conduct focused EBO.

Effects Planning and the Effects Work-
ing Group (EWG). During pre-deploy-
ment mission analysis, the lack of an
active Coalition presence south and
east of the AO was a major concern. To
gain additional insight into the current
situation, key members of the battalion
planning staff deployed three weeks early
to embed with the mechanized infantry
battalion we were to relieve, including
our battalion operations officer and
intelligence officer. The planning staff
arrived in Baghdad the week before the
January 2005 elections and gained valu-
able experience that we used later in the
October 2005 national referendum and
the December 2005 national election.

The battalion planning staff in Baghdad
also updated all of the military decision-
making process (MDMP) products, to
include increasing the specificity of the
essential tasks associated with the initial
combatphase. As aresult, the Battlekings
executed their first battalion-level opera-
tion only two days after the TOA.

The dynamic battlefield within the Bat-
tlekings’ AOR necessitated a deliberate
and continual process to assess where we
were, based on the commander’s intent,
and what we needed to change to achieve
the desired effects. We used the decide,
detect, deliver and assess (D?A) target
methodology. This process resulted in the
weekly effects tasking order (ETO). The
ETO is an operations order (OPORD)
derived from the EWG using the current
brigade EETs cross-walked against the
current lines of operations (LOOs).

Using the DA process, the battalion
could provide a coordinated and spe-
cific task, purpose, method and desired
effect (TPME) for each patrol section
or support element that went outside
the FOB. (See the figure for the effects
planning cycle.)

The EWG meeting was the most critical
step in the effects planning cycle. The
battalion commander, XO, operations
officer, battle captain, S2, S5, S7, TPT
chief, CAT-A commander, medical of-
ficer and each of the battery commanders
participated in the EWG. It is important
to note that the EWG meeting was not
a series of briefings. Each participant
already knew whatresources were avail-
able in his element for the specific time
period to be discussed.

During the meeting, the battalion
leadership and key staff deliberately
and collaboratively assessed the AOR
and decided which resources to focus
in what part of the AOR to achieve the
commander’s desired effects. Such a
“lean” organization only could achieve
the commander’s desired effects by the
synchronized, sequential or simultaneous
application of all available elements of
combat power—Ileadership, maneuver,
firepower, protection and information
on the battlefield.

The EWG agendabegan with battalion
intelligence, operations, CA and IO of-
ficers presenting updated staff estimates.
Next, the leaders and planning staff sys-
temically reviewed a five-week period.
The process began with an after-action
review (AAR) focused on Week-1 to
consolidate information about recent
operations’ impact on the Iraqi people
and Coalition Forces. This was important
to ensure the battalion remained adapt-
able in such a fluid environment. The
AAR alsoensured we provided adequate
resources to the patrol sections for future
operations.

Next there was a back briefing about
Week-0. During this back briefing, we
used the AAR feedback from the previous
week to update our intelligence assess-
ment and refine our plan.

The third step was to plan week+1. The
battalion operations officer provided the
battery commanders, TPT and CAT-A
the TPME for any missions or operations
being conducted during that week.

Finally, the battalion commanderissued

searching a home in southern Baghdad.

guidance for Week+2 and Week+3. The
operations officer then prioritized or
requested resources for future operations
based on the enemy situational template
and current trend analysis from ongoing
EBOs. The TPT and CAT-A recommend-
ed focus areas and methods of employ-
ment to better achieve the commander’s
intent. Although Week+2 and Week+3
were not finalized, the analysis of avail-
able resources and desired effects for
each period gave the battery commanders
and staff enough information for plan-
ning and intelligence, surveillance and
reconnaissance (ISR).

Leveraging Available Assets. The abil-
ity toidentify potential future operations
two to three weeks in advance proved
essential to our success in leveraging all
available assets and staying ahead of the
enemy in our AOR. We were able to mass
for offensive operations by synchroniz-
ing a variety of assets. Remarkably, the
battalion’s combat power would double
ortriple during battalion-level clearance
or disruption operations that were con-
ducted once a week, on the average.

Iraqi Police and Public Order Forces.
The battalion quickly established val-
uable relationships with potential opera-
tional partners. The arrival of an Iraqi spe-
cial police transition team (SPTT) to our
FOB gave us an opportunity to establish
a consistent relationship that provided
access to an entire Iraqi public order
brigade’s worth of combat power.

Our battalion provided the SPTT living
space, automation support, maintenance
resources and staff products. Our close
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relationship with the SPTT paved the
way for us to execute large combined
operations with the public order brigade
frequently. Depending on the troop-to-
task needed for a specific mission, a line
battery would have an attachment that
might range from a company to a full
battalion of Iraqi public order brigade
soldiers.

Our ability to work side-by-side with
the Iraqi forces helped the special police
in their training mission and also built
the local Iraqis’ confidence in them.
The increase in manpower also allowed
the battalion to clear more areas and
structures in less time and reduced the
operation’s overall risks.

US Military Police (MP). We formed a
strong relationship with the general sup-
port (GS) MP battalion based in a FOB
six kilometers away. The fact that the MP
battalionincluded two National Guard FA
batteries helped strengthen our friendship.
The Battlekings synchronized the MSR
security patrols with the MP patrols as an
economy-of-force initiative.

The MP battalion also provided forces
for our operations. Using the MPs to
control routes leading into and out of
the objective significantly reduced op-
erational risks while ensuring that more
individuals and Iraqi vehicles in the
target area were searched and passively
engaged by a patrol section. We used

these passive engagements or interac-
tions between patrol sections and Iraqi
citizens to gauge sentiment and gather
the concerns of the people.

Another benefit of our relationship
with the MP battalion was that it helped
improve our cooperation with the lo-
cal Iraqi police. The MP battalion had
teams at each police station, coaching
and mentoring their Iraqi counterparts.
The battalion commander’s sphere of
influence (SOI) engagement plan was
synchronized with a complementary
MP battalion plan. The result was cama-
raderie between the Battlekings’ patrol
sections and the local Iraqi police. The
Iraqi police routinely augmented the US
MP elements on traffic control points
(TCPs) during offensive operations.

The ability to communicate the
commander’s intent in Arabic and the
unique cultural insights of local law
enforcement professionals placed an
Iraqi face on the perimeter of the op-
eration and further reduced the threat
to US Soldiers. More often than not,
after each major operation, we further
strengthened our relationships with the
Iraqi police and public order brigade by
conducting AARs with key Coalition
and Iraqi leaders at the FOB. While
certain themes on ways to improve
future operations were always woven
into the program, the event customar-

A member of the 1-9 FA Civil Affairs Team A (CAT-A) delivers a humanitarian assistance bag
while conducting a post operational assessment with local citizens to gather theircomments
on the impact of a recently completed operation.
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ily was something closer to a dining-in
with both Iraqis and US Soldiers sitting
together, telling war stories and shar-
ing ideas.

BCT Public Affairs (PA). The battalion
also gave the brigade PA section office
space in our headquarters building. Daily
contact with the PA officer (PAO) and
a constant feed of draft battalion press
releases from the S7 section solidified
a strong working relationship.

The battalion regularly asked for and
received both print and video coverage
from the PAO and Combat Camera. This
gave us the opportunity to tell the “good
news” story of Iraqis working to provide
a safe and secure environment in Bagh-
dad. Because the brigade’s organic MP
platoon provided security for the PAO
and Combat Camera personnel, we also
benefited from additional observation
and combat power that further reduced
our operational risks.

Division Assets. Another advantage of
the five-week D?A planning cycle was
the brigade staff had sufficient time to
request division-level resources. It was
rare for the battalion to conduct a large
offensive operation without attack he-
licopter and unmanned aerial vehicle
(UAV) support. The battalion tactical
operations center’s (TOC’s) ability to
watch a live feed from the UAV on a
large screen television in the opera-
tions center helped ensure a common
understanding of the current situation
across the team.

The synchronized effects of combined
police (US and Iraqi) TCPs, the massing
of line batteries with attached Iraqi public
order brigade units, attack helicopters
overhead and the TPT’s loudspeaker
element delivering audio messages
detailing our expectations of the local
Iraqi citizens within the objectives gave
the Battlekings control of and the ability
to react to almost any situation.

Generally, afew days after an operation,
we sentthe CAT-A into the objective area
to conduct a post-operation assessment.
This provided an additional passive en-
gagement opportunity and a chance for
local citizens to comment on the impact
of the operation.

For those truly needy families, the CAT-
A brought humanitarian assistance bags
filled with food and common necessities.
If there was any collateral damage from
the operation, the CAT-A personnel en-
sured the Iraqi citizens understood the
claims process and reviewed the claims
cards for completeness and accuracy to
facilitate payment.



1-9 FA Tactics, Techniques and Pro-
cedures (TTPs). The battalion con-
stantly changed many variables to stay
unpredictable yet remain within the
insurgent decision cycle. For example,
we conducted battalion operations at
least once a week with the objective
locations, day of the week, time of day,
amount of advance information provided
to the Iraqis, ingress and egress routes,
link-up locations and other variables
changed for each operation. While
physically demanding, the frequency
of our operations allowed the battalion
to clear the entire AOR many times and
repeatedly mass resources in areas of
higher insurgent activities.

After several months in Iraq, we real-
ized that a key task of every operation
had to be developing human intelligence
(HUMINT) sources. As a result, when
patrol sections cleared buildings, they
interacted with the occupants and asked
them questions about their neighbor-
hoods. We often referred to this as a “pas-
siveengagement.” If the patrol leader felt
the occupant had information of value,
elements of the intelligence section were
called forward to question the occupant
and develop sources.

In an insurgent environment where the
enemy blends into the population, we
found that HUMINT offers the highest
chance of neutralizing insurgent activi-
ties. Our logic was simple—the more
passive engagements our patrol sections
conducted, the better our chances would
be of finding that one cooperative Iraqi
citizen with actionable information.

During the year-long deployment,
the battalion intelligence officer was
successful in developing a produc-
tive HUMINT network focused on
the commander’s effects guidance. In
short, effects drove intelligence and
intelligence drove operations. As the
S2 produced actionable intelligence, the
battalion used patrol sections to conduct
precision offensive operations to isolate
a target within a single structure.

We often used snipers to mitigate the
risk of improvised explosive devices
(IEDs) in our AOR and were fortunate
to have four snipers on our team. More
often thannot, if trend analysis identified
increased IED contact within a defined
area, the battalion planned a sniper
operation.

Before deploying from Fort Stewart,
Georgia, we took advantage of a mobile
training team (MTT) sniper course to
train four Soldiers. The early deployed
planning staff procured sniper weapons

LTC Steve Merkel and CPT T. J. Rivera take time off to talk to some Iraqi children in Zafa-
raniyah.

from leave-behind equipment stocks,
including both M 14 models and a large
caliber M107 weapon.

All sniper operations were deliberately
planned, rehearsed and well resourced
with a forward-positioned security ele-
ment, retransmission team to facilitate
communications and periodic UAV
coverage to observe dead space. Snipers
gave us the ability to target a high-risk
area without placing a patrol section on
the contested route.

In January, the Battlekings returned to
Fort Stewart. Our Soldiers had executed
more than 25 battalion-level offensive
operations to shape and control the
battlespace, resulting in the capture or
elimination of 154 terrorists, the seizure
of hundreds of weapons (including two
D30 howitzers and one S60 air defense
gun), the destruction of more than eight
and one-half tons of enemy ammunition
caches and explosives, and the rescue
of six hostages kidnapped by rebels
near Salman Pak. While each of our
assets were able to execute objective or
target-based operations independent of
each other, the coordinated application
of all their effects allowed us to do more
with less.

As a maneuver battalion in Iraq, we
took great pride in executing the mis-
sions the Army needed us to execute
and being members of the most flex-
ible branch in the Army—the Field
Artillery.

