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CHIEF OF ARMOR’S HATCH

BG John Kolasheski
Chief of Armor/Commandant

U.S. Army Armor School

Focus on the 
Reconnaissance Objective

I would like to start by saying thank 
you for what each and every one of 
you do to make our branch and the 
U.S. Army the best in the world. With-
out question our individual leaders and 
organizations are in high demand. Our 
formations continue to carry out oper-
ations on all four corners of the map 
sheet to illustrate American commit-
ment and resolve, but we can’t rest on 
our laurels.

In the March/April 1988 edition of AR-
MOR magazine, MG Thomas H. Tait 
(former commanding general, U.S. 
Army Armor Center) identified short-
comings in the planning and execution 
of reconnaissance-and-security (R&S) 
operations. He challenged the Armor 
and Cavalry community writ large with 
a simple question: “What are we doing 
about it?” What is old is new.

Today we are at a similar crossroad as 
we have shifted our focus from pre-
dominately wide-area security (WAS) 
tasks, like we executed in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, to combined-arms maneu-
ver (CAM) and WAS. Critical to both 
CAM and WAS is our ability to plan, co-
ordinate and execute R&S tasks. Based 
on feedback from unit commanders at 
all echelons and our combat training 
centers, this is an area where we can 
collectively improve.

A critical step in improving the perfor-
mance of individuals and organizations 
starts with education and training. Pro-
fessional military education and func-
tional schools provide the necessary 

foundation to educate and train the 
fundamentals. Department of the 
Army Pamphlet 600-3, Commissioned 
Officer Professional Development and 
Career Management Guide, and DA 
PAM 600-25, Noncommissioned Offi-
cer Professional Development Guide, 
are the governing documents we use 
to identify professional-development 
requirements. In the years since publi-
cation, adherence to and attendance 
at functional courses has ebbed and 
flowed, leading in some cases to lead-
ers who are ill-equipped to perform 
their duties when assigned to Cavalry 
organizations.

Here at Fort Benning, we offer several 
R&S functional courses that assist in 
building individual leader competency. 
These courses are constantly refreshed 
based on your feedback. Current cours-
es offered at Fort Benning are the Re-
connaissance and Surveillance Leader’s 
Course, the Army Reconnaissance 
Course (ARC) and the Cavalry Leader’s 
Course (CLC). In addition, several years 
ago we were able to include a Cavalry-
focused elective into the Command 
and General Staff College (CGSC).

It is our intent, in coordination with 
the operating force, to have every ac-
tive-duty Armor Basic Officer Leader-
ship Course graduate attend ARC, ev-
ery active-duty Armor Maneuver Cap-
tain’s Career Course (MCCC) graduate 
attend CLC, and every Armor resident-
course CGSC student take the R&S 
elective. We are working to provide 

similar functional-training opportuni-
ties to our noncommissioned officers 
and are facilitating attendance by Na-
tional Guard Soldiers in coordination 
with their leadership. While atten-
dance at functional training will in-
crease the time an officer or NCO 
spends at Fort Benning, we believe it 
is well worth the investment.

Other initiatives we have put into mo-
tion to rebuild competencies is an R&S 
block of instruction into MCCC, execu-
tion of executive-level R&S-focused 
workshops for brigade combat teams 
and division leadership and an Adobe 
Connect R&S forum. We are also work-
ing to assist operating-force units in 
the development of R&S home-station 
training plans and subject-matter ex-
pertise for home-station training 
events.

This strategy will only succeed when 
we work together. I encourage leaders 
across the force to canvas your organi-
zations and identify your organization-
al shortfalls and allow us to assist. We 
greatly appreciate feedback from the 
field, so please keep in touch. Together 
we can rapidly close the gap on this 
critical battlefield competency.

We are the “combat arm of decision” 
… a team of teams ready to fight and 
win anytime, anywhere, under any 
conditions of battle.

Forge the Thunderbolt!
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GUNNER’S SEAT

Reconnaissance and 
Security Fundamentals

CSM Alan K. Hummel
Command Sergeant Major

U.S. Army Armor School

In the profession of arms, learning 
from mistakes and avoiding the pitfall 
of repetitive errors can be the deciding 
factor on whether you bring everyone 
home at the end of a deployment or 
not. We as leaders must remain mind-
ful of the training tools available. We 
must also learn from the past, use les-
sons-learned and observe training 
trends to help avoid making the same 
mistakes. We must identify areas that 
our Soldiers, leaders and units contin-
ually struggle with and where we need 
to focus on improvement. Once identi-
fied, we must accept our shortfalls; 
only then can we begin to move for-
ward to become a more effective unit.

We struggle not only as a branch but 
as an Army in the proper execution of 
reconnaissance and security missions. 
The best way to combat this current 
weakness is to revisit and reinvigorate 
the fundamentals of reconnaissance, 
ensuring that the youngest Soldiers 
through the most senior leaders not 
only understand but have the skillset 
and knowledge base to effectively em-
ploy these fundamentals. Much like 
any task we strive to master, we must 

instill the fundamentals into all that 
our Soldiers do. Once the fundamen-
tals are mastered, we must continue to 
improve and expand on these tasks 
and skills. As these young Soldiers mas-
ter their craft and advance themselves 
professionally, we will once again lay a 
solid foundation for the future of the 
Armor Branch and improve our units as 
a whole in the process.
Another way to combat the trend is to 
reinforce knowledge in your junior and 
senior noncommissioned officers by 
sending them back to the schoolhouse 
to attend reconnaissance-specific 
courses. Having leaders who are quali-
fied through the Army Reconnaissance 
Course, Reconnaissance and Security 
Leader’s Course – or even the Cavalry 
Leader’s Course – ensures that our 
leaders can properly train our junior 
Soldiers, arming them with the techni-
cal and tactical knowledge to naturally 
employ learned skills. Having qualified 
leaders on the appropriate platform 
also goes a long way to not only more 
effectively train Soldiers but also more 
efficiently execute the mission.
Having leaders qualified to fulfill their 

assigned positions allows them to con-
fidently fulfill their duties and respon-
sibilities and sets them up for success. 
It is a working goal at the Armor School 
to aid the force in completing the con-
nection of follow-on school opportuni-
ties for NCOs who come to the school-
house for the Advanced Leader’s 
Course and Senior Leader’s Course. 
The overall intent is to have Soldiers 
trained on skillsets and platform-spe-
cific training before they return to their 
home station.

The key takeaway is to continue send-
ing leaders to the proper schooling and 
not defer course dates due to the mis-
sion. In the long run, deferring course 
dates is counterintuitive to what the 
Army expects and what the Armor 
School intends to accomplish. Bottom 
line up front: we want to set up our 
leaders for success!

Visit the following link to download 
copies of the “fundamentals of recon-
naissance and security” posters: 
http://www.benning.army.mil/armor/
fundamentals/.
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by COL Esli T. Pitts

So you are going to a combat training 
center (CTC) for a rotation in the deci-
sive-action training environment 
(DATE)? Awesome! Either it will be a 
nightmare or one of the most profes-
sionally rewarding experiences of your 
career to date.

The determining factor is how well-
trained and ready your organization is 
upon arrival at the CTC. Obviously, 
your training readiness is a direct re-
flection of how much time you’ve had 
to train, but it’s really more a reflection 
of whether you trained on the right 
things. All units focus on the basics of 
squad and platoon maneuver. Some 
get to company maneuver. Few get to 
multi-echelon combined-arms maneu-
ver training. It’s up to you to set condi-
tions and make opportunities.

I’m writing this article as a former bat-
talion commander who focused solely 
on maneuver skills for two years – with 
a successful National Training Center 
(NTC) rotation followed by assignment 
as a battalion observer/coach/trainer 
(O/C/T) at the Joint Multinational 
Readiness Center (JMRC) in Germany – 
I know units can be well-trained and 

ready for a professionally rewarding 
experience. To that end, this article fo-
cuses on how battalions can build op-
portunities to expand their training 
time and improve readiness, regardless 
of external constraints.

Merits of a CTC rotation
First, I need to clarify what I mean by 
a CTC rotation: It is a training event de-
signed to produce trained battalions 
that are ready to plan, prepare, exe-
cute and assess unified land opera-
tions. It is not just another opportunity 
to train and fight at the squad and pla-
toon level. By that, I mean it is not just 
your Soldiers’ and subordinate leaders’ 
training opportunity; it is yours (as the 
battalion commander). The best crews, 
squads and platoons in the world may 
overcome deficiencies and friction cre-
ated by a minimally trained staff and 
an inexperienced (at echelon) battal-
ion commander. Conversely, a well-
trained battalion can generate oppor-
tunities to put average subordinates 
into positions where they can fight and 
win. This means you cannot spend all 
of your time training your subordinates 
at crew, squad and platoon level while 
neglecting the training of your battal-
ion.

Early on (as a battalion commander), I 
decided to focus on training “the bat-
talion.” There was no brigade or divi-
sion plan to train us above the compa-
ny level, so it would be up to me to de-
velop a headquarters that could plan, 
prepare and execute operations, not 
just generate collective training at pla-
toon level and below.

I decided to focus on several key areas:
•	 Planning, rehearsals and current 

operations;
•	 Implementing a tactical standing 

operating procedure (TACSOP);
•	 Conducting the rapid-decision 

synchronization process (RDSP); and
•	 Codify ing a  “dai ly  dozen” of 

standardized reportable mission-
preparation tasks.

As a result of ongoing wars, few of my 
senior leaders had experience in tradi-
tional maneuver. Therefore, I set ex-
pectations to gain proficiency in ac-
tions on contact and battle drills at pla-
toon and crew; integration of fires; 
specialty-platoon training; medical 
evacuation (medevac); and teaching 
company-grade officers how to fight 
their organizations. Essentially, I set 
out to reverse the ingrained habits of 
the counterinsurgency environment 
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and restore lethality in mounted ma-
neuver in all conditions, including a 
chemically-contaminated or night-time 
environment.

Planning, rehearsing 
and current operations
There’s an old poster that reads: “Bat-
tle-staff officer: Remember … every-
thing you plan and write must be exe-
cuted by this man. He and his buddies 
will be the first to pay for your mis-
takes. Do your job well — futures de-
pend on it.” (Figure 1). I wanted staff 
officers who could do their jobs well 
and a headquarters that was 
ready to plan and execute 
operations when the compa-
nies needed that headquar-
ters. I needed the headquar-
ters to be training at the 
same time as the companies, 
not waiting for us to eventu-
ally get to battalion training. 
I had my executive officer 
begin staff training on the 
military decision-making 
process (MDMP), but as 
soon as possible, we moved 
to practical application on a 
brigade order. Our first itera-
tion of MDMP was on a sim-
ple brigade daily fragmen-
tary order that required us 
to deconflict gunnery ranges 
with a bike race. Sure, it was 
overly simplistic, but we hit 
every required element and 
my staff came away with an 
understanding of the process 
without being lost in the de-
tails of a big tactical order. 
We also developed our base 
staff products for future 
MDMP.
In two years, we participated 
in two brigade command-
post exercises (CPXs), the 
NTC Leader Training Program 
and an NTC rotation. Over 
and above these, I built four 
battalion training opportuni-
ties for myself, including two 
live dismounted operations in the gar-
rison area, one 40-hour live and virtu-
al exercise incorporating training areas 
and multiple simulation systems, and 
a battalion attack using the Close Com-
bat Tactical Trainer (CCTT). On average, 
we did a battalion operation every 

quarter, affording me the opportunity 
to go through the planning process, an 
orders brief, rehearsals, troop-leading 
procedures (TLP) at the company level 
and then execution, including all mis-
sion-command nodes. Nobody built 
these for me; I planned them, briefed 
them in a quarterly training brief, re-
sourced them and executed them.
I did so knowing that in each case, I 
was impacting the companies by cut-
ting into what they believed to be their 
training time. I knew I was asking them 
to do collective tasks they may not 
have trained. To me, the gain in effec-

tiveness of the battalion as a head-
quarters more than offset the loss of 
training time at company level and be-
low, particularly when they were doing 
tactical tasks during my training time 
anyway.

Regarding rehearsals, I’m a firm 

believer in “FM rehearsals.” I’ve used 
them at the company, squadron and 
brigade level, and I continued to use 
them during battalion command. Hav-
ing taken a backbrief from subordi-
nates, I understood their scheme of 
maneuver and didn’t need to hear it 
again during the combined-arms re-
hearsal (CAR). The purpose of the CAR 
is to validate that the operation is syn-
chronized and understood. It is also a 
good time to highlight friction. There-
fore we should rehearse those areas 
where units rub up against each other 
in the form of maneuver, passages of 
lines, direct fire-control measures, 
medevac, etc.

We don’t need a laydown of the com-
pany scheme of maneuver and a re-
peat of “my task and purpose is. …” 
What better way of rehearsing the op-
eration than to actually execute the 
operation on a terrain model with all 
participants “keying the net,” making 
their transmissions and indicating the 
net they are speaking on. This reinforc-
es net discipline, gets all involved ac-
customed to speaking on the net, and 
generates familiarity with whether the 
tactical-operations center (TOC), tacti-
cal command post, commander or S-3 
(operations) is taking/submitting re-
ports and when that shifts. It also vali-
dates synchronization or highlights the 
lack thereof.

Lesson: If you want a trained battal-
ion, you will probably have to train it 
yourself. Training events include the 
orders process from start to finish. Put 
events on the calendar and protect 
them.

TACSOP
Not long after I assumed command, my 
battalion was off-ramped from the 
planned Afghanistan rotation. We were 
told we would shoot gunnery and then 
go to NTC for a DATE rotation. As such, 
the battalion’s TACSOP for Operation 
New Dawn was now irrelevant. Nobody 
had a useful DATE-focused TACSOP 
available, so I decided to write our 
own, based heavily on old products 
from my lieutenant and captain days. 
We published each card as soon as it 
was done, and fairly quickly built a real 
TACSOP. My intent was to get the bulk 
of it done before we went to the field 
for platoon and company situational 

Figure 1. A graphic reminder to the battle-staff 
officer that mistakes may cause casualties.
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training exercise (STX) before going to 
NTC, and we were successful. After 
NTC, we updated it and continued to 
add new products throughout my com-
mand, including battalion-maneuver 
battle drills.

Lesson: If you want a TACSOP (or 
plans, gunnery or garrison SOP), you 
may have to write and validate it one 
card at a time.

RDSP
RDSP is how you recognize threats or 
opportunities emerging on the battle-
field, understand how you need to ad-
just your plan, make decisions and 
then synchronize the new plan. This 
process is difficult to train but impor-
tant to incorporate. I incorporated 
RDSP in two CPXs by injecting changed 
circumstances on the staff at the end-
of-exercise (endex), requiring them to 
plan a hasty frago while I released the 
companies to start recovery. What’s 
important is understanding the idea 
that the staff must stay engaged dur-
ing the operation. They must look for 
indicators that something has changed. 
Given enough planning time, the staff 
can identify likely points at which RDSP 
might be required and identify them as 
decision points, branches or sequels. 
Even if we don’t have that time, it is 
critical that the battle captain, S-3 and 
S-2 (intelligence) are alert to indicators 
of pending opportunities or threats to 
alert the executive officer.

Lesson: Units must learn to identify 
threats and opportunities. They must 
subsequently take action to synchro-
nize a new plan.

Daily dozen
Units focus on what is tracked and re-
ported. TOCs and company CPs can 
take a huge load off the commander by 
tracking to completion those things 
the commander has directed to occur. 
With that in mind, I established a 
“Warhorse Daily Dozen” as a pre-mis-
sion checklist of actions for platoons 
and companies. Subordinate units 
were directed to report completion 
prior to line of departure. It included 
both routine activities – such as or-
ders, rehearsals and boresight – and 
mission-specific requirements such as 
the status-of-obstacle efforts.

As we prepared for an upcoming 

mission, at any time companies would 
report completion of the various re-
quirements. Any final updates were 
due prior to execution. Before move-
ment, the TOC would call me with an 
update on who was not complete. 
Tracking requirements empowers the 
TOC’s battle noncommissioned officer 
(NCO) to gather data on mission readi-
ness, and it allows the commander to 
immediately see who is delinquent 
both by the tracking charts in the TOC 
or over the radio. It was initially a 
struggle to implement, but the team 
got on board and embraced it.

Lesson: If it is important to you, the 
TOC should track it to allow you to see 
yourself. Establish a standard list of 

reportable items and supplement 
them with mission-specific variables 
as necessary.

Actions on contact 
and battle/crew drills
For me, everything platoons do is a 
battle drill, whether that is changing 
formation, establishing a support-by-
fire (SBF) or executing a contact drill. It 
is the platoon leader’s responsibility to 
understand the situation and apply the 
correct drill. Company commanders 
are responsible for writing orders that 
put platoons in the right place to exe-
cute the right battle drills. Platoon 
leaders are responsible for recognizing 
the need for, and execution of, the cor-
rect drill.

Figure 2. The crewmen of Headquarters 60 practice crew evacuation during 
crew training. (Photo by COL Esli Pitts)



8													             October-December 2016

First among equals are the battle drills 
for actions on contact, which were 
codified in my battalion TACSOP with 
separate cards for each drill. Every of-
ficer in the battalion had to memorize 
the four steps to actions on contact as 
I learned them:
•	 Deploy and report;
•	 Develop the situation;
•	 Recommend a course of action (CoA); 

and
•	 Execute a CoA.

I have specifically deviated in Step 3, 
which was originally “select a CoA.” In 
my opinion, the subordinate in contact 
does not have the right to select and 
execute a CoA that may obligate his 
higher headquarters to fight in a par-
ticular way. It is the responsibility of 
the subordinate to develop the situa-
tion, report accurately and recommend 
a CoA while the senior leader makes 
that decision based on “the bigger pic-
ture” and prioritization of assets.

Rapid and violent execution of drills al-
lows platoons to survive contact and 
buys time to figure out what to do 
next.  Everything from establishing a 
battle position to crew evacuation, re-
loading tube-launched optically-
tracked wire-guided missiles or prepar-

ing vehicles for recovery is a drill.

Note I also referenced crew drills, 
which is the most overlooked echelon 
of training. We think crew training con-
sists of gunnery, and then we put four 
qualified crews together in a platoon 
without taking the time to train those 
individual crews how to fight their ve-
hicles. To mitigate this, I allocated one 
of our few real training opportunities 
to the companies for them to train at 
crew level. We followed that up with a 
week in the field for platoon training 
that culminated in a platoon STX re-
quiring some or all of each platoon to 
demonstrate proficiency in multiple 
drills (Figure 3). Also, we used the CCTT 
as often as we could. We also conduct-
ed maneuver physical training (PT) in 
the morning and focused on platoon 
maneuver and battle drills. (See the 
April-June 2015 issue of ARMOR mag-
azine for details.)

One of the most critical drills for me, 
at all echelons from platoon to battal-
ion, was the breach. We spent a signif-
icant amount of time learning the 
breach, including in professional devel-
opment, and during platoon and com-
pany training events. Incorporating 
breach considerations into most 

training events resulted in thorough 
grounding in the operation.

Lesson:  Everything is a drill. Actions 
on contact is first among equals. Know 
it.

Integration of fires
By definition, maneuver includes fire 
support – or at least the potential for 
it. My expectation was that we would 
always have a plan for fires at every 
echelon from platoon to battalion. I re-
inforced this during maneuver PT and 
in every training event. Early on, I had 
an officer professional-development 
session consisting of a fire-coordina-
tion exercise (FCE) in a large classroom. 
It was apparent that we didn’t know 
how to effectively integrate fires. To 
improve at this task, I attached my fire-
support officers (FSO) to their support-
ed companies most of the time. We ran 
another FCE and conducted a leader 
certification/competition in the Guard-
fist trainer as part of a week-long lead-
er-training event. Also, we emphasized 
“do not move without fires” in every 
training opportunity. I did caveat that 
platoons and companies won’t always 
get fires, but they should still know 
how to employ them if they do.

Tactical tasks and battle drills
Receive frago Change formations

Issue warning order Contact drill

Issue frago Action drill

Conduct rehearsals Passive air-defense measures

Conduct pre-combat checks/pre-combat inspections Salvo vehicle smoke grenades

Move tactically Change movement techniques

Conduct forward-passage-of-lines React to indirect fires

Occupy SBF React to engine or turret fire

Occupy attack-by-fire Conduct crew evacuation

Plan platoon direct-fire control measures Conduct medevac

Assault Cross-level Class V

Call for fire Manage muzzle-reference sensor at platoon level

Plan smoke Conduct in-stride/assault breach

React to anti-tank guided missile React to electronic warfare/jamming

Consolidate and reorganize Prep vehicle for recovery

Submit reports Conduct emergency resupply

Integrate dismounts Emplace target-reference points

Prepare hasty defense React to chemical attack

Provide security/operations security

Figure 3. Tactical tasks and battle drills.
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My mortar platoon was my asset used 
to shape the battalion’s fight. Only af-
ter that was accomplished was it allo-
cated in support of company maneu-
ver. It was my asset to the extent that 
I occasionally called missions to them 
myself just to expedite the process. I 
trained on this every time they were in 
the field, including at NTC. This might 
have been unusual, but it was my as-
set, so I conditioned the mortars and 
the FSO to the priority to get the mor-
tars into the fight. I wanted them to 
shoot where I wanted them to focus. 
Because I expected them to fire, and 
fire a lot, I allocated them a truck to 
manage their own resupply for all 
training missions at home station and 
at NTC.

Lessons:
•	 Develop a habit of always integrating 

fires.
•	 Mortars shape the battalion fight 

first and then enable the companies 
in their fights.

Incorporation of attack 
aviation
I followed two guiding principles in the 
planning and employment of attack 
aviation. First, if attack aviation was al-
located to me, I kept it as a battalion 
asset to shape the fight for the compa-
nies rather than enabling the compa-
nies. Despite that, I would allocate ei-
ther live or notional aviation assets 
during platoon and company training 
to get them familiar with employing it. 
Secondly, it is more appropriate to 
mass attack aviation at the right time 
and place it to kill the enemy than it is 
to have long-term coverage up at non-
essential times.

Lesson: Mass attack aviation assets at 
the right time and place to kill the en-
emy in support of the battalion fight. 
Don’t push them lower and don’t di-
lute assets to provide long-duration 
“coverage.”

Specialty-platoon 
training
Focusing first on the line companies, it 
took me a while to turn to the scouts’ 
and mortars’ training plans. We start-
ed by putting an external evaluation on 
the calendar for each platoon with 
enough time available to train for it. 
Working with key leaders,  we 

established training objectives and 
then built a concept for each platoon. 
The model was a 96-hour exercise dur-
ing which the platoon received a bat-
talion order on the first day and then 
participated in confirmation and back 
briefs, CAR, fires and sustainment re-
hearsals. On the second day, they con-
tinued platoon TLPs and conducted 
mounted rehearsals. The third day con-
sisted of a battalion attack, transition-
ing to a hasty defense in the evening.

All elements but the platoon were rep-
licated by scripted radio traffic. That 
night, they received a frago directing a 
battalion counterattack to occur on the 
fourth day.

A hot wash with the platoon leadership 
and the observers/coaches would 
identify the areas to retrain, and those 
would be incorporated into the coun-
terattack mission on the fourth morn-
ing with a final after-action review on 
the afternoon of the fourth day. We 
wrote a battalion operations order that 
worked for both platoons. I provided a 
cadre of officers and NCOs from the 
S-3 shop (including fires) to run the ex-
ercise, which primarily consisted of 
replicating battalion operational traffic 
and calls for fire. We used scouts or 
mortars from an adjacent battalion for 
the actual evaluations. Ultimately, we 
completed two external evaluations of 
both platoons.

Findings:
•	 Scouts: Don’t forget the sniper for 

the scout platoon. While I planned to 
have a well-trained sniper section, I 
did not achieve it. This was partly due 
to my own neglect and partly to 
manning shortfalls. If you want a 
sniper section, man it, protect it and 
ensure that it gets training time. I was 
not successful.

•	 Mortars: I worked extensively with 
my mortar platoon. For success, you 
must  share  your  v i s ion  and 
expectations for mortars with the 
platoon leader and the FSO. It’s also 
important for all to understand the 
types of missions they can shoot and 
to ensure training is conducted for all 
of them. A well-designed exercise 
evaluation ensures that the platoon 
gets multiple repetitions, both dry 
and live, for all missions you expect 
them to fire. In my opinion, it is a 

mistake to use the mortars to support 
Table XII because that training is 
highly scripted, and you can achieve 
the training effects of integrating 
fires without actually firing canned 
mission data.

Medevac
The first leader professional develop-
ment (LPD) I conducted for the battal-
ion was in ground medevac. I say “I” 
because it literally was me teaching 
the class. Even my medical-platoon 
leader did not understand how to do 
it. The reality was that the frame of ref-
erence for essentially every officer and 
senior NCO in the battalion was air 
medevac.

Medevac training can be broken into 
several component parts. Company 
leaders have to get proficient at point-
of-injury (PoI) and casualty-collection-
point (CCP) operations. Company med-
ics need to get proficient at evacuation 
of crewmen from combat vehicles, 
treatment and triage at CCPs and evac-
uation to the forward or main aid sta-
tion (MAS). Aid stations need profi-
ciency in triage, treatment and evacu-
ation to the ambulance exchange 
point. Lastly, the combat-trains CP and 
S-1 need practice at tracking casualty 
flow and requesting replacements. All 
this requires a high volume of casual-
ties. Unfortunately companies usually 
want to get their casualties back quick-
ly, and trainers are hesitant to inject 
too many casualties. A few of the se-
lected casualties are evacuated further 
than the company CCP.

Given a short amount of time before 
NTC and limited institutional knowl-
edge, I did the following things:
•	 Conducted the previously mentioned 

LPD;
•	 Addressed medevac in our TACSOP 

with markings and standards for PoI 
and CCP; and

•	 Included medevac in our sustainment 
rehearsals.

Once we set baseline standards, we in-
cluded medevac in all field training, in-
cluding a directed mounted medevac 
rehearsal during Gunnery Table (GT) 
XII. The most complex event was dur-
ing company STX lanes. On the final 
day, during four simultaneous compa-
ny lanes, I directed that we conduct 
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medevac until 70 casualties had been 
evacuated to the aid station and the 
S-1 shop had correctly documented all 
of them. It was their one opportunity 
to battle-track casualties in the volume 
I anticipated taking at NTC. I also en-
sured that all damaged vehicles under-
went recovery or battle-damage as-
sessment and repair as necessary be-
fore I allowed endex.

After NTC, we turned to improving the 
quality of training for the medics. Dur-
ing a random training event, I had my 
crew call for a medic to come evacuate 
us. After taking nearly 30 minutes to 
evacuate myself and my crew (the but-
toned-up driver being the primary is-
sue), we trained all medics on how to 
evacuate crewmen from combat vehi-
cles.

Next, we programmed them for an ex-
ternal evaluation. We put the medic 
platoon’s MAS in the field and exer-
cised the treatment squad in receiving, 
triaging and treating a high volume of 
casualties while also jumping periodi-
cally to simulate participating in a bat-
talion attack. Then we did another 
evaluation, this time with the full pla-
toon and using the line medics to bring 
casualties to the aid station.

The final training event prior to my de-
parture from the battalion was a com-
pany-level medevac live-fire. We used 
the battalion’s GT XII range, but in-
stead of running a platoon down four 
lanes, we ran a section from each pla-
toon down a lane under the platoon 
sergeant. During the range, we inject-
ed casualties and, while the command-
er “fought” from the range tower, the 
first sergeant managed assets to evac-
uate crews from the tracks, treat at the 
PoI, move to the CCP and evacuate 
them to the aid station. This was done 
while nearby combat vehicles contin-
ued to fight.

How to fight
I thought it was important to coach 
company-grade officers how to fight 
their organizations. Some of that in-
struction was the sum total of all the 
aforementioned focus areas. Under-
standing the fundamentals was big, 
but the intangibles are even more im-
portant. I vividly recall as a mortar-pla-
toon leader listening to how my com-
mander fought the battalion at NTC. I 

decided I wanted to fight like he did. 
Moreover, I had a theory of how lead-
ers should fight their organizations, 
and I wanted to pass that vision on to 
my platoons and companies, none of 
whom had ever heard of a battalion 
fighting in the field. In the field, partic-
ularly during GT XII, I dropped onto the 
platoon or company net and added as 
much of a load on the platoon leaders 
as they could handle, and then added 
one more thing. Some could handle 
more than others, and they became my 
specialty-platoon leaders and execu-
tive officers.
Time spent listening to lieutenants and 
captains fight their organizations and 
then coaching them was invaluable. I 
wasn’t above pulling the platoon lead-
er’s driver out of the simulator in CCTT 
and jumping in myself (much to their 
surprise) to drive for them and listen 
to them fight their platoons.
What did we talk about? We talked 
about:
•	 The balance of control and reporting 

between platoon leader and platoon 
sergeant;

•	 When to speak and when to listen on 
the net;

•	 How much talking is too much talking;
•	 When to engage, direct or redirect on 

the radio, vs. how much we can lead 
just by monitoring;

•	 How much leaders physically do 
rather than supervise.

The key is that, first, you have to un-
derstand how you want to fight your 
organization, and then you have to ar-
ticulate that to your subordinates. An-
other important teaching point was 
that leaders who talked too much were 
unable to think ahead. Because of that, 
my expectation is that platoon ser-
geants, and both battalion and compa-
ny executive officers report up, freeing 
platoon leaders and commanders to 
fight their organizations.

My vision was of an old stagecoach 
driver. As long as the horses (or tanks, 
platoons or companies) are running 
down the right trail, there is no need 
for the driver to do anything but loose-
ly hold the reins and watch. It’s only 
when something changes that the driv-
er needs to grab the reins and take 
control. In the same way, a platoon 
leader, company commander or battal-
ion commander can just sit back and 
watch the mission unfold, listening to 
the crosstalk. Only when something big 
happens or when changes are required 
does the leader need to key the net.

Lesson: Leaders eavesdrop, listen to 
the crosstalk and interject only when 
necessary. Leaders who always talk 
are not always hearing.

Figure 4. The battalion stages before conducting the NTC task-force live-fire 
exercise. (Photo by COL Esli Pitts)
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I’ve spent the last two years at JMRC 
watching a variety of U.S. and multina-
tional battalions fight in one of the 
most complex training environments 
available. What I’ve seen has validated 
that I focused on the right things while 
in battalion command. My time at 
JMRC also added significantly to my 
thoughts on the topic.
COL Esli Pitts is a student at the U.S. 
Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, 
PA. His previous assignments include 
senior task-force maneuver O/C/T at 
JMRC, Hohenfels, Germany; command-
er, 3rd Battalion, 8th Cavalry Regiment, 
Fort Hood, TX; instructor, Department 
of Tactics, Command and General Staff 
College, Fort Leavenworth, KS; execu-
tive officer, 1st Brigade, 3rd Infantry Di-
vision, Fort Stewart, GA; operations of-
ficer, 1st Brigade, 3rd Infantry Division, 
Fort Stewart; S-3 (operations) and ex-
ecutive officer, 5th Squadron, 1st Bri-
gade, 3rd Infantry Division, Fort Stew-
art. His military schools include infan-
try one-station unit training, airborne 
and air-assault schools, Armor Officer 
Basic Course, Infantry Mortar Leader’s 
Course, Armor Officer Advanced 
Course, Combined Arms Service Staff 

Figure 5. A plow tank from Dragoon Company conducts a breach during a pla-
toon STX. Note the loaded vehicle smoke grenades. (Photo by COL Esli Pitts)

School, Command and General Staff 
College and North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization Staff Orientation Course. 
COL Pitts holds a bachelor’s of arts 

degree in history from Washington 
State University and a master’s of sci-
ence degree in international relations 
from Troy University.
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Maximizing Combat Training Center Rotations
by CPT Robert W. Stillings Jr.

As the Army refocuses brigade combat 
teams (BCTs) on the complexities of 
decisive action (DA), it has become ev-
ident that some capabilities have atro-
phied.

It has been accepted that it will take 
time for the Army to transition from 
counterinsurgency (COIN) or advise-
and-assist brigade (AAB) missions to 
conducting DA operations. This accep-
tance stems from realism among lead-
ers of the tasks that must be accom-
plished to execute the transition. It 
also comes from an understanding that 
our country faces a decade-long gen-
erational gap between high-intensity 
conflict/full-spectrum operations and  
DA with COIN in the middle.

It is critical that we compress the time-
line as much as possible as the Army, 
and specifically our BCTs, make this 
transformation because our future ad-
versaries have not been embroiled in 
a decade-long COIN fight. They have 
been honing their  warf ighting 

capabilities and desire to see our trans-
formation take as long as possible. 
Therefore we must alter how the Army 
uses combat training center (CTC) ro-
tations to compress the transformation 
timeline and prepare our Army to fight 
and win our nation’s future wars. The 
cost and time commitments, along 
with the yearly changeover of people 
and command teams, make it impera-
tive that CTC rotations no longer train 
only one BCT. The CTC rotations must 
train one BCT directly and the other 29 
BCTs indirectly.

Captured knowledge
The CTCs are not a “final exam” for bat-
talion and brigade commanders, as 
was the case in the 1980s and ‘90s, nor 
should they be in our Army’s current 
state. The Army stands to gain much 
more from the CTCs actually being 
training centers. As such, the lessons-
learned from CTCs should be available 
for public consumption. In fact, those 
lessons-learned should not only be 
available for public consumption, they 

should be forced public consumption 
(within the Army). This is a matter of 
training readiness.

Lessons-learned at CTCs are captured 
in a myriad of ways. Observers/coach-
es/trainers (O/C/Ts) capture photos at 
platoon through brigade levels each ro-
tation. These photos depict things 
units do well and things they need to 
improve. The O/C/Ts also use after ac-
tion-reviews (AARs) and storyboards to 
summarize battle periods or phases. 
There are more large-scale AARs done 
throughout the CTC rotation.

Also, there are “Star Wars” video pre-
sentations. They show how enemy and 
friendly elements moved, where deci-
sive points were and how enablers 
were used. The Star Wars presenta-
tions have a voice-over to orient view-
ers as they “walk” through the battle. 
These videos are normally, by far, the 
best representation of how a battle 
went and what action or inaction led 
to the eventual outcome. Finally, at the 
end of each rotation, Operations Group 



13													             October-December 2016

builds a post-rotational packet for the 
brigade and battalion commanders to 
take home. However, lessons-learned 
by the BCT serving as the rotational 
training unit and lessons-learned by 
the Operations Group (because the 
O/C/Ts will admit to learning every 
day) end where they started: at the 
CTC. This is a problem because it 
means no other units or leaders see 
those lessons, and individuals in those 
BCTs quickly (or at least eventually) 
leave the unit. This outcome is simply 
not acceptable as our Army continues 
its transformation and fights with bud-
get constraints. It costs $15.5 million 
just to get a unit to a CTC. For that dol-
lar amount, our Army must get more 
from the experience.

Spread knowledge
There are two ideal venues to achieve 
this. First is Maneuver Captain’s Career 
Course (MCCC) at the Maneuver Cen-
ter of Excellence, Fort Benning, GA. It 
is the only place in the Army where 
there is a conglomerate of experienced 
maneuver officers.

MCCC should be able to build a course 
comprised of documents, images and 
videos they put together in coordina-
tion with the CTCs. I emphasize that 
MCCC builds the product to ensure 
that they don’t get watered-down ver-
sions and that course materials provide 
the information future company com-
manders need. This course should be 
specific, not generic, and point at 
things you should or shouldn’t do (e.g., 
good vs. bad camouflage, boresighting, 
tactical-assembly area location, use of 
terrain, formations, gaps in the screen 
line, security, fires planning, engineer 
efforts, casualty evacuation, tempo, re-
con-planning guidance). With MCCC 
building the product, it would also be 
possible to incorporate tactics, tech-
niques and procedures (TTPs) from the 
opposing-force elements at the CTCs 
to identify best practices and enemy 
TTPs.
Future company commanders should 
be able to learn via images and AARs 
what previously worked and what did 
not so that, as they train their forma-
tions, they can make new mistakes that 
progress the Army – instead of encoun-
tering old pitfalls. This could potential-
ly provide the best way to proactively 

close the generational gap. There is 
also the advantage of unforeseen pos-
sibilities when small-group instructors 
at MCCC begin interfacing with O/C/Ts 
and incorporate advancing lessons-
learned into daily work with their small 
groups. The possibilities could be end-
less when a relationship is cultivated 
that allows our most highly achieving 
former company commanders to teach 
our future company commanders by 
using lessons-learned from our current 
company commanders on the “battle-
field” at CTCs. Worst-case scenario: our 
future maneuver company command-
ers leave with a chapter on a disk that 
they can refer back to once they are in 
command or when they get word of a 
pending CTC deployment.

