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CHIEF OF ARMOR’S HATCH

Maintenance and 
Sustainability

BG David Lesperance
Chief of Armor/Commandant

U.S. Army Armor School

For armored brigade combat teams to 
deliver overwhelming combat power 
to bear on our enemies, we must have 
fully combat-ready equipment and the 
required supplies to sustain the fight. 
However, the ability to conduct opera-
tions that are sustainable starts long 
before crossing the line of departure 
or receipt of mission.

Just as with lethality in our last publi-
cation, maintenance plays a critical 
role in ensuring our readiness. An in-
grained maintenance and sustainment 
ethos is critical for our branch, regard-
less of the type of brigade in which we 
find ourselves.

Over the years, sound maintenance 
skills and best practices have atro-
phied. The presence of dedicated in-
theater maintenance, high operations 
tempo and lack of experience main-
taining our combat platforms contrib-
uted to a gap in the fundamental un-
derstanding of combat-power genera-
tion. Thankfully, we have a system of 
proven tools as well as new tools that 
can enable success in maintaining our 
fleet; we must relearn and enforce the 
use of those tools. Leader professional 
development on preventive mainte-
nance, checks and services (PMCS) 

through the use of technical manuals 
and regulations, dedicated platoon ser-
vices with in- and out-briefs and a cul-
ture of maintenance will help build 
readiness across all formations. These 
efforts are important for good mainte-
nance execution but, more important-
ly, they develop leaders whom in fu-
ture years understand the processes 
and systems they must master.

Similarly, operational sustainment 
must be relearned. Combined-arms 
maneuver at the combat-training cen-
ters (CTCs) helps underscore the im-
portance of sustainment operations. 
Being a professional in combined-arms 
maneuver and succeeding in future 
fights, whether at the CTCs or against 
potential adversaries on foreign soil, 
requires sustainment foresight gained 
through education and experience. 
Currently we are accustomed to robust 
theater logistics support. The presence 
of established bases where we can es-
sentially get whatever we need to sus-
tain the fight may not be present at the 
start of our next battle. It is paramount 
that the tools for sustainment are 
brought back into the fight. Incorporat-
ing sustainment in home-station 

training is a big part of that. If units 
wait until the CTC to learn and test 
those systems, they will find that they 
don’t have what they need or it arrives 
late.

Today the Armor School is spearhead-
ing that effort through the Maneuver 
Leaders Maintenance Course taught by 
316th Cavalry Brigade and an increased 
focus on maintenance and sustainment 
across all programs of instruction. Also, 
we are increasing the level of mainte-
nance management and PMCS rigor in 
the Armor Basic Officer Leader Course. 
These efforts are intended to lay the 
foundation for maintenance and sus-
tainment leadership in our formations. 
Coupled with the aforementioned ef-
forts in the operational force, we will 
help ensure our readiness well in ad-
vance of our next fight.

Forge the Thunderbolt!

Acronym Quick-Scan

CTC – combat-training center
PMCS – preventive maintenance, 
checks and services
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GUNNER’S SEAT

Relationships, 
Education, Pride

CSM Kevin J. Muhlenbeck
Command Sergeant Major

U.S. Army Armor School

Greetings to the Soldiers and leaders 
of the Armor Branch. My name is CSM 
Kevin J. Muhlenbeck, the new com-
mand sergeant major for the U.S. Army 
Armor School, an opportunity and a 
level of responsibility I am truly hum-
bled to have bestowed upon me. My 
career as an Armor Soldier has allowed 
me to serve in all 19K positions within 
an armored brigade combat team as 
well as in senior-noncommissioned-of-
ficer positions within a Stryker brigade 
combat team.

My experience at both ends of the Ar-
mor spectrum has impressed on me 
that although our branch is critical, it 
cannot fight and win alone. CSM Alan 
Hummel and our predecessors have 
done an amazing job in building rela-
tionships with the other centers of ex-
cellence to ensure the best-trained Sol-
diers and leaders are provided to the 
operational force.

My goals while in the position are the 
following:

• C o nt i n u e  to  b u i l d  o n  t h o s e 
relationships by maintaining clear 
lines of communication between the 
Armor School, other branch schools 
and leaders in the operational force.

• Assist the Soldiers and leaders of the 
Armor Branch in achieving their goals 
and educational requirements by 
seeking to maximize opportunities 
for both professional education and 
functional training by leveraging the 
capabilities of all three components 
of the total-army force. This will 
ensure our Soldiers of the Armor 
Branch are prepared to accomplish 
any task and mission our Army and 
our nation require.

• Continue to foster a climate of pride 
of being an Armor and Cavalry Soldier 
by educating the force on what 

initiatives the Armor School is 
working on and what the future holds 
for our branch by visiting 19-series 
Soldiers and leaders across the 
country and globe to hear their 
concerns and bring those back to the 
Armor School with proper feedback 
sent back out.

Today I had the honor of spending a 
few minutes with retired CSM Joe 
Gainey, the former senior-enlisted ad-
viser to the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and Armor Center com-
mand sergeant major. I showed him a 
coin he gave me as a platoon sergeant 
because I knew what he put on the 
bottom of every article he wrote for 
this publication, and I asked him if I 
could use that statement to close my 
article every quarter. I too will ask Sol-
diers if they know what it is as I travel, 
so remember these words: “Pride is 
contagious!”
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by MAJ Sarah Gilbert

Regionally aligned forces (RAF) deploy-
ing to Europe face a set of challenges 
unlike those they have previously en-
countered. RAF units currently fall in 
on an improving but still growing the-
ater infrastructure, making logistics 
planning critical to the overall success 
of an armor brigade combat team’s 
(ABCT) mission. Throughout the de-
ployment, RAF units must simultane-
ously support several missions: ongo-
ing support to Operation Atlantic Re-
solve, event-specific support to inte-
grated North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) training events and contin-
gency support across Europe. Each 
mission pulls from the unit’s organic 
pool of assets, so leaders must identify 
requirements early and find innovative 
ways to resource shortfalls.

Arriving in theater with the highest 
possible operational-readiness (OR) 

rate and sustaining that readiness di-
rectly enables RAF unit success. It also 
serves as a buffer to allow continued 
operations if parts are delayed due to 
immature logistics systems in theater.

When 3rd ABCT, 4thInfantry Division, re-
turned from Kuwait in support of Op-
eration Spartan Shield in October 
2015, the unit was notified that it 
would be deploying to Europe as an 
RAF in support of Operation Atlantic 
Resolve in early 2017. It would take the 
support of the entire Army enterprise 
to ensure the brigade’s readiness dur-
ing a short (11 months) train-up com-
plete with command-post exercises, 
field-training exercises (FTXs), gunnery, 
a brigade FTX and a National Training 
Center (NTC) rotation. These signifi-
cant training events could potentially 
deteriorate 3rd ABCT’s OR rate quickly 
if there wasn’t a quality maintenance 
plan in place fully supported by 

brigade leadership. The unit’s goal was 
a safe and successful train-up, arriving 
in Europe ready to fight with an OR 
rate of 95 percent or above.

There were 63 days between NTC com-
pletion and the beginning of RAF de-
ployment outload for 3rd ABCT. The bri-
gade spent considerable time develop-
ing and executing a plan for mainte-
nance during the train-up to achieve 
the 95 percent OR rate upon arrival in 
Europe. Simultaneously, 3rd ABCT lead-
ers organized multiple internal working 
groups for key topics such as shop-
stockage listings (SSL) and theater con-
cepts of support in an effort to create 
a common sight picture for logisticians 
on both sides of the Atlantic. The goal 
was to identify friction points early, as-
sign responsibility for resolving those 
friction points and clearly communi-
cate problems requiring elevation to 
higher levels.

U.S. Army M1A2 Abrams tanks from 1st Battalion, 8th Infantry Regiment, 3rd Armored Brigade Combat Team, 4th Infantry 
Division, sit on a train prior to offloading at Mihail Kogalniceanu Air Base, Romania, Feb. 14, 2017. The equipment was 
taken to Romania in support of Operation Atlantic Resolve, a demonstration of continued U.S. commitment to collec-
tive security through a series of actions designed to reassure NATO allies and partners of America’s dedication to en-
during peace and stability in the region. (U.S. Marine Corps photo by CPL Emily Dorumsgaard)
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Lessons-learned:
what went well
The 3rd ABCT was required to ship all 
its organic equipment overseas. Ship-
ping equipment was nothing new, but 
shipping an entire brigade’s set of 
equipment with limited assets avail-
able to receive and move that equip-
ment in theater drove significant anal-
ysis by the brigade staff. The 3rd ABCT 
recognized the need to emphasize sev-
eral priorities to succeed in Europe, 
but these lessons apply for movement 
into any immature theater.
Rehearsal-of-concept (ROC) drills. In-
tegrated planning involving 4th Infantry 
Division and 21st Theater Support Com-
mand staffs during the months leading 
up to 3rd ABCT’s deployment identified 
friction points and directly enabled in-
formed decisions from commanders at 

all levels. Planners and sustainers con-
ducted two integrated ROC drills (one 
at home station and one in theater – in 
this case, Germany) to allow the team 
to visualize the flow of 3rd ABCT per-
sonnel and equipment into theater.

Each unit’s support-operations officer 
(SPO) briefed concepts of support by 
phase for reception, staging, onward 
movement and integration (RSO&I). 
This proved invaluable, as it helped lo-
gisticians and supported units alike un-
derstand the limitations of Europe’s lo-
gistics infrastructure.

At brigade level, 3rd ABCT enabled ROC-
drill success by providing relevant and 
timely requests for information and 
identifying friction points by warfight-
ing function.

Focusing on maintenance. During the 

11-month train-up, the 3rd ABCT bri-
gade logistics-support team (BLST) 
worked diligently with parts managers 
to identify, release and expedite parts. 
The brigade-logistics officer and exec-
utive officer adjusted budget forecasts 
to fund critical items with the full sup-
port of the division’s leadership.

The final train-up milestone at NTC sig-
nificantly taxed equipment, therefore 
3rd ABCT expected an OR rate dip. The 
staff worked jointly with 4th Sustain-
ment Brigade at home station to devel-
op a mitigation plan for this expected 
dip, contracting 42 civilian inspectors 
to scrutinize all tracked platforms; bri-
gade internal mechanics inspected all 
rolling stock.

The brigade commander directed that 
vehicles would load the trains only 

Figure 1. A Soldier from 1st Battalion, 66th Armor Regiment, 3rd ABCT, 4th Infantry Division, ground-guides an M2A3 Brad-
ley Fighting Vehicle to a maintenance area July 1, 2017, at the Cincu Joint Multinational Training Center in Cincu, Roma-
nia, where the brigade participated in the USAREUR-led multinational exercise Getica Saber 17. Getica Saber was a 
U.S.-led fire-coordination exercise and combined-arms live-fire exercise held July 8-15 to highlight participant deter-
rence capabilities, specifically the ability to mass forces at any given time anywhere in Europe. Besides 3rd ABCT, Getica 
Saber featured the Romanian 282nd Mechanized Brigade, the U.S. 1st Cavalry Division’s division artillery and service 
members from Croatia, Ukraine, Portugal, Montenegro and Armenia. (U.S. Army photo by SSG Ange Desinor, 3rd ABCT 
Public Affairs)
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when they were fully mission-capable; 
that was a Soldier’s ticket home unless 
a repair part was significantly delayed. 
Mechanics and crews worked long 
hours side by side to ensure that vehi-
cles were ready to move. Crew owner-
ship was a key factor, as each Soldier 
knew his or her efforts would pay divi-
dends down the line since Europe 
would demand more from his or her 
vehicles than previous deployments.

Ultimately, this emphasis on inspec-
tions and critical part installation at 
Fort Irwin, CA, enabled 3rd ABCT’s ve-
hicles to return to home station at a 
much higher OR rate than if the unit 
had simply waited for parts to arrive at 
Fort Carson, CO. That saved valuable 
time for focusing on other tasks once 
the unit returned home to prepare for 
outload.

Building muscle memory for deploy-
ment outload tasks. To achieve effi-
ciency, 3rd ABCT’s operations officer as-
signed each battalion a key task to sup-
port the NTC outload, and that same 
task was assigned to support the de-
ployment outload. For example, one 
battalion managed the train-upload 
process at Fort Carson for both NTC 
and international deployment. Anoth-
er battalion was responsible for train 
operations at both NTC and the port of 
Bremerhaven, Germany. The ability to 
anticipate issues the second time 
around allowed a safer and more rapid 
execution at each node.

Leveraging the enterprise. A vital com-
ponent of the unit’s success was inte-
grated support from the BLST, 4th Sus-
tainment Brigade, 4th Infantry Division 
G-4 and Army Material Command 
(AMC) to expedite critical parts for the 
fleet – not only at Fort Irwin but from 
every supply-support activity (SSA) 
able to support during the train-up. At 
NTC, this support was visible through 
daily maintenance meetings. At home 
station, weekly videoteleconferences 
with key leaders at AMC drove rapid 
solutions.

SSL scrubs. The brigade conducted 
weekly SSL scrubs using demand histo-
ry from similar brigades, a previous Ku-
wait rotation and past NTC rotations to 
develop a common-parts listing that 
would enable the sustainable-readi-
ness effort. The plan was to ensure 
that all SSLs would be able to support 

their companies in an expeditionary 
environment spread over long distanc-
es. Each unit-identification code was 
authorized 150 lines of SSL, but in 
some cases, exceptions were made to 
increase that number to support the 
delayed delivery of supplies through 
the enterprise system downrange. This 
proved to be the reason the OR rate re-
mained at a high level during the first 
45 days in theater. As a point of cau-
tion, however, the number of lines 
continued to increase for the unit once 

in theater. Consistent management of 
this process at the company and bat-
talion level is paramount in keeping 
the brigade’s SSL under control.

Diverting parts from the continental 
United States to the forward location. 
Two weeks before rail upload, 3rd ABCT 
diverted all inbound parts to Germer-
sheim Army Depot by changing the tac-
tical-actions center (TAC) 1 and TAC 2 
addresses. Those parts were consoli-
dated, inventoried and held in 

Figure 2. PVT Daniel Hernandez, left, and PFC Corey Smith, both M1A2 Abrams 
main battle tank system maintainers with 64th Brigade Support Battalion, 3rd 
ABCT, 4th Infantry Division, conduct maintenance on a palletized load system 
at Dragonkasernen, Denmark, May 11, 2107. The Soldiers are preparing vehi-
cles to support a tank team from the brigade’s 1st Battalion, 66th Armor Regi-
ment, at the Nordic Tank Challenge competition May 15-18. (U.S. Army photo 
by SSG Ange Desinor, 3rd ABCT Public Affairs)
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Germersheim until the 3rd ABCT SSA 
was established at Skwierzyna, Poland, 
and then Germersheim pushed those 
containers forward. In all, 41 contain-
ers of 02/05/12 priority parts arrived 
at the SSA over a three-week period. 
The SSA processed all 02 parts imme-
diately upon receipt, and processed 
the 05/12 backlog in under 30 days, 
enabling simultaneous gunnery and 
steady-state support to 3rd ABCT’s bat-
talions.

In retrospect, changing the TAC code 
only two weeks before the deployment 
was not enough time to shut off the 
pipeline of parts to home station; the 
result was having to manage the ship-
ment of parts forward or maintain 
them until the brigade’s return.

Battlefield circulation of medical, 
maintenance and sustainment auto-
mation assets. The brigade-support 
battalion (BSB) developed a plan for 
battlefield circulation early to reach all 
battalions while they were aggregated 
in Poland. Behavioral health, physical 
therapy and dental providers traveled 
together via non-tactical vehicles to 
each location, where they stayed from 
two to seven days depending on the 
need. The maintenance company cir-
culated communications and equip-
ment (C&E) weekly, and the Direct-
Support Electrical-System Test Set 
(DSESTS) supported gunnery sites for 
the duration of training. C&E and 
DSESTS traveled via military vehicles to 
carry their SSL to each location.

Managing changes to distribution re-
quirements. Initial route reconnais-
sance via non-tactical vehicle was key 
for the distribution platoon because it 
introduced them to the distance and 
potential challenges they would en-
counter. The BSB began initial convoy 
operations 14 days after arrival in the-
ater, distributing to the five aggrega-
tion locations in Poland. Within 45 
days, the unit was delivering commod-
ities to four countries, and the distri-
bution platoon had logged more than 
30,800 miles.

Troop-to-task rapidly became a full-
time job, as European diplomatic-
clearance requirements forced leader-
ship to match Soldiers against missions 
and specific bumper numbers as many 
as 21 days before execution. Once the 

diplomatic march credits were ap-
proved, name changes and bumper 
number changes were not permitted. 
To build in flexibility, the company rou-
tinely added one more distribution sys-
tem to each march credit request. If a 
Soldier got sick or a vehicle had main-
tenance issues, the company would 
still execute the mission minus that 
one system.

Lessons-learned: 
opportunities to improve
RSO&I posed an immense challenge for 
sustainers in 3rd ABCT and across Eu-
rope. Rail cars and line-haul assets 
were limited, and requests for support 
required significant lead times. Diplo-
matic clearances complicated move-
ment even further due to additional 
requirements based on items shipped 
and vehicle heights. The deploying 
unit’s inbound-equipment flow had to 
achieve the right balance of combat 
platforms and sustainment equipment 
over time to enable the simultaneous 
build of both tactical and sustainment 
readiness.

It was also crucial to fully understand 
the window for strategic-air arrival, as 
any delays would threaten mission-
command validation exercises and lo-
gistics-information-systems gunnery. 

Having at least a 15-day supply of oil 
and lubricant products for initial-main-
tenance operations helped maintain 
the unit’s combat platforms until the 
supply system could begin to distribute 
more supplies.

Time-phased force-deployment data. 
Part of the brigade’s RSO&I plan in-
cluded gunnery beginning 14 days af-
ter arrival. For this reason, and given 
the limited number of trains and line-
haul assets available in theater, the bri-
gade chose to prioritize combat plat-
forms from the port to Poland. Early 
gunnery staging and support came 
from theater units until the organic 
BSB’s equipment arrived and could be-
gin resupply operations.

For future RAF units, a longer period 
between arrival and the start of gun-
nery may allow a more even flow of 
combat and sustainment platforms 
into the Atlantic Resolve footprint and 
enable organic support to early train-
ing events. More combat-sustainment-
support battalion (CSSB) support also 
arrived in theater in 2017 following the 
3rd ABCT RSO&I, enabling a more seam-
less gunnery timeline for the most re-
cent RAF unit.

Strategic air. Strategic-air arrival delays 
caused a  later  start  for  the 

Figure 3. U.S. Soldiers with 1st Battalion, 8th Infantry Regiment, 3rd ABCT, 4th In-
fantry Division, offload M1A2 Abrams tanks at Mihail Kogalniceanu Air Base, 
Constanta County, Romania, Feb. 14, 2017. The equipment was brought to Ro-
mania in support of Operation Atlantic Resolve, a demonstration of continued 
U.S. commitment to collective security through a series of actions designed to 
reassure NATO allies and partners of America’s dedication to enduring peace 
and stability in the region. (U.S. Marine Corps photo by CPL Emily Dorums-
gaard)
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University-Maryland, Baltimore, MD; 
and commander, forward-support com-
pany, 1-32 Infantry Battalion, 3rd Infan-
try Brigade Combat Team, 10th Moun-
tain Division, Fort Drum, NY, and in Af-
ghanistan. MAJ Gilbert ’s military 
schooling includes Command and Gen-
eral Staff College, Combined Logistics 
Captain’s Career Course and Quarter-
master Officer Basic Course. She holds 
a bachelor’s of arts degree in interna-
tional studies from the University of 
Missouri-Columbia, a bachelor’s of sci-
ence degree in international business 
from the University of Missouri-Colum-
bia and a master’s of science degree in 
supply-chain management from the 
University of Kansas.

Acronym Quick-Scan

ABCT – armored brigade combat 
team
AMC – Army Materiel Command
BLST – brigade logistics-support 
team
BSB – brigade-support battalion
C&E – communications and 
equipment
CSSB – combat-sustainment-
support battalion
DSESTS – Direct-Support Electrical-
System Test Set
FTX – field-training exercise
NATO – North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization
NTC – National Training Center
OR – operational readiness
RAF – regionally aligned force
ROC – rehearsal-of-concept (drill)
RSO&I – reception, staging, onward 
movement and integration
SSA – supply-support activity
SSL – shop-stockage listing
SPO – support-operations officer
TAC – tactical-actions center

in-theater-support automation gun-
nery. This gunnery delay caused some 
initial issues with connectivity and 
parts ordering at both battalion and 
SSA level; to mitigate the delays, key 
leaders prioritized automation gunnery 
throughput to units with earlier train-
ing requirements and worked their way 
through the other battalions. As a 
learning opportunity, key leaders in-
volved in the strategic-air planning 
looked at load plans and discussed 
how they could have grouped or prior-
itized items differently to ensure gun-
nery items arrived sooner than less-
critical equipment.

Multiple concepts of support. The bri-
gade SPO must develop concepts of 
support for each ongoing support ef-
fort. In 3rd ABCT’s case, the unit sup-
ported steady-state operations in Po-
land, Germany, Latvia and Lithuania 
while simultaneously supporting gun-
nery events and training-center rota-
tions in Poland and Germany.

Clearly delineating steady-state vs. 
event-driven requirements on separate 
concepts of support forces logisticians 
to recognize limitations in the number 
of vehicles and crews available. The 
earlier they recognize shortfalls, the 
earlier they can communicate those 
shortfalls to the CSSB and lock in a plan 
for mitigation.

Ideally, key logistics leaders should be-
gin discussing these multiple require-
ments/concepts of support prior to the 
deployment and simply adjust them in-
crementally downrange. Creating 
these documents downrange in the 
midst of multiple planning efforts can 
tax the staff and reduce the CSSB’s re-
action time.

Conclusion
The 3rd ABCT completed its RAF mission 
in October 2017, sharing lessons-
learned downrange to enable an even 
faster and more effective RSO&I pro-
cess for the follow-on unit. With many 
successes and a few points of improve-
ment to share, two key themes 
emerged:
• First, arrival in theater with the 

highest possible OR rate is paramount. 
Units influence this OR rate with 
strong maintenance plans before 
deployment and by adequately 
forecasting needs for the first month 
downrange.

• The second, and perhaps most 
important, theme was that in-theater 
logistics cannot be taken for granted 
for future deployment operations. 
The experience of moving an entire 
brigade’s set of equipment and 
personnel from home station to 
theater and back allowed 3rd ABCT to 
recapture a skillset that has atrophied 
in the Army over time. The 3rd ABCT’s 
leaders returned from Europe able to 
frame better questions in preparation 
for future deployments to immature 
theaters worldwide.

MAJ Sarah Gilbert is the logistics lieu-
tenant-colonels assignments officer at 
Human Resources Command, Fort 
Knox, KY. When she wrote this article, 
she was serving as the battalion exec-
utive officer for 64th BSB, 3rd ABCT, 4th 
Infantry Division, at Fort Carson, CO, 
and in Poland. Previous assignments 
include brigade S-4, 3rd ABCT, 4th Infan-
try Division, Fort Carson and Kuwait; 
brigade exercise planner, 120th Infantry 
Brigade, Fort Hood, TX; assistant pro-
fessor of military science, Loyola 
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Using Logistics Release Point Meetings 
to Mitigate Persistent Friction Points in 

Cavalry Squadron Operations
by CPT Blake Niewenhuis 

You’re the squadron executive officer. 
It is Training Day 6 during your deci-
sive-action rotation at the National 
Training Center (NTC) and nothing 
seems to be going smoothly:
• Four tanks that were task-organized 

to Comanche Troop are down for fire-
resistant hydraulic fluid that has been 
sitting in the brigade-support area 
(BSA) for the last three days because 
the distribution-platoon leader 
doesn’t know someone needs it.

• The logistic-status reports (logstats) 
your S-4 has been receiving are 
indecipherable wish lists.

• Apache Troop’s died-of-wounds rate 
is at 100 percent because they are 
evacuating casualties 20 kilometers 
to the squadron aid station even 
though an adjacent combined-arms 
battalion’s Role I is only six kilometers 
behind their troop trains.

• The S-1 hasn’t received a single 
personnel-status report (perstat) the 
entire rotation and you don’t know 
you have 60 personnel at the BSA 
sitting on deadlined vehicles with 
long lead-time parts.

• And you just found out that the Joint 
Battle Command Platform (JBC-P) 
has been jammed so the S-3 is now 
trying to call back troop commanders 
to the squadron’s main command 
post (CP) to share graphics for some 
last-minute changes.

These are all actual scenarios observed 
by the Cobra Team’s cavalry-squadron 
trainers from Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 into 
FY18 at NTC. Units eventually over-
come these challenges – sometimes 
through face-to-face maintenance 
meetings at the maintenance collec-
tion point; at logistics synchronizations 
(logsynchs) at the squadron main CP; 
or with brute force on the part of indi-
vidual leaders at echelon – but units 
that consistently put out the fires be-
fore they happen use the logistics re-
lease point (LRP) meeting. The LRP 

meeting is already happening in some 
form every 24-72 hours. When planned 
and executed deliberately with the 
right leaders, it can be used to both re-
port and receive information and to 
synchronize resources for the squad-
ron.

Persistent problems
Cavalry squadrons suffer from consis-
tent problems in combat service sup-
port (CSS). Some are common to the 
other maneuver task forces, and some 
are unique to the squadron. Squadrons 
routinely suffer from inconsistent in-
puts and planning failures in sustain-
ment. Logstats are submitted in some 
form, though timeliness and accuracy 
are usually an issue. Perstats are some-
times never turned in during a rota-
tion. The effectiveness of S-4s is hit or 
miss, with many not being engaged in 
planning sustainment for the squad-
ron, leaving planning and executing on 
the forward-support company (FSC) 
commander, who does not have the 
visibility of current and future opera-
tions the S-4 has as a member of the 
staff at the combat-trains CP (CTCP). 
This often has the effect of desynchro-
nized support like setting LRP times to 
close to or after the line of departure. 
Form DA 5988e flow habitually is poor 
for the cavalry squadron when com-
pared to the other maneuver task forc-
es, partly because troops are not doc-
trinally allowed to consolidate into as-
sembly areas.

Squadrons also experience problems in 
CSS in regard to execution. Distribution 
platoons are often late to the LRP with-
out their squadron being notified, and 
in turn troops are late to return the lo-
gistics package (logpac) with no conse-
quence. Troops routinely do not re-
ceive what they ask for in terms of 
Class IX and Class III packaged petro-
leum, oils and lubricants, even if it was 
annotated in the logstat because log-
pacs are being built with historical data 
only.

Squadrons often have difficulties with 

sustainment with respect to the com-
munications primary-alternate-contin-
gency-emergency plan and the logistics 
common operating picture (COP). 
When a squadron does have a refined 
logistics COP, it is often not disseminat-
ed or understood by the line troops. 
Troop first sergeants are not made 
aware of adjacent unit aid stations. Of-
ten a squadron does not have the abil-
ity to retransmit on an administration 
and logistics net, causing an overreli-
ance on Joint Capabilities Release 
(JCR)/JBC-P for all sustainment traffic 
to the CTCP or field-trains CP (FTCP), 
which can become a single-point-of-
failure in a cyber-electromagnetic ac-
tivities (CEMA)-denied environment.

All these problems are exacerbated by 
the disparate nature of cavalry opera-
tions. Scouts are always out, but we 
need to get together at some point to 
identify and correct a lot of easy fixes 
that often only require a little sunlight 
and command emphasis.

LRP and logpac lifecycles
The creation of a troop logpac begins 
with the submission of a timely and ac-
curate troop logstat to the squadron 
S-4. The S-4 then identifies the require-
ment that the FSC and troop supply 
sergeants in the FTCP need to fulfill. 
Ideally, some form of logsynch meet-
ing occurs via frequency modulation, 
JBC-P/JCR chatroom or LRP meeting to 
validate these requirements and fore-
cast others in the long term, which is 
generally within the next 72 hours in a 
cavalry squadron. The S-4 now begins 
to plan and develop the logpac with 
the FSC commander’s input. He/she 
will address priorities as well as iden-
tify shortfalls and possible LRP loca-
tions based off an understanding of 
the squadron’s current and future op-
erations.

Later, the plan is refined, and the load 
plans for the logpac are finalized. FSC 
personnel or the S-4 noncommissioned 
officer in charge (NCOIC) check each 
supply sergeant’s “shopping list” to 
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verify if he or she has picked up all 
commodities to be issued while the 
distribution platoon leader/platoon 
sergeant does the same for FSC loads. 
The S-4, with FSC input, finalizes the 
LRP location(s) and routes and notifies 
all subordinate units through the CTCP 
of the planned linkup points and times.

This cycle culminates with the execu-
tion of the LRP according to the unit’s 
tactical standard operating procedure 
(tacSOP). Typically the distribution pla-
toon meets troop first sergeants and a 
representative from the CTCP (S-4, S-4 
NCOIC, battalion/squadron command 
sergeant major) at the LRP, and troop 
first sergeants escort their logpac 
break back to their troop trains. The 
tacSOP or S-4 dictates the return time 
for logpac to the LRP site. Units often 
have difficulty returning logpac in un-
der four hours at NTC due to the dis-
tance cavalry troops are spread across 
the forward-line-of-troops. The four-
hour turnaround time is reasonable 
and feasible, however, and any longer 
can disrupt the FSC’s ability to receive 
resupply from the brigade-support bat-
talion (BSB) in time for the next logpac 
cycle.

The logpacs are then escorted back to 
the LRP, where the distribution-pla-
toon leader consolidates them and 
moves back to the FTCP. The conse-
quence for troops who don’t make the 
link-up time usually involves the sup-
ported troop escorting logpac back to 

the FTCP. Units that do not enforce a 
turnaround time – i.e., the distribution 
platoon waits at the LRP indefinitely 
for late logpac – will suffer from desyn-
chronized resupply from the BSB, re-
sulting in emergency resupply or short-
falls that will eventually effect the 
troops.

LRP meeting
The squadron is spread out across a 
distance and depth of tens of kilome-
ters. Its communications framework 
may not support the amount of traffic 
to address multiple sustainment and 
support problems simultaneously. This 
can all be mitigated through the delib-
erate planning, rehearsing and execut-
ing squadron LRP meetings.

The LRP meeting is not a new concept. 
The following excerpt from ARMOR’s 
September-October 2003 edition de-
scribes an armor task force conducting 
an LRP meeting in the then-named 
Combat Maneuver Training Center in 
2003: “About 30 minutes before the 
scheduled arrival of logpac (4 p.m.), 
the company first sergeants arrived for 
the LRP meeting. …The battalion com-
mand sergeant major, Hurricane 6 
(headquarters and headquarters com-
pany [HHC] commander) and Hurri-
cane 7 (HHC first sergeant) were dis-
cussing the upcoming mission while 
their drivers pulled security with M-4s. 
... At the LRP meeting, Hurricane 7 dis-
cussed the location of the return LRP, 
the return time and the make-up of the 

incoming logpac (order of movement). 
He then reminded them to collect the 
5988Es, Equipment Inspection and 
Maintenance Worksheets, from their 
company crews and send them back 
with their company supply sergeants. 
The battalion command sergeant ma-
jor’s policy was clear: no crew made it 
to the company chow line without first 
turning in completed (dirty) 5988Es to 
the company maintenance team chief. 
Company first sergeants would super-
vise each crew going through their 
maintenance sections to turn in 
5988Es, refuel, then to chow. Just like 
the old cavalry, the horses had to be 
taken care of first.” (CPT Mike Sullivan 
and MSG Tom Pailliotet, “Field Trains 
and [Logistics Packages] in an Armor 
Task Force.”)

An LRP meeting should begin 30-60 
minutes before the arrival of the distri-
bution platoon to minimize the large 
footprint they bring. Attendees should 
be at a minimum the squadron com-
mand sergeant major, S-4 and troop 
first sergeants, but this can be tailored 
to address current problems. For ex-
ample, if there is an issue with per-
stats, units can bring the S-1. If there 
are problems with casualty evacuation 
(casevac), the medical officer (MEDO) 
can come, and the command sergeant 
major could even conduct an expedi-
ent medical evacuation (medevac)/ca-
sevac rehearsal for future operations. 
And so on.

Table 1. Example LRP meeting agenda units can use that was inspired by a 1997 edition of 4-7 Cavalry 
Squadron’s tacSOP.

(1) CSS overlay (ensure everyone has one or issue updated via analog graphics)

(2) Next logpac location and time

(3) Exchange logistics reports (analog logstat/perstat)

(4) Verify requests on logistics reports with first sergeants

(5) Verify/update headcount (ensure first sergeants know/include attachments)

(6) Discuss any class-of-supply problems

(7) Verify turnaround time (four-hour standard)

(8) Verify personnel status

(9) Discuss troop maintenance posture; ensure Equipment Status Report reflects this

(10) Quality assure/quality control 5988es before consolidation by the distribution-platoon leader

(11) Verify with first sergeants that they are receiving Class IX items and evacuating repairable Class IX items

(12) Ask if any religious support is needed within the next 24 hours

(13) Address any specific medical problems that occur in the troop; review medevac/casevac plan

(14) If combat operation is to occur, conduct rehearsal of the CSS portion of the operation

(15) Discuss any other logistical issues (S-1, MEDO, squadron maintenance officers)
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Table 1’s example LRP meeting agenda 
is not an authoritative list, and addi-
tions and omissions should be made 
based on unit needs or time available, 
but some form of agenda is essential 
in the squadron’s tacSOP. Also, this 
meeting doesn’t have to be CSS-re-
stricted. If the opportunity arises, the 
S-3 could share products (graphics, 
fragmentary orders) through the CTCP 
to get to troops without calling them 
back to the main CP.

Distro platoon leader
can’t do it alone
A common error cavalry squadrons 
commit is not conducting any kind of 
LRP meeting and sending no one from 
squadron to oversee the operation. 
This leaves the distribution-platoon 
leader as the only face-to-face interac-
tion that troop first sergeants have 
with squadron sustainment leaders, 
and this only makes it back to the FSC 
commander bypassing the S-4. Often 
the distro-platoon leader is a second 
lieutenant who is having enough trou-
ble executing his or her own 

troop-leading procedures to make 
start-point times while trying to collate 
stacks of loose 5988es and doesn’t 
normally have the capital to dictate 
terms to experienced troop first ser-
geants. Even after the coming change 
of the FSC distribution-platoon leader 
authorization to a “senior” maneuver 
lieutenant in armored brigade combat 
teams (ABCTs), the job of the LRP 
meeting will not be reliably completed 
without senior squadron leader in-
volvement on the ground.

Conclusion
At the Cobra Team, we have observed 
units struggling with sustainment make 
immediate and significant improve-
ments in distribution as well as main-
tenance reporting when they deliber-
ately execute an LRP meeting lead by 
or under the supervision of the com-
mand sergeant major. This has become 
a standard coaching point from Cobra 
Team during training rotations and 
Leader’s Training Program briefings.

In a time where cavalry squadrons are 

making strides to go back to the basics 
in the face of a near-peer enemy in a 
CEMA-denied environment, the touch-
point of a regular and deliberate LRP 
meeting can synchronize sustainment 
operations and consistently stop CSS 
problems before they happen. Squad-
rons should include a LRP meeting for-
mat in their tacSOP and codify the im-
portance of the squadron, troops and 
the FSC adhering to a standard when 
executing logpac. Key-leader involve-
ment is critical in the execution of sus-
tainment. Squadron command ser-
geants major are uniquely experienced 
in CSS and can have an immense im-
pact on the squadron if they take the 
lead in this process.

CPT Blake Niewenhuis is a small-group 
leader at the Logistics Captain’s Career 
Course, Army Logistics University, Fort 
Lee, VA. Previous assignments include 
cavalry-squadron FSC observer/coach/
trainer on Cobra Team, Operations 
Group, NTC, Fort Irwin, CA; command-
er, Hotel FSC, 123rd BSB, 3rd ABCT, 1st Ar-
mored Division, Fort Bliss,  TX; 

Figure 1. D FSC of 4-10 Cavalry conducts a convoy through the Goat Trail at NTC in September 2016.
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Acronym Quick-Scan

ABCT – armored brigade combat 
team
BSA – brigade-support area
BSB – brigade-support battalion
Casevac – casualty evacuation
CEMA – cyber-electromagnetic 
activities
COP – common operating picture
CP – command post
CSS – combat service support
CTCP – combat-trains command 
post
DA 5988e – Equipment Maintenance 
and Inspection Worksheet
FSC – forward-support company
FTCP – field-trains command post
FY – fiscal year
HHC – headquarters and 
headquarters company
JCR – Joint Capabilities Release
JBC-P – Joint Battle Command 
Platform
Logpac – logistics package
Logstat – logistics status
Logsync – logistics synchronization
LRP – logistics release point
Medevac – medical evacuation
MEDO – medical officer (battalion/
squadron)
NCOIC – noncommissioned officer 
in charge
NTC – National Training Center
Perstat – personnel status
TacSOP – tactical standard 
operating procedure

commander, HHC, 123rd BSB, 3rd ABCT, 
1st Armored Division, Fort Bliss, TX; bat-
talion S-4, 123rd BSB, 3rd ABCT, 1st Ar-
mored Division, Fort Bliss, TX; and pla-
toon leader, 2nd Platoon, 594th Trans-
portation Company, 129th Combat Sus-
tainment Support Battalion, 101st Sus-
tainment Brigade, 101st Airborne Divi-
sion (Air Assault), Fort Campbell, KY. 
His military education includes the 
Combined Logistics Captain’s Career 
Course, Support Operations Course, 

Mortuary Affairs Officer Course, Trans-
portation Basic Officer Leader’s Course, 
Basic Officer Leader Leader’s Course II, 
Air Assault School and the Pathfinder 
Course. He holds a bachelor’s of sci-
ence degree in biology from University 
of Texas-San Antonio. His awards in-
clude the Bronze Star Medal, two Mer-
itorious Service Medals and the Com-
bat Action Badge. CPT Niewenhuis is a 
Project Warrior program officer.

Figure 2. D FSC, 4-10 Cavalry, and B Troop, 5-7 Cavalry, make link-up at the LRP 
south of Hill 760 in February 2017. 

Send Us Your Manuscripts
ARMOR magazine’s manuscript suspenses for 2018:
• Summer 2018 edition: June 7
• Fall 2018 edition: Aug. 7
For planning purposes, ARMOR magazine suspenses are 
an average of 10-11 weeks before the edition is 
published.
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Fusion Cell: The Bridge Between the Warfighter 
and Sustainment during Dagger Resolve

by LTC Brian J. Ketz, MAJ William P. 
Gumabon, CPT John R. Lakso and 1LT 
Evan T. Kowalski

German military strategist Helmuth 
von Moltke once famously stated that 
“No battle plan survives contact with 
the enemy.” This became true when 
Hurricane Harvey, a Category 4 hurri-
cane, hit the Port of Belmont, TX, as 2nd 
Brigade, 1st Infantry Division’s armored 
brigade combat team (ABCT) prepared 
to deploy in support of Atlantic Re-
solve, causing a major shift in how 21st 
Theater Support Command executed 
reception, staging, onward movement 
and integration (RSOI) operations in 
support of 2/1 ABCT.

Delays in the arrival of 2/1’s strategic 
equipment forced the warfighter to 
embed into the existing logistics foot-
print, creating a fusion cell. This fortu-
itous collaboration enabled 2/1 to 
meet its ready-to-fight tasks in 10 days 
by using sustainment brigade (SB)-lev-
el assets, allowing seamless communi-
cation and execution of the mission at 
the tactical level.

Atlantic Resolve
In an era of continued global instability 
and political uncertainty, the U.S. Army 
has maintained a persistent and cred-
ible deterrent presence in the Europe-
an theater. The employment of this 
credible deterrent capability has re-
sulted in the continuous rotation of 
ABCTs into Europe. Recently, 2/1 de-
ployed from Fort Riley, KS, into the 
joint operations area (JOA) of Atlantic 
Resolve. The Atlantic Resolve JOA con-
sists of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO)’s “eastern flank,” in-
cluding Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Esto-
nia, Romania and Bulgaria.

Upon arrival in Poland and achieve-
ment of Readiness Condition (RedCon) 
1 status, the 2/1 ABCT replaced 3rd Bri-
gade, 4th Infantry Division, from Fort 
Carson, CO. This extensive operation 
encompassed the concurrent deploy-
ment and redeployment of two ABCTs, 

each possessing roughly 3,500 person-
nel and 2,600 pieces of equipment – 
including Abrams main battle tanks, 
Bradley Fighting Vehicles (BFVs) and 
other heavy armored platforms. On 
top of this simultaneous movement of 
armored brigades, U.S. Army Europe 
(USAREUR) charged 2/1 ABCT with hav-
ing a mere 10 days upon “ramp-down” 
arrival of equipment to become Red-
Con 1 “ready to fight.”

