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Foreword

During a 38-year career as a soldier that included duty as an artillery forward
observer in Vietnam and ended as commander of US Central Command during
Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), | came to appreciate the value of the lessons
learned concept to both commissioned officers and NCOs. Studying the successes and
failures of recent campaigns is essential to leaders’ professional development as they
strive toward greater technical and tactical proficiency.

The obvious hard work and dedication that went into On Point reinforce that
conviction. But this book is far more than a standard campaign history; like the
operation it analyzes in admirable detail, the study is unique.

Although Army Chief of Staff General Eric K. Shinseki commissioned the work,
the book transcends the Army perspective. OIF was America’s first truly joint combat
operation, with the services successfully integrated in the battlespace to a degree of
mutual support and cooperation that would have been impossible five years ago. The
book details the major elements in that evolution in joint warfare as they played out in
the deserts, mountains, cities, and skies of Iraqg.

The human dimension of war, especially the quality of the men and women in
uniform who fought the campaign and won the historic victory, is a major element of
the book.

Using hundreds of interviews of the troops and scores of detailed maps and
illustrations, On Point provides a “user-friendly” guide to shape future force structure
and training and help refine America’s warfighting doctrine.

The authors worked rapidly and diligently to capture the essential lessons of the
campaign; as a result, the study is available today to help leaders at every level.

As | read On Point, | was reminded once again of the great honor it was to serve
with America’s courageous soldiers, sailors, marines, and airmen.

General Tommy R. Franks
US Army, Retired






Preface

On Point is a study of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) as soon after the fact
as feasible. The Army leadership chartered this effort in a message to the major com-
mands on 30 April 2003. In his guidance, Army Chief of Staff General Eric K. Shinseki
directed “a quick, thorough review that looks at the US Army’s performance, assesses
the role it played in the joint and coalition team, and captures the strategic, operational,
and tactical lessons that should be disseminated and applied in future fights.”

For those of us in the Operation IRAQI FREEDOM Study Group (OIF-SG),
this translated into three separate products. A “quick look™ lessons-learned briefing
produced in July, less than 30 days after returning from the theater. On Point—this
work—is the second product and was largely completed by mid-August 2003. Finally,
the most significant product is the archive of 119,000 documents, some 2,300 inter-
views and 69,000 photos archived with the support and assistance of the Combined
Arms Research Library at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

We had straightforward guidance and a short time horizon. Simply put, On Point
tells the Army’s story in the only context possible—a combined-arms ground force op-
erating in a joint environment. There is no other way for the Army to tell its story—the
Army cannot get to a theater of war, let alone fight, in any context but that of a joint
operation. Accordingly, the OIF-SG relied heavily on the cooperation and support of
units in the field and from our colleagues on the other services’ collection teams. We
also drew on the more deliberate efforts of the Center of Military History and unit his-
torians. We encountered only helpful attitudes, with the exception of one or two Iraqi
combatants who fired on or threw grenades at members of the team. The joint lessons
learned team from the Joint Forces Command (JFCOM) assigned a liaison officer to
the OIF-SG who proved helpful in working with our joint counterparts. The Combined
Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC) historian, the VV Corps historian, the
Army Materiel Command historian, and various branch historians all were abundantly
helpful.

Like the soldiers bound for the theater, we trained at two different replacement
centers, and most of us deployed via military or Civilian Reserve Air Fleet aircraft.
Once in theater, we traveled freely throughout area of operations. Members of the
team visited Europe, Turkey, and nearly a dozen sites in the US, ranging from Dover
Air Force Base, Delaware, to Fort Bliss, Texas. To do this in the time allowed, we de-
pended on others for help. We found eager and enthusiastic support at every stop.

Interpreting history is difficult; interpreting ongoing events is even more difficult.
On Point is not the seminal history of the OIF or even of the Army in OIF. We under-
stand the risks of a rapidly produced history and believe they are worth taking to glean
initial insights, or what General Frederick M. Franks, Jr. described after DESERT
STORM as “glimmerings” of change.

We wrote On Point with a readership of soldiers and those familiar with armies
in battle in mind—discussing not only the fighting, but also describing the hard work
“behind the scenes” that made the combat victories so successful. On Point is an



operational history that derives some provisional insights that soldiers, our colleagues
in the other services, and others may find useful or interesting. On Point will not be the
last word or the definitive history of this operation that, as we went to publication, is
still unfolding, but we believe that it will be cited in that effort and will help to explain
the role the Army played. That is the goal of this effort—to kindle the discussion on
what happened and why.

Where possible, we let soldiers tell their own stories, and while we sought a bal-
anced accounting, On Point is not a proportional history of OIF. Some units are men-
tioned more than others and some soldiers are singled out—that does not mean that
the efforts of units and soldiers not mentioned did not merit telling, only that time,
space, and purpose forced some hard decisions. However, it was immediately clear to
us that the American people have much to be proud of in the service and performance
of America’s Army as part of the joint team.

GREGORY FONTENOT E.J. DEGEN DAVID TOHN
Colonel (Retired), Lieutenant Colonel, Lieutenant Colonel,
USA USA USA
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Introduction

Every values-based institution has an image of itself at its purist, most basic level.
It is a single mental snapshot—a distillation of all that is good and right. Reaching
back to the institution’s foundation, it evokes a visceral, emotional response from the
members.

For the Army, the self-image is the small squad of infantry, maybe fewer than 10
soldiers, patrolling a hostile and unknown territory—whether jungle, woodland, or
urban. The foremost soldier walks on point—the lead; sometimes moving cautiously
to develop the situation, other times moving with great speed and purpose in order for
the squad to accomplish its mission.

The point man focuses on picking out the path forward—identifying the dangers
and opportunities along that path. The compass man, providing direction and guidance,
travels behind, responsible for keeping the squad moving toward its objective. Success
or failure rests on how well these two soldiers work together. A safe path to nowhere is
as useless as a direct route into a fatal ambush. Serving on point is a position of honor,
responsibility, and great danger. Only the most trusted, most skilled, most field-wise
soldiers earn this responsibility. Selecting a point man is a difficult choice.

Leading, but not alone, the point man moves as part of a vast team of warriors.
Above is the Air Force, controlling the skies and attacking ground targets with speed,
violence, and purpose. Attacking from overhead and offshore, the Navy brings its
considerable capabilities to bear and assures unimpeded supply that comes from
undisputed control of the sea. Working alongside the Army, sometimes leading and
other times in support, the Marine Corps brings its unique combined-arms team
to the fight. The relationship between who leads, follows, and supports changes to
accommodate the mission. The crux is that, even when leading, the point man is part
of a team, both literally in the squad and among the services.

On Point tells the compelling story of America’s Army in OIF and is of interest
to a broad audience. However, it aims at a specific audience—soldiers and defense
professionals. Within the Army, On Point has two specific goals: to educate soldiers on
the conduct of combat operations in OIF and to suggest some preliminary implications
for the Army’s continued transformation.

Because it focuses on the Army and its role in this ongoing campaign, On Point is
not the seminal history of OIF. It unabashedly argues that the Army played a central
role in the joint team. Along with its sister services, the Army brought down the
Ba’athist regime in decisive ground combat, took the enemy’s capital city, destroyed
the bulk of the Iragi army and paramilitary forces in the fields and valleys of the
Euphrates River, and liberated the Iraqgi people from decades of oppression. Moreover,
the Army continues the American presence in lraq, striving to turn battlefield victories
into strategic success.

Despite this deliberate Army point of view, OIF is not an Army victory. OIF
demonstrates the maturation of joint concepts and the intent embodied in the
Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. It is a joint
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victory for the United States and its coalition partners. It is also just one of several
campaigns undertaken and ongoing in the Global War on Terrorism.

Finally, as an integral part of the joint team, the American soldier has been on point
in securing global, regional, and domestic security. OIF was executed against a
backdrop of Army and joint military operations around the world. As American soldiers
crossed the border into Iraq, fellow soldiers secured the peace in the Balkans, trained
and assisted the Philippine army, executed counternarcotics operations in Central
and South America, protected key facilities and infrastructure within the homeland,
patrolled alongside an Afghani people liberated from the repressive and threatening
Taliban, and conducted a myriad of missions globally in support of the Global War on
Terrorism and to further the US national security and interests. Representing American
resolve, power, interests, and values, an American soldier stands a post in a foreign
land—on point for the nation.

A Campaign of Liberation

While combat operations began on 17 March 2003, preparations for Operation
IRAQI FREEDOM began on 1 March 1991—the day after the first Gulf War ended. In
the broadest context, OIF marks the latest chapter in the continuous US involvement
in the Middle East and Southwest Asia theater. America’s national security is directly
tied to the region’s stability and prosperity. As such, the nation has been applying
the elements of national power—diplomacy, information, military action, and
economics—to reach this elusive goal. From enforcing sanctions and international
inspections, to protecting the Kurds and Muslims, to responding to Iragi violations of
the no-fly zones, the military has been a central element of the US policy toward Iraq
since the end of DESERT STORM.

These efforts have supported regional strategy. The combined and coordinated
regional presence set the conditions for OIF’s military success. The United States
ensured its forces had adequate access to the theater and could establish the necessary
infrastructure to allow large-unit staging and employment while maintaining the
necessary military capability to deter the Iraqgi threat. Occasionally, of course, this
regional engagement was not as effective as it could have been, as illustrated by
Turkey’s refusal to allow ground forces to stage for a northern front and NATO
members’ failure to achieve agreement regarding support for American military
action in Irag. Yet, commanders demonstrated unprecedented flexibility and agility
in adapting to these types of challenges. Without the fruits of the 12-year engagement
effort, OIF would have been impossible.

The formal military campaign to liberate Irag was a four-phase operation. This
phased construct recognized that the operation would cross the entire spectrum of con-
flict, from combat to peace support to humanitarian and security assistance. As such,
strategic success would require success in each phase, inextricably linking actions into
a campaign that is truly an extension of politics by other means.

The military campaign supported the strategic goal that transcended removing
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Saddam Hussein and the Ba’athists from power. The strategic goal included establish-
ing a stable, secure, prosperous, peaceful, and democratic Iragi nation that is a fully
functioning member of the community of nations.? Within this context, the end of ma-
jor combat operations did not signify the end of combat or operations, just the transi-
tion to the next phase of the long-term campaign.

e Phase I. Preparation secured regional and international support, degraded the
Iragi regime’s ability to resist, established the air bridge and secure lines of
communications (LOCs) to the theater, sought to interdict tactical ballistic
missiles (TBM) and weapons of mass destruction (WMD), and alerted,
deployed, and postured American forces. In short, this phase set the conditions
to neutralize Iraqi forces.

e Phase Il. Shaping the Battlespace included posturing coalition forces to
conduct sustained combat operations, beginning initial operations to degrade
Iragi command and control and security forces, and seizing key pieces of
terrain. These actions were in addition to the ongoing diplomatic and counter-
TBM/WMD operations.

« Phase IlI. Decisive Offensive Operations marked the beginning of conventional
combat operations. It included the air campaign, preparatory ground operations,
and the attack north to Baghdad. This phase culminated with securing Baghdad
and removing Saddam Hussein and the Ba’athist regime from power.

e Phase IV. Post Hostilities operations encompass the transition from combat to
stability operations and support operations, including humanitarian assistance
and reconstruction. Interestingly, planners realized early on that as coalition
forces liberated sections of Iraqi territory, operations in those sections would
transition to Phase 1V while Phase I11 combat operations continued elsewhere.
This ‘rolling transition’ to Phase IV is the hallmark of true full-spectrum
operations and is one of the defining characteristics of this campaign. The
distance between forces conducting Phase 11l and Phase IV operations varied
from meters to miles, requiring remarkable flexibility, initiative, and maturity
of the leaders and soldiers.

The Army: On Point in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM

During the 12 years since DESERT STORM, the Army and the other services
attempted to adapt to the post-Cold War era, adopt lessons learned during operations,
anticipate changes or trends in the operational environment, and finally to take
advantage of technologies that could improve combat capability. On Point addresses
several skeins of effort in this adaptation and evolution of capability.

For example, soon after Operation DESERT STORM, the Army realized the po-
tential of information-based warfare.? The Army transformed whole divisions into a
digitally linked force capable of waging network-centric warfare, designing and build-
ing Force XXI on the hypothesis that digital links would increase the tempo of ground
operations and thus the lethality and survivability of ground forces. Blue Force (friend-
ly units) Tracking (BFT), a system that provided commanders a picture of where their
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subordinate units were and enabled commanders to pass commands and geographical
measures, battle command on the move (BCOTM) technology, and the Army Battle
Command System (ABCS) enabled the Army to realize that vision in OIF.

To support joint operations and training, the Army established an operations group
in the Battle Command Training Program (BCTP) to teach joint doctrine in 1992. The
new operations group was intended to bridge the gap in training until a joint training
capability could be established. BCTP’s Operations Group D remained following
formation of the Joint Warfare Training Center to support training Army service
components within joint contexts. In the fall of 2002, Operations Group D deployed to
Kuwait to support training and then stayed on for the war, in which its soldiers served
with distinction on the Combined Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC) staff.

In the decade following DESERT STORM, the Army reorganized its training and
rewrote its doctrine to assure that it met its challenges and, when appropriate, led the
way for the joint team. Joint doctrine grew rapidly as Joint Forces Command morphed
from US Atlantic Command, gaining training and joint doctrinal development
responsibilities. Along with the other services, the Army worked to support the
development and training of increasingly “joint” capable organizations.

The Army changed its own basic doctrine not only to accommodate joint doctrine,
but to accommodate apparent changes in the environment. The Army developed doc-
trine designed to wage noncontiguous, full-spectrum warfare. Published in June 2001,
Army Field Manual 3-0, Operations, reflected an assessment of the operational envi-
ronment in the years following DESERT STORM based on a body of evidence accu-
mulated in operations and on careful consideration of what future operations might be
like. After much study, the Army conceived the contemporary operating environment
(COE), which describes the current environment and provides the context for future
training and combat developments. The COE possesses complex battlefield environ-
ments populated with intelligent and adaptive enemies seeking asymmetric advantages
across the battlespace. Training in this environment and operating with the increas-
ingly better-networked systems that supported battle command on the move (BCOTM)
allowed the Army to “operationalize” the vision encompassed in FM 3-0. In the COE,
the Army estimated what operations in the early 21st century might be like. Combat in
Iraq validated that estimate, but also demonstrated that the Army still has work to do in
structuring and training to operate in this dynamic operational environment.

