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ABSTRACT

During the @ilf War, mllions of people around the
gl obe, courtesy of CNN, witnessed the seem ngly nassive use
of precision-guided weapons against Iraqgi targets in the
| argest air canpaign since Wrld War 1Il. Mst of the
m ssions were flown against lraqi targets with no friendly
forces on the ground. This type of air canpaign is known as
Deep Air Support, or ‘DAS . Equally as inportant, but
receiving |less spectacular news coverage, is Close Ar
support, or ‘CAS . Wen conducting CAS m ssions, the chance
for ‘Friendly Fire’ incidents, injuring or killing your own
troops on the ground, increases dramatically as conpared to
DAS mssions. This may seem to be an obvious deduction
since there are no friendly troops on the ground during a
DAS mssion but when small, specialized units, such as
SEALS, Special Operations Forces (SOF), or reconnaissance
forces find thenselves in the deep battlespace, operating
in alowintensity conflict (LIC) environment, these sinple
doctrinal distinctions can sonetines |lead to confusion, or
worse, friendly fire fatalities on the battlefield. | t
could be argued that there is a disconnect between joint
doctrine and joint training which creates an environnment on
the LIC battlefield, as well as in training, that can | ead
to faulty execution of CAS missions, and potentially
di sastrous results. Though we have reached a technol ogi ca
| evel that gives us great advantage on the battlefield, the
doctrine with which we wuse to prosecute our mlitary
canpaigns, in terns of close air support, has sonetines
| agged behind our technol ogical advances to such a degree
that we have jeopardized the safety of the very sanme ground

personnel we are trying to support.
v
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. 1 NTRODUCTI ON

Close Air Support is an air action by fixed and
rotary-wing aircraft against hostile targets
which are in close proximty to friendly forces
and which require detailed integration of each
air mssion with the fire and novenent of those
forces.

Joint Publication 1-02, DOD Dictionary of Mlitary and

Associ ated Terns
A OVERVI EW

During the @lf War, mllions of people around the
gl obe, courtesy of CNN, wi tnessed the seem ngly nassive use
of precision-guided weapons against Iraqgi targets in the
|argest air canpaign since Wrld War [1.1 Mst of the
m ssions were flown against lraqi targets with no friendly
forces on the ground. This type of air canpaign is known as
Deep Air Support, or ‘DAS .2 Equally as inportant, but
receiving |less spectacular news coverage, is Close Ar
support, or ‘CAS . CAS mssions are typically flow in
support of ground forces that are engaged wth the eneny.
What delineates CAS from DAS is two doctrinally sinple
guidelines: (1) close proximty to friendly ground forces
and (2) detailed integration.3 Wen conducting CAS m ssi ons,
the chance for ‘Friendly Fire’ incidents, injuring or
killing vyour own troops on the ground, i ncreases
dramatically as conpared to DAS missions. This nmay seem to
be an obvi ous deduction since there are no friendly troops

1 Ricks, Thomas E. “Bull’s-eye War: Pinpointing Bombing Shifts Role
of G1. Joe”, Washington Post, 2 Dec. 2001

2 http://ww. gl obal security.org/mlitary/library/report/1995/ VAW ht m
(April 2003)

3 JP 3-09.3, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Close Air
Support (CAS), Washington: GPO, 1995, pp I-1
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on the ground during a DAS mssion but when small,
specialized units, such as SEALS, Special Operations Forces
(SOF), or reconnaissance forces find thenselves in the deep
battl espace, operating in a low intensity conflict (LIC
envi ronment , these sinple doctrinal distinctions can
sonetimes lead to confusion, or worse, friendly fire
fatalities on the battlefield. It could be argued that
there is a disconnect between joint doctrine and joint
training which creates an environnment on the LIC
battlefield, as well as in training, that can lead to
faulty execution  of CAS m ssions, and potentially
di sastrous results.
B. BACKGROUND

Close Air Support has been around since the first
di ve-bonmbing aircraft took to the skies in WN. Subsequent
operations in Haiti, the Dom nican Republic and N caragua
further developed the air-to-ground techniques that would
be used throughout armed conflict in the twentieth and
twenty-first centuries. The inportance of air support to
gr ound t roops becane sel f - evi dent as ai r-to-ground
techniques were further refined and inproved during VNI,
Korea and Vietnam and with the advent of sophisticated
onboard technology such as Inertial Navigation Systens,
G obal Positioning Systenms, and I|aser technology, the
ability of pilots to deliver highly lethal and accurate
payl oads onto eneny targets has reached staggering
proportions. Though we have reached a technol ogical |eve
that gives us great advantage on the battlefield, the
doctrine with which we use to prosecute our mlitary
canpaigns, in terns of close air support, has sonetines
| agged behind our technol ogical advances to such a degree



that we have jeopardized the safety of the very same ground

personnel we are trying to support.

C. RESEARCH QUESTI ONS AND ARGUMENT
The primary questions addressed in this thesis are:

. Ils there a paradigm shift in the inportance of
the close air support mssion when conducted in
the context of the low intensity conflict? If so,
to what extent, if at all, should our doctrine
change to acconmodate this shift?

. How do the different services train their aircrew
and ground controllers in the execution of the
close air support mssion? Is there a significant
difference in training that <could lead to
conflict on the battlefield when operating as
part of a joint or coalition force?

. Do recent case studies of fratricide on the
battlefield lead to any generalized conclusions
about the way we train for the close air support
m ssion and what, if any, changes could be nade
to current service training to nake us a nore
effective joint force on the battlefield?

. In terns  of mlitary transfornmation, what
innovations could be wused to facilitate a
transition to a nore effective joint force
structure in regard to the close air support
m ssi on?

Conventional w sdom regarding the use of close air
support Afghani stan was that although the pilots in the air
and the troops on the ground acconplished the mssion at
hand, there were many itens of concern that were brought to
the attention of each service during “After-Action”
conferences and from submtted “lessons-learned”. These
concerns ranged from items such as a lack of doctrinal
adherence on the part of pilots and ground controllers
alike to a ‘Vietnamlike control of the target sets where

permssion to drop on a target was granted only from the
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Conmbined Air Operations Center (CAOCC) in Riyadh. This
thesis will not attenpt to lay blame to any one service but
will try to exam ne how doctrine was or was not followed
why doctrine was or was not followed;, and to assess each
services training programwth regard to close air support.
The thesis will then try and draw conclusions as to how we
can train better as a joint force.
D. METHODCOL OGY

This thesis will answer the prinmary research questions
by focusing on case studies drawn from recent conflicts in
Af ghani stan, Somalia, the Fornmer Yugoslav Republics, and
other regional low intensity or wunconventional conflicts
such as the War on Terrorism |In addition, a careful
anal ysis of service specific training in the area of close
air support wll be examned to support or reject the
prem se that conventional doctrine does not translate well
inthe lowintensity environment.
E. CHAPTER QUTLI NES

Chapter Il of this thesis will examne the strategic
inplications of <close air support in the low intensity
conflict. Drawing from case studies in Somalia, Afghanistan
and other battlefield exanples where close air support has
had a significant inpact far outweighing the battle damage
of the specific close air support mssion paraneters, this
chapter wll attenpt to show that a paradigm shift has
occurred in the wuse of <close air support in the |ow
intensity conflict. Finally, this chapter wll attenpt to
determne what, if any, changes need to be nmde to our
doctrinal approach to close air support when executed under
the context of a low intensity conflict. Utimtely, the
chapter will argue that close air support, when executed

under the unbrella of unconventi onal warfare such as
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Operation Enduring Freedom or Operation Just Cause, has a
markedly different inpact on the battlefield than when
conducted on the conventional battlefield and as such,
mlitary planners need to accept this significant dichotony

of the close air support m ssion.

Chapter 111 wll focus on case studies of recent
i nstances  of fratricide. Also drawn from Sonali a,
Af ghani stan and other low intensity conflicts, these case
studies may help us to understand how and why fratricide
still occurs on the battlefield and whether or not sone of
them may have been avoidable. Service specific training
will be exam ned in these cases to determ ne whether or not
any deficiencies in training nmay have caused these tragic
and unfortunate deaths on the battlefield and in training.
This chapter will argue that the current training program
that each service conducts for its close air support
m ssion may be adequate for that service when operating as
a stand alone force but when operating as a joint force
the different tactics, techniques, and procedures that each
service trains their forces in, may be insufficient on the
joint battlefield.

Chapter IV will exam ne doctrine and training from all
services in the close air support mssion. The USAF and
USMC training for ground forward air controllers wll be
covered in detail as well as the aircrew training for the
USAF, USN and USMC tactical platfornms that perform the
close air support mission. In addition to these two
trai ning progranms, the chapter will cover the training that
aircrews receive in the forward air controller (airborne)
or FAC(A) mssion. The chapter will attenpt to derive any

specific differences and deficiencies anong the service
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specific training prograns that mght lead to doctrinal
confusion or execution problens for the joint operating
forces. The chapter will also try to draw related
concl usi ons between the problens of battlefield fratricide
and service specific training and what, if any, changes
could be made to |limt this loss of life on the battlefield

and in training.

Finally, Chapter V will summarize the thesis and argue
that a concerted effort wll be necessary by all services
to tackle the problenms that exist with current doctrine and
training in the close air support mssion. In doing so, the
joint operating forces will better be able to execute the
close air support mssion in training and on the joint
battl efi el d.



1. STRATEG C | MPLI CATI ONS OF JO NT CLOSE AR
SUPPORT

The truth is, this will be a war |ike none other
our nation has faced.

Secretary of Defense Donald H Runsfeld, Sept.
27, 2001
A OVERVI EW
Since the very first manned aerial flight, there have
been those individuals who have proffered the use of
airpower to bring a tactical advantage to ground forces on
the battlefield. In the first war wutilizing fixed wng
aircraft, pilots on both sides used small biplanes to drop
rudi mentary bonbs on the trenches of opposing forces in the
‘“Geat War’. This had a denoralizing effect on the troops
but did not do nuch actual damage when conpared to the
mayhem caused by both allied and axis artillery support. As
the war progressed, the pilots becane nore involved, and
arguably nore enanored, with ‘dog fighting their opposing
pilots in aerial duels trying to shoot one another down.
Because of the lack of carrying capacity of those early
aircraft, nore attention was paid to the inportance of
clearing the skies of eneny aircraft than was paid to
droppi ng ordnance on opposing forces and helping to shape
the ground battle.

Wth the fall of the Soviet Union and the dem se of a
real and credible air-to-air threat, the US mlitary has
been turning its attention over the past decade towards the
i npact of tactical aircraft on ground warfare. That is not
to say that there has not been a concerted effort in the
devel opnent of CAS; conversely, the mssion of aerial

7



support of ground forces with close air support has been
denmonstrated and refined during WNI, Korea, Vietnam and
every major conflict the US has been involved with since
WN. Suffice it to say that the techniques and tactics
utilized in the close air support mssion had always taken
a back seat to the larger and nore glanorous mssion of
air-to-air engagenent of eneny aircraft and the ‘deep
strike' strategic mssions.4 WAV| conbat correspondents used
to spin tales of the aerial conbat exploits of allied
fighter pilots and how they achieved their five (5) air-to-
air kills and received the l|abel of ‘Ace’, regardless of
how many tons of ordnance that they may have dropped on
eneny positions, especially those dropped in support of
allied ground forces. The purpose of this chapter is not
to discuss which is nore inportant: the downing of eneny
aircraft or the delivery of ordnance payloads in support of
engaged ground forces. Rather, it is to examne and clarify
the strategic inplications of close air support in the Low
Intensity Conflict (LIO), and secondly, to try and
understand under what conditions that change a tactical
mssion’s results into strategic ones. This wll be
acconpl i shed by exam ning several case studies that involve
both tactical battlefield successes as well as failures.

