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Executive Silmmary }

T1tle Preserving Marine Corps Forcible Entry Capablllty in the 21% Century: P0331b1e or
Preposterous?

Author: Maj or Jeffrey W. Olesko

Thesis: Without the active development of doctrine and tactics aimed at overcoming littoral
defenses, a refocusing of training on amphibious operations, and the procurement of weapon-
systems able to counter emerging anti-access technologies, the Marine Corps will lose its -

- forcible entry capablhty in the 21* Century and, in so domg, jeopardize the security of the
natlon «

Discussion: After World War II, many strategists believed that the utility and feasibility of
forcible entry operations, defined by Joint Publication 3-18 as “the seizing and holding of a
‘military lodgment in the face of armed opposition,” had run their course. Much like trench
- warfare after the First World War, it was difficult to believe that a tactic requiring such complex
~ coordination, immense logistical support, and perilous exposure to enemy fire would be a
practical'military option in future conflict. Specifically amphibious operations, including the
deployment of waterbome tactical vehicles from shipping assets, vertical envelopment, and fire
support from aviation assets, remains a significant part of the Marine Corps’ Congressional
mandate as well as a necessary operational capability that we must continue to possess.

Conclusion: Failure by the Marine Corps to develop doctrine and tactics aimed at overcoming
littoral defenses, refocus training on amphibious operations, and procure weapon systems able to
counter emerging anti-access technologies will eliminate 1ts forc1ble entry capablhty in the 21St
Century and jeopardize the security of the nation. :
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Preface
Since becoming engaged in protrécted combat operations following the terrorist attack on

-the World Trade Cent\er in 2001, the Marine Corps seems to have lost sight of its primary
re$ponsibﬂities as they apply to national secﬁrity. This work contains my thoughts on refocusing -
the service’s priorities and efforts in régaining and Jmaintaihing a forcible entry capability in the
21* Century. | | | |

- While my conclusions mély vary greatly from éome of the individuals réfcrenced, I'am
extremely grateful for their research and analy31s Thankfully, we are all working toward a
. gominon endstate — é Marine Corps able to fulﬁllvits distinct role 111 protecting our nation.

I would also lie to thank Dr. John W. Gordon for his guidance and mentorsﬁip ’duriné
this WOrk’s compilation? as well as my somn, J’i‘, who sacriﬁced cot_mtlc_ss hours away from his

Dad while I was researching and Wﬂﬁng.



Preservmg Marine Corps Forcible Entry Capab1hty in the 21SE Century
P0331b1e or Preposterous‘7

. I have directed the QDR [Quadrennial Defense Review] team to be realistic about
the scenarios where direct U.S. military actions would be needed — so we can better
gauge our requirements. One of those that will be examined closely is the need for
a new capability to get large numbers of roops from ship to shore . . . But we have
to take a hard look at where it would be necessary or sensible to Zaunck another
major amphibious action again. In the 21% century, how much amphibious
capability do we need? - o
-Secretary of Defense Robert Gates'

In 1942, folloWing the attack on Pearl Harbor and the subsequent entry of the United-
States into World War II, the Japanese Empire rapidly expanded their territorial control in
southeast Asia. After a virtually unchecked advance through the Philippiknes,‘ the Indies, a large

~ portion of Melanesia, Wake_, Island, Guam, Singapore, and New Britain, Japanese forces landed

on Guadalcanal in late Junie. Desiring a base of operation to support attacks on New Guinea and |

later Australia, .T'aiaan began buiiding an airﬁeld along the northern coast of the island. -

Recognizing this swift Japanese expansion as a threat to the lines of communication between the -

‘United ‘States and Australia, an Allied offensive in tlie Pacific became a necessit'y.' On7 August

1942 an Allied Exped1t10nary F01ce compnsed of aircraft carriers Warsh1ps transport ships, and

a 20, OOO man landing team conducted an amphibious assault on Guadalcanal codenamed ,

Operat,ion WATCHT OWER. The Landing Force, comprising the reinforced 1% Marine Division,

carried out the first large-scale opposed ainphibious landing since Gallipoli. Six months of

" intense fighting fo_llowed until the Americans secured Ghadalcanal on 9 February 1943 ending .

the Japanese advance in the Pacific.
After World War II, many étrategists believed that the utility and feasibility of forcible

entry operations, defined by Joint Publication 3-18 as “the seizing and holding of a military

lodgment in the face of armed opposition,” had run their course.” Muchlike trench warfare after



" the First World War, it was difficult to believe tliat a tactic requiring such complex coordinatihri, _'

immensh logistical support, and perilc;us exposure to enémy ﬁre would bé a practical mihtary

: option in future conﬂich So widespread was this philosophy that in 1949, Sécrefary of béfenée

Louis Johnson stated, “There’s ho reasoh for having a Navy and Marine Corps: General Bradley

teﬂs me that amphibious operations are a thing of the past. We'll never have any more

. amphibious operations. That does away Wl'ﬂlvﬂle Marine Corps. And.the Air Force can do

| anything the Navy can do nowadays,vso that does away with ‘t‘he’Nax'!y.”3 Less than_dne year

later, the iS‘ Marine Division co1iduct¢d an opposed amphibioué landing at Inchoh at the outset of :

the Korean War, codenamed Operation CHROMITE, ﬂlgt Ihade the Secretary regret his clahn.
“A;hplﬁhious bpe;rations.'.arevas old as warfare itself, yet thljou'ghoht histdry.military

~officials have reﬁeatédly —and inéxplicably — failed to reco gnize the need to ‘develop the

technology and e)VA{peI‘tise necessary to 6ver'come an adversary’s defensive capabilities and

»4 In spite of the lesson learned by one of his predecessors 60 years

, prvojyect P ower -ashore.
earlier, current Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has fallen prley to the same trap judging from
| his comments dhring’ anaddress at the Naval Whr Colldge quoted in the in“croduction. Though |
there havé been couhﬂ'ess tactical and technOld gical édvances in warfare si'nce‘World Wér Ii and -
~ Korea, the requiremeﬁt still _eXiSts to establish po’;ent ground forces ashoré in hostile territory to
close with and deétrdy the ene;m'y in order to ’achiev'e policy aims. “Th[is] assertion 1s
substantiatéd hy histbry. In the pasf 20 years US amphibipus forcés have responded to crises at
more than double the Coid War rate, jlhnping ffhhl an average hf 2.2’% to 5.2 evehts per year.””
lIn fact, “[t] he way Marines ﬁghtis not substantially different from the Wéy"t]'Jat they

fo.ught fifty years or one hundred years ago. Thé tools have been updated . . . but ﬁihdamgntally

it’s still based on a smart and agile rifleman, ” notes General James Conway, former