Lieutenant Colonel Steven M. Merkel com-
mands 1st Battalion, 9th Field Artillery (1-9
FA), 2nd Brigade Combat Team, 3rd Infan-
try Division at Fort Stewart, Georgia, and
deployed the fires battalion for Operation
Iragi Freedom (OIF) Ill. Previously, he was
the Deputy Chief of Staff for the 1stInfantry
Division in Germany where he deployed as
part of Army Forces-Turkey during OIF I.
He was the Executive Officer (XO) for the
1st Division Artillery (Div Arty), XO of the
1-7 FA and Chief of Plans for the 1st Divi-
sion, deploying to Kosovo as part of Korea
Force 1A. In the 101st Airborne Division,
Fort Campbell, Kentucky, he commanded
C/1-320 FA and, later, Headquarters and
Headquarters Battery (HHB), 101st Div
Arty. He is a graduate of the School for
Advanced Military Studies (SAMS), Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas.

Major John G. Clement is the XO for 1-9
FA at Fort Stewart and, previously, the
battalion’s Operations Officer, deploying
in that capacity for OIF Ill. In addition,
he was the 3rd Division’s Fires Planner.
He was a Company Fire Support Officer
(FSO), Battery Fire Direction Officer (FDO),
and Battery XO in 3-319 FA (Airborne),
82nd Airborne Division, Fort Bragg, North
Carolina. He commanded HHB, 3rd Div
Arty, then moved to 3-41 FA, where he was
a Task Force FSO, S4 and Commander of
A/3-41, also in the 3rd Division. After his
second command, he was assigned to the
Army Staff in the G2 Foreign Intelligence
Department atthe Pentagon. Heis agradu-
ate of SAMS.
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A FIFeS battalion in OIk Ik

(BCT), Raiders, 3rd Infantry Di-

vision (Mechanized), deployed
from Fort Stewart, Georgia, in support
of Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) III
from January 2005 to January 2006.
The Raider Brigade—the first unit to
reach Baghdad during OIF I—again led
the Army as the first™o reorganize as a
modularheavy BCT (HBCT) and deploy
to Iraq for a second tour. 1st Battalion,
41st Field Artillery (1-41 FA), Glory’s
Guns, deployed as the 1st BCT’s organic
fires battalion.

During OIF III, Task Force (TF) 1-41
FA fired 5,860 rounds in support of
operations throughout the Ist BCT’s
battlespace, which was the size of Mary-
land. TF 1-41 FA’s Hot platoons located
throughout the brigade’s large area of
operations (AO) fired autonomously
in support of

The Ist Brigade Combat Team

)

)
)
"

By Lieutenant Colonel
Patrick M. Antonietti and
Captain Donald K. Brooks

their maneuver TFs. 1-41 FA’s direct
support (DS) mission for the TFs was in
addition to several other missions. This
article discusses lessons learned during
TF 1-41 FA’s 12-month tour in Iraq,
highlighting Hot platoons in decentral-
ized operations.

1st BCT replaced the 2nd Brigade, 1st
Infantry Division (2/11ID), in Salad ad Din
Province in the volatile Sunni Triangle
north of Baghdad. The Raider
Brigade was attached 5 |
to the 42nd . -

:'/—' -

Infantry Division from the New York
National Guard for the first 10 months
then to the 101st Airborne Division
(Air Assault) for its final two months
in Iraq.

The transfer of authority (TOA) and
relief in place (RIP) with 2/1ID was
directed by III Corps to be “one for
one” down to the platoon level. 1st BCT
executed this directive as closely as pos-
sible, given that the BCT was replacing
a legacy brigade. When the dust settled,
Ist BCT controlled seven maneuver
battalions and its organic fires battalion
plus brigade support and brigade troop
battalions.

The BCT partnered with many Iraqi
Army, police and special police units and
had facilities and infrastructure under its
operational
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control (OPCON). Command and control
over such a large and diverse organiza-
tion in such a large AO was an immense
task for the 1st BCT, but it proved up to
the challenge.

TF 1-41 FA’s Mission and Pre-De-
ployment Preparations. 1-41 FA had
three key tasks to execute in Salad ad
Din Province: prosecute the countermor-
tar/rocket campaign across the brigade
AOQ, including augmenting the brigade
tactical command post (TAC) at Logistics
Support Area (LSA) Anaconda to syn-
chronize jointtargeting and counterstrike
efforts; command and control Forward
Operating Base (FOB) Remagen; and
execute the brigade’s Provincial Police
Partnership Program. Although I do not
discuss the last key mission in this
article, it involved partnering &
withand advising the Salad
ad Din Provincial
Chief of Police,
his police
head-

quarters
(HQ) and his
10,000-man police
force.
TF 1-41FA also helped and
advised the Salad ad Din Provin-
cial Joint Coordination Center (PJCC)
in Tikrit that planned and executed the
historic constitutional and parliamentary
elections. In addition, the battalion pro-
vided Soldiers for the 1st BCT’s military
transition team (MiTT) that worked with
the 1st Brigade of the 4th Iraqi Army
Division, also in Tikrit.
Before deploying, the battalion estab-
lished communications from Fort Stew-
art, Georgia, with the 2/11D in Iraq.
However, communications
were difficult because
most in-

formation of value was classified, and
1st BCT had only one secure internet
protocol net (SIPRNET) computer in
the entire brigade.

Three pre-deployment site surveys
(PDSS) were critical for the battalion
to understand the mission, environment,
terrain and peculiarities of the fluid AO.
The surveys, also known as leaders’
reconnaissance, helped the battalion
adjust home-station training.

Task Organization and
Command Relation-
ships. 2/1ID
fielded four
firing

platoons and
provided radar
coverage with 10 Q-36
and Q-37 radars, which
was crucial to prosecuting the
counterfire fight. The 1stInfantry Divi-
sion Artillery (Div Arty) HQ managed
the maintenance and orientation of the
radars; the 42nd Div Arty continued this
mission during OIF III.

LSA Anaconda, a vital corps logistics
hub, was in the BCT’s battlespace and
the target of frequent mortar and rocket
attacks. Disrupting the anti-Iraqi forces
(AIF) fires directed at the LSA was a
major effort.

The battalion had to conduct split-TOC
operations between FOB Remagen and
LSA Anaconda. FOB Remagen was
home to the 3rd division’s internment
facility and 350 FOB support civilians,
contractors and third country nationals
(TCNs) who serviced five other FOBs
near Tikrit. The battalion’s headquarters
and headquarters battery (HHB) (-) was
responsible for FOB Remagen ﬁm/ce

protection and G company (-), 1-41
FA’sforward supportcompany
(FSC), was in charge of
base operations.
1-41 FA po-
sitioned a
trained
and

lethal
Hot platoon
on four FOBs that
fired for at least one
and sometimes up to three TFs.
The battalion headquarters could not
fully control fires in the AO, given the
distances to the Hot platoons and unique
circumstances of each TF fight.

The battalion ensured each platoon had
the means to meet the five requirements
of accurate predicted fire, maintain
its howitzers and fire direction center
(FDC), resupply Class V (each platoon
had an attached maintenance section
and prescribed load list, or PLL, clerk
from G company) and execute its TF
commander’s scheme of fires nested
with the brigade commander’s concept
for fires.

Fires in the 1st BCT AO. When it
returned from OIF I, 1-41 FA focused
its training at the platoon level. The poli-
cies and procedures instituted by the 3rd
Div Arty for certifying howitzer and fire
direction sections, platoons and batteries
were instrumental in guiding training
both at Fort Stewart and while the bat-
talion was deployed. Those procedures
remain intact today.

All firing platoons in Glory’s Guns
were DS to the maneuver TFs they sup-
ported. The platoons were on the same
FOB as the supported
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TFs or on a nearby FOB. The platoons
were OPCON to their respective TFs
for force protection and under the TFs’
administrative control (ADCON) for
leave management, etc. These command
relationships were easily worked out
because the Ist BCT battalion com-
manders were “team players.” The 1-41
FA battalion commander and command
sergeant major (CSM) circulated the
battlefield, participating in BCT targeting
meetings and visiting the platoons and
TFs frequently.

To execute the BCT'’s fires effectively,
the TF commanders first had to devise
their schemes of fires that nested with
the brigade’s scheme of fires. Then, given
a well trained Hot platoon, executing
those fires depended on the TF fire sup-
port officer (FSO) in conjunction with
the brigade FSO, the TF fire direction
officer (FDO) and the BCT fire support
coordinator (FSCOORD). This coordi-
nation was much easier to do in Iraq,
given the decentralized nature of the
fight at the TF level.

Each maneuver TF operating in the
vicinity of Bayji, Tikrit, Samarra, Balad,
Ad Duluiyah and Ad Dujayl had unique
circumstances regarding its fight. The TF
commanders in those areas were very
aggressive in using artillery to prosecute
the countermortar/rocket campaign.

Early in our deployment, there were
some major deliberate brigade operations
involving more than one TF, particularly
inthe vicinity of Samarra. Butafter those

-

deployed to Irag.

successes and the reconstitution of the
Iraqi police force and introduction of
Iraqi police commandos in Samarra,
operations reverted to the TF level.

Platoon Operations. Each firing pla-
toon supported one to three separate
maneuver TFs and various HQs, to
include the brigade HQ, division main
and rear HQs, and corps assets at LSA
Anaconda. Each battery commander
conducted split operations and moved
between FOBs with his personal security
detachment (PSD).

Generally, the first sergeant was on
one FOB with a firing platoon while
the battery commander was on another.
Sometimes the battery commander and
first sergeant were together, depending
on the unit’s needs.

The TFs used their organic mortar
platoons as maneuver elements in order
to project more combat power into their
AOs. Therefore, the artillery platoons
were the sole providers of uninterrupted
fire support for the TFs. Close air support
(CAS) and attack aviation were available,
if the maneuver commander needed it,
but artillery was available 24/7 in all
weather conditions.

Each firing platoon had to track and
execute counterfire missions within its
TF’s battlespace in accordance with the
TF commander’s scheme of fires. The
platoons fired in response to AIF mortar
androcketattacks and conducted terrain-
denial and troops-in-contact (TIC) mis-
sions. Terrain-denial fire missions were

SGT Thomas Hubbard and PFC Kenneth Campbell, B/1-41 FA, practice crew drills while
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executed with high explosive (HE) and
high-explosive rocket assisted (HER)
rounds during the day and, primarily,
with illumination rounds at night.

For deliberate operations, platoons
stood up more than one Hot gun, depend-
ing on the mission. Each platoon always
had one Hot gunready to fire, 24/7. FDCs
also were manned 24/7.

In the southern half of the AO, the AIF
mortar and rocket fire proved to be the
heaviest, especially around LSA Ana-
conda and FOB Paliwoda in the vicinity
of Balad. The platoon firing in Paliwoda,
which had to support three maneuver TFs
and LSA Anaconda, was the busiest. So,
based on our home-station trainup, we put
our best firing platoon at this location.

The deputy brigade commander led the
BCT TAC at LSA Anaconda. HHB/1-41
FA augmented the TAC with the bat-
talion S3 and S2, battalion FDO and fire
direction NCO (FDNCO), intelligence
analyst, battalion FDC, a maintenance
section and communications and supply
Soldiers. These Soldiers greatly facilitated
the TAC’s intelligence, surveillance and
reconnaissance (ISR) and joint targeting
process for the counterfire fight under the
control of the deputy BCT commander.
However, their absence at FOB Remagen,
which was two hours to the north viaMain
Supply Route (MSR) Tampa, made the
task of commanding and controlling FOB
Remagen a bit more challenging.

The platoons in the BCT’s southern
sector fired almost two-thirds of the
counterfire missions, which is a testa-
ment to their autonomous capabilities
and ability to operate within the guid-
ance of the maneuver commander. The
battalion fired almost 6,000 HE, HER,
illumination and smoke rounds in support
of operations during OIF III.

Howitzer Section Fighter Management.
Having four sections in a firing platoon
was critical to the battalion’s success. The
fighter management scheme for howitzer
sections consisted of a section’s being
Hot gun for two weeks (one week for a
night time rotation followed by a second
week during the day).

When coming off a Hot gun rotation, a
section conducted maintenance fora week
and was tasked with force protection. In
the fourth week, the section trained to be
a Hot gun again while still being tasked
by the battalion for other missions.