The Army also invested enormous effort and resources as the ground component
for the US Central Command (CENTCOM) in the face of the ongoing Iraqi threat in
the region. The Army, at the direction of CENTCOM, revamped and reorganized Third
Army to operate as a land component command. The Army developed the infrastructure
in Kuwait—airfields, seaports, laagering facilities, headquarters, and command
posts at a cost of over $500 million to support contingency operations. Moreover,
in conjunction with Operation SOUTHERN WATCH forces, the Army provided the
bulk of the CENTCOM direct theater engagement effort, setting the conditions that
enabled the successful conclusion of decisive combat operations in less than a month.
Obviously, other components of CENTCOM made important investments as well.
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Army special operations soldiers, as part of the joint special operations team, led
the way into Iraq. US special operations forces (SOF) excelled during OIF. They did
so on the basis of intense efforts made by the joint community, US Special Operations
Command, and the services to develop capability and, more important, to integrate
capabilities among SOF units and between SOF and conventional units. Integration of
SOF operations in the campaign plan paid enormous dividends.

Coalition soldiers and marines led the ground attack on D-day, cutting lanes and
destroying Iragi observation posts prior to the main body attacks of V' Corps and First
Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF). All of America rode with 3rd Squadron, 7th
Cavalry as it led the fight up-country on point for the 3rd Infantry Division (“Rock of
the Marne™), V Corps (“Victory Corps”), the CFLCC, and the nation.

The Army supported the other services as mandated by Title 10.> The Army
embodied the concept of a truly joint force, providing ballistic missile defense
theaterwide, as well as providing artillery and rocket fires and more than six battalions’
worth of engineers, logisticians, military police, transporters, and medical evacuation
support to its Marine Corps comrades.* In each of these cases, and in many more that
will go without mention, the Army—and America’s soldiers—served on point as the
campaign unfolded.

A Campaign of Firsts

OIF is a campaign with a number of firsts. Arguably, it is the first “jointly”
coherent campaign since the Korean War. American joint forces executed a large-scale,
complex operation while simultaneously continuing active operations in Afghanistan,
the Balkans, and in support of Homeland Defense.

In OIF, a combined and joint land component directed all ground operations for
the first time since the Eighth Army did so in the Korean War. The US Third Army
formed the core of what became a joint and combined headquarters—the CFLCC—
charged with conducting ground operations, integrating air-ground operations, and
directing theater support operations.® Also for the first time since the Korean War,
Army National Guard (ARNG) infantry battalions participated in combat operations
as units. Seven ARNG light infantry battalions deployed to secure Patriot missiles and
guard vital supplies. Ultimately, six of them went “up-country” and conducted combat
operations in Iraq.

There were other important firsts. Not since World War Il have the armed forces of
the United States operated in multiple theaters of war while simultaneously conducting
security operations and support operations in several other theaters. As an example,
on 9 June 2003, 369,000 soldiers were deployed overseas, of which about 140,000
were from the Reserve Components. These soldiers were serving in 120 countries,
conducting missions ranging from combat to deterring adversaries, to training the
nation’s allies, to protecting the nation’s vital assets.

OIF also provided the opportunity for a number of firsts in the integration of
special and conventional operations. Emerging ideas on the integration of special
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operations and conventional operations that debuted in Afghanistan came close to their
potential in OIF. OIF marked a watershed in the evolution of SOF-general purpose
(conventional) force integration when CENTCOM assigned conventional units to the
operational control of SOF units.

The unprecedented degree of air-ground coordination and integration is also a key
first. While ground maneuver began simultaneously with air operations to preclude the
Iragi regime from undertaking a scorched earth campaign or turning the oil fields into a
WMD, it is difficult to overstate the importance of air operations in the context of OIF.
By dominating the air over Iraq, coalition air forces shaped the fight to allow for rapid
dominance on the ground. Air power decisively turned the tide in tactical operations
on the ground on several occasions. Air- and sea-launched precision-guided munitions
(PGMs) and cruise missile strikes responded rapidly to the targets developed by
improved intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance systems. Equally important,
effective integration of artillery and Army attack aviation produced, in several
instances, the kind of synergy conceived in joint manuals and practiced in training
over the decade since DESERT STORM.

OIF forces employed emerging concepts in the body of joint doctrine. The
establishment of the CFLCC represents the maturation of joint doctrine developed
since Goldwater-Nichols and tested through Army and joint simulations and training.
The “running start” stemmed from the recent US policy of preemption and also from
the joint concept of rapid dominance. Finally, integration of precision munitions with
ground operations, supported by a largely space-based command and control network,
enabled combat operations to occur in ways only imagined a decade ago.

Within this context of “firsts” and the execution of emerging joint concepts, there
are strong threads of continuity in OIF. First, ground combat remains physically
demanding. Ground operations remain central to toppling a regime by defeating its
armed forces, seizing and holding territory, and controlling the population. While the
campaign clearly took advantage of breathtaking technology, in the end, individual sol-
diers and marines took the fight to the enemy in a personal, eyeball-to-eyeball manner.
Humans, not high-tech sensors, remain indispensable, even in the 21st century.

Themes of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM

From the Army’s perspective, these firsts and the threads of evolution after DESERT
STORM are a crucial part of the story in On Point. Yet within the story, several other
themes recur. The quality of the American soldier and the quality of decision making
from private to lieutenant general is arguably the most important insight that emerged
from battle narratives, reports, and eyewitness accounts. There are other themes, but
the outstanding performance of soldiers is at the top and accounts for the speed and
relatively low human cost of major combat operations. Soldiers revealed themselves
to be brave, skilled, and innovative in a unique and decisive manner. Similarly, their
enemy, although often unskilled, proved courageous and adaptive.

In the months since the end of major combat operations, some observers tried
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to explain the rapid coalition success only in terms of inferior Iragi equipment and
incompetence. That does not account for the disparity. Coalition soldiers, sailors,
airmen, and marines demonstrated they were better trained and that they could adapt
faster than their opponents.

A number of other themes warrant discussion. Each of these broad areas of
investigation tends to overlap, both in terms of understanding what happened and in
raising questions for further study or considering possible implications for the Army
and the armed forces generally. For organizational purposes they are considered in five
broad areas:

e Command and Control. This area encompasses technological means,
including BFT, satellite communications, and various aids that supported
communications and situational awareness which enabled effective command
and control. But it also includes how the various echelons from CFLCC to
company operated and contributed. The influence of doctrine, training, and
experience on decision making is part of this discussion as well.

e Combined Arms Operations. Combat vignettes illustrating the synergy of
combined arms operations in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM are numerous. In
On Point, the term “combined arms operations” includes the efficacy of joint
integration, especially special operations and conventional operations. But it
really focuses on combining maneuver and fires to create specific effects and
the combination of small tactical units, including engineers, infantry, attack
helicopters, artillery, and armor, to create tactical effects. Combined arms
operations stem from the way the services train, but also from the maturation
of doctrine in the services and in joint tactics, techniques, and procedures.
Integration of effects and the separate arms or branches of the Army produced
enormous benefit on the battlefield

e Joint Integration and Support. Although this area could be subsumed in
combined arms operations, joint integration deserves separate examination in
the context of higher tactical and operational realms inherent in a multicorps
campaign. It enables the examination of operational-level warfare from the
perspective of CFLCC. This campaign is arguably the first campaign in which
the initiatives inherent in the Goldwater-Nichols legislation bore full fruit.

e Deployment and Sustainment. Getting the forces into the theater and
sustaining them while attempting to apply principles developed in the decade
since DESERT STORM produced both success and failure. The acquisition
of fast sealift and the C-17 and the development of concepts such as single
port managers to streamline deployment paid dividends. On the other hand,
the effort to supersede the joint deployment system and the arcane time-phased
force and deployment list (TPFDL) and the deployment sequence that stemmed
from it did not reap the benefit anticipated. Similarly, concepts such as “just-in-
time logistics” briefed better than they performed. Opening and sustaining the
theater depended on Reserve Component units that simply did not get to the
theater as rapidly as required. These and other issues made sustaining units in
the field difficult.
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Information and Knowledge. The services made strides both in the ability
to move information and translate information into knowledge, but they did
not attain the goal or capacity to wage “network-centric” warfare. Equally
important, although the services made concerted efforts to wage information
operations, gauging the success of those efforts remains elusive partly because
the data is still unclear, but also because the concept remains immature.

Two other areas warrant separate consideration, both to set the context of operations
in Iraq and to consider possible implications for the future:

Preparation. The 12-year effort to build the theater infrastructure; maintaining
long-term regional engagement; conducting significant investments in Com-
mand, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance (C*ISR); and completing significant materiel fieldings in the
six months leading to execution were critical in setting the stage for success.
Conversely, the very success within this theater raises questions about how the
joint force would operate in a less mature theater, suggesting key shortfalls in
the joint expeditionary capabilities.

Urban Operations. The Army’s updated doctrine and training, as well as
detailed, focused preparation for leaders, planners, and soldiers, created a
highly capable urban-combat force. Tanks and Bradleys proved survivable and
effective in the grueling environment, augmented by rapidly fielded equipment
expressly designed to operate in an urban environment. Planners employed
an innovative systems-based approach to urban combat that fundamentally
reshaped how soldiers and commanders approached the mission. The result
was that soldiers dominated the urban terrain without significant casualties,
destruction, or collateral damage.

One or more of these themes is in every story, narrative, or discussion in On Point.

Generally, OIF is a “good news” story, but any operation reveals areas that require
improvement. American soldiers adapted and improvised to overcome five key
shortfalls identified during OIF. As with the keys to success, these problems are evident
in many of the same stories, narratives, and discussions.
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Combat Service Support (CSS). The CSS difficulties cross all aspects of
Army operations—doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leader develop-
ment, personnel, and facilities (DOTMLPF). From the recent shift to “just-
in-time” logistics to the training and equipping of CSS soldiers and units, the
CSS community and the Army must rethink how they conduct operations. The
current system emphasizes efficiency over effectiveness—from parts and sup-
ply distribution to the physical equipping of CSS units. In combat, however,
effectiveness is the only real measure of success; many CSS units struggled to
perform their mission due to “savings” realized in recent changes in organiza-
tion, equipment, training resources, and doctrine.

Ability of every unit to fight and win. Anoncontiguous operating environment



has, by definition, no secure areas. Every unit in the theater must be prepared
to fight to accomplish its mission. OIF drove this idea home and is fraught with
implications for how ground forces are manned, equipped, and trained.

e Tactical Intelligence. The current Intelligence Battlefield Operating System
(IBOS) is optimized for upper echelons and effectively supported the corps
and higher echelons. However, in the COE, brigades and below need the
capability to sense and analyze the threat to their immediate front. The historic
emphasis at the corps and above, exacerbated by inadequate communications
and analytic aids, often forced maneuver commanders literally to fight for
information about the enemy to their front—or rear and sides.

* Active Component/Reserve Component Mix. The current mix isinappropriate
to meet post-Cold War realities. The demands on the Reserve Components—to
support a crisis contingency force while simultaneously supporting homeland
security, major combat, and stability operations and support operations re-
quirements, require a full review of missions and force structure. Moreover,
the mobilization and employment process must be updated to meet the current
and projected operational concepts, to wit—short-notice/long-duration deploy-
ments.

None of these areas requiring improvements will surprise anyone with any depth
of experience within the Army. However, OIF provides hard and unambiguous data
about the depth, breadth, and scope of these challenges. This clarity was lacking in
previous, more theoretical venues of analysis and debate. While the past 12 years
showed improvement in each of these areas, there is much more to do. Themes in these
broad areas will affect how the Army continues transformation toward the future force.
In this sense, the lessons of the most recent war will help guide the Army’s preparation
for the next war.

Issues and Implications

This study of Army participation in OIF reveals three larger, interrelated concepts
that are also woven throughout this work: campaigns, preparation, and seams. Much
of what is good—and bad—about Army and joint performance in OIF can be traced to
some aspect of these three issues.

Simply stated, as the major ground component of the US armed forces, the
Army demonstrated that it is the premier land combat force for sustained cam-
paigns and operations. The Army provides this fundamental, defining quality to joint
campaigning—sustained operations.

Sustained operations are more than just “clean up” after a series of standoff precision
and ground engagements. While these actions are necessary and set the conditions for
success, they do not equate to success. Presenting the adversary with an overwhelming
combat power that will seek him out anywhere, outlast his ability to hide, deliver a
decisive defeat, and bring positive change to the region are the attributes that transform
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successful battles and engagements into a successful campaign.

Without the Army, the world’s best Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps could not
successfully conclude this, or any similar, campaign. Sustained land operations are more
than just combat; they are operations that include the combination of decisive military
actions and the ability to exploit that victory to achieve theater strategic objectives
and advance national policy. Sustaining operations included providing common user
logistics, supporting theater air and missile defense, providing for the security of enemy
prisoners of war, supporting psychological operations, civil affairs, and many other
tasks that afford the troops that execute them few opportunities for glory, but without
which joint campaigns generally can not be concluded successfully.

Preparation is one of the keys to successful campaigning. It is fundamental to
understanding the victory of OIF. Although discussed above, it requires additional
detail here as a basic element to a successful campaign. As illustrated throughout this
story, preparation takes on many nuanced meanings and took place from the diplomatic
to the tactical level.

Preparing—or in the current vernacular, “setting the conditions”—has reemerged
as a core component of the American way of war. For the most part, preparations were
well reasoned and generally “80-percent solutions,” given the resources, time, and
political/diplomatic constraints at the time. How the Army capitalized on, integrated,
or recovered from these varying levels of preparation is a fundamental part of every
soldier’s story and the Army’s success.