The second venue (or opportunity) to 
spread the knowledge gained at the 
CTCs is to get it into the hands of all 
battalion and brigade commanders 
across the Army. This could be done as 
a breakout group during the Pre-Com-
mand Course or simply by mailing the 
“post-rotational take home packets” to 
the other 29 brigade commanders in 
the Army. The Army’s initial reaction is 
to protect the units and commanders 
as the lessons-learned may embarrass 
them; an answer is to “sterilize” the 
packets, removing bumper numbers 
and unit identifiers from AARs and im-
ages. Our goal as an Army is to get bet-
ter as quickly as possible as a team, not 
as individual units. Thirty lethal bri-
gades are better than one.

Be ‘real’
There is simply too much knowledge 
being gained and lessons-learned hap-
pening at the CTCs to fail to pass them 
on to our other units. However, this 
method only works if the products be-
ing developed are specific, credible 
and not watered down due to too 
much review or a lack of candid obser-
vations. This method would also allow 
lessons-learned to get into the hands 
of artillery battalions, sustainment bat-
talions and other enablers. Battalion 
and brigade commanders could then 
incorporate them into home-station 
training, professional development, 
leader-training programs or as they 
deem necessary to help improve their 
unit’s training readiness.

This method would also help solve the 
long-standing uphill battle we face 
with Army National Guard units. They 
have significant constraints on training 
time and dollars. Distributing lessons-
learned from the CTCs would be a cre-
ative way to maximize their training 
and knowledge without any more dol-
lars or training time being allocated. 
Regardless of which method we use, or 
if there is a different one developed, it 
is imperative that we maximize train-
ing value at the CTCs as an enabler to 
compress the transition timeline from 
COIN/AAB to DA. Units arriving at CTCs 
often make the same mistakes as the 
unit before them, regardless of the 
echelon of command. While it is im-
portant that each unit be able to make 
mistakes at the CTC and learn from 
them, it is equally as important for the 
Army as a whole to progress past the 
mistakes its units make. If the Army 
can make “progressive” mistakes while 
maintaining ideas that are working, 
there is no downside.

Spreading ideas may be nothing more 
than a battalion commander giving a 
group of company commanders tips 
about what to expect from a CTC rota-
tion. But there could be more. The po-
tential could be limitless for the Army’s 
maneuver force if lessons-learned 
were implemented in training and 
schools instead of being shelved.

CPT Robert Stillings Jr. serves in Current 
Operations (G-33), U.S. Army Com-
bined Arms Center, Fort Leavenworth, 
KS. His previous assignments include 
commander of Headquarters and 
Headquarters Troop, 2nd Battalion, 11th 
Armored Cavalry Regiment (ACR), Fort 
Irwin, CA; commander, Killer Troop, 
2-11th ACR, Fort Irwin; rear detachment 
commander, 1st Battalion, 3rd ACR, Fort 
Hood, TX; squadron S-4, 1-3 ACR, Fort 
Hood; and support-platoon leader, 1-3 
ACR, Forward Operating Base Q-West, 
Iraq. His military schools include Col-
lege of Naval Command and Staff and 
MCCC. CPT Stillings has a bachelor’s of 
arts degree in psychology from Wash-
ington University, St. Louis, MO.
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Lessons-Learned for a Tank Company 
at Joint Readiness Training Center

by CPT Benjamin M. Staats 

This article’s purpose is to review a few 
lessons-learned from a tank company 
in support of an infantry brigade com-
bat team (IBCT) at the Joint Readiness 
Training Center (JRTC). These lessons-
learned were observed from Troop D, 
1st Squadron, 1st Cavalry Regiment, 2nd 
Brigade, 1st Armored Division, during 
JRTC Rotation 16-07 in support of 3rd 
Brigade, 101st Airborne Division. When 
I served as the team senior and guest 
observer/coach/trainer (O/C/T) at 
JRTC, several other 19K-series guest 
O/C/Ts and I observed various chal-
lenges and the developed tactics, tech-
niques and procedures (TTPs) that 
were established to help mitigate 
them.

A tank company at JRTC faces challeng-
es that vary drastically from those 
faced at the National Training Center 
(NTC) such as vulnerabilities exacerbat-
ed by the local terrain, integration as 
an enabler unit, protection from ene-
my air assets and security against 

enemy anti-armor capabilities. Mitigat-
ing the negative effects of these chal-
lenges helps to maintain combat pow-
er and maximize the lethality provided 
to the supported IBCT.

Understanding 
vulnerabilities
Employing a tank company in the re-
stricted JRTC terrain presents several 
vulnerabilities the tank company and 
supported IBCT must anticipate and 
subsequently mitigate. Tanks are vul-
nerable to enemy anti-armor capabili-
ties in situations where there is re-
duced visibility.1 Reduced visibility oc-
curs when tanks have closed hatches 
and when operating within restricted 
terrain; both of these instances occur 
constantly throughout operations at 
JRTC.

Closing hatches is a measure taken to 
ensure crew survivability within urban 
areas, in contaminated environments 

and when potential sniper threats are 
in the area of operations. When hatch-
es are closed, situational awareness 
surrounding the tank is significantly 
degraded.2 Commanders need to en-
force operating with closed hatches 
and in mission-oriented protective 
posture conditions to ensure crews 
gain confidence when operating under 
this restriction. These training objec-
tives should be trained more often 
than just in Gate III, Gunnery Table VI 
training;3 they should be included in 
Gates IV-I training events.4

Restricted terrain is prevalent in envi-
ronments such as Fort Polk, LA; this in-
cludes wooded areas, urban terrain 
and avenues of approach throughout. 
These areas significantly reduce one of 
the advantages tanks have in open ter-
rain: the ability to use terrain to gain 
and maintain 360-degree observation 
and to reach out and immediately in-
fluence areas or targets thousands of 
meters away. Yet in restricted terrain, 
this advantage is nullified and enables 
inferior armor elements and dismount-
ed anti-armor capabilities to leverage 
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these conditions to initiate ambushes 
and develop refined engagement areas 
(EAs). This is why platoon leaders and 
section sergeants need to understand 
how to develop and implement intelli-
gence preparation of the battlefield 
(IPB) at their echelon and have a de-
tailed understanding of military terrain 
analysis as shaped by an effective com-
pany common operational picture.5

Another significant vulnerability tanks 
face is enemy air assets. Enemy air cat-
astrophically destroyed seven of D/1-1 
Cav’s tanks throughout the operation 
at JRTC. The IBCT has inadequate air-
defense enabler support, and a tank 
company has limited organic anti-air 
capabilities. Due to these factors and 
the lack of realistic training for active 
measures, the primary method for en-
emy air capabilities is taking a passive 
approach.6 At JRTC that means finding 
concealment within the trees and 
wooded areas, and dispersing tanks 
during both offensive and defensive 
operations.

However, when tanks move further 
into woodland or vegetation areas to 
provide concealment from enemy air, 
they increase their vulnerability to en-
emy anti-armor. The restricted terrain 
at JRTC forced crews to realize that 
their lines of sight, engagement lines 
and EAs are significantly reduced due 
to the micro-terrain (intervisibility 
lines and tree density), often limiting 
sectors of fire to no more than 500 me-
ters. This allows enemy anti-armor 
teams to maintain standoff while em-
ploying their weapon systems.

Another vulnerability presented in this 
context is the limited ability for an IBCT 
to mass all tanks during an operation. 
This typically leads to the tank compa-
ny being task-organized among several 
different echelons, which leads to the 
unintentional mitigation of a company 
command post, Bradley fire-support 
team (BFiST) and command team. 
Therefore junior leaders must be de-
veloped at the platoon and section lev-
el to enable them to effectively com-
municate and operate with other orga-
nizations. Although infantry-platoon 
leaders and commanders have a gen-
eral understanding of armor, they must 
still rely on armor leaders’ in-depth ar-
mor skills, knowledge and proficiencies 
during the planning and execution 

phases of an operation.

The next two sections analyze each of 
these vulnerabilities in more detail and 
provide examples, insights and obser-
vations on how to mitigate these con-
cerns to ensure the success of future 
tank companies at JRTC and in similar 
operating environments.

Integration
Tank companies are task-organized 
across an IBCT formation at JRTC or 
similar operating environments, so 
they must be prepared to operate 
among the battalions and/or with sec-
tions attached to other companies.7 
However, the IBCT must determine the 
battalion in which to establish the ini-
tial task-organization to create ac-
countability for the tank company.

This accomplishes three things:
•	 It ties the company to a particular 

battalion S-1 shop for all personnel 
and administrative functions;

•	 It ties the company to a specific 
battalion’s maintenance system, 
e i t h e r  t h e  S t a n d a r d  A r m y 
Maintenance System-Enhanced or 
Global Combat Support System to 
streamline ordering of parts; and

•	 It ties the company to a specific 
battalion with respect to operations 
and receipt of information.

Based on my observation, I recom-
mend that the tank company be task-
organized to the brigade engineer bat-
talion (BEB) or the infantry battalion 
that will more often serve as the deci-
sive operation. This task-organization 
initially facilitates the tank-company 
commander’s involvement in the mili-
tary decision-making process at bri-
gade level. The BEB is also the most ex-
perienced battalion when it comes to 
preparing subordinate companies and 
units to be attached to other battal-
ions. However, if there is one infantry 
battalion that will consistently serve as 
the decisive operation, task-organizing 
the tank company to them can help 
build the operating relationship be-
tween the two. From our observations 
throughout, the transition of the tank 
company from one battalion to anoth-
er led to the parent battalion no longer 
providing acceptable sustainment and 
administrative support with respect to 
human resources and maintenance 

support (personnel-accountability re-
ports and Form E5988s).

Another task-organization consider-
ation is the distribution of sustainment 
resources specifically designed for the 
tank company across multiple units 
within the brigade. The IBCT is already 
limited with M1098 fuelers (2,500 gal-
lons), and it has zero recovery assets 
capable of recovering the tanks or 
even the BFiST from the tank compa-
ny.8 Tank companies are task-organized 
with one combat-readiness team 
equipped with only one M88A2 Recov-
ery Vehicle and no M1098 fuelers. To 
alleviate these constraints, 1-1 Cav 
provided the tank company with two 
more M88A2s from the forward-sup-
port company (FSC) recovery section 
and three M1098 fuelers that are or-
ganic to the squadron’s FSC. These ve-
hicles were recently added to the 
squadron’s FSC modified table of orga-
nization and equipment (MTOE)9 to 
support the addition of a tank compa-
ny to the cavalry squadron.

Careful consideration should be put to-
ward the task-organization of sustain-
ment assets for a tank company as-
signed to an IBCT. For example, in the 
given scenario where each platoon is 
attached to a different company in 
support of offensive operations, one 
M88A2 and one M1098 fueler could be 
task-organized to each supported com-
pany trains to ensure the requisite sup-
port is available during operations.10 
However, commanders can assume risk 
by not doing this, but the risk limits 
hours of tactical employment of the 
tanks without being able to efficiently 
refuel. This limits their effectiveness 
when having to conduct self-recovery. 
During the JRTC rotation, there were 
several instances when task-organiza-
tions separated the tank platoons by 
only a few kilometers, allowing the 
tank-company trains to remain consol-
idated and still provide the requisite 
support by the executive officer and 
first sergeant via logistics release 
points.

Another important circumstance to 
consider is that when a tank platoon or 
section is task-organized to another 
company, they need to be proactive in 
troop-leading procedures (TLPs). The 
receiving organization must under-
stand the necessity of incorporating 
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the armor leaders (the platoon leader, 
platoon sergeant and/or section ser-
geants) from that platoon or section 
into the TLP process. Platoon leaders 
and section sergeants must be subject-
matter experts (SMEs) when it comes 
to the employment of platoons and 
sections, respectively.11 Many, if not 
most, infantry commanders have nev-
er employed armor assets outside of a 
Maneuver Captain’s Career Course 
(MCCC) experience. It is even more 
likely for infantry-platoon leaders to be 
new to the employment of armor as-
sets because they have received very 
little exposure to the tactical employ-
ment of tanks at this point in their ca-
reers. They have a general understand-
ing yet lack the experience in armor 
tactics.

Tank-platoon leaders and section ser-
geants should be encouraged and al-
lowed to provide detailed information 
on their own capabilities, limitations 
and vulnerabilities. They can offer 
valuable input on tactical consider-
ations. Even more important, these 
leaders understand the current condi-
tions unique to their platoon or sec-
tion, such as current maintenance is-
sues affecting capabilities, who their 
best or most lethal crew is, ammo dis-
tribution and type/effects of main gun 
rounds on hand. They can also bring 
operational armor experience to the 
planning process. Based on my obser-
vation, I recommend that leaders en-
sure development programs are insti-
tuted within the tank company that fo-
cus on IPB, direct-fire-control mea-
sures and tank capabilities to include 
limitations / vulnerabilities and tactical 
employment.

Protection and security
As mentioned in the vulnerabilities 
section of this article, the two signifi-
cant threats against tanks at JRTC are 
enemy anti-armor and air capabilities. 
The disposition of enemy insurgents 
rarely fits within a unit’s contiguous 
boundaries when operating in a com-
plex and dynamic environment. There-
fore, the tank company must constant-
ly plan security and anticipate enemy 
attempts at probing tactical assembly 
areas (TAA).

We know the terrain at JRTC signifi-
cantly impacts the range effectiveness 

of our thermal-optic capabilities and 
enables enemy anti-armor systems to 
get well within range of tanks. This al-
lows them to take keyhole shots with 
anti-tank guided missiles (ATGM) or 
rocket-propelled grenades (RPG), and 
then subsequently displace. Regardless 
of the echelon of tanks (section, pla-
toon or company), they must maintain 
360-degree security and security pa-
trols at all times. Providing internal se-
curity, security patrols and observation 
posts (OPs) at each of those echelons 
is a limitation inherent within tank or-
ganizations. However, to deter enemy 
anti-armor capabilities, tank organiza-
tions need to conduct local security, 
particularly as dispersion increases.12

The most effective method observed 
in TAAs is to attach dismounted infan-
try or scouts to the tanks or vice versa. 
This ensures the tank crews can maxi-
mize the weapon systems and capabil-
ities on the tank, and implement pri-
orities of work such as more security 
measures (sector sketches), mainte-
nance, lube orders, resupply and plan-
ning. Tanks return the favor for infan-
try by providing immediate and over-
whelming precision direct-fire sup-
port.13

When employing dismounted ele-
ments, armor leaders need to consider 
several factors with respect to defen-
sive direct-fire-control measures 
(DFCM). First, to maintain unrestricted 
sectors of fire for the main gun, they 
should maintain dismounts 70 meters 
left and right of their front-line trace 
and not within one kilometer for-
ward.14 This prevents friendly dis-
mounts from the possibility of being 
injured from the discarding sabot pet-
als, but it also prevents maximizing se-
curity functions from the infantry sup-
port. To counter this, infantry OPs 
should be forward and in between 
tanks with rear cover or positioned on 
the other side of an intervisibility line, 
yet still far enough away to prevent 
blast overpressure. DFCMs such as es-
tablishing target-reference points (TRP) 
to keep OPs outside of surface danger 
zones (SDZs) should also be emplaced 
to prevent fratricide. This all goes back 
to the tank-platoon leader and section 
sergeants being involved in the sup-
ported company’s TLPs.

However, when infantry or dismounted 

support is not available, tanks must be 
able to provide internal local security. 
The motto of “death before dismount” 
should be left in the past, regardless of 
the culture shift back to getting tanks 
out of the motorpools. When tanks oc-
cupy a TAA or a defensive position, the 
first priority of work should be estab-
lishing security and developing sectors 
of fire. Tank crews must develop their 
sector sketches and tie in with adja-
cent tanks (or dismounts when avail-
able). The tank-platoon leader then 
dismounts and adjusts tank positions 
as required to develop the platoon sec-
tor of fire while developing the platoon 
sector sketch.

Also, the platoon must have dismount-
ed elements that maneuver to clear 
dead space and identify any more ter-
rain features that could influence EA 
development (such as trails or intervis-
ibility lines). Without setting a pattern, 
these dismounted patrols must rou-
tinely occur to deter the enemy from 
using the micro-terrain to get within 
range for anti-armor weapons. It was 
observed that whenever the tank com-
pany failed to conduct these patrols, 
enemy dismounts were able to sneak 
up to tanks and cause several cata-
strophic mobility and/or firepower 
kills.

The commander assumes risk with 
these patrols coming into contact, yet 
these patrols preserve the combat 
power provided by the tanks. To miti-
gate this risk, I recommend that dis-
mounted patrols consist of three to 
four crewmen armed with M4s and at 
least one M240. The M240 should be 
one of the loader’s M240s that is mod-
ified with the loader’s dismount kit 
(which adds the buttstock and trigger 
assembly). If feasible, tank companies 
should add team or live-fire exercises 
during their integrated weapons-train-
ing strategy planning to ensure crew-
men understand dismounted fire and 
maneuver.

Tank crews should also ensure use of 
the local foliage to conceal the front of 
each tank. This foliage should be cut 
down from areas behind the tank to 
maintain consistency in concealment. 
Tanks should also never orient in the 
same direction without rear security; 
a common enemy TTP with insurgency 
forces is to disable tanks by any means 
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necessary since catastrophically de-
stroying them is typically outside their 
capabilities. This includes satchel 
charges, rudimentary RPGs, improvised 
explosive devices or other explosive 
devices to disable the tracks or signifi-
cantly damage the engine. As demon-
strated in combat, tanks have great 
survivability against these attacks,15 
but repair times can become long 
enough to affect operations. Also, if 
the logistical support is not in place, 
repair times become even more exten-
sive.

Another protection concern is the 
threat of enemy air. It is assumed that 
most enemy commanders place friend-
ly tanks on their high-payoff target list, 
and tanks in the open present a target 
of opportunity for the enemy’s Rus-
sian-made MI-24 Hind helicopters or 
their variants. During JRTC, the enemy 
battalion commander tends to focus 
more on destroying combat power, 
particularly tanks, rather than sustain-
ment or mission-command infrastruc-
tures. Therefore, tank companies need 
to prepare for this and continuously 
train passive and active air-defense 
measures.

The description of passive and active 
measures can be found in Army Tech-
nical Publications (ATPs) 3-20.15 and 
3-90.1. Concealment and staying mo-
bile is key. To prepare for the threat of 
enemy air, tank commanders should 
identify enemy air avenues of ap-
proach when in TAA or defensive posi-
tions. If feasible, two tanks can orient 
on a specific point above the woodline 
along that air avenue of approach to 
create a “wall of steel.”16 Also, another 
tank should orient a sector of fire 
along that same air avenue of ap-
proach and battle-carry the multipur-
pose antitank (MPAT) round set on 
“air” mode. The commander establish-
es a clearly understood weapon-con-
trol status and the DFCM needed to 
determine a passive or active ap-
proach.17 In addition to this, command-
ers must ensure that tank commanders 
plan for and understand that SDZs are 
not just left and right. They are three-
dimensional, meaning up and down as 
well.

The distribution of rounds from an ar-
ea-effect weapon (the M2 and M240s) 
follow a slightly different trajectory, 

forming a pattern of rounds called the 
cone of fire.18 Therefore, firing weapon 
systems, including the main gun, over 
the heads of other tanks (depending 
on the elevation of the target point) 
could put friendly personnel and plat-
forms at risk for injury or damage.

The commander must balance the risk 
and operating-environment consider-
ations to determine whether to take a 
passive or active approach. It is best to 
maintain the passive approach if the 
terrain or context does not allow an ef-
fective active approach (i.e., massing 
machinegun fire and MPAT air rounds) 
against enemy air, as it will just give 
away your position with a very low 
probability of effects. By not taking an 
active approach, tanks risk being iden-
tified and attacked first – yet if well 
concealed, they remain undetected, or 
at least enemy air is forced to have to 
take another pass after tanks are iden-
tified to effectively engage.

Even if the commander determines a 
passive approach is best, tanks must 
always prepare active measures 
against enemy air within the TAA posi-
tion, short halt or battle position, to 
mitigate, deter or destroy enemy air. 
Taking an active approach can be effec-
tive if an EA is developed effectively 
along the enemy air’s likely avenue of 
approach. It’s also more effective if the 
tanks are securing a key piece of ter-
rain or infrastructure the enemy knows 
friendly forces have secured. Taking an 
active approach is also an effective de-
terrence against enemy air. Even if fir-
ing a volley of machinegun fire at en-
emy air does not cause effects, pilots 
will refrain from flying within that vi-
cinity or air corridor but will also re-
port your general position. Neverthe-
less, if your tanks are in the open, an 
active approach is recommended and 
should be more feasible because of the 
open fields of fire.

DFCM
This topic requires its own article, but 
based on JRTC observations, a few 
points should be mentioned. First, ar-
mor leaders from section sergeant and 
higher must understand the effects of 
their weapon systems. Most units train 
on standardized ranges in open terrain 
and without integrating dismounts. 
Unfortunately, this does not reinforce 

the meticulousness required to be tru-
ly proficient and lethal while maximiz-
ing dismounted support. On ranges at 
home station, due to range limitations 
or restrictions, the key to a successful 
platoon live-fire (Gate II, Table 6) is 
staying on-line as you maneuver a pla-
toon downrange.

Also, NTC’s open terrain typically only 
requires a simple maneuver in which 
the only DFCM required is TRPs estab-
lished from a specified attack or sup-
port-by-fire position. However, at JRTC 
and similar operating environments, 
tank commanders must understand 
principles of direct-fire control19 to 
maximize weapon capabilities while 
also mitigating friendly fire, particular-
ly when operating with friendly dis-
mounted infantry.

Employing multiple DFCM while ma-
neuvering and considering effects on 
friendly dismounts is very complex. It 
requires education and training. Yes, 
it’s a skill taught at MCCC, but students 
typically only demonstrate basic profi-
ciencies with implementation of direct-
fire control. There are four weapon 
systems on each tank that tank com-
manders must consider. They must also 
understand the various effects of the 
different main-gun rounds available to 
them. As tanks maneuver, command-
ers must understand their position in 
relation to TRPs as the angles for SDZs 
shift. The tank commander must also 
consider the weapon-control status of 
each weapon system with respect to 
TRPs assigned for each weapon, and 
those effects with respect to maneu-
vering or repositioning of local friend-
ly dismounts.

More recommendations
The training environment JRTC pro-
vides presents unique terrain challeng-
es that replicate potential combat the-
aters that are different from those that 
NTC replicates. NTC still serves as the 
most effective and proficient method 
of evaluating armored brigade combat 
teams (ABCT). However, there is value 
in increasing the number of tank com-
panies that attend JRTC in support of 
Stryker BCTs (SBCTs) and IBCTs; only 
two or three tank companies currently 
attend JRTC per year.

I propose that a tank company attends 
every rotation for two purposes:
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•	 It increases the operational learning 
and knowledge gained by military-
occupation specialties 19K and 19A 
Soldiers across the ABCTs as discussed 
in this article; and

•	 It provides an enabler to SBCTs and 
IBCTs that can compellingly increase 
protection and lethality during 
offensive and defensive operations.

The capabilities of hybrid threats, prev-
alent in our current and future operat-
ing environments, will employ main 
battle tanks (MBTs) in such terrain, 
which consequently befits us to sup-
port our IBCTs with enablers such as 
tank companies to counter the advan-
tages enemy protective firepower 
presents in combat. To ensure success 
at JRTC under these two propositions, 
JRTC should set conditions by creating 
an O/C/T team under one of the O/C/T 
task forces that consists of permanent-
party 19Ks. The only 19-series Soldiers 
who currently serve as permanent-par-
ty O/C/Ts at JRTC are 19Ds. The 19Ks 
who serve as O/C/Ts when tank com-
panies are at JRTC are guest O/C/Ts 
from varying ABCTs who most often 
have little experience at JRTC. This 
doesn’t mean that the guest O/C/Ts 
are not successful – yet having a team 
of 19Ks permanently stationed at JRTC 
ensures there are SMEs who have con-
tinuity to pass lessons-learned from 
one tank company to another during 
each rotation. It also ensures that the 
team senior (a post-command tank-
company commander) has the ability 
to develop and mentor his team of 
19Ks through each rotation to maxi-
mize O/C/T proficiencies, increasing 
the value of feedback provided to the 
rotational-training-unit tank compa-
nies.

Look into future
New technology will also shape secu-
rity and protection TTPs. Currently the 
Israeli Defense Force uses the Trophy, 
which is an active-protection system 
emplaced on the Merkava Mk4 MBT. 
This system uses radar to detect in-
coming ATGMs, RPGs and even high-
explosive anti-tank rounds. It then im-
mediately deploys multiple explosive-
formed penetrators in a similar man-
ner to buckshot to destroy the incom-
ing round.20 Of note, these systems will 
not prevent any sort of tungsten ar-
mor-piercing, fin-stabilized, discarding 

sabot-tracer rounds. This system was 
already proven in combat, during Op-
eration Protective Edge in Gaza, while 
equipped on the Merkava tanks.21, 22

The U.S. Army and several civilian com-
panies are currently assessing the Tro-
phy system. Civilian industry has also 
developed and is currently testing a 
similar system called Quick Kill.

While these systems can provide 
360-degree security against anti-armor 
weapons, they pose harm to nearby 
dismounted infantry or scout support. 
Quick Kill claims to minimize the effect 
on nearby dismounts by blowing the 
initial blast upward so that it then tar-
gets the incoming projectile in a down-
ward motion – unlike Trophy that just 
blows out laterally.23 Shrapnel from the 
blast is still a concern to consider. Nev-
ertheless, either system could poten-
tially alter small-unit tactics when it 
comes to the employment of tanks in 
restricted or urban terrain equipped 
with these systems.

I hope some of these lessons-learned 
are added to tank-company tactical 
standard operating procedures to en-
sure current and future tank compa-
nies are that much more lethal at JRTC. 
There are several other lessons-
learned I captured, including DFCM, 
breaching tenets and sustainment 
TTPs. If you would like to know more, 
find me on global e-mail and ask away.
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Logistics Forecasting and Estimates 
in the Brigade Combat Team

by CPT Michael Johnson and
LTC Brent Coryell

(Authors’ note: This article presents 
proven sustainment tactics, tech-
niques, procedures, observations, in-
sights, lessons-learned and best prac-
tices as observed by the observers, 
coaches and trainers (O/C/Ts) of the 
Operations Group’s Goldminer Team. It 
provides demonstrated methods of 
forecasting logistics at different sup-
port echelons to create maximum op-
erational reach, flexibility and logistics 
synchronization. The intended audi-
ence is junior logistic planners and ma-
neuver officers / noncommissioned of-
ficers working in logistic positions at 
the brigade combat team (BCT) level 
and below. We discuss all classes of 
supply with the exception of Classes VI 
and VII. We do not discuss the Logisti-
cal Estimate Workbook and Operations 
Logistics Planner. This is not an author-
itative source or alternative for sus-
tainment doctrine because it is not in-
clusive of all the subject matter; we 
tied it only loosely to sustainment doc-
trine as outlined by Army Doctrine Pub-
lication (ADP) 4-0.)

Accurate forecasting of logistic require-
ments is a crucial, yet often over-
looked, process in the mission-analysis 
phase of BCT logistics planners’ 

military decision-making process 
(MDMP). BCT logistics planners tend to 
submit the same requests day-to-day 
instead of conducting analysis based 
on the future mission and factors such 
as requirements, consumption rates, 
time and distance. Many BCTs rotating 
through National Training Center (NTC) 
decisive-action operations rely on a 
“swag” or “auto,” depending on a de-
fault push of supplies from higher ech-
elons to satisfy requirements with no 
analysis of what requirements actually 
are.

This failure to forecast commits un-
needed distribution assets and often 
results in a backhaul of large quantities 
of supply, wasting manhours and in-
creasing risk to Soldiers. It also fails to 
anticipate requirements for changing 
missions such as a transition from de-
fensive to offensive operations. While 
occasionally effective in sustaining 
units for the short term, this method-
ology is very inefficient and is not sus-
tainable over long periods.

Forecasting support requirements be-
gins in mission analysis and is the most 
important mental process for the logis-
tics planner. Mission analysis for logis-
tics planners should be a focused 
means to define the current operation-
al environment in terms of capabilities, 

requirements, assessment and mitiga-
tion. In short, what do I have, what 
don’t I have, what do I need and how 
do I get what I need? With that under-
standing, the foundation for accurate 
forecasting is the use of standard logis-
tics-estimation tools that analyze dis-
tances and usage hours, derived from 
the scheme of maneuver, with calcu-
lated consumption rates to task-orga-
nized equipment densities. This pro-
duces a logistics estimate that miti-
gates shortfalls and eliminates unnec-
essary backhaul.

Historical data is a good starting point 
or guide, but it should not be the pri-
mary forecasting method when con-
ducting an estimate for a new opera-
tion. Historical data is valuable only 
when an operation has matured 
enough to be applicable to the situa-
tion. For example, consumption rates 
for an attack in a forested, temperate 
environment will differ vastly from one 
in an arid desert. In addition, training 
data, while historical, will not com-
pletely mimic deployed combat opera-
tions.

Following are procedural estimates 
and examples for each class of supply, 
based on published consumption rates. 
We list each class of supply by class, 
not necessarily in order of importance.

Table 1. Class I MRE and UGR weight and pallet conversion.

Class I transportation planning factors for MREs
Ration package Weight
Meals per case 12
Cases/pallet 48
Weight/case 22.7 pounds
Weight/pallet 1,089 pounds

Class I transportation planning factors for UGRs
Ration package Weight
Servings/module 50
Modules/pallet 8 (400 servings)
Weight/module 128 pounds
Weight/pallet 1,020 pounds
Pallet size 40 inches/48 inches/40 inches
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Class I: subsistence
Forecasting Class I (CLI) meals and wa-
ter is crucial for sustainment planning. 
Since it is primarily population-based, 
CLI is not as influenced by the maneu-
ver operation, as are most other sup-
ply classes. This provides more consis-
tency to planners.

Meals: Logistics planners forecast 
meals to sustain the force based on 
headcount (how many Soldiers) multi-
plied by the ration cycle (what type of 
meal) multiplied by the issue cycle 
(how often bulk rations are delivered). 
There are three categories of meals: 
Meals Ready to Eat (MRE), Unitized 
Group Ration (UGR)-A Option and 
UGR-Heat and Serve. When multiple 
ration types are used, planners ac-
count for each type individually, with 
the forecasted rations being the final 
sum.

Meal example: If 100 Soldiers on an M-
M-M ration cycle are issued a “2” cy-
cle, the total MREs needed would be 
600 meals (100 headcount x 3 M per 
day x two days). Since meals are trans-
ported by cases/modules and pallets, 
the value would be converted using 
the charts shown. In the example, 600 
meals would equate to 50 cases, or 
one pallet of MREs plus two additional 
cases.

If conducting phased operations, the 
issue cycle could cover each phase, so 
a four-day phase would be an issue of 
“4,” pending unit haul and storage ca-
pabilities.

Planners should adjust their total val-
ues to account for variances and un-
foreseen changes – for example, plan-
ners should add 10 percent to account 
for an unforeseen change such as an 
unexpected attachment of a unit. More 
meals may be required for humanitar-
ian aid, such as internally displaced 
personnel, and personnel holding, 
such as detainees and enemy prison-
ers of war.

There are two primary considerations 
when transporting CLI meals: storing 
perishable items and transporting 
cooked UGR meals. Units must consid-
er the use of ice and Multi-Tempera-
ture Refrigerated Container Systems 
(MTRCSs) when incorporating perish-
able items into the ration cycle. Failure 
to do so results in supplements being 
spoiled and wasted. Module 3 UGRs 
are the only meals that need cold stor-
age to remain safe to consume.

Time is important when cooking UGR 
meals. Once heated to the correct tem-
perature, there are only four hours al-
lotted to eat them. Therefore planners 
must be cognizant of where a unit’s as-
sault/containerized kitchen is located 
in relation to the forward troops. Gen-
eral planning factors are 20-35 minutes 
upload/download time (40-70 min-
utes), plus actual time traveled.

Water: Categorize it into bulk, ice and 
decontamination planning when fore-
casting requirements.
•	 Bulk water. During Fiscal Year 2015, 

59,800 gallons of bulk water were 

backhauled between forward-
support companies (FSC) and brigade-
support battalions (BSB) units at NTC, 
result ing in unneeded use of 
personnel and equipment. Bulk water 
planning follows the same MDMP in 
terms of identifying capabilities, 
requirements and shortfalls. The 
brigade-support operations section 
and brigade/battalion S-4s can 
calculate available water capabilities 
at echelon based on on-hand asset 
availabil ity to understand the 
maximum water capability at each 
unit.

Bulk water planning is similar to CLI 
meals in that you calculate it on a per-
person, per-day cycle. Table 3 of the 
Theater Sustainment Battle Book high-
lights planning factors with this meth-
odology based on the climate. Planners 
should use this in their initial analysis 
to forecast proper requirements. Ad-
just the water consumption require-
ments with historical data as the oper-
ation progresses.

Mortuary affairs operations are an ad-
ditional planning factor considered at 
the BSB level. You need four gallons per 
set of remains for processing.
•	 Ice. Forecast ice on a per-person, per-

day basis based on the operational 
e nv i ro n m e nt .  Re co m m e n d e d 
planning factors in pounds per bag 
per person are Arid-6, Tropic-5, 
Temperate-4 and Artic-3. The bag size 
determines how many bags per pallet 
(e.g., 103 20-pound bags fit on one 
wooden pallet). Use MTRCS for ice 

Bulk water storage and requirements
Modes of movement (capacity in gallons) Bulk fixed storage (capacity in gallons)

Buffalo Blivots Hippo Camel 3K SMFT 5K SMFT Onion skin 20K 50K

400 500 2,000 900 3,000 5,000 500 20,000 50,000

Table 2. Bulk water-storage capacity.

Use Temperate Tropical Arid Artic

Drinking water 1.5 3.0 3.0 2.0

Personal hygiene 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7

Field feeding 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8

Heat injury treatment .1 .2 .2 .1

Vehicle maintenance -- -- .2 --

Standard planning fac-
tor

6.1 7.7 7.9 6.6

Table 3. Water-consumption factors in gallons/persons/day.
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storage; 14 pallets fit into one MTRCS.
•	 Decontamination. Decontamination 

operations require substantial water 
requirements for each contaminated 
Soldier and vehicle.  The unit 
decontamination crew conducts 
vehicle wash-down in the unit area 
of operations (AO). For operational 
decontamination, the vehicle wash-
down crew may use 100 to 150 
gallons of hot, soapy water on each 
v e h i c l e  t o  w a s h  o f f  g r o s s 
contamination. For combat vehicles 
like the M1 series of armored fighting 
vehicles, 200 gallons or more of 
water may be required per vehicle. 
Each 100 gallons of water provides a 
two- to three-minute wash.1 

More gallons are required (see Table 4) 
for detailed equipment decontamina-
tion. For troop decontamination be-
yond mission-oriented protective pos-
ture exchange, it takes 250 gallons of 
water per 10 Soldiers or 25 gallons per 
person.2

Class II: clothing and 
equipment
Regular inventories conducted at unit 
supply level are the key to successful 
Class II (CLII) forecasting. This avoids a 
stock-out of critical office supplies, 
clothing and equipment. Soldiers de-
ploy with an initial load of clothing and 
equipment and are fielded theater-
specific equipment during the unit’s 
reception, staging, onward movement 
and integration into theater. CLII is dif-
ficult to forecast in relation to phases 
of the maneuver operation because 
each echelon consumes supplies at a 
different rate. Planners should be 
aware of the need for CLII and work in 
close coordination with the BSB’s 

supply-support activity (SSA) to deter-
mine transportation requirements CLII 
requests need.

Class III petroleum, oil 
and lubricants
Class III (CLIII) can affect the success or 
failure of any unit conducting combat 
operations. CLIII is categorized into 
bulk fuel (CLIII (B)) – including gasoline, 
diesel and aviation fuel – and packaged 
(CLIII (P)) – including greases, oils and 
lubricants.
•	 Bulk CLIII. Bulk CLIII is complex to 

forecast due to the large variety of 
vehicle types, consumption rates, 
varied terrain and hours of use. 
Determining bulk fuel-carrying 
capability is the same as bulk water: 
multiply available assets by their 
capacity amounts. Remember, 
though: never fill storage assets to 
max imum capac i ty ;  cons ider 
expansion to avoid damage to 
p e r s o n n e l  a n d  e q u i p m e n t . 
Determining CLIII requirements 
requires detailed analysis of the 
maneuver concept of the operation. 
Forecasters determine estimated 
fuel usage for each vehicle using the 
following formula: number of vehicles 
x gallons per hour consumption x 
time in operation.