Wth the enmergence and proliferation of precision-
guided nmunitions on the Dbattlefield, the accuracy of
ordnance-to-target has never been greater. Conversely, wth
the same technology, the potential magnitude of m stakes

made in the execution of <close air support on the

4

http://ww. ai r power. maxwel | . af . ni | /airchronicles/apj/apj94/fedor2a. htm
dor2a. ht (April 2003)
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battlefield, both by ground controllers and tactica

aircraft, has also never been greater.

It can be argued that the US Mlitary, specifically
those individuals trained to conduct CAS m ssions, both on
the ground and in the air, have entered into a new real m of
warfare in which the success or failure of a relatively
small tactical mssion can have an exponentially greater

strategic affect.

The conditions for this new era of CAS have evolved
from the proliferation of the LIC environnment, especially
the War on Terrorism as well as several other factors to
i ncl ude (1) gl obal i zati on of mul ti medi a, (2) t he
di si ntegration of centralized gover nnment s, and (3)
t echnol ogi cal advances in the lethality and accuracy of
ai r-to-ground weaponry and support equi pnent.

Marine Corps Warfighting Publication (MOW) 3-23.1
defines Close Air Support as an air action by fixed or
rotary-wing aircraft against hostile targets that are in
close proximty to friendly forces on the ground and which
requires detailed integration.® In the past, this has been a
fairly easy concept to wunderstand. However, wth the
increasing regularity of the Low Intensity Conflict or
unconventional warfare it has changed the outlook and
conceptual application of CAS from a tactical mssion
(whi ch supports the ground commander’s maneuver objectives)
to one that has far-reaching strategic inplications, both

positive and negati ve.

I n Novenber of 2001, a U.S. Special Forces Forward Air

Controller working alongside Pashtun tribesnmen, utilizing

S Cose Air Support, MOWP 3-23.1, US Marine Corps, July 1998, pp 1-1
9



only a radio and the rapid response of U S. Airpower,
coordinated an aerial attack on Taliban forces that wer
counter-attacking his position. The end result of the
m ssion was the destruction of the Taliban colum, and nore
inmportantly the solidification of the relationship between
U.S. Special Forces and their Afghan Allies. This incident,
as well as the proceeding case studies, wll attenpt to
explain how a single tactical m ssion can have far-reaching
results well above the success of a single tactical

m ssi on. 6

B. HI STORI CAL CASE STUDI ES

1. Task Force Ranger

In Cctober of 1993, the US Arny had a contingent of
Rangers and Delta Force working alongside the UN Mssion in
Somalia, but wunlike their UN counterparts, Task Force
Ranger had a very different mssion than that of the
peacekeepers. Their mssion was to hunt down and arrest
Mohaned Farrah Aidid, the local warlord from the Habageeter
tribe that was controlling the flow of food to the starving
Somalis. What he was doing, in fact, was using the food
supplied by the UN mssion to Somalia as blacknmail against
the other rival tribes. Because of his actions towards the
other tribes, who were not getting the food they needed to
survive, thousands of innocent Somali nmen, wonen and
children were dying needlessly. In addition, it was Aidid s
tribe that was causing the nost trouble for the UN
Peacekeepers, and after a series of particularly heinous
actions against UN Peacekeepers, President Cinton ordered

6 http://ww. gl obal - def ence. conl coms-o0. view. ht i (April 2003)
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Task Force Ranger to standup and be prepared to deploy to

t he region.

In the fall of 1993, TF Ranger deployed to Sonali a.
After they arrived in country, they began to conduct
‘snatch’ mssions, mssions where they would vertically
deploy via helicopters from the Mogadi shu |International
Airport, (their current base of operations), utilizing the
MH 60 Bl ackhawk and the AH6J Loach from Task Force 160'"
(TF160) for helicopter and close air support. A typical
mssion would be to vertically envelopnent a suspected
eneny conpound, seize the key personnel from the |ocation,
and transport them back to their base for further
pr ocessi ng.

One such mssion, which was the inpetus for the novie
Bl ackhawk Down, began on the norning of 3 COct 1993. TF
Ranger had received intelligence from a Somali source
working as a paid CIA inforner. The intelligence
information, which later turned out to be suspect, was that
several of Aidids key Ilieutenants were holed up in a
building next to the Aynpic Hotel near the busy Bakara
Market, a place that was alnost totally under the contro
of men loyal to Aidid. What the m ssion commanders did not
know was that they would be waiting for themto arrive.

In previous mssions, these nmen had tried to shoot
down US helicopters utilizing Rocket Propelled G enades, or
RPGs. Though they had successfully shot down one helicopter
in the past, the tactics of this mssion was to use
hundreds of RPGs instead of the sparing anount wused in
previous mssions against US. helicopters. This was
sonething that TFR had not anticipated as was evidenced by

the type of tactics utilized by TF 160'" helicopters, flying
11



| ow-1evel over the city during daylight hours, sonething
they should only have done during the night or at an
altitude that was outside the maxi mum effective range of an
RPG.

In addition to this oversight of inproper tactics by
TF 160'" support aircraft, TF Ranger also requested and was
subsequently denied the use of AC 130 Specter gunship
support. Part of the reason that TF 160'" was utilizing
daylight tactics was that the AH6J gunship support would
be nore responsive to close air support requests, sonething
that woul d have been unnecessary had TF Ranger been granted
approval to use the AC- 130 gunship.

The AC-130 Specter gunship carries a variety of air-
t o-ground weaponry ranging from 20nm to 105mm but the nost
i npressive and accurate system on-board the aircraft is the
105mm howi tzer. Located in the tail of the aircraft, this
how tzer can level a building in only a few shots. It has a
targeting system that utilizes some  of the nost
sophi sticated sensors that the US mlitary enploys on the
battlefield today, and was the type of close air support
one wuld want in an urban environnent, especially
Mogadi shu. The only drawback, if one could call it a
dr awback, was the possibility of col | ateral damage,
especially to unarmed civilians. Such was the reasoni ng of
Les Aspin, then Secretary of Defense, when asked why he
declined the request for AC 130 gunship support during the

m SSi on.

Al though the AH6J Littlebird (or Loach as it 1is
sonetimes «called), is a very versatile and efficient
platform in the close air support role, it does not have

the accuracy and firepower of the AC130, and is limted in
12



the type and quantities of ordnance it can carry. The
anount per sortie is limted to fourteen 2.75" High
Expl osive (HE) rockets and several thousand rounds of
7.62mm which can be fired from dual nounted mni-guns.
This is fairly consequential since the AC- 130 can carry
literally thousands of rounds of snmall arnms anmunition as
well as hundreds of HE rounds of 105mm |In addition, the
loiter tinme of the AC 130 is extensive and could have

covered extended periods of the mssion.”’

There can be no denying the absolute professionalism
of the TF 160'" aircrews during this battle. Muny nore
Rangers and Delta Force personnel would surely have | ost
their lives were it not for the incredible tenacity that
was displayed by the AH6J pilots throughout the battle in
delivering precise, tinely and responsive air-to-ground
fire support; however, it can also be said that they were
flying to the maxi num extent of their capabilities. As each
Littlebird expended its ordnance load, it quickly made the
flight back to Mgadishu International Airport, refueled,
rearmed and ingressed back to the objective area. Due to
the lack of a sophisticated surface-to-air threat, had an
AC- 130 detachnent been deployed in theatre, it could have
patrolled the skies over Mygadishu wth inpunity and
delivered lethal close air support that could have enabled
TF Ranger to acconplish its mission.® This could have been
acconplished even with Adids mlitia being ready for
them sonething that had been suspected from the begi nning
of the operation. Because the response tinme of Adid s

mlitia was so rapid, mlitary analysts speculated that

7 http://ww.fas. org/ man/ dod- 101/ ops/ docs/ 97- 0364. pdf  (April 2003,
pp. 30)

8 Ibid
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Aidid and his mlitia knew the Americans were conmng and

were itching for a fight.?9

Anot her significant aspect of the mssion to consider
is the fact that had the AC-130 been utilized, the two M+
60 Bl ackhawks that were shot down, callsigns “Super 61" and
“Super 64", would not have been hovering over the city but
woul d have been holding out over the water, awaiting the
extraction call. Since there was no AC-130 support, it was
deenmed essential that the M+60's, as well as the AH6’s,
were needed in the close air support role, even if their
only form of suppression cane from the crew served nachi ne

guns.

In the aftermath of TF Ranger’s mi ssion, President
Cinton ordered the pullout of the Rangers and Delta Force.
It is generally agreed that the loss of 19 Anmerican |ives,
as well as the graphic scenes of dead US Sol diers being
dragged through the streets of Mbgadi shu, had a significant
i npact on the President’s decision to pull out of Somali a.

Many | essons were |learned fromthis mssion but one of
the nost profound was the critical advantage that US forces
gain from having effective, accurate and tinely close air
support. Although considered a tactical mssion, the |ack
of substantial close air support in Sonmalia had far
reachi ng consequences beyond the tactical and operationa
level. The critical decision to deny AC- 130 support to TF
Ranger had strategic inplications that the National Conmand
Aut hority (i.e. the Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin) failed

to recogni ze. 10

9 http://ww.fas. org/ man/ dod- 101/ ops/ docs/ 97- 0364. pdf  (April 2003,
pp. 6,7)

10 http://ww. rand. org/ publ i cati ons/ MR/ MR842/ NR842. chap5. pdf, (April
2003, pp. 3)
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2. UAV Predator M ssion

On Sunday, Nov 3¢ 2002, the ClA successfully carried
out the first recorded unmanned attack on six al-Qaeda
operatives in northern Yenen. Wat makes this operation
unique is that a Predator Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) was
used as the delivery platform Even nore significant is
that the weapon used for the mssion was a Hellfire |aser
gui ded weapon. The Hellfire missile is an anti-tank, |aser-
gui ded weapon that tracks on reflected |aser energy either
from an independent ground source or an airborne |aser
designator. The laser source is nodulated to distinguish
itself from any other stray |aser source that may exist on
the battlefield. The Hellfire mssile can then Dbe
programmed with the sanme nodul ation and when it senses the
sanme | aser reflection as the mssile seeker head is | ooking
for, it ‘locks’” onto the target and the flight controls
steer the mssile to the target. In Feb of 2001, the US Air
Force successfully tested and |aunched precision guided
mssiles from a UAV. The CIA quickly incorporated the
technol ogy and in Nov of 2002, put the technol ogy to use.

Killed in the aforenentioned attack was Qaed Salim
Sinan al-Harethi and five other |owlevel al-Qaeda nenbers.
US officials have been quick to praise the attack on the
terrorists as one of the ‘best’ kills in Washington’s war
on terrorism1l One itemthat is mssing fromthe article in
the Washington Tines is the mtter of who or what was
designating the target at the tinme of the mssion. This
mssing piece of information is quite inportant as it
further indicates the strategic inpact of a successful

cl ose air support m ssion.

11 The Washington Times, 5 Nov. 2002, “U.S. kills al Qaeda terrorist
who attacked Col e”, Scarborough, Rowan.
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There are several questions fromthis mission that are
worth exploring further. First, who was on the ground to
confirm or deny the location of al-Harethi and his
henchnen? Secondly, how was this information processed in

such a tinmely matter to gain approval to hit the target?