The concept of seams emerged during the analysis for this work. Seams may be
vertical, horizontal, organizational, and structural. Unless deliberately secured, seams
expose weakness and may make the joint force vulnerable to enemy exploitation. In
other cases, seams represent points of strength as two or more organizations reinforce
and focus deliberately on a smooth transition. Perhaps one of the most vexing seams is
how military forces posture for the “Three-Block War”—shorthand for full-spectrum
operations within a single battlefield or even a single city block. Even calling it three-
block war creates seams in what is an inherently seamless spectrum of conflict. How
the ground forces contended with a “rolling,” or even “blurring” transition to Phase 1V
operations is a major characteristic of this ongoing campaign.

These themes transcend the Army and are found throughout the campaign. As
such, this work is not the appropriate forum for a detailed analysis or discussion. A
more comprehensive study of OIF at the operational, joint campaign level would offer
the necessary depth, breadth, and scope for this analysis. Yet, as in every war, there are
many implications that will affect the Army’s evolution. In any case, it is probably an
understatement to say that there is much to learn from OIF.

On Point is more than a title; it is the central theme of this work, and soldiers are
central to this theme. Soldiers on point demonstrated their quality and showed their
flexibility, courage, and initiative as their antecedents have in every fight from Bunker
Hill to Baghdad. Equally important, they remain on point from Mosul in the north to
As Samawah in the south. They are doing the important work of creating the conditions
of an Iragi democracy and sustainable peace—America’s stated strategic goal.
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Book Structure

As a first account, On Point tells the story of the Army in a joint and combined
force. Yet the soldiers of VV Corps did not simply appear on the Iragi border on 21
March 2003. Nor was the campaign limited to the combat soldiers fighting their way
to Baghdad. Victory on the battlefield required the efforts of all of the armed forces
acting in concert. A host of preparatory and supporting events, spanning more than a
decade, brought the soldiers to the line of departure. Moreover, the support effort was
at least as impressive and challenging as the combat itself. To do these soldiers, sailors,
marines, airmen, and coast guardsmen justice would require several volumes beyond
the scope of this work.

The book is structured in three general parts: The first part—the introduction,
Chapter 1, and Chapter 2—discusses how the Army prepared for Operation IRAQI
FREEDOM. The preparation started the day after the end of Operation DESERT
STORM and ended with the first soldiers crossing the line of departure in Operation
IRAQI FREEDOM. The introduction provides the Army’s context among its sister
services and in the joint community. Chapter 1 describes how the Army evolved from
1991 to 2003. The Army that won in Irag in 2003 was different from the Army that won
in Kuwait in 1991. It is critical to understand how the Army managed its growth and
evolution over that time to create the Army of IRAQI FREEDOM. Chapter 2 addresses
the final preparations for combat, from the summer of 2002 to D-day. This last effort
put almost all of the pieces in place for the campaign, from inside the Continental
United States (CONUS) to Europe and, of course, in Southwest Asia.

The second part, Chapters 3 through 6, focuses on the ground campaign through
the end of major offensive operations, roughly 10 April, depending on which unit one
looks at. The chapters strike the balance between describing big, sweeping arrows and
telling the individual soldier’s story. They start with a general summary of events during
that phase of the battle—the sweeping arrows, followed by a detailed, almost stand-
alone description of three or four key events. The opening summaries also introduce
parallel and supporting actions that affect the fight or have some other significance.
The summary also seeks to set the joint and coalition forces land component command
context of the fight.

To say “phase of the battle” is somewhat of a misnomer in that the chapter structure
suggests an ex-post facto delineation of operations and purposes. No formal operations
order discusses completing the “running start” before starting the “march up-country”
or “isolation of Baghdad” or even the “regime removal.” More accurately, operations
overlapped in time, location, and purpose, with many engagements changing character
as they evolved. However, in a complex, distributed battlefield marked by multiple,
simultaneous operations across a country the size of California, a simple sequence
of events would force the reader to jump all over the battlefield, possibly losing the
context for why any specific operation was undertaken.

Therefore, for the sake of clarity, operations and engagements are grouped by
purpose rather than by time. This allows the reader to understand why an action
occurred, even if it presents some challenges in following the sequence of events. The
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timelines at the beginning of each chapter are designed to help the reader through any
confusion in the sequence of events and helps to retain operational context. Moreover,
times noted in the text have been adjusted from Greenwich Mean Time (“Zulu”) to
local Kuwait time (+ 3 hours).

Throughout the work, the soldier stories and vignettes serve a variety of purposes.
First, they help the reader better understand the trials and tribulations of soldiers on the
battlefield. Second, they offer a detailed discussion of a particular aspect of the war as
an example of the actions occurring all across the battlefield. And finally, the stories
and vignettes introduce the reader to the individual soldiers who fought the battle. The
men and women who served in Iraq represent a cross-section of America and illustrate
all that is good about the American soldier and citizen. Their success is the Army’s
success and America’s success.

The final section of On Point is a discussion of some of the campaign’s
implications. Operation IRAQI FREEDOM marks the most integrated joint force and
joint campaign American armed forces have ever conducted. It is also the second war
of the new millennium and carries weight as such. For the Army, it marks the first
major campaign since Operation DESERT STORM. It is the first time the decade’s
worth of investments in digitization and interservice interoperability has been put to
the test. This quick look at the war from an Army perspective suggests implications
for the Army’s continued transformation to the future force. These implications are
organized in the broad categories discussed earlier and may serve as a starting point for
further discussions and ultimately, programmatic decisions.

As of this writing, the campaign in Irag continues. Soldiers continue to work with
other agencies and organizations to help stabilize Iraq and assist with the transition
to civilian rule. Yet despite the declared end of major combat operations, soldiers
continue to fight—and die—as they pursue the remnants of the Ba’athist regime and
other groups who oppose the coalition’s presence. This mission is neither new nor
unique to the Army’s tradition. In this sense, the Army continues its role as the service
of decision—ensuring that battlefield victories translate into strategic success.
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NOTES

1. President George W. Bush, “Address to the American Enterprise Institute, ” 26 February 2003,
accessed from http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2003/02/iraq/20030226-11.html, on 15 June
2003.

2. Alvin and Heidi Toffler, War and Antiwar: Survival at the Dawn of the 21st Century (Boston:
Little, Brown, and Company, 1993).

3. “Title 10” refers to US Federal Code, Title 10, which delineates the services’ responsibilities in
providing forces and support to the joint commander and the other services. During OIF, the Army ful-
filled its Title 10 responsibilities in many ways, to include providing a majority of logistics and CSS to the
other services for common user items.

4. Colonel Kevin Benson, CFLCC C5 (for OIF), interview by Major David Tohn, 12 August 2003.

5. Technically, with the Marine Corps providing ground forces, the CFLCC is actually a CJFLCC—
Combined Joint Forces Land Component Command. However, this work adopts the theater’s common
naming convention.
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Chapter 1

Operation DESERT STORM to ENDURING FREEDOM
The Army’s Continuing Evolution

It was a JANUS war—it was the trailing edge of industrial-age warfare and the
leading edge of knowledge-based, information-age warfare. Some of the old
continued, and some of the new emerged.

General Frederick M. Franks, Jr.
Commanding General,
US Army Training and Doctrine Command?

The history of the US Army experience during the 1990s is the history of adaptation to
new threats and challenges within an ambiguous, changing global security environment. It
is a chronology of how the Army would conceive of and conduct itself in future wars. The
Army’s odyssey through the 11 years from the close of DESERT STORM in 1991 to the
close of decisive combat operations in ENDURING FREEDOM in 2002 is remarkable and
a testament to a traditional institution’s commitment to deliberate, introspective change. In
some cases, change came because the Army anticipated requirements, while in other cases
the Army adapted to conditions it had not anticipated. Finally, the Army had not completed
transformation by Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF). The Army that went to war in March
2003 included modernized forces well on the way toward transformation and forces still
organized and designed for the Cold War. The two Gulf Wars are bookends to an amazing,
compelling, and frequently painful era of transition and growth.

In retrospect, this era can be loosely divided into three periods, denoted by gradual
transitions in understanding and focus. The periods are: the immediate postwar euphoria
following the end of the Cold War and DESERT STORM; the extended debate on how the
Army should respond to an evolving and unfamiliar security environment; and finally, the
decision and efforts to “transform” to a “Future Force” capable of operating within that rapidly
changing environment. These changes occurred against a backdrop of accelerated development
of joint doctrine and the maturation of joint training led by US Atlantic Command (ACOM),
which later became Joint Forces Command (JFCOM). These three periods define the Army’s
intellectual, physical, and moral evolution as it transitioned from its Cold War posture to the
force that fought and won in OIF. Of course, although divided into periods for logical reasons,
the reality was constant and continuous change.

The era is notable in how, following an apparently sweeping victory, the institutional Army
demonstrated a remarkable willingness to reexamine itself critically. The result was an often-
winding path of evolution rather than revolution. While officers, soldiers, and civilians clearly
did the hard, typically unappreciated “nug work” to make the evolution a reality, this chapter
of the Army’s story focuses on the general officers who led the Army’s institutional engines
of change. As the Army’s senior leaders, these general officers were dedicated both to the
Army’s long-term survival and relevance for the nation. They provided the vision, direction,
and “horsepower” to push against considerable inertia—and some outright resistance—from
soldiers in the field.



The Army took this path in parallel with the joint community. Moreover, this effort ensued
while the Army reacted to a complex and challenging domestic and international environment.
Tracing this evolution is critical to appreciating how the victorious Army of 2003 is different
from the victorious Army of 1991. What follows is a discussion of the US Army’s growth,
learning, and transformation from the “certain victory” in Operation DESERT STORM (ODS)
through the end of major combat operations in OIF and the transition into peace support
operations—a transition that continues even today.

Figure 1. Regional Orientation of Iraqg
Before and After the “Storm”

The success of the United States-led coalition against Saddam Hussein’s invasion of
Kuwait in 1990 in retrospect seemed a certain victory. Strategically, the conditions of war that
brought the Gulf War coalition together and carried through the conflict were certain—the
unprovoked violation of Kuwaiti sovereignty provided textbook justification for collective
action. The threat to regional stability, the global economy, and environmental security, as
well as Saddam’s appetite for Kuwaiti and Saudi oil fields, only solidified the clear and present
danger of the moment. The result was an unambiguous charter for staunch, swift, and severe
collective action against Iraq.

The operational and tactical nature of DESERT STORM was equally certain. The battles and
engagements of the first Gulf War were set-piece battles, reflective of World War Il European
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combat. The US Army’s AirLand Battle-tailored conventional force and its coalition partners
met the fourth-largest 20th-century army in large-scale, open-quarter combat supported from
above by air forces who found the air space largely uncontested. The resulting victory was so
sweeping and complete as to be almost beathtaking in its nature. In short, the victory seemed to
validate the Army’s Cold War doctrine, equipment, training, and organization.

However, DESERT STORM, like all wars, proved Janus-like: some aspects were
familiar, while others hinted at the nature of future combat. Precision munitions and the
Global Positioning System (GPS) suggested that technology, and in particular, information
technology, would fundamentally affect the course of future combat operations. As Alvin and
Heidi Toffler argued, DESERT STORM contained the seeds of “Third Wave” warfare, in which
information technology would dominate.? The war suggested elements of future warfare while
validating service investments in high-technology systems such as precision munitions and the
M1 Abrams Main Battle Tank. Yet, some argued that DESERT STORM would be the last of
the symmetrical, large-machine wars.

At the moral and psychological levels, Operation DESERT STORM clearly demonstrated
that the services could decisively fight and win the nation’s wars. The speed with which the
armed forces ejected the Iraqis effectively erased the painful memories of North Vietnamese
tanks trundling about on the lawn of the South Vietnamese presidential palace or the charred
corpses of the failed hostage rescue attempt at Desert One in the Iranian desert. DESERT
STORM was, in some ways, a catharsis for both the nation and its armed forces.

But the path from Vietham to DESERT STORM did not present the Army with an easy
journey toward change and adaptation. Although all of the services bore the burden of Vietnam,
the weight rested most heavily on the US Army. The Army returned from Vietnam with its
confidence shaken and wanting to put the experience behind it. But as a profession, the Army
did not brood on that failure or attempt to excuse itself. Rather, a core group of officers quickly
sought to learn from the experience. Even before the tanks rolled in front of the Vietnamese
presidential palace, the “Big A” Army had shifted back to NATO and the defense of West
Germany with conventional combat operations.

The Army found little comfort in Europe. The Soviets, or at least their weapons and tactics,
seemed ascendant. The Egyptian army’s successful use of Soviet gear and tactics in the 1973
Arab-Israeli war boded ill for the defense of Europe. Israel, after its great victory in 1967,
seemed unbeatable—yet they nearly lost the Yom Kippur War five years later. Arguably, the
Israelis’ arrogance of victory prevented them from critically learning from the 1967 war. As
a result, they were fundamentally surprised—tactically, operationally, and psychologically.
Worse still, the Arab-Israeli War seemed to validate the Soviet approach to war, causing a
collective chill in the US Army and Air Force.

Accordingly, both turned their energy to considering how to counter the apparent
advantages that Soviet weapons and tactics seemed to have conferred on the Arabs and
Egyptians specifically. The results were impressive. In the 1970s and 1980s, the Army’s
leadership wrought changes in doctrine, training, materiel development, and acquisition
that amounted to a renaissance of the force. At the same time, the Air Force’s Tactical Air
Command aggressively sought the means to counter the air defense threat apparent in the Yom
Kippur War.



DESERT STORM illustrated both the effectiveness of the Army’s effort to reform itself
in the 1980s and the appearance of technologies that might redefine the nature of war. The
Army took the fight to the Iragis armed with its “big five” weapon systems: the M-1 Abrams
tank, M-2 Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle, the Multiple Launch Rocket System, the Patriot
Air Defense Missile System, and the AH-64 Apache attack helicopter. These systems were
originally fielded to meet the Warsaw Pact, using the AirLand Battle doctrine that was
rehearsed in hundreds of bloodless fights at the National Training Center (NTC), Fort Irwin,
California. Indeed, many soldiers returning in 1991 observed that the 32nd Guards Motorized
Rifle Regiment, the NTC Opposing Force (OPFOR), proved a far tougher foe than the Iraqi
Republican Guard. Following the 7 March 1991 cease-fire, the Army basked in the warm glow
of success and public accolades.