CLIII bulk example: An armor company 
comprised of 14 M2 Bradley Fighting 
Vehicles (BFVs) is conducting a one-day 
operation on cross-country terrain. 
During a 24-hour period, the unit ex-
pects to be at a tactical idle for 16 
hours and traverse cross-country for 
eight hours. Expected fuel consump-
tion at idle is 14 x 1.4 x 16 = 314 gal-
lons. Expected fuel consumption dur-
ing cross-country operations is 14 x 18 

x 8 = 2,016 gallons. Total estimated fuel 
consumption for the operation is 2,330 
gallons.

Use this process for each vehicle type 
within a unit. While detailed, it pro-
vides an accurate estimate of CLIII (B) 
consumption that helps identify and 
mitigate shortfalls to ensure operation-
al success. As with other classes of sup-
ply, adjust amounts based on historical 
data and actual consumption.

Calculate aviation fuel requirements 
the same as ground equipment. The 
number of aircraft multiplied by air 
hours allows planners to compute the 
estimated fuel needed.

•	 Packaged CLIII.  Packaged CLIII 
forecasting requires coordination 
with support ing maintenance 
elements. There is currently no single 
s o u rc e  m a n u a l  fo r  C L I I I  ( P ) 
requirements by vehicle type. 
Moreover, unit standard operating 
procedures (SOPs) usually do not 
address the CLIII (P) basic loads 
required by vehicle platform. 
Unfortunately, poor planning for 
packaged lubricants has detrimental 
effects. Commonly seen problems at 
NTC are engines low on oil or tracks 
that can’t be adjusted due to the lack 
of “grease, artillery automotive.” 
Most units deploy with 15-30 days of 
packaged lubricants on hand as part 
of their stockage listing. Environmental 
considerations such as dust, snow 
and rain affects the consumption rate 
of CLIII (P). Therefore, sustainers 
must also analyze transportation 
trends, regarding how long items take 
to arrive at the SSA to ensure timely 
replenishment occurs.

Table 4. Detailed equipment decontamination planning factors for a rinse station.

Equipment
M12A1 PDDA rinse M17 LSD rinse

Gallons applied Minutes applied Gallons applied Minutes applied

M1 tank 325 12 57 14

M2 BFV 325 12 57 14

M113 APC 203 9 38 10

M109A Paladin 325 12 57 14

HEMTT 180 8 30 12

5-ton truck 158 7 42 11

Humvee 90 4 23 6

Note: The rinse is done with the spray wand for the M17.
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Class IV: construction 
material
Class IV (CLIV) planning is conducted 
when preparing for a phased defensive 
operation and for sustained unit de-
fense. Every echelon participates in 
materials planning and resourcing. Di-
vision echelons determine each mod-
ule configuration for their subordinate 
units. Each module will dictate the Na-
tional Stock Number, nomenclature, 
quantity and unit of issue for a given 
defensive combat-configured load 
(CCL). These modules are found in the 
division operations order’s Annex G 
(engineering), Appendix 3 (general en-
gineering), Tab C (engineer-specific 
CCLs).

Logistics planners must coordinate 
closely with the brigade engineer plan-
ner to forecast CLIV at the brigade-
and-below level. The brigade engineer 
planner determines the number of 
CCLs based on the brigade’s defensive 
operation. He or she tasks the number 
of modules needed for each battalion 
and where in the brigade’s AO to ini-
tially place the CCLs. The CCLs are built 

on container roll-in/roll-out platforms 
or on flat racks using a brigade-tasked 
detail supervised by the brigade engi-
neer battalion. Echelons-above-bri-
gade units can build the CCLs if multi-
ple brigades are operating within the 
same area.

The BSB support operations officer co-
ordinates transportation of CCLs to 
supported units based on the brigade 
engineer planner’s tasking. Each CCL 
should arrive at the supporting FSC no 
later than 48 hours before defensive 
operations start to give maneuver 
units time to establish and improve de-
fensive positions.

Aside from planning phased defensive 
operations, CLIV helps sustain unit de-
fense for force protection. Unfortu-
nately, units training at NTC consistent-
ly fail to plan adequate CLIV resources 
when building a triple-strand concer-
tina wire defense. This happens be-
cause units lack understanding of CLIV 
resources needed for defense.

Planning for a sustained unit defense 
is a collaborative effort between the 
battalion executive officer and the S-4 

(logistics) officer when three primary 
defensive methods are integrated:
•	 The first method is the use of engineer 

assets to construct berms and hasty 
f ighting positions. This is  the 
preferred method due to the 
increased protection, lower use of 
unit resources and decreased 
transportation assets. 

•	 The second method is the construction 
of triple-strand concertina wire 
around the unit’s perimeter (Table 8). 
Planners should ensure they request 
adequate materials.3  

•	 The third method is a combination of 
the previous two that integrates each 
strength against the terrain defended.

Class V: ammunition
Forecast ammunition requirements 
through the Total Ammunition Man-
agement Information System (TAMIS) 
operated by the brigade ammunition 
office (BAO). Weapon density, number 
of personnel and specific mission re-
quirements determine the require-
ment – unit basic loads (UBL) – that 
can vary with each operation. There is 

Fuel planning factors
Bulk tanks M1062

7.5K

M969

5K

M978

HEMTT

500-gallon

blivot

TPU pods MFS

Usable ca-
pacity

7,425 4,800 2,250 500 500 2,500

Bulk-fill rate 
(gpm)

600 300 600 300 125 125

Self-load rate 
(gpm)

600 300 300 300

Retai l  f low 
per nozzle

50 60 50 25

Number of 
nozzles

2 2 2 1 2

Table 5. Bulk fuel-storage capability.

Vehicle Idle Cross-country Road

M1 17.3 56.6 44.6

M2/3 1.4 18.0 8.6

M113 1.0 10.5 8.9

M88 2.0 42.0 31.0

M9 ACE 1.4 12.6 9.3

M109A6 2.2 16.0 11.8

MLRS 1.3 15.0 8.6

Table 6. Vehicle consumption rates in gallons per hour.
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no “one size fits all” UBL for an entire 
operation. Each combat phase may re-
quire unique ammunition. For exam-
ple, a unit may require high-explosive 
grenades for an attack and need Field 
Artillery Scatterable Munitions for a 
defense. Planners should consider con-
trolled supply rates by referencing the 
brigade operations order, Annex F, 
Paragraph 4, Section 3 (supply).

The BAO, brigade master gunner and 
brigade S-4 determine the UBLs and 
validate them through TAMIS. Then, 
the ammunition supply point issues 
the UBLs as mission-configured loads, 
which are reconfigured into combat 
loads for each subordinate unit.

Ammunition planners reference the 
Conventional Ammunition Packaging 
and Unit Load Data Index to determine 
transportation requirements for issu-
ing to units; they analyze the compat-
ibility, weight and cubic dimensions of 
each set of ammunition. This deter-
mines the number of CCLs for each 
subordinate unit. The planning factor 
for UBLs is three basic loads for a bri-
gade-size element: one for the unit 
with the weapon system (company lev-
el), one for the combat-trains com-
mand post at the FSC (battalion level), 
and one stored at the ammunition-
transfer holding point (ATHP) (brigade 
level). This enables the smooth issue 
of ammunition as a phase progresses. 
Sustainers need to account for the ba-
sic loads and should be able to trans-
port all combat loads with organic as-
sets.4

The final forecasting consideration is 
how to replenish ammunition beyond 
the first two basic loads. Unit replen-
ishment from the ATHP to battalion 

units happens through expenditure re-
ports. The exact process for these re-
port is determined by unit SOPs. How-
ever, expenditure reports are the only 
method to bring unit UBLs back to 100 
percent after each combat engage-
ment. Companies should incorporate 
an expenditure-reporting process 
through their platoon sergeants to en-
sure accurate replenishment. Battalion 
S-4s must ensure each logistics-status 
report captures the amount of expend-
ed ammunition. The expenditure re-
ports allow the BAO time to request 
more ammunition (as needed) prior to 
subordinate units turning in their re-
quests. The expenditure report itself is 
not an ammunition request; unit S-4s 
must still request replenishment on a 
Department of the Army Form 581, 
“Request for Issue and Turn-In of Am-
munition.”

Class VIII: medical 
material
Medical elements typically deploy with 
three days of Class VIII (CLVIII) in sup-
port of their battalion. When forecast-
ing CLVIII requirements for medical op-
erations, planners should consider the 
mission, location, projected causality 
rates and available medical assets. De-
termining multiple courses of action 
and methods of execution will ensure 
accessibility of supplies. It also ensures 
the frequency of their delivery. Also, 
understanding projected battle casu-
alty rates is crucial when forecasting 
unit requirements. Other consider-
ations, such as disease and accidents, 
should also be included in estimates.  

Class IX: repair parts 
and components
Class IX (CLIX) is extremely difficult to 
forecast during an operation due to the 
unknowns involved with equipment 
wear and tear. Planners must work in 
coordination with their SSA and main-
tenance-support elements to predict 
the type and quantity of CLIX needed 
for an operation. The time of year and 
operational environment will also fac-
tor into CLIX requirements.

For example, winter operations require 
more batteries, whereas mountainous 
terrain requires more tires. Units de-
ploy with the SSA’s authorized stock-
age list that contains common-use 
items for the unit. Coordination with 
the warrant-officer SSA technician will 
help determine the transportation as-
sets needed to transport CLIX to sub-
ordinate units.

Transportation
Planners should interconnect transpor-
tation requirements to every class of 
supply they forecast because transpor-
tation capabilities and requirements 
must be accurate for support units. 
When plans forecast too few capabili-
ties/requirements, it forces multiple 
trips to distribute supplies. Planning 
too many capabilities/requirements is 
just as bad: it increases CLIII and CLIX 
supplies required and results in a back-
haul of large quantities of supply, wast-
ed manhours and the commitment of 
unneeded logistics assets.

With that in mind, planners should 
forecast transportation based on two 
things: the analysis of how many pal-
lets needed per class of supply, and the 

Table 7.  Aviation planning factors.

Aircraft AH-64A AH-64D OH-58D CH-47D UH-60L

Max speed (knots) 170 150 120 170 193

Cruise speed 
(knots)

120 120 90 120 120

Endurance (hours) 2.3 2.3 2.0 2.5 2.5

Range (miles/kilo-
meters)

260/430 260/430 180/300 345/575 300/500

Passenger seats N/A N/A 1 33 11

Litter evacuation N/A N/A N/A 24 6

Ambulatory evacu-
ation

N/A N/A N/A 31 7
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determination of time needed to de-
liver supplies to subordinate units.

Proper transportation forecasting re-
lies on understanding how many assets 
will fit on a vehicle.  For classes of sup-
ply, warehouse pallets are the common 
transportation-planning factor because 
all physical equipment is bound to pal-
lets and the endstate for most require-
ments is the number of pallets needed 
for transportation. Planners must fac-
tor in the required passenger seats and 
the available litter and ambulatory 
spots when forecasting personnel 
transportation. Table 9 indicates stan-
dard planning factors.

Supplies bound on pallets can some-
times be double-stacked, effectively 
doubling the available space.  Planners 
should be cautious when doubling 
loose items, as the top stack will lose 
integrity in tough terrain.

Transportation time/distance factors 
are important to forecast because they 
allow synchronization of efforts at ech-
elon by dictating movement times and 
the total time on the road. Convoy 
times can be determined by dividing 
the distance traveled by the speed lim-
it (time = distance/speed). Leaders 
must also take into account “on-sta-
tion” time, the time needed to upload 
and download equipment. This analy-
sis helps leaders plan the total time 
needed for a convoy and helps subor-
dinate units synchronize their efforts 
for maneuver units.

Fighter management is the final plan-
ning factor for transportation assets. 
The distribution company and FSC dis-
tribution platoon manage transporta-
tion assets to ensure vehicles and per-
sonnel are readily available for convoy 
operations. Units that place all assets 
into operation at one time assume 

increased risk, preventing allocation of 
resources for emergencies that arise. 
If missions allow, units should strive to 
place one third of their equipment and 
personnel in a stand-down status at 
any time to conduct maintenance, ad-
ministrative and rest operations.

Conclusion
Accurately forecasting logistics re-
quirements is a crucial yet often over-
looked process in a sustainment plan-
ner’s duties.

Unfortunately, relying on a default 
push of supplies results in wasted man-
hours, increases risk to Soldiers and 
commits unneeded logistic assets. 
However, proper forecasting and mis-
sion analysis conducted at each phase 
of the operation provides units the 
ability to provide their commanders a 
logistics estimate that will sustain the 
force through any operation. Defining 

Table 8. Requirements for 300-meter sections of various wire obstacles.

Entanglement 
type

Pickets Reels of 
barbed 
wire1

Number 
of GPB-

TO

Number of 
concertinas

Staples Manhours 
to erect2

Kg of materials 
per linear me-
ter of entan-

glement3

Long Medium Short

Double apron, 
4 and 2 pace

100 200 15-16 
(19)4

71 4.6 (3.5)5

Double apron, 
6 and 3 pace

66 132 15-17 
(18)4

59 3.6 (2.6)5

High wire (less 
guy wires)

198 19-21 
(24)4

95 5.3 (4.0)5

Low wires, 4 
and 2 pace

100 200 11 59 3.6 (2.8)5

4-strand cattle 
fence

100 27 6-7 (7)4 24 2.2 (1.8)5

Triple-standard 
concertina

160 48 3 (4)4 59 317 30 8.2 (7.3)5

GPBTO (8)6 (1)6 2.7
1 The lower number of reels applies when you use U-shaped pickets; the higher number applies if you use wooden pickets. If there is only 
one number, use it for both pickets.
2 Manhours are based on the use of driven pickets. Multiply these figures by 0.67 if experienced troops are being used, and by 1.5 for night 
work.
3 Average weight when you use any-issue metal pickets (1 truckload = 2,268 kilograms).
4 Number of barbed-tape carrying cases required if barbed tape is used in place of barbed wire.
5 Kilograms of material required per linear meter of entanglement if barbed tape is used in place of barbed wire and barbed-tape concer-
tina is used in place of standard barbed-tape wire concertina.
6 Based on vehicular emplaced obstacles placed in triple belts.
7 Only two required for one belt.
8 Only four required for one belt.
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Table 9. Pallet and time factors per major transportation asset.

Number of 
warehouse 
pallets

Number of 
463Ls pallets

Minutes to up-
load / down-
load

Maximum per-
sonnel

Maximum litter Maximum am-
bulatory

20’ container 16 10

40’ container 32 10

M872 trailer 18 10 30

M871 trailer 12 4 8 50

Supply van 12 3 8

463L pallet 4

PLS flat rack 10 2 2

LMTV 6 4 16

MTV 8 6 18

HEMTT 8 6

Bus 50

UH-60 / HH-60 
Blackhawk

12 6 1

CH-47 Chinook 12 3 33 8 19

UH-72 Lakota 2 8

CH-46 (Sea 
Knight)

6 15

CH-53 (Sea Stal-
lion)

8 19

V-22 (Osprey) 12 24

Sherpa 4 30 24 30

C-130 (Hercu-
les)

6 90 50 27

C-141 (Starlift-
er)

13 200 48 38

C-5 (Galaxy) 36 73 70

C-17 (Globe-
master)

18 54 36 102

C-21 1 3

unit capabilities, shortfalls and mitiga-
tions through detailed analysis and 
forecasting ultimately shapes the sus-
tainment battlefield, expanding the 
combat commander ’s operational 
reach, freedom of action and opera-
tional endurance.
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Notes 
1 Field Manual (FM) 3-11.5, [Nuclear, 

Biological, Chemical] Decontamination, 
Chapter XII, May 2006.
2 Ibid, Chapter XII, Table XII-1. 
3 Technical Manual ™ 3-34.85, Engineer 
Field Data, March 2, 2015.
4 Army Regulation 710-2, Supply Policy 
Below the National Level (Section 2-19), 
March 28, 2008.
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1/101st (Bastogne) Lessons-Learned from Joint 
Readiness Training Center Rotation 16-06

by MAJ Rick Montcalm and
MAJ Joseph Mickley

The 1st Brigade Combat Team, 101st Air-
borne Division (Air Assault) “Bas-
togne,” completed its first decisive-ac-
tion (DA) Joint Readiness Training Cen-
ter (JRTC) rotation in April after more 
than a decade’s absence – a significant 
departure from the many counter-in-
surgency (COIN)-focused mission-read-
iness exercises to which it had become 
accustomed.

JRTC presented a genuine hybrid threat 
that combined everything from enemy 
network-compromise capabilities to 
threat aviation to chemical attacks. Af-
ter years of training tailored to fight an 
insurgency in stability-focused scenar-
ios in support of repeat deployments, 
our ability to fight a hybrid threat like 
the one we faced at JRTC had largely 
atrophied. In this article we attempt to 
group our lessons-learned into broad 
themes that cross over several, if not 
all, warfighting functions. While not a 
comprehensive list – and separate ar-
ticles could be written about each – 
the following were chosen because 
they drive the brigade’s training as it 
moves forward.

Shifting training paradigm
The positive side of the repeat deploy-
ments of the last 13 years is the war-
fighting experience of our noncommis-
sioned officers through field-grade of-
ficers. This is a group accustomed to 
dealing with uncertainty, evolving 
threats and partnered operations. The 
downside is that the experience is lim-
ited, to a great extent, to the capabili-
ties and limitations of the threats in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. Operations in 
those two countries don’t come close 
to the hybrid threats we faced from 
the “Arianan threat” at JRTC.

A perfect example of the early learning 
curve was a report from a combat pa-
trol in which a leader said, “The enemy 
has helicopters that keep shooting at 
us. What do we do?” The guidance 
from the brigade tactical-operations 
center (TOC): “You have .50-caliber 
m a c h i n e g u n s ,  J a v e l i n s  a n d 

[tube-launched, optically tracked, 
wire-guided missiles]. Shoot back.”

Seems simple enough, but those aren’t 
threats we’ve replicated in collective 
training in quite some time. We lack 
the general experiences of Soldiers 
from previous generations who trained 
AirLand Battle and understood the nu-
ances of planning for and dealing with 
a wider spectrum of enemy capabili-
ties.

The Arianan threat covered the full 
spectrum of capabilities from conven-
tional armor and infantry units to spe-
cial-purpose forces; criminal/insurgent 
threats; chemical, biological, radiolog-
ical and nuclear capabilities; aviation 
and unmanned aerial systems; and 
even “red” news media. Where the bri-
gade struggled was not in engage-
ments with traditional capabilities – 
we are adept at combating any ground 
threat in an offensive engagement. Our 
tactical difficulties and pre-deploy-
ment training shortfalls were highlight-
ed in the unexpected threats. For ex-
ample, our experience fully prepared 
us to deal with an isolated improvised-
explosive device followed by a recov-
ery mission, but it did not prepare us 
for an enemy obstacle belt with 

integrated fires and an assault force 
that regularly inflicted mass casualties.

In the end, changing two approaches 
allowed us to regain the initiative. 
First, shifting the mental model from 
COIN to DA started with reinforcing the 
basics and becoming comfortable with 
discomfort. Gone are the days of bas-
ing operations from a forward operat-
ing base with showers, cots and laun-
dry facilities. Soldiers and leaders 
worked through very deliberate load 
plans and packing lists to ensure they 
were equipped for multi-day opera-
tions at extended ranges from their 
battalion or squadron headquarters. 
Going back to doctrine and employing 
battle drills produced more shared un-
derstanding of how to combat a near-
peer threat.

Second, we identified and exploited 
the opposing force’s operational pat-
terns and preferences. Since weather 
denied us the use of aircraft for most 
of the rotation, and roads quickly 
proved untenable, we walked. Troop C, 
1st Battalion, 32nd Cavalry (the light re-
connaissance troop) logged 90 kilome-
ters in 10 days. During the final assault, 
an infantry battalion walked 34 kilome-
ters from the eastern boundary of the 

Figure 1. Revised SOPs coming out of the Leaders Training Program in March.
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training area to the objective, bypass-
ing mechanized threats enroute to the 
objective. During our final after action-
review (AAR), the opfor commander 
conceded that our movement of large 
formations away from roads limited his 
ability to identify and disrupt our op-
erations, ultimately allowing us to 
seize our final objective ahead of 
schedule.

Empowering commander
If the purpose of the brigade staff is to 
resource subordinate operations, syn-
chronize operations and enable the 
brigade commander to make decisions, 
we fell short in developing a standard 
set of operational products that could 
achieve that goal.

Early on, the brigade staff produced a 
myriad of products across the war-
fighting functions that made decision-
making and synchronization difficult. 
The increasing number of products re-
sulted in greater likelihood of discrep-
ancies in timing and prioritization. To-
ward the end of the rotation, we nar-
rowed production to just a few prod-
ucts: standard map with common 
graphics, synch matrix, execution 
checklist, target execution list and a 
decision-support matrix/template. 
With these five products, the brigade 
commander could manage the fight, 
and the reduction in outputs allowed 
the staff to more effectively focus.

Getting to this point required shared 
understanding between our command-
er and the staff’s ability to produce 
products that enabled his understand-
ing and visualization of the fight in 
front of us. Shared understanding and 
clear commander’s intent are essential 
to effective synchronization; omitting 
either allows the brigade staff to lose 
focus.   

Related to this was the overall staff-
planning process training that occurred 
simultaneously with collective training 
at battalion level. As part of the bri-
gade headquarters’ training progres-
sion, the brigade staff completed one 
full iteration of the tactical military de-
cision-making process focused on re-
fining the standard operating proce-
dure (SOP), including all associated 
briefs and products. From that initial 
training, the planning SOP (PSOP) and 
the TOC SOP were updated and redis-

tributed across the staff.

During the JRTC Leader Training Pro-
gram in March, the brigade staff once 
again validated the SOPs and further 
refined briefs, processes and products. 
While we continued to adjust through-
out the actual rotation, we invested 
time up front to determine how to 
present information to the brigade; 
this was vital to the early planning pro-
cess.

In the four months before the rotation, 
the brigade and battalion staffs devel-
oped and adopted a more comprehen-
sive battle rhythm that was nested 
with the division headquarters. The re-
vamped version reduced the overall 
number of meetings, but it provided 
greater clarity on expected inputs and 
outcomes from the remaining meet-
ings. As we developed the tactical bat-
tle rhythm for JRTC, we adopted a sim-
ilar approach. First, the battle rhythm 
had to include a complete daily target-
ing and planning process that culmi-
nated in a nightly fragmentary order. 
The second requirement, like our 
home-station battle rhythm, was that 
it had to be nested with and support 
the higher headquarters battle rhythm. 
While we achieved the format and de-
ployed to JRTC with it, we struggled 
with enforcement, which ultimately re-
duced the positive impact that such 
predictability could have provided.

Leveraging all capabilities
During reception, staging, onward 
movement and integration (RSOI), the 
brigade staff employed a number of 
detailed tracking systems to ensure we 
accounted for the location of all per-
sonnel and equipment, where the bri-
gade was in terms of completing RSOI 
requirements, and the operational sta-
tus of every possible system as we built 
combat power. While we had a number 
of detailed “bubble charts” that cap-
tured combat power and readiness 
snapshots in time, we never transi-
tioned to communicating what that 
progress meant in terms of capabilities 
and combat power.

For instance, within three days of con-
solidating all TOCs, our charts indicat-
ed that the full suite of communica-
tions systems were fully linked and 
communicating. What the charts didn’t 
communicate was that operators at 

the battalion and squadron level didn’t 
necessarily understand how to employ 
the system. 

Where this shortcoming (perhaps) hurt 
the worst was upon immediate deploy-
ment into “the box” during the initial 
attack; we failed to communicate em-
ployable combat power. We could ac-
count for all combat losses, but the 
battle captains struggled to translate 
raw numbers into remaining platoons 
or companies the brigade commander 
had available. Not until after the mid-
rotation AAR did we develop a func-
tional system that leveraged liaison of-
ficers from the subordinate units to 
track capabilities in real time and then 
brief them to the brigade commander 
at each evening battle-update brief. 
This venue ensured widest dissemina-
tion and shared understanding across 
the board, and enabled the brigade 
commander to make task-organization 
changes as needed.

Our difficulties in synchronizing and 
sustaining the fight go back to the im-
portance of the battle rhythm. During 
RSOI, when all units were consolidated 
at the intermediate-staging base (ISB), 
face-to-face meetings were easily con-
ducted and effective. However, once 
the brigade deployed from the ISB and 
began dispersed operations across the 
battlefield, operations-synchronization 
and logistics-synchronization meetings 
became infrequent, poorly attended 
and only marginally effective. Com-
bined with incomplete reports and 
poor enforcement of reporting re-
quirements, the resulting effect was 
that most of the resupply operations 
were done with minimal notice when 
units were “black” on a certain class of 
supply.

Perhaps the most important battle 
rhythm event, the opsynch, suffered 
the same difficulties as the logsynch. 
This often resulted in disjointed opera-
tions, poor prioritization of enabling 
assets and missed opportunities to 
gain access to division-level assets. 
Two changes helped us correct course, 
albeit toward the end of the rotation. 
First, we enforced the battle-rhythm 
reporting schedule and distributed 
standard report formats to ensure we 
received the right information at the 
right time in the right format. Second, 
we shifted away from exclusively 
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relying on subordinate TOCs to submit 
reports and leveraged the liaison offi-
cers (LNO) who were present on the 
current-operations floor 24 hours per 
day. This not only freed the battle cap-
tains, but it also ensured that LNOs 
better understood their unit’s needs. 

Way ahead 
As a light-infantry brigade, we shoot 
and maneuver on the battlefield effec-
tively – this is well within our comfort 
zone. Where we struggle is leveraging 
all communication platforms from Ca-
pabilities Set (CS) 14 to coordinate and 
synchronize operations. Moving for-
ward, our TOCSOP and tactical-com-
mand-post (TAC) SOP will more clearly 
delineate which platforms are used for 
which transmissions and under what 
circumstances. While we adhere well 
to standard radio protocol, we have 
not yet effectively captured standards. 
In addition to this, we have built new 
systems to maintain and track digital 
skill proficiency. The nuances of our 
mission-command systems require 
continual sustainment training to 
maintain individual proficiency.

The collective tasks required to estab-
lish and maintain effective mission 
command are just as important. To this 
point, the brigade has developed a 
multi-echelon approach to layering 
command-post exercises into home-
station training.     

The benefits of more realistic and rig-
orous training depend largely on the 
threat force against which our forma-
tions fight. While we can’t fully repli-
cate the opfor from JRTC, we can rep-
licate some of the more challenging ca-
pabilities. Rather than having a specif-
ically identified opfor, pitting forma-
t ions against  one another in 

force-on-force operations provides a 
thinking enemy with identical capabil-
ities. It also allows leaders at all levels 
to exercise subordinate leader devel-
opment from squad through company 
level.

As the brigade moves farther away 
from our JRTC DA training environment 
(DATE) rotation, it remains imperative 
to effectively integrate our lessons-
learned through refinement of our 
SOPs. We have developed a deliberate 
plan to codify the most challenging les-
sons-learned into the newly formed 
brigade TACSOP. Time management is 
often our own worst enemy, and no-
where is this more readily apparent 
than at JRTC. One benefit from a sound 
SOP is that it will save time as units are 
permitted to execute an operation 
freely and stay within the command-
er’s intent by following an agreed-up-
on standard for the operation.

The condensed timelines at JRTC stress 
the unit’s ability to develop succinct 
plans that are synchronized across 
warfighting functions. We are moving 
forward to codify particular operations 
(such as a combined-arms breach) and 
distinct DATE battle drills (like “react to 
enemy air”). This process will allow us 
to gain efficiency as an organization 
and better prepare us to face a hybrid 
threat.

MAJ Rick Montcalm is an armor officer 
assigned as the brigade executive offi-
cer for 1/101st Airborne Division (Air 
Assault). His previous assignments in-
clude squadron S-3 and executive offi-
cer for 1-32 Cavalry, 1/101st Airborne 
Division (Air Assault), Fort Campbell, 
KY; special assistant to the Army Chief 
of Staff; J-5 Pakistan-Afghanistan Co-
ordination Cell action officer on the 

Joint Staff; troop commander and 
plans officer for 8-1 Cavalry, 2/2 Stryk-
er Brigade Combat Team (SBCT), Joint 
Base Lewis-McChord, WA; and assis-
tant S-3, tank-platoon leader and 
scout-platoon leader in 1-66 Armor 
Regiment, 1-4 Infantry Division, Fort 
Hood, TX. His military education in-
cludes officer basic course, Maneuver 
Captain’s Career Course (MCCC), Com-
mand and General Staff College and 
Ranger, airborne and air-assault 
schools. MAJ Montcalm holds a bach-
elor’s in fine arts degree from Austin 
Peay State University and a master’s in 
policy management degree from 
Georgetown University.

MAJ Joe Mickley is an infantry officer 
assigned as S-3 for 1st Brigade, 101st 
Airborne Division (Air Assault), Fort 
Campbell, KY. His previous assignments 
include executive officer, 2nd Battalion, 
327th Infantry Regiment, 101st Airborne 
Division (Air Assault), Fort Campbell; 
future-operations planner, 2nd Infantry 
Division, Camp Red Cloud, Republic of 
Korea; commander, Company B and 
Headquarters and Headquarters Com-
pany, 5th Battalion, 20th Infantry Regi-
ment, 3rd Brigade, 2nd SBCT, Joint Base 
Lewis-McChord, WA; mechanized-rifle-
platoon leader, 1st Battalion, 8th Infan-
try Regiment, Fort Carson, CO; and ex-
ecutive officer, Brigade Reconnaissance 
Troop, 3rd Battalion, 4th Infantry Divi-
sion, Fort Carson. His military educa-
tion includes officer basic course, 
MCCC, Command and General Staff 
College and Ranger, airborne and air-
assault schools. He holds a bachelor’s 
of science degree in criminal justice 
from the University of Troy and a mas-
ter’s degree in adult education from 
Kansas State University.



30													             October-December 2016

Heavy Weapons in a Light Airborne World:
a Delta Company in Decisive-Action Combined Arms

by CPT Michael F.R. Freeman

Weapons companies have been em-
ployed incorrectly for many years. They 
have the most firepower within an in-
fantry battalion and the most flexibili-
ty, but they are often delegated to sta-
tionary security positions such as traf-
fic-control points or base security.
With that in mind, you can predict that 
a weapons company will not be em-
ployed to its full potential as it heads 
into a training rotation at a combat 
training center. The various weapon 
systems and vehicle platforms a weap-
ons company uses are seen as a bur-
den rather than as the advantage they 
provide. This perceived limitation of a 
smaller-sized infantry company often 
prevents weapons companies from 

being employed in an appropriate role. 
However, weapons companies are crit-
ical to the battalion because of the way 
they can be used, the type of training 
they can conduct and their unique set-
up.

Unique setup
The unique setup of a weapons 
company does a few things: 1) it 
provides an excellent leader-to-trooper 
ratio; 2) it allows the company to 
operate alone or task-organized to 
another element; and 3) it has the 
advantage of  “the arms-room 
concept.” The arms-room concept 
means the sections have the capability 
to mount M2 (.50 caliber machinegun), 

M240B (general-purpose, medium 
machinegun), MK19 (40mm grenade 
machinegun) and/or the Improved 
Target Acquisition System (ITAS). 
Typically, each platoon is employed in 
the hunter/killer methodology where 
two vehicles have an ITAS and an 
M240B, while the other two vehicles 
have M2s.

The leadership ratio and task-organiza-
tion within a weapons company, or 
Delta Company, is a fundamental 
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reason for its success. The leadership-
to-Soldier ratio advantage generates 
options for the commander, increases 
flexibility of the assigned platoon and 
provides tactical agility to the com-
mander. Each platoon has a platoon 
leader, platoon sergeant, section ser-
geant, squad leader (sergeant) and 
many senior and experienced special-
ists. Each platoon is comprised of 
about 16 to 18 paratroopers when at 
100-percent strength. In contrast, a ri-
fle company has roughly four staff ser-
geants and eight sergeants per platoon 
and around 26-30 privates through 
specialists.

Another advantage of a weapons com-
pany’s unique setup is the ability it 
provides a commander to operate in-
dependently or task-organized to an-
other element. Weapons companies 
may not have the quantity of troopers 
of a rifle company, but they are still 
able to take action on smaller objec-
tives without the support of another 
company. Using higher-echelon assets 
such as battalion mortars or attack avi-
ation, a weapons company can func-
tion in the same way as a rifle compa-
ny.

Another employment method for a 
weapons company is found in its habit-
ual relationships with the rifle compa-
nies within the battalion. Each platoon 
is aligned to a rifle company, while 4th 
Platoon remains free to act as the 
quick-reaction force, escort the for-
ward-support company or provide a 
personal-security detail as needed. 
Having such relationships greatly in-
creases the shared understanding and 
facilitates the development of tactics, 
techniques and procedures. Also, each 
relationship is mutually beneficial. A 
rifle company benefits by gaining the 
additional firepower of anti-vehicle/
anti-tank weapon systems. Support 
companies are able to focus on resup-
ply by allowing the weapons company 
to secure the resupply convoy. A head-
quarters company gains a rapid re-
sponse and flexible maneuver force to 
reinforce success or exploit weakness-
es with a weapons-company platoon 
attached.

With many varied employment options 
available to commanders, they must 
tailor the loadout of the weapons com-
pany to the mission. Each platoon is 

broken down into two sections that 
employ the “arms-room concept” as 
armament. While a weapons compa-
ny’s unique setup is important, it is not 
the only thing that makes it successful.

Training
With such a wide variety of roles, train-
ing a weapons company can be chal-
lenging. You have to train your Sol-
dier’s individual skills plus train them 
to operate mounted and dismounted 

as a squad, platoon and company. Each 
of these areas can be daunting in their 
own way but, with the right approach 
and flexible planning, they can be ac-
complished.

During the past year, Delta Company, 
2nd Battalion, 501st Parachute Infantry 
Regiment (PIR), participated in two 
major training rotations: a Joint Readi-
ness Training Center (JRTC) rotation in 
the early spring and a training rotation 

Figure 1. Company D, 2-501 PIR, vehicles escort a logistics element to its desti-
nation during Joint Multinational Readiness Center (JMRC) Rotation 15-0, 
Grafenwohr, Germany. (Photo by SSG Javier O. Orona)

Figure 2. SPC Blake L. Pirkl practices with the M240b as Company D paratroop-
ers execute rehearsals prior to airborne operations during JMRC Rotation 15-
06 in Baumholder, Germany. (Photo by SSG Javier O. Orona)
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in Europe. Delta Company’s focus dur-
ing preparation for the initial JRTC ro-
tation was training gunners, qualifying 
crews and sections and supporting ri-
fle-company platoon live fires from 
mounted platforms. The gunners be-
came lethally accurate; sections within 
the platoons did an excellent job of 
communicating among crews and with 
the rifle company; and command-and-
control on the move became second 
nature. Unfortunately, there was 

friction during actions at the halt or 
when deciding what to do once there 
was no longer a 40-Soldier dismounted 
platoon around the vehicles.

Each vehicle has a driver, gunner, troop 
commander and one to two dismounts. 
Some platoons have more than others, 
but (across the company) that was the 
task-organization Delta Company, 
2-501 PIR, had when it went to JRTC. 
While at JRTC, Delta Company 

executed many missions in as many 
ways as possible (platoons attached to 
rifle companies, weapons-company or-
ganic, in conjunction with brigade and 
battalion assets, etc.). Initially, in de-
fense around the forward landing strip, 
the company was able to repel the en-
emy’s advances. The weapons compa-
ny ultimately destroyed dismounted, 
vehicle and armored enemies within 
the engagement area. The mission 
then transitioned to offense with the 
company moving to assault enemy 
forces in urban areas. During this 
phase, the company operated within a 
battalion task force, providing security 
to the ground-assault convoy. Then, it 
transitioned to support the assault 
force upon arrival at the assembly 
area.

In both phases of the rotation (offense 
and defense), Delta Company per-
formed well with a few key learning 
points for each. When operating inde-
pendently, a focus point for post-rota-
tion training was the use of dismount-
ed tactics, including both offense and 
defense.

Upon return, Delta Company, 2-501st 
PIR, transitioned to dismounted tac-
tics, focusing mainly on platoon attack 
procedures and tasks like entering a 
building and clearing a room. Admit-
tedly, there was risk assumed by not 
focusing on as many machinegun rang-
es or mounted exercises given the 
short training window before our Eu-
rope training rotation. The paratroop-
ers practiced reflexive fire, executed 
squad and platoon attacks, and execut-
ed team-level “enter building, clear 
room” live-fire training in a shoot-
house. This enabled the paratroopers 
to really learn how to operate dis-
mounted and provided the battalion 
the capability to use of the weapons 
company as another rifle company for 
smaller objectives or missions (i.e., 
checkpoint security, dismounted re-
connaissance of objectives and tacti-
cal-operations center locations, and 
quick-reaction force from a rotary-wing 
platform).