It could be postulated, wi thout going into classified
m ssion details, that there was a ‘spotter’ on the ground
in close proximty to the target. Since al-Harethi was in a
nmovi ng vehicle, there seenms to be no way of know ng, based
strictly on UAV or satellite inmagery, whether or not the
six men in the car were in fact who we believed themto be.
The sinple fact of the matter is that there had to be
sonmeone on the ground who could identify the target as
hostile, locate the target and provide up to the second
targeting information to the individuals responsible for
the operation of the UAV. Since it was a Cl A operation, it
is nost likely that we will never know the exact details of
the operation but suffice it to say that there was at | east
one individual, probably nore, that had a |aser designator
and the proper comunications gear to conduct the m ssion
fromthe ground.

Once al-Harethi’'s identity was confirmed and the
approval for the m ssion was given from the CAOC (Conbi ned
Air Operations Center, located in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia),
the m ssion probably went sonething like this: First, radio
contact between the ground observer(s) and the UAV ‘pilots
was established, the mssion brief was given, |aser codes
confirmed and targeting data was sent to enable the UAV to
acquire the target. If the ground observer was handling the
| aser designator, proper geonetry was established to

prevent the Hellfire mssile from tracking on the
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designator and not the target. Once the Predator drone’s
m ssile acquired the target and the ordnance was rel eased,
the confirmation of the target being destroyed could be
i ndependently confirmed by both the UAV's imagery and the
ground observer. In addition to these vital pieces of
i nformation, approval from higher headquarters would have
to have been received before the mssion proceeded to the
term nal phase, that of the mssile being released fromthe
Predator Drone and the autonpbile’s destruction. The end
result was the successful destruction of the terrorist who
was believed to have plotted the 1998 bonmbing of the U S. S,
Col e.

C. CONCLUSI ON

The above nentioned mssion paraneters fall into the
definition of close air support because of two very sinple
concepts, (1) close proximty to friendly forces on the
ground (ClI A operators), and (2) detailed integration (Ilaser
designator, mssion brief, target information, and battle
damage assessnent). The outcone of the mssion was nuch
nore than just a tactical success or the ‘destruction of a
target’; it was far nore consequential than that. The U S
had gained a strategic victory in the War on Terrorism As
one can see, and as this witer is convinced, close air
support in the Low Intensity Conflict, or wunconventional
warfare, has far greater strategic significance than when

cl ose air support is enployed in a conventional conflict.

There are sone suggestions that close air support in
the LIC environment should be re-classified so as not to
confuse the normal relationship between CAS and DAS in the

conventional conflict. That is to say, let wus call CAS
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something else when it is flow in support of such
unconventional mnmissions as a CIA operation or Operation
Enduring Freedom | am not here to argue that point but to
sinply point out the significant difference that CAS has
when acconplished successfully or unsuccessfully during
unconventional warfare. It is a paradigm shift from our
normal understanding of CAS missions flown during a
‘theatre conflict’ such as Desert Storm and Operation Iraqi

Fr eedom

As the US.  appears to be wapping up conbat
operations in Iragq, it will be interesting to see how the
after action reports and |essons l|earned from the CAS
m ssions play out and whether or not they had a strategic
inmpact like they had in past low intensity conflicts such
as Somalia and Afghanistan. My belief is that they will not
have the sane inpact and although an essential elenent to
any US ground conbat operation, CAS in the conventional
real m does not have the strategic inpact it does in the LIC
or unconventional environnent. | feel this will continue to
reside squarely only in the tactical realm in support of
t he gr ound combat el enent commander’ s operati ona
obj ecti ves.
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[11.JONT CLOSE Al R SUPPORT FRATRI CI DE

A OVERVI EW

One of the greatest strengths of our US Mlitary is
its ability to use conbined arnms on the battlefield to
effectively and decisively defeat its enemes. By utilizing
technol ogi cal advances for acquisition, targeting and
destruction, we can overcone a nunerically superior force
by wusing deadly accurate fire support systens such as

artillery, naval gunfire, nortars, and close air support.

On the flip side, one of the nobst tragic occurrences
on the battlefield is when we kill our own troops due to
‘“friendly fire or fratricide. There is nothing friendly
about ‘friendly fire’ and it nust be noted that wth the
substantial decrease in the anmount of casualties that we
have seen in recent conflicts such as the @lf War,
Af ghani stan and Operation lraqi Freedom the killing of our
own troops on the battlefield due to friendly fire has
increased nedia attention exponentially. It nust also be
noted that since the @lf Wr in 1991, the increase in
t echnol ogi cal advances of our weapon systens nakes them
nore lethal, however, if targeted incorrectly, they are

that much nore lethal to our own troops on the battlefield.

During this chapter, sever al case studies of
fratricide will be exanmined to deternmine if there are any
causal factors or trends that can explain why we continue
to kill our own on the battlefield. It nmay be that there
are no hard and fast answers that can be quantified and
used to elimnate or significantly decrease fratricide on

the battlefield or it nay be that there are significant
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trends, actions, or attitudes that lead to fratricide that

can be addressed to help | essen those | osses.

Case studies will include after action reports from
Af ghanistan and Operation Enduring Freedom as well as
i ncidences of fratricide that have occurred during training
that enmulate joint operations in the Jlow intensity
conflict. It nust be noted that only air-to-ground cases of
fratricide will be examned, and nore specifically, only
cases where a ‘small footprint’ of ground troops are
present. This is done to narrow the scope of this chapter
to fratricide in the low intensity conflict and how
m sapplication of procedures and understanding of doctrine
can and does lead to, what this author believes, avoidable
deaths on the battlefield.

B. BACKGROUND

As stated previously, a CAS mssion is flow in
support of ground forces that are engaged with the eneny
and requires (1) close proximty to friendly ground forces
and (2) detailed integration. CAS missions increase the
chances for ‘Friendly Fire' incidents because the ordnance
dropped is usually dropped within line of sight of friendly
troops on the ground. Since the chances for injuring or
killing vyour own troops on the ground increases
dramatically during a CAS mission, it is essential that al
players in the CAS mssion profile, ground controllers,
tactical aircrew, and all support entities, understand and
apply doctrinal procedures that have been witten in the

bl ood of servicenen since WN.

During the past 12 years, since the end of the first

@Qulf War, the US. Arnmed Forces have been engaged in
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multiple conflicts that have tended towards the |[|ow
intensity conflict. Somal i a, Bosni a, Kosovo, and
Af ghanistan are exanples of this and enphasize the
devolution of the type of conflict we expected to fight
with the Soviet Union during the Cold War. The War on
Terrorism has increased this tendency towards low intensity
operations and underscores the need for us to address the
close air support mssion in a different context, that of a
joint force multiplier and not as a parochial mssion task

of a specific service.

The msunderstanding or msapplication of joint
doctrine will be the context by which this chapter exam nes
the followng fratricide case studies. This will be done in
order to hopefully glean sone insight into how we train and
apply close air support concepts in joint, low intensity
oper at i ons.

C. CASE STUDI ES

1. Udari Range I ncident 12 March 2001

On March 12'", 2001, a Navy F/A-18 from the USS Harry
S. Truman inadvertently dropped a M-82 500 I|b. GCeneral
Purpose (GP) bonmb on a friendly observation post on the

Udari Range, 45 miles northwest of Kuwait City. 12

The events and details surrounding the incident offer
several opportunities to examne joint tactics, techniques

and procedures of close air support doctrine.

The pilot of the F/ A-18, and squadron conmander of
VFA-37, which was enbarked aboard the USS Truman at the
time of the incident, was involved in a CASEX or close air

12 http://ww. centcom ni | / kuwai t/ kuwai tfil e/ rel ease010303. ht m (Apri |
2003)
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support exercise at the Udari Range. Termi nal control of
the CAS assets during the exercise was an Air Force ETAC
who was qualified as a termnal controller and had been
conducting day close air support training prior to the

i nci dent .

In addition to the F/A-18 and ETAC, Air Force Staff
Sergeant Tinothy Crusing, there was a Navy F-14 that was
provi ding assistance in the form of FAC(A) guidance during

t he bonbi ng runs.

Typically a FAC(A) would be given control of a CAS
mssion if the ground FAC could not see the target and
needed and requested help from an airborne FAC, in this
case the F-14.13 What is interesting to note about this case
is that the ground controller could easily see the targets
he intended to hit with the F/A-18, but allowed the F-14 to
‘ride’ along the tail of the F/A-18 as an extra set of
eyes. This is not doctrinal to the CAS mssion and is a
substantial elenment to the confusion that lead to the
i nadvertent drop of the bonmb on the wong target.

I nherent in any FAC or FAC(A)'’s duties during a
mssion is the release authority to drop ordnance on a
target. This authority to drop is granted only to the FAC
or FAC(A) controlling the mssion, in this case the ground
FAC.

Prior to this mshap bonbing run, the ground
controller and F/ A-18 had been conducting CAS runs during
the daytinme with no unusual incidents. Subsequent to the
daytine mssions, the F-14 had checked on station with the

ground FAC and requested practice in controlling CAS

13 JP 3-09.3, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Close Air
Support (CAS), Washington: GPO, 1995
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aircraft. The ground FAC granted permission to the F-14 to
follow in trace of the F/A-18 and provide target guidance
but the ground FAC never passed control of the mission or
clearance to release ordnance to the F-14. What the F-14
did was to pass ‘nose’ corrections to the F/ A 18 (for
exanple, ‘target easy left’, ‘target easy right’, or ‘nose
pointed at the target’). During the fatal bonbing run in
which five U'S. servicenen and one New Zeal and Speci al
Forces O ficer was killed, the Navy F-14 FAC(A) gave the
m shap aircraft the same verbal guidance of ‘nose pointed
at target’, even though the F/ A-18 was pointed at
bservation Post 10 on the Udari Range which included
upwards of 20 coalition mlitary personnel.

It is quite possible that the voice reports given by
the F-14 and acknow edged by the F/ A-18 pilot contributed
materially to the mshap, even though, as a mtter of
doctrine, the ground FAC was responsible for and gave the

final clearance for ordnance drop.

At the sanme tine that the F/A-18 pilot was receiving
the F-14 voice reports over the TAD net, the A r Force
ground FAC was |listening to them as well. During the
daylight hours, he was able to double-check these voice
reports visually and since the F-14 had not given any
unusual or unsafe reports prior to dusk, he was lulled into
a fal se sense of security when the F-14 gave the sane voice
report to the F/A-18, even though his nose was pointed at
the OP and not the target area. As stated before, the
ground FAC gave the clearance to drop but had the F-14 not
been giving voice reports during prior bonbing runs, he
woul d have had to visually check the F/ A-18 each and every

run to ensure that he was pointing at the target area,
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something which he did not do on the mshap bonbing run
until after he gave the ‘cleared hot’; he visually checked
one second too late. Upon realizing his mstake, the ground
FAC, to his credit, tried to abort the m ssion but the F/ A
18 pilot had already hit his ‘pickle button and rel eased
three five hundred pound bonbs.

By reviewing this incident, it is not the scope of
this paper to try and lay blame to any other than who the
investigating authorities did, the ground FAC. Rather, it
is the scope of this paper to determ ne what doctrinal

concepts were or were not adhered to.