Cross training Number 1 Men to be
Gunners and Gunners to fill in as Section
Chiefs was critical to keeping trained
crews in the fight. This was particularly
important because the leave numbers



allocated to the battalion were not con-
sistent throughout the deployment.

Keeping sections Table VIII certified
during the deployment also was im-
portant. Table VIII certifications were
executed by battery commanders and
incorporated as terrain-denial missions
by the TF commander and FSO.

Platoon operations centers (POCs)
worked 24/7 for 12 months. They were
not tasked for force protection or other
duties, given their manning. Two of the
four POCs were located inside maneuver
TF TOCs. Given space constraints, two
other POCs were in separate smaller
buildings on those FOBs although
they maintained constant communica-
tions with the TF fire support element
(FSE).

Debate Over Terrain-Denial Fires.
Many argue that terrain-denial fires
are counterproductive. Fire supporters
tasked to observe the target area of inter-
est (TAI) containing the target telegraph
Coalition presence in a particular area.

It is difficult to measure the success
of terrain-denial fires if the AIF is not
shooting. It is difficult to measure a
lack of enemy indirect fires due to a unit
having a well rehearsed and executable
counterfire battle drill.

1-41 FA put this notion to the test in
consultation with our BCT commander
and ceased all proactive counterfire mis-
sions for 30 days to see whether or not
AIF fires would increase as a result our
only shooting when the insurgents shot
first. The data collected across the BCT
was that AIF fires did increase during
this time, so we reinitiated proactive
counterfires.

Command and Control and Force
Protection of FOB Remagen. The task
tocommand and control FOB Remagen,
outside of Saddam Hussein’s hometown
of Tikrit was a challenging mission,
based on the troop-to-task available to
the TF. This FOB was centrally located
in the northern half of the AO close to
the brigade TOC and division HQs on
nearby FOBs. This allowed for efficient
communications between 1-41 FA Sol-
diers, the brigade TAC, firing platoons
and battery commanders.

1-41 FA had its headquarters, HHB (-),
G company (-) and one firing platoon
on FOB Remagen and was augmented
with elements from a signal battalion, the
brigade’s forward support battalion and
brigade troops battalion. These units were
OPCON to the battalion for force protec-
tion, and their Soldiers greatly contributed
to the protection of FOB Remagen.

Because several of TF 1-41 FA HHB
Soldiers were in the BCT TAC on LSA
Anaconda, the battalion TOC at FOB
Remagenrelied heavily on primary staff
officers to serve as battle captains. Key
NCOs and Soldiers from other units
cross trained for TOC operations. The
battalion executive officer (XO) and
the Assistant S3 (who became the S3
for all practical purposes) managed the
manning of these TOC shifts.

With the battalion positioned on six
FOBs across Salad ad Din Province,
ammunition resupply and maintenance
operations were a challenge. The FSC
provedinvaluable when tasked to execute
this mission.

G company provided the battalion the
heavy-haul capabilities needed to move
ammunition supplies throughout the
AO. Italso supported the sustainment of
FOB Remagen by conducting multiple
weekly combat logistics patrols (CLPs)
to FOB Speicher and LSA Anaconda to
resupply Class I, II, III, V and mail and
support Soldier leaves. These CLPs often
incorporated large numbers of support
trucks that supplied the FOB with vital
Class I and III supplies. The drivers and
truck commanders participated in the
CLP leader’s troop-leading procedures
and rehearsals.

The G company’s DS maintenance ca-
pabilities kept the operational readiness
(OR) rate for each platoon at 95 percent
or higher throughout the deployment.
The combined efforts of the distribution
platoon and the maintenance sections al-
lowed for the timely movement of repair
parts from one FOB to another and the
timely repair of vehicles and equipment.
This further allowed the firing platoons
the flexibility to operate without the bat-
talion’s direct involvement.

Lessons Learned. During our deploy-
ment, we learned several lessons.

Don’t let the “fog of war” begin with
the commander’s intent. Face-to-face and
frequent communications with subordi-
nate units were difficult because of the
size of the BCT’s AO and the distances
involved. Battle update briefings (BUBs)
were incorporated weekly as were reg-
ular visits by the battalion command
group to the units. However, the battalion
commander could notbe everywhere and
was not always available, depending on
the BCT’s missions.

Giving clear guidance and intent to bat-
tery commanders was critical. It helped
that all commanders in OIF III were
OIF I veterans and very experienced and
capable. In addition, many of the first

sergeants, platoon sergeants and section
chiefs had OIF I experience. Also, the
firing battery commanders remained in
command the entire rotation.

Junior Leaders are vital in decentral-
ized operations. The battery commanders
were not always with their platoons.
Given the nature of our 24/7 counterfire
fight, they relied on their platoon leaders,
platoon sergeants, gunnery sergeants,
section chiefs and FDOs/NCOs to make
the tactical and technical decisions to
support the TF commanders.

Junior leaders made many decisions
within the framework of the battalion’s
mission and commander’s intent
throughout OIF III and demonstrated
that a Paladin battalion can be very
successful without a direct, centralized
headquarters element. The battalion’s
success validated the training philosophy
devised at home station to focus training
at the platoon level.

Precision-guided munitions (PGMs)
will enhance the counterfire fight. One of
our biggestconcerns inIraq was collateral
damage. This forced the artillery either to
not shoot targets or to shoot offset grids to
limit damage in built-up areas. The AIF
quickly learned that, when firing near
populated and built-up areas, Coalition
Forces only responded with maneuver
forces conducting combat patrols and air
weapons teams, if available.

If PGMs had been available during our
deployment, their accuracy would have
allowed for immediate responses to AIF
indirect fire attacks with smaller collat-
eral damage estimate (CDE) rings.

The proper use of fire support co-
ordination measures (FSCMs) will
clear airspace more quickly. Clearing
the battlespace was one of the biggest
challenges in providing responsive
counterfire.

Many times throughout OIF III, mis-
sions were canceled due to the inability
to confirm that there were no aircraft or
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) flying
in the area. An even greater percent of
the time, missions were delayed several
minutes—time the enemy used to escape
from the target area—and fired only after
100 percent of every aviation unit con-
firmed there were no helicopters or planes
along the gun-target line (GTL).

Part of this problem was solved when
a Sentinel radar was incorporated into
the BCT TOC. Part of the problem was
training. If the DS battalion commander
at FOB Remagen is not responsible for
the brigade FSE, it is difficult to correct
deficiencies noted in the FSE. Properly
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¢ For every operation:

— Assess risks; think safety.

¢ Always have a battle buddy.

¢ Always meet the five requirements for accurate predicted fire.

- Use troop-leading procedures (TLPs)—they work.
- Conduct thorough pre-combat checks/pre-combat inspections (PCC/PClIs).
- Rehearse and conduct after-action reviews (AARs).

e Know actions-on-contact battle drills and plan for contact to happen.
- Be proficient with your assigned weapon and ammunition.

- Know how to render first aid to an injured comrade or civilian and call in a
9-line medical evacuation (MEDEVAC).

* The military decision-making process (MDMP) works; know and use it.
¢ Do physical training (PT) three to four times a week.

e Take pride in everything you do as a Soldier.

* Remember ethics in a combat zone; treat others with dignity and respect.

Soldier’s Rules for Task Force 1st Battalion, 41st Field Artillery (TF 1-41 FA), 3rd Infantry

Division, for Operation Iraqgi Freedom llI

employing and tracking active FSCMs
would have accelerated the air-clearance
process.

1st BCT used free-fire areas (FFAs)
over locations the AIF repeatedly used
for attacks on Coalition Force FOBs.
Despite the great effort put forth by the
TF that owned the terrain where FFAs
were located to explain to the local
populace that they had to stay out of
these FFAs, it was a challenge to get
the word to every Iraqi. Battle tracking
friendly elements that patrolled these
FFAs also was critical. Blue force tracker
helped with this.

Informal and formal airspace coordi-
nation areas (ACAs) would have been
better FSCMs for air units to move
through the area and keep GTLs as clear
as possible.

Units can task a battery to command
and control a FOB’s force protection.
The HHB commander was charged with
force protection on FOB Remagen under
the direction of the battalion TOC. HHB
ran a 10-day force protection rotation
cycle on the entire FOB with OPCON
units adjusting to this cycle. Having one
commander responsible ensured stan-
dards, guard mounts, communications
and rehearsals of base defenses were
easy to execute.

At the end of each 10-day cycle, the
HHB commander conducted an after-
action review (AAR) with all Soldiers
coming off of force protection duty to
garner lessons learned and determine the
resources needed to improve execution.
He also ran a weekly force protection
meeting to pass information to the FOB
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support civilians, division internment
facility NCO-in-charge (NCOIC), ma-
neuver unitthat owned the terrain outside
the FOB and all tenant units

The FA needs long-range communica-
tions. The distance between the firing
platoons and the battalion headquarters
increased the need for long-range com-
munications. During the deployment, the
battalion relied almost solely on digital
non-secure voice telephones (DNVTSs),
SIPRNET, non-secure Internet protocol
net (NIPRNET) and the Force XXI battle
command brigade and below (FBCB?) for
communications. We used the advanced
FA tactical data system (AFATDS) in the
twobattalion TOC nodes tocommunicate
with the POCs, and it proved to be a fairly
reliable communications system, given
the distances.

Maintain key battalion systems while
deployed. Units should stay proficient on
thekey systems and procedures necessary
tomake abattalion function, regardless of
the mission and location. 1-41 FA focused
on arms room procedures, ammunition
handling and accountability, vehicle
maintenance and routine dispatching
of vehicles, supply accountability and
monthly 10 percentinventories, modified
command inspections, leader professional
development (LPD), promotion boards,
health and welfare inspections, awards
ceremonies and morale-building events
led by the CSM.

Working with the FOB morale, welfare
and recreation (MWR) organization, the
CSM organized amonthly commander’s
cup competition built around the battle
rhythms of the subordinate units. This

usually involved four to five sporting
events followed by amonthly recognition
ceremony at the dining facility for the
winners. He also held a version of better
opportunities for single/unaccompanied
Soldiers (BOSS) meetings for deployed
Soldiers, which was a forum for issues
that might improve the quality of life on
the FOB and keep morale high.

In addition, the battalion had a set of
Soldiers’rules thataugmented the Raider
Rules published by our BCT commander.
The NCO supervisor chain inculcated
theserules for the Soldiers’ effectiveness
and safety. See the figure.

During ourdeployment, 1-41 FA fought
as a true fires battalion, firing artillery
in an active counterfire environment in
support of maneuver units spread across
alarge AO. Our Soldiers proved that the
battalion could accomplish this primary
mission to standard plus offer the BCT
commander the flexibility to have us
tackle other lines of operation (LOOs)
for him during OIF III.

Lieutenant Colonel Patrick M. Antonietti
commanded 1st Battalion, 41st Field Artil-
lery (1-41 FA), 3rd Infantry Division, from
July 2003 through June 2006, including de-
ploying with the 1st Brigade Combat Team
(BCT) for Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) Ill.
In his previous assignment, he was a Po-
litical-Military Planner for Central Europe
and Afghanistan in the Strategic Plans and
Policy Directorate, J5, on the Joint Staff at
the Pentagon. He was a Brigade Fire Sup-
port Officer (FSO) and Battalion Executive
Officer (XO) in 1-6 FA and Assistant Fire
Support Coordinator, all in the 1st Infantry
Division Artillery. While serving as the XO,
he deployed for Kosovo Force (KFOR)
1B. He commanded B Battery/2-8 FA and
Headquarters and Headquarters Company,
7th Infantry Division (Light) at Fort Ord,
California, and Fort Lewis, Washington.
He is an Olmsted Scholar with a degree in
Political Science from Comenius University
in Bratislava, Slovakia.

Captain Donald K. Brooks commands A/1-
41 FA. Also in 1-41 FA, he served as the
Battalion Operations Officer, Assistant Op-
erations Officer and Fire Direction Officer.
In September 2005, he was the Squadron
FSO for 5-7 Cav while deployed in support
of OIF lll. He also deployed to Kuwait in
August2000in support of Operation Desert
Spring and to Iraq in February 2003 for OIF
I.In2-4 FA, Multiple-Launch Rocket System
(MLRS), 214th Field Artillery Brigade, Fort
Sill, Oklahoma, he was a Battalion Adjutant,
Battery XO and Firing Platoon Leader. He
is agraduate of the Field Artillery Captain’s
Career Course, Fort Sill.
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station owner about illegal vendors on 15 June 2006.