However, the “big five” Army that had just won DESERT STORM would be forced
to weather a new and gathering storm with a myriad of challenges—foreign and domestic,
defense and security based, political, and economic. The character of emerging threats and
potential future fights did not neatly match the Army’s just-proved capabilities. While digesting
this dilemma, the Army focused on maintaining a capable and effective force in the face of the
downsizing trends of the 1990s that, as General Gordon R. Sullivan, the 32nd chief of staff of
the Army (CSA), put it, required nothing less than “transformation” of the Army.®

The 1990s: Describing the World and Redefining the Future Army

From the early hours of 20 March to 1 May 2003, when President George W. Bush declared
the end of major combat operations, soldiers, in concert with sailors, marines, airmen, coast
guardsmen, and foreign military brothers and sisters in arms, fought what is already being
recognized as the first information-age war. The previous 12 years of debate—theoretical,
doctrinal, and political—that tried to predict the best way ahead had been tested in the battles
of OIF. The following section is the story of the Army’s sometimes-painful journey of learning,
debating, changing, and growing in that chaotic and challenging dozen-year period.

The Domestic and International Environment

Defining and achieving the transformation that General Sullivan espoused became the
central purpose of the institutional Army throughout the 1990s. The question was how best
to adapt—whether to “leap ahead” technologically to a distinctively new pathway of force
modernization, or gradually move ahead in an incremental manner involving a recapitalization
of the big five-based legacy system. The question had to be answered not only from the Army’s
point of view, but from a joint perspective as well. The Army found its answers in testing and
analysis and eventually demonstrated the results on the battlefield in OIF.

The domestic and international environment played a key role in shaping—both positively
and negatively—this ongoing debate. Internationally, the world was breaking free of the
relatively rigid structures of the Cold War era, presenting a dizzying array of security challenges
to the nation and the armed forces. US engagement in the fields and cities of Somalia, Rwanda,
Haiti, the Balkans, Central and South America, the Philippines, and East Timor had a direct and
lasting impact on how the Army viewed itself: its role, its missions, and required capabilities.



The domestic political landscape in the immediate aftermath of the first Gulf War was
equally challenging and reflected the typical American postwar reaction. The nation expected
a lasting peace following the back-to-back defeat of its old Cold War nemesis and the new
Iragi threat. Moreover, Americans eagerly anticipated a “peace dividend” that could be
applied to pressing domestic needs as the economy emerged from recession. Indeed, given the
overwhelming military success, America’s leaders and citizens considered the armed forces to
be overly capable for the perceived future security environment.

The absence of any clear threat encouraged the perception that it was prudent to reduce
the armed forces. Strategic ambiguity made it difficult for decision makers and the citizenry
to reach a consensus on just what the military requirements should be. Amid this ambiguous
political-military environment, the defense budget became the game ball of competing
partisan-political and service rivalries and a lucrative resource to support domestic initiatives.
The resulting policies placed enormous pressures on America’s military in general, and the US
Army in particular, to man, equip, train, field, and sustain an effective force in a new security
environment.

Thus, budget constraints forced the military to balance its efforts between maintaining
readiness and fielding new capabilities to deal with the growing array of unknown, but
suspected, threats. These conditions compelled the Army to man, equip, and train a military
force capable of providing for the common defense, but “on the cheap.” The net result was a
series of relatively inexpensive investments in doctrine development, experimentation, and
certain key technologies that vastly improved capabilities without a wholesale overhaul of the
big-five force. In doing so, the Army, along with its sister services, took on the task of doing
much more with much less—to adapt and innovate in an environment of relatively scarce
resources not experienced since the days of Generals George Marshall and Dwight Eisenhower
in the hiatus between world wars.

Managing Downsizing and Setting the Stage for Transformation

Immediately following the 1991 victory, Sullivan, then the vice CSA, put things in
perspective for the Third Army staff when he noted, “The American people expect only
one thing from us: That we will win. What you have done is no more than they expect. You
have won.” But as Sullivan knew very well, the Army would need to change significantly to
remain relevant in the coming years. Moreover, he understood that coming fiscal and resource
constraints would affect the pace and scope of that change.

First and foremost, the demobilization of the Cold War Army that had already begun with
the 4th Infantry Division (ID), 5th ID, 9th ID, and the 2nd Armored Division (AD) would
pick up speed. As it turned out, 3rd AD returned to Germany in the summer of 1991 and cased
colors in the spring of 1992, joining the 2nd Armored Calvary Regiment (ACR), 8th 1D, and
VII Corps among the deactivated units in Germany. The pace of demobilization accelerated
so that by the summer of 1993, the Army had drawn down its end strength from 786,000 to
500,000 soldiers.

But demobilizing the Cold War Army was not the only impetus for change. Sullivan,
who succeeded Carl E. Vuono as CSA in 1991, perceived an absolute requirement to change



fundamentally how the Army organized, equipped, trained, and employed units to reflect
emerging trends. Sullivan spoke of “change and continuity” as the hallmarks of his tenure
as CSA. He envisioned effecting change where it seemed warranted, while preserving the
enduring qualities and values of the Army. Simply put, the Army needed to change from
focusing on the Soviets to focusing on the emerging global threats. He believed the Army
must anticipate change in the operational environment and incorporate the lessons learned in
Panama and DESERT STORM.

Moving rapidly to establish momentum for change, Sullivan assigned General Frederick
M. Franks, Jr. as commanding general of TRADOC in the summer of 1991. Both Sullivan
and Franks grew up as commanders during the Army’s post-Vietnam renaissance. Generals
Creighton Abrams, William Depuy, and Donn Starry had led that effort. Sullivan and Franks
understood that, as in the post-Vietnam era, the national strategy must inform and drive
doctrine, combat development, and training. In his guidance to Franks upon his assumption
of command, Sullivan specified, “You will be informing us and, in turn, teaching us how to
think about war in this proclaimed ‘New World Order,” Goldwater-Nichols era in which we are
living. What we think about doctrine, organizations, equipment, and training in the future must
be the result of a vigorous and informed discussion amongst seasoned professionals.”®

Both also understood the Army’s essentially conservative nature and the need for soldiers
to embrace their vision of the future for any change to take root. This was particularly important
in the absence of a shock to the Army system similar to the Israelis’ shock of the Yom Kippur
War. Rather, they had to build momentum against the self-satisfied inertia of the post-DESERT
STORM Army. To achieve this, they developed several initiatives in parallel:

At the Department of the Army level, Sullivan organized and funded the Louisiana Army
Maneuvers Task Force (LAM-TF) as the “general headquarters” tool for experimentation.® LAM-
TF, led by a young up-and-coming brigadier general named Tommy Franks, “stood up” in the
spring of 1992 at Fort Monroe, collocated with TRADOC. LAM-TF’s role included both exper-
imentation and general “pot stirring” to promote thinking about the future and leading change.

Having served as executive to former TRADOC commander Starry, General Fred Franks
knew TRADOC and understood how it functioned. He used a variety of venues to define and
divine early insights into future challenges. These venues included conferences on DESERT
STORM and on the apparent changes to warfare suggested in that war, consulting experts and
futurists, assigning talented officers the responsibility to consider apparent trends in warfare,
and researching how the US and other armies experimented and considered the future. He
concluded that there were five key areas in which the Army needed to consider change:

* Early or forced entry (since the Army would no longer be forward based in the most
likely theater of operations)

* Mounted and dismounted maneuver

* Fires across the depth of the battlespace

* Battle command

» Combat service support

Franks disbanded the entrenched combat development offices that were “stovepiped”
organizations serving their parent branches and replaced them with battle labs whose function
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was to experiment to anticipate changes concerning these ideas or domains. The battle labs
deliberately crossed the traditional Army branch boundaries, breaking the previous vertical
development patterns and forcing more holistic and innovative solutions.

To this mix, Sullivan and Franks resolved to effect changes to doctrine and unit training.
Changing doctrine began with rewriting Field Manual (FM) 100-5, Operations, the Army’s
baseline doctrinal manual. The Army’s combat training centers: the NTC, Joint Readiness
Training Center (JRTC) (then at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas), and the Combat Maneuver Training
Center (CMTC) at Hohenfels, Germany, each began to consider how to adjust training to
anticipate the future. These initiatives, and the twin themes of change and continuity, started
the Army down the path that ultimately led it to the palaces of Baghdad and to an Army very
different from the one that returned from Kuwait in 1991.

Adapting AirLand Battle to Full-Spectrum Operations

The Army redeployed from the sands of Kuwait confident in AirLand Battle as a successful
and effective doctrine. However, as the applause died down and the leadership looked toward
the future, it was clear that the doctrine would need to change to meet a new reality. Importantly,
the Army did not merely react; it anticipated change. Generals Sullivan and Franks moved
rapidly to deliver on their vision of change along three axes: doctrine, organization and
training, and materiel.

Developing the Doctrinal Foundation for Change

Even before DESERT STORM, then-CSA Vuono and his TRADOC commander, General
John W. Foss, began to change the way the Army viewed warfare and doctrinal development.
Both had seen the ground shifting as the Soviet Union moved from outright confrontation
to “openness” and imminent collapse. The nature of future US commitments would change
correspondingly. Accordingly, in 1990, Foss, in coordination with the Air Force Tactical
Air Command, began the process of revising FM 100-5.” FM 100-5 would move from an
operational-level manual to one that was firmly grounded in tying military operations to
strategic considerations. The new doctrine was attempting to look 15 years ahead. That span
allowed time to develop solutions across TRADOC’s domains—doctrine, organizations,
training, materiel, leadership, personnel, and facilities (DOTMLPF). As part of that effort,
Foss concluded the Army would be involved in more than combat operations as the threat and
conditions changed.®

General Franks’ purpose for revising the doctrine stemmed from his conviction that the
“glimmerings” of fundamental changes in the nature of warfare must be accounted for across
the domains of DOTMLPF. Like General Sullivan, he perceived the need for transformation.
Franks believed the Army would require changes across DOTMLPF to avoid arriving at
merely a smaller version of the Cold War Army. Both Sullivan and Franks intended that the
new FM 100-5 would serve as the intellectual “engine of change,” while the newly formed
battle labs conducted experiments with promising technologies and concepts and the LAM-TF
invested effort and dollars in cutting-edge technologies. In short, both generals perceived the
need to transform. Moreover, they believed that the Army would need to lead change not only
internally, but within the joint community as well. What followed was a coordinated and driven
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effort to build on the successes of DESERT STORM, particularly those characterized as the
nascent beginnings of information-enabled warfare.

The Army published FM 100-5 in June 1993. As promised, the new operations manual
started to shift the focus from the operational level to the strategic level; or rather, it recast the
doctrine in the strategic and joint context. The manual also addressed “the shift to stronger
joint operations prompted by the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986.”° It did so by discreetly
introducing the concepts of joint capabilities and missions and devoting chapters to joint
operations and combined operations. The manual also addressed force projection and battle
command as new topics.

Most important, the manual introduced and described “full-dimensional operations.” The
term captured the concept of joint and combined operations along a spectrum of conflict,
perhaps at several points on the spectrum at once. To deal with the fundamentally changed
problem of fighting and moving up and down the spectrum of conflict, the manual included an
entire chapter devoted to operations other than war.
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Figure 2. Spectrum of Military Operations (“Full-Spectrum Operations”)

Additionally, the authors, led by Franks, chose operationally focused historical vignettes
to illustrate joint and combined integration, including the Inchon Landing, Operation JUST
CAUSE, and the Battle of Yorktown. Convinced of the importance of joint and combined
integration, Franks led the TRADOC staff on a staff ride that reviewed the connections between
the French defeat of the British off of the Virginia Capes and the combined American and
French operations at Yorktown. He chose this specific campaign to convey to the TRADOC
staff, by example, the fundamentally joint nature of successful operations and the absolute
interdependence of joint forces at the operational and strategic levels. General Franks argued
that this was so historically and would be so in the future.’?
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The authors also attempted to account for transition at the end of a conflict. In a section
titled “Conflict Termination,” the manual noted, “Success on the battlefield does not always lead
to success in war.”*! Finally, for the first time, FM 100-5 devoted an entire chapter to operations
other than war (OOTW). By no means complete in anticipating the difficult operations to come,
FM 100-5 clearly articulated fundamental and important changes to the way the Army thought
about what it might be asked to do and how to do those things in the post-Cold War era.

Organizations and Training: Experimenting with the Force

The LAM-TF and the battle labs played roles in creating a climate of change. They
produced insights into how to leverage technology to meet emerging requirements. The battle
labs supported experiments that featured new technologies which might have a high payoff
as well as effect dramatic changes in formations and organizations. For example, in 1994 and
1995 LAM-TF and the battle labs teamed up with BCTP and the Command and General Staff
College (CGSC) to conduct experiments in the CGSC PRAIRIE WARRIOR exercise series. Their
intent was to test new technologies and radical combat formations embodied in an organization
called the Mobile Strike Force. Air mechanization and digitally enabled battle command were
central themes in both of these experiments. Additionally, the labs produced several concepts
and equipment that the Army eventually incorporated; from the mundane “smart” identification
card to auxiliary power units for tanks. But most important, the labs supported advancing the
most important material idea emerging from DESERT STORM—Digital Battle Command and
Force XXI.%?

Digitizing the Force: Enabling Force XXI

Force XXI described both the concept and intent for digital battle command in the Army.
Convinced that this was the way to enhance combat capability without building new combat
systems from the ground up, Generals Sullivan and Franks sought to digitally link combat
systems based on a straightforward working hypothesis. They believed that if the Army
equipped units with the means to see each other and to see the enemy, those units would be able
to operate at higher tempos than opponents. This, in turn, would make them more lethal and
thus more survivable. All of this could be achieved without adding more armor or building new
systems. The labs sought to test this hypothesis and find means to improve the ability of units
to see the enemy. This led to a fair number of sometimes-bizarre efforts ranging from hand-
launched unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVS) to various non line-of-sight strike capabilities.
A suite of digital communication systems and software to aid decision making and shared
situational awareness supported all of these emerging capabilities.