There were struggles, at least initially. 
Simple tasks such as mounted land 
navigation, frequency-modulation 
communication and logistics status 
took more time to plan, execute prop-
erly, consolidate and reorganize than 

Figure 3. SPC Robert F. Mooney and a fellow paratrooper from Company D, 
2-501 PIR, reload a weapon on the MK19 range while engaging targets during 
a platoon live-fire exercise on Observation Post 13, Fort Bragg, NC. (Photo by 
1SG Jose M. Trevino)

Figure 4. 1LT Corey L. Greene discusses with 1LT Mike F. Johnson the route 
Greene’s platoon will take during an upcoming operation during Operation 
Swift Response 2015 in Germany. (Photo by SSG Javier O. Orona)
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we anticipated. Ultimately, Delta Com-
pany was able to overcome these ob-
stacles. However, those small setbacks 
can add up and cause undue stress 
while detracting from a mission.

What I think is the winning formula in 
most cases is to train both dismounted 
and mounted tactics simultaneously. 
While it may be more efficient or sim-
ple to focus on one or the other, it will 
come at the cost of atrophy in skills not 
focused on. Working with the battalion 
operations officer and commander on 
the importance of being able to train 
both methodologies will greatly im-
prove the readiness of the company 
and battalion. Of course, all this this 
cannot be accomplished if you are 

unable to balance training with readi-
ness or with your paratroopers and 
equipment.

Using weapons company
A Delta Company commander needs to 
be prepared for offensive, defensive 
and stability operations. As previously 
discussed, how a weapons company is 
employed in each of those compo-
nents of decisive action can vary, but 
in the offense is where weapons com-
panies can be most destructive. Defen-
sively, a Delta Company can provide 
the battalion with strong-points to 
plan and transition to the offense 
again.

While in the offense, the weapons 

company provide a battalion com-
mander a number of options. If the ob-
jective is in an urban area, the weap-
ons company can isolate the target 
area while the rifle companies clear 
through urban structures. Given a 
weapons company’s four platoons, this 
mission only requires two to three pla-
toons with 4th Platoon as the battalion 
reserve. With so many different weap-
on systems available, understanding 
the tactical task from the battalion 
commander and what his endstate is 
provides the company commander 
with options to employ his platoons.

For example, the commander can task 
a platoon to isolate an objective by us-
ing the M2, M240B and MK19s to en-
gage forces attempting to retrograde 
or provide reinforcements. Or, once 
the objective has been seized, a pla-
toon can reinforce the battalion with 
the tube-launched, optically tracked, 
wire-guided ITAS to destroy any enemy 
armored threat.

In the defense, a weapons company 
can perform a screen in front of the ri-
fle companies to provide defense in-
depth; be divided up among the rifle 
companies to bolster defenses; con-
centrate on engagement areas to max-
imize destruction in a given area; or 
provide a mobile defense. Having an 
understanding of the battalion’s plan 
of how and where to destroy the ene-
my will dictate where the forces are ar-
rayed.

There are advantages and disadvantag-
es to any course of action, mobile de-
fense, defense-in-depth or strong-
pointing, but the battalion commander 
and operations officer will help deter-
mine the mission. The ultimate take-
away when performing the defense is 
that the company is defending to tran-
sition to the offense. Delta Company 
commanders need to keep this in mind 
when placing the company trains and 
working with the first sergeant on the 
resupply plan to stay mobile and agile.

As discussed previously, it is common 
for a weapons company to attach a pla-
toon to another company. This platoon 
greatly enhances a rifle company’s 
combat power by being able to provide 
a base of fire to maneuver on an objec-
tive; isolate enemy forces in an urban 
area; destroy enemy vehicle threats; 

Figure 6. Delta Company serves in overwatch of a chemical reconnaissance 
team from 127th Engineer Battalion during Operation Swift Response 2015 in 
Germany. (Photo by SSG Javier O. Orona)

Figure 5. Fourth Platoon executes a mission briefing on the hood of a truck be-
fore moving out during Operation Swift Response 2015 in Germany. (Photo by 
SSG Javier O. Orona)
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and escort casualties or enemy prison-
ers of war on or off an objective, as 
well as many other functions. Forming 
that habitual relationship with a rifle 
company will alleviate many of the typ-
ical friction points experienced during 
joint operations (communications, re-
supply, employment of the weapons-
company platoon, etc.).

The mission of 
82nd Airborne Divi-
sion is to “always 
be prepared to 
move without no-
tice to any place in 
the world by air 
and/or airborne 
assault, and to 
fight immediately 
on arrival” (82nd 
Airborne Division 
Standing Opera-
tions Procedure 
Edition IX). In this 
s c e n a r i o ,  t h e 
weapons company 
could have a por-
tion of the weap-
ons company at-
tached to a rifle 
company for the 
duration of the 
time the unit is on 
a no-notice de-
ployment status. 
This leaves the 
rest of the compa-
ny to be bravo-
echelon vehicles 
or vehicles that 
will arrive by air-
land as opposed to 
air-drop when the 
airfield has been 
seized. During the 
airborne opera-
tion, the portion 
attached to that ri-
fle company will 
have vehicles that 
w i l l  b e  a i r -

dropped. This will give that the alpha 
echelon the initial maneuver and fire-
power advantage over an enemy force. 
The bravo echelon increases those ad-
vantages until further follow-on forces 
can arrive.

The way a Delta Company is employed 
as a weapons company is as diverse as 

the commander is creative – given the 
environment. The weapons company 
has the maneuverability to move 
around the battlefield and possesses 
the firepower to destroy most enemies 
it encounters with little resistance.

Way ahead
In summary, weapons companies are 
absolutely essential to the battalion 
because of their firepower, capability 
set, the personnel within the company 
and the roles they perform. Another 
plus for weapons companies is the 
ability to maintain their organic equip-
ment. Through proper focus on the 
commander’s intent and emphasizing 
the right training points, weapons 
companies can be successful in any 
theater. Whether deployed or at home 
station, weapons companies are flexi-
ble and agile enough to perform any 
mission.

CPT Michael Freeman is an armor offi-
cer who just finished command of a 
weapons company in 82nd Airborne Di-
vision (Company D, 2nd Battalion, 501st 
PIR) and currently commands Head-
quarters and Headquarters Company, 
1st Brigade Combat Team, 82nd Airborne 
Division, Fort Bragg, NC. His other as-
signments include S-3 plans officer, 1st 
Brigade Combat Team, 82nd Airborne 
Division; commander, G Troop, 5th Bat-
talion, 15th Cavalry, 194th Armor Bri-
gade, Fort Benning, GA; and platoon 
leader/executive officer/staff officer, C 
Troop, 1st Battalion, 91st Cavalry, 173rd 
Airborne Brigade, Schweinfurt, Germa-
ny. His military schools include Ranger 
School, Jumpmaster School, Airborne 
School, Army Reconnaissance Course 
and Maneuver Captain’s Career Course. 
CPT Freeman holds a bachelor’s of sci-
ence degree in information technology 
and administrative management from 
Central Washington University.
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Figure 7. PFC Steven S. Senatus engages targets down-
range with his M240b during a platoon live-fire exercise at 
West McKeithan’s Pond, Fort Bragg, NC. (Photo by 1SG 
Jose M. Trevino)

Figure 8. CPT Michael F.R. Freeman talks to paratroopers 
in his company — SFC Robert D. Lovell, SSG Jonathan S. 
Waterbury and SGT Jose M. Tellez —during Operation 
Swift Response 2015 in Germany. (Photo by SSG Javier O. 
Orona)
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Troop-Level Mission Command: a 
Troop Commander’s Approach

by MAJ Amos C. Fox

Military theorist and retired Army of-
ficer Robert Leonhard wrote, “The U.S. 
Army must stress education of its offi-
cer corps. … They (the officer corps) 
must groom their ranks to produce 
bold, well-read, dashing battlefield 
leaders, adept at outthinking their 
foes.”1

An effective mission-command system 
is critical to the achievement of these 
effects. Furthermore, the responsibil-
ity for developing an effective mission-
command network at the troop level 
rests foremost on the troop command-
er. As such, a troop commander must 
not depend on higher headquarters, 
the staff or the institutional Army to 
set the conditions for an effective mis-
sion-command structure to develop 
and proliferate within the unit forma-
tion.

I will describe one approach to devel-
op reciprocal trust through a compre-
hensive platoon-leader development 
program. Although the approach de-
scribed is focused on development of 
platoon leaders, it can also be applied 
by junior leaders to develop their sub-
ordinates as well.

Understanding 
mission command
The Army defines mission command as 
“[t]he exercise of authority and direc-
tion by the commander, using mission 
orders to enable disciplined initiative 
within the commander’s intent to em-
power agile and adaptive leaders in the 
conduct of unified land operations.”2 
Furthermore, the Army states, “Mis-
sion command calls for leaders with 
the ability to build a collaborative en-
vironment, the commitment to devel-
op subordinates, the courage to trust 

and confidence to delegate, the pa-
tience to overcome adversity and the 
restraint to allow lower echelons to de-
velop the situation.”3 Reciprocated 
trust is the most fundamental element 
that binds mission command because 
“[o]ne-way trust is not beneficial to 
the individual or the group.”4 Troop 
commanders must develop mutual 
trust within their formation to create 
an environment in which disciplined 
initiative, empowered by the com-
mander’s intent, can thrive.

Troop commanders must approach de-
veloping trust and creating an effective 
culture of mission command no differ-
ently than the execution of any other 
mission. Troop commanders must re-
member that “[i]n carrying out a mis-
sion, the promulgation of the order 
represents not more than 10 percent 
of your responsibility. The remaining 
90 percent consists in assuring by 
means of personal supervision on the 
ground, by yourself and your staff, 
proper and vigorous execution.”5

Training is the apex at which reciprocal 
trust is developed between leaders 
and subordinates. Commanders who 
personally train their platoon leaders 
develop trust in those individuals. At 
the same time, commanders who take 
a hands-on approach to the growth of 
their platoon leaders engender trust in 
those leaders because they see that 
their supervisor cares about their de-
velopment and growth, both person-
ally and professionally.

My experience found a platoon-leader 
integration program to be a very use-
ful way to develop an effective mis-
sion-command culture. The approach 
operated along five lines of effort 
(LoE):
•	 Administrative;
•	 Command supply discipline;
•	 Training management;
•	 Operations; and
•	 Maintenance.

Each LoE was linked to the next, and 
they work in conjunction with one an-
other to establish a solid foundation of Figure 1. Platoon Leader Integration Program.
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training and knowledge to develop mu-
tual trust within the unit.

Furthermore, this approach is in line 
with developing armored units in ac-
cordance with the U.S. Army Armor 
School’s “foundations of the armored 
force.” The Armor School’s foundation 
focuses on developing a competent, 
confident, agile and adaptive armored 
force that is highly skilled in gunnery, 
fighting from the hatch and sustain-
ment.6

Administrative
The purpose of the administrative LoE 
is twofold: provide the platoon leader 
with overarching guidance and famil-
iarize the platoon leader with the pro-
cedural side of unit and Army opera-
tions. The administrative LoE should be 
the first LoE a commander focuses on 
because it lays the foundation for 

expectations, priorities and local stan-
dard operating procedures (SOPs) 
within the unit.

Completing initial counseling is the 
most critical task of the administrative 
LoE. The troop commander’s initial 
counseling with new platoon leaders is 
vital to ensure subordinates are orient-
ed in the proper direction from their 
first day in the organization. Therefore, 
the troop commander must conduct 
initial counseling with the newly as-
signed platoon leaders as soon as pos-
sible. In addition to providing platoon 
leaders with expectations, priorities 
and responsibilities, quickly providing 
the new officers with detailed counsel-
ing demonstrates the importance of 
counseling to the commander. In turn, 
platoon leaders should reciprocate this 
behavior with their platoon sergeants 
and within their respective platoons.

There are a few other important tasks 
that must occur in the administrative 
LoE. Some of these include reviewing 
the battalion commander’s intent and 
priorities, reviewing unit SOPs and re-
viewing policy letters. Troop com-
manders must modify this LoE as need-
ed to meet the specifics of their unit 
and its associated mission. Figure 3 
provides an example of additional 
tasks to complete within the adminis-
trative LoE.

Command supply 
discipline
I have heard several senior leaders say, 
“Tactics won’t get you fired, but not 
adequately accounting for property 
will.” With that in mind, the command-
supply-discipline LoE is vitally impor-
tant to development of mutual trust 
between troop commanders and 

Figure 2. How the LoEs link at a glance.
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platoon leaders. The primary focus of 
this LoE is ensuring platoon leaders un-
derstand the troop’s command-supply-
discipline program (CSDP), the sub-
hand-receipt (HR) process and that 
they must successfully sign for their 
platoon equipment.

Additional tasks that should be con-
ducted along this LoE include complet-
ing multiple inventories (i.e. sensitive-
items (S/I) inventory and/or shadowing 
the commander during a cyclic inven-
tory) and observing the commander 
sign the property book (PB) at the bri-
gade PB office.

This LoE is a great opportunity to inte-
grate multiple Soldiers from across the 
troop, as well as outside the troop, to 
assist with development of new pla-
toon leaders. The troop commander 
should leverage the supply sergeant, 
the troop executive officer, the battal-
ion S-4 officer and PB officer to aug-
ment personal efforts. The troop first 
sergeant is also a valuable resource to 
use during completion of this LoE.

As with each of the LoEs, troop com-
manders must modify the CSDP LoE to 
meet the needs of their troop and their 
mission. Figure 4 provides an example 
of additional tasks to complete along 
the command-supply-discipline LoE.

Operations
The focus of the operations LoE is to 
ensure platoon leaders have complet-
ed the benchmarks and leader-certifi-
cation tasks that will enable them to 
effectively train and lead their pla-
toons. This LoE, above all others, is de-
pendent on the type of unit and the 
commander’s input. I commanded a 
tank company, a headquarters troop 
and an Armor Basic Officer Leader’s 
Course troop. I adjusted the tasks 
along the operations LoE in each of 
these troops to address the differenc-
es in each of those commands.

As an example, I chose to focus on 
tank-specific areas in the tank compa-
ny I commanded. Some of the major 
tasks I included in this LoE included 
touring the local training areas, attend-
ing the range safety officer (RSO) /
range officer-in-charge (OIC) certifica-
tion, conducting a mounted tactical ex-
ercise without troops and completing 
the Gunnery-Skills Test (GST), Gunnery 

Table (GT) I and Advanced Gunnery-
Skills Trainer (AGST). Planning and ex-
ecuting an M9 and M4 range were 
tasks I added to the operations LoE. 
Furthermore, I administered a doctri-
nal assessment to the platoon leaders 
to assess their level of understanding 
of tactics and doctrine, which drove 
where I focused my efforts when de-
veloping my officer professional-devel-
opment program.
Like the command-supply-discipline 

LoE, the operations LoE provides a 
great opportunity to integrate multiple 
Soldiers from across the troop to assist 
with development of new platoon 
leaders. If done properly, the new pla-
toon leaders will interact with other 
platoon leaders and noncommissioned 
officers within the troop. They will co-
ordinate with the staff for land and 
ammunition, and they will interact 
with personnel from the distribution 
platoon to ensure range operations are 

Figure 3. Administrative and operations LoEs.

Figure 4. Command supply discipline and training-management LoEs.
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adequately supported. Moreover, the 
crew-level training in this LoE enables 
new platoon leaders to quickly inte-
grate with their tank crews, allowing 
them to rapidly become valued mem-
bers of their crews and platoons.

Training management
The goal of the training-management 
LoE is to teach the planning processes 
that enable the operations LoE. The 
key tasks in this LoE include reviewing 
the troop’s training SOP, reviewing the 
battalion’s quarterly (QTG) and annual 
training guidance (ATG), reviewing the 
troop’s training calendars (short-range 
(SRTC) and long-range (LRTC)), review-
ing training statistics (platoon and 
troop) and providing platoon leaders 
with instruction about the Eight-Step 
Training Model.

As with the others, this LoE is open to 
interpretation by the troop command-
er. However, there are a few more 
tasks I found critical to development of 
my platoon leaders’ understanding of 
training management. I found training 
my platoon leaders on the Digital Train-
ing-Management System (DTMS), Army 
Training Network (ATN) and Combined-
Arms Training Strategies (CATS) ex-
tremely valuable. Their ability to ma-
nipulate these programs enhanced the 
troop’s overall training-management 
capability, which made my life as the 
commander quite a bit easier.

Similarly, training the platoon leaders 
on the Eight-Step Training Model and 
then having them develop a platoon 
training schedule that was nested with 
the troop training schedule was 

important to their 
d e v e l o p m e n t . 
Also, having pla-
toon leaders at-
tend a battalion 
training meeting 
in an observer role 
benefits them be-
cause it allows 
them to frame 
how training man-
agement nests be-
yond the platoon 
and troop eche-
lon. Moreover, it 
h e l p s  p l a t o o n 
leaders  under-
stand the purpose 

and method associated with troop 
training meetings.

Maintenance
The goal of the maintenance LoE is to 
train platoon leaders on the mainte-
nance processes and programs execut-
ed at the troop and battalion levels. 
This allows platoon leaders to be more 
capable of leading and supervising 
their platoons.

The maintenance LoE is also quite de-
pendent on the type of unit in which 
leaders find themselves. For armored 
brigade combat teams, a troop com-
mander would be well-served to focus 
on reviewing the troop and battalion 
maintenance SOPs, reviewing the 
maintenance and preventative mainte-
nance checks and services (PMCS) pro-
cess – including the process for com-
pleting the 5988-E (equipment and in-
spection worksheet) – and reviewing 
dispatching procedures. Furthermore, 
having the platoon leader participate 
in the PMCS of each vehicle type in the 
troop is beneficial because it exposes 
the officers to multiple vehicles within 
the troop’s fleet.

Similar to the command-supply-disci-
pline LoE, the maintenance LoE will al-
low new platoon leaders to meet Sol-
diers who are critical to sustaining 
their platoons and the troop’s fleet of 
vehicles and combat systems. Platoon 
leaders should also interact with the 
troop maintenance noncommissioned 
officer in charge, the troop executive 
officer, the battalion maintenance of-
ficer, the battalion maintenance chief 
and the battalion executive officer. 

These interactions enhance the growth 
and development of the officers by 
providing insights and thoughts from 
multiple positions and multiple eche-
lons.

Conclusion
The responsibility for developing an ef-
fective mission-command network at 
the troop level rests on the troop com-
mander. The troop commander must 
not depend on higher headquarters, 
the staff or the institutional Army to 
set the conditions for an effective mis-
sion-command structure to develop 
and proliferate within their formation.

Mutual, reciprocated trust is para-
mount to developing an effective 
troop-level mission-command system. 
Training is the key to unlocking mutual 
trust. As military theorist and retired 
Army officer Douglas MacGregor 
wrote, “American Soldiers, noncom-
missioned officers and junior officers 
can exercise independent judgment 
and make good decisions under the 
pressure of combat, but they will only 
make the right decisions if they are 
trained and encouraged to do so be-
fore a war begins.”7

With that in mind, an effective ap-
proach to training new platoon leaders 
is to use a program aligned along five 
lines of operation: administrative, op-
erations, training management, com-
mand supply discipline and mainte-
nance. By doing so, troop commanders 
will develop trust within their organi-
zation and build formations in line with 
the Armor School’s foundations of the 
armored force.

MAJ Amos Fox is a student at the Com-
mand and General Staff College 
(CGSC), Fort Leavenworth, KS. His pre-
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D Troop, 2nd Battalion, 16th Cavalry, 
Fort Benning, GA; commander, D Com-
pany, 1st Battalion, 11th Armored Cav-
alry Regiment (ACR), Fort Irwin, CA; as-
sistant operations officer, 1-11 ACR, 
Fort Irwin; commander, Headquarters 
and Headquarters Troop, 1st Battalion, 
10th Cavalry, 2nd Brigade, 4th Infantry Di-
vision, Fort Carson, CO; and assistant 
operations officer, 2nd Battalion, 8th In-
fantry, 2nd Brigade, 4th Infantry Division, 
Fort Carson. MAJ Fox’s military schools 
include CGSC, Maneuver Captain’s Ca-
reer Course, Airborne School, Cavalry 

Figure 5. Maintenance LoE.
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Leader’s Course, Bradley Fire-Support 
Vehicle Commander’s Course and the 
Field-Artillery Officer Basic Course. He 
has a bachelor’s of science degree in 
secondary education from Indiana 

Figure 6. Foundations of the Armored Force.

University and a master’s of arts de-
gree in secondary education from Ball 
State University. MAJ Fox is a recipient 
of the Draper Armor Leadership Award, 
Fiscal Year 2013.
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2016 Sullivan Cup: Demonstrating Mastery of 
Fundamentals and Relentless Pursuit of Excellence

by COL John M. Cushing and
MAJ Wes Wilhite

The U.S. Army Armor School hosted 
the third biennial Sullivan Cup compe-
tition at Fort Benning, GA, May 1 to 6. 
Named for retired GEN Gordon R. Sul-
livan, it pitted the top tank crews from 
the U.S. Army, U.S. Marine Corps and 
allied North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion nations against each other with 
the intent of identifying the “top tank 
crew.”

The competition drew 16 crews: 10 
equipped with the M1A2 Abrams, four 
with the M1A1 Abrams and two crews 
from Canada equipped with Leopard 
2A4 tanks. The six-day competition 
tested the physical, tactical and tech-
nical prowess of the crews through a 
battery of testing, situational-training 
exercises (STXs) and an enhanced live-
fire exercise (LFX).

The M1A1 crew from 1st Battalion, 
252nd Armor Regiment, 30th Armored 
Brigade Combat Team, North Carolina 
Army National Guard, was crowned the 
Sullivan Cup top tank crew at the 2016 
Armor Ball. The M1A2-equipped crews 
representing 3rd Battalion, 66th Ar-
mored Regiment, and 1st Battalion, 68th 
Armored Regiment, captured second 
and third places, respectively.

This article discusses the Armor 
School’s preparation for the third iter-
ation of the Sullivan Cup and provides 
feedback to the Armor community 
about how to improve tank-crew pro-
ficiency. Ultimately, only the best tank 
crews demonstrated continuous mas-
tery of the fundamentals, remained re-
silient when encountering uncertain 
situations and maintained controlled 
aggression throughout the competi-
tion.

Planning and preparation
Planners at the Armor School were 
careful to define the purpose of “the 
tank crew” and to answer the funda-
mental question of “what makes a tank 
crew distinct?” Framing these impor-
tant aspects allowed the planners to 
identify the most critical tasks tank 
crews must perform to prevail in a 

complex world. Ul-
timately, this con-
cept served as the 
foundation for the 
events in the 2016 
competition, pro-
ducing a physical 
event – a mounted 
STX that included 
land navigation, 
critical 19K mili-
tary-occupation 
specialty-specific 
tasks and a two-
part LFX.
A r m o r  S c h o o l 
l e a d e rs  b e ga n 
planning for the 
2016 competition 
immediately after 
the 2014 Sullivan 
Cup had ended 
with a comprehen-
sive after-action 
review (AAR) to 
ensure the event 
continues to improve with each itera-
tion.

Critical concerns from the previous Sul-
livan Cup included:
•	 Competitor acclimatization;
•	 Tank maintenance and preparation;
•	 Evaluator certification; and
•	 Firm standards of evaluation.

These observations led to several 
structural changes to the 2016 compe-
tition:
•	 B e t t e r  a c c l i m a t i z a t i o n  a n d 

preparation of tank crews – The 
Armor School allotted a full five days 
for tank crews to exercise their 
vehicles with the Fort Benning fleet-
maintenance team before the start 
of the competition and a complete 
live-fire accuracy screening test 
(LFAST) under the observation and 
guidance of the Abrams Master 
Gunner School. Early arrival allowed 
crews to conduct physical training in 
the Georgia climate.

•	 Firm standards and evaluator 
expertise – The 194th Armored 
Brigade worked in partnership with 
many training brigades and tenant 

units at Fort Benning to select only 
the best evaluators. Abrams master-
gunner instructors evaluated every 
tank engagement and completed 
every AAR in the live-fire competition. 
The Noncommissioned Officer 
Academy provided its combat-vehicle 
identification instructor to enforce 
the standards of evaluation for the 
Advanced Leader’s Course. Lastly, 
14th Combat Support Hospital 
provided medical experts to grade 
the tactical combat-casualty lane 
dur ing the mounted STX.  Al l 
evaluators were certified by the 
brigade commander and command 
sergeant major during a series of 
rehearsals prior to the arrival of the 
tank crews. Thus, only experts from 
across the Maneuver Center of 
Excellence evaluated the tank crews.

Physical event
In 1974, while serving as the chief of 
the Armor School, GEN Donn A. Starry 
created the Armor Crewman Physical 
Proficiency Test (TC 17-15-8) to instill 
morale and esprit de corps in the Ar-
mored Force by providing a challeng-
ing physical event using tank-specific 

Figure 1. Cadre from 1st Battalion, 81st Armor Regiment, 
lead U.S. Marine Corps armor crewmen through the tow-
cable crawl event – part of the Armor Crewman Physical 
Proficiency Test – during the 2016 Sullivan Cup. Only the 
best evaluators were selected from Fort Benning’s training 
brigades and tenant units. (Photo by 194th Armor Regiment 
Public Affairs)
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equipment. Leaders from 1st Battalion, 
81st Armor Regiment, transformed the 
test to capture changes in tank equip-
ment during the last 40 years while 
maintaining the original five-event 
test’s traditions.

The five events included:
•	 Ammunition lift – A crewman must 

lift a 120mm high-explosive anti-
tank, or HEAT, round from the ground 
to above his head as many times as 
possible in two minutes.

•	 Track block shuffle – Each crewman 
must move 10 two-block tank-track 
sections 20 meters as fast as possible.

•	 Tow-cable crawl – Each crewman 
must crawl 15 meters with a tow 
cable and sprint back to the start line 
as fast as possible.

•	 Road-wheel roll – Each crewman 
must roll an M1 Abrams tank road 
wheel around the distance of a 
baseball diamond (about 240 feet) as 
fast as possible.

•	 One-mile run – Each crew must 
complete a one-mile run in duty 
uniform. Crews were allotted a 
minimum of two minutes between 
each event.

STX lane
After testing the physical grit of our 
crewmen, the Armor School tested 19K 
technical proficiency in the STX lane. 
Developed by the leadership of 5th 
Squadron, 15th Cavalry Regiment, the 
STX lane required tank crews to receive 
a platoon operations order and suc-
cessfully navigate to 12 graphic-control 
measures in less than six hours. During 
the lane, crew members reacted to five 

situation-based training lanes:
•	 Prepare vehicle for combat;
•	 Perform tank maintenance;
•	 Provide tactical combat-casualty 

care;
•	 Complete a sector sketch; and
•	 Conduct vehicle identification.

The Armor School selected these tasks 
with the vision that a tank crew must 
demonstrate mastery in the following 
areas:
•	 Mounted land navigation without 

digital aids;
•	 Crew-level evacuation and combat-

lifesaver tasks;
•	 Mastery of hull maintenance and 

recovery tasks;
•	 Swift preparation of a vehicle for 

combat operations;
•	 Accurate identification of combat 

vehicles; and
•	 Preparing a hasty battle position.

Crew-level LFX
Shortly after the 2015 Maneuver Warf-
ighter Conference, 194th Armored Bri-
gade, the Weapons and Gunnery 
Branch of Directorate of Training and 
Doctrine and the Abrams Master Gun-
ner School began developing the crew 
LFX for the 2016 Sullivan Cup. The Ar-
mor School commandant cautioned 
that the scenario “will not be your fa-
ther’s gunnery qualification table.” 
Therefore, the scenario was designed 
to evaluate the most challenging per-
formance measures on the most chal-
lenging range at Fort Benning. Based 
on the feedback of the Maneuver 
Wa r f i g h t e r  C o n f e r e n c e  a n d 

communication with training-center 
live-fire teams, it was determined the 
following areas present the greatest 
challenges to the Armored Force:
•	 Multiple target engagements;
•	 Change of weapon systems;
•	 Changes of ammunition type;
•	 Broad lateral dispersion of targets; 

and
•	 Speed of target acquisition.

The LFX scenario required crews to 
demonstrate consistency by firing four 
day engagements and three night en-
gagements. Then they returned a sec-
ond day to fire another three day en-
gagements from a different lane. Each 
engagement featured multiple target 
scenarios, requiring crews to engage 
two to four targets while frequently 
changing ammunition type and weap-
on systems.

All target engagements required the 
entire crew’s full participation. Each 
crew member had be proficient in his 
assigned position to produce success-
ful results – drivers assisted in the ac-
quisition of troop targets; loaders 
scanned out of the hatch to assist with 
target acquisition while sometimes 
called on to engage troop targets; and 
both gunners and tank commanders 
used all sights available to acquire tar-
gets.

Highlighting specific challenges, the 
first day run featured a graded call for 
fire engagement without digital capa-
bility or the Global Positioning System. 
Each crew’s score was determined by 
the accuracy of their call for fire re-
quest and the proximity to a target 
group. The night run featured a call for 
illumination engagement (supported 
by 198th Infantry Brigade’s Mortar 
Leader Course) during which the com-
peting tank crews called a pre-planned 
illumination target to identify and en-
gage two unheated vehicle targets. 
Both days featured engagements that 
required operation of the tank in emer-
gency mode, requiring crews to manu-
ally lead targets from both the gunner 
and tank commander stations.

In addition, the crews were introduced 
to the Fort Benning Digital Multipur-
pose Range Complex and to the effi-
cient employment of ammunition. Tra-
ditionally reserved for platoon LFXs, 

Figure 2. A tank crew demonstrates upper-body strength during the ammuni-
tion-lift event of the 2016 Sullivan Cup’s Armored Crewman Physical Proficien-
cy Test. (Photo by 194th Armor Regiment Public Affairs)
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the range featured a width of 1,600 
meters and elevation changes of 75 
meters. The terrain produced a broad 
lateral dispersion of targets and re-
quired crews to use all crew positions 
available to acquire targets.

Crews were not allocated a full ammu-
nition load (in accordance with Train-
ing Circular 3-20.31, Training and 
Qualification, Crew) for each engage-
ment. Instead, tracer rounds were re-
moved from all coaxial engagements to 
minimize range fires while also ensur-
ing that crews demonstrated mastery 
of machinegun engagement tech-
niques. Also, no more tank rounds 
were allocated for re-engagement of 
missed targets. All M1A2 crews were 
equipped with thru-sight video, and all 
target effects were vetted by both dig-
ital and visual means by master gun-
ners to ensure the highest standards 
and quality of the competition. These 
constraints produced extremely chal-
lenging conditions, forcing the crews 
to make every round count and to en-
gage targets in a timely and aggressive 
manner.

Evaluation
The overall scoring of the competition 

was based on a cu-
mulative total of 
2,000 points: 400 
points  for  the 
physical  event, 
600 points for the 
STX lane and 1,000 
points for the LFX. 
The top-four high-
est  scores ad-
vanced to the final 
event, the shoot-
off.

Shoot-off
The shoot-off was 
the final event of 
the competition, 
with only the best 
four crews chosen 
to vie for the Sulli-
van Cup. It re-
quired tank crews to destroy remnants 
of an “Arianan Mechanized Infantry 
Battalion” reinforced with a tank com-
pany in a decisive-action training envi-
ronment-based scenario. In only three 
engagements, the tank crews were 
presented 22 targets (15 vehicles, six 
soldiers and one helicopter). Tank 
crews were provided only one tank 
round for each vehicle target and a 

total of 400 rounds of small-arms am-
munition for troop targets.

Observations and 
challenges
The last 14 years of combat demon-
strate today’s Armor crewmen must be 
physically fit, situationally aware and 
technically proficient to dominate their 
opponents and overcome harsh terrain 

Figure 3. The Royal Canadian Armoured Corps Crew assembles tank track on the tank-maintenance lane during the situ-
ational-training exercise of the 2016 Sullivan Cup. (Photo by 194th Armor Regiment Public Affairs)

Figure 4. GEN Robert “Abe” Abrams, U.S. Army Forces 
Command commander, selects the firing order as part of 
the 2016 Sullivan Cup shoot-off lottery. (Photo by 194th Ar-
mor Regiment Public Affairs)



43													             October-December 2016

conditions. With that in mind, the Ar-
mor School stressed the need to main-
tain a competitive mindset of physical 
dominance and resiliency throughout 
the physical and STX events. Crews 
rose to the challenge and performed 
exceptionally in the physical and STX 
lanes events, with only 180 points sep-
arating the first and last crews when 
they entered the final event (live-fire 
scenario). None of the crews were out 
of the competition until the final day.

The Abrams Master Gunner School ul-
timately provided an incredibly chal-
lenging live-fire scenario. Crews quick-
ly learned the scenario was not a tra-
ditional Table VI qualification table. 
While most observers believed the 
Commander’s Independent Thermal 
Viewer (CITV) would provide the M1A2 
crews a distinct advantage over M1A1 
crews, tank-crew evaluators (TCEs) (us-
ing thru-sight video during evaluation) 
found that most M1A2 tank command-
ers did not employ the CITV for target 
acquisition, but instead only used it to 
assess effects during multiple target 
engagements. The M1A2 crews who 
used the CITV during the entire en-
gagement process performed better 
than the crews who only used CITV to 
assess effects. Also, when faced with 
multiple targets or change-of-weapon-
system engagements, the synchronized 
and aggressive crews clearly distin-
guished themselves from the rest of 
the field.

Lastly, tank crews must continue to un-
derstand and develop confidence in 
the fire-control system while operating 
under degraded conditions. For exam-
ple, both day runs featured emergen-
cy-mode engagements. The first run 
required the gunner to manually (cal-
culate) induce lead on a moving flank 
target. The next run required the tank 
commander to do the same. While few 
crews successfully qualified both en-
gagements, the master gunner-led 
AARs gave the crews an opportunity to 
recall and demonstrate mastery on 
their second run.

In summary, the challenging scenario 
provided an excellent learning model 
to identify gaps and potential atro-
phied skills within our live-fire training 
program.

Ultimately, the Sullivan Cup tank crews 
demonstrated they are physically fit, 

mentally resilient and technically com-
petent in their chosen profession. The 
competing crews once again proved 
why they are the best armored crew-
men.

Looking to the future, armored brigade 
combat teams should continue to fo-
cus on mastery of the fundamentals, 
and they should seek more opportuni-
ties within their formations to chal-
lenge and develop the Armored Force. 
Gunnery should not be just a calendar 
event; it should be trained throughout 
the year to truly obtain platform mas-
tery. Table VI is not the end. Rather, it’s 
the beginning of tank-crew proficiency. 
Company and battalion leaders must 
ask: “What am I doing after crew qual-
ification to continually develop crew-
level coordination and proficiency?”

Units should continue to employ both 
live and simulated training following 
crew qualification to continue im-
provement. The Advanced Gunnery 
Training Simulator (AGTS) program 
must be continued after crew qualifi-
cation. After Table VI qualification 
(based on availability of ammunition), 
master gunners should identify addi-
tional scenarios for their best crews to 
test them with increasingly challenging 
engagements.

Units must strive to return to mastery 
of the basics that set the foundation 
for successful crew live-fire qualifica-
tion – for example, prep-to-fire checks, 
LFAST procedures, boresighting and ef-
fective armament accuracy checks 
(AACs) – while developing precision-
gunnery competencies. Ultimately, 
these areas set the stage for future 
crews to pursue excellence at the next 
Sullivan Cup competition and to hone 
their skills to fight and win our future 
conflicts. Leaders must sustain the 
competence and commitment of the 
Armor crewman to maintain our prom-
inent position on the world stage.

The Armor School will continue to im-
prove the Sullivan Cup competition in 
subsequent iterations to ensure our 
best crews are prepared, challenged 
and poised to meet the new challeng-
es that await them in an uncertain 
world.

The 2018 Sullivan Cup competition will 
be April 29 to May 4, 2018, at Fort Ben-
ning. The Battlehard Brigade and the 

U.S. Army Armor School are now plan-
ning it … see you on the high ground.
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JAGIC 101 – An Army Leader’s Guide
by MAJ James P. Kane Jr.

The emphasis placed on readying the 
Army for a decisive-action (DA) combat 
scenario has been felt throughout the 
force in recent years. The Chief of Staff 
of the Army and the U.S. Army Forces 
Command commander have both fo-
cused on the ability of leaders and 
staffs to wage large-scale tactical op-
erations on a magnitude not seen since 
the invasion of Iraq in 2003. One of the 
effects of this effort has been the im-
plementation of the Joint Air-Ground 
Integration Center (JAGIC) at every di-
vision headquarters in the Army.