“This rotational force, deploying with 
its full complement of equipment, puts 
U.S. armor back into Europe on a con-
tinuous basis for the first time since 
2013,” said LTG Frederick “Ben” Hodg-
es, commanding general of USAREUR 
upon the deployment of 3/4 ABCT in 
January 2017. “Their forward presence 
is the bedrock of our country’s ability 
to assure allies, deter adversaries and 
posture to act quickly if deterrence 
fails.”

The 3/4 redeployment, coupled with 

the 2/1 deployment in support of At-
lantic Resolve, marked the continua-
tion of a permanent U.S. armored bri-
gade presence in Europe. The start of 
“heel-to-toe rotations,” made possible 
by the European Deterrence Initiative, 
demonstrates a strong signal of the 
United States’ ironclad commitment to 
strengthen the defensive and deter-
rence capabilities of the NATO alliance.

RSOI/ABCT concept in 
Europe: enhancing 
speed of assembly
The key function of RSOI is to rapidly 
project U.S. forces and build combat 
power in an assigned area of opera-
tions, thus enhancing the overall speed 
of assembly. Per Army Technical Publi-
cation 3-35, seizing and retaining the 
initiative during deployment opera-
tions requires the seamless and expe-
ditious deployment of personnel and 
equipment. The very nature of RSOI, 
where Soldiers and equipment rapidly 

2/1 Armored Brigade Combat Team’s Reception, Staging, Onward Movement and Integration

Figure 1. An M1 Abrams tank preps for rail haul Sept. 14, 2017, out of the port 
of Gdanks, Poland. The first vessel of three arrived at Gdanks to kick off the 
mission in Europe.
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move from the air port of debarkation 
(APOD) and sea port of debarkation 
(SPOD) to intermediate staging bases 
(ISBs) and then move onward to the 
tactical assembly area, stresses unit in-
tegrity and limits the tactical com-
mander’s ability to effectively com-
mand and control his or her formation.

Thus, RSOI cannot be executed by the 
warfighter alone. Opening the theater 
and synchronizing the onward move-
ment, sustainment and reception of 
forces across the battlespace requires 
the expertise and assistance of key en-
ablers such as the Surface Deployment 
and Distribution Command (SDDC), 
Theater Sustainment Command (TSC), 
Army Contracting Command, Army 
field-support brigades (AFSBs) and the 
SBs.

Conceptually, the force flow of 2/1 per-
sonnel and equipment was simple, but 
the complexity grew with the use of 
five airports, two seaports and many 
rail assets across two European coun-
tries to ultimately reach seven dis-
persed ISBs in Poland. The tremendous 
work behind the scenes to make this 
possible demonstrated one of the 
greatest military logistical efforts and 
coordination requirements seen in Eu-
rope since the Cold War and the end of 
yearly Reforger exercises.

The 21st TSC served as the primary fa-
cilitator of all strategic logistical coor-
dination for 2/1’s RSOI. As the 

in-theater experts for logistics at the 
operational level, 21st TSC tasked 16th 
SB with providing mission-command 
overall sustainment in the Atlantic Re-
solve area of operations. This robust 
mission set consisted of facilitating 
theater opening, distribution and sus-
tainment – the three pillars of SB func-
tions. The 16th SB developed a concept 
of sustainment to enable 2/1 to proj-
ect forces, enhance speed of assembly 
and build overall combat effectiveness 
within the 10-day timeline to achieve 
RedCon 1 status.

The execution of RSOI in the European 
theater is made doubly complicated by 
the stressors of distance, requirements 
of operating in sovereign allied nations 
and the coordination of sustainment 
support from the host nation (HN). The 
two elements of RSOI affected directly 
include transportation and sustain-
ment. Equipment entering the Europe-
an battlespace requires diplomatic 
clearances and march credits to move 
on roads if certain criteria are met. 
Also, certain vehicles carrying hazard-
ous material require a special “ADR” or 
safety certification unique to Europe.

For sustainment, U.S. forces must ad-
here to HN protocols as well. For ex-
ample, sustainers must ensure that all 
environmental factors are considered 
when establishing key nodes such as 
the fuel-system supply point, which is 
used for bulk refueling.

More importantly, for any sustainment 
shortfalls not met organically, U.S. forc-
es must leverage HN support through 
acquisition and cross-servicing agree-
ments. These agreements include sup-
port such as billeting, cooking, 
washracks, motorpool space and other 
key sustainment functions. It is impor-
tant to note that operating in Europe 
comes with an assortment of addition-
al requirements and tasks unique to 
operating in the theater, all of which 
require prior coordination with other 
nations.

It is not feasible for an inbound unit to 
coordinate the immense amount of Eu-
ropean-specific requirements. Rather, 
subject-matter experts must be placed 
at each node to enable facilitation and 
coordination. TSC and SB did just that 
by placing key actors at various loca-
tions across the theater.

For instance, 16th SB placed movement 
controllers at various national move-
ment-coordination centers (NMCC) in 
countries where U.S. forces would be 
stationed. The NMCCs are HN ele-
ments that control the clearances and 
escorts for all military forces operating 
in their respective countries. This alle-
viated potential friction in processing 
diplomatic clearances, march credits or 
coordinating HN escorts. When move-
ments were delayed or changed and 
HN escorts were required, these liaison 
officers were able to work with their 
HN counterparts to expedite requests 
for support and keep all actors in-
formed. It also ensured that the re-
spective HN was tied into the U.S. 
movement and operational plan, which 
was critical in overall support.

Another example of placing key actors 
at specific nodes was at each ISB. The 
16th Special Troops Battalion (STB) 
equipped each ISB with an officer in 
charge (OIC) and contracting-officer 
representative, whose responsibility 
was to work with HN representatives 
and contractors to execute all planned 
life-support requirements. This also in-
volved notifying HN representatives of 
inbound personnel and equipment to 
ensure a seamless process. It proved 
critical to tie in with the HN at all lev-
els, preventing any unnecessary fric-
tion as well as de-conflicting any issues 
that unexpectedly arose.

Figure 2. Camp Trzebien involved a massive logistical effort, housing two com-
bat battalions, including all tracked equipment. This included contracted servic-
es such as maintenance tents, billets and dining. (Photo by 1LT Evan Kowalski)
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Fusion-cell concept
The concept of sustainment for 2/1 
RSOI consisted of developing a trans-
portation and distribution plan, estab-
lishing life support and developing ISBs 
to serve as strategic platforms for the 
integration of incoming personnel and 
equipment. There were also other key 
enablers outside the auspice of SB ca-
pabilities, including military-police 
(MP) escorts, medical-support teams, 
signal assets and contractors. To create 
unity of effort, expedite the flow of in-
formation and streamline the decision-
making process, 16th SB spearheaded a 
fusion-cell concept in which all of the 
key players in the RSOI process oper-
ated in a single location to facilitate 
shared knowledge, understanding and 
awareness of capabilities. The fusion 
cell included representatives from all 
organizations playing a role in the RSOI 
of the ABCT into Poland.

This in effect generated a common op-
erations picture (COP) for commanders 
and staffs at all levels to see the bat-
tlespace in real time and make in-
formed decisions when needed. This 
also allowed key players to gain access 
to information such as the status of 
movements or port download opera-
tions immediately and de-conflict any 
issues as they arose. The fusion cell, fa-
cilitated by sustainers and representa-
tives from the supported unit, 

ultimately and seamlessly enabled the 
warfighter’s ability to conduct ready-
to-fight tasks.

The fusion cell initially synchronized all 
logistical and sustainment support. 
However, the delay of 2/1’s strategic 
signal assets required them to leverage 
16th SB’s communication nodes, which 
were located in the fusion cell. Due to 
the proximity of the 2/1 executive of-
ficer, S-3 and S-4 with 16th SB fusion-
cell staff, it was initially apparent that 
the sustainment community and war-
fighters had a different understanding 
of the battlespace.

For example, 2/1 had planned to move 
BFVs from 82nd Engineer Battalion to 
ISB Bolesławiec. When this concept 
was briefed in the fusion cell, the 16th 
SB movement-control experts knew 
this was not possible, as an overpass 
along the route was not suitable for 
tracked vehicles. This resulted in ad-
justing the rail build at the port and 
moving the BFVs to sites where they 
could more easily conduct their ready-
to-fight tasks.

Similar scenarios played out daily af-
fecting personnel, equipment and 
classes of supply, proving that working 
hand-in-hand with 2/1 ABCT’s opera-
tions staff streamlined the entire RSOI 
process. This in effect allowed the 
warfighter to focus on the immediate 

ready-to-fight tasks at hand as op-
posed to the minutia of movement 
control or logistical requirements.

Also, the fusion cell paid dividends 
when the situation on the ground 
changed from the original plan due to 
Hurricane Harvey’s disastrous impact 
on port operations in Texas. When the 
ship carrying much of 2/1’s wheeled 
assets originally destined for the SPOD 
of Bremerhaven, Germany, was indefi-
nitely delayed, there was not enough 
time to change the dates of the APOD 
movements for 2/1’s port-support ac-
tivity (PSA) – meaning that hundreds 
of 2/1 Soldiers would be stuck at a port 
in Germany with nothing to do, con-
suming the unit’s readiness and key life 
support from the HN and 16th SB.

Noting this, the fusion cell was able to 
immediately flex contracted buses co-
ordinated by 16th SB to pick up the Sol-
diers in Germany and take them to Po-
land, where they were able to assist in 
completing their unit’s ready-to-fight 
tasks. The fusion cell also ensured 
there was transportation available 
(and the life support on tap) to take 
the Soldiers back to Germany to per-
form their PSA duties when the ship ar-
rived in theater.

Investments made up front in placing 
key personnel into the fusion cell dur-
ing operations pays dividends in the 
mission’s success. It also ensures that 
information flows up and down and 
between organizations efficiently while 
allowing timely decisions to be made. 
During the 2/1 RSOI, the fusion cell 
consisted of elements from 16th SB’s 
Support Operations Office (SPO) and 
S-3, 16th STB, 497th Combat Sustain-
ment-Support Battalion (CSSB), 330th 
Movement-Control Battalion (MCB), 
18th MP Brigade, 30th Medical Brigade 
and 2/1 ABCT staff. Each night, the fu-
sion cell hosted a synch with more par-
ticipants, including 4th Infantry Division 
Missions Command Element, 2nd Signal 
Brigade, 409th Contracting Command’s 
contracting officers, ISB and mayor-cell 
representatives, Army and Air Force 
Exchange Service (AAFES), Installation 
Management Command-East, Morale, 
Welfare and Recreation and any other 
key players who contributed to RSOI 
activities. The synch de-conflicted re-
quirements or issues for the next 72 
hours and included an after-action 

Figure 3. MAJ Jeremy Eckel, 106th Financial Management Support Unit command-
er, and CPT John Lakso, 16th STB operations officer, brief the fusion-cell COP Sept. 
4, 2017, to BG Frederick R. Maiocco, 21st TSC’s deputy commanding general and 
7th Mission Support Command’s commanding general. (Photo by 1LT Evan Kow-
alski)
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review of all events that took place in 
the last 24 hours, allowing all parties 
to take part in the learning process of 
RSOI into Europe.

Bringing all associated parties into the 
same area allowed efficient and well-
informed decision-making to take 
place. This also ensured that all orga-
nizations tracked the same information 
and that a true COP was developed 
horizontally among the different sup-
porting and supported units, and ver-
tically between the operational and 
tactical players in the RSOI process.

Daily synch meetings were crucial in 
maintaining a steady and fluid opera-
tion. These meetings took place every 
evening with all mentioned partici-
pants and went over the past 24 hours 
with any significant updates or issues. 
The meeting also highlighted events 
taking place in the next 24, 48 and 72 
hours. Also, the meeting allowed com-
modity managers within the 16th SB 
SPO to provide any updates such as 
ammunition movements or fuel push-
es. The MCB briefed incoming move-
ments and ensured that all moves re-
quiring MP escorts were coordinated, 
as well as ISB managers coordinating 
base access through HN counterparts. 
The meeting also covered all classes of 
supply, logistical issues and ongoing 
sustainment requirements.

The nightly synch provided an oppor-
tunity for all players to understand the 
various requirements across the board 
while sourcing solutions to meet each 
one. Most importantly, this allowed 
2/1 ABCT representatives to under-
stand the logistical support being co-
ordinated, which ultimately enabled 
the brigade’s combat power and ready-
to-fight status and allowed 16th SB to 
rapidly flex support to 2/1 when it was 
needed.

Developing, executing 
and transferring the 
fusion cell
Setting up, executing and then trans-
ferring a fusion cell across multiple bri-
gades to receive a unit more than 
5,000 miles away is no simple task. The 
16th STB took the lead of setting the 
stage for the fusion cell, associated 
parties and all 2/1 ABCT personnel and 
equipment. This process involved 

establishing seven ISBs, multiple 
APODs, rail ports of debarkation 
(RPODs) and SPODs, setting conditions 
for the fusion cell and 16th SB’s brigade 
tactical-actions center (TAC)-forward, 
and hosting the fusion cell nightly 
synch. All these actions were critical in 
allowing unbroken RSOI operations to 
occur and in developing a COP.
First, 16th STB needed to understand 
the battlespace at the tactical level. 
The STB participated in two key pre-de-
ployment site surveys (PDSS); the first 
occurred simultaneously with 2/1 
ABCT’s PDSS, and the second was a 
sustainment-focused site survey. The 
2/1 ABCT PDSS allowed the sustain-
ment enablers to understand the 2/1 
commander’s intent and provide the 
2/1 leadership with an understanding 
of the complexity and constraints of 
operating in the European theater. The 
second sustainment PDSS was to con-
firm requirements with the supported 
unit and determine if they would be 
supported by the HN, contracted solu-

tions or through organic means.

Another key aspect of the PDSS was to 
facilitate cross-talk, communication 
and relationship-building, which 
helped ensure a streamlined process 
during mission execution. These events 
initiated the conversation among all 
key players, effectively synchronizing 
and fulfilling the requirements associ-
ated with the fusion cell.

Following the PDSS, the STB continued 
the conversation by hosting weekly 
meetings. These meetings were critical 
in keeping all parties updated as the 
deployment plan or other conditions 
changed. When it was noted in one of 
the sync meetings by 4th Infantry Divi-
sion that 3/4 ABCT would be required 
to stay in certain Polish ISBs for longer 
than originally planned (thus overlap-
ping with 2/1), the logistics and con-
tracting planners were able to amend 
the ISB plan to ensure enough beds 
and other life-support requirements 
would be available for both 3/4 and 

Figure 4. LTC Brian Ketz, 16th STB commander, surveys logistical nodes at Camp 
Karliki, one of seven ISBs, with Polish HN representatives July 19, 2017. (Photo 
by 1LT Evan Kowalski)
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2/1 when and where they overlapped. 
Without these key sustainment sync 
meetings hosted by 16th STB, this infor-
mation would not have gotten to the 
key logistics enablers with enough time 
to positively affect mission outcomes.

As discussed, the fusion cell created 
the necessary synergy to complete 
RSOI operations. The final step was the 
dissolution of the fusion cell and trans-
fer back to the doctrinal approach to 
operations. To execute a successful 
transfer, there needs to be a systemat-
ic approach. All the elements of the fu-
sion cells must identify conditions that 
must be met by the operational unit to 
transfer. These conditions are not 
time-based but rather are based on the 
available capabilities being in position. 
In 2/1’s case, this meant that 299th 

Brigade-Support Battalion had to inte-
grate into the fusion cell along with the 
brigade S-4 and systematically relieve 
the sustainment enablers.

Conclusion
The U.S. Army is committed to main-
taining a persistent and credible deter-
rent presence in the European theater. 
In the foreseeable future, there will 
continue to be an ABCT in the Europe-
an theater, and we must be prepared 
for exponential combat power to be 
deployed to the theater. Execution of 
the fusion-cell concept at the brigade 
level will allow for enhanced coordina-
tion at tactical level.

The fusion cell ultimately synchronized 
all logistical and sustainment support, 
streamlining the RSOI of 2/1 ABCT. This 

in effect allowed the warfighter to pri-
marily focus on the immediate ready-
to-fight tasks at hand. As the bat-
tlespace remains volatile and unpre-
dictable, the fusion cell is a concept 
that should be replicated across future 
operations. This concept creates a 
shared understanding in real time, 
which proves critical in a fast-paced en-
vironment where decision-making oc-
curs in a short window. All this proves 
critical in furthering the U.S. Army’s 
strategic mission of maintaining a per-
sistent and credible deterrent pres-
ence in the European theater.

LTC Brian Ketz commands 16th STB, 16th 
SB, Baumholder, Germany. Previous as-
signments include executive officer for 
the assistant secretary (Veteran’s Em-
ployee and Training Service (VETS)), 

Figure 5. The integration of key sustainment enablers and maneuver elements into the fusion cell during reception, stag-
ing and onward movement (RSOM) was integral to the ABCT’s ability to accomplish ready-to-fight tasks. (Adapted from 
diagram by MAJ William Gumabon)
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Acronym Quick-ScanDepartment of Labor, Washington, DC; 
chief of staff, VETS, Department of La-
bor; chief, Plans and Operations, 
Comptroller’s Office, USAREUR, Heidel-
berg, Germany; and commander, Head-
quarters and Headquarters Company 
(HHC), 175th Finance Command, Yong-
san, Korea. He is a graduate of the Ar-
mor Officer Basic Course, Finance Cap-
tain’s Career Course, and Ranger, air-
assault and airborne school. He holds 
a bachelor’s of science degree in eco-
nomics and business management 
from Norwich University and a mas-
ter’s of business administration in busi-
ness from Seattle University. His 
awards and honors include the Merito-
rious Service Medal with two oak-leaf 
clusters.

MAJ William Gumabon is the executive 
officer, 16th STB, Baumholder. Previous 
assignments include brigade S-4, 16th 
SB, Baumholder; brigade-support op-
erations officer and brigade S-1, 403rd 
AFSB, Camp Henry, South Korea; aide-
de-camp to the commanding general, 
U.S. Army Japan/I Corps Forward, 
Camp Zama, Japan; supply-manage-
ment officer, 35th CSSB, Sagami Depot, 
Japan; HHC commander and executive 
officer, U.S. Army Garrison-Japan, 
Camp Zama, Japan; and logistics train-
er, Military Transition Team, Iraq. His 
military schooling includes Command 
and General Staff College and Com-
bined Logistics Captain’s Course. He 
holds a bachelor’s of science degree in 
hospitality management from Johnson 

& Wales University and a master’s de-
gree in human-resource management 
from Hawaii Pacific University. Major 
awards include the Meritorious Service 
Medal (three oak-leaf clusters).

CPT John Lakso is the S-3 for 16th STB, 
16th SB, Baumholder. Previous assign-
ments include adjutant, 16th SB, Baum-
holder; logistics planner, NATO Force 
Integration Unit, Tallinn, Estonia; train-
ing officer, 16th SB, Baumholder; and 
executive officer, HHC, 16th SB, Baum-
holder. His military schooling includes 
the Chemical Basic Officer Leader 
Course. He holds a bachelor’s degree in 
political science from Duke University 
and is pursuing a master’s of business 
administration from Harvard Business 
School.

1LT Evan Kowalski is the S-4 for 16th 
STB, 16th SB, Baumholder. Previous as-
signments include OIC, operational-
contracting-support integration, 
Baumholder; executive officer, 720th 
Ordnance Company, Baumholder; ex-
ecutive officer, 317th Support Mainte-
nance Company, Baumholder; and 
maintenance-support-platoon leader, 
317th Support Maintenance Company, 
Baumholder. His military schooling in-
cludes Logistics Captain’s Career 
Course, Quartermaster Basic Officer 
Leader Course, Sabalauski Air Assault 
School and the American Service Acad-
emy Program. He holds a bachelor’s 
degree in international history from 
the U.S. Military Academy.

AAFES – Army and Air Force 
Exchange Service
ABCT – armored brigade combat 
team
AFSB – Army field-support brigade
APOD – air port of debarkation
BFV – Bradley Fighting Vehicle
COP – common operations picture
CSSB – combat sustainment-
support battalion
HHC – headquarters and 
headquarters company
HN – host nation
ISB – intermediate staging base
JOA – joint operations area
MCB – movement-control battalion
MP – military police
NATO – North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization
NMCC – national movement-
coordination center
OIC – officer in charge
PDSS – pre-deployment site survey
PSA – port-support activity
Redcon – readiness condition
RPOD – rail port of debarkation
RSOI – reception, staging, onward 
movement and integration
RSOM – reception, staging and 
onward movement
SB – sustainment brigade
SDDC – Surface Deployment and 
Distribution Command
SPO – support-operations office
SPOD – sea port of debarkation
STB – special troops battalion
TAC – tactical-actions center
TSC – Theater Sustainment 
Command
USAREUR – U.S. Army Europe
VETS – Veteran’s Employee and 
Training Service
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Lessons Future Security-Force 
Assistance Brigades Should Consider

by LTC Stu James and
CPT Andrew T. Kydes

The U.S. Army’s security-force assis-
tance brigade (SFAB) mission is cur-
rently in full swing at Fort Benning, GA 
( h t t p s : / / w w w . a r m y. m i l / a r t i -
cle/188004/security_force_assistance_
brigades_to_free_brigade_combat_
teams_from_advise_assist_mission). 
These SFABs are tasked to conduct ad-
vise-and-assist missions for the Army 
in combatant theaters across the 
world.

The advise-and-assist mission is one 
the Army has arguably done for years 
under a different name: enable, advise 
and assist (EAA) teams.

One SFAB, 3rd Armored Brigade Combat 
Team (Bulldogs), 1st Armored Division, 
deployed to Kuwait in support of Op-
eration Spartan Shield (OSS) in 

Summer 2016 to support regional part-
ners with operational missions, bilat-
eral and multilateral military exercises 
and theater-security cooperation ac-
tivities in U.S. Central Command 
(CENTCOM). The Bulldog Brigade ful-
filled the role of the CENTCOM com-
mander’s theater reserve, which con-
sisted of multiple missions; however, 
its primary purpose was to reassure 
our allies of U.S. commitment to the 
region.

While most battalions under the Bull-
dog Brigade served in support of OSS, 
there was a small element from 1st Bat-
talion, 67th Armor Regiment (Death 
Dealers), that deployed to Iraq in sup-
port of Operation Inherent Resolve. 
Task Force Dealer, which was attached 
to 2nd Brigade, 101st Airborne (Strike), 
was responsible for filling an armor-ex-
pertise capability gap. Task Force 

Dealer’s mission was to advise-and-as-
sist 9th Iraqi Army Division, which was 
the only Iraqi armored division in the 
fight to degrade and destroy the Islam-
ic State (IS).

Task Force Dealer deployed to Iraq 
with about a platoon’s worth of Sol-
diers, responsible for serving as the 
battalion tactical command post (TAC) 
and as the TAC’s security element. The 
TAC consisted of a senior armor advis-
er, an intelligence section, an opera-
tions section, a fires team, a sustain-
ment officer and a signal noncommis-
sioned officer.

In late August 2016, Task Force Dealer, 
along with support from U.S. Special 
Operations elements, was tasked with 
its EAA mission: Iraqi Security Forces’ 
seizure and clearance of Qayyarah Air-
field, an airfield about 50 miles south 
of Mosul that later served as a 
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strategic logistics base for Iraqi ele-
ments during the clearance of Mosul. 
Following the seizure of the airfield at 
Qayyarah, the Iraqi Security Forces 
took a brief strategic pause before be-
ginning the battle to retake Mosul in 
mid-October 2016. The Iraqi Security 
Forces successfully cleared the eastern 
half of the city by late January 2017.

The Iraqi Security Forces were support-
ed by Task Force Dealer, as well as 
many other coalition EAA teams’ intel-
ligence, fires, air support, targeting 
and logistics. During its nine-month de-
ployment, Task Force Dealer partnered 
with and conducted EAA missions with 
the Iraqi army, Iraqi Federal Police and 
Iraqi Special Forces elements, which 
were all a part of the Iraqi Security 
Forces.

The task force learned five valuable 
lessons that future EAAs or SFABs 
should consider to best enable and 
support a military-partner force in 
achieving its tactical, operational and 
strategic goals. These five lessons are:
• The power of relationships. They are 

the most critical aspect of a successful 
EAA team and should not be 
underestimated.

• Integrated intelligence, fires. Have an 
integrated intelligence and fires team 
proficient in intelligence, surveillance 
and reconnaissance (ISR) as well as 
close air support (CAS) assets.

• Agile mission-command suite. 
Needed.

• Detailed/deliberate focus on logistics 
and sustainment. Required.

• Mental agility. Soldiers must have the 
mental agility to respond to and 
support the rapidly changing complex 
environment.

Power of relationships
Human interaction is at the forefront 
of effective advising. From this human 
interaction stems a relationship, 
hinged on the establishment of mutual 
trust that can make or break an EAA 
team.

The first exchange between Task Force 
Dealer and 9th Iraqi Army Division lead-
ership was over dinner. Prior to arriv-
ing in theater, Task Force Dealer had 
heard stories from Iraq veterans about 
how important, yet uncomfortable, it 
may be to break bread with a partner 

force. Meals with the Iraqi officers and 
U.S. Soldiers were significantly differ-
ent. Some differences included: 1) 
meals lasted several hours, and conver-
sation did not include topics about the 
mission or work; 2) Iraqis did not use 
silverware but rather ate all foods with 
their right hand; and 3) refusal to eat 
something on your plate was unaccept-
able.

Breaking bread with the 9th Iraqi Army 
forced Task Force Dealer’s commander 
and intelligence officer out of their 
comfort zones and into a new cultural 
norm. They learned that patience and 
quality time spent with one’s counter-
part significantly strengthened the ad-
viser-counterpart relationship, which 
in turn generated a more productive 
working alliance that benefitted all 
other aspects of the mission.

It is imperative that EAA teams avoid 
the “ugly” American advisory style. 
Characteristics of this style include be-
ing impatient, threatening, narrow-
minded and commanding. A guiding 
statement by senior Army leadership 
that Task Force Dealer abided by was: 
“This can’t be the Task Force Dealer 
plan. It needs to be an Iraqi plan with 
Iraqi buy-in. It’s the Iraqis’ war and we 
(the U.S.) are here supporting them.”

This task was extremely challenging 
because the Iraqi Security Forces 

lacked warfighting fundamentals and 
doctrine that are critical in establishing 
any type of military plan. The 9th Iraqi 
Army Division relied on Task Force 
Dealer to generate plans for upcoming 
operations. Due to the Iraqis’ lack of 
fundamentals, Task Force Dealer con-
ducted basic officer professional devel-
opment (OPD) that focused on maneu-
ver basics as well as the characteristics 
of the offense and defense. The OPDs 
were well received by Iraqi senior com-
manders and facilitated them in devel-
oping thorough plans as well as proce-
dures to assess their own plans and op-
erations.

Advisers must work effectively with lin-
guists (also known as translators or in-
terpreters). Linguists are vital intercul-
tural intermediaries and are essential 
for communicating with foreign coun-
terparts. Task Force Dealer was fortu-
nate to have two military linguists 
(09Ls), natives of Iraq, who understood 
military terminology and the com-
mander’s intent, as well as the Iraqi 
history and culture of which the Iraqi 
generals prided themselves.

Typically, linguists lack vocabulary and 
cultural understanding to provide ben-
eficial translations beyond a basic lev-
el. This, in turn, presents a large prob-
lem: without effective communica-
tions, advisory missions are fated for 
failure. Whether linguists assigned to 

Figure 1. The command team from 3rd Platoon, 1st Battalion, 67th Armor Regi-
ment, sits down for lunch in April 2012 with O’Jan, the Afghan Local Police 
commander in the village of Kvahjeh Molk on the banks of the Arghandab Riv-
er, Afghanistan. The 1/67 also deployed to Iraq several years later to repeat 
their advise-and-assist role with the Iraqi security forces. (Photo by Petty Offi-
cer 1st Class Farrukh Daniel)
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the EAA team are military linguists or 
contractors, one must ensure the lin-
guists have a robust military lexicon 
that can be translated and understood 
in the counterpart’s language.

Also, linguists must understand and 
not overextend their role when trans-
lating conversations between two se-
nior leaders. The linguist’s role is sim-
ply to translate the conversation be-
tween both parties. Task Force Dealer 
had one instance when a linguist went 
rogue and explored his own agenda by 
bringing up a sensitive political issue 
with an Iraqi major general. This inci-
dent almost permanently ruptured the 
EAA team’s relationship with 9th Iraqi 
Army Division. Therefore, as a way to 
eliminate any misconceptions regard-
ing a linguist’s position, it is critical 
that one properly coaches and mentors 
the linguist regarding his or her role 
and job expectations, especially for 
key-leader engagements.

Integrated intelligence, 
fires sections
The Iraqi Security Forces’ capability 
gap, particularly regarding the intelli-
gence and fires warfighting functions, 
forced Task Force Dealer to play a more 
active role in identifying enemy threats 
and removing those enemy threats 
from the battlefield. U.S. assistance to 
the Iraqi Security Forces relied heavily 
on unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), 
CAS and long-range and accurate indi-
rect fires.

Often times, Iraqi Security Forces were 
hesitant to maneuver without the Co-
alition Force’s ISR or fires coverage. It 
seemed that knowing a UAV was over-
head brought a sense of comfort and 
resolve to Iraqi generals and soldiers 
as they prepared to enter an IS-held 
village or city. ISR, CAS and long-range 
artillery emboldened Iraqi command-
ers’ decision-making and confidence as 
they understood the capabilities these 
assets brought to the fight.

Task Force Dealer’s detailed mission 
analysis of the terrain and enemy 
drove the fires and targeting process. 
Task Force Dealer’s senior intelligence 
officer provided the 9th Iraqi Army Di-
vision commander the enemy situation 
as it pertained to IS in a specific area, 
as well as intelligence priorities and fo-
cus areas for U.S. battalion and brigade 

intelligence assets such as Aerosandes/
Portable Unmanned Aircraft, Grey Ea-
gles (MC-12) and Reapers (MQ-9).

These focus areas that attempted to 
answer intelligence gaps became Task 
Force Dealer’s and 9th Iraqi Army Divi-
sion’s named areas of interest (NAIs). 
These NAIs would often become target 
areas of interest for which Task Force 
Dealer would coordinate, integrate and 
deliver fires. CAS was the primary en-
gager for high-value targets such as ve-
hicle-borne improvised explosive de-
vices (VBIEDs), VBIED factories, group-
ings of IS fighters and mortar and artil-
lery pieces. Long-range artillery provid-
ed what the EAA teams and Iraqi Secu-
rity Forces called “motivational fires” 
as well as provided terrain denial and 
illumination missions.

Simply put, the EAA team’s ability to 
provide actionable intelligence and le-
thal fires was arguably the most visible 
measure of U.S. assistance that built 
instant credibility and mutual trust 
with the partner force.

EAA teams must deploy with a trained 
intelligence section focused on collec-
tion management. Each task force 
should deploy with a trained collection 
manager who has attended the Collec-
tion Manager Course at Fort Huachuca, 
AZ, and who understands collection-
management planning and integration 
with U.S. Air Force aerial platforms and 
joint tactical air controllers (JTACs). 
The integration of Air Force JTACs in a 
Task Force Dealer intelligence and fires 
cell provides a critical strike capability 
to the Iraqi Security Forces maneuver 
element on the ground.

Also, the team must have an intelli-
gence Soldier who serves as the EAA 
team’s ISR tactical controller (ITC). The 
ITC is responsible for providing real-
time overwatch during movement of 
unmanned aerial systems (UASs) to 
and from the target area. The 101st Air-
borne’s Strike Brigade often allocated 
at least one tactical UAS to each EAA 
team, sometimes with the ability of 
sensor-tasking authority over the as-
set; for the EAA team to control the as-
set, it must have a Soldier ITC-trained.

The EAA team’s success relies heavily 
on the team’s ability to integrate intel-
ligence and fires. Unfortunately, this 
integration does not typically occur. 

Fires and intelligence sections fre-
quently plan in a vacuum and fail to 
work on the targeting process togeth-
er. The most successful EAA teams 
must have intelligence and fires sec-
tions that work closely together and 
that are in constant dialogue. Such di-
alogue consists of answering the 
ground commander’s priority-intelli-
gence requirements and employing ef-
fects-based targeting across the battle-
field.

Agile mission-
command suite
Agile mission command is a top prior-
ity for most commanders and, in the 
case of Task Force Dealer, it became a 
necessity when enabling and assisting 
our partners. The ability to communi-
cate up, down, between and across 
echelons stationary and on the move 
was absolutely critical. However, this 
demand was challenging for Task Force 
Dealer due to limited resources, a tyr-
anny of distance and heavy reliance on 
upper tactical Internet such as video-
teleconferences and Secure Voice over 
Internet Protocol.

Based on mission demands, Task Force 
Dealer was assigned two infantry com-
panies in December 2016, both with 
JTAC and explosive-ordnance-disposal 
enablers, tasked to serve as advise, as-
sist, accompany and enable (A3E) 
teams with the Iraqi Federal Police and 
Iraqi Emergency Response Division. Be-
cause A3E team commanders were re-
sponsible for accompanying Iraqi Secu-
rity Forces throughout parts of eastern 
Mosul, the teams required the ability 
to interact with and provide feedback 
to their higher-level commanders and 
subordinates on the move as they 
were bound to the partner force’s mis-
sion. A3E commanders were some-
times limited in their ability to main-
tain communications with their higher 
headquarters due to their constant on-
the-move missions and often were de-
pendent on attached U.S. Special Op-
erations Command elements to help 
pass information to their higher head-
quarters.

Task Force Dealer’s and all A3E teams’ 
combat vehicles consisted of mine-re-
sistant, ambush-protected (MRAP) all-
terrain vehicles. These vehicles were 
integrated with Warfighter Information 
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Network-Tactical (WIN-T) Increment 
2 (Inc 2) points of presence and sol-
dier-network extensions, making it 
possible for A3E commanders to not 
just make a frequency-modulation ra-
dio call or tactical-satellite call to head-
quarters, but rather to send a more ho-
listic common operating picture (COP). 
WIN-T Inc 2 enables commanders to 
connect to U.S. tactical secure/non-se-
cure networks and the Coalition net-
work.

The only limitation to the MRAP was 
its limited carrying capacity of four Sol-
diers compared to the Stryker’s double 
V-hull that has the ability to move 
eight Soldiers with the same mission-
command suite.

As a result, A3E teams and leaders 
must understand mission-command 
on-the-move (MCOM) and its impor-
tance in being able to exchange critical 
battlefield information between eche-
lons. If understood and executed prop-
erly, MCOM provides the ability for 
Soldiers to be tethered to their respec-
tive tactical-operations centers to re-
ceive a COP. MCOM enables leaders to 
place themselves at the most critical 
points on the battlefield, such as an 
abandoned building or on in a remote 
valley, where he or she could best ad-
vise and assist a partner force. There is 
clearly a need for more expeditionary 
network communications equipment – 
such as inflatable satellite antennas – 
that can be deployed at the tactical 
edge of operations and as a slingload-
able version of the WIN-T tactical-com-
munications node.

Detailed, deliberate 
focus on logistics/
sustainment
The logistics system is critical to the 
success of any army. One of its most 
significant tasks for the EAA team dur-
ing the nine-month deployment was 
how to train 9th Iraqi Army Division on 
management of its supply, mainte-
nance and transportation systems. U.S. 
logistics-training advisory teams are 
deployed throughout Iraq to teach 
Iraqi soldiers how to effectively com-
plete logistics tasks such as ordering 
supplies and maintaining equipment.

Task Force Dealer only brought one lo-
gistics officer forward to Iraq. As you 

can imagine, this individual had his 
hands full, as the average operation-
readiness (OR) rate for the only Iraqi 
armor division was less than 50 per-
cent. To combat this low OR rate, the 
U.S. provided Iraq train-and-equip 
funds that supplied the necessary as-
sets and capabilities to achieve in-
creasingly higher levels of partner par-
ticipation. With comprehensive and 
consistent coalition support, partner 
forces steadily gained the confidence 
needed to fight and win against IS.

Logistics challenges were also common 
for EAA teams across Iraq due to the 
fact that they were constantly on the 
move in relatively remote locations 
and supported the Iraqi Security 
Force’s increasing tempo. Task Force 
Dealer was forced to rely on third-par-
ty vendors and contractors for fuel, 
waste removal, water and security in-
frastructure (for example, berming and 
T-wall emplacement).

Providers, essentially deployable base 
camps, that could be set up and fully 
operational in as little as 3½ hours. 
Force Providers facilitated Task Force 
Dealer’s ability to move rapidly; how-
ever, they provided little to no surviv-
ability from enemy small arms, nor 
sheltered Iraqi defense forces from 
shrapnel.

As a result of the lack of survivability, 
Task Force Dealer was dependent on 
third-party/local-national contractors 
to bring in T-walls to help protect its 
Soldiers.

EAA logistics officers must remain pro-
active and integrative in the planning 
process to forecast contracts and miti-
gate potential sustainment issues. EAA 
commanders and executive officers 
must retain a deliberate focus on sus-
tainment, as it drives the EAA team’s 
ability to move in support of the part-
ner force.

Mental agility
EAA-team Soldiers and leaders must 
remain flexible and adaptable in the 
unstable, unpredictable and constant-
ly changing conditions of war. During 
the nine-month deployment, Task 
Force Dealer worked with four Iraqi 
partner forces: 9th Iraqi Army Division, 
16th Iraqi Army Division, Federal Police 
and Emergency Response Division. 
Each organization had a unique mis-
sion in the fight to defeat the Islamic 
Caliphate. Task Force Dealer was origi-
nally brought forward to advise the 
only armored division in the Iraqi 
army; however, when the team re-
ceived a change of mission in Decem-
ber to advise the Federal Police and 
Emergency Response Division in the 
clearance of eastern Mosul, it needed 
to quickly learn new organizations and 
new leaders. Despite lacking experi-
ence working with police or emergen-
cy-response units, Task Force Dealer 
assumed the mission and succeeded 
because of the team’s mental agility 
and adaptability.

Successful EAA teams have leaders and 
Soldiers who can adapt to changing cir-
cumstances and environments, and 
who are resilient, flexible, resourceful 
and innovative.

In conclusion, this article highlights 
five vital lessons that future EAA teams 

EAA logistics officers 
must remain proactive 
and integrative in the 
planning process to 
forecast contracts and 
mitigate potential 
sustainment issues. 
EAA commanders and 
executive officers 
must retain a 
deliberate focus on 
sustainment, as it 
drives the EAA team’s 
ability to move in 
support of the partner 
force.

On many occasions it took days, some-
times weeks, before contracts were ap-
proved and funding was provided to 
get some of the most basic life-support 
essentials, including clean water. In 
comparison, our Special Operations 
partners had readily available funding 
that allowed them more flexibility 
when it came to acquiring basic life-
support needs. Highly mobile Task 
Force Dealer Soldiers lived in Force 
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Acronym Quick-Scanand SFABs should consider before as-
suming an advise-and-assist mission 
with a foreign partner force. These les-
sons include the power of relation-
ships, an integrated intelligence and 
fires section, agile mission command, 
a detailed focus on logistics and sus-
tainment, and the mental agility to re-
spond to a complex environment.

The most fundamental and important 
of these lessons is the strength of the 
relationship between the specialized 
unit or team and foreign force. The 
success of the EAA team or SFAB de-
pends on it, as it affect all aspects of 
mission success.

LTC Stu James is the senior task-force 
trainer (Scorpion 07) at the National 
Training Center, Fort Irwin, CA. Previ-
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Development Dominant Maneuver Ma-
neuver Team; brigade S-3,  172nd Infan-
try Brigade, Grafenwoehr, Germany, 
and Afghanistan; and S-3, 1-2 Infantry 
Battalion, Grafenwoehr. LTC James’ 
military schooling includes the U.S. 
Marine Corps’ School of Advanced 
Warfighting, Marine Corps’ Command 
and Staff College, Armor Captain’s Ca-
reer Course, Scout Platoon Leader 
Course and Armor Officer Basic Course. 
LTC James holds a bachelor’s of arts de-
gree in policy-management studies 

from Dickinson College, Carlisle, PA; a 
master’s of arts degree in education 
administration from West Virginia Uni-
versity; a master’s of military science 
in military studies, Command and Staff 
College, Marine Corps University; and 
a master’s of military science in opera-
tional studies, School of Advanced 
Warfighting, Marine Corps University. 
His awards and honors include a Silver 
Star, five Bronze Stars and five Merito-
rious Service Medals.

