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Executi ve Sunmary

Title: Light Arnored Vehicles in Operations O her Than \ar.

Aut hor: Lieutenant Col onel Richard A. DeForest, U.S. Marine
Cor ps.

Thesi s: This study proposes that the Light Arnored Vehicle (LAV)
is an ideal systemfor service in Mlitary Operations O her Than
War (MOOTW, and that the Marine Corps nust preserve this
capability if it is to be able to continue to contribute
effectively to these m ssions.

Di scussion: The flexibility, nmobility, and rel ative firepower of
the Light Arnored Vehicle (LAV) has been tested in real world
operations in Panama, Somalia, and Kosovo. These conti ngenci es
were used as case studies with information drawn fromintervi ews
of participants, articles in professional journals, book-Ilength
studi es, the Marine Corps Lessons Learned System and official
reports.

Joint Doctrine for Mlitary Operations Qther Than War lists
si xteen types of MOOTWoperations, and in these three
contingencies LAI/LAR perforned seven of those. Additionally, in
all three contingencies, LAI/LAR were called upon to execute
four of the six standard reconnai ssance and security m ssions,
and they perforned two of the five standard arnor m ssions.
Clearly the doctrinal mssions exist in MOOTWfor light arnor to
perform and certainly the doctrinal enploynment of |ight arnor
is not at odds with the requirenents of MOOTW An anal ysis using
the six warfighting functions further validated that LAVs, as
structured and doctrinally enpl oyed by the Marine Corps, offer
the commander great flexibility with an excellent econony of
force, as evidenced by conpany sized units of LAVs performng
critical mssions for commanders in each contingency.

The success and val ue of these depl oyabl e, enpl oyabl e,
nobile, and flexible platforns has led the U S. Arny to take a
significant step in spending some $4 billion to purchase 2,000
3rd generation Light Arnored Vehicles in a major shift from
tracks to wheels. This shift is in recognition of the
denonstrated cross-country nobility of this wheel ed vehicle and
the sinplified | ogistics and nai nt enance required by forward-
depl oyed units away fromfixed infrastructure. The post-cold war
era saw an explosion in “smaller-scal e contingencies” over the
| ast decade, with the acconpanying need for depl oyabl e and
versatile forces.



The Marine Corps is enbarking on a Service Life Extension
Program (SLEP) that will take the vehicle to 2015, when a
repl acenent is to be fielded. The MAGIF Expeditionary Fam |y of
Fighting Vehicles (MEFFV) is to replace both the LAV and the
tank between the 2019 and 2023 ti mefrane.

Concl usi ons and Recommendations: There is a five-year gap,
nore if there are delays in the MEFFV devel opnent and
acqui sition process, which the Marine Corps nust address in
order to maintain uninterrupted LAV capability. The Marine Corps
nmust deci de by 2008 whether to fund a Service Life Extension
Program Enhancenent (SLEP-E) to extend the current vehicle
beyond 2015 while continuing to pursue the MEFFV, or to nove
forward with purchase of either the LAV III or a smaller |ike
vehicle to be fielded in 2015. If the Marine Corps chooses to
conduct a SLEP-E whil e pursuing the MEFFV then a second deci si on
point arrives in 2015. An assessnent nust be made to either
continue with the MEFFV or to field the LAV III or a snaller
i ke vehicle by 2022. Failure to recogni ze and act on these
critical decision points could | eave the Marine Corps wthout a
val uabl e capability, and a vacuumthe U S. Arny wll seek to
fill. The Marine Corps shoul d aggressively pursue the
devel opnent of the MEFFV to guarantee that these capabilities
are resident for the use of future commanders. In the interim
the Marine Corps nust guard agai nst the chipping away of current
capabilities by such actions as the reductions proposed, but not
adapted, during the recent Authorized Acquisition Cbjective
Tail oring Conference. Finally, the SLEP and future nodifications
shoul d seek to provide this proven platformw th every advantage
if it is to continue to remain such a viable asset to future
commanders who will be expected to successfully perform m ssions
across the full spectrumof conflict.







| nt roducti on

Thi s study proposes that the Light Arnored Vehicle
(LAV) is an ideal systemfor service in Mlitary Operations
O her Than War (MOOTW, and that the Marine Corps nust
preserve this capability if it is to be able to continue to
contribute effectively to these m ssions. The Service Life
Ext ensi on Program (SLEP) will provide nmuch-needed upgrades
to the Light Arnored Vehicle. The SLEP will extend the
service life of the LAV until 2015, then a single fighting
vehicle will replace it, and the MLAl tank. This new
vehicl e, the MAGIF Expeditionary Fam |y of Fighting
Vehi cl es (MEFFV), shoul d draw on our operational experience
with the LAV in order to preserve the advantages of this
vehicl e even, if necessary, at the expense of acquiring
tank-1ike survivability, nmobility, and firepower.

The Marine Corps’ significant participation in MOOTW
is a natural byproduct of the strategic nobility and
readi ness provided by forward depl oyed, sea-based forces.
The Marine Corps has experienced a virtual explosion in
MOOTW over the last quarter century, since the concl usion
of the war in Vietnam Aside froma short conventional war
wth Irag, “Operation Desert Storm” and the Kosovo air
war, the execution of MOOTW m ssions conprise the entire

US mlitary operational experience for nore than twenty-



five years. The National Security Strategy recognizes the
need for readiness in responding to these "Snaller-scale
conti ngency operations.”! The increasing number of snaller
scal e contingency operations that the National Security
Strategy envisions are sinply the small wars, lowintensity
conflicts, or Mlitary Operations Qther Than War, that the
Mari ne Corps has engaged in throughout the 20'" Century and
fall very much within our tradition

Much has been witten on the subjects of small wars,
low intensity conflict, and MOOTW |Indeed, there has al so
been a great deal of exam nation of the performance of the
U.S. Marine Corps, the other services, and Joint Task
Forces in such operations. However, there is very little in
either the professional or academc literature which
exam nes the performance of LAV units in these MOOTW Yet
the U S. Marine Corps is investing a great deal of noney in
a Service Life Extension Program (SLEP). According to Mjor
Brian C. Col ebaugh, USMC, with the Program Manager, Light
Arnored Vehicles, Transportation and Autonotive Conmand,

Warren, M chigan the SLEP includes: a thermal signature

1 A National Security Strategy For A New Century (The White House, December 1999), 18. This document
states specifically that: “In addition to defending the U.S. homeland, the United States must be prepared to respond to
the full range of threats to our interests abroad. Smaller-scale contingency operations encompass the full range of
military operations short of mgjor theater warfare, including humanitarian, peace operations, enforcing embargoes and
no fly zones, evacuating U.S. citizens, and reinforcing key allies. These operations will likely pose frequent challenges
for U.S. military forces and cumulatively require significant commitments over time. These operations will also put a
premium on the ability of the U.S. military to work closely and effectively with other U.S. Government agencies, non-
governmental organizations, regional and international security organizations and coalition partners.”



treatment (engine conpartnent/muffler systen) to increase
survivability by reducing the heat signature of the
vehi cl e; possi bly add-on canoufl age panels; a series of
el ectrical upgrades to include new circuit breakers, wring
harnesses, and new circuitry in the turret and gun contro
assenblies to inprove reliability; upgrades in
mai ntai nability and supportability in the formof better
corrosion control, and by naking the power pack easier to
renmove and replace; a new instrunment panel; a new
generation Il thermal sight; a |laser range finder with a
di spl aced reticule to enable the gunner to achi eve quicker
hits or “burst on target”; and, possibly, a |aser
designator with which to mark targets for |aser guided
muni ti ons. These and other inprovenments aimto extend the
LAV's viability through 2015.2 On a separate track, the U.S.
Arny is purchasing 2,131 LAV III’s to equip InterimBrigade
Conbat teans at a cost of $4 billion.?3

Since all three of the above nentioned projects wll
require large investnents of noney and resources, there are
several questions worth considering. Are the services

spendi ng noney wisely on this asset? WII| the returns,

2Mgjor Brian C. Colebaugh, USMC, Platoon Commander, 2™ Platoon, Company D, 2™ Light Armored
Infantry Battalion during Operation Just Cause, telephone interview by author, 10 January 2002.