MAJ Michael Oeschger, commander of 2nd Battalion, 320th Field Artillery Regiment’s Military Transition Team (MiTT), talks with a local gas

The FA in the Long War
A New Mission in COIN

America’s overwhelming conventional
military superiority makes it unlikely that
future enemies will confront us head on.
Rather, they will attack us asymmetri-
cally, avoiding our strengths—firepower,
maneuver, technology—and come at us
and our partners the way the insurgents
do in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Lieutenant General David H. Petraeus

Commander, Combined Arms Center
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

Military Review, Volume LXXXVI
January-February 2006, No. 1

demonstrate thatinsurgency and ter-
rorism are the most likely and most
dangerous threats our country will face
for the foreseeable future. Like the rest
of the Army, the Field Artillery mustcon-
tinue to adapt to become more capable
incounterinsurgency (COIN) operations
that will mark the 21st century.
Precision fires play an important role
in countering these threats, and it is
essential that the King of Battle remain

Events during the last two decades

By Lieutenant Colonel John A.
Nagl, AR, and Lieutenant Colonel
Paul L. Yingling

capable of providing such fires. However,
both the Army and the FA would benefit
were the King of Battle to take responsi-
bility for what is, perhaps, the most vital
task in counterinsurgency—developing
host-nation security forces.

The Threats of the Long War. Our
thinking enemies have studied our
strengths and weaknesses and adapted
their tactics to inflict maximum harm on
our society. Those who have faced the
US in conventional, interstate combat
(Grenada, Panama, Afghanistanunder the
Taliban and Iraq under Saddam Hussein)
have suffered defeat in days or weeks.
However, those who fight the US using
insurgent tactics (Vietnam, Lebanon, So-
maliaand the insurgencies in Afghanistan
and Iraq) have fared far better.

The stark contrast between the 1991
Gulf War and the current war in Iraq

clearly demonstrates this dichotomy. In
1991, we destroyed the world’s fourth
largest Army in 100 hours of ground
combat. In 2006, we have spent three
years, thousands of lives and billions of
dollars to stabilize Iraq, yet our insur-
gent enemies remain a dangerous and
capable force.

A thinking enemy has a better chance
of exhausting our political will through a
protracted insurgency than to defeat our
military through conventional combat.
Insurgent tactics negate our asymmetric
advantages in intelligence, surveillance
and reconnaissance (ISR) and precision
fires by using innocent civilians as cover
and concealment and the media as stra-
tegic “fires.” By hiding “in plain sight”
among innocent civilians, insurgents
maintain their freedom to maneuver.
Insurgents rarely mass or defend ter-
rain. Instead, they seek to discredit and
demoralize free societies and societies
who aspire to freedom by terrorizing
innocent civilians.!

For the foreseeable future, the least
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Mco
(Max Force Allowed)

COIN
(Min Force Necessary)

Fires (FA, ADA,
mortars, airpower)
Armored Combat

Capabilities Required

MiTTs, PTTs, BTTs, SPTTs, CA

Intel, Comms, EN, Log, PSYOP, MP, Infantry, SOF, Avn

MCO “Spikes” (i.e.,
Fallujah or Tal Afar)

Time

Legend:
ADA = Air Defense Artillery
Avn = Aviation
BTTs = Border Transition
Teams
CA = Civil Affairs

EN = Engineers
FA = Field Artillery
Log = Logistics
MP = Military Police
PSYOP = Psychological
Operations

PTTs = Police Transition Teams
SOF = Special Operations
Forces
SPPTs = Special Police Transi-
tion Teams

Figure 1: Adaptation for Full-Spectrum Dominance. From major combat operations (MCO) to
counterinsurgency (COIN) operations, our forces must adapt to maintain dominance through-
out full-spectrum operations. From MCO through COIN, there is a continuing requirement for
intelligence (Intel), communications (comms), etc., and a diminishing requirement for fires
and armored combat. The ascending requirement for elements, such as military transition
teams (MiTTs), helps to develop capable, reliable security forces for the host nation.

likely form of combat our forces will
face is conventional interstate combat
withamajor military power. China, Rus-
sia, India and Pakistan all have nuclear
weapons, and North Korea and Iran are
determined to acquire them at any cost.
A small but secure nuclear arsenal is
capable of deterring an attack by even
the most capable conventional force.
Simply put, nuclear weapons make their
possessors virtually invulnerable toinva-
sion and regime change.?

Were the US to invade a state with a se-
cure nuclear capability, we could neither
deter nor prevent that state from turning
its nuclear arsenal on our forces, allies or
homeland. A nuclear-armed regime fac-
ing a conventional invasion literally has
nothing more to lose and every incentive
to go down fighting.

The US understands this point. We never
have attacked a nuclear power, and we
spend a great deal of energy attempting
to prevent nuclear proliferation. Our po-
tential adversaries understand this point
and have either acquired or are actively
attempting to acquire nuclear weapons.

When confronting a nuclear-armed
enemy, the US may opt for diplomacy or
covert action. However, unless science
or tactics solve the stand-off created
by nuclear weapons, conventional war
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among nuclear powers is implausible.

When the US engages in major com-
bat operations (MCO) in the future, our
most likely adversaries are weak states
and non-state actors. Weak states (e.g.,
Grenada 1982, Panama 1989, Haiti 1994,
Afghanistan 2001, Iraq 2003) by defini-
tion have neither a nuclear deterrent nor
the conventional forces toresist the US for
any prolonged period of time. In these situ-
ations, the conventional might of Ameri-
can power quickly destroys the enemy’s
capacity for organized resistance, and US
forces quickly transition to stability and
reconstruction operations (SRO).

Another possible scenario for MCO
occurs when non-state actors, such as
terrorists or insurgents, choose to mass
forces and defend terrain. This scenario
has occurred several times in Iraq, includ-
ing in battles in Fallujah (2004), Najaf
(2004) and Tal Afar (2004 and 2005).
‘When our enemies commit the blunder of
massing and defending terrain, our joint
forces seize the opportunity to destroy
them. Such operations are limited in
both time and space and quickly return
to COIN operations, once we destroy the
enemy’s capacity to hold ground.

The Essential Role of Precision Fires
in Future Combat. Precision fires will
play an essential role in future combat

and are essential for America to main-
tain her dominance in MCO. In those
comparatively rare instances when our
enemies choose to mass and defend ter-
rain, precision fires enable US forces to
destroy targets with minimal losses to
friendly forces or innocent civilians.
Coupled with our superb maneuver and
support forces, precision fires enable
us to destroy our enemies’ capacity to
defend terrain.

Precision fires also play an important
but more limited role in COIN. Time-
sensitive targets in areas where friendly
security forces cannot strike are ideal
targets for precision fires in COIN. How-
ever, effective COIN makes such targets
rare by denying insurgents sanctuaries
outside the reach of friendly security
forces. Precision fires have amore limited
role in COIN due to the inherent differ-
ence between COIN and MCO.

In MCO, friendly forces use the
maximum force allowable to destroy
the enemy. The rapid and overwhelming
application of force hastens the collapse
of enemy forces with minimal loss to
friendly units.

In COIN, the opposite is true—units
must rely on the minimum force needed
to subdue insurgents. In fact, in COIN,
“the more force youuse, the less effective
you are.”” In a COIN environment, the
use of fires can affect intelligence col-
lection adversely, and intelligence is the
lifeblood of COIN. When we capture an
insurgent, we can exploit his knowledge
of the terrorist network; when we kill an
insurgent, his knowledge of the terrorist
network dies with him.

The use of fires also can affect civilian
perceptions of security adversely. After
the use of fires, insurgents often claim
that the strikes were necessary due to
the host-nation government’s inability to
provide security or that the victims of the
strike were innocent civilians. The truth
of these claims is beside the point; by
employing fires, we create an insurgent
propaganda opportunity. Commanders
must weigh these adverse effects care-
fully when employing fires in COIN.

MCO and COINrequire different forces
with different capabilities. (See Figure 1.)
Some capabilities are in high demand for
bothMCO and COIN—intelligence, com-
munications, engineers, logistics, psy-
chological operations (PSYOP), military
police (MP), infantry, special operations
forces (SOF) and aviation are required
in roughly equal amounts for both COIN
and MCO. Other capabilities in high
demand during MCO are less well suited



for COIN—armored combat and fires,
such as FA, air defense artillery (ADA),
mortars and airpower. This decreasing
use of firepower is consistent with the
principle of employing the minimum force
necessary to defeat insurgents.

However, evenin COIN, itis necessary
to preserve the capability to transition
to MCO. As operations in Fallujah, Tal
Afar and elsewhere have demonstrated,
there are rare opportunities in COIN in
which the enemy chooses to mass and
defend terrain. When these opportunities
occur, we mustrapidly transitionto MCO
for periods limited in space and time to
defeat insurgent forces.

Other forces are in demand less dur-
ing MCO but become critical in COIN.
Providing security and other services to
civilian populations s essential to COIN.
Military transition teams (MiTTs), po-
lice transition teams (PTTs) and border
transition teams (BTTs) develop the
host-nation security forces needed to pro-
vide security for the civilian population.
Civil affairs (CA) units build host-nation
governance capacity to redress popular
grievances, including the need for sewer,
water, electricity, academics, trash, medi-
cal and security (SWEAT-MS).*

During the transition from MCO to
COIN, forces organized, trained and
equipped for MCO tasks must transition
totasks thatare in high demand. By doing
so, friendly forces maintain continuous
pressure on the enemy and deny him the
ability to hide in plain sight among the
civilian population.

If forces are so specialized that they
are unable to make the transition from
MCO to COIN, then the population will
be without security and other essential
services in the post-conflictenvironment.
This failure to adapt provides the enemy
an opportunity to create chaos immedi-
ately after the end of MCO and fuels the
growth of the insurgency.’

A New Role for the FA in COIN. The
Army and the FA would benefit greatly
if the King of Battle would take primary
responsibility for developing host-na-
tion security forces. The Army would
benefit by ensuring that an important
new mission is led by a branch that can
take a holistic approach to innovation.
The FA would benefit because its newly
formed fires brigades are ideal for this
vital mission. (While fires battalions
within brigade combat teams, or BCTs,
have many of the same attributes as fires
brigades, the fires battalions usually are
fully committed as maneuver formations
in a COIN environment.)

Assigning the Fires Center at Fort Sill,
Oklahoma, responsibility for developing
the host-nation security forces would
benefit the Army as a whole. Innovation
occurs best when one branch or service
takes a holistic approach to developing
anew capability. This holistic approach
includes not only doctrine and training
development, but also manning cohesive
units dedicated to the mission with pro-
motions tied to performance in the new
mission field. The development of armor,
amphibious operations, submarines,
bombers and SOF in the 20th century
confirms this observation.

Furthermore, scholarly research shows
that innovation flourishes when innova-
tive practices are linked to professional
advancement. According to Stephen
Peter Rosen, “innovation may thus re-
quire the creation of a new promotion
pathway to the senior ranks, so that
young officers practicing the new way
of war can rise to the top, as part of a
generational change.”®

Forces Command (FORSCOM) cur-
rently has responsibility for the host-
nation security force mission with sup-
port from the Combined Arms Center

(CAC) at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.
FORSCOM is centralizing all advisory
team training at Fort Riley, Kansas, with
primary responsibility for the mission
being assigned to the First Infantry Divi-
sion upon its re-stationing at Fort Riley
in the late summer of 2006.

While developing host-nation security
forces is vital to the war on terrorism, no
branch has the responsibility for holisti-
cally developing this capability. Perhaps
more importantly, the current method of
forming advisory teams to develop host-
nation security forces offers no promotion
pathway to reward the best leaders for
mastering this vital skill. We must send
our best personnel as advisors and give
them the training required for success in
this most demanding mission.’