CPT Andrew Kydes is the battalion in-
telligence trainer, Scorpion Team, Na-
tional Training Center’s Operations 
Group, Fort Irwin, CA. Previous assign-
ments include battalion S-2, 1-67 Ar-
mor, 3/1 Armored Division, Fort Bliss, 
TX; cryptologic support team lead, 
742nd Military Intelligence Battalion, 
704th Military Intelligence Brigade, Fort 
Meade, MD; and assistant operations 
officer, 742nd Military Intelligence Bat-
talion, 704th Military Intelligence Bri-
gade, Fort Meade. CPT Kydes’ military 
schooling includes Military Intelligence 
Captain’s Career Course, Intelligence 
Collection Course, observer/coach/
trainer academy and Military Intelli-
gence Officer Basic Course. He holds a 
bachelor’s of science degree in civil en-
gineering from the U.S. Military Acad-
emy. His awards and honors include 
the Bronze Star Medal from his Iraq de-
ployment June 2016-March 2017.

A3E – advice, assist, accompany 
and enable
CAS – close air support
CENTCOM – (U.S.) Central 
Command
COP – common operating picture
EAA – enable, advise and assist
Inc 2 – Increment 2
IS – Islamic State
ISR – intelligence, surveillance and 
reconnaissance
ITC – i(ntelligence, surveillance and 
reconnaissance) tactical controller
JTAC – joint tactical air controller
MCOM – mission-command on-the-
move
MRAP – mine-resistant, ambush-
protected
NAI – named area of interest
OPD – officer professional 
development
OR – operational readiness
OSS – Operation Spartan Shield
SFAB – security-force assistance 
brigade
TAC – tactical command post
UAS – unmanned aerial system
UAV – unmanned aerial vehicle
VBIED – vehicle-borne improvised 
explosive device
WIN-T – Warfighter Information 
Network-Tactical
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Unifying the Brigade Combat Team 
Information-Collection Effort

by CPT Bradley M. Wellsandt

Executive summary: Through decisive-
action combat-training-center (CTC) ro-
tations and the development of the 
military-intelligence (MI) gunnery pro-
gram, the Army is exploring training-
centric solutions to issues associated 
with the planning and execution of in-
formation collection (IC) against a 
near-peer hybrid threat at the brigade 
combat team (BCT) level. Despite these 
necessary endeavors, leaders must ex-
plore organizational solutions in con-
junction with any training efforts. Four 
primary challenges present themselves 
in execution of BCT-level IC in decisive 
action: seams between units, reporting 
lag, rigid/inflexible collection planning 
vs. intent-based collection and an un-
defined role for the BCT’s military-in-
telligence company (MICo). To address 
these issues, BCTs can consider an in-
ternal task-organization change that 
repurposes their MICo as a “Hunter 
Company” responsible for answering 
BCT commander priority-information 
requirements (PIRs). This change fol-
lows the principle of unity of command, 
as the cavalry squadron takes unified 
ownership of all elements of IC (recon-
naissance, surveillance, intelligence 
and security operations). In turn, the 
BCT’s analytical effort unifies as the 
MICo transfers its analytical capabili-
ties directly to the BCT’s S-2 section, re-
sulting in clear delineation of efforts 
between the BCT S-2 (analysis) and 
MICo (collection).

Once the Army’s CTCs transitioned to 
decisive-action training scenarios, the 
force began a necessary re-education 
in near-peer conventional warfare. 
Countless lessons from years of rota-
tions and observations from conflicts 
such as those in eastern Ukraine, Syria 
and northern Iraq informed our lead-
ers on the nature of such warfare and 
how to effectively wage it. However, 
these essential steps only represent 
one piece (or perhaps two) of the puz-
zle known as doctrine, organization, 
training, materiel, leadership, person-
nel and facilities (DOTMLPF, the 

framework for developing solutions to 
problems based on solution type).

A key problem for a BCT in the execu-
tion of decisive action is IC. How does 
a BCT collect data about the enemy, 
rapidly disseminate it to various per-
sonnel, process it into intelligence and 
make sound, timely decisions based on 
said intelligence? The Army, through 
the development of the MI gunnery 
program, is diligently working to ad-
dress this problem as a training solu-
tion. Yet leaders must also explore or-
ganizational solutions to the problem.

The challenges BCTs face in the execu-
tion of IC result from a disjointed orga-
nizational scheme, where multiple 
units with different communications 
architecture operate semi-indepen-
dently while attempting to contribute 
to a mutual goal of IC. To address the 
problem, the BCT must be task-orga-
nized to enable unity of command in 
the entire IC effort.1 Until that occurs, 
IC plans will lack synchronization and 
flexibility, and BCTs will struggle to rap-
idly collect and process enemy-related 
data that drives winning decisions.

Four distinct problems exist in the ex-
ecution of IC at the BCT level: recon-
naissance seams, intelligence lag, task/
purpose for information collectors and 
the MICo’s role. BCTs can explore an 
organizational solution to address each 
of these problems through an internal 
task-organization change that reorga-
nizes and repurposes the MICo as a 
“Hunter Company” solely focused on 
answering BCT commander PIRs.

BCT’s IC challenges
The MICo is an IC element, and BCT-
level leaders must constantly evaluate 
whether their sole intelligence unit is 
truly organized, purposed and 
equipped as such. To increase efficien-
cy and attain unity of command for IC, 
the MICo must transfer the bulk of its 
intelligence analysts directly to the 
headquarters and headquarters com-
pany (HHC) brigade S-2 section (where 
they work in a tactical environment), 
reconfigure collection assets to more 

survivable platforms and realign with 
the cavalry squadron. Previous discus-
sions at senior levels of our Army took 
place regarding the placement of the 
MICo in the cavalry squadron, but the 
discussion here is inherently different, 
as a change of organization, mission 
and focus should precede any MICo 
task-organization change. In short, MI-
Cos in their current state cannot be in 
the cavalry squadron, but they can 
once they adopt a mission focused on 
reconnaissance-enabling IC.

This organizational solution kills two 
birds with one stone, as it unifies IC ef-
forts under the cavalry squadron and 
creates clear delineation of responsi-
bilities between the BCT S-2 and the 
MICo. The BCT S-2 focuses on analysis 
and requirement development, and 
the MICo (aka Hunter Company) focus-
es on IC and aggregation (consolida-
tion and packaging of data collected 
for easier consumption by analysts). 
Once the task-organization change oc-
curs, the MICo takes on the role of the 
“Hunter Company” and the command-
er positions himself to actively manage 
forward IC, target handoff, aggregating 
enemy-related reporting and feeding 
consolidated reports to the BCT S-2 
and cavalry squadron.

To better understand the endstate, we 
must first understand the depth of IC-
related problems. There are four main 
IC challenges in the BCT:
• Reconnaissance seams. The doctrinal 

template of a BCT in defense or 
offense presents multiple seams.2 
These seams disrupt timely and 
accurate collection and dissemination 
of information. There are physical 
seams created by unit boundaries, 
communication seams created by 
differences in adjacent units’ primary, 
a l t e r n a t e ,  c o n t i n g e n c y  a n d 
emergency architecture and planning 
seams represented by non-nested IC 
planning at echelon. This creates a 
“telephone game” as reporting filters 
up through multiple echelons and 
BCT S-2s struggle to determine the 
veracity of any reports.
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Also, the physical and organizational 
separation of reconnaissance and in-
telligence units exacerbates this prob-
lem, as units do not form habitual and 
formalized relationships among the in-
telligence company, BCT S-2, cavalry 
squadron and battalion-level scout pla-
toons. The Hunter Company concept 
reduces seams through the concept of 
“aggregation” where the company 
command post (CP), through persistent 
contact with multi-disciplined intelli-
gence collectors and cavalry units, 
gather singular reports, measure them 
against PIRs/intelligence requirements 
and aggregate information for analysis 
by the BCT S-2.

• Intelligence lag. Passing information 
among the multiple reconnaissance/
IC seams without a coordination 
point creates stale reporting to 
decision makers, resulting in decisions 
made too late or too slowly to exploit 
opportunities to enable decision-
based operations. The current 
structure of MICo ground collectors 
focuses on generating reports that 
take hours, if not days, to publish. 
Therefore BCTs become habitually 
reliant on higher-echelon collection 
assets to provide indications and 
warnings that drive decision-making. 
However, this habit is impractical, as 
an observation from a theater or 
division asset arrives at a tank or 
Bradley f ighting position in a 
communications-challenged 
environment far too late to provide 
any value.

A restructure and realignment of exist-
ing assets within the BCT would drasti-
cally reduce this lag. The proposed 
Hunter concept not only streamlines 
IC, but it does not inhibit capabilities 
to generate signals-intelligence (si-
gint)/human-intelligence (humint) re-
ports, as those reports still provide val-
ue once published. The concept of ag-
gregation at the Hunter Company re-
duces said lag as an intelligence node 
with access to data geographically and 
temporally closer to the point of col-
lection, and with a direct relationship 
with the BCT S-2; this situation imme-
diately disseminates the information 
as opposed to waiting for information 
to flow through multiple echelons.

• Task and purpose vs. intelligence 
s y n c h r o n i z a t i o n .  T h e  m o s t 

recognizable IC product is the 
intelligence synchronization matrix 
(ISM). This matrix aligns assets in 
time and generally against a named 
area of interest (NAI). This product 
has reduced value at the BCT level. 
The ISM is appropriate when aligning 
ground maneuver against non-
organic aerial assets but not for a BCT 
in a hybrid-threat conflict. The ISM 
fails to create shared understanding 
and to drive collection, as it limits the 
ability of subordinate leaders to take 
disciplined initiative within the 
commander’s intent to answer PIR. 
When PIR-relevant information 
manifests outside of the planned 
sequence the ISM ident i f ies , 
collectors are unable to adjust 
collection for fear of desynchronizing 
the IC plan, therefore predisposing 
the IC community against the 
principles of mission command.

Use of mission orders should apply to 
intelligence formations in the same 
manner as it applies to maneuver forc-
es. Currently no unit in the BCT can or-
ganize to receive IC-centric task/pur-
pose and align its collection assets 
against the ISM to achieve the com-
mander’s intent. Restructuring, re-
aligning and repurposing the intelli-
gence company addresses this.

• MICo role in the decisive-action 
training environment (DATE) fight. 
The MICo’s current systems, training, 
organization and culture is more 
adaptable to a counterinsurgency 
(COIN) operation than a fight against 
a near-peer conventional threat with 
asymmetrical affiliates. As the 
training scenario and threat situation 
evolves, leaders must examine how 
the MICo evolves with them. The 
proposal is to unburden the MICo of 
its analytical responsibilities (thus 
giving it the sole mission of IC) and 
reorganize the company into the 
cava l r y  squadron.  The  MICo 
commander has no clearly defined 
role within the BCT fight, as doctrine 
is unclear and opinions on the subject 
are wide-ranging. Many often see the 
MICo commander as no more than a 
force provider and “special adviser” 
for ground-sensor teams, brigade 
intelligence-support element (BISE) 
personnel and Shadow tactical 
unmanned aerial system (TUAS).

Once task-organization changes for 
these elements occur, the MICo com-
mander often has minimal influence on 
the company’s activities and devotes 
most of his time and effort to employ-
ing the Shadow TUAS. Therefore, ef-
forts to employ ground sensors (hu-
mint and sigint) fall by the wayside as 
maneuver battalions focus on achiev-
ing their assigned missions and sensor 
teams lack clear guidance for integra-
tion, collection and reporting.

Task-organization 
recommendations
• Explore options to remove the “IC 

platoon” from the MICo and place it 
in the brigade’s HHC under the BCT 
S-2’s direct control. This enables the 
BCT S-2 to oversee training and 
readiness for the Soldiers he leads in 
combat (the BISE).

• Realign 12 35F analysts assigned to 
the company operat ions  and 
intelligence-support team to the 
multi-functional platoon.

• Reorganize the multi-functional 
platoon into two “multi-sensor 
platoons” with the mission to conduct 
ground-surveillance radar (GSR), 
direction-finding (DF) and small 
unmanned aerial system (UAS) 
missions. Ideally, these assets would 
operate on a prime mover commonly 
seen throughout the BCT (for 
example, Bradley, Stryker or gun 
truck), thus enabling improved 
integration and survivability.

• Comprise these “multi-sensor teams” 
(MSTs) of existing 35Fs (all-source 
intelligence analysts), 35Ns (sigint 
analysts) and 35Ps (cryptolinguists), 
and possibly augment them with 19D 
cavalry scouts or 11B infantrymen 
already in the BCT. The 35M (humint 
collectors) Soldiers then align into 
the “human-domain platoon.”

To achieve the described multi-func-
tion capability, some equipment requi-
sitions must take place. All the recom-
mended systems are readily available 
or can be procured relatively quickly. 
The key systems required would be a 
manportable DF signals system such as 
the PRD-13 (common on most installa-
tions), ground radars (Manportable 
Surveillance and Target Acquisition Ra-
dars (MSTARs) are available in Army 
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Hunter Company 
operations – 
actions
1. Hunter Company receives task 

and purpose from cav S-2/S-3.
2. Hunter Company constructs 

recon plan and MST/TUAS 
taskings.

3. Hunter Company aligns assets 
t o  e n s u r e  a l l  p h y s i c a l 
i n te l l i g e n c e  s e a m s  a re 
observed by one or more 
intelligence disciplines.

4. Hunter Company establishes 
Hunter CP to streamline 
reporting channels and tasking 
chain.

5. Hunter Company coordinates 
intelligence handover.

6. Hunter Company realigns 
sensors to cover lost or gained 
NAIs.

7. Hunter Company creates 
humint tasking to achieve 
depth and breadth of collection 
across the BCT AO.

8. Brigade S-2 disseminates 
finished intell igence and 
conducts informed and flexible 
BCT maneuver.

inventories) and the Portable Un-
Manned Aircraft, or PUMA, readily 
available at most installations.

Other systems with similar capabilities 
would work as well; the PRD-13, 
MSTAR and PUMA purely provide ex-
amples of flexible, survivable IC capa-
bilities that constitute an MST.

Under this task-organization, the MICo 
possesses multi-disciplined collection 
capabilities required to rapidly answer 
PIR as well as conduct reconnaissance 
handover and rapid cueing, mixing and 
redundancy. GSR, for instance, pro-
vides a persistent moving-target indi-
cator of mounted or dismounted 
movement out to 42 kilometers, day or 
night and in foggy or dusty conditions. 
Because it is capable of scanning large 
areas, it serves as the ideal asset for 
aggregating activity across several NAIs 
and cuing electro-optical assets whose 
scan process is necessarily more 

deliberate. Small UAS teams can pro-
vide threat-focused route reconnais-
sance ahead of a cavalry troop, “talk-
ing” mechanized combat power onto 
successful direct-fire engagements. Si-
gint DF teams provide simple, tactical-
ly relevant DF signatures from posi-
tions along the BCT’s forward-line-of-
own-troops (FLOT), which can identify 
high-priority targets or exploit poor 
communications security.
The exact specifications or model num-
bers of the systems the Hunter Com-
pany employs is a nuanced discussion, 
but what they all share is that their de-
sign, function and implementation ori-
ents on providing tactical information 
of value without any requirement for 
Upper Tactical Internet or highly spe-
cialized (and scarcely available) techni-
cal support. Simply put, the Hunter 
Company, through organizational and 
minor materiel changes, constitutes 
the ability to internally and rapidly ex-
ecute the IC fundamentals of cueing, 
mixing and redundancy, a capability 
not present in current BCT design.
After all aforementioned task-organi-
zation changes and equipment requisi-
tions, the remaining element within 
the standard MICo is the Shadow TUAS 
platoon. Due to its high demand and 
the convenient nature of analyzing full-
motion video, Shadow TUAS often be-
comes the sole asset within the MICo 
sought after for IC. Unfortunately, the 

Shadow TUAS requires a level, com-
pacted airstrip for landing, which ei-
ther requires securing an existing air-
strip or constructing a new one 
through an intensive engineer effort 
(also requiring engineer equipment 
not present within the BCT). Along 
with that, the Shadow platoon has a 
sizable footprint, intensive mainte-
nance requirements and multiple ad-
ministrative/safety requirements be-
fore initiating flight operations.

All these constraints, combined with 
the high demand for TUAS coverage, 
forces MICo commanders to devote 
most of their time toward ensuring 
proper execution of TUAS operations. 
In the Hunter Company concept, the 
commander fights closer to the FLOT 
and will have less time and ability to 
focus his or her efforts on the plethora 
of sustainment-related issues associat-
ed with Shadow TUAS.3 Therefore, to 
make this task-organization work, BCTs 
must task their brigade engineer bat-
talion (BEB) with maintenance of the 
UAS site. This includes ensuring secu-
rity, sustainment and communications 
support, as well as enabling TUAS 
launches to occur at times prescribed 
by the BCT and/or Hunter Company. 
BEB staffs, through their current rela-
tionships with MICos, have a reason-
able understanding of Shadow TUAS 
and how to execute the aforemen-
tioned tasks from the BCT.

Figure 1. The Hunter Company commander locates his CP on a METT-TC basis 
to have voice communication with all MSTs and cavalry troops. The Hunter CP 
then ingests all reporting from IC elements, aggregates data into discernible 
information and sends consolidated reports for consumption and analysis by 
the BCT S-2.
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The MICo (aka Hunter Company) com-
mander would retain all other over-
sight, especially as it relates to maneu-
vering the Shadow and collecting mis-
sion-related information.

MICo to Hunter Company
The Hunter Company, once organized 
as described, becomes responsible for 
the aggregation of all relevant report-
ing at the Hunter CP. The commander 
receives task and purpose from the 
cavalry-squadron commander accord-
ing to BCT PIRs and has control of all 
his/her platoons to prosecute the com-
mander’s guidance. Ideally, this guid-
ance is no longer constrained by ISMs 
and task-organization orders but 
comes via mission orders based on 
commander’s intent. For example: “No 
later than 19 2100 May 2017, identify 
obstacles and 2x battalions of enemy 
combat power east of PL Maria.”

To accomplish this guidance, the Hunt-
er Company retains tactical control of 
all platoons. The commander positions 
the 10-Soldier CP on a mission, enemy, 
terrain, troops, time and civilian con-
siderations (METT-TC) basis to have 
communications with all MSTs, human-
domain collectors, cavalry-troop 
screens and battalion-level scout pla-
toons (possible locations: BCT tactical-
actions center (TAC) or cavalry squad-
ron’s tactical-operations center/TAC). 
The Hunter CP relies heavily on Joint 
Capabilities Release or Joint Battle 
Command Platform and various radio 
systems to enable reporting. The Hunt-
er CP can also serve as the net-control 
station for the brigade’s operations-
and-intelligence network to ensure 
synchronization of collection and re-
porting.

Using the commander’s decision points 
and PIR as a guideline, Hunter CP ag-
gregates and synthesizes reporting of 
immediate tactical relevance and dis-
seminates information across the BCT.

Repurposing the company in such a 
manner streamlines reporting. Maneu-
ver-unit reconnaissance formations 
gain access to agile and responsive or-
ganic, multi-disciplined platforms. And 
the BCT’s IC effort is managed by a sin-
gle formation (the cavalry squadron). 
This reduces the number and impact of 
IC/reconnaissance seams.

These recommendations may seem 

aggressive at first glance, as this is a 
significant departure from convention-
al wisdom and breaks the paradigm of 
who MI Soldiers are and what they do. 
However, there is evidence that not 
only would this arrangement enable 
tactical success, it would create a re-
connaissance culture within its parent 
unit. To illustrate this, there is a viable 
test case: 11th Armored Cavalry Regi-
ment (ACR), which employs its MICo in 
the Hunter Company design.

Throughout examination of MICo GSR 
reporting from five National Training 
Center (NTC) rotations, MICo ground 
sensors generated 210 reports (50 
training days at roughly four to five re-
ports per day). During a single phase 
(72 hours) of one rotation, 11th ACR’s 
intelligence company provided 166 re-
ports (three training days at more than 
50 reports daily). By these numbers, 
one can ascertain that 11th ACR’s MICo 
markedly improved its report-process-
ing capability simply by redesigning its 
intelligence formation.

The 11th ACR has not always employed 
its intelligence formation in the Hunter 
Company design, but in the roughly 
two years since the design’s inception, 
11th ACR has experienced marked im-
provement in reporting, situational 
awareness, reconnaissance culture and 
sound tactical decision-making. The in-
creased success that 11th ACR experi-
enced shortly after adopting a Hunter 
Company design leads one to believe 
that the same success can be replicat-
ed within a BCT.

Point/counterpoint
Point: 11th ACR enjoys extreme advan-
tages, including “home field,” multiple 
repetitions and fewer burdens from a 
higher headquarters, so its success in 
this endeavor is not transferrable to 
BCTs.

Counterpoint: While 11th ACR does en-
joy reasonable advantages over rota-
tional-training units, these alone do 
not explain a tenfold difference in in-
telligence reporting. Also, any argu-
ment based on discrediting 11th ACR 
success does not address the salient 
points of seam reduction, aggregation, 
intelligence lag, internal cueing/mix-
ing/ redundancy, etc.

Point: The cavalry squadron should be 

focused forward and not multi-direc-
tionally, as is required to maintain rear-
area collection.

Counterpoint: Through the application 
of mission command, the cavalry-
squadron commander and staff can re-
lay all rear-area collection require-
ments to the Hunter Company with 
minimal work on their part. The Hunt-
er Company then takes ownership of 
said tasks and oversees execution, pri-
marily by the human-domain platoon 
(humint collectors). Lastly, the reduc-
tion of seams brought forth by the 
Hunter Company increases the ability 
of units to conduct target handoff with 
one another, thus reducing the ability 
of the enemy to infiltrate the rear area, 
diminishing the requirement for rear-
area collection.

Point: The cavalry squadron S-2 is al-
ready responsible for sending consoli-
dated reconnaissance observation re-
ports to the BCT S-2.

Counterpoint: Battalion-level intelli-
gence officers constantly juggle a se-
ries of specified and implied tasks; 
chief among them is answering re-
quirements for their battalion/squad-
ron commander. Doing this while si-
multaneously chasing down and pack-
aging information for BCT-level con-
sumption is a bridge too far. The con-
stitution of Hunter Company and its ex-
ecution of aggregation creates a delin-
eation of effort between it and the cav 
S-2 for collection/aggregation (Hunter) 
and analysis (S-2).

Point: How does Hunter Company ap-
ply to stability operations?

Counterpoint: When questions such as 
this are posed, COIN operations in 
Iraq/Afghanistan and their associated 
framework come to mind. However, fu-
ture stability operations may not be 
applied in such a way that units semi-
independently manage “battlespaces” 
to improve local governance/security/
etc. Regardless of whether similar con-
flicts occur in the future, the concepts 
of unity of command, seam reduction, 
organic cueing/mixing/ redundancy 
and aggregation still apply to any oth-
er imaginable framework. More discus-
sions are also necessary to examine 
whether assigning cavalry squadrons 
“battlespace owner” missions was ap-
propriate. Perhaps a unified, passive 
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ABCT – armored brigade combat 
team
ACR – armored cavalry regiment
AO – area of operation
BCT – brigade combat team
BEB – brigade engineer battalion
BISE – brigade intelligence-support 
element
COIN – counterinsurgency
CP – command post
CTC – combat-training center
DATE – decisive-action training 
environment
DF – direction-finding
DOTMLPF – doctrine, organization, 
training, materiel, leadership, 
personnel and facilities
EAB – echelons above brigade
FLOT – forward-line-of-own-troops
GSR – ground-surveillance radar
HCT – humint collection team
HHC – headquarters and 
headquarters company
Humint – human intelligence
IC – information collection
ISM – intelligence synchronization 
matrix
ISR – intelligence, surveillance and 
reconnaissance
METT-TC – mission, enemy, terrain, 
troops, time and civilian 
considerations
MI – military intelligence
MICo – military-intelligence company
MST – multi-sensor team
MSTAR – Manportable Surveillance 
and Target Acquisition Radar
NAI – named area of interest
NTC – National Training Center
OMT – operational-management 
team
PIR – priority-information 
requirement
PL – phase line
PUMA – portable unmanned aircraft
Sigint – signals intelligence
TAC – tactical-actions center
TUAS – tactical unmanned aerial 
system
UAS – unmanned aerial system

Acronym Quick-Scanreconnaissance and IC mission across 
a BCT area of operations (AO) could 
have worked better for cavalry squad-
rons? It’s worth exploring.

Point: The current MICo organization 
works when its personnel are properly 
trained and a proper level of IC plan-
ning occurs for each mission.

Counterpoint: Leaders must consis-
tently explore training solutions to 
known problems, but not all problems 
can be solved simply through “better 
training.” Innovative leaders must con-
tinuously examine solutions across the 
DOTMLPF spectrum and be willing to 
explore answers beyond training im-
provement. Also, the IC challenges 
(seams, intelligence lag, task/purpose 
for collectors and defining a role for 
the MICo) can only be mitigated 
through training, not solved.

Conclusion
BCTs face challenges in the execution 
of nested and synchronized IC plans 
within the framework of decisive ac-
tion. This problem is born of a disjoint-
ed organizational concept, where mul-
tiple geographically separated units 
with different communications archi-
tecture operate semi-independently 
while attempting to contribute to a 
mutual goal of IC. This problem tran-
scends leadership; the Army must not 
ask talented leaders within a BCT to 
overcome organizational inefficiencies 
– the Army must instead address them.

To truly address the problem, the BCT 
must be task-organized to enable unity 
of command in the entire IC effort. If a 
BCT was to restructure, reorganize and 
re-equip its MICo into Hunter compa-
nies, it would achieve unity of com-
mand for IC planning and execution. 
The cavalry squadron would certainly 
improve, and it would increase the 
BCT’s ability to be a flexible, intelli-
gence-driven organization.

CPT Brad Wellsandt is the senior MICo 
observer/coach/trainer, Operations 
Group, NTC, Fort Irwin, CA. Previous as-
signments include commander of the 
MICo, 2nd Armored Brigade Combat 
Team (ABCT), 1st Armored Division, Fort 
Bliss, TX; battalion S-2, 1-6 Infantry, 2nd 
ABCT, 1st Armored Division, Fort Bliss; 
S-3, 715th MI Battalion, Schofield Bar-
racks, HI; and cryptologic-support-
team officer in charge, supporting 4th 
Brigade, 25th Infantry Division, Region-
al Command-East, Forward Operating 
Base Salerno, Afghanistan. CPT Well-
sandt’s military schooling includes MI 
Captain’s Career Course, MI Officer 
Transition Course, Infantry Basic Offi-
cer Leader’s Course and Army Moun-
tain Warfare School. He holds a bach-
elor’s of arts degree in political science 
from Norwich University. His awards 
and honors include the Defense Meri-
torious Service Medal and the Merito-
rious Service Medal.

Notes
1 There are four elements of IC: intelli-
gence operations, reconnaissance, sur-
veillance and security operations.
2 A seam is defined as a point in which in-
formation, tasking or other coordination 
must take place for mission accomplish-
ment – in this case, the identification and 
tracking of enemy formations, obstacles, 
etc.
3 Countless Shadow TUAS issues occur 
during each NTC rotation, almost all of 
which directly relate to extremely com-
plex maintenance issues and/or issues as-
sociated with operating on an isolated 
airstrip away from higher headquarters. 
For these and many other reasons, the 
Army should explore options to field BCTs 
a more expeditionary TUAS solution that 
is less sustainment-intensive, does not re-
quire an airstrip to land on and is not as 
loud during flight operations. Existing sys-
tems such as ScanEagle and Aerosonde 
are much more agile and more effective 
in a DATE.
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by COL Steven J. Adams

Achieving synchronization in an ar-
mored brigade combat team (ABCT) is 
challenging and requires quality repe-
titions. Maneuvering an ABCT in a 
country slightly larger than the state of 
Virginia with an estimated population 
of 25 million people, where the terrain 
is dominated by hills and mountains 
separated by narrow valleys, is a her-
culean task that requires its own dis-
cussion.

The mountain ranges of South Korea 
generally run north and south, creat-
ing highly restrictive maneuver corri-
dors. Road networks run through the 
valleys and cross back and forth over 
rivers, requiring an extensive network 
of bridges along the route that may not 
be rated for the weight of heavy com-
bat vehicles. This problem set posed by 
such terrain requires special consider-
ation by ABCT staffs and commanders.

The ABCT is a combined-arms organi-
zation that is fully manned and 
equipped to conduct decisive action in 
all types of environments. Its role is to 
close with and destroy the enemy us-
ing fire and movement, to repel enemy 

attacks and to control land, popula-
tions and resources.1 Mobility, protec-
tion and firepower are the ABCT’s 
greatest strengths. To realize an ABCT’s 
full potential, the commander must 
create shared understanding and effec-
tively synchronize the brigade’s opera-
tion across all warfighting functions. 
Synchronization is more complex when 
the terrain restricts movement and 
limits the commander’s options. Key 
considerations for maneuvering the 
ABCT in restrictive terrain are: terrain 
management, reconnaissance, securi-
ty, mission command, mobility, transi-
tions and sustainment.

Terrain management
Due to the incredible amount of ter-
rain an ABCT occupies, it is imperative 
that planners carefully consider how to 
appropriately array forces on the bat-
tlefield. An ABCT has more than 4,000 
Soldiers, 400 tracked vehicles and 800 
wheeled vehicles. Even without allow-
ing space between march units, an ar-
mored brigade with 100 meters be-
tween vehicles has a column length of 
more than 120 kilometers.

Brigades typically require at least two 

routes, which would reduce the col-
umn lengths to just 60 kilometers, but 
this is still incredibly long. Increasing 
the number of routes and reducing the 
distance between vehicles decreases 
the overall length of the formation. 
However, in restrictive terrain with lim-
ited routes, it is not hard to imagine 
the challenges that would ensue from 
the size of this formation. This is par-
ticularly apparent as the ABCT transi-
tions from movement to maneuver at 
the appropriate time.

Planners must even consider routine 
tasks such as how the brigade uncoils 
from the assembly area, the time re-
quired to move and set in attack posi-
tions and the movement times from at-
tack positions to the line of departure. 
What this highlights is the necessity to 
clearly think through the terrain man-
agement of the ABCT in time and 
space, especially when space is a pre-
mium.  Terrain management must es-
sentially become its own planning ef-
fort.

Reconnaissance
Reconnaissance is a mission to obtain 
information about the activities and 
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resources of an enemy or characteris-
tics of a geographic area.2 Restrictive 
terrain mandates dedicated reconnais-
sance assets to determine the best 
suited routes and key terrain for the 
ABCT. In an area with limited routes or 
specific water-crossing sites, the bri-
gade must be able to employ recon-
naissance assets forward of the main 
body to determine traffic-ability and 
classification of bridges, a skill all our 
scouts must practice. A true under-
standing of the operational environ-
ment, enabled by effective reconnais-
sance operations, is necessary for the 
commander to make sound decisions 
and effectively maneuver the force.

Security
The ABCT must first adhere to the ba-
sic principle of “always secure yourself 
first.”3 Security is the most important 
priority of work and is a continuous 
process. Security operations are con-
ducted to provide early and accurate 
warning; provide reaction time and 
maneuver space; orient on the force or 
facility to be secured; perform contin-
uous reconnaissance; and maintain en-
emy contact.4 In an environment where 
enemy forces may hide in restrictive 
terrain, it is understandable that some 
of these forces may be bypassed by 
ground maneuver forces. This puts 
supply lines and softer targets within 
the formation at greater risk.

Regardless of the scenario, the ABCT 
must first ensure that security is in 
place and the team is arrayed to pro-
tect critical assets and decisively deal 
with any threat that dares present it-
self. The commander should strive to 
maneuver units into a position of rela-
tive advantage so the ABCT is always 
ready for a fight while it is still protect-
ing its logistical assets.

Mission command
“If you can’t talk, you can’t win.”5 Ex-
tended distances and mountainous ter-
rain both complicate the brigade’s abil-
ity to communicate and conduct com-
mand and control. Mission-command 
nodes with redundant forms of com-
munication on the upper and lower 
Tactical Internet and a combination of 
line-of-sight and non-line-of-sight com-
munications are all essential to the 
success of the ABCT. This must also in-
clude a well understood primary, 

alternate, contingency and emergency 
communications plan that ensures the 
correct information is transmitted to 
the right people.

The goal of this effective communica-
tion architecture is to convey a com-
mon operational picture and to pro-
vide the commander with relevant in-
formation at the right time to make 
sound decisions with respect to the 
friendly and enemy situation and the 
terrain. The staff plays an essential role 
in this process. The staff supports the 
commander in “understanding situa-
tions, making and implementing deci-
sions, controlling operations, and as-
sessing progress by providing timely 
and relevant information and analy-
sis.”6

The commander, informed by the staff 
and subordinate commanders, drives 
the operations process and seeks to 
create situational understanding across 
the formation. This shared understand-
ing enables flexibility and the synchro-
nization of all warfighting functions to 
achieve the commander’s intent and 
accomplish the mission.

Mobility
Mobility of the ABCT is a source of 
strength. However, restrictive terrain 
affords the enemy opportunities to 

degrade the mobility of the brigade in 
narrow passes, river-crossing sites or 
dense urban areas. With limited routes 
to maneuver the ABCT in these areas, 
mobility becomes critical for maintain-
ing momentum. This should drive spe-
cific information requirements during 
planning about the terrain, routes, 
bridges and mobility assets to enable 
freedom of movement for the brigade. 

The ABCT has robust breaching capa-
bilities but is limited in terms of organ-
ic bridging capability. To successfully 
negotiate water obstacles, the ABCT 
requires augmentation of bridging as-
sets. This focus on mobility is not new 
to the force. Mobility is generally the 
priority effort for engineers in armored 
units during offensive operations. Nev-
ertheless, it’s worth spending time and 
effort on planning how the ABCT will 
conduct multiple water crossings and 
what assets they will need to do so.

Transitions
Success not only equates to the BCT’s 
ability to accomplish its assigned mis-
sions but to how well it transitions 
from one mission task to the next. 
Transitions require detailed planning 
and preparation to ensure the unit al-
ways maintains a position of advan-
tage. The movement of ABCT forces 
routinely takes much longer than you 

Figure 1. An M1A2 Abrams tank from Company B, 1st Battalion, 8th Cavalry Reg-
iment, 2nd Armored Brigade Combat Team, 1st Cavalry Division, conducts a situ-
ational-training exercise (STX) Nov. 13, 2017. Company B conducted platoon 
STX lanes to improve and hone skills in preparation for its upcoming gunnery 
qualification tables. (Photo by SGT Patrick Eakin, 2nd ABCT Public Affairs)
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would expect. So, if the team hasn’t 
clearly planned for what’s next, the 
brigade will lose valuable time and ex-
pend tremendous energy resetting the 
force for the next mission. The brigade 
will also lose momentum and miss op-
portunities to exploit the initiative 
gained by previous actions.

The brigade must plan for the transi-
tion between offensive and defensive 
tasks to allow time to reconstitute 
combat power and take care of critical 
sustainment operations to maintain its 
operational readiness. Aggressive lead-
ers, ensuring the tasks are understood 
and supervised, make transitions work. 

They also seek every opportunity to 
transition back to the offense to gain 
and maintain the initiative.

Sustainment
Sustaining the ABCT is not easily ac-
complishable. In addition to taking up 
lots of space, an ABCT consumes large 
amounts of supplies, particularly fuel, 
requiring a push every eight to 10 
hours. The ABCT is also dependent on 
a continuous flow of maintenance re-
pair parts to keep systems operational 
and in the fight. Long supply lines and 
congested routes complicate this pro-
cess and may result in a loss of mo-
mentum.

Effective logistical support ensures 
freedom of action and extends opera-
tional reach until the unit can accom-
plish the mission. Retaining the initia-
tive requires flexible plans and routine 
short halts for refueling operations and 
maintenance. Having two-way traffic 
available and secure lines of communi-
cation greatly enable operational suc-
cess.

Throughout history armored forma-
tions have found themselves operating 
in complex restrictive terrain, and to-
day’s modern force is no different. Re-
strictive terrain may provide an adver-
sary with a temporary opportunity to 
mitigate our decisive mobility and 

Figure 2. An M1A2 Abrams tank from Bravo Company, 1-9 Cavalry, fires its 120mm cannon during qualification Table XII 
at Rodriguez Live Fire Complex Aug. 4, 2017. (Photo by SGT Patrick Eakin, 2nd ABCT Public Affairs)

Figure 3. A 120mm round from an M1A2 Abrams tank impacts one of many 
targets during the qualification course at Rodriguez Live Fire Complex Aug. 4, 
2017. (Photo by SGT Patrick Eakin, 2nd ABCT Public Affairs)
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Acronym Quick-Scanfirepower, but an ABCT is expected to 
deploy, fight and win in any environ-
ment. Careful planning, preparation 
and quality repetitions under these 
conditions will set the unit up for vic-
tory.  Carefully addressing each of the 
considerations laid out above will en-
able an ABCT to approach restrictive 
terrain with the same tenacity and 
speed for which it was designed.

COL Steve Adams commands 2nd Bri-
gade, 1st Cavalry Division, in the Repub-
lic of Korea, assigned to 2nd Infantry Di-
vision. Previous assignments include 
G-3, National Training Center and Fort 
Irwin, CA; and battalion commander, 
1-22 Infantry, Fort Carson, CO, and 
Camp Buehring, Kuwait. He holds a 
bachelor’s of science degree in opera-
tions research from the U.S. Military 

Academy, a master’s degree in public 
administration from Harvard Universi-
ty, a master’s in military studies degree 
from the Marine Corps University and 
a master’s degree in strategic studies 
from the Army War College.

Endnotes
1 Field Manual (FM) 3-96, Brigade Com‐
bat Team, Washington, DC: Department 
of the Army, Oct. 8, 2015.
2 Ibid.
3 LTG Paul Funk, “Funk’s Rules” (#1), June 
2016.
4 FM 3-96.
5 “Funk’s Rules” (#2).
6 Field Manual 6-0, Commander and Staff 
Organization and Operations, Washing-
ton, DC: Department of the Army, May 5, 
2014.

ABCT – armored brigade combat 
team
FM – field manual
STX – situational-training exercise
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by Lester W. Grau

Разведка Боем: Reconnaissance-in-
force [literally: reconnaissance by bat-
tle] is the collection of information on 
the enemy by attacking with specially 
selected subunits. It is used in those in-
stances where other attempts to obtain 
information about the enemy have 
failed. Reconnaissance-in-force may be 
conducted by designated reinforced 
motorized rifle or tank battalions/com-
panies and reconnaissance subunits 
supported by aviation strikes, artillery 
fire and other means. Commanders in 
whose zones or sectors reconnais-
sance-in-force is conducted observe the 
conduct and evaluate the results of the 
effort, and therefore are prepared to 
exploit achieved success.1

Historically, reconnaissance-in-force in-
volves a serious effort by an attacking 
force to develop information about an 
enemy. The attack requires substantial 
aviation and artillery support as well as 
ground activity to convince the defend-
er that the attack is genuine and 
threatening, requiring the full commit-
ment of the defense to defeating the 
attack. The U.S. Army first officially rec-
ognized reconnaissance-in-force in its 
1939 edition of Operations.2

An example of its use was during early 
September 1944, when MG Lawton J. 
Collins conducted a major reconnais-
sance-in-force with his VII Corps, em-
ploying three divisions on-line to con-
duct a limited attack to penetrate the 
enemy defenses in the Aachen-Stol-
berg corridor and to seize bridgeheads 
over the Roer River in preparation for 
exploitation advances into Germany. 
The operation failed to achieve its ini-
tial objectives; however, it did develop 
intelligence about the defending Ger-
man forces that paid future dividends.3

The practice of reconnaissance-in-
force dates back at least to the Napo-
leonic wars. However, it came to prom-
inence as a distinct form of combat 
during World War I  and was 

Reconnaissance-in-Force 
Russian Style

incorporated into the Red Army’s field 
regulations [полевой устав] in 1936. 
The regulations envisioned combined-
arms combat involving reconnaissance 
battalions of a division, reinforced with 
tanks and artillery and additional in-
fantry subunits.

