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Foreword

This volume presents a collection of 47 articles describing different aspects of U.S.

Marine Corps participation in Operation Iraqi Freedom during 2003.
As with the previously published anthologies on the Spanish American, Vietnam, and

Persian Gulf Wars, our intent is to provide a general overview that will serve as an inter-
im resource for educating Marines and informing the public about the conflict, until the
History Division completes an intended series of monographs dealing with major Marine
Corps operations in that campaign. As the operational environment continues to mature,
the authors’ varied accounts will also serve as an introduction to changing tactics and
strategies encountered or developed by Marines conducting stability and support opera-
tions in Iraq. Subsequent volumes will cover other campaigns being conducted elsewhere
during the Global War on Terrorism.

I would like to thank the editors of U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, Inside the
Pentagon, Marine Corps Gazette, The New York Times Magazine, Marine Corps News,
Field Artillery Journal, The Dallas Morning News, Navy Medicine, 21st Century Defense,
and The Crisis for their cooperation in permitting the reproduction of the aforementioned
articles. Their support made this anthology possible and further enhanced the record of
Marine Corps participation in Operation Iraqi Freedom.

AKX VWO,

C.D. MELSON
Acting Director of Marine Corps History
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Preface

The nature of any military anthology is necessarily influenced by the type of opera-
tions being conducted, the time available for historical accounts to accumulate, and the
perspectives of the contributing authors. In this volume, we draw from a variety of
resources (briefings, award recommendations, press interviews, media reports, and journal
articles) to characterize a series of increasingly complex civil and military operations that
occurred between March and September 2003. These accounts were generated shortly
after the fact by embedded journalists, staff officers, and commanders, who reveal a wide
range of experiences that extend from combat on the frontlines to planning in theater com-
mand centers.

In choosing the representative articles, we reviewed more than 200 potential nomina-
tions (which are listed in an annotated bibliography). Those selected are grouped accord-
ing to the Marines’ conventional air ground task force organization, and arranged to flow
from broad overviews to more focused discussions. Part I reflects the perspectives of the
commanding generals and staff officers from U.S. Central Command and I Marine
Expeditionary Force. Parts II, III, and IV present the experiences of Marines serving in the
ground combat, aviation combat, and combat service support elements. Integrally linked
as part of the team effort to oust Saddam Hussein, the accounts describe infantry, armor,
artillery, air control, air support, engineer, logistics, medical, and dispersing operations
extending from support bases in Kuwait to northern Iraq. Parts V, VI, and VII deal with
less conventional stability and support operations, and the sometimes-tense relationship
between the military and embedded reporters. The volume concludes with five appendices
presenting additional information on the commanders and their units, military terms and
abbreviations, a chronology of significant events, and the annotated bibliography.

Collation of the anthology was a collaborative affair, involving the contributions of
numerous individuals at the Marine Corps History Division. Wanda J. Renfrow, editorial
assistant, and Evelyn A. Englander, librarian, were indispensable and spent a considerable
amount of time collecting, cataloguing and transcribing the articles derived from both print
and internet sources. Interns Erin McAdams of American University and Janet Nahrstedt
of George Washington University provided the bulk of the bibliographic annotations.
Nathan S. Lowrey, historian, assumed the role of project officer in September 2005, and
selected many of the accompanying photographs. The Editing and Design Section, W.
Stephen Hill in particular, labored diligently to transform the collection of clippings, pho-
tocopies, and artwork into its present format. Additional guidance was provided by Jon T.
Hoffman, former Deputy Director of Marine Corps History and Museums Division,
Charles D. Melson, Chief Historian, and Charles R. Smith, head of the Historical Branch.



Major Christopher M. Kennedy would also like to acknowledge the assistance of Colonel
Nicholas E. Reynolds, head of the Field History Branch, for helping him with the review
of selected material and for providing him with editorial oversight.
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Part 1

Perspective
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Commanders




I Marine Expeditionary Force Summary of Action

by Lieutenant General Wallace C. Gregson

Commander, Marine Forces Pacific, 7 August 2003.

Headquarters Group, 1st Marine Division (-) (Rein), 3d Marine Aircraft Wing (-) (Rein), 1st Force Service

Support Group (-) (Rein), the I MEF Engineer Group, Task Force Tarawa (2d Marine Expeditionary
Brigade), 15th Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable), 24th Marine Expeditionary Unit
(Special Operations Capable), and the 1st Armoured Division of the United Kingdom. This task organized
Marine Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF) began deployment for combat operations in October 2002 and is
most deserving of being awarded the Presidential Unit Citation for actions from 21 March to 24 April 2003.
Operation Iraqi Freedom resulted in a number of firsts for the United States Marine Corps. Contained below is
a summary of action from each major subordinate command and major subordinate element to support the
award of the Presidential Unit Citation (PUC).
I Marine Expeditionary Force Headquarters Group (I MHG)

Operation Iraqi Freedom was the first operational use of the MEF since Operation Desert Shield/Desert
Storm twelve years earlier. | MHG provided the basic life support for the MEF command element, the largest
force reconnaissance company in the history of the Corps, a significantly reinforced intelligence battalion, two
full communications battalions, and two complete ANGLICO’s. I MHG developed and secured five separate
MEF command post locations from which basic command and control of assigned forces was executed.
Throughout the operation, I MEF command element, supported by I MHG, operated continuously with no less
than three command and control nodes: I MEF, I MEF (Forward), and I MEF Camp Pendleton. Leveraging
information technology to the fullest and using reach back capabilities to the fullest extent, I MEF was able to
web-base the majority of its” war fighting applications thereby giving all subordinate, adjacent, and higher units
near real-time information on battlefield activities.
1st Marine Division

During the successful execution of Operation Iraqi Freedom, the 1st Marine Division conducted the
longest sequence of coordinated overland attacks in Marine Corps history. From crossing the line of departure
(LOD) on the border between Kuwait and Iraq, to the culmination of hostilities well north of Baghdad, the divi-
sion covered 808 kilometers in 17 days of sustained combat.

Preparation

On short notice, and prior to the commencement of hostilities, the division was required to develop a
deception plan to cover its movement to designated attack positions. This plan and its subsequent, complex
night movement enabled the division to tactically move 20,000 Marines and sailors from their life support areas
(LSAs) in Kuwait to their intermediate attack positions/position areas (Aps/Pas) immediately south of the
Irag/Kuwait border. The division successfully completed this movement in less than 24 hours, without loss of
life and without being detected by the enemy. Once in its Aps/Pas, the division set conditions to cross the LOD
on four hours notice.

Initial Attack

On 19 March, intelligence sources indicated that enemy action was threatening to destroy the strategic
Rumaylah oilfield previously identified in plans as Division Objective 3. In light of this information,
Regimental Combat Team-5 (RCT-5) crossed the LOD nine and a half hours early and secured the mission-crit-
ical gas and oil separation plants (GOSPs). Despite the fact that two Iraqi Regular Army Brigades, supported
by artillery, were defending the GOSPs, the regiment was able to secure the objective in 16 hours of hard fight-
ing while limiting damage and suffering only one killed in action (KIA) and one wounded in action (WIA).

On the morning of 21 March, the remainder of division units crossed the LOD and commenced their attack
to secure Division Objective 2, which included the Az Zubayr Pumping Station (considered the key oil infra-
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structure node in southern Iraq). Despite a determined defense by the Iraqi 51st Mechanized Division, RCT-7
secured the objective 24 hours after crossing the LOD. By the morning of 22 March, the 1st Marine Division
destroyed the 51st Mechanized Division, secured its first four objectives and transferred approximately 300
enemy prisoners of war (EPW) to British forces.

In the next 48 hours, the division captured the area south of the Saddam River and transferred control of
that area to the British during an efficiently executed 12-hour relief in place (RIP). This action succeeded in
fixing in place three Iraqi divisions and opened the way for the advance on Baghdad via the critical crossroads
city of Al Kut. During this time, the division captured Iraqi Lieutenant General Amir Hamudi Al-Sadi, the
regime’s Presidential Advisor for Scientific and Technical Affairs. LtGen Al-Sadi was number 32 on the U.S.
list of most wanted Iraqi regime officials and was wanted for his knowledge of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruc-
tion (WMD) program, particularly his key part in the development of Iraq’s nuclear weapons program. During
this phase the division suffered 14 casualties: 1 KIA and 13 WIA.

Across the Euphrates

On 23 March, the division began crossing the Euphrates River in the vicinity of An Nasiriyah using bridges
to the east and west of the city. Within 12 hours, the division passed 8,000 vehicles through this vital choke
point and was then poised for operational maneuver on Baghdad.

The division used a two-pronged attack from An Nasiriyah to the Tigris River crossings. RCT-1 advanced
through the gauntlet of An Nasiriyah and north up Highway 7. This RCT battered through regular and irregu-
lar forces in Al Gharraf, Ash Shatrah, and Al Hayy to the vicinity of Al Kut, where it succeeded in fixing the
Baghdad Division of the Iraqi Republican Guard, preventing it from threatening the division’s crossing of the
Tigris River and, subsequently, the division’s flank and rear. The remaining two RCT’s (RCT-5 and RCT-7)
advanced north up Highway 1, successfully attacking through the vicinity of Ad Diwaniyah, where they cap-
tured an enormous 40-bunker ammunition supply point (ASP) of the Saddam Fedayeen and Al Quds militias.
Also, the division seized an operational highway airstrip at Hantush in central Iraq. This movement posed a sig-
nificant threat to southern Baghdad that could not be operationally ignored by the Iraqi high command.

In order to relieve the stress on its logistics throughput capabilities, and to provide the needed support for
the planned crossing of the Tigris River and the impending assault on Baghdad, the division opened a highway
airstrip to C-130 traffic within eight hours. This assault airstrip accepted and processed over 400 tons of sup-
plies, including 180 tons of fuel and 300 pallets of [Meals ready to eat], in support of the planned assault.
Across the Tigris

On 2 April, the division attacked across the Tigris River near An Numaniyah, seizing a key bridge and suc-
cessfully conducted the second major river crossing in one week. The division’s attack effectively cut off the
Baghdad Division of the Republican Guard from the capitol and denied its escape route to reinforce defensive
positions within Baghdad. The remainder of the Baghdad Division was destroyed in a simultaneous attack by
RCT-1 and RCT-7 near Al Kut. Within 12 hours the division had massed its combat power to the north of the
Tigris and continued its attack on Baghdad, while also seizing a terrorist camp near Salmon Pak, and the Iraqi
Nuclear Energy Commission Research Facility.

Into Baghdad

Keeping the enemy off balance and retaining its tactical momentum, the division conducted an assault
bridging operation while under fire to cross the Diyala River and enter Baghdad, a city of six million people,
on April 7. This was the first assault bridge crossing conducted in the face of the enemy since World War II.
The division secured the eastern half of Baghdad in six days with a total of 76 casualties, four KIA and 72 WIA.
The division’s fire discipline and judicious use of supporting arms in this densely populated area avoided a
potentially catastrophic toll among the civilian population and minimized collateral damage.

During the fight for Baghdad, the division seized key facilities, including the Rasheed Military Complex,
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Baghdad University, Tariq Aziz’s residence, the Ministry of Defense
Complex, the Fedeyeen Headquarters, and the Directorate for General Security (DGS) Headquarters.
Additionally, one RCT supported the employment of TF-20 in the successful capture of Abal Abbas, one of the
key terrorist leaders associated with the 1985 Achille Lauro cruise ship attack. During the attack on the Al



Azamiya Palace area, the division received a verbal MEF fragmentary order (FragO) to contain a mosque sus-
pected of holding Saddam Hussein. Division Marines displayed noteworthy valor in this mission, incurring one
KIA and 22 WIA.

Upon achieving its objectives in eastern Baghdad, the division initiated actions to create conditions for
good order by leveraging the existing support infrastructure, i.e., public safety, food supply, health services,
transportation, and utilities. Additionally, the division supported three Task Force 20 raids searching for high-
ranking Iraqi Regime officials and exploited documents and information from captured Iraqis via its embedded
human exploitation teams (HETSs).

North to Tikrit

On 10 April, at CFLCC and MEF direction, the division formed an LAR-based task force, TF Tripoli,
which, within 24 hours, attacked Tikrit, Saddam Hussein’s birthplace and a significant regime bastion. TF
Tripoli secured Tikrit within two days. Along the way, it opened a secure route for follow-on use by the U.S.
Army’s 4th Infantry Division, seized ammunition storage facilities that included Roland surface-to-air missiles,
SA-3 SAMs, and Abibil surface-to-surface missiles. Acting on intelligence information, TF Tripoli entered
Samara and rescued seven U.S. POWs without incurring casualties.

Leveraging goodwill among the tribal leaders in northern Iraq that was generated by Division Civil
Military Operations personnel, TF Tripoli exploited the opportunity to secure the key northern city of Bayji
without firing a shot. Within days the division was able to pacify the Tikrit region and turn over significant oper-
ating responsibilities to the local inhabitants.

Stabilization Operations

In Baghdad, the division established a Civil-Military Operations Center (CMOC) to work with key civil
leaders and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) to restore services to Baghdad. This center quickly became
a hub of stabilization and reconstruction activity, sending a positive message to the citizens of Baghdad con-
cerning the U.S. presence. The division and civil affairs (CA) personnel continued working with the
International Committee of the Red Cross to make area hospitals operational again and initiated joint Marine-
Iraqi Police patrols to restore order and confidence. The division transitioned from combat operations to civil-
military operations in Baghdad with no disruption—a significant event for any military force.

The division’s initiation and conduct of security and civil-military affairs in a city of six million inhabi-
tants and, subsequently, to holy cities and areas of influence, are preceded in U.S. military history only by the
United States’ occupation forces facilitating rebuilding programs in post-World War II Europe and Japan. These
accomplishments were all firsts for a Marine division and are emblematic of the unprecedented valor, determi-
nation, and resolve among the individual Marines, soldiers, and sailors of 1st Marine Division.
3d Marine Aircraft Wing

3d Marine Aircraft Wing (3d MAW) set new standards of achievement during its execution of both the
deployment and combat phases of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Executing a massive deployment of troops and
equipment in record time, 3d MAW then carried out an unparalleled campaign against Iraqi forces that result-
ed in the destruction of at least eight Iraqi divisions and an air campaign that significantly removed the enemy’s
will to fight.

Deployment

Deployment Order 164 initiated 3d MAW participation. 3d MAW positioned a force of 135 Marines in
Kuwait during November of 2002 to establish initial basing sites and orchestrate the flow of personnel and
equipment. From this initial presence, 3d MAW provided key support of the offload of two complete maritime
propositioned shipping (MPS) squadrons (a total of 11 ships) with MAW and MEF equipment. This was fol-
lowed by four fast sealift ships loaded with the aircraft of several helicopter squadrons. The offload of these
ships was conducted on a 24 hour a day, seven day a week basis and was completed in 45 days without a sin-
gle injury to any Marine or sailor. The result was the assembly of more equipment in one location than had been
accomplished in Marine Corps history. Additionally, 3d MAW offloaded three ammunition ships that ultimate-
ly provided 29.1 million pounds of aviation ordnance for the pending operation and contributed to the estab-
lishment of the largest cache of aviation ordnance ever. Aircraft and personnel from the east and west coasts



arrived aboard 17 amphibious ships (plus two T-AVB aviation logistics ships) and by the air ferrying of other
aircraft to the theater of operations. At its peak, 3d MAW grew to 15,451 personnel. Augmentation was provid-
ed from the 1st, 2d and 4th MAWs and a host of additional sources to meet the requirements of combat. This
made the 3d MAW the largest Marine air wing deployed since Vietnam.
Basing

Establishing itself at two primary Air Bases in Kuwait (Al Jaber Air Base and Ali Al Salem Air Base), wing
elements built compounds and improved operational areas. 3d MAW set up 440 tents at Al Jaber and 400 tents
and mess facilities at both sites. Seabees constructed concrete ramps where constructed at Al Jaber to accom-
modate the huge influx of aircraft and addition ground preparation was made to lay AM-2 matting for addition-
al ramp space. Additional detachments were also established at Prince Sultan Air Base, Saudi Arabia and at
Sheik Isa Air Base, Bahrain. Ultimately, 3d MAW deployed 435 aircraft, making it the largest overseas deploy-
ment of Marine aviation assets since the height of the Vietnam War.
Shaping the Battlefield

During deployed operations leading up to Operation Iraqi Freedom, 3d MAW flew sorties between 15
February 2003 and 20 March 2003 into Iraq in support of Operation Southern Watch. Additional unmanned aer-
ial vehicle (UAV) missions were also flown into Iraq during this period. These missions provided key imagery
intelligence of the enemy situation and allowed commanders at the highest level to shape the initial planning
for the conduct of a ground offensive against Iraq.
Direct Support

Preparations for combat included a focus on best methods to support ground forces. 3d MAW units estab-
lished unique direct support relationships at the regimental combat team (RCT) level and above allowed ground
units to be supported with the full range of MAW assets, including direct air support centers (DASC), air sup-
port elements (ASE), imagery liaison cells from VMU squadrons, dedicated casualty evacuation (CASEvac),
and command and control aircraft.
Forward Basing

3d MAW forces began combat and combat support actions immediately at the start of hostilities by mov-
ing over 4,000 Marines and sailors and over 900 vehicles from the Marine Air Control Group and Marine Wing
Support Group with ground forces as they crossed the berm into Iraq in order to establish a chain of forward
arming and refueling points (FARPs) and forward operating bases (FOBs) that would allow MAW rotary and
fixed wing assets to support ground combat elements at all times. This action resulted in the creation of 15
FARP and FOB sites that provided ordinance and fuel for hundreds of aircraft sorties during the campaign and
covered over 500 miles as the ground forces advanced; an accomplishment unparalleled in Marine Corps his-
tory. Although designed to provide fuel and ammunition only to MAW aircraft, these forward sites forward sites
provided fuel for tanks, light armored vehicles and a variety of rolling stock from Marine ground combat ele-
ments at critical times in order to allow the ground attack to continue its aggressive forward momentum. These
elements of 3d MAW were frequently at the forward most combat areas and sustained both killed in action
(KIA) and wounded in action (WIA) casualties.
Strike Air

Marine fixed wing assets of MAG-11 provided over 4,000 sorties in close air support (CAS) and air inter-
diction missions, dropping over 3.8 million pounds of ordnance. Quickly adapting to the fluid nature of the bat-
tlefield, the fixed wing elements developed tactical innovations that allowed them to maximize the use of
imagery intelligence in order to quickly attack mobile targets while this intelligence information was still cur-
rent. The use of airborne ‘wolf packs,” using F/A-18D forward air controllers (FACs) to search for targets and
channel aircraft to engage enemy armored assets, led to the successful attack of units such as the Baghdad
Division and the Al Nida Division. These two Republican Guard Divisions were stuck with such intensity that
contemporary battle hit assessments rated them at less than 25 percent strength with remaining military equip-
ment abandoned prior to ground attack by elements of 1st Marine Division. AV-§ aircraft where deployed with
equal lethality and with the ability to provide all weather CAS. Despite the challenges of an austere operating
environment, elements of MAG-13 staged aircraft far forward into Iraq as part of the air campaign, dropping



939 precision guided munitions (PGM) and 814 non-guided bombs. They also provided imagery intelligence
with the Litening II system that became valued not only at the tactical level, but also as a national level collec-
tion asset during the POW raid at the hospital compound in An Nasiriyah. Aircraft maintenance elements
worked around the clock to maintain readiness throughout the force and to continue to provide constant aircraft
support to ground units. Ultimately, the fixed wing assets of 3d MAW achieved these impressive results while
suffering no combat aircraft losses or casualties.
Assault Support

Rotary wing assets from MAG-29, MAG-39 and MAG-16 were instrumental in providing effective sup-
port of the ground campaign. Close coordination with ground elements was again the hallmark of the success
of these units. Helicopter crews consistently landed or staged at ground force areas to conduct face-to-face liai-
son in order deliver the full impact of the Marine air-ground task force (MAGTF) on the enemy. Assault sup-
port lift assets had conducted intense preparations to conduct the largest heliborne assault lift in history by mov-
ing Royal Marines of 42 Commando to the Al Faw Peninsula. Initial attack missions successfully destroyed
numerous key Iraqi border outposts, while specialized lift missions inserted and extracted Marine force recon-
naissance teams to support the advance of combined forces. Assault support aircraft played a key role in
CASEvac during intense fighting in An Nasiriyah. Helicopter crews repeatedly came under fire and advanced
into ‘hot’ landing zones (LZs) without regard to their own safety to quickly extract Marine casualties.
Throughout the operation, these crews also routinely conducted CASEvac missions to retrieve enemy prison-
ers of war (EPW) and Iraqi civilians who had been wounded in the fighting. Marine assault support aircraft pro-
vided hundreds of sorties to provide forward ground combat elements with food, water and ammunition, as well
as transportation of personnel. Elements of MAG-16 flew in support of the successful special operations POW
snatch mission in An Nasiriyah and also for numerous ongoing reconnaissance inserts and extracts.
Rotary Wing CAS

Marine UH-1 gunships and AH-1 attack helicopters exemplified the aggressive spirit of 3d MAW in pro-
viding close in attack of enemy positions immediately forward of friendly forces. These aircrews constantly
exposed themselves to enemy fire performing road reconnaissance, CAS and command and control missions.
Attack helicopters destroyed numerous enemy armored vehicles, tanks, and enemy firing positions. They were
particularly adept at engaging targets in the close spaces of urban areas, where they frequently used TOW mis-
siles and 20mm guns to target enemy sniper positions while minimizing damage to adjacent areas. Road recon-
naissance missions were executed with the distinct intention of drawing enemy fire and thereby determining
enemy positions before ground forces were exposed to fire. 3d MAW HMLA squadrons received enemy fire
on an ongoing basis; 22 AH-1 aircraft and 2 UH-1 aircraft sustained damage from enemy action, some sustain-
ing hits again on additional missions.
Combat Resupply

3d MAW pooled the assets of both active and reserve KC-130 squadrons to form a KC-130 force of 24
aircraft that was key to the sustainment of forward operating forces. These aircraft flew over 1,011 sorties and
transported thousands of pounds of fuel and supplies to unimproved forward operating bases under dangerous
flight conditions, frequently receiving anti-aircraft fire. KC-130 aircraft where instrumental in moving key sup-
plies forward when other ground convoy methods had become bottlenecked. This included the movement of
MRE's forward to 1st Division at a point when Division rations had been cut from 3 MRE’s per day/per man
to 1 MRE per day/per man. They also moved 155mm artillery shells forward to fill a critical shortage in 11th
Marines prior to the final push toward Baghdad. These actions were in addition to the ongoing lift of person-
nel and equipment to sustain the attack. Finally, they provided transport to seven U.S. POWs retrieved north of
Baghdad.
Destruction of the Enemy

Employing 9,800 sorties of fixed and rotary wing aircraft to adeptly execute its mission, 3d MAW ruth-
lessly attacked enemy forces while minimizing the unnecessary loss of civilian lives and property. Constantly
keeping the enemy ‘between a rock and a hard place’ by forcing them to choose between destruction by mov-
ing, or destruction by remaining stationary, 3d MAW decimated the Iraqi 11th, 14th, 18th, and 51st Infantry



Divisions, the 6th and 10th Armored Divisions, the Baghdad Republican Guard Infantry Division, and the Al
Nida Republican Guard Armored Division. These formations were rendered combat ineffective through such
focused and intense application of aerial firepower that most offered no resistance above the small-unit level
once contact was made by Marine ground forces. The actions of 3d MAW were clearly instrumental in dimin-
ishing the enemy’s ‘will to fight’ and significantly shortened the ground campaign. The close coordination of
the 3d MAW fight demonstrated the full combat power of the MAGTF team. The actions of the 3d MAW are
of the highest order and rank with the greatest achievements of the U.S. Marine Corps.

1st Force Service Support Group

During Operation Iraqi Freedom, 1st FSSG Battalions played a critical role supporting all I MEF person-
nel. 6th Engineer Support Battalion (ESB)-Upon activation and consolidation and follow-on relocation to
Kuwait, 6th ESB was assigned the bulk liquids mission, consisting of both fuel and water. Assigned the deploy-
ment of the hose reel system, this battalion constructed 60 miles of fuel hose, along with a 1.2 millions gallon
fuel farm in order to push bulk quantities of fuel deep into Iraq. The system installed was six times larger than
any other previously built system and was constructed in one-half the time allotted. The system installation con-
tinued during the worst sand storm in 20 years, enabling the timely providing of fuel to wing and division units
engaged in the Battle for An Nasiriyah. Subsequently, the system was enlarged with another 30 miles of hose
and an additional 600,000 gallons of fuel storage in order to become a theater level asset. In total, 7.9 million
gallons of fuel were pumped through the hose reel system. Five additional fuel sites were established and pro-
vided a total storage capacity of 4.8 million gallons of fuel.

8th Engineer Support Battalion—8th ESB was assigned the assault bridge mission in direct support of the
1st Marine Division and Task Force Tarawa. The battalion completed nine assault bridge crossings and five of
the crossings were opposed by direct enemy combat action. In 14 hours and during darkness on 29-30 March
2003, the battalion built a single lane across the Tigris River west of An Numaniyah, under enemy fire. Once
established, the bridge enabled the Division to continue the attack towards Baghdad. Over a 36-hour period dur-
ing 6-7 April 2003, the battalion built three bridges at separate sites and under enemy fire, across the Narh
Diyala River east of Baghdad. The bridges directly facilitated the crossing of three regiments into Baghdad.
The battalion then maintained the bridges to support logistics traffic in support of the attack and after the city
was secured, the bridges allowed for the normalization of civilian traffic into and out of the city.

7th Engineer Support Battalion—7th ESB was assigned the mobility, counter-mobility, survivability, and
general engineering support mission in the I MEF zone. At the start of combat operations, the battalion cut
breach lanes through the Kuwait-Iraq border enabling 1st Marine Division and Task Force Tarawa’s rapid
attacks into Iraq. As the 1st Marine Division and Task Force Tarawa moved north into Iraq, the battalion
improved dozens of kilometers of Route 1, the main supply route for I MEF’s push forward to Baghdad.
Additionally, as I MEF moved further forward into Iraq, the battalion constructed, maintained, and improved
Support Areas Coyote, Viper, Anderson, Basilone, Chesty, and Edson. During combat operations, the battal-
ion's engineers were operating simultaneously over 450 miles, enabling the movement of huge quantities of
material. After the fall of the Iraqi regime, the battalion transitioned to the collection, movement, and destruc-
tion of captured ammunition and safely disposed of thousands and thousands of tons of captured enemy mate-
rial, significantly reducing the threat such materials posed to the Iraqi people and coalition military forces. 7th
ESB also provided potable water for I MEF forces. By the third day of the war, the first water site was estab-
lished and produced 200,000 gallons of fresh water daily. Eight additional separate reverse osmosis water
purification unit (ROWPU) sites were established from southern Iraq to Baghdad, producing over 3 million gal-
lons of fresh water at those sites.

Combat Service Support Battalion 10—-CSSB-10 provided direct support to all 1st Marine Division units
in the I MEF zone. The battalion’s primary method of support was through the establishment of repair and
replenishment points (RRPs). During the combat phase of the operation, the battalion established 14 separate
RRPs, covering hundreds of miles in span of control and rapid movement, mostly at night and often under
enemy fire. The battalion also operated convoys in order to support those units unable to receive supplies at the
designated RRPs. During the combat phase of the operation the battalion conducted over 400 such convoys,



covering nearly 120,000 miles, in order to sustain the forward momentum of the 1st Marine Division in its
attack towards Baghdad. The battalion distributed nearly 3,000 pallets of MREs, nearly 1,000,000 gallons of
water, over 2,000,000 gallons of fuel, and over 2,000 tons of ammunition. The battalion also processed 1,453
EPWs and handled 124 containers (the equivalent of 148,800 bags) of mail destined for I MEF Marines and
sailors.

Combat Service Support Battalion 12-CSSB-12 provided general support to units in the I MEF zone.
While in Kuwait, the battalion established the largest deployed ammunition supply point (ASP) in Marine
Corps history. The battalion established and operated five separate MEF support areas, traveling nearly 700
miles. During the 28 days of most intense operations, the battalion transported and distributed 3,452 pallets of
MRE:s, received, stored and distributed 1,848,310 gallons of fuel, produced, stored, and distributed 752,988
gallons of water, and received 5,342 tons of ammunition. In particular, one emergency ammunition package
involved the direct delivery re-supply of over 1000 artillery high explosive projectiles, powders and fuses from
Support Area Chesty forward 110 miles to 11th Marine Regiment firing positions 17 miles east of Baghdad.
The battalion accomplished this critical re-supply support mission within six hours of the battalion’s receipt of
the mission tasking. The battalion also conducted third and fourth echelon maintenance on I MEF equipment,
completing repairs on 4,262 principle end items of combat equipment. The battalion’s medical treatment facil-
ity saw 493 patients during the most intense days of combat ‘345 US military, 81 EPWs, 64 foreign nationals,
and 3 civilian reporters. Many of the procedures performed were major surgical (life saving) procedures.

Fleet Hospital 3—This fleet hospital, personnel and equipment, was forward deployed to SA Viper in Iraq
and became fully operational within five days of emplacement. This fleet hospital was the most medically and
surgically advanced facility ever forward deployed in a combat zone. The hospital was able to provide 21 dis-
tinct surgical and medical specialties in a 116-bed fully transportable hospital setting. During combat opera-
tions, the hospital admitted 437 war casualties and performed 546 major surgical procedures.

Combat Service Support Battalion 18—CSSB-18 provided general support to units in the I MEF zone.
Within hours of the inception of combat operations in Iraq, the battalion crossed into Iraq and rapidly estab-
lished the first U.S. Marine Corps support area inside Iraq. During combat operations, the battalion transport-
ed and distributed 5,270 pallets (253,000 cases) of MREs, coordinated the movement of nearly 7,000,000 gal-
lons of fuel, and unloaded and issued nearly 15,000 short tons of ammunition.

st Transportation Support Group—The group’s mission was to provide general support distribution to I
MEF forces. The group was organized into convoy control companies, heavy, light, and bulk liquids compa-
nies, landing support companies, and a headquarters company. The group was comprised of active duty ele-
ments from 1st Transportation Support Battalion, Marine Corps Reserve elements from 6th Motor Transport
Battalion, and an activated Army Reserve unit, the 319th POL Company. The group’s convoys routinely num-
bered more than 60 vehicles per convoy and the convoys were often engaged by enemy forces attempting
(unsuccessfully) to delay or disrupt the flow of needed material to the operating forces. The group operated
from Kuwait to Baghdad, traveling over 1.3 million road miles to successfully deliver thousands of tons of sup-
plies and over 7,000,000 gallons of fuel to I MEF operating forces.