They did not develop their working hypothesis out of whole cloth. It came in stages. In the
summer of 1993, General Franks visited Aberdeen Proving Grounds, where prototype M1A2
tanks were being tested. The M1A2 had on board a developmental system called the Inter-
vehicular Information System (1VIS). IVIS contained the seeds of digitally enabling the crews
to see each other and share information. But Franks was skeptical. He was not convinced that
tank crews really could fight the tank and communicate with each other by looking at very
crude computer screens. Franks asked the program executive officer (PEO) whether he could
field a single platoon of tanks in a coming NTC rotation to enable a test under what Franks
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described as the most competitive environment short of combat. Major General Pete McVey
agreed and shipped a platoon to the 1st Cavalry Division to be used in a test in the fall.

Consequently, in September 1993, one of the first experiments that ultimately delivered a
digital Army to OIF occurred at the NTC. General Franks visited one of the platoon’s after-
action reviews. The tank crews, and in particular Sergeant First Class, Phillip H. Johndrow,
were effusive about 1VIS and what it could do for them in a fight. The future of the Army
could be discerned in Johndrow’s enthusiasm for the potential of IVIS. With it, all four tanks
had computer screens that enabled them to “see” one another and pass email digitally. But
the system was fragile, hard to use, and the racket produced by the constant warbling noise
of the digital carrier wave was almost unbearable. Despite this, Johndrow was enthusiastic in
his praise for the possibilities to Franks. Despite the flaws and the relatively primitive state of
the system, Franks understood as he listened to the tankers explain that their ability to share
information nearly instantly “magnified their combat power.” To Franks, it was an epiphany,
“l could see the potential for the entire combined arms team.”** Johndrow and his platoon
represented a major step in the Army’s journey toward Force XXI. Ten years later, Johndrow
served in Iraq as the command sergeant major of the digitally linked, air-transported 3rd
Squadron, 2nd ACR (Light).

A Digitally Linked Battle Command System

To reach its Force XXI objective, the Army conducted a series of live, virtual, and
constructive simulations to test the root hypothesis—battlefield visualization and digitized
communication for all units would enhance the Army’s warfighting effectiveness. It also
developed combat requirements, not only for communication systems, but also for decision
making and situational awareness aids as well. Together, these aids constituted the Army Battle
Command System (ABCS), key elements of which provided the blue (friendly) common
operational picture.

The Force XXI efforts were critical toward maintaining the Army’s status as the most ca-
pable land force in the world. The relatively inexpensive investments in technology and battle
command promised an exponential return in capabilities that would overwhelm any conceiv-
able adversary. However, as General Sullivan often reminded soldiers—there were “no time-
outs.” While the Army moved toward Force XXI, it conducted operations in Somalia, Rwanda,
and Haiti. Moreover, while FM 100-5 was an excellent—even prescient—start in describing
how and where the Army fit into the nation’s national security structure and strategy, ultimately
it required revision to address the challenges imposed by these ongoing operations.**

The Army in the New Global Context

The first operations the United States faced following DESERT STORM were antithetical
to the traditional concept of war. The contingency operations expanded “warfighting” beyond
the context of the traditional maneuver battles and engagements. The new threats resided all
along the full spectrum of conflict, from low-grade political and social instability within a
nation-state to major combat operations. The 1990s did not break this trend.

Moreover, America has a history of “first battle” experiences where initial setbacks or
near-failures on the battlefield set the essential conditions for the innovation that eventually

10



The SIPRNET Revolution

In addition to the work to digitize the tactical Army forces, the Army was a full participant in the
Department of Defense’s program to field the Secret Internet Protocol Router Network (SIPRNET).
SIPRNET is a classified Defense Department network that is functionally equivalent to the civilian
World Wide Web. Over the decade, SIPRNET became ubiquitous, with units at every echelon having
access to a secure network where classified plans, discussions, and information could be shared freely.
SIPRNET quietly enabled a revolution in how the Army, sister services, and the joint community
planned and operated. Collaborating without the constraints of mailing classified data or talking over
a secure telephone was a quantum leap in efficiency and effectiveness. In addition to desktop access
to the latest plans and intelligence information, the secure email and chat rooms fostered crosstalk at
all levels. Planners at home stations could follow current operations and conduct parallel planning to
anticipate requirements. Conversely, an overeager command could monitor every potential contingency
and plan for commitments that would never be levied—creating unnecessary confusion and fatigue.

prevailed. As Franks anticipated, these operations challenged the Army’s existing capabilities
and exposed obsolescence in the AirLand Battle doctrine. Meeting the new reality with a smaller
force, equipped and proficient in a doctrine that was increasingly outdated and overcome by the
changing security environment, forced solutions that were innovative, if occasionally painful
or disastrous. The decade’s worth of experience delivered several key lessons learned that paid
dividends during OIF. Some lessons were self-evident and readily incorporated into the force.
Others were not fully appreciated at the time but were eventually learned, practiced, and applied
in Iraq to great effect. Still others would prove elusive, demanding more operational introspection
and organizational learning. The result was an Army crossing the border into Iraq with many—
but not all—of the lessons of the past decade explicitly or implicitly incorporated into the force.

Somalia, Haiti, and Rwanda—A Painful Education Process

The histories of these operations have been chronicled; the causes and effects of where the
nation and its Army succeeded or fell short in these experiences have been extensively debated.
However, regardless of the verdict of success or failure, what is clear is that the Army was able
to learn from these early experiences in 1990s’ warfare. Each contingency operation presented
a unique scenario that led to some specific lessons. As OIF unfolded, the Army encountered
elements of all these contingencies and was able to apply many—»but not all—of the lessons
gathered along the way. Arguably, the Army was able to assimilate many of the lessons from
Somalia, Haiti, and Rwanda in ways that have only become apparent in the aftermath of OIF.

Somalia

Operation RESTORE HOPE began as the first significant humanitarian assistance
operation following the Cold War and DESERT STORM. However, it culminated as the first
real US experience in the warlord politics so prevalent in much of the developing world.
Though characterized since 1993 as a case of mission creep in the extreme, capped by the
searing pictures of dead US soldiers being dragged through the street, there was a positive
Army legacy from Somalia.'® For better or worse, that yearlong stability and support campaign
was effectively reduced to a single engagement on 3-4 October 1993. The Army was, in fact,
hugely successful in the humanitarian assistance phases of the Somalia expedition. Some US
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Agency for International Development (USAID) reports attribute US Army-led humanitarian
aid with preserving over 10,000 Somali lives. Though not obvious at the time, particularly
in the aftermath of the loss of 18 soldiers, the Army learned how to wield combat power to
stabilize a region and set the conditions for humanitarian assistance.

The Army also gained experience in operating in the unfamiliar political and cultural
environment of clan and warlord politics. Moreover, in the aftermath of the Battle of Mogadishu,
the Army learned about the rapidly changing and diverse nature of a single combat operation.
The Task Force Ranger raid demonstrated the need to maintain a robust and multifaceted force,
conditioned to transition rapidly from peace operations to full combat operations. This lesson
played in virtually every subsequent expedition.

Haiti

Operation RESTORE DEMOCRACY in Haiti (1994) was the Army’s first post-Cold War
experience in regime change operations. However, only in later years would the Army add to
its positive legacy as a full-spectrum force. The mere threat of a pending airborne invasion by
the 82nd Airborne Division brought about the final collapse of General Raoul Cedras’ regime.
Soldiers of the 10th Mountain Division on the streets of Port-au-Prince and Cap Haitian
maintained stability to facilitate the first democratic elections that country had known for many
years. The Army relearned the lesson that the tactical actions of the Army soldier have powerful
strategic, diplomatic, and informational effects. This lesson, gathered then, would be applied to
great effect in the desert towns and cities of Irag.

Rwanda

Like Somalia, Rwanda (1994) started as a humanitarian relief operation that had great
potential to devolve into another clan warfare experience. The Army and the nation reluctantly
approached the crisis in Rwanda with the memories of Mogadishu fresh on the collective
consciousness. Lacking a doctrinal base that placed these types of operations within the proper
context of the Army’s mission, the Somalia experience lingered and had a palpable effect on
future operational and strategic decisions.

Once on the scene, the US Army contributed to improving conditions in Rwanda. In doing
so, it gathered valuable and long-lasting lessons that, unfortunately, were marginalized or
overlooked amid the noise of downsizing and other missions. Perhaps the greatest lesson was
that the Army led its deployment not with combat units and equipment (tanks and armored
vehicles), but rather with combat support and combat service support personnel and systems.
The tip of the spear was not a mechanized infantry company led by a burly male Ranger
second lieutenant; it was a water purification platoon led by a female second lieutenant. The
Army demonstrated an understanding of warfare in its broadest and most holistic context;
that is, sometimes force may be applied to organize a solution rather than to impose one. The
Army demonstrated the ability to tailor forces, doctrine, techniques, and lethal force to the
environment. This flexibility would be required on the battlefields of Irag in 2003.

The Balkans

The disintegration of the former Yugoslavian republic led to the Army’s first long-term
involvement in aftermath wars of self-determination, or “ethno-religious-based wars” since
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before World War 1.2 The extended Balkan experience, from its beginning to its status today,
marked the beginning, albeit initially slow, of a fundamental change in the Army’s core concept
of war. The various experiences in the Balkans were disturbingly reminiscent of the previous
contingency operations, yet were laced with new and even more challenging problems.

Bosnia

By 1995, as Army forces crossed the Sava River, the US Army was nearly 300,000 soldiers
smaller than it had been coming out of the Gulf War. With less infrastructure and capability, it
faced a much more complex environment and a more complicated and unconventional enemy.
Moreover, it had several less-than-successful experiences in “other than war” operations
under its belt and was not institutionally excited about a similar experience in the Balkans.
The unfolding Balkan crises (1990-1995) presented the nation and the Army with a set of
complex, multifaceted, and ambiguous security challenges for which there were few political,
legal, or doctrinal guideposts.t” These unknowns fed the Army’s expectation of an unpleasant
experience in the region. Attempts to minimize the strategic risk by imposing an arbitrary
end date exacerbated operational ambiguity.’® At the same time, the political leadership set
conditions for the Army’s entry into Bosnia-Herzegovina by garnering international support
and securing signatures of the three factions on the Dayton Accords. In this environment of
legitimacy—diplomatic, informational, military, and economic—the Army had the relative
luxury (not a single combat death in eight years) to experiment with, and evolve, the doctrine
and equipment left over from AirLand Battle.

In executing its mission, the Army had the opportunity to wrestle with the challenge
of applying overwhelming conventional force as an instrument of peace enforcement and
peacekeeping. Soldiers relearned how to wield a broadsword as a rapier, using a series of small
strokes and precise blows to defeat an elusive threat indirectly over a longer period of time. Yet,
based on the previous half-decade’s lessons, the Army also had to maintain the soldier’s ability
to decisively destroy any threats if the situation changed. In short, the Army learned, reluctantly
at times, how to apply an AirLand conventional force across an expanding spectrum of conflict
with finesse and patience.

Kosovo

By the 1999 Kosovo crisis and intervention, the US Army was well versed in its role as
a combined and joint team ‘service of employment’—the headquarters and command and
control organization for multiservice and multinational campaigns. The Army served as a
supporting effort to the air component’s strategic bombing campaign. The air campaign and
diplomatic pressure forced the Serbians to withdraw from Kosovo, enabling ground forces to
enter unopposed and consolidate the victory. Several key lessons from the Kosovo experience
were brought to bear in OIF.

The first lesson was that the air component produced the combat victory, but the Kosovars
did not return until the combined ground forces secured the province—achieving the US
strategic objective. In every way that mattered, air power won the fighting in Kosovo, while
ground units served to consolidate that victory. The services learned important lessons in joint
and combined cooperation and coordination that continued effectively during OIF. Other
lessons include movement away from prescriptive time-phased force and deployment data
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(TPFDD) force-deployment management system toward a more flexible request for forces
(RFF) packaging system. The Task Force Hawk (an attack helicopter task force from US Army
Europe) deployment to Albania in support of operations in Kosovo offered valuable lessons in
air-ground integration and capability-based task organizing later applied in Iraq. Task Force
Hawk failed to produce tangible benefit beyond driving home integration and training issues
associated with deploying and employing forces. Kosovo drove home the lessons learned for
stability operations and support operations in Somalia, Rwanda, Haiti, and Bosnia.

Fielding Force XXI

Against this background of a changing environment and a growing body of lessons
gathered, the journey to Force XXI approached the final objective. In the summer of 1997, the
Army executed a series of exercises designed to certify the 4th ID—the first fully digitized unit
in the Army’s future digital force. The 4th ID spent most of the summer of 1997 in the field
under the leadership of Major General William Wallace, testing the concepts for employment,
new organizations, and required technologies. On the basis of those division-level exercises, and
supported by the BCTP, the Army determined final adjustments of the division, its equipment,
and its organization prior to a final round of certification exercises in the spring and fall of
2001. The Army delivered a certified, fit-to-fight, “digital” division in more than enough time
to see combat in Iraqg.'® But then-CSA General Dennis J. Reimer, an interested participant in the
exercises in the summer of 1997, fully understood that Force XXI was not an end state. As he
put it, “The Army is combining industrial age equipment—Ilike M1A1 tanks and AH-64 attack
helicopters—with information-age technology to vastly improve our warfighting capability.”?

Reimer went on to add, “Army XXI is an intermediate step.”?* The Army moved rapidly to
reorganize all of its divisions in the Force XXI model. Called the Limited Conversion Division
(LCD), the new organization was smaller than its predecessors but was structured to take
advantage of the increased lethality afforded by digitally linked units. Additionally, the LCDs
fielded more capable weapon systems, including the M1A2 and Paladin howitzer. The plan
was to field the advanced weapon systems into the LCD structure as funding and development
allowed. Yet, even with less-than-optimum digital links, units that deployed for OIF without
the full suite of proposed materiel improvements still proved significantly more lethal than
their DESERT STORM predecessors.