The widespread Soviet use of recon-
naissance-in-force during the Great Pa-
triotic War (World War II against the 
Germans) refined the concept. The 
scope and size of Soviet reconnais-
sance-in-force attacks expanded dra-
matically as they successfully revealed 
the enemy forward defenses, integrat-
ed fire system, engineer obstacles and 
the withdrawal of enemy forces from 
their forward positions into their de-
fensive depths. Soviet reconnaissance-
in-force attacks also served to mask 
the activities of their own forces and 
to screen the main attack. During the 
final Berlin operation, two reinforced 
infantry battalions preceded each 
front-line division and attacked simul-
taneously across the entire front to de-
velop necessary reconnaissance infor-
mation and to prevent German deter-
mination as to the axis of the main at-
tack in time to commit the reserve.4

Impact of Great Patriotic 
War experience
During the latter period in the war, 
when German forces were mostly de-
fending, the Germans began holding 
the bulk of their defenders back from 
the forward edge of the defenses. In 
that way, the bulk of the Soviet artil-
lery preparation would fall on empty 
ground. Following the artillery prepa-
ration, the defenders would rush for-
ward to occupy their fighting positions 
and combat the Soviet attack. There-
fore, in organizing a reconnaissance-in-
force in this period, it was very impor-
tant to determine the most advisable 
time for it: immediately before, sever-
al hours before or several days before 
the attack. Experience showed that the 
enemy managed to change his combat 

laydown and fire plan if a reconnais-
sance-in-force was conducted several 
days before the beginning of an attack. 
Reconnaissance-in-force immediately 
before an attack deprived him of this 
opportunity.

It also was important to determine the 
most advantageous time of day for a 
reconnaissance-in-force. Conducting it 
during the first half of the day permit-
ted supporting it more effectively with 
artillery and having the main body ex-
ploit success. Conducting a reconnais-
sance-in-force at night required more 
artillery as well as illumination rounds 
to illuminate the terrain.5

The Soviets determined that conduct-
ing a reconnaissance-in-force in indi-
vidual narrow sectors at different 
times did not reveal enough of the en-
emy laydown and defenses in the main 
attack sector. Simultaneous reconnais-
sance-in-force attacks on a broad front 
gave a fuller picture of the enemy and 
misled him regarding the axis of main 
attack and the beginning of a general 
offensive. Moreover, the enemy often 
took such an attack to be the main at-
tack.6

During the Great Patriotic War, a divi-
sion-level reconnaissance-in-force in a 
division would be organized and con-
ducted by the division commander, of-
ten under authorization of his senior 
commander. After the division com-
mander made his decision on the 
scheme of maneuver, the operations 
department (section) would imple-
ment the coordination for the plan. 
The chief of intelligence and chiefs of 
combat arms would be involved in 
compiling the plan, and it would be ap-
proved by the army commander.

There was no strict format for a recon-
naissance-in-force plan, but it included 
the following: objective and missions 
of the reconnaissance in force; time for 
beginning and ending reconnaissance; 
composition of reconnaissance enti-
ties; means of reinforcement and 
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support; preparation measures; the as-
sembly area and time for occupying it; 
missions of combat arms and their co-
ordination by lines; composition and 
missions of the reserve. A supplemen-
tary network of observation posts 
would be set up during the preparation 
period to study the enemy’s behavior, 
fire plan, engineer structures and bat-
tlefield laydown.7

The success of reconnaissance-detach-
ment actions was dependent on time-
ly suppression of the enemy by artil-
lery and other weapons; disruption of 
the enemy communications and com-
mand and control system; surprise at-
tack; and the swift advance of the at-
tacking subunits into the depth of the 
enemy defense. If the reconnaissance- 
in-force took place directly before the 
main attack, it was observed by first-
echelon units and those that were to 
operate subsequently on that axis. At 
the end of the reconnaissance-in-force, 
the intelligence-section chief would 
collect and update all information ob-
tained and compile a comprehensive 
report of observations. This would be 
given to the chief of staff or command-
er. After necessary processing, it would 
be sent to the next higher staff.8

A reconnaissance-in-force would also 
be used in the defense. The primary 
objective of such reconnaissance was 
to capture enemy prisoners and docu-
ments; collect the most reliable and 
accurate information on the enemy’s 
composition, status, battle formation, 
fire plan and readiness for attack; and 
determine the axis of main attack as 
well as combat missions. A Russian re-
connaissance-in-force from a defense 
was often conducted:
• When there was an expectation of an 

enemy attack from a position of 
direct contact, but there was no 
o p p o r t u n i t y  to  co l l e c t  s u c h 
intelligence using other sources;

• When friendly artillery counter-
preparation fire was being prepared 
to preclude enemy artillery strikes 
against deeper targets;

• When friendly artillery counter-
preparation fire was being conducted 
and fire strikes were being delivered 
in front of the Soviet forward edge of 
the defense to determine the combat 
effectiveness of the enemy grouping 
and to create disorder within enemy 

units that were poised or deployed 
for an attack against the Soviet 
defenses.9

Reconnaissance-in-force 
in maneuver combat
The Soviet/Russian Army has recent 
experience in fighting guerrilla and lim-
ited wars (Afghanistan, Chechnya, 
Georgia, Ukraine, Syria), but large-
scale maneuver conflict under nuclear-
threatened conditions is its most po-
tentially dangerous external threat. 
Fighting a peer or near-peer modern 
force presents distinct challenges in 
which reconnaissance in force may 
play an essential role.

Today’s enemy defenses are so com-
plex and diversified that they can only 
be revealed in their entirety, with suf-
ficient validity and completeness, in 
the course of battle. When faced with 
a strong attack, the enemy is forced to 
use all the assets he has concealed 
carefully and simultaneously reveal his 
dispositions on the forward edge. In 
addition, having penetrated the enemy 
disposition, attacking subunits have 

the opportunity of determining the ac-
tual status of his defense and – from 
captured prisoners and documents – to 
check or reconfirm the affiliation of de-
fending enemy troops.10

As a rule, a motorized rifle or tank bat-
talion (company) is assigned to con-
duct a reconnaissance-in-force. Neces-
sary reinforcements include tanks, tac-
tical-intelligence subunits (platoon, 
squad) or a team of specially selected 
reconnaissance personnel from the re-
connaissance battalion or reconnais-
sance company of the brigade (regi-
ment) in the zone in which the recon-
naissance in force is being conducted.11 
Support is provided by artillery and an-
ti-tank guided missile (ATGM) fire, 
rocket-propelled flamethrower sub-
units and other weapons, as well as air 
strikes. On the evening before a recon-
naissance-in-force, the battalion (com-
pany) occupies an assembly area, leav-
ing enough daylight for familiarization 
with the terrain, the enemy disposi-
tions and attack objectives.12

At the appointed time, the battalion 
(company) launches an attack during a 

Figure 1. A Russian air-defense battery in December 2015 in the Syrian Arab 
Republic. (A Pantsir-S1 close-range defense system and two launch vehicles 
for S-400 long-distance flight missiles at Latakia.) At the appointed time, the 
Russian unit conducting a reconnaissance-in-force launches an attack during a 
brief fire preparation. Under cover of fire of artillery and weapons in direct 
lay, battalion (company) subunits swiftly attack the enemy, break into the for-
ward edge of the enemy defense, seize and consolidate at designated lines or 
the lines they have reached and determine the enemy grouping, weapons and 
fire plan. (Photo by Russian Ministry of Defense, attribution: mil.ru)
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brief fire preparation. Under cover of 
fire of artillery and weapons in direct 
lay, battalion (company) subunits swift-
ly attack the enemy, break into the for-
ward edge of the enemy defense, seize 
and consolidate at designated lines or 
the lines they have reached and deter-
mine the enemy grouping, weapons 
and fire plan. They capture prisoners, 
documents, arms and equipment. In 
accordance with the senior command-
er’s orders, when the enemy begins to 
withdraw, the battalion (company) ei-
ther continues the attack by pursuing 
the enemy or consolidates at the des-
ignated line.13

In most cases, subunits conducting the 
reconnaissance-in-force are assigned 
the mission of seizing and holding cer-
tain lines or points in the enemy de-
fense to improve positions of friendly 
troops or create an area from which to 
launch an offensive. With the success-
ful advance of the reconnaissance-in-
force, the main forces assigned to the 
attack are introduced into the break-
through area to exploit success. Thus 
a successful reconnaissance-in-force 
can develop directly into an offensive 
battle or operation.14

If the enemy launches a counterattack 
after friendly troops seize the desig-
nated line, the battalion (company) re-
pels it while continuing to conduct re-
connaissance. If it is impossible to hold 
the designated line due to the counter-
attack, the battalion (company) can 
withdraw to the assembly area at the 
command of the senior commander 
who authorized the reconnaissance in 
force.15

Before and during a reconnaissance-in-
force, special attention is given to or-
ganizing a system of observation that 
includes all combat arms and special 
troops. In the sector where the recon-
naissance-in-force is planned, a maxi-
mum amount of observation posts and 
points are set up, and all subunit com-
manders are at their command-obser-
vation points and personally study the 
enemy battle formation and his fire 
and obstacle plan. Narrow sectors of 
observation are normal for this type of 
close observation. Observation targets 
within these sectors can be assigned. 
Reconnaissance helicopters can be 
used for observing the enemy defen-
sive depth, and unmanned aerial 

vehicles can conduct reconnaissance 
over enemy territory that extends well 
past the territory on which the recon-
naissance-in-force battalion (company) 
will fighting. Therefore, special atten-
tion is devoted to detecting counterat-
tacking enemy subunits and units ca-
pable of attacking in front of their for-
ward edge of defense.

All tactical reconnaissance – including 
electronic, artillery, aerial, anti-air-
craft, engineer, radiation, chemical and 
biological – is activated throughout the 
period of the reconnaissance-in-force. 
Optical-thermal imaging systems pro-
vide 24/7 weather and target-designa-
tion surveillance by combining thermal 
and optical imaging while determining 
target coordinates for further observa-
tion.16 Units in close contact with the 
enemy may use the 1L277 Sobolyatnik 
and the 1L111М Fara-VR radar to assist 
their observation.17

A reconnaissance-in-force is not the 
initial reconnaissance but is essentially 
the final reconnaissance effort by 
troops on an axis. In addition to per-
forming its immediate missions, recon-
naissance-in-force provides an oppor-
tunity to confirm enemy information 
collected by all other reconnaissance 
methods.

Example
A Russian motorized rifle battalion is 
defending from positions in direct con-
tact with the enemy. The enemy 
strength is uncertain, and there are 
some two kilometers between forces. 
The terrain is fairly open, trafficable 
and interrupted by occasional stands 
of deciduous trees in full foliage. The 
brigade’s tank-battalion commander 
was directed to conduct a company-
sized pre-dawn mounted reconnais-
sance-in-force. The company’s mission 
is to determine enemy strength and 
dispositions, capture documents and 
prisoners and determine the strength 
and route of the counterattack force. 
The company will plan on withdrawing 
after one hour unless the enemy with-
draws. If so, the company will provide 
support to a follow-on attack/pursuit. 
An artillery howitzer battalion and a 
motorized rifle platoon will provide 
support to the company.

The tank-battalion commander decides 
to employ his second company to 

conduct the reconnaissance-in-force. 
It will conduct an attack from the 
march from a company attack area for-
ward of the brigade’s second-echelon 
defensive area. The artillery battalion 
will conduct a 20-minute artillery prep-
aration in advance of the attack and 
plan to conduct deeper fires, on-call 
fires and standing barrage fires on the 
flanks of the attack. The artillery bat-
talion, motorized rifle battalion, recon-
naissance company and engineers will 
establish observation posts overlook-
ing the attack.

The attack commences before dawn 
following the artillery barrage with two 
tank platoons on-line. After breaking 
through the initial defensive line, the 
trailing platoon continues deeper to 
establish a support position. The right 
and left flank platoons reverse to be-
gin their exploitation and possible 
withdrawal while determining and de-
stroying the location and extent of en-
emy positions. The motorized rifle pla-
toon dismounts, searching for prison-
ers, documents and enemy crew-
served weapons. The enemy launches 
a counterattack, which is stopped by 
artillery fire and the forward tank pla-
toon.

Upon the command to withdraw, the 
reconnaissance-in-force company will 
withdraw, normally under a particulate 
smoke screen. Upon the command to 
defend, the company will dig in as a 
supporting position for a follow-on 
battalion or brigade attack/pursuit.

Reconnaissance-in-force 
in contemporary combat
Currently, reconnaissance-in-force re-
ceives less attention in military circles. 
This is due to the creeping perception 
that incorporation of state-of-the art 
reconnaissance systems will determine 
enemy composition, status, combat 
formations, planning and probable 
courses of action. The Gulf War clearly 
fed this perception, which lasted up to 
the Kosovo campaign. Kosovo demon-
strated that a thinking enemy and dif-
ficult terrain can offset technological 
advantages.

Undoubtedly the new reconnaissance 
systems are welcome additions that as-
sist planning and targeting – particu-
larly when strong armies that are bet-
ter equipped with state-of-the-art 
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systems are fighting a less technically 
and combat-capable enemy. However, 
the experience of the Coalition of 
Western States against the Islamic 
State of Iraq and the Levant, or ISIS, in 
the city of Mosul (2016-2017) demon-
strated that once an enemy has gone 
to ground in an urban (or mountain-
ous) environment, high-tech recon-
naissance systems are not as effective.

The Russians say that U.S. and Iraqi sol-
diers resort to the tactics of a unique 
“mini-reconnaissance” in force even 
when fighting against a less-equipped 
enemy. Inasmuch as it is very difficult 
to discover the enemy’s battle forma-
tion and fire plan within a city’s blocks, 
the Americans and Iraqis carried out 
assaults by small teams to lure the ISIS 
fighters to counterattack. After the ter-
rorists emerged from cover, American 
aviation and artillery delivered a strike 
against them.

“This method of fighting terrorists in 
Iraq indicates that in fighting a deter-
mined and trained enemy, not even 
the most state-of-the-art equipment 
will permit obtaining precise coordi-
nates of the disposition of his weapons 
in the battle formation,” write V. Kisel-
ov and A. Kostenko in their article 
“Разведка боем в современных 
условиях” [“Reconnaissance-in-Force 
under Contemporary Conditions”]. 
“Consequently, the study and use of 
old, tested reconnaissance methods 
supported by new technology is an im-
portant factor in preparing to conduct 
reconnaissance when other methods 
have not provided a proper result.”18

Today, reconnaissance-in-force is a va-
riety of attack conducted by small forc-
es whose missions are to determine 
the composition, status, battle forma-
tion, fire plan, engineer obstacle plan 
and capabilities for counterattacks at 
the tactical level. They collect the most 
complete and reliable information on 
the enemy and on the nature of his de-
fenses, both at the forward edge as 
well as in the immediate tactical depth. 
Reconnaissance-in-force is one meth-
od of tactical reconnaissance.19 Tactical 
reconnaissance uses many other meth-
ods of collecting necessary information 
on the enemy, the main ones being ob-
servation, probing attack [поиск], raid 
and ambush. Aerial reconnaissance us-
ing unmanned aerial vehicles, signals 

intelligence, radar, electronic intelli-
gence and imagery intelligence pro-
duce good results.20

Each method has its positive points. A 
well-organized observation system 
provides reliable information on the 
disposition of the visible enemy, his 
movements and actions, and the loca-
tion of surface-weapon emplacements 
and defensive structures. Accurate in-
formation about the enemy on a spe-
cific axis or in a specific area can be 
collected with a skillfully executed 
probing attack or ambush. Interroga-
tion of prisoners and a study of enemy 
documents are an exceptionally valu-
able source of information on the en-
emy. Signals intelligence, radar and 
electronic-intelligence collection per-
mit tracking the location of main ene-
my subunits in real time.21

The preceding forms of tactical intelli-
gence may reveal the affiliation and in-
tentions of the enemy; the disposition 
of enemy personnel and weapons, es-
pecially artillery; the changes in enemy 
defensive formations; and the morale 
of enemy troops. Imagery of a terrain 
sector occupied by the enemy provides 
the commander with information on 
the actual condition of the objective at 
a given moment. The value of these 
tactical reconnaissance methods is in-
disputable, but it does not provide a 
full picture of an enemy defense, espe-
cially the disposition of his first-eche-
lon companies and battalions.22

What is a reconnaissance-in-force try-
ing to accomplish? First, determine the 
actual location of the forward edge of 
the enemy defenses. Second, activate 
the entire enemy defensive plan. Third, 
determine enemy boundaries and 
flanks. Fourth, determine positions, 
routes, fire support and deployment 
lines for enemy counterattacks. Fifth, 
capture prisoners and documents.23 
Sixth, seize and retain positions advan-
tageous for continued reconnaissance 
or exploitation during an actual attack.

An experienced enemy will not want to 
disclose the frontline trace and posi-
tions of his defense, as that will attract 
accurate artillery fire. The enemy will 
create dummy, temporary firing posi-
tions, combat outposts and forward 
defensive positions in front of the ac-
tual defense. The dummy positions are 

built so they can be detected and draw 
off artillery fire. The actual positions 
will be well hidden from ground and air 
observation. Combat outposts, tempo-
rary firing positions and forward defen-
sive positions are also concealed and 
are designed to shape the battle and 
inflict damage on an attacker in front 
of the actual defenses. The reconnais-
sance-in-force needs to determine the 
forward edge of the enemy defenses, 
particularly the location of anti-tank 
weapons, tanks and infantry fighting 
vehicles. The enemy defense may in-
clude a dummy forward-defensive po-
sition to which the enemy will with-
draw under attack, leading the attack-
er into a fire sac where defensive fires 
are concentrated and into which a 
counterattack is planned.24

A successful reconnaissance-in-force 
should activate the entire enemy de-
fensive plan. A skilled enemy will em-
ploy duty weapons in temporary firing 
positions to deal with patrols, probing 
fire and probing attacks. Artillery, mor-
tar, ATGM and automatic weapons in 
temporary firing positions should have 
no relation to their positioning in the 
main defense. Counterbattery radar, 
such as the U.S. AN/TPQ-36 and AN/
TPQ-37 systems, will be camouflaged 
and shifted. Artillery firing positions 
and command posts will change posi-
tions periodically to avert detection.25 
The reconnaissance-in-force should 
convince the enemy that the attack is 
a genuine, all-out attack and cause the 
activation of all electronics, reveal en-
emy firing positions, disclose move-
ment, trigger protective smoke and un-
cover engineer obstacles.

Determining enemy flanks and bound-
aries is an important mission of a re-
connaissance-in-force since they are 
the most vulnerable locations in a de-
fense. Knowing their location helps de-
termine the main axis of any future at-
tack and how to unhinge the enemy 
defense. Prisoners and captured docu-
ments are important in determining 
flanks and boundaries as well as troop 
strength and morale.26

An enemy usually uses counterattacks 
to restore a lost position. Since enemy 
counterattacks are conducted using 
battalion and brigade reserves or sec-
ond echelons, once a reconnaissance-
in-force is counterattacked, it can 
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determine the counterattack force 
composition, routes for conducting 
counterattacks and the lines of deploy-
ment of counterattacking units and 
subunits. Even in those cases where 
the enemy does not commit his tacti-
cal reserves, their disposition area is 
invariably discovered through the ac-
tivity usually associated with reserve 
locations (stepped-up movement of 
personnel and equipment, radar acti-
vation, smoke and electronic denial).27

A reconnaissance-in-force can be con-
ducted from defensive positions in di-
rect contact with the enemy or from 
the march. A reconnaissance-in-force 
is carried out to determine the compo-
sition of the enemy grouping or discov-
er changes in it, and to determine or 
update the location of his forward 
edge of defense. Most importantly, it 
is done to preclude fire preparation of 
the attack against unoccupied, tempo-
rarily abandoned or insufficiently de-
fended enemy positions. Reconnais-
sance-in-force must be conducted so 
the enemy is unable to ascertain when 
troops are launching an attack and will 
be unable to determine the axis of the 
main attack. As a rule, a reconnais-
sance-in-force is conducted on differ-
ent axes and at different times of day 
for this purpose. But most importantly, 
the enemy must not realize this attack 
is only a reconnaissance-in-force.28

Example
A Russian motorized rifle battalion is 
defending from positions in direct con-
tact with the enemy. The enemy is de-
fending along a railroad embankment 
with secondary positions about 100 
meters behind the forward defense. 
The terrain is marshy. The battalion 
commander was directed to conduct a 
company-sized pre-dawn dismounted 
reconnaissance-in-force in the vicinity 
of Elevation 235.3. The company’s mis-
sion is to determine the enemy 
strength and dispositions, capture doc-
uments and prisoners, and determine 
the strength and route of the counter-
attack force. The company will plan on 
withdrawing after one hour unless the 
enemy withdraws. If so, the company 
will provide support to a follow-on at-
tack. A tank platoon will provide direct 
fire support to the company and be 
prepared to move behind the attacking 
company.

The battalion commander decides to 
employ his second-echelon company 
to conduct the reconnaissance-in-
force. He designates a company attack 
area between two leading platoons in 
a forward company. Since the compa-
ny must cross 300 meters of fairly open 
ground before reaching the enemy po-
sition, the brigade commander has 

assigned an artillery battalion to sup-
port the attack. The artillery battalion 
will conduct 10-minute artillery prepa-
ration in advance of the attack and 
plan to conduct deeper fires, on-call 
fires and standing barrage fires on the 
flanks of the attack. The artillery bat-
talion, motorized rifle battalion, recon-
naissance company and engineers will 

Figure 2. Russian deployment of forces for reconnaissance-in-force. (Graphic 
courtesy of Chuck Bartles)
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establish observation posts overlook-
ing the attack.

The attack commences at dawn follow-
ing the artillery barrage with three pla-
toons on-line. After breaking through 
the initial defensive line, the middle 
platoon continues deeper to establish 
a support position. The right and left 
flank platoons begin their withdrawal, 
searching for prisoners, documents 
and enemy crew-served weapons. The 
enemy launches a counterattack which 
is stopped by artillery fire and the mid-
dle platoon.

Upon the command to withdraw, the 
reconnaissance-in-force company will 
withdraw, normally under a particulate 
smoke screen. Upon the command to 
defend, the company will dig in as a 
supporting position for a follow-on 
battalion attack.

Looking to near-term
What is specifically missing in this Rus-
sian discussion of reconnaissance-in-
force is its main drawback. A recon-
naissance-in-force can result in heavy 
casualties with less-than-optimum re-
sults. During World War II, the Soviet 
Union lost more than 20 million mili-
tary and civilians. Military losses were 
between 8.7 and 14 million. The Red 
Army soldier may not have loved the 
communist system, but he/she loved 
Mother Russia; Soviet military lives 
were spent prodigiously to stop the 
German advance, especially during the 
early days of the war. Few other na-
tions have demonstrated the capacity 
to suffer so many losses without disin-
tegration.

Today, the Soviet empire is past and a 
truncated Russia has a smaller popula-
tion with a smaller proportion of ser-
vice-eligible youth. New Russian equip-
ment is far more concerned with ergo-
nomics and preserving life than in the 
past. Before, it was the tanks that must 
be preserved or repaired while the de-
ceased crews were replaced. Now, the 
philosophy seems to be to preserve 
the warrior’s life and skills even with 
the sacrifice of the combat system. 
Net-centric warfare and robotics may 
support this philosophy.

The joint use of a motorized rifle (tank) 
battalion and reconnaissance subunits 
supported by the new Armata T-14 

tanks is a promising development sup-
porting the conduct of a reconnais-
sance-in-force. The T-14 provides tar-
get designation and adjusts the direct 
fire of its own escort of T-90 tanks as 
well as the Koalitsiya-SV 152mm self-
propelled howitzers and short-range 
and medium-range air defense systems 
to its rear. This is an important imple-
mentation of the concept of net-cen-
tric warfare.

Further, the use of robotic complexes 
for various purposes – both combat 
ones for direct conduct of the attack as 
well as reconnaissance-combat ones 
used both for combat operations and 
only for reconnaissance operations – is 
an important direction for developing 
further methods of conducting a re-
connaissance-in-force.29

Integrated fires, rapid detect-destroy 
systems and the controlled, merciless 
onslaught of smaller robot tanks and 
assault vehicles may rip through robust 
defenses to determine the true nature 
of the defense and prepare the main 
attack to totally dismantle it. To the 
Russian way of thinking, the reconnais-
sance-in-force remains a viable meth-
od of tactical intelligence. Learning 
how to employ it optimally is the cur-
rent challenge.
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The Military Decision-Making Process: a 
Blueprint for Developing Your Unit’s 

Mission-Essential Task List Crosswalk
by CPT Jonathan Hawkins

The U.S. Army has developed and 
maintained a set of doctrine since its 
inception. It has constantly expanded 
and refined this doctrine to ensure it 
remains a relevant point of reference 
in an ever-changing environment. De-
spite having unlimited access to this 
doctrine, however, leaders are often 
quick to look elsewhere to address a 
problem or challenge. Conducting a 
thorough and applicable mission-es-
sential task list (METL) crosswalk is one 
of these “problems” leaders face – a 
problem that can be solved through 
the application of a commonly used 
piece of doctrine.

The most effective method of execut-
ing an accurate METL crosswalk that 
facilitates training management within 
a unit is through the use of the military 
decision-making process (MDMP). Ex-
ecuting a METL crosswalk using the 
MDMP in turn facilitates the execution 
of troop-leading procedures (TLPs) at 
the company/troop/battery level.

Each unit has a list of tasks, dictated by 
the Army, that it is expected to be able 
to perform. This list of tasks, known as 
a METL, is the guiding force behind a 
unit’s training and should be an inte-
gral part of the training-management 
process. Conducting a crosswalk of 
these tasks down to the individual lev-
el is critical to a unit’s ability to plan, 
execute and manage meaningful train-
ing that effectively builds proficiency 
in those Army-directed tasks. Once an 
accurate crosswalk is executed, it can 
be applied in several ways that facili-
tates parallel planning and builds effi-
ciencies within a unit’s training-man-
agement system.

This article identifies critical gaps in 
the typical method of executing a 
METL crosswalk; proposes an alter-
nate, doctrinal-based method; and 
provides practical ways to apply the 
crosswalk in everyday operations.

Crosswalk steps
A thorough METL crosswalk is execut-
ed in two steps: inform and conduct. 
Too often these two steps are merged 
into one and leadership fails to be ap-
plied to the process. The “inform” step 
is what most are accustomed to: ac-
cessing the Combined-Arms Training 
Strategies (CATS) Website (https://atn.
army.mil/dsp_CATSviewer01.aspx#) or 
another resource and researching, by 
task, what individual tasks are nested 
within a collective task according to 
that particular source.

While this process is important, it is 
only the initial step toward executing 
an accurate crosswalk of mission-es-
sential tasks (MET). The second step, 
“conduct,” is what gets left out most of 
the time. This step requires leaders to 
be more subjective, looking specifical-
ly at their mission set and applying the 
knowledge and experience held within 
their organization to ensure tasks are 
properly nested. This is where the ap-
plication of the MDMP is most effec-
tive, enabling leaders at echelon to ac-
count for all factors and allowing com-
manders to remain central throughout 
the process. It is through “informing” 
and “conducting” that accurate METL 
crosswalks are built and proper nest-
ing of tasks between echelons can oc-
cur.

The first step in building a METL cross-
walk is to “inform.” During this step, 
commanders and other leaders look 
objectively at what individual tasks 
must be trained to service a collective 
task. By doing so, leaders establish a 
base of understanding into the training 
that must be executed, at echelon, to 
build proficiency in their respective 
METs. Here, commanders implement 
the science of control, which is “based 
on objectivity, facts and empirical 
methods”1 and is critical in building an 
accurate association between collec-
tive and individual tasks.

There are several resources available 

to help facilitate this process. These re-
sources, which include CATS, Digital 
Training Management System (DTMS) 
and training circulars (TCs), break 
down collective tasks into a list of indi-
vidual or lower echelon tasks, making 
it easy to document and use as a refer-
ence moving forward.

CATS, in particular, organizes tasks 
based first on branch or unit type, then 
by echelon. CATS not only breaks down 
collective tasks to individual tasks but 
also provides training and evaluation 
outlines that list the performance mea-
sures required for each task to be 
trained.

CATS and similar databases are phe-
nomenal resources that leaders should 
reference while developing a cross-
walk, but not solely rely on. As with 
anything else, these resources have 
gaps in capabilities that make the sec-
ond step in the crosswalk process ab-
solutely critical. 

There are several capability gaps in the 
resources used in the “inform” step 
that prevent commanders and other 
leaders from exclusively relying on 
them to execute their METL crosswalk. 
The largest deficiency is that these re-
sources are void of any subjective anal-
ysis and fail to apply factors that might 
affect a particular unit’s crosswalk. 
One way this is evident is how tasks are 
prioritized. Executing a crosswalk pure-
ly using CATS or another resource typ-
ically causes leaders to rank the impor-
tance of their tasks based on the num-
ber of collective tasks that are serviced 
instead of what might be uniquely im-
portant for their particular unit.

For example, Table 1 depicts an armor 
company’s high-to-low payoff tasks 
based on the commander’s crosswalk. 
“Conduct TLP” is at the top, as training 
that task at the platoon level services 
the most supporting collective tasks 
(SCTs) at the company level. “Conduct 
a movement-to-contact,” meanwhile, 
is prioritized at the bottom of the list 
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because, due to the narrow focus of 
the task itself, it only services a small 
number of SCTs.

Relying on CATS alone to do a METL 
crosswalk removes the commander 
from the process and instead relies on 
quantitative data to determine what 
tasks are most important. Given some 
analysis, this commander could deter-
mine that, although “conduct a re-
hearsal” is an important task, his pla-
toons’ ability to conduct a passage-of-
lines is more important based on his 
company’s mission.

CATS shortcomings
Another gap in the capabilities of these 
resources is the failure to account for 
unique units or units in uncommon sit-
uations. Currently, CATS and similar re-
sources serve as a “one size fits all” da-
tabase that treats every like unit the 
same. This, however, is clearly not the 
case for several units. For example, 
one armor company in every armored 
brigade combat team (ABCT) across 
the Army has moved under the cavalry 
squadron as part of the Army’s K-series 
modified table of organization and 

equipment. This creates an obvious dif-
ference in mission set, responsibilities 
and expectations of that armor com-
pany. It also does not take into account 
the mission for the squadron and how 
it differs from that of a combined-arms 
battalion.

Other examples include the forward-
support companies (FSCs) and artillery 
batteries.

One of the several changes that came 
with the Army’s K-series redesign is the 
movement of one armor company to 
the cavalry squadron in each ABCT. 
Among other things, this changed that 
armor company’s mission from being 
one centered on closing with and de-
stroying the enemy to one focused on 
reconnaissance and security. CATS has 
failed to account for this change. As a 
result, conducting an objective METL 
crosswalk using only the first step of 
the process will yield results focused 
on tasks critical to a standard armor 
company, not one task-organized with-
in a cavalry squadron.

It could be argued that the armor com-
pany’s METL itself must change to 

properly nest its efforts within the 
cavalry squadron. While this may be 
true, the commander’s ability to ex-
ecute an accurate METL crosswalk 
will help mitigate the effects of hav-
ing a standardized METL and will fo-
cus training within the company on 
the tasks necessary to accomplish its 
new mission set.

An accurate crosswalk assists in iden-
tifying tasks that are common to both 
cavalry and tank organizations. For 
example, “integrate indirect-fire sup-
port” and “conduct tactical move-
ment” are critical collective tasks 
(CCTs) for both scout and tank pla-
toons. Identifying and prioritizing 
these tasks allows the company to si-
multaneously service both their Ar-
my-directed METs and the tasks nec-
essary to accomplish their mission 
within the squadron.

Another way an accurate crosswalk 
helps is by effectively breaking down 
tasks to the individual level so the 
company is prepared to capitalize on 
training opportunities as they arise. 
Depending on how the squadron is 
task-organized with the integration of 
scouts and tanks, for example, the 

1-4 Low-payoff collective task

5-9 Medium-payoff collective task

>10 High-payoff collective task

Platoon CCTs

1 Conduct TLPs (171-121-4045)

2 Conduct rehearsal (07-2-5009)

3 Integrate direct fires (07-2-3027)

4 integrate indirect-fire support (07-2-3036)

5 Conduct tactical movement (07-2-1342)

6 React to contact (07-3-D9501)

7 Conduct consolidation and reorganization (07-2-5027)

8 Conduct a passage-of-lines as the passing unit (07-2-9006)

9 Evacuate casualties (08-2-0004)

10 Treat casualties  (08-2-0003)

11 React to indirect fire (07-3-D9504)

12 Conduct a movement-to-contact (07-2-1090)

13 Conduct area defense (07-2-9003)

14 Occupy an assembly area (07-2-9014)

15 Conduct attack-by-fire (07-2-1256)

Table 1. An example of an armor company’s high-low payoff tasks. Also see TC 
3-20.15, Tank Platoon Collective Task Publication, July 2013.

company might never have the oppor-
tunity to train a tank pure platoon to 
“conduct an attack.” However, a tank 
section operating in support of a scout 
platoon can train on “conduct an at-
tack-by-fire,” a supporting task to “con-
duct an attack” that was identified 
through a proper crosswalk.

Capitalizing on this training opportuni-
ty builds proficiency in that task at the 
section level, which, when built upon, 
ultimately leads to an increase in pla-
toon proficiency and beyond. This lev-
el of analysis is something command-
ers cannot find on CATS.

Similar to the armor company in a cav-
alry squadron, FSCs do not have a 
METL that supports their specific mis-
sion set. The Army-directed METL for 
an FSC is generic, not tailored to fit the 
particular formation the FSC supports. 
The Delta FSCs in an ABCT, for example, 
are constructed to support the cavalry 
squadron. However, there are no METs 
addressing sustainment in a guard or 
screen, two essential tasks in the cav-
alry squadron’s METL.

Also, the SCTs for four of the FSC’s six 



42                      Winter-Spring 2018

METs (“conduct sustainment support 
in a movement-to-contact,” “conduct 
sustainment support in an attack,” 
“conduct sustainment support in an 
area defense” and “conduct sustain-
ment support in area security”) are 
identical. There is no delineation in 
how sustainment is trained to build 
proficiency in each of these tasks.

Many of these SCTs are the same as 
units in the brigade-support battalion 
and sustainment brigade – two forma-
tions with entirely different missions. 
Strictly using CATS to perform this 
crosswalk results in the identification 
of literally hundreds of crew and indi-
vidual tasks with no prioritization. Ap-
plying subjective analysis that CATS or 
similar databases cannot provide is 
critical in developing an accurate cross-
walk within an FSC.

Another unit that CATS does not accu-
rately account for is the self-propelled 
artillery battery. If a battery command-
er executed a METL crosswalk strictly 
using CATS, critical tasks would be left 
out. “Operate an M109A6 driver’s 
night-vision device” and other driver-
related tasks, for example, are not cov-
ered. Tasks associated with basic or ad-
vanced driver’s training obviously need 
to be a focal point in a battery’s train-
ing plan, especially one that contains 
self-propelled artillery.

Other tasks left out are associated with 
communications. Artillery batteries 
have an inherent requirement to com-
municate long distances to deconflict 
airspace and process fire missions in 
support of units external to their for-
mations. Specific communications 
tasks like “operate an AN/PRC-150C 
Harris radio” are not included under 
the artillery battery in CATS or similar 
databases.

Training on these tasks enables the 
battery to establish secure long-range 
voice and digital communications, 
which is especially critical when firing 
in support of a unit conducting a guard 
or other operations at increased dis-
tances. While it is true that these tasks 
do not have to be included in a METL 
crosswalk for a unit to train on them, 
excluding them from the crosswalk de-
creases its utility and limits its applica-
bility to the unit’s training manage-
ment system.

Applying MDMP
The “inform” step is crucial in develop-
ing an accurate METL crosswalk. It not 
only identifies the breakdown of each 
collective task but also creates a 
shared understanding within the unit 
of what tasks are necessary to train on 
to build proficiency at a higher eche-
lon. The end product of this step is a 
spreadsheet that clearly shows the re-
lationship between tasks at each ech-
elon (Table 22). This step, however, is 
typically the only one leaders complete 
when executing their crosswalk. This 
standard method of conducting a 
crosswalk fails to apply a level of sub-
jectivity that comes with a command-
er’s analysis. For this reason, the sec-
ond step of “conduct” is critical in de-
veloping an accurate crosswalk.

The “conduct” step is where a unit’s 
METL crosswalk goes from an objec-
tively developed spreadsheet to an in-
tegral part of the way training is man-
aged and conducted. It is during this 
step that commanders implement the 
art of command, defined in Army Doc-
trinal Publication (ADP) 6-0 as “the cre-
ative and skillful exercise of authority 
through timely decision-making and 
leadership.”3 The application of this 
leadership is the key difference be-
tween “conducting” and “informing” a 
crosswalk. This step is best accom-
plished through the use of MDMP.

MDMP provides an excellent frame-
work that can help guide commanders 
and other leaders to conduct an accu-
rate crosswalk that can be practically 
applied in several ways. The first thing 
the MDMP does is it enables the com-
mander to drive the process. The first 
principle of Army unit training is that 
commanders and other leaders are re-
sponsible for training.4 This responsi-
bility makes their direct involvement in 
this process critical.

The other benefit of using the MDMP 
is the doctrinal structure it provides. 
Although MDMP is typically conducted 
at the battalion level or higher, com-
manders at all levels can use the steps 
to ensure they thoroughly and deliber-
ately create their crosswalk. 

Step 1 of the MDMP is “receipt of mis-
sion.” By this time, commanders and 
other leaders have already objectively 
developed the spreadsheet and should 

have a firm understanding of what 
needs to be done to complete the 
crosswalk.

Step 2 is “mission analysis” (MA). One 
of the primary steps within MA is the 
identification of specified, implied and 
essential tasks. This step forces com-
manders to look at their units specifi-
cally and determine what tasks must 
be trained to accomplish their assigned 
mission.

Specified tasks, as they relate to a 
METL crosswalk, are the unit’s Army-
directed METs. These tasks are specifi-
cally assigned to the unit and serve as 
the base of tasks to be analyzed. Im-
plied tasks are the subtasks that the 
unit must train to build proficiency in 
their specified tasks.

A lot of these tasks were identified in 
the “inform” step using CATS and oth-
er resources but, as stated earlier, it is 
likely that key tasks were missed with 
the absence of any subjective analysis. 
An effective way to identify implied 
tasks is to draw a sketch or set of 
graphics that depicts a collective task 
as the objective and outlines the sup-
porting tasks necessary to accomplish 
the mission. This helps the command-
er conceptualize all the tasks his sub-
ordinate element will have to execute 
to properly perform that collective 
task.

Take Figure 1, for example. The speci-
fied task the commander is analyzing 
is “conduct an attack.” By drawing a 
sketch, the commander is able to work 
backward to determine what his unit 
will have to do to successfully conduct 
an attack on Objective Lions.

Creating sketches of tasks as they 
would a set of graphics forces leaders 
to think of all the tasks tied to each 
graphical control measure or opera-
tional graphic. This method also helps 
to apply some practicality to the pro-
cess. A database might identify “plan 
for an improvised explosive device 
threat” as a supporting task to “con-
duct zone reconnaissance” but, by 
drawing out the specified task, a com-
mander may find it unnecessary to 
train that implied task. As a result, this 
task could be prioritized lower than 
other supporting tasks or disregarded 
as an implied task altogether.

Implied tasks can also be added based 
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Table 2. Reproduction of a spreadsheet example of tank-platoon CCTs crosswalked against company SCTs, the resulting 
product of the “inform” step.

on the commander’s analysis. “React 
to indirect fire” or “treat a casualty” 
are potential implied tasks for “con-
duct an attack.” This same concept can 
then be applied to each implied task 
identified to further break them down 
to lower echelons. Through this pro-
cess, commanders are able to clearly 
identify and prioritize their specified 
and implied tasks.
Once specified and implied tasks are 
identified and leaders within the orga-
nization have an understanding behind 
the purpose for accomplishing each 
task, essential tasks are identified. Es-
sential tasks are determined based on 
what tasks must be executed to 

accomplish the overall mission.5 These 
tasks are unique to individual units and 
should determine the training focus 
and allocation of training time. In some 
cases, these tasks are directed from a 
higher headquarters.

For example, 5th Squadron, 4th Cavalry 
Regiment, 2nd ABCT, 1st Infantry Divi-
sion, received specific guidance from 
the brigade commander on what tasks 
he wanted the squadron to be able to 
execute proficiently: “conduct a guard” 
and “conduct a reconnaissance-in-
force.” These two tasks became the 
squadron’s essential tasks, serving as a 
focal point of training and assisting in 

how the squadron manages its time 
and resources.