Developing host-nation security forces
is a new way of war. A branch that sees
this work as a mission-essential task
should lead the mission and reward the
leaders and the Soldiers who master it.

The steps necessary to implement such
a significant change are too complex to
cover in this space. However, Figure 2
briefly outlines 10 steps that the Artillery
Branch could take were it to embrace

1. Revise “DA Pamphlet 600-3 Commissioned Officer Development and Career
Management” to recognize service as a host-nation security force advisor as a
key developmental assignment for Field Artillery officers.

2. Create a leader’s course for developing host-nation security forces at Fort
Sill, Oklahoma, in cooperation with the COIN Academy at Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas.

3. Develop a plan for transitioning fires brigades and their subordinate battalions
into advisory units.

4. Propose to Forces Command (FORSCOM) that future MiTT/BTT/PTT/SPTT
requirements be filled by fires brigade units.

5. Assign Iragi and Afghan exchange officers to Fort Sill.

6. Develop cooperative programs with the Defense Language Institute, Monterey,
California, and colleges and universities for Arab area and language studies;
endow one or more chairs in these institutions to support culture and language
training for Field Artillerymen.

7. Assign a liaison officer (LNO) to Fort Riley, Kansas, to coordinate host-nation
security force development doctrine with the 1st Brigade Combat Team (BCT),
1st Infantry Division (1/11D).

8. Assign Field Artillerymen with experience in developing security forces to the
combat training centers (CTCs) to serve as observer/controllers (O/C) during fires
brigade mission readiness exercises (MRXs).

9. Assign LNOs to the MultiNational Security Transition Command, Iraq (MNSTC-
1) and the Phoenix Academy, also in Iraq, to provide feedback on training Iraqi
security forces.

10. Offer FORSCOM a fires brigade to reinforce and, eventually, replace 1/1ID with a
fires brigade as the lead unit for training units deploying as security force trainers.

Figure 2: Ten Steps for the Field Artillery Branch to Embrace the Counterinsurgency (COIN)
Mission of Advising Host-Nation Security Forces
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Rank

MCO

COIN

Colonel

Brigade Commander

Division Senior Advisor

Lieutenant Colonel

Battalion Commander

Brigade Senior Advisor

Major/Captain

Brigade Primary Staff

Division Staff Advisors

Captain

Battery Commander

Battalion Senior Advisor

Captain/ist Lieutenant

Battalion Primary Staff

Battalion Senior Advisors

1st Lieutenant/2nd Lieutenant

Platoon Leader

Company Senior Advisors

Staff Sergeant Section Chief

Platoon Senior Advisor

Figure 3: Fires Brigade Structure in MCO and COIN. The fires brigade would make a superb

division MiTT.

the mission of developing host-nation
security forces.

Taking responsibility for developing
host-nation security forces would ben-
efit the FA by providing fires brigades
a high-priority mission during COIN.
Fires brigades have many attributes that
make them ideal to be advisory units.
They are cohesive units that are read-
ily available during the transition from
MCO to COIN. Upon conclusion of
MCO, fires brigades could transition to
developing host-nation security forces,
thereby denying insurgents freedom of
action in the immediate post-conflict
environment.

Fires brigades contain a high ratio of
leaders, including centrally selected
senior commanders and command
sergeants major. This ratio of leaders
enables embedding security force advi-
sors down to the platoon level. Advisory
teams currently do not extend to the
company and platoon levels.

Fires brigades have the staff exper-
tise needed to develop the host-nation
security forces’ ability to perform vital
administrative, logistical, and command
and control tasks.® The organizational
structure of a fires brigade would make
a superb division-level MiTT. (See
Figure 3.)

Finally, fires brigades can coordinate
for fires in the event insurgents try to
overwhelm and destroy a host-nation’s
security forces. To be effective, security
forces must disperse among the civilian

population they secure. However, this
dispersion places them at risk for insur-
gent attacks. Redlegs with the ability to
call for fire reduce this risk and increase
the confidence and the effectiveness of
host-nation security forces.

FA forces already train host-nation se-
curity forces as well as superbly perform
many other tasks, including serving as
maneuver forces, MPs, truck drivers, CA
and PSYOP Soldiers, and area support
group staff members. However, Field
Artillerymen should not be content to
fill in gaps for high-demand capabilities
in COIN operations.

The FA’s future is served better by
taking responsibility for a vital COIN
requirement: advising host-nation se-
curity forces. FA doctrine must teach
leaders how to perform this task, and FA
institutional and unit training must hone
this difficult but essential craft.

The FA’s “staking out” this skill
would ensure that fires brigades are in
high demand for both MCO and COIN.
Combatant commanders fighting active
insurgencies would seek fires brigades
to build the combat power needed to
defeat insurgents. Likewise, combatant
commanders who seek to deter conflict
would seek fires brigades to build host-
nation deterrent capabilities.

The struggle to defend free societies
and societies seeking to be free from the
perils of insurgency and terrorism will
be the work of a generation of Army
leaders. Defeating these threats requires

full-spectrum capabilities.

The Field Artillery is a powerful instru-
ment for destroying America’s enemies.
The branch must become an equally
powerful instrument for strengthening
America’s friends. Developing host-na-
tion security forces is vital to victory in
the long war and is a mission worthy of
the King of Battle.

Lieutenant Colonel John A. Nagl, Armor
(AR), is the Military Assistant to the Deputy
Secretary of Defense in Washington, DC.
Previously, he served as the S3 of 1st Bat-
talion, 34th Armor (1-34 AR), 1st Infantry
Division, during Operation Iraqi Freedom
(OIF) Il and as the Deputy G3 of the 24th
Infantry Division, Fort Riley, Kansas. He
taughtInternational Relations and National
Security Studies at the US Military Acad-
emy at West Point; commanded A Troop,
1-1 Cavy, part of the 1st Armored Division,
in Germany; and led a tank platoon in the
1st Cavalry Division in the Gulf during
Operation Desert Storm (ODS). He holds a
PhDin International Relations from Oxford
University, England, where he studied as
a Rhodes Scholar. He is the author of the
book Learning to Eat Soup with a Knife:
Counterinsurgency Lessons from Malaya
and Vietnam (University of Chicago Press,
2005). He is slated to take command of 1-34
AR at Fort Riley in November.

Lieutenant Colonel Paul L. Yingling is the
Deputy Commanding Officer for the 3rd
Armored Cavalry Regiment, the same
unit in which he served as the Effects
Coordinator (ECOORD) during OIF IIl.
Among other assignments, he was the
Executive Officer (XO) for the 212th Field
Artillery Brigade at Fort Sill, Oklahoma;
XO of 2-18 FA, 212th FA Brigade, during
OIF I; and Chief of Plans, G3, 2nd Infantry
Division in Korea. He commanded A/25
FA (Target Acquisition) during Operation
Joint Endeavor in Bosnia and served as
a Platoon Fire Direction Officer in the 1st
Infantry Division during ODS. He taught
International Relations at West Point. He
holds an MA in International Relations
from the University of Chicago and is a
graduate of the Command and General
Staff College and School of Advanced
Military Studies (SAMS), both at Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas.
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Developing Pentathletes for the Army
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level tactical commands have grown
from 54 to 61.

In addition, promotion rates for FA of-
ficers, majors to colonels, are the highest
in the Army. See Figure 1. Our 131A FA
Targeting Technician WOs’ promotion
rates also have been exceptional, includ-
ing the most recent 50-percent selection
rate to chief warrant five (CW5).

And while the Army at war is undergo-
ing the most significant changes in its
history, Field Artillerymen consistently
have demonstrated their diversity—
shown they are Pentathletes, taking the
lead in successfully executing a wide
variety of nontraditional missionsin Iraq
and Afghanistan, as well documented in
this magazine.

With all these positive facts, some
still have concerns. Perhaps the biggest
concern of FA officers for the future is
the number of brigade-level commands
available to them. With the restructur-
ing of the Army and drawdown of the
division artilleries (Div Artys), fewer
brigade-level commands are available to
FA promotable lieutenant colonels and
colonels, even though the number of bat-
talion-level commands have increased.

Today, a request for Field Artillery-
men to be eligible for DA selection
to command brigade combat teams
(BCTs)—as they already have been
commanding in GWOT—is before the
Army’s senior leadership for approval.
With the push toward developing multi-
capable Pentathletes who have multiple
opportunities to use their capabilities in
the Army, the request has an excellent
chance of approval.

For those officers who want to develop
skills in their interest areas and don’t
want to command, the new flexibility
in their career paths allows them that
option with promotion potential and
career satisfaction.

This article offers FA officers of all
ranks career advice based on current
trends and future opportunities. See the
FA officer career development life cycle
and utilization model in Figure 2.

FA Lieutenants. The Army has ap-
proximately 1,619 FA lieutenants; of
these 1,168 are serving in FA- (13A)-
specific jobs, 17 in branch-immaterial
(O1A)jobs, two in combat arms branch-
immaterial (O2A) jobs and 432 are in
transit, such as permanent changes of
station (PCS),in the basic officer leader
course (BOLC)/schools or on medical
hold.

New FA officers can expect to attend
BOLC I after BOLC I training from their
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commissioning source. The seven-week
BOLC II course immerses the officer in
warfighting doctrine and is conducted at
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, or Fort Benning,
Georgia. The course focuses on current
lessons learned in GWOT and basic
Soldiering tasks.

BOLC III is approximately 15 weeks
and is conducted at Fort Sill. Here the
officer learns the core competencies
needed to be a successful FA officer.

Uponarriving at BOLCII, each second
lieutenant will know where he will be
assigned, and after successfully com-
pleting BOLC III, he will go to his unit.
Upon completion of BOLCIII, alimited
number of officers will receive additional
assignments for officer training, focus-
ing on the high-mobility artillery rocket
system (HIMARS) or Paladin.

A second lieutenant can expect to hold
many positions, ranging from fire sup-
port officer (FSO), fire direction officer
(FDO), platoon leader, executive officer
(XO) and others. For a list of potential
duty titles and a “standard” timeline,
see Figure 2.

Some of the positions will be non-
traditional. In fact, FA lieutenants ex-
ecute, probably, a wider diversity of
nontraditional positions in GWOT than
lieutenants in other branches, helping to
earn the Field Artillery’s reputation for
spawning Pentathletes.

Second lieutenants are promoted to first
lieutenant at or about the 18th month of
commissioned service. A first lieutenant
can expect to hold positions of greater
scope and responsibility.

Promotion to captain generally occurs
at the 39th month of commissioned ser-
vice. Senior first lieutenants and junior
captains must talk with their assignment
officers to request attendance at the FA
Captain’s Career Course (FACCC), Fort
Sill. This is the next professional devel-
opment step and the last formal school
that deals explicitly with FA.

FA Junior Captains. The Army has
approximately 1,410 junior captains; of
these officers, 1,116 are serving in FA-
specific jobs, 36 in branch-immaterial
jobs, 26 in combat arms branch-immate-
rial jobs and 232 in transit, such as PCS,
expirations of term of service (ETS), in
schools or on medical hold.

Professional development does not fol-
low the prescriptive time line as in the
past. The environment has been created
to allow a junior officer to seek assign-
ments “off the beaten path.”

According to the DA 600-3, two key
developmental assignments for captains

are battery command and battalion FSO.
Although captains now can obtain the
rank of major without a command, of-
ficers who want to serve as battalion
S3s, XOs orbattalion commanders in the
future should seek a battery command
to gain the experience needed for those
higher level positions.

Once alieutenant becomes promotable,
heis managed by the Junior Captain’s As-
signments Officer. The first goal is to get
the officer to FACCC. Officers can attend
FACCC by submitting a DA Form 4187
Personal Action requesting a school date
through their chains of command.

The newly revised FACCC reflects the
contemporary operating environment
(COE), counterinsurgency (COIN)
operations and GWOT lessons learned.
The 19-week-four-day course immerses
students in a continuous, realistic GWOT
scenario with multiple hands-on struc-
tured learning activities. The focus is to
develop agile leaders who rapidly can
make complex decisions in the COE,
build teams and command a battery.
This course prepares FA officers for
future staff positions and potential
commands.