% Army Selects LAV |11 Variants to Equip New Interim Brigades,” Armor, vol. 110, no 1 (January-February
2001), 13-15.



particularly during the increasing nunber of “smaller-scale
contingencies,” justify the investnent?

The answers to these questions lie in a three-tier
approach: First, an exam nation of the joint doctrine for
MOOTW and of the doctrinal enploynent, capabilities, and
[imtations of LAV units which will provides a framework
for an understandi ng of how such units can be enpl oyed;
second, a review of three historical cases involving LAV
enpl oynent in MOOTWduring the U S. intervention in Panama,
humani tarian relief efforts in Somalia, and peace
operations in Kosovo; third, an analysis of LAV perfornmance
in MOOTW Fromthis study, an assessnent of capabilities
and past performance should reveal the future potential of
LAVs in MOOTW and necessary deci sion points for our senior

| eader shi p.

Vehi cl es, Organi zation and Structure

Fi el ding of the Light Arnored Vehicle began in 1983,
with the first units established in 1984. The organi zation
and m ssion of the unit is based on a famly of LAVs. Sone

basic infornmation is in order:

LAV Series (1983)

G ew Three (Seats additional four to six troops)

Wi ght: 24,418 pounds

Arnor: 0.5-inch alum num (appliqué kit effective vs. 14.5mm AP at 300n)
Armanent: One 25nm M242 cannon and one 7.62mm machine gun in turret, one
7.62mm machi ne gun on turret

Engine: Detroit Diesel 6V53T V6, 275 hp




Speed: 60nmph | and, 6.5nmph water

Range: 430 mles

M scel | aneous: 8x8 wheel drive, based upon Swi ss Mowag design built
under |icense by GM Canada. Fully stabilized gun. Variants include: 8lmm
nortar, TOWantitank m ssile, command, |ogistics, recovery, and air

def ense vehi cl es.

Note 1: There are only 17 air defense variants and they are |located with
the reserves in 4" Battalion.

Note 2: A thermal sight was fielded in 1996. 8

To reduce confusion, it is inportant to note that the
three active and one reserve battalions were designated as
Li ght Arnored Vehicle (LAV) in 1984-1988, re-designated
Light Arnored Infantry (LAI) in 1988-1993, and re-
desi gnated again as Light Arnored Reconnai ssance (LAR)
Battalions in 1993.° This changing of the nanes reflects a
maturing of the concept of enploynent. For the purposes of
this study, it is inportant to understand that the primary
vehicle is an LAV-25 (nmeaning 25nm with a crew of three,
pl us four scouts.

A conplete review of the battalion organization
i s unnecessary beyond understanding that there are four
I ine conpani es and a Headquarters and Servi ce Conpany. A
line conpany typically has three platoons of two sections;
each section consists of two LAV-25s. There is one antitank
section with two teans, each teamconsists of two LAV-AT
(TOM). Additionally, there is one nortar section of two
LAV-M (81mm), two logistics variants, one conmand and

control variant, and one recovery variant. Units can

8K enneth W. Estes, Marines Under Armor (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2000), 212.



attach and detach elenments in task organizing for a
specific m ssion or operation. However, the basic conpany
is as shown above. '

The vehicle, structure, and organization are built to
perform Arnored Cavalry m ssions of reconnai ssance and
security for the Marine Air G ound Task Force (MAGIF). An
exam nation of the doctrine, capabilities, and Iimtations
of Light Arnored Vehicles is essential in evaluating

possi ble roles in MOOTW

Doct ri nal Background

The joint doctrine of the United States, published in
Joint Publication 3-07,Joint Doctrine for Mlitary
Operations Gther Than War, states: “MIlitary Operations
O her than War focus on deterring war, resolving conflict,
pronoti ng peace, and supporting civil authorities in
response to domestic crisis.”! Also, “MOOTW may invol ve
el enents of both conmbat and non-conbat operations in
peacetime, conflict, and war situations.”!? Therefore, we
find that MOOTW can enconpass the majority of mlitary
operations across the spectrum ranging fromthe benign

humanitarian relief to conbat operations short of major

%Ibid, 217.

10 Marine Corps Reference Publication (MCRP) 5-12D, Organization of Marine Corps Forces, n.p.

1 Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), Joint Pub 3-07, Joint Doctrine for Military Operations Other Than War
(Washington, DC: GPO, 16 June 1995), |-1.



theater war. This requires forces and capabilities that are
i nherently flexible, given the broad range of possible
t aski ngs.

I n executing MOOTW joint doctrine identifies six
principles: objective, unity of effort, security,
restraint, perseverance and legitimcy.'® O these
principles, the one that levies the greatest demand on a
unit’s capabilities is security, which requires maintaining
the military, political, and informational upper hand.'*
While there are simlarities between security and force
protection as defined in the Joint Publication 1-02,
Departnment of Defense Dictionary of Mlitary and Associ at ed
Terns, security has a broader applicability, beyond
i ndi viduals and units, to the success of the m ssion
itself.' The nmilitary advantage derived fromsecurity is
predi cated on a credi ble capacity to coerce w thout using
excessive force. The capability to avoid having to escal ate
the use of force contributes to the legitimcy of the
political objective, deters aggression, and precludes
unnecessary casualties on either side, thus preventing a

situation spiraling out of control. Security includes

2 pid, I-1.

133Cs, Joint Pub 3-07, 11-1.

14 3Cs Joint Pub 3-07, 11-1.

11 Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Pub 1-02, Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms
Washington, DC: GPO, 1 December 1989), under the word “security.”

12 3¢S Joint Pub 3-07, 1-2.



mai ntaining the political advantage, for |oss of that
advantage may nean a loss in the legitimcy of U S or
coalition objectives or presence. Joint doctrine states
that “Political objectives drive MOOTWat every |evel from
strategic to tactical.”'? The doctrine requires not just
commanders, but all mlitary personnel, to “understand the
political objectives and the potential inpact of
i nappropriate actions.”*® Hence, security in the sense of
force protection, a credible capacity to coerce, and
restraint require forces trained and equi pped to operate in
this environment. The third issue of security is
mai ntai ning the informational upper hand. In fact,
intelligence and information gathering are identified as
key pl anni ng considerations.'* This informational advantage
serves to enhance both the interests of force protection
and the nmaintaining of the political advantage in serving
the policy objective. Again, this wll require forces
trai ned and equi pped to performthe necessary information
col l ection and reporting.

In exam ning joint doctrine, it is evident that forces

nmust be flexible enough to performa broad spectrum of

13 3CS, Joint Pub 3-07, 1-2
¥ pid.



m ssi ons, possess the ability to defend thensel ves and

exercise restraint by using mninmmforce, and that they

w |

need to collect and report information. Many of these

requi rements for security fall under the six warfighting

functions: command and control, maneuver, fires,

intelligence, logistics, and force protection. Marine Corps

Ref erence Publication 5-12C, Marine Corps Supplenent to the

DOD Dictionary of MIlitary and Associ ated Terns, describes

the warfighting functions as “six nutually supporting

mlitary activities integrated in the conduct of al

mlitary operations,

"15 and as seen in studying joint

doctrine, these functions nmesh seam essly into the

requi rement for security in MOOTW

This | eads to an exam nation of doctrine for Light

Arnmor and LAVs in particular, and one should begin with a

review of capabilities and linmtations. Capabilities

associated with light arnor in general are:

» “Support the close fight as part of a conbined arms team using
accurate anti-arnor fires and direct fires.

» Use thermal sights to greatly enhance the night fighting
capabilities of the conbined arnms team

» (Qperate in opposed entry role.

» Detach quickly fromtheir parent unit and be enpl oyed during

initial stages of contingency or reinforcing operations.

Use strategic and tactical mobility to advantage.

Smal | arns..overhead artillery fire protection.

Acconplish rapid novenent and |imted penetrations.

Y VV

15 MCRP 5-12, Marine Corps Supplement to the Department of Defense Dictionary of Military

and Associated Terms, n.p. 1994, under the entry “warfighting functions.”



» Exploit success and pursue defeated eneny el enents as part of a
| arger force.”1®

Limtations with light arnor in general are:

» “Does not possess survivability of a main battle tank.