After identifying specified, implied and 
essential tasks, commanders execute a 
commander’s dialogue with their high-
er headquarters. The commander’s di-
alogue, described in Army Doctrinal 
Reference Publication (ADRP) 7-0 as a 
critical step in completing MA,6 allows 
commanders to discuss the tasks they 
have identified with their leadership to 
confirm or adjust results prior to mov-
ing forward with their crosswalk. This 
dialogue serves as a conditions check 
and ensures subordinate commanders 
are nested within their higher 
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commander’s intent. The results of this 
dialogue and the rest of MA are then 
applied in course-of-action (CoA) de-
velopment.

Step 3 of the MDMP is CoA develop-
ment. During this step, commanders 
nest their tasks vertically with their 
higher headquarters and laterally with 
adjacent units, developing potential 
CoAs to be applied given certain mis-
sions.

Figure 2 depicts what tasks would be 
executed at echelon if the brigade was 

conducting a movement-to-contact. 
With the application of the specified, 
implied and essential tasks identified 
through MA, this commander outlined 
what mission his unit would be expect-
ed to perform. In this particular exam-
ple, the troop commander has deter-
mined that when the squadron is exe-
cuting a reconnaissance-in-force, his 
troop would more than likely be con-
ducting a zone reconnaissance. With 
the squadron’s task organization, the 
tank troop would typically be assigned 
route reconnaissance as a specified 
task.

This level of analysis helps command-
ers anticipate requirements and better 
prepare to meet them. The tank-troop 
commander knows that if the brigade 
is doing a movement-to-contact, he 
needs to plan for the possible employ-
ment of engineer reconnaissance 
teams and mount mine plows on his 
wing tanks. Using the MDMP drives 
this preparation.7 This also, again, in-
creases the applicability of the METL 
crosswalk and makes the time spent 
developing it worthwhile. Developing 
these CoAs translates almost directly 
into the creation and refinement of the 
METL crosswalk, as tasks are broken 
down from the highest echelon to the 
lowest.

MDMP’s last steps; TLPs
The remaining steps of the MDMP 
guide the commander through the re-
finement and production of the METL 
crosswalk. In CoA analysis and CoA 
comparison, commanders and other 
leaders compare their crosswalks with 
like units, widening perspectives and 
highlighting differences to trigger dis-
cussion. This is a critical step in the 
crosswalk’s development, as it allows 
the crosswalk to be looked at by lead-
ers external to the unit who hold simi-
lar positions. Comparing crosswalks 
gives commanders an outside, unbi-
ased look at their crosswalk that could 

Figure 1. A sketch identifying implied tasks when conducting an attack (07-2-9001).

Figure 2. METL nesting diagram.
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potentially identify something that was 
missed.

CoA approval and orders production 
are the final two steps. It is during 
these steps that the METL crosswalk is 
approved by the higher commander, fi-
nalized and published. The final prod-
uct does not look much different from 
what was developed during the “in-
form” step in terms of format, but the 
content has been refined and ultimate-
ly built through the analysis of the 
commander and other leaders within 
the organization.

Using the MDMP is the most effective 
way to develop an accurate METL 
crosswalk that can be easily integrated 
into a unit’s training-management pro-
cess. Developing a crosswalk by first 
“informing” and then “conducting” 
creates a product that has several ap-
plications. First, the crosswalk facili-
tates TLPs at the company/troop/bat-
tery level and below. It equips units at 
lower echelons with the tools neces-
sary to conduct parallel planning. It can 

also be used as a doctrinal template 
(doctemp), which can be turned into a 
situational template (sittemp) upon 
designation of a mission. Finally, an ac-
curate METL crosswalk can be integrat-
ed into training meetings and other ev-
eryday operations. The MDMP is capa-
ble of producing a crosswalk with sev-
eral applications.

One of the greatest applications is how 
a METL crosswalk can facilitate TLPs 
and enable parallel planning at lower 
echelons. With a carefully developed 
METL crosswalk, Steps 1 and 2 of the 
TLPs can be completed simply by 
knowing the essential task of one’s 
higher unit. As stated earlier when dis-
cussing CoA development, referencing 
the unit’s crosswalk will enable the 
commander to receive the mission, or 
at least a piece of it, and issue a warn-
ing order (warno) based on the task his 
higher headquarters must execute.

Following a brief warno, commanders 
can move immediately into Steps 3 and 
4: “make a tentative plan” and “initiate 

movement.” A crosswalk done from 
MET down to individual task outlines 
what must be done at each echelon to 
successfully accomplish the mission. 
For example, if a cavalry squadron is 
tasked with a guard mission, the tank-
troop commander knows it is likely the 
troop will be tasked with an area de-
fense.

Following the crosswalk for that MET, 
platoons know they will have to inte-
grate indirect-fire support so they can 
begin planning indirect-fire targets 
with the troop fire-support officer. Sec-
tions know they will have to establish 
fighting positions, so they can begin re-
hearsing the identification and occupa-
tion of fighting positions. Individual 
crewmen can begin preparing camou-
flage to use on the tanks and range-
card templates to expedite the devel-
opment of sector sketches once in po-
sition.

Units typically do not receive a lot of 
time to plan, especially at lower levels. 
This expedites TLPs at the company/

Figure 3. A slide from the weekly training meeting in 5-4 Cav. It depicts T+1 squadron concept of operations for Week 1 
of a training cycle.
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troop/battery level and triggers almost 
immediate movement.

Doctemp, sittemp
Another practical use of a METL cross-
walk is maintaining it as a doctemp. A 
doctemp is a model depicting how an 
element, typically a threat, operates 
when unconstrained by the effects of 
the battlefield environment.8 When en-
vironmental effects like terrain are 
placed over the doctemp, it changes 
into a sittemp, which depicts how the 
element will operate under those spe-
cific effects.

In this case, the METL crosswalk serves 
as a doctemp, a model that depicts 
how a unit will fight void of any exter-
nal factors. Once a factor is implement-
ed – a designation of mission, for ex-
ample – the doctemp turns into a sit-
temp, serving as a blueprint for what 
specifically needs to happen for that 
unit to be successful. This application 
makes the crosswalk a living docu-
ment, capable of taking on several 
shapes given the condition under 
which the unit is placed.

Training meetings
The final major application of a METL 
crosswalk is its integration into train-
ing meetings and other daily opera-
tions. To ensure a unit’s crosswalk 
plays an integral role in training man-
agement, it must be tied into the one 
weekly meeting purely dedicated to 
training. This ensures the tasks identi-
fied as high importance are being allo-
cated the proper time in the training 
schedule. It also creates a shared un-
derstanding among the leadership on 
what specifically the unit needs to fo-
cus training on for that week.

Figure 3 depicts a slide from the train-
ing meeting in 5-4 Cav. Each week, a 
squadron MET is identified as the 
training focus for that period. In turn, 
troops identify troop METs that are 
nested within the squadron MET as 
their training focus. The same thing is 
done during troop training meetings, 
ensuring the individual tasks being 
trained each week during Sergeants’ 
Time training are vertically nested with 
the squadron’s MET. This also serves as 
a system of record, documenting when 
and how often each MET was ad-
dressed through training.

A unit tying their crosswalk into their 
training meetings helps operationalize 
the process, which facilitates a 
smoother transition from garrison to a 
field environment. A unit that con-
stantly discusses, plans and trains 
around their METs will be familiar with 
everything from terminology to specif-
ic requirements for each task when 
employed in a tactical scenario.

‘Yellow space’ 
management
Another way the crosswalk can be in-
tegrated into everyday training man-
agement is by using it as a tool to man-
age “yellow space.” Yellow space refers 
to windows of time where units can 
train tasks concurrent to other opera-
tions that are not part of the primary 
training focus. This is not to be con-
fused with white space, which is ex-
tremely rare if not non-existent in most 
units.

Being able to capitalize on yellow 
space and manage it effectively is what 
elevates units to the next level. Having 
a well-developed METL crosswalk can 
assist with managing yellow space, 
providing pre-prioritized tasks at ech-
elon to reference when the opportuni-
ty arises.

Figure 4 illustrates how a unit used its 
METL crosswalk to identify tasks from 
10-level to platoon-collective that they 
could train concurrently while execut-
ing a platoon situational-training exer-
cise (STX). Having these tasks clearly 
broken down equips commanders with 
the tools necessary to make an in-
formed decision on what tasks should 
be the focus of concurrent training. 
The early identification of these tasks 
– battle drills in this particular example 
– then enables subordinate leaders to 
plan ahead to ensure the training is 
valuable and not poorly prepared. A 
thoroughly developed METL crosswalk 
serves as a tool that can be integrated 
into training management.

There are several resources that assist 
leaders in creating a METL crosswalk. 
These resources – which include CATS, 
TCs, DTMS and other databases – are 
fantastic tools that help identify and 
clearly define supporting tasks and 
how they are associated with collective 
tasks. These tools, however, cannot 

replace a commander’s involvement or 
subjective analysis. To do this, com-
manders and other leaders do not have 
to look any further than the nearest 
Army publications library.

CPT John Hawkins commands Head-
quarters and Headquarters Company 
(HHC), 2nd ABCT, 1st Infantry Division, 
Fort Riley, KS. He wrote this article 
while commanding Troop D (Toma-
hawk Troop), 5th Squadron, 4th Cavalry 
Regiment, 2nd ABCT, 1st Infantry Divi-
sion, Fort Riley. Previous assignments 
include plans officer, 2nd ABCT, 1st Infan-
try Division; executive officer, HHC, 1st 
Battalion, 30th Infantry, 2/3 Infantry Di-
vision, Fort Stewart, GA; and executive 
officer, Company A, 1/30 Infantry, 2/3 
Infantry Division, Fort Stewart. His mil-
itary education includes Maneuver 
Captain’s Career Course, Army Recon-
naissance Course, Cavalry Leader’s 
Course, Airborne School and Armor Ba-
sic Officer Leader’s Course. He holds a 
bachelor’s of arts degree in criminal 
justice, with a minor in military leader-
ship, from James Madison University. 
His awards and honors include the 
Bronze Star and membership in the Or-
der of St. George.

CPT Hawkins notes that Troop D, 5-4 
Cav, is a tank company that transi-
tioned from combined-arms battalion 
to cavalry squadron while he was in 
command. The transition gave him 
“phenomenal insight” into the chal-
lenges a tank unit serving in a cavalry 
organization may face and the effect 
the Army-directed METL has on a unit’s 
training plan.

Notes
1 ADP 6-0, Mission Command, May 2012.
2 Troop D, 5-4 Cav METL crosswalk (pla-
toon CCT), June 2016.
3 ADP 6-0.
4 ADRP 7-0, Training Units and Develop‐
ing Leaders, August 2012.
5 Field Manual (FM) 5-0, Army Planning 
and Orders Production, January 2005.
6 ADRP 7-0.
7 ADRP 5-0, The Operations Process, May 
2012.
8 FM 34-130, Intelligence Preparation of 
the Battlefield, July 1994.
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ABCT – armored brigade combat 
team
ADP – Army doctrinal publication
ADRP – Army doctrinal reference 
publication
BD – battle drill
BFV – Bradley Fighting Vehicle
CATS – Combined-Arms Training 
Strategies
CCT – critical collective task
CoA – course of action
Doctemp – doctrinal template

Figure 4. An illustration of how one unit plans to manage yellow space (briefed at a quarterly training brief to the 2nd 
ABCT, 1st Infantry Division, commander).

Acronym Quick-Scan

DTMS – Digital Training 
Management System
FM – field manual
FSC – forward-support company
HHC – headquarters and 
headquarters company
KCT – key collective tasks
LD – line of departure
LoA – line of advance
Logpac(k) – logistics package
MA – mission analysis
MDMP – military decision-making 
process

MET – mission-essential task
METL – mission-essential task list
PLT – platoon
SCT – supporting collective task
Sitrep – situation report
Sittemp – situational template
STX – situational-training exercise
TAA – tactical assembly area
TC – training circular
TLP – troop-leading procedure
Warno – warning order
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Instituting Organizational Change 
at Company Level

by CPT Daniel Rowe

Instituting organizational change is one 
of the hardest tasks for commanders 
to plan and execute, even when cir-
cumstances are ideal. When they 
aren’t, the challenges can seem insur-
mountable. Fortunately, there’s help: 
Dr. John Kotter’s “8-Step Process for 
Leading Change.” I used the process to 
transform a dysfunctional and demor-
alized tank company into the most le-
thal unit rotated to the Republic of Ko-
rea. This article explains what I did at 
each step.

On a cold December morning at Camp 
Hovey, South Korea, I assumed com-
mand of Delta Company, 3rd Battalion, 
8th Cavalry Regiment. I was nervous, 
and for good reason. I was thrust into 
command of a tank company, one of 

the most destructive units in the U.S. 
arsenal. Specifically, I was replacing a 
commander who had been relieved in 
part for fostering a negative command 
climate. This command would deter-
mine my career. I would repair the bro-
ken company or suffer my predeces-
sor’s fate. After the assumption-of-
command ceremony, I met with my 
Soldiers for brief introductions and re-
leased them for the holiday weekend. 
It was Christmas Eve 2014. 

My immediate concern was to improve 
the command climate and prepare the 
company for an event that’s everything 
to tankers: gunnery. The company was 
unlikely to perform unless things 
turned around in a hurry. Gunnery was 
scheduled for early February, only 
weeks away.

As I planned, I remembered the tools I 
studied a year earlier for my master’s 
degree in organizational leadership,1 
which I completed while at the Maneu-
ver Captain’s Career Course (MCCC). 
Kotter’s eight-step process stood out 
as the best template to follow.

The “big opportunity” for my company, 
the center of Kotter’s graphic, was to 
transform the unit into the most lethal 
tank company on the Korean Peninsu-
la. Our rotation to Korea provided this 
easily identifiable opportunity. The 
unit fell in on a specified mission that 
was already understood by most Sol-
diers, and they knew what needed do-
ing. Hundreds of lives depended on our 
ability to quickly react and provide se-
curity should hostilities on the penin-
sula resume.

Although our battalion was from 1st 
Cavalry Division, we were assigned 
temporarily in Korea to 2nd Infantry Di-
vision, which had about six months left 
in its rotation. This gave me little time 
to make sweeping changes if the com-
pany was to have a successful rotation. 
Therefore, I knew I must act quickly 
and decisively to put the company on 
the right track. Soldiers are willing to 
work harder and longer during training 
and gunnery than they are during re-
set operations. So if the changes didn’t 
take hold before we redeployed, they 
were unlikely to stick once we returned 
to the United States. Knowing the next 
six months were critical, I focused first 
on planning for stabilized gunnery just 
six weeks away.

Step 1: create a sense 
of urgency 
The first step in Kotter’s process, cre-
ating a sense of urgency, is essential to 
ensuring a change initiative gains trac-
tion. Without it, Soldiers tend to lose 
interest and motivation, and the even 
the best initiative can stagnate. 

The first step was perhaps the easiest 
because our limited timetable forced a 
sense of urgency on the company. We 
had only six weeks to conduct 

Figure 1. Kotter’s eight-step process. (Copyright www.kotterinternational.com; 
used by permission.)
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inventories, train and prepare our ve-
hicles for gunnery. As gunnery was our 
battalion’s culminating event, it forced 
the Soldiers to focus on their jobs and 
proficiencies. With a shortened time-
line and the pressure that comes with 
preparing for gunnery, the Soldiers 
easily saw that a change needed to oc-
cur within the company, and it needed 
to occur right away.

The company lost the “top tank com-
pany” streamer during the previous 
gunnery, which served to fuel their 
competitive spirit. Also, they had 
served for many months in a dysfunc-
tional, not-well-respected unit. They 
wanted to repair their damaged repu-
tation and knew performance during 
gunnery could begin to do this.

Step 2: build a
guiding coalition 
Here the leader driving change needs 
buy-in from other leaders. Attempting 
to produce organizational change sin-
glehandedly is most often doomed; 
one person’s forceful personality isn’t 
enough. When the leader leaves the 
organization, it slips back into its old 
ways. A guiding coalition ensures that 
other leaders will sustain the change 
initiative.

In the Army, identifying the key mem-
bers of any guiding coalition is usually 
easy. It’s the leaders. In my case, they 
were the company’s first sergeant, pla-
toon leaders and platoon sergeants. 
Without their buy-in, the unit’s culture 
wasn’t going to change. The previous 
commander had created distrust and 
animosity between him and the com-
pany. To repair that fractured relation-
ship, I worked to win over all my lead-
ers.

I wanted to show the first sergeant 
that we were a team, and our compa-
ny’s physical layout provided the per-
fect opportunity. Between the com-
mander’s office and the first sergeant’s 
was a wall with a sliding-glass window 
that was painted over. The first time I 
walked into my office, I opened the 
window. This simple gesture immedi-
ately prompted my first sergeant to tell 
me the previous commander had kept 
the window closed, saying that his 
business was his own. I replied that I 
wanted the window open because I 
would constantly be seeking his 

counsel and, more importantly, that 
we were a team and would have no se-
crets. I told him I’d knock down the 
wall between our offices if I could to 
make communication easier, but for 
now I’d settle for the small window. 
That was all it took. From that moment 
on, we were an inseparable team.

I also had to win over the three pla-
toon leaders, who had been marginal-
ized by the previous commander. He 
had micromanaged down to the Sol-
dier level, undermining the authority 
of the platoon leaders and alienating 
them. I started a mission-command 
system that allowed platoon leaders to 
execute their tasks as they saw fit. I in-
terfered only if I believed their plan 
jeopardized safety. Failure was accept-
able as long as the mission didn’t suf-
fer and Soldiers learned from it. This 
meant that I had to assume the risk 
and responsibility that went with pro-
viding freedom to fail. Letting subordi-
nate leaders do things their way was 
hard for me, but I knew it showed my 
trust in them and would inspire their 
confidence in me.

The first opportunity to implement my 
mission-command system came when 
I issued my executive officer guidance 
for change-of-command layouts. The 
guidance called for laying out all basic-
issue items (BII)/components of end 
items (COEI) beside the equipment and 
including with each item a shortage an-
nex prefilled out with all shortages. It 
also called for putting like items to-
gether to avoid double counting. My 
guidance ended there. Although my 
guidance was generic and contained 
nothing groundbreaking, it helped set 
the stage for my command.

My executive officer and platoon lead-
ers were used to a commander who 
micromanaged down to the smallest 
details, often specifying the exact lay-
out for all items and BII/COEI. When I 
didn’t go there, they asked if I wanted 
certain items laid out in certain ways. 
I told them this was their mission, and 
as long as they met my intent, they 
could execute it however they saw fit. 
I noticed a change in them as they set 
about drafting their plan. Inventories 
proceeded smoothly, and though items 
were not laid out exactly my way, their 
way was quite good enough. For the 
first time in months, the platoon 

leaders had carried out their own plan 
rather than just executing the com-
mander’s. By giving my platoon leaders 
the opportunity to lead, they quickly 
became the next members of my coali-
tion.

Finally, I knew buy-in from my three 
platoon sergeants was paramount. For-
tunately, I had ignorance going for me. 
I had been a platoon leader and execu-
tive officer of a dismounted-infantry 
company, so I knew little about tank-
ing. The last time I had set foot in an 
Abrams was Armor Officer Basic 
Course (AOBC) more than five years 
earlier. Now I had to prepare a compa-
ny to conduct tank gunnery on a range 
whose terrain differed vastly from Fort 
Hood’s.

I met with the platoon sergeants, each 
with some 15 years of tank experience, 
and laid out our problem. We had only 
a few weeks to prepare the company 
for gunnery and to educate me in the 
process. After an awkward silence, one 
platoon sergeant asked what I needed. 
I said I needed the experts, meaning 
them, to develop the gunnery train-up 
plan and brief me on what resources 
they needed and how much of the 
available weeks we had before the 
gunnery they needed to conduct the 
training. I was met with three beaming 
smiles and an almost synchronized, 
“Roger, sir, don’t worry about it. We’ve 
got you covered.” Just like that, all 
three platoon sergeants were on 
board. They knew I needed them; fail-
ure during gunnery might end my com-
mand and career. But seeing my hon-
esty and trust in them, they responded 
in kind.

In a few short weeks, my guiding coali-
tion of first sergeant, platoon leaders 
and platoon sergeants had taken 
shape.

Step 3: form strategic 
visions and initiatives
Today’s Soldiers want the “why” to ev-
ery order. Older Soldiers like my first 
sergeant hate this; they expect Soldiers 
to execute. But to get the most from 
Soldiers, I’ve learned to explain why 
certain tasks matter and why Soldiers 
should care. They perform better if 
they know how their actions help 
achieve the overall company vision.
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Shortly after assuming command, the 
company participated in an awards 
ceremony where it received the main-
tenance-excellence streamer for the 
previous year. The ceremony gave me 
an opportunity to address the compa-
ny. I began by praising their accom-
plishments over the past year, high-
lighting their hard work and dedication 
that led to the streamer. Then I spoke 
about my vision for the company. First 
and foremost, we would win “top tank 
company” during the upcoming gun-
nery, and with the streamer back with 
Delta Company, we’d set our sights on 
the rifle-qualification streamer.

My first sergeant stopped me mid-sen-
tence. He reminded everyone that we 
were tankers and that the most impor-
tant event for us was the upcoming 
gunnery and winning the gunnery 
award. My first sergeant had just dis-
agreed with me in front of the entire 
company. I had a decision to make that 
would have long-lasting effects. In-
stead of arguing with my first sergeant, 
I used the moment to further refine 
the company vision. I asked the com-
pany what they saw as the most impor-
tant events and standards. Multiple 
Soldiers and noncommissioned officers 
(NCOs) answered using nearly identi-
cal terms. Delta Company believed it 
was capable of being the best-trained 
and best-maintained tank company in 
the battalion. I told the company I 
would make it my goal to align all com-
pany actions to support this vision. Be-
cause we were in Korea, I spoke of the 
importance of readiness and rolled 
“fight tonight” under the umbrella of 
best-trained tank company.

Because the Soldiers had defined much 
of the company vision, they accepted 
my readiness caveat. Although their vi-
sion didn’t align perfectly with what I 
had planned, it met my intent and ex-
cited the Soldiers. I have found no bet-
ter way to motivate Soldiers toward a 
common goal than to allow them to 
help create the goal in the first place.

At every opportunity, I related our dai-
ly operations to our shared vision, fur-
ther motivating the Soldiers to per-
form. At one meeting, Soldiers com-
plained about having to start the tanks 
every two hours, even on the week-
ends. My reply: to remain ready and 
lethal, our tanks needed to start at any 

time and in any weather. During Ko-
rea’s cold winters, batteries drain at an 
astonishing rate, and failing to perform 
starts every two hours would quickly 
lead to dead batteries, extra mainte-
nance and decreased company perfor-
mance. Word of my explanation 
spread, and complaints stopped.

Step 4: enlist a 
volunteer army
Whereas Step 2 calls for a coalition of 
leaders, this step involves getting buy-
in at all levels. Without broad and deep 
support, changes often fail to take hold 
if the change champion leaves.

Before I arrived, Delta Company was a 
unit that people tried to avoid or leave. 
Its call sign, “Dragoon,” had become 
poisoned by the actions of the previ-
ous command and, in one Soldier’s 
words, was “basically a swear word.” It 
expressed the dissatisfaction, frustra-
tion and anger Soldiers felt toward the 
unit and its leadership. I needed some-
thing to distinguish myself and my 
command climate from the past. I de-
cided to change the call sign. “Dra-
goon” had been used as far back as the 
Iraq War. Simply choosing a new call 
sign myself would not achieve the de-
sired results. I needed the Soldiers to 
buy in and have a vested interest in the 
new direction of the company.

Across several weeks, I talked with Sol-
diers about whether to replace “Dra-
goon” and what call sign to use if we 
did. Once I sensed some willingness to 
change, I put it to a formal vote with 
platoon leadership tallying their num-
bers. About 80 percent favored a new 
call sign. Soldiers and the platoon lead-
ership suggested 10 names, and I nar-
rowed them to a more manageable 
four. Then each platoon voted for its 
favorite, and we were down to two: 
“Doom” and “Death Dealers.”

One morning immediately after physi-
cal training (PT), I took the formation 
from my first sergeant and put the two 
names to a vote. What I had expected 
to take five minutes took 20 as people 
argued for one name or the other. Two 
NCOs held out for the old “Dragoon” 
and refused to vote, a frustrating stand 
that showed me who would be barri-
ers to change. After much arguing and 
several friendly insults, the company 
voted. Soldiers in favor of “Doom” 

moved to my right, while those in favor 
of “Death Dealers” moved to my left. 
And so we had a new call sign: “Doom.” 
(I had preferred “Death Dealers.”) Now 
Soldiers had more evidence that their 
opinions played a part in company de-
cisions, and I was closer to having my 
volunteer army.

My army also grew through frequent 
praise and rewards for accomplish-
ments. I bought company coins and 
handed them out to deserving Soldiers 
each week at closeout formation. Me-
chanics got extra time off after servic-
es were complete. Soldiers who were 
expecting a child returned home for 
the birth. Finally, I praised the accom-
plishments of individual Soldiers dur-
ing formation. These actions helped to 
ensure almost all the company became 
part of my volunteer army. Soldiers be-
gan engaging me on a frequent basis. 
Complaints about mission require-
ments nearly disappeared. Most im-
portantly, the Soldiers began bringing 
sensitive issues to the chain of com-
mand for help. The company began 
functioning like a team once more.

Step 5: enable action 
by removing barriers
Every commander is in the barrier-re-
moval business, whether it’s clearing 
time on the training calendar, helping 
to secure resources or ensuring Sol-
diers get their benefits. Changing my 
company’s culture involved its share of 
removing and reducing barriers.

Seeking to curb off-duty drinking in Ko-
rea, 2nd Infantry Division promoted 
healthy recreational events in the form 
of the Commander’s Cup. Because the 
division promoted the Cup so heavily, 
so did the battalion, which encouraged 
Soldiers to participate even during 
duty hours. But the hours consumed by 
these Commander’s Cup events were 
barriers to my training plan. When I 
briefed my training schedule to battal-
ion each week, I was asked why no 
Commander’s Cup events were sched-
uled, and each week I explained that I 
needed the hours to prepare for gun-
nery – and I got them. 

Another barrier to change was the ex-
pectation that, like the previous com-
mander, I would show up at training 
and rework the training plan. Instead, 
I explained my intent to the leaders 
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and let them plan and execute using 
Kotter’s eight-step training model. I 
might have conducted the training dif-
ferently, but as long as it met my in-
tent, it was acceptable. After I inspect-
ed several training events and the 
leaders realized they needn’t worry 
about the commander reworking their 
plans on-site, their confidence grew 
and the quality of training improved 
dramatically. In essence, I transitioned 
the company away from command-
and-control and established mission 
command as our guiding principle.

Then there were the two NCOs who 
wouldn’t vote for any new call sign. 
They had been with the company the 
longest and continually expressed their 
dissatisfaction with the “new” one. 
They had served through multiple 
combat deployments as Dragoon and 
didn’t appreciate a new commander 
changing their company’s identity. 
However, when the company rede-
ployed to Fort Hood, TX, the two NCOs 
became my biggest change agents.

Knowing their long connection with 
the company, I assigned them an addi-
tional duty: unit historians. The two 
NCOs gathered photos of the unit’s de-
ployments, complete with names, 
dates and locations. Then they framed 
the photos and hung them in the com-
pany conference room, where the two 
spent many hours telling war stories to 
new Soldiers about the unit’s deploy-
ments.

The Dragoon name didn’t vanish from 
company life. I ordered that Dragoon 
memorabilia be kept in the company 
beside Doom memorabilia. I also cre-
ated a quarterly company competition 
for the “best dragoon award,” which 
went to the Soldier who had the best 
average PT score, M-4 qualification, 
M-9 qualification and fastest 12-mile 
ruck time. An award plaque was en-
graved with the name of the winner, 
who received a four-day pass.

In the end, these two Soldiers became 
two of my strongest supporters and 
advocates for the company. One even 
offered to buy a company coin for 
$300. I refused, but he later earned 
one for his excellent conduct and still 
greets me as “Doom 6.”

Step 6: generate
short-term wins
Soldiers are more willing to support a 
change if they see it is producing posi-
tive results. This is key in expanding 
the volunteer army. Short-term wins 
help cement the organizational-change 
behaviors and continue to drive the 
unit in the direction of change.

As tankers, we get only one chance ev-
ery six months to demonstrate our pro-
ficiency in our military-occupation spe-
cialty. That chance is gunnery. It lets 
Soldiers display their skills and gives 
the winners bragging rights for the 
next six months. Even before taking 
command, I knew success during the 
gunnery would be the defining event 
of my organizational-change initiative. 
The company was still bitter about los-
ing the “top tank company” streamer 
a year before. The Soldiers wanted to 
win and win big. If that happened, 
most Soldiers would buy in to the 
change I wanted to instill. The compa-
ny wanted to be the most lethal orga-
nization on the Korea Peninsula, and 
they knew this was an essential step.

During the weeks prior, I shifted the 
company’s focus completely to gun-
nery preparation. I made a concerted 
effort to remove all events from our 
calendar that were not related to gun-
nery or gunnery prep. For three 
straight weeks, the Soldiers did noth-
ing but prepare for gunnery. Having 
not trained on a tank myself since 
AOBC, I found myself completely de-
pendent on my senior NCOs for train-
ing; I became just another Soldier 
training for the upcoming gunnery.

This decision produced two things. 
First, it allowed me to focus on training 
and prepare myself to fire my first tank 
gunnery. Second, it demonstrated the 
great faith I placed in my senior NCOs, 
my guiding coalition. They saw I would 
allow them to do their job, and I would 
support them with anything they need-
ed: resources, time, etc. I enabled 
them, and in return, they enabled us 
to be successful.

After deploying to Rodriguez Live Fire 
Range, we began final preparations for 
the qualification table. With only a few 
days before Table VI, the first sergeant 
and I faced a critical shortfall: steak 
and eggs. Tanker tradition calls for the 

unit to provide a breakfast of steak and 
eggs to each crew after its qualification 
run. It’s the tanker’s celebration feast. 
Only now did we hear that the battal-
ion had turned down the food request 
we submitted weeks earlier.

The first sergeant and I refused to ac-
cept this outcome, and with help from 
the S-4, we bought steak and eggs on 
the local economy. Word spread that 
despite the battalion not providing a 
steak-and-egg breakfast, the company 
leadership had pulled it off. This small 
gesture, one meal, provided a last-min-
ute spark for the Soldiers to work just 
a bit harder. It provided a short-term 
win.

Properly trained and motivated, the 
company excelled during gunnery, 
earning awards for top tank in the bri-
gade, top tank platoon in the brigade 
and top tank company in the battalion. 
This was exactly the win the company 
desperately needed to provide a spark 
and continue to drive the change. Back 
at Camp Hovey, we created streamers 
that the acting battalion commander 
placed on the company guidon, a sign 
to the Soldiers that their hard work 
had paid off.

Step 7: sustain 
acceleration
Sustaining acceleration is harder than 
generating short-term wins because it 
demands much more long-term plan-
ning. Once the organization discovers 
what it can achieve, the leader must 
find missions and other ways to chal-
lenge the Soldiers and visibly demon-
strate their improvement.

After gunnery, I turned to sustaining 
the momentum started by our short-
term win. To cultivate the desire to ex-
cel at everything we did, I publicly 
praised Soldiers for their hard work 
and accomplishments. An opportunity 
came after platoons completed gun-
nery assessment in the simulators at 
the Close-Combat Tactical Trainer 
(CCTT). They earned two of the top 
scores in the battalion. I praised each 
platoon in front of the company, com-
plimenting them on their individual 
strengths during the assessment. But 
more time went to praising the platoon 
that had earned the overall highest 
marks in the battalion. I reminded the 
Soldiers that in war, there is no prize 
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for second place. So every mission was 
to be executed to the absolute best of 
our abilities, and our expectation was 
always to be the best. The CCTT perfor-
mance was just another example of 
our ability to win consistently.

We continued to excel by creating am-
munition-upload procedures for rota-
tional units, earning praise from the 
brigade and division commanders. The 
company came up with an unorthodox 
but effective way to upload ammuni-
tion that allowed us to retrieve our 
combat load, upload and conduct link-
up with our higher headquarters with-
in the allotted time without interfering 
with other units. This was no small feat 
given that every unit on Camp Casey/
Hovey already had a well-ingrained 
alert procedure except for the two ro-
tational companies. Through a careful 
terrain analysis, some out-of-the-box 
thinking and quality observations from 
several junior-enlisted Soldiers, we 
planned, tested and published proce-
dures for all follow-on rotation units, 
despite us not receiving direct support 
from a higher headquarters.

Our redeployment to Fort Hood pro-
vided an opportunity to continue sus-
taining our acceleration. I continually 
hounded the Soldiers about the impor-
tance of maintenance, especially while 
in Korea, and it paid off when we 
signed over all our equipment to the 
follow-on company without issue or 
loss. But the real test came as our com-
pany began to leave and our replace-
ments took ownership and executed 
their first full alert. Our replacements 
were the only company in their battal-
ion to have 100 percent of their vehi-
cles operational and staged on time. 
This legacy of success was yet another 
opportunity to recognize Soldiers for 
the hard work that made Delta Com-
pany the most efficient and lethal unit 
on the Korean Peninsula.

Step 8: institute change
During this final step in the Kotter pro-
cess, leaders need to see whether last-
ing change has taken hold. Do Soldiers 
voluntarily act in ways that support the 
change? Have they come to own the 
change?

Ownership began to occur around the 
time we redeployed to the United 
States, six months after I took 

command. The first time I realized the 
change I had originally envisioned for 
my company had indeed become insti-
tutionalized was when my junior lead-
ers began to question actions or orders 
that seemed to cut corners. When told 
to conduct maintenance on all the 
company’s tanks in a single morning, 
the gunners questioned the order. 
Their inspections would be substan-
dard, they said. It would be mainte-
nance just for show.

Junior leaders showed a similar com-
mitment to excellence. Missions be-
came competitions between platoons 
or against our sister company. Junior 
leaders became more involved in ev-
erything from PT to CCTT exercises. 
They drove not only accomplishing the 
mission but to be the best at it.

Our original opportunity had finally 
manifested in the company’s junior 
leaders. Although we were no longer 
on rotation to the Republic of Korea, 
the Soldiers internalized the mission of 
being the most lethal tank company in 
the Army. They understood the signifi-
cance of extra work and being the best 
vs. looking the best. As a commander, 
I saw it as my job to differentiate be-
tween what might make us look good 
and what would help us to be good. 
Sometimes these line up, but at other 
times I was forced to make the unpop-
ular choice and focus more on training 
and less on appearances. Ultimately, 
this philosophy paid dividends when-
ever the unit conducted field training 
or evaluations. We remained the best 
at executing our main mission: to close 
with and destroy the enemies of the 
United States.

Final thoughts
Though Kotter’s process for creating 
organizational change wasn’t created 
for the military, its eight steps worked 
for me. As a junior captain seeking to 
turn around an ailing company, they 
gave me a checklist to follow. Still, the 
process doesn’t fit the military perfect-
ly.

If any step made me wish I was in a 
business, it was No. 5 (enable action by 
removing barriers). A business can re-
move personnel who are barriers more 
easily than military organizations. 
When a business seeks to change its 
culture or undergoes a merger/

acquisition, often a major barrier is the 
employees who resist the new ways. A 
business can fire employees who are 
not “on the bus.” In the military, 
though, removing similarly obstinate 
personnel is harder, so the military 
leader must find creative ways to mute 
their opposition – or even better, to 
convert those voices to the change.

Many traits considered essential for a 
change agent are already captured in 
the Army’s definition of leadership. 
The responsibility of command forces 
the role of change agent upon a com-
mander. He or she is less likely to task 
a middle manager or hire a consultant 
to bring about change as a business 
might, though the military commander 
can make a proposed change an essen-
tial mission for the unit.

Another difference between a business 
leader and military one is turnover. 
Military leaders may be reassigned af-
ter just 12-18 months, giving them no 
time to see a change through. A busi-
ness leader can be kept in a position 
until a change is complete.

Despite these qualifications, Kotter’s 
eight steps provide a fine place to 
start. They are reminders that business 
organizations and Army ones have a lot 
in common, and that change doesn’t 
just happen. It takes deliberate steps 
by determined leaders and a sound 
plan like Kotter’s.

When CPT Daniel Rowe wrote this ar-
ticle, he commanded Headquarters and 
Headquarters Troop, 3rd Armored Bri-
gade Combat Team, 1st Cavalry Divi-
sion, Fort Hood, TX. Previous assign-
ments include commander, Delta Com-
pany, 3-8 Cavalry, 3rd Brigade, 1st Cav-
alry Division, Fort Hood; assistant S-3, 
3-8 Cavalry, 3rd Brigade, 1st Cavalry Di-
vision; and executive officer, Cherokee 
Troop, 6-4 Cavalry, 3rd Brigade, 1st In-
fantry Division, Fort Knox, KY. CPT 
Rowe’s military schooling includes 
MCCC, Cavalry Leader’s Course and 
AOBC. He holds a bachelor’s of science 
degree in military history from the U.S. 
Military Academy and a master’s of sci-
ence degree in organizational leader-
ship from Columbus State University.

Notes
1 The Military Master Degree Program be-
gan a few years ago at MCCC. Each course 
selects a limited number of captains to 
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Acronym Quick-Scanearn their master’s of science degree in 
organizational leadership from the Turner 
College of Business, the fully accredited 

business school that is part of Columbus 
State University. Interested Soldiers 
should contact MCCC directly.

AOBC – Armor Officer Basic Course
BII – basic-issue item
CCTT – Close-Combat Tactical 
Trainer
COEI – components of end item
MCCC – Maneuver Captain’s Career 
Course
NCO – noncommissioned officer
PT – physical training

Figure 2. Gunnery is an event that’s ‘everything to tankers.’
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Their Leadership and Ownership: 
Concepts for Warfare By, With and 

Through
by COL J. Patrick Work

In January 2017, 2nd Brigade Combat 
Team (BCT), 82nd Airborne Division, de-
ployed to bolster the Iraqi Security 
Forces (ISF) in the campaign to annihi-
late the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria 
(ISIS) and its so-called caliphate. Task 
Force Falcon joined the coalition ad-
vise-and-assist (A&A) effort with two 
weeks remaining during the 100-day 
offensive to retake east Mosul, and for 
the next eight months, we wrestled a 
complex environment with a simple 
framework: help the ISF and hurt ISIS 
every day.

Naturally, we had missteps, but our 
team also served ISF and coalition 
commanders well on some terribly un-
certain days. We mixed innovative con-
cepts and straightforward tactics to at-
tack ISIS by, with and through the ISF, 
yet the entire effort always centered 
on our partners’ leadership and own-
ership of exceptionally nasty ground-
combat operations. Several of our can-
did and contextualized perspectives on 
organization, mindset and skillset offer 
useful examples and angles for leaders 
to ponder as we consider future excur-
sions with this style of high-intensity 
security-force assistance.1

Imperfect analogy
Anyone who has experienced a com-
bat-training-center (CTC) rotation has 
a useful model for comprehending Task 
Force Falcon’s core organizational and 
operational concepts. Fundamentally, 
the CTC’s observer-coach-trainer 
(O/C/T) network wraps itself around a 
rotational unit with a parallel structure 
connected by dependable communica-
tions and disciplined information 
flows. The O/C/T network’s goal is to 
help unit commanders improve their 
warfighting craft, largely by helping 
them see the opposing force (opfor), 
see the ill-structured environment and 
see themselves. The O/C/T network 
may even feel intrusive at times as its 

nodes maintain contact with the rota-
tional unit at every echelon. Finally, as-
suming competence is the O/C/T net-
work’s anchor point; many of the same 
traits that make A&A teams effective 
also distinguish the most useful O/C/
Ts. Empathy, humility and patience tru-
ly matter.

Perhaps most importantly, the O/C/T 
network is not embroiled in “fighting” 
the opfor nor has the burden of exter-
nal evaluation. Therefore O/C/Ts rou-
tinely achieve a level of shared under-
standing that outstrips the rotational 
unit’s understanding. Of course, they 
are not all-knowing; plenty of conver-
sations occur without O/C/T oversight, 
and they periodically misread events, 
personalities or trends. Still, the O/C/T 
network is well-postured to provide 
vertically aligned insights, perspectives 
and ideas that help the rotational unit 
advance against the opfor in an uncer-
tain environment.

This is an imperfect analogy, for sure, 
but thus far we have only discussed 
similarities that attend to the “advice” 
side of A&A operations.