Officers also can compete for a sister
service school, such as an alternate
combat arms branch CCC or the Marine
Expeditionary Warfare Course (MEWC)
at Quantico, Virginia. These seats are
highly competitive, and FA Branch at
HRC will select the officers with the
best files to attend.

Once in CCC, the officer fills out an
assignments preference sheet. The infor-
mationrequested on this sheet, the officer
record brief (ORB) and a branch inter-
view enable the assignments officer to
slate the officer for his next assignment.
The preference sheet and updated ORB
are vital for the assignment slating.

During the slating process, FA Branch
takes many factors into consideration
to ensure the right officer is selected to
fill the right job. The officer’s skills and
experience, dwell time on station, months
deployed, professional development,
preference, joint domicile, exceptional
family member and year group are key
factors for slating.

GWOT has created new Army require-
ments, and, above all other factors,
these requirements dictate the officer’s
next assignment. Deploying units and
transition teams for advising host nation
security forces are the manning priori-
ties. These units and teams will expedite
the withdrawal of American forces from
combat zones.



FA Senior Captains. The Army has
approximately 228 senior FA captains.
Of these officers, 116 are serving in FA-
specific jobs, 37 in branch-immaterial
jobs, 28 in combat arms branch-immate-
rial jobs and 47 in transit.

Senior captains serving in the FA are
experienced, combat-proven leaders
with a great deal to offer in many areas
in the Army. After serving in a key
developmental position as a captain,

historically more than 80 percent of FA
senior captains will serve in recruiting
or reserve component (RC) assignments,
while 20 percent of FA officers will serve
in nominative positions. See Figure 3 on
Page 40. These nominative assignments
include internships on the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the personnel exchange program
(PEP), a foreign exchange; service at a
combat training center (CTC); fellow-
ships; reserve officers training corps

(ROTC) and the advanced civil schooling
(ACS) program. An officer’s manner of
performance inkey developmental posi-
tions and the right skills and experience
are significant considerations in selection
for a nominative position.

Officers are encouraged to research
options when developing goals to align
their expectations, background and ex-
perience with the Army’s needs and
priorities.

Years of 0 Goal: 36 Months in Key Branch 10 Goal: 36 Months in Key Branch 20 30
Service Developmental Assignments Developmental Assignments
. Captain Major .
Rank Lieutenant Functional Career Field | opop g Lieutenant Colonel ‘ Colonel
PME oo cece ILE ssc
Additional Airborne Assignment-Oriented Training (BFIST, MLRS, 10, etc.) Other SSC
Training Ranger Joint Operations Training Joint Targeting Exchange Programs
Air Assault  Special Skills & Duty Training Other Special Courses/Schools
* Firing Battery * Battery/Company Com- * FA/Fires Battalion S3/X0* * Battalion Commander * Brigade-Level Com-
Platoon Leader mander (12-24 Months)* | « Brigade FSO* (24-36 Months) mander (24-36 Months)
* Company FSO * Battalion FSO (Maneuver/ | « Brigade/Battalion S3/X0* * FA Brigade/Fires Brigade/ | * Division FSCOORD
* Platoon/Battery FDO |  Special Operations)* * SGL or O/C (CTC) Div Arty S3/XO * Deputy Commander/
Typical FA | * Battery Operations | * Other FSO (Battalion/Bri- | « Other FSO (Brigade/Division/ | * Joint/Interagency/Multina- Chief of Staff
Develop- Officer gade/Division/Corps/BCD) Corps/BCD) tional Staff * Joint/Army/Interagency/
mental * Battery XO *CTCO/IC + Staff (Division/Corps/EAC) * BCT-Level XO/DCO Multinational/Coalition
Assignments | ¢ Reconnaissance * School SGL/Instructor * AFSCOORD * Brigade FSCOORD Staffs
Officer * Battalion FDO + Brigade Primary Staff * Division DFSCOORD * BCD Commander
* Battalion Ammuni- * Battalion Assistant S3 « Corps Artillery Assistant G3 * Corps/Fires Brigade FSC | °® IET Brigade Commander
tion Officer * Battalion/Brigade/Div Arty | « Operations Officer (FSC**/BCD/ | * CTC Senior O/C * TRADOC Systems
* Radar Platoon Operations Staff FAIO) « ROTC/AC-RC/USAREC Manager
Leader * Primary Staff Officer + Nominative Assignments + Special Assignments * Other Assignments
* Battalion LNO (USMA/ROTC/Branch) (ROTC/USMA/etc.) + Other Assignments
* Staff Officer * Other Nominative Assign- « Joint/Interagency/Multinational/
ments/Joint Army HQs or Staff
* ROTC/AC-RC/Staff HQs + Exchange Officer Programs
* USAREC + Other Assignments
e —
Deve?:gment Baccalaureate Degree Graduate Degrees—Master’s and Advanced Civil Schooling Options (Competitive)

*Key Branch Developmental Assignments. The goal is to provide an officer at least one key developmental assignment, based on availability
and competitive competency. Career success is determined by the individual; however, starting as a lieutenant and attaining the rank of
lieutenant colonel in 20 years is a successful career progression.

**FSC is the new doctrinal term for the fires and effects cell (FEC).

Legend:
AC = Active Component
AFSCOORD = Assistant FSCOORD

BCD = Battlefield Coordination Detachment

BCT = Brigade Combat Team

BFIST = Bradley Fire Support Team

BOLC = Basic Officer’s Leader Course
CCC = Captain’s Career Course
CTC = Combat Training Center
DCO = Deputy Commanding Officer

DFSCOORD = Deputy FSCOORD
Div Arty = Division Artillery

EAC = Echelons Above Corps

FAIO = Field Artillery Intelligence Officer

FDO = Fire Direction Officer
FSC = Fire Support Cell
FSCOORD = Fire Support Coordinator
FSO = Fire Support Officer
HQs = Headquarters
IET = Initial Entry Training
ILE = Intermediate-Level Education
10 = Information Operations
LNO = Liaison Officer
MLRS = Multiple-Launch Rocket System
OPCF = Operations Career Field

OBC = Officer’s Basic Course
0O/C = Observer/Controller
PME = Professional Military Education
RC = Reserve Component
ROTC = Reserve Officer Training Corps
SGL = Small Group Leader
SSC = Senior Service College
TRADOC = Training and Doctrine Command
USAREC = US Army Recruiting Command
USMA = US Military Academy at West
Point
XO = Executive Officer

Figure 2: Field Artillery Officer Career Developmental Life Cycle and Utilization Model
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ACS = Assistant Chief of Staff
DCSOPS = Deputy Chief of Staff for Opera-
tions and Plans
HRC = Human Resources Command
JCS = Joint Chiefs of Staff

80% 20%
e Recruiting e Ranger Regiment e Harvard/DCSOPS Fellow-
e AC-RC e NTC/JRTC/JMRC ships
e TRADOC/Staff Positions ¢ Aide de Camp
e USMA ¢ FA Branch at HRC
¢ Personnel Exchange Program e Olmstead Scholarship
¢ Functional Area Utilization e Army Staff at the Pentagon
(Hard Skills) (ACS) e Service School Instructor
¢ JCS Internship e ROTC
Legend: JMRC = Joint Multinational Readiness

Center, Hohenfels, Germany
JRTC = Joint Readiness Training Center,
Fort Polk, Louisiana
NTC = National Training Center, Fort
Irwin, California

Figure 3: Assignments After Key Branch Developmental Captain Assignments. These as-
signments are based on the needs of the Army and the officers’ performance.

Recentchanges have affected the career
path of senior captains. The primary
look for promotion to major now is at
approximately nine years of service
(vice the previous 10 years of service)
with a pin-on date of about the 10th year
of commissioned service. One impact
of the shortened promotion time is a
captain has less time to complete a key
developmental assignment or serve in a
post-key developmental senior captain’s
position before pinning on his major’s
oak leaves.

On the positive side, officers now have
more opportunities to serve in staff
positions for majors before attending
Intermediate-Level Education (ILE) at
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

Accelerated promotions also have
caused a small number of officers to
have their primary look for major with no
command reports in their files. Analysis
of the results of the previous majors’
promotion board has shown that officers
are not placed at risk for promotion for
having less than 12 months in a key
developmental assignment.

Although every position counts, battery
command will remain an important gate
for FA officers to remain competitive for
battalion commands and success in the
operations career field (OPCF). There
are four career fields in the Army: OPCF,
69 percent; operational support (OSCF),
14 percent; institutional support (ISCF),
10 percent; and information-operations
(IOCF), seven percent.

The Artillery officer’s goal for his first
command should be tocommand for 15 to
18 months. An officer selected to serve in
asecond command should expect his first
command to be 12 months followed by a
12-month tourin his second command for
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a total of 24 months. This approach will
allow the command queue for junior cap-
tains to remain manageable and provide
senior captains command experience in
various parts of the Army.

Officers in life cycle manned units—
Army Force Generation, or ARFOR-
GEN—can expect to remain in the unit
until the end of the life cycle or pursue
release through an exception to policy.
That means some officers who have
completed their commands will remain
in their respective units awaiting the end
of the life cycle.

The exceptionto policy forrelease from
alife cycle unitis approved by the major
Army command (MACOM) commander
of the unit of assignment. FA Branch will
not work an assignment for an officer
without the approval/notification of his
chain of command.

FA Majors. The Army has approxi-
mately 718 FA majors; of these officers
464 are serving in FA-specific jobs, 54
in branch-immaterial jobs, 67 in combat
arms branch-immaterial jobs and 133
are in transit.

FA majors’ assignments have gone
through a great deal of change in the past
18 months. Based on comments from
the field, the key areas to address are the
following: timeliness of ILE attendance,
the process for selection for a foreign or
sister service school, key developmental
jobs and competitiveness for battalion
command selection.

ILE replaced the Command and Gen-
eral Staff College (CGSC), beginning
with Year Group (YG) 94 officers. In
year groups before 94, boards selected
the officers with the top 50 percent of the
files to attend resident CGSC. The other
50 percent of the officers had to complete

the course in a non-resident status.

OPCF, YG 94 and beyond, all now
attend 10-months of courses as part of
the resident ILE course as long as they
have been selected for major. OPCF,
ISCF and IOCF majors attend a 14-week
common core course (taught at four
different locations) followed by their
own functional area specific courses at
various locations.

The issue of timeliness of attendance
at ILE is affected by the fact that all
majors attend ILE, as designated by their
particular career fields. Simultaneously,
the Army needs majors for Operation
Iraqi Freedom (OIF), Operation Endur-
ing Freedom (OEF) and transformation
efforts. Although ILE can handle almost
1,200 students per year, Army assign-
ments officers cannot send 1,200 majors
to ILE because of the needs of the Army
in other positions.

Each branch has an allocation per
ILE class. Normally, more officers are
eligible for ILE than the number of al-
locations, so a slating process occurs.
This process determines who will go to
ILE and who will continue on or PCS
to another assignment to meet Army
requirements.

The current template has an officer at-
tending ILE approximately two years after
promotion to major. This allows some
officers the ability to complete key and
developmental jobs before attending ILE.
HRC makes a great effort to slate officers
into ILE at the earliest possible time,
factoring in the needs of the Army.

ILE slating priority goes to YG 93
officers and earlier who were selected
for CGSC, but for some reason have
not yet attended and are available. Sec-
ond, are YGs 94, 95, etc., based on YG
seniority and time-on-station. Because
each branch’s attendees are based on the
branch’s allocation, it may be possible
for, say, an Armor officer in YG 95 to
go to ILE before an Aviation officer in
YG 94.

Within each branch an order of merit
list (OML) is developed, based on YG
seniority and time-on-station. There is
no board for this process. File strength
is not considered. However, at the same
time, officers will be selected to attend
foreign and sister service schools, mak-
ing them ineligible for ILE.

To attend a foreign or sister service
school, the officer must submit a memo-
randum requesting attendance at the
desired school. Also, although letters
of recommendation are not required,
they are highly encouraged. The Officer



Professional Management Directorate
(OPMD) at HRC convenes an informal
board to determine who will attend the
limited number of schools, based on the
strength of the officers’ files and their
skillsand experience. Also of importance
is what the officer can offer to the school
or program.