» Consunption of supply itens is noderate to high, especially in
classes IIl, V, and I X

» Mbility and firepower are restricted in extrenely close terrain.

» My | ack organi c assets to transport supply needs in classes Il1,
Vv, and IX "%

Standard security and reconnai ssance m ssions are
identified as:

“Quard (with reinforcenent).

Scr een.

Zone or area reconnai ssance.
Reconnai ssance and security.

Rout e reconnai ssance and security.
Count er - r econnai ssance. " 18

VVVVYVYYY

St andard arnor mn ssions are:

» “Movenent to contact.
» Hasty attack.

» Deliberate attack.

» Exploitation.

» Pursuit.”?®

Doctrinally, there exists a broad variety of conbat
capabilities and m ssions which can be perforned by |ight
arnmor units as identified in Arny Field Manual 17-18, Light
Arnor Qperations. However, limtations of survivability
(versus anti-arnor and arnor threats), dangers of close
terrain (including urban) in negating nobility and
firepower advantages and, finally, the higher |ogistical

and mai ntenance requirenents for arnored forces nust be

18Field Manual (FM) 17-18, Light Armor Operations (Washington, DC: Department of the Army,
March 1994), 1-8.

Ibid, 1-8.

8EM 17-18, 1-9.

91pid, 1-9.

10



consi dered when exam ning the utility of such forces in
operations other than war.

Regardi ng the LAV specifically, U S Marine Corps
doctrine echoes the capabilities, limtations, and m ssions
cont ai ned above. In discussing MOOTW the doctrine
enphasi zes that the LAV is of use to the MAGIF in:
controlling | arger areas, given favorable terrain;
acconpl i shing reconnai ssance and security m ssions;
establishnment of nobile blocking positions; as a reaction
or counterattack force; raids and recovery; and for
evacuati on m ssions. 2°

A review of the joint doctrine for MOOTW and of the
Li ght Arnor and LAV-specific doctrine reveals no
significant conflict between the requirenents for MOOTW
operations and the capabilities and limtations of LAVs. In
fact, the broad range of l[ight arnor m ssions indicates
conpatibility with the flexibility needed in MOOTW
environnments. The arnor protection, albeit against smal
arnms, and firepower relative to anything short of tanks
provi des these units with the force protection, ability to
exercise restraint, and deterrent capability sought after

in joint doctrine. The LAV enables the Light Arnored

20 (EMFM) 6-30, Light Armored Infantry Operations (Quantico, VA: Marine Corps Combat
Development Command, October 1990), 5-20.

11



Reconnai ssance units to contribute to maintaining the

i nformati on advantage di scussed in joint doctrine through
“mobi | e surveillance and saturation patrolling.”?* Al though
not di scussed specifically, the nmobility of |ight arnor and
the LAV in particular is the enabler to “controlling | arge
areas” for the MAGIF, to acconplishing the “nobile”
survei |l l ance and reconnai ssance di scussed above, and for
nost of the capabilities and m ssions discussed. Thus, the
flexibility, nmobility, and relative firepower of the LAV
seemideally suited to performing a wide variety of roles

and m ssions i n MOOTW

Case Studies

Marines in Light Arnored Infantry units and | ater
Li ght Arnored Reconnai ssance units would “test” the LAV in
real world operations in Panama, Sonalia, and Kosovo. In
doctrine, we see the framework for capabilities to
acconplish mssions and in operations we see the historical
context in which capabilities are tested agai nst ni ssions.

The information provided in each case study is drawn
frominterviews of participants, articles in professiona
journals, book-length studies, the Marine Corps Lessons

Learned System and O ficial Reports. Once again, the

21 pid, 5-20.

12



foll owi ng issues nerit questioning: does the LAV as
structured and enployed by the U S. Marine Corps neasure up
to the prom se of doctrinal capabilities and enpl oynent ?
Are the acknow edged Iimtations nore significant than
perceived? Were LAV units, with their inherent capabilities
and limtations, able to perform or contribute to, the six
war fighting functions and the MOOTW princi ple of security?
Each operation represented significant challenges for U S.
forces and each is exami ned for the participation of LAV
units to determ ne the significance of their participation
to the success of the m ssion.

Experi ence i n Panana

2nd Light Arnored Infantry Battalion depl oyed
sequentially four conpanies to Panama between May 1989 and
June 1990 as part of Marine Forces Panama.?? During that
time, four different conpanies from2" LAl Battalion
rotated through Panama on 90-day depl oynents. The first
two units, Conpany A and Conpany B, participated in
OPERATI ON NI MROD DANCER as a part of the effort to protect
Anmerican |ives and property. Conpany D participated in
OPERATI ON JUST CAUSE, the intervention to renove General

Nori ega from power as head of Panama. Finally, Conpany C

22 Colonel R.P. Mauskapf, USMC, and Major E.W. Powers, USMC, “LAVsin Action,” Marine
Corps Gazette, vol. 74, no 9 (September 1990), 50-54.

13



partici pated i n OPERATI ON PROMOTE LI BERTY as a nation

buil ding, civic action mssion to restore denocracy to
Panama. >®> During these operations, LAl woul d execute a
variety of m ssions ranging fromnation building to conbat
operati ons.

During OPERATI ON NI MROD DANCER, two successive LAl
conmpani es from 2" LAl Battalion, 2" Marine Division
operated to reinforce U S. security and to ensure freedom
of novement under the Carter-Torrijos Treaty, signed in
1979, which states that the U S. would continue to provide
for the defense of the Panama Canal until the gradua
transition of operational control was conplete in 1999.
General Noriega's rise to power, his assistance and
i nvol venent wi th Col onbi an drug cartels, his repression of
any opposition party, and criticismof the U S. presence
led to a situation deteriorating out of control.?

Conpany A was the first to arrive. Captain Stephen J.
Li nder, Conpany Conmander, Conpany A, 2d LAl describes the
m ssi ons, task and purpose, perfornmed by LAVs: “Initial
m ssi ons consi sted of convoy escort covering U S. Arny
units, area and route reconnai ssance, nounted and

di snmount ed security patrolling, and reaction force

2 | bid, 50-59.
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m ssions.”?® The LAl conpany participated in exercises
aimed to provide a show of force, and on several occasions
swi mm ng the Panama Canal to denonstrate operational
maneuverability in an environment where the Panamani an
Def ense Force (PDF) was routinely trying to i npede novenent
of US. forces. During this tinme, the conpany conducted
reconnai ssance and security patrols and inserted
Survei |l ance and Target Acquisition (STA) teams as well.?°
Conpany B was the next to arrive, and continued to
conduct reconnai ssance and security patrols. Captain John
S. Dunn, Conpany Conmmander, Conpany B, 2d LAl details one
advant age of wheel ed vehicl es over tracks when he wote:
“The U.S. Arny possessed ML13 arnored personnel carriers
(APCs) but was prevented from conducting vehicle
reconnai ssance through towns due to possible road damage
caused by tracks.”?’ Poor roads are a fact of life in many
countries and the destruction of this limted road
infrastructure by tracked vehicles my annoy the host
nation, and its popul ace, or inhibit the use of these roads

by U S. vehicular traffic. Conpany B would go on to act as

24gusan G. Horowitz, “Indications and Warning Factors,” in Operation Just Cause: The U.S.
Intervention in Panama, ed. Bruce W. Watson and Peter G. Tsouras (Colorado: Westview Press, 1991), 49-
52.

% Mauskapf and Powers, 51.

% pid, 51-52.

2" Mauskapf and Powers, 52.
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a reaction force for a U S. Arny bl ocking position during
one of the unsuccessful coup attenpts agai nst Noriega.