I Marine Expeditionary Force Engineer Group

U.S. Marines and Navy Seabees have had a special relationship since the Battle for Guadalcanal in 1942.
In combat 63 years later, the closeness of this unique relationship continued to hold true in Kuwait and Iraq in
the form of the MEF Engineer Group (MEG). The MEG was established by the I MEF CG, General Anthony
C. Zinni, at Camp Pendleton in 1995. It was based upon the original Marine Corps engineer regiments within
each Marine division during World War II. Each of these was comprised of both Marine engineers and Seabees.

For Operation Iraqi Freedom, under the command of Admiral Charles Kubic, the MEG consisted of three
distinct task forces: TF Mike (mobility) which had the mission of moving forward directly behind the
MAGTF's GCE to provide Mabey-Johnson Bridging (non-standard replacements for USMC AVLB, MGB, and
Ribbon Bridge); TF Charlie (construction) which would follow in trace of TF Mike providing support through
construction and maintenance of MSRs; and TF Echo (endurance) which would follow in trace of the others
providing sustainment support. All three task forces where heavily Seabee in personnel, with a solid represen-



tation of Army units. The MEG headquarters consisted of a large degree of Seabees and Marines with some
Army staffing. All told, the MEG had approximately 4,000 Seabees, soldiers, and Marines serving in it. Toward
the end of the war, the MEG technically became a “CMEG” (“C” for combined) when a Republic of Korea
engineer battalion was assigned to TF Echo.

Major accomplishments of the MEG are significant and focused on the names of the task forces: mobili-
ty, construction, and endurance (sustainment). The main mobility support provided to the MEF was British-
built Mabey-Johnson Bridging (very similar to the famous Bailey of World War II). The MEG had 1,120 meters
of this and carefully planned to fully transport and employ it at key crossing sites on the Euphrates, Tigris, and
Diyala Rivers of Iraq. Innovative use of moles, culverts, sheet pile, and other construction methods were incor-
porated so that this vital bridging could be used even in a worse case scenario. This was planned against the
potential for the enemy confronting I MEF with up to 1,800 meters of blown bridge gaps. Not only was the
MEGQG able to fully transport itself (some 2,200 major pieces of civil engineer support equipment or CESE) over
some 400 miles of advance from the Kuwaiti border to Baghdad, but it created new roads and maintained most
of the MSRs for this entire distance. This equipment consisted of extensive earthmoving, line haul, construc-
tion, weight and material handling capabilities. And the MEG was able to do this in record time from the attack
of 19 March through the handover of the Marine Corps’ portion of Baghdad to the Army on 20 April 2003.

The eyes and ears of the MEG were provided by specially developed SERTSs (Seabee engineer reconais-
sance teams). These squad-sized units were extremely mobile and well protected crews with a wide range of
civil engineer estimate capabilities. Their early and advance assessment of countermobility situations allowed
Seabee expeditionary logistics to be highly utilized across the entire battlespace in close support of the
MAGTE.

The Seabee motto of “Can Do” best exemplifies the fact that the MEG did all of this by convoying its own
troops, vehicles, construction materials, camps and bridges, while all the time staying focused and attuned to
the needs of the Marines it supported. This devotion to 1st Marine Division (as it was on Guadalcanal) can in
no better way be exemplified than during the Battle for Baghdad. At the height of this struggle in the eastern
sector of the city, when Marines found themselves desperately short of MRE’s and ammo, Seabees used their
considerable line haul to improvise lift and physically distribute these badly needed commodities to their
Marine buddies.

The MEG has earned an honored position as a major subordinate command within I MEF. Seabees have
proven again in combat that they can be counted upon to go into battle alongside their Marine “band of broth-
ers.” This solid teamwork, positive interaction, accomplishments, and speed of execution throughout the past
month of combat have made a unique statement in U.S. & world military history. I MEF in under 4 weeks cov-
ered the same distance it took Britain to cover in 4 years in World War II. Engineers made an important differ-
ence here within a winning, task organized, MAGTF configuration. Speed, agility, shock, and combat leader-
ship proved decisive. The MEG concept is now combat proven as an important MEF “arrow in the quiver” of
Marine infantry.

Task Force Tarawa (2d Marine Expeditionary Brigade)

Task Force Tarawa (TF Tarawa) with its headquarters as the 2d Marine Expeditionary Brigade (2d MEB)
stood up on 6 Jan 2003 and departed North Carolina aboard amphibious shipping on 16 January arriving in
Kuwait on 15 February 2003. TF Tarawa engaged in planning and training with I MEF, then on order moved
to its attack position in Assembly Area Hawkins for the attack into Iraq.

TF Tarawa occupied a critical position on left flank of I MEF adjacent to V Corps’ 3d Infantry Division
(3d ID), assigned to attack in zone and conduct a relief in place (RIP) with 3d ID forces, thus enabling 3d ID
to continue their attack to the west and north towards Baghdad. Subsequently, TF Tarawa was to facilitate the
movement of 1st Marine Division forces west and north along Highways 1 and 7 by seizing and securing key
choke points in zone and enabling the free flow of traffic along those routes.

On 21 March, TF Tarawa attacked into Iraq through four breach lanes in the Kuwaiti and Iraqi berms. One
of the lanes created by TF Tarawa was ASR Aspen, which would be utilized throughout the war as a key sup-
ply route. Moving cross-country to free up roads for heavy wheeled traffic, TF Tarawa occupied defensive posi-



tions east of Jalibah to protect the right flank of 3d ID, allowing them to focus on seizing a bridge over the
Euphrates River, west of An Nasiriyah. Due to the swift advance of coalition forces, TF Tarawa altered its time-
line and conducted RIP with 3d ID on evening of 22 March, and prepared to secure Highway 1 crossing of the
Euphrates River, a critical juncture on what turned out to be the major supply route for coalition forces through
much of the war. The early RIP enabled the 3d ID to maintain momentum and cross the Euphrates ahead of
schedule.

On 22 March, TF Tarawa attacked to seize and secure the eastern bridges across the Euphrates within the
city of An Nasiriyah, in order to allow 1st Marine Division forces to utilize Highway 7 as an avenue of approach
into northern Iraq. This initiated the Battle for An Nasiriyah, which unfolded over an eight-day period, during
which TF Tarawa seized and secured the bridges and liberated the city.

On morning of 23 March, TF Tarawa attacked towards the bridges with Regimental Combat Team 2 (RCT-
2) and 1st Battalion, 2d Marines, in the lead. 1st Battalion, 2d Marines, encountered resistance from enemy
forces in civilian clothes armed with heavy machineguns, small arms and mortars on the outskirts of An
Nasiriyah. Attacking forward 1st Battalion, 2d Marines, encountered vehicles and personnel from an Army con-
voy of the 507th Maintenance Company of the 5-52 Air Defense Artillery Battalion. Securing the site around
the Army vehicles 1st Battalion recovered 14 soldiers of which four were wounded. After arranging CASEvac
for the wounded TF Tarawa discovered that these soldiers represented only part of a convoy that had mistak-
enly driven into An Nasiriyah the night previously and had been ambushed by enemy forces. Quickly the 1st
Battalion continued the attack into An Nasiriyah to attempt to rescue any remaining Army personnel and to
secure the assigned bridges. Encountering stiff resistance from enemy forces occupying urban terrain, RCT-2
and TF Tarawa utilized supporting fires from air and artillery to advance and seize the southernmost of the two
eastern bridges, in the process destroying eight enemy tanks and inflicting over 100 enemy dead. At this point
RCT-2 moved 2d Battalion, 8th Marines, forward to secure the bridge seized by 1st Battalion and continued
the assault with 1st Battalion, 2d Marines, towards the northernmost bridge. 1st Battalion, 2d Marines, seized
the northern bridge utilizing tanks, assault amphibian vehicles (AAVs), and infantry along with supporting arms
against significant resistance. Enemy forces conducted counterattacks rushing from buildings to close with 1st
Battalion vehicles to lob grenades and fire rocket propelled grenades (RPGs). Several AAVs and a tank recov-
ery vehicle were destroyed in this manner. RCT-2 maintained its hold on the bridges despite continued attacks.

On 24 March the fighting around the bridges continued as TF Tarawa cleared the enemy from the route
through An Nasiriyah. Significant indirect fire was directed at TF Tarawa throughout the day and 1st Battalion,
10th Marines, conducted 14 separate counter-battery fire missions, which covered a 360-degree arc in and
around the city.

On 25 March, TF Tarawa had secured the route across the bridges through the city and RCT-1 conducted
a passage of lines along the route to continue the attack north along Highway 7. Additionally, RCT-7 and RCT-
5 of the 1st Marine Division passed through TF Tarawa at the bridge over the Euphrates on Highway 1 in order
to continue their advance north. TF Tarawa also began to expand its control of the city by attacking with 2d
Battalion, 8th Marines, to seize an enemy strongpoint at the Tykar Hospital in eastern An Nasiriyah. Upon seiz-
ing the hospital, TF Tarawa discovered 3,000 NBC suits, large caches of weapons and ammunition, and evi-
dence relating to the capture of members of the 507th Maintenance Company. Evidence obtained at the hospi-
tal confirmed that it was being used as an enemy strongpoint/command post in defiance of Geneva Convention
restrictions. At the same time as 2d Battalion, 8th Marines, attacked in the east 3d Battalion, 2d Marines,
attacked in the west of the city to clear enemy opposition. Moving quickly 3d Battalion, 2d Marines, captured
two busloads of enemy reinforcements approaching the city. Throughout the day TF Tarawa took over 500
enemy prisoners of war.

On 26 March, TF Tarawa continued operations to clear An Nasiriyah. Fighting house to house and utiliz-
ing supporting arms TF Tarawa expanded the area under its control within the city. Meanwhile enemy forces
intent on counterattacking to regain the bridge sites gathered at a train station to the south of the city. The esti-
mated strength was over 1,000 enemy fighters. ODA forces verified the enemy rally point at the station and TF
Tarawa engaged with artillery to destroy and disperse the enemy. Later intelligence estimated 200 enemy dead



in this engagement. Despite the effectiveness of the artillery fire, enemy forces conducted counterattacks
against the TF throughout the night. Due to poor weather conditions air support was unavailable and TF Tarawa
responded with organic assets against these attacks directed toward every sector. Throughout the night ground
CASEvacs were organized from the TF headquarters to evacuate friendly and enemy wounded.

On 27 and 28 March, TF Tarawa forces began to expand their control over An Nasiriyah, pushing forces
east and west of the crossing sites and clearing out pockets of enemy resistance. An additional 100
EPW/detainees were captured. Using the intelligence from our ODA/OGA teams, TF Tarawa identified specif-
ic military targets that were being used by the paramilitary forces. Again using coalition air and PGM’s, targets
were struck with minimal or no damage to civilian structures. These surgical air strikes on military targets in
the area further diminished the enemy’s combat power and will to fight. Using members of Seal Team 6
attached to TF Tarawa and based on intelligence gathered from our ODA teams, the city of Suk Ash Shuykah
southeast of An Nasiriyah was identified as marshalling place for enemy forces. Redirecting ISR assets, and
using Seal Team 6, TF Tarawa again directed precision air strikes against military targets in the city, resulting
in numerous secondary explosions and unconfirmed reports of numerous enemy casualties, including some
Ba’ath party leadership members.

As TF Tarawa continued its push to secure the city of An Nasiriyah, the ODA/OGA teams in support
gained information from a local family that PFC Jessica Lynch, 507th Maintenance Co, was in the Saddam
Hospital in eastern An Nasiriyah and had been severely injured in the initial ambush of the convoy. With the
information deemed solid TF Tarawa began planning with TF 20 to conduct an operation to rescue PFC Lynch.
Working together, TF 20 and TF Tarawa created a plan utilizing TF 20 forces to assault the hospital while TF
Tarawa forces provided LZ control, counter sniper support, and supporting air and ground fire along with
deception attacks by ground forces. In addition TF Tarawa provided a reaction force to extract TF 20 should
significant opposition be encountered. To control the operation TF 20 co-located their command post within TF
Tarawa’s current operations center. The mission was executed on 1 April as planned and succeeded in recover-
ing PFC Lynch alive along with the bodies of several missing members of the 507th. This was the first success-
ful rescue of an American POW since World War II.

On 3 April, the big move to seize Baghdad began. TF Tarawa was immediately redirected to provide secu-
rity along the major supply routes of Highway 1 and Highway 7 while maintaining forces to bring stability to
An Nasiriyah. Augmented with forces from 15th MEU (SOC) and later 24th MEU (SOC), the area covered
equaled that of the state of South Carolina. TF Tarawa’s new zone covered a large area that included some cities
and towns bypassed by previous coalition forces. In the western sector, in cities such as Ad Diwaydiah, enemy
forces continued to operate and posed a threat to traffic on Highway 1. Making utmost use of its ODA assets,
TF Tarawa identified enemy military targets in the city and struck them with precision munitions while cordon-
ing off the city to reduce the threat. Al Hamsha, a city south of Ad Diwaydiah, was also targeted by TF Tarawa
based on information gathered from ODA forces. The air strikes resulted in the death of the leading Ba’ath
party official. The next day, the citizens who supported the U.S. attack against the Saddam regime took over
the city. Along Highway 7, Marines from 24th MEU began clearing out several cities along the route that
included Ash Shutra, An Nasr, Ar Rifa and Al Hayy. During a reconnaissance in force mission to Ash Shutra
24 MEU (SOC) captured several Fedayeen soldiers and found the body of a Marine from 1st Marine Division
who had been reported as missing in that area a week earlier. In the city of Suk Ash Shuykah, southwest of An
Nasiriyah where earlier TF Tarawa had engaged enemy forces with precision air strikes, Marines from 15th
MEU supported a direct action mission from Seal Team 6 with aviation assets and a quick reaction force. The
mission was successful in destroying numerous air defense pieces, and destroying several large cache sites.
Throughout the area, TF Tarawa forces maintained secure supply lines. During the period from 3 April to 22
April, only three convoys reported being sniped at, and not one single convoy was ambushed, allowing impor-
tant supplies to get through to support the attack on Baghdad.

With the main effort being the attack on Baghdad by both the V Corps and Ist Marine Division, the
CFLCC commander became concerned with the threat represented by enemy forces still existing in the eastern
portion of the country. The 10th Armored Division (10th AD) was known to be located in the vicinity of Al
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Amarah and had not been struck since the first days of the war. With all other major combat forces engaged in
Baghdad the mission to eliminate the 10th AD fell to TF Tarawa. With no additional forces available, and hav-
ing to retain its current missions and extensive battlespace, TF Tarawa restructured its forces to accomplish the
new mission. Consideration of the space involved and span of control required forced TF Tarawa to split its
control capabilities for an extended period in order to accomplish all the missions assigned. On 8 April, as the
forces assembled, TF Tarawa conducted coordinated coalition air strikes on the remaining elements of the 10th
AD. Assessing these strikes and determining that the 10th AD was no longer a viable force, TF Tarawa ele-
ments moved quickly to seize key areas in the vicinity of the city. Gaining information that one of the air strikes
had killed the commander of the 10th AD, and that Iraqis who supported the Coalition’s war against the
Saddam regime were rising up, TF Tarawa entered Al Amarah. This eliminated any possible threat to the east-
ern flank of the main attack on Baghdad.

With the success of the Al Amarah operation TF Tarawa was able to conduct a RIP with British forces on
12 April and return west. As TF Tarawa forces, were relocating to Qalat Sikar following the Al Amarah oper-
ation, orders came down to attack and seize Al Kut to open up the Highway 7/Highway 6 route of supply.

Al Kut was reported to have from 500 to 2000 enemy forces that included Fedayeen, militant Islamic ter-
rorist groups, and remnants of Republican Guard forces. Working with ODA forces in direct support, and mak-
ing extensive use of force reconnaissance assets, initial assessments were made concerning the city. Reports
came back that Al Kut no longer had significant enemy forces present and that local resistance had control of
the city. Consequently, TF Tarawa quickly moved on the city with the forces in hand and entered the city on
the 12th of April. Assessing that no major threat remained in the area, coordination was quickly made and on
13 April the first convoy from 1st FSSG went through the city without incident.

After 13 April, TF Tarawa forces maintained security from An Nasiriyah along Highway 1 and Highway
7. Civil affairs operations began in the major cities of An Nasiriyah, An Numaniyah, and Al Kut along with sev-
eral other minor cities in the region. An Nasiriyah was declared a permissive environment for NGO support on
16 April, with civil-military operations centers (CMOCs) established at An Nasiriyah and Al Kut. TF Tarawa
continued to conduct security operations in zone, which included Highway 6 from Al Kut to An Numaniyah.

During combat operations TF Tarawa was involved in some of the heaviest fighting in the war during the
Battle of An Nasiriyah, taking 19 KIA and 57 WIA. These lives were not lost in vain. Through the sacrifices
of TF Tarawa Marines the towns of An Nasiriyah, Al Amarah, and Al Kut were captured and secured. The main-
taining of the main supply routes to support the V Corps and 1st Marine Division attacks on An Naraj, Karbala,
Baghdad and Tikrit was critical to their success. An estimated 2,000 plus enemy were killed in action from
direct combat and air directed missions, an enormous amount of enemy tanks, artillery and air defense equip-
ment was destroyed, as well as 700 EPWs taken. An enemy officer captured in An Nasiriyah stated that they
were sure that if they put up a strong fight the U.S. soldiers would retreat. When, after repeated attacks, the
Marines fought on, many of his soldiers lost their will to fight.

Although An Nasiriyah was the scene of some of the most difficult fighting throughout the war it was the
first city to be declared by the U.N. as secured allowing the introduction of IO and NGOs. The U.N. declara-
tion of the securing of An Nasiriyah is a testament to the abilities of TF Tarawa to excel in their performance
of duty throughout the spectrum of warfare from all-out hostilities to civil affairs operations.
15th Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable)

On 16 February, 15th Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable) (15th MEU(SOC)) report-
ed TACON to 3 UK Commando Brigade (3 Cdo Bde) of the British Royal Marines, commanded by Brigadier
John Dutton. The Brigade Commander and selected subordinates and staffers from 3 Cdo Bde flew to the USS
Tarawa to conduct working groups for Operation Telic. Operation Telic was the codename for coalition opera-
tions to seize the Al Faw Peninsula, its key oil Infrastructure and the 15th MEU’s subsequent attack to secure
Umm Qasr port for humanitarian relief.

The 15th MEU(SOC), the supporting effort for the attack, attached Battery S to 29 Commando for long
range prep fires for the main effort’s attack; once released from that role, the battery returned to direct support
of BLT 2/1. Battery D, 7 Royal Horse Artillery, and 17/16 Battery, 3 Royal Horse Artillery fired in direct sup-
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port of the 15th MEU’s supporting attack on Umm Qasr. The BLT coordinated continuously to ensure maxi-
mum response for fires and counter-fires from UK batteries.

Prior to crossing the line of departure, 15th MEU received TACON of Sensitive Site Exploitation Team
2(SST 2). SST 2 was a joint unit of soldiers, sailors and airmen. They integrated with the 15th MEU S-3’s E-
NBCD Section. During the campaign, SST 2 and the MEU exploited 17 sensitive sites. Among the items recov-
ered were evidence of war crimes against U.S. POWs, U.S. remains and U.S. personal effects from POWs and
casualties.

The Intelligence Section of the 15th MEU(SOC) command element integrated its human exploitation team
and Radio Battalion detachment with those of the British forces. Combined U.S./U.K. teams uncovered infor-
mation and provided actionable intelligence to missions in progress in Umm Qasr, facilitating the rapid open-
ing of the port so that Humanitarian Assistance could flow into Iraq even as hostilities continued.

CTF 56, an EOD task force, also fell under control of the 15th MEU in Umm Qasr. Once the port was
declared secured, 15th MEU(SOC) coordinated their efforts to rid the port of waterborne mines and UXO,
enabling humanitarian shipping to arrive unimpeded into Iraq.

After just two days of fierce fighting the majority of Iraqi conventional forces in the Umm Qasr area were
defeated, with the port facilities remaining intact to expedite follow-on humanitarian assistance efforts in the-
atre. 15th MEU’s BLT 2/1 defeated the 45th Brigade of 11th ID, two platoons of 82mm mortars, four D-30 bat-
teries and a mechanized company in the first two days of fighting. The MEU took over 600 Iragi POWs.
Sporadic fighting against Saddam Fedayeen and other paramilitaries continued for three more days in the urban
areas of Umm Qasr and Khor az Zubayhr against forces of up to company size.

While the MEU fought in Umm Qasr, a task-organized formation secured crossing points over the water-
ways connecting the mainland to the Al Faw Peninsula. This force of BLT recon and CAAT vehicles screened
the flank of the Royal Marines on the peninsula, reducing bunkers overlooking the waterways and capturing
Iraqi Army regulars.

Upon consolidating Khor az Zubayhr, a MEU convoy moved to link up with Task Force Tarawa, and trans-
ferred 200 EPWs from An Nasiriyah to HA Freddy-a trip of 320 km.

15th MEU(SOC) provided a security force to run a 200 vehicle convoy through An Nasiriyah to Qalat
Sikar in support of 1st Marine Division. While enroute, the LAR company escorting the convoy encountered
heavy resistance and defeated deliberate ambushes along Highway 7. The convoy was delivered to Qalat Sikr
with minimal losses to personnel and equipment.

The 15th MEU (SOC) then chopped to TF Tarawa. Reinforced with a NSWTU, ODA, OGA, 4th CAG,
and a PSYOP det, the MEU relieved RCT-2 in place in An Nasiriyah. The MEU secured previously unoccu-
pied areas of the city and quickly turned to assisting in the restoring city services, including health services,
water distribution, police and city government.

MEU forces coordinated a Seal direct action mission in Suk Ash Shuyukh to destroy an anti-air weapons
cache. Force reconnaissance, a MEU QRF, and MEU aviation supported the raid, which destroyed the cache
and associated facilities.

The 15th MEU contributed a supporting effort to a joint mission by TF 20 and TF Tarawa to recover U.S.
Army POW PFC Jessica Lynch and the remains of other American soldiers previously listed as missing in
action. During that action, the MEU’s maritime special purpose force (MSPF), supported by BLT tanks and
LAR, conducted a feint across the Euphrates River in order to allow TF 20 to enter the Saddam General
Hospital of Nasiriyah unhindered and accomplish their mission.

After the movement North of TF Tarawa the 15th MEU inherited over 2,400 square kilometers of terrain.
MEU forces helped ensure the safety of convoys moving north in support of the MEF main effort. Not a sin-
gle vehicle was lost transiting An Nasiriyah after 15th MEU(SOC) took over. The MEU eventually effected and
maintained stability in the 13,400 square kilometers of Dhi Gar Province.

During stability operations, the MEU took tactical control of Seabees from TF Echo, additional PsyOp
augments and coordinated the efforts of HA forces from the MEF and theater. MEU forces restored key infra-
structure such as hospitals, courthouses, police stations, power, and water facilities and provided humanitarian
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assistance to orphanages and pediatric clinics.
Reachback Operations

Throughout Operation Iraqi Freedom the command element of I MEF (Rein), supported by I MHG; and
the headquarters elements of I MEF MSCs maintained and utilized an unprecedented level of reachback oper-
ations and capabilities, reducing the human and equipment footprints in theater and leveraging national, joint,
and service assets and capabilities to the maximum extent possible, a complex process involving all staff sec-
tions and requiring constant interface between all command and control nodes.

I MEF G-2 integrated new, cutting edge intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) technologies
and resources never before leveraged in MEF-level operations, including P-3 aerial imagery platform (AIP);
Hunter Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV); Predator UAV; tactical exploitation system; JSTARS; U-2; United
Kingdom tactical signals intelligence (Sigint); and critical source (National Security Agency). Working in con-
cert, the G-2 sections devised and implemented an integrated Coalition ISR concept of operations (Conops) for
employment of UK-proprietary signals and imagery intelligence resources; and accomplished an unprecedent-
ed degree of ISR push-down to regimental level, significantly enhancing the sensor-to-shooter process.

Working in concert from all disparate and widely separated nodes throughout Operation Iraqi Freedom, 1
MEF G-1, G-3, G-4, and G-5 sections worked tirelessly to ensure a constant flow of personnel, equipment, and
all classes of supply when and as needed; ensuring accurate reporting at all levels; and ensuring accurate and
timely casualty reporting, evacuation, and assistance. I MEF’s deployment operations team (DOT) provided
direct coordination with deploying units, coordinating time phased force deployment data (TPFDD) for 39,517
Marines and sailors and 14,328 short tons of cargo and providing the massive amount of critical transportation
data required by higher commands.

I MEF G-6 developed and maintained an unprecedented level of continuous and redundant communica-
tions between all command and control nodes, including reliance on video tele-conferences (VTC) for vital and
continuous communication between deployed force and I MEF Camp Pendleton. Noteworthy actions included
preparation, submission, approval, and fielding of numerous universal need statements (UNS) for critical com-
munications equipment acquisition. Efforts resulted in acquisition of mission-essential equipment including:
PRC-150 and 148 radios for reconnaissance units; ruggedized computers for FSSG CSS elements; intel analy-
sis workstations for I MEF G-2 and Intelligence Battalion; tactical data network router upgrades; OS-302
SatCom antennas to allow for long-range voice and data communications for units on the move; and TQ:G-
804A generators to increase power generation capabilities throughout the MEF.

Deployed forces at all levels benefited from extensive reachback capabilities established by I MEF and
MSC’s. I MEF comptroller provided a specific example of the success of these efforts. Throughout Operation
Iraqi Freedom the I MEF comptroller section accomplished the complex and critical functions of financial man-
agement solely through reachback to I MEF Camp Pendleton, maintaining only a small cell forward. During
the period mid-November 2002 through mid-July 2003 I MEF comptroller section executed and maintained
accountability for approximately $750 million, 725 percent of a normal 12-month funding level.
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Briefing on Military Operations in Iraq

by General Tommy R. Franks, USA, with Brigadier General Vincent K. Brooks, USA
<http://www.centcom.mil/CENTCOMNews/Transcripts/20030322.htm>. 22 March 2003.

Gen. Franks: Well, good afternoon. Let me begin by saying that my heart and the prayers of this coalition go
out to the families of those who have already made the ultimate sacrifice. Because of the courage and the dedi-
cation of these heroes, the mission of Operation Iraqi Freedom will be achieved.

As President Bush said, as a last resort, we must be willing to use military force. We are willing, and we’re
using military force.

I’'m pleased to be joined today by Air Marshall Bryan Burridge, Great Britain; Brigadier Maurie McNarn
of Australia; Rear Admiral Per Tidemand from Denmark; Lieutenant Colonel Jan Blom from the
Netherlands—four coalition partners represented here with us. And as many of you would know, we have at our
home in Tampa, Florida, the home of Central Command, 52 nations represented. What many of you may not
know is that many of these nations are also represented in the command posts of our component commands,
located in a number of countries in the region.

You know, Secretary of Defense Don Rumsfeld, my boss, yesterday outlined the military objectives of
Operation Iraqi Freedom. Let me review them with you.

First, end the regime of Saddam Hussein.

Second, to identify, isolate and eliminate Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction.

Third, to search for, to capture and to drive out terrorists from that country.

Fourth, to collect such intelligence as we can related to terrorist networks.

Fifth, to collect such intelligence as we can related to the global network of illicit weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

Sixth, to end sanctions and to immediately deliver humanitarian support to the displaced and to many needy
Iraqi citizens.

Seventh, to secure Iraq’s oil fields and resources, which belong to the Iraqi people.

And last, to help the Iraqi people create conditions for a transition to a representative self-government.

Today, I thought I would describe the campaign you’re seeing and provide you an operational update.

Let me begin by saying this will be a campaign unlike any other in history, a campaign characterized by
shock, by surprise, by flexibility, by the employment of precise munitions on a scale never before seen, and by
the application of overwhelming force.

Let me talk for a minute about our capabilities. The coalition now engaged in and supporting Operation Iraqi
Freedom includes Army and Marine forces from the land component; air forces from several nations; naval
forces, to include the Coast Guard, and Special Operations forces.

Our plan introduces these forces across the breadth and depth of Iraq, in some cases simultaneously and in
some cases sequentially. In some cases, our Special Operations forces support conventional ground forces.
Examples of this include operations behind enemy lines to attack enemy positions and formations or perhaps to
secure bridges and crossing sites over rivers or perhaps to secure key installations, like the gas-oil platforms, and,
of course, in some cases, to adjust air power, as we saw in Afghanistan.

Now, in some cases, our air forces support ground elements or support special operations forces by provid-
ing (inaudable) and intelligence information, perhaps offensive electronic warfare capabilities. At other times,
coalition airmen deliver decisive precision shock, such as you witnessed beginning last night.

At certain points, special operations forces and ground units support air forces by pushing enemy forma-
tions into positions to be destroyed by air power. And in yet other cases, our naval elements support air, support
ground operations or support Special Operations forces by providing aircraft, cruise missiles or by conducting
maritime operations or mine-clearing operations.
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And so the plan we see uses combinations of these capabilities that I’ve just described. It uses them at times and
in places of our choosing in order to accomplish the objectives I mentioned just a moment ago.

That plan gives commanders at all levels and it gives me latitude to build the mosaic I just described in a
way that provides flexibility so that we can attack the enemy on our terms, and we are doing so.

And now a bit on what you have seen over the last, now less than 72 hours. The initiation of combat oper-
ations—we refer to that as D-Day. The introduction of special operation forces—we refer to that as S-Day. The
introduction of ground forces, G-Day. And the introduction of shock air forces, A-Day.

Additionally, a number of emerging targets have been struck along the way and will continue to be struck
as they emerge. So the sequence you have seen up to this point has been S-G-A. That sequence was based on
our intelligence reads, how we see the enemy, and on our sense of the capabilities of our own forces.

In a few minutes, Brigadier General Vince Brooks, one of our operations officers, will provide a number of
visuals which reflect operations up to this point. In the days ahead, you will see evidence of the truth of Secretary
Rumsfeld’s statement yesterday when he said Saddam Hussein was given a choice by the international commu-
nity to give up his weapons of mass destruction or lose power. He chose unwisely and now he will lose both.

Let me introduce General Vince Brooks to give you a little bit of an idea of what operations over the last
three days have looked like. Vince?

Gen. Brooks:

Thank you, sir, very much. And, ladies and gentlemen, good afternoon. I want to take a few minutes to brief
you now on some of the operations that have occurred by the coalition over the last several of days. The opera-
tion of course began on the 19th of March, and since that time, coalition forces have already achieved a number
of several key mission objectives.

Our first effort is aggressive and direct attacks to disrupt the regime’s key command, control, communica-
tions, integrated air defense and ballistic missiles using various targeting and methods that will achieve the
desired effects. This video shows an attack against an Ababil-100 in southern Iraq, and resulted in its destruc-
tion.