Commattdant of the Matine Corps.® Specitically, emphibious operations, including the
cteploytnent of Wat‘eroorne tactical vehi/czles. from shipping assets, vertical envelopment, atnd fire
sulopott from aviation assets, temains a sigﬁiﬁealit part of the Marine Corps’ Congressional-
rriandate as well as a necessary op'erational capability that we 1t1ust continue to possess; AWithout
the active development of doctnne and tactics aimed at overcormng littoral defenses a
refocusmg of training on amph1b10us operations, and the procurement of weapon systems able to -
counter emergtng anti-access technolog1es, the VMarme Corps Wﬂl lose its forc1b1e entry
capability in the 215" Century and jeopardize the security of the nation.
Doctrine and Tactics

'Opel rational maneuver from the sea is an amphibious operation that seeks to use

the sea as an aveniie Jor maneuvering against some operational-level objective.

The concept recognizes the requirement for forcible entry — an amphibious landing

t:z the face of organized military resistance. | | :
| | -MCDP 3, Expeditionary Opemtiorzs7_

Onevcan trace the roots of moderﬁ amphibioﬁs doctrine in the Utlited States back to the
reinvention of the Marine Corps during the interwar years. From Lieutenant Colonel Eatl
Hancock E‘His;s penning of Advaﬁc\.ed Base Operations in Micronesia, 1921 to the deveIOpmeltt
of the T entative Manu’al for Landing 0pez'ations and Defense of Advanced Bases in 1934,
Marine Corps leadershlp reco gmzed aneed to redefine the C01ps mission and its methodology
for accomplishing it. Spec1ﬁca11y, the Marine Corps was tasked to “[p]rovide and maintain
forces for land operatiOns in support of the fleet for the initial seizure of advanced bases and for ~
such limited auxiliary land opelatlons as are essential to the prosecution of a naval campaign. "8
. Many naysayers quest1oned the feas1b111ty of such an oper atlon after the Battle of Gallipoli based-

on improved enemy co astal defense technology and the belief that the world had seen the end of

large-scale warfare. .



- unlikely.

- “This phenomenon repeated 1tself in recent years. Personnel engaged in Jolnt capabillty
development efforts have often assumed that forcible entry capabihtles are an area where the
_ United States can accept risk and cut investments. The 1'ationale for thlS assumption exaotly
replicates the two-fold 1930s argument: amphibious operations are far too dangerous in the face
- of modern anti-aocess weapons, and besides, scenarios that would require such operations are
»9 In spite of movements to minimize theneed for such oap ability toﬁday, the reduction
in U.S. bases overseas and the growing‘strategio importance ofthe littorals malke forward— |
deployed forces with a f0101ble entry oapability 1ndispensable Per Joint Publication 3-18, J 01nt
‘ Doctnne for Forcible Entry Op eranons foroible entry is accompllshed via three methods:
amphiblous assault, airborne assault, and air assault. From these, comnianclers may select one.
method or a eornbination of entry oapabilities to achieve surprise, initiative, and tempo. As
MCDP 3, Expeditionary Operations points out, “[o]perational maneuver from the séa is not
merely’ a'way of introducing an exp editionary force onto foreign soil, .although it.doeslthat., but Aa .
yvay of projecting expeditionary poyver directly against some center of gravity or critical |
vulnerability.”!! It is the ability tolcircmnvent strengths and attack an enemy’s ‘Weakness that -
makes forcible entry invaluable. Regardless of the insertion method, gaining of a secure
| lodgment and rapidly building o01npat power ashore are essential to an ainphiliious operation’s
success. _'Tliese doctrinal princip als remain unchanged. |
What has Aevolved drarnatically since the Marine Corps’ last opposed amphibious landing
is the enemy’s access denial oapabilities. “[A]nti—aocess technologies have made power
p1'oj‘ection in the 21" century.an extremely complex endeavor. But .the path to overcoming themn
- identifying and thinkmng through l'ilcely scenarios, adversan'es, and capabilities — remains

212

tnneless Recognizing arid analyzing current and developing enemy coastal defense



capabilities and ‘th‘e construct in wlﬁch they aré employed is the first Step in neutralizing their
lethality. Today, these technologies include low teéh defenses' such as 1ﬁines, diesel subrﬁariﬁes, :
engineering obstacles, and direct ﬁ»r'evweapons, as well as emergent threats such >as‘anti’—ship‘
inissilés, integrated air d‘efensé 4swystems,’ and suicid‘e boaté. “As thé range and precision of
‘we,apons continually increase;,‘ future commanders will likewise have to discern fheir opponent’ s
| capabilities énd tacticvsito de?isfe api)ropriate méans and methods for overcoming them.”” As
with. any military operétion, gathering intelligence on enemy weapons system emplacement; énd
~ analyzing their ére;s of h;ﬂuence is crucial to identifying saf’ev havens, developing shaping
requirements, and pﬁoﬁtiﬁng térgéts. ’

. One such safe haven may be found over-the-horizon (OTH), o‘r o’pératir.lg dozens of miles
off the coast and out of rangé from visuall and audible acquisition. “Over-the-horizon operations
hide intentions and c;apaBﬂities, exploit the element of tactical surprise and expand the shoreline
the enemy must défend.’f14 Specifically, the Navy and Mariné Corps are “startihg to field over-
the-horizon capabilities designed to‘ negate the effectiveness of widely proliferated first-

Ageneratiori :antli—ship cruise missiles (ASACM).”IS‘ By keeping high value tafgets suc;h as

' amphibious ships out of the engagement area of ASCM systen;ls, mineﬁeids, and coastal p'atrél
braft, the risk of dperatiﬁg in a hostile httbral région is greatly reduced. Ffom this perch of