Forenmost on this list is the use of the F-14 as a
second set of eyes for the F/A-18 and ground FAC. | nherent
in each CAS mission is the relationship between controller
and CAS aircraft. The two nust coordinate together to put
bonbs on target effectively and efficiently, and within the
scope of the mission, as safely as possible. | state this
up front to underscore the idea that sonmetines a controller
will need to put ordnance closer to his position based on
the eneny threat. It is strictly a controller’s prerogative
to drop in close proximty of his position than is
acceptable during peacetine operations. This is known as
‘ danger cl ose’.

Arguably the inclusion of the F-14 FAC(A) into the
m ssion, although it nmay have been beneficial to the F-14
aircrew training, was not in accordance with doctrine and
contributed to a false sense of security to the other

pl ayers in this m shap.

First, a FAC(A), by definition, is only required when

the FAC on the ground cannot see the target area and needs
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the added benefit of the FAC(A)'s eyes to direct the CAS
asset onto the target. Secondly, the clearance authority to
drop ordnance was never passed to the F-14 aircrew. This is
somet hi ng which should have been done if the F-14 aircrew
was trying to train to joint standards. If not, both the
ground controller and the FAC(A) aircraft were adding

anot her piece to the CAS puzzle that was non-doctrinal .14

Wy then did the ground FAC allow the F-14 to
participate in t he m ssi on from a non- doctri na
perspective? Wiy did the F-14 not request termnal contro
of the F/A-18? At the heart of this mshap lies the
guestion of training. What kind of training did each player
receive? The mshap investigation, conducted by Lt Gen
M chael P. DelLong, Deputy CentCom Commander, concluded that
each player was properly designated by their respective
units, but did little to answer the question of what type
of training did each participant receive. This, | believe
is the crux of this issue.

The Air Force ETAC received the appropriate training
from the JFCC course at AGOS, Nellis Ar Force Base. The
Nay F/A-18 pilot was properly designated to conduct CAS
training in support of ground troops and the F-14 aircrew
was properly designated as having conpleted the FAC(A
syllabus for their squadron. The main point to pull from
this incident is that three separate entities, trained at
three separate sites, and in accordance with three separate
trai ning syllabuses, cane together to execute CAS training
in a joint environment. Should not the training that these
participants receive at |east be developed jointly to

ensure that all players are on the sane sheet of nusic? It

14 1 pid
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can be argued that parochial training prograns are at the
heart of msapplication of joint doctrine and unless the
services can agree on a joint training program for ground
controllers, airborne controllers, and close air support

aircraft, incidents like this will continue to occur.

2. B-52 JDAM I nci dent 05 Decenber 2001

On 5 Dec. 2001, a US Ar Force B-52 dropped a GPS-
guided Joint Dorect Attack Mnitions, or JDAM on a
friendly position near Sayd Aim Kalay, Afghanistan,
killing three US. Service nenbers and five Afghan
soldiers, as well as injuring nunmerous US and Afghan

sol di ers. 15

Central to this fratricide incident was the use of a
hand-held GPS receiver. |Investigators of the incident
determ ned that the ground forward air controller was using
a hand-held GPS receiver to send eneny coordinates to the
B-52 so that the aircrew could then program their payl oads,
(in this case the JDAM bonb), to hit the precise
coordi nates given to them by the ground controller. In this
case, the procedures were correct except t hat t he
coordinates given to the B-52 were not the eneny’'s
position, but rather the friendly position of the U S. and
Af ghan fighters. 16

The investigation also discovered that the GPS
receiver’s batteries had been replaced just prior to the
passi ng of the coordinates. Wiat is of significance to this

sequence of events is that when the batteries on this

15

http://ww. cnn. com 2001/ wor | d/ asi apcf/central /12/05/ret. bonbi ng. casual t
ies/ (April 2003)

16 http://www. cdi.org/terrorism killing.cfm (April 2003)
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specific GPS receiver are replaced, the GPS, upon powering
up, displays its current location. The ground controller
had m stakenly thought that the GPS receiver would display
the last known coordinates prior to being shut down for
battery replacenent, which was the coordi nates of the eneny

posi tion.

In addition to the replacenent of the batteries,
anot her item of doctri nal i nterest occurred t hat
contributed to this mshap: the sending of friendly
coordinates in the proper format. Typically, and in
accordance with JCAS doctrine, an enemny position is sent as
a 10-digit coordinate and a friendly position is sent as a
6-digit coordinate. This is done for several reasons.
First, an eneny position is sent as a 10-digit coordinate
if a G°S is used to inprove the accuracy of the weapon
system Conversely, the coordinates of a friendly position
is passed as a 6-digit coordinate to decrease the accuracy
of any eneny weapon system that m ght be enployed against
them if the eneny has signal interception capability. In
this case, if the Taliban sonehow had the ability to
intercept U S. transmissions, the friendly position sent
via the radio would only give the Taliban the ability to
target friendly positions down to the nearest hundreds of
neters. There might be just enough of a built-in error with
the 6-digit coordinate to allow U S or coalition forces to
escape injury if an attack were executed utilizing the
intercepted transmi ssions and friendly coordinates. |If the
friendly position coordinates are transmtted to orbiting
aircraft in the 10-digit format, with the intent to help
themidentify and not target friendly forces on the ground,

and the Taliban were able to intercept these coordinates,
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any attack they mght be able to nmount utilizing indirect

fire support would be that much nore accurate.

In this incident, both friendly and eneny coordi nates
were passed utilizing the 10-digit format. This is not to
say that the mshap would not have occurred, only that an
additional doctrinal msapplication occurred in concert

with the wong coordinates being transmtted to the B-52.

Wy then did this duly qualified forward air
controller nmake such sinple mstakes? Wile the accident
underscores the inherent danger of armed conflict and the
potential for fratricide on the battlefield, it raises sone
i nportant questions regarding the training our arnmed forces
receive in the conduct of close air support.

As an Air Force ETAC, the controller in question had
conpleted the requisite training prescribed by the USAF for
the conduct of close air support but did the training he
receive include the wuse of a GPS receiver and the

intricacies surrounding its use? The answer is no.17

This is not an isolated incident in any way, shape or
form either. None of the services, though exposed to the
use of GPS receivers, has a curriculumrequirenment to train
their ground controllers in the use of a GPS receiver
Most, if not all, of this type of training is acconplished
in the context of on-the-job training (QJT).18 As stated
earlier in this paper, the training that Air Force, Mrine
and Navy ground controllers receive is generally centered
around the control of tactical aircraft from check-in to
actual ordnance release. The nethod in which a trainee

17 orittenden, Jules. “Report: Air controller called in friendly
fire”, Boston Herald, 27 Mar 2002

18 | pid
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| ocates the target on the map or with the naked eye does

not include the use of a GPS receiver.

One unique ability of the GPS receiver is that it can
take information derived from a |aser designator or range
finder, process that information and conpute a |ocation
based on slant range from the |laser source. 1In this
fashion, the location of an eneny position can be

determned to within just a few neters.

If you take this ability and conpare it to the normnal
way in which a target position is derived, (that of nap
estimation, which is limted in accuracy to hundreds of
neters vice just a few from the |aser/GPS conbination), it

is easy to see the benefits of utilizing this technol ogy. 19

The obvious question here is that if the GPS can
provide termnal controllers wth such highly accurate
target coordinates, why then is this not the preferred
method of instruction at the service schools? Again, the
question of term nal controller proficiency lies in
training, not on-the-job training, but training at a
desi gnated school facility where obvious m stakes such as
the one described in this mshap can be averted by proper
technical training utilizing sophisticated equipnent that
will be part of the termnal controllers equipnent once
depl oyed. Sinply put, had the training of this Ar Force
ground controller included the use of a GPS receiver, he

may not have nmade this type of mistake on the battlefield.

D. CONCLUSI ON
There are many factors that can lead to fratricide on
the battlefield. Terrain, weather, proficiency, |oss of

19 MoWP 3-23.1, Cose Air Support, pp. 4-5
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si tuati onal awar eness, di sci pli ne, t echnol ogi cal
mal functions, battlefield stress and the general fog of war
are just sone of the causative factors of fratricide.20 Sone
of these we wll never be able to elimnate from actual
conmbat operations, but the itenms that can be addressed
shoul d be addressed, and one of the nobst prom nent of them
is training. It is this author’s opinion that our current
training is too |limted in ternms of proficiency, and the
instances of fratricide described above appear to confirm
this. Wiile it is likely we will never elimnate fratricide
conpletely from the battlefield, we can take steps to
significantly decrease its occurrence. Joint training
initiatives as described in the proceeding chapter wll go
a long way in realizing the goal of fratricide reduction on
the battlefield.

20 | pid, pp. 1-3
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V. JA NI CLOSE Al R SUPPORT TRAI NI NG & DOCTRI NE

Commanders and wunits mnust constantly enphasize
training that routinely exercises CAS tactics,
techni ques, and procedures. Continuous, realistic
training <creates a  better under standi ng  of
battlefield conditions and the situations in
which CAS my be enployed. Successf ul CAS
training will result in safe and effective CAS
enpl oynent and provide for synergistic fire
support during all MAGTF operations.

Marine Corps Warfighting Publication 3-23.1,
Cl ose Air Support

A OVERVI EW

The previous chapter dealt with how the close air
support mi ssion takes on significantly greater strategic
characteristics when conducted in the Ilow intensity
conflict. This chapter w1l examne current close air
support doctrine and training and attenpt to delineate a
di fference between both execution in the conventional realm
and the wunconventional or low intensity conflict. To do
this, an exam nation of after action reports and |essons
| earned from QOperation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Operation
Anaconda (OA) will be utilized.

The current revision of Joint Vision 2020 (JV 2020)
addresses several concepts that directly apply to the Joint
Close Air Support (JCAS) arena. Specifically, JV 2020
presents the Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff‘s (CICS)
priorities, which include Doctrine, Oganization, Training,
Leadership, People and Facilities.2l Two of these are a bit
nebul ous - Leadership and People - as the mlitary has
al ways concerned itself with these and how to bal ance the

21 Joint Vision 2020, JS J7, 18 Oct 2002
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two in regard to m ssion acconplishnment. They also apply to
an already established desire to put the right people in
the right job. Wth that said, this chapter wll
concentrate on the remaining four (4) concepts of
transformation, Doctri ne, Or gani zat i on, Tr ai ni ng, and

Facilities.

Bef or e exam ni ng t he desired end state of
transformation in the JCAS arena, we first need to
under st and t he current st at us of JCAS doctri ne,
organi zation, training and facilities. This chapter wll

address each of these separately.

B. DOCTRI NE

The current joint publication that outlines the
pl anni ng and execution of JCAS is Joint Publication (JP) 3-
09.3, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Joint

Cl ose Air Support. 22

As the Lead Agent (LA) for JP 3-09.3, the U S. Marine
Corps is responsible for revising and publishing JP 3-09.3
with input fromthe other services. There is a mandate from
the JCS that it be updated every five years to incorporate
i nnovations, new concepts and new technol ogies that have
been realized from the previous five years’ worth of

trai ning and actual conbat operations.

The last version of JP 3-09.3 was published in 1995
and has not been re-issued for the last eight years, three
years past its mandated revision date. There are several
possi bl e reasons for this, not |east of which may be fiscal

constraints. In addition, it is possible that all parties

22 Jp 3-09.3, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Cose Air
Support (CAS), Washington: GPO, 1995, pp. I-1
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to the revision have agreed upon the current doctrine with

little desire to change the status quo. 23

The lack of agreenment on follow ng doctrine outlined
in JP 3-09.3 nmay suggest or point to an even (greater
parochi al system where, in theory, all parties agree to the
joint tactics, techniques, and procedures as set forth in
JP 3-09.3, but in reality plan and execute their own TTP s
with little regard to the doctrine set forth in 3-09.3.
Consequently, the different branches of the arnmed services
may have no need or desire to re-wite a publication that
is sufficiently vague to facilitate this doctrinal

departure for service specific goals and agendas.