Our second focus is on special operations. Coalition special operations forces entered Iraq at night, after
destroying Iraqi military outposts, as this short video shows. You will see two clips. The first is an outpost along
the border, and the second is a building that supported observers on the border.

The special operation forces then began looking for Saddam Hussein’s and the regime’s weapons of mass
destruction and their ballistic missiles that threaten their neighbors. Additionally, coalition special operations
forces saved three key oil terminals that are used for export through the Gulf, and these terminals are key to the
future of Iraq. By preventing certain destruction, the coalition has preserved the future of Iraq. This is the area
where the three terminals were in southern Iraq, and in the Arabian Gulf. On these platforms we found a vari-
ety of things. We found weapons, ammunition, and explosives. These explosives are not meant for defenders.

Our coalition maritime forces have destroyed Iraqi naval forces, as the following video shows. This is a
patrol boat being attacked from the air, and in a moment you’ll see the secondary explosion completing its
destruction.

They are also very active in ensuring that the waterways remain open and unmined so that Iraq is not cut
off from the aid that is prepared to flow in.

What you see in the next image is a tugboat that appears to be carrying oil drums. In fact, it is a mining ves-
sel that transport mines. Interdictions like this one done by our coalition maritime forces and others over the last
few days prevented, for sure, the release of 139 floating mines into the Khor Abdullah, which is an inlet that
joins the Iraqi inland waterways with the Arabian Gulf.

Ground maneuver forces attacked to seize the key Rumaila oil fields, simultaneously began an unprecedent-
ed combined arms penetration deep into Iraq. The attack continues as we speak, and has already moved the dis-
tance of the longest maneuver in the 1991 Gulf War in one quarter of the time. The oil fields were spared destruc-
tion that was intended by the regime because of the effectiveness of these attacks.

In the next image you will see wells that were set afire on the 19th in the afternoon, before the coalition
attack began. By the next day, the land component had already entered Iraq and had prevented any further
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destruction. And this is video from the entering forces. And the good news is only nine of the roughly 500 oil
wells that are in the Rumalah oil fields—only nine were sabotaged by the regime. The flame on the bottom shows
where that location is. All the rest of them are okay.

I should add that the power of information has been key throughout this operation, and it is truly having the
effect of saving lives—of the Iraqi people and military units who are choosing not to fight and die for a doomed
regime. The leaders from several regular army divisions surrendered to coalition forces, and their units aban-
doned their equipment and returned to their homes, just as the coalition had instructed.

We know that there are other forces on the battlefield that we haven’t even arrived at yet, and as this next
image shows, there are Iraqi units that are preparing to surrender even now as we speak. These are lines of rough-
ly 700 Iraqi soldiers that we imaged in the desert away from their equipment, awaiting our arrival.

The coalition is committed to disarming Iraq. But the coalition is equally committed to bringing humanitar-
ian assistance to the Iraqi people. Our humanitarian work in Iraq is only beginning. The U.S. military, coalition
partners and other civilian organizations from around the world have positioned millions of meals, medicines
and other supplies for the Iraqi people. This image shows some of the stocks of humanitarian daily rations that
we are already preparing to push forward as they are required.

Our coalition forces will continue to coordinate closely with a broad array of organizations, and ensure that
as much aid as possible can be provided to the Iraqi people when it is required and where it is required.

Sir?

Gen. Franks:

Thanks, Vince. So, as we speak, our forces are operating inside Iraq. We have operations ongoing in the north,
in the west, in the south, and in and around Baghdad. Our troops are performing as we would
expect—magnificently. And, indeed, the outcome is not in doubt. There may well be tough days ahead. But the
forces on the field will achieve the objectives that have been set out by the governments of this coalition. And
with that we would be pleased to take your questions. Please.

Q: Sir, George Stephanopoulos, ABC News. I wonder if you could comment on the status of the surrender nego-
tiations with the senior Iraqi military or civilian leadership. Are they continuing? Are you personally involved?
And is the U.S. willing to accept a coalition of Iraqi commanders to assume control as part of the deal?

Gen. Franks: George, | wouldn’t comment on what the U.S. government is prepared to accept. I'd leave that
for my boss to talk about.

I will say that we have ongoing dialogues—as I think was mentioned in the Pentagon press brief yester-
day—with a number of senior Iraqi officials. And so those discussions, both with people in uniform and not in
uniform, will continue in the hours and the days ahead.

Q: Are you involved?

Gen. Franks: Please?

Q: General, Tom Fenton (ph), CBS News. The campaign so far has gone with breath-taking speed. Has it sur-
prised you, or is it going more or less as you expected?

Gen. Franks: I think any time forces are joined in a war it’s a blessing when very few people lose their lives;
it’s a blessing when it’s possible for us to move in the direction of our objectives. I believe that the time for us
to celebrate will be when the mission is accomplished. We believe that we are on our timeline, as we say. And I
am satisfied with what I see up to this point, sir. Please?

Q: General Franks, Tom Mintier with CNN. We have seen bombing both during the day and the night. This after-
noon it appeared that there wasn’t much resistance from aircraft positions in Baghdad in and around the city.
Could you describe to us what kind of opposition you are facing on the ground as the bombing campaign goes
on?

Gen. Franks: In two parts, in the air and on the ground. Our forces on the ground, to include our special oper-
ations forces, have encountered enemy formations on a number of occasions in a number of places, and the fight
has been joined in several places inside Iraq.

With respect to the air defenses in and around Baghdad, we-I think it was pretty evident last night that there
was a lot of air defense going up in the air. We are pleased at this point that we have not had any of our coali-
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tion aircraft damaged by any of that air defense. It is obvious that the regime continues to move air defense assets
around as best it can for the purpose of survivability. We will continue to do our work with these magnificent
airmen, and over time we will take down all the air defense capability that exists today. Sir?

Q: General, Jeff Meade (ph), Sky News. Can I ask you to talk to the blitz on Baghdad. How does it help you to
be regarded as liberators by the Iragi people when they are being terrified by that display of ordnance? And also
bearing in mind that some of the targets may have suspect military value, because if they are obvious regime
buildings they would have long ago been evacuated.

Gen. Franks: I think there are those who would say many of the buildings could be evacuated. I think there are
many others who would say many of the buildings would not be evacuated. I don’t use exactly the terminology
that you used. I think rather what we are about is approaching the problem of this regime from a number of direc-
tions simultaneously. That’s as I described the business of special operations forces, ground forces and air power.

The times and the locations where we put each of these ingredients will vary actually by day. That is the
nature of this plan. It is built on flexibility beyond any that I have seen in the course of my service. And so it’s
very difficult to comment about the specific achievement of any one of those arms. We thought that the work
that was done at the beginning of A-Day, last evening, was exceptionally well done. The targeting was precise.
The munitions used in fact were all precision munitions. And there were no targets selected that were not pre-
cisely appropriate to what the plan calls for.

Sir?

Q: Having done—ITB (ph) News of London. General Franks, what can you tell us about the success in attack-
ing so-called regime targets? What can you tell us what you know of the status, whereabouts or health of
Saddam Hussein? And what do you say to those people who say that the people who are most likely to be
shocked and awestruck by the shock are the Iraqi civilians you claim to be liberating?

Gen. Franks: I think on the third point I wouldn’t offer anything beyond what I said a minute ago.

With respect to what is going on with the regime right now, I think that there is a certain confusion that is
going on within the regime. I believe command and control is not exactly as advertised on Baghdad television.
I believe that we should all be very confident that the effort was designed to be so precise that it avoids in every
way possible exposure of non-combatants to that.

And with respect to the first part of your question, I think—actually, I don’t talk about strategic targets and
so forth. What I talk about is emerging targets. Emerging targets can be leadership targets. They can be military
formations. They can be some communications, mobile communications capability that the regime has. And on
several occasions up to this point in fact we have attacked the emerging targets—several within the last 24 hours.

And so in order for me to pick one and isolate it, it just actually doesn’t serve our purpose or our plan. And
so it is part of that mosaic that I described. We see it every day, and we’ll continue to see it as these targets
emerge.

Let me come over here, please. Sir?

Q: General, David Lee Miller (sp) with Fox News. Have you been able to locate any weapons of mass destruc-
tion? Or are you hearing anything about weapons of mass destruction from some of the people you are now tak-
ing into custody, POWSs and detainees?

Gen. Franks: Weapons of mass destruction represent one of the key objectives that we have here—to locate
them, to control them. We receive information every day from a number of sources with respect to weapons of
mass destruction. Some of it may turn out to be good information; some of it is a bit speculative. One would
expect that weapons of mass destruction would perhaps be found in certain parts of the country, and that is work
that lies in front of us rather than work we have already accomplished—is probably the best way I can answer
your question. Please?

Q: Good day, general, Kelly O’Donnell from NBC. Can you update us on the status of Basra? And to what
extent are Turkish forces in the north complicating your plan? Gen. Franks: Basra is the second largest popula-
tion center in Iraq. And although we have seen the regime position weapons in and around (various?) facilities,
civilian facilities inside Basra, we have not seen large numbers of formations. So our intent is not to move
through and create military confrontations in that city. Rather we expect that we will work with Basra and the
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citizens in Basra, the same way I believe has been widely reported in Umm Qasr. What we have seen up to this
point is that the Iraqis are welcoming the forces when they come in. And, so, once again this is about liberation
and not about occupation, and so our desire will be to work with the civilian populations in Basra. And, I'm
sorry, what was your other question?

Q :
Turkish forces—Turkish forces that are reported to be encroaching into Iraq. What is the degree of complication?
Gen. Franks: I’ve seen much about that. And actually I believe that the Turkish formations that we see in north-
ern Iraq are very light formations. We see them move in and out of Turkey. There is continuing discussion I know
at the political level to decide exactly how much of that is acceptable and so forth. And I guess I would say that
that’s sort of above my pay grade. Obviously, we have consultations. We have contact. I have one of my gener-
al officers in Turkey working with the Turks and have had him there for some time. So we are able to maintain
coordination, and I believe the necessary cooperation with the Turkish government up to this point.

Q: General, Paul Adams (ph) from the BBC. Your targeting of regime targets in Baghdad seems to be that you
are targeting some parts of the regime, some parts most closely identified with Saddam Hussein himself, some
ministries, and leaving other untouched. Is this part of sowing confusion in the regime, perhaps setting one part
of it against another?

Gen. Franks: It actually is simply a part of the mosaic that I talked about a minute ago. It is an issue of taking
what we know and what we form into target sets, specific locations, and using appropriate weapon systems
against those targets at points and at times of our choosing. And it is a complex process. It is very, very careful-
ly done. It is very carefully planned, and at least up to this point I believe has been magnificently executed.
Please?

Q: (Off mike)-with Newsweek magazine. You talked a little bit about the agility of the modern military. Could
you possibly walk us back to Wednesday when you got the information about the target of opportunity and
explain in some detail if you would, sir, how did you react? What did you have to do to scramble to get that to
happen, and how did it affect the actual start of the war?

Gen. Franks: Why would you ask if we had to scramble? (Laughter.) Actually, as I said, a plan that’s agile, a
plan that is flexible, provides what we call branches to be able to undertake a number of actions at the same time.
I talked a little bit about S-Day and G-Day and A- Day, and I also said that throughout the course of this plan-
ning and this operation there will always be a need to engage emerging targets. Now, sometimes emerging tar-
gets will be engaged by ground forces and sometimes engaging targets will be engaged by air forces, and so
forth.

Now actually what I will say about that emerging target, which is much reported on and much talked about,
is from my view that was about as close a coordination as I have ever seen work a time-sensitive or an emerg-
ing target, and as you know I’ve worked a great many of them in Afghanistan. That target was worked on an
amazing time line, and in fact did not cause the adjustment of a single aspect of what we have been about since
this thing started. Please?

Q: General Franks—(inaudible)-Marcus from BBC World Service. One of the most striking things in your—
Gen. Franks: I see a lot of you BBC guys.
Q: We're like you—we’ve got lots of different arms, lots of different services.

One of the most striking things in your briefing was your comment several regular Iraqi army divisions have

surrendered or their leaders have surrendered—

Gen. Franks: Right.

Q: —the troops have abandoned their weapons, the soldiers have gone home. You showed us a picture of troops
in the desert—it wasn’t a great picture as far as I was concerned-I couldn’t see much about it. This is a very
important propaganda issue—if Iraqi forces hear through a whole variety of means that the units are just simply
melting away.

Gen. Franks: Right.

Q: That would be information that would be very useful for you to have imparted by the world’s media. What
further information, what further evidence can you give us that leads us to accept that probably tens of thousands
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or many thousand Iraqi troops are simply melting away or going home?

Gen. Franks: Whoa, whoa. (Laughter.) I don’t recall having said thousands or tens of thousands. I think-I think
when I walked out to come over here we had seen enemy prisoners of war in the range of a thousand to two
thousand, which we actually have in custody right now. We have with certain knowledge the fact that thousands
more have laid down their weapons and have gone home.

And we have with certain knowledge that that little picture that Vince Brooks showed up here a minute ago
is in fact about 700 Iraqis lined up in a way that they were instructed by way of leaflets and radio broadcasts to
line up if they chose not to be engaged.

Sir, please?

Q: First of all, thank you for being with us finally. Do you have any personal message for the families of the
casualties? And for the second question, do you think Iraqi President Saddam Hussein would become a black
shadow like Osama bin Laden is right now?

Gen. Franks: I think that the president of the United States was very clear when he talked about regime change
and when he talked about this regime’s weapons of mass destruction. I've said on a number of occasions that
when our nations—when the international community commits as we have to go to war to unseat this regime, that
this is not about a single personality. This is about the control over a country for decades in a way that has been
threatening to peace-loving peoples of the world. And so that’s probably the best I can give you on the second—on
your second question. And I'm sorry, I didn’t understand the first one.

Q: First is about a personal statement for the families of the casualties.

Gen. Franks: Oh, for the families of the casualties? Absolutely. As I said in my—in my opening remarks, my
heart goes out to the loved ones and to the families of those who have fallen. I think all of us who have served
in prior wars at different times in different places have a certain feeling about the loss of a comrade. These are
wonderful-these are wonderful young people. And my personal thoughts and prayers and the thoughts and
prayers of a great many nations go out to their families.

Please, ma’am.

Q: Yes— (inaudible)-Hong Kong. There’s been so many rumors about Saddam Hussein’s whereabouts. Do you
have any idea where Saddam is at right now? And how confident are you in capturing him? Thank you.

Gen. Franks: Actually, I have no idea where he is right now. I suppose-I suppose we’ll know more in the days
ahead, and that’s the best answer I can give you.

Sir, please.

Q: Paul Hunter with Canadian Broadcasting. Given all the talk leading up to this of chemical weapons, how sur-
prised are you that no chemical weapons have been fired at your troops? And what does that tell you about
whether or not they exist? And how concerned are you that they still might be coming?

Gen. Franks: I think it’s—well, of course we’re concerned. And we’ll remain concerned. I think that there are
two ways to look at an enemy, and one way is to try to anticipate what he might think or what he might do. That’s
not the way that I think we choose to do it. What we try to do is determine his military capacity and then pre-
pare our forces and and prepare ourselves to meet the weapon of mass destruction use if he should choose to do
SO.

You know, I think the President said the other day that there will be people, and there have been—there have
been people, who have believed that through the use of terrorism, potentially through the use of weapons of mass
destruction, that we can—that we, this coalition, can be driven away from our goals. Simply not gonna happen.
Someone asked me not too long ago, “What happens if this regime uses weapons of mass destruction?” And
my response was, we win. And that’s because we have—we have a commitment to this operation, and our peo-
ple have a commitment. And so, I would give you the same answer.

We would be hopeful that those with their triggers on these weapons understand what Secretary Don
Rumsfeld said in his comments yesterday—don’t use it. Don’t use it, sir.

Q: This is Li Jingxian (ph) from Shanghai TV, China. General Franks, it was reported that more than 200 Iraqi
civilians have been killed or injured ever since the war began. Do you have any comment on that? And what
kind of measurements has the coalition taken or is going to take in order to minimize the civilian casualties dur-
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ing the military action? Thank you very much.

Gen. Franks: All right. With respect to a question of, you know, how do you feel about that, I think that the
nature of war—which is why my own president said it’s a last resort, it’s final option—is that noncombatants are
injured and killed in a war. That’s why the members of this coalition go literally to extraordinary lengths in order
to be able to be precise in our targeting. We’ve done that and will continue to do that, because there is no assur-
ance that this operation, Operation Iraqi Freedom, ends in a matter of hours, or that it ends in a matter of days.
I think what we do is we remain guided by principles. And the principles involve the accomplishment of our mis-
sion on the shortest timeline possible, protecting innocent lives, both our own and the lives of innocent civilians.
Sir, that’s the best I can give you. Sir.

(Off mike.) There’s an impression here in the region that you’re having more trouble than you’re willing to
admit, that you’re meeting stiffer resistance than you’re willing to admit. One case being brought to mind is
Umm Qasr. If you can talk about that.

And yesterday, following the air strikes, the Iraqi information minister said that your forces are going to be
decapitated and routed. If you can comment on that. Thank you.

Gen. Franks: Sure. I think there might be an expected response to that question, which actually you won’t get
from me. I don’t think it’s appropriate for senior military people to wave their arms in response to the sort of
hype that was described, and so I won’t do that.

I’ll simply say that we have been and will remain deadly serious about our business, and all in this room
should remain convinced that what we say from this podium—myself or my staff—or what we say from the vari-
ous press centers associated with this coalition, will be absolute truth as we know it. Please, sir.

Q: (Off mike)-ABC News. Sir, does the Iraqi military still have the ability to strike Israel with ballistic missiles?
Gen. Franks: One doesn’t know whether the regime has the ability to strike any neighboring country with mis-
siles. We do know that more than two dozen Scud launchers remain unaccounted for since the days of the Gulf
War. (Brief audio break)—provide the best defensive capability that we can. And we know that we want to pos-
ture our force dispositions in a way that makes attacks on neighboring countries just as hard as we can make it.

Now, as you know, there have been, at least to my knowledge, six surface-to-surface missile attacks into
Kuwait over the last couple of days. And if my memory serves, four of those were destroyed by Patriot units—in
fact, one was destroyed by a Kuwaiti Patriot unit; one was permitted to fly harmlessly into the northern Arabian
Gulf, and another into an unpopulated desert area.

And so, is that—does that provide fact-certain that we can provide the 100th percentile of defense?

Absolutely not. There is no certainty. I will say, sir, that I like our posture the way we see it right now. Ma’am.
Q: (Off mike)—from the Associated Press. You mentioned at the start of the briefing the efforts to route the ter-
rorist networks from Iraq. Can you give us some details of what you’re doing specifically in that regard? Ansar
al-Islam up in the Kurdish areas, can you give us some details on that effort?
Gen. Franks: I can’t really provide you a lot of detail. I can tell you that from time to time, in Iraq, we will
come across what we believe to be terrorist-associated activity or people, and when we do so, we will strike
them, and then we will exploit the site subsequent to the strike. I can tell you that in fact we did strike last evening
a terrorist complex, the one that you just made reference to. And I won’t describe exactly what action we’ll be
taking in the next few days with regard to that particular site. Okay?

Sir, please, back here.

Q: (Off mike.) We are getting close from the fourth day of war, and until now, we can’t see any sign of weapons
of mass destruction, we can’t see anyone using of weapons of mass destruction by Iraq. Was it a big lie or just
a cover to justify your invasion of Iraq and to remove its regime, which still cannot use any kind of these weapons
to defend itself against your attacks? Thank you.

Gen. Franks: A bit less than 72 hours of this operation so far, and as I said earlier, potential for days and for
weeks ahead. There is no doubt that the regime of Saddam Hussein possesses weapons of mass destruction. And
at—and as this operation continues, those weapons will be identified, found, along with the people who have pro-
duced them and who guard them. And of course there is no doubt about that. It will come in the future. Sir,
please.
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Q: (Off mike) A point of clarification: Do you know the locations of weapons of mass destruction or is this
effectively an an army of inspectors?

Gen. Franks: I'm sorry, I didn’t-I didn’t hear you.

Q: Do you know the locations of the WMD you’re talking about, have you some indications, or is this effec-
tively an army of inspectors?

Gen. Franks: Well, no, I think what this is is a coalition force that is designed to take down this regime and to
control the weapons of mass destruction, which for certain, sure exist within Iraq. And the approaches and the
amount of time that it will take to identify those weapons and control them remains to be seen, very candidly.
Please.

Q: General Franks, Jeff Shaeffer, Associated Press Television. I understand you can comment specifically on that
whereabouts of Saddam Hussein, you might not know that, but do you believe that he’s still alive? Do you
believe he was wounded in the strike the other day? And do you believe, if he is alive, is he still running the
country?

Gen. Franks:

Actually, I don’t know. I don’t know if he’s alive or not. But interestingly, the way we’re undertaking this mil-
itary operation, it would not be changed, irrespective of location or the life of this one man. And that’s why we
talk about the regime. It would not surprise any of us that, whether Saddam Hussein is alive or dead, that our
forces have engaged, as I mentioned earlier, in combat operations against the forces of this regime, both in and
around Baghdad, which we all saw on television last night and in a number of other cases in this country.

And so it is not about that one personality. In fact, it is about this regime. And so that’s what we’re going to
focus on.

Sir, please.

Q: (Off mike)—from the Daily Telegraph in London. Do you think it was an error that the Stars and Stripes were
raised in Iraqi territory yesterday? And what kind of military government beckons for post-war Iraq?

Gen. Franks: Actually—actually, I don’t-I don’t know. I think that is—that depends on the eye of the beholder.
I think that in zeal, people will want to represent that they have—that they have achieved a certain milestone. And
if you’re from our country, then one of the first things that can pop into the young man’s mind is to raise his
national colors.

I suppose I found it to be much more instructive that immediately following that, and recognizing that his
job had to do with liberation and not occupation, that he quickly brought down his colors.

Please.

Q: This is News Channel from Shanghai TV, China. Mr. Franks. Could you please tell me why this news con-
ference was delayed—

Gen Franks: Sure.

Q:—because, you know, this is quite unusual. Everybody expect that there’s going to be a news conference at the
first night of the air strike, so lots of rumors were confirmed by not Central Command but the Pentagon.

Gen. Franks: A very good question, and having to do with why the timing of this press conference and why
not yesterday or the day before or whatever. Actually, the-many of the media embedded with coalition forces
would tell you that we’re a bit sensitive about the possibility of leaking information that risks the lives of our
people who are engaged in this work. I could give you an example.

Were we to have a press conference here, or in fact a press conference in Washington, that described what
might happen on S-Day or answered questions, the nature of which you’ve asked me here today, all very good
questions, then the risk of providing just that one piece of information that winds up risking the mission or winds
up risking the lives of the people who have been—who have been put to this task, it seems to me, just isn’t worth
it. And so the decision has been that we would move through the first few days of this before our command here
made any comment. We’ll try our best to provide fact-based information on a daily basis to the press center here.
I feel very good about that. But I will also tell you that I feel very good about the work that’s been done up to
this point.

Last question, please. Sir.
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Q: General, Chas Henry from WTOP Radio. Operationally, what’s the greatest surprise you’ve encountered to
this date, a circumstance with the outcome that you least expected?

Gen. Franks: Actually—actually, my greatest surprise was when I-when I got up this morning and I looked at
my computer and I realized that my wife had sent me a “happy anniversary” note this morning that I had—and I
had forgotten to send her one.

(Laughter.)

Actually, there have been no surprises in the way that you—in the way that you asked the question. One is
surprised, I think, when one has not had a year to think through the possibilities. Much has been said and writ-
ten about this business of one plan good enough and another not, and so forth. And the fact of the matter is that
for a period of about a year, a great deal of intense planning and a great deal of what-iffing by all of us has gone
into this so that we prepare ourselves and prepare our subordinates in a way that we minimize the number of sur-
prises. There will be surprises, but we have not yet-we have not yet seen them.

Thanks a lot. Best to you.
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(Participating in the briefing was Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Public Affairs [Media Operations] Bryan G.
Whitman)

Whitman:—from Baghdad. General Conway commands the I
Marine Expeditionary Force, which is a 65,000-person divi-
sion-size element, which is the largest warfighting unit that
the Marine Corps assembled—has assembled since Operation
Desert Storm. It brought together Marines from both the
Pacific and Atlantic forces, and as all of you had followed, had
tremendous success during combat operations. And many of
those Marines are still in the country as the stabilization
efforts continue.

And with that, General, I believe you have a few things
you’d like to say before we start taking questions.

Conway: I do. Thank you for the introduction.

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen, and thank you for
the opportunity to answer questions about my Marines and
sailors. Just seven to 10 weeks ago, the I Marine
Expeditionary Force [MEF], consisting of about 85,000 U.S.
and British troops, was accomplishing feats in combat never
envisioned for a force whose origins were from the sea.
Marine Air was smashing Iraqi armor well in advance of
attacking troops, flying columns of armor were slashing
through and around the area defenses, and our support troops
were making 22-hour trips one way to supply the materiel of
war.

The war now is essentially over. Those courageous Marine
aviators are now flying Iraqi children injured in automobile
accidents to treatment centers. The armor has been parked,
and our ground troops are engaged in building police forces
and repairing schoolhouses. Our support troops are clearing
unexploded ordnance, providing Iraqi farmers with diesel fuel
and rebuilding bridges destroyed during the fighting.

Our Marines were extremely innovative and adaptive dur-
ing the campaign, and they’ve carried those characteristics
into the aftermath. Our current mission is to provide a safe and
secure environment in order to eventually be able to turn Iraq
back over to the Iraqis.
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As Marines, we go about that tasking in a no-nonsense manner. What we tell the Iraqis is that we’re
here to do a job. Don’t get in our way, and nobody will get hurt; indeed, you will like the results.
Interfere with our efforts or threaten our forces in any way, and there will be consequences.

Thus far, we are pleased to say that the people of southern Iraq have generally welcomed our pres-
ence in the cities and in the countryside. In fact, since the MEF left Baghdad some five weeks ago,
there’s been no significant incidents that have resulted in a Marine or sailor being seriously wounded or
killed. Today, with the help of non-governmental organizations, Army civil affairs teams, and multiple
nations that will soon join the coalition, we go about creating—recreating a quality of life.

We recently took pride in our ability to rapidly topple the regime of a vicious dictator. Today we take
pride in our ability to offer a bright and prosperous future to the children of Iraq.

Ladies and gentlemen, I’d be happy to take questions.

Whitman: General, I’'m not sure-we’re not getting real good audio. If there’s any way to move the
microphone a little closer to you, that would be good.

And we’ll start here with Charlie Aldinger. Please go ahead and give your name and your news
organization so the general knows who he’s talking to.

Q: (Off mike.)-how many Marines are still in Iraq now? And General Hagee said last week that plans
were to have all of the Marines out of Iraq by the end of August. He said that any final decision would
be made by General Franks. I wonder how that schedule looks now. Is it possible, given the problems
you’re having there and the attacks, that you’ll have all your Marines out by the end of August?
Conway: Charlie, to answer your first question, we still have about forty—maybe 41,000 Marines in Iraq
and in Kuwait. We’ve always had a significant chunk of the Expeditionary Force in Kuwait, because now
I can say that our aviation was based there for the war, as well as a rear command post, as well as some
of our logistics folks that were forcing material forward from the piers and the airports.

In terms of the second question, we don’t know the answer to that yet. We’re examining right now
the results of these last series of attacks. I will tell you, as I mentioned in my comments earlier, that
things have been fairly quiet in the South. But in conjunction with our adjacent and higher headquarters,
we’re taking a look, even as we speak, at what our force structure needs to be in the weeks, and perhaps
months, to come.

We do feel that when we leave, we will not be able to leave a void. So we very much may be depend-
ent upon the arrival of additional coalition forces to relieve in place with us and allow the Marines to go
home.

Q: General, this is Thelma LeBrecht with AP Broadcast.

And could I also make a request again; if there’s any way you can get that mike wherever you're
speaking into closer to you.

And if T could just follow up a little bit on Charlie’s question. What happens if the coalition forces,
as we’re now hearing, there are not enough international troops now stepping up to the plate? How do
you foresee the U.S. military being able to contend with—is it going to be a longer stay, do you think?
Conway: Pamela (sic), we’re here to do a job, and we don’t leave until the job is done. Now, there are
pressures, of course, that I think it’s fair to say the administration, the Department of Defense will expe-
rience in terms of getting our Marines out of the theater due to additional deployments that those Marines
face. We have kept up our deployment routine for the entire time that we’ve been here. And at this point,
I have Marines who are in country now seven and eight months, so we do have some concern that they
not be kept here any longer than must be the case, so that they can get home, enjoy their families and
once again be prepared to go someplace else in the not-too-distant future.

Q: General, this is Bob Bums from Associated Press. Your comment about how it’s been relatively quiet
in the south; I’'m wondering if you can an elaborate on why you think it is that the Marines have encoun-
tered less violence. And are you doing something different than your Army folks are doing further to
your north?

Conway: Bob, I think there’s a number of things that contribute. One, of course, we’re organized a lit-
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tle bit differently from the Army. We have a lot more infantry Marines in our regiments and in our divi-
sion that are able to get boots on the ground, so to speak, and create perhaps a more diffused presence.
I think that’s one difference, perhaps, between us and the Army.

But I think we’re also fortunate in that the south of Iraq has a much larger Shi’a population. And of
course, as you know, they were very much downtrodden during the Saddam years. There are not as many
Ba’athists, I think, remaining in the south as perhaps there are in the north, a lesser number of Sunnis,
who were sympathetic to the regime.

So I think a number of factors pertain. I have been told by some of the local Iraqis that just being a
Marine makes a difference; that the reputation somewhat speaks for itself and people don’t want to be in
our sector because they know if they get hit, they’ll get hit pretty hard.

Q: General, this is Pam Hess with United Press International. I have two questions for you, if you have
the time. The first is about the logistics. We saw, you know, a pretty amazing military campaign where
you all moved very fast and over a very long way. And one of the things they said was that this was a
real triumph of logistics. But I've talked to a bunch of returning Marines who recall going at least a week
eating one MRE [Meals Ready to Eat] a day and having their water rationed. That doesn’t really add up
to a triumph of logistics to me. Could you explain what happened there and if that is an acceptable level
of support, and how you might be looking to change that?

Conway: Yeah. Pam, let me say at the outset that I am so proud of my logisticians that I can probably
not convey it in words. The Marine Corps is not designed or organized to go 600 miles deep into enemy
territory. Our logistics are simply not built that way. We have tremendous reliance on our shipboard
logistics. We essentially say that we come from the sea. That said, that was not the CINCs [Commanders
in Chief] or the CFLCC’s [Coalition Forces Land Component Command] plan in this case, and so we
were asked to execute something that was in excess of what we were built to do. With Army augmenta-
tion, however, and with, I think, some wise planning that tied our logistics to airfields along the avenues
of approach, we made it work.