As for the “assist” aspects of A&A, 
start by picturing the same O/C/Ts 
armed with enormous amounts of se-
cure bandwidth, intelligence capacity 
and strike capabilities. Moreover, 
imagine that this lethal O/C/T net-
work’s mission – even moral obliga‐
tion – also includes attacking the opfor 
relentlessly to ensure the rotational 
unit wins. Now visualize this “lethal 
O/C/T network” as only one among 
equals in an aggressive ecosystem that 
includes special operations, joint and 
other coalition stakeholders who are 
also united in their desire to thrash the 
opfor.

As inadequate as this comparison may 
be, we all reason by analogy: Task 
Force Falcon operated like this fiction-
al, lethal O/C/T network, only the 
stakes were infinitely more deadly and 

complex. Our field-grade commanders 
wore two hats, advising ISF corps or di-
vision commanders in addition to their 
traditional responsibilities. Likewise, 
our company-grade commanders ad-
vised Iraqi army or federal-police (fed-
pol) brigades. Combat advising at 
these echelons maintained a natural 
distance between our teams and the 
savagery of close combat, and this 
space probably reinforced our focus on 
helping our partners see the enemy, 
the environment and themselves rath-
er than doing the fighting for them.

‘6 As’ of A&A operations
Through the “lethal O/C/T network” 
analogy, we introduced a handful of 
the concepts inherent to A&A opera-
tions. “A3E” or advise, assist, accom-
pany and enable entered the coalition 
lexicon before Task Force Falcon ar-
rived in Iraq. The “third A” of A3E, ac-
company, ostensibly delineated the 
riskier forward-posturing of combat 
advisers to help accelerate the coun-
ter-ISIS campaign. For Task Force Fal-
con, we never knew the difference –
there was no before-and-after accom-
pany perspective for us to have. Be-
cause we transitioned while the ISF 
was still fighting in east Mosul, our 
combat advisers had to cultivate rela-
tions with ISF generals while in con-
tact. Thus, close proximity to ISF com-
manders on the battlefield was always 
a signature component of our mission, 
so we may have intuitively leaned to-
ward a handful of A’s other than ad-
vise, assist and accompany as we 
honed our A&A mindset and skillset in 
Mosul’s cauldron of violence.

All six A’s, and the nuanced concepts 
and challenges they represent, are se-
curity-force-assistance lessons we 
learned fighting by, with and through 
the ISF.

Advise: Our teams helped ISF com-
manders think through their tactical 
and logistics problems with an eye 
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toward exploiting opportunities, as-
sessing risk and making sober deci-
sions on how to apply their finite re-
sources. Through nested multi-echelon 
engagement, Task Force Falcon pressed 
consistent messages at every echelon.

In fact, we frequently helped the Com-
bined Joint Task Force (CJTF) or Coali-
tion Joint Forces Land Component 
Command (CJFLCC) commanders be 
our “finishers.” Both of them were key 
drivers of coalition combat advising as 
they engaged at the executive levels to 
influence ISF activities, all the while re-
inforcing our nested message from the 
top down.

Assist: Our partners rarely used the 
“red pen” before designing a scheme 
of maneuver. Therefore, some of our 
most important assistance to them was 
coaching intelligence-driven opera-
tions. First, our A&A network shared 
intelligence information and products 
to the extent we were allowed. As we 
helped the ISF prepare to attack Tal 
Afar in August 2017, we actually ar-
ranged the entire brigade intelligence 
enterprise to help them understand 
which attack axes exploited ISIS’s most 
vulnerable defenses.

The value of our advice was found in 
their execution: our partners dominat-
ed ISIS in a 12-day blitz to retake the 
city. More on military intelligence (MI) 
later, but I often employed our talent-
ed S-2, MAJ Kevin Ryan, as a finisher 
for our best military advice: Staff LTG 
Abdul Amir Yarallah al-Lami (known as 
sLTG A3), the Government of Iraq’s 
(GoI) overall joint-forces commander, 
always had time for Ryan’s insights. 
Even more telling, the fedpol corps 
commander, a three-star in charge of 
more than 60,000 troops, frequently 
sought 2LT Dave Moehling’s perspec-
tives on ISIS. Moehling, the assistant 
S-2 for 1-73 Cavalry and a tremendous 
MI mind, always gave informed advice. 
This consistent, intelligence-driven 
A&A gave our teams a sharper, more 
credible edge.

Assist’s lethal expression was obvious-
ly precision fires. After ISIS conquered 
Mosul, it prepared a formidable de-
fense for more than two years before 
the ISF launched the counterattack in 
October 2016. The defense involved a 
monstrous mortar capacity; a legion of 

suicide car bombers whose high-payoff 
target list was topped by ISF tanks and 
engineering assets; and droves of ISIS 
infantry. The ISF stubbornly moved 
through this medley of violence for 
nine months, reinforced by coalition 
strikes from artillery, attack helicop-
ters, jets and bombers.

Meeting the ISF requirement for re-
sponsive and precise fires, more so 
than other form of assistance, gave our 
partners confidence on the hardest 
days. I will share more on fires later, 
but our targeteers, cannoneers and ra-
dar specialists of 2-319 Airborne Field 
Artillery Regiment, led by LTC Dan Gib-
son and CSM Omari Ballou, helped 
devastate ISIS’ centrally controlled bat-
teries in Mosul and Tal Afar. Our com-
pany and troop commanders, backed 
by Air Force joint terminal attack con-
trollers (JTAC) and sufficient band-
width, frequently observed and direct-
ed these attacks from within ISF com-
mand posts.

Accompany: As discussed previously, 
our task force was operating forward 
with ISF brigade, division and corps 
commanders upon arrival in January. 
Predictable and persistent contact with 
ISF commanders was crucial to build-
ing relationships of trust and account-
ability, but accompanying them also 
fed our efforts to assure, anticipate 

and be agile. Accompanying the ISF 
gave our combat advisers a “fingertips” 
sense for the combat’s direction and 
intensity. This helped our “lethal O/C/T 
network” provide timely and useful as-
sistance at the point of decision while 
also pumping perspective to promote 
shared understanding and unity of ef-
fort.

Assure: During my last battlefield cir-
culation with MG Joe Martin, former 
commanding general of CJFLCC-Oper-
ation Inherent Resolve (OIR), before he 
departed in July, I offered my observa-
tion that the “third A” in A3E should 
stand for assure, not accompany. We 
have countless examples of how our 
physical presence, ideas or fires – or a 
confluence of these inputs – gave ISF 
commanders the confidence to keep 
attacking. In fact, I now have a new 
paradigm for what non-lethal contact 
can mean. In OIR, when I was not with 
sLTG A3, we maintained contact. For 
the very reason of assurance, quality 
translators mattered immensely to us. 
During frequent times of crisis, we en-
couraged all our advisers to continual-
ly remind the ISF they could count on 
us and their success was our success.

As Mosul’s ferocious drama neared its 
end in July, ISIS attempted to break out 
of a troubled triangle called the Hawi-
jah Pocket when it seized the 

Figure 1. An ISIS unmanned aerial vehicle captured by Iraqi federal police rests 
on a table at an intelligence-sharing meeting at the Joint Operations Center at 
Qayyarah West Airfield. Deployed in support of CJTF-OIR, coalition forces en-
able their Iraqi security force partners through the A&A mission, contributing 
planning, intelligence collection and analysis, force protection and precision 
fires to achieve the military defeat of ISIS. CJTF-OIR is the global coalition to 
defeat ISIS in Iraq and Syria. (Photo by SSG Jason Hull)
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historically vulnerable village of Imam 
Gharbi along the Tigris River. The Bat-
tle of Mosul churned, but we quickly 
repositioned a platoon of M777 how-
itzers and deployed CPT Mike Beum’s 
(company commander) A&A team 
from A/2-325 Airborne Infantry Regi-
ment (AIR). We also put our artillery-
battalion executive officer, MAJ Steve 
Ackerson, in charge of a JTAC-enabled 
strike cell at the Salah ad Din Opera-
tions Command’s (SADOC) forward 
command post. After witnessing the 
following demonstration of coalition 
leverage, CPT Zach Beecher, the for-
ward coordinator for the Iraqi Train 
and Equip Fund and one of 407th Bri-
gade-Support Battalion (BSB)’s most 
cerebral leaders, coined the phrase 
“targeted assurance.”

Targeted assurance described an advis-
er’s subtle choice between competing 
ISF partners or agendas, always keep-
ing CJFLCC’s and sLTG A3’s goals front 
of mind. During the ISIS incursion to 
Imam Gharbi, I chose to publically cri-
tique an Iraqi army general who was 
underperforming and embolden the 
SADOC commander, who was serious 
about attacking. It worked. Together, 
the SADOC’s ad hoc team of Ministry 
of Interior forces, supported by a small 
Task Force Falcon strike cell, took 
charge of the unraveling situation and 
applied an A&A mainstay: “stimulate 
and exploit.” Our A&A network’s com-
mitment of less than 50 coalition 
troops, a 24-hour orbit of unblinking 
full-motion video (FMV) collection with 
solid analytics and some vicious preci-
sion fires were enough to help the ISF 
retake the village from the desperate 
enemy just five days after the target-
ed-assurance episode.  

Anticipate: As we discussed the A3E 
profile previously, I mentioned my pro-
posal for a more relevant “third A,” but 
there is more to the story. MG Martin 
actually countered with another in-
sightful candidate, anticipate. To be 
clear, the ISF we enabled during OIR 
did not issue combat orders nor re-
hearse operations. In fact, senior com-
manders normally returned from Bagh-
dad just in time for the start of anoth-
er bloody phase of the attack. When 
our partners departed northern Iraq 
during the transitions, we continued to 
overcommunicate and maintain a 

disciplined battle rhythm to ensure our 
A&A network’s shared understanding 
in spite of lapsed Iraqi communica-
tions. In fact, during these periods, our 
partners only occasionally felt com-
pelled to call us with essential updates, 
so we relied heavily on the CJFLCC 
commander and senior staff in Bagh-
dad to help us posture our A&A capa-
bilities.

Even as we transitioned the A&A mis-
sion to 3/10th Mountain Division, the 
ISF plan was evolving daily as the start 
of the Hawijah offensive approached. 
As we departed, CJFLCC was organizing 
a medical-evacuation architecture 
without absolute certainty of ISF inten-
tions. The incoming team was arrang-
ing its fires architecture and basing 
posture with an eye toward maximum 
flexibility to absorb late change.

Nothing was first-order in Iraq’s politi-
cal-military environment. As stated 
previously, Task Force Falcon could 
never fall in love with a plan, and we 
continuously challenged our own as-
sumptions. Our A&A network had to 
always listen, maintain contact with 
our counterparts and apply the funda-
mentals of mission command to make 
the best decisions we could. However, 
when we sensed increased risk, the 
commanding general or I would direct 
clarifying questions to sLTG A3, dis-
cussing resource trade-offs with him in 
a very transparent manner.

Agility: One of Task Force Falcon’s 
guiding ideas was that ISF should nev-
er have to wait for us. Our command-
ers and teams nimbly changed direc-
tions in response to updated GoI deci-
sions or emergent opportunities to 
damage ISIS. In fact, 2-325 AIR’s sup-
port to 15th Iraqi Army Division near 
Badush is a superbly illustrative exam-
ple. While the Battle of Mosul still 
raged, sLTG A3 decided to press the 
ISIS disruption zone to the east of Tal 
Afar. He shared his thinking with us 
during a routine key-leader engage-
ment on a Monday evening, and by Fri-
day morning, Task Force White Falcon, 
led by LTC James Downing and CSM 
Santos Cavazos, was on the move.

In a matter of four days, we synchro-
nized logistics as Downing’s team met 
its new partner, displaced nearly 30 ki-
lometers, began building a new 

assembly area and integrated a battery 
of 155mm howitzers that were previ-
ously based with our cavalry squadron. 
We kept it simple during these fre-
quent jumps: there were no “routine” 
patrols, and teams lived out of ruck-
sacks initially. The priorities were al-
ways establishing the defense and 
long-range communications.

Fights at echelon
Supporting ISF decisive action required 
Task Force Falcon to synchronize ef-
fects across the warfighting functions 
to create advantageous situations for 
their ground-combat operations. Thus 
I viewed our headquarters’ chief re-
sponsibility as organizing the key capa-
bilities resident in the brigade’s artil-
lery, support and engineer battalions, 
the half of the BCT that does not ordi-
narily maneuver against the enemy. In 
addition to our usual obligations to pri-
oritize, resource, synchronize, inform, 
empower and manage risk, myself and 
our Task Force Falcon staff also had 
“four fights” to continually synchro-
nize: sustainment, intelligence-driven 
A&A, lethal targeting with precision 
fires and counter-fire and, as always, 
risk management.

Therefore, another way to look at 
fighting by, with and through in this 
context is that we did for ISF com-
manders what we should normally do 
for our own maneuver battalions. We 
synchronized materiel, intelligence col-
lection and analysis, and strike support 
around the ISF’s attack against its own 
near-peer competitor, ISIS. Not only 
did the ISF commanders embrace their 
spearhead roles in the fight, but their 
maneuver drove the circle of “stimu-
late and exploit” moves that ultimate-
ly allowed them to advance, seize 
ground and liberate their countrymen.

Most missions we prepared for in 
training were transferable to this OIR 
context. Rather than synchronizing the 
combat potential of the BCT to provide 
our battalions with tactical overmatch, 
we massed effects for ISF brigades. 
Thus, our training doctrine – an ap-
proach that builds trust through real-
istic mission-essential task list-driven 
work and prepares BCTs for decisive-
action wartime requirements – also 
developed the essential skill sets need-
ed for this muscular style of security-
force assistance.
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Sustainment
Logistics was a balancing act of trade-
offs for us. Our unambiguous priority 
was to help the ISF win, but more than 
half our logistics specialists and 90 per-
cent of our property did not deploy. 
Clearly, much of our A&A network’s 
agility depended on our flexible and 
tireless logisticians. Also, key CJFLCC-
OIR logistics planners, contracting of-
ficers and the deputy commanders 
were decidedly committed to the fight 
in Nineveh despite living in Baghdad. 
Together, the coalition logisticians, an-
other team that believed ISF should 
never have to wait for us, thought fast 
and fought fast to keep pace with the 
battle’s relentless dynamism.

Even though we had a limited organic 
ground-distribution capacity to meet 
the mission’s decentralized and simul-
taneous logistics requirements, LTC 
Elizabeth Curtis, commander of 407th 
BSB, and her team worked closely with 
logisticians at every echelon to gener-
ate distribution options through a 
combination of host-nation contracting 
and our own finite assets. Most moves 
required security, and some also called 
for deliberate route clearance.

Perhaps self-evident, but our density 
of deployed supply specialists, food-
service Soldiers and maintenance tech-
nicians really mattered. First, one can 
imagine the supply expertise necessary 
to steer accountability of organization-
al and theater-provided equipment 
(TPE), routine supply transactions, nu-
merous change-of-command invento-
ries and budget execution. Keep in 
mind that we only deployed about half 
our team overall, so there were similar 
requirements across our brigade at 
Fort Bragg as well. Specifically, we di-
vided the BCT’s already stretched prop-
erty-book office for about two-thirds 
of our nine-month deployment be-
cause of the split responsibilities.

An obvious implication of deploying so 
little of our organic property was a vast 
dependence on TPE. Meanwhile, the 
Army’s automated system of record, 
Global Combat Support System-Army, 
also updated during the Mosul opera-
tion, increasing churn. All these activi-
ties or programs required command 
emphasis and consistent supervision.

We also depended heavi ly on 

contracting of equipment and materiel 
to move and sustain the distributed ar-
tillery positions and A&A nodes. A crit-
ical aspect of this was certainly the 
need for anticipation and agility in our 
decision-making; we were comfortable 
being uncomfortable and could never 
wait too long to commit. As previously 
mentioned, one of our foundational at-
titudes was that we had no extra Sol-
diers, and many of our leaders made 
memorable contributions while filling 
nontraditional roles.

The host of junior officers who cata-
lyzed our vital contracting enterprise 
were a sterling example of this. In fact, 
our BCT food-service tech, CW3 Jason 
Page, masterfully managed these con-
tracting-officer representatives (COR), 
particularly LTC Sebastian Pastor’s 
(commander, 37th Brigade Engineer 
Battalion (BEB)) CORs, who bounced all 
over northern Iraq coordinating scopes 
of work for contractors, protection re-
quirements and other engineer tar-
gets.

Change was the norm as Task Force 
Falcon fed adviser teams and artillery 
specialists who operated from many 
austere and temporary patrol bases 
while ISF operations progressed. On a 
couple of occasions, all it took was an 
accurate enemy mortar round or two 
to force teams to move their patrol 
bases twice in a week. Also, our com-
bat-vehicle fleet swelled during our 
first 60 days in Iraq, so on top of the 
other untried TPE, our team’s mainte-
nance enterprise depended on field-
service representatives (FSR) for every-
thing from essential ground-mobility 
platforms to counter-unmanned aerial 
systems (UAS) technologies. Therefore, 
our team was never truly self-sufficient 
with key communications, protection 
and mobility systems, and we carefully 
managed a throng of FSRs to meet 
both programmed and emergent main-
tenance requirements.

Finally, we had to maintain our people. 
This required preventative and reactive 
capacity in addition to the CJFLCC’s 
supporting cast. We managed a small 
pool of chaplains, environmental-
health professionals and behavioral-
health specialists centrally. Eventually, 
we also included a dentist to round out 
our arrangement of medical doctors 
from the Army’s professional-filler 

system. We were aware that our task 
force’s distributed forces and the hu-
man dimension of our Soldiers in a haz-
ardous environment came with risk, so 
we strove to maintain our counseling, 
integration and health-promotion 
practices in Iraq and at home station. 
Every loss is a loss, and we needed to 
keep every Soldier in the fight.

Intelligence-driven A&A
When people have asked me what the 
hardest aspect of our A&A mission 
was, I have never hesitated nor over-
thought my response: it was ISIS. As 
stated previously, the ISF very rarely 
ran intel-driven operations of their 
own, so we drove a regime of intel-
driven A&A. The partners certainly un-
derstood ISIS tactics and the broad an-
ti-government and sectarian underpin-
nings of ISIS. They also proved to be 
capable collectors. For example, much 
of 92nd Brigade, 15th Iraqi Army Divi-
sion, was comprised of Tal Afar natives 
who were also based at Tal Afar airfield 
as the ISF attack approached in August 
2017. Many of the ISF’s tips and atmo-
spherics were immediately helpful, but 
they struggled with assessment.

By March 2017, we had seen enough 
in Mosul to begin arranging a useful 
threat model for ISIS’s complex and 
layered defense. The model generally 
held for Tal Afar as well. It became ap-
parent that ISIS’s defense depended on 
four critical factors:
• Suicide vehicle-borne improvised 

explosive devices (SVBIEDs);
• Scores of five-man infantry fighting 

squads;
• Centralized command-and-control 

(C2); and
• ISF inactivity.

Our understanding of how ISIS fought 
also revealed insights to our contextu-
alized targeting process; because of 
the “stimulate and exploit” interplay of 
current operations in Mosul, most of 
our collection and analytic capacities 
focused on finding and fixing ISIS with-
in several city blocks of the ISF for-
ward-line-of-troops (FLoT). Dynamic 
targeting to protect ISF units against 
ISIS SVBIEDs, infantry ambushes or 
mortar batteries along the FLoT was 
crucial for assistance and assurance.

On the other hand, as the ISF 
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transitioned from Mosul to Tal Afar in 
July, we adjusted the task force’s re-
connaissance and thinking to feed a 
deliberate targeting process. We also 
pursued a methodical intelligence 
preparation of the battlefield (IPB) un-
like anything we could have achieved 
in Mosul’s ever-shifting slugfest.

ISIS tactics typically came to life in a 
disruption zone marked by loosely co-
ordinated indirect fires (IDF); roads 
pocked with dirt berm, ditches, dere-
lict vehicles or static VBIED obstacles; 
and limited commercial-off-the-shelf 
UAS reconnaissance. The battle zone 
may have been organized into multiple 
defensive belts or sub-battle zones 
where ISIS infantry units shouldered a 
heavy burden, producing “sniper-like 
effects” even if they were poorly 
skilled. ISIS also learned to compress 
its exposure to coalition detection, 
shrinking the distance from SVBIED 
staging bases to strike zones, an inno-
vation that Les Grau and Timothy 
Thomas referred to as “hugging” in 
their analysis of Chechen fighters dur-
ing Grozny 1.2

Also, fighting in support zones could be 
vicious. ISIS senior commanders clear-
ly inspired their charges with their 
physical presence as evidenced by the 
ISF’s month-long brawl to take al 
Juhmuri Medical Complex, the “ISIS 
Pentagon” of Mosul.

In its military prime during the Battle 
of Mosul, SVBIEDs intimidated even 
the fastest and nastiest of the ISF fight-
ers. ISIS appeared to pursue a high-
payoff target list topped by ISF tanks 
and engineer blade assets with furious 
agility. ISIS commanders also frequent-
ly guided their SVBIEDs with small UAS, 
another manifestation of centralized 
C2. By tunneling through the internal 
walls of large structures, ISIS was able 
to make a handful of trained or un-
trained fighters appear as “snipers ev-
erywhere,” a somewhat common re-
port by the ISF on the most violent 
days. In July’s closing days in west Mo-
sul, we had to attack ISIS infantry small 
units with the same intensity as we 
had previously unleashed against SV-
BIEDs.

Furthermore, ISIS was more or less an 
Arab-styled army like our partners; it 
fought with remarkably centralized C2 

at times. Along these lines, when se-
nior commanders were present on the 
battlefield, they made a difference. ISIS 
mortar-battery commanders also 
seemed to exercise strict control over 
target selection as well as ammunition 
breaks.

Finally, ISIS took full advantage when 
the ISF did not press the attack; sLTG 
A3 agreed that after fighting each oth-
er for several months, ISIS knew every 
signal that ISF troops were inadver-
tently sending when their attacks had 
stalled.

Our contributions to coalition IPB were 
important, but not because our analy-
sis was exact or we had an innate un-
derstanding of ISIS’s military capabili-
ties, capacity or intentions. In fact, 
there was always much more we did 
not know than we did know. During the 
fight for west Mosul, every 25-30 days 
we released a classified one-page set 
of intelligence judgments that de-
scribed how we evaluated ISIS tactics, 
capabilities, capacity and intentions in 
the changing environment. My hidden 
agenda with these projects was train-
ing while we fought, specifically press-
ing our talented analysts to report ev-
idence-based arguments concisely and 
precisely. These IPB efforts spurred co-
alition dialogue – it helped get com-
manders and staffs talking. If we put 
our assessment out there, at least it 
caused other coalition stakeholders to 
critique it. These stakeholders includ-
ed the ISF. Our IPB stirred their “red 
pen,” too.

We periodically used a method that we 
dubbed “intel Armageddon” to ener-
gize our thinking. This approach played 
to our battalions’ inherent competitive 
nature, and the brigade intelligence-
support element (BISE) was always one 
of the contestants. “Intel Armaged-
don” was simple: when our analytics 
had lost altitude or needed a jump 
start, I sought three independent as-
sessments of the same tactical prob-
lem.

For instance, as we began our focused 
IPB of Tal Afar while the fighting in Mo-
sul wound down, we had two of the 
battalions and the BISE compete. We 
invited MG Pat White, former com-
manding general of CJFLCC-OIR, to par-
ticipate in this session, and these three 

assessments fed our overall task-force 
IPB that we shared up-and-out, partic-
ularly with the ISF.

Our parent division at Fort Bragg, NC, 
also ensured our tactical UAS (TUAS) 
platoon’s full manning with operators, 
and CJFLCC-OIR weighted the ISF fight 
in Nineveh Province with plenty of un-
armed FMV capability. Foremost, we 
did not spend energy lamenting gaps 
in FMV coverage but rather focused on 
avoiding redundancies and fusing the 
available intelligence overlays we had. 
For perspective, these FMV assets pro-
vide commanders and analysts with a 
“soda straw” perspective of the battle-
field. They are not magic. They do not 
find the enemy – humans do. The most 
critical aspects of FMV collection are 
the thinking behind where and when 
to place a sensor to increase odds of 
detection, as well as an analyst’s abil-
ity to recognize the signatures that an-
swer information requirements (IRs). 
In fact, these airborne military robots 
can create a counterproductive illusion 
of understanding, so we always drove 
to emphasize the analyst over the as-
set.

Over the course of nine months we 
generated more than 5,000 hours of 
TUAS FMV collection for the counter-
fire fight, dynamic and deliberate tar-
geting, IPB and ISF security operations 
to consolidate gains. With so much in-
formation coming in, we obviously had 
to meticulously prioritize analytic ef-
forts to discern the answers to IRs. Be-
cause of the brutality along the FLoT, 
dynamic targeting consumed more 
than half our FMV collection and ana-
lytics during the Battle of Mosul, and I 
typically approved our BCT S-3’s pro-
posal or gave direction for the next 
day’s intelligence-collection plan as 
late as our evening “operations, fires, 
intelligence, adviser” videoteleconfer-
ences. For dynamic targeting, TUAS 
was typically our “fixing tool,” cross-
queued off another intelligence source 
– whether an ISF unit in contact, a ra-
dar acquisition or an ISF human-intel-
ligence (humint) tip.

Moreover, we already discussed how 
crucial Task Force Falcon’s signaleers 
were in connecting this intricate net-
work, but so were a bevy of other play-
ers. Behind the scenes, a host of me-
chanics, logisticians, engineers and 
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tactical controllers fought to keep pre-
cious TUAS sorties in the fight.

We actually employed multiple govern-
ment and contracted sensors based 
from several locations, allocating FMV 
reconnaissance to A&A teams by using 
hours as our unit of measure. Our mes-
sage was “hurry to think, not to plan,” 
as we considered how to optimize and 
prioritize our finite collection assets. 
We never accepted the harmful egali-
tarianism of the proverbial “peanut 
butter spread” when prioritizing sen-
sors, connectors and analysts. SLTG 
A3’s main-effort attack axis always 
mattered because “stimulate and ex-
ploit” was the backbone of dynamic 
targeting during current operations. 
Philosophically, we also erred on the 
side of driving an aggressive strike 
tempo, directing sensors and analytics 
toward ISIS patterns we could take ad-
vantage of to maximize the lethal re-
turn on our investment.

Whenever practical, our targeting also 
integrated our task force’s persistent 
threat-detection system (PTDS) based 
at the coalition’s largest base in 
Nineveh. The 37th BEB once memora-
bly used the PTDS to find and fix an ISIS 
small unit crossing the Tigris River, set-
ting up Pastor to approve a fixed-wing 
strike that finished the startled enemy.

TUAS collection and analytics also con-
tributed hugely to deliberate targeting. 
For example, our task force targeteers 
developed 30 deliberate-strike nomi-
nations leading up to the ISF attack on 
Tal Afar alone. Unlike our dynamic pro-
cess, the TUAS served more as the “fin-
ishing tool” for our deliberate target-
ing, confirming or denying our assump-
tions about civilian presence prior to 
coalition strikes on ISIS sanctuaries, 
lines of communication, C2 nodes or 
caches. Our deliberate process com-
plemented the special operations and 
CJFLCC-OIR efforts and, perhaps pre-
dictably, the coalition’s intelligence-
sharing and shared understanding im-
proved as we transitioned from Mo-
sul’s dynamism to the deliberate isola-
tion of Tal Afar.

Across the task force, A&A teams thick-
ened the larger collection plan with 
their own organic fleets of small UAS, 
and the Iraqi army did similarly with 
off-the-shelf quadcopter drones. For 

example, 2-325 AIR’s layered FMV re-
connaissance for the ISF attack on Tal 
Afar was a framework employed simi-
larly by all our field-grade A&A teams 
during the operation. First, company-
level advisers used Raven and Puma 
small systems, complemented by Iraqi 
army quadcopters and queued by Iraqi 
army humint, to protect 15th Iraqi Ar-
my’s units from close-in threats. Mean-
while, Shadow TUAS helped Task Force 
White Falcon’s analysts identify ISIS 
fighting positions, obstacles and en-
gagement areas near south Tal Afar’s 
outer edge. Finally, the advisers may 
have also had operational control of 
long-dwell armed assets to hunt ISIS 
SVBIEDs staged within several blocks 
of the city’s outer obstacle belts. All 
the while, signal bandwidth and power 
generation were in high demand.

LTC Sean McGee and CSM Scott Brin-
son, the team who led 1-325 AIR, may 
have contributed on an even greater 
scale than the rest of us. Task Force 
Red Falcon served under the opera-
tional control of CJFLCC-OIR and 
helped the Baghdad Operations Com-
mand (BOC) protect the capital by 
hunting down ISIS threats before they 
materialized in Baghdad. Perhaps most 
importantly, this A&A team helped the 
BOC implement a monthly G-2 confer-
ence, a forum for ISF intelligence offi-
cials to share information with each 
other. Before implementing the rhyth-
mic G-2 conference, disparate Iraqi 
army commands funneled their reports 
back to the Ministry of Defense, a re-
markably hierarchical approach that 
stymied timely decision-making and 
exacerbated gaps and seams along the 
figurative and physical boundaries.

With MG Martin’s support, McGee’s 
team capitalized on GoI concerns 
about Ramadan threat streams to per-
suade sLTG A3 to support the first con-
ference in May 2017. CPT Tom Sea-
groatt, battalion S-2 for 1-325 AIR and 
a uniquely gifted MI Soldier, also did a 
lot more than crank out releasable 
products for our partners. These advis-
ers wielded outsized influence with 
BOC influencers, helping the ISF fuse 
intelligence in-depth across the coun-
try as the coalition also added its intel-
ligence overlay.

As we departed, the ISF certainly had 
a great deal of work to do to hone 

processes that promote unity of effort 
and shared understanding, but Task 
Force Red Falcon helped prod an initial 
paradigm shift in how ISF commanders 
shared and communicated among 
themselves. Their intellectual finger-
prints on partner decision-making 
should not be taken lightly, and the 
proof was evident in the ISF’s perfor-
mance. During almost nine months of 
McGee’s A&A partnership with the 
BOC, ISIS only struck Baghdad nine 
times. The ISF’s determined security 
was impressive, particularly as ISIS in-
creased attempted attacks by 300 per-
cent following the fall of Mosul in July.

Two of our goals were to keep every MI 
Soldier and every sensor in the fight. 
As I stated previously, our BCT S-2, like 
several of his battalion-level counter-
parts, was also a valued finisher with 
military advice for us. Moreover, we 
have already described several exam-
ples of how we rolled our intelligence 
enterprise into multi-echelon engage-
ment. Across the task force, we expect-
ed young MI talent to simplify the 
complex, communicate with clarity and 
give potent advice to highly educated 
and experienced generals, all through 
an Arabic translator.

Lethal targeting
Coalition targeting devastated the en-
emy’s IDF capacity in northern Iraq 
while maintaining strict standards that 
protected civilians and critical infra-
structure. Unsurprisingly, surface-to-
surface lethality also depended on su-
perb long-range communications and 
sound ammunition-supply practices. 
As importantly, our IPB was entirely 
contextual. For example, Mosul re-
quired dynamic IPB, targeting and de-
cision-making processes suited to the 
violent slog in dense urban terrain. ISIS 
seemingly turned most homes, schools 
and religious sites into fighting posi-
tions or caches and perniciously co-
erced civilians into action as human 
shields. It was a grinding, 150-day test 
of wills and uncomfortably close com-
bat.

On the other hand, the ISF attack on 
Tal Afar offered the coalition more 
than 30 days to focus IPB on identify-
ing most obstacle belts, conduct preci-
sion shaping and preparatory fires, and 
reposition assets that helped whittle 
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down the ISIS disruption zone well be-
fore the ground attack began Aug. 20, 
2017.

Implications of
urban terrain
With years to prepare the defense of 
Mosul, ISIS commonly buttressed its 
cover and concealment by using firing 
positions in sensitive sites or the upper 
stories of tall structures. As just one 
prominent example, days before ISIS 
regrettably destroyed the al-Nuri 
Grand Mosque in the Old City district, 
it began firing mortars from the 
grounds’ courtyard. Such recklessness 
was the norm for ISIS, so our team re-
lied on precision munitions and high-
angle attacks that could overcome the 
Mosul’s jumble of intervening urban 
crests.

Also, Task Force Falcon leaned on sen-
sible weapons solutions such as Excal-
ibur, fired at very high angles and set 
to delay, or M1156 precision-guided 
kits for urban counter-fire missions. In 

retrospect, however, we consistently 
struggled to adequately arrange our 
sensors to exploit strikes, and assess-
ing battle damage in complex urban 
terrain was always a challenge as ISIS 
continually adjusted its tactics fre-
quently.

Counter-fire
The fires fight in Mosul taught us that 
Q-53 radar acquisitions provide a criti-
cal overlay. ISIS fought its mortar pla-
toons in a remarkably centralized man-
ner, noticeably changing priorities or 
shifting ammunition around as the 
fight progressed. Over time, radar ac-
quisitions fed our running estimates of 
ISIS’s eroding capabilities and morph-
ing intentions. We also saw patterns 
we could exploit. Still, our radar acqui-
sitions provided just one overlay, and 
we only detected a fraction of the 
shots fired in Mosul’s dense urban ter-
rain. Finally, ISIS was a thinking enemy, 
bent on survival: it adjusted its tactics 
frequently.

Our counter-fire fight aimed to assure 

the partner. This challenge required us 
to threat-model ISIS artillery and mor-
tar teams, burning a number of intel-
lectual calories to understand how 
they moved, commanded and supplied 
their teams. We used Q-53 radar acqui-
sitions as a baseline overlay but added 
ISF reporting, FMV analysis and Q-50 
radars our A&A teams often employed.

Also, we frequently fought multiple 
FMV assets simultaneously under the 
task force counter-fire cell. Integrated 
and predictive analysis set us up to fo-
cus the team’s FMV “soda straws,” the 
handful of fixed-wing reconnaissance 
robots we controlled, in predicted po-
sitions of advantage to find and fix the 
enemy’s IDF assets. Meanwhile, we 
used everything from coalition jets to 
rockets to attack ISIS as we worked 
with and through the one-star airspace 
and strike coordination teams at com-
bined joint-operations centers in Erbil 
and Baghdad. Indeed, we even coun-
ter-fired with M142 high-mobility artil-
lery-rocket systems at times.

Figure 2. SPC Jesse Patchell, SPC Ben Richmond, SPC Zachary Folsom, SGT Kraig Bradley and 1LT Maurice Manning, mor-
tarmen deployed in support of CJTF-OIR and assigned to 2nd BCT, 82nd Airborne Division, fire mortars in support of 9th 
Iraqi Army Division during the offensive to liberate West Mosul from ISIS. CJTF-OIR is the global coalition to defeat ISIS 
in Iraq and Syria. (Photo by SSG Jason Hull)
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A&A – advise and assist
A3E – advice, assist, accompany 
and enable
AIR – airborne infantry regiment
BCT – brigade combat team
BEB – brigade engineer battalion
BISE – brigade intelligence-support 
element
BOC – Baghdad Operations 
Command
BSB – brigade-support battalion
C2 – command and control
CJFLCC – Coalition Joint Forces 
Land Component Command
CJTF – combined joint task force
COR – contracting-officer 
representative
CTC – combat-training center
Fedpol – federal police
FLoT – forward-line-of-troops
FMV – full-motion video
FSR – field-service representative
GoI – Government of Iraq
Humint – human intelligence
IDF – indirect fires
IPB – intelligence preparation of the 
battlefield
IR – information requirement
ISF – Iraqi Security Forces
ISIS – Islamic State of Iraq and Syria
JTAC – joint terminal attack 
controller
MI – military intelligence
O/C/T – observer/coach/trainer
OIR – Operation Inherent Resolve
Opfor – opposing force
PTDS – persistent threat-detection 
system
SADOC – Salah ad Din Operation 
Command
SVBIED – suicide vehicle-borne 
improvised explosive device
TPE – theater-provided equipment
TUAS – tactical unmanned aerial 
systems
UAS – unmanned aerial systems
VBIED – vehicle-borne improvised 
explosive device

Artillery-fire support
As revealed previously, senior ISF com-
manders did not do detailed planning, 
and there were no ISF combined-arms 
rehearsals of any sort. Going back to 
the six A’s, we assured them with our 
detailed fires planning, anticipated 
their schemes of maneuver by leverag-
ing the “lethal O/C/T network” and our 
A&A battle rhythm, and we remained 
agile by shifting artillery and radar po-
sitions and priorities on imperfect in-
formation. I suspect that only very se-
nior ISF generals ever really had a sur-
face-level understanding of our fires 
plans, and they never shared these de-
tails down-and-in. However, sLTG A3 
was counting on Gibson’s Black Falcons 
to synchronize the French contingent’s 
155mm Caesar cannons, other coali-
tion strike assets and American howit-
zers through exhaustive coalition re-
hearsals.

Moreover, there was always some lev-
el of assist to advise as we previously 
discussed. SLTG A3 valued Gibson’s de-
tailed briefings, making our BCT fire-
support coordinator another promi-
nent finisher at times. In fact, we used 
pre-assault artillery fires to suppress 
enemy fighting positions, but because 
the ISF rarely started attacks at 
planned times, we learned to use an-
other round of “with assault fires” that 
were synchronized with the ISF’s actu-
al crossing of the line of departure.

We applied similar thinking for the em-
ployment of rotary wing, rocket and 
fixed-wing assets.

In their own way
It was a privilege to represent our 
Army and our storied division with the 
coalition during OIR. We are also hon-
ored to have served under two tre-
mendous divisions during the drive to 
help the ISF dominate our nations’ 
shared enemy. We could not have been 
prouder of our partners as we depart-
ed Iraq in September; the ISF had lib-
erated well over 4 million people and 
40,000 kilometers of terrain, and more 
than a quarter-million people had re-
turned to their homes in Mosul. Per-
haps the most heartening aspect was 
that sLTG A3 and the ISF accelerated 
the campaign against ISIS following 
their victorious Battle of Mosul.

During our mission to help ISF and hurt 

ISIS every day, we never lost sight of 
the coalition’s interests. We kept a con-
sistent azimuth guided by five big ideas 
and a disciplined battle rhythm. We 
had to produce results to retain the 
ISF’s trust; there was always much 
more to serving the ISF and coalition 
well than merely advising and assist-
ing. A learning organization, Task Force 
Falcon tinkered with its approach over 
time, eventually interpreting a formula 
that practiced all six A’s of A&A: advise, 
assist, accompany, assure, anticipate 
and agility. Still, the campaign was in-
curably human, and naturally, relation-
ships mattered. Solid relationships 
kept everyone goal-oriented on frus-
trating days, and our connections in-
troduced a deeper accountability to 
the partnership.

By breaking down ISIS in their own 
way, the ISF’s leadership and owner-
ship of the Battle of Mosul embodied 
the essence of warfare by, with and 
through a partner whose success was 
the very measure of our success. I still 
clearly remember the day I sensed the 
ISF’s mass was finally toppling the en-
emy’s Juhmuri Hospital fortress in west 
Mosul. It was the visible beginning of 
the end for ISIS, and our partners were 
still leading the day’s deadly work. 
They continue to do so today.

COL Pat Work commands 2nd BCT, 82nd 
Airborne Division, Fort Bragg, NC. Pre-
vious assignments include commander, 
3rd Battalion, 187th Infantry Regiment, 
101st Airborne Division (Air Assault), 
Fort Campbell, KY; aide-de-camp to the 
20th Secretary of the Army, Washing-
ton, DC; S-3, 1st Battalion, 325th AIR, 
Fort Bragg; commander, Company C, 
2nd Battalion, 75th Ranger Regiment, 
Fort Lewis, WA; and commander, Com-
pany B, 1st Battalion, 23rd Infantry Reg-
iment, Fort Lewis. His military school-
ing includes U.S. Marine Corps War 
College, Command and General Staff 
Officer’s Course, Infantry Maneuver 
Captain’s Career Course and Ranger, 
Pathfinder, airborne and air-assault 
schools. He holds a bachelor’s of sci-
ence degree in systems engineering 
from the U.S. Military Academy and a 
master’s of arts degree in public policy 
from Georgetown University.