- relative secuﬁty, comfnandersmay shape enemy defenses tb éreate or exploit weaknesses whiie |

the landing force makes _ﬁnal preparations for an assault. |

’Obviously, “[t]he p1*efei';ed tactit; for e‘unphibi‘ous forceé operating against: coastal

defenses is'to avoi(i or bypass the strong Apoin.ts if unable to exploit gaps 'in these defenses.””'® .If
the enemy poséesses a robﬁst iﬁtegrated air defense bépability.fhat makes approaching his-

coastline by air prohibitive, then projecting power ashore via an amphibious assault may by the

1 N A
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most desirable coarse of action. Conversely, if the enemy’e streﬁgth lies in his Vsurface coastel
defense syete1n, then an air assault into a lightly defended rear area 1néy maximize opportunities
for success. The potential for attack along a number of different exis via a varie;[y of methods is
the key: “Ae long as the potential for a foreibleentry exists, the enefny must éuard against that
potenf[ial‘Which results in fewer enemy assets available to other ‘bat,tles.”17
] Deceiation may also help to achieve the element of sﬁi]eﬁse ahd facilitate the application
of combat power at the most adﬁantageous locati;on and time during a forcible entry. Here |

(creati‘vity is the prhnary,element‘limiting a force’s potential. For example, shapvinrg can be used

as ameans of deception. “Central to most anti-landing defenses is the use of littoral mine

»l8

warfare.””" A sizable amphibious foree conductiné surface borne mine countermeasure
operations on one stretch of coasﬂine may mask sﬁbsprface mine clearing at'the actual
‘beachhead to be utilized. ALike‘wi'se, aerial interdic‘eion mi’ss.ions targeting command aqd control ;
and ASCM systems for days preceding the connnen‘cement‘c')f decisiye oberations may cover a
force’s true ir_1tentions of eoﬁduCting epurely airborne assault. Feints aﬁd demonstrations are
- -also incre‘dibly effective deception tacﬁcs’. By fejnting w1th one method of f01‘cib1e_enfry, such
as-an aif asseult, an enemy’s defenses may‘be thinned along the main/effoﬂ’s axis .of advanee,
perhaps the beachhead of an é.mphibioﬁs landing. A recent examble offhis occurred during
Operation Desert Storm- when the 13" MEU conducted an amphibious de1nonstratioi1 forcing
Irag te needlessly commit numerous battalions to defend the port of Ash Shuaybah. Taken one

 step farther, a well organized feint or demonstration that meets with lifﬂe resistance 'may be -

identified as a branch plan with a be-prepared-to mission.of exploiting success.



Training

A Zaﬁdi’no againsz; organized and highly trained opposition is probably the most

difficult undertaling which military forces are called upon-to face. Amphzbzous

‘Operations require a high degree of training to achieve proficiency.

_General George C. Marshall”

Because of the éoope and duration of Operatidn Iragi Freedom and Operation Enduring
Fréedom, the _focus’ of trailﬁng ‘in the United States Marine Corps has been di{/ided ovel; the paét
decaae beﬁéen preparaﬁon for the current counterinsurgqncy fight aﬁd our stailding missibn of ~

| amphibiopé opéfations. Asa resullt,’ Mar&ne Corps leadership “. . . has expr.e‘ss,'ed concern that its
skills-in amphibious warfare (projecting combat pc;wer from the sea) are atrophying.”zo W'hil.e
ongoing Marine Expeditionary Unit deployments have kept a small }percentagve of Marines
éﬁgaged in the training, planning, and executioﬁ of arﬁpﬁibioué 6pe1'aﬁons,-potél1tia11y for the
first time ip‘history,' ﬁe prepon’derjahéé of Marﬁles hﬁve never operated aboard ship. “Marin)eé
that tame befére us ‘battled to. keeb the Marine Corps as an ‘a_mphibivous ﬁghting forcé cépable Qf
doing what no other was able: élhphibiOus forpible éntry.”21 Unfbrtunafely, that skill set has -
_atrophied tl;emendoﬁsly during the protracted!land‘wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.
- As arresult, the Marine Cofps must r'efocué on the be}sic tenets of amphibious operations
‘if it wishes to be relevant in the 21 Century. Speciﬁcally, officers and senior enlisted persohnel
must re—fémﬂiaﬂze themseliies with doéﬁinal p1'chdurés and responéibiliﬁes associated with |
maneuver from the sea. Additionally, individual units must schedule and conduct plémn'ng
ev§luti011s that exercise every facet of the Marine Cvoarps ‘Plam’ling Process based on éinphib‘ious
assaulf and air assault scenarios. Furthermore, 001mnand¢rs must utilize Op eration Risk

Management (ORM) and put specific control measures in place to gnsurb that Marines safely

resume operating in the amphibious environment. Finally, once units have regained the ability to



.‘cravgzl’ and ;Walk,’ maneuver add_'liVe fire rehearsals will facilitate the ‘run’ phase of regaining
amphibious operetional prowess; These rehearsals must occur at both the tactjcdl and
operaﬁodal levels “oL rangtiﬁg] in scope from joidt_force exercises (driven by resource, filne,'
space, and force availability consdaints), to distributed cominand post exercises.supporvted by
. computer-aided sidmulationé , to commanders and/or key personnel confere,nces.”22
Many naysayefs will argue that there is not enough time to train between deployinents to
Afghanistan to attempt to re-familiarize umts with amplﬁbious opefations. Wlﬁle‘“White space”
on training plans is assuredly at a premium, évery unit must balance theater-speciﬁc trainidg
requirements with those that offer universal benefit. Qperations Officers can accomplish this by
teking advantage of‘avaﬂabyle amphibiousA training opportuni‘t‘ies and aftempting to cre‘e'lte others.
Thoﬁgh an amphibious forcible entry‘scenerio nday not possess direct applicability to 015 eriation
~'Enduring4Fr‘eedo1n, it eXerciSes critical intelligence, ﬁr‘e support, inaneuve_r, lo é,isties, and. |
command a.nd control princioals that are endurinc. While the rotation of battalions squadrons,
and lo g1st1cs groups through the Manne Exped1t1ona:y Umt (MEU) cycle has met the minimum
N requirement- for the Marine Corps’ pre-planned deployment schedule it has not malntamed an
_acceptable level of service- W1de resident forcible entry contmgency capablhty Fu:rthermore
'Whlle deployed MEUs at the peak of operational readiness all too often squande1 prec1ous
Theater Secunty Cooperation Activities (TSCA) perfonmng mundane training and rehearsals
‘instead of enhancing their level of _proﬁcieney achieved ‘during work-ups. If sueh training do es
not re-enter individual unit Operations Officers’ training repertoires, the downward spiral of |

Marine Corps forcible e11t1'y capability will continue indefinitely into the 21** Century.