The JAGIC is a modular, scalable joint 
coordination center that now resides 
within the division current operations 
integration cell (COIC).1 By co-locating 
representatives from all the division’s 
airspace users and putting them under 
the direction of a single person (the 
JAGIC chief), the division creates an or-
ganization to synchronize joint fires 
and deconflict the use of the airspace 
within the division’s area of opera-
tions.

This article’s purpose is to familiarize 
Armor Branch leaders with the JAGIC. 
It sits at the center of division 

operations in DA, and any Armor offi-
cer who works at division level will ei-
ther interact with the JAGIC or directly 
employ the JAGIC to enable combined-
arms maneuver. Leaders at brigade and 
lower echelons are also directly affect-
ed by the JAGIC’s ability to deconflict 
airspace and provide air and artillery 
support to maneuver. Understanding 
the JAGIC helps leaders see how ma-
neuver forces fit within the modern 
three-dimensional battlefield, and it 
helps junior leaders understand how 
the division fights in DA.

History
The JAGIC, as described in Army Tech-
nical Publication (ATP) 3-91.1, The 
Joint Air-Ground Integration Center, 
and Air Force Tactics, Techniques and 
Procedures Publication 3-2.86, also 
The Joint Air-Ground Integration Cen-
ter, is the combination of two separate 
efforts – one from the Air Force and 
the other from the Army – to find com-
mon ground and a common solution 
with the JAGIC.

The Air Force effort began in response 
to the Army’s transformation to a 
brigade combat team-centered 
modular force starting in 2004. Before 

then, the Air Force 
supported Army 
forces by aligning 
a  tact ica l  a i r-
c o n t r o l  p a r t y 
(TACP) at every 
e c h e l o n  f r o m 
battalion through 
corps, and an air 
s u p p o r t -
operations center 
(ASOC)  at  the 
senior  tact ica l 
ground command 
h e a d q u a r t e r s 
( typ ica l ly  with 
each Army corps). 
The Air  Force 
created the ASOC/
TACP Transfor-
mation tiger team 
to evaluate Army 
force structure 
and strategy. This 
included visiting 

forces in Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) 
and Operation Enduring Freedom 
(OEF) to capture lessons-learned and 
best practices. In January 2005, the 
tiger team recommended aligning 
ASOCs with each active division, based 
on the Army’s concept that a corps 
headquarters would primarily function 
in the role of a joint task force or joint 
force land component command.2

On the Army side, the Chief of Field Ar-
tillery at Fort Sill, OK, created the Joint 
and Combined Integration (JACI) Direc-
torate to spearhead the integration of 
joint fires into Army operations. The is-
sues of employing joint fires in support 
of targeting and deconflicting airspace 
above ground forces (an especially im-
portant issue for the field artillery) be-
came the driving impetus behind ef-
forts for JACI, which also studied les-
sons-learned from Army forces in both 
OEF and OIF.

After coordination between the servic-
es, the JAGIC proof of principle was en-
dorsed by the chiefs of staff of the 
Army and the Air Force at the 2009 Ar-
my-Air Force Warfighter Talks. Follow-
ing the talks, the Air Force began the 
re-alignment of ASOCs to divisions in 
2011. More than just aligning ASOCs, 
this effort required the Air Force to ex-
pand the number of ASOCs within the 
force from six to 10. The process of ex-
pansion is projected to continue into 
2019.

Based on lessons-learned in OEF and 
OIF, the Army and Air Force developed 
the idea of integrating the newly-
aligned ASOC crewmembers into a sin-
gle center with representatives from 
all the division’s airspace users capable 
of controlling airspace and employing 
joint fires. After seven years of experi-
mentation, testing and analysis, the 
JAGIC became a reality with the publi-
cation of ATP 3-91.1 in 2014.3

Organization
At its most basic level, the JAGIC is a 
seating arrangement (Figure 2) that 
consolidates several pre-existing ele-
ments of the division current opera-
tions battle staff into one location. The 
division’s fires-support cell, airspace 

Figure 1. The JAGIC co-locates airspace users in the divi-
sion COIC.
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element, aviation operations and the 
air- and missile-defense section co-lo-
cate in a seating arrangement that fa-
cilitates collaboration for the use of 
the airspace they all share.

In addition to co-locating several of the 
division’s organic assets, the JAGIC in-
cludes members of the division’s TACP 
and the ASOC.

The ASOC’s role is to distribute strike 
aircraft (close air support (CAS) and air 
interdiction) and to control airspace 
through procedural control. Procedur-
al control differs from positive control 
(as with an air-traffic-control radar) in 
that aircraft are deconflicted using a 
separation of space and/or time. To il-
lustrate the difference in procedural 
and positive control from an Army per-
spective, imagine the difference be-
tween controlling the movement of 
subordinates through the use of unit 
boundaries (procedural control) vs. 
controlling their movement by watch-
ing a Blue Force Tracker feed and pro-
viding guidance over the radio (posi-
tive control). The ASOC has no way to 
“see” airspace users in real time and so 
instead controls airspace by organizing 
the airspace and manually tracking air-
craft.

The addition of the ASOC is critical 
from the perspective of the airspace-
control authority (ACA) because it pro-
vides an Air Force control center the 
ACA trusts to control airspace. With 
the ASOC in the JAGIC, the ACA dele-
gates authority to control a section of 
airspace (i.e., division assigned air-
space) and requires all aircraft enter-
ing the airspace to coordinate with the 
JAGIC. This means that through the 
ASOC, the JAGIC can deconflict and 
clear all airspace users, including indi-
rect fire, immediately in the COIC.

When delegating authority to control 
a block of airspace to a ground unit, 
the ACA takes into account the effect 
of this delegated airspace on other air-
space users and on the capacity of the 
controlling organization to track air-
craft and deconflict airspace. These 
two considerations limit the size of the 
airspace the ACA will allocate for the 
division’s use.

The ACA recognizes an Air Force ASOC 
as an organization capable of manag-
ing airspace and will allocate airspace 

to a JAGIC because it includes an ASOC. 
This is an important nuance for Army 
divisions because as divisions organize 
“JAGIC-like” configurations that do not 
include a functioning ASOC (when only 
part of an ASOC is deployed with a di-
vision tactical-actions center, for exam-
ple, or for divisions that have not yet 
received their aligned ASOC), the ACA 
may not recognize the division JAGIC’s 
ability to control airspace or may limit 
it to a lower altitude.

Even with a fully ASOC-enabled JAGIC, 
the ACA will not provide unlimited air-
space for the division to use. The 
ASOC’s ability to manage/control air-
space is limited compared to an Air-
borne Warning and Control System 
(AWACS) or a Control and Reporting 
Center (CRC). Accordingly, the ACA will 
limit the maximum altitude the JAGIC 
controls; 18,000 to 20,000 feet has 
been used as a general rule of thumb 
as an altitude high enough to encom-
pass most cannon artillery and mortar 
fire but is not so high that it would re-
quire the ASOC to control the large 
number of aircraft that may transit 
over the division’s battlespace at high-
er altitudes.4 This altitude is designat-
ed as the coordinating altitude and 
marks the transition from JAGIC-con-
trolled airspace to AWACS/CRC-con-
trolled airspace.5

Controlling the airspace above the 

division area of operations at the JAGIC 
inherently simplifies airspace decon-
fliction and makes actual integration 
possible. Specifically with regard to fir-
ing artillery, the JAGIC can either verify 
that fire missions are clear of aircraft 
as they arise or can organize the air-
space so that aircraft and indirect fires 
are pre-cleared to operate within 
boundaries without having to coordi-
nate each action with the JAGIC.

When division-controlled airspace us-
ers or indirect fire leave the JAGIC-con-
trolled airspace (such as when the tra-
jectory of artillery goes higher than the 
maximum altitude of division air-
space), the JAGIC must coordinate with 
the ACA’s controlling agency, either an 
AWACS or CRC, to clear the airspace. 
This becomes a serious issue for Army 
indirect-fire systems that fire higher 
than the coordinating altitude. Using 
20,000 feet as a reference, some can-
non fires will break the coordinating al-
titude, and almost all Army rocket and 
missile field-artillery munitions (Army 
Tactical Missile System (ATMS), Guided 
Multiple-Launch Rocket System and 
M26 Multiple-Launch Rockets) will 
travel higher than the coordinating al-
titude.

The take-away for maneuver leaders 
here is that indirect fire that goes high-
er than the coordinating altitude will 

Figure 2. JAGIC layout per ATP 3-91.1.
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usually be less responsive than lower-
angle artillery because clearance au-
thority will be higher than the division. 
Therefore precision cannon and rocket 
artillery may take significantly longer 
to clear than traditional low-angle can-
non artillery, which should become far 
more responsive with a JAGIC present.

Capabilities
The JAGIC allows the division to man-
age its own airspace. With a function-
ing JAGIC, the division has enough sit-
uational awareness of the location of 
airspace users within the assigned air-
space that the division can know with 
certainty that aircraft and indirect fires 
do not occupy the same airspace at the 
same time. The call on whether or not 
airspace is clear resides at the JAGIC 
for all airspace users within the divi-
sion assigned airspace. This simplifies 
deconfliction and integration im-
mensely since the division is not re-
quired to contact external agencies for 
airspace clearance. In this role, the 
JAGIC is the final clearinghouse for the 
synchronization of airspace use 
throughout the division.

The JAGIC also becomes the primary 
tool for the division commander to 
shape the battlefield with lethal fires. 
By controlling and coordinating all the 
division’s joint-fires delivery assets 
(field artillery, Army attack aviation, 
CAS and air interdiction) into one loca-
tion with representation from target-
ing and collection management, the di-
vision has consolidated all the assets 
that directly affect the battlefield at di-
vision level. The organization of these 

assets into one place (the JAGIC) under 
the leadership of a single JAGIC chief 
(usually the division deputy fire-sup-
port coordinator) synchronizes the ef-
forts of these enablers in support of di-
vision objectives. In this role, the JAGIC 
is able to synchronize and mass joint 
fires to destroy the enemy.

Limitations
The JAGIC is limited in the amount of 
airspace that it controls; this means 
that anything that travels outside the 
division assigned airspace still requires 
coordination with higher echelons. 
ATMS fire missions, for example, usu-
ally travel far over the top of the divi-
sion assigned airspace and require co-
ordination with the ACA before firing 
(Figure 3). The ASOC located in the 
JAGIC will assist with coordination, but 
the division may end up competing 
with the needs of airspace users work-
ing directly for three- and four-star 
headquarters.

The orbit of the refueling tanker is an 
example of an airspace user whose pri-
ority usually trumps that of division in-
direct-fire missions. If the tanker is 
forced to move, it could potentially dis-
rupt air support throughout the joint 
operations area (JOA).

The existence of the JAGIC does not 
eliminate the need to deconflict and 
integrate joint fires and airspace users 
within the division-controlled airspace. 
Because there is a JAGIC at the divi-
sion, commanders should not expect 
that airspace no longer needs to be 
cleared. If planning and coordination 
has not been conducted ahead of time 

to pre-clear missions, the JAGIC must 
still check each mission to ensure that 
aircraft and artillery rounds do not oc-
cupy the same location at the same 
time. This degrades the responsiveness 
of air and artillery support for ground 
forces.

The JAGIC is also not a planning orga-
nization. It is located on the COIC floor, 
and it is designed for execution in the 
current fight. If coordination measures 
are not created during planning prior 
to execution, this forces the JAGIC to 
determine if there is a conflict of air-
space use at the moment of execution, 
causing delays. At best the JAGIC will 
create hasty coordination measures to 
facilitate airspace use, but this adds to 
the workload of a JAGIC, which is al-
ready busy managing the current fight 
and is often not detailed enough to in-
tegrate the use of joint assets.

Taking to next level
The JAGIC should always be able to 
manage the division’s airspace and de-
conflict joint fires and air operations. 
That being said, there is a significant 
difference between a JAGIC which op-
erates by solving problems as they 
arise (dynamic) vs. a JAGIC that man-
ages a detailed fires and airspace plan 
that is prepared ahead of time (pre-
planned) in support of the maneuver 
plan. This difference is not a minor 
one. Enough fire support and airspace 
planning that establishes rules for air-
space use and right-of-way prior to ex-
ecution will reduce or eliminate the 
JAGIC’s processing time.

For instance, if fire support and avia-
tion planners establish ingress and 
egress routes for aviation, field-artil-
lery units will know they are clear to 
fire as long as they don’t fire into those 
routes or other restrictive measures. 
This pre-planning changes the JAGIC’s 
role to one of maintaining situational 
awareness of the current airspace plan 
and managing any changes to the plan 
as they arise. Armor officers working 
as division planners should expect this 
kind of detail out of their fires and avi-
ation representatives, and should 
make sure the plan for the third di-
mension of the division’s battlespace 
gets attention alongside the plan for 
ground maneuver.

Likewise, having a clear delineation of 
Figure 3. JAGIC-controlled airspace is depicted in blue. All other airspace is 
controlled by Combined Forces Air Component Command assets.
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the authorities given to the JAGIC is 
important for the employment of re-
sponsive and effective joint fires. The 
JAGIC needs to know what level of au-
thority the JAGIC chief has to authorize 
the employment of strike assets on tar-
gets, to order airspace users to move 
and possibly to order the movement of 
collection assets. These authorities 
also need to be defined outside the 
JAGIC to staff organizations that are re-
quired to support the JAGIC in the cur-
rent fight. Beyond the level of the staff, 
the JAGIC may be given authority to 
provide direction to some of the divi-
sion’s subordinate commands, fre-
quently the division artillery and the 
combat aviation brigade. Whatever the 
level of authority delegated to the 
JAGIC, this must be clearly communi-
cated to the division by the command-
er or conflicts will arise.6

Conclusion
The JAGIC adds new capabilities to the 
division headquarters and reorganizes 
staff elements to focus them on the di-
vision fight. This is especially important 
in DA when the pace and scale of com-
bat requires the division to take an ac-
tive and immediate role in shaping the 
battlefield. By understanding how the 
division employs joint assets to sup-
port the division through the JAGIC, Ar-
mor officers will gain a better under-
standing of how the division fights in 
decisive action.

The JAGIC will not solve every chal-
lenge faced by the division command-
er in combat, but it helps. Especially as 
the Army struggles to overcome the 
cultural biases learned in 15 years of 
decentralized counterinsurgency war-
fa re ,  t h e  JAG I C  b e co m e s  a 

coordinating, integrating and control-
ling tool7 not just for joint fires and air-
space control, but also a tool for the 
division commander to focus the staff 
on fighting as a division and shaping 
the enemy at the division level.
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7 ATP 3-91.1.
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Developing the Panther: Valuable Lessons 
in Rapid Development, Fielding

by MAJ Matthew Prescott

In today’s resource-constrained envi-
ronment the procurement, develop-
ment and fielding of new equipment 
for the U.S. military remains just as 
scrutinized as equipment procurement 
was during both world wars and in the 
subsequent Cold War.

New equipment such as the F-35 mul-
tiple-purpose fighter, littoral combat 
ships or the Joint Light Tactical Vehicle 
remain contested topics not just for 
our political decision-makers but also 
the military communities that ulti-
mately operate this equipment under 
combat conditions. Bureaucracy, favor-
itism, ambitions and prejudice often 
attribute to either delays in getting 
new equipment to the warfighter or to 
military personnel not getting the right 
piece of equipment needed to accom-
plish their objectives.

The development of the German Mark 
V “Panther” Tank in World War II pro-
vides a great example with tremen-
dous lessons-learned on how bureau-
cracy, ambitions and prejudice can get 
in the way of warfighters receiving the 
equipment they need to be successful 
on the battlefield.

Germany faces T-34
Germany fought in early World War II 
with a rapid combined-arms doctrine 
that enabled the Wehrmacht to anni-
hilate its opponent. This rapid offen-
sive doctrine was initially formed to-
ward the end of World War I through 
use of combined-arms operations 
where fast, well-equipped infantry 
would penetrate areas within the bat-
tlefield with the assistance of aircraft 
and artillery. Although the quality and 
quantity of Germany’s armored fight-
ing vehicles were not as robust and 
strong as the allied nations Germany 
fought in Belgium and France, its doc-
trine, command-and-control and ad-
herence to the principles of war al-
lowed the German army to win a stun-
ning operational-level victory. When 
Germany invaded the Soviet Union in 
June 1941, the army’s overmatch of 
the Soviet military solidified Germany’s 

ideological perception that the Soviets 
were inferior with a second-rate mili-
tary, placing German decision-makers 
in a state of harmony.

By late Summer 1941, German army 
leaders realized they had a problem. 
Their best tank, the Mark IV, was infe-
rior to the Russian T-34 tank, and it 
was having demoralizing effects on 
German forces as their offensive drive 
toward Moscow drew to a halt, blunt-
ed by early winter conditions and a de-
termined Soviet defense. 

The Germans were quick to identify 
this problem; in a great display of pro-
curement, development and fielding, 
the Mark V “Panther” tank rolled into 
battle on the Eastern Front battle-
fields. This was within only 18 months 
of the problem being identified.

When German GEN Heinz Guderian’s 
Second Panzer Group first encountered 
the Soviet T-34 in Summer 1941, Ger-
man commanders realized the tank’s 
significance and superiority over their 
Mark III and IV tanks. The T-34 tank, 
with its sloped armor and effective 
76.2mm main gun, proved demoraliz-
ing to German soldiers who did not 
have an anti-tank weapon that could 
penetrate the T-34’s frontal armor and, 
in many cases, its flank armor. Believ-
ing the Soviet army was unable to pro-
duce such effective equipment, the 
T-34 came as a surprise to the Germans 
as they drove toward Moscow. 

German combat leaders quickly re-
quested the development of a new 
medium tank capable of destroying the 
T-34.       

To complement the successful com-
bined-arms tactics used from 1939-
1941, German tank designers empha-
sized mobility first, firepower second 
and protection third within their tank 
priorities.1 Before it invaded Russia in 
1941, the Wehrmacht had two medium 
tanks, the Mark III and Mark IV, both 
originally produced in 1937. Although 
these tanks had positive effects during 
Operation Barbarossa, they were 
quickly losing relevancy against more 
modern Allied tanks. As the Germans 
went deeper into Russia and found 
that the T-34 outperformed German 
tanks in all three categories, panzer 
leaders realized their workhorses ei-
ther needed an overhaul or a complete 
replacement because they lacked pro-
tection for their crews and a main gun 
lethal enough to destroy the more 
modern Soviet tanks.

Quest for new design
Impressed by the T-34’s sloped armor, 
wide tracks, diesel engine, off-road ca-
pability and a high-velocity main gun 
that gave it both the range and power 
to knock out most German armored 
vehicles, panzer leaders wanted the 
same in their future medium tank. In 
fact, in November 1941, when German 
tank designers evaluated captured 

Figure 1. After the Battle of Kursk, Soviet soldiers take the time to inspect a 
knocked-out Panther tank to learn about its strengths and weaknesses.
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T-34s, Guderian and his fellow panzer 
leaders recommended they should 
simply copy the T-34 since this would 
lead to the quickest way to mass-pro-
duce a new tank.2 Guderian knew the 
recommended reverse engineering 
was impossible due to German preju-
dice and a lack of aluminum and other 
essential elements needed to replicate 
and produce the T-34’s best qualities. 
Therefore, Guderian asked the arma-
ment ministry to concentrate on the 
most immediate need, an upgraded 
main gun able to penetrate the T-34’s 
armor.3 Also, he requested thicker ar-
mor, an improved suspension system 
with wider tracks and a more powerful 
engine to provide enough horsepower 
to traverse Russia’s difficult terrain.4

Supplied with enough information, 
German manufactures began produc-
ing prototypes to meet the Panther’s 
design priorities. Unlike traditional U.S. 
Army procedures where one contrac-
tor generally builds a new piece of 
equipment, the German army divided 
and awarded contracts to produce dif-
ferent components that made up mili-
tary equipment. The Panther was no 
different. The German firm Rhein-
metall-Borsig was awarded the con-
tract to produce the turret that housed 
the 75mm gun. The two leading Ger-
man firms competing to produce the 
chassis for the Panther were Mas-
chinenfabrik Augsburg-Nurnberg 
(MAN) AG and Daimler-Benz. Each took 
different approaches in designing their 
version of the Panther.

There are three main reasons why the 
contract for the Panther chassis was 
awarded to MAN. First, Hitler mandat-
ed that the Panther needed to be in 
production no later than December 
1942 to have at least 250 Panthers 
available for the 1943 summer offen-
sive.5 Second, the Daimler prototype, 
initially approved by Hitler because of 

its diesel engine 
and other impres-
sive characteris-
tics, did not fit the 
approved turret by 
R h e i n m e t a l l . 
Daimler knew they 
d i d  n o t  h ave 
enough time to 
produce another 
prototype that 
could fit Rhein-
metall’s turret, nor 
would their inno-
vative diesel engine be ready in time 
to begin mass production by Decem-
ber.6 Lastly, once Hitler initially award-
ed the contract to Daimler, ambitious 
representatives within MAN, the Ger-
man army’s ordnance department and 
Karl-Otto Saur, Albert Speer’s principal 
deputy, began a “whisper campaign” 
claiming the Daimler prototype was 
“too Russian” looking.7 MAN claimed 
their prototype was more “German 
looking,” and although both Speer and 
Hitler saw great qualities in Daimler’s 
prototype, they shifted the contract to 
MAN, who promised they would pro-
duce enough Panthers prior to the 
deadline.8

This decision was based on production 
speed vs. procurement of the best 
product for German troops. This 
proved disastrous in the Panther’s de-
velopment, making the Panther Gude-
rian’s “problem child” in his new role 
as inspector-general of armored 
troops.9

To be fair to MAN, the Daimler-Benz 
prototype looked similar to the T-34 
because Daimler took the T-34’s best 
qualities to produce their prototype. It 
was powered by a 650-horsepower 
diesel engine with rear-wheel drive 
and the leaf-spring suspension that 
both Hitler and Guderian wanted. In 
other words, the Daimler prototype in-
corporated everything learned from 
the T-34, but it could not be realistical-
ly produced in the required numbers 
or the time allotted from the ordnance 
department.10

MAN’s version took a more traditional 
German approach in tank development 
with a centrally located turret, front-
wheel drive and gasoline engine. Their 
version fit the approved turret, en-
abling them to move into production 

in Spring 1942, vs. Daimler, who still 
had to master engineering solutions 
for their diesel engine and then rede-
sign the turret ring to fit Rheinmetall’s 
turret.11

Unfortunately, MAN’s design team sim-
ply built an overcomplicated and too-
sophisticated tank for what was need-
ed at the front. Two relevant examples 
of this problem were its torsion-bar 
suspension and amphibious capability 
(that no panzer leader asked for within 
the tank’s requirements).12 These extra 
features added to the Panther’s prob-
lems because the torsion-bar suspen-
sion forced a higher turret that in-
creased the Panther’s vulnerability, 
and its rubber-seal lining (required to 
enable the tank’s amphibious capabil-
ity) was blamed for the fires that re-
sulted due to engine overheating.

Complicating matters further, Hitler 
feared the 60mm frontal armor would 
not suffice against future anti-tank 
guns and insisted the Panther have 
80mm frontal armor. 

This change pushed the Panther’s 
weight to 45 tons compared to the 35-
ton approved prototype. This placed 
great strain on the vehicle’s engine and 
transmission. Rather than develop a 
solution to handle the increased 
weight, MAN instead refined the exist-
ing engine, severely hindering the 
tank’s deployment; it was not until the 
upgraded Model A, introduced in Fall 
1943, that engineers were able to par-
tially fix the vehicle’s problems.13

Recent U.S. examples
Two recent examples of U.S. Army 
force-management projects that show 
similarities to the Panther’s production 
and fielding are the mine-resistant, 
ambush-protected (MRAP) vehicle and 

Figure 2. A wooden model of Daim-
ler-Benz’s recommended version for 
the Mark V Panther. The prototype 
was named VK3002 and had some 
clear similarities to the Soviet T-34 
tank.

Figure 3. Panther with full Schürzen spaced armor at-
tached, intended to supplement the side armor above the 
large wheels.



50													             October-December 2016

the Army’s new mission-command Ca-
pability Set 15 (CS-15) system.

The MRAP was developed and rapidly 
fielded to the warfighters in Afghani-
stan and Iraq to provide the necessary 
troop capacity and survivability Sol-
diers needed on the battlefield to com-
bat the enemy’s use of improvised-ex-
plosive devices in ambushes. These ve-
hicles were only meant to be a short-
term solution to the very real problem 
Soldiers faced. 

The MRAP’s procurement, develop-
ment and fielding provides a great 
modern-day example of getting lifesav-
ing equipment to military personnel as 
quickly as possible.

The intended purpose of the CS-15 sys-
tem was to provide a larger variety of 
mission-command communication sys-
tems within a brigade combat team 
(BCT). The new mobile communica-
tions system provides improved con-
nectivity throughout BCTs, reducing 
the unit’s reliance on fixed and line-of-
sight communications, ultimately al-
lowing leaders from team level to the 
brigade commander to maintain better 
situational awareness of the battle-
field.

There are drawbacks to the distribu-
tion and sustainment of this equip-
ment. One is the slow way the Army 
supply system incorporated both the 
MRAP and CS-15 system into the vari-
ety of ordering systems, getting the re-
quired part numbers inputted for the 
hundreds of different parts that make 
up the CS-15 system and MRAP vehi-
cles. Due to the nature of stressful 
combat operations and field exercises, 
or the lack of proper care of equip-
ment by Soldiers, parts can easily 
break. Some parts become lost, caus-
ing potential deadlines to the equip-
ment until new ones arrive. At the tac-
tical level, the Army’s fielding of the 
CS-15 system and the MRAP caused a 
great burden on a unit’s ability to train 
as it would fight in combat.

When a unit is scheduled to deploy in 
support of the war on terrorism, where 
its Soldiers will primarily use MRAPs, 
parent installations traditionally do not 
have the required quantity of MRAPs 
to license and train users prior to de-
ployment. 

This  p laces these units  at  a 

disadvantage during the first several 
months of deployment with equipment 
they are not proficient at operating.

The intended purpose of both these 
combat systems is noteworthy, but 
there were apparent shortcomings in 
the development of these systems; 
measures should have been included 
to ensure that once distributed to the 
warfighters, the MRAPs and CS-15 sys-
tems could be easily operated and sus-
tained by the unit that owned the 
equipment.

‘Haste makes waste’
Robert Forczyk writes in his book Pan-
ther vs. T-34: Ukraine 1943, “If ever 
there was an example that ‘haste 
makes waste’ in warfare, it lies in the 
Panther development program.” In-
stead of taking the time to fully field, 
refine and train new Panther crews, 
the tank was rushed into production 
and deployed without the proper field 
trials. 

Guderian, to no avail, tried to convey 
to Hitler in June 1943 that it was ludi-
crous to place the Panther in combat 
until it was more reliable and crews 
were proficient in their new tank.14 Ini-
tial field tests proved the Panther was 
not ready for combat, as 45 mechani-
cal errors had been identified – includ-
ing major deficiencies in the drive 
chain, transmission, motor and fuel 

pumps that regularly failed and easily 
caught on fire.15 Believing the Panther 
was the decisive tool to beat the Sovi-
ets at Kursk, Hitler ignored these rec-
ommendations and placed the Panther 
in the battle in as large a quantity as 
possible.

As a result, the Panther’s baptism by 
fire at the Battle of Kursk was fraught 
with disaster before it got started; 16 
tanks broke down while making the 
short voyage from the rail disembarka-
tion point to their assembly areas at 
the front. Only 184 Panthers made 
their combat debut July 5, and only 40 
remained operational by July 7, due to 
mechanical breakdowns and fierce So-
viet defenses bolstered by anti-tank 
mines or side shots by Soviet tanks 
where the Panther was more vulnera-
ble.16 Recovering and repairing the 
Panther at Kursk was difficult, with 
only four Panther recovery vehicles be-
ing deployed as part of the Panther 
battalions and supply trains unable to 
provide enough spare parts to keep the 
vehicles running.17

Although MAN’s approved version had 
many problems within its first nine 
months of production, there were tre-
mendous qualities the tank possessed 
throughout the rest of the war such as 
its high-velocity 75mm main gun, tac-
tical mobility, excellent gunner’s op-
tics, easy track maintenance and heavy 

Figure 4. A Panther moves toward its assigned railcar. The Panther’s lack of 
range severely limited its operational mobility, and it often had to rely on rail-
cars if moving farther than 100 kilometers.
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frontal slope armor adding to its im-
pressive survivability record. 

In spite of the Panther’s maintenance 
issues at Kursk, the two Panther battal-
ions participating in the battle de-
stroyed more Soviet armored vehicles 
than any other German tank unit.18

In conclusion, the Panther tank pro-
vides a good example of what happens 
when bureaucracy and favoritism gets 
in the way of what the combat soldier 
actually needs on the battlefield to be 
successful. As formidable as the Pan-
ther was once it became more me-
chanically reliable, there is little doubt 
the tank would have had a greater im-
pact if German bureaucracy and indi-
vidual ambitions had not gotten in the 
way of the tank’s production. Daimler-
Benz’s prototype was the better choice 
to replace Germany’s aging Mark III 
and IV tanks. 

The Daimler-Benz’s prototype may not 
have “looked German,” but it had more 
of the attributes German leaders were 
looking for; its rear-wheel drive and 
diesel engine would have provided 
German mechanized forces a more me-
chanically reliable tank with better mo-
bility. Instead, decision-makers chose 
the design that could be produced the 
quickest rather than the one recom-
mended by Germany’s combat leaders. 
Thus, the Panther was expensive to 
produce, a gas guzzler and technically 
difficult to keep serviceable. 

Enticed by the protective aspects and 
lethal firepower the Panther would 
bring to the battlefield, the tank was 
rushed into production without the re-
quired time to engineer solutions to 
the many problems identified during 
its fielding.

Looking to future
In the future, Army leaders need to be 
clear on the purpose of a new piece of 
equipment and specific enough when 
writing requirements so that develop-
ers understand the capability require-
ments needed for new combat sys-
tems. As I wrote this article, GEN Mar-
tin Dempsey, chairman of the U.S. Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, remained committed to 
ensuring leaders understood force 
management and the processes re-
quired to instill clarity within the force.

“ I  measure  success  in  force 

management in the education and de-
velopment of leaders who understand 
how to balance ends, ways and means 
to ensure we remain the finest fighting 
force on the planet,” GEN Dempsey 
said.19

As the U.S. Army looks to develop com-
bat systems to operate in combat be-
yond 2050, it is vitally important to 
take a slow approach to ensure these 
systems can be easily managed by Sol-
diers at the tactical level and appropri-
ately sustained to maintain serviceabil-
ity.

History’s lessons-
learned
The concept of the Panther tank was 
the right piece of equipment at the 
right time for Germany to regain the 
lost initiative on the Eastern Front in 
1943. Unfortunately (for Germany), 
the Panther tank developed by indus-
try was not the medium tank needed 
or envisioned by military leaders to al-
low Germany to defeat the Soviets af-
ter the hard-fought 1942-1943 winter 
campaign in southern Russia. Although 
the Panther had success at Kursk, with 
so few participating in the battle, there 
was little value in rushing the Panther 
to the front lines as an inferior and un-
reliable tank. 

The Panther’s operational readiness 
rate never exceeded 35 percent during 
all of 1943.

Therefore, the lesson is that the Pan-
ther had little value outside the tacti-
cal battles where it proved superior to 

Figure 5. Before moving into an assembly area, a Panther crew discusses fu-
ture operations with unit leadership on the Eastern Front.

the T-34.20 Rushed into battle because 
Hitler believed it would have strategic 
impact and help Germany regain the 
initiative on the Eastern Front, Panther 
designers ignored many of the features 
that made the Soviet T-34 such an ef-
fective armored vehicle and instead 
produced a tank that proved to be too 
compl icated and mechanica l ly 
flawed.21

Although arguably one of the best 
tanks produced in World War II, the 
Panther was never able to make its de-
sired impact due to the cost and man-
hours associated with its production. 
Its production also had to complete 
with many other requirements for re-
sources throughout the war. 

When remembering the Panther, the 
slogan “haste makes waste” is certain-
ly a fitting example for what not to do, 
especially when developing and field-
ing a new piece of military equipment.
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Figure 6. The MRAP is an example of 
an Army force-management project 
that shows similarities to the Pan-
ther tank’s production and fielding. 
The MRAP was developed and rapid-
ly fielded to warfighters in Afghani-
stan and Iraq to provide the neces-
sary troop capacity and survivability 
Soldiers needed on the battlefield to 
combat the enemy’s use of IEDs in 
ambushes. The MRAP’s procure-
ment, development and fielding pro-
vides a great modern-day example of 
getting lifesaving equipment to mili-
tary personnel as quickly as possible.
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Integrate Cognitive Training 
to Optimize Performance

by CPT Aaron B. Price

It’s important to explore the Army’s 
current training methodology to iden-
tify areas where scientific research and 
performance experts can be leveraged 
to help leaders increase efficiency in 
achieving or maintaining an objective 
“T” (trained). The current “one size fits 
all” approach to training results in 
wasted time and energy and does not 
take into account that every Soldier is 
different.
To solve this, we hope to create a 
shared understanding of how individu-
als learn and what makes an individual 
“a novice” or “an expert” at a specific 
task. The ability to identify novices and 
experts in our formations will allow 
leaders to tailor their training ap-
proach to each individual Soldier. We 
can then create empowered team 
leaders, armed with scientific knowl-
edge and assisted by performance ex-
perts, who can minimize the time it 
takes to achieve expertise at the indi-
vidual level.

Background
For example, to train paratroopers, 
sustained airborne training (SAT) is 
conducted before every airborne op-
eration. SAT is comprised of pre-jump, 
static-line control, activation of the re-
serve parachute onboard the aircraft, 
red-light procedures (including amber-
light procedures), jump refusals and 
exiting procedures (SARJE), mock-door 
training and parachute-landing falls 
(PLF). 
The intent of SAT is to allow individual 
jumpers to rehearse the actions they 
will take during the airborne operation 
with an emphasis on safety. SAT is cur-
rently conducted en masse, with little 
consideration given to the experience 
level of individual jumpers and in con-
ditions that are not conducive to true 
understanding (large groups, poor 
acoustics and multiple distractions). 
A possible reason for the “one size fits 
all” approach to SAT is our lack of a 
true assessment methodology for air-
borne proficiency.

A typical assessment methodology for 
individual expertise is based on the 
number of jumps, whether or not the 
individual is jumpmaster-qualified and, 
to a lesser extent, the individual’s time 
on airborne status. An apparent issue 
with this approach is that many indi-
viduals spend large amounts of time 
out of the airborne community and 
then return to the airborne communi-
ty years later. 

If an individual jumps 64 times as a 
young trooper, moves on to another 
unit, and then years later returns to 
airborne status and executes one 
jump, he or she could potentially reach 
the prerequisites to become a master-
rated parachutist. However, in the time 
the individual was not on airborne sta-
tus, equipment, training, techniques 
and procedures may have changed dra-
matically.

Also, airborne proficiency degrades 
over time if not exercised frequently. 
The result is an individual who is wear-
ing the symbol of expertise (the Mas-
ter Parachutist Badge) but who may 
not truly be an expert.

Role of memory
Cognitive scientists describe memory 
as having multiple components, includ-
ing procedural, declarative and work-
ing memory. Procedural memory is 
commonly referred to as “muscle 
memory,” and it generally operates 
outside of conscious thought.

Declarative memory is responsible for 
the recall of facts or events. For exam-
ple, jumpmasters use declarative 
memory to recite pre-jump verbatim.

Both procedural and declarative mem-
ory can be likened to different forms of 
information stored on the hard drive 
of a computer. These memory systems 
are where all our knowledge, skills and 
abilities are stored, ready for use if we 
need them. While skills stored in pro-
cedural memory can be retrieved au-
tomatical ly  (without conscious 
thought), information stored in declar-
ative memory must be retrieved and 
used by an additional memory system 
called working memory. Working mem-
ory is responsible for temporarily hold-
ing, processing and manipulating infor-
mation that we retrieve from declara-
tive memory.

Figure 1. Troops head out on their fifth and final jump from 1,200 feet in a 
C-130 before earning their wings during the Airborne School’s Jump Week at 
Fort Benning, GA. (Photo by Susanna Avery-Lynch)
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An analogy for working memory would 
be random-access memory (RAM) in a 
computer. RAM is used by computer 
programs to temporarily store informa-
tion required to execute a specific 
function. Like RAM, working memory 
is finite, so attempting to process too 
much information in working memory 
can overload you, reducing your ability 
to react quickly to changing circum-
stances.