Institutionalizing the Lessons

In the 1990s, events moved fast—faster than the Army could adjust DOTMLPF.
Nonetheless, there were many notable successes. TRADOC developed and matured a process
to draw lessons from the field and apply them to DOTMLPF:

» The Center for Army Lessons Learned (CALL) served as the primary tool for taking
these lessons back to the institutional Army for analysis and incorporation into the
training base.

» The COE, the notional training environment, replicated the potential threats an Army
unit might face as well as the overall security environment in which such operations
might take place. Unlike the rigid and template-driven Soviet doctrine-based Cold
War-era OPFOR, the COE is dynamic and represents a realistic amalgamation of the
various threats and conditions in the world. The work to conceptualize the COE forced
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commanders to consider the battlespace across the spectrum of conflict in ways rarely
considered over the previous 50 years. The Army’s adoption of the COE is remarkable
because it is largely the result of an acceptance of the idea that the Army had to change
how it viewed the operational environment following the Cold War. The COE is an
estimate of the possibilities and an accounting for known variables that forces intellectual
and physical agility.

* The Combat Training Centers (NTC, JRTC, CMTC, and BCTP) adjusted their
representations of the battlefield to reflect experiences learned on the fields of Somalia,
Haiti, Rwanda, and the Balkans. For a variety of reasons, JRTC was the most successful
in replicating the environment experienced in Iraq, although the other centers were not
far behind. Both JRTC and CMTC mobilized resources to train for environments other
than the Soviet Central Front model earlier than the NTC and BCTP. At the outset, the
JRTC training featured contingencies that in the 1980s were less dangerous than the
Cold War’s worst case, but in some ways more complex. In the early 1990s the CMTC
embarked on changes to accommodate possible missions in the Balkans. BCTP made
similar adjustments, including civilians on the battlefield, more complex scenarios,
and greater emphasis on SOF within the limitations of the simulations used. The NTC
also responded to changes in the environment but retained a requirement to train for
major regional contingencies, so change there was more incremental than at the other
centers. By the late 1990s the NTC attempted to account for changes in the operational
environment. These centers reinforced the lessons gathered in the field, turning many of
them into valid lessons learned.

» Deployment Readiness Exercises (DRES) served to reinforce these lessons learned just
before the forces deployed to the operations. One of the benefits of the high deployment
operations tempo was that a vast percentage of soldiers rotated through the DREs and the
subsequent contingency operations, leading to a wide distribution of these lessons and
skills.

Thus, the Army suffered a swirling mix of initiatives, lessons, bureaucratic dynamics,
policy and fiscal challenges, and a myriad of realized and unrealized opportunities as it
approached the end of the 1990s. However, many of the conditions for a dramatic leap
forward in capabilities were resident in this chaotic and frequently quixotic environment. But
before discussing how these vectors coalesced to produce a successful and dominant force,
it is necessary to describe the changes going on in the joint community and within the sister
services. Indeed, these initiatives, coupled with the experiences of the 1990s, set the necessary
conditions for much of the Army’s evolution. Just as the Army absolutely depends upon the
joint team to get to, and execute, the fight, the joint team depends on the Army to consolidate
tactical gains—to link tactical engagements with the nation’s strategic objectives. With this
concept firmly implanted, changes in the joint community gave context, weight, validity, and a
sense of urgency to the Army’s introspection.

Evolution of the Joint Community—The Army in a New DOD Context

The Army’s institutional and organizational response to the challenges of the 1990s did not
occur in a vacuum. The sister services, joint community, and the entire Department of Defense
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were equally aggressive in changing to meet the new security environment. Their changes
fundamentally altered the Army’s operating environment and had far-reaching consequences
in how, when, and where the Army would operate.

Joint and Service Vision and Doctrine

At the joint level, the regional combatant commands (RCCs) (formerly the unified
commands) matured into true joint force headquarters for their areas of responsibility. DESERT
SHIELD/STORM marked the first multicorps, truly joint operation since the Goldwater-Nichols
Act of 1986. CENTCOM established the initial standard for what joint operations could and
should be. In the following years, all of the RCCs matured and gained experience in organizing
and commanding joint operations. Concurrently, the service components gained experience in
integrating into the RCCs’ operations plans (OPLANS) to better field a joint force.

Training Together

The chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff from 1989 to 1993, General Colin L. Powell,
among others, knew the key to meeting challenges of the future depended on refining how
US services work together in joint operations. He believed that a single, US-based unified
command should be responsible for training forces from all services for joint operations. This
unified command would supply ready joint forces to other unified commanders anywhere in
the world. In 1993, US Atlantic Command fulfilled Powell’s vision and became the first unified
command to serve as a US-based force trainer, integrator, and provider. Under the 1993 Unified
Command Plan, Atlantic Command assumed combatant command of the Army’s FORSCOM,
the Air Force’s Air Combat Command (ACC), the Marine Corps’ Forces Command Atlantic,
and the Navy’s Atlantic Fleet.

In October 1999, Atlantic Command changed to JFCOM to emphasize the command’s role
in leading transformation of US military forces. JFCOM gained a functional mandate to lead
transformation of US military joint warfighting into the 21st century. The designation reflected
the command’s commitment to experimentation with new warfighting concepts, doctrine, and
technologies. Thus, the joint community had a powerful and effective headquarters designed to
integrate and harmonize the respective services’ capabilities to achieve a truly joint force. OIF
reflected the flexibility and capabilities inherent in such a force.

While the joint community moved to establish the necessary infrastructure to transform
all of the armed forces, each service went through a similar renaissance in adjusting to the
new environment. To meet the challenges of global engagements from peacekeeping to
major combat operations, the US Air Force transformed itself into Air Expeditionary Forces
(AEFs). The AEFs are tailored and configured to respond across the full spectrum of aerospace
operations. Airmen from across the Air Force contribute to the expeditionary capability—from
those who support the nation’s deterrent umbrella, to those who deploy, to those who operate
the fixed facilities to which the military reaches back for support. This reorganization gave the
Air Force and the nation true highly responsive and agile “global reach.”

Similarly, the US Navy and Marine Corps refocused to develop and mature their
expeditionary capability. Forward...From the Sea, first published in 1994, reflected the Navy’s
shift from solely control of the sea to projecting power ashore. Naval and Marine Corps forces
serve as America’s constant forward presence, especially in areas where a substantial land or air
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presence is not possible. Moreover, they frequently serve as “first responders,” helping to shape
and manage a crisis in support of subsequent sustained operations. Over the decade, the Navy
developed the doctrine and capabilities to project combat power deep inland, with the Marine
operations more than 200 miles overland into Afghanistan as the seminal example. Coupled
with the US Air Force’s reach, these capabilities offered the nation the ability to project power
virtually anywhere in the world. Moreover, the mix of capabilities ensured that forces could be
tailored to meet the specific requirements of a contingency operation.

Service Enabling Investments

Each service made significant capital investments to enable this evolved vision, doctrine,
and organization. Most of the investments focused on extending and improving the nation’s
strategic reach. Remarkably, both the Navy and Air Force made major investments in strategic
lift capacity that would directly enable the Army to conduct sustained operations far from the
United States. These purchases include the following:

e The US Navy'’s eight Fast Sealift Ships are the fastest cargo ships in the world. The ships
can travel at speeds of up to 33 knots and are capable of sailing from the US East Coast
to Europe in just six days, and to the Persian Gulf via the Suez Canal in 18 days, thus
ensuring rapid delivery of military equipment in a crisis. Combined, the eight Fast Sealift
Ships can carry nearly all the equipment needed to outfit a full Army heavy division.

US Transportation Command

Figure 3. US Navy fast sealift ship

e Military Sealift Command’s newest class of ships—Large, Medium-speed, Roll-on/Roll-
off Ships, or LMSR—has vastly expanded the nation’s sealift capability in the 21st century.
Twenty LMSRs have been converted or built at US shipyards. Each LMSR can carry an
entire US Army battalion TF, including 58 tanks, 48 other tracked vehicles, plus more than
900 trucks and other wheeled vehicles. They have a cargo carrying capacity of more than
380,000 square feet, equivalent to almost eight football fields, and can travel at 24 knots.
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US Transportation Command

Figure 4. US Navy LMSR

e The Army’s Theater Support Vessel (TSV) provides the operational Army commander lift
assets that bypass predictable entry points and obstacles. Its shallow draft capability frees
it from reliance on deep-water entry ports. For example, the 530-km Albanian coast has
four major seaports, more than 20 naval ports and a few fishing ports. None of these are
accessible by the LMSR, but the TSV can discharge troops and equipment at all but the
smallest port. In fact, with the appropriate gradient, it will access the many lagoons and
beaches along portions of the world’s coastlines. One TSV equals 23 C-17 sorties and can
travel atan average speed of 40 knots, self-deploy over 4,726 nautical miles, carry 350 fully
loaded soldiers, has a helicopter flight deck, and can load/discharge in less than 20 min-
utes. The TSV’s flexibility maximizes access, creates the greatest insertion uncertainty for
an enemy, and provides a significant increase in efficient and effective operational reach.

US Transportation Command

Figure 5. US Army TSV



» The Air Force’s C-17 Globemaster 11 is capable of rapid strategic delivery of troops and
all types of cargo to main operating bases or directly to forward bases in the deployment
area. The aircraft can also perform tactical airlift and airdrop missions when required. The
inherent flexibility and performance of the C-17 improves the ability of the total airlift sys-
tem to fulfill the worldwide air mobility requirements of the United States. Its payload ca-
pacity of 170,900 pounds can carry an M-1A2 main battle tank or up to 102 combat-loaded
paratroopers directly into the forward area. The fleet of 134 aircraft, including 14 especially
equipped for special operations, provides rapid, agile reach to almost anywhere in the world.

US Transportation Command

Figure 6. US Air Force C-17 Globemaster

 The present National Military Strategy (NMS) calls for forward presence, but with primary
reliance on US-based contingency forces. With 60 percent of the Army divisional force
stationed in the Continental United States (CONUS), the Army Pre-positioned Stocks (APS)
represent a significant investment to enable the rapid employment of a credible ground
force on short notice. The APS fleet consists of seven pre-positioned brigade sets (two in
Central Europe, one in Italy, one in Korea, two in Southwest Asia, and one afloat). These
stocks shorten the employment timeline and offer a credible power-projection capability.

« Similar to the APS, the Marine Corps’ 16 ships of the Maritime Pre-positioning Force
(MPF), forming three squadrons (Mediterranean Sea, Indian Ocean, and the Pacific
Ocean), bolster the USMC’s force-projection capacity. Each Maritime Pre-positioning
Squadron (MPS) carries sufficient equipment and supplies to sustain 17,000 Marine
Corps Air Ground Task Force personnel for up to 30 days. Each ship can discharge cargo
either pier-side or while anchored offshore using lighterage carried aboard. This capabil-
ity gives the Marine Corps the ability to operate in both developed and underdeveloped
areas of the world.

Thus, the mid to late 1990s marked a significant investment, both intellectually and fiscally,
in creating a more agile, responsive, and capable joint force, able to project overwhelming
combat power anywhere in the world. However, by their very nature, the Army’s sister services
were able to reorganize to meet these requirements without a significant reinvestment in their
core combat capabilities and systems. The very nature of air and naval combat power lends
itself relatively easily to global mobility and strategic reach. Unfortunately, the “big five” Army
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Figure 7. Army pre-positioned stocks

did not enjoy this luxury. Instead, it had to deliberately address the evolution of its fundamental
combat systems. It is within this environment that the Army’s efforts to change and evolve
crystallized, bringing to a close the second period of the interwar era.

The Army’s Transformation

If you don’t like change, you’re going to like irrelevance even less.

General Eric Shinseki,
Chief of Staff of the Army?

Upon assuming the duties of Army chief of staff in June 1999, General Eric K. Shinseki
quickly assessed that, despite all of the doctrinal evolution of the 1990s, the Army’s core
capabilities remained rooted in the “big five” systems. As such, regardless of the amount of
work on the margins, the force would be unable to deploy in a manner that was both timely and
relevant to the strategic environment. Task Force Hawk’s challenges in deploying to Kosovo later
in 1999 reinforced this perception. It appeared that the sister services were capable of operating
effectively in the new environment, while the Army would be relegated to “cleanup operations.”
All of these factors, and more, added a sense of urgency to the Army’s transformation.

What followed was a sweeping vision and initiative to accelerate the transformation
process begun with Force XXI. The goal was to develop a more capable and employable
Army while retaining the ability to fight and win the nation’s ground wars. Shinseki drove the
institutional Army at an almost frenetic pace to ensure the force evolved rapidly yet logically.
He approached the challenge on several fronts, marking the beginning of the final period in the
Army’s interwar era.

Doctrinally, the Army published FM 3-0, Operations, in summer of 2001. The new manual
replaced the venerable but obsolete FM 100-5 series with a holistic vision of how the Army
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GAO Report. Military Transformation, November

2001

Figure 8. Army path to the future force

and ground operations fit into the nation’s strategic application of military power. The doctrine
holds warfighting as the Army’s primary focus but further recognizes that the ability of Army
forces to dominate land warfare also provides the ability to dominate any situation in military
operations other than war. The foundation of FM 3-0, the Army’s keystone doctrine for full-
spectrum operations, is built on global strategic responsiveness for prompt, sustained Army
force operations on land as a member of a joint or multinational force.

By establishing a comprehensive structure for offensive, defensive, stability, and support
operations, FM 3-0 provides the context for conducting extended ground campaigns rather
than mere battles and engagements. Indeed, the core competency to campaign is a defining
characteristic of the Army and captures the requirement to conduct operations across the
spectrum of war, from major combat operations to the peace enforcement and peacekeeping
operations that typically follow. Clearly, campaigning is more than just extended combat
operations. As the ongoing operations in Iraq illustrate, the Army remains a key component of
the nation’s ability to influence foreign powers well past the end of conventional combat. In
short, Army forces sustain operations to make permanent the otherwise temporary effects of fires
alone and must be able to plan and operate across the spectrum to achieve that strategic goal.