By the tine of Conpany D's arrival, the PDF and
Noriega’s “Dignity Battalions” were becom ng nore
aggressive in establishing roadbl ocks and organi zi ng
protests. On one occasion, a negligent discharge of a 25mm
by an LAV gunner resulted in a H gh Explosive (HE) round
hitting a tel ephone pole and blowing it in half. A crowd,
whi ch had gat hered, then quickly dissipated and the
roadbl ock was cleared.?® This show of force, unintentional
t hough it was, had the desired effect of discouraging
further aggression by the crowd. On another occasion, a
crowd was nore violent, and had Marines not possessed the
force protection of an arnored vehicle the situation would
have either precluded the unit fromacconplishing its
m ssion, or would have risked the |ikelihood of greater
injury, or death, of Marines or Panamani ans. This force
protection enabled the Marines to exercise restraint while
acconplishing the mssion. The situation was described in
detail by authors Donnelly, Roth, and Baker in their book

Qperation Just Cause, The Storm ng of Panama: “Wen

officials for the Center for Treaty Affairs approached, the

2 Colebaugh Interview, 10 January 2001.
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crowd began wavi ng Panamani an flags and hollering anti -
American sl ogans. The crowd grew out of control and the
Marines leapt to the safety of their LAVs. The Pananmani ans
pounded the vehicles with rocks and sticks as the colum
inched forward to escape the crowd. One Pananmani an rammed
an LAV with a pick-up truck, puncturing the fighting
vehicle' s right front tire. As the LAV |linped on, a wonan
protester threw her body onto the front of the vehicle.
She fell backwards, feet in the air, and flipped over one
of the roadbl ock vehicles. Shocked at the accident, the
Panamani ans began to beat on the LAVs with flagpol es, other
obj ects, and even their bare hands. The U S. force slowy
made its way down the hi ghway”?°

Maj or Brian C. Col ebaugh, a pl atoon conmander, stated
that the LAV scouts also played a key role, especially in
built-up areas, when people would surround the patrol.
Desi gnated scouts would pull people out of the way, “flex-
cuff” (plastic handcuffs) them and nove on. Additionally,
a designated marksman (scout) would aimhis rifle on any
PDF enforcer who was inciting the cromd so as to di scourage

himfromallow ng the situation to grow too hostile or the

crowd from becom ng too aggressi ve.

PThomas Donelly, Margaret Roth and Caleb Baker, Operation Just Cause: The Storming of Panama (New
York: Lexington Books, 1991), 184.
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By Decenber 1990, the situation had deteriorated to
attacks on U S personnel by the PDF that included assaults,
rape, and finally the fatal shooting of 1°' Lt. Paz, USMC,

at a roadbl ock. 3°

Presi dent George Bush thereupon ordered

the US mlitary intervention named OPERATI ON JUST CAUSE
Joi nt Task Force South was conmmanded by LTG Car

Stiner, the Conmmandi ng General of XVIII Airborne Corps.

Mari ne Forces Panama woul d conpri se Task Force Senper Fi

wi th one platoon attached to Task Force Bayonet, all under

the operational control of the 7'" Infantry Division.®® In a

Lessons Learned report submtted by Marine Forces, under

Col onel Charles E. Richardson, which conprised Task Force

Senper Fi, the value added by LAVs is detailed: “the Light

Arnored Vehicle's (LAV' s) firepower, nmobility, and arnor

coupled with the Fleet Antiterrorist Security Team s highly

trained Close Quarters Conbat Team (CQBT) provided a

versatile and potent force, particularly for offensive

operations and as a quick reaction force. The Loudspeaker

teanms (psychol ogi cal operations) provided the neans to

of fer an opportunity and in sone cases persuade, the eneny

to surrender without a fight.”3?

3%Horowitz in Watson and Tsouras, 49-52.

31 orenzo Crowell, “The Anatomy of Just Cause: The Forcesinvolved, the Adequacy of
Intelligence, and Its Success as a Joint Operation,” in Watson and Tsouras, 71.

32 MCLLS#12559-16914
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Task Force Senper Fi was responsible for securing an
area of sonme six square mles southwest of Panama Cty, an
area that included U S. Naval Station Panama ( Rodnman),
Howard Air Force Base, the Arraijan Tank Farm and the
Bridge of the Anericas. PDF outposts and facilities were
i nterspersed throughout the area, and offered resistance at
the Arraijan Tank Farm a fuel depot supporting Howard Air
Force Base, and at a roadbl ock near the entrance to Howard
Air Force Base.3®

LTG Stiner was concerned about the security of Howard
Air Force Base in particular, especially fromnortar
attack, as it would be the source of the majority of
hel i copter and fixed wi ng support for OPERATI ON JUST CAUSE
To acconplish this security mssion, the Marines noved
quickly in their LAVs to secure their blocking positions,
and to position a rifle conpany in the hills to the rear of
the Air Force base.3

Despite the success the Marines experienced in using
the LAl and CQBT conbination, their first objective would
be an LAl-only operation. Tasked to assault and occupy the
Departnent of Traffic and Transportation (DNTT) station

near the entrance to Howard A r Force Base, the CQBT and

33Crowell in Watson and Tsouras, 89.
34 Donnelly, Roth, Baker, 85.
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PSYCOPS teans could not nove through heavy fire in their
unar nored HVWMW. However, LAVs provided direct fire
support for disnmunting scouts who woul d secure the

def ended station.>® Light Arnored Vehicles proved critical
in providing fires and force protection for Marines and

Sol diers clearing buildings enroute to Howard Air Force
Base, and during Task Force Bayonet’'s search for Nori ega.
The ability of a small conpany to nove through small arns
fires, to secure internedi ate objectives, in order to reach
the Air Force Base before PDF or Dignity Battalion el enents
could interdict critical air transport operations was a

m ssion essential task. LTG Carnmen Cavezza, Conmandi ng
General of 7th Infantry Division, under which Task Force
Senper Fi operated, highlighted the utility of the LAVs
during an interview for the official XVIII Airborne Corps
Hi story.3® Additionally, Ml com McConnell in his well-
researched book on Operation Just Cause wites: “Although
nore nmedi a coverage was given to the Arny operations in
Panama City, the actions of Task Force Senper Fi were
critical to the success of Qperation Just Cause. Had the

wel | - equi pped and certainly well-notivated PDF and Dignity

35Colonel J.M. Hayes, USMC, “ Panama PROMOTE LIBERTY After Action Report,” Marine
Corps Gazette, vol 74, no 9 (September 1990): 59-62.

36 |_jeutenant General Carmen Cavezza USA, former Commanding General, 7" Infantry Division:
Remarks from interview transcript (Ft Lewis, Washington, 30 April 1992), U.S. Army Center of Military
History , URL: http://www.army.mil/cmh-pg/documents/panama/jcit/jcit.html, accessed 8 January 2001.
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Battalion forces been able to maneuver near Howard Air
Force Base and to hit the crowded runway with 81nm or 120nm
nortars, the outcone of the entire operation m ght have
been different.”3’

The LAVs taking down roadbl ocks, communication facilities,
and protecting the airfield represented a trenendous
econony of force operation as the bulk of U S. troops were
enpl oyed el sewhere in the Area of Qperations. Although, the
use of LAVs with Task Force Bayonet was less critical to
the overall mssion, the utility of LAVs in isolating an
objective and providing fires for Special Forces
illustrates again the flexibility of the platformfor a
variety of m ssions. Although, caution nust be exercised
when di scussing the use of LAVs in urban operations that
restrict their nobility and firepower, thus rendering them
nore vul nerable. LAVs can be used even here to isolate an
objective area to prevent ingress and egress by eneny
forces, and they can provide direct fire support to
friendly forces. The platoon of LAVs discussed here, for
exanpl e, could bring to bear significantly nore firepower

than an infantry conmpany in support of the Special Forces

teans clearing the buildings. Again, advantages nust be

3"Malcolm McConnell, Just Cause: The Real Story of America’s High-Tech Invasion of Panama
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1991), 198.
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wei ghed against risks relative to the threat and the
situation. However, the dem se of the Sheridan arnored gun
system and the advent of the Arny InterimBrigades, built
around the LAV, serve as evidence of the need for such
platforns. Light Arnor can either fill the “interini
between first-to-arrive forces and heavier follow on
forces, or sinply performa w der variety of mssions in a
nore perm ssi ble MOOTW envi ronnment in which the depl oynent
of heavier forces is not anticipated. The value of such a
vehicle to the expeditionary Marine Corps, with constraints
on cube and wei ght aboard anphi bi ous shi ppi ng, seens

obvi ous.