Now, if you ask me if every Marine went into the attack with a full tank of gas in his tank and three
MREs in his pack and all the water that we might like to have, the answer is absolutely not, because we
certainly stretched the rubber band. But that said, I think there was a level of comfort in the Marines in
the combat units that as they crossed the line of departure in the morning, they could look over their
shoulder and see a supply convoy arriving that would have those things for them by the end of the day.

So logistics never truly halted the attack, but based upon those supply lines that we faced, even doing
the best job we could with emergency resupply via air and so forth, we were never rich in supplies. That
was a conscious risk that we were willing to accept, and one in this case, I think, proved itself to be worth
the risk. We felt that through speed, we could save lives. And we weren’t willing to sacrifice that speed
for the sake of full tanks and full packs.

Q: Hey, General, it’s Mark Mazzetti with U.S. News. I hope you’re doing well. Question: Talking to
your staff toward the end of the war, they said that since the area you control is predominantly Shi’a, that
they were concerned that—of actions that Iran might take to sort of move over the border and try to estab-
lish sort of a base of influence in Iraq. Have you seen that at all since the war ended, or any actions by
Iranian elements to move over the border and do that?

Conway: Hey, Mark, good seeing you again. But I’'m sorry; now you all are breaking up. I got about 30
percent of your question. Could you please repeat it?

Q: Sure. I'll go a little more slowly, too. Talking to your guys during—toward the end of the war, they
were saying that since the area you control is predominantly Shi’a, they were concerned about actions
Iran might take to move over the border and establish a little bit of a, you know, sphere of influence in
eastern Iraq. And I’'m wondering whether you’ve seen any of that since the end of the war or any actions
by Iranian elements to do that?

Conway: Yeah, Mark. Got it that time. We have seen some of that. We have—in fact, there are SCIRI per-
sonnel who—and that acronym I'1l provide to you-but they are folks, they are Iraqis, who have spent time
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in Iran who are now coming home who are a political presence. And I think their beliefs are basically
fundamentalist beliefs. The military arm of SCIRI is the Badr Corps. It has a military connotation, but I
will tell you that we have not seen any threat yet arising from them. That said, they are here in some
numbers, we’re keeping a close track on their activities and we will watch them with great interest in the
days and weeks to come. At this point, they’re playing by all the rules. And we have no reason to be con-
vinced that they’re doing things untoward that would cause us to react towards them in any way. SCIRI,
by the way, stands for Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution in Iraq.

Q: It’s John McWethy with ABC News, General. You described stretching the rubber band; that there
were times when your forces never had full packs, but the risk was worth the reward of speed and sav-
ing lives.

There are generals in uniform back here who are telling us privately that to stretch the rubber band
was a high risk, and that had been a bit more resistance, it could have turned very bad for U.S. Marines
in particular, on that march to Baghdad.

Can you describe the measure, the level of risk that you did in fact take?

Conway: Yeah, that’s a very perceptive question, John. And I think I can. As you all will recall, there
was a halt, an operational halt, that allowed us to build supplies. We were well up Highway 1 at that
point, still south of the Tigris River, at that point really making a feint on the underbelly of Baghdad.
And we held forces in place for two or three days, allowing that rubber band to maybe become a little
less taut, and to get some supplies built up to the point where we were comfortable that we weren’t expe-
rience extreme risk.

While that was happening—and you have to understand, I guess, some about how this MEF fights.
But we have a tremendous air arm that was able to put about 300,320 sorties a day on our enemies out
in advance of our ground troops. So while we were stationary, we were, in fact, attacking with our air,
taking maximum advantage of intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities to determine
what the enemy was that we faced.

And quite frankly, again, we weren’t fully topped off with the supplies that we might like, but every
indication that we had was that the enemy had been significantly pounded by our air, and our intelligence
resources were telling us that he was not there in large numbers. So those two things combined told me,
and I suspect my superiors, that it was a risk that was manageable and a risk that we could take, again,
in order to generate the speed that we did.

Q: General, thanks for being with us. This is Hunter Keeter from Defense Daily. I wanted to ask you
about the movement from the sea to marry the troops up with their equipment. Could you just detail a
little bit about that process from the Maritime preposition stocks that you met your troops with? And
then talk a little bit about, if you would, what your assessment is of the future of that capability; where
you would like to see it go, if you had to do this all over again with a little bit better capability.
Conway: Hunter, we have always felt in the Marine Corps that the MPS concept, Maritime
Prepositioning Ship concept, is a real success story.

It proved to be so during the last Gulf War, to the extent, I think, the United States Army saw the
value in it and it created a very similar capability, at least here in Southwest Asia.

This time through, it performed magnificently. We brought 11 ships in from two separate MPS
squadrons, and the estimate was somewhere between 20 and 25 days for the off-load. We did it in 16.
And we’re extremely proud of our Marines and the process that allowed that to happen, because it gave
us two full brigade sets of equipment on deck. And that did not include the Amphibious Task Forces, East
and West, sailing with additional Marines, armor, helicopters, fixed-wing aircraft and those types of
things. So, this Marine Expeditionary Force truly arrived from the sea.

Now, an important component of that is the support that we get from the United States Air Force in
that they fly over large numbers of Marines, both with Air Force air and contract air, to link us up with
that equipment and then move it into tactical assembly areas. But suffice it to say that we brought in
about 60,000 Marines in about 45 days, once the Department of Defense and the administration decided

28



that it was time to prop the force and make it ready.

Where we go from here is, I think, an interesting question. I will tell you that our planners at
Headquarters Marine Corps are looking at even more efficient ways to organize the ships, and I think the
commandant has made the decision that that will happen. What is basically involves is like types of ships
in like squadrons. But I’ve got to tell you, this is a pretty tremendous capability right now, and I think
any tweaking that we do will be pretty much on the margins, because now in two successive conflicts, it
has truly proven its value.

Q: Good morning, General. Otto Kreisher with Copley News Service. The corps had about one-third of
the ground combat forces during the war, and yet, you took half or slightly over half of the combat casu-
alties. There’s a question of whether that’s you know, Marine aggressiveness, or whether it was the fact
that you got the hard—the tough end of the stick; you had to fight your way through most of the cities
while the Army was doing the sweep to Baghdad mostly through the desert. What would you say about,
you know, your ratio of casualties you took?

Conway: Otto, you broke up a little bit, but I think I have the essence of your question, so I’ll answer
what I think you said. If I'm off the mark, please ask it again.

From the outset, the Marine Expeditionary Force was a supporting attack. We had to cross one, two,
three—arguably, four rivers. We had an avenue of approach that Marine and Army planners both agreed
was essentially a brigade-size avenue of approach, and we were putting, essentially, a reinforced division
over it.

I asked my people in the end how many Iraqi divisions did we engage, and it’s arguably somewhere
between eight and 11. We always knew that An Nasiriyah was going to be a critical point on the battle-
field; that our supply lines, up Highway 7 and across Highway 1, both cross the Euphrates River at An
Nasiriyah. And we simply had to take that place and hold it in order for the 1st Marine Division to be
able to sweep north, as it finally did.

It involved some close combat. And we saw that, I think, repeatedly as we attacked north; that we
knocked out great formations of Iraqi armor, but the forces that we had come up against us were pretty
much in the villages and towns along the single avenues of approach that we had that led into Baghdad.
It was close-quarter fighting, in some cases hand-to-hand fighting. And I just think that a combination of
things, that nature of close-in combat and the number of forces that we had to face on secondary avenues
of approach to get to Baghdad, have led us to those number of casualties.

And let me tell you, we felt every one of them. I think based upon some of the equipment that we
now have in the force, we’re fortunate that they were not worse. We tried to ensure that every Marine had
what we call a SAPI [small arms protective inserts] plate, an armor plate that goes on the front of the
flak vest. It covers the vital parts of the upper torso. And we compute that we had somewhere between
25 and 30 strikes 762 or larger on the SAPI plates and they worked. And we think that they truly save
lives.

Now, that’s the question I think you asked. If it was different, please restate it.

Q: General, Dale Eisman with the Virginian Pilot in Norfolk. You had a number of friendly fire inci-
dents, and I’m thinking in particular of one near Nasiriyah; I think you had something like 30 Marines
wounded. Can you tell us what you’ve learned about what might have been behind those incidents? Was
there a common thread running through them? And what steps you might be able to take in the future to
further reduce friendly fire?

Conway: Dale, you just hit on what is probably my biggest disappointment of the war, and that is the
amount of blue on blue, what we call blue on blue, fratricide in a lot of instances, that occurred.

I spoke to every formation before we crossed the line of departure, I spoke separately to the officers
and I emphasized a number of things, but among them were the fact that our weapons are so accurate,
are so deadly, that anymore, that when it goes off the rail or it goes out the tube, it’s probably going to
kill something. And so you’ve got to make certain that what you’re shooting at is indeed the enemy.

We did have a large number of wounded at An Nasiriyah, based upon a friendly fire incident.
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Fortunately, no killed came out of that, that particular engagement. There is another one that’s under
investigation where we think that there may have been an airstrike roll in on our forces. And there are
a number more, frankly, lesser in number, that still present—

(Audio brake due to loss of feed from Iraq).

(Pause.)

Whitman: (Referring to teleconference video feed.) It looks like he’s frozen there, doesn’t it?

Q: Yes.

Whitman: Let’s see if we get him back in a second.

(Incidental chatter not transcribed.)

Whitman: If we have lost the signal, it requires to reboot, and rebooting is about a four-, five-minute
process. So let’s see if we’ve really been knocked off the air or not. We’ll know here in a second.
(Pause.)

Whitman: (To staff.) Are we going to have to reboot?

Staff: No, sir. I think we’re just going to be able to reconnect, redial.

Whitman: All right, well let’s just stand fast a second, then.

(Pause while connection is restored. Incidental chatter not transcribed.)

Whitman: General Conway, can you hear me?

Conway: Yes, I can. Can you hear me?

Whitman: Yes, we can hear you fine now. We lost you for a moment. You were talking—where we lost
you, you were talking about friendly fire incidents, and you had talked about a possible aviation one. And
then you said that there were a number of others that were being looked into or something, and that’s
where we lost you.

Conway: Okay. I went on to say that we had some devices that we used in this war. One was called Blue
Force Tracker. It gave us position locations and identification on major units. It helped some, I think,
with location and identification friendly forces.

But what we truly need is something that can identify a friendly vehicle—it either squawks or beeps
or emits some sort of power source that tells a shooter—an airplane or a tank or whatever—that they’re
looking at a friendly piece of equipment. And I think that the—we’ve been trying to develop that now ever
since the Gulf War, without success, [ might add. And the man that invents that, I think, will be very rich,
indeed. Because it continues to be something that we see happen in the U.S. military, and it’s really
something that we’ve got to stop.

Q: General, this is Lisa Burgess with Stars and Stripes. It’s a little bit difficult back here to get a sense
of how the Iraqi people are reacting to the American force. Reading the newspaper in the last couple of
days, it would seem that there’s a growing resentment against what’s being perceived as an occupation
force. Can you give a sense of what you’re seeing there, and whether there’s been a change in the past
week or so?

Conway: Lisa, I can speak for the southern region. And I can tell you that I still see that the reception
that our Marines and sailors are receiving here is overwhelmingly positive. I fly over the landscape a lot,
and we don’t pass a village without little children, and oftentimes, adults waving at our helicopters. They
wave at our helicopters more than the people in southern California wave at our helicopters, and that’s
because, I think, they’re happy we’re here.

We’ve been told by some sources that people want to see us go away, and of course sooner is better.
A number more are saying, you know, we’re afraid when you leave that our freedoms will leave with you
because there are bad people still there who would like to see other things happen aside from democrat-
ic principles and the ability to elect their leaders.

I met just this morning with about-I don’t know, 60, maybe 70 sheikhs, influential people who are
tribal leaders throughout all of southern and central Iraq. And let me tell you, they are delighted that
we’re here. They’re delighted with the progress that we’re making, again, especially in the south. They
want to complement our efforts as much as they possibly can. I think that they will probably—they will
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be willing and happy to say goodbye to us, but that day is not yet. And I think that, again, the reception
that our Marines receive day in and day out is just tremendously positive.

Q: General Conway, Barbara Starr from CNN. Even given the fact that you have a more—what you
describe as a more stable situation in the south, nonetheless, as a senior commander in Iraq, what are
your thoughts specifically about what the U.S. military can do to get a handle on what appears to be a
continuing series of random and sporadic attacks against U.S. forces in Iraq? What can be done to stop
it, since it is so widespread and so sporadic?

Conway: Barbara, good seeing you again.

You’ve got some great people out here working on that very problem. I will tell you first of all how
we handle it in the south. I mean, yesterday morning, we had a battalion-size attack on what we were
told was a training area up in the very northern part of one of our provinces. So I think that any com-
mander would much rather ferret out a threat based on solid intelligence and act on it quickly to elimi-
nate it. You go preemptive and don’t allow them a chance to finish training, in this case, perhaps disperse
to various locations and then do the sniping and the ambushing and that type of thing that we’ve seen
potentially in the north.

I think what we’re seeing are a limited numbers of attacks that are, I think, in some cases being mis-
characterized as how the whole nation is seeing our presence. I really don’t think that there’s anarchy in
Iraq, to include northern Iraq. But there are specific individuals that are very aware of the fact that even
a small-scale attack makes large-scale news; are taking advantage of that fact to create, I think, levels of
overreaction in some cases, and will continue to do so because they don’t want us to be here.

But I think from a U.S. military perspective, we have to keep doing the things that we’re doing—build
the police forces, gain confidence in them; provide point security on key infrastructure, because these
guys also know if they start tearing down infrastructure, it also will reflect badly on us. And there are
places where it’s simply not guarded; you can’t guard it everywhere. And then we have to be prepared to
act quickly and severely where we see that armed people are resisting the future that we’re trying to cre-
ate for this country.

Whitman: Someone else?

Q: No.

Whitman: Okay. Go ahead, Pam.

Q: This is Pam Hess from UPI again. Just to tie up a couple of loose ends, could you tell us how many
wounded or dead you might have had from friendly fire attacks? And could you give us an estimate of
the number of SCIRI and Badr Corps personnel that are in your region that you know of?

Conway: Pam, on your first question, I can’t give you an exact figure because those things are still under
investigation. And the first thing the investigation has to determine is whether or not it was friendly fire.
So, I can’t give you a feel for that at this point. But I will tell you that one is one too many.

On the second issue, the numbers vary widely. We tend to think that in the southern area, there’s
probably less than 1,000 of the Badr Corps types. But again, that’s not certain.
We’re told that X number will come in, perhaps, from Iran, but then will attempt to recruit X number
more who may be sympathetic to their beliefs. And again, a Badr Corps individual isn’t necessarily a bad
guy. He doesn’t become that until he does something again that goes against the rules that the Coalition
Provisional Authority has posed, and then we would have to take action.

Q: General, it’s Mark Mazzetti again. The goal of the military campaign in Iraq was not just regime
change, but also to get rid of the weapons of mass destruction in Iraq. And I’'m wondering—first of all,
are you surprised that seven weeks on, no weapons caches have been found? And what is your sense of
the status of the WMD programs, having been on the ground in Iraq for so long? And, you know, what
may have happened to the weapons?

Conway: Mark, you may recall as we moved north, there were a couple of times there where everybody
was sleeping with their boots on and with their gas masks pretty close. So, one of the real surprises I
think we all experienced was that we did not get struck with weapons of mass destruction as we crossed
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the Euphrates or even as we crossed the Tigris and went up against Republican Guard divisions.

In terms of what we’re doing about it now, we continue to contribute our part in the south against
SSEs—sensitive sites, if you will-that may yield weapons of mass destruction. We’ve put teams on vir-
tually every one that intelligence or local Iraqis or any other means has pointed out to us as perhaps
might be containing weapons of mass destruction, or residuals of those kinds of things or whatever.

So we continue to join in the search to try to ferret it out.

I can’t answer your question in terms of what may have happened to it. I don’t think that we’ve given
up on the search yet. And I think if you’re tracking the high-value target captures, like all of us are, the
interrogations that followed, I think that the day might well come when we ask the right question of the
right person and we open a panacea of weapons storage and that type of thing.

So seven weeks is probably not enough time to look at a country the size of California and come to
the conclusion that they simply do not exist here, especially if you consider that the regime had ample
experience attempting to hide those things as much as they were visited by the inspectors.

Q: General, Otto Kreisher again. You mentioned earlier that you had a battalion-size operation against
what you thought was a training area, but you didn’t say what you found there. What did you encounter
on that raid?

Conway: Yes, sir. What our intelligence told us was that there were some Ba’ath Party members who
were conducting training, with a good bit of shooting, with intent to potentially use that force in some
negative way on down range. The battalion swept in a first light. They rolled up on five different objec-
tives. They found a number of automatic weapons, a number of rocket-propelled grenades, which in tan-
dem were probably the favorite weapons of the Fedayeen, certainly. They took 13 detainees, at least one
of whom, a couple of the detainees pointed out to us fairly quickly, was a fairly high-level Ba’ath Party
member; and, unfortunately, had to shoot two people who chose to resist their movement.

So we consider that a fairly successful sweep. It’s a pattern that we will continue to follow. My divi-

sion commander prefers a cordon in the early hours before first light and a first-light attack. First, we
find some of these people don’t get up too early around here, and that’s a good thing; but secondly, we’re
able to be more discerning with our targets and we don’t wind up shooting innocent people, ostensibly
women and children, because of trying to do so during the hours of darkness.
Q: It’s John McWethy from ABC again, General. Back to the weapons of mass destruction. You had, we
were led to believe, fairly credible intelligence indicating that some of the units that you would be
encountering had live weapons of mass destruction, probably CW shells, that had been moved forward
to deal with your units. At this point, understanding that the exploitation of the sites is still under way
and that there are a lot of unanswered questions, do you feel that the intel was just wrong? Do you feel
that the enemy may not have ever had any of these things in forward units?

It seems inconceivable that if they had them in the forward units that you have not found something

in a forward unit, and not buried away in some storage area. Help us out here.
Conway: John, as Mark could probably tell you, the fact that we were, again, not hit with weapons of
mass destruction-I think we had four triggers that we were prepared to defend ourselves
against—different times when we thought that the regime might try to employ the weapons of mass
destruction against us. And we truly thought that they were distributed—not to everybody, not to the reg-
ular army divisions that we saw in the south. But my personal belief was that they probably did reside
in the Republican Guard units, and we encountered, arguably, three, maybe four, Republican Guard divi-
sions on the way to Baghdad. But my personal belief was that the Republican Guard corps commander
probably had release authority, and that we might well see them when we started to encounter his force
or enter his area.

It was a surprise to me then, it remains a surprise to me now, that we have not uncovered weapons,
as you say, in some of the forward dispersal sites. Again, believe me, it’s not for lack of trying. We’ve
been to virtually every ammunition supply point between the Kuwaiti border and Baghdad, but they’re
simply not there. Now, what that means in terms of intelligence failure, I think, is too strong a word to
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use at this point. What the regime was intending to do in terms of its use of the weapons, we thought we
understood or we certainly had our best guess, our most dangerous, our most likely courses of action that
the intelligence folks were giving us. We were simply wrong. But whether or not we’re wrong at the
national level, I think, still very much remains to be seen.

Whitman: General Conway, if I could thank you for taking the time out of your busy schedule to spend
some time with us here today and to give us some insight into your operations and what you’ve been
doing over there. Thank you very much.

Conway: Thank you, folks, for the great job you do. Have a nice day.

33






Briefing on the First Marine
Expeditionary Force in Iraq

by Lieutenant General James T. Conway

http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/2003/tr20030909-
0658.html>. 9 September 2003.

(Participating in the briefing was Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Public Affairs [Media Operations] Bryan G.
Whitman)

Whitman: Well, thank you again for joining us this afternoon.
Today it’s my real pleasure to welcome back into this room,
because we’ve seen him by scottie briefing from Iraq, Lieutenant
General James T. Conway, who is the commanding general, I
Marine Expeditionary Force, which is headquartered at Camp
Pendleton.

During combat operations in Iraq, though, General Conway
commanded 89,000 Marines. They attacked from Kuwait all the
way north to Tikrit, and took—by my count—on and defeated eight
Iraqi divisions. I MEF has recently—more recently been responsi-
ble for security and stability operations in and around An Najaf,
and is in the process of completing their turnover to the
Multinational Division that has come in to that sector, led by
Poland.

He has some time today to talk to you about their mission and
their operations and a little bit about some of the lessons that they
learned. He has some opening remarks, a little bit of a presenta-
tion, and then would be happy to take your questions for about the
next 30 minutes.

General?

Conway: Afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Let me apologize,
first of all, for my uniform. My aide and I packed our “Alphas”
when we left San Diego the last time, but we think they probably
joined Jimmy Hoffa somewhere. We can’t find them right now.
And so I'm in the best uniform I could bring forward.

I returned from Iraq yesterday in the wake of a transfer of
authority ceremony, conducted at the ruins of Babylon on the 3rd
of September. There, after five months of stabilization and securi-
ty operations, my command, the I Marine Expeditionary Force,
turned over responsibilities for four of the five governants in
South Central Iraq to the Polish-led Multinational Division.
Although the MND appears quite capable, we maintained U.S.
control of the governant of Najaf in order to provide a sense of
security following the cleric Hakim’s bombing assassination at the
Imam Ali Mosque on 29 August. We plan a final turnover of that
governant in the next few days, and a closeout of U.S. Marine
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operational presence in Iraq not later than about the first week of October.

I’m almost as proud of my Marines, sailors and soldiers for their performance and conduct during the sta-
bilization phase as I was during the attack up through Iraq into Baghdad and beyond. In the attack, they demon-
strated aggressiveness, raw courage, and the ability to deal with any scenario. During stabilization ops, they
dealt firmly with the local population, but that was tempered with compassion, professionalism and the abili-
ty to deal with any scenario.

There were attacks against Marines and others who moved through our zones—over 330 of them in five
months. Many Iraqis were killed and many more captured or detained because our methods were always to
respond to force with even greater force, and Marines normally hit what they shoot at. However, for every
attack, there were an equal number of Iraqi warnings that helped us avoid attacks and, therefore, casualties.
Indeed, over the course of five months, though we had many Marines wounded, we have not lost a single
Marine to hostile fire.

Yet Marines normally don’t do nation-building. The last time was in Vietnam, almost 35 years ago. We
have no consolidated doctrine for it. However, sometimes a negative can result in a positive. Absent doctrine,
we developed a set of guidelines or principles that our leaders and troops were to follow. Chief among them
was to treat Iraqis as they would like to be treated themselves, were the situation reversed. We sought out Iraqi
leadership at the local level and asked them to help focus our efforts at reconstruction.

And among other areas of emphasis, we pay particular attention to the children. The children of Iraq rep-
resent the future of the country, and we made every effort to rebuild the schools, clean up the playgrounds and
hand out soccer balls. We held a belief that it’s hard for a man to be angry with those who are doing good things
for his children.

We found in the people of southern Iraq an industrious, intelligent society, very knowledgeable in the state
of current affairs and very interested in what was to be the future of their country. I used to think Americans
were the most impatient people on Earth. I now believe that distinction belongs to the Iraqis.

We should encourage that characteristic, however, especially as it relates to their security. We must con-
tinue to mature the Iraqi police, resource the Iraqi militia and oversee the revitalization of the new Iraqi army,
so that the next time there is a transfer of authority in an historic place, like the amphitheater at Babylon, it will
be between a multinational division and the people of Iraq.

Thank you. Your questions, please.

Q: Could you give us, if possible, as firm a timetable as you can on the turnover of authority to the Polish-led
division? And can you say—did the decision to put that off reflect a negative assessment of the capabilities of
that division?

Conway: General Tyszkiewicz, the two-star Polish division commander, joined us probably 20 or 25 days at
Babylon before the turnover actually took place. That turnover, again, was on 3 September. That was the final
turnover of our five governates. Leading up to that time, we had turned over provinces on an individual basis
to various brigades that he owned, just a few days before the 3rd, but the 3rd actually was the ceremony, and
again, we turned over four of the five governates officially that day.

Q: Najaf-

Conway: Yes. Najaf, now, we held. And the reason we held it was not in any way related to what we assessed
to be the capability of a multinational division. Essentially, it was in the wake of two bombings in Najaf, the
latter very much more the more severe, and a feeling that the Marine presence would simply serve to lend a
greater degree of stabilization and security to the people.

We had the two Latin American battalions who would assume responsibility for it with us there at the time.
We continue to work, turn over with those folks. They appear to be good troops, are anxious for their mission.
And I think that we will turn it over it again in two or three more days.
Q: Physically?
Conway: Yes. We hope-I would hope by the end of the week. That is based on a conversation I had just before
I left with Lieutenant General Sanchez.

Yes, sir ?
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Q: General, if I heard you correctly, I think you—did you say that not a single Marine has been lost to hostile
fire since—

Conway: Since about the 21st of April, when we headed south into our—actually, at that point, seven gover-
nates, in south and south-central Iraq.

Now, let me clarify. We have had one Marine who was killed responding to a firefight. He was a member
of a light armored unit. The vehicle went off the road, and he, unfortunately, was crushed and killed—a vehicle
accident many miles from the actual scene of the shooting.

Q: My question is if you can explain that—the sharp contrast of that to the situation elsewhere; the Army, in par-
ticular, having lost so many people?

Conway: Well, I think for starters, we’re fortunate that we’re in the south-central sector of Iraq. That is a pre-
dominantly Shi’a population. We went in with an attitude that the war was over; that we were there for securi-
ty and stabilization operations. We wanted to make friends and we wanted the people to understand, of course,
that we would not tolerate anyone shooting at our troops. And as I have said, we’ve had to respond to a lot of
that. But I'd like to think that the combination of the population where we were—good methods well-applied
have kept down the numbers of casualties that we have had.

Q: General, there’s been a lot of talk about whether there are more—whether there’s a need for more U.S. troops,
whether there’s a need for more troops period. Your assessment in the south-central area and how the force is
arranged there?

Conway: Bret, I would say first of all, I don’t think we need more troops. We think that the numbers of troops
that we have are sufficient. We have had essentially one battalion applied to each governorate, and that has been
plenty, based upon our methodologies. And let me explain that for just a moment, if I can.

We have tried, and have been very successful, I would argue, to train new Iraqi police in Western policing
methods, and they represent our first line of defense. Behind that, we have incorporated into the MEF some
very capable Army MP companies who take up residence inside the cities. They reinforce the police and they
take care of that next level of problems, if and when they arise. We have used Marines after a time principally
as quick response forces, QRFs, who respond when something starts to get out of control, and you need a very
capable force to accomplish that. So in that regard, we’ve been able to make max use of the troops that were
available. And we think that we don’t need any more.

Q: That’s (defining?) the mission to execute infrastructure protections?

Conway: Yes. We have a lot of pipelines, power lines and that type of thing, of course, that roll through our
area. We have enlisted the support of some of the Iraqi tribes to assist us in security there. The FPS system, the
protection system that’s been developed to use Iraqis, is having some good results. We think they’ll get better
as they get more mature. We fly helicopters along the pipelines. We have mobile patrols that run the pipelines
and those types of things. And I think it’s fair to say that in the past five weeks or so now we have not had sab-
otage or stealing—sometimes stealing results in a sabotage to the pipeline because there are explosions and there
are fires and those manner of things. But, knock on wood, in recent weeks we have not seen either of those in
any kind of numbers.

Q: Just to follow up, what did you find was the best way of enlisting the tribes in this? I mean, to pay them per
day trouble-free or what?

Conway: Well, a personal relationship works. And we’ve tried to manifest those things in time.

If you appeal to the logic that the thieves and others, the saboteurs, are committing crimes against the peo-
ple of Iraq and that the result that you’re seeing is a large black market and your people are paying unfair prices,
they understand the logic of that. So there has been some minor payment of seized funds, but not—not on an
exorbitant scale.

Q: General, the Army’s 4th Infantry Division commander told us a couple months ago that the Marines had
come to him with concerns about the Javelin missile in combat and that they were working to address those.
Have you heard, you know, what the results of that were, and—

Conway: No, I have not. I read some of the same things that you’re talking about in regards to Javelin. And we
had some concerns before we crossed the line of departure about some of our tank-killing methods. Some of it
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was reliability in some of the blocks, some of it was training on TOW 2s. You know, the missiles are so expen-
sive any more that you don’t get a lot of opportunities to fire in training. But we didn’t have problems with the
Javelin. And when I went back to just informally canvas in the wake of having read that report, I didn’t get a
lot of negative comment on the Javelin. So I'll be anxious to see what the Army’s study presents, when all is
said and done.

Q: General, since the bombing in Najaf there have been militias that have been appearing on the streets. I
understand that there’s been an ultimatum given to one—at least one of the militias to have to clear out, basical-
ly. Can you explain what-what that situation is all about, and also, what is the risk of militias moving in to
basically take control of security, you know, if there—if there aren’t U.S. forces there? And they’re creating a
situation where you may have militias later competing with the police or fighting among themselves for turf.
Conway: Let me give you the bottom line first, if I can. What you described is exactly right. It applies to all
militias. And that is, that there will be no armed militias on the streets of Najaf. That has been worked through
our assistant division commander and the mayor of the city. And those people are no longer present today.

Now, the effort came to pass as a well-intended, short-term, almost experiment, if you will, on the part of
the CPA to see if we couldn’t get rapid security into the shrine area in the wake of the bombings as we trained
up—provided additional training for a 400-man police force in the Najaf city police. It was to be for a two- or
three-day period. We let it run that far and then we terminated it because of some of the very things that you
describe. It was getting to be a little bit problematic. People were ranging outside of the assigned area, con-
ducting vehicle checkpoints. They weren’t always identifiable to us. And so some of the things you very, I
think, adroitly picked up in your question were the things that we thought were problematic with regard to rec-
ognizing militia. That was something that we had said we wouldn’t do. And in retrospect, it’s something that
we think is still the right call for the country.

Q: And has the—I think it’s called the Mehdi Army. Have they cleared out of the streets at this point?
Conway: What we have done-because the problem is real-is said to the various clerics, “If you want to
increase the size of your protection detail, you can do that.”

To the extent that—in the case you’re describing—Sadr wants to have a somewhat larger detail, and that would
be some of his Mehdi Army people, we would probably let that happen. But only in his exact location would
we allow those people to serve as a protective detail.

Okay. I'm just working my way back here, folks. Please?

Q: General, there has been some talk of Marines being used in more peacekeeping operations. Can you say if
any I MEF units would go back to Iraq to perhaps relieve Army troops there?