Across DOTMLPF, the Army adopted a three-prong approach that was both radical and
conservative at the same time. In choosing to retain the “legacy” force as the guarantor of
American security during the transformation period, the Army deliberately forfeited a more
rapid and sweeping change that additional resources would have provided.?®

Meanwhile, to ensure a capability to meet the requirements posed by the changing strategic
environment, the Army developed the Stryker Brigade Combat Teams (SBCTSs). The SBCT is
designed to fill the gap between the legacy light and heavy forces—offering more protection
and mobility than a light division while being far more deployable than an armor or mechanized
infantry division. Of course, the SBCTs enjoy—and suffer from—all of the characteristics of
any compromise capability. Their projected employment in Iraq will prove to be the first live
test of the concept and weapon system.
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Both of these vectors were designed to maintain an adequate capability to meet the nation’s
needs while the real transformation work was being done. On a highly aggressive timeline,
Army transformation involves the directed research and operational design of a force and
capability that will result in the future force. The future force marks a fielded force that is
fundamentally different from the current capabilities. It will be able to:

» Conduct operational maneuver from strategic distances.

» Conduct forcible entry at multiple points, with the ability to overwhelm enemy anti-
access capabilities.

» Operate day or night in close and complex terrain in all weather conditions.

» Win on the offensive, initiate combat on its terms, gain and retain the initiative, and build
momentum quickly to win decisively.

The intent is a force that is physically light and deployable but presents overmatching
combat power by applying advanced technology, information dominance, and advanced
operational concepts to defeat a wide range of forces as an integral part of the joint force
fight.

The Army was well on the way to implementing this three-prong strategy when the enemy
struck. The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 interrupted the Army’s deliberate plan for
innovation and unavoidably truncated some ongoing organizational learning. However, the
attack served to refocus and crystallize the Army’s transformation efforts to meet more critical
and time-sensitive demands.

11 September 2001

Today, our fellow citizens, our way of life, our very freedom came under attack in
a series of deliberate and deadly terrorist acts. The victims were in airplanes, or in
their offices; secretaries, businessmen and women, military and federal workers;
moms and dads, friends and neighbors. Thousands of lives were suddenly ended
by evil, despicable acts of terror.

The pictures of airplanes flying into buildings, fires burning, huge structures
collapsing, have filled us with disbelief, terrible sadness, and a quiet, unyielding
anger. These acts of mass murder were intended to frighten our nation into chaos
and retreat. But they have failed; our country is strong.

A great people has been moved to defend a great nation. Terrorist attacks can shake
the foundations of our biggest buildings, but they cannot touch the foundation of
America. These acts shattered steel, but they cannot dent the steel of American
resolve. . . . America and our friends and allies join with all those who want peace
and security in the world, and we stand together to win the war against terrorism.

President George W. Bush
11 September 2001%

If there was any question of the commitment of the US Army to being active in 21st-century
security affairs, it was answered on 11 September 2001 when four jetliners were transformed
into weapons of mass destruction directed against the United States homeland. Though not
explicit at that time, the US Army, in fact, already had its marching orders delivered that day.
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On 20 September 2001, President George W. Bush addressed a joint session of Congress
and a nation in mourning, laying forth a final articulation of what would become the Bush
Doctrine:

Americans are asking: Who attacked our country? The evidence we have gathered
all points to a collection of loosely affiliated terrorist organizations known as al
Qaeda...Our war on terror begins with al Qaeda, but it does not end there. It will
not end until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped and
defeated...These terrorists kill not merely to end lives, but to disrupt and end a
way of life. With every atrocity, they hope that America grows fearful, retreating
from the world and forsaking our friends. They stand against us, because we stand
in their way...

Americans are asking: How will we fight and win this war? We will direct every
resource at our command—every means of diplomacy, every tool of intelligence,
every instrument of law enforcement, every financial influence, and every
necessary weapon of war—to the disruption and to the defeat of the global terror
network.

This war will not be like the war against Irag a decade ago, with a decisive
liberation of territory and a swift conclusion. It will not look like the air war
above Kosovo two years ago, where no ground troops were used and not a single
American was lost in combat.

Our response involves far more than instant retaliation and isolated strikes.
Americans should not expect one battle, but a lengthy campaign, unlike any other
we have ever seen. It may include dramatic strikes, visible on TV, and covert
operations, secret even in success. We will starve terrorists of funding, turn them
one against another, drive them from place to place, until there is no refuge or no
rest. And we will pursue nations that provide aid or safe haven to terrorism. Every
nation, in every region, now has a decision to make. Either you are with us, or you
are with the terrorists. From this day forward, any nation that continues to harbor
or support terrorism will be regarded by the United States as a hostile regime.?

The Bush Doctrine, later incorporated in the 2002 National Military Strategy (NMS) (draft),
fundamentally changed the way the United States would ensure its national security. The shift
from the previous “shape, respond, prepare” posture to the new “assure, dissuade, deter forward,
and decisively defeat” had fundamental implications for how the armed forces, and the Army
in particular, mans, trains, and equips itself. The new strategy requires a fully expeditionary
force capable of rapidly imposing America’s will on hostile foreign soil and then maintaining
a robust presence to ensure the change is lasting. This implies the inextricable linkage between
the postconflict peace and the conduct of the combat operations—the campaign. Again, while
all of the service capabilities are necessary to the successful combat, the Army offers the
follow-through capability vital to achieving the national strategic objectives.

The themes and implications within the new NMS resonated neatly with the Army’s
ongoing transformation efforts. And while some have argued that this new threat arose “while
America slept,” the “sleeper” was arguably already dreaming about a solution. The events of
9/11 did not place the Army on a new pathway toward change, but it did give that trek a tangible
focus and sense of urgency. While already walking, the Army began to sprint toward true full-
spectrum, 21st-century warfare.
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Less than two months following President Bush’s 20 September speech, the US Army
found itself in the mountains of Afghanistan as part of the joint and interagency team, deposing
the Taliban regime that had provided the sanctuary from which al Qaeda launched its attacks.
Operation ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) would become the first operational phase of what
the president had confirmed to be a long campaign against global terrorism and the harboring
state regimes. Moreover, OEF marked the first commitment of American forces in what would
become simultaneous combat operations across multiple theaters of war since World War I1.

Operation ENDURING FREEDOM

OEF illustrates the continuity of change within the joint force and the Army, tracing all the
way back to the end of ODS, through the evolutions described above. OEF validated many of
those underlying concepts and experiences of the transformation. Moreover, it validated the
complementary vectors described in the joint community and its maturing doctrine. It clearly
demonstrated the overwhelming effectiveness of a truly joint force leveraging all of the unique,
complementary capabilities that the services bring to the fight. The initial Army presence, in the
form of special operations forces (SOF), entered the fray with a rough vision of conducting an
integrated, synchronized fight. All of the services matured in that pattern as the fight progressed.
The learning that took place there played directly into how the force fought and won OIF.

As atest bed and demonstration platform for these futuristic visions, Afghanistan was almost
as “worst case” as one could imagine. It was an austere theater about as far from the United
States as one could get. The enemy was fleeting and unconventional. The terrain was rugged
in the extreme. The infrastructure was almost nonexistent. And finally, the surrounding region
was unstable and characterized by a variety of competing interests. Within this environment,
the US Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and SOF learned and demonstrated precisely those
characteristics and capabilities that the conventional Army was building toward. They reached
deep into formerly denied territory and applied overwhelming combat power in a highly
focused manner against a dispersed and challenging enemy. Further, they operated in a unique
coalition environment arguably not seen since the days of Lawrence of Arabia.

During OEF’s initial decisive combat phase, the Army’s participation was generally limited
to its contribution to the SOF community. The fight started on 7 October 2001 with an air
campaign to secure air supremacy. By 15 October, Army SOF were in theater and established
the initial contacts that led to a coalition force of US and UK forces and Afghani rebels. With
these conditions set, the joint-coalition fight began in earnest. In a celebrated mixture of the
old and new means of warfare—horsebacks and lasers—US forces orchestrated and brought to
bear the unique and complementary powers of the services to destroy the Taliban regime.

The first coalition combat action took place on 21 October when Afghani forces under the
command of Northern Alliance General Abdul Rashid Dostum seized the village of Bishgab
with the assistance of US precision fires supported by SOF terminal guidance. The Marine Corps
projected combat power several hundred miles farther than its doctrine posited and coalition
aircraft provided highly effective close air support and aerial interdiction in ways previously
considered unconventional. In another mix of legacy forces being functionally recapitalized
into the 21st century through advanced technology, B-52 strategic bombers served as close air
support platforms for the Joint Direct Attack Munitions System (JDAMS).
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All of these efforts led to a sweeping and utter defeat of the Taliban forces, marked by
Mullah Omar and the senior Taliban leadership fleeing Kandahar on 6 December 2001.
However, coalition actions at Tora Bora (1-17 December) demonstrated a key shortfall in
relying solely on coalition partners for the credible ground force; it appears that the coalition
forces did not aggressively pursue or block the fleeing Taliban forces after the combat began.
Failing to capture these senior leaders was a blow to US strategic goals. Nonetheless, these
actions opened the path for an extended US effort to reshape the region to be more stable and
economically successful.?

Conventional Army forces, primarily the light forces from the 10th Mountain Division,
101st Airborne Division, and the 82nd Airborne Division, arrived in sequence after the bulk of
the decisive operations were completed. Operation ANACONDA (March 2002), the first major
employment of conventional forces against remaining Taliban forces, had the Army employing
the joint fires procedures pioneered by the SOF over the previous weeks. These forces defeated
the remnants of the Taliban quickly in a series of engagements and separate battles stretching
for almost a month.

Despite succeeding in Afghanistan, there remained lessons to learn. Joint fires, despite
the successes alluded to above, were by no means uniformly timely and accurate. Ground
commanders complained that they did not always get the support they needed on time. Operation
ANACONDA also demonstrated a continuing requirement for organic immediate suppressive
fires that, despite their best efforts, fighters could not deliver. Seams also developed between
SOF and conventional forces in execution. In the months leading up to OIF, the services strove
to improve on their record in Afghanistan.

The subsequent transition to stability operations and support operations revealed the
Army’s forte and unique capabilities. Winning the combat was necessary but not sufficient to
meet the nation’s strategic goals. Transitioning Afghanistan to a stable and secure state that
did not harbor terrorists required a long-term presence by an agile force capable of rapidly
moving from stability operations to combat and back again. While not required to participate
substantively in the initial combat operations, the conventional Army served—and continues
to serve on point as part of the coalition force—conducting sustained operations to secure the
hard-won victory and achieve the nation’s long-term goals.

In retrospect, OEF illustrates several key vectors that combined to make that campaign
unique while having a tremendous influence on OIF. Unlike its experience in Southwest Asia,
the United States had not spent a considerable amount of energy, time, and resources toward
improving its access and influence in the vicinity of Afghanistan. Indeed, when the airliners
destroyed the World Trade Center, the US had an active embargo against Afghanistan’s two
major neighbors: Iran and Pakistan. Suffice it to say, the conditions were not set to facilitate an
“easy” introduction of combat power into that region.

Oddly though, Afghanistan’s isolated geography relative to America’s previous political
interests set the conditions for some very positive operational developments. Arguably, the lack
of a robust theater, coupled with the daunting terrain, vast distances, and the unique challenges
of the enemy and coalition forces created conditions that forced the separate services and other
government agencies to cooperate and integrate in ways never previously thought possible or
practicable. With minimal guidance or directives from their bureaucracies, the various forces
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and agencies in theater synchronized their operations out of necessity and a sense of urgency
and outrage. And while the joint targeting effort was not without its shortcomings, the results
were stunning and provided the nation’s first clear glimpse of the power and capabilities of a
truly joint, combined, interagency force.

Conclusion

In years following DESERT STORM, the Army largely transformed itself. This
transformation stemmed partly from a succession of senior officers who understood that
DESERT STORM and the end of the Cold War produced conditions that required rapid change.
That change came sometimes against considerable internal resistance and sometimes as a
consequence of failure, as in Somalia and Task Force Hawk. But much of that change stemmed
from the general flexibility of the Army and the persistence of soldiers such as Generals Dennis
Reimer and William Hartzog, who replaced Sullivan and Franks respectively. Change in the
other services, the Department of Defense, and the Congress stimulated transformation, or in
some cases, enabled the change the Army desired. The Army also responded to and anticipated
change that the increasingly dynamic operational environment required. Much remained to be
done, as will be seen in succeeding chapters. Nonetheless, the Army that crossed the berm on
21 March 2003 did so with a tradition of nearly 228 years of service to the nation, but it was
also an Army a dozen years into a journey of transformation and fully committed to dynamic
change to anticipate and prepare for future challenges.
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Chapter 2
Prepare, Mobilize, and Deploy

From today forward the main effort of the US Army
must be to prepare for war with Iraq.

General Eric Shinseki
Chief of Staff of the Army,
9 October 2002

During the 12 years following DESERT STORM, the deliberate preparation for operations
against Iraq focused primarily on defensive preparations in the event of a second Iragi invasion
of Kuwait and operation of the northern and southern no-fly zones. The US-led coalition
maintained a presence in the region to serve as a deterrent, a “trip wire,” and to confirm the
continuing US commitment to the Kuwaiti people. The Army maintained near-continuous
presence by rotating small, battalion-size forces to Kuwait to conduct combined training with
Kuwaiti and other Gulf Cooperation Council armed forces.