The platoon with Task Force Bayonet worked with Arny
Sheridans in the attack on the Commandanci a, where the LAVs
provi ded direct fire support for Arny troops engaged with
PDF forces. |In the search for Noriega, Mrines
participated in providing support for Special Forces
searching Noriega s residence and that of his m stress.
Later, the Marines assisted in securing the area around the
Papal Nuncio’s residence where Noriega took refuge.3®

Fol | owi ng General Noriega's surrender, OPERATI ON
PROVOTE LI BERTY began, which was ained at legitimzing the

new y-el ected governnment. LAl units again served as an
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integral part of this operation in which their nobility
enabl ed an econony of force in providing support, over a
broad area, to a variety of civic action efforts ainmed at
stabilizing the new governnment. LAl units, first Conmpany D
and | ater Conpany C, assisted the new Panamani an police
forces, particularly in apprehending drug traffickers.?3°
Addi tionally, the psychol ogi cal value of the LAV could be

| everaged in unusual ways. The Comrander Marine Forces
Panama, for exanple, noted in Lessons Learned of the
psychol ogi cal value of the LAV in these operations: “W

di scovered sonet hi ng about the LAV or ‘tanquita [little
tank] as the Pananmanians called it. People are interested
in any |arge, unusual piece of equipnent. One technique we
comonl y used during several operations was to coordinate
with the | ocal Special Forces and police to allowus to
park an LAV in a prom nent place in town. Although
initially standoffish, the children first and then the

ol der people would cone by to | ook. Qur Spani sh speakers
woul d go to work and soon the barriers were broken down and
kids would be lifted onto the tanquitas for pictures.

Leafl ets obtained fromthe Arnmy Psychol ogi cal Operations

38Colebaugh Interview, 10 January 2002.
9 1bid.
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(PsyOps) Detachment were al so provided.”*® These and ot her
civic actions were ainmed at stabilizing a “new nation.

In thirteen short nonths the “tanquitas” in Panama had
participated in three major operations and nunerous snaller
ones. Their nobility enabled themto traverse the country
with ease, to maintain freedomof novenent for U S. forces,
provi de security for convoys, conduct reconnai ssance over
| arge areas, nove quickly to reinforce U. S. forces and
facilities, and act in support of civic actions forces and
m ssi ons over nuch of the country. Their flexibility
permtted the LAl Conpanies to exercise restraint during
tense pre-conflict situations, execute a variety of conbat
m ssions using the vehicle-scout team and to provide
security and reinforcenent to civic action and the
Panamani an Police after the cessation of hostilities. The
firepower organic to the LAV was sufficient to deter or
defeat their opposition. Anti-arnor threats existed, but
no real anti-arnor effort was ever orchestrated, due in

part to fear of the consequences.

Experience in Sonalia

It is also valuable to exam ne Light Arnored

Reconnai ssance (LAR) participation in Somalia. In late

40 MCLLS #92550-41274
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1992, mlitary operations in Sonmalia were deemed necessary
because the anarchical environnment there prevented any
effective distribution of food for famne relief by

humani tarian relief organizations (HROs). U S. Central
Command forned Joint Task Force (JTF) Somalia in Decenber
1992 to execute Operation Restore Hope in order to enable
famne relief by creating a secure environnment for the
HRCs. ** The joint force was called the Unified Task Force
(UNI TAF). This operation preceded the subsequent UN-Ied
United Nations Qperation Somalia Il (UNOSOMI1), and is
recogni zed as a highly successful operation.** The JTF
acconplished the mssion with mniml casualties (both to
Somal is and Anericans), of inproving the flow of

humani tari an assi stance provided by the HROs. The military
task force proved vital to restoring the humanitarian
effort. A Center for Naval Analysis (CNA) report detailed
the success of UNITAF:. “To get their operations back to
normal the HROs needed the mlitary to protect: (1) the
ports and airfields in order to nove supplies into Sonali a,
(2) the warehouses and feeding sites near Mygadi shu, (3)

t he novenent of supplies to outlying areas, and (4) the

“1 Center for Naval Analysis (CNA), Naval Studies Group, Operation Restore Hope: Summary
Report, CRM 93-152, (Alexandria, VA: March 1994), 1.
*2CNA, 1.
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» 43 I n

war ehouses and feeding sites in those outlying areas.
early Decenber, 12,000 netric tons of supplies were trapped
in Mbgadishu. It was only thanks to UN TAF, which would
conduct sonme 70 escorts and nove 9,000 netric tons of
suppl i es each nonth of the operation between Decenber 1992
and May 1993, that this food could reach the intended
reci pi ents.* The UNI TAF J-3 (Qperations), Col onel Kennedy,
described the inpressive results: “Wth the arrival of
UNI TAF roads/ ports/airfields opened, bribes no | onger had
to be paid, extensive dry food distribution in Mgadi shu
was started, prograns expanded or initiated, new HRGCs
opened operations in country (an increase from21 to 44
HROs from Decenber to April), schools opened and all food
escorted by UNI TAF forces reached its destination.”*

LAVs cane from Marine Expeditionary Units and a fly-
i n- conpany from3'® LAR Battalion that would marry up with
LAVs off of Maritine Pre-positioned Ships. The LAVs becane
the force of choice in providing convoy escorts to outlying
areas, and in Mgadi shu as well. Mjor Mrk Brinkman, the
acting LAR Conpany Conmander, stated that anphi bi ous

assault vehicles (AAVs) woul d have reduced the speed of the

convoy, while LAVs could outrun any vehicles hauling grain,

43 CNA, 3.
44 1bid, 23-27.
45 MCLLS 63028-54664
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thus mai ntai ning a high tempo for convoy operations. %® It

was conveni ent having a unit already possessing the forces
and equi pnent required for the m ssion vice having to take
the tine to reorgani ze and prepare another unit to perform
the sane m ssion. Another factor was the limtations of the
roads. Even trucks and ot her wheel ed vehicl es woul d damage
the roads so that each night engineers would have to
conduct repairs to support traffic the next day, and
tracked vehicles would have only further worsened the
damage to the fragile road system?’ Major Brinkman recalls
that wthin the LAR Conpany every platoon was tasked with a
m ssi on every day, the demand was so high that escorts were
run wwth a section of LAVsS (2 vehicles) along with two
armored HUMWVs in order to support all the tasks assigned.
The di stances to outlaying areas were significant and
required range and nobility; |ong convoys running from
Mbgadi shu to Baidera were on a three-day turn around with a
transit day out, a transit day back, and one day back
followed by a repetition of the mssion.* The 24'" MEU (SOQ)
found LAVs very useful in providing security for HRO
convoys. According to the Battalion Landing Team S-3

(Operations Oficer): “Wile conducting convoy operations

6 Major Mark Brinkman, USMC, “Acting” Light Armored Reconnaissance Company
Commanger in Somalia, telephone interview by the author, 10 January 2002.
Ibid.
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within the Kismayo area, two LAV-25s were posted several
kil ometers forward and two were positioned to the rear of
the convoy. The forward LAVs were particularly val uable as
t he provided both route reconnai ssance and security. Their
primary security function was to search civilian vehicles
comng fromthe opposite direction. Wth their speed the
LAVs could search a vehicle, relay the results back to the
colum, and resune their position wthout slow ng down the
convoy. The firepower available to the LAVs allowed them
to operate independently.”?®

In addition to convoy escort security m ssions, the
LAl conpany participated in raids on arns markets, and on 6
January 1993 in the seizure of a containnment site where
weapons were stored, to include heavy nachi neguns, anti -
arnor weapons, and Somali tanks. Marines confiscated a | ot
of weapons, to include those of the “technical s” whose
heavy machi neguns and RPGs constituted real threats to
i ght arnored vehicles. Major Brinkman stated that a real
arnmor threat would have changed the playing field
significantly, particularly in Mgadi shu where the main

concern remai ned machi neguns and RPGs conbined with the

constrictive urban terrain. °° However, based on the threat

“8 Brinkman Interview, 10 January 2002.
49 MCLL S#50215-69710
°0 Brinkman Interview, 10 January 2002.
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and the situation, LAVs and scouts were often enpl oyed
outside of the doctrinal “rules,” where the

psychol ogical ly-intimdating 8-foot high arnored fighting
vehicle bristling with weapons had an edge over trucks,
HVWAV/s, and AAVs. G ven the additional requirenents of
confronting and di sarm ng bandits, the obvious firepower
and psychol ogi cal intimdation of LAVs were inval uabl e.
Addi tionally, the LAVs, as well as tanks, conducted
mechani zed- notori zed patrols using night vision sights to
gather information on the Somalis who had no sinm|lar

capabi lity.>?