Notes
1 Joint Publication 3-20, Security Coopera‐
tion, May 23, 2017, cites Department of 

Defense Instruction 5000.68 while de-
scribing security-force assistance: “With, 
through and by. Describes the process of 
interaction with foreign security forces 
that initially involves training and assist-
ing. … The next step in the process is ad-
vising, which may include advising in 
combat situations (acting “through” the 
forces).”
2 Timothy L. Thomas and Lester W. Grau, 
“Russian Lessons Learned from the Bat-
tles for Grozny,” Marine Corps Gazette 
84, No. 4 (April 2000), https://www.mca-
marines.org/gazette/2000/04/russian-les-
sons-learned-battles-grozny.

Acronym Quick-Scan
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FROM THE SCREEN LINE
The Improvised Explosive Device 

of 2025
by SSG Kyle E. Brown

George Santayana, a famous Spanish 
philosopher, once said, “Those who do 
not remember the past are condemned 
to repeat it.” With respect to the im-
provised explosive device (IED) threat, 
this is the state at which our force cur-
rently sits. As we have shifted our 
training back to combined-arms ma-
neuver, we are now at the cusp of po-
tentially repeating the same problem. 
We have transitioned back to a time 
where a decisive-action conflict remi-
niscent of the Fulda Gap is a reality. 
Now is the time to examine how we 
train to defeat the unconventional ob-
stacle – our reconnaissance forces 
must undertake a fundamental mind-
set shift and begin thinking of IEDs as 
obstacles.

Our Army has been in conflicts that 
span almost every continent for the 
past 16 years. According to some, this 

is the only timeframe in which we have 
dealt with the IED – in other words, the 
IED has only just been introduced to 
warfare within the last two decades. In 
reality, this weapon in the enemy arse-
nal has been around since the inven-
tion of explosives. Since this weapon 
has so much success in the operation-
al environment, who is to say this un-
conventional tactic is progressing any 
less than that of direct-action near-
peer doctrine?

IEDs on battlefields
As early as 1914, there have been doc-
umented cases of the IED being used 
in both conventional and non-conven-
tional ways. For example, during World 
War I, IEDs were left for the advancing 
American forces as the German army 

retreated. During World War II, the 
Russians commonly used improvised 
charges to derail German supply trains.

At a symposium on technology and the 
mine warfare, Harry N. Hambric and 
William C. Schneck said that in the 
Vietnam War, 33 percent of U.S. casu-
alties were attributed to mines and the 
use of IEDs.1 Throughout the global 
war on terrorism, we have all seen how 
the IED has impacted the battlefield.

How should we approach a threat that 
has been around since World War I?

IED training
An IED is a weaponized obstacle; the 
intent of those employing it incorpo-
rate many attributes of modern war-
fare such as denying a route, using it in 
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Acronym Quick-Scanpropaganda and employing it to maim, 
kill, destroy, harass and disrupt.

The IED is an obstacle that cannot be 
identified without proper training. 
Similar to a conventional obstacle, per 
Army Technical Publication (ATP) 
3-20.98, conducting reconnaissance of 
an obstacle follows a list of steps that 
include:
• Detection;
• Local security and reconnaissance;
• Reconnaissance of obstacles and 

restrictions;
• Selection of a course of action (CoA); 

and
• Recommendation/execution of a 

CoA, including bypass.

The problem we face as a fighting force 
today is the lack of concurrent training 
involved in our key mission-essential 
task list (METL). After we reviewed the 
standardized METL for Cavalry squad-
rons in infantry brigade combat teams 
(BCTs), armored BCTs and Stryker BCTs, 
we saw that there are no specific tasks 
on how to defeat the IED. There are 
isolated doctrinal IED manuals, all of 
which are not widely distributed.

The principles and fundamentals of 
these documents should be incorpo-
rated as a discussion within our own 
ATP 3-20.98. We train for the conven-
tional obstacle, but the relationship to 
the unconventional obstacle is no lon-
ger a focal teaching point in today’s ad-
vanced doctrine. It is true, most IEDs 
are found with the naked eye; howev-
er, the training on how to discover 
these devices is lacking at best.

Consider a reconnaissance platoon 
conducting a route reconnaissance 
within an IED environment: this would 
completely change the threat analysis 
of how the platoon executes its mis-
sion.

Change tasks
All Cavalry tasks associated with area, 
route and zone reconnaissance need to 
be supplemented with changes to sup-
porting collective and individual tasks 
that reflect the IED threat. Specifically, 
17-PLT-4012 (reconnaissance of an ob-
stacle) needs to be updated to reflect 
the threat aspect during the planning 
portion. Also, we need to change how 
we negotiate these obstacles; Step 11 

does not include reacting to the deto-
nation while trying to detect the de-
vice.

Currently in the Armor Advanced Lead-
er’s Course, there are zero hours of 
training pertaining to the IED. In the 
Armor Basic Officer Leader’s Course, 
only four hours of classroom instruc-
tion are dedicated to this task. The 
leaders of the future force simply can-
not put the lessons-learned through 
hardship to the side. If a threat pres-
ents itself, we must train to defeat this 
threat. Therefore IED-defeat training 
must expand in our leader develop-
ment. Many Army leaders remember 
five to 10 years ago when multiple days 
were dedicated to this threat tactic.

Conclusion
The current threats we face as a force 
span the globe. Enemy tactics, tech-
niques and procedures (TTPs) change 
daily based on our actions and reac-
tions. If an enemy TTP is put into place, 
our force will adapt to the changing 
threat, whether it be from a new piece 
of equipment or a change to current 
doctrine. The threat of IEDs is no dif-
ferent.

The process by which we combat these 
devices is a game of cat and mouse. In 
the early years of Operation Iraqi Free-
dom, passive infrared sensors were be-
ing used as the switch to set off IEDs 
from a vehicle’s heat signature. The 
Army responded with a new piece of 
equipment which was quickly over-
come by a change in enemy TTPs. 
There are now countless examples of 
reactionary corrections to both friend-
ly and enemy TTPs; the IED’s success is 
now more common throughout the 
world than ever before. Given the ef-
fectiveness of the weaponized obsta-
cle, we now see the IED being em-
ployed in areas where they were not 
traditionally used.

Bottom line: as scouts, it is our job to 
paint the picture for the commander 
on the battlefield. This can be frustrat-
ing if we cannot see the picture to be-
gin with. We do not know what the IED 
of 2025 will look like, but we know it 
will be prevalent and widely used on 
battlefields across the globe. Surely, if 
we cannot learn from mistakes that 
have shed the blood of our brothers 
and sisters, we are bound to make the 

same mistakes again. This weapon of 
our enemies is now a permanent fix-
ture in any conventional, hybrid or un-
conventional warfare, based off the 
enemy success we have observed. 
Therefore, we must internalize this 
threat and train for it accordingly as 
part of our reconnaissance mission – 
IEDs are a modern obstacle.

SSG Kyle Brown is an instructor with 
the Master Trainer Dismounted Coun-
ter-IED Tactics Course, a 19D Cavalry 
scout assigned to Troop H, 3-16 Caval-
ry, 316th Cavalry Brigade, Fort Benning, 
GA. Previous assignments include sec-
tion leader with Troop C, 2-14 Cavalry, 
2-25th Infantry Division, Schofield Bar-
racks, HI; section leader, Troop A, 1-14 
Cavalry, 3-2nd Infantry Division, Fort 
Lewis, WA; and team leader, Troop A, 
1-40 Cavalry Airborne, 4-25th Infantry 
Division, Fort Richardson, AK. His mili-
tary schooling includes the Asia-Pacific 
Counter-IED Fusion Train the Trainer 
Course (honor graduate), Dismounted 
Counter-IED Tactics Master Trainer 
Course, Jungle Operations Training 
Center Course, Raven Operator Course, 
Advanced Situational-Awareness 
Course, Attack the Network Course, 
Army Basic Instructor Course, Ad-
vanced Leader’s Course, Basic Leader’s 
Course,  Airborne School and Combat-
ives Level I. He notes that he is in the 
process of finishing his associate’s de-
gree and that throughout his 11-year 
career, he has deployed twice to Af-
ghanistan – first time in 2009-10 in the 
Khowst Province, and second time in 
2011-12 in  Oruzgan Province. 
“Throughout both deployments, I have 
dealt with the threat of IEDs and am 
very passionate about the subject. I 
have an extensive amount of field time, 
both downrange and stateside.”

Notes
1 The speech can be viewed at https://
www.hrw.org/reports/1997/gen1/Gener-
al-03.htm.

ATP – Army technical publication
BCT – brigade combat team
CoA – course of action
IED – improvised explosive device
METL – mission-essential task list
TTP – tactics, techniques and 
procedures
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The Hammelburg Incident: 
Patton’s Last Controversy

BATTLE ANALYSIS

by retired LTC Lee F. Kichen

LTG George S. Patton Jr.’s reputation as 
one of America’s greatest battlefield 
commanders is virtually unquestioned. 
He was a brilliant tactician, audacious 
and flamboyant. The infamous slap-
ping incidents and the ensuing public-
ity firestorm hardly tarnished his repu-
tation as a fighting general. However, 
his decision to liberate 900 American 
prisoners of war (POWs) confined in 
Offizerslager (Oflag) XIIIB near Ham-
melburg, Germany, was more than an 
embarrassment, it was the most con-
troversial and worst tactical decision of 
his career.1

Central to the controversy are linger-
ing questions:
• Was the decision to raid Oflag XIIIB 

morally justifiable and tactically 
sound?

• What are the lessons for today’s 
mounted warriors when planning 
and conducting a deep raid?

• Did Patton order this raid based on 
credible intelligence that his son-in-
law, LTC John K. Waters, was a 
prisoner in Oflag XIIIB?

• Would he have ordered the raid if he 
had not thought that Waters would 

likely be there?
• Or was it intended as a diversionary 

attack to deceive the enemy that 
Third Army was attacking east, not 
north?

The answer to what truly motivated 
Patton to order the ill-fated raid on 
Hammelburg remains unsettled histo-
ry. However, the evidence is inconvert-
ible that the raid’s failure resulted from 
flawed planning by Patton and his sub-
ordinate commanders.

Personal background
Patton repeatedly avowed that he 
didn’t know for certain that Waters 
was in Oflag XIIIB. Yet the evidence is 
overwhelming that Patton knew that 
Waters was at Hammelburg. After his 
capture in Tunisia, Waters was moved 
to Oflag 64 in Szubin, Poland. With the 
Red Army approaching Szubin, the Ger-
mans marched the POWs west.2 In 
March 1945, three Americans escaped 
and notified the U.S. Military Mission 
in Moscow that Waters was among the 
POWs marching to Hammelburg. The 
mission’s commander, MG John Deane, 
sent this information to Eisenhower, 
who forwarded it to Patton.3

Patton then set his mind on a military 

operation of some kind, but what he 
told family members was different 
than what he said publicly. On March 
23, 1945, Patton wrote to his wife, Be-
atrice: “We are heading right for John’s 
place and may get there before he is 
moved.” On March 25 he told her, 
“Hope to send an expedition tomorrow 
to get John.”4 In his March 29 letter to 
his brother-in-law, Patton wrote: “I 
heard of an American [POW] camp. … 
I sent an armored expedition. … It is 
possible that John may be among the 
prisoners. … I would be delighted to 
take the place.” The following day at a 
press conference, he stated: “There 
was a [POW] camp containing at least 
900 Americans. … I couldn’t sleep dur-
ing the night if I got within 60 miles 
and not make an attempt to get to that 
place.” At the same conference, how-
ever, he branded the raid as a diver-
sion: “I felt by hazarding a small force 
I would confuse the enemy completely 
as to where we were going. It did work, 
for they thought I was going to Nurem-
burg.”5

Patton’s military operation turned out 
to be Task Force (TF) Baum. TF Baum’s 
raid on Hammelburg provides today’s 
maneuver leaders invaluable lessons 



65                      Winter-Spring 2018

as to the costs of hastily planning a 
deep operation. Patton’s failure to ad-
equately resource the mission com-
mander was inexcusable. Patton in his 
memoir invited critical analysis of his 
generalship with a half-hearted mea 
culpa: “[T]hroughout the campaign in 
Europe I know of no error I made ex-
cept that of failing to send a combat 
command to take Hammelburg.”6

Tactical situation
Combat Command B, 9th Armored Divi-
sion, commanded by then-COL William 
R. Hoge, stormed across the Rhine 
March 6, 1945, after capturing the Lu-
dendorff Bridge at Remagen. The 5th In-
fantry Division conducted an assault 
crossing March 22, followed the next 
morning by 4th Armored Division.7 Af-
ter crossing the Rhine, 4thArmored Di-
vision conducted a forward-passage-
of-lines through 5th Infantry Division 
and moved to the Main River, estab-
lishing bridgeheads late in the after-
noon March 25 on the east bank near 
Hanau and Aschaffenburg.8

These operations took a toll on 

Patton’s soldiers. CPT Abraham Baum, 
the S-3 of 10th Armored Infantry Battal-
ion, considered 4thArmored Division’s 
soldiers “depleted and exhausted” af-
ter four days of continuous combat and 
little sleep.9

Patton’s order,
formation of TF Baum
On the night of March 25, Patton or-
dered the XII Corps commander, MG 
Manton S. Eddy, to organize a task 
force to liberate about 300 POWs in 
Oflag XIIIB.10 Nothing in that order dis-
cussed a feint or diversionary attack. 
That same day, MAJ Alexander Stiller, 
one of Patton’s aides, arrived uninvited 
at now-BG Hoge’s 4thArmored Division 
headquarters. Stiller said he was to “go 
along” on the Hammelburg mission, 
that Patton in no uncertain terms 
wanted Hammelburg liberated, and 
that Waters was one of the prisoners.11 
Hoge believed that Patton, who great-
ly admired LTC Creighton Abrams, the 
commander of the division’s Combat 
Command B, wanted Abrams to lead 
the mission.12

The task force’s size became an open 
debate. Eddy and Hoge originally 
showed little enthusiasm for a risky 
deep strike 60 miles into enemy terri-
tory. XII Corps, which would move 
north, could not adequately support a 
task force moving east. This mission 
would also reduce the corps’ combat 
power during future operations. Hoge 
and Abrams recommended a combat 
command, contending that a larger 
force had a better chance of surviving. 
Eddy would later recommend a small-
er-sized task force.

Patton claimed that he wanted to send 
a combat command: “[U]nfortunately, 
I was talked out of it of it by Eddy and 
Hoge. …”13 In his diary Patton wrote, “I 
made the attack with only two compa-
nies on account of the strenuous ob-
jections of General Bradley to making 
(any effort) at all.”14

Bradley in his memoir stated that he 
only learned of TF Baum “... after it had 
been on the road for two days. … [H]ad 
George consulted me on the mission, I 
would have forbidden him to stage it.”

However, Bradley’s aide, CPT Chet Han-
son, in his diary contradicted his boss: 
“When Patton ran off on his mission of 
liberation the other day, Brad told him 
he would allow it providing Patton did 
not become involved. He was ordered 
to withdraw if he did [sic] to prevent 
him from becoming entangled in the 
wrong direction.”15

Regardless of who influenced Patton’s 
decision on the smaller formation, he 
capped the number of personnel at 
300.

Baum first learned of the impending 
raid on the morning of March 26 when 
he was called to headquarters.16 Patton 
arrived at Abrams’ command post at 
10 a.m. on the 26th and asked who was 
going to command the task force; 
Abrams responded, “I am, and I want 
to take Combat Command B.”

Patton told Abrams that he wasn’t go-
ing, nor was Combat Command B. 
“This is to be a small force.  Now an-
swer my question. Who is going to lead 
it?”

Abrams answered, “Hal Cohen, 10th Ar-
mored Infantry, if he is well enough.”

After the battalion surgeon examined 

Figure 1. LTG George S. Patton Jr. (left) speaks with BG Anthony McAuliffe Jan. 
15, 1945. Patton, who commanded Third Army from 1944 to 1945, ordered TF 
Baum’s raid. (U.S. Army photo by SFC Luke Graziani)
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Cohen (and didn’t clear him), Patton 
directed Cohen to select a task-force 
commander in his place. Cohen said 
that he had someone in mind and ges-
tured toward Baum standing on the 
periphery. As Patton headed to the 
door, he turned to Baum and said, 
“Major Stiller will fill you in on the de-
tails.”

Hoge asked Stiller what was special 
about Hammelburg. Stiller replied that 
“the Old Man” was “absolutely deter-
mined” to free the POWs and revealed 
that John Water was one of the prison-
ers.17 Stiller briefed Abrams and Baum 
from a roadmap, tracing the road to 
Hammelburg 60 miles away. Stiller 
didn’t know Oflag XIIIB’s exact location 
but said that Patton believed a German 
civilian could provide the informa-
tion.18 Stiller at this point had more 

Figure 2. Movement of armies March 22-28, 1945, across the Rhine. Patton’s Third Army was moving away from TF 
Baum while the task force was on its mission and thus did not have support. (Courtesy Department of History, U.S. Mili-
tary Academy)

Figure 3. Some of the major players in TF Baum’s formation: LTG Omar Bradley, 
LTG George S. Patton and MG Manton S. Eddy are shown a map by MG John S. 
Wood during a tour near Metz, France, Nov. 13, 1944.
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knowledge of the 
m i s s i o n  t h a n 
Abrams and Baum; 
nevertheless, it 
was clear that 
Baum would lead 
the mission, with 
Stiller along for 
the ride.

Abrams and Cohen 
organized a task 
force around Com-
pany C, 37th Tank 
Battalion; a pla-
toon from Compa-
ny D, 37th Tank Bat-
talion; Company A, 
10th Armored In-
fantry Battalion; 
and an assault-gun 
platoon and a re-
connaissance sec-
tion from 10th Ar-
mored Infantry 
Battalion. There 
were 53 vehicles in 
the task force: 10 
M-4A3 medium 
tanks, six M-5 light tanks, 27 half-
tracks, three 105mm self-propelled 
guns, six jeeps and one tracked medi-
cal vehicle – plus 307 soldiers.19

Complicating planning and execution 
was a Third Army/Seventh Army 
boundary shift north March 26, placing 
TF Baum in Seventh Army’s area of op-
eration. With TF Baum moving east and 
4th Armored Division moving north, it 
would be without support from 4th Ar-
mored Division. Baum considered the 
mission suicidal without support.20

Road to Hammelburg
Intelligence estimates indicated that TF 
Baum would initially encounter little 
opposition. However, there were indi-
cations that two enemy divisions were 
somewhere between Aschaffenburg 
and Hammelburg along the Main River. 
Baum was to take the most direct 
route at top speed (under black-out 
conditions, top speed would have been 
no more than 15 miles per hour). The 
route was not conducive to high-speed 
movement. Running through heavily 
forested areas and the towns along the 
Main, it lacked maneuver space.21 To 
facilitate Baum’s initial movement to 
Highway 26,  Abrams attacked 

Schweinheim at 9:30 p.m. with a tank 
company, an armored-infantry compa-
ny and divisional artillery support.22

Although Baum was expecting to make 
a penetration in minutes, intelligence 
proved faulty. Heavy resistance from 
the German 413th Infantry Division de-
layed the penetration by eight hours.23 
Behind schedule, Baum – believing he 
could no longer wait – drove the task 
force through Schweinheim at around 
midnight.24

After clearing Schweinheim, Baum be-
lieved that he lost the element of sur-
prise, but the enemy was still unaware 
of his objective.25 At 1 a.m., news of 
the Schweinheim fight reached the 
German high command, which be-
lieved that Patton made a “brilliant 
breakthrough.26 Baum noted: “[W]e 
lost infantrymen in these various 
(small) towns (between Schweinheim 
to Lohr) from small arms and bazooka 
fire. We kept on going through that 
stretch of woods and got to Rechten-
bach. … During our trip we shot up var-
ious vehicles and Krauts in all the 
towns. … Momentum of our column 
was too fast and too great … so we 
went straight through.”27

The task  force at  f i rst  l ight 

encountered its first organized resis-
tance west of Lohr close to the com-
mand post of GEN Hans von Obst-
felder’s German Seventh Army. (Von 
Obstfelder was the Wehrmacht’s Gen-
eral of the Infantry.) Not knowing 
Baum’s objective, Obstfelder didn’t 
know where to mass his scattered forc-
es. Baum’s force, without halting, en-
gaged the lightly armed enemy and de-
stroyed 12 vehicles. During this fight, 
Baum lost his first tank to a panzer-
faust at a roadblock.28

Moving on to Gemunden, the task 
force encountered two lucrative tar-
gets of opportunity. The first was a sta-
tionary anti-aircraft train; Baum halted 
the column long enough to have his in-
fantry disable the guns with thermite 
grenades, while tank main-gun fire de-
stroyed the locomotive. The second 
target was 12 trains in a marshalling 
yard, which were destroyed with main-
gun and machinegun fire.29

By the time it was daylight, the enemy 
hastily established roadblocks and 
strongpoints, and moved units to de-
fend Gemunden and the bridge at the 
confluence of the Saale, Sinn and Main 
Rivers.30 Capturing the bridge intact 
would hasten movement east on High-
way 26 to its junction with Highway 
27.31

Encountering small-arms and panzer-
faust fire as it closed on the town, 
Baum ordered his reconnaissance pla-
toon to determine if the bridge was in-
tact. The enemy was beginning to bury 
land mines around the bridge.32 Baum, 
wounded in the fight for the bridge, 
lost three tanks to panzerfaust fire. 
Baum’s soldiers rushed the bridge, two 
of whom made it to the bridge but 
were killed as the enemy blew it. With 
the bridge lost, Baum requested close 
air support (CAS) for assistance in 
crossing the river. Rather than wait on 
the CAS mission, he considered his po-
sition in Gemunden untenable and 
backed out of town to find another 
crossing.33 During this fight, the enemy 
captured an infantry platoon and the 
task force’s recon platoon.34

Looking for an alternate route, Baum 
turned north, entering Rieneck at 8:30 
a.m. An enemy paratrooper home on 
sick leave and tired of fighting told 
Baum that Burgisin to the north would 

Figure 4. Then-LTC Creighton Abrams sits on top of his 
Thunderbolt VI command tank. Abrams had wanted to 
lead the mission and take Combat Command B, but Patton 
ordered Abrams to choose someone else and to deploy a 
smaller force.
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be the best place to cross the Sinn.35 
Baum captured German Schutzstaffel 
General Oriel Lotz and two staff offi-
cers outside Burgisin. Outside Graffen-
dorf, TF Baum liberated 700 Russian 
prisoners who were working on a chain 
gang. A German aircraft spotted the 
column after it crossed the Saale at 
Graffendorf.36 Baum turned Lotz and 
other German POWs over to the Rus-
sians, but Lotz escaped from the Rus-
sians and telephoned Obstfelder as to 
the task force’s destination. The Ger-
mans now had enough information on 
the composition and objective of the 
task force to consolidate their forces at 
Hammelburg.37

Baum’s weakened column continued 
on Highway 27 as an enemy panzerjae-
ger company was moving into position 
near Obereschenbach east of the pris-
on camp. On his own initiative, Techni-
cal Sergeant Charles O. Graham, the 
assault-gun platoon leader, moved to 
higher ground. The task force de-
stroyed three panzerjaegers, six trucks 
and some ammunition carriers. Unfor-
tunately, Baum fared worse, losing 
three Shermans, five half-tracks – in-
cluding one loaded with gasoline – and 
three jeeps.38

Fight at camp
Baum bypassed the town of Hammel-
burg and spotted Oflag XIIIB on the 
high ground. His next task was to clear 
two enemy infantry companies as he 
approached the camp. The German 
area commander meanwhile organized 
his defense of the camp with two en-
gineer companies. Outgunned by 
Baum’s tanks and infantrymen, the en-
gineers withdrew, while the task force 
took fire from the guard towers. Short-
ly thereafter, the task force breached 
the camp’s fence.39

MG Gunther von Goeckel, the Oflag 
XIIIB commandant, advised the com-
mander of the American prisoners, 
COL Paul Goode, that he ordered only 
token resistance to prevent bloodshed 
among the prisoners. Goode then di-
rected Waters, his executive officer, to 
contact the commander of the Ameri-
can force. After Waters and a small 
party left the camp administration 
building, Waters was grievously 
wounded by sniper fire and was car-
ried back into the camp, there treated 
by a Serbian physician.40 As soon as the 
Americans entered the camp, Stiller 
ran from building to building trying to 
find Waters. Stiller, realizing the 

severity of Waters’ wounds, knew he 
was incapable of traveling.41

Baum, overwhelmed by the scene was 
“sickened. ... They [the POWs] were in 
terrible shape.” With only two medics 
in the task force, there was no way to 
provide even the most primitive treat-
ment to the POWs. Expecting to rescue 
300 American officers and lacking 
transportation, liberating 1,500 POWs 
was impossible. The difference in the 
number of prisoners Baum expected to 
liberate and the actual number at 
Oflag XIIIB reflected a lack of intelli-
gence preparation of the battlefield. 
Had the task force brought extra weap-
ons for the liberated POWs healthy 
enough to fight, they would have been 
an asset rather than a liability.

With order restored, Baum told the 
prisoners that he couldn’t take them 
all. “Those of you who want to go will 
have to go on your own. … When I left, 
the lines were about 60 miles back in 
that direction (pointing west) at the 
River Main.” Those who “want to go 
may be able to walk along with the col-
umn. … We’ll probably have to fight 
our way out.” Baum tearfully recog-
nized that his task was impossible.42 
The POWs unfit for the 60-mile road 

Figure 5. Road to Hammelburg.
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march returned to the stockade, oth-
ers decided to exfiltrate in small 
groups, and a smaller group jumped on 
the remaining task-force vehicles.43

Destruction of TF Baum
Without a predetermined escape 
route, TF Baum became a “blind worm 
over the countryside.”44 During the 
confusion at the camp, the Germans, 
under the cover of darkness, organized 
a hasty defense that would, through a 
series of ambushes, reduce the task 
force’s combat power. While still at the 
camp, Baum lost another medium tank 
to panzerfaust fire. Baum reformed the 
task force shortly before 11 p.m. and 
moved out on the same dirt road over 
which he earlier sent his light-tank pla-
toon. As a recon element, it found a 
cross-country route to Hessdorf, which 
led to the main highway.45 Running into 
two roadblocks in Hessdorf, Baum 
moved the column to the north to Holl-
rich, where he lost three medium 
tanks, many infantrymen, fuel, ammu-
nition and precious time.46

Needing to reorganize his remaining 
force of three medium tanks, six light 
tanks, 12 halftracks, about 100 soldiers 
and 60 liberated POWs, Baum followed 

a trail to Hill 427. Seeing that he was 
surrounded, Baum decided to break 
out in the morning; he then ordered 
gasoline siphoned from eight half-
tracks, after which they were burned; 
redistributed ammunition; and left his 
seriously wounded in a large building 
marked with a red cross. The Germans 
attacked at daybreak as the task force 
began its movement.47 An unknown 
number of assault guns moved from 
the south, six heavy tanks and two in-
fantry companies from the southwest, 
while six Tiger tanks at the northeast 
were in position and firing.

After a 25-minute fight, TF Baum, with 
its equipment destroyed, ceased to ex-
ist. Breaking the remaining soldiers 
into small groups, Baum and the sur-
viving platoon leaders told them to 
make their way back alone. German in-
fantry patrols with tracking dogs 
rounded up most of the Americans still 
in the area. Baum (once again wound-
ed), Stiller and an unidentified lieuten-
ant were captured at 7:30 p.m. and re-
mained in Oflag XIIIB until it was liber-
ated by 14th Armored Division April 6, 
1945.48

Of the 307 soldiers initially in the task 
force, nine were killed, 32 were 

wounded, 16 were missing and the rest 
were captured.49 These casualties do 
not include the liberated POWs who 
accompanied the task force from Ham-
melburg.
The task force’s destruction was a 
short-lived propaganda coup for the 
Germans, who claimed they destroyed 
an American armored division at Ham-
melburg.

Final analysis, 
lessons-learned
Baum and his small task force fought 
heroically, audaciously and tenaciously 
with the knowledge that the Hammel-
burg mission was impossible. If Pat-
ton’s real motivation for the raid was 
to rescue Waters, he egregiously 
abused his command authority and 
needlessly risked the lives of his sol-
diers.
If Patton intended the raid to be a di-
version, it was a successful diversion. 
Von Obstfelder believed Baum was 
leading 4th Armored Division and pos-
sibly Third Army; consequently he 
committed the equivalent of several 
divisions to guard major crossroads 
and bridges to defend Hammelburg. 
The fact that 4th Armored Division, 

Figure 6. Road out of Hammelburg.
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while it moved north, didn’t fire a shot 
during its first 100 miles is partly at-
tributable to Baum’s raid. On the road 
to Hammelburg, the task force’s de-
struction of enemy trains, trucks, am-
munition and anti-aircraft guns was a 
psychological and tactical victory. It 
caused panic and fear in the enemy’s 
civilian population that the Army was 
incapable of defeating an American at-
tack deep into its territory.50

Seventy-two years after the Hammel-
burg raid, it remains the U.S. Army’s 
deepest and unsupported mounted 
raid into enemy territory.51 In future 
operating environments, special-pur-
pose forms of attack such as feints, 
demonstrations, ambushes and raids 
may become more common.52 Ham-
melburg demonstrated that mounted 
raids aren’t “come as you are affairs.”

With 4thArmored Division performing 
brilliantly throughout World War II, it 
is not surprising that Patton considered 
it most qualified to conduct the Ham-
melburg raid. Baum said it best: “We 
were the 4th Armored Division. … It was 
an unpardonable sin to fail in a mis-
sion.”53

However, it was not prepared to con-
duct a raid deep into enemy territory. 
Cavalry, armored and armored-infantry 
doctrine of the day did not address 
raids. Patton capriciously overlooked 
the complexity of an armored raid, 
thinking that an audacious and high-
tempo “hell bent for leather cavalry 
charge” to Hammelburg and back 
would succeed.

The destruction of TF Baum validates 
the maxim that size counts. Patton is-
sued a mission-type order but failed to 
adequately resource it. Commanders 
may possess the legitimate authority 
to task-organize their forces as they 
see fit; however, the commander alone 
bears the responsibility for ensuring 
the force has enough combat power to 
complete the mission. Mission, enemy, 
terrain, troops, time and civilian con-
siderations, not political or other con-
siderations, should govern the size of 
the force.

Complex missions are inherently risky; 
insufficient planning time for com-
manders and staff increases risk to the 
mission and the force. Abysmal plan-
ning and time-constrained preparation 

portended the de-
struction of TF 
Baum.  St i l ler ’s 
briefing to Abrams 
and Baum con-
cluded at noon, 
leaving only four 
hours until  the 
task force was to 
move out at 4 
p.m.54 Baum had 
inadequate time 
for troop-leading 
procedures, pre-
combat checks, re-
hearsal and rest 
for his exhausted 
soldiers. The fa-
tigued soldiers in 
the task force – 
lacking thorough 
knowledge of the 
mission and uncer-
tain of its final success – made con-
fused and poor decisions at the objec-
tive and on Hill 427.55 By underestimat-
ing the enemy’s capability and com-
pressing the planning and preparation 
cycle, the staff failed to plan for CAS, 
fire support, combat support, forward 
logistics, communications, reconnais-
sance and security and a withdrawal 
plan. Regrettably, neither Hoge nor 
Abrams requested a delay in the oper-
ation for more planning time.56

A raid has many purposes in addition 
to liberating prisoners or deceiving the 
enemy: capturing enemy prisoners and 
material; destroying enemy infrastruc-
ture; or forcing the enemy to prema-
turely disclose his intentions, capabili-
ties and scheme of maneuver. TF Baum 
is clear and unambiguous proof that a 
raid is not a hasty attack. A raid is a 
small-scale but deliberate attack re-
quiring detailed planning, real-time in-
telligence and preparation. Irrespec-
tive of the raid’s purpose, common 
planning considerations were missing 
or deficient in TF Baum:
• The raid lacked a withdrawal route 

from the objective different from 
than that of approach-march route. 
Raid planning lacked a casualty-
evacuation plan, plus rally and 
maintenance collection points along 
both approach and withdrawal 
routes.

• The scheme of maneuver must 

include criteria for engaging or 
bypassing the enemy. The planners 
wrongly assumed that speed would 
buy security and surprise. By attacking 
targets of opportunity, the task force 
lost both and became vulnerable 
from all directions. These “hip-
shoots” led to early detection of the 
task force.

• Air support must be pre-planned, 
with aviation assets dedicated to the 
raiding force. Patton never consulted 
his air component on this raid.57

• Baum didn’t know the exact location 
of Oflag XIIIB. The area and route 
reconnaissance plan must include 
ground and air observation of the 
objective to ensure the enemy 
situation remains unchanged and the 
raiding force still possesses enough 
combat power to accomplish its 
mission.

• Baum lost significant combat power 
during the fight at Gemunden Bridge. 
There was no pre-planned criteria for 
aborting the raid such as loss of 
surprise, unacceptable loss of 
personnel and equipment, and 
damage to sustainment assets.

• With 4th Armored Division moving 
north and the task force moving east, 
it was soon out of range of supporting 
fires. Fire support must be planned 
and immediate. Using interdiction 
and deception fires can slow enemy 
reaction time and degrade his 
situational awareness.

Figure 7. An M4 medium tank from 47th Tank Battalion, 
14th Armored Division, crashes into the prison compound 
at Oflag XIIIB April 6, 1945, two weeks after the failed TF 
Baum raid. Among the prisoners were Waters and Baum, 
both wounded.
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• If Baum had been able to clear the 
enemy’s hastily emplaced mines at 
Gemunden Bridge, the task force had 
a better chance of using it. Engineer 
assets are necessary for mobility and 
countermobility.

• The task force wasn’t self-sustaining. 
It carried fuel in five-gallon cans on 
one half-track. It lacked enough 
transportation assets and medical 
resources for the liberated prisoners. 
Fuel, recovery and transportation 
assets and medical supplies must be 
abundant and readily available.

• Baum failed to “seal” the objective. 
By establishing a cordon around the 
objective, the raiding force regains a 
semblance of  security,  a lbeit 
temporary.

• The compressed planning cycle 
precluded rehearsals by the entire 
task force. Rehearsal and detailed 
road-march planning allows everyone 
on the mission to understand what 
he or she will do.

The Hammelburg incident forever tar-
nished Patton’s reputation, while Baum 
and his soldiers were indominable true 
heroes. Although Baum slipped into 
relative obscurity, he left the Army 
with a Distinguished Service Cross, two 
Silver Stars, two Bronze Stars and four 
Purple Hearts; he went home to New 
York and returned to the garment in-
dustry. When asked about Hammel-
burg, he responded, “They gave me 
something to do, and I did it.”58

Retired LTC Lee Kichen served in com-
mand and staff positions in armor, ar-
mored-cavalry and mechanized-infan-
try units in the United States and over-
seas. He also served on the Army Staff 
and Training and Doctrine Command 
staff. LTC Kichen’s military schooling in-
cludes Air War College (non-resident), 
Command and General Staff College, 
Armor Advanced Officer Course and Ar-
mor Officer Basic Course. He holds a 
bachelor’s of arts degree in history 
from the University of Massachusetts-
Amherst, a master’s of social-sciences 
degree in sociology and political sci-
ence from Pacific Lutheran University 
and a master’s of arts degree in coun-
seling psychology from Chapman Col-
lege. His awards and honors include 
the Legion of Merit (one oak-leaf clus-
ter) and Meritorious Service Medal 
(two oak-leaf clusters).
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Forward With Patton: The World War 
II Diary of Colonel Robert S. Allen, 
John Nelson Rickard, Lexington, KY: 
University Press of Kentucky, 2017, 
1,288 pages with maps, photographs, 
footnotes and bibliography, $50.

The World War II personal diary of COL 
Robert S. Allen, a member of Third Ar-
my’s G-2 intelligence staff, is brought 
to life by noted historian and author 
John Nelson Rickard. Dr. Rickard previ-
ously explored the combat record of 
Third Army in his Advance and De‐
stroy: Patton as Commander in the 
Bulge. In Forward with Patton, Rickard 
presents Allen’s insights on the daily 
command-and-staff activities of LTG 
George S. Patton’s army as it prepared 
for and then entered the European 
campaign in 1944.

The diary entries address the period 
from February 1944 until June 1945. 
Allen’s journal is of historical signifi-
cance, as the author notes, for several 
reasons. First, “it reflects his (Allen’s) 
private thoughts on his wartime expe-
riences.” The journal also provides “in-
sights into the employment of the 
Third Army Staff and the strengths and 
weaknesses of its individual members.”

Given this rationale, Rickard presents 
a short biography of Allen. A World 
War I cavalry officer, he left service at 
the conclusion of World War I and en-
tered the field of journalism. At the 
same time, he retained his commission 
as a member of the Wisconsin Nation-
al Guard until 1920 and continued as a 
reserve officer. At age 42, he voluntari-
ly re-entered service and was assigned 
to the Third Army staff.

After undergoing training as an intelli-
gence officer, Allen assumed duties as 
the chief of the Situation subsection 
and executive officer to COL Oscar 
Koch, the Third Army G-2. To facilitate 
an understanding of the role and func-
tion of the Situation section, the au-
thor presents a detailed chart in the 
text on the structure of the G-2 sec-
tion.

At a given point, Allen is made privy to 

BOOK REVIEWS
the inner working of the ULTRA orga-
nization’s decoding of German military 
message traffic. Given the high degree 
of wartime and post-war secrecy sur-
rounding the methods, procedures and 
results of the decoding effort, it is sur-
prising to read Allen openly discussing 
the process in his unclassified diary. As 
an intelligence officer, one would ex-
pect him to be more circumspect in his 
writings. At the same time, Allen’s 
comments on ULTRA and the impact on 
operations are fascinating to read.

Rickard’s perceptive editing permits a 
smooth flow of Allen’s often cryptic 
writing style. By inserting minor words 
into the text, adding an abbreviation 
list to the appendix and clarifying vari-
ous errors, the author facilitates the 
readability of his work. Rickard also 
provides editorial comments directly 
into the text “to address some of the 
blatantly biased statements” and cor-
rect “as many significant factual errors 
as possible by inserting editorial com-
ments in the text or endnotes.” The 
book’s endnotes also contain a brief bi-
ographical sketch on individuals Allen 
often only addresses by rank and last 
name.

Allen is anything but a neutral observ-
er of his surroundings. He is less than 
complimentary of the members of the 
Regular Army, often citing them as in-
competent gloryhounds seeking recog-
nition, decorations and advancement 
for what he views as their poor perfor-
mance. Meanwhile, Allen often com-
plains that he has been unjustly de-
prived of awards and promotion for his 
service. His petty vindictiveness ex-
tends to his superiors such as Field 
Marshall Bernard Montgomery, GEN 
Dwight D. Eisenhower and GEN Omar 
Bradley. He is especially critical of their 
combined performance during and af-
ter the December 1944 Battle of the 
Bulge. Also coming in for Allen’s biting 
criticism are GENs “Wade Haislip, Wal-
ton Walker and Manton Eddy com-
manding the XV, XX and XII Corps, re-
spectively.” By way of contrast, Pat-
ton’s dress, command style, directives 
and tactical judgement receive glowing 
praise throughout the diary.

A distraction to readers familiar with 
Patton results from Allen consistently 
referring to Patton’s pistols as having 
“pearl handles.” Patton would have 
most assuredly roared back at the 
mere suggestion of a pearl-handled 
pistol: “they are ivory.”

By any standard, Allen was not a desk-
bound staff officer. One can assume 
that he must have been a tough old 
bird. He is sent, for example, on an in-
telligence-gathering mission near the 
very end of the war. During this excur-
sion, his group gets into a firefight with 
the Germans. Allen is wounded, cap-
tured and taken to a German hospital, 
where his right arm his amputated. 
Quickly liberated, three days later he 
was back at work.

Rickard has brought forth an important 
and interesting view of staff action and 
intrigue as recorded by Allen. The au-
thor’s editing produced a highly read-
able and fascinating look at the inner 
operation of Third Army’s tactical em-
ployment of available forces. A word of 
caution: This is not a book for the first-
time reader seeking a better under-
standing of Patton. Allen finds no fault 
with Patton and is far too lavish in his 
praise. Patton had faults like any other 
human being. However, this should not 
distract from this superbly edited ad-
dition to our collective knowledge of 
Third Army and its legendary leader.

RETIRED COL D.J. JUDGE

For Want of a Gun: The Sherman Tank 
Scandal of World War II, Christian M. 
DeJohn, Atglen, PA: Schiffer Publishing 
Limited, 2017, 1,392 pages with maps, 
photographs, footnotes and bibliogra-
phy, $84.99. Almost 500 photos of rare 
tanks are from the collection of the Na-
tional Armor and Cavalry Heritage 
Foundation.