Conway: Probably too early to say. I will tell you that when we put the preponderance of our force out of Iraq,
the guidance that we were given was to recock. Now, to me that meant get back into what had been our deploy-
ment routine; in the case of I MEF, for most units, about six months deployed, about 18 months home. I have
since seen the projected requirements in the out years. And what is being said, I think, essentially by the peo-
ple who are doing the planning is it will be a brigade or a division, service not given. And I think that at this
point we probably shouldn’t say it will or will not be Marines. I think the JCS will have to evaluate that, and I
think we’ll have to be prepared to field that requirement if, in fact, it’s headed our way.

You're right in that Marines don’t normally do this type of thing, but I think we all recognize that the Army
is being fairly well stretched now with all the other requirements that it has, so it would not be an inordinate
request, I would not think.

Yes, Sir?

Q: General, can you give us an idea of the composition of the quick-reaction forces that have been developed
over the course of the post-combat operations: you know, what kind of structure they are, is it helicopters, is it
LAVs? Can you give any idea of the structure?

Conway: It’s some of all; it depends upon the situation. The-my reaction force—I don’t hold a reserve, but I do
have a squadron of Cobras that can be employed in virtually any situation; troops that can be heli-lifted based
on the medium helicopters that we have left back.

At the division level, General Mattis’ reserve is a light armored reconnaissance battalion, quick on the
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ground with a good bit of firepower. At the battalion level, and that’s where we have seen them deployed in vir-
tually every instance, it’s a platoon or a company—based upon a scenario, could be as much as two companies,
or the entire battalion, if the battalion commander thinks it necessary. We have not seen that at all. We have
seen, in one instance, the deployment of a two-company QRF, with a number of demonstrators in the city of
Najaf some weeks back now.

Q: Do you find that the MAGTF [Marine Air Ground Task Force] structure allows for more flexibility than
other coalition forces in the region?

Conway: I can’t speak to that. I can say that it gives us great flexibility. We have ground transportation for those
folks. Again, the other methods I mentioned to you, the LAR, the helicopters, are all very quick response, espe-
cially based on our ability to put detachments in—in what we say “the dirt” at various locations around south-
central Iraq.

Okay. Yes, ma’am?

Q: You said in your earlier comments that the Marines Corps does not have a nation-building consolidated doc-
trine. Is that something that the Marine Corps is looking to address (word inaudible)—permanently, versus doing
it ad hoc—on an ad hoc basis?

Conway: We think we’ve got to do that. We—what we used were essentially two documents. One is a small
wars manual that goes back to Marine Corps intervention in Nicaragua in the ‘20s and ‘30s. You’d be interest-
ed on how many of the lessons are still applicable, really. And that document has maintained its application
over the decades. The other is a concept that was developed by one of our former commandants, General
Krulak, that talked about the three-block war. And in that, he said in the first block, Marines will be feeding
hungry people; in the second block, you’re keeping warring tribes apart for whatever combination of reasons;
and in the third block, you’re in full-scale combat; all of those things on the same day in the same locale. And
that captures what we’ve seen there from time to time, quite frankly. It’s pretty close.

Now, we feel like that we will have to, in the wake of this experience, provide some much more detail how-
to to those young commanders that follow, and that will be, in great part, the responsibility of my MEF to be
the advocate for that.

Q: Any civil affairs roles that you foresee expanding—(inaudible)?

Conway: Well, I think—I mentioned earlier numbers of troops. I think that we need to make sure we send in
the right kinds of troops. And among those would be greater numbers of MPs, a greater representation by Civil
Affairs, Psychological Operations, Information Operations types of folks. I just think that this, what we call
Phase 4-type environment is a much better place to use those types of forces, perhaps, and your grunt, you
know, that will do as he’s told and do a great job at it but doesn’t have the necessary background or training to
be that expert.

Yeah.

Q: General, two questions. One, the rotation of the troops out. What unit is still up in Najaf, and will they be
coming out to Kuwait, or be—will they be going home? And then a forward-looking thing. The Marine Corps
now has fought two wars in the last 12 years where you basically are a mechanized force. And you’re—you
know, the Marines prides itself on being light infantry. Do you need to reorganize at all, you know, creating
some kind of permanent mech force, or can you—the way you’ve done it in the last two times is ad hocing it.
So, is that really the way to go?

Conway: First of all, 1st Battalion, 7th Marines is the battalion that’s located at An Najaf. The commanding
officer up there is Lieutenant Colonel Chris Woodbridge. They will pull out of there as directed by CGTF 7,
but they will move back through Kuwait to base camps that we had established there before we crossed the line
of departure. And then it takes anywhere from a week to two weeks to line up aircraft tail numbers to get them
home. So that would be the sequence of their withdrawal.

Now, we don’t just have a battalion there, I think it’s important to say. In this MAGTF structure that some-
one pointed out earlier, we have a support detachment, and slice of Marines from our 1st FSSG that are in Najaf
with them. There’s a headquarters element, if you will, that still oversees their efforts. The—and the wing has a
Marine air group, comprising CH-53s, C-130s, CH-46s and Cobras, that provide them, again, that variation on
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support. So it’s not just a thousand Marines or so that are in the battalion; it takes a larger chunk than that to
keep those folks there and doing the job.

Q: They’ll all be coming out?

Conway: They will be coming out, that’s correct.

Q: (Off mike)?

Conway: Well, when I left we had a couple of pretty good flights out. But I would suspect there’s still proba-
bly 8,000 Marines in Iraq and Kuwait at this point.

To answer your second question, my advice to my commandant has been that we look at, certainly, this
most recent experience as an anomaly, and not that we look at re-organizing the Marine Corps to give it that
heavier capability: more HETs—heavy equipment transporters—more tankers, those types of things that would
support a heavy mechanized force. You call it ad hoc; I call it task organization. I think it means the same thing.
But we are probably the best in the world at doing that. It just—it tends to confuse most other people. But we
feel we can throw together a force very quickly with those elements of a Marine air-ground task force that are
necessary, very well supported by Navy shipping, to get us where we have to go.

And so I would advocate that that balance that we’ve got is something that makes us ready to go anywhere
on short notice and do what the nation asked. So I would not advocate that, in effect, we become a second army,
if you will, with their task organization and some of the same equipment that they use.

Q: Well, we don’t have the long—the heavy transporters. A lot of them you’ve had—in most cases, you’ve had
to borrow or rent the long-haul trucks, things like that. And you’ve made it work, you know, two times now.
Conway: And we think we can make it work a third time if we have to. So we’ll not reorganize in the face of
that.

Yes, sir? Here.

Q: General, in your estimation, what more still remains? What do you think still needs to be done before Iraqis
will be fully capable of taking over security in the areas of the country where you are working?

Conway: Yeah, that’s a great question. I think one of the things that we need to focus on heavily is getting the
infrastructure up and keeping it up. And in turn, that will have a very positive effect on security.

Right now the factories of Iraq are not working, and they’re not working because there’s no dependable
electricity to give them anything akin to a 24-hour steady energy base. If we can do that, I think it’1l take a pop-
ulation of Iraqis, young Iraqis, off the streets, that I think some of the former regime leadership are using for
the ambushing and the mortar attacks and those types of things. Right now the young 22-year-old Iraqi has very
little means to make a living and earn an income. If we can get them into the factories, get them into the mili-
tia, get them into the new Iraqi army and so forth, I think we’ll be helping ourselves in the process. So that’s
the first thing. That, I think, really has to happen pretty quickly.

Beyond that, again, the formulation of these various groups that will put an Iraqi face on it, I think, will
give us additional intelligence that will allow us to respond to that diminishing number of people that are there
that would disrupt the process and do our people harm.

So it all is related. I think it’s an integrated effort that needs to occur. And when we get the country back
on its feet from an economic perspective, I think it will, again, help greatly with the security.

Q: Do you have any sort of notion as to how long you think this might take?

Conway: It will take a while. I don’t-I can’t put it in terms of months or years. I had an Army Corps of
Engineer colonel tell me that even once we get the electrical grid back in place, it’s not going to be very
dependable. And the reason for that is that it’s had 30 years of neglect; that there are parts in these power sta-
tions from 15 different countries, so when you go in with a problem, you never know quite what you’re going
to face. There’s no constancy to the parts requirement, for instance.

So how long? I can’t say. But as I mentioned, the Iraqis are very impatient people. They’re holding us to
the “man on the Moon” standard. In their mind, it should have happened yesterday. And so we probably can’t
do it too soon.

I missed you here. Go ahead.

Q: From my understanding, Central Command now has the findings of the friendly fire incident back on March
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21st, I think, in An-Najaf, where I think it’s between six to 12 Marines might have been killed by an A-10. Do
you have any detail on that report at all, or what may have happened in that incident?

Conway: It was March 23rd. And I have seen a draft of the investigation. It’s my understanding that it has been
sent back for some rework. I'm not purposely being vague, I just don’t know. But I think that CENTCOM has
sent it back to the Air Force, and it will be CENTCOM’s responsibility to publish it, of course, as soon as it’s
approved by the commander in chief—or by the commander of Central Command.

Q: There’s no other details you can—

Conway: Not at this point. I think we should wait for the investigation to come out.

Q: Thank you, General. Over here. The Blue Force Tracking was supposed to be a step ahead in avoiding frat-
ricide this time. Did you all have Blue Force Tracking equipment in your system? And do we need—is that the
answer, I mean—

Conway: No. No, it’s not. We had over 400 sets, some given to us by the Army, some that we procured our-
selves. But Blue Force Tracker, ladies and gentlemen, creates situational awareness on the battlefield. When
my counterpart, General Wallace, in V Corps looked at his screens, it showed the same as my screens in terms
of where units were.

Fratricide is caused by our inability for the Air Force A-10 pilot to look at a vehicle and have an immedi-
ate recognition, friend or foe. The same is true with tanks. If a tanker, on a dusty, dark night, lines up his main
gun and he can’t query a target, then we aren’t where we need to be with regard to the avoidance of fratricide.

Blue Force Tracker helps tell you where units are in general design; it does not solve the problem of blue
on blue, or fratricide.

Q: General, there have been a number of news reports speculating about a possible civil war developing
between the Shi’a in the south, and that maybe some moderate factions and some extremist factions would be
butting heads. Just on your experience, what’s your assessment of that possibility?

Conway: I don’t see that in the south. There are a lot of accusations, a lot of uncertainties associated with that,
I believe, that are flying about in terms of who’s doing the bombing and who would stand to gain most from
it; who would like to see destabilization, be it in a religious context or in a governmental context or whatever.
But I don’t see factionalism being brought about as a result of that. So—I have read some things like that. I just
don’t think that the Shi’as—the wise Shi’as, who see a future Iraq with a heavy Shi’a imprint on it, allowing that
to happen.

Q: Is the overall perception in that community a welcoming one or a skeptical one about U.S. presence?
Conway: Oh. I wish I could take every one of you here on a trip from Najaf to Karbala back to Hillah in mil-
itary vehicles. Little kids run a quarter-mile on a hot pavement with bare feet to wave. And the adults do the
same thing. You drive by, I mean, it’s like you’re constantly on parade. And I won’t say you tire of it, because
it’s a very gratifying feeling. But it’s there in spades. They welcome us. They’re still welcoming us because,
any number have said, “We fear, when you go, that the people who wanted to see you go will come in and we
won’t have our democracy.”

So it’s just a tremendous experience. I'm delighted every one of my young Marines has been able to be
close up and a part of it and see it. And it’s a good-news story that, in my mind, is not really reaching the
American people, and I think that’s unfortunate.

Q: General ?

Conway: Yes, Sir?

Q: On phase four operations, it’s proven difficult for us here to sort out who was meant to be doing what and
which and whom. Could you tell us what tasking did I MEF get for phase four; and were you quietly doing
planning for it? Tell us what you expected or what you did and then what happened.

Conway: We were told about halfway to Baghdad what our sector would be, first of all. And it turned out to
be the nine governates in the southern half of the country, two of which belong to the British. And after 15 June
when the British went national, those two governates were exclusively theirs.

Our mission, to paraphrase, was to create a safe and secure environment in order to turn Iraq back over to
the Iraqis. And that’s been our drive and motivation ever since, is to, again, incorporate as many Iraqis into the
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reconstruction efforts, have them tell us what it was that they wanted to see built back first—be it schools, hos-
pitals, sewage, all those types of things, and as soon as we could, to get Iraqis making decisions. And I do. I
think we’re having some great success there.

If you use what happened in Najaf, as regrettable as the bombing was with the loss of life, the response on
the part of the City Council, the mayor, the Najaf Police Department with regard to controlling the scene, get-
ting emergency help in right away, calling the FBI, arresting some who they think are perpetrators very quick-
ly on the heels of that, followed by the control that they exercised during the processional that resulted in the
burial of Hakim, we were very much on the sidelines watching that take place, but very happy that we had seen
the community grow to the degree that they could do that without real difficulty.

Q: And the—just to be sure, the biggest unexpected in your experience of phase four turned out to be what?
(Pause.)

Conway: Hm. I guess it has to do with the infrastructure and just how brutal we found it to be. We call it sort
of the basic needs, the hierarchy of needs that the population has. You know, I would say food, water, power
and fuel are the things that a community has to have before it’s going to grow and prosper and do other things.
And it’s just been very difficult to get that back up on plane and keep it there with any level of consistency.

So I-you know, when you fly over the country, where you see all these power lines headed all the differ-
ent directions—it’s a nation with the second-largest resources in the world in terms of raw fuels, so it was a lit-
tle bit incredulous to me after a time that we continue to struggle with that and just try to bring it up on line.
Q: General, what about the absence of WMD? You said previously that-when we talked to you some weeks
ago, that you were surprised that none were found. What’s the latest on that, and what’s your overall assess-
ment?

Conway: We continue to receive leads from time to time, from well-intended Iraqis that saw this happen or
saw that happen in the dark of night. We put teams to go and investigate and research, to see if there’s actual-
ly something there. I will tell you, to date, that we have not had any of those leads turn into anything tangible.

If you have patterned it, the high-value targets that have been rolled up have almost entirely come from
the northern part of the country. So we don’t have immediate access to the interrogations.

But I still am optimistic that we will find the existence of a program. I don’t think—and in fact, I can tell
you, from our operational experience, that weapons were not at the operational level, as much as we thought
we would find to be the case. But I-

Q: (Off mike.)
Conway: We have not found any. We had reports, but they did not bear fruit.

But I still think that somewhere out there barrels are buried in the desert. We recently found MiGs buried
that we didn’t know about. So if you contrast that with the difficulty of burying 55-gallon drums, I think it’s
certainly within the art of the possible. So I still remain optimistic that we will find out, in the long term, based
upon the people we are rolling up, the interrogations and so forth, that elements of a program existed.

Q: Sir, General Amos mentioned that a large portion of Cobras had received damage in combat. Can you say
if there are any efforts right now to reevaluate doctrine of helicopter combat?

Conway: You know, I will tell you that during the fighting, we continually reevaluated the doctrine on the use
of Cobras. The first night we crossed the line of departure, I said to General Amos, you know: I don’t want to
be imminently successful on the ground only to turn to you and find out that we had six Cobras shot down. So
initially, I want you to be conservative with your tactics as it relates to your shooters, until such time as we
determine the density of the area of defense threat, and then we’ll go from there.

Was good but not great in terms of that level of anti-air that the Iraqi army demonstrated. So, our pilots
became more and more bold as we went up towards Baghdad.

After a time, the Iraqis patterned us, and they realized that we would have aircraft on the flanks of the
troops, running up and then turning off the nose of the lead elements. And we found, up around Azezia (sp),
that they had actually dug rifle pits well off to the flank but parallel to our line of movement, which gave them
some great shots against our helicopters.

So then, we had to change that pattern to come back over the heads of troops, one aircraft shooting, anoth-
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er one, an (over-watch). And when we got into Baghdad per se, we consciously did not over fly the city unless
we had troops in extremis and we had to get in and get the support that they needed.

So, it was a cat-and-mouse game of sorts. We had a number of aircraft damaged. We had six that were
downed by enemy fire, but fortunately, all six landed inside friendly lines. We lost two pilots, unfortunately,
who crashed into a tower when they were providing air support one night to troops up in the vicinity of the
Tigris.

But I would say that outside of that continual evaluation of your methods and tactics, that the Cobra was
a tremendous airframe for what we needed to do. We’re going to make continued improvements, putting four
blades on it to make it faster and even more deadly. And I think it’s going to be a very viable aircraft for us for
a number of years to come.

Whitman: One more, I think.

Conway: Okay?

Q: General, this is another helicopter question, but it relates to the Apache Longbow. Last week, General Hagee
said that when V Corps gave I MEF a layout of the tactics, and that the TTP for the Apache Longbow usage,
that the Marines found out that they couldn’t support those Apache Longbows if they got in trouble. Can you
expand on what kind of, you know, conundrum you ran into when the Apache Longbow TTPs were delivered
to I MEF, and what kind of problems you had supporting those helicopters?

Conway: Well, the essence of it is that for the Longbow, I think, to be successful, and I would—General Wallace
would say this, I feel fairly certain—that you need close air support that is also helping to prep the area where
they’re operating. And it was simply a matter of boundaries and passing our fixed wing air, had they asked for
it, over into the Army area of operations with the right—forward air controllers working our air. That was the
essence, I suspect, of General Hagee’s comments. I have not had that conversation with him. But if you asked
me what would be the difficulty in providing that close air support, that would be it.

The Air Force, for the most part, provides it for the Army. The Navy augments that with their forces at sea.
We gave them some of our air in a couple of situations in extremis. We were not asked to support it the night
that they had their Longbows damaged. But that would have been, I think, the issue he’d had to work through
in order to make that happen.

Thank you very much, ladies and gentlemen. I appreciate it.

Q: Thank you, General.
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‘We’ve Always Done Windows’

interview with Lieutenant General James T. Conway
U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, November 2003.

Lieutenant General James T. Conway, Commanding General
of I Marine Expeditionary Force and senior Marine in Operation
Iraqi Freedom . . . spoke with the Naval Institute’s Senior Editor
Gordon Keiser on 7 August.

Proceedings: What was your perception of the alleged meddling
in Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) by the Office of the Secretary
of Defense—especially in the planning process?

Conway: I think there’s probably only one man who can answer
that question and his name is General Tommy Franks,
then—Commander of the U.S. Central Command (CentCom).

If it was happening, it was transparent at my level, with one
exception—and I would not call it meddling. It was simply a tech-
nique of deployment. We spent probably about six weeks, over
three different conferences, preparing the time-phased force
deployment data. When it came time to deploy, it actually was
done by requests for forces. And each of those was scrutinized,
not necessarily by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, but by
his office. They were lumped and approved in “groupments” of
forces for deployment. Not the way we would typically do things;
perhaps not the way we would advocate doing them in the future.

That said, we deployed 60,000 Marines in about 45 days,
using all manner of strategic lift: Air Force aircraft, Navy ships,
and black-bottom shipping. I can’t complain about it too loudly
because, at least for the Marine Corps, it worked.

Proceedings: Can you tell us about the intelligence support you
got—intelligence preparation of the battlefield, both human and
technical?

Conway: It was good. We had all the intelligence that a full
Marine expeditionary force (MEF) could expect to have, because
we had sources from I MEF and II MEF. Marine Force CentCom
Commander Lieutenant General Earl Hailston committed what he
could. Of course, we had the intelligence resources of higher
headquarters to draw on and all the national imagery we could
use. As always, you get more information than you do pure intel-
ligence, and there was the distillation process we had to go
through.

Proceedings: Were you able to distribute it effectively?
Conway: We were, especially before the war. I think speed of the
advance caused some complications from our subordinate units’
perspective on what they were able to get after we were under
way. They weren’t always able to set up their means to reach back.
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We weren’t always able to get them a product before they shut down and moved again.

We didn’t get a lot of intelligence about the Iraqis per se. For example, we were told they had civilian
clothes in their packs and were just waiting to capitulate. When we attacked, they were going to get into civil-
ian clothes and surrender or go home. Well, what they did was get into civilian clothes and fight us, which made
things harder. So even with intelligence, you had interpretations that might not have been on the mark. But I
would not complain about it overall.

Proceedings: Some observers, including retired general officers on TV, continue to worry that the ongoing
U.S. campaign in Iraq will detract from the worldwide war on terrorism. What is your view?

Conway: I really think [OIF] is central to it. Not that we believe there were numerous ties between Iraq and
terrorists, although there were some in the country. A certain momentum among the terrorists was gained after
9/11 that caused us to act in Afghanistan, that caused the President to look at that hole in New York City and
say “Never more.” I think he looked around and said, “Okay, who’s the guy most likely to cause this type of
event again—based on attitude, weapons availability, intent, which we could never fully gauge—and we went
after him. And I think the momentum of terrorism has been slowed.

Proceedings: Would you describe how U.S. and allied command relations developed for I MEF?

Conway: When we crossed the line of departure (LOD) from Kuwait on 20 March, we had roughly 81,500
people assigned to I MEF. Our top figure was just short of 90,000, about twice the size of a normal MEF.
Proceedings: All services?

Conway: All U.S. services and 20,000 Brits. We started out with the belief we would have an understrength
Royal Marine commando brigade assigned to assist us in the south. When the 1st U.K. Armored Division was
unable to go ashore in the north, they rotated south and were assigned to us. So, we joined a whole British divi-
sion, consisting of three brigades: the commando brigade; an air assault brigade; and a U.K. armored brigade,
consisting of four battle groups. These were very capable troops, with great equipment. All in all, the relation-
ship was magnificent.

Proceedings: You reported to whom?

Conway: Ireported to Lieutenant General David McKiernan, Coalition Forces Land Component Commander.
General Franks decided to go with a functional alignment, which meant all the ground forces would fight under
General McKiernan. Under him were two corps: 5th Corps and I MEF, in a corps-like configuration. It worked
and was jointness in its finest sense. I had a solid relationship with General McKiernan. The staffs had the
inevitable friction over pop-up issues, but level heads always prevailed.

We thought the commando brigade was a bit light to accomplish our taskings. So we assigned the 15th
Marine Expeditionary Unit, with its tank platoon and company of light armored vehicles, to that brigade for
operations on the Al Faw Peninsula. We left that arrangement intact for about 100 hours after we crossed the
LOD, until the brigade had accomplished its mission; then we pulled it back. This task-organized unit was very
proud of its role and rightly so. It was the first time since World War II that we put a U.S. force of that size
under any foreign commander. The 15th MEU commanding officer worked for the British brigadier until he
was chopped back to I MEF for subsequent assignment to Task Force (TF) Tarawa.

Some other things were a little unusual. Task Force Tarawa—essentially, 2nd Marine Expeditionary Brigade
from the East Coast—was a Marine air-ground task force (MAGTF), though we took their aircraft. We likewise
assigned the 15th MEU (and later the 24th MEU) to TF Tarawa, leaving them with their headquarters and com-
bat service support elements. We stripped away their aviation elements and assigned them to 3rd Marine
Aircraft Wing, just for efficiency’s sake.

Proceedings: This was done for ease of air scheduling?

Conway: Yes. Doctrinally you’re not supposed to have a MAGTF working for a MAGTF, working for yet
another MAGTF-but we did it. It worked quite well. So maybe our doctrine needs to be reviewed.
Proceedings: How about your command relations with Army Special Forces (SF) and Navy SEALs?
Conway: They were good in the early going, when we could do deliberate planning. For instance, the SEAL’s
takedown of the oil manifold (distribution facility) on the Al Faw Peninsula and the two gas-oil platforms at
sea worked very well. They were under the tactical control (TACON) of I MEF for that operation, once they
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were ashore. The Army also did some good things for us around Nasiriya. In time, the problem we had was
their ability to respond quickly. They had about a 96-hour string on them—their ability to take a mission,
resource it, post it to higher headquarters, and get back to us with a green light.

Proceedings: You mean their Special Forces headquarters?

Conway: Yes. Even though they were under our TACON, their higher headquarters stayed engaged, to a degree
that such a relationship wouldn’t necessarily prescribe. They first said it would take about five days to com-
plete that preparation cycle. I said, “Hey, that’s entirely too long. When we see a gap in enemy defenses, the
first thing we want to do is kick out the reconnaissance. I can’t wait five days to do that.” A little later they said
they could do it in 96 hours. I said, “Okay, thank you very much. Marine force reconnaissance can do it in 12
to 24 hours, and I think those guys are going to get a lot of work.” So it was difficult after we crossed the LOD,
with the speed of maneuver that we had, to employ them much beyond those initial missions.

Proceedings: Did you use your force reconnaissance units much?

Conway: We had nine platoons and used them a good bit. I suppose if you talked to those guys, they would
say they were underused. We were cautious up front because many of the special operations forces used in the
previous Gulf War had been rolled up, killed, or captured. We didn’t want that to happen to our force teams.
We wanted to make sure we could go in and get them, or they had a chance to escape and evade back to friend-
ly lines.

Initially, we employed a couple of force recon platoons for tactical recovery of aircraft and pilots. A lot of
aircraft went down—not any shot down, but aircraft that had to land because of holes in their fuselages or blades.
In virtually every case, they landed inside friendly lines. Had the mission been as difficult or risky as we had
anticipated, the force teams could have been extremely busy. As it turned out, that was not so.

Proceedings: Since the end of the combat phase, how do you account for the difference in Army and Marine
casualties—different tactics or different operational areas?

Conway: I think some of both. Some people will say it’s because we’re in the south and we’ve got the Shia
population, which is peaceful at this point. What they might need to be reminded of is that, before the war, they
were called the volatile-Shia—all one word, with a hyphen. Well, they’re not volatile; they re peaceful and work-
ing with us. Together it’s a great partnership. We’re applying our own approach. Perhaps one of the best things
about what we’re doing is that we don’t have a lot of doctrine on nation building. We’re issuing commander’s
intent. We’re describing the desired end states and applying what resources we can to them. In the early going,
seven battalion commanders were doing things seven different ways. But in every instance it worked—and it still
is.

We’ve got the ability to put a lot of boots on the ground—as much ability in a single Marine regiment for
troops, squad-sized patrols, as an Army infantry division. We can permeate an area completely, and that’s what
the 1st Marine Division and TF Tarawa did in the early going on the eastern side of Baghdad. We said our long-
range fight—the MEF fights the rear battle, the close battle, and the long-range battle—would focus on the chil-
dren. Let’s get the schools cleaned out and the weapons removed from them. Let’s rebuild them and regener-
ate what used to be a highly literate society. We’ve handed out a lot of soccer balls to the kids. The patrols dis-
pensed candy. Our approach was: if you’re doing something for the kids, how can the parents go out and throw
rocks at you?

At the same time, we’ve got a no-nonsense policy that deals sternly with people who try to do us harm.
We’ve worked an inside-out policy that says we go into the cities and quell any concerns with security and sta-
bilization. We established working relationships with the Iraqi police and U.S. Army military police.

Baghdad is tough. It’s a big city, without the distinctive borders you have in the southern cities. You don’t
have rural areas you can rotate troops into and that type of thing. You’ve got high-rise buildings, where the
enemy can fire on the Army troops. Even so, our approach-recognizing the war was essentially over; that all
the Iraqis in our zone that needed killing had been killed; and that it was time to go to soft covers, sling-arms,
and mix with the people to show them we’re there to help—has indeed made a difference.

Proceedings: How do you see the Marine Corps’ commitment in Iraq in the long term?
Conway: I think there will be a U.S. commitment for at least another year or two. I don’t think it’s going to
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be all that long, because the Iraqis are very impatient people. I used to think that Americans were impatient—we
don’t hold a candle to the Iraqis. They want it all now, to include us turning over their government, policing,
and all that type of thing to them now. If there is a continuation of U.S. military force, as far as I know the
request for forces simply will read a division or a brigade. It could be a Marine brigade that winds up going
over there again in a rotation policy. We’ve always “done windows,” I guess, and we’ll do whatever the
President, Secretary of Defense, or the combatant commander directs.

Proceedings: What is your opinion of OIF media coverage in general, and the embedded reporter concept?
Conway: I would give “OK” grades to both—especially the embed concept. I think that’s a home run and the
wave of the future. We’ve got to understand what it means to us, because it’s a different dynamic. I would offer
it as much more akin to the way the Navy and the Marine Corps have always done business, and more foreign
probably to the Army and Air Force. But I think those services would say it succeeded very well.

We have to realize, though, that what those folks report essentially is what goes on 500 yards around wher-
ever they are on the battlefield. It does not give the overarching perspective that is necessary. We could get only
one channel after we crossed the LOD; however, from what I saw, other folks provided that function. So, all in
all, it gave our American public the human-interest stories they enjoyed reading and wanted to see.

I would contrast that coverage to what we’re seeing in the stabilization phase, which is not nearly as pos-
itive. I don’t know why that is. We’ve got some folks who don’t want to hear good news stories. In fact, we had
one reporter tell us, “Hey, good news is no news these days. Go ahead and open your schools and do whatev-
er. I won’t be there.” Every day you hear about soldiers being killed and the negative aspects of what’s taking
place. I really think it’s starting to have strategic importance, and I hope there would be a better balance in what
we’re seeing.

Proceedings: How do you account for the Corps’ apparently good record of public relations in OIF?
Conway:

When a media rep comes to talk to me, or he comes into our camp, we say, “Go talk to the corporal; go talk
to the sergeant. He’ll tell you all you need to know. And we’ll fill in the blanks, all right?” I’ve yet to see it fail.
I met with a newspaper reporter the other day and he said he was absolutely amazed that commanders would
have that level of confidence in their troops. He had access to everybody up and down the chain of command.

Invariably the young troops describe it like it is; they provide colorful language and tell their story. At our
morning meeting each day, we had a “quote of the day” that some Marine—normally lance corporal through
gunnery sergeant—had said the day before. Any officer would be hard pressed to say it better. That relative level
of comfort is something that hits home runs—and the troops invariably cast us in a proper light.

Proceedings: A great deal has been reported about severe strains on the services’ reserves and National Guard.
How have Marine Corps Reserve forces stacked up in I MEF?
Conway:

They did great. It was tough to tell the difference between an active battalion and a reserve battalion as soon
as their faces got dirty and their gear got dusty. We were delighted with them. There was some difficulty in the
initial call-ups and those types of things, but it was chicken feed compared to the overall performance. A bat-
talion on the East Coast and a battalion on the West Coast were called up to assist in force-protection duties
before the conflict. Those guys had been on active duty almost a year. When the time came, they didn’t want
to go home; they wanted to go to Iraq. That level of motivation represents what we saw in all other facets of
the reserve establishment as well. I’'m told the unhappiest people in the reserves are folks who did not get the
call to go.

I received figures the other day verifying that about 48% of the Corps’ reserve establishment was called
up in one capacity or another. Is there a strain over time? Probably. But I think our program is the model for
all services.