Technology .
[T]he debacle at Gallipoli in 1915 had convinced most military thinkers,— except
for a handful of U.S. Marines toiling in obscurity — that modern weaponry gave
the defender so many advantages that amphibious operations were riot feasible.
Furthermore, senior U.S. defense officials could not envision a scenario that
would require amphibious capabzlztzes and a’eclznea’ to invest limited resources
in their pr ocurement.
-Douglas King ana’ John Ber ljy
 MV-22 Osprey
An equally innovative handful of military thinkers in 1981 recognized that, “[t]he growth
. of anti-access/ area-denial capabilities must be accounted for in fhe Corps’ air‘opérations [andj
concept of ship-to-shore movem'en‘t.”zd' They conceptﬁalized a sea-based, tilt-rotor aircraft .
cap able of executing a vertical envelopment from shipping assets operating hundreds of miles off
a hostile coast. Such an aircraft could hover like a helicopter at terminal areas, eliminating the
need for lengmy runways, and transit to and from objective areas rapidly like an airplane. Enter
the MV-22. The Osprey’s “[1]ncreésed speed, lift, range and duration/endurance gives [a "
commander the] capab111ty to put mare combat power and sustamment into [the] obj ective area,
faster, and at more locatlons.”2 5 S_mce its first operational deployment in 2007, the MV-22 has
| brought a number of measurable improvements to the Marine Corps’ amphibious capabilities.
" Due to its 300 knot cruising speed and reduced fuel consumption in airplane mode; the Osprey
has prov‘edrcapable' of transporti'11g"Marines and equipment nearly 400 nautical miles without
'refueling.% This has facilitated earlier and deeper illsertion of Reconnaissance and Surveillance
(R&S) Teams into hostile territory while dramatically improving the distances that ship-to-ship
and ship-to-shore logistical support may be accomplished.”” In more traditional range scenarios, |

the MV-22 has substantially increased the assault support loiter time available in the objective

area, while dramatically enhancing the reaction time for standby missions likke Casualty



- 1~Evaouation (CASEVAC) and Quick Reaction Force (QRF) en‘rployment.28 Unexr)ectedly,
endurance combi.ned wlth a high altitude operating mﬁromnent (&facilitatinglfaﬁher l‘ine-of-si ght
cornnlunieation) and ‘Satellite Communleatlon (SATCOM) eapability‘ have also given the Osprey‘
S a bright future as a Command and Control (C?) platfonn7 \
Seemingly,fho\.:vever, gvery advantage that the MV-22 brings to the Marine Air Ground
Task Force (MAGTF) is accornpanied by a host of shortfalls. During Marine Exﬁditlona‘ry Unit
(MEU) operatiolns aboard an LHD; “[t]he biggest friction point inltially was just the lack of«
available space on the flight deck itself and also down in the hangar deck ...”” A larger and
more complex aircraft than the CH-46 it replaced, the MV-22 and its assocrated support
equ1pment occupies thirty to forty p’ercent more space than its predecessor. On the ﬂrght deck,
a spread MV—2é on any of spots 4, 5, 6, or 7 .preclud_es‘ the moVement fore and aft of other
aircraft, effect.iv’ely. isolating the forward and afl slashes wifh regard to aircraft stagin’g.”z-'1 On
. the hangar deck, original snpport equipment space estimates for an ernbarked M‘V-22 squadron‘
- were 12,600 cubic feet and about 77,000 pounds. In actuality, the ﬁnal assessmerit Was a 90,000
p’o‘und and 15,000 cubic feet requirement.z'2 | | |
Unfortunately, space l1m1tatlons have also hampered the aircraft itself. Internally, ¢ MV-

22 seating blocks cabm egress windows. [Squadrons have] removed seats to provide ummpeded .
egress capablhty This left 20 seats in the cabin of the MV 22, prov1d111g two seats for aircrew
‘and 18 seats for embarked troops.”™? Due to the 01ash resistant seat conﬁguratlon and limited
cargo space, ““. . . it is very time consuming for a Marine to embark or disembark from'the
aircraft. ,'I»'his l1as resulted in smaller sticks_, more time to embark the Marines on board ship
(adding‘to li gllt deck 0011gesti011), and a greater amount of time 0 disembark those Marines :

once you get them to the objective area increasing threat exposure.”**

- 10
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In addition toi the twenty-five percent reduction of available seating per aircraft,
aerodyiiamic interaction w1th the island and adjacent aircraft have limited the number of aircraft
~ per deck cycle. The Ospi*ey 18 cﬁrrently not autherized to conduct .veftica] takeoffs er_ landings
on Spots 5 or 6. Additionallyﬁ a one spot separeition is required between aii MV-22 lanc‘iing or
taking off from on anyvs‘po.t and an H-1, severely hampering large wai/e Iaunehes of asseult
silppelt aircraft. | |

The problematie issues do noi end there. While the high cruising altitude of ihe MV—QZ
providee é- relative safe haven in a low threat enviromileilt during the transit from amphibious
shipping during an air.a‘ssaliit, rotary and/or fixed wiiig ﬁres in the objective area are ailmost :
always a necessityl However, as the distance to objective increases above 75 nautical miles, so
does the need foi a forward arming and refueling capabilitsf increase to enable rotary wing Clos’e |
Air Support (CAS) 1n the/Obj ective area. As the range approaches 150 nautical miles, even .ﬁxed‘ .
- wing CAS ’coverage begins to degrade.due to aeriai 'reftleiing require1nents.36. Beyond 150
nautical miles, crew daiy restiictieiis fer Iote.ry wiiig aircrews further hampered the long raﬁge
capability inherent W1th the MV-22.%