When acquiring a new skill, people rely 
heavily on their declarative memory 
system. For example, a paratrooper 
first learns how to exit the paratroop 
door in the Basic Airborne Course 
through mock-door training, exiting 
the 34-foot tower and eventually exit-
ing actual aircraft. At this stage of 
training, the paratrooper must con-
sciously (use working memory) think 
about making eye contact with the 
safety, hand off his or her universal 
static line, turn 90 degrees into the 
door and conduct a vigorous “up six 
inches and out 36 inches” exit. As the 
paratrooper becomes an “expert,” this 
information transitions into the proce-
dural memory system; the paratrooper 
no longer needs to hold each step in 
mind while executing the task. Build-
ing procedural memory for a specific 
task requires repetition and time and 
must be supported by declarative 
memory to achieve expertise. During a 
rapidly changing and dangerous task, 
like jumping out of an airplane, an in-
dividual must be able to physically ex-
ecute the task without consciously 
thinking about it (procedural memory) 
and be able to recall the actions 

necessary to respond rapidly to chang-
es in the environment (declarative 
memory). If the individual is a novice, 
instead of using his or her procedural 
memory to jump out of the aircraft, it’s 
necessary to shuttle information out of 
declarative memory using working 
memory, which is a finite resource and 
can be seriously affected by stress or 
other factors.

Dr. Joe Moran of Natick Soldier Re-
search, Development and Engineering 
Center (NSRDEC) tells us that “the ba-
sic differences between expert and 
novice skill performance are that ex-
perts are able to use procedural mem-
ory for a skill, which means that per-
formance requires less access to de-
clarative memory.” In other words, ex-
perts “just do it.”

In addition, Dr. Caroline Davis, also 
from NSRDEC, said “experts can rapid-
ly and flexibly transition between pro-
cedural and declarative memory sys-
tems” in response to unexpected stim-
uli. Therefore, an expert paratrooper 
will activate his or her reserve para-
chute very quickly after realizing some-
thing is wrong with the main because 
he or she can rapidly transition from 
the muscle memory required to jump 
to the declarative memory required to 
recall what to do in response to a mal-
function. Novices, on the other hand, 
need to consciously access the steps 
for the task from declarative memory 
and move it to working memory. In 
other words, novices need to think 
about it.

The impact is that experts can detail 

the specific steps to a task easily but 
have less ability to recall each individ-
ual time they used that expertise. Nov-
ices, meanwhile, tend to be able to re-
call specifics about the last time they 
did the task but cannot describe how 
to do the task in general with as much 
clarity or detail.

Recommendations
Questionnaire. Our collaboration with 
the cognitive-science team at NSRDEC 
led to a deeper understanding of basic 
learning and memory processes, giving 
us the intellectual toolkit needed to 
improve current training practices. For 
example, in addition to the current 
methodology for assessing expertise at 
airborne operations, something as sim-
ple as a questionnaire aimed at deter-
mining what an individual can retrieve 
about jump standards will provide 
leaders insight as to the level of exper-
tise of their paratroopers.

Experts within our formations should 
be able to accurately describe specific 
steps in great detail, while novices will 
be able to describe the steps in very 
general terms. For example, an expert 
may respond to the airborne question-
naire’s question “describe what you do 
when you receive the command hook 
up” by stating that they would hook 
the static line snap hook to the appro-
priate anchor line cable, ensuring that 
the spring opening gate is facing to-
ward the skin of the aircraft and then 
form a four in the hand, two below 
bite, ensuring the double-sewn portion 
of the static line is left free for the 
safety.

A novice answer may be as generic as 
the individual stating that he or she 
would hook up the static line to the an-
chor line cable. The airborne question-
naire compares responses to the per-
formance steps outlined in the 82nd Air-
borne Standard Operating Procedures 
and Technica l  Communicat ion 
3-21.220.

The questionnaire could be validated 
by administering it to a control group 
of jumpmasters (known experts) and 
brand-new paratroopers (known nov-
ices) to confirm that the results differ-
entiate the two groups. Additional val-
idation could be achieved by increasing 
the sample size and by using “blind rat-
ers” to sort individuals based on their 

Figure 2. Students 
at Fort Benning’s 
Airborne School 
complete mock-
door training at 
Fryar Drop Zone in 
October 2014. 
Students must 
have five success-
ful airborne jumps 
from 1,250 feet to 
earn their wings. 
(Photo by Patrick 
Albright, Maneu-
ver Center of Ex-
cellence Public Af-
fairs Office pho-
tographer)
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results. If the accuracy in sorting ex-
perts from non-experts is high, we 
would have a potentially useful tool. 
Then leaders could place their jumpers 
into ability groups based on the results 
of the questionnaire. During SAT, jump-
ers in the novice ability group would 
receive pre-jump, SARJE and PLF in-
struction in small groups (three to five 
personnel per group) with jumpmas-
ters and expert jumpers, ensuring nov-
ice jumpers achieve complete under-
standing.

Combination of procedural and de-
clarative learning. To achieve expertise 
(the objective “T”) at a task, we must 
teach Soldiers with a combination of 
procedural learning (repeating a task 
over and over) and declarative learn-
ing (acquiring information one can 
speak about). Then we must test both 
procedural memory related to the task 
as well as declarative memory.

Many senior leaders in the Army al-
ready employ this strategy using the 
crawl-walk-run methodology. For ex-
ample, to train a fire team to “react to 
contact,” a leader first holds a class to 
explain the basic steps (the crawl 
phase) and continues to teach the ba-
sic steps until an individual can recall 
them and show comprehensive under-
standing. Next, the leader talks 
through the steps of “react to contact” 
while combining it with a half-speed 
walk-through of the physical tasks nec-
essary. This is generally conducted in 
an environment with minimal complex-
ity or distractions (e.g., a parade field), 
while continuing to enforce and test 
each individual’s ability to recall the 
steps of the task verbally.

Once understanding is reached in the 
physical walk-through and verbal talk-
through, leaders have Soldiers execute 
the task at full speed (run), testing the 
physical actions through observation 
and the declarative understanding 
through questions (why are you doing 
what you are doing?) in a much more 
complex scenario (a squad training ex-
ercise lane or a live-fire exercise). At 
this point, we can validate that the ob-
jective “T” was either attained or if fur-
ther training is necessary, whether de-
clarative (the individual did not know 
what to do) or procedural (the individ-
ual didn’t know how to physically exe-
cute).

Performance experts
The Army has been using this crawl-
walk-run methodology to one extent 
or another for many years. The con-
cept behind it is not new; however, it 
is not executed for every task we must 
conduct. Throughout this process, it is 
important to leverage the expertise of 
performance experts before, during 
and after testing. Their ability to teach 
techniques to reduce anxiety and 
stress as well as obtain the focus to 
transition between different forms of 
memory can enable a more efficient 
use of time when training Soldiers to 
master a task.

Basic Army training uses the crawl-
walk-run methodology to train Sol-
diers, but once an individual arrives at 
a unit, he or she typically stays in the 

“run” phase. Unfortunately SAT (as it is 
conducted now) is not really training; 
instead it’s a rehearsal of the actions a 
jumper is about to execute. That may 
be true as applicable to other Army 
branches.

A novice jumper will eventually acquire 
expertise through repetition, though 
the number of repetitions required 
varies greatly among individual para-
troopers. Therefore we can gain great-
er efficiency when creating expert 
jumpers by identifying novice jumpers 
early by using the methods described. 
Then leaders can apply the crawl-walk-
run methodology to train novices to 
become expert jumpers. 

Leaders can place more emphasis on 
declarative memory by giving classes 
that cover the fundamentals of 

Figure 3. A U.S. Army paratrooper with 1st Brigade Combat Team, 82nd Air-
borne Division, jumps out of an Air Force C-17 Globemaster III aircraft June 
27, 2013, during Joint Operational Access Exercise (JOAX) 13-03 at Fort Bragg, 
NC. JOAX is designed to enhance cohesiveness between Army, Air Force and 
allied personnel, allowing the services an opportunity to properly execute 
large-scale heavy equipment and troop movement. JOAX is an example where 
Soldiers could be expected to transition between procedural and declarative 
memory systems. (Photo by Senior Airman James Richardson)
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jumping out of an airplane and then 
testing that knowledge through verbal 
or written exams. Leaders can train 
procedural memory by conducting 
mock-door training in small groups ini-
tially. 

Then both procedural and declarative 
memory can be trained by conducting 
walk-through, talk-through training in 
the mock door where individuals de-
scribe and perform the necessary ac-
tions under the guidance of an expert 
jumper.

The “run” phase of airborne training is 
actually conducting airborne opera-
tions. Efficient time spent before air-
borne operations will likely result in 
jumpers who are able to achieve 

Figure 4. Paratroopers from 82nd Airborne Division jump from a C-17 Globemaster at Fort Bragg, NC, during Exercise 
Joint Forcible Entry in April 2005. The “run” phase of airborne training is conducting airborne operations like this one. 
(Photo by Scott F. Reed)

expertise more quickly, with fewer rep-
etitions. 

It will also reinforce that every para-
trooper is a professional who is expect-
ed to know the job, regardless of rank.
Jumpmaster School creates expert 
jumpers by training and testing both 
declarative and procedural knowledge. 
We can do the same in our formations 
by creating true understanding using 
similar methods. 

One way to increase efficiency in 
achieving an objective “T” for a task is 
to ensure that leaders at all levels:
•	 Are experts at the tasks they are 

training;
•	 Understand the need to train and test 

both the declarative memory and 
procedural memory to achieve 
expertise; and

•	 Understand how to determine 
whether a Soldier has mastered the 
material.

The takeaway from all this is that we 
must arm our team leaders with the 
understanding that every Soldier is dif-
ferent. 

Some may need more emphasis in 
training their declarative memory 
(knowledge) instead of training their 
procedural memory (skills), or vice ver-
sa. This can happen when we empow-
er team leaders with appropriate back-
ground knowledge by leveraging per-
formance experts and NSRDEC 
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scientists. This will allow team leaders 
to tailor training methods to individual 
Soldiers to reach a shared understand-
ing and mastery for the collective 
group.

Leaders at all levels must understand 
the science behind the crawl-walk-run 
methodology and the need to train and 
test both declarative and procedural 
memory to create true experts who 
can react to changes in their 

environment by quickly accessing the 
appropriate type of memory to exe-
cute their tasks with adaptability and 
agility.

CPT Aaron Price commands Company 
B, 2nd Battalion, 504th Parachute Infan-
try Regiment, 1st Brigade Combat 
Team, 82nd Airborne Division, Fort 
Bragg, NC. His other assignments in-
clude battle captain, XVIII Airborne 
Corps, Fort Bragg, and platoon leader, 

Company B, 2nd Battalion, 34th Armor, 
1st Armored Brigade Combat Team, 1st 
Infantry Division, Fort Riley, KS. His mil-
itary schools include the Advanced Air-
borne School Jumpmaster Course, Ma-
neuver Captain’s Career Course and 
Ranger, Pathfinder and airborne 
schools. CPT Price has a bachelor’s of 
arts degree in history from the College 
of William and Mary. His awards in-
clude the Bronze Star Medal.

Figure 5. SSG David Harp prepares 
paratroopers with 1st Brigade Com-
bat Team to jump from a UH-60M 
Black Hawk helicopter at Fort Bragg, 
NC. Harp, the noncommissioned offi-
cer in charge of airborne operations, 
is assigned to 82nd Airborne Divi-
sion’s 2nd Battalion, 325th Airborne 
Infantry Regiment, 2nd Brigade Com-
bat Team. Leaders like Harp can 
place more emphasis on declarative 
memory by giving classes that cover 
the fundamentals of jumping out of 
airplanes / helicopters and then test-
ing that knowledge through verbal 
or written exams. (Photo by SGT Mi-
chael J. MacLeod)

Figure 6. SPC Ronald Turner, 325th 
Airborne Infantry Regiment, pro-
vides security for fellow Soldiers 
who are searching for insurgents and 
weapons in Mianashin, Afghanistan. 
(U.S. Army photo)
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The Tactical Intelligence Officer’s Role 
in the Stryker Cavalry Squadron

by 1LT Michael Dompierre

This article encompasses my personal 
perspectives, influenced by both doc-
trine and successful experiences at Na-
tional Training Center (NTC) Rotation 
15-10, on the role of the military intel-
ligence (MI) lieutenant (or assistant S-2 
officer) who is serving on the cavalry 
squadron staff as well as at the (for-
ward) tactical command post (TAC CP). 
These perspectives focus both on what 
I view as our S-2 section’s triumphs as 
well as shortcomings in the fast-paced, 
decisive-action (DA) environment of 
NTC.

Doctrinal lack
First, it should be noted that the role 
of the assistant S-2 at the squadron 
TAC CP is not addressed in the canon 
of Army doctrine. Field Manual (FM) 
3-20.96, Reconnaissance and Cavalry 
Squadron, as well as FM 6-0, Com-
mander and Staff Organizations and 
Operations, do not clearly define the 
role of the intelligence officer at the 
TAC CP. Army Technical Publication 
(ATP) 2-01.3 Intelligence Preparation 
of the Battlefield [IPB], fails to men-
tion the forward TAC CP whatsoever.

ATP 2-19.4, Brigade Combat Team In-
telligence Techniques, does highlight 
the activities associated with the TAC 
CP but only at the brigade level, as the 
title suggests. In Paragraph 2-2, it 
states, “Commanders employ the [TAC 
CP] as an extension of the main [CP]. 
… The [TAC CP] relies on the main [CP] 
for planning, detailed analysis and co-
ordination.”1

This reference goes on to detail the re-
sponsibilities of the TAC CP, which are, 
in sum, current-operations battle-
tracking and “short-range planning.”2 
What this passage fails to account for 
is the role of the TAC CP when the main 
command post is “jumping,” or re-lo-
cating closer to the forward-line-of-
own troops. That is, what is not men-
tioned is what is supposed to occur 
when the forward CP has to replace 
the main CP and all its associated func-
tionality to the greatest extent possible 

to support the commander’s situation-
al awareness and decision-making pro-
cess until the time when the “jump” is 
complete and the main CP has been re-
established.

If there exists a legitimate reason to 
outline doctrinally defined duties for 
the assistant S-2, the established prac-
tice of the TAC CP fulfilling the tempo-
rary role of the main CP and “taking 
the fight” would satisfy the need. Re-
gardless, discussion of the role of the 
intelligence warfighting function (IWfF) 
at the forward CP is omitted.

Too often, what is lacking in MI doc-
trine is clear guidance about the roles 
and associated duties the MI junior of-
ficer must successfully perform to pro-
vide the commander intelligence that 
is timely, accurate and relevant – and 
with enough detail to enable situation-
al understanding and effective deci-
sion-making.3 Fortunately, throughout 
my time in 2nd Squadron, 1st Cavalry 
Regiment, I was never at a loss for 
what intelligence outputs my squadron 
commander expected of me and 
through what medium he expected me 
to deliver them to both the staff as 

well as our reconnaissance troops. 
However, that was because my squad-
ron commander mentored me based 
on both his experience and expansive 
understanding of maneuver doctrine 
and made his intelligence require-
ments clear. As an MI professional, I 
consider this MI doctrinal void of clear-
ly defined roles and responsibilities for 
my fellow junior MI officers in the tac-
tical environment both puzzling and 
problematic.

Instead of merely observing this prob-
lem, I will next put forth my recom-
mendations for what the assistant S-2 
must be fully trained and prepared to 
do to contribute to the IWfF in support 
of the squadron commander’s intent, 
underlying tactical objectives and the 
desired endstate.

Assistant S-2 role
The assistant S-2 in a cavalry squadron, 
according to the 2-1 Cavalry squadron 
modified table of organization and 
equipment (MTOE), is billeted as the 
“tactical intelligence officer.”4 It makes 
the MI junior professional wonder 
where this term originated from 

Figure 1. The 2-1 Cavalry staff wargame as part of MDMP during NTC Rotation 
15-10.
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because it certainly does not have cur-
rent MI doctrine as a source. Army 
Doctrine Reference Publication (ADRP) 
3-90, Offense and Defense, defines the 
tactical level of war as “the level of war 
at which battles and engagements are 
planned and executed to achieve mili-
tary objectives assigned to tactical 
units or task forces. Activities at this 
level focus on the ordered arrange-
ment and maneuver of combat ele-
ments in relation to each other and to 
the enemy to achieve combat objec-
tives.”5

It is clear the tactical intelligence offi-
cer for the squadron, in performing his 
or her duties at the TAC CP, must focus 
on the enemy threat in relation to 
friendly maneuver. In other words, the 
focus should be on current operations. 
While this is a rudimentary interpreta-
tion of the role of the squadron assis-
tant S-2, I will now outline what I con-
sider to be the fundamental responsi-
bilities of the squadron tactical intelli-
gence officer, using my experiences as 
a foundation.

First and foremost, the assistant S-2 is 
considered (and must be) the subject-
matter expert on all things that per-
tain to any potential threats the cav-
alry squadron may encounter within 
its area of operations. This is a big 
task; it requires at least several months 
of focused, dedicated preparation in 
formal and informal training contexts, 
including rigorous self-development 
outside of normal duty hours. This ex-
pertise also must be tailored to the 
squadron’s mission.

For example, one of the priorities an 
assistant S-2 who is preparing for a ro-
tation at NTC should focus on is 11th Ar-
mored Cavalry Regiment’s Multiple In-
tegrated Laser-Engagement System 
(MILES) ranges (as well as Donovian 
Red Book ranges for simulated weapon 
effects). Understanding the technical 
aspects of the MILES system and the 
actual ranges of those Donovian weap-
on systems helps the squadron and 
troop commanders better conceptual-
ize possible enemy courses of action 
(CoAs) and associated tactics, tech-
niques and procedures.

Of course, being able to communicate 
the “so what” to the squadron com-
mander is of utmost importance. For 

example, knowing the Russian scout ve-
hicle Boyevaya Razvedyvatelnaya 
Dozornaya Mashina-2 with mounted 
AT-5 Spandrel anti-tank guided missile 
has an improved MILES range of 5,000 
meters is of less immediate intelli-
gence value than understanding this is 
a contributing factor that explains why 
it has had a 20:1 kill ratio in prior rota-
tions, according to information gath-
ered in the Leaders’ Training Program 
and from members of the Wrangler 
Team at the NTC. The endstate of com-
municating this may lead to its “high-
value target” nomination in the mili-
tary decision-making process (MDMP) 
by the squadron targeting and fire-sup-
port officers (FSOs). Understanding 
both the technical aspects of a defined 
set of weapon systems and how they 
relate to enemy tactics and decision-
making should be what the tactical in-
telligence officer strives for in service 
to the commander’s situational aware-
ness.

Second, the assistant S-2 must recog-
nize that to synchronize the IWfF at 
squadron level, one must be closely 
tied to the S-2 – who traditionally will 
lead the intelligence section in IPB 
product development and dissemina-
tion through MDMP – as well as with 
the FSO in the target-nomination pro-
cess. I place emphasis on this planning 
consideration because it is not always 
a given that the assistant S-2 will be 
present for most of MDMP at the 
squadron tactical-operations center 
(TOC) and may be forward for an ex-
tended time with the squadron com-
mander and operations officer. This is 
crucial to understand because while 
advising the commander at the TAC CP, 
when there is a question about enemy 
attrition levels, threat-component 
identification (fixing force vs. exploita-
tion force and so forth), or the enemy’s 
timing on the battlefield, the com-
mander will usually defer to the assis-
tant S-2 and not the S-2 for the sake of 
time, expediency and occasional de-
graded frequency-modulation (FM) 
communication.

Thus one must understand all key out-
puts from the product-development 
period of mission preparation – from 
the analysis involved in developing the 
enemy most likely and most dangerous 
CoAs to critical enemy decision points, 

such as the trigger for Field Artillery 
Scatterable Munitions employment. 
The assistant S-2 can best inform the 
commander from a common baseline, 
enabling predictive assessments on 
threat activity at the TAC CP, by re-
maining consistently involved and syn-
chronized with both product develop-
ment (the process) and the products 
(the outputs).

Being proactively nested with future 
operations planning at the main CP or 
TOC while the TAC CP is not deployed 
is an efficient method for remaining on 
the same page as the staff, S-3 and, 
most importantly, the squadron com-
mander. Our 2-1 Cavalry squadron staff 
realized from an early point in our 
training glidepath (Sustainable Readi-
ness Model) that, due to time con-
straints unique to the cavalry mission, 
it was necessary to drastically reduce 
the length of the operations-order 
products we developed and to make 
them more packageable and comple-
mentary. 

We commonly referred to these prod-
ucts as the “eight troop-commander 
products.” The S-2 contribution to this 
product package was the most-likely 
CoA (MLCoA), the most-dangerous CoA 
(MDCoA) and the information-collec-
tion (IC) matrix.

Ironically, the collective decision on 
the part of the staff, acting from the 
squadron commander’s guidance, to 
focus on these products benefitted the 
staff as much as it did our troop com-
manders.

Troop commanders could attend the 
opord brief and receive all the prod-
ucts as handouts (instead of a 25-page 
written opord lacking enough opera-
tional graphics). This made it easier for 
them to clearly understand what was 
expected because it was clearly out-
lined in eight well-defined, manage-
able products. I affirm that this meth-
od of product dissemination saved the 
troop commanders time in their efforts 
to adhere to the “one-thirds, two-
thirds” planning principle and ulti-
mately reduced confusion.

From the staff perspective, the adop-
tion of the eight troop-commander 
products enabled clear expectation 
management from the beginning of 
the MDMP. This helped the S-2 know 
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exactly what products we needed on 
which to focus most of our efforts. 
Then we adjusted our planning accord-
ingly.

I highlight the eight troop-commander 
products because this medium for un-
derstanding the underlying compo-
nents of the traditional opord was best 
suited for maintaining situational 
awareness with the squadron com-
mander and S-3 through successive 
battle periods at NTC, especially when 
I (as the assistant S-2) was absent from 
the MDMP while forward with the TAC 
CP. It is hard to argue an opposing 
viewpoint on this matter; when de-
ploying with the TAC CP, it is most ex-
pedient to quickly review and refresh 
oneself on mission requirements and 
staff outputs while oriented on eight 
packaged, graphical products rather 
than trying to make sense of a 25-page 
written opord. 

This proved especially true during the 
later battle periods at the NTC when 
fatigue had become a fact of tactical 
life. In the end, tailored, refined opord 
products enable an assistant S-2 to re-
main the most value-added during the 
performance of his or her designated 
duties at the TAC CP.

Third, the assistant S-2 must have an 
intimate knowledge and a rolling as-
sessment of the threat’s disposition 
and composition at the ready for the 
squadron commander at all times. On 
occasion, this may require more than 
a verbal brief. It may require a graphi-
cal presentation on acetate to the S-3 
and squadron commander for subse-
quent presentation to another battal-
ion commander. It may require produc-
ing Joint Capabilities Release (JCR) 
overlays representing up-to-the-min-
ute threat locations. 

Being successful in this duty to the 
commander involves leveraging the in-
telligence enterprise at all echelons, 
higher and lower. It involves establish-
ing a squadron intelligence primary, al-
ternate, contingency and emergency 
means of communication (PACE) plan 
(or being nested with the BCT S-2 PACE 
plan if one has been implemented) 
that facilitates quick, reliable access to 
company intelligence support teams 
(CoISTs) as well as to BCT S-2 via Lower 
Tactical Internet (TI) platforms.

Before sending our CoIST analysts to 
the reconnaissance troops, I would en-
sure they understood I would commu-
nicate to them first on the squadron 
operations and intelligence (O&I) net 
and second via JCR. I implemented this 
plan based on feedback I received from 
the CoIST from the collective-training 
events we conducted as a squadron in 
the months before our NTC rotation. I 
determined (based on their input) that 
it was usually easier for them to get on 
the O&I net than to communicate via 
JCR because of the other competing re-
quirements at the troop CPs and the 
preferences of the troop executive of-
ficers.

In addition to establishing a communi-
cations plan with CoIST, I ensured that 
the BCT S-2 section understood that 
the only way to communicate with our 
squadron S-2 section during a TOC 
jump was through Lower TI via FM or 
JCR with me at the TAC CP. I intimated 
many concerns from the beginning of 
our rotation with our squadron S-2 
about how effective intelligence-shar-
ing with higher headquarters would be 
under these circumstances since the 
BCT S-2 section expected that battal-
ions and our cavalry squadron almost 
always had established Upper TI plat-
forms in place (which was routinely not 
the case because of the mission set). 

We had a superb S-6 and S-6 section, 
but veterans of cavalry organizations 
understand how often Upper TI plat-
forms must be broken down and re-lo-
cated in the midst of a DA fight. It took 
two battle periods at NTC for the bat-
talions and BCT S-2 section to iron out 
these communication issues.

A solution to this problem is to ensure 
the BCT S-2 section has an active JCR 
(or FM) operator from the start of op-
erations to ensure intelligence-gather-
ing and analysis is captured and dis-
seminated. This is important even 
when the cavalry squadron and battal-
ions are re-locating their main CPs and 
exercising mission command from 
their TAC CPs without Upper TI.

Challenges
I begin the final section of this review 
of recommended responsibilities for a 
squadron assistant S-2 by considering 
the most challenging aspects of MI ju-
nior-officer duties from both the 

analytical and leadership perspectives. 
First, a major analytic challenge while 
conducting IPB and developing prod-
ucts for the squadron and troop com-
manders was creating quality assess-
ments about the enemy’s desired end-
state. ATP 2-19.4 states – in a discus-
sion of the critical functions of per-
forming IPB Step 3, “Evaluate the 
Threat” – that “knowing how the 
threat conducted previous operations 
can provide insight into possible objec-
tives and the desired endstate. … 
Against a conventional military force, 
the analysis should start at more than 
one level above the friendly echelon 
unit.”6

Thus, what our squadron intelligence 
section should have emphasized in ev-
ery mission analysis brief, wargaming 
session and MLCoA/MDCoA brief was 
what the enemy brigade tactical group 
– and, if possible, the division tactical 
group – missions were and what mili-
tary, economic, political and social ob-
jectives served as the basis of these 
missions. Instead, our section and like-
wise the BCT S-2 section rarely dis-
cussed these threat higher-echelon 
mission statements.

In the absence of this assessment of 
the threat, our section proceeded to 
base our threat CoA development on 
prior threat activity in previous battle 
periods in addition to focused analysis 
from the outcomes of internally “play-
ing red” and thinking in terms of how 
the threat would see U.S. forces in the 
given tactical situation. 

My squadron commander, LTC Steven 
T. Barry, emphasized that when I was 
conducting threat analysis to frame my 
thinking in terms of four points of 
view: “How red sees blue, how blue 
sees blue, how blue sees red and how 
red sees red.” 

If ongoing IC efforts are unable to pro-
vide timely intelligence pertaining to 
formulating a predictive enemy end-
state, these methods are used as a 
next resort from which the enemy 
threat model is built from the ground 
up, using what information is available.

This orientation on previous patterns 
of enemy activity – as well as an exam-
ination of the threat’s understanding 
of the four points of view mentioned – 
facilitate creating IPB products that can 
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much better articulate what the threat 
will most likely choose as a CoA in the 
absence of assessments based off re-
cent IC efforts. 

One excellent set of resources that en-
abled us to create enemy CoA products 
that were commended by command-
ers at multiple echelons was threat 
doctrine manuals (such as FM 100-2-1, 
FM 100-2-2 and FM 100-2-3, which ar-
ticulate Soviet land-warfare doctrine, 
as well as the Training Circular 7-100 
series).
As an MI lieutenant and leader on the 
squadron staff and as a representative 
of the IWfF at the commander’s TAC 
CP, it is imperative one has a solid, 
clear understanding of what the Army 
pays you to do and what the MI Branch 
has trained you to do. 
Bob Kizlik artfully states in his defini-
tion of what embodies a profession 
that “the profession collectively, and 
the professional individually, possesses 
a body of knowledge and a repertoire 
of behaviors and skills (professional 
culture) needed in the practice of the 
profession; such knowledge, behavior 
and skills normally are not possessed 
by the nonprofessional.”7

Recap
The purpose of this review of my per-
sonal experiences as a squadron assis-
tant S-2 at NTC is to enhance the MI 
professional’s and maneuver leader’s 
understanding of the role and duties 
that should be attributed to the assis-
tant S-2 or squadron tactical intelli-
gence officer. I used anecdotes of suc-
cessful experiences, lessons shared 
from my squadron commander and a 
doctrinal foundation when possible to 
illustrate my points.
If MI doctrine, as embodied in the cur-
rent canon, will not fully define what 
the tactical intelligence officer must do 
to be successful on both the staff and 
at the TAC CP – and likewise make it 
readily apparent – then junior MI pro-
fessionals must take this task on and 
define it ourselves. 
The assistant S-2 must understand the 
repertoire of behaviors and skills, or 
professional tradecraft, necessary to 
both conduct the IWfF and to master 
the duties necessary to paint a predic-
tive, accurate and timely intelligence 
picture for the commander.

As staff MI lieutenants who have not 
served any time “on the line,” it is easy 
to succumb to the psychological fallacy 
that, by extension, we provide less val-
ue during the MDMP, have little to 
base our assessments on during briefs 
and product development, and must 
be unduly influenced by our other staff 
peers into adopting their line of 
thought or assessment when providing 
feedback to the commander. This form 
of thinking must be discarded. 

The U.S. Army Intelligence Center of 
Excellence trains MI junior officers 
well; it is my aspiration that this review 
helps elucidate the principles and per-
sonal procedures the assistant S-2 in a 
cavalry squadron should adopt to ful-
fill the requirements of the command-
er. I also hope to describe what it 
means to be an MI professional, sec-
ond to none. 

Our credibility is established among 

our (usually) more experienced peers 
on staff through knowledge and artic-
ulation of doctrinally sound assess-
ments; the capacity to describe the big 
picture for the squadron commander, 
executive officer, S-3, FSO and troop 
commanders; and our ability to remain 
adaptive enough to respond quickly 
and intelligently to updated informa-
tion requirements from the squadron 
commander and troop leadership.

1LT Mike Dompierre is the executive of-
ficer of Company D (MI), 299th Brigade 
Engineer Battalion, 1st Stryker Brigade 
Combat Team, 4th Infantry Division. 
Fort Carson, CO. His previous assign-
ments include squadron assistant S-2, 
2-1 Cavalry; and intelligence analyst, 
U.S. Special Operations Command dur-
ing Operation Enduring Freedom De-
cember 2013-April 2014. His military 
education includes the Cavalry Lead-
er ’s  Course and the Mi l i tary 

Figure 2. A TAC CP established during NTC Rotation 15-10.
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Intelligence Basic Officer Leaders’ 
Course. 1LT Dompierre has a bachelor’s 
of arts degree in political science from 
the University of Notre Dame.

Notes
1 ATP 2-19.4, Brigade Combat Team Intel-

ligence Techniques, Feb. 10, 2015.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4 UIC WJHCAA MTOE, effective date 
March 16, 2016.
5 ADRP 3-90, Offense and Defense, Au-

gust 2012.
6 ATP 2-19.4.
7 Robert Kizlik and Associates, Character-
istics of a Profession, Nov. 20, 2015, 
www.Adprima.com/profession.

Figure 3. The MLCoA/MDCoA troop-commander product as part of the eight troop-commander products.
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Ranger School Provides Tips 
for Shaping Training Plans

by COL David G. Fivecoat, CPT 
Ronnie L. Cunningham Jr. and CPT 
Sam S. Rieger

The challenges current leaders face on 
the contemporary battlefield are more 
demanding than that of our forefa-
thers. Ranger-qualified Soldiers are 
physically and mentally tough, techni-
cally and tactically proficient in small-
unit tactics, and able to think, act and 
react effectively in stressful environ-
ments. Producing Ranger-qualified 
leaders remains a top priority for the 
Maneuver Center of Excellence (MCoE) 
at Fort Benning, GA.

Over the past three years, a consistent 
trend is that Ranger students struggle 
to successfully complete the Ranger 
Physical Assessment (RPA), the 12-mile 
foot march and the land-navigation 
test during the Ranger Assessment 
Phase (RAP). In fact, a Ranger class will 
lose almost 50 percent of its students 
during RAP week, the first 96 hours of 
Ranger School.

(Editor’s note: In the upcoming update 
to Department of the Army Pamphlet 
600-3, Chapter 9, Armor Branch Com-
missioned Officer Professional Devel-
opment and Career Management, sec-
ond lieutenants assigned to infantry 
brigade combat teams (IBCTs) and 
Stryker brigade combat teams (SBCTs) 
will attend the Army Reconnaissance 
Course and Ranger School. Second lieu-
tenants assigned to armored brigade 
combat teams are strongly encouraged 
to attend Ranger School. Captains as-
signed to IBCT Cavalry squadrons will 
attend Cavalry Leader’s Course and are 
highly encouraged to attend Ranger 
School.)

The following blueprint provides Sol-
diers and units assistance in shaping 
training plans to increase their success 
at Ranger School.

RPA
The RPA is the No. 1 cause for Ranger 
students to be dropped from the 
course. Over the course of Fiscal Year 

(FY) 2015, 862 students – or 35 percent 
of those who arrived at Camp Rogers – 
failed one of the RPA’s four events, 
which consist of 49 push-ups in two 
minutes, 59 sit-ups in two minutes, a 
five-mile run in 40 minutes and six 
chin-ups. To be successful, Soldiers and 
units should focus their training to en-
sure all Ranger students can exceed 
the RPA standards.

The RPA starts at 4 a.m. at the combat-
ives pit next to Malvesti Field near 
Camp Rogers. All students, regardless 
of rank, gender or unit, will be placed 
in one formation. Students will then 
randomly move to one of 25 Ranger in-
structors (RI) for push-up grading. On 
the command “Go,” students will begin 
executing correct push-ups. A correct 
push-up is described in the Army Phys-
ical Readiness Training Manual, Train-
ing Circular (TC) 3-22.20, (Appendix A, 
Page A-6).

A correct push-up is performed when 
a student bends his/her elbows, low-
ering his/her entire body as a single 
unit until his/her upper arms are at 
least parallel to the ground. The stu-
dent will assume the “start” position 
by placing his/her palms on the ground 
with arms fully extended, body in a 
general straight line from the shoul-
ders to his/her feet and with feet no 
more than 12 inches apart. He/she 
raises his/her entire body until his/her 
arms are fully extended. The student’s 
body must remain rigid in a generally 
straight line and move as a unit while 
performing each repetition.

The RI will count aloud and provide 
feedback to the student on his/her 
push-ups. If the student fails to com-
plete the first 10 push-ups correctly, 
the RI will stop the student and explain 
why he/she is not performing correct 
push-ups and send the student to the 
retest area, where he/she is tested 
again by a different RI after 10 min-
utes. If the first 10 push-ups are com-
pleted correctly, the RI will not stop 
the student until the two minutes have 

expired. If the student fails to com-
plete 49 push-ups in two minutes, he/
she is sent to the retest area and has 
10 minutes of rest before retesting 
with a different RI. Once the student 
successfully completes 49 push-ups, 
the RI will tell him/her to stop, regard-
less of the amount of time remaining, 
and he/she will proceed to a separate 
formation to prepare for sit-up testing.

The sit-up assessment and retest will 
proceed in the same fashion as the 
push-up event. Once the last student 
has completed 59 sit-ups in two min-
utes, students will be given 10 minutes 
before the five-mile run begins.

The five-mile run is an individual run to 
assess the cardiovascular endurance of 
Ranger students. Students are allowed 
to wear a watch to pace themselves. 
Students can fail the five-mile run test 
for three reasons: failure to reach the 
2.5 mile turnaround within 20 minutes; 
failure to return to the finish line with 
the popsicle stick given at the 2.5 mile 
turnaround; and failure to finish the 
entire five-mile course within 40 min-
utes. There is no retest for the five-
mile run.

Ten minutes after the 40 minutes ex-
pire for the five-mile run, students are 
tested on performing six chin-ups. 
When instructed by the RI, students 
will mount the chin-up bar with palms 
facing in and arms fully extended. Stu-
dents are not allowed to wear gloves, 
cross their legs, swing or rock, and 
must not touch the RI positioned about 
12 to 18 inches in front of the student.