Folded into the CENTCOM exercise INTRINSIC ACTION, these rotations served several
purposes. First, INTRINSIC ACTION demonstrated resolve and a continuing commitment
to the defense of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia from another attack. Second, the deployed task
forces exercised the Army’s brigade set of equipment pre-positioned in Camp DOHA, Kuwait.
Although deploying units rarely used the entire set, rotational use and maintenance of the
equipment ensured it would be fully mission-capable when called upon. The 2nd Brigade
Combat Team (BCT) of the 3rd Infantry Division drew and used this equipment to fight its
way up the Euphrates valley and into Baghdad. Similarly, constant practice in receiving new
units into Kuwait, marrying personnel with pre-positioned vehicles and equipment, staging
those units, and then moving them out to desert training areas developed the expertise,
standing operating procedures, and organizations necessary to conduct reception, staging,
onward movement, and integration (RSOI) of large formations into the theater.2 Third, these
exercises built proficiency in desert warfighting. Ten years of rotations by units from each of
the armored and mechanized divisions of the Army into Kuwait, combined with more than 100
rotations to the NTC in the Mojave Desert, built expertise across the Army in desert combat.
Finally, INTRINSIC ACTION, in conjunction with the ongoing Operations NORTHERN and
SOUTHERN WATCH, helped to educate America’s soldiers and leaders in the culture, politics,
and social aspects of the Arab world.

Building on a dozen years of engagement, much of the success in OIF stems from the
planning, preparation, mobilization, and deployment that took place from the fall of 2001
until major combat operations began on 19 March 2003. During that period of intense activity,
soldiers and organizations around the Army built on the foundation laid down during the 12
years since DESERT STORM. When President Bush named Iraq as part of the “axis of evil,”
it rekindled speculation about war with Irag. Slowly, yet steadily, America moved ever closer
to its second war of the millennium. Although coalition forces remained engaged in combat
operations in Afghanistan, CENTCOM shifted focus toward a possible offensive campaign to
remove Saddam’s regime. Although often accused of preparing to refight the last war, soldiers
attempt to prepare for the next war. And because all campaigns are joint and interagency, the
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Army prepared in conjunction with the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps under the command
of CENTCOM. Planning included the key agencies of the nation’s security team: the State
Department, Department of Defense, Central Intelligence Agency, National Security Agency,
the National Security Council, and other national agencies. Even without orders or assigned
missions, alert leaders started to think through the immense challenges of a campaign in the
deserts and river valleys of Irag.

Figure 9. Ground scheme of maneuver in Iraq

As OIF changed from possible to probable, the Army and the rest of the nation’s armed
forces undertook a number of important tasks designed to prepare for war. From the Army’s
perspective, these included preparing the theater infrastructure, determining the ground forces
command and control architecture, planning the campaign, training the staffs and soldiers,
fielding new equipment, providing theaterwide support, mobilizing the US Army Reserve
(USAR) and Army National Guard (ARNG) forces, deploying forces into the theater, and
moving to the border. Equally important, preparing the theater had joint implications for the
Army and the other services meeting their obligations to each other and preparing for their roles
in increasingly likely operations in Irag. Although On Point focuses on the Army’s effort, the
Army did not act alone, but in concert with the other services and in response to CENTCOM.
Joint Forces Command, Transportation Command, European Command (EUCOM), and other
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joint organizations played central roles in training, preparing, and working with other nations’
military and civilian authorities to set conditions for the possibility of a campaign in Irag. This
effort continued through execution of combat operations during operations in Afghanistan and
elsewhere in CENTCOM'’s area of responsibility. CENTCOM and its subordinate commands
found themselves stretched to assure they accomplished all of their missions.

Prepare—Building the Theater Infrastructure

For most of the 12 years following DESERT STORM, CENTCOM assumed that both
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait could be used to mount a campaign against Iraq. More accurately,
CENTCOM assumed a defense of Saudi Arabia and Kuwait from Iragi attack. In conjunction
with the INTRINSIC ACTION exercises, the Army improved the logistics, training, military
support, and command and control infrastructure in Kuwait with this in mind. CENTCOM
always made improvements for the next rotation but did so with an eye to a possible rematch
with the Iraqi dictator. Training improvements included building the Udairi Range complex,
located about an hour’s drive from Camp DOHA and set in a wide-open expanse of desert. The
Army steadily improved and upgraded the firing range and training resources, and experienced
training support personnel created a first-class training facility. All of the services operating in
the CENTCOM area of responsibility also sought to improve communications and command
and control infrastructure so they could meet wartime requirements. The services also sought
to improve facilities to better sustain combat operations. Third Army worked to develop the
capability to receive and sustain units in Kuwait and elsewhere in the theater. As a general
principle, Third Army focused on joint requirements for support in theater rather than on US
Army operations. Prior to the war, for example, Lieutenant General David McKiernan, the
Third Army and CFLCC commander, asserted, “There will never be a Third Army fight. We
will always be in a combined [and] joint contest.”®

By the end of the 1990s, planning in CENTCOM included branches to defensive plans
that assumed counteroffensive operations. After the attacks on the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon, the concept of operations in Kuwait shifted from a presumption of Iragi invasion
of Kuwait or Saudi Arabia to mounting offensive operations from Kuwait. Major General
Henry “Hank” Stratman, the deputy commanding general for support of Third Army and
CFLCC observed that from 9/11 on, the assumption in Third Army concerning war with lraq
was not whether, but when. According to Stratman, whatever doubts anyone in Third Army
might have had evaporated when the president gave his “get ready” remarks. Of the general
officers assigned to Third Army when it became CFLCC, Stratman had the longest tenure,
having arrived in the summer of 2001. Stratman brought considerable experience to his task.
He commanded a battalion in DESERT STORM and served on the Task Force Eagle staff in
Bosnia during the operations by the Implementation Force (IFOR).*

Among the key planning assumptions that Stratman and his staff made, perhaps the most
important was that they would not be able to stage in Saudi Arabia. Thus, Third Army had to
augment existing Kuwaiti facilities or build what was required. Stratman and his engineers,
logisticians, and training support staff developed a set of preparation tasks required to support
opening and operating a theater within Kuwait. That meant building or improving everything
from “bed-down” sites to training facilities to theater support facilities. Theater support
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facilities ran the gamut from aerial and sea ports of debarkation to bases for mobilizing theater
support command (TSC) units. Stratman remembered well what the euphemism “austere
theater” really meant in the northern Saudi desert in 1990 and in Bosnia in 1995. Accordingly,
he sought to improve on what he believed would always be a difficult proposition—joint
reception, staging, onward movement, and integration—in short, receiving the inbound units
and preparing them for combat. Where possible, Stratman and his commander, Lieutenant
General Paul T. Mikolashek, took advantage of the growth in forward presence of Army
troops from a task force to a brigade combat team. That growth enabled them to build Camps
VIRGINIA, PENNSYLVANIA, and NEW YORK, all named for states that suffered attacks on
9/11. Equally important, the growing crisis enabled them to draw and prepare two brigade sets
of equipment from the Army pre-positioned stocks to increase combat power on the ground.®
Other Army organizations also began to lean forward and to build capability on the back of the
incremental deployment into the theater.

RSOI Infrastructure Improvements

To support developing and justifying requirements, Stratman brought in Major General
Bill Mortensen, commander, 21st Support Command. Together, the two generals and key
staff officers made some assumptions about throughput, bed-down, and storage requirements.
Virtually all of these requirements support joint logistics. Accordingly, Mortensen and Stratman
worked with Major General Dennis Jackson, the CENTCOM J4. Jackson consolidated the
various requirements of the functional components and supported validating those requirements
for approval by the joint staff and the Department of Defense. The bill was $550 million for
preparation that included developing an airfield that could accommodate 250 rotary-wing
aircraft, fuel pipelines, improvements at Kuwait Naval Base, housing and warehousing at
Avifjan for 15,000 soldiers and various classes of supply to accommodate the TSC. CENTCOM
validated virtually all of the preparatory tasks and the Army funded them so that, in the summer
of 2002, they could begin in earnest. Although work did begin in the late summer of 2002,
the pace quickened following Lieutenant General McKiernan’s assumption of command on
7 September 2002. In October, after completing his mission analysis, McKiernan briefed the
Army chief of staff on his requirements, already vetted at CENTCOM and approved by the
Department of Defense. As a consequence, General Shinseki made Third Army’s preparation
tasks the number one priority in the Army. General Shinseki’s decision was important since
Army dollars paid the bills.®

In execution, General Stratman found he had to approach the task as though he were
a project manager. His team included elements of the Third Army staff and the early-entry
command post of the 377th TSC. The US ambassador, the government of Kuwait, and the
Kuwaiti armed forces also played essential roles. Stratman believes their enthusiastic and
unwavering support, and that of the Kuwait National Oil Company, made a gargantuan task
feasible at the least possible cost. To illustrate this point, Third Army made more than 130
requests for support from Kuwait, and not one request was turned down. More important, the
Kuwaitis took the initiative to help solve fundamental problems. For example, one key task
involved laying a pipeline to move fuel to northern Kuwait. The Kuwait National Oil Company
did the work, asking only that Third Army buy the pumps. At the time of this writing, Kuwait
continues to provide the fuel at no cost. In Stratman’s view, the support from both the American
diplomatic team in country and from the Kuwaitis could not have been better.’
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Figure 10. Key coalition camps and locations
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Figure 11. Sea port of debarkation bed-down facilities, Kuwait Naval Base, Kuwait

Port Operations and Joint Logistics Over the Shore (JLOTS)

At the receiving end of operations, the Army is the lead service responsible for operating
common-user seaports, which is executed under Military Traffic Management Command
(MTMC) as the single port manager. The single port manager concept grew out of lessons
learned during operations in support of DESERT STORM. Although the Army is the lead
service, port operations are a joint operation. During Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, Colonel
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Figure 12. Troop housing complex, Arifjan, Kuwait
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Figure 13. Supply storage facility, Arifjan, Kuwait

Victoria Leignadier and her troops from the 598th Transportation Terminal Group led
operations for the services as the single port manager and ran port operations in Bahrain, Qatar,
and Kuwait to support OIF and troops in Afghanistan. The group also operated in Djibouti to
support operations in the Horn of Africa. The 598th, in Leignadier’s words, provided the “single
face of port operations to the warfighter [and] to the port authority.”® In the three Kuwaiti ports,
Leignadier’s soldiers collaborated with their counterparts in the Military Sea Lift Command
and with a USMC Port Operations Group. The Navy also supplied a coastal warfare unit that
provided “waterside” security. Finally, a Coast Guard port security unit patrolled the harbor
waters.®
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Figurel4. Kuwait pipeline and fuel infrastructure
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Figure 15. Sea port of debarkation facilities, As Shuaybah, Kuwait

The 143rd Transportation Command, USAR, assumed responsibility subordinated to
the 377th TSC (USAR) to work in the port in support of the 598th. The 7th Transportation
Group operated the ports for the 143rd. The 7th Group, a unique and valuable resource for
the joint team, is normally composed of four battalions—the 6th Transportation Battalion (the
only “truck” battalion in the group), and the 10th, 11th, and 24th Transportation Battalions
(Terminal). The 24th assumed control of all Army watercraft in the theater. Additionally, the
106th Transportation Battalion (a line haul truck battalion) joined the group in theater.X
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Figure 16. Kuwait Naval Base supporting US Army vessels

The 7th Group operated both in EUCOM and in CENTCOM. The 10th Transportation
Battalion originally deployed to Iskendrun, Turkey, but ultimately redeployed to Kuwait.
In Kuwait, the 7th Group supported terminal operations in three ports: Shuwaikh for
containers, As Shuaybah, the principal port, and Kuwait Naval Base (KNB) for unloading
I MEF, ammunition, and JLOTS. The 7th Group tasked the 24th Transportation Battalion
with controlling watercraft to support port operations and JLOTS. The 24th had operated
periodically at KNB since 1998 and had maintained at least one Logistics Support Vessel
(LSV) at KNB since 2000. Accordingly, they were on reasonably familiar turf. The 24th began
to ramp up its efforts in the spring of 2002 when 7th Group received an alert to transfer selected
watercraft to the theater.!

In August 2002, the 24th Transportation Battalion soldiers loaded five Landing Craft
Utility (LCU) vessels belonging to the 824th Transportation Company (USAR) onto the semi-
submersible vessel Tern. They also loaded one large and one small tug assigned to the 10th
Battalion and five of their own Landing Craft Mechanized-8 Mike boats. These vessels and
associated crews joined the LSV forward. Finally the 24th’s 331st Transportation Company
(Causeway), the Army’s only modular causeway system company, also deployed forward to
support offloading equipment over the shore.2

To this mix, the Army added the theater support vessel (TSV) Spearhead. As noted, the
Army acquired the TSV as an offshoot of the Army transformation effort and as a possible
solution to Army requirements for lift within a theater. The Spearhead and its naval counterpart,
the High-Speed Vessel (HSV) X1, Joint Venture, which was commanded by a naval officer and
manned by a joint Army-Navy crew, provided first-rate high-speed lift for use in theater to
make runs within the gulf and, as required, to the Red Sea and back.*?

During OIF, Army watercraft, the TSV, and Army causeways all contributed to the theater
efforts in important, if generally unheralded ways. Army watercraft sailed nearly 57,000
miles supporting ship handling, cargo hauling, passenger ferrying, and combat operations,
including seizing the gulf oil platforms. The Spearhead sailed 30,000 of those miles, moving
what amounted to 1,000 C-130 sorties of cargo. Army units supported 12 separate JLOTS
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+ 7t Trans Group uploaded the Heavy Lift Ship TERN
+5 LCU 2000s, 5 LCM8s, Large Tug, and Small Tug

» Also 8 KALMAR RTCHs and unit equipment loaded as
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7th Transportation Group

Figure 17. Tern delivers Army watercraft

ELCAS (Elevated Causeway) with Barge Ferry alongside for
loading operations.

7th Transportation Group

Figure 18. The 331st Transportation Company (Causeway) in operation in Kuwait

operations and enabled the Marines to close at a single port, thus facilitating their consolidation
and movement forward. Although the Army provided support, the Marines have world-class
capability of their own and discharged the bulk of their equipment without assistance from
7th Group units. Finally, an Army tugboat helped clear the channel for the first humanitarian
assistance supplies to be delivered by the UK cargo vessel Sir Galahad.*
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Figure 19. Joint Venture and Spearhead at Kuwait Naval Base