Ho.wevei problematic aviation fire siipport lo gistics challenges may seem, ihey pale in
comp}arisbnio the issues‘ Cilrrently associated with landing the MV-22 in uiiimproved 'landing _
2011es (LZ). The Osprey’s relativeiy small rotor disc size.combined with ahigh gross weight has
drematically increased its rotor disc loading compared to a CH-46. The resuitani “[d]ownwash
, of MV-22s increases [the] chance of RV"L (Reduced Visibility Landing) aiid brownouts.”** |
‘Heliborne Unit Cemmanders (HUC) complain that “[b]roizvnouts can last for minutes and [travel]
up to 300 meters from the aircraft <iep endirig on wind conditions, causing si giiiﬁ cant

disorientation to troops as they move towards their objective during insertion. and back to the
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 aircraft ramp during ext;acﬁon.”@ Aerodynainic >saf'ety concerns have also increased landing
| _separatioﬁ distances by 400% comiaared to the CH-46. The requisiter“250’ lateral separation

' requireméntbetbvggn MV-22’s for sitﬁult'aneous landings impaét:s [the] ﬂdw of aifcraft {nto [an]
LZ [and] ’resfrict's LZ selécﬁoﬁ. During the Pre—D?pIO}rfnént Training Program (PTP), [uni.tsl
also] learned that confined area landings (CAL) . . . with-mixed/dissimilar T/M/S i;vaS' not a good
idea i‘_lﬁese points are moot, however, if the aircfaft are unable to accomplis}rl the most |
important aspéct of an aerial assault — inserting the warﬁght‘ef in the right place at the right time.
A recent OEF deployed Marine battalion obserVes, “[o]ften, [the MV-iQ] will be incapable of |
'V landing‘irﬁl certain zones, be it due to aircrew ability, aircraft limitations, or environmental
suﬁomldings ... Marines Will watch multiple failed 12.11&ing attempts by US\MC;air‘craft into a
given zone; then‘.watch a USAF .ér UK medevac platform land Wlith little to o rdifﬁculty.irvi that
sam‘e érea.”‘” | | | N

| Few éircraft in/history héve proven to. be the panacéa ‘phat' the MV-22 was built.up to be .V

during its development. In fact, “[B]ased on the time it toQk an MV—22 to pick up its combatants,
~ take off from‘ti.he LHD, transition out to airplané mode and then éonvert back to /’VT,OL (Vertical .
Take Off and Landiﬁg) coilﬁguraﬁOn to land in the LZ, its net increase over the cap aci”ty'of a
legacy aircraft was not very substantial. In some instances, . . it Was: probably less efficient.”*? " |
However, its tactics, t@chniques, ‘and procedureé (TTP) are still in their infancy. With prop ér» -
weighting of effort and matching of mission with capabﬂity sets by the 11éxt geﬁeration of

innovative military thinkers, the MV-22 will find an essential role in the forcible entry op erations

- of the future;
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Expedzrzonmy Fi zghtmg Vehzcle

An equally nnportant element of the forcible entry equanon is the capablhty of the
landing force to roll off a1nph1b10us slnppmg in armored veh1cles that trenstt under their own
' power ashote and establish ahlodgment inland in the face of hostile fire. For the pest forty years,
the mphibions Assault Vehicle AAV-7A1 and.vits predecessor variants have accomplished that
Amission for the United States Marine Corps. Howevet' the aforementioned advancement of
access den1a1 technology during this penod has rendered the e1ght knot waterborne speed and
5,000 ya1d ship-to-shore ra.nge of the AAV all but obsolete ina fo101b1e entry scenario. So in-

1988‘ the Department of Defense ¢ 1n1t1ate[d] the Concept Exploratlon/Deﬁnltlon Phase (CE/D)

*~ of what was then known as the Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAAV) program.””

After the Marine Corps,awarded th_e contract to General Dynanncs, the AAV replacement was

- renamed the Expeditionary Fi‘ghting'Vehl;cle (EFV) tn 12003.44‘ “The EFV is an armored, fully-
tracked infantry\combat ‘vehicle 0pei~éted by a three-person crew that can carry 17 combat-

- equipped Marines. It is to be a self-deployin;g; high—sp eed amphibious vehicle capable of- |

“transportving Marines frorn ships to obj ectives inlantl and aims to have the speed, manenvering
capabilities, fire power, ‘and protection to opetete‘With main battle tankson land. It is intended to -
have a ZO-lolot speed in the water and a 345 mile range ashore with 245 1d10meter—per—hour o

9245

speed on llardjsutfaced roads.”™ . T_he technology that facilitates such nnpressiike characteristics
is a tread retfaction feature that works in conjunction with an extendable bow plane. Working
together, these elements transform the EFV into thirt}ﬁve ton flat-bottom boat powered thronéh

| the Water by a 2,700—horsepower, turbo-boosted engine. Additionelly, “[TThe EFV possesses a
fully integrated GlobalvPositioning System (GP‘S),Alntegt'ated Navigation System (INS), |

compass, EPLRS, and moving map displays. This integrated system is crucial when executing
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Siﬁp-to-Objeetive Me‘meuver. (ST OM) because it enhances the.situ‘a\tional awareness required to
maneever the distances to the Litteral Penetration Points (LPP) and inland objectives.” Able to
rapidly bu11d combat power ashore with speed, surprise, and 1etha11ty, [ ]he EFV is clearly a
: transformatlonal lead in combat capab111ty and prov1des maneuverab1hty well beyond that of the |
AAV

In spité of its vast capabilities, the EFV has shopldered a heavy emomlt of criticism
during its development. The first sites the EFV’s susceptibﬂity to Improvis‘ed Exialosive Device
(II‘ED) a’ttecks; Attributed to Be the highest U.S. casualty-producﬁlg weapon system in our
o11goif1g conflicts, IEDs tend to be much mere effeetiveegainst flat-bottomed vehicles like the
EFV. ffIlle 1ec,k of a V-shaped huli, 'Which cae mitigate undel'Belly IED explosions, is a long- -
standing concern . | .” with the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicie.“ Asa resulf; opponents to the
- EFV ﬁropo’se that iarocuring “...acombat vehicle optimized féf\giound eperations, With some
limited a’eility to ford rivers; 1akes,vmai‘shes . . . incorporat[ing] 'dlesv'ign characteristicé intended to
mitigate the lethal threats of IEDs, explosive formed penetrators, and advanced anti-tank guided‘ A
missiles (AT GMS)” would be more beneﬁc1al to the Marine Corps |