When given the command “Up,” stu-
dents will pull themselves up until 
their chin is completely over the bar. 
Once his/her chin is over the bar, the 
RI will give the command “Down,” and 
the student will lower himself/herself 
back to the start position with elbows 
locked and feet remaining off the 
ground. There is no time limit for the 
chin-up event. If a student fails to meet 
the standard, he/she will be given a re-
test 10 minutes after his/her failed 
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attempt. If a student is unsuccessful 
for a second time, he/she will be 
dropped from the course.
The events of the RPA and standards 
are not a secret. The Army pushup as 
defined in TC 3-22.20 is the standard 
and the only standard RIs use to evalu-
ate the pushup. The best way for units 
to increase success rates and properly 
prepare students is to hold every Sol-
dier to the Army standard. The 

Airborne and Ranger Training Brigade 
(ARTB), which is responsible for con-
ducting the Ranger Course, wants 
Ranger students and units to know 
what is expected of them so they are 
successful.
Another tool to assist a Ranger stu-
dent’s physical preparation is a physi-
cal-training program located on the 
ARTB Website (http://www.benning.
army.mil/infantry/RTB/).

12-mile foot march
The 12-mile foot march is the second-
highest cause of student attrition from 
the Ranger Course. In FY 2015, 415 stu-
dents, or 16.8 percent, failed to meet 
the standard of the 12-mile foot 
march. The 12-mile foot march is an in-
dividual event that assesses a Ranger 
student’s ability to move rapidly along 
12 miles of uneven terrain within three 
hours. For safety reasons, a student 

Figure 1. Ranger Class 4-11 (Feb. 20, 2011) begins the mountain phase by learning lower-mountaineering skills, includ-
ing rappeling and how to tie various types of knots at Camp Merrill, Dahlonega, GA. (Photo by John D. Helms)
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must reach the six-mile mark by 100 
minutes and the eight-mile mark by 
128 minutes, or he/she is dropped 
from the course.

The 12-mile foot-march course is six 
miles out and six miles back over hard-
ball and trail roads. The students wear/
carry Army combat uniforms/opera-
tional camouflage pattern uniforms, 
boots, fighting load carrier, patrol cap, 
head lamp, an M4 rifle and a modular, 
lightweight, load-carrying equipment 
rucksack. The designated packing list is 
a  35-pound rucksack with an 

additional 12 pounds of water, totaling 
47 pounds.

Based on Ranger-student feedback, 
there are two main causes for foot-
march failure. The first, and most prev-
alent, is that students’ training plans 
do not include weekly scheduled six-, 
eight-, 10- or 12-mile foot marches 
with a 47-pound rucksack for at least 
eight weeks before arriving at Fort 
Benning. Students must have time un-
der the ruck to strengthen their back, 
legs and shoulders, and to toughen 
their feet. There is a physical-training 
plan on the ARTB Website.

The second reason is that unit training 
plans fail to mimic the cumulative ef-
fect of RAP week. The foot march is the 
last event after the RPA, the combat 
water-survival assessment, the Malves-
ti Confidence Course, land navigation 
and four days with little sleep. Soldiers 
who are not physically prepared strug-
gle at completing the foot march. 
Units’ pre-Ranger programs should try 
to mimic the cumulative nature of RAP 
week by replicating the back-to-back 
events to truly assess a Soldier’s phys-
ical and mental endurance.

Land navigation
In FY 2015, 382, or 15.5 percent, of 
Ranger students did not pass the land-
navigation test and were dropped from 
the Ranger Course. The land-naviga-
tion test assesses a Ranger student’s 
ability to successfully locate four out of 
five points in five hours starting at 
night and transitioning to daylight. Stu-
dents have 2.5 hours during limited 
visibility and 2.5 hours during the day 
to complete the test using only a pen-
cil, map, compass, protractor and red-
lens flashlight. It is a self-correcting 
course, and distances traveled be-
tween points are typically 1,000 to 
1,500 meters. The total distance of the 
course averages five to eight kilome-
ters, depending on the Soldier’s navi-
gation proficiency.

The first navigation test is on the morn-
ing of the second day of RAP week. If a 
student fails to meet the standard dur-
ing this testing period, the retest is on 
the morning of the third day. The re-
test is on the same course, but the stu-
dent is given a different set of points. 
If the student fails this second evalua-
tion, he/she will be dropped from the 
course. It is important to note that if 
he/she meets the standard on the sec-
ond land-navigation test, he/she will 
have walked an extra five to eight kilo-
meters, which may impact his/her po-
tential success during the 12-mile foot 
march the next day.

At Ranger School, students struggle to 
meet the standard for a variety of rea-
sons. The first, and most prominent, is 
the Army’s shift away from traditional 
land-navigation skills and reliance on 
Global Positioning System technology. 
A second reason is the students’ lack 
of ability to terrain-associate and 

Figure 2. A Ranger student performs push-ups under the watchful eye of SSG 
Dustin Ketterl, an RI. (Photo by CPT Michael La Rocque)

Figure 3. SFC William Hall leads Ranger students in the five-mile run. (Photo 
by CPT Michael La Rocque)
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develop attack points. Potential stu-
dents should focus on training the ba-
sics of land navigation as outlined in TC 
3-25.26, Map Reading and Land Navi-
gation, and successfully complete at 
least three tests on land-navigation 
courses before attending Ranger 
School.

If resources at the Soldier’s home sta-
tion are scarce, virtual training on land 
navigation using Virtual Battlespace 2 
is available on the ARTB Website.

Additional factors
During FY15, 175 students, or 7.8 per-
cent, of attendees failed patrols. Be-
fore attending the course, Ranger stu-
dents should read and have a solid un-
derstanding of Chapter 2, “Opera-
tions,” and Chapter 7, “Patrols,” of the 
Ranger Handbook. Students can ob-
tain the latest version of the Ranger 
Handbook at the ARTB Website.

If a student can physically succeed at 
meeting the standards of RAP week, 
his/her chances at eventually graduat-
ing Ranger School substantially in-
crease.

Outsourcing the 
solution
Fortune 500 companies outsource to 
maximize efficacy of an organization 
when organic resources are inade-
quate. The same can be done for prep-
aration for Ranger School. The Ranger 
Training Assessment Course (RTAC) is 
taught at the Army National Guard 
(ARNG) Warrior Training Center (WTC) 

located on Fort Benning. The course 
trains on similar terrain as Ranger 
School and affords students the oppor-
tunity to acclimatize to the Fort Ben-
ning weather. This provides an obvious 
advantage over other division-level 
pre-Ranger courses. Also, the close re-
lationship maintained by the WTC and 
the ARTB historically affords their grad-
uates with a 15-percent higher success 
rate at Ranger School over other divi-
sion pre-Ranger programs.

RTAC is a free resource for active-duty 
Soldiers and can be provided at mini-
mal cost to ARNG units.

RTAC is a two-week-long course that 
concentrates on the high-attrition 
events of RAP week. Students com-
plete a Ranger physical-fitness assess-
ment (49 push-ups in two minutes, 59 
sit-ups in two minutes, five-mile run in 
40 minutes and six chin-ups), five days 
of land navigation, multiple obstacle 
courses, combat water-survival test 
and a three-day field-training exercise 
with patrolling classes. During the 
course, RTAC cadre focus on push-ups, 
the foot march and preparation and ex-
ecution of land navigation – events 
that historically and currently cause 
the most failures during Ranger School.

In addition, WTC’s medical staff will re-
view and correct as many deficiencies 
as possible in a student’s medical re-
cords during this time. Upon success-
ful completion of RTAC, students take 
a three-day pass prior to in-processing 
into Ranger School.

More information on RTAC can be 
found at http://www.benning.army.
mil/tenant/wtc/pr.htm.

Improving pre-Ranger 
courses
Installation pre-Ranger courses can 
take advantage of several resources at 
the ARTB. Division-level pre-Ranger 
courses can visit ARTB, observe RAP 
week events and visit the Ranger In-
structor Training and Education Pro-
gram to get the latest classes taught at 
Ranger School, and maximize time with 
RIs to understand lessons-learned.

Another avenue of approach is for di-
vision-level pre-Ranger courses to re-
quest a visit from ARTB cadre to en-
hance and standardize their existing 
course structure. In this instance, if 
training and manning requirements al-
low, the ARTB will send a cohort of se-
nior RIs to a division’s pre-Ranger pro-
gram and provide feedback on current 
course standards to ensure students 
are well prepared to succeed. To coor-
dinate a visit, contact the ARTB S-3 at 
(706) 544-6602 or usarmy.benning.tra-
doc.mbx.artb-s3-operations@mail.mil.

Finish strong
Units and Soldiers can increase their 
success at Ranger School by focusing 
pre-training on being successful during 
RAP week. This includes strictly execut-
ing push-ups during the RPA, sustain-
ing the mental and physical toughness 
to meet the three-hour standard on 
the 12-mile foot march, and honing the 
basic navigation skills required to pass 
the land-navigation test on the first at-
tempt. A proven method to increase 
success at Ranger School is to take ad-
vantage of the WTC’s RTAC. Units can 
improve their home-station pre-Rang-
er course by reaching out to the ARTB 
and either visiting Fort Benning or re-
questing a visit.

“Without a doubt, Ranger School is the 
most physically and mentally demand-
ing course in the U.S. Army,” said MG 
Scott Miller, MCoE’s former command-
ing general. “By using the assets de-
scribed in this article and focusing pre-
training on the top three events that 
students fail, Soldiers and units will in-
crease their success at Ranger School.”

COL David Fivecoat commands ARTB at 
Fort Benning, GA. Previous assignments 

Figure 4. Ranger Course students engage in the 12-mile foot march. (Photo by 
CPT Michael La Rocque)
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include J-35, the Joint Staff, U.S. 
Central Command Division chief, 
Washington, DC; commander, 3rd 
Battalion, 187th Infantry Regiment, Fort 
Campbell,  KY; and commander, 
Company C, 3rd Battalion, 504th 
Parachute Infantry Regiment, Fort 
Bragg, NC. His military schooling 
includes Ranger, air-assault and 
airborne schools. He holds a bachelor’s 
of science degree in military history 
from U.S. Military Academy, West 
Point; a master’s of arts degree in 
military arts and science from U.S. 
Army Command and General Staff 
College; and a master’s of arts degree 
in national security strategy from the 
National War College. His awards and 
honors include four Bronze Star 
Medals, an Army Commendation 
Medal with V and a master parachutist 
tab.

CPT Ronnie Cunningham is an assistant 
operations officer at Headquarters and 
Headquarters Detachment (HHD), 
ARTB. Previous assignments include ri-
fle-platoon leader, Company D, 2-27 In-
fantry, Schofield Barracks, HI; observ-
er-controller, Tarantula Team, National 
Training Center, Fort Irwin, CA; compa-
ny fire-support noncommissioned offi-
cer (FSNCO), 1-37 Armor Regiment, 
Giessen; Germany; and company 

FSNCO, 3-325 Air-
borne Infantry 
Regiment,  Fort 
Bragg, NC. His mil-
itary schooling in-
cludes Maneuver 
Captain’s Career 
Course, Infantry 
Basic Officer Lead-
er’s Course, Joint 
Forward Observer 
Course,  Off icer 
Candidate School 
and air-assault, 
J u m p m a s t e r , 
Ranger and Path-
finder schools. CPT 
Cunningham holds 
a bachelor’s of sci-
ence degree in fi-
nance from Hawaii Pacific University. 
His awards and honors include a 
Bronze Star Medal with V, Bronze Star 
Medal, Purple Heart and Meritorious 
Service Medal.
CPT Sam Rieger is an assistant opera-
tions officer at HHD ARTB. Previous as-
signments include chief of optometry, 
U.S. Army Health Clinic-Katterbach; 
project manager, U.S. Army Center for 
Health Promotion and Preventive Med-
icine-North, Fort Meade, MD; and bri-
gade environmental-science officer, 3rd 

Figure 5. Ranger students test themselves on the Darby 
Queen confidence course. (Photo by CPT Michael La 
Rocque)

Brigade Combat Team, 82nd Airborne 
Division. CPT Rieger’s military school-
ing includes Army Medical Department 
(AMEDD) Captain’s Career Course, 
AMEDD Basic Officer Leader’s Course, 
Expert Field Medical Badge and air-as-
sault and airborne schools. CPT Rieger 
holds a bachelor’s of science degree in 
biology from Wake Forest University 
and a doctorate of optometry from 
University of the Incarnate Word 
Rosenberg School of Optometry.
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The Overlooked Mentors
by MAJ Terron Wharton

My military journey started in 1997 the 
day I walked into my first high-school 
Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps 
(JROTC) class, where I met retired SFC 
Alan Conrad. Conrad had served 20 
years in Special Forces and then retired 
to his hometown to teach at his old 
high school. He was a huge part of why 
I joined the military, and he had a ma-
jor impact on my leadership style. Ten 
years later, as I patrolled in Baghdad as 
a platoon leader, I encountered many 
moral and ethical dilemmas. In every 
case, one thought always came to my 
mind: What would Conrad think of my 
actions?

Without knowing it, Conrad became 
my first mentor. He taught and instilled 
a work ethic, persevering spirit and 
moral foundation that would serve me 
at West Point, in Baghdad’s streets and 
on Afghanistan’s hills. I am proud to 

say we still keep in touch, and this past 
year he made the trip to Fort Leaven-
worth to promote me to major.

We often talk about mentoring junior 
officers and how important it is for se-
nior officers to find and develop proté-
gées. I have two senior-officer men-
tors, one active and one retired, who 
have been invaluable and irreplaceable 
in the things they have done for my 
growth and development.

What we overlook is that the most im-
portant mentor for a young officer is 
not a senior officer. It is a noncommis-
sioned officer (NCO). At each stage of 
my career, it was an NCO who molded, 
shaped and developed me into the 
leader I am today. NCO mentorship is 
critical to an officer’s success – a criti-
cality that, while acknowledged to a 
degree, is drastically understated.

NCOs are the primary mentors in the 

three most critical stages of officer de-
velopment: the cadet, the platoon 
leader and the company commander. 
Unfortunately, NCO mentorship’s criti-
cality to officer development is often 
overlooked by both the officer and 
NCO corps. However, better under-
standing this criticality will enable the 
Army to leverage this relationship to 
improve junior officer leader develop-
ment.

Establishing character 
in cadets
NCOs are present at every level of of-
ficer professional military education 
(PME) from cadet to captain. Every Re-
serve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) 
program and cadet company at West 
Point has a tactical NCO. Cadet sum-
mer training is led by NCOs. The prima-
ry instructors at my Armor Officer Ba-
sic Course (OBC) were NCOs. Officer 
PME contains a heavy NCO presence 
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until the captain’s career course.

Retired MSG James Gentile, my former 
first sergeant, finished his Army career 
as an ROTC instructor. He said he 
strongly believed that early interaction 
with mature, experienced NCOs helped 
cadets establish good foundations, a 
view that grew stronger after he taught 
ROTC.

“Listening to their concerns regarding 
development made me wish I had that 
assignment prior to becoming a pla-
toon sergeant. I learned that despite 
being a new platoon leader, these were 
people/leaders who truly cared and 
were passionate about leading teams 
in complex environments and wanting 
to win.  … Their No. 1 fear was they 
would not be competent enough at 
first and would potentially lose credi-
bility in the beginning of their tenure. 
I found that part not surprising but was 
shocked at how much importance they 
placed on that vs. the other leadership 
attributes, especially personal charac-
ter.”

At the cadet stage, NCO mentorship 
should focus on the single most impor-
tant officer trait: character. Army Doc-
trine Publication (ADP) 6-22, Army 
Leadership, defines character as the 
leader’s values and identity. Further, it 
states leaders with a strong, values-
based identity offer an example for fol-
lowers to emulate. Conversely, it pos-
its that a leader’s lack of confidence 
could stem from lacking a strong idea 
of their own identity. In short, who are 
you as a person and as a leader, and 
what is that based on?

Any college-age kid has a hard enough 
time figuring out who they are as a 
person, let alone as an Army leader. 
However, that sense of identity, rooted 
in values, will establish a leader’s char-
acter. This is why the NCO’s role in ca-
det development should center on 
character demonstrated by example. 
By modeling the Army Values, the 
NCO-officer relationship and profes-
sionalism, cadets get a comprehensive 
example of what “right looks like,” 
both in themselves as leaders and the 
NCOs with whom they will serve.

Molding future leaders begins at the 
pre-commissioning stage and has a 
lasting impact. This is especially true 
when helping to mold and establish 

character rooted in the Army Values, 
morals and ethical behavior.

Need proof?

Nearly 20 years after our first meeting, 
every tough decision I make is accom-
panied by the same question: What 
would Conrad think of my actions?

Critical takeaways:
•	 Mentorship focus: Character.
•	 For all: NCO mentorship plays a 

critical role in officer development 
during the early years of an officer’s 
career that will help define how 
those officers lead Soldiers during 
their careers.

•	 For cadets: How does my tactical 
NCO embody the Army Values and 
professionalism? How do they 
i n t e r a c t  w i t h  t h e i r  o f f i c e r 
counterparts?

•	 For NCOs: My actions have a tangible, 
lasting impact on shaping future 
officers. How am I modeling the Army 
Values and professionalism? How am 
I modeling the NCO role in the NCO-
officer relationship? Am I taking an 
active role in developing the cadet or 
am I simply following the program of 
instruction?

Growing platoon-
leader competence
I met my platoon sergeant, SFC Victor 
Gutierrez, on a late afternoon deep in 
the Fort Hood, TX, training area. He 
was waiting at the company command 
post to grab me, and as I exited the 
humvee, he walked up, saluted and 
laid out the next 12 hours: What would 
happen, what I’d say when I met the 
platoon, how I would brief my opera-
tions order, the things I’d say to my 
tank commanders, and the way I’d de-
liver my opord. I gave a rather stunned 
“Why, yes, that sounds good. We’ll do 
that.” Over the next three hours I saw 
that Gutierrez had set me up for suc-
cess, ensuring I made an excellent first 
impression with the platoon and my 
NCOs. It was the start of a great rela-
tionship that lasts to this day.

Gutierrez acted as a sounding board, 
giving advice and teaching me my 
craft. He possessed never-ending pa-
tience and would let me step in it (as 
long as it didn’t violate ethics or place 
a Soldier at risk) so I would learn from 

my mistakes. Most of all, he led by ex-
ample. That example, attention to de-
tail, adherence to standards and the 
importance of presence made a per-
manent impact I’ve carried forward 
through my whole career.

NCOs are the Army’s primary teachers, 
trainers and instructors, and SFC Con-
rad Vasquez said he believes that role 
covers officers as well as Soldiers. 
Vasquez served as a platoon sergeant 
for nearly four years, as a first sergeant 
for two more, and he is now with the 
University of Oregon ROTC program. 
His opinion on the NCO role was very 
blunt: “If you see a jacked-up company 
commander, chances are he had a 
jacked-up platoon sergeant when he 
was a platoon leader.”

Vasquez served as one of my platoon 
sergeants while I was in command. Be-
fore every range, field-training exer-
cise, gunnery or lane, I would see 
Vasquez off with his platoon leader, 
helping the lieutenant rehearse 
opords, going over parts of the plan or 
teaching a new tactic, technique or 
procedure. Whether employing fires, 
setting a screen line or teaching shoot-
ing techniques on the range, Vasquez 
trained his platoon leader as much as 
he trained his Soldiers.

Vasquez helped instill a high level of 
competence that demonstrated itself 
in his platoon leader’s behavior, confi-
dence and how the lieutenant led his 
platoon. Did the lieutenant have po-
tential?

Yes, he did.

Did I have a role as his commander?

Of course.

However, Vasquez was the primary 
mentor who molded and developed 
that potential. When I look at that of-
ficer today, I see Vasquez, not myself.

Note that ADP 6-22 defines three cat-
egories of competencies: “The Army 
leader serves to lead others; to devel-
op the environment, themselves, oth-
ers and the profession as a whole; and 
to achieve organizational goals. Com-
petencies provide a clear and consis-
tent way of conveying expectations for 
Army leaders.”

Competency is how officers lead and 
inf luence Soldiers ,  accompl ish 
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missions and maintain a positive com-
mand climate rooted in Army Values, 
morals and ethics. ADP 6-22 further 
describes that leader competencies 
can be grown and that growth happens 
somewhere very specific: the direct-
leadership level. For officers it does 
not get more direct than being a pla-
toon leader.

At the cadet level, the NCO focused on 
mentoring character to provide a foun-
dation. At the platoon leader-platoon 
sergeant level, the NCO should focus 
mentorship on competence to build 
upon that foundation. Both Gutierrez 
and Vasquez had a single focus: ensure 
their officer knows his job so he can 
lead effectively in combat. In both cas-
es, character and judgment were men-
tored as issues arose, but the day-to-
day focus was on teaching the platoon 
leader his craft.

Platoon sergeants have seen many of-
ficers, good and bad, during their ca-
reers. The platoon leader arrives with 
a (relatively) blank slate, while the pla-
toon sergeant has greater experience, 
technical and tactical knowledge, time 
in service and a higher maturity level. 
At this point in their careers, new offi-
cers will have very few examples of 
how NCOs should act, what they 
should know or what they should do. 
As a result, new officers typically look 
back on two things. First, what did 
their officer instructors tell them their 
platoon sergeants should be like? Sec-
ond, what examples did their tactical 
NCOs and OBC instructors set?

If those expectations are positive and 
platoon sergeants understand their 
role and position, typically mentorship 
can begin fairly easily. However, if ca-
dets saw NCOs modeling poor values, 
low competence and unprofessional 
behavior, it can breed suspicion of 
NCOs in general. This can make it hard 
to establish the trust necessary for 
mentorship to occur.

The platoon leader-platoon sergeant 
relationship is special. An officer never 
forgets his first platoon sergeant, 
whether the NCO was good or bad. 
Similarly, a platoon sergeant never for-
gets the first platoon leader he trains. 
For the officer, being a platoon leader 
marks the first step in his or her career. 
For the NCO, this is his or her first real 
leadership job as a senior NCO. Instead 

of reducing this relationship to clichés, 
we need to appreciate what it (the re-
lationship) is to maximize it when de-
veloping junior officers.

Critical takeaways:
•	 Mentorship focus: Competence.
•	 For all: NCOs mentor platoon leaders 

to increase their competence, 
thereby building on a character-
based foundation established during 
pre-commissioning.

•	 For platoon leaders: How will I 
establish trust with my platoon 
sergeant? Does the example my 
tactical NCOs and OBC instructors set 
match what my platoon sergeant 
does? Why or why not? How will I use 
my platoon sergeant to increase my 
competence?

•	 For NCOs: How will I establish trust 
with my platoon leader? Does my 
platoon leader have a solid character-
based foundation? What am I doing 
to ensure the platoon leader knows 
his or her craft?

Developing commander’s 
judgment
As a cavalry-troop commander, I was 
fortunate to have Gentile as my initial 
first sergeant. Gentile had already 
been a platoon sergeant and a first ser-
geant for two other commanders. I 
met him on a small combat outpost in 
Kandahar City, Afghanistan, and he had 
incredible impact on mentoring me as 
a troop commander. We started every 
morning with coffee, a cigarette and 
talk: old business, new business, his 
thoughts on how the troop was doing, 
and even my own concerns and 
doubts.

A defining trait for our troop was dis-
ciplined Soldiers. One day, as will hap-
pen in command, a Soldier screwed up 
and landed before my desk. This Sol-
dier had been in the troop a while, but 
he was a relatively new NCO. Still, he 
was very good at his job. I really did 
not want to take any action other than 
a slap on the wrist. However, there was 
a problem: the screw-up involved a 
sensitive item and had occurred in 
front of other Soldiers. The NCO had 
directly set conditions for the equip-
ment to be stolen and, despite the 
item being recovered, this was a pretty 
big lapse in judgment on his part.

I had constantly preached discipline, 
justice and holding people accountable 
regardless of their rank. I certainly did 
not want to ruin the NCO’s career, but 
I had few options. In a moment of in-
tense personal conflict, Gentile told 
me something I would never forget: 
“Sir, at the end of the day it comes 
down to this: Do we have the strength 
to do what the Army tells us to do as 
leaders?” That was it: black and white, 
right and wrong, a single standard.

I let the NCO keep his stripes, but the 
cost was steep. I suspended the loss of 
rank but took the maximum amount of 
pay I could, and maxed him out on re-
striction and extra duty. On top of that, 
we were a week from coming home 
from deployment, and his restriction 
and extra duty would not start until we 
returned. I held the NCO accountable, 
sick to my stomach the whole time, but 
the lesson stuck with both of us. Doing 
anything else would have been abdi-
cating my legal and moral responsibil-
ity. I had heard that time and again 
from more senior officers, but I learned 
it from Gentile that day.

Over those morning coffee-and-ciga-
rette sessions, Gentile mentored me by 
molding, shaping and refining my 
sense of judgment. My officer mentors 
gave it to me in stark, discrete terms. 
Gentile helped me understand the nu-
ance, to read the unit’s pulse and ad-
just accordingly, and to ensure my ac-
tions communicated my intent. He 
taught me how to be a commander by 
living what he preached: standards, 
discipline, attention to detail and 
knowing your craft. Most of all, he 
helped develop my sense of judgment.

ADP 6-22 does not mention judgment 
directly but captures it under the “in-
tellect” leader attribute: “The leader’s 
intellect affects how well a leader 
thinks about problems, creates solu-
tions, makes decisions and leads oth-
ers. … Sound judgment enables the 
best decision for the situation at hand. 
It is a key attribute of the transforma-
tion of knowledge into understanding 
and quality execution.”

The ADP makes a critical point: It is not 
enough for the officer to have knowl-
edge to execute sound judgment. Intel-
lect’s awareness must advance to un-
derstanding and must be actively ap-
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plied, not passively maintained.

Do I take rank or just pay? Do I take 
Uniformed Code of Military Justice ac-
tion at all? Do I formally counsel, or sit 
down and have a heart-to-heart talk? 
Do I chew ass or give praise? Do I hang 
out with the Soldiers and clean weap-
ons after mission, or do I keep dis-
tance? Am I being too hard or too soft? 
Am I communicating the right com-
mander’s intent with my action or not? 
Learning the answers to those ques-
tions is the essence of a commander’s 
judgment.

There is no other responsibility like 
command. I could drastically alter 
someone’s life with a single word or 
stroke of pen. I could take rank and 
pay, erasing years of work and impos-
ing financial burden. I could send a Sol-
dier to jail. Most of all, my decisions in 
combat, right or wrong, could cost Sol-
diers their lives, potentially widowing 
a spouse of orphaning a child. That 
weight is tremendous.

Judgment comes from the character 
established during the cadet years and 
the competence grown as a platoon 
leader. Applying these to a situation 
and making a decision is judgment. 
Company commanders have tremen-
dous responsibilities when exercising 
judgment. However, the key is estab-
lishing good judgment during the com-
pany-command years before the im-
pact grows exponentially. A company 
commander can send a man to jail; a 
general can send a man to prison. I can 
take a specialist’s rank and pay; a bri-
gade commander can end a 15-year ca-
reer.  My bad judgment in combat may 
kill a squad; a battalion commander’s 
bad judgment could kill a whole com-
pany. Therefore, an NCO’s ability to 
mentor, or failure in mentoring judg-
ment, can have serious implications for 
hundreds or thousands of Soldiers in 
the future.

Critical takeaways:
•	 Mentorship focus: Judgment.
•	 For all: The judgment officers develop 

as company commanders wil l 
typically follow throughout their 
careers with greater repercussions 
the higher they ascend.

•	 For company commanders: How 
does my first sergeant exercise 
judgment in Soldier issues? How 

does my judgment tie into “good 
order and discipline?” What are 
indicators that my judgment has 
been good or poor?

•	 For NCOs: Does my commander have 
any character or competence flaws 
that must be addressed? How do I 
help my commander evaluate his or 
her personal judgment? How do I 
shape my commander’s judgment?

Tying it all together
I have had many influential NCOs 
throughout my career – for example, 
Conrad as a JROTC instructor, Gutierrez 
as my platoon sergeant and Gentile as 
my first sergeant. Each one provided 
mentorship during critical, formative 
years that informed and solidified the 
leadership and mentorship style I use 
today. However, the NCO role in officer 
mentorship is often reduced to cliché 
soundbites. Officers hear: “Listen to 
your platoon sergeant and first ser-
geant” and NCOs hear: “Don’t let your 
officer screw it up.”

If both sides reduce the NCO mentor-
ship role to clichés, this prevents us 
from taking full advantage of NCO 
mentorship when developing junior of-
ficers. NCO mentorship to cadets es-
tablishes character rooted in Army Val-
ues. This character provides a founda-
tion for the platoon sergeant to grow 
his or her platoon leader’s compe-
tence. Together, character and compe-
tence gives the first sergeant the basis 
to begin developing a company com-
mander’s judgment. The next stage 
builds on the previous, and an uncor-
rected flaw early on becomes harder 
and harder to repair in the future.

Unfortunately, these flaws can impact 
the lives of hundreds – possibly thou-
sands – of Soldiers and their families 
as the officer advances through the 
ranks. Also, at high enough levels, 
these flaws can affect strategic part-
nerships and civil-military relations, 
and they can impact operational and 
strategic success. By not giving the 
NCO mentorship role the emphasis it 
deserves, we risk both sides not taking 
it seriously. Not taking it seriously risks 
losing out on a golden opportunity to 
truly shape future leaders for the bet-
ter.

So what is the key to NCOs effectively 
mentoring officers?

Gutierrez, Gentile and Vasquez all said 
variations of the same: trust, character 
and competence. Each believed trust 
was the most important. The relation-
ship must be founded on trust, candor 
and honesty. Trust allows the NCO to 
develop the officer’s competence and 
character. However, if an NCO loses 
trust, or it fails to develop at all, none 
of the NCO’s knowledge or skills mat-
ter. The officer is no longer receptive.

Character comes into focus when trust 
is established. Vasquez was adamant 
about NCOs helping to shape charac-
ter. I vividly remember Gutierrez and 
the tone and look he would give me 
when I said something that even allud-
ed to choosing an easier path over do-
ing the harder, correct thing. Every 
NCO must reinforce Army Values, stan-
dards and discipline through leading by 
example. Gentile said he believes NCOs 
who can articulate what personal cour-
age, values and professionalism mean 
in everyday leadership challenges will 
help their officers navigate tough deci-
sions as they arise.

Competence comes to the fore once 
trust is established and character has 
been reinforced. As such, NCOs are the 
Army’s subject-matter experts, teach-
ers and trainers, and part of their re-
sponsibility is to share that knowledge 
with their officers. NCOs must take an 
active role in developing their officer’s 
competence, whether that’s fire and 
maneuver, how to write NCO Evalua-
tion Reports or planning. Developing 
an officer’s competence gives him or 
her the confidence and skills to lead ef-
fectively.

There is a reason every officer has an 
NCO counterpart. As cadets, platoon 
leaders and company commanders, of-
ficers are exploring, developing and re-
fining their leadership style. NCO ad-
vice and mentorship is critical during 
this time to crystalize how officers will 
lead Soldiers the rest of their careers.

Need proof?

Nearly 20 years after our first meeting, 
every tough decision I make is still ac-
companied by the same internal ques-
tion: What would Conrad think of my 
actions?

Critical takeaways:
•	 Mentorship focus: Tactical NCOs 
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establish character in cadets. Platoon 
sergeants grow competence in 
platoon leaders. First sergeants 
develop judgment in company 
commanders.

•	 For all: Each level of mentorship 
builds on the previous. Flaws early in 
the process become more difficult to 
correct as time goes on.

•	 For officers: Am I making the most 
out of my relationship with my NCO? 
Have I  set the conditions for 
mentorship or simply mission 
accomplishment?

•	 For NCOs: Am I making the most of 
my opportunity to shape the officer 
corps? Have I set the conditions to 
enable mentorship, or am I just 
focused on mission accomplishment? 
Are there flaws in my officer ’s 

development that I must stop and 
correct before proceeding with the 
current level of mentorship?

MAJ Terron Wharton is the battalion 
lead at the Capabilities Integration 
Branch, Brigade Modernization Com-
mand, Fort Bliss, TX. Other assign-
ments include observer/coach/trainer 
team chief, 2nd Battalion, 358th Armor 
Regiment, 189th Infantry Brigade (Ac-
tive Component/Reserve Component), 
Joint Base Lewis-McChord (JBLM), WA; 
commander, Company B, 8th Squadron, 
1st Cavalry Regiment, 2nd Stryker Bri-
gade Combat Team, 2nd Infantry Divi-
sion, JBLM; executive officer, Squadron 
D, 1st Battalion, 8th Cavalry, 2nd Brigade, 
1st Cavalry Division, Fort Hood; and 
tank-platoon leader, Company C, 1st 
Squadron, 8th Cavalry, 2nd Brigade, 1st 

Cavalry Division, Fort Hood. His mili-
tary schools include Command and 
General Staff College, Cavalry Leader’s 
Course, Maneuver Captain’s Career 
Course, Armor OBC and Airborne 
School. MAJ Wharton holds a bache-
lor’s of science degree in international 
relations from the U.S. Military Acad-
emy, West Point, NY. He also has a 
master’s of arts degree in internation-
al relations from Webster University. 
MAJ Wharton is the author of the book 
High-Risk Soldier: Trauma and Tri-
umph in the Global War on Terror. His 
second book, Through the Looking 
Glass: The Reflectionism Theory of In-
ternational Relations, was scheduled 
to be published in the Interagency 
Journal Summer 2016 edition.

Figure 1. SFC Mark Leavens, right, is-
sues a troop-level operations order 
to fellow students during the recon-
naisance phase of the Cavalry Lead-
er’s Course at Fort Benning, GA. 
NCOs are the primary mentors in the 
three most critical stages of officer 
development: cadet, platoon leader 
and company commander. Unfortu-
nately, the NCO mentorship’s criti-
cality to officer development is often 
overlooked by both the officer and 
NCO corps. However, better under-
standing this criticality will enable 
the Army to leverage this relation-
ship to improve junior-officer leader 
development. (Photo by MAJ Joe 
Byerly)
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FROM THE SCREEN LINE
316th Cavalry Brigade Begins 

Teaching Tactical-Network Lethality
by CPT Derek Harris and Rick Hughes

The 316th Cavalry Brigade, located at 
Fort Benning, GA, teaches the students 
of Stryker Leader’s Course and Stryker 
Master Gunner Course a block of in-
struction in tactical-network lethality 
(TNL). This coincides with the decision 
by the product manager (PdM) and 
Training and Doctrine Command Capa-
bility Manager-Stryker to implement 
this capability within selected Stryker 
units. (First Stryker Brigade Combat 
Team (SBCT) at Fort Carson, CO, was 
the first unit equipped with TNL func-
tionality and successfully employed it 
during their last National Training Cen-
ter rotation.) By providing training 
now, 316th Cav Brigade prepares Sol-
diers to employ this emergent capabil-
ity upon their return to a TNL-equipped 
SBCT.

The SBCT sensor capable of supporting 
TNL is a network-capable version of the 
scout’s Long-Range Advanced Scout 
Surveillance System (LRAS3). By “net-
ting” LRAS3, an Ethernet connection 
from the sensor to the vehicle’s Joint 

Capabilities Release (JCR) or Joint Bat-
tlefield Command Platform (JBCP) sys-
tem enables robust bidirectional data 
exchanges, creating a powerful collab-
orative-engagement tool.

The sensor’s netted software provides 
a varied tool chest of electronic func-
tionality. These include routine task 
automation, battlefield sensor man-
agement, capture and forwarding of 
branded imagery and a basic anti-frat-
ricide capability. However, the primary 
TNL enabler is centered on cue-to-tar-
get (CTT) functionality.

CTTs are very easy to perform. Each 
time the sensor operator performs a 
valid lase, with a single button press 
the system performs an operation that 
packages the self-location, bearing and 
elevation of the target, all into the CTT 
message format. The CTT is then for-
warded to the local JCR or JBCP sys-
tem.

Off-platform exportation of the CTT is 
no different than any command-and-
control message routinely sent by the 
vehicle commander. One, or several, 

remote netted 
sensors can be 
tagged to receive 
the message.

Remote sensors, 
upon receipt of a 
C T T  m e s s a g e , 
compare their cur-
rent self-position 
to the CTT data. 
On-screen direc-
tional arrows gen-
erated on the sen-
sor’s display guide 
operators to the 
target’s lased posi-
tion. Images taken 
at the time of lase 
can be optionally 
attached to the 
CTT message and 

viewed as a picture-in-picture (P-n-P) 
image simultaneously with the direc-
tional arrows. P-n-P imagery helps in-
crease Soldier confidence that the cor-
rect target is identified.

Currently within the SBCT formation, 
CTTs are shared only between scout 
vehicles mounting the netted LRAS3. 
However, the potential exists for other 
Stryker variants to become TNL capa-
ble in the future. This would more 
closely emulate the infantry brigade 
combat team (IBCT) TNL capability 
which has, in addition to LRAS3, the 
netted version of the Fire-Support Sen-
sor System (FS3) found on the M1200 
Armored Knight and the tube-
launched, optically tracked, wire-guid-
ed (TOW) Improved Target Acquisition 
System.