Proceedings:

Are recruiting and retention in the face of continuing major commitments your biggest challenges today?
Conway: You know, the troops are doing wonderfully. We had a couple of battalions take “head fakes”—they
thought they were going home earlier and that got changed. If you go to those units now and ask them, they’1l
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tell you, “Hey, I'll go home when my battalion commander tells me I can go home. We’re here; we’re making
a difference.” They even have a sense of ownership about those cities where they are located.

The one thing we face, an age-old problem for the Corps, is simply having enough money to buy every-
thing we need. Although I did discover—and it was a nice lesson to learn—we are probably state-of-the-art in
most of our communications equipment and training.

Proceedings: How has the profession—and the Corps’ professionals—changed since you graduated from
Southeast Missouri State and were commissioned?

Conway: We’ve got a lot more married Marines than before, which has its impact when you deploy and in
how you take care of the families back home. But there are some great programs in place that have adjusted to
that new dynamic and we’re good to go.

The Corps’ ability to deploy any unit and expect it to do great things is far better than it was before. We
had an executive conference two months ago, when Commandant of the Marine Corps General Michael Hagee
met with his three-star generals. I said I knew that senior body is responsible for making adjustments that will
prosper the Marine Corps in the long term. But I also said we are closer to institutional excellence than we have
been in my 32 years in the Corps, and we should be very careful of things we would change. At this point, our
go-to-war capabilities are the envy of the other services.
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Marine General: Iraq War Pause ‘Could Not Have Come
At Worse Time’

by Elaine M. Grossman
Inside The Pentagon, 2 October 2003.

Copyright 2005 Inside The Pentagon. Reprinted with Permission

The five-day “pause” U.S. troops took before capturing Baghdad last spring “could not have come at a
worse time” for Marine Corps forces poised outside the Iraqi capital, according to Maj. Gen. James Mattis,
commander of the 1st Marine Division. The Marines were told to put the reins on the Baghdad offensive just
as Mattis’ troops became highly vulnerable to Iraqi counterattack, he told Inside the Pentagon in a Sept. 25
interview.

Top wartime commanders have insisted there was no real pause in combat during the war because fierce
ground battles and heavy air attacks continued throughout late March (ITP, May 8, p1). But it was clear at the
time that the impending attack on Baghdad was put on hold beginning March 26 and continuing through the
end of the month, Inside Defense.com first reported March 25. “We’re going to take the next couple days—the
next several if necessary—to concentrate on the enemy where he’s at,” a top coalition commander said at a daily
battlefield update briefing held March 26 at the Camp Doha, Kuwait, ground combat headquarters. With a sand-
storm imposing “zero visibility”” around Baghdad, “we’ve got to finish up taking care of all these bastards down
here,” said the commander, referring to irregular militias that threatened lagging U.S. supply lines in southern
Iraq. A March attack on one convoy resulted in 11 U.S. casualties and the capture of seven troops, including
Army Pfc. Jessica Lynch. U.S. forces moved into Baghdad in early April and quickly captured the city, facing
only light resistance.

“I didn’t want the pause. Nothing was holding us up,” Mattis told ITP. “The toughest order I had to give
[in] the whole campaign was to call back the assault units when the pause happened.” Mattis said most of his
division was moving up Route 1 towards Baghdad, while one Marine unit was heading to Al Kut to pin down
the Baghdad Division, when the pause was imposed. He said the order was handed down from above, but he
did not know exactly where the idea of a pause originated. Marine Corps Lt. Gen. James Conway, command-
er of 1st Marine Expeditionary Force, and Army Maj. Gen. Buford Blount, the 3rd Infantry Division command-
er, shared the desire to press on to Baghdad instead of pause, Mattis said.

“There was some thought about putting up operating bases outside of Baghdad and making raids into it,”
Mattis told ITP. “But clearly Baghdad was falling if we went in.” The general said his forces were at a critical
junction about 100 kilometers southeast of Baghdad where it would have been unclear to Iraqi commanders
whether the Marines would proceed directly into southeast Baghdad, or come around from the northeast.
Hooking around from the northeast would allow the Marines to exploit a gap between two batteries of Iraqi
artillery fire.

“What I don’t want to do is reveal what I’'m going to do because the enemy’s artillery from Al Kut can
only reach this far,” said Mattis, pointing to a map he had scrawled on scrap paper. “And the enemy’s artillery
out of the Al Nida Division can only reach this far. And that seam is a way for me to get across.” Mattis’ 1st
Division was about to cross a critical bridge over the Tigris River “when I finally get told about the pause,” he
said. “So now what I can’t do is leave that road open because they’ll figure it out that they’ve got this thing
uncovered and I’ve got a way across the Tigris,” he said. “So I have to order these guys who have lost Marines,
killed and wounded now, to come back,” Mattis continued. “And Marines don’t like doing that.”

He bought time by sending a light armored reconnaissance unit directly northwest towards Baghdad.
Mattis said it was akin to telegraphing the Iraqis, “Hey, Diddle Diddle, here come the dumb Marines right up
the middle.” In fact, he wanted to avoid that obvious approach because it was the most heavily defended.
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Meanwhile, Mattis readied the Sth Marine Regiment for the main attack from the northeast. But just one day
before the pause was lifted, then—Iraqi President Saddam Hussein’s military “figured out we’re using this
roadbed, Highway 1,” Mattis reports. “They come up and start putting in tanks and artillery and troops, dump-
ing them off in school buses.”

At the same time, there was serious concern about the Iraqi military using chemical weapons to defend
Baghdad. “Here’s the prevailing wind in Iraq” moving south towards troops, Mattis said. “And there I have the
division, two-thirds of the division strung out along this. So, no, I don’t want to pause.” This was one of two
locations where the Marines used Mark-77 firebombs—something the Marines loosely term “napalm”—to clear
foliage during the war, he said. “But here the enemy was figuring it out. So the last thing we wanted to do was
pause,” Mattis said. “It’s at the worst possible time frame.”

Once given the go-ahead to move on Baghdad, the Marines easily overran the newly deployed Iraqi forces,
he said. “And now I pack up 5th Marines and I say, ‘Go.” And they cross Saddam Canal and the Tigris River in
hours,” said Mattis. The Iraqi commanders had failed to capitalize on the American troops’ vulnerability out-
side Baghdad during the pause. “The generals were dumber than you-know-what,” Mattis said. “They were real
dumb.” Mattis attributed the Iraqi failure to anticipate the Marine attack to “incompetence.” But he said the
Iraqi forces ultimately did blow up the only two bridges for 40 kilometers across the Diyala River to try and
blunt the Marine attack. “That’s why we were held up outside of Baghdad,” said Mattis, adding that was “after
the pause.” “You don’t blow bridges in a country full of rivers unless you have to,” Mattis said.

“And then by the time they realized this [was the attack route], it was all over. We killed everybody there
and [suddenly] we’re across and we’re on our way.” Mattis said his forces “could have grabbed” the bridges
earlier but he opted not to. “Looking back now, maybe I should have, I don’t know. But the bottom line is we
had a lot of urban fighting going on there and I had to get that area cleared out before I ran the bridge compa-
nies out there.”

Mattis said he anticipated before the war that Iraqi irregular forces—the Fedayeen Saddam militia—would
threaten the long U.S. supply lines en route to Baghdad. But he said the Marines were ready for such a contin-
gency. A Corps motto, “Every Marine a Rifleman,” meant “I was not concerned about my supply lines,” Mattis
said. “The combat service support troops had been warned you are going to have to fight your way through to
get supplies to us. Every Marine is trained as a rifleman, unlike some services. And this was not a concern to
us.”

Army leaders have recently said that, given the lessons from the Iraq war, they will provide additional
marksmanship training to support forces. In addition to consolidating supply lines, the coalition ground com-
mander used the pause in attack on Baghdad to ensure that Iraqi Republican Guard forces defending the capi-
tal were sufficiently weakened through ground and air attacks, senior officials say.

Mattis believes some U.S. leaders overestimated the strength of the Iraqi forces, though. “What would you
do if you hated Saddam, you hadn’t been paid in three months, you didn’t get fed daily, and the war’s over
because the Americans just showed up? You’re going to go home,” he said.

Mattis said he thinks some commanders and intelligence analysts became overly concerned with counting
Iraqi units, interpreting “icons” on a map as evidence of military force rather than trying to read the situation
on the ground. “I think that what happened [is] we had all of these icons, and because those things are count-
able, and satellites count things, and people like counting things—they like certainty—we got out of [thinking]
what’s most [important in] war. It’s what’s in a Marine’s or soldier’s heart, that’s what war is. We knew their
hearts weren’t going to be in it.” He said “these icons remained” throughout the war, even though it meant lit-
tle to him when intelligence reports “counted troops [with] 85 percent strength, [in] this division in this sec-
tor,” Mattis said. “We bombed them but we didn’t get good BDA [battle damage assessment]. You can’t ever
get good BDA. How do you know if you really hit the tank or you hit the decoy tank?”

Eventually, he said, some command center officers acknowledged they were uncertain what to make of
units on the map that seemed to evaporate on the battlefield. “Well, the reason is all the troops just walked
home,” Mattis said. “They left the tanks there.” He said there were “still people around there because civilians
came around to rip off everything they could and go. So [some assumed] it must still be active.” He added:
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“We never expected this army, I guess, to evaporate could and go. So [some assumed] it must be active.” He
added: “We never expected this army, I guess, to evaporate the way it did. Some people didn’t expect it to, let
me put it that way.” In the end, Mattis said, he attempted to make the most of the pause before attacking
Baghdad. “Wars never go the way you want them to,” he said, “Once we were freed up to get going again [and]
we were on our way, I took advantage of the pause. I got more guns and ammo and fuel up there, so no sweat.”
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Blue Diamond Intelligence: Division-Level Intelligence
Operations During Operation IRAQI FREEDOM

by Lieutenant Colonel Michael S. Groen
Marine Corps Gazette, February 2004.

The author provides readers a glimpse of intelligence support, both good and bad, during operations in
Iraq.

Division-level intelligence operations during Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) were a story of “mis-
sion success” and reflected the progress made in Marine Corps intelligence capabilities over the last decade.
During the campaign, the 1st Marine Division (1st MarDiv) was able to rapidly and successfully attack across
difficult terrain over 800 kilometers into Iraq. The 1st MarDiv (reinforced with elements of 2d and 4th
MarDiv and individual augments from a number of sources) defeated elements of several Iraqi divisions and
destroyed hundreds more paramilitary fighters and foreign jihadists. When combat operations began to wind
down the intelligence effort was able to smoothly transition to the support of stabilization operations in
Baghdad and seven southern governates in Iraq.

The division G-2 (intelligence) relied heavily on direct support or attached collection platforms combined
with local analysis to produce intelligence responsive to each tactical commander’s unique needs. Although
never operationally surprised, the division still had to deal with repeated factical surprises. A glaring short-
fall in organic tactical intelligence collection capability within the ground combat element (GCE) was partial-
ly overcome by superb support from associated human intelligence (Humlnt), 3d Marine Aircraft Wing (3d
MAW) assets, and several other supporting organizations. The intelligence effort still struggled with a digital
divide between technological “haves” and “have-nots,” but it also revealed promising technological solutions
to this issue. OIF clearly demonstrated one of the ironies of the intelligence business—that those tactical com-
manders who require the highest resolution of the battlefield are those least able to influence a very complex
and highly centralized intelligence architecture.

What Worked Well

Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) in direct support (DS) of the division. I Marine Expeditionary Force (I
MEF) chose early to assign the Marine UAV squadrons (VMUs) (both VMU-1 and VMU-2) in DS of the GCE
for most of the fight. This relationship grew into a strong partnership between the VMUs and the divi-
sion/regimental intelligence sections. The proactive support of the 3d MAW in enabling this partnership was
essential. The VMUs worked aggressively to provide forward support to the division under difficult condi-
tions. The VMUs provided remote receive teams that provided live video feeds to the division and regimen-
tal combat team (RCT) intelligence sections. Mission control was conducted over tactical radio nets or in net-
worked chat rooms (enabled by the recent fielding of an improved data communications backbone down to
the regimental level-the secure mobile antijam reliable tactical terminal). Because of the close relationships
established, the supported intelligence section was able to directly drive the Pioneer to a point of tactical rel-
evance for the commander. On several occasions the decentralized control of this asset enabled true “sensor
to shooter” performance. Intelligence and fires personnel sat side-by-side detecting targets, clearing their
prosecution, providing adjustments for artillery fires, and conducting damage assessments, all within minutes.
This responsiveness was unrivaled by any other imagery collection platform. During security and stabiliza-
tion operations the VMUs continued to provide critical support to raids on regime holdouts, security patrols
over oil pipelines, surveillance of mass gravesites, and monitoring of political demonstrations. The mandate
for a UAV flying in direct support of, and directly responsive to, division and regimental intelligence require-
ments was made resoundingly clear.

Humlint exploitation teams (HETs). During most of OIF the division had seven HETS in a direct support-
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ing relationship, and a HumlInt officer assigned to the division G-2. Twice as many HETs would have been
almost enough. The HETSs proved their worth time and again, and their presence with the forward battalions
enabled the tempo of operations to continue as it did. As with the VMUs, assigning a number of HETs to a
direct relationship with the supported commanders provided a goldmine of intelligence during both combat
and stabilization operations enabling immediate exploitation of time-sensitive intelligence. Many Humlnt
successes may have been achievable by building a stronger core linguist capability in the Operating Forces,
perhaps with some modicum of Humlnt training. This would have partially compensated for the limited num-
ber of HETSs available, and would have freed the traditional HETSs to do more indepth operations as required.
The lack of opportunity to train and establish habitual relationships with HumlInt assets is a longrunning
shortfall, and one that caused some small bit of friction during combat operations. Infantry battalion com-
manders and HET leaders had to come to know and trust each other only days before combat operations
began.

Organic topographic production capability. The division’s tiny organic topographic production capabil-
ity proved invaluable. The I MEF topographic capability provided terrific support to high-volume production
requirements when the division and MEF were collocated and time frames allowed iterative product devel-
opment. Once deployed, however, organic topographic capability was the only reliable way to get responsive,
timely topographic products into the hands of intelligence consumers forward on the battlefield. The ability
for intelligence officers to look over the shoulder of the topographic Marines and quickly build products tai-
lored to the exact need at hand was crucial and meant the commander’s information requirements were met
in hours rather than days. Expanding this capability to regimental command elements would have a high pay-
off.

Trojan Spirit connectivity at the regimental level. The success of decentralized combat operations applied
at the regimental level as well as the division level. Having reliable connectivity to fused intelligence prod-
ucts, daily intelligence reports, national signals intelligence reporting, and access to the raw collection data
from theater platforms was critical to success. The Trojan Spirit I systems located with the division G-2 and
each regimental S-2 (intelligence) enabled the decentralization of the intelligence mission. The 24-hour
secure, high-quality Trojan phone network was an unplanned but much used fringe benefit of the system. One
limitation of note, the Trojan “lite” configuration was unsupportable for RCT or division operations as it
required the supported unit to provide lift, power, air-conditioning, shelter, and workspace. All of these are in
short supply in a lean fighting headquarters as found in a regiment, or even in a mobile division in the attack.

Instant text messaging for intelligence indicators and warnings (I&W). The Marine Corps continues to
achieve incremental success in pushing the digital divide down the chain of command. Disseminating time
perishable intelligence to all of the digital haves and have-nots across the division remained a tremendous
challenge during OIF. In partnership with the G-6 (communications), intelligence Marines used a combina-
tion of digital data, very high-frequency, high-frequency, tactical satellite radio, satellite telephone networks,
and couriers to reach the widely spaced elements of the division. One capability fielded only days before
crossing the line of departure was a blue force tracker (now if we could only develop the corresponding red
force tracker!), a combat identification system that included an instant text messaging capability down to bat-
talion level. This capability proved critical for passing warning intelligence to a small forward unit when a
threatening Republican Guard armored movement occurred during a raging sandstorm that had disabled the
unit’s primary means of communications. Fielding a satellite-based intelligence text messaging capability
down to battalion (or lower) level would be a tremendous boon to our ability to disseminate time-sensitive
intelligence regardless of terrestrial digital access.

U.S. Navy P-3 surveillance aircraft in DS of the division. Building on the experiences of Task Force 58
in Afghanistan, the division continued to work closely with the Navy’s P-3 community to use an imagery-
equipped variant, the P-3 Antisurface Warfare Improvement Program for surveillance and 1&W. Like the
Pioneer, this platform was made tactically effective by the DS relationship used during planning and combat
phases. A team of division riders rode along on every tactical mission, talking directly to Marines on the
ground over ultra high-frequency radio. The platform was used to give ground commanders a look at their
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objectives prior to combat operations (either in person or on video-tape). During combat operations the rid-
ers were able to relay requests for information to the sensor operator to receive answers in minutes.

Dragon Eye UAV. The Marine Corps Warfighting Laboratory proactively supported the division by pro-
viding a number of prototype Dragon Eye UAVs. Select individual battalions operated these systems in a
hugely successful effort. A number of minor technical problems will be fixed in the eagerly anticipated pro-
duction system. Much more important to the Dragon Eye’s success was the command and control hierarchy
and collections management process used for their tasking. There wasn’t any. The maneuver commander used
the system to answer his own questions, on his own schedule, in his own priority order. The maneuver com-
manders did not have to navigate a cumbersome collections bureaucracy, did not have to schedule operations
around an air tasking order, and did not have to coordinate with a supporting unit. When Blue Diamond
approached the Diyala River on the outskirts of Baghdad, for example, the lead battalion commander simply
turned to his S-2 and asked if the bridges were still intact. The Dragon Eye was dispatched to quickly over-
fly the bridges and ascertain their status. This responsiveness would have been unthinkable if the S-2 had been
required to influence the external collections architecture. The success of Dragon Eye validated the concept
of a tiered tactical intelligence gathering capability organic to maneuver units.

Joint surveillance target attack radar system (JSTARS) common ground station (CGS). The division G-2
was fortunate to have an attached JSTARS CGS from the Army’s 513th Military Intelligence Brigade. The
ability for the division intelligence Marines and Army CGS operators to work side by side allowed us to use
the system in unconventional ways with tremendous tactically relevant results. For example, when the divi-
sion was considering the use of the unfinished Highway 1 corridor, the attached JSTARS team conducted a
pattern analysis of speed and direction of civilian traffic that validated the route’s viability as an attack corri-
dor. Even when subjective assessments of this route from other sources cast serious doubt on its viability, the
division was able to make an informed decision and take a calculated risk versus a reckless gamble. As a
result, 15,000 men stormed up an unexpected avenue of approach all the way to the Tigris River. The ability
of the G-2 to look over the shoulder of the operator and guide product development in a realtime manner made
the difference between a tactically relevant capability and a less effective centralized capability located hun-
dreds of miles away from the point of decision.

Marine Corps Intelligence Activity (MCIA) and reachback support. The division used intelligence and
infrastructure databases from a number of sources. These databases provided the tools for decentralized intel-
ligence analysis responsive to specific tactical missions. Continuing its sterling reputation that had been built
in Afghanistan, the MCIA did superb service by the division, providing timely and accurate terrain products,
route studies, and inundation analyses. The entire national intelligence effort proved very strong when it came
to fixed facilities with established target numbers, or conventional forces with well-defined organization and
standard equipage. The solid basis of understanding developed during the planning stages allowed the divi-
sion to react with confidence when the enemy on the ground did not match the enemy in the plan. After com-
bat operations began, the rapid pace of operations naturally outstripped the ability of supporting intelligence
activities to provide timely and actionable intelligence. With planning cycles for many operations measured
in hours, decentralization of analysis was critical. Like politics, all intelligence is local. There are significant
implications for intelligence reachback concepts, as the division reached back for information but generated
intelligence on the spot. Personalizing the battlespace for maneuver commanders mandated a continued
decentralized analysis capability.

FalconView terrain visualization computers. Supported by the Marine Corps Systems Command
(MarCorSysCom) program manager for intelligence, the division was able to field high-speed laptops with
enough memory and storage capacity to store the maps and controlled imagery base imagery for all of Iraq,
and run the FalconView three-dimensional (3D) terrain visualization software. This single action by
MarCorSysCom to support the division (one of many such actions) had a significant tactical impact. With this
3D battlespace visualization capability down to battalion level, even company commanders could conduct
detailed mission planning and rehearse video fly-throughs of their objective areas. Integrating and expanding
a type of 3D terrain visualization software into a program of record available to all Marine units would be
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operationally beneficial and would decrease the support burden posed by multiple systems and vendors.
What Did Not Work So Well

Inability to influence national and theater imagery collections. The division’s ability to influence the the-
ater and national intelligence collection activity was limited. A shortage of theater collection platforms was
aggravated by the use of these collectors for deep missions at the expense of support to maneuver units. The
division had no organic access to the imagery requirements system and relied on external advocacy in a com-
plex collections bureaucracy. Raw imagery support requires a tremendous amount of bandwidth that was not
available during OIF, thereby increasing reliance on a centralized exploitation capability. Increasing the abil-
ity of tactical commanders to access national and theater imagery collections and exploited products remains
a challenge.

Lack of a tiered, tactical intelligence collection capability. The nature of the battlefield, the extreme dis-
tances covered, and the rapid operational tempo all made it nearly impossible for any centralized intelligence
source to provide timely and actionable intelligence to units in the attack. OIF revealed a gap in our tactical
intelligence collection capability and pointed out the need for a tiered, decentralized, organic collections
capability at the division, regiment, and battalion levels. The light armored reconnaissance and tank battal-
ions were the most productive tactical intelligence collection capabilities the division had as they continued
to move out and draw fire. On a high-tempo battlefield, the highly centralized theater intelligence architec-
ture proved too slow and cumbersome to be tactically relevant. OIF clearly demonstrated a requirement for
the Marine Corps to procure a scalable family of tactical intelligence collection technologies, both ground
and air. The strength of the intelligence network should be in the distributed nodes, and creating a toolkit of
intelligence collection capabilities at each node is crucial to energizing the entire system.

Challenges with the advanced tactical airborne reconnaissance system (ATARS) capability. The crews
and exploiters did a fantastic job with the ATARS, but the promise of this relatively new capability in support
of the GCE was never fully realized due to a number of issues with platform availability, data connectivity,
and exploitation constraints. Technical limitations complicated rapid receipt, exploitation, and dissemination
of intelligence products based on ATARS imagery. Building a decentralized requirements management and
exploitation capability that adequately conveys the GCE’s imagery requirements through the process remains
a challenge.

Ensuring access to the intelligence architecture without information inundation. The Marine Corps ethos
of thriving on decentralized execution of a commander’s intent demands an intelligence organization that has
the ability to personalize the battlefield for farflung commanders. During OIF all echelons received and
passed on an overwhelming number of information reports and had access to thousands of others. At no level
of the organization did we do a very good job of filtering out the chaff to provide only the fused products and
timely and relevant raw information required by decentralized tactical users. One of the true ironies of the
intelligence profession is that the lower the level of the commander, the higher the resolution of the intelli-
gence products he requires. Yet, the lowest echelon S-2 is least capable of accessing the intelligence architec-
ture. Solving this information management challenge would be a watershed event as it would further open the
doors for responsive intelligence support to many of the Marine Corps’ emerging doctrinal concepts, most of
which are premised on long-range, decentralized operations.

Summary

Our current intelligence systems across the board are effective against fixed facilities and organized
enemy forces waging a well-ordered conventional fight. It is likely that very few of our future enemies will
present such a surface for us to bring our force to bear upon. Paramilitary fighters, ill-defined enemy motiva-
tions, chaotic urban environments, and a strong civil-military component to operations will likely aggravate
some of the shortfalls noted above in future conflicts.

In spite of these challenges, the 1st MarDiv’s intelligence operations were a success thanks to the dedi-
cated efforts of a large number of supporting organizations and Marine intelligence professionals at all lev-
els. The results achieved are a tribute to those professionals who have made revolutionary improvements in
our intelligence capabilities over the last decade. Continuing evolutionary improvements are possible, and
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solutions to most of the issues presented (technical and nontechnical) are already underway. Increasing access
to the intelligence architecture for our lowest echelon consumers is the logical next step, and equipping bat-
talion S-2s with the tools needed to support the decentralized tactical fight is one of the most important chal-
lenges that remains for Marine intelligence professionals.
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1st Marine Division and
Operation IRAQI FREEDOM

by Lieutenant Colonel Clarke R. Lethin
Marine Corps Gazette, February 2004.

‘No better friend, no worse enemy’: planning, speed, and
intent within the 1st Marine Division.

On the evening of 20 March 2003, months, days, and hours of
planning and preparation for combat against enemy forces in Iraq
were put to the test. The combat phase of Operation IRAQI FREE-
DOM lasted approximately 28 days and ended in the seizure of
eastern Baghdad, Tikrit, the destruction of regular Iraqi divisions,
Republican Guard divisions, and countless fedayeen and foreign
thugs within the 1st Marine Division’s (1st MarDiv’s) zone. The
operations by I Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF) have been
well-documented by the media, soon to be released after-action
reports, and unit command chronologies. The focus of this article
will be on three critical concepts developed and used by the divi-
sion.

Even though we were hugely successful against the enemy,
that success was paid for in the lives and injuries of brave Marines
and sailors who served or supported the division’s operations; this
should not be forgotten.

There are volumes of lessons learned from the conduct of
operations for the division and how we chose to fight. There is no
way to cover them all in this article, so I will discuss three areas:
how we planned (in preparation for and during combat opera-
tions), how we used speed as a metric, and the value of comman-
der’s intent. Although these issues seem fundamental, it is bril-
liance in the basics that is the foundation of all great teams.
Planning

In the summer of 2002 there were sufficient indications that
the United States would commit forces to remove the Iraqi
regime. I MEF was the Marine Corps’ operational command for
Marine forces under operational control to Coalition Forces Land
Component Command (CFLCC). The division was the primary
ground combat element for I MEF throughout planning and exe-
cution of operations in Iraq. The Marine Corps Planning Process
(MCPP) works. If you don’t know it now, learn it. If you think you
know it, keep learning because you haven’t mastered it until
you’ve been in combat, and even then you keep learning. From the
I MEF led operational planning teams (OPTs), to division OPTs,
to the regiments and separate battalions, planning was continuous
until we crossed the line of departure (LD). The plan was contin-
ually refined, scrapped, rewritten, published, changed—in other
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words, we planned early and planned often. The commencement of combat operations did not negate the value
and requirement to continue to plan. We were planning current and future operations during combat. The
shared situational awareness gained from prior planning was invaluable.

What is important is that we must all understand the doctrine and process of MCPP. MCPP places every-
one on the same playing field, providing a common point of departure and set of procedures. The process can
be modified and adapted as circumstances and time allow. The other tool required during planning is the abil-
ity to conduct rapid planning, much like the rapid response planning process (R?’P?). MCPP and R*P? are com-
plementary and were extremely valuable during combat operations when speed was essential to getting the next
fragmentary order (FragO) to subordinate units. The division’s “opening gambit” plan was a thorough plan that
changed hours before crossing the LD due to a fluid friendly situation and the assessment of enemy intelli-
gence. Remember, the guy across the LD has a mind of his own. During the division’s attack north to Baghdad,
our OPT published no fewer than 30 FragsOs that included changing main efforts, reorganizing the assault
units, changing directions, and conducting operations on urbanized terrain. These FragOs were issued with as
near a seamless transition between planners and operators as you could find on that chaotic battlefield.

How was this done? Experienced planners, trained and tested at Camp Pendleton, Twentynine Palms, and
Kuwait, all understood many months prior to crossing the LD that any day could be their last before combat,
and we had to make the most of every day. The division assumed back in August 2002 that every week was our
last week at peace.

Speed

The second area to discuss is speed as a metric. Most of us think of speed in operations as how fast we can
get from point A to point B. That’s only one measure. For the division, speed was a culture. Speed means more
than just physical speed; it’s a way of thinking—the mental gymnastics we have to do to solve a problem quick-
ly and efficiently. Our team had the physical capacity for speed. One of our guiding tenets was that every
Marine had to be mobile and have a seat. An operational design that relied on shattering the enemy’s will to
fight by cutting him off from his logistics and command and control required division units to move everyone
and everything at the same time. When enemy intelligence indicated the Iraqis were destroying oil infrastruc-
ture in the Rumaylah oilfields, Regimental Combat Team 5 was able to attack from a standing start within 5
hours of notification—a dawn attack modified into a night attack.

With physical speed we also needed the means to communicate and to deliver devastating fires on the
enemy. Our speed of communications was obtained by using the newly fielded SMART-T (secure mobile anti-
jam reliable tactical terminal), high-frequency radios, AN/PSC-5, Iridium phones, blue force tracker, messen-
gers, carrier pigeons—you name it, we used it. Speed of fires was delivered by the full integration of artillery
units in our maneuver forces and a dogged determination by the artillery to get forward to support the assault
units. Additionally, the speed of aviation fires was delivered day and night under some of the harshest condi-
tions by our brother aviators. An example of this is the night 3d Light Armored Reconnaissance Battalion (3d
LAR) pushed over 100 miles up Route 1 and triggered an enemy ambush. When “sling shot” (code word for
overwhelming enemy attack) was heard over the airwaves, 3d Marine Aircraft Wing responded immediately,
reprioritized and built a close air support stack over 3d LAR, and ensured the complete destruction of the
enemy unit. Our ability to think and move rapidly, from the youngest private first class assaulting that last 100
yards to our senior commanders and planners, was extraordinary.

My observations center on how the division’s main and forward combat operations centers (COCs) func-
tioned. From setup to breakdown of the COC, every Marine knew that rapid transfer of control was critical to
maintaining momentum of the division. Within the COC, information flow and the simple axiom was applied:

* What do I know?

* Who needs to know?

* Have I told them?

Speed and accuracy of passing information in a chaotic atmosphere such as a COC is challenging. It was
fully understood that to have speed of thought and action there could be no egos and that teamwork, not indi-
viduals, would make for rapid action.
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The social energy to continue to connect the dots, keep people motivated, and make rapid and concise deci-

sions is not easily taught and can only be earned, never demanded.

Commander’s Intent
We will swiftly secure key oil nodes allowing the least possible opportunity for their destruction.
We will shatter enemy forces south of the Euphrates, west of the Shatt al Basrah and east of An
Nasiriyah, opening the MSR [main supply route] and gaining positions north of the river to facili-
tate operations in the vicinity of Al Kut via Routes 1, 7 or 6 as the situation dictates. In order to
achieve tactical surprise, we will first blind enemy reconnaissance, then close on the border. We
will be prepared to accept enemy capitulation, but destroy the 51st Mech Division and its adja-
cent/supporting units if they fight. To the greatest extent possible, we will limit enemy or friendly
damage to the oil infrastructure.