Today’s path to success incorporates
several jobs that previously would have
been considered just “developmental.”
To succeed, an officer must perform to the
best of his abilities in each assignment.
For key developmental assignments, the
goal is for officers to remain in them
for 36 months to gain the experience
they need for specific future assign-
ments. However, officers no longer
have prescribed positions they must
hold for a fixed time to be competitive
for promotion.

The difference in an officer’s previous
and current career path is flexibility. For
instance, FA Branchis sending FA’s most
talented officers to be advisors on GWOT
transition teams to develop quality host-
nation security forces. These transition
teams and other such assignments are
clearly important, but not historically
typical.

Spending 36 months as a battalion S3,
XO and (or) brigade FSO, which was
common for aYG 88 officer, will not be
common in the out years. Instead, majors
will serve in one S3 or XO job and spend
more time in fire support cells (FSCs),
onmilitary transition teams (MiTTs) and
in joint or other diverse positions. (FSCs
were formerly known as fires and effects
cells, or FECs.)

Approximately 15 to 20 percent of
officers are selected for battalion com-
mand. It is highly competitive, and an
officer’s overall manner of performance
must be extremely strong ina wide range
of assignments. In the past, significant
attention was given to those officers serv-
ing as battery commanders, battalion or
brigade S3s, XOs or FSOs. This is true
today as well.

However, a more universally typical
file selected for battalion command for
YG 88 will be different from the “typi-
cal” file selected for command for YG
94. Officers now have opportunities to
serve in a wider array of key and devel-
opmental assignments that eventually
could contribute to selection for battalion
command.

For consideration for battalion com-
mand, an officer’s file can have a center
of mass report, but the overall file must
state that he is among the very best.

Enumerated reports matter, and direct
and concise language is best.

He must be Military Education Level
4 (MEL-4)—either a graduate of an
ILE-level course or, at a minimum, in
the resident course at the time of the
board.

The officer must have at least one S3
or XO report in his file at the time of
the board; if he only has one report, it
must be strong. The number of S3 and
XO reports will decrease, beginning
with YG 91.

Manner of performance in all of these
assignments will dictate who is selected.
Field-grade performance will weigh
much heavier than company-grade
performance.

Finally, deployments matter. Strong
reports while deployed weigh heavily
with a board.

FA Lieutenant Colonels. The Army
has approximately 365 FA lieuten-
ant colonels. Of these officers, 210
are serving in FA-specific jobs, 27 in
branch-immaterial jobs, 87 in combat
arms branch-immaterial jobs and 41
are in transit.

Today’s FA lieutenant colonel enjoys
a wider range of assignment opportuni-
ties than his predecessor. This translates
into greater assignment satisfaction,
regardless of command and promotion
potential.

Key areas of professional/career con-
cern for FA lieutenant colonels continue
to be battalion command opportunities,
selection for senior service college (SSC)
and promotion to colonel. Analysis of
board results from the last several years
makes it clear that the three remain

closely linked. Simply stated, FA officers
not selected to command battalions, in
turn, have not been selected for SSC or
colonel.

However, this linkage is changing.
First, 14 percent of FA officers recently
selected for battalion command have
been above-the-zone (AZ) officers who
have continued to perform at high levels
in troop and joint assignments. Also, for
the first time in recent memory, a handful
of officers from combat arms branches
not selected for battalion command
were selected for promotion to colonel
in FY05.

It is impossible to know why this hap-
pened, but the general consensus is
that boards are starting to give more
consideration to top-performing officers
in non-command positions—especially
those serving in combat. Although there
certainly is no guarantee, we are hope-
ful that some non-command-select FA
officers will be selected for SSC and
more to colonel in the future. The types
of assignments that will enhance an FA
lieutenant colonel’s competitiveness for
battalion command, SSC and promotion
are troop and joint duty assignments.

Historically, conventional wisdom was
that unless an FA lieutenant colonel was
selected to serve as atactical FA battalion
commander, his opportunities to serve in
the tactical “muddy boots” Army ended
with promotion to lieutenant colonel.
With the transition to the modular Army,
that has changed.

The modular design has increased
the requirements for FA lieutenant
colonelsin tactical formations (divisions
and BCTs). This increased authoriza-

medical operation in Baghdad. Senior captains serving in the FA are experienced, combat-
proven leaders with a great deal to offer in many areas in the Army.
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tion of Field Artillerymen to serve as
deputy commanding officers (DCOs)
in BCTs and fire support coordinators
(FSCOORDS) in BCT headquarters is
providing FA lieutenant colonels new
opportunities to continue to serve at
the “tip of the spear.” Although we’ve
experienced some initial difficulties
resourcing some of these positions due
to the limited number of FA lieutenant
colonels available, we expect to start as-
signing more officers to these positions
in the next few years.

Additionally, more and more FA senior
majors and junior lieutenant colonels are
being selected to serve as BCT XOs. This
trend is especially important as the FA has
losta significant number of brigade-level
XO and S3 jobs with the inactivation of
the Div Arty headquarters.

Another opportunity for troop time
is with MiTTs that are developing
host-nation security forces, a mission
that is critical to America’s success in
Iraq and Afghanistan. These jobs are
demanding, and officers are screened to

ensure they have the skills and experi-
ence required.

A strong trend for competitiveness
for command and promotion is excel-
lent performance in recent deployment
experience. These jobs are important,
and they count.

Joint duty assignments generally are
viewed as enhancing to an officer’s
competitiveness for command and pro-
motion. Additionally, these assignments
often provide unique career experiences
for those officers, regardless of promo-
tion or command potential. Although
we generally try to assign officers with
significant command and promotion
potential to joint assignments, joint op-
portunities for lieutenant colonels who
have not commanded battalions are still
available.

FA Colonels. We currently have 192 FA
colonels and promotable lieutenant colo-
nels in our population. Of these officers
26 percent serve in FA- (13Z)-specific
jobs, 21 percent in branch-immaterial
jobs, 26 percent in combat arms branch-
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immaterial jobs and 27 percent serve in
other positions (schools, the retirement
account and other functional areas).
For the past four years, the promotion
percentages of FA officers to colonel
have exceeded the Army’s average per-
centages.

The greatest area of concern continues
to be the decrease in the number of colo-
nels’ commands. Although training and
strategic support (TSS) and institutional
command opportunities remain steady,
the number of tactical commands for
colonels has decreased in modular
restructuring. Currently, we have 10
tactical brigade-level commands avail-
able to AC Field Artillerymen—six fires
brigades and four battlefield coordination
detachments (BCDs).

The good news is that the Army senior
leaders are considering a proposal to al-
low Field Artillerymen to be eligible for
DA selection to command BCTs along
with Infantry and Armor officers. With
Field Artillerymen having commanded
BCTs, both in and out of the Central
Command (CENTCOM) theater of
operations, the time might be right for
the proposal’s approval.

The Vice Chief of Staff of the Army
recently approved the grade increase of
the division FSCOORD from lieuten-
ant colonel to colonel. The increase is
in recognition of the fact that a colonel
provides the requisite expertise to coor-
dinate and interface with the broad array
of joint, interagency and multinational
(JIM) organizations that are necessary to
leverage the division’s lethal and nonle-
thal effects. Division commanders rely
on their FSCOORD:s to coordinate the
division staff’s efforts in joint fires and
effects planning, preparation and execu-
tion. Additionally, a colonel FSCOORD
will mentor, train and provide readiness
oversight over the division’s fires battal-
ions, one organic to each of the BCTs.

Atthe Senior Leader Development Of-
fice (SLD), the Colonel’s Management
Office’s goal is to fill all the division
FSCOORD positions with colonels by
August 2007. Priority for filling these
positions is to deploying divisions.

Inanother significantinitiative directed
by the CSA and Secretary of the Army,
SLD was officially established on 23
January 2006. SLD is the Army’s single
organization to develop and manage the
Army’s senior leaders, including general
officers and AC colonels and promotable
lieutenant colonels.

Previously, general officers were man-
agedby the General Officer Management



Office (GOMO), and colonels were
managed by OPMD. By establishing
SLD, the CSA and Secretary of the Army
have expanded their role in developing
Army competitive category colonels and
promotable lieutenant colonels.

SLDis working toimplement a number
of initiatives to provide Army colonels
with additional developmental opportu-
nities and senior leader customer support.
The initiatives for the development of
Army colonels include additional train-
ing opportunities in joint, multinational
and interagency communities and fel-
lowships to institutions and agencies,
such as the Brookings Institute, Harvard
University and the Council of Foreign
Relations. In accordance with the CSA’s
guidance, the Colonel’s Management
Office has established a working group
to explore additional developmental
opportunities using the same system-
atic management approach used for the
general officer population.

FA Warrant Officers. The future for
our 131As is extremely bright. Army
modularity restructuring has created a
need for approximately 168 additional
131A positionsby FY07. We started FY 04
at 205 authorized and 204 assigned. Our
current 131A authorizations are at 344
with 225 assigned. The Army average for
131A authorizations is approximately 69
percent. Authorizations will continue to
increase to 383 by FYO07.

The majority of the new 131A posi-
tions are in BCTs, newly formed fires
brigades and tactical command posts
(TACs). This means promotion oppor-
tunities for 131As will be good for some
time to come.

The FY06 promotion board results were
released on 25 April 2006. Not surpris-
ingly, 100 percent of the CW2s were se-
lected for promotionto CW3,97.3 percent
to CW4 and 50 percent to CWS5.

The “down side” is that newly ap-
pointed WOI1s could be assigned to
higher positions more quickly without
gaining the necessary skills and expertise
previous senior WOs have had the op-
portunity to develop over time. To meet
the needs of modularity and transforma-
tion, we are “building an airplane while
it’s in flight.”

131A WOs Career Manager has the
challenge of recruiting more qualified
NCO:s to fill the WO ranks. The Army
G1 has increased 131A accession num-
bers from 26 per year in FY04 to 54
through FY09.

Career development for WOs is very
important. There are few technical

schools for 131A WOs, so most of the
professional development is gained
through on-the-job training (OJT). See
Figure 4 for the 131A WO’s life cycle
development and utilization model. The
model in Figure 4 is only a representa-
tive guide.

There are many jobs throughout the
Army for 131As, but not all will be
available when a 131A is. Performance
is everything. Each 131A should give
100 percent in every assignment to have
a successful career.

To meet the special requirements of a
new position, the WO Career Manager
arranges for schooling foraWO en route
tohis nextassignment, when possible. An
example might be his attending the Joint
Firepower Control Course at Nellis AFB,
Nevada. Long-term development, such
as degree-completion programs, may be
considered for exceptional WOs who
meet the 131A prerequisites as outlined
in Army Regulation 621-1 Training of
Military Personnel at Civilian Institu-
tions linked to HRC’s home page.

The Army’s stabilization plan is de-
signed to allow Soldiers and families
assigned to continental US (CONUS)
installations to stay for longer periods.
Based onthe CSA’s guidance, the goal for
a CONUS tour length is approximately
seven years.

A 131A can expect to be stationed in
CONUS for at least three to seven years,
depending on his professional develop-
ment needs. Special situations may re-
quire aselect few todo a short-notice PCS
or temporary change of station (TCS).

The Separate WO Division, HRC, of-
ficially dissolved as of 7 November 2005.
OPMD merged the assignments officers
for WOs into the proponent branches for
each career specialty. The intent of this
merger is to provide synergy with the WO
specialties and the branches in OPMD.

There are many transformation changes
going on at HRC. To stay abreast of them
and read the current DA Pam 6003-3, go
to the FA Branch website at https:/www.
hrc.army.mil/site/protect/active/opfa/
fasitrep.htm. This site also provides in-
formation on upcoming events and the
email addresses and telephone numbers
of all FA Branch representatives.

Undoubtedly, the rate of change
throughout the Army will continue for
the foreseeable future. But changes bring
opportunities. Today’s FA officer has the
ability to serve in a wider variety of as-
signments leading to success following a
less prescriptive career path—continuing
to build Pentathletes for the future.