This chapter will attenpt to show specific exanples to
support this assertion and to offer practical solutions to
avoid this type of doctrinal conflict in the future.

In the past two years, the US mlitary has been

involved in multiple arnmed conflicts, specifically,
Af ghanistan and Iraq, as well as ongoing operations in
Bosnia and Kosovo. In all of these areas of operations

(AO), the use of air power, specifically close air support,
as a force nmultiplier and sonetinmes as the sole platform
for fire support, has becone increasingly significant. As
the use of tactical aircraft (TacAir) as the primary (and
sonetinmes only) fire support platform has increased, (due
in large part to the geographical inaccessibility of sone
of the conflicts we are involved in, as well as the
increased reliance on precision guided nunitions (PGW)),
so has the highlighting of some significant differences

bet ween the services in the way we train and operate.

23 Joint Close Air Support Conference After Action Report, Langley
Air Force Base, VA Cct 1999
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The area of JCAS has not been inmune to this type of
friction, and in the Afghanistan theatre this friction has
been especially felt between the services. Wth a
relatively small ground conbat footprint, the reliance on
CAS has been significant to give the U S mlitary and its
coalition partners t he tactical advant age on t he
battlefield. This reliance has also had the secondary
effect of highlighting sonme nmajor problens between the
joint forces, both on the ground and in the air. These
differences have been born out of a transition from
conventional warfare to the low intensity conflict and the
added problens that a conflict |ike Afghanistan and
OQperation Enduring Freedom and Operation Anaconda can
pr oduce.

1. Qper ati ons Enduring Freedom ( OEF)

Overall conbat operations in Afghani stan were executed
under the unbrella of OEF, with OA being executed under
OCEF. What differentiates OA from OEF is that OCEF was
predom nantly a Special Operations Forces (SOF) M ssion
while OA was conducted as nore of a joint sub-operation of
CEF to root out the remaining strongholds of the Taliban

and al - Qaeda. 24

Wth the introduction of joint forces into CEF,
specifically Marine Corps Marine Expeditionary Units
(Speci al Operations Capable) (MEU(SOC)) and Carrier Battle
Groups (CvBG, friction started to devel op between air and
ground forces based on (1) a lack of working know edge of

joint doctrine, (2) msunderstanding of joint doctrine, and

24 Marine Corps Gazette, “Tower of Babel: Joint Close Air Support in
CEF", Mar 2003, pp. 35
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(3) deviation from joint doctrine for little to no reason

ot her than taking the ‘path of |east resistance’.2s

Some of the reasons given for this departure from
joint tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTP s) was that
CEF and OA were not conventional-type operations and
therefore conventional TTP's were not applicable to the
situation. Wile this may sound reasonable on the surface,
it quickly becanme apparent that unless all forces involved
in OEF and AO agreed upon the doctrinal deviations, no
common baseline for conducting air-to-ground m ssions could
be establi shed.

The neasure of operational effectiveness, or in this
case, joint operational effectiveness, can be neasured at
al | | evel s of war f ar e: strategic, oper ati onal , and
tactical. However, in the arena of JCAS, effectiveness can
and should be neasured at the tactical |evel, specifically,
how well joint forces acconplish the air-to-ground close
air support m ssion.

a. CEF & QA After Action Reports

During the post-OA JCAS conference held at Al-
Jaber Air Base in Kuwait and based on after action (AA
reports and |essons learned (LL) from CEF & OA it is
apparent that the joint operating forces did not execute
the close air support mssion as effectively as it could
have, and in sonme cases, executed the mission poorly,
sonetinmes with disastrous results.26 That is not to say that
the mssion was not acconplished, but that the m ssion
coul d have been executed with significantly greater results

with significantly fewer assets in a given timefrane.

25 | pbid, pp. 36
26 nttp://ww.cdi.org/terrorismkilling.cfm (April 2003)
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This lack of effectiveness rests squarely at the
feet of non-adherence to joint TTP s as set forth in JP 3-
09.3, (Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for C ose
Air Support). In an article in the March 2003 WMarine Corps
Gazette, several students from the Marine Corps Command and
Staff College who had operational experience in OEF and OA
hi ghlighted nmany of the problens they faced while serving
in the Afghan theatre of operations. Listed below is a
synopsis of their observations (note: of the six Oficers
who contributed to the article, only two are fromthe U S.
Marine Corps, which may dispel any notion that it 1is
strictly a parochial service-specific critique of OEF and
A :

. Lack of understanding by the aircrew in regard to
the comander’s intent and ground schene of
maneuver . 27

. No dedi cated airborne Command & Control platform
The Air Force utilized the Airborne Warning and
Control System (AWACS) aircraft for comand and
control of JCAS assets instead of the dedicated
ABCCC (Airborne Battlefield Conmand and Control
Center) platform Since the AWACS aircraft |acks
the specific on-board equi pnent used for the JCAS
mssion, it was ill-suited for the nission.?28

. No traditional control points were established to
facilitate the expeditious use of tactical
aircraft flowng into theatre. Contact Points
(CPs) are wused by TacAir to check-in wth
termnal controllers and Initial Points (IP s)
are used by TacAir to start their attack runs
into the target area. Wat was used in their
place was a sinple grid system that was
previously wused for Ar Interdiction (A) and
Armed Reconnai ssance (AR) in the initial phases

27 Marine Corps Gazette, “Tower of Babel: Joint Close Air Support in
CEF", Mar 2003, pp. 34

28 | pid
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of OEF and OA but was inadequate for the
execution of JCAS. 29

Standard conmunication architecture was not
utilized as prescribed in JP 3-09.3. Instead of
each term nal controller being assigned a
di screte frequency to control TacAir, a single
frequency with nultiple controllers was wused.
This created a dangerous environnent for both
aircraft and termnal controllers, which could
have lead to md air collisions and possible
fratricide on the battlefield. This situation was
due in large part to the requirenent of the
Conbined Air Operations Center (CAOCC) in Saudi
Arabia to nonitor and approve all rel ease
authority in the Afghan theatre. This added a
non-doctrinal and unnecessary |ayer of comand
and control on the air-to-ground operations that
can | ead to a non-doctrinally unsaf e
envi ronnent . 30

Standard conmunication and brevity codes were
either not used or msused and out of context. As
an exanple, the use of the codewrd ‘cleared
hot’, a term strictly reserved for termna

controllers for the positive release of ordnance
from TacAir, was used by the CAOC and AWACS
aircraft. This lead to confusion since they were
only wusing one TAD (Tactical Ar D rection)
frequency for multiple JCAS m ssions. Many pilots
and/or termnal controllers were not sure who was
issuing the ‘cleared hot’ call. This is probably
the nost dangerous of all the non-doctrinal JCAS
situations that could happen on any battlefield.
The potential for a pilot to mstakenly drop on a
‘cleared hot’ cal l not from the term nal

controller <coordinating their specific mssion
could have easily lead to fratricide on the
battlefield, or unnecessary civilian casualties.31

Lack of use of the JCAS standard 9-line briefing
format. Al though JP3-09.3 does not require the
use of the 9-line  brief in a permssive
environment, nuch of the information contained in

29 | pid
30 |pid
31 |pid
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the brief is essential to give pilots the proper
situational awareness (SA) in order to properly
execute the JCAS mission. In QA it was too often
di sregarded, which led to longer loiter tines
over the target area by TacAir as well as
increased time to acconplish the mssion. Mny
sorties had to be re-routed to tanker aircraft
due to the confusion created by insufficient
information in the pre-mssion brief. A greater
use of the 9-line brief could have alleviated
this target acquisition delay. 32

Time-On-Target (TOT) not used. Although once
again not required in a perm ssi ve CAS
environnent, the use of a TOTl has the ancillary
benefit of decreasing the time an aircraft spends
over the target area. By not using a TOI, delays
were experienced between aircraft check-in and
target engagenent, thereby decreasing the overall
effecti veness of the JCAS mi ssion. 33

The Jlack of use of a ‘mark’ for target
identification and the inefficiency of ‘talk-ons’
to get pilots eyes on the target area. Because
coalition forces on the ground were primarily
using lasers and GPS coordinates to mark targets,
it was essential for ground controllers to give
effective ‘talk-ons’ to the pilots to get their
eyes on to the target area. A ‘talk-on’ is a
technique where the terminal controller or GFAC
geographically describes the target area to cage
the pilot’s eyes onto the specific target they
want the aircraft to destroy with their ordnance.
This does several things. First, it is a safety
neasure to ensure the pilots are |ooking at the
same target that the GFAC is and not at friendly
forces. Secondly, it reconfirns to the pilot the
el ectronic targeting data, either a |aser spot or
GPS spot, which he has or is receiving from the
GFAC. And thirdly, it builds the pilot’s SA for
the initial run-in to the target area. It was
generally agreed upon at the QA JCAS conference

CEF”,

32 Marine Corps Gazette, “Tower of Babel: Joint Close Air Support in

33 |bid

Mar 2003, pp. 35
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that the quality of ‘talk-ons’ could have been a
| ot better.34

2. Recomendat i ons

The information provided by the after action reports
from OEF and QA are indicative of the parochia
rel ati onshi ps between the services, especially in the JCAS
arena. JP 3-09.3 is not a new docunent and all the services
have agreed upon its content. However, in the context of
unconventional warfare, and specifically OEF and OA it
becanme apparent that conventional doctrine was disregarded
because of the mistaken idea that the doctrine did not
apply to the low intensity conflict or unconventional

war f ar e.

There are many cases where this can be argued but
wi thout a basic wunderstanding of joint doctrine, (which
appeared to be the case in many instances in OEF and QA), a
departure point fromdoctrine is hard to define.

Hi storically the services, although joint at the
strategic and sonetinmes the operational |evel, operated in
a very parochial manner with very service specific agendas.
This did not cause much concern since the operating forces
did not inter-mngle at the tactical level, but OEF and OA
has changed all of that. US Arny, Ar Force, Navy and
Mari ne Forces found thenselves operating in the sane area
as well as using the same comunication frequencies. This
kind of joint operations is very quick to expose any
differences between TTP' s, especially those that differ
fromJTTP's. It is inperative that all joint forces adhere

to joint doctrine and if there is a departure from joint

34 | pid
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doctrine, that it is for a conpelling and |ogical reason

and agreed upon by all participants.

In the area of training, especially the USAF and USMC
the operating forces mnust ensure that the training that
each service provides to its own termnal controllers is in
accordance with joint doctrine. Sinply put, the US Ar
Force and the US Marine Corps need to ensure that the
tactics, techniques, and procedures taught at their service
specific schools are the sane so that no matter who is

controlling joint aircraft in the future low intensity or

unconvent i onal conflict, t hey Wil have t he sane
understanding of joint doctrine and procedures. |If not,
nore confusion will exist on the battlefield at the joint

I evel. This is obviously an unacceptable alternative.