‘Nothing could be further ﬁom the truth. In an amphibious assault the Manne Corps is-
| éasked with znzrzal seizure of a beachhead. Attainment of that obj ectlve in an opposed landing
scenaﬁo' cannot be aecdmplished by sending an Arrny Stryker, or fhe 1i1ce, ‘ashore on éelne form
of .high-speed lighterage. ARange, landmg beach preparation 1'eqmremehts, and the necessity fer | |
inA'un_ediate combat capability afloat aﬁd ashore make the two part solution to this problem |
pnsupportable. The Marine Coi*ps needs a specific eapabilitsl to. fulfill the niche nﬁssioh_it

possesses — an armored amphibian with the ability to quickly project combat power ashore and .
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~establish initial lo dgrnent. Then, andonly then, can the Navy irioveMaritime l’repositioning ‘
Sihips (MPS) into port to offload the Army’s more iriine—resistaiit non-expeditionary assets.

That beiiig said, it would be remiss of the Marine Corps to,assume away the IED or any
other threat.’ “Because it must be accepted that an EFV Will probably be hlt by mines, RPG s, Or
anti-tank missiles when operating in a combat environinent, additional survivability measures -

» have [been] designed iiito the EFV to inci‘ease the ability of Marines onboard to survive.\”49
Modular ceramic 'arinor designed‘toiwitlistand 14.5 mrn arrnor piereing 1riu_nitions at 300 meters
and 30 mm armor piei'ciiig rounds at. 1000 meters,' a spall liner that reduces the ei‘fects of
fragirientation inside the vehicle in case of .an armor penetratiori, reinforced areas most
susceptible to behind'aiinor debris (BAD), rnine blast protected seats, an automatie fire sensingr
and suppression systein (AF SSS), and volatile fluid stanidoff all contribute to the survivability of
the EFV against the most proliﬁc threats onvtoday’s‘ ba‘rtleﬁeld.50 .

The other common criticisni of the EFV is its poor mechanical reliability. “In 2006, the
EFV was subjéct to an Operational Assessment —a series of tests to demonstrate that it could

) meet performance requirements that, if successfully completed, Would permit the prograrn to
move into the production phase During this assessment, the EFV expenenced numerous critical

| failures and because of repeated brealcdowns the EFV failed to meet reliability requireinents . |

and failed the assessmeiit.v”51

A 4.5 hour mean time between failure and an average 3.4

| iriainteiiance riian hours per’op erating hour sent the Marines and General Dyria.mics back to the
drawiiig board. The setback to the program was so significant that “[i]n F ebruary 2(307, the EFV
program office issued a ‘sources sought’ notice, requesting information iioin industiy leaderson '

‘tracked combat vehicles that can provide an.alternative design concept of the EFV.”% In spite-

of their waning patience, the Marine Corps signed an additional contract with General Dynamics

'
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to produce seven new EFV prototypes whose Reliability Growth Testing (RGT) was completed
inJ anuary of '201 1. While the official results of this testing have not yet been released, officials
from the program office stated that the latest batch of vehicles exceeoed-the established nro gram
reliability and perfonnance benchmarks.' Regardless of this demonstrated capability, Defense
Secretary Rob ert Gates announceo the cancellation of the Expeditionary Fighting Vehi cle on
JTanuary 6;'2011. /

Ina statement released after the Honorable Mr. Gates’s .announcement, General J ames

7 (13

Amos, Commandant of the Marine Corps reaffirmed the EFV program’s “critical amphlbious
and war—ﬁghting capability,” but characterized it as “not affordable given lik ely Marine Corps
procurement budgets. 33 While the Marine Corps will now pursue a more affordable amphibious
tracked fighting vehicle, the Secretary of Defense has taken a calculated nsk to ostensibly
© negated the United States’ capabihty to conduct a surface forcible entry operation mdeﬁnitelsf. .
F-35 Lwhmmg II Joint Str ife Fighter (JSF) . |

“Manne forces traditionally come ‘from the sea’ with limited organic fire support and

mobility. As such, Marine forces rely heavrly on the ﬁres [and] fire support . prowded by

=3 Accordingly, aviation ﬁre support represents the final remammg vanable in

Marine aviation.
- the forcible entry equatlon for the service. With two new rotary wing fire support platforms,'the
UH-1Y and AH-lZ, _already in full rate produ_ction and prov_ing valuable improvements from |
their legacy heritage, the Marine Corps is still searching for the right’tacticd aircraﬁ (TACAIR)
solutio‘nr | | | ‘

| “The service needs a new Short Take-Cff/Vertical Landing (STOVL) aircraft to enable

Operational Maneuver from the Sea as a viable doctrine and to support Marines on the ground no

- matter where they land. The F-35B is the only aircraft poised to fill that role ., .7° The
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| Lightning ITis a ﬁfth g_eneratien i)latfonn “intended to be of ‘low ebservability to redar and
sensors,’ producing signiﬁeantly smaller redm' 1'eturns_l11an, those of today’e fi ghter and alttacl(
- alircyrair‘t.’fs6 To this end, the F~3 SB may be armed with two illtéﬁj.al 1,000 poﬁnd munitions end
two Advanced Medium Range Air-to-Air Missiles. (AMRAAM) withoﬁt affeetlng‘its minimal
‘ rad&lr cross section. The STOVL variant is capable of taking off\in 619 feet, ‘conductihg a wide
a.fray of missions Wlthhl a 503 nautical mile range, and larlding vertically with ordnance bring-
back.”” But what'truly separates the F-35 ﬁ'em its'vprede'cessors is sensor fusion coupled with an
unprecedented deta cd1nmlmication capability. 58
While the kinetic end information eepabilities of eaeh J eint Strike Fighter variant are sure
to prove indispenéable on the battlefield, the Marine Corps reqlxlires‘ a TACAIR solution with the_
* flexibility to support a wide 1ange of forcible entry scenarios. To maximize 1ts relevance, the
F-35 procured by the Marme Corps must be just as capable of operatmg from amphfmous
shipping and short vagstere fields as it is fl'om‘often scarce §,000 foot Tunways. “The\STOVL JSF IV
will be the only aircraft capable of operating 1n all of these environments and will offer the.
MAGTF [Manne Air Ground Task Force] Commander the ﬂex1b1l1ty to base his TACAIR assets
ina pos1t1on best suited to meet lus 1equ1re1nents " In add1t1on to mcreased basing opt1ons the
. F-3 5B’s flexibility effectively shrinks the battlefield. An increased number ‘of locations the -
STOVL \lariaill J SF can refuel allldi‘earm decreases off station‘ time by elilninating long traiisits
to a carrier or established a11ﬁeld Tlle result is 1111pr0ved sortie generauon rates. and
Aresponsweness in support of the Ground Combat Element (GCE)
Along with providing the most effective fire support for the MAGTF, the F-35B will also
dramatically improve TACAlR efﬁcle_ncy. Procurement of the STOVL variant JSF will