Lieutenant Colonel (Promotable) Jeffrey C.
Lieb is the Field Artillery Officer’s Branch
ChiefatHumanResources Command (HRC),
Alexandria, Virginia. He also served as a
Military Assistant in the Office of the Deputy
Secretary of Defense. He commanded the
1st Battalion, 27th Field Artillery (1-27 FA) in
V Corps in Germany, deploying in support
of Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) I. Among
his other assignments, he served in the 1st
Cavalry Division, Fort Hood, Texas, as the
Division Artillery (Div Arty) Executive Offi-
cer (XO), Deputy Fire Support Coordinator
(FSCOORD) and Battalion S3for 1-21 FA.He
commanded A Battery, 6-27 FA (A/6-27 FA)in
the 75th Brigade, lll Corps Artillery, Fort Sill,
Oklahoma, deploying the battery to the Gulf
for Operations Desert Shield/Storm. He will
attend the Industrial College of the Armed
Forces in Washington, DC, this summer.

Lieutenant Colonel John F. Dunleavy is the
Lieutenant Colonel Assignment Officer in
the Field Artillery Officer’s Branch, HRC.
His previous assignments were in the 101st
Airborne Division (Air Assault) where he
served as the Fire Support Officer (FSO)
for 1st Brigade at Fort Campbell, Kentucky,
and, while deployed for OIF, as Battalion XO
for 2-320 FA and then Div Arty XO. Among
his other assignments, he served as an
Observer/Controller (O/C) at the National
Training Center (NTC), Fort Irwin, California;
commanded A/3-16 FA, 4th Infantry Division,
Fort Hood, Texas, and served as a Platoon
Leader for C/1-27 FA in V Corps during
Operations Desert Shield/Storm. He is a
graduate ofthe Command and General Staff
College at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

Captain J. Ryan Cutchin is the Junior Cap-
tain Assignment Officerin the Field Artillery
Officer’s Branch, HRC. In his previous
assignment, he commanded Headquar-
ters and Headquarters Battery, 75th Fires
Brigade, and B/1-77 FA and served as the
Brigade S1 and the Brigade Assistant S3,
all in the 75th FA Brigade. He deployed to
OIF as a Weapons of Mass Destruction
Team Leader of Mobile Exploitation Team
Bravo (MET-B) under the 75th Exploitation
Task Force. He also served as the XO for
C/4-11 FA and FSO for B Company, 501st
Parachute Infantry Regiment, Fort Rich-
ardson, Alaska.

The authors thank the following for
their contributions: LTC Jerome K.
Hawkins, FA Colonel’s Human Re-
source Manager, at the Senior Leader
Development Office (SLD); and LTC
Kenneth Peterson, LTC’s Desk; MAJ
Hurley D. Shields, Jr., Senior CPT’s
Desk; MAJ Curtis D. Wiley, CPT’s
Desk; and CW5 Robert L. Spann,
WO'’s Desk, all at Human Resources
Command (HRC).
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One of the most important jobs the
current operations section performs
is processing and quality control of
air support requests (ASRs) for close
air support (CAS). This increases the
level of force protection for all TFs
in the AOR and allows units greater
flexibility of movement.

peration Enduring Freedom (OEF)

has entered the seventh phase of

operations in Afghanistan, and a
new type of unit has entered that bat-
tlespace: the modular design infantry
brigade combat team (IBCT). It has the
ability to obtain specific effects, not just
generate raw combat power.

One of the IBCT’s main components
is the fires and effects cell (FEC), which
recently was renamed the brigade fire sup-
portcell (FSC). The FECisresponsible for
coordinating not only lethal fires, such as
artillery, but also nonlethal effects. These
nonlethal effects include information
operations (IO), psychological operations
(PSYOP), public affairs (PA) and civil-
military operations (CMO).

Thereislittle doubt that the FEC has en-
hanced the IBCT’s capabilities. With the
advent of the FEC came the requirement
for the current operations section, which
only is stood up during deployments.
The responsibilities and manning of the
current operations section is diverse and
often complex. But even with the new
manning and technology, the current ops
section faces challenges.

This article discusses the FEC current
operations section operations and chal-
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By Captain Terrence A. Adams

lenges in the 3rd BCT, 10th Mountain Di-
vision, while deployed to Afghanistan.

Current Operations Section Respon-
sibilities and Manning. The current
operations sectionincludes a captain, two
sergeants first class, four Soldiers and Air
Force joint terminal attack controllers
(JTACsS). It is responsible for coordinat-
ing, gathering and managing the task
forces’ (TFs’) lethal fires assets to ensure
mission success and the highest level of
force protection. Its other responsibili-
ties include quality control of airspace
control measure requests (ACMRs) for
restricted operating zones (ROZs), in-
formation management operations and
assistance for TFs with troops-in-contact.
Trackingall fire supportassets in country
from M198s down to 60-mm mortars is
an additional duty.

The current operations section also
tracks target acquisition assets in the
TF’sarea of responsibility (AOR). These
assets range from Q-36 and Q-37 Fire-
finder radars to the unattended transient
acoustic measurement and signature
intelligence (MASINT) system, called
UTAMS.

Finally, one of the most important jobs
the current operations section performs
is processing and quality control of air
support requests (ASRs) for close air
support (CAS). This increases the level
of force protection for all TFs in the
AOR and allows units greater flexibility
of movement.

Supervising the clearance of fires for
the TFs is another important function
of the brigade FEC current operations
section. The requesting battalion’s fire
direction center (FDC) and tactical op-
erations center (TOC) are responsible
for clearing fires in their battlespace.
The brigade helps clear fires only when
the battalion cannot reach an agency
required to clear the fires. These are
agencies such as a civilian air agency,
military fixed- or rotary-wing, or other
Coalition forces.

The current operations section is not
permanently manned—it only forms
when the brigade deploys. When the
brigade is in garrison and not perform-
ing its wartime functions, the members
of the current operations section are part
of the lethal and nonlethal fires sections
within the FEC.

According to the modified table of

US Air Force Photo by MSgt Lance Cheung



organization and equipment (MTOE),
the captain or officer-in-charge (OIC)
of the current operations section is the
brigade fire control officer (FCO). When
the sectionis stood up, this officer’s main
responsibility is to supervise the current
operations personnel. He ensures thatall
brigade TFs have the fire support assets
they need to accomplish their missions.
This means ensuring that all ASRs are
prioritized and processed.

In addition to daily battle-tracking
responsibilities, the OIC of the cur-
rent operations section also attends the
division’s daily joint fires board (JFB)
meetings viainformation workspace. The
JFB discusses assets requested and needed
for upcoming continuous operations
(CONOQOP). This includes lethal assets,
such aircraft on ASRs and fire support
assets, and nonlethal assets, such as IO.

The current operations officer or NCO
reviews the ASRs that are 72 hours out
and confirms that the brigade and division
are tracking the same requests. In addi-
tion to the JFB, the current operations
officer also may produce strike requests
and help the brigade fire support officer
(FSO) or the effects coordinator (ECO-
ORD), as required.

The fire support operations NCO for the
current operations section is, arguably,
the mostimportant Soldier in the section.
Hisresponsibilities include managing the
current operations desk as well as taking
care of all the administrative functions
of the section.

Fire support NCOs manage the fire
support coordinating measures (FSCMs)
for the entire regional command, which
includes seven TFs. They perform qual-
ity control of ASRs for both CAS and
ACMRs. They also ensure all section
Soldiers stay current on the training
needed while deployed, including weap-
ons qualifications and preventive main-
tenance checks and services (PMCS) of
all assigned equipment.

The Soldiers of the brigade FEC’s cur-
rent operations section collect the ASRs
from the various TFs. They also manage
the brigade advanced FA tactical datasys-
tems (AFATDS) box and all the FSCMs
for the area of operations (AO).

Improving Operations in the FEC’s
Current Ops Section. While deployed,
the current operations section ran into
several challenges.

ASRs and CAS. These areas are im-
portant to IBCT operations and some of
the most difficult to master. One reason
they are difficult is the lack of a system
to process air requests.

The system we finally developed con-
solidated all requests for a specific date
and let one shifthandle them. This system
worked well and ensured that all requests
had been inspected for mistakes by two
sets of eyes before they were forwarded
to division for processing.

Another problem that quickly presented
itself was Soldiers’ and leaders’ lack of for-
mal training in completing and inspecting
ASRs. Our Air Force counterparts solved
this problem by giving FEC personnel
classes on what to look for and helping
with quality control of all ASRs.

I'strongly recommend that current oper-
ations personnel coordinate for JTAC
training on ASRs and CAS before de-
ploying. All requests are not the same,
and Soldiers must understand the dif-
ferences.

Lack of Understanding of Electronic
Warfare (EW) Capabilities. The new
technologies that have emerged to coun-
ter the threat of improvised explosive
devices (IEDs) have caused units to
field new systems to protect themselves.
Commanders must understand the ca-
pabilities and limitations of these new
EW systems.

These EW assets require detailed plan-
ning to achieve maximum effects. For
example, if units mustdelay movement for
some reason, then they should adjust the
EW plan to have maximum coverage.

Current operations section personnel
must understand the use of EW aircraft
and help educate their supported TFs.

ACMR Processing. A problem that the
brigade FEC has had with processing
ACMREs is the type of coordinates used
by aviation. Too many requests have
had incorrect latitude and longitude
coordinates.

Each ACMR requires three types of lo-
cation data for processing. The firstis the
military grid reference system (MGRS).
The second type is the universal trans-
verse mercator (UTM) system. The third
is latitude and longitude information.

A common trend among the TFs is
to use incorrect latitude and longitude
information on their requests. The most
common error is a format of hours, min-
utes and seconds with seconds incorrectly
rounded off.

The second issue with ACMRs is the
misperception that the FEC processes
the requests. The FEC current opera-
tions section only collects the requests,
performs an initial check of information
and then forwards the requests to the
brigade aviation element (BAE). All
ACMRs are processed by the BAE and

then forwarded to the battlefield coordi-
nation detachment (BCD).

Just because a request has been sub-
mitted to the brigade FEC doesn’t mean
the ACM is, or will be, approved and
established. TFs have made the mistake
of submitting requests and then imme-
diately assuming the ACMs in AFATDS
have been established.

This initially proved to be a challenge,
but after a few cases of ACMs being
established in the AFATDS by the TFs
but then cancelled by the brigade FEC,
the problemresolved itself and no longer
was an issue.

Tracking FA Replacement Parts. The
brigade FEC current operations section
tracks the status of all fire support assets
within the AOR. One issue that caused
confusion was the misperception that
the current operations section tracks the
progress of replacement parts for FA
assets.

Tracking parts is an S4 function, not
a fires function. The current operations
section resolved this issue by keeping
the staff functional lines clear.

The initial performance of the brigade
FEC has been outstanding. The idea of
having an institution within a BCT with
the ability to affect the battlespace with
lethal and nonlethal assets to gain specific
effects has proven to be very effective.
But even with these proven abilities,
there are still areas for improvement
in the FEC. With problems identified
and improvements made, the following
months of operations within OEF VII will
continue to be a success in the Global
War on Terrorism.

Captain Terrence A. Adams is the Brigade
Fire Control Officer (FCO) for the 3rd Bri-
gade Combat Team (BCT), TF Spartans,
10th Mountain Division, currently deployed
to Afghanistan for Operation Enduring
Freedom VII. This article is based on the
experiences of the 3rd BCT Fires and Ef-
fect Cell’s Current Operations Section for
the first 120 days of operations. Captain
Adams also has been the S2 for 4th Bat-
talion, 25th Field Artillery Regiment (4-25
FAR), also in the 10th Division. At Fort
Bragg, North Carolina, he was a Fire Sup-
port Officer (FSO) for the 3-159 Aviation
Regiment and Executive Officer (XO) for
Headquarters and Headquarters Battery,
XVIII Airborne Corps Atrtillery, and XO for
A Battery, 1-377 FAR (Air Assault), 18th
Field Artillery Brigade. He also served in
B Battery, 1-377th FAR as a Fire Direction
Officer (FDO). He is a graduate of the Ma-
rine Corps Expeditionary Warfare School
at Quantico, Virginia.
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