At the JCAS conference at Al-Jaber a USAF F-15 pil ot
gave his assessment of the JCAS conducted during OEF and
CA. Wiat is ironic is that an F-15, by doctrine, does not
fly close air support mssions, but they were pulled into
service to fill critical gaps in the CAS mssion in
Af ghani stan. Here is an excerpt fromthose comments:

W Strike Eagle guys don't do CAS. It is not a
primary mssion for us. W do not train to CAS
Wien we got over the ACR we figured out that we
needed to learn how to do it pretty quick. So we
did sonme research, found sone pubs, and prepared
ourselves. W thought we were ready. Wen we got
in country, the operations were nothing |ike what
we had expected. W concur with al nbst everything
that has been said here this norning. But we have
a question. Is there any reason why we can’t just
use this publication to fix the problens? Seens
i ke nost everything that folks are tal king about
is covered in this pub.35

35 Marine Corps Gazette, “Tower of Babel: Joint Close Air Support in
CEF", Mar 2003, pp. 38
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At this point he held up JP 3-09.3.36 Until the need
exists to deviate from already established joint tactics,
techni ques and procedures, current joint doctrine should
remain in effect. O sinply put, why not use the manual
that has all the answers?

In the area of acquisitions, the services need to
abide by the already established Joint Requi rement s
Oversight Commttees (JROC) of their specific area, (in
this case the JCAS JROC), to ensure that the fielded
equi pnent in all services is conpatible with joint ground
and air forces. There may be sone growi ng pains in the near
future as the services mgrate towards this unity of high
technology but if we are ever to truly operate as a
cohesive joint force on the battlefield, we need to have
commonal ity anongst the operating forces in the area of
radi os, lasers, GPS, and other high tech equi pnent specific
to the close air support mssion. Currently this is not the
case. As described in the AA reports of OA at the post-JCAS
conference, Special Operations Forces (SOF) were using off
the shelf German-made | aser range finders to quickly fix a
target’s GPS coordinates. The US Marine forces did not have
this same technol ogy, so the sanme mission required val uable

extra mnutes for USMC ternminal controllers to execute. 37

This is an unacceptable situation for several reasons.

First, all forces should have the |atest equipnent to
acconplish the m ssi on and secondly, of f-the-shel f
36 | bid

37 Marine Corps Gazette, “Tower of Babel: Joint Close Air Support in
CEF", Mar 2003, pp. 33
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technol ogy should have been fielded and tested at the
service schools, not procured as a last mnute fix to a
t echnol ogi cal deficiency. This may be a noney issue and not
in the scope of this critique but it points to a greater
problem if the greatest Arnmed Forces in the world needs to
go ‘shopping’ to buy essential equipnment that can and
shoul d be provided to ALL our warfighters before they reach
the battlefield.

3. Concl usi on

In terms of mlitary transformation in the area of
joint close air support, it is apparent that we have the
ability to change the way we do business and conduct
training. How quickly we transform is another matter
al together. Parochialismin terns of training and execution
at the joint level needs to be replaced with a greater
desire to achieve jointness and adhere to already
est abl i shed doctri ne, especially in t he realm of
unconventional warfare. It is here that joint doctrine can
serve the joint forces nost effectively by establishing a
baseline of understanding from where deviations can take
pl ace. Wthout this conmon understanding of joint doctrine,
any attenpt to deviate from established doctrine can and
will lead to confusion on the battlefield and an increased
possibility of fratricide, the limting of which, nust be
our first consideration in executing any close air support

m SSi on.

C. TRAI NI NG
1. Overvi ew
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As stated previously, doctrinal msconceptions and
m sunder st andi ngs can | ead to confusion on the battlefield,
but how different services conme to the point of doctrinal
departure is worthy of investigation. Wth this in mnd,
the followwng chapter wll try to outline the mjor
differences in how each service conducts it own air-to-
ground training with respect to both aircrew and ground
controllers. Wth a better understanding of how each
service trains it people in the close air support m ssion,
it mght then be easier to understand why we have problens
operating in the joint environment, even though the
doctrine is joint, and agreed upon beforehand.

2. United States Air Force CAS Training

The USAF conducts air-to-ground training at two
primary sites, Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada and Eglin

Air Force Base, which includes Hurl burt Field, in Florida.

Located at Nellis Air Force Base is the Air-to-G ound
perations School, or AGOS. Wthin AGOS, the 6'" Conbat
Trai ning Squadron, or 6 CTS, is responsible for conducting
training courses for the CAS nmission. 6 CTS conducts the
Term nal Attack Controller Course, or TACC, to train the
Enlisted Termnal Attack Controller, or ETAC. At this
cour se, the ETAC receives tw weeks of cl assroom
instruction wth an additional week devoted to field
operations and actual <control of tactical aircraft at
nearby Ft. Ilrwin's live fire range. During the two-week
classroom instruction, the ETAC is instructed in the
tactical relationship between thenselves, the US. Arny
units they nmay be assigned to, and the tactical aircraft
they may control in support of ground operations. Wiat may
not be evident in this description is the fact that the
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ETACs begin their instruction with little to no prior
knowl edge in the control of tactical aircraft and within
three weeks tinme, are designated as representatives of the
USAF to control tactical aircraft in the execution of the
close air support mission. In fact, during their one-week
training at Ft. Irwin's live fire range, each student may
graduate with as few as four ‘controls’ of tactical
aircraft.38 A ‘control’ is defined as directing a tactical
aircraft from its initial point of entry into the target
area until it has conpleted its bonbing run and returned to

its starting point.

In concert with the TACC course, AGOS also conducts
courses to support the training of Air Force officers who
will serve as Air Liaison Oficers, or ALGCs, to US Arny
units. ALOCs and ETACs work closely together within their
respective units to provide proper support to US Arny

units. 39

The AGOS School also conducts a one-week training
course for airborne forward air controllers, or FACA).
This course instructs USAF pilots in the mssion of
controlling tactical aircraft from an airborne platformin
the conduct of the CAS mssion. A FAC(A) wll be utilized
in the event that a ground termnal controller is unable to
see a target and has requested the services of a FAC(A) to
| ocate, acquire, and designate a target for attack by

anot her aircraft. 40

38

http://66.34.153. 66/ school s/ JFCC joint_firepower _control course. htm
(March 2003)

39 http://call.arny.m!/products/trngqtr/tq2-02/roul eau. ht m (March
2003)

40 http://ww. nellis.af.nil/units/agos.htm (March 2003)
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Although a pilot may attend the FAC(A) School at
Nellis Ar Force Base, they wll receive their actual

flight training back at their parent squadron.

In addition to AGOS at Nellis, AFB, the USAF also
conducts a considerable anount of CAS training at Hurl burt
Field at Eglin AFB in Florida. The USAF Special Operations
Squadrons are |located here, including the AC 130 Specter
Gunshi p squadrons. These squadrons conduct training wth
speci al operations units in support of US Speci al
Operations Comrand mssions and training requirenents. An
ETAC that has been designated to wirk wth special
operations forces wll receive additional training at
Hurl burt in the execution of CAS mssions in support of
Speci al Operations Forces.

To conplete the training picture that exists wthin
the USAF, the actual ‘bonb droppers’, or tactical aircraft

that wll deliver ordnance in support of CAS operations

W ll receive their training at their respective squadrons.
Wthout going into detail of each training entity

menti oned above, | want to highlight a general thene that

exists in the CAS training environment: that CAS training
within the Air Force is decentralized and nulti-I|ocated.
Ground controllers are being trained at Nellis Ar Force
Base and Eglin Air Force Base. Airborne controllers are
school trained at Nellis but receive their in-flight
training at their respective squadrons, and to conplete the
loop, CAS aircrews being trained at their respective

squadr ons.

This type of decentralization within one service nmay

|l ead us to understand why there may be a m sunderstanding
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of doctrine as it applies to the CAS nmission. Wth so nany
venues providing training for the sane mission, it is ny
opinion that it is inevitable that conflicting tactics,
techni ques, and procedures wll be taught and subsequent

conflict will arise between the training entities.

Keep in mnd that this is just one service that trains
at multiple sites and how nuch nore this scenario is likely
to occur between the services and not just within the US
Air Force.

3. United States Marine Corps CAS Training

Much |like the Ar Force, the Mrine Corps also has
multiple sites where it conducts CAS training. The primry
| ocation for the training of Forward Air Controllers, or
FACs, the equivalent of the USAF ETAC, is conducted at the
Expeditionary Warfare Training Goups, both on the east
coast, known as EWG.ANT, and the west coast, known as
EWIGPAC. EWGANT has its hone in Little Creek, VA and
conducts its live fire training at Marine Corps Base Canp
Lej eune, NC. EWGPAC is located in San Dyego, CA on
Coronado Island and conducts its live fire training at

Mari ne Corps Base Twenty-N ne Pal ns, CA

Al t hough | ocated at dual sites, EWIG conducts the sane
training for FACs at both |ocations. The nmmjor difference
between the two schools is the type of terrain that the
students actually control tactical aircraft from Canp
Lejeune is primary a flat wooded area with little to no
terrain difference while 29 Palnms is located in the heart
of the Mbjave Desert and has w de open desert terrain

coupl ed with sonme rugged nountai nous terrain.

The course syll abus consists of two weeks of classroom

training followed by one week of field training, nuch like
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the TACC School for ETACs. Both locations teach from an
identical syllabus and there is no appreciable difference
between the pilots who graduate from the east or west coast
school. What is significant, in regard to their Air Force
counterparts, is that they are all designated pilots and/or
naval flight officers. 1In addition, each graduate is
required by the Training and Readi ness Manual, Volune 9, or
T&R Vol . 9, to control twelve tactical m ssions before they
graduate. If you take into account the fact that USMC FACs
are designated aircrew in concert with their twelve m ssion
sortie requirenment and conpare them with their Ar Force
ETAC counterparts from the TACC, who receive, on average,
four termnal controls before they graduate, it is easy to
see the disparate training and |evel of proficiency that
exi sts between the two services. That is not to say that
the Marine Corps is wthout its detractors in the CAS
arena. Mentioned above is only the training that aircrew
receive when they will be assigned to a ground unit as a
FAC.

Anot her aspect of Marine Corps TACP training at EWG
includes the addition of other supporting arms such as
artillery, nortars and naval gunfire. Each student s
required to becone proficient in the standard call for fire
for each type of supporting arnms. This is not that case
with the USAF AGOS. Wiile the training a FAC receives in

calling in supporting arnms is not the primary focus of TACP

school, it has the ancillary benefit of making FACs that
graduate from EWIG a ‘universal spotter’, or soneone who
can call in all forms of supporting arms, not just CAS
aircraft.
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What is npst inportant to note between USAF and USMC
training is not which training program is better but to
realize that each service has different requirenents,
obj ectives, tactics, techniques and procedures, even though
both services agree upon the concepts and tactics as set
forth in JP 3-09.3. If we were to fight as parochial
services and not intermingle as a joint force, this mght
not be of significant interest, but when operating in the
joint environnent, this can beconme the proverbial ‘straw
that broke the camel’s back’ in this author’s opinion. The
need for a single source, joint school house has never been
greater in the context of the War on Terrorism and our
ability to operate as a cohesive fighting force on the
joint battlefield.

VWhat will be covered in the follow ng paragraphs is
the training that CAS aircrew and FAC(A)' s receive, and the
potential conflicts that may arise from their different
training objectives and prograns of certification.

4. USAF CAS & FAC(A) Aircrew Training

The United States Air Force provides three basic
airframes for the close air support mssion, the F-16
Fal con, the A-10 Warthog and the AC 130 Specter @Gunship.
These aircraft and their crew are responsi ble for providing
close air support to the US. Arny, joint and coalition
forces as the theatre or conponent commander directs. What
is interesting to note about this is that during recent
conflicts in Afghani stan, several nore airfranmes were added
to the mx of ‘close air support’ aircraft that had not
previously been assigned that type of mssion. Included in
these were the B-52, B-1, and B-2 bonbers as well as the F-

48



15 Strike Eagle. Though not normally enployed as a close
air support asset, these airfranmes and their aircrew
provi ded inval uabl e support to SOF forces on the ground in
Af ghanistan that helped to turn the tide of nany battles

agai nst Tal i ban and al - QGaeda f orces.