CTTs can be employed for various pur-
poses, but a standard IBCT scenario is 
“sensor-shooter” collaboration. For in-
stance, although scouts have limited 
ability initiating basic call-for-fire re-
quests with the netted sensor, the real 
force-multiplier resides in the ability to 
now team with a netted FS3-equipped 
fire support or netted TOW platform. 
Advantages include the fire-support 
crews employing a wider palate of mu-
nition choices while being electronical-
ly assisted by more detection devices 
to potential targets. On the other 
hand, scouts can remain undetected 
longer while simultaneously creating 
added lethality through collaboration.

The CTT capability can be effective on 
either the attack or in defense. A basic 
battlefield assumption is that the peo-
ple firing at you are the same people 
that detected you. CTTs allow premed-
itated collaborative engagements by 
whom, when and with weapon which 
best entices the enemy to their least 
advantaged line of attack.

From a program-office standpoint, de-
velopment of the TNL capability proved Figure 1. Stryker Leader’s Course students learning TNL.
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to be extremely economical. The effort 
consisted primarily of developing the 
TNL software that was loaded into the 
existing sensors. Tactical networks cur-
rently in use provide paths for battle-
field data movement. The result is a 
modernized, cutting-edge, tactical ca-
pability that allows the Army to extend 
the network-lethality sensor’s service 
life as an option. One more benefit is 
that, as tactical-network bandwidth 
improvements are made, network le-
thality is also improved with no further 
effort; however, network-lethality soft-
ware enhancements are always possi-
ble.

This is not to imply that other legacy or 
new systems cannot take advantage of 
the network-lethality functionality. 
PM-JBCP maintains – and can make 
available to other program offices – 
the network-lethality Interface Control 
Document (ICD) detailing current tech-
nical information.

TNL is the result of a collaborative ef-
fort by PdM-JBCP, PdM-Ground Sen-
sors, PdM-Close-Combat Weapons Sys-
tems, PdM-Stryker’s M1200 Armored 
Knight Program Office and the Army’s 
Software Engineering Directorate, 
along with support from corporate 
partners.

Army offices interested in exploring 
how TNL may enhance a system or pro-
gram or are interested in obtaining 
more netted LRAS3 information should 
c o n t a c t  Ro b e r t  Yo u n g b l o o d , 
robert.e.youngblood2.ctr@mail.mil, 
(703) 704-4772. For more information 
concerning the netted FS3, contact 
Dave Edwards, david.j.edwards82.civ@
mail.mil, (586) 282-7963. For informa-
tion concerning the PM-JBCP ICD, con-
tact Krupal Kapadia, krupal.s.kapadia.
civ@mail.mil. For information about 
Stryker institutional training, contact 

Rich Eggers, richard.w.eggers.civ@
mail.mil, (706) 545-8671. 

CPT Derek Harris is a student at Adju-
tant General Captain’s Career Course, 
Soldier Support Institute, Fort Jackson, 
SC. He commanded Company D (the 
Stryker / heavy-weapons instructional 
company), 1-29 Infantry, Fort Benning, 
GA, when he co-authored this article. 
Previous assignments include assistant 
S-3, 316th Cavalry Brigade, Fort Ben-
ning; scout-platoon leader, 1-16th Cav-
alry Squadron, Fort Benning; executive 
officer, 1-22 Infantry, 4th Infantry Divi-
sion, Fort Carson, CO; and platoon 
leader, 1-22 Infantry, Fort Carson. His 
military education includes Army Re-
connaissance Course and Armor Basic 
Officer Leader’s Course. He holds a 
bachelor’s of science degree in civil en-
gineering from the University of Ne-
vada-Las Vegas.

Rick Hughes is the senior staff analyst 
for PdM-Ground Sensors, Fort Belvoir, 
VA. Previous assignments include Sea 
Air Land (SEAL) Team 7 training officer, 
Coronado, CA; Naval Small Craft In-
struction and Technical Training School 
training officer, Stennis Space Center, 
MS; technology developer, Naval Spe-
cial Warfare Command, Coronado; and 
frogman, SEAL Team 1, Coronado. Mr. 
Hughes’ military education includes 
Navy basic training, Basic Submarine 
School, Gunner’s Mate “A” School, Ba-
sic Underwater Demolition / SEAL 
school and the Warrant Officer Candi-
date Course. He holds a bachelor’s of 
science degree in management from 
California Coast University and a mas-
ter’s of education in curriculum and in-
struction, also from California Coast 
University.

Figure 2. SBCT Soldiers receive a netted LRAS3 familiarization brief.
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SADDLES AND SABERS
The Thunderbolt: a Reminder 
of What Makes Armor Unique

by CPT Lazaro Oliva Jr.

What is Armor?  Many in our branch 
find it difficult to answer this question. 
Most cannot articulate the difference 
between Armor and infantry. Others 
will say that the Armor mission is ob-
solete and that the branch should fo-
cus on the cavalry mission.

I, however, believe that our branch is 
more than just a tank and more than 
just infantry support. Armor represents 
a combined-arms approach to war, and 
while the infantry and cavalry missions 
are inherent in what we do, we must 
not lose sight of what makes Armor 
unique. It’s called shock effect, and it’s 
represented by the thunderbolt on our 
insignia. It’s a symbol of our ability to 
overwhelm our enemy.

Shock effect paralyzes our enemy with 
fear, both physically and psychological-
ly, and it is a result of our tempo. The 
Army defines tempo as “the relative 
speed and rhythm of military opera-
tions over time with respect to the en-
emy.” Our ability to make critical deci-
sions, maneuver and destroy the ene-
my at a time and place we choose al-
lows us to retain the initiative; it’s 
what makes us the “combat arm of de-
cision,” the only force on the modern 
battlefield capable of creating this ef-
fect.

But how is it that an Armor officer or 
noncommissioned officer develops this 
skill – how does he become the thun-
derbolt? It is done through training as 
part of a formation within an armored 
brigade combat team (ABCT); leaders 
in our branch describe the experience 
as “turret time.” The “thunderbolt” re-
fers to the speed at which the fight de-
velops and only occurs in an ABCT.

In an ABCT, for example, it is common 
to operate in an area of operations 
that is 100K x 100K. What makes us dif-
ferent are the large maps we operate 
on, our rate of march and a fight that 

can and often will begin and end in a 
matter of minutes – and sometimes 
seconds – from distances as great as 
five kilometers away (long before you 
are capable of seeing the enemy with 
your own eyes). This forces our leaders 
to make on-the-spot decisions in rapid 
succession. Turret time is what produc-
es an agile and adaptive leader, capa-
ble of processing large volumes of in-
formation very quickly and making de-
cisions that help us retain the initia-
tive, preserve our tempo and ultimate-
ly strike paralyzing fear into our ene-
mies, creating our signature shock ef-
fect. So it is our ability to employ our 
weapons systems effectively that 
makes us what we are, the thunder-
bolt.

World War I (birth of 
the thunderbolt)
From its creation as the Tank Corps in 
World War I, the Armored Force has al-
ways understood that to achieve a de-
cisive victory, it had to be part of a 
larger team – a combined-arms team. 
Proof of this can be found in the 
branch insignia first worn by crewmen 
in the Tank Corps. The insignia was 
conceptualized in the shape of a trian-
gle and divided into three equal parts. 
At the top is the color yellow, which 
symbolizes the mobility associated 
with the cavalry. To the bottom left is 
infantry blue, which represents our 
ability to close with and destroy the 
enemy. To the bottom right is red, the 
color of field artillery, known for its 
ability to engage and destroy the ene-
my from extraordinary distances, pro-
viding freedom of maneuver for its 
brothers in arms.

This insignia represents the concept of 
a combined-arms team in which all 
parts are equally important in accom-
plishing a mission. Any Soldier who be-
longed to the Tank Corps wore the in-
signia.

The tank was a revolutionary weapon 

created to restore maneuver to the 
battlefield through the use of mobility, 
shock and firepower. The advocates of 
this new weapon realized they needed 
a way to cross no man’s land with 
enough combat power to penetrate 
the enemy’s elaborate trench network; 
the tank was a weapon that did just 
that.

This new weapon also had a devastat-
ing shock effect on the enemy. “Its 
ability to stun the soldier until his mind 
was dominated by fear and self-pres-
ervation was a weapon commanders 
used to attack the nerves of an army 
and spread terror through its organiza-
tion,” according to the Armor School’s 
publication This Is Armor.1

The “demoralizing effect the new ma-
chine had”2 helped restore mobility to 
the battlefields of Western Europe and 
ultimately resulted in an Allied victory 
over the Central Powers. It was at this 
moment that the War Department rec-
ognized the effectiveness that shock 
effect had on the enemy, and it be-
came a trademark of the Armored 
Force.

Forging thunderbolt
Offensive characteristics such as speed 
and tempo – which are synonymous 
with the Armored Force today – were 
not as prevalent in first-generation 
tanks. The tanks that helped the Allies 
break the stalemate on the Western 
Front and win World War I were laden 
with problems. They were mechanical-
ly unreliable, very slow and lacked ad-
equate firepower and protection; this 
made them easy targets for German 
artillery. Also, the logistical lines of 
communications that would allow 
them to exploit opportunities and 
achieve early victory had not been con-
ceptualized or assembled. This often 
allowed the enemy to conduct success-
ful counterattacks and recapture 
ground they had lost.

These weaknesses led to a lot of 
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skepticism from senior leaders in the 
other branches such as infantry and 
cavalry about the future role of tanks, 
but in spite of those concerns, “The 
U.S. Tank Corps under Rockenbach 
continue[d] … to endure,” wrote histo-
rian Mildred H. Gillie. “Then, on June 
4, 1920, under the provisions of the 
National Defense Act … the Tank Corps 
was abolished, and its equipment and 
personnel inherited by a somewhat in-
different infantry arm.”3

The situation remained unchanged un-
til Summer 1927 when Dwight Davis, 
U.S. Secretary of War, witnessed a Brit-
ish demonstration of mechanized war-
fare. He knew instantly that the United 
States needed to develop a mecha-
nized force, and as soon as he returned 
from his trip to England, he met with 
GEN Charles P. Summerall, the Army 
Chief of Staff. The results of this meet-
ing “forever altered the development 
of tanks in America.”4

At about the same time this new mech-
anized force was being developed, a 
cavalry officer named Adna Chaffee re-
ceived orders to the training section of 
the Army’s G-3. In 1928, just a year af-
ter arriving at his new job, Chaffee sub-
mitted a paper that “outlined for the 
first time for official consideration a 
definite program leading to the cre-
ation of the Armored Force. The new 
force was to be a union of all the arms: 
cavalry in armored cars for reconnais-
sance, tanks to strike the enemy, infan-
try in trucks to the hold the ground 
won by the tanks … artillery on tracks 
to provide supporting fire [and] engi-
neers to build and clear.”5

This force would place special empha-
sis on speed, armor and operating ra-
dius. The goal was to restore mobility 
on the modern battlefield and achieve 
a quick and decisive victory in war. The 
Army approved the proposal, and the 
uncertainty and opposition that en-
sued in the following years never de-
terred Chaffee from pursuing his vi-
sion.

Technological advancements during 
this time solved a lot of the issues that 
plagued the World War I Tank Corps. 
The latest models had better protec-
tion, could travel at speeds of up to 40 
miles an hour, were better armed and 
were more capable of negotiating very 

difficult terrain. 
The mechanical 
r e l i a b i l i t y  i n -
creased exponen-
tially.

Chaffee assembled 
7th Cavalry Brigade 
(Mechanized) at 
Fort Eustis, VA, 
and later moved it 
to Fort Knox, KY. 
They trained end-
lessly; tested new 
tactics and best 
practices; and ulti-
mately wrote new 
d o c t r i n e .  T h e 
shoulder insignia 
for this new unit 
was a set of tank 
tracks, which rep-
resented mobility 
and armor protec-
tion; a superim-
posed cannon, 
representing long-range firepower; 
and a lightning bolt to denote the 
shock effect it produced.

This insignia was superimposed on the 
World War I Tank Corps insignia, and it 
became the standard insignia for the 
Armor School and all the armored divi-
sions before World War II – and it still 
is today.

Lightning war
On May 9, 1940, German panzer divi-
sions swept through the Ardennes For-
est and into France. Within the first 10 
days, they reached the English Chan-
nel’s coast and split the Allies, sending 
the British into retreat across the 
Channel. By the end of June 1940, the 
French government had surrendered. 
The Germans’ use of armor was so ef-
fective that they were able to accom-
plish in six weeks what they failed to 
do in five years during World War I.

The Germans referred to this new form 
of warfare as blitzkrieg, or “lightning 
war,” denoting both the speed with 
which operations were conducted and 
the shock effect created by the con-
centration and tempo that character-
izes it.

Our leaders couldn’t ignore any longer 
Germany’s decisive strikes, which 
served as the catalyst for uniting our 
leaders to support creation of an 

independent Armored Force. The Ar-
mored Force was born July 10, 1940; 
both tanks and mechanized cavalry fell 
under the responsibility of this new 
force.

Chaffee became chief of the Armored 
Force and commander of the I Ar-
mored Corps. His responsibilities also 
included “the development of tactical 
and training doctrine for all units of 
the Armored Force,” wrote Dr. Robert 
S. Cameron, the Armor Branch’s histo-
rian.6 This led to the creation of the Ar-
mor School at Fort Knox, which played 
a critical role during the rapid expan-
sion of the Armored Force leading up 
to and lasting through World War II.

Unfortunately, Chaffee died of cancer 
before the United States became in-
volved in the war, and he never got the 
chance to see the fruits his hard work 
and unwavering commitment pro-
duced. It is for his efforts that he is 
known as the Father of Armor.

As the war progressed, American ar-
mored forces found themselves center 
stage, playing a pivotal role in every 
major theater and in every major vic-
tory the Allies achieved. These victo-
ries weren’t attained by tanks alone 
but through the successful use of the 
combined-arms team. It was the ar-
mored divisions that led the Allies over 
the Rhine and into victory in Europe, 

Figure 1. The Armor School’s insignia incorporates World 
War I’s U.S. Army Tank Corps insignia and tracks, cannon 
and lightning bolt of the Armored Force created during 
World War II.
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and history is full of examples like 
these.

One instance is 101st Airborne Divi-
sion’s defense at Bastogne. As the sto-
ry goes, the brave paratroopers, oper-
ating alone, were able to secure the 
city and single-handedly prevent the 
mighty German offensive from seizing 
the city of Bastogne during the Battle 
of the Bulge. The part that is not well 
known is that the 101st wasn’t alone 
but was augmented by elements of 
two armored divisions: Combat Com-
mand Reserve, 9th Armored Division, 
and Combat Command Bravo, 10th Ar-
mored Division. It was this combined-
arms team that prevented the Waffen-
SS, the armed element of the SS, from 
enveloping the city. This siege would 

not be lifted until Patton’s Third Army 
penetrated the German line and re-
gained the initiative for the Allies.

Modern armor
1990s. The presence of an armored 
force on the battlefield is a game-
changer for the side that employs the 
capability. Eagle Troop demonstrated 
the shock effect produced by an ar-
mored force during Operation Desert 
Storm in the Battle of 73 Easting when 
2nd Armored Cavalry Regiment, serving 
as the advance guard for 1st Infantry Di-
vision, encountered a division of ene-
my armor. Through quick, decisive ac-
tion and the effective employment of 
mobile, protected firepower, the troop 
destroyed a division of the elite Iraqi 
Republican Guard, suffering minimal 

casualties in the process. This scene re-
peated itself many times during the 
ground offensive, and the tempo set by 
American armor resulted in a decisive 
victory against Iraq, which had the 
fourth-largest standing army in the 
world at the time of the invasion.

The Battle of Mogadishu in 1993 serves 
as another example but one when the 
U.S. operation went awry. The enemy 
force within the city achieved fire su-
periority and denied the quick-reaction 
force access into the city by emplacing 
tactical obstacles, blocking key ave-
nues of approach. This resulted in stag-
gering losses for the Rangers and Delta 
Force operators who were attempting 
to rescue the crews of two downed he-
licopters. The commanding officers of 

Figure 2. Elements of 9th Armored Division and 10th Armored Division assist 101st Airborne Division in its defense of Bas-
togne during the Battle of the Bulge.
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Special Operations Forces in Somalia 
had to request armored forces under 
the United Nations’ control to breach 
the obstacles and fight their way to the 
crash sites to rescue the surrounded 
Rangers.

2000s. Twelve years later, 3rd Infantry 
Division (Mechanized) led a second ar-
mored assault into Iraq. Iraq surren-
dered after two swift strikes – now 
known as thunder runs – rolled into 
Baghdad’s heart and forced the Iraqi 
government’s collapse during Opera-
tion Iraqi Freedom. The same was true 
of the armored force that recaptured 
the city of Fallujah just one year after 
the Iraqi government surrendered. 
During the 2nd Battle of Fallujah in 
2004, two ABCTs cleared the city, and 
in this instance tankers worked side-
by-side with mechanized infantry to 
clear the city.

Whether in urban terrain against an in-
surgent force or the open desert 
against a conventional army, Armor has 
repeatedly proven its value. Our supe-
rior firepower allows us to engage ir-
regular adversaries at distances that 
exceed the maximum effective range 
of the weapons employed by an irreg-
ular threat. “Heavy armor enables 
friendly forces to survive initial en-
gagements and respond with precise, 
timely, direct fire that generates less 
collateral damage than do artillery or 
air strikes,” wrote David E. Johnson.7 
The infantry must resist the urge to 
think that it can do it on its own, or we 
will be forced to relearn a 100-year-old 
lesson.

Complex world 
In the near future, the United States 
will likely face a hybrid threat. The 
concept of a hybrid threat is defined in 
doctrine as “the diverse and dynamic 
combination of regular forces, irregu-
lar forces and/or criminal elements all 
unified to achieve mutually benefiting 
effects.” Army leaders explain that the 
“[h]ybrid threat will use an ever-chang-
ing variety of conventional and uncon-
ventional organizations, equipment 
and tactics to create multiple dilem-
mas.”

This is not a new concept; the United 
States faced it leading up to and dur-
ing the Vietnam War. Russia’s ongoing 
operations in Ukraine are the most re-
cent examples of this hybrid approach. 
The most dangerous aspect of a hybrid 
adversary is that it can organize into a 
conventional force, or it can blend back 
into the population and operate as an 
irregular force, making it difficult to 
destroy.

To defeat such enemies, friendly forces 
must use combined-arms ground fire 
and maneuver to close with adversar-
ies and force them to either fight or 
move, thus exposing them to attack by 
direct and indirect fires. Heavy forces 
provide the protected mobility needed 
for this maneuver, and the joint force 
provides the fires needed to suppress 
the enemy and enable maneuver. Dis-
mounted infantry complements heavy 
forces once the close fight is joined.8

We are thunderbolt
As we move forward and prepare for 
the future, it is critical we do not for-
get our heritage. From the revolution-
ary weapon that broke through the 
stalemate of World War I’s no man’s 
land to the thunder run that pushed 
deep into Baghdad, Armor has proven 
that it is the combat arm of decision. 
The mental agility of an Armor warf-
ighter is the hallmark of a branch that 
has achieved the decisive operation of 
countless battles and will continue to 
do so in the future. While the roles of 
the infantry and field artillery will re-
main, the need for Armor’s swift and 
overwhelming power is the key to con-
trolling the tempo and securing a deci-
sive victory on the battlefield; Armor is 
the branch of decision.

So the next time someone asks you 
what makes Armor different, reply, 
“We are the thunderbolt!”
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BOOK REVIEWS
Riding for the Lone Star: Frontier Cav-
alry and the Texas Way of War, 1822-
1865, Nathan A. Jennings, Denton, TX: 
University of North Texas Press, 2016, 
402 pages (including photographs and 
maps), $32.95 cloth, $26.36 ebook.

ARMOR readers should recognize the 
name of an Armor Branch brother-in-
arms and author of several articles 
published in the branch’s professional-
development magazine. Winner of the 
Armor School’s 2015 Starry Writing 
Competition for his essay, “Balancing 
the Combined-Arms Force” (published 
in ARMOR’s July-September 2015 edi-
tion), MAJ Nathan Jennings’ thought-
ful writing has recently been show-
cased in a book called Riding for the 
Lone Star: Frontier Cavalry and the 
Texas Way of War, 1822-1865.

The cavalry officer’s subject of frontier 
Texas is a topic he has previously for-
ayed into in ARMOR with “Learning the 
Long-Distance Raid: Comanche, Rang-
ers and 2nd U.S. Cavalry on the Texas 
Frontier” (July-September 2014 edi-
tion) and “Unleashing Tactical Audac-
ity: 8th Texas Cavalry Regiment in the 
Civil War” (July-September 2015 edi-
tion). In Riding for the Lone Star, Jen-
nings greatly expands on his concepts 
of the evolution of Texan militarism 
and Texas’ signature “way of war.”

The idea of “Texas” – an idea that car-
ries through to today – “was forged in 
the crucible of frontier warfare,” writes 
Jennings. “It emerged desperately and 
violently between 1822 and 1865 as 
Anglo-American settlers encountered 
mounted combat north of the Rio 
Grande.” This vast land area – long the 
domain of the Plains Indians and the 
Spanish – was a cavalry-centric battle-
field that included the presence of the 
most lethal cavalry society in America 
(the Comanche), among other Plains 
Indian warriors, so the protection that 
settlers demanded “compelled an 
adaptive martial tradition that shaped 
and informed early Lone Star culture.” 
Beginning with initial tactical innova-
tion in Spanish Tejas and culminating 
with mobilization for the Civil War, 

Jennings examines the distinctive “way 
of war” that Texas society developed: 
armed horsemanship, volunteer mili-
tancy, event-specific mobilization, na-
tionalistic tradition, “outsized firepow-
er” and heightened masculine ideals.

Texas made this way of war its own be-
cause it “imported weaponry and tac-
tics from [immigrants’] home states, 
especially Tennessee, that included 
predilections for irregular warfare and 
reliance on field musketry,” Jennings 
writes. “They also adopted horse mo-
bility of Plains tribes and mirrored pre-
vious adaptation by Spanish presidios. 
Fusion of these military attributes re-
sulted in a new type of frontier cavalry 
which eventually gained regional fame, 
and notoriety, as the Texas Rangers.”

Riding for the Lone Star explores the 
historic rise of the Texas Rangers and 
Texas society’s passion for mounted 
combat in general through unflinching 
examination of territorial competition 
with Comanches, Mexicans and Union-
ists. While statesmen Stephen F. Aus-
tin and Sam Houston emerged as influ-
ential strategic leaders, captains like 
Edward Burleson, John Coffee Hays 
and John Salmon Ford attained fame 
for tactical success – success often 
achieved due to cultural, racist and 
ethnic contempt of their federal, tribal 
and international opponents.

“[Jennings] recognizes that the Texas 
way of war often entailed a fearsome, 
racially and ethnically charged feroci-
ty,” comments Robert Wooster, author 
of The American Military Frontiers and 
The Military and United States Indian 
Policy 1865-1903.

The U.S. Army bears some culpability 
once the United States annexed Texas 
as a state, as federal military forces 
could not protect Texas’s borders and 
Anglo settlements. “Federal protection 
remained comprehensively inadequate 
to protect rapidly expanding settle-
ments lines and left ambitious pio-
neers to grapple with ethnic competi-
tors, victims and opportunists,” Jen-
nings writes. “This security lapse, even 
though often exaggerated by settlers, 
politicians and [newspaper] editors 
alike, ensured that Texas’s way of war 

remained relevant. … The Lone Star 
military tradition, which could have po-
tentially elapsed had the U.S. Army 
managed to pacify volatile border re-
gions, was sustained and validated by 
continuous border warfare. As a result, 
Texas again called citizens to militarize 
against the chaos of its volatile posi-
tion between competing tribes, lawless 
marauders and an unstable Mexico.”

So Texas learned some lessons that 
would (controversially) apply today: its 
Rangers were equipped, trained and 
organized as highly mobile formations, 
able and willing to proactively carry 
the fight to the enemy. Unfortunately, 
Texas’ way of war was also to conduct 
warfare against the “civilian popula-
tion” (women and children in Native 
American villages, for example); cap-
ture horses (the means of attack) in 
those villages; and destroy the villages 
(centers of supply and rest).

In addition to the articles mentioned 
in this review, Jennings’ work for AR-
MOR includes “Cavalry Branch: a Re-
designation for the 21st Century” (Jan-
uary-February 2014), “Arming for Im-
pact: Empowering Cavalry to Enhance 
Joint Combined-Arms Operations” 
(January-March 2015) and “Armored 
Forces: an Indispensable Component 
of Strategic Deterrence” (July-Septem-
ber 2015).

LISA ALLEY
Supervisory Editor, ARMOR magazine

Patton at the Battle of the Bulge: How 
the General’s Tanks Turned the Tide at 
Bastogne, Leo Barron, New York: Pen-
guin Random House Publishing, 2015, 
410 pages (including endnotes and cit-
ed works), $16 softcover.

In Patton at the Battle of the Bulge: 
How the General’s Tanks Turned the 
Tide at Bastogne, Leo Barron discuss-
es 101st Airborne Division’s relief dur-
ing one of World War II’s famous bat-
tles. Barron – who is coauthor of the 
book No Silent Night and who has 
written articles about the Battle of the 
Bulge and World War II published in 
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professional military journals – pulls 
from mostly primary-source interviews 
and official reports of personnel and 
units to support his thesis that 4th Ar-
mored Division’s successful mission to 
relieve 101st Airborne was due to its ex-
ceptionalism as unit, combined with 
the U.S. Army’s superior capabilities.

It’s not primarily about Patton, as the 
title suggests it is.

The book exhibits excellent depth and 
multiple points of view. It incorporates 
not only American primary sources, 
but also German and Belgian first-hand 
accounts. The narrative is organized 
chronologically, focusing on initial 
movements of both the United States 
and Germany and then engagements 
between 4th Armored Division and the 
Germans in towns on the approaches 
to Bastogne. Barron’s points are well 
supported by multiple sub-arguments, 
focusing on logistics and leadership, 
backed by credible evidence from his 
primary sources.

One of Barron’s best sub-arguments 
centers on the gifted mid-level officers 
of 4th Armored Division. He highlights 
how many of these officers, such as 
Creighton Abrams, were some of the 
best in the Army, and their success was 
due to their “tactical acumen and quick 
thinking,” which “led directly to the di-
vision’s success.” Abrams’ tactical de-
cision-making, in particular, is well dis-

played in the final breach at Assenois.

In addition to the unit’s great leader-
ship, Barron also highlights 4th Ar-
mored Division’s advantages. Another 
one of the most detailed sub-argu-
ments contrasts the motorized capa-
bilities of the two armies. Barron clear-
ly demonstrates the U.S. Army’s advan-
tage of being “almost completely mo-
torized, [while] the German army still 
relied heavily on horse-drawn trans-
port.” This provided a logistical advan-
tage for the United States and a severe 
disadvantage for the Germans, as they 
were unable to transport food or vital 
equipment such as anti-tank weapons.

Another key point Barron highlights 
were advantages in U.S. air support. 
The “Luftwaffe never seriously chal-
lenged the American advantage in 
close air support” and 363nd Fighter 
Group “wreaked havoc on the Wehr-
macht.”

Clearly the strength of Barron’s book is 
the superior level of research. Al-
though it is a very detailed account of 
4th Armored Division’s path of advance, 
the book’s organization represents its 
greatest weakness. Since it is organized 
by battles, it is harder to interpret and 
assess his sub-arguments since the fo-
cus of each chapter rests on that par-
ticular engagement, requiring the 
reader to focus hard on each chapter.

Another criticism, as referred to, is that 
the title is misleading; there is actually 
little discussion of Patton’s role in this 
event. Foreign Affairs expressed a sim-
ilar critique in its review. (See Law-
rence Freedman, “Three Books on the 
Battle of the Bulge,” Foreign Affairs, 
March/April 2015, https://www.for-
eignaffairs.com/reviews/capsule-re-
view/three-books-battle-bulge.)

Barron’s claim that the exceptional 4th 
Armored Division, supported by U.S. 
industrial advantages, was key in re-
lieving 101st Airborne is a valid argu-
ment and is well-asserted and well-de-
fended. Overall, it is a well-written 
book providing multiple perspectives 
through its in-depth research. Despite 
its misleading title, this book deserves 
serious attention for its depth of schol-
arship and relevance to the military 
profession. Barron provides an excel-
lent example of how an officer – in this 
case Abrams – exercised disciplined ini-
tiative to seize fleeting opportunity in 
battle and achieve great success. This 
work also provides a detailed account 
of the individuals who fought during 
the Battle of the Bulge and explains 
why 4th Armored Division was so suc-
cessful.

PROMOTABLE CPT PATRICK C. 
HOWLETT

Brigade Tactical Department
U.S. Military Academy

West Point, NY
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Consolidated Acronym Quick-Scan

A
AAB – advise-and-assist brigade
AAC – armament accuracy check
AAR – after-action review
ABCT – armored brigade combat team
ABOLC – Armor Basic Officer Leader’s 
Course
ACA – airspace-control authority
ACR – armored cavalry regiment
ACSC – Air Command and Staff 
College
ADP – Army doctrine publication
ADRP – Army doctrinal reference 
publication
AGST – Advanced Gunnery-Skills 
Trainer
AGTS – Advanced Gunnery Training 
Simulator
AO – area of operations
ARC – Army Reconnaissance Course
ARNG – Army National Guard
ARTB – Airborne and Ranger Training 
Brigade
ASOC – air support-operations center
ATG – annual training guidance
ATGM – antitank guided missile
ATHP – ammunition-transfer holding 
point
ATMS – Army Tactical Missile System
ATN – Army Training Network
ATP – Army technical publication
AWACS – Airborne Warning and 
Control System

B
BAO – brigade ammunition office
BCT – brigade combat team
BEB – brigade engineer battalion
BFist – Bradley fire-support team
BFV – Bradley Fighting Vehicle
BMP – Boyeva Mashina Pekhoty
BP – battle position
BSA – brigade-support area
BSB – brigade-support battalion

C
CAM – combined-arms maneuver
CAR – combined-arms rehearsal
CAS – close air support
CATS – Combined-Arms Training 
Strategies
CCL – combat-configured load
CCP – casualty collection point
CCTT – Close Combat Tactical Trainer
CGSC – Command and General Staff 
College
CITV – Commander’s Independent 
Thermal Viewer
CLC – Cavalry Leader’s Course
CLI – Class I
CLII – Class II
CLIII – Class III
CLIII (B) – Class III bulk

CLIII (P) – Class III petroleum
CLIV – Class IV
CLVIII – Class VIII
CLIX – Class IX
CoA – course of action
COIC – current-operations integration 
cell
COIN – counterinsurgency
CoIST – company intelligence-support 
team
CP – command post
CPX – command-post exercise
CRC – Control and Reporting Center
CS – capability set
CS-15 – Capability Set 15
CSDP – command supply-discipline 
program
CTC – combat-training center
CTT – cue to target
Cuops – current operations

D
DA – decisive action
DATE – decisive-action training 
environment
DFCM – direct-fire-control measure
DP – decision point
DTMS – Digital Training-Management 
System

E
EA – engagement area
Endex – end of exercise
EUCOM – (U.S. Army) European 
Command

F
FCE – fire-coordination exercise
FFE – fire-for-effect
FM – field manual
FM – frequency modulation
Frago – fragmentary order
FS3 – Fire-Support Sensor System
FSC – forward-support company
FSO – fire-support officer
FY – fiscal year

G
GST – gunnery-skills test
GT – gunnery table

H
HR – hand-receipt

I
IBCT – infantry brigade combat team
IC – information collection
ICD – interface-control document
IPB – intelligence preparation of the 
battlefield
ISB – intermediate-staging base
ITAS – Improved Target Acquisition 
System
IWfF – intelligence warfighting function

J
JACI – joint and combined integration
JAGIC – Joint Air-Ground Integration 
Center
JBCP – Joint Battlefield Command 
Platform
JBLM – Joint Base Lewis-McChord
JCR – Joint Capabilities Release
JMRC – Joint Multinational Readiness 
Center
JOA – joint operations area
JOAX – Joint Operational Access 
Exercise
JP – joint publication
JROTC – Junior Reserve Officer 
Training Corps
JRTC – Joint Readiness Training 
Center

L
LFAST – live-fire accuracy screening 
test
LFX – live-fire exercise
LNO – liaison officer
LoE – line of effort
Logsynch – logistics synchronization
LPD – leader professional development
LRAS3 – Long-Range Advanced Scout 
Surveillance System
LRTC – long-range training calendar

M
MAN – Maschinenfabrik Augsburg-
Nurnberg
MAS – main aid station
MBT – main battle tank
MCCC – Maneuver Captain’s Career 
Course
MCG – mechanized combat group
MCoE – Maneuver Center of 
Excellence
MDCoA – most dangerous course of 
action
MDMP – military decision-making 
process
Medevac – medical evacuation
MI – military intelligence
MILES – Multiple Integrated Laser-
Engagement System
MLCoA – most likely course of action
MPAT – multipurpose antitank
MRAP – mine-resistant, ambush-
protected
MRE – Meal Ready to Eat
MTOE – modified table of organization 
and equipment
MTRCS – Multi-Temperature 
Refrigerated Container System

N
NATO – North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization
NCO – noncommissioned officer
NSRDEC – Natick Soldier Research, 
Development and Engineering Center
NTC – National Training Center
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O
OBC – officer basic course
O/C/T – observer/coach/trainer
OEF – Operation Enduring Freedom
O&I – operations and intelligence
OIC – officer in charge
OIF – Operation Iraqi Freedom
OP – observation post
Opfor – opposing force
Opord – operations order
Opsynch – operations synchronization

P
PACE – primary, alternate, contingency 
and emergency (means of 
communication)
PB – property book
PdM – product manager
PIR – parachute infantry regiment
PL – phase line
PLF – parachute-landing fall
PMCS – preventative maintenance 
checks and services
PME – professional military education
P-n-P – picture-in-picture
PoI – point of injury
PSOP – planning standard operating 
procedures
PT – physical training

Q
QTG – quarterly training guidance

R
R&S – reconnaissance and security

RAM – random-access memory
RAP – Ranger Assessment Phase
RDSP – rapid-decision synchronization 
process
RI – Ranger instructor
ROTC – Reserve Officer Training Corps
RPA – Ranger Physical Assessment
RPG – rocket-propelled grenade
RSO – range safety officer
RSOI – reception, staging, onward 
movement and integration
RTAC – Ranger Training Assessment 
Course

S
SARJE – static-line control, activation 
of the reserve parachute onboard the 
aircraft, red-light procedures, jump 
refusals and exiting procedures
SAT – sustained airborne training
SBCT – Stryker brigade combat team
SBF – support-by-fire
SDZ – surface danger zone
SEAL – SEa Air Land
SI – sensitive item
SME – subject-matter expert
SOP – standard operating procedures
SRTC – short-range training calendar
SSA – supply-support activity
STX – situational training exercise

T
TAA – tactical assembly area

TAC CP – tactical command post
TACP – tactical air-control party
TACSOP – tactical command post 
standing operating procedures
TAG – the Adjutant General
TAMIS – Total Ammunition 
Management Information System
TC – training circular
TCE – tank-crew evaluator
TI – Tactical Internet
TLP – troop-leading procedures
TNL – tactical-network lethality
TOC – tactical-operations center
TOCSOP – tactical-operations center 
standard operating procedures
TOW – tube-launched, optically tracked, 
wire-guided
TRADOC – (U.S. Army) Training and 
Doctrine Command
TRP – target-reference point
TTP – tactics, techniques and 
procedures

U
UA – unmanned aircraft
UAS – unmanned aerial system
UBL – unit basic load
UGR – Unitized Group Ration

W
WAS – wide-area security
WTC – Warrior Training Center

Donovan Research Library,
Maneuver Center of Excellence,

hosts Armor student papers on various subjects,
http://www.benning.army.mil/library/content/Virtual/virtual.htm,

and back issues of ARMOR magazine,
http://www.benning.army.mil/library/content/Virtual/CavalryArmorJournal/

index.htm



70
TH  ARMOR REGIMENT

The shield is green with fi ve gold spearheads representing a platoon 
of fi ve tanks entering into combat in a fl ying wedge formation. The 
distinctive unit insignia was originally approved for 70th Tank Battal-
ion (Medium) Jan. 9, 1941. It was redesignated for 70th Tank Battalion 
(Light) May 18, 1942. It was redesignated for 70th Armor Regiment 
March 29, 1963. The insignia was amended to add a motto Nov. 4, 1965.

ST R IKE   SWIFTLY
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