We must negate enemy artillery through shaping, preparatory, or responsive counter fires. I
expect maximum use of air fires; assault support will be used if rapid linkup is achievable. Speed
is the measure: speed coupled with harmony of information flow; rapidity in decision making;
orders promulgation; counter fire; response to changing conditions; re-supply; CAS-EVAC [casu-
alty evacuation]; identification of multiple routes; obstacle reduction; maneuver; relief in place; and
hand off of EPWs [enemy prisoners of war]. We will avoid all possible FPOL [forward passage of
lines] and any other mingling of forces, and whenever possible create conditions of chaos for our
enemies. Aggressive tempo and initiative are vital. Once we have seized the nodes, we will rapid-
ly hand over the zone and EPWs to 1st UK Div and reposition north of Jalibah. Crossing the
Euphrates and moving against Al Kut, 1st MarDiv supports 3ID’s [3d Infantry Division’s] attack
along our western flank, denying the enemy opportunity to mass against CFLCC’s main effort.

The last point is commander’s intent. How many times have we seen commander’s intent developed by the
staff, lethargically reviewed by the commander, and then delivered in a briefing without the least bit of emo-
tion? The division fought by commander’s intent—a statement of intent that reflected the commander’s person-
ality, intuition, sense of purpose, and then delivered to every Marine and sailor in the division. Prior to cross-
ing the LD there were a thousand issues the commander needed to address. One issue that was never compro-
mised was the commander taking the time to speak with every unit and deliver his intent.

Initially our aim point was in the vicinity of Al Kut, over 200 miles from the Kuwait border. That aim point
changed approximately 200 miles from Baghdad with the intent to split the enemy’s defenses and drive rapid-
ly to the outskirts of Baghdad. What made this possible was the unequivocal understanding by the division staff
and commanders of what the commander wanted. Every sentence and word in the commander’s intent carried
weight. What was highlighted included, “. . . secure key oil nodes . . . destroy the 51st Mech Division . . . max-
imum use of air fires . . . speed is the measure . . . aggressive tempo.” The initial intent carried the division
through the opening gambit, past An Nasiriyah, and up Routes 1 and 7 toward Baghdad. Subsequent comman-
der’s intent was given to the OPT to be included in FragOs or personally delivered to the subordinate command-
ers. Equally important to the commander giving the intent was the division staff fully understanding the intent.
This can only be accomplished by the social energy and the force of will by commanders and staff to get it right
and carry the message, because success depends on it. Our mutual experiences from boot camp, Officer
Candidates School, career-level school, training exercises, and shared hardships in combat give all of us the
capacity to understand each other like no other profession. When out of communications with the commander,
the subordinate commanders knew what to do. The commander’s intent is the glue that holds us together and
ensures we can achieve objectives beyond expectations.

In the past 2 years our Marine Corps has been actively involved in the operations in Afghanistan, the Horn
of Africa, and Iraq. Having been involved in Afghanistan and Iraq, I see the strengths of our operations as our
ability to plan, our willingness to move swiftly where others wouldn’t, and the quality of our leaders to give us
clear and concise guidance. Our successes have come from shared experiences and a determination to get it
right with the lowest possible butcher’s bill. It’s not easy. It takes education, experience, sacrifice, but when it
is time to stand and deliver a victory at the least cost, the Corps can be counted on.
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Logistics Support to 1st Marine Division During
Operation IRAQI FREEDOM

by Lieutenant Colonel John J. Broadmeadow
Marine Corps Gazette, August 2003.
The good, the bad, and the ugly of logistics support during Operation IRAQI FREEDOM.

Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) provided an opportunity for I Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF)
and the 1st Marine Division (1st MarDiv) to again demonstrate the strength and flexibility of the Marine air-
ground team in many areas, including logistics. The unprecedented distances over which the 1st MarDiv
fought, and the speed with which it traveled, placed a considerable burden on logistics and fostered several
innovative changes to doctrinal concepts of support. From early planning efforts, the division scheme of
maneuver was based on the concept that speed equals success. Supporting a rapid speed of advance became the
metric that guided all of the division G-4s’ (logistics officers’) preparations for combat.

Creating a light but fully supportive logistics infrastructure was key to enabling speed. The effort started
internally with a restructuring of the division’s G-4 section. Prior to the war the logistics operations center
(LOC) was manned with more than 120 Marines and sailors, occupied several tents, and required several trucks
to move. Additionally, it was physically and functionally separated from the combat operations center (COC).
During predeployment preparations—with the goal of reducing staff size in the division main and forward com-
mand posts (CPs) and fully integrating with the COC—-the LOC was reduced to 26 Marines primarily focused
on current logistics operations and movement control but also conversant in all logistics specialties. Finally, the
LOC was moved into a tent with immediate access to the COC, and the G-4 watch officer sat immediately
behind the G-3’s senior watch officer. As a result, logistics was fully integrated with current operations. The
LOC was able to maintain complete situational awareness of division operations and provide timely advice for
key decisions.

The remaining logistics functional areas set up shop in the division support area (DSA) collocated with the
headquarters in Camp Commando, Kuwait. By locating the bulk of the G-4 in the DSA and using reachback
techniques, movement and life support requirements were greatly decreased, and the logistics functions of sup-
ply, ammunition, maintenance management, food service, mobility, and embarkation provided a stable inter-
face with the division LOC, MEF G-4, force service support group (FSSG) main, and the Marine Logistics
Command (MLC). This interface proved its worth as the forward and main CPs continually leapfrogged,
focusing on the division’s attack while the DSA provided continuity of effort for long-term, critical logistics
actions.

With foresight and innovativeness, 1st FSSG developed an agile, capable, and wholly unique combat serv-
ice support (CSS) structure to interface with the division and I MEF. This structure did more than support our
high-tempo operations. It made the regimental combat team (RCT) S-4s the linchpins of logistics for the divi-
sion, providing the interface between their subordinate battalions and the CSS companies (CSSCs) in direct
support of each RCT. Resupplied by general support CSS Battalion 10 (CSSB-10), CSSCs worked hand in
glove with the RCT S-4 for sustainment and traveled directly in trace of the RCT’s logistics trains. Additionally,
CSSB-10 provided support directly to 11th Marines and separate battalions not integrated into an RCT. CSS
Group 11 (CSSG-11) directed the efforts of the CSSCs and CSSB-10 and provided a critical link between divi-
sion and the FSSGs and MLC sources of supply. Within this framework, division had the first fully embedded
CSS capability in recent history.

Aside from organizational changes, the division’s logisticians also enabled speed with several planning and
equipment innovations. Enhancing the generic “days of supply” planning factors from doctrinal planning pub-
lications, G-4 plans developed metrics to measure a unit’s tactical objectives against potential logistics culmi-
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nating points and determine the optimal locations for resupply points. The culminating point analysis graphi-
cally depicted where the division would require an operational pause to refuel and helped determine material
and functional solutions to push off the pause. This analysis, combined with strength and flexibility afforded
by the close ties with CSSG-11, paid dividends when actual fuel consumption was significantly higher than
planned. Locations for rapid replenishment points were adjusted on the fly to support the division’s continuing
attack. Working in close coordination with I MEF and Marine Corps Systems Command, the division obtained
flexcells for M1A1 tanks, fast fuel storage devices for assault amphibious vehicles (AAVs), and inexpensive
“gypsy racks” that could attach to HMMW Vs to augment fuel capabilities and extend the time and distance
that the division could fight before refueling.

The desire to maintain the light footprint needed for speed led to a fanatical approach toward conservation
and reduction. The living standard for the division was set at the 0311 lance corporal level for all hands. Across
the division, comfort items were omitted to make lift available. Omitting one item in particular—cots—meant
that all Marines would sleep on the deck, but also that the equivalent of eight medium-lift tactical vehicles
would be freed up to meet the more pressing need. Fuel test kits were procured from the Defense Reutilization
and Marketing Office, and Marines in every battalion were trained in their use so that captured fuel sources
could be tested and exploited, reducing the requirement to line haul fuel. A strict equipment list was published,
and any gear not on it stayed in seabags locked away in the DSA. Many other initiatives, from a prohibition on
excessive idling of vehicles to a requirement to consume 100 percent of issued meals, ready-to-eat drove home
the point that we were on a logistics light diet necessary to sustain the speed and momentum of our attack.

Innovative methods of preparing supplies for rapid shipment were also developed. The division ammuni-
tion officer working with the MEF, FSSG, and subordinate units created standard ammunition packages that
had preestablished stocks and were prebuilt in the ammunition storage points waiting to be called forward.
When 11th Marines needed more ammunition in support of long-range fires, they ordered a “longball” pack-
age, and the FSSG sent forward the rounds, powders, and fuses needed to support a deep fight.

The division worked in concert with the MEF and FSSG to create and manage a movement control sys-
tem that effectively coordinated thousands of vehicles delivering supplies, personnel, and equipment through-
out a large and diverse battlespace. The division unit movement control center (UMCC) operating in the divi-
sion main gathered and prioritized all movement requirements in and out of the division’s zone. Working in
complete synchronization with the UMCC forward, the DSA represented the division’s requirements at the
MEF’s force transportation board to apply scarce resources against our most critical requirements.

Starting early in the planning efforts and continuing throughout the war, close ties were developed between
the division G-4 and Marine Wing Support Group 37. Planners from both organizations worked to integrate
forward arming and refueling point (FARP) packages into the tactical columns of the RCTs, positioning FARPs
well forward and extending the reach of the assault support assets that provided invaluable support during com-
bat operations. When the 3d Marine Aircraft Wing started flying fuel into the Hantush Highway Strip with KC-
130s, it directly and meaningfully contributed to the division’s ability to continue its attack up Highway 27 and
Highway 6 on the way to Baghdad.

While the division enjoyed many historical logistics successes, not all aspects worked as planned or even
worked well. The supply support system was inadequate most times and a total failure at its worst. OIF has
shown that there is no such thing as a unified Marine Corps supply system. As units from throughout the
Marine Corps came together, it was immediately apparent that no standard method of requesting or conduct-
ing resupply exists. In computer systems alone there are multiple, incompatible systems; I MEF uses support-
ed activities supply system and Asset tracking logistics and supply system (ATLASS I); I MEF uses ATLASS
II; Blount Island Command uses a commercial supply system for maritime prepositioning force equipment.
The field warehouse system used by MLC at the start of the operation had to be scrapped because of its inabil-
ity to perform. It was only through the dedication and hard work of many Marines at the MLC that parts could
be sorted and sent on to division units. The supply system architecture planned for use during OIF was a
“workaround” combination of systems and methods. The workaround never permitted visibility at the battal-
ion or division level of a requisition from inception to receipt. Problems were directly attributable to the incom-
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patibility of these systems, lack of training in their use, lack of a standard method of passing supply requisi-
tions from MEF units through an MLC, and lack of a dedicated logistics communications architecture.

In general, the supply officers were not familiar with the system. Although they were familiar with using
ATLASS to induct requisitions, they did not understand how their requisitions were being handled by the sup-
porting CSSBs through the MLC. Also, an absence of any type of local area network connectivity at the bat-
talion level meant that battalion supply officers had no automated means to pass requisitions and get the feed-
back data necessary for management reports. The amount of offline requests on “yellow canaries” far outnum-
bered those that were sent by automated processes.

Compounding the problem further, none of these systems provide any interface with an intransit visibility
system at either the operational or tactical level. Although many convoys were put on the road, their contents
and location remained a mystery to division supply officers eagerly awaiting their supplies. As a result, many
lost faith in the processes established, started using workarounds, and gave up on any type of established sup-
ply management. This is an area ripe for improvements and hopefully will be the subject of many profession-
al discussions in future Gazette articles.

Despite these problems, the teamwork and cooperation engendered between all elements of I MEF and the
MLC, along with the innovative tenacity of our Marines, made logistics support for 1st MarDiv a success. The
division traveled and fought over unprecedented distances. Some AAVs logged more than 1,000 miles, and
almost all light armored vehicles logged even more. Its speed of advance left tenuous, undefended lines of com-
munications in its wake. Yet, throughout the entire course of the campaign, the division was always able to press
forward and continue its attack.
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Aviation Integration in Operation
IRAQ FREEDOM I: A Division
Air Officer’s Perspective

by Lieutenant Colonel Patrick A. Gramugulia and Major
Richard L. Phillips

Marine Corps Gazette, May 2004.

The flexibility and responsiveness of Marine aviation was a
major contributor to 1st Marine Division’s success in OIF. An
analysis of the employment of aviation assets in support of the
division provides many lessons learned.

Ist Marine Division’s (1st MarDiv’s) accomplishments
during Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) were exceptional.
The division’s success in its march to Baghdad can be attributed
in large part to innovative employment of, and extensive inte-
gration with, Marine aviation. As MajGen James N. Mattis, the
division commander, stated, “This is the most air-centric divi-
sion in the history of warfare.” This approach was an over-
whelming success, and there are numerous lessons to be learned
regarding the employment of aviation and its integrated support
of ground maneuver forces.

While we should take pride in the Marine Corps’ unique
capability to integrate air and ground forces, we must continue
to strive for improvement. As we analyze our performance in
OIF we must capitalize on and continue our successful innova-
tions—and learn from our mistakes. In this article we will dis-
cuss issues involving command, control, communications,
staffing, equipment, and tactics. We will highlight successes
and suggest ways in which we can improve.

Command

Commander’s intent. One of the main contributors to Ist
MarDiv’s overall success was the universal knowledge and
understanding of the commander’s intent. MajGen Mattis per-
sonally conveyed his intent to all subordinate units and down to
all ranks. He ensured that his vision, scheme of maneuver, and
end state were clearly and completely understood by all
Marines within the 1st MarDiv and those supporting
it-including supporting elements of the aviation combat ele-
ment.

As a manifestation of this understanding of intent, the 1st
MarDiv conducted numerous rehearsals of concept drills and
fires walk-through briefs. All major aviation players and all air-
crew participating in the first day of the operation attended this
thorough walk-through of the first day’s scheme of maneuver
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and fire support plan. While this is not unusual, it displayed and strengthened the intrinsic link between the
ground combat element (GCE) and the aviators who supported it. All aviators involved in day one’s events
had an intuitive understanding of the scheme of maneuver and intent. This enabled them to continue the
division’s deep fight when communications became difficult and the scheme of maneuver changed. As the
Marine Corps moves toward joint concepts, operations, and acquisitions we must never forget the unique
benefits provided by our organic aviation and the power of the Marine Corps’ philosophy, organization, and
training in this regard.

Division combat operations center (COC). The large battlespace of OIF provided a perfect venue for
the employment of aviation. We had a tremendous number of aviation assets available for support, but our
ability to command and control (C?) these assets needs to evolve.

The air portion of a division COC usually consists of an air officer (AO) who is part of the fire sup-
port coordination center. This individual is responsible for the planning, coordination, and tracking of avi-
ation employment across the division’s battlespace. In our case the large number of organic and joint air
assets (including numerous intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance platforms), along with recent
improvement in joint connectivity, resulted in the division COC receiving continuous and often over-
whelming targeting and reconnaissance information. The division air department was not staffed to handle
this volume of information and coordination responsibility.

The AO would receive about 20 yellow notes with target tracks about every 5 to 10 minutes. These
tracks were deep in the battlespace and needed to be engaged or reconnoitered by aviation assets. The AO
would collect, evaluate, deconflict, and prioritize these requirements and then pass them to the direct air
support center (DASC) for assignment to aviation assets. At times the AO would be simultaneously
involved in close operations that delayed the handling of the deep tracks. Because there were not sufficient
personnel to handle these tracks, the associated air tasking was often redundantly executed or not execut-
ed at all.

On many occasions aircraft would see targets in the deep area of the battlespace, but they would be
unable to engage them due to a lack of (1) information on the surrounding situation on the ground, (2) per-
sonnel to provide a “cleared hot,” or (3) a communications path to work these deep area targets. The AO
would attempt to facilitate the prosecution of these targets from the COC using Type III controls, but he
lacked sufficient information about the target area.

The situation described above is clearly inefficient, and it carries the potential for dangerous target
engagement errors. A solution would be the establishment of a deep battle air cell within the division COC.
This cell would consist of the target information officer and a deep AO with a radio and a deep air coordi-
nation frequency. This cell would be located near—and linked with—the intelligence cell and the DASC. It
would be able to take all deep battle inputs—both internal and external to the division—and evaluate them
within the context of the scheme of maneuver, restricted target list, and friendly positions and control the
aviation assets tasked with deep battle missions. This would reduce accidental, redundant tasking of air
assets. This would also enhance continuity with the intelligence picture as these deep air cell personnel
would track pilot reports and battle damage assessments (BDAs). Most importantly, this cell would have
enough information on friendly positions and target area awareness to permit control of Type III close air
support (CAS) missions from their position. This would enhance our ability to bring the fight to the enemy
and to engage enemy units prior to their contact with friendly ground units.

Control

Aviation assets in direct support. The Marine Corps does not usually employ aviation assets in a direct
support (DS) role. This employment method, however, became absolutely critical during the 1st MarDiv’s
movement to, and operations in, Baghdad. Long distances and severe weather conditions resulted in delays
of up to 3 days for assault support request missions to be flown. This caused a backlog within the wing and
division and did not support operations on a fluid battlefield.

As a result, DS assets were assigned. The wing sent sections of CH-46Es and UH-1Ns to the division
for assault support, C? and reconnaissance. These assets became a true force multiplier. Often the same
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assets supported reconnaissance, C?, CAS, and assault support missions in the same day. Though DS is not
the preferred or doctrinal (or most efficient) method of aviation employment, its use in OIF demonstrated
the incredible flexibility of the Marine air-ground task force (MAGTF) to adapt to changing battlefield con-
ditions.

Two aspects were essential to the successful use of DS assets. First, the regimental logistics trains had
forward arming and refueling points (FARPs) embedded. These Marine wing support squadron assets pro-
vided flexible expeditionary bases that were able to keep up with the rapid scheme of maneuver and sup-
port forward deployed aviation assets that were operating on a fluid battlefield up to 500 miles from their
home base.

Second, the maturity of the aviators who operated DS assets was critical. Requests for air support could
be overwhelming, creating the potential for a pilot in command to make a decision to execute a mission
whose risks outweighed the potential benefits. During combat the theme of air requests from operational
ground units is “more,” but fortunately, the aircrews who supported 1st MarDiv exhibited professionalism
and maturity in balancing necessity and risk.

Some maneuver units also had DS casualty evacuation (CasEvac) assets attached to them. The theoret-
ical concept of employment was that these aircraft would pick up casualties in forward areas and bring them
back to a safe landing zone where theater-level assets would transport them to an appropriate facility. In
reality, we relied almost exclusively on our Marine CasEvac assets for the majority of our CasEvac require-
ments. The relationship that developed between the DS aircrew and the supported Marines became very
close. On numerous occasions, their proximity and existing bond provided a response time and dedication
to mission accomplishment that was unmatched and saved lives. As Marine aviation continues its transfor-
mation in aircraft platforms, we should not forget the criticality of the CasEvac capability and mission.

Fire support coordination measures (FSCMs). Theater aviation control measures were similar to the
Kuwait integrated CAS (KICAS) concept of operations. This approach subdivided the battlespace into
square grids—or kill boxes—aligned with lines of latitude and longitude. Each box was further broken down
into nine “keypads.” This KICAS method enabled seamless employment of any aviation asset anywhere
on the battlefield. Our current doctrinal control measures do not provide this flexibility. We were, howev-
er, able to use some doctrinal ground control measures within this existing framework.

The flexibility of the KICAS control measures matches the speed and tempo with which the Marine
Corps now operates. We should continue to employ these measures, and we must train with them! Many
forward air controllers (FACs) learned this KICAS system in the weeks immediately preceding combat
operations, which was not the optimum training method. These measures, if they are to be used in the
future, should be employed at schools and exercises such as Combined Arms Exercises and the weapons
and tactics instructor course.

Air tasking order (ATO). We found the ATO to be unusable due to the rapid pace and large distances
covered during our operations. The 96-hour planning cycle of the ATO was unresponsive to the ever-chang-
ing scheme of maneuver and rapid battle rhythm; the ATO was obsolete by the time it was to be executed.
As a result, the wing simply placed the majority of assets on alert or assigned them to CAS stacks, and air
was requested in realtime when it was needed. FACs and AOs were not able to anticipate their requirements
for air 3 days ahead or to submit target requests to a targeting board. The ATO cycle, which works best in
a fixed target/““air war” environment, needs to be adjusted to better support a fast-paced, moving target style
of ground warfare.

We encountered problems when FACs did not have the special instructions (SPINS). Often we were
unable to get the SPINS to our FACs due to our communications architecture and the actual size of the doc-
ument. Though communications systems are partly responsible for this failure, we also did not train suffi-
ciently in using SPINS as this would have highlighted the need for effective methods to transmit SPINS to
FACs in forward units. One reason for this training deficiency was that our training flights conducted prior
to Iraq were not conducted using an ATO, as only flights in support of Operation SOUTHERN WATCH
were allowed on the ATO. In future conflicts we need to put training flights on an ATO to train both ground
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and air personnel. We also need to continue to develop communications paths with sufficient bandwidth to
allow transmission of vital information to the tactical units that need it.

BDA tracking was also a challenge during our operations. There were numerous instances in which a
condition for initiating a certain ground mission was the engagement of specific targets by aviation assets.
There was no defined mechanism to confirm that a target was on the ATO, so we were unable to find out
if a mission was run against a certain target, much less the BDA from that mission. We did develop an inter-
im solution: the planners put target designators in the remarks column of the ATO, but this method was
prone to error. We need to pursue a simple method of getting this pertinent mission data to tactical-level
troops to avoid delaying combat actions.

Communications

Division air communications: a tactical air control party net. Battalion and regimental AOs have com-
munications nets that connect an AO at the command post to his FACs in the field. No such communica-
tions path exists for the division air department. On numerous occasions key information could not be
passed due to lack of formal communications paths between the division and regimental or battalion air
departments, especially during movements. A communications path—either voice or digital-would have
proved beneficial during this operation.

DASC. The DASC is the GCE’s direct, and oftentimes only, link to its aviation assets. The senior air
director’s (SAD’s) primary function is to control aircraft in direct support of the GCE scheme of maneu-
ver. This single function demands all of the attention of the SAD under any circumstances, and it is even
more challenging during an intense combat operation. A key part of the DASC’s job is to maintain aware-
ness of the current situation, scheme of maneuver, and commander’s intent. The situational awareness (SA)
within the DASC is often highest because of its direct contact with aircraft that have line of sight commu-
nications with many units. This results, however, in a constant flow of people and requests for information
flowing into the DASC. This task of maintaining SA can directly compete with the SAD’s primary duty of
controlling airplanes.

The DASC and, more importantly, the SAD need to be free to concentrate on their primary duties. To
facilitate this we designated a runner between the division COC and the DASC. This individual’s respon-
sibility was to push information to the decision makers in the COC, which aided in their prosecution of the
current fight. This Marine also stayed abreast of the constantly changing situation and updated the DASC
situation boards, enabling the SAD to focus on his primary job.

One element of the DASC that proved invaluable was the air support operations center (ASOC) liai-
son officer. The ASOC is the U.S. Army/U.S. Air Force version of the DASC, and this liaison was our direct
link for deconfliction issues that arose in the tight battlespace just south of Baghdad. We were able to pros-
ecute targets that affected us but were not in our battlespace by coordinating with the ASOC liaison. Our
DASC runner coordinated closely with the ASOC liaison, allowing us to procure numerous air sorties that
were not needed by our adjacent Army units (including A-10 and B-52 sorties vital to the division’s attack).
This liaison officer also gave us a link to numerous intelligence assets that had overlapping coverage of our
area. This link provided warnings of enemy activity on our flanks, enabling us to act preemptively.

DASC (Airborne) (DASC(A)). The DASC(A) is still the most vital link between the ground units and
their aviation support. On numerous occasions it was the only link through which forward units could get
information or fire support. We relied heavily on forward deployed aviation assets located at FARPs, and
often the only way to launch these assets was through the DASC(A). The SA of the entire division went up
when the DASC(A) was airborne. The current module used to perform this function is the UYC-3, which
is a technologically outdated system. The next generation of the DASC(A) should have more radios, satel-
lite communications, video capability, and a theater battle management core system and advanced field
artillery tactical data system capability.

Chat. We used secret Internet protocol router network chat rooms extensively throughout the opera-
tion. At times this was our only communications path to certain units, especially those located on ships.
Chat is a great method of secure immediate communications with units across the entire battlespace. We
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need to continue to develop this capability by deploying it with as many units as possible. Chat rooms
should be assigned doctrinal names and users so they can be listed in the automated communications elec-
tronic operating instructions.

Blue force tracker (BFT). This system holds great potential for communications. Although the system
is currently not secure, it would be of great benefit if it were available in the DASC, tactical air command
center, FARPs, and squadron ready rooms to display current unit positions. The system’s greatest strengths
are beyond line of sight capability and high reliability. Immediate request and assets launch instructions
could be sent using its text messaging capability.

Communications training. We often received text messages prior to getting voice reports from units
located far from our COC. On many occasions these messages included calls for fires or some other type
of time-sensitive request. When we received these text messages (usually via BFT) we would immediately
try to contact the unit through a voice communications path. As we continue to transform our communica-
tions capability and the speed with which we execute operations, we need to train to make decisions and
act based on information that we receive from all sources, even those that come to us in the form of an e-
mail or text message.

Multichannel secure communications between ground units and aircraft needs to be improved.
Throughout our operation most communications between ground units and aircraft occurred over a clear
(nonsecure) single-channel frequency. All players involved have the correct equipment to use secure fre-
quency-hopping communications—we just have to train to this standard.

One issue that requires attention is the limitations created by the small, fixed set of net identification
(ID) loaded in the radios of forward deployed ground units and aircraft. On numerous occasions aircraft
arrived on station with their radios loaded with the net IDs of the units that they originally were supposed
to support, but the situation had changed and they were now supporting another unit. In these cases, secure
multichannel communications was not possible because neither user could change the information in their
radios.

FAC Staffing and Equipment

FACs. The division received more than 16 augment FACs to support its aviation-centric battle plan. The
intent was to provide every maneuver unit with the ability to plan and employ aviation, and although not
all of these FACs received a tremendous amount of work, they provided their commanders significant addi-
tional flexibility. Normally, a commander must decide where to assign his FACs, and they must often be
moved between units in the middle of operations. Because this operation was not linear, it was difficult to
predict when and where a unit was going to need aviation support. Having this aviation knowledge and con-
trol capability with every unit was a true force multiplier.

An unintended but important benefit resulted from the high experience level of these augment FACs,
as most were majors or lieutenant colonels with previous FAC tour experience, and many had combat expe-
rience. This experience level provided unit commanders with additional MAGTF expertise throughout the
operation. This extra experience also proved beneficial during the civil-military portion of the operation
where many of these individuals were used as liaison officers with the village government and in staff bil-
lets to replace personnel lost due to combat or individual rotation.

Equipment. In order for the division to carry out its aviation-centric plan, it required new target loca-
tion and designation equipment. The division’s original laser pointers and designators were cumbersome,
unreliable, and incompatible with many aviation assets. Equipment was not standardized across the divi-
sion leading to slight differences in procedures.

Prior to deploying, the 1st MarDiv set out to update equipment for various capabilities, including laser
rangefinding and infrared (IR) pointing. Urgent universal need statements were submitted through division
G-7 in an effort to provide a new “FAC suite” prior to crossing the line of departure. IR pointers and ground
laser target designators arrived just prior to combat operations and proved tremendously beneficial, espe-
cially during the numerous bouts of bad weather in which FACs had to talk aircraft onto targets.

We must continue to improve our FAC suite. We should seek an improved IR pointer and a lighter and
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more reliable designator with a range comparable to the weapons for which it designates.
Tactics

Strike coordinator and reconnaissance (SCAR) managers. SCAR managers were responsible for a sig-
nificant part of aviation’s contribution to the division’s operations. SCAR is a newer doctrinal term that
includes more than just the direction of deep strikes—it can involve an airborne platform that fights the
ground commander’s scheme of maneuver and target priorities within his battlespace prior to the arrival of
ground units. This allows a commander to engage the enemy from afar, and it can facilitate a more seam-
less transition to the close battle.

At times large portions of the division’s battlespace (that was not yet covered by ground units) were
engaged heavily by SCAR managers who used their knowledge of the ground scheme of maneuver. These
assets firmly validated the SCAR doctrinal concept, and it became a mainstay of the ground commander’s
fire support planning. We could improve the integration of the SCAR managers by connecting them direct-
ly to the COC through a deep air support radio net (discussed earlier). This would allow SCAR managers
to pass intelligence, BDA, and updates on battlefield conditions and keep them abreast of changing target
priorities, friendly positions, and commander’s intent.

Convoy operations. OIF was heavily dependent upon extended convoy operations, but our current tac-
tics, techniques, and procedures (TTP) and equipment are not optimized for these operations. In the initial
phases of OIF we had convoys of hundreds of vehicles that stretched for miles without sufficient FACs or
radios. There were instances in which more than 100 vehicles did not have a FAC, an ultrahigh-frequency
(UHF) radio, or an available means of suppression. Our current FSCMs are not effective during high-speed
movements due to their linear orientation and static nature. The kill box concept from the KICAS frame-
work outlined earlier has the flexibility for convoy operations, but the division did not have sufficient
familiarity with KICAS measures to use them effectively for convoy operations.

Task organization, equipment distribution, and TTP for aviation support of convoy operations need
improvement. Sufficient UHF radios and personnel trained in aviation control need to be distributed
throughout convoys. The route, intentions, and locations of key personnel (FACs) need to be briefed to all
players in convoys. Most importantly, we need to train with all key players using convoys of realistic sizes
if we are to become proficient in major combat operations conducted over extended distances.

Air counterfire managers. Counterbattery fire was the most frequent mission we coordinated in the
division COC. We often received scores of missions per hour. This stressed our architecture and created
confusion and backlogs. The Iraqis employed “shoot and scoot” tactics in which they fired one mortar
round from the back of a truck and drove away. By the time we were able to engage with counterbattery
fire, the target had displaced. (They also employed a similar tactic in Baghdad. They fired from a position
near a school or mosque with the hope that we would retaliate after they had displaced, causing collateral
damage.) In general, though it only took minutes for us to retaliate with counterbattery fire, it was often
too late.

Because most of these counterbattery targets were clustered all within a grid square, we used an air
counterfire manager. After the first two radar hits we put a FAC(A) over the target area. The FAC(A) would
look for subsequent firing within the area and coordinate an appropriate supporting arm to engage the tar-
get. This tactic provided two advantages: it enabled us to keep eyes on a target, even when it was driving
away, and it gave us human eyes on the target to prevent collateral damage. This air counterfire manager
was a useful and effective tactic. We should evaluate and refine it.