VWhat is within the scope of this paper is not who
directs these assets in the acconplishment of their close
air support mssion but rather how they are trained and
certified to deliver ordnance in support of the ground

forces that they are flying close air support for.

Most of the training received by these ad-hoc
airframes that flew close air support mssions was on the
job training; that is to say, they had very little formal
training back in CONUS in the execution of the close air

support m ssion.

The A-10, AC-130 and F-16 squadrons wthin the USAF
are normal ly assigned the CAS mission and it is safe to say
that they were the only squadrons deployed to the Afghan
Theatre that had received prior CAS mssion training to
such a degree that <could be <called comensurate wth
M ssion Essential Task Lists or METLs.

Typical training for F-16, AC 130 or A-10 aircrews
consi sts of squadron-based training as part of a close air
support training package that each pilot would normally

receive during their standard conbat training phase.

The one item of note for this would be that each
squadron may train to the close air support mssion wth
different levels of proficiency and adherence to doctrine.
This is nost likely the case with any squadron, service-

wide, that trains for this specific mssion. | only point
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it out here to highlight the need for strict adherence to
joint doctrine when training at the squadron level. This
beconmes inperative when joint service aircraft are flying
in support of joint forces on the ground. If a ground
controller operating in the Afghan Theatre is awaiting the
arrival of a section of close air support aircraft and they
do not know if a USAF F-16 or a USMC F-18 or a USN F-14
will show up on station to provide them close air support,
it only nakes sense that the doctrine enployed and
understood by the aircrew be exactly the sanme so that the
ground controller, who also needs to know, understand and
enpl oy doctrine, can safely execute the m ssion at hand.

If the USAF continues to use the B-52, B-1, B-2, and
F-15 in the non-traditional role of a close air support
platform it is inperative that these airfranes and their
aircrew be assimlated into the close air support m ssion
training that the USAF oversees and that that training
adhere to joint doctrine to the maxi num extent possible.

In addition, during OEF and QA the Arny’'s AH 64
Apache helicopter was also used in the close air support
mssion. This is not normally the case as the Apache is
typically utilized in a maneuver capacity with a battalion-
sized elenent. | only nention it here to stress the sane
edict, that if they are to be used in the CAS m ssion, they
need to train to the sanme standard as those platforns
traditionally used in the CAS mission. Currently, this is
not the case and needs to be addressed and renedied if they

are to fly the CAS m ssion.
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5. USMC CAS & FAC(A) Aircrew Training

The U.S. Marines have two fixed-wing and two rotary-
wing aircraft that can fly in support of the CAS m ssion.
The F-18 and the AV-8B are fixed-wing assets and the AH 1W
and the UH 1N are rotary-wing platfornms that can all
execute the CAS mssion for Marine and Joint Forces
depl oyed around the gl obe.

The training that aircrew in these respective
airframes receive in the execution of the CAS and FAC(A)
mssion is delineated in Marine Corps Oder P3500.37, the
Avi ation Training and Readi ness Manual .41 In addition to the
T&R Manual, the Marine Corps also has several publications
that support CAS training. These include but are not
limted to the Marine Corps Warfighting Publication (MWP)
3-23.1, Cose Ar Support, and the MW, XXXX, Supporting
Arms  (Observer, Spotter, and Controller. Most of the
information detailed in these two publications is derived
fromJP 3-09.3, Joint Close Support. This is pointed out to
express a sinple idea that each service has its own
publications that are derived from the joint publications
dealing with arned conflict, and nore specifically, the
close air support mssion. If this is the case, do the
services really need to have a separate publication for the
execution of the CAS mssion or is JP 3-09.3 sufficient for
all the services? It is the position of this thesis that JP
3-09.3 is sufficient for any service-nenber, regardless of
the uniformthey wear, to execute the CAS m ssion, and that
the addition of service specific publications such as MW
3-23.1, could lead to doctrinal conflict when operating in

the joint environnent. It is essential for all services to

41 Marine Corps Order P3500.36, Aviation Training & Readi ness Manual,
08 May 01
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default to the joint publication, in this case, JP 3-09. 3,

when operating with joint forces.

6. USN CAS & FAC(A) Aircrew Training

The United States Navy is very simlar to its approach
of CAS training as its’ sister service, the U S. Marines.
Those airfranes and aircrew designated to provide close air
support, (in this case, the F-18 and F-14), acconplish
training in the CAS m ssion under the unbrella of squadron-
based training. As part of any pilot’s training program
the CAS mission is part of their conbat training
gualification phase. Again, the enphasis here is that each
squadron acconplishes its own training in the course of a
nor mal training rotation and no service specific
qualification is necessary for a USN aircrew to drop
ordnance in support of engaged ground forces. That is to
say that Navy pilots wll wundergo squadron training to
receive their CAS qualification as set forth by U S. Navy
Aviation requirenents for the conduct of CAS, but a
squadron is not, on a normal basis or interval, required to
validate its own training program above the squadron | evel
The Navy is not alone in this aspect. In fact, all of the
servi ces conduct CAS mission training at the squadron |evel
and are not normally evaluated above that |evel. The end
result of this examnation of training objectives is that
it is virtually inpossible to certify that all pilots, from
all squadrons, from all the services, who fly the CAS
mssion, are training to the sanme standards. If this is the
case, how do we ensure that any pilot flying the CAS
m ssion in support of joint forces is executing the m ssion

according to joint doctrine?
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D. CONCLUSI ONS

What then should the services do to streamine each of
its’ own training program to mrror joint doctrine? As a
matter of safety and preserving lives on the battlefield, |
feel it is each services duty to ensure that we are all on
the sanme ‘sheet of nusic’ so that no matter who is on the
ground and no matter who is in the air, that we can operate
together as a cohesive joint force and acconplish the
m ssion at hand. This can only truly be acconplished if we
adhere and train to joint standards as set forth in already
established publications and if the need arises to change
doctrine, that it be acconplished jointly and on the
training field - not the battlefield - as was the case
during Operation Enduring Freedom and Operati on Anaconda.
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V. JCAS RECOMVENDATI ONS

The joint force has nmade significant progress
t oward achi evi ng an opti mum | evel of
interoperability, but there nust be a concerted
effort toward continued inprovenent. Furt her
i mprovenents will include the refinement of joint
doctrine as well as further devel opnent of common
t echnol ogi es and processes. Exercises, personnel
exchanges, agreenent on standardized operating
procedures, individual training and education,
and pl anni ng will further enhance and
institutionalize these capabilities.

Chai rman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Joint Vision 2020

A OVERVI EW

During the past two years the U S Mlitary has been
engaged in the War on Terrorismon two distinct |evels. The
first of which has been the area of low intensity conflict
operations such as Operation Enduring Freedom and QOperation
Anaconda in Afghanistan. The second has been the nore
conventional level of conflict as seen in recent actions in
Qperation lraqgi Freedom Wile both Afghanistan and Iraq
have involved U'S forces who's mssion has been, anong
others, that of regine change, and the broader m ssion of
the continuing War on Terrorism each mlitary operation
posed unique challenges to our doctrinal concepts of close

air support.

In CEF and OA, US. mlitary forces have been
primarily engaged in the low intensity conflict wutilizing
the revolutionary Special Operations Forces nodel of
warfare - that of providing assistance to indigenous forces
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to overthrow an existing governnent that is anathema to

U S. foreign interests.

In contrast to this, Operation lraqi Freedom was a
conventional conflict at least in terns of nmmjor battles
fought against the regular Iragi Arny and Republican Guard
units. Both types of conflict wutilized and continue to
utilize the overwhel m ng superiority of U S. airpower, and
to a lesser extent the airpower of various coalition

partners in the War on terrorism

How U. S. airpower is applied, and nore specifically
how U.S. airpower is applied in the joint close air support
arena, has been significantly different between the | ow

intensity and conventional environnments.

This difference begs several overarching questions in
regard to <close air support application in the |[|ow
intensity conflict. Do we need to apply the sanme |joint
close air support doctrine in the LIC as we do in a
conventional conflict? If not, do we need to develop a
separate doctrine for JCAS in the LIC as opposed to the
conventional conflict, and if so, how do we inplenent and
val i date such doctrinal changes?

Mlitary Transformation pundits have postulated new
concepts to transformour mlitary so we can fight smarter
smal l er, and quicker utilizing our technological advantage
over the mjority of the world today. Two  such
transformation ‘buzzwords’ include Precision Engagenent
(PE) and Deci sive Maneuver (DM .42

In the JCAS arena, PE and DM have particularly

rel evant application, as it is essential to the success of

42 Joint Vision 2020, JS J7, 18 Cct 2002
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any close air support mssion to naneuver decisively and
then rapidly engage the target wth precision delivered
muni tions. Joint Vision 2020 addresses the PE and DM
concepts in general terns but the ‘how to in the JCAS
arena has been overlooked, in this author’s opinion

Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Anaconda have
provided us with sonme valuable |essons that can help us to
transform our JCAS doctrine and then to validate its
authority with joint training concepts such as the Joint

Nat i onal Training Center nodel.

B. JO NT COMVAND AND CONTROL

1. Overvi ew

During recent hostilities in Afghanistan, severa
deficiencies and shortfalls arose during the execution
phase of OEF and OA and still continue to plague U S

Speci al Operations Forces in the Afghan theatre.

As detailed in the CEF and OA JCAS conference, |isted
bel ow are sone of the highlighted areas of concern fromthe
after action reports and | essons |learned from OEF and QA in

regard to close air support execution:43

* Lack of understanding of Commander’s Intent.

* No dedi cated Conmand & Control platform

* No traditional Control Points (CP) were used.

« Standard Conmuni cations architecture not used.
 Standard comruni cations and brevity codes not used.
e Lack of use of JCAS 9-line brief.

 Tinme-on-Target not used.

* No standard target mark was used.

43 Marine Corps Gazette, “Tower of Babel: Joint Close Air Support in
OEF”, Mar 2003, pp 34-35
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* Lack of good ‘tal k-on’” by ground controllers.

These are just sonme of the itens that were addressed
at the conference, and it nust be noted that not all of
these itens applied to all of the mssions. Mrely, they
were general trends that were noticed by aircrew and ground
personnel alike, and hanpered their ability to execute the
m ssion as seanlessly as they would have |iked. It nust
al so be nentioned that these itens did not prevent U S. SOF
personnel from acconplishing their mssion but only nmade it
nore difficult and sometines resulted in a Time Sensitive
Target (TST) escaping destruction. This is sonething that
can and should be avoided at all costs, especially with the
possi ble strategic and political ramfications of a failed

m SSi on.

Though these deficiencies were overconme by SOF forces
on the ground and by aircrew flying the mssions, this by
no nmeans indicates that the problens have been fixed or are
in accordance with current doctrine. This |leads us back to
the question of ‘Do we need to change our current JCAS
doctrine for low intensity conflict operations’, or do we
sinply need to adhere to and apply current doctrine?