dramatically reduce the Marines’ logistical and maintenance burden of supporting three series of

17



F/A-18 Hornets along with the AV-SB Harrier. "‘The’CQrps would indeed benefit ﬁém'the
efficiencies of a single model of F-35 Lightning II. Supply, maintenankcg, 'avio_nics,' and ordnance |
support ére simplified, and savings are made in trainiﬁg and assigninent ofp ersonnel.”®® In
addition to part uniVersality,'shrulﬂ(en stock pools, and c;omnon sﬁpport requirements, an all
. STOVL ﬂeet would streamline training andstandardization. This would facilitate the reduction
bf COnéolidation of trah)ihg‘.squadrons while impro,\!/ing the consistency éf fixed wing air' supi)ort A
provided to th.e Marine on the ground. | |
\Pfoc'ureme'nt of the F-35B wili also provide the Marine Corps with équadro‘n
- interoperability. Currently, Marine F/A-1 8 squadrons éugment Carrier Air Wiﬁgs, while Harrier
. squadrons support MEUs aboarci L-Class’shipping, fThough‘ both a’ircraft é.re capable of
supporti1lg land based ,operatio‘né abrbad, déployment schedules of Naval shipping di;:ta’te which -
Marine airfr:ﬁne, and ultimately which unit, rriﬁst suppoi't each requirément. Lack’ of
. interchangability advérseiy affects unit tréiningcycleé, maintenance recbi/ery wihdbws, and
dwell time. By acquiring the STOVL \}aria'llfg F-35, the Marine Corps wﬂi regaiﬁ TACAIR
‘squadron interoperébﬂﬁy and “[benefit] from having th¢ largest pool of F-35B squadrons |
possible from which to draw units m suppdrt ofits o‘perations.”61
. ‘Many would argue that the Ma:iné Corps’ willingness to sacrifice nearly 1.40 nautical

In!iles of ‘range and ‘2,000‘poun‘ds of paylova‘d‘ by.seleqting’the S’l;OVL variant over the carrier-
béSed version is operatidneﬂly u;lsound.' On the contrary, because L-Class shipping is capable‘ of
" operating in much shallower W:ater‘clioser to hostile coastlines, the F-35B will yield a simila;
inland striking range to én F-35C launched from a deep-draft conventional c_an\-ier.62 While its
smaller payload will 1'ed11;:e the number of engagements a STOVL version JSF makes per sortie

when compared with a carrier-based variant, reduced off station time and improved sortie
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generation rates due to closer basing 'options for the F-3 SB provide ample atiti'gation. “The net .
resﬁlt is that both aircraft “will be able to engage targets within 400 nm 'of the coastltne; The
advantage of the STOVL ISF is that it is more responsive under these co11dit{o11s because it is
located closer to the target.”® | |
Still others“kwould contest that the Marine Corps’ procm‘ement.of‘ the F-3 SB will
(adverselylimpact Naval A\tiatio11 as a whole. “In April 2008, the Navy and Marine Corps signed :
the latest version of a Memorandum 'of Agreemerlt gotlenﬁng the integration of their taCtical air
) fleets.” Accdrding to this document “Naval Aviation torce proj ection is accomplished by the
balanced 1ntegrat1on of Marine Corps TACAIR squadrons into Carrier A11 Wings (CVW) .. "% |
a While the 1nforrnat10n is dated AV- 8Bs Operatlng aboard the USS Frankhn D. Roosevelt in 1992
proved that STOVL. a11 craft ¢ could be 1ntegrated into Cv ope1at1ons without maJor
d1fﬁcu1t1es or reduction of CvV capab111t1es 85 1n fact individuals mvolved claimed that STOVL
alrcraft can Operate on' the cv W1thout nnpactlng normal operat1011s and [even] take advantage
“of times within the r1orma1 deck cycle unusable to other CV eurcraf’t.”66 Regardless, according to
Marine Corps doctrine, “[n]aval expeditionary-forces combine the complementary but ‘disti‘ncz‘ |
capabilities of the Nat/y and Marine Corps . . to deploy, land, and sustain expeditionary forces

»267

ashore.”" That d1stmct10n 18 the ability to operate from the 11tt01als and expedltlonary fields

* consistent w1th forcible entry op erations that the F- 33B prowdes
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Recommendations
The United States riot only has a continued strategic requirement for amphibious
capabilities, we must adapt those capabilities to meet the challenges of a new era.
Unfortunately, the term ‘amphibious operations’ all too often conjures up the image
of large-scale World War II assaults, which were — however necessary and valorous —
very costly affairs. - This imagery inspires admiration for the fortitude of those
involved, even as it generates aversion to repeating their sacrifice. We cannot let
© this aversion.dissuade us from pursuing the amphibious capabilities the nation
requires. We can, however, seek to develop them in a way that makes a similar level - .
of sacrifice unnecessary. ‘ —
' -Douglas King and John Berry®
Because of the scope and duration of Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring
Freedom, the United States Marine Corps; focus on doctrine, training, and prbcurement has been
divided over the past decade between preparation for the current counterinsurgency fight and our
- standing mission-of amphibious operations. The lack of organizational synergy created by these
~ competing priorities resulted in the stagnation of forcible entry doctrine and tactics, neglect of
' amphibibus training and rehearsal, and the procurement, or lack there of, technology necessary to
defeat future enemy’s access-denial capabilities. “The Navy and the Marines envision that future
.conflicts will require a ‘perSistent presence in littoral areas’ characterized by land-based anti-ship

cruise missiles, mines, and small, fast suicide boats.”