The fielding of a thermal sight in 1996 on
the LAV woul d be a significant enhancenent for future
oper ati ons.

The nobility and firepower of the LAV proved ideal for
convoy operations in deterring violence and conducti ng
novenments deep into the interior. The use of Marines on
HVWW/s and 5-ton trucks was qui ckly discontinued due to the
LAV s advantages.®® The flexibility of the vehicles was
proven in the variety of mssions they perforned, ranging

fromreconnai ssance and security to show of force,

di sar manent, support for civic action, MOUT operations, and

L MCL L S#72459-74635
52 Brinkman Interview, 10 January 2002.
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as a raid and reaction force. This conbination of flexible

options seens ideal for MOOTW

Experi ence i n Kosovo

I n Kosovo, the LAV once again denonstrated its
useful ness in MOOTW As early as 1996, Arny Captain Matthew
Morton, witing in Arnor nagazi ne descri bed the advant ages
of the Finnish wheel ed arnored vehicles he wi tnessed during
a wnter in Macedonia and sought to make a case for the
Arny to acquire the LAV which “provides the nobility and
speed of a HMWMWV and the protection of a ML13. A QRF [quick
reaction force] equipped with the LAV-25 woul d be an
extrenely lethal force in many OOTWscenarios.”®® In 1999,
t he Commander, Marine Forces Atlantic, was involved in the
decision to deploy a conmpany m nus, vice the norma
contingent of a platoon reinforced, aboard the MEU ( SOC)
bound to participate in operations in Kosovo in 1999. >
Li eutenant Col onel J.L. Welsh of the 26th MEU ( SOC)
recomended t he depl oynment of an LAV conpany with the next
MEU, based on experience in Bosnia in 1998, and while
acknow edging the firepower of the tank, found it "next to

usel ess for operations and patrols in the M\D AORs. LAVs

3Captain Matthew D. Morton, USA, “Balkan Report |1: Off-the-shelf Wheeled Armor Provesits
Worth in Macedonian Winter,” Armor, vol. 105,no4 (July-August 1996), 9.
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and wheel ed vehicles are the force of choice for operations
and patrols conducted by the SFOR Strategi c reserve

force.”®®

The LAR conpany was given, at one point, a
separate area of responsibility to patrol and perform
peacekeepi ng operations. Kenneth W Estes wites in his
book Marines Under Arnor: “The |ight arnored vehicles of
the LAR battalions, by contrast [to tanks], continue to
find favorable enploynent in the nyriad of constabul ary
duti es undertaken by Marine Corps forces in peacetine. The
| at est excursion to the Bal kans, in wake of the NATO
prosecution against Serbia in 1999, saw a reduced LAR
conpany operating with Lt.Col. Bruce Gandy’'s 3d Battalion,
8'™" Marines in nobile security and arnored reconnai ssance
m ssions in the province of Kosovo. Operating day and

ni ght, the LAV-25 patrols resenbled the type of security
actions long perforned by simlar units of the British and
French armies in their overseas constabul ary duties of

yest eryear.”>®

Again, the nobility and flexibility of the
LAV were sought after while the firepower was sufficient to
the perceived threat and acted as a deterrent to

aggr essi on.

> Major William Jurney, USMC, S-3 (Operations) Officer for the Battalion Landing Team of the
26th Marine Expeditionary Unit in Kosovo, telephone interview by the author, 11 January 2002.
%5 MCLL S#20906-41656
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Anal ysi s

These three case studies reflect real world tests of
LAV performance. Joint Doctrine for Mlitary Qperations
O her Than War |ists sixteen types of MOOTW operations, and
in these three contingencies LAI/LAR perforned seven of
t hose: Support to Counter-drug Operations, Enforcing
Excl usi on Zones, Ensuring Freedom of Navigation and Over -
flight, Humanitarian Assistance, Mlitary Support to Givil
Aut horities, Peace Qperations, and Show of Force
Operations.® And, possibly, two nore MOOTW mi ssions were
covered in Arns Control and Nonconbat ant Evacuati on
Operations. Additionally, in all three contingencies,
LAl /LAR were call ed upon to execute four of the six
standard reconnai ssance and security m ssions: Zone and
Area Reconnai ssance, Reconnai ssance and Security, Route
Reconnai ssance and Security, and Counter-reconnai ssance.
Additionally, they perfornmed two of the five standard arnor
m ssions: Hasty Attack and Deliberate Attack. Clearly the
doctrinal mssions exist in MOOTWfor |ight arnmor to
perform and certainly the doctrinal enploynent of |ight

arnmor is not at odds with the requirenments of MOOTW

56 Estes, 193.
573CS, Joint Pub 3-07, 111-1.
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To go beyond doctrine and assess the effectiveness of
the LAI/LAR units in these operations, the six warfighting
functions (command and control, maneuver, fires,
intelligence, logistics, and force protection) provide a
useful framework for analysis.

The Marine Corps defines command and control as “the
means by whi ch a commander recogni zes what needs to be done
and sees to it that appropriate actions are taken.”®® The
cavalry m ssion perforned by light arnor serves to extend
t he commander’ s situational awareness beyond the inmediate
cl ose battle and creates for hima security zone with tine
and space to develop the situation to the comrander’s
choosing. The LAV units’ contributions to these m ssions
were significant, especially given the use of only conpany-
size elenents. |In each contingency, LAV units perforned as
an econony-of-force while executing mssions critical to
operati onal success. |In fact, specific m ssions such as
the securing of the area around the air base in Panama, the
ni ght reconnai ssance m ssions and arns nmarket raids in
Somalia, and the conducting of security patrols in peace
operations in Kosovo were acconplished using formations of
| ess than a conpany. Yet each of these units provided the

commander with the ability to recogni ze what needed to be
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done and gave himthe tine and space in which to act
deci sively. Followi ng the conpletion of OPERATI ON JUST
CAUSE, the Commandi ng General of the 7'" Infantry Division
under which Marine Forces served stated “the LAVs were
very, very useful.” ®°

Maneuver is defined as “the novenent of forces for the
pur pose of gaining an advantage over the enemy.”® In
Panama, the LAl conpany noved swiftly to seize the DNTT
station with its comruni cati on equi pnent, then to seize the
10th Mlitary Zone Headquarters, and finally to secure the
area around the airfield, all before the PDF could nount
any credible threat.® In Somalia, the LAR conpany was
ideally suited to “rise at dawn” and nove rapidly to
conduct raids on those arns markets which were further out
into the countryside, before the Somalis could react.®?
The tenpo with which food convoys could nove with their LAV
security permtted themto get food to the distribution
site and secure it before nightfall when bandits woul d

otherwi se strike.® In each of these cases the commander had

a nultipurpose, multimssion platformw th the necessary

** MCRP 5-12.

% Interview by XVII1 Airborne Corps Official Historian
% MCRP 5-12C.

51 Colebaugh Interview, 10 January 2002.

52 Brinkman Interview, 10 January 2002.

83 Brinkman Interview, 10 January 2002.



speed, firepower, and reach (range of operations) with
which to gain the advantage over an adversary.

Fires are defined as “those neans used to del ay,
di srupt, degrade, or destroy eneny capabilities, forces, or
facilities as well as affect the enenmy’s will to fight.” As
reconnai ssance units, LAI/LAR had the conmunication
equi pnent and training to coordinate indirect fires if
necessary. Wiile this capability was not used, it existed.
VWhat was significant was the direct fire capability
resident in the LAI/LAR unit. The capability to use these
direct fires to “delay, disrupt, degrade, or destroy” often
served to deter possible aggression, and when used proved
effective in these MOOTW conti ngencies. The LAV s firepower
is inmpressive relative to anything outside of a tank. An
LAV conpany has as many 7.62nm Machi ne Guns as an Infantry
Battalion plus the M242 25nm automatic chai n-gun with both
arnor piercing and high explosive rounds. TOWanti-tank
variants and nortars for inmmedi ate suppression and marki ng
for air round out the organic firepower for a single
conpany. The deterrent effect of this firepower is evident
as seen in Panama, when a negligent discharge cut a
tel ephone pole in half and created such an inpression on an
angry crowd that it rapidly dispersed, and in Somalia when

an LAV-25 shot at a tank, |leading the Somalis to abandon a
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vehicl e the LAV was incapabl e of destroying. These are nore
extrene exanpl es when weapons were actually discharged but
they serve to nake the point that the LAV s firepower is
credible. This is a valuable tool to the commander whet her
conducti ng peacekeeping patrols in Kosovo, providing convoy
escort in Somalia, or assisting police in drug enforcenent

i n Panana.