2. Term nal Cl earance Authority

As discussed earlier in this paper, the command and
control that was exercised during OEF and OA was, at tines,
in direct conflict with JCAS doctrine. Specifically, the
approval to drop ordnance in close proximty to ground
forces rests squarely on the shoulders of the ground conbat

el enrent commander as outlined in JP 3-09.3.44 However, in

44 JpP 3-09.3, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Close Air
Support (CAS), Washington: GPO, 1995, pp V-9
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CEF and OA, that control was exercised from the CACC in
Ri yadh, Saudi Arabia. It nust be noted that there were
political and strategic considerations for this but the
point of this paper is to highlight that the CAS m ssions
flowmn during CEF and OA were not | AW current doctrine; if
this is necessitated by considerations above the tactica
commander on the battlefield, it needs to be delineated
beforehand. If not, the mssed opportunities to prosecute
time sensitive targets will continue to hanmper an operation
such as OEF if the Rules of Engagenent are not delineated
down to the | owest possible chain of comrand.

3. Lack of Multiple Tactical Air Direction Nets

The approval to drop on requested targets rested at
the highest levels in R yadh, and led to another comuand
and control problem that of a limted nunber of termna
control frequencies in relation to the nunmber of term na
controllers on the battlefield. Because the CAOC was the
approving authority for ‘drop’ clearance, multiple ground
controllers were utilizing the sane frequency for termna
control. This is again in direct conflict wth joint
doctrine that states that every termnal controller wll
have a discrete frequency, or Tactical Ar Direction (TAD)
Net, in order to prosecute targets in their specific AOR 45
This single frequency allows the termnal controller to
control and execute the CAS m ssion wthout interference or
i npedi mrent from other controllers. The mssion approval
cones directly from the ground conbat elenent comuander

that they are supporting.

45 |bid, pp Il-3
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4. Wo is the GCE Commuander in a LIC environnent
li ke CEF?

This brings up another interesting point regarding OEF
and OA, which is the sinple fact that termnal controllers
were typically attached to SOF units that were, at tines,
working alongside Northern Alliance Forces. Since the
Northern Alliance Forces had the preponderance of conbat
power on the ground, were they considered the ‘ground
conbat elenent’, and was their |eader considered the GCE
Commander? To U.S. SOF personnel, this was certainly not
the case, as they were working directly for USSOCOM even
t hough they were providing CAS for the Northern Alliance

For ces.

Wen OEF transitioned to the OA aspect and term na
controllers were now under the command of U.S. Forces, the
procedures for requesting CAS did not change and it is here
that the nost confusion occurred. The CACC in R yadh shoul d
have transitioned approval authority back to its rightful
| ocation, that of the GCE Conmander. Since this did not
happen, multiple controllers were wusing only a few
frequencies to control CAS assets, |eading to confusion and
frustration on the battlefield.

5. Joint Conmand & Control Architecture

Currently each service has its own C&C systemto all ow
it to execute the close air support mssion. The USMC has
the MACCS (Marine Air Command and Control System), the USN
has NTACS (Navy Tactical Air Command and Control Systen)
the USA has the AAGS (Arny Air G ound Systen), and the USAF
has the TACS (Theatre Air Control System

It would seem that in this current climte of joint

operations that each service could agree on a joint C&C
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system Wwen a JTF is established and the JTF commander
picks his Joint Force Air Conmponent Commander (JFACO),
whose C&C systemis to be utilized? Is it one, some or all
of the services? In OEF, you had Navy tactical aircraft
flying from the CVBGs under NTACS, Mirine tactica
aircraft flying off the ARG s under the MACCS and USAF
tactical aircraft flying out of points within the Persian
@ul f under the TACS system It could be argued that a joint
air command and control system could be utilized by all the
services so that they don't have to switch from one to the
other as they transition in and out of the respective air
traffic control areas. This thesis’ contribution to joint
command & control would be the JTACCS or Joint Tactical Air
Command and Control System This would enable any service
to ‘plug’ into JTACCS from anywhere in the world, whether
froma NAVY CVBG or ARG a USAF Expeditionary Airfield, or
an Arnmy or Marine Corps Forward Operating Base.

6. Concl usi on

Up to now we have discussed JCAS at the inter-service
| evel, assuming falsely sonetinmes, that service specific
training in the JCAS arena is standardized. It could be
argued that this is not necessarily the case. If change is
required and the amount of change is established, how then
do we validate any new doctrinal issues in training so our
fighting nmen and wonen are not ‘learning on the job’ during
the next conflict? In the followng section, training
issues will be addressed to offer possible solutions to new
doctrine and the facilitation of training to validate any

doctrinal changes.
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C. TRAI NI NG TRANSFORVATI ON

1. Overvi ew

As stated previously, doctrinal m sconceptions and
m sunder st andi ngs can lead to confusion on the battlefield,
but how different services arrive at the point of doctrinal
departure is, in this author’s opinion, directly related to
parochial style training. In order to avoid the sane
pitfalls experienced in Operation Enduring Freedom |joint
training needs to beconme the rule, not the exception. By
transformng the way we train - to a joint standard, wth
joint forces, and in accordance with joint doctrine - we
will better serve our own joint requirenments. ‘Re-inventing
the wheel’ is sonmething we do routinely in the joint arena
and until we truly transformthe way we do business, it is

likely to continue.

The proceeding itens |listed below are sone of the ways
we can address joint training shortfalls. It nust be noted,
however, though this is by no nmeans a conprehensive |ist,
only a starting point that will allow our joint forces to
tackle the current problem of joint interoperability in the
joint close air support arena.

2. Joint National Training Center

Several Mlitary Transformation concepts could have
hel ped and nay help in the future execution of JCAS in the
low intensity conflict. One such concept is the Joint
Nat i onal Training Center (JNTC). JNIC is a virtua
connectivity concept t hat woul d allow  battlefield
commanders the opportunity to operate as part of a virtua
‘joint force’ without the need to co-locate forces. As an
exanple, US. Arny Forces operating at the Joint Readi ness
Training Center at Ft. Polk, LA and U S. Mrine Forces
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operating during annual training at Twenty-nine Palns, Ca,

could operate as a larger, virtual force, under the
unbrella of a larger, virtual operation. This could be
acconplished at the sane tine these forces are conducting
their normal annual training. Typically a Brigade Conbat
Team will take part in a JRTC rotation while a MU sized
Marine Air Ground Task Force will take part in a Conbined
Arnms Exercise (CAX) at 29 Palnms. If both units were
‘assigned’ to a larger, virtual unit, such as a Joint Task
Force and tasked with a joint mssion that acconplished the
goals of a JRTC rotation or a CAX rotation, it could serve
to val i dat e, under t he construct of operati ona

experimentation, the JNTC concept. In this case, it would
be the JCAS mission in the low intensity conflict. A JNTC
training experinentation conducted with an OEF nodel could
help future joint force commanders in working out the
intricacies of JCAS when conducted in the low intensity
conflict. It would identify any deficiencies and trends
over the course of several experinentations and allow for

remedi es before our joint forces were depl oyed.

3. Transform Joi nt Trai ni ng Mandat e

Unless a specific mlitary command is given the
mandate from the CICS, it is ny opinion that a training
mandate to change the status quo likely wll not happen.
This is for a variety of reasons but the nost conpelling is
t he parochial and bureaucratic way in which the services do

busi ness.

If a nmandate were established by the CICS, (and for
the sake of this argument let us say it is the Joint Forces
Command (JFCOM that is tapped to produce a Joint Training
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Program that all the services are required to acconplish),

st andar di zati on anongst the services would quickly foll ow

4. Single Site Training for JCAS JTTP' s
This mght be the hardest item to sell to all the

services and may be a ‘bridge too far’ but the fiscal
savings alone mght be enough notivation to get the
services to train together at a joint school house.

a. Fi scal Savi ngs

Currently there are two training sites in the
U.S. Marine Corps: the Expeditionary Warfare Training G oup
Atlantic  ( EWIGLANT) in Little Creek, VA and the
Expeditionary Warfare Training Goup Pacific (EWGPAC) in
San Diego, CA. The USAF has two training sites as well,
Nellis Air Force Base in Las Vegas, NV and Hurlburt Field
at Eglin Air Force Base, FL. Additionally, the U S Navy
has one training site, Naval Strike Aviation Warfare Center
at Naval Air Station Fallon, NV. The fiscal savings alone
that a single-site training conplex would realize over the
course of a fiscal year could easily persuade the nost
ardent parochialist to consider the financial benefits of
such a shift.

b. Inter-Service Famliarity

Al t hough some cross training does occur at each
training site, the famliarity that each service nenber
woul d be exposed to in terns of joint aircraft would be far
ahead of the current state of cross-training and joint
famliarity. As an exanple, actual conbat operations is
not the ideal situation for an Air Force ETAC to see a Navy
F/IA-18 for the first time to provide him with close air
support. Equally as untinely wuld be a US. Navy SEAL

controlling an AC- 130 Specter Gunship for the first tine
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during an extract wunder fire. Wat is conpelling about
these two scenarios is that they occurred on nore than a
few occasions during OEF and OA. It is inperative that our
depl oyed forces see and enploy the conplete array of
tactical aircraft during close air support while in

training, not on the actual battlefield for the first tine.

The benefit of having all the services providing
cl ose air support assets to a single JCAS school house woul d
be highly advantageous to ground controllers and aircrew
alike. This is not just Iimted to tactical aircraft
famliarity but also ordnance, weapon systens, target
sensors, trackers, communi cations hardware and joint

doctrine famliarity.

D. CONCLUSI ON

The task to truly becone an interoperable joint force
may seem to be a daunting task on the surface but there
are, at least in the close air support context, several
mai nstream concepts, ideas and initiatives that will go a
long way in developing our joint close air support
interoperability. Joint comand and control, joint training
and adherence to joint doctrine are the main points that
this paper is trying to draw to the reader’s attention. |If
these itens were addressed fully and enbraced by all the
services, operations such as Afghanistan, Sonalia and ot her
low intensity conflicts would have been acconplished with
greater speed and with less service friction. In the case
of Joint Close Air Support in the low intensity conflict,

this should be every Warfighter’s goal

Some m ght ask the question, “Wy should the topic of

Joint Close Ar Support matter to a Marine Attack
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Hel icopter Pilot?”, since the Marine Corps has its own
tactical aircraft to provide close air support for its own
forces. This nmay seem like a logical question since the
Marine Corps is the only service that does not provide
operational forces to USSOCOM but it does not address
recent initiatives on the part of the Comandant of the

Marine Corps to stand-up an operational reconnai ssance

force that wll be wunder the operational control of
USSOCOM 46 By tasking the newy forned unit, the US Marine
Corps has come full circle in its effort to enbrace the

concept of joint interoperability, and as a result, US.
Marine tactical aviation needs to adopt this new paradi gm

of operating in the joint arena.

As a final note, and as described in the introduction
of this thesis, the ability to deliver precision ordnance
against hostile targets is not wthout risk to our own
forces on the ground. Unless we enbrace inter-service
training and doctrinal adherence, we wll nost likely
continue to injure and kill our own forces in future
conflicts where we operate at the joint level, such as the
current War on Terrorism Since the War on Terrorism wl|
not |likely end any tine soon, the status quo in Joint C ose
Air Support training and doctrine is unacceptable and needs
to transform At best we can acconplish future m ssions
nore safely with a joint system of training, doctrine and
certification. At worst, we wll continue to haunt
ourselves in the form of needl ess deaths on the battlefield

due to friendly fire.

46 perry, Tony, “Marines Set Aside Go it Alone Attitude”, Los Angel es
Times, 12 May 2002, pp. 18
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