Conclusion

Our successes in OIF validated many of the Marine Corps’ bedrock concepts and principles: our expe-
ditionary nature, our leadership focus, our flexible task organization, and our ability to quickly adapt to
meet new challenges. We should be proud of the accomplishments of our Marines. We must, however, hon-
estly critique our operations and engage in earnest discussion to facilitate improvement and evolution. As
the old saying goes, “if you aren’t getting better, you’re getting worse.”

In this article we have suggested a number of areas in which small changes could create big improve-
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ments in operational effectiveness, and we highlighted innovations and adaptations made by the 1st MarDiv
and their supporting aviation units. It is our hope that these will stimulate discussion, analysis, and ulti-
mately lead to positive changes.
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The Battle of An Nasiriyah

by the Company Commanders, 1st Battalion, 2d Marines
Marine Corps Gazette, September 2003.

This article was written by the company commanders of 1/2 to document the efforts of the Marines who
fought at An Nasiriyah. Eighteen Marines paid the ultimate price and 14 others were wounded in 3 hours of
intense urban combat.

The battle for the bridges of An Nasiriyah was one of the most important engagements of Operation IRAQI
FREEDOM and also one of the most misunderstood. Even now, newspaper and magazine reports describe the
battle as an ambush. Nothing could be further from the truth. While an Army convoy was attacked after mis-
takenly driving through An Nasiriyah that morning, the action that followed was a deliberate attack against an
enemy stronghold. The only miscalculation was in how tenaciously the enemy was expected to resist.
However, the men from 1st Battalion, 2d Marines (1/2) who attacked north to seize the bridges were prepared
for a fight. At the small unit level there were no expectations about capitulation or surrender. As always, the
individual infantryman couldn’t afford to make such reckless assumptions. What followed that day was a
pitched battle in the streets of the city. On one side was a paramilitary force that had already bloodied an
American unit and learned that Americans hadn’t the stomach for a real fight. On the other side was a group of
Marines who were determined to win despite the enemy, despite the cost.

The battle was fought in and around An Nasiriyah, a large city in southern Iraq that guarded key supply
routes to the north. The battalion began its movement to contact north at 0400 (all times are local) on 23 March
with tanks and a combined antiarmor team (CAAT) forming the vanguard of the column. The battalion was
fatigued from driving almost nonstop from the Iraqi border 2 days before. Most Marines had not eaten or slept
as the sun slowly replaced the gray dawn. In their approach north the battalion’s lead element suddenly encoun-
tered machinegun fire and nearby explosions from bracketing mortars as Iraqi paramilitary forces south of the
city attempted to halt the battalion’s advance.

Although the enemy force had suffered some attrition from desertion, it was essentially three brigades
defending in depth along a 12-kilometer stretch, south to north, centered on An Nasiriyah. The Iraqi fighters
consisted of the notorious Saddam Fedayeen, Al Quds, and Republican Guard Special Forces, as well as Iraqi
regular army soldiers. An assault amphibious vehicle (AAV) company reinforced the battalion, thus every rifle
company was mechanized. A reserve tank company also augmented the force and was utilized in the team mech
and team tank task organization. The battalion was essentially road bound due to the consistently unreliable
off-road terrain in the region.

The first enemy fires were indicative of what was to come. Most of the enemy fighters were wearing civil-
ian attire. They were employing mortars and machineguns from the roofs of mud huts in close proximity to
civilians. The rules of engagement were well-understood and had been rehearsed time and again by situation-
al training exercises, but the training and thoughtful preparation did not present a solution that a Marine could
feel good about. The necessity to destroy an active enemy target could potentially exact a toll on the lingering
civilian population.

Throughout the early morning, 1/2 sliced through enemy resistance along Route 7. Close air support and
indirect fires were integral in providing an opportunity for added momentum to the battalion’s push north.
Initially, the enemy forces were not determined to defend their terrain and quickly folded under pressure from
the combination of rnaneuver, direct fire, and supporting arms. As the battalion pressed the attack, a belea-
guered Army convoy from the 507th Maintenance Company was found strewn along the road. Elements of 1/2
rescued the remnants of the convoy from enemy fire and evacuated the wounded soldiers. Eventually it was
learned that the Army convoy made a wrong turn and instead of continuing up the relative safety of Route 1,
drove up the enemy held Route 7.
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They drove deep into enemy territory—through An Nasiriyah before realizing their mistake. As the Army con-
voy turned around and moved south, the enemy became emboldened and began firing at the convoy, killing and
capturing most of the soldiers. The enemy’s success against the Army convoy bolstered their confidence for
their defense of An Nasiriyah throughout the remainder of the day.

Sporadi fighting continued as 1/2 advanced to the railway bridge just a couple of kilometers south of the
Euphrates River. It was just before arriving there that the tank company needed to break contact in order to
replenish its dwindling fuel. With tanks refueling well to the rear, Bravo Company took the lead across the rail-
way bridge. Soon after climbing the south side of the bridge, Bravo Company spotted several T-55 tanks and
requested battalion antimechanized assets to move forward and engage the tanks. With the M1A1 tanks still
refueling, the CAAT moved forward and engaged the enemy tanks, destroying at least five. An additional T-55
was killed by the Javelin team with Bravo Company and was possibly the first tank kill by a Javelin in com-
bat.

Throughout the movement and engagement of enemy tanks, Marine aviators provided killing fires in sup-
port of the 1/2 advance. Marine pilots lived up to the high standards set by their predecessors, providing close
air support to the infantry units in contact without regard for their own personal safety. Over and over the
Marine fliers attacked enemy tanks, machinegun and mortar positions, and troop concentrations. Their fires
were lethal and in concert with the ground scheme of maneuver. Repeatedly the pilots checked off with the 1/2
forward air controllers after running out of fuel or ordnance, or sustaining battle damage, only to quickly return
and continue their impressive support.

Having destroyed the enemy tank company near the railway bridge, the battalion commander ordered the
attack to continue to the north. Upon return of their tank platoon, Bravo Company, organized as Team Mech,
led the attack toward the Euphrates River Bridge in the southeast corner of An Nasiriyah. The other companies
followed in column carefully steering around the burning remains of a U.S. Army vehicle and smoldering Iraqi
T-55 hulks before accelerating toward the city. As the companies wound through gentle turns along lush, palm-
lined streets leading to the bridge, rocket-propelled grenades (RPGs) were fired at the column, and machine-
gun fires could be seen and heard from the far side of the Euphrates River.

The Marines of 1/2 experienced soaring levels of confidence until this point. Most of the enemy fires expe-
rienced thus far were sporadic and ineffective. The surgical destruction of the enemy forces was not unlike any
other combined arms drill executed over and over at Combined Arms Exercise 9-02 the previous summer.
Crossing the Euphrates River into the city presented a more imminent threat to the battalion. The Marines sud-
denly did not feel so impervious inside the thin aluminum skin of the AAVs that were not equipped with the
enhanced applique armor kits that were available to most mechanized infantry battalions in the 1st Marine
Division.

The plan was a “be prepared to” mission. The battalion was supposed to defend south of the city and then
possibly attack north to seize the bridges, providing a supply route through the eastern side of An Nasiriyah.
As the battalion was attacking north earlier in the morning, the battalion commander was ordered to seize the
bridges in order to allow other I Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF) forces to use Route 7 as an alternate route
toward Baghdad. The seizure of the bridges became a higher priority than the defensive mission, and the attack
continued past the planned battle positions into the city of An Nasiriyah.

Bravo Company was tasked with entering the city first, turning to the right, and bypassing the built-up area
by using the vast open area to the east. The planned route would avoid the road through the city already known
as “Ambush Alley.” Bravo would only turn back to the west to drive toward the northern bridge and establish
a support by fire position on the southern side of the bridge below the Saddam Canal. Alpha Company’s mis-
sion was to follow Bravo Company and seize the Euphrates River Bridge. Charlie Company was tasked with
following in trace of Bravo Company’s advance and seizing the northern bridge over the Saddam Canal.
Shortly after crossing the Euphrates River Bridge and heading to the east, Bravo Company came under intense
fire from small arms, machineguns, and RPGs. Their progress was brought to a sudden halt as the apparently
firm ground turned out to be a thick muddy bog disguised by a thin crust of hardened dirt. Vehicle after vehi-
cle quickly became stuck in the deceiving terrain forcing Bravo Company to stop in order to recover vehicles
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and search for a new route. The vehicles of the forward command post that were following in trace of Bravo
Company’s advance also halted due to the impassable terrain. At this point Bravo Company continued north
with essentially one infantry platoon while the rest of the company stayed behind to provide security for the
vehicles that were stuck in the mud bog. The pilots from Marine Light/Attack Helicopter Squadron 269 con-
tinuously provided coverage to the immobile force, and their heroic actions thwarted the enemy attacks for over
4 hours.

Moving behind Bravo Company and the forward command post across the Euphrates River Bridge, Alpha
Company was executing “sagger” drills, a technique used to dodge RPGs. Not yet across the bridge, Alpha
Company had already come under fire from the far side and from enemy fighters south of the bridge. Having
rehearsed the attack several times, the battle positions were quickly established just prior to 1300. There was a
Iull in the action for a few minutes as Alpha Company Marines dismounted their AAVs and took up positions
in the southern area of the city. It was extremely hard to pick out targets because there wasn’t a uniformed sol-
dier to be found. At first it just appeared to be noncombatants moving around in front of the Alpha Company
Marines, but continued observation revealed other activities.

The soldiers were wearing civilian attire and moving toward weapons caches inside buildings. There were
others who were moving combatants around the city and resupplying the fighters by using civilian vehicles,
especially orange and white taxis and white pickup trucks. Many of the vehicles had white flags attached to
them even while they were actively participating in an attack against the battalion of Marines.

While the fires directed toward the Alpha Company Marines began to increase to a deafening level, Charlie
Company began passing through Alpha’s position. Charlie Company pushed north through the 4 kilometers of
Ambush Alley, coming under intense machinegun, small arms, and RPG fire throughout the gauntlet. Sensing
that something wasn’t right about the disposition of the battalion’s forces, the Charlie Company commander
decided to quickly seize the northern bridge to ensure the overall success of the battalion. Meanwhile, Bravo
Company was split into two forces. Half of the company were engaged in a street-to-street fight, the rest were
recovering wheeled and tracked vehicles from the mud, leaving the northern bridge unchallenged. Charlie
Company’s understanding of commander’s intent and aggressiveness in an uncertain situation made the biggest
difference in the battalion’s victory that day, but the success came with a price.

During the final stretch through Ambush Alley, an RPG struck the flank of a Charlie Company AAV. The
blow engulfed the vehicle in flames and wounded four of the Marines inside. Damaged and on fire, the AAV
crew managed to drive the vehicle out of the city several hundred meters to the northern side of the Saddam
Canal. Upon arriving at the far side of the Saddam Canal Bridge, Charlie Company immediately established a
defensive perimeter and began engaging enemy forces with heavy machineguns and company mortars. A med-
ical evacuation (MedEvac) was requested for the four injured Marines, but the volume of fire eliminated the
possibility of using helicopters. Demonstrating bold initiative, Charlie Company Marines loaded the casualties
into an AAV that promptly headed south through the hornets’ nest. Under fire the entire way, the lone AAV
screamed through the city and over the Euphrates River Bridge until it reached the friendly lines of 2/8 where
the casualties were treated and evacuated.

The battalion Marines could feel the pressure building from a coordinated and determined enemy attack.
Enemy paramilitary forces were attacking along multiple axes converging on the Marines in the city. The
enemy fighters were bounding from house to house, drawing closer to the company battle positions, and
increasing their volume of fires. Suddenly, the headquarters section from Team Tank crested the Euphrates
River Bridge and entered Alpha Company’s position. A brief conversation took place between the two compa-
ny commanders, and the four tanks were quickly brought to bear against the mounting enemy attack.
Throughout the position, tank crewmen and young infantry leaders coordinated the tank fires that resulted in
several well-placed tank main gun rounds and extremely effective coaxial machinegun bursts. The effect was a
change in the momentum in favor of the Marines. The enemy volume of fires was dramatically reduced, and
the Marines became more effective in destroying enemy targets.

Things looking a little better for now, the Alpha Company Marines looked back toward the street to see a
Charlie Company AAV limp into their position. It was already badly damaged, dragging its ramp, and stopped
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dead in the middle of the street in Alpha’s most hotly contested piece of terrain. Within moments of its arrival,
the sickening white plume from an RPG was seen plunging into the flank of the vehicle, shaking it merciless-
ly, but leaving it intact. Seconds later another RPG dove into the open troop hatch, detonating the large ammu-
nition stores and resulting in a devastating explosion that collapsed the weakened structure. The smoldering
wreckage remained in the street yielding only three survivors. For the next 90 minutes the fight continued in
the Alpha Company position as the Marines successfully defended the enemy counterattack and worked to
recover a survivor buried beneath the heavy wreckage of the destroyed vehicle. Meanwhile, the tank company
commander and his executive officer decided to push to the north with their two tanks to reinforce Charlie
Company. With the arrival of two more AAVs into the Alpha Company perimeter came the news that Charlie
Company was taking heavy casualties in their fight to the north. Five AAVs had been organized to move
Charlie’s dead and wounded south across the Saddam Canal Bridge. Only three vehicles made it to the Alpha
Company position, and the location of the other two remained a mystery for the time being.

At approximately 1430 each of the three rifle companies was decisively engaged in nonmutually support-
ing positions throughout An Nasiriyah. Urban obstacles negated lateral communications between the maneu-
ver elements. Each commander was intermittently frustrated in his attempts to coordinate with the battalion
command post. Casualties were beginning to mount, and the anticipated relief by 2/8 Marines was waylaid by
enemy resistance to the south.

The company defense continued north of the Saddam Canal, and Charlie Company was in a fight unlike
any other. It had now been 2 hours since the decision was made to push north to seize the bridge. The original
defensive perimeter was now beset with mounting casualties, continual strafing fire, and bracketing artillery.
Now separated into squad-sized defensive positions, the company was valiantly fighting against an enemy
force that was effectively using indirect fires and maneuvering behind protective terrain. The company fire sup-
port team, AAV platoon, and 60mm mortar section were the only means to accurately range the counterattack-
ing enemy, and they were all sustaining heavy casualties during the battle. Adding to the dilemma was the
havoc that was caused by friendly fire from an A-10 Thunderbolt aircraft that had mistaken Charlie Company
for an Iraqi mechanized force. The remainder of the Marines maneuvered under continuous pressure to move
the wounded to casualty collection points while rigorously defending the strategic terrain.

At 1530 a CH-46E from Marine Medium Helicopter Squadron 162 began to circle the Alpha Company
position searching for the smoke marking the landing zone. The pilot quickly dropped into the middle of the
street, heroically exposing his aircraft to enemy fire to save the life of a fellow Marine. Upon loading the casu-
alty, the aircraft lifted, miraculously escaping intact from the red-hot zone. With 2/8 delayed in their fight to
the south, the Alpha Company commander made the decision to move north through Ambush Alley in an
attempt to relieve the pressure on Charlie Company to the north. The fires were relentless along the route and
the Alpha Company Marines witnessed first hand more of the destruction endured by Charlie Company. The
two missing AAVs were found along the main supply route just south of the Saddam Canal Bridge. One was
disabled on the east side of the road, and the other was torn open in the center of the road, churning out a thick
plume of gray-black smoke.

Bravo Company and battalion forward had linked up in the center of An Nasiriyah along Ambush Alley.
They gained a clear line of sight to the north and witnessed the disabled Charlie Company AAVs south of the
Saddam Canal Bridge. The Bravo Company commander could see Alpha Company taking an increasingly
heavy volume of fire as their vehicles screamed by in the movement to Charlie Company’s position. The Bravo
Company artillery forward observer immediately directed suppressive artillery fires upon the western side of
Ambush Alley. These fires allowed Bravo Company and the battalion forward command post to move to the
downed vehicles and recover an additional casualty.

As Alpha Company quickly crossed the bridge and entered Charlie Company’s position, another pair of
abandoned AAVs could be seen. A raging fire consumed one vehicle, and the other, just off the west side of the
road, appeared seriously damaged. The fight was already over. Charlie Company, reinforced by the tank com-
pany headquarters section, had driven the enemy from the bridge and secured the second battalion objective
through 3 hours of relentless combat. Upon Alpha Company’s arrival, the Marines consolidated their combat
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power and began the heart-rending MedEvac process. Shortly after 1700 CH-46E helicopters evacuated more
than 30 casualties from the day’s fight, and Bravo Company and the forward command post crossed the
Saddam Canal Bridge into the defensive perimeter. The company commanders quickly discussed the situation
with the battalion commander and were directed to push the remaining kilometer to the “T” intersection, 2 kilo-
meters north of the Saddam Canal, to establish a defensive position for the night.

On 24 March, 2d Light Armored Reconnaissance Battalion passed through An Nasiriyah along the route
that was forced open the day prior. Their use of Route 7 spearheaded the I MEF attack north to Baghdad and
gave satisfaction to the Marines who had fought so hard for that purpose. Over the next week the battalion and
the rest of Regimental Combat Team 2 (RCT-2) continued to capture or destroy remaining regime forces, begin-
ning the steady transition to security operations and humanitarian assistance. The victory was hard fought and
won by all of the members of the RCT. Such critical actions as the aggressive urban fighting by 3/2 and 2/8,
the massed artillery strike that destroyed a gathering Fedayeen force of over 2,000 fighters, the selfless and
courageous flying by pilots and aircrew of 2d and 3d Marine Aircraft Wings, and the critical flow of combat
service support throughout were critical in the overall victory. It became obvious that most of the enemy resist-
ance in the city had broken. The steady flow of civilian traffic increased, and crowds of thousands of people
moved through the city trying to return to their lives. Although much hard work remained, it was clear to the
Iraqi people that their freedom was close at hand.
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‘Good Kills’

by Peter Maas

The New York Times Magazine, 20 April 2003.

Copyright 2003 The New York Times Magazine. Reprinted with Permission

As the war in Iraq is debated and turned into history, the
emphasis will be on the role of technology—precision bombing,
cruise missiles, decapitation strikes. That was what was new. But
there was another side to the war, and it was the one that most of
the fighting men and women in Iraq experienced, even if it was-
n’t what Americans watching at home saw: raw military might,
humans killing humans. The Third Battalion, Fourth Marines was
one of the rawest expressions of that might. Based in Twentynine
Palms, Calif., it specializes in desert warfare, and its forces num-
ber about 1,500 troops, equipped during the war in Iraq with
about 30 Abrams tanks and 60 armored assault vehicles, backed
up with whatever artillery and aircraft were required for its mis-
sions, like 155-millimeter howitzers and Cobra gunships and
fighter jets. The battalion made the ground shake, quite literally,
as it rumbled north from Kuwait through Iraq, beginning its
march by seizing the Basra airport, continuing on past Nasiriyah,
into the desert and through a sandstorm that turned the sky red
and became, at its worst moments, a hurricane of sand that rocked
armored vehicles like plastic toys nudged by a child’s finger. On
the way to Baghdad, the battalion also fought fierce but limited
battles in Afaq and Diwaniya, about 120 miles south of Baghdad,
and in Al Kut, about 100 miles from the Iraqi capital.

On April 6, three days before the fall of Baghdad, the battal-
ion arrived at the Diyala bridge, a major gateway into the south-
eastern sector of the city. The bridge crosses the Diyala River,
which flows into the Tigris. Once across its 150-yard span, the
Third Battalion would be only nine miles from the center of
Baghdad. The bridge was heavily defended on the north side by
both Republican Guard and irregular forces, and the battle to
seize and cross it took two days. It was, in retrospect, a signal
event in the war, a vivid example of the kind of brutal, up-close
fighting that didn’t get shown on cable TV.

The Third Battalion had a consistent strategy as it moved
toward Baghdad: kill every fighter who refused to surrender. It
was extremely effective. It allowed the battalion to move quickly.
It minimized American casualties. But it was a strategy that came
with a price, and that price was paid in blood on the far side of
the Diyala bridge.

The unit’s commander, Lt. Col. Bryan McCoy, had a calm
bearing that never seemed to waver as he and his troops made
their way through Iraq. His mood stayed the same, whether he
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was in battle or drinking his morning coffee or smoking a cigar; neither the tone nor the pace of his voice
strayed from its steady-as-she-goes manner. Perhaps his calm came from experience. His father was an Army
officer in Vietnam, serving two combat tours there. McCoy was born into the military and has lived in it for
his entire life. This wasn’t the first time he fought against Iraqi soldiers; he was a company commander dur-
ing the Persian Gulf war in 1991.

When I spoke to him on the southern side of the Diyala bridge soon after the battalion arrived there on
the morning of April 6, he was in a serene mood. “Things are going well,” he said. “Really well.”

When Colonel McCoy told you that things were going well, it meant his marines were killing Iraqi fight-
ers. That’s what was happening as we exchanged pleasantries at the bridge. His armored Humvee was parked
30 yards from the bridge. If one of the Republican Guard soldiers on the other side of the bridge had wanted
to shout an insult across the river, he would have been heard—were it not for the fact that Colonel McCoy’s
battalion was at that moment lobbing so many bullets and mortars and artillery shells across the waterway that
a shout could never have been heard, and in any event the Iraqis had no time for insults before dying. The only
sound was the roar of death.

“Lordy,” McCoy said. “Heck of a day. Good kills.”

McCoy’s immediate objective was to kill or drive away enough of the forces on the north side of the river
to let him move his men and equipment across. He had no doubt that he would succeed. He was sitting in the
front seat of his Humvee, with an encrypted radio phone to his left ear. He had the sort of done-it-again pride
in his voice that you hear from a business executive who is kicking back at the clubhouse as he tells you he
beat par again. Two Abrams tanks lumbered past us—vehicles that weigh 67 tons apiece do not move soft-
ly—and the earth shook, though not as much as it was shaking on the other side of the river, where American
mortars were exploding, 150 yards away. The dark plumes of smoke that created a twilight effect at noon, the
broken glass and crumpled metal on the road, the flak-jacketed marines crouching and firing their weapons—it
was a day for connoisseurs of close combat, like the colonel.

“We’re moving those tanks back a bit to take care of them over there,” he explained, nodding to his right,
where hit-and-run Iraqi fighters were shooting rocket-propelled grenades at his men, without success.
Colonel McCoy’s assessment was Marine blunt: “We’re killing ‘em.”

He turned his attention to the radio phone, updating his regiment commander. His voice remained calm.

“Dark Side Six, Ripper Six,” he said, using his call sign and his commander’s. “We’re killing them like
it’s going out of style. They keep reinforcing, these Republican Guards, and we’re killing them as they show
up. We’re running out of ammo.”

McCoy, whose marines refer to him as, simply, “the colonel,” was not succumbing, in his plain talk of
slaughter, to the military equivalent of exuberance, irrational or otherwise. For him, as for other officers who
won the prize of front-line commands, this war was not about hearts and minds or even liberation. Those are
amorphous concepts, not rock-hard missions. For Colonel McCoy and the other officers who inflicted heavy
casualties on Iraqis and suffered few of their own, this war was about one thing: killing anyone who wished
to take up a weapon in defense of Saddam Hussein’s regime, even if they were running away. Colonel McCoy
refers to it as establishing “violent supremacy.”

“We’re here until Saddam and his henchmen are dead,” he told me at one point during his march on
Baghdad. “It’s over for us when the last guy who wants to fight for Saddam has flies crawling across his eye-
balls. Then we go home. It’s smashmouth tactics. Sherman said that war is cruelty. There’s no sense in trying
to refine it. The crueler it is, the sooner it’s over.”

When I suggested to Colonel McCoy one morning that Iraqi civilians might not appreciate the manner in
which his marines tended to say hello to the locals with the barrels of their guns raised, he did not make any
excuses.

“They don’t have to like us,” he said. “Liking has nothing to do with it. You’ll never make them like you.
I can’t make them like me. All we can do is make them respect us and then make sure that they know we’re
here on their behalf. Making them like us—Yanks always want to be liked, but it doesn’t always work out that
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Though the fighting was lopsided, the marines did not get to the Diyala bridge unscathed. On April 3,
three days before the battle for the bridge, the Third Battalion entered the town of Al Kut. It was an incursion
intended to convey the point that, as Colonel McCoy described it, there were new “alpha males” in the coun-
try.

The attack began at dawn with an artillery barrage that had excited marines next to my vehicle. They
yelled “Bam! Bam!” as each shell was fired into the air. Tanks led the way into town, and as I stayed a kilo-
meter behind at a medic station, the sounds of battle commenced, mortars and machine-gun fire that were
accompanied, as ever, by the visuals of war—smoke plumes that were an arsonist’s dream.

A half-hour into the battle, a Humvee raced out of the city and stopped at the medic station. A marine,
whose body was rag-doll floppy, was pulled out and put on a stretcher. A marine doctor and medics surround-
ed him. His clothes were stripped off and needles and monitors placed on and into his body, and the dialogue
of battlefield medicine began among the team, all of whom had slung their M-16’s over their backs as they
tried to save their comrade’s life.

“Left lower abdomen.”

“He’s in urgent surgical.”

“Wriggle your toes for me.”

“Ow, ow.”

“He needs medevac, now.”

“lodine.”

“My arms are numb.”

“Keep talking, Evnin.”

His name was Mark Evnin. He was a corporal, a sniper who was in one of the lead vehicles going into Al
Kut. Iraqi fighters were waiting in ambush and had fired the first shots; one of them got him.

“Keep talking to us. Where are you from?”

“Remon,” he mumbled.

“Where? Where are you from?”

“Verrrmon.”

Evnin was not doing well. The battalion chaplain, Bob Grove, leaned over him, and because the chaplain
knew Evnin was Jewish, he pulled out of his pocket a sheet with instructions for “emergency Jewish ministra-
tion.” Grove read the Sh’ma, which begins, “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God.” Then he began reading the
23rd Psalm, at which point Evnin said, “Chaplain, I'm not going to die.”

A Chinook landed 50 yards away. Evnin’s stretcher was lifted from the asphalt and rushed to the chop-
per. Shortly after he was airborne, he went into shock and died.

Colonel McCoy was just a few feet from where Corporal Evnin was mortally wounded. “I saw him go
down,” he said afterward. “That fight lasted about nine seconds. We had about 15 human-wave guys attack the
tanks. They were mowed down. They drew first blood. They got one of us, but we got all of them.”

Corporal Evnin was the battalion’s first K.I.A., but he was certainly not the only marine to die in Iraq.
The men of the Third Battalion paid close attention to news of marine battle deaths. The day before they
arrived at the Diyala bridge, a Marine tank was blown up by an explosives-laden truck that drove alongside it
and was detonated by its driver. It was the realization of one of the marines’ worst fears: suicide bombers.

McCoy remained focused; he told me that his mission, to kill Iraqi fighters, had not changed. “I’m not
allowed to have the luxury of emotions to guide my decisions,” he said. “It’ll cloud my decisions, and I’ll
make a bad one if [ submit to that. I have to look at everything very clinically.” He reacted to the suicide bomb-
ing tactically: a new danger had emerged, and his troops would have to be on increased alert to the threat posed
by civilian vehicles.

But the deaths of their comrades deeply affected the grunts, and when the battalion got to Diyala bridge,
every man was primed to kill.

“There’s an unspoken change in attitude,” McCoy told me a few days before we reached the bridge.
“Their blood is up.”
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The battle for the Diyala bridge lasted for two days. One of the bridge’s main pylons had been badly dam-
aged, and armored vehicles could not move over it. So after the first day of fighting on April 6, the battalion
dug itself into the southern side for the night, giving itself time to plan an infantry assault over the span the
next morning.

In the morning, the battalion released another round of heavy artillery barrages to soften up the opposi-
tion on the northern side of the river. In the fighting, two more marines were killed when an artillery shell hit
their armored vehicle on the southern side of the bridge. Eventually, the battalion killed most of the
Republican Guard fighters, or at least pushed them back from their dug-in positions on the northern side, and
McCoy decided that it was time to try a crossing.

The men of the Third Battalion moved across the Diyala bridge “dismounted,” that is, on foot. It was a
tableau from Vietnam, or even World War II; grunts running and firing their weapons in front of them. This
was, as McCoy described it, “blue-collar warfare.”

When the marines crossed to the northern side, they found themselves in a semi-urban neighborhood of
one-story shops and two-story houses, a few dozen palm trees and lots of dust. A narrow highway led away
from the bridge, toward Baghdad. Immediately, they were met with incoming fire—occasional bullets and the
odd rocket-propelled grenade, fired mostly from a palm grove on the eastern side of the road to Baghdad.
Colonel McCoy set up his command position—basically, himself and his radioman—adjacent to a house by the
bridge. Marines fanned out into the palm grove, while others moved north up the road, going house to house.
Advance units set up sniper positions and machine-gun positions a few hundred yards farther up the road;
beyond them, American mortars and bombs, fired by units near and behind Colonel McCoy’s position, were
loudly raining down.

One of Colonel McCoy’s sergeants ran up to him and told him that Iraqi reinforcements had just arrived.

“A technical vehicle dropped off some [expletives] over there,” he said, pointing up the road.

“Did you get it?” Colonel McCoy asked.

“Yeah.”

“The [expletives]?”

“Some of them. Some ran away.”

“Boys are doing good,” the colonel said moments later. “Brute force is going to prevail today.”

He listened to his radio.

“Suicide bombers headed for the bridge?” he said. “We’ll drill them.”

Then, one by one, about a half-dozen vehicles came up the road, separately, and the marines got ready to
drill them.

Battle is confusion. If a military unit is well trained and well led, the confusion can be minimized, but it
can never be eliminated. Split-second decisions—whether to fire or not fire, whether to go left or right, whether
to seek cover behind a house or in a ditch, whether the enemy is 200 yards ahead or 400 yards ahead—these
kinds of decisions are often made on the basis of fragmentary and contradictory information by men who are
sleep-deprived or operating on adrenaline; by men who fear for their lives or for the lives of civilians around
them or both; by men who rely on instincts they hope will keep them alive and not lead them into actions they
will regret to their graves. When soldiers make their split-second decisions, they do not know the outcome.

The situation was further complicated on the north side of the Diyala bridge, because what was left of the
Iraqi resistance had resorted to guerrilla tactics. The Iraqis still firing on the marines were not wearing uni-
forms. They would fire a few shots from a window, drop their weapons, run away as though they were civil-
ians, then go to another location where they had hidden other weapons and fire those.

Amid the chaos of battle McCoy was, as usual, placid yet focused. Black smoke blew overhead and
through the streets; hundreds of marines crept forward on their bellies or in low runs, darting, as fast as they
could with their combat gear, from palm tree to palm tree or from house to house. On all sides, there was the
sound of gunfire, an orchestra of sounds—the pop-pop of assault weapons, the