The American Heritage Dictionary de-
fines a scandal as “any act or set of cir-
cumstances that brings about disgrace 
or offends the morality of the social 
community; a public disgrace.” Author 
Christian M. DeJohn presents argu-
ments that support his contention that 
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the development and fielding of the 
World War II M4 Sherman tank by 
American and allied combat forces 
constituted a scandal of the highest or-
der. To support this, he cites many 
books, articles and personal anecdotes 
from World War II participants.

As stated in the foreword by Dr. Rich-
ard Hallion, the author “examines the 
complex human story – how key deci-
sions, attitudes and values of com-
manders led to the Sherman, mini-
mized its deficiencies and thus tragi-
cally made possible a victory in Europe 
bought at the price of numerous killed, 
maimed and crippled crewmen.”

There were some 88,410 tanks pro-
duced by the United States during 
World War II. The vast majority of 
these were M4 Sherman tanks. These 
impressive figures were achieved de-
spite warnings from men in the field 
that the Germans possessed far more 
lethal tanks. According to the author, 
there are several reasons why the Unit-
ed States failed to produce an effective 
system to counter the obvious German 
tank superiority.
In constructing his argument, DeJohn 
traces the development of the tank 
during World War I. The 1915 allied in-
troduction of armored vehicles result-
ed from a quest to restore mobility to 
the battlefield. While the Germans 
were initially shocked by this new 
weapon system, they soon regained 
their composure and countered with 
effective anti-tank measures.
Postwar analysis believed the best use 
of tanks could be achieved by using 
tanks to either travel with the infantry 
or to exploit a breakthrough; thus two 
variants of tanks were popularized in 
the interim war period: a heavily ar-
mored infantry tank with a speed com-
mensurate with the walking speed of 
the infantry and a lightly armored, 
speedy cruiser tank to exploit a break-
through.
As recounted by the author, pre-World 
War II American tank doctrine, along 
with congressional mandates, assigned 
tanks as infantry-support weapons. In 
1939, Germany successfully employed 
armor to encircle and destroy the 
armies of Poland and Western Europe. 
Shocked, America’s political and mili-
tary leaders attempted to overcome 
years of military neglect.

Under the auspices of GEN Lesley J. 
McNair, commander, Army Ground 
Forces, the tank was viewed as a weap-
on system for exploitation, not as one 
designed to go against other tanks. To 
counter the German tank threat, the 
Army developed and deployed tank-
destroyer units whose sole function 
was to engage and defeat any armored 
thrust. As DeJohn’s research further 
expands the topic, he cites the politi-
cal pressure applied to American in-
dustry by the Roosevelt Administra-
tion. The combination of political pres-
sure and an outdated doctrinal em-
ployment resulted in the impressive 
production of antiquated weapons sys-
tem that, despite field reports to the 
contrary, failed to address battlefield 
realities.

As the invasion of Europe loomed, ac-
cording to the author, GENs Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, Omar Bradley and George 
S. Patton Jr., failed to demand better 
armament, improved tank main guns 
and better tank design to counter the 
German armored might. Despite the 
development of the T26 tank, which 
featured a 90mm main gun and better 
performance factors, American forces 
entered the continent of Europe with 
undergunned, poor-performing ar-
mored vehicles.

On the positive side, DeJohn acknowl-
edges that the transition to a new tank 
in the hurried days of invasion prepa-
ration would have been disruptive in 
terms of training and utilization. Yet, 
he argues that modification to the M4 
Sherman should have resulted in the 
mounting of a more effective main 
gun. He cites, for example, the value of 
the British-developed and -employed 
Sherman Firefly with a long-barreled 
76.2 mm gun – a system rejected by 
American commanders for several rea-
sons. (The most obvious reason was 
the production capacity of British and 
American industries to produce the ve-
hicle in sufficient quantities to be ef-
fective.)

It is the author’s conclusion that “Ord-
nance was supposed to evaluate Ger-
many’s best tanks, updating U.S. de-
sign to not just match but defeat them. 
It stumbled on both counts. By the 
time the press exposed the controver-
sy, it was too late to make a differ-
ence.”

This book is an impressive work reflect-
ing the author’s command of the sub-
ject matter backed up by an astound-
ing amount of data. Lavishly illustrated 
with an array of photos from the au-
thor’s personal collection, technical 
manuals and period news photos, De-
John has created a work worthy of 
study and reflection.

The book, however, is an expensive, 
oversized book. It is awkward to han-
dle, thus limiting reading to a desk 
type of platform. The author’s argu-
ment and supporting material are of-
ten repetitive. He supports his case 
with battlefield anecdotes, for exam-
ple, that while assisting his thesis be-
come laborious to read. Despite these 
deficiencies, DeJohn produced a work 
that should spur discussion and debate 
on the development and employment 
of the Sherman tank during World War 
II.

RETIRED COL D.J. JUDGE

(Editor’s note: DeJohn, a former 
M1Abrams tank gunner, has more 
books coming out: Legends of War‐
fare: The M1 Abrams Tank, and Leg‐
ends of Warfare: The M2/M3 Bradley. 
The book on the Abrams is in the AR‐
MOR editorial offices now and is avail-
able for review.)

Stalingrad, David M. Glantz and Jona-
than M. House, Lawrence, KS: Univer-
sity Press of Kansas, 2017, 638 pages 
with maps and photographs, $34.95.

If there is one battle everyone perhaps 
knows in some sense in World War II, 
it is Stalingrad. From recent big-screen 
productions of it to Monty Python 
comedy skits, Stalingrad is etched onto 
the collective conscious of the world at 
some level. Like the Somme and Ver-
dun from World War I, Stalingrad set in 
its own blood-soaked way a new 
benchmark of horror and brutality. 
Only Manila in 1945 and Berlin even 
begin to compare to it. In our own 
time, we have seen a modern Stalin-
grad played out in Russia’s destruction 
of Grozny as retribution for losing the 
First Chechen War. The definition of in-
sanity as allegedly stated by Einstein 
rang true with Stalingrad that “the def-
inition of insanity is doing the same 
thing over and over and expecting a 



75                      Winter-Spring 2018

different result.”

David M. Glantz single-handedly in the 
largest sense of the word changed for-
ever how military historians and mili-
tary-history enthusiasts saw and un-
derstood the Eastern Front. In work af-
ter work, Glantz either demolished 
cherished myths or rewrote history 
due to his access to the Soviet World 
War II archives, a trove of documents 
that are still a close-hold for the Rus-
sian government. Glantz’s Stalingrad 
trilogy (To the Gates of Stalingrad, Ar‐
mageddon in Stalingrad and Endgame 
at Stalingrad) is both an epic read and 
perhaps the definitive account of this 
campaign.

However, Glantz – along with the not-
ed military historian Jonathan M. 
House – attempted the impossible: a 
condensing of Glantz’s epic trilogy into 
one readable volume entitled simply 
Stalingrad. The question for you who 
are loathe to wade through the trilogy 
at 2,278 pages is: Is the new work Stal‐
ingrad truly a worthy condensation of 
those three volumes? Having read the 
trilogy, this reviewer can say without 
reservation that not only does it 
achieve that, but it stands in its own 
right. In fact, this may be the best writ-
ten account of Stalingrad, with only 
the official German history of this cam-
paign contained within Germany and 
the Second World War: Volume VI: The 
Global War rivaling it.

Now this reviewer should note that he 
has an entire bookcase filled with 
books on the Eastern Front in World 
War II, and one shelf alone devoted to 
Stalingrad; I’ve found no finer concise 
version of the Battle of Stalingrad – 
none. In its ability to acquaint even the 
casual reader with the campaign, Stal‐
ingrad can be labeled unflinchingly as 
“homeric,” for it is that brilliant in its 
distillation of the campaign.

Stalingrad is broken up into 20 chap-
ters with four main themes: “The Lim-
its of Maneuver Warfare, 1942”; “To 
the Caucasus and the Volga”; “The En-
circlement of Sixth Army”; and the 
“Death of Sixth Army” (Sixth Army 
would be reconstituted and would die 
again when the Romanians switched 
sides in 1944 and closed the bridges 
behind this again-ill-fated Army).

What makes this work compelling and 

of heightened interest is Glantz’s com-
mentary in the preface when he writes, 
“Almost from the first, however, we 
discovered significant contradictions 
within and between sources. They of-
ten disagreed not only on interpreta-
tions but also on the very facts at issue 
... (and) we found an ongoing struggle 
between two nearly equal adversaries, 
neither of which could mass sufficient 
combat power to achieve decisive vic-
tory.” With that sort of bold statement 
serving in a sense as the authors’ the-
sis, who won’t now be intrigued, as 
that goes against the grain of the es-
tablished Stalingrad narrative.

Glantz and House set the stage well, 
reviewing the state of the two forces 
approaching the 1942 campaigning 
season. The two armies were in a 
sense mirroring each other in terms of 
their projections of what they thought 
those folks on the other side of the hill 
would do, with fatal consequences lat-
er for the German Sixth Army. Germa-
ny seemed poised for victory with the 
failure of the Soviet Izum Offensive or 
the Second Battle of Kharkov, where 
the casualty ratio was at a minimum 
13:1. But once Fall Blau, the German 
actual summer offensive, kicked off, 
we see that the German logistical sys-
tem still was unable to keep its forces 
supplied, resulting in almost spasmod-
ic offensive operations and maddening 
halts. No wonder Hitler rolled the dice 
here to seize the Soviet oilfields to the 
South!

To set the stage further, Glantz neatly 
details that the summer offensive 
didn’t have only the two strategic axes 
that the German General Staff decided, 
but three. The failure to recognize and 
deal with this – perhaps something 
that was unrealistic to accomplish un-
less there was a political collapse – 
drives the German perspective in Stal-
ingrad.

Glantz discusses the myth that the So-
viets fought more battles than they 
were credited for, with a resultant 
heightened wear and tear on German 
logistics and increased fuel expendi-
ture. It wasn’t solely mass that wore 
the Germans down. In front of Stalin-
grad, the Red Army committed four ri-
fle and two tank armies. Combine this 
with the impact of the infamous Not 
One Step Back Order No. 227, Glantz 

writes, “This definitely disproves the 
notion that the Red Army fled or delib-
erately retreated in front of the invad-
ers. Moreover, the attrition inflicted on 
the German units before they even ap-
proached Stalingrad would haunt Sixth 
Army when it finally reached its ulti-
mate target in that city.”

We must echo Glantz’s comment that 
one can only hope this study will in-
deed find a larger, different and per-
haps more receptive audience than the 
Stalingrad trilogy perhaps received. My 
only misgiving is that the maps still are 
not up to the quality of many maps in 
other books. A number are better re-
produced in Stalingrad, but the plates 
used are often hard to read or are sim-
ply blurry.

If you only read one book on Stalin-
grad, this new book by Glantz and 
House undoubtedly is the choice, bar 
none. Pick Stalingrad up, but be fore-
warned, it will engross you more than 
any other Glantz book, for House per-
haps has given it a lighter touch, mak-
ing the material both more accessible 
and riveting.

LTC (DR.) ROBERT G. SMITH

Mission Command: The Who, What, 
When, Where and Why, An Anthology, 
Donald Vandergriff and Stephen Web-
ber, editors, self-published with Cre-
ateSpace Independent Publishing Plat-
form, 2017, 294 pages, available on-
line at http://missioncommand5ws.
com/.

In 2009, then-U.S. Army Training and 
Doctrine Command commander GEN 
Martin Dempsey changed the term for 
the “command and control” warfight-
ing function to “mission command,” 
encouraging warfighters to reanalyze 
how battlefield leadership was exer-
cised. Since then, the Army has es-
poused that it thinks differently about 
how commanders and subordinates in-
teract and how much leeway those 
subordinates are given. Entering into 
the campaign of thinking differently is 
Donald Vandergriff and Stephen Web-
ber’s Mission Command: The Who, 
What, When, Where and Why, An An‐
thology.

Mission Command is a book written 
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out of frustration. It is a manifesto. It 
is “a call for radical reform of the 
Army.” The authors are men and wom-
en in love with their military (mostly 
the U.S. Army) but disappointed by 
where it is currently. At its best, Mis‐
sion Command reads like the thoughts 
of John Paul Vann on the Army in Viet-
nam: incisive, critical and yet ultimate-
ly hopeful. At its nadir, it’s a disorga-
nized ramble through Army history and 
culture full of the requisite quotes 
from dead Germans. Overall, the book 
offers cogent ideas about how the 
Army can improve its command culture 
to align with the spirit and intent of 
mission command. By doing so, Mis‐
sion Command has an opportunity to 
challenge our thinking, conventional 
wisdom and the way we conduct oper-
ations.
Mission Command is an anthology of 
essays written by a variety of scholars 
and American military officers, though 
British and Norwegian essays are also 
included. Cumulatively, the book’s es-
says address cultural concepts of mis-
sion command, historical precedent 
and the operating concepts required to 
fully embrace the espoused doctrine. 
The authors explore key themes about 
trust, cohesion, leadership, agility and 
independence from multiple angles as 
the authors analyze mission command 
from a variety of perspectives.
Doctrinally, Mission Command’s pri-
mary targets are Army Reference Doc-
trinal Publication 6-0, Mission Com‐
mand, and the Army Press’s Mission 
Command in the 21st Century: Empow‐
ering to Win in a Complex World by 
Nathan K. Finney and Jonathan P. Klug, 
editors. Those works, Vandergriff and 
Webber claim, miss the point of mis-
sion command. The authors identify 
the underlying cultural shifts needed 
in today’s Army for mission command 
to take root. America’s Army, they 
state, is hopelessly burdened by exces-
sive staff processes, unimaginative 
commanders and micromanagement. 
“The Army’s staff training, exercises 
and evaluations are based on the abil-
ity to adhere to process and doctrine 
rather than attain rapid and decisive 
results,” states MAJ Thomas Rebuck in 
one of the anthology’s essays. As a re-
sult, Vandergriff and Webber contend 
the Army will continue to pay lip ser-
vice to mission command.

Central to doctrinal understandings of 
mission command is the German con-
cept of Auftragstaktik (mission com-
mand or mission-type orders). German 
tactical and operational successes of 
1939-1941 are repeatedly used as ex-
amples of what can be done with mis-
sion command. By contrast, current 
and historical American and Allied 
leadership is repeatedly described as 
ineffective, slow and overly manageri-
al. Though there exists debate about 
the true causes of initial German suc-
cess, the command-climate context is 
presented for the reader’s analysis. 
While historical examples are scattered 
throughout the essays, they are em-
ployed piecemeal rather than in a the-
matic or well-developed common the-
sis, which inhibits their impact.

Overall, the anthology is an uneven 
work. Some chapters, like MAJ Darrell 
Fawley’s “Mission Command in Garri-
son,” have immediate relevancy and 
are well-written, reminding leaders at 
all levels that mission command is not 
merely a battlefield concept. Other 
chapters need a stronger editorial 
hand to help clarify thoughts and con-
cepts. As an example, the chapter on 
the France’s defeat in 1940 attempts to 
explain how mission command’s con-
cepts and culture gave the Germans 
the upper hand. Sadly, the chapter 
needs stronger editing to distill the key 
lessons and make its point succinctly.

Mission Command’s central message 
regarding the cultural need for inde-
pendence, initiative, trust and cohe-
sion in current units should sit well 
with armor, mechanized-infantry and 
cavalry units used to operating in high-
tempo and dispersed environments. 
The call for change echoed throughout 
the book should find willing adherents 
to the betterment of the American Sol-
dier and Marine. Whether higher lev-
els of leadership choose to think differ-
ently and fully adapt Vandergriff’s and 
Webber’s rallying cry remains to be 
seen.

MAJ TIMOTHY HECK
U.S. Marine Corps Reserve

(Editor’s note: MAJ Heck is a new re-
viewer for ARMOR. An artillery officer 
by training, he has served as a brigade 
platoon commander, 4th Air/Naval Gun-
fire Liaison Company, U.S. Marine 
Corps Reserve, West Palm Beach, FL; 

logistics officer, Region 3, Marine Corps 
Embassy Security Group, Bangkok, 
Thailand; firepower-control-team lead-
er, 4th Air/Naval Gunfire Liaison Com-
pany, U.S. Marine Corps Reserve, West 
Palm Beach; fires-and-effects adviser, 
Combined Joint Task Force-Phoenix, Af-
ghanistan; and fire direction officer, 
Battery S, Regimental Combat Team-6, 
Fallujah, Iraq. He is a graduate of the 
Joint Forces Staff College’s Joint and 
Combined Warfighting School-Hybrid, 
the U.S. Marine Corps University’s 
Command and Staff College and the 
U.S. Marine Corps University’s Expedi-
tionary Warfare School. He holds a 
bachelor’s of arts degree in American 
studies from Georgetown University.)

(Editor’s note: ARMOR provides this in-
formation because there is confusion 
as to who publishes ARMOR, as evi-
dent in several footnotes (for instance, 
see the footnotes on Pages 170 and 
203) in the reviewed publication. AR‐
MOR is published by the U.S. Army Ar-
mor School and not the Armor Associa-
tion, which is a private organization. As 
a government-sponsored publication, 
ARMOR may not carry advertising, and 
we rely on Armor and Cavalry profes-
sionals to write articles for us.)

The Wehrmacht’s Last Stand: The Ger‐
man Campaigns of 1944‐1945, Robert 
M. Citino, Lawrence, KS: University 
Press of Kansas, 2017, 1,615 pages 
with maps, photographs, footnotes 
and bibliography, $34.95.

What motivated the German soldier to 
forcefully resist the Allied coalition 
during the final year of World War II? 
Renowned historian and author Dr. 
Robert M. Citino provides the answers 
to this question in his latest work on 
World War II by exploring the opera-
tional art of warfare as practiced by 
and employed against the German mil-
itary.

This is an impressive book in both con-
tent and length. The work itself repre-
sents a tremendous undertaking with 
470 pages of text, 87 pages of notes, 
maps, a detailed index and an impres-
sive bibliography.

This is not a detailed tactical study of 
the last battles against the German 
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army. Rather, the concentration is on 
the operational level of warfare. Citino 
defines this level of warfare as “the 
ability to plan a campaign: to muster 
the available formations, concentrate 
them for different tasks  -- feint, as-
sault, pursuit, to name just three of 
many – and to launch them into a co-
hesive campaign plan that advances 
the armed forces toward their strate-
gic goal.”

The book’s 10 chapters review the last 
year of battles fought against the Ger-
mans from the defense of the Korsun 
Pocket in January 1944 to the Battle of 
Berlin in April 1945. Each of these 
chapters contains a brief vignette de-
scribing a particular aspect of a given 
engagement, then a detailed discus-
sion of the historical and cultural influ-
ences impacting the German opera-
tional plans and actions. Thumbnail bi-
ographies of the principal players on 
both sides of the battle enhance an ap-
preciation for the battlefield actions. 
Emphasis is placed on what worked 
and did not work for the Germans and 
why that happened.

Citino’s fluency in German allows the 
author to not only fully explain the lit-
eral translation of a particular term but 
also the cultural nuances assigned to a 
given military term. He supplements 
this comprehension of tactical and op-
erational terms by explaining the role 
willpower, tenacity, perseverance and 
persistence played in motivating the 
leaders and soldiers of the German 
army.

The last two chapters examine not only 
the closing actions of World War II but 
also the role of German commanders 
who were “guilty of the senseless 
death of German soldiers.” The au-
thor’s often startling comments dem-
onstrate that while Hitler is correctly 
renounced for his brutality, the Ger-
man officer corps ably abetted and as-
sisted his efforts until it was too late to 
alter the situation through a political 
settlement. The beauty of Dr. Citino’s 
book lies in his writing skill that re-
flects insight and objectivity, ably as-
sisted by his impressive analytical abil-
ities.

Citino focuses on the German view of 
these campaigns. Often very different 
from the Allied perspective, this 

approach allows for a more distinct 
and far-reaching understanding of the 
last battles of the Wehrmacht. Built for 
a short, lively war of rapid movement, 
the German armed forces were steadi-
ly decimated by a number of factors.

First and foremost, “Germany’s prob-
lem was not merely military.” Citino 
continues that Germany needed a 
“strategy as well as strategist to formu-
late and execute it.” Bereft of strategy, 
the previous German war of maneuver 
ground to a halt in the face of an alli-
ance that did possess a strategy that 
allowed the operational level of war-
fare to flourish. Citino relates the Ger-
man miscalculations in terms of failure 
to provide for such essential compo-
nents of modern warfare as adequate 
research and development efforts. 
Without this vital function, technolog-
ical advances floundered, leading to 
poor manufacturing decisions that ul-
timately saw advances during the ear-
ly war years evaporate as the allies de-
veloped superior equipment that could 
be mass-produced and employed 
against the reeling German army.

Citino’s detailed explanation of how 
the unrealistic attempt to retain con-
trol of vast amounts of territory with 
insufficient manpower that contribut-
ed to an inevitable German defeat is 
often supplemented by applicable 
quotes from military theorist Karl 
Clausewitz.

In addition to insightful observation on 
the employment of American and Brit-
ish forces, Citino addresses the Russian 
mastery of operational warfare. His de-
scription of the synchronization of par-
tisan force, rear-area operations, aeri-
al employment, massive artillery prep-
arations and overwhelming infantry 
and armor attacks against a given Ger-
man weak point are impressive. The 
same holds true for his comments on 
the Allied landing in Normandy, the 
role of deception as shown by Opera-
tion Fortitude, the mishandling of op-
erations as demonstrated by Operation 
Market Garden and the vital role of air-
power to assist maneuver as validated 
by the American actions during the 
Battle of the Bulge.

This is a well-written work that will ap-
peal to maneuver commanders seek-
ing a better appreciation of the linkage 

among the strategic, operational and 
tactical levels of warfare. Citino’s work 
should enlighten leaders and provide a 
deeper understanding on the complex-
ities of the modern battlefield.

RETIRED COL D.J. JUDGE

Miracle at the Litza: Hitler’s First De‐
feat on the Eastern Front, Alf R. Jacob-
sen, Havertown, PA: Casemate Publish-
ers, 2017, 208 pages, $9.99 Kindle edi-
tion, $23.38 hardcover.

“Winter frost had started, and the first 
snow settled over the bloodstained 
tundra by the Litza. The casualty lists 
were grim. The Germans had lost 
12,490 men killed, wounded or miss-
ing, and the Russian losses were simi-
lar. … Hitler had suffered his first de-
feat on the Eastern Front.” This is the 
eulogy for Operation Platinumfuchs at 
the end of Alf R. Jacobsen’s new book 
Miracle at the Litza: Hitler’s First De‐
feat on the Eastern Front.

Platinumfuchs was the northern prong 
of an ambitious attack across Norway 
and Finland by the German Mountain 
Corps to seize the strategically vital 
White Seaport of Murmansk, the third 
phase in Operation Silberfuchs, the in-
vasion of northern Russia. These cam-
paigns, begun in Summer 1941, are a 
largely forgotten part of the much larg-
er Operation Barbarossa.

Jacobsen, a Norwegian investigative 
journalist and the author of more than 
20 books, does a masterful job of re-
counting the campaign in the far north. 
He relies on a wealth of primary sourc-
es and his own previous work focused 
on the Scandinavian theater. The result 
is a short but dramatic portrait of a 
largely and unknown and vicious battle 
fought across northern fjords and tun-
dra high above the Arctic Circle.

Jacobsen starts the book in August 
1940 with the successful German con-
quest of Norway. Here he introduces 
us to his main characters, the German 
division and corps commanders. Sovi-
ets receive attention too, but his sourc-
es force him to spend more time on 
the German perspective. Over the 
course of campaign, Jacobson delves 
deeply into these officers and reveals 
their personalities with exceptional 
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clarity. He avoids the easy caricatures 
that expose lesser authors. It is clear 
that Jacobsen believes the battles and 
campaign are decided by character and 
interpersonal relationships among the 
senior and staff officers. Unfortunate-
ly, however, only rarely do junior offi-
cers or enlisted soldiers have a role in 
the narrative. At times his rendering of 
the battles reads like a television dra-
ma, but one where the whims of the 
characters mean life and death for 
their men battling across the tundra.

Jacobsen also chronicles Anglo-Soviet 
relations during the campaign. Using 
personal communiqués between 
Churchill and Stalin regarding the es-
tablishment of the military missions in 
London and Moscow, and the decision 
to start sending Allied aid convoys to 
Murmansk, this parallel narrative gives 
context to the battles and keeps the 
reader aware of the larger strategic 
picture.

Tactically, the story is one of hubris. 
German commanders, euphoric and 
brash after two years of stunning vic-
tories in Europe, expect to swiftly cov-
er the 100 kilometers from the Finnish 
border to Murmansk and easily brush 
aside any Soviet resistance. However, 
the tenacity of the Soviet defense and 
a gross misunderstanding of the terrain 
stop them at the River Litza, only 27 ki-
lometers into their offensive. Here the 
Soviets stop three consecutive assaults 
across the river and inflict casualties 
on the Germans unheard of up to this 
point in the war. Two divisions took 
roughly 12,500 casualties against a 
roughly equal contingent of Soviets.

After being stopped at the Litza, the 
front remained relatively stable until 
1944. Ultimately the issue was that the 
German Mountain Divisions were light-
infantry units that lacked the support-
ing arms that enabled such decisive 
victories in other theaters. They were 
forced to rely on their rifles and hand 
grenades to clear entrenched Soviet 
positions that were supported by artil-
lery and naval gunfire. Logistically the 
campaign was a nightmare. The road 
network was so poor that in several 
cases the Germans resorted to using 
their frontline troops as porters to 
move supplies to the front.

Miracle at the Litza is an excellent 

example of an operational saga despite 
Jacobsen’s choice of a little-known op-
eration. Jacobsen relies heavily on his 
primary sources to move the narrative 
along and uses long block quotes from 
memoirs, diaries and letters, as well as 
decoded messages from ULTRA – the 
British code-breaking unit at Bletchley 
Park – that it feels like the story is tell-
ing itself. With blistering historical ac-
curacy, Jacobsen narrates the first Ger-
man defeat in the East and is able to 
keep the reader turning pages until the 
very end.

The history makes has clear lessons for 
today. Forces built around combined-
arms maneuver can be stopped when 
stripped of their supporting arms, a 
warning to those who argue for invest-
ing heavily in light-infantry formations.

The first book that focuses on Opera-
tion Platinumfuchs, it is a worthy 
chronicle with lessons still valid today. 
We can only hope that Jacobsen con-
tinues to produce such good history 
and exciting reading.

1LT WALKER D. MILLS
U.S. Marine Corps

(Editor’s note: Mills is another new AR‐
MOR reviewer. He is a rifle-platoon 
commander with 2nd Battalion, 1st Ma-
rines, but is currently pursuing a mas-
ter’s of arts degree in international re-
lations and contemporary war at King’s 
College, London.)

Hal Moore on Leadership: Winning 
When Outgunned and Outmanned, re-
tired LTG Harold G. Moore and Mike 
Guardia, Maple Grove, MN: Magnum 
Books, 2017, 168 pages, $14.95.

Every year there is a spate of leader-
ship books written by military officers, 
business executives, consultants and 
psychologists. I read countless books 
on leadership during my last two ac-
tive-duty assignments – first while 
serving on the Leadership and Man-
agement Committee of the Combined 
Arms and Services Staff School at the 
Command and General Staff College 
and later as the chief of leader devel-
opment on the Training and Doctrine 
Command staff. Most of these books 
were exercises in self-aggrandizement, 
theoretical and lacking as pragmatic 
guides to success. A breath of fresh air 

is the late LTG (U.S. Army retired) Har-
old G. Moore’s and Mike Guardia’s 
book Hal Moore on Leadership: Win‐
ning When Outgunned and Out‐
manned, which is neither boring nor 
pedantic; rather, it is direct, candidly 
self-effacing and astute. It captures 
Moore’s development as a leader from 
his days growing up in rural Kentucky 
until his retirement from active duty in 
1974. It is brilliant in its simplicity, re-
flecting the man’s humility, grace and 
small-town ethos.

It has been 25 years since the public 
became familiar with Moore, when Joe 
Galloway and he wrote We Soldiers 
Once … And Young. That book and the 
motion picture are unquestionably the 
best battle memoirs of the Vietnam 
War. It was on Landing Zone X-Ray Nov. 
11-14, 1965, that Moore – leading the 
outgunned and outmanned 1st Battal-
ion, 7th Cavalry Regiment – defeated 
66th North Vietnamese Regiment. Be-
fore and after those three days in the 
Ia Drang Valley, Moore demonstrated 
uncommon leadership, moral and 
physical courage. While the book and 
film were critically acclaimed, Winning 
When Outgunned and Outmanned 
may be Moore’s greatest legacy.

This book was not published during 
Moore’s lifetime. Moore left behind 
13,226 words scrawled on yellow legal 
tablets detailing his development as a 
leader. His late wife, Julia – who was 
the only person able read Moore’s 
scribbles – transcribed his draft. With 
her death in 2004, and Moore and Gal-
loway writing We Are Soldiers Still: A 
Journey Back to the Battlefields of 
Vietnam (the sequel to the first book), 
Winning Outgunned and Outmanned 
became a back-burner project lost in a 
20-year-old computer. After thorough 
vetting by the Moore family, Mike 
Guardia was chosen to write Moore’s 
biography, Hal Moore: A Soldier Once 
and Always, published in 2013. For 
this project, Guardia had unfettered 
access to Moore’s personal papers, 
speeches and official documents.

Moore’s son Steve was able to recover 
the “bones” of Winning Outgunned 
and Outmanned; the family engaged 
Guardia to finish the project. Fortu-
nately for the reader, Guardia – an 
Army Reserve captain and Armor offi-
cer who served on active duty for six 
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years – understood the art and science 
of leadership. Guardia, often in 
Moore’s own words, deftly captured 
Moore’s experiences at West Point, on 
occupation duty in post-war Japan, in 
combat in Korea and Vietnam, and fi-
nally as a senior leader in the post-
Vietnam Army during its transition 
from a conscript to an all-volunteer 
force.

Over 32 years of active service, Moore 
developed four principles that shaped 
his life as a leader, all applicable to to-
day’s leaders. Principle 1: “Three 
strikes and you’re not out.” Self-confi-
dence is paramount. If a leader thinks 
he or she may lose, he or she has al-
ready lost.

Principle 2: “There’s always one more 
thing you can do to influence any situ-
ation in your favor. And after that, 
there’s one more thing.” A smart lead-
er has a plan and thinks about the 
“what ifs” that can derail a plan. Devel-
op a contingency plan that allows for 
the exploitation of success.

Principle 3: “When nothing is wrong, 
there’s nothing wrong -- except there’s 
nothing wrong. That’s when a leader 
has to be the most alert.” Complacen-
cy kills. Leaders are played to create 
order out of chaos.

Principle 4: “Trust your instincts.” In-
stincts are the sum of one’s personal-
ity, experience, reading and education. 
When seconds count and there is no 
margin for error, instincts and decisive-
ness are paramount.

These principles form the bedrock of 
the many maxims and “Moore’s obser-
vations, lessons learned or relearned” 
at the end of each chapter that de-
scribe a period in Moore’s life.

While Guardia masterfully gives tone 
and context to Moore’s draft, his epi-
logue describing Moore’s officer-eval-
uation reports and the three appendi-
ces; Moore’s article, “Lieutenant Lead-
ership in Combat”; and his speeches to 
the National Press Club and Anheuser-
Busch distributors are superfluous. A 
better epilogue would have been one 
of Moore’s speeches to the Army’s 
Command and General Staff College.

If I could keep only one book on lead-
ership, it would be Winning Out‐
gunned and Outmanned.

RETIRED LTC LEE F. KICHEN

Sabers through the Reich: World War 
II Corps Cavalry from Normandy to the 
Elbe, William Stuart Nance, Lexington, 
KY: University Press of Kentucky, 2017, 
366 pages, Kindle edition $30.99, hard-
cover $50.

In his book Sabers through the Reich 
Bill Nance sought to fill voids in the his-
torical records of U.S. Army cavalry 
units in World War II and of the U.S. 
Army’s operational art in the war. He 
opens his book stating: “Much of what 
we know about American operational 
art in the Second World War is incom-
plete or wrong.” Nance succeeds in his 
well-organized, well-researched and 
well-written account of this underde-
veloped topic. His work will appeal to 
serious military historians who want to 
learn about this niche topic, to stu-
dents of military art and science and to 
Cavalry and Armor Community mem-
bers or enthusiasts.

After a brief introduction that brings 
the reader up to speed on the turbu-
lence in doctrine and structure faced 
by cavalry organizations in the interwar 
period, Nance walks his audience 
through the missions and experiences 
of the mechanized-cavalry groups 
(MCGs) as they supported each of the 
U.S. field armies in the European The-
ater of Operations. He concludes each 
section and chapter well by bringing 
the reader back to common thrust of 
his book: that corps cavalry organiza-
tions served a unique and important 
role in the Allied attack through France 
and into Germany in 1944-45. He ef-
fectively shows how the various MCGs 
and their cavalry reconnaissance 
squadrons served in their expected se-
curity and reconnaissance missions. 
This includes the well-known failure in 
security of the VIII Corps’ 14th MCG in 
the Ardennes Forest in the opening 
stages of what would become the Bat-
tle of the Bulge and the lesser-known 
successful reconnaissance role of XX 
Corps’ 3rd (Brave Rifles) MCG in the 
corps approach to the Seine River in 
August 1944.

Nance further shows how cavalry units 
served in economy-of-force roles to 

allow the corps and field armies to 
mass on their decisive operations and 
maintain a coherent front. He explains 
the importance of this role with con-
sistent explanation of the frontages 
that the cavalry assumed to allow oth-
er combat units to relocate in prepara-
tion for an attack. In addition, he de-
scribes the nuanced effects of “broad 
front strategic approach” by laying out 
the many times the corps and army 
commanders called on the cavalry to 
protect the seams among divisions, 
corps, armies and even army groups.

The book’s blow-by-blow account re-
veals the extensive research Nance 
conducted to improve the historical re-
cord. Apart from adding to an opera-
tional history largely established by the 
U.S. Army Green Book series, he pro-
vides context to corps cavalry’s perfor-
mance in the theater. This includes 
some exoneration of the XII Corps’ 2nd 
(Dragoons) MCG in the Lorraine Cam-
paign in September 1944 and the way 
some famous events were enabled by 
cavalry units such as the 6th MCG’s ac-
tions supporting the relief of Bastogne.

Two factors diminish this otherwise 
strong work. First, the few maps Nance 
and his publisher provided were lack-
ing at best. Given the “Xs and Os” na-
ture of the book, this shortcoming is 
particularly frustrating at times. Read-
ers should consider having comple-
mentary maps on hand. Secondly, by 
the time the reader is following the 
field armies through Germany, Nance’s 
conclusions can feel rather repetitive.

Sabers through the Reich is a timely 
work for Cavalry and Armor profession-
als in a time of transition in the U.S. 
Army. The tensions in Europe and on 
the Korean Peninsula demand more 
study on large-unit employment and 
its associated challenges. The book 
also supports our continual realization 
that we must fight for information 
more often than not. Nance continu-
ally addresses the lack of reliable 
mounted protection platforms (tanks) 
and the shortage of dismounts in the 
cavalry organizations. All these points 
are also applicable to the security-
force advisory units standing up over 
the next years.

RETIRED COL WILLIAM R. BETSON 
AND MAJ ANDREW P. BETSON

(Editor’s note: ARMOR readers may be 
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familiar with the author’s name: Wil-
liam Stuart Nance is an active-duty Ar-
mor officer who has written for AR‐
MOR. He holds a doctorate in history 
and taught military history at the U.S. 
Military Academy.)

The City Becomes A Symbol: The U.S. 
Army In The Occupation Of Berlin, 
1945‐1949, William Stivers and Donald 
Carter, Washington, DC: Center of Mil-
itary History, U.S. Army, 2017, 346 pag-
es with maps, photographs, footnotes 
and bibliography, $37.95.

William Stivers, former historian for 
the U.S. Command in Berlin, teams up 
with West Point graduate and author 
Donald A. Carter to examine the U.S. 
Army’s transformation from occupier 
to protector of Germany’s capital city 
from 1945 to 1949. This focused time 
period allows the authors to thorough-
ly examine how the alliance that won 
World War II suffered irreversible al-
terations that persist to this day. How 
did this disintegration begin?

The foundation of a response to that 
question forms the basis for this study. 
As the writers proceed, they review 
the events that shaped the post-war 
interaction between the Western and 
Soviet military and diplomatic leaders. 
They begin by examining a question 
that stirs academic arguments to this 
day: whether the Western Allies should 
have made a determined effort to seize 
Berlin prior to the Russians. By way of 
an interesting and compact analysis, 
the authors conclude that an attempt 
to seize Berlin ahead of the Russians 
was far from a pre-determined conclu-
sion. The most capable U.S. military 
force available for such a forward 
movement was 2nd Armored Division, 
which lay some 60-plus miles from the 
city as the war drew to a conclusion.

A successful attempt by this unit to 
seize Berlin was highly questionable 
based on several military and political 
considerations. A smooth movement 
to Berlin by 2nd Armored Division as-
sumed that the German military would 
fully cooperate and not impede either 
the combat or logistical elements ad-
vance to the city. Given the tough 
fighting taking place on all the battle 
fronts, this is a highly dubious 

assumption. Politically, as early as 
1944, the Allies agreed to allow the So-
viet to take the city and then partition 
Berlin into four occupation sectors. 
There was no military or political rea-
son for the Western Allies to engage in 
fighting for Berlin. As it turned out, the 
city itself proved to be a tough tactical 
nut for the Soviets to crack and result-
ed in their taking a large number of ca-
sualties.

As the war ended, the devastation 
wrought on Berlin from the air and 
ground created an interruption of nor-
mal governmental operations such as 
water, sewage and postal services. 
Above all, the shortages of food and 
medical supplies was exacerbated by 
the destruction of the transportation 
infrastructure throughout Europe. 
Farms were not producing goods, there 
were no civilian transportation assets 
to move it, and there were limited 
passable road and rail systems in oper-
ation. To avert a humanitarian crisis, 
something had to be done and quickly 
by the victors.

Military commanders from the United 
States, Great Britain, France and Rus-
sia established a commission within 
the city to avert such a catastrophic 
event. Despite the lawless actions by 
all sides against the population of the 
city, Allied leaders worked in close co-
ordination to re-establish civil law and 
order, provide housing, move masses 
of foreign workers and displaced peo-
ple back to their homelands, repair in-
frastructure and provide a common 
food distribution method for the pop-
ulation.

The U.S. was fortunate to have GEN Lu-
cius D. Clay take the lead within Berlin 
and ultimately be elevated to com-
mand of all forces within Europe. This 
gifted officer appreciated the value of 
coordinating and cooperating with the 
other three occupying powers to get 
Berlin back on its feet. In amazing 
short order, elections were scheduled 
and winners assumed responsibility for 
managing the city under the guise of 
their respected sector commanders. 
An air of normalcy began to dawn.

As Germany began to recover, their 
economic viability became a major 
goal of the Western Allies. To attain 
this end, a stable currency was to be 
established. The Soviets felt that the 
only currency necessary for the eco-
nomic future of Germany was one they 
issued. The other Berlin occupiers took 
a somewhat different view. Partici-
pants in this debate failed to reach a 
satisfactory compromise, leading the 
Russians to cut off all food and fuel 
shipments to Berlin by the Western Al-
lies.

By April 1, 1948, the Soviets blocked all 
cargo from West Germany to Berlin. By 
June of that same year, the Western 
powers’ efficient airlift procedure 
brought food and fuel to Berlin. This 
impressive effort took place against 
the background of discussions within 
the U.S. government on whether or 
not to stay in Berlin. President Harry S. 
Truman decided the issue in favor of 
remaining and strengthening our forc-
es in Berlin. Details of how the airlift 
began, the food distribution once 
planes arrived in Berlin, and the im-
pressive command-and-control of the 
operation form some of the most inter-
esting reading of the book. The block-
ade ended in May 1949, resulting in a 
decisive victory for the Western Allies.

The authors should be commended for 
their superior research and writing 
skills. This is an impressive book that 
contains an abundance of supporting 
data in support of topic development. 
At times, reading can become some-
what tedious as the authors examine, 
for example, the development of the 
currency crisis or the establishment of 
political parties. However, this should 
not dissuade one from appreciating 
the value of this work as an examina-
tion of military and diplomatic plan-
ning and execution. Maneuver leaders 
hardened by their experiences in Iraq 
and Afghanistan will find this work an 
insightful reference guide for evaluat-
ing current and future civil military op-
erations.

RETIRED COL D.J. JUDGE
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