Intelligence is “the know edge about the eneny or the
surroundi ng environnment needed to support decision
maki ng. "% Reconnai ssance is the means for the commander to
acquire this know edge and the m ssion for which the LAV is
desi gned and best suited. As discussed earlier, LAI/LAR
conducted standard security and reconnai ssance m ssions in
each of these contingencies. LAl conducted route
reconnai ssance and security in Panama before and during
Operation Just Cause. In fact, LAl conducted reconnai ssance
of possible objectives before the operation to identify
routes and positions in advance for both LAl and other US
forces.® In Somalia, the LAVs conducted night patrols using
ni ght vision devices to gather information on Sonal
activities for the commander, and certainly conducted

reconnai ssance al ong routes from Mogadi shu to food

4 MCRP 5-12C.
8 Colebaugh Interview, 10 January 2002.
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distribution centers in outlaying areas. In Kosovo, the
LAVs coul d conduct security patrols to identify threatening
activity early in order to provide the commander tine to
act and elimnate threats to the ceasefire. In each
situation a unit of less than conpany size was able to
reconnoiter a relatively large area for the cormmander at a
great econony in force. The units can conduct both nounted
(on the vehicle) and di snmounted (scouts) reconnai ssance,
and they can operate with greater speed and security than
truck, HVMW, or AAV-nounted Mari nes.

Logistics is defined as “all activities required to
move and sustain military forces.”® MOOTW as “snaller-
scal e” contingencies, do not represent the depl oynent
forward of significant forces and | ogistical support
forces, and cost or political considerations may require a
smal |l er US presence. Hence, the novenent and sustai nnment of
forces is predicated on the limted | ogistical support
capability organic to a MEU, com ng off an MPF ship, or
per haps through a host nation support agreenent. The
ability to nove and sustain forces may either be limted or

costly. First, sone conparisons are useful:

MLAL1 tank can range 289 niles on 505 gallons of fuel, has a rate of speed of 42
nph on a highway (and excellent cross country nobility), and weighs 67 short
tons.

5 MCRP 5-12C.
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Anphi bi ous Assault Vehicle can range 200 nmiles on 171 gallons of fuel, can nove
at 25 nph on the highway (is truly anphibious), and weighs 26.5 short tons.

LAV can range 410 nmiles (320 in Somalia) on 71 gallons of fuel, can speed al ong
t he highway at 62 nph, and wei ghs 14.2 short tons.

5-ton truck can range 300 niles on 82 gallons of fuel, can speed on the
hi ghway at 55 nph, and wei ghs 9 short tons.®

The tank consumes great quantities of fuel, and one sixcon
trailer, which can carry 900 gallons of fuel, is not enough
to refuel even two tanks. The tank’s weight will tear up
roads and may be too nmuch for bridges. Bridging and vehicle
recovery assets require additional |ogistic planning.
Sustainability becones a major challenge. The AAV is
excellent for transporting Marines, but it is very slow and
| acks main gun firepower, tracks can tear up roads, and
fuel consunption is significant as well. The 5-ton truck
can transport Marines, but is a soft target and may require
escort.

The LAV, on the other hand, conbines the advantages
of all these vehicles, as it possesses speed, firepower,
and fuel efficiency while transporting its own Marines
(scouts). The bottomline remains that the use of an asset
will be driven by the m ssion, the threat, and any ot her
restraints or constraints placed on the conmander. The
Li ght Arnored Vehicle is a wide-use platformw th range

conpar abl e to any ot her wheel ed vehicle, and nuch better
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firepower, conbined with arnor protection agai nst smal

arns (and rocks and autonobiles). Although tanks have much
greater firepower and survivability, their fuel consunption
is tremendous, and |ogistical requirenents for tanks for
classes Ill, V, and I X supply can be a significant limting
factor. In contrast, LAVs in OPERATI ON JUST CAUSE were
abl e to execute their missions on a single tank of fuel.®8
And, LAVs operating in Sonalia even in 115-degree heat on
very poor roads averaged 320-350 niles per tank of fuel.®®
VWhat we see here in conparison and in the review of three
MOOTW case studies is that AAV-nounted Marines, or

Infantry, or tanks could have performed individual pieces
of the m ssions best, but the LAV proved nost flexible
whil e inposing the | east logistical strain, resulting in
the best performance in the m ssion overall.

Force protection is defined as “actions or efforts
used to safeguard own centers of gravity while protecting,
concealing, reducing, or elimnating friendly critical
vulnerabilities.”’™ The LAV s arnor protection, against
small arns is valuable in a MOOTW envi ronnment w t hout
having to make the tradeoffs for the greater survivability

of the tank: increasing weight and wear on roads and

7 MSTP Pamphlet 5-0.3, MAGTF Planner’s Reference Manual (Quantico, VA: MCCDC, 20 April 2001), 21-22.
68 Colebaugh Interview, 10 January 2002.
89 MCLL S#50215-09533
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bri dges, increased fuel consunption, and no organic
scout/infantry. For exanple, tanks were restricted in
Panama before and after OPERATI ON JUST CAUSE to avoid
tearing up roads. In Kosovo, another consideration was
that the tank was too threatening, while the LAV created a
| i ghter psychol ogical inpact.’* Wth the AAV, there is no

i nprovenent in arnor protection and the |oss in speed and
firepower nakes it nore vulnerable and limtations on
tracked vehicles tearing up roads applies to the AAV as
wel | . Repeatedly, the psychol ogical effect of an arnored
vehicle bristling with weapons was sufficient to deter, and
the arnor, limted as it is, protected occupants from
having to escalate the force required when dealing with
hostile crowds. Additionally, the scouts are an essenti al
part of the vehicle' s security. LAI/LAR units possessed the
credi bl e capacity to coerce or deter, the necessary
protection to exercise restraint, the necessary speed to
escape, and the firepower needed, relative to the threat,
to defend. In MOOTW where force protection issues are
given greater weight than in conflict at the major theater

warfare | evel, the LAV represents a flexible, sustainable

"OMCRP 5-12C.
"Jurney Interview, 11 January 2002.
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platformwith the necessary force protection to acconplish
a wide variety of mssions.

To becone centered on the platformin a discussion of
the warfighting functions is to mss a critical part of the
LAR unit’s capability. The infantry scouts are an integra
part of the LAR unit and, as seen in the three case
studies, their contributions were essential to the success
of the mssions. Scouts provided protection for the
vehi cl es, conducted di snounted reconnai ssance and
surveill ance, conducted searches of people and vehicles,
cl eared buil dings and obstacles, and participated in civic
action roles in getting face to face with the | ocal
peoples. “The primary m ssion of the disnmounted riflenen
is to enhance the reconnai ssance and screening capabilities
of the organization and provide |limted pioneer and
denolition tasks as required. In addition, disnounted
riflemen provide for the close physical security of the
vehicles during the unit’s assigned m ssion. D snounted
riflemen may participate in offensive and defensive
operations, but are not routinely utilized as an assault

n 72

force. The scouts perfornmed all of these mi ssions, and

sonme, during three short MOOTW experiences.