Wliﬁle the superpowerA\_/érSuS superpower

' matchup anticipated since the begin of thé Cbld War may néver inaterialize, smaller nations
fzsup‘_por.ted by formidable oiﬁponents of the United States will continue to ﬂlreéfgn our 1iation

| security. “. .. [E]ven those 'mhﬁlﬁbious operations,conduct‘ed for beﬁign’réasons — humanitarian
assistance, diséster relief, or 11011-coinbatant evacuations — might be subject to interference from
non-state actors or rogue states.””° Therefore, the Marine Corps tmust adapt appropriately or risk
the “.. danger that many éf the forces that [it] plails to acquire may prove to be unsuvitable for

dealing with future thrcais..aﬁ r
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On the whole, existing Marine Cgrps amphiEious doctxihé and taqﬁcs remain sdund.
‘ Whilé the development of sjpeciﬁé techniques and ijrocedures will be required to integrate new
technologies aé they emerge, the concept of Operational Maneuver froin the Sea as laid out by
General Charles Krulak is as viable and relévaﬁt today as it was in 1996.
Rectifying the afnphibious training shortfall within the Marine Coips requires substitutiﬁg
a Block of theater-specific training 'reqﬁiréments with arbloclA{ of amphibious forcible entry
evolutions. While these scenarios may not pbssess a"z"re?z‘ applicability to bpefation.Enduﬁn g
Freedom, .ﬂley,ﬁill exercises criti(-:al intélligence,‘ﬁre sﬁpport, maneuver, logistics, and command
and confrol principals't.hat are enduring. Admittedly, aviation and naval s}_u'pping asset
availability may make full dréss rehearsais unévailable to'al.l units, but even the moderate
‘ ingreaSe gained in forcible entry c‘apaBility ﬁ'om plann.ing and simulating an ar_ninhiﬁious exercise -
would prove }‘greaﬂy beneficial. “ | | |
| “Asit seéks to modernize 1ts weapons systems, however, the Corps faces jrough
dilemmas. Most of ifs weapon acquisition dollars are tigd up in a few, highly controversial
programs suéh as the V-22 Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft and the exp\editionary fighting vehicle, or
. EFV.”ﬁ The téchnplb gical implications aré not only the ﬁlost expensive, But th_ef also require
the greatest lead-time fo con‘éct. Based on numerous after-action reports, the Maﬁné Corps must
develop a Weather—icapabie,radar, dedicated plug—and-play cbmlnahd and control suite, and
targeting-capable Fbrward Looking .Infared“(FLIR) sensor with digital recording media and N
Beyond Line Of Si ght (BLOS) data’transinissio,n architecture in order to maximize thé'MV—ZZ’.s'
niche capability.” While these enhancements will provide tilﬁotdr squadrons with adc‘litional
utility, it Will fpof produce “. . . an assault sﬁlspoﬁ platform that can land to pick up troops or

cargo on request, such as a Huey on a preplanned JTAR, [that] would greatly benefit the GC‘JE.”,74
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* Therefore, the Marine Corps should cease any further acquisition of the MV-22. Concurrentty,‘
. ,the service should modify the compos1t10n of the MEU Air Combat Element (ACE) to form a
- composite squadron around a Manne Light Attack Hehcopter (HMLA) squadron core w1th
additional UH 1Ysand a smaHer six aircraft MV-22 detachment Incorporatmg these add1t1ona1
assault support assets within the ACE will regain most of the capability lost by the departure of |
~ the CH-46 while 1nai11tei11tng‘ sufficient tittrotOr capabi_lity.. |
As for the Expeditionary Fi ghtirlg Vehicle program, after accounting for the irivestment
already made to date,A there is not a more cost-effective pro gram on the foreseeable horizon
- capable of delivering the performance of the EFV. The monetary savings recouped by :
purchasing additional UH-1Ys in piace of planned MV-22s shouldabe reirlyested in the
co11ﬁnuation of the Expediti’onary Fighting Vehicle program.
Finalty', only the STOVL variant of-the ‘F-35 J ointStrﬂre Fighter should be purchased by
| the United States Maririe Corps. “Without theF—’3 5B to replace the:;agin g Harrier fleet,
' Operational Maneuver from the Sea is a hollow shell of a concept.” The only plausible )
a.rgutnent against “acquin'ng a single fixed-wing TacAir platform is if the Marine Corps
encountered any ﬂeet-W1de aircraft issues once they tran51t1oned to the STOVL J SF they could
potentlally be without orgamc ﬁxed-wmg TacA1r support. 78 Sucha s1tuat10n developed when
“[tThe Rolls Rche F402-408 engine 1nsta11ed in “t.he AV-SB was the cause of several 1mshaps
- and fleet ﬁtide'Naval Air SYstems Comman‘d (NAVAIR) groulldmgs (Red Stripes) in 2000;”7.7
With current budgetery constraints in mind, the Marine Coﬁas seruld consideI procuring a low
. tech, low eost, short take-off and landing light attack platform to gtlard against this scenario
A instead of F-35CS with seventy percent part e0111111011a11ty or tm& other ea.rrier-limited TACAIR

airframe.
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As stated earl‘ier,: amplﬁbious operations, including the deployment of waterborne tactical
vein'éles. from shipping assets, Véﬂical envélbpment,"and fire support from:aviation asséts,
remains a significant part of the Marine Cofps’ Congressional mandate as well as a necessary
opérational capability t'hat'thé :sérvi ce must continue to possess. Without the active developinenf_ ’
jof doctrine and tacticé aimed at overgloming littoral defense's; é refo'cusing of t'raininé o'n
amphibious operations, and ﬂle'procurement of weapon' systeins able to counfcerémeréing anti:
access technolo gies, tﬁe, M'arine Corps will lose its forcibl'e entry capability in the 21% 'Century

and jeopardize the security of the nation.
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