"20Operational Handbook (OH) 6-6, Marine Light Armor Employment, (Quantico,VA: September
1985), 9-1.
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Concl usi ons

The effectiveness of the LAI/LAR units in performng
their roles in these contingencies is evident. The
capabilities and role of the LAV, particularly in MOOTW
are worth preserving if the Marine Corps desires to renain
rel evant as a force in readiness for future MOOTW
contingencies. In short, the LAV and its eventual
repl acenent represent the vehicle of choice for the Marine
Cor ps in MOOTW

The U.S. Arny appears to have recogni zed the val ue of
such vehicles and is spending sonme $4 billion to purchase
2,000 3rd generation Light Arnored Vehicles in a nmgjor
shift fromtracks to wheels. In particular, this shift is
in recognition of the denonstrated cross-country nobility
of this wheeled vehicle and the sinplified |ogistics and
mai nt enance required by forward-depl oyed units away from
fixed infrastructure.” This transition is all the nore
remar kabl e given that the “Cold War” Arny passed on the
acquisition of the LAV during the early eighties. However,
t he post-cold war era saw an explosion in “smaller-scale
contingenci es” over the |ast decade, with the acconpanying

need for deployable and versatile forces. Specifically, in
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di scussing this major shift with the decision to acquire
LAVs, the U S. Arny’'s Arnor nagazi ne nakes explicit
reference to “an earlier version of the LAV [that] entered
Marine Corps service in 1983, and was enployed in QOperation
Just Cause in Pananma. LAVs were also enployed in Desert
Storm |FOR and KFOR in the Bal kans, and in Somalia.”’*

Certainly, this utility was not | ost on senior
| eaders who depl oyed a conpany to marry up with vehicles
of f of MPF shipping for Somalia, or who changed an entire
Unit Depl oynment Programin order to provide a conpany for
operations in Kosovo. These decisions were nmade based on
the effectiveness of LAV units in MOOTWand their
significance to the larger, operational mssion. Such task
organi zati on deci sions are made for nust-have capabilities,
not nerely for nice-to-have capabilities.

During the Authorized Acquisition Objective

Tail ori ng Conference held by Marine Corps Systens Conmmand,
in 2001, a recommendati on was reviewed for reductions in
t he aut horized all owance of LAVs from 771 to 668 in the
Mari ne Corps. These reductions would have seen the
el imnation of the Equi pnent Al | owance Pool (EAP) at the
Marine Corps G ound Conbat Center, 29 Palns, California,

and a reduction in the depot mai ntenance fl oat all owance.

"3Armor, (January-February 2001), 13-15.
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The reductions would have likely resulted in an eventual
degradation in readi ness wi thout EAP vehicles to support
Conbi ned Arns Exercise (CAX) program and with fewer
vehicles in the maintenance float to naintain a nore rapid
repl acenent turn-around. The LAV platformwas the only
programto avoid these types of reductions because of its
uni que capabilities and opportunities for upgrades.’®

The | ast twenty years have seen the acquisition,
depl oynent, and enpl oynent of the Light Arnored Vehicle to
great success in a nunber of the very “snaller-scale
conti ngency operations” described in the National Security
Strategy. The ongoing Service Life Extension Program ( SLEP)
will serve to take the vehicle to 2015. Until then, the
LAV will remain a superb asset for the Marine Air G ound
Task Force (MAGIF) in performng Mlitary Operations O her
Than War.

The significant contributions of the Light Arnored
Vehicle and its Marines in MOOTW oper ati ons warrant
inclusion in the SLEP of a | aser designator and the add-on
canouf | age panels, both of which are facing elimnation as
part of the SLEP. The LAV and tank replacenent is to be the

Marine Expeditionary Fam |y of Fighting Vehicles (MEFFV).

"Armor, (January-February 2001), 14-15.
7> Colebaugh Interview, 10 January 2002.



Seeking to create an expeditionary vehicle that is

depl oyabl e and sustainable |ike the LAV and survivable |ike
the tank the MEFFV faces the chal |l enge of designing a
vehi cl e between 10 and 30 tons that can replace both
systens. '® Many difficult choices will have to be made in
devel opi ng the MEFFV, involving tradeoffs between LAV and
tank capabilities and limtations. For exanple, greater
survivability is still tied to greater weight, but with
greater survivability (weight) conmes the increased

i kelihood of tracks over wheels, which proved a linting
factor in past MOOTW experiences. The LAV has only .5 inch
of alum num arnor and is unavoi dably nore vul nerable -- it
is neither a tank nor a tank killer. To be sure, wthout a
tank, the Marine Corps would | ose the shock-power,
firepower, and arnor-killing capabilities so valuable in
conbat or as needed to deal with a nore robust or
determned threat in MOOTW However, neither should the
capabilities of the LAV be |lost, given the proven utility
of the LAV to Marine Corps and Joi nt conmanders conducti ng
Operations Other Than War with expeditionary forces -- even
if that tradeoff neans |ess than tank-1like survivability

and firepower.

78 Colonel Dennis W. Beal, MAGTF Expeditionary Family of Fighting Vehicles (MEFFV),
presentation at Marine Corps University by Project Director MEFFV, Quantico, VA: September 2001.
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Recommendat i ons

The case studies prove that these capabilities should
be retained. However, it is inportant to | ook ahead at the
chal I enges and deci sion points facing Marine | eaders
responsi bl e for replacing the current LAV. The SLEP w ||
extend the serviceability of the current LAV until 2015.
The MEFFV is to arrive circa 2020, assum ng no del ays.
There is a five-year gap, nore if there are delays in the
MEFFV devel opnment and acqui sition process, which the Mrine
Corps nust address in order to maintain uninterrupted LAV
capability.

Concurrently, the U S. Arny will purchase 2,131 LAV
I11’s between FY 2002 and FY 2008. These vehicles wei gh an
addi ti onal 10,000 pounds and are |longer, w der, and taller
than the generation one LAV currently in use by the Marine
Corps. " This is inportant should the Marine Corps decide
toin the future to pursue this vehicle instead of the
MEFFV. The increase in cube and weight is problematic, but
not insolvable, for a service that nust plan the

enbar kati on of anphi bi ous shi pping and | anding craft.

" Colebaugh interview, 10 January 2002.
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The figure bel ow represents these events on a
tinmeline, and identifies the location of two critica

deci sion points for current and future Marine Corps

Leader shi p.
DP#1 DP#2
2002 2008 2015 GAP- - - - - 2020
[ -mmmmm e - [-mmmmmmee e [-mmmmmm - |
Conpl eti on of End of Service MEEFV
LAV I Il fielding Life for current Fi el di ng

LAV

The Marine Corps nust decide by 2008 whether to fund a
Service Life Extension Program Enhancenent (SLEP-E) to
extend the current vehicle beyond 2015 while continuing to
pursue the MEFFV, or to nove forward with purchase of
either the LAV IIl or a smaller like vehicle to be fielded
in 2015. If the Marine Corps chooses to conduct a SLEP-E
whi | e pursuing the MEFFV then a second deci sion point
arrives in 2015. An assessnent nust be nade to either
continue wwth the MEFFV or to field the LAV III or a
smal l er |ike vehicle by 2022. These deci sion points are
based on the author’s understanding that seven years is
sufficient for planning in the Fiscal Year Defense Pl an
budget cycle. The timng of the decision point can nove,
but the critical decision remains the sane

Failure to recogni ze and act on these critical

deci sion points could | eave the Marine Corps wthout a
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val uabl e capability, and a vacuumthe U S. Arny will seek
to fill.

The MEFFV will be fielded around 2020 assum ng no
fundi ng problens or delays in acquisition; however, the
experience with the painful delays in pursuit of the tilt-
rotor technology of the MV-22 Osprey and the Advanced
Anmphi bi ous Assault Vehicle (AAAV) serve as a caution to
this assunption. The Marine Corps should for now
aggressi vely pursue the devel opnent of the MEFFV to
guarantee that these capabilities are resident for the use
of future commanders. Additionally, the Marine Corps nust
be prepared to act decisively in the event the MEFFV i s not
the answer to acquire a new system perhaps using the off-
t he-shel f technology of the LAV Il or IIl. In the interim
t he Marine Corps nust guard agai nst the chipping away of
current capabilities by such actions as the reductions
proposed during the Authorized Acquisition Cbjective
Tailoring Conference. Finally, the SLEP and future
nodi fi cati ons should seek to provide this proven platform
wth every advantage if it is to continue to remain such a
vi abl e asset to future conmanders who will be expected to
successfully performm ssions across the full spectrum of

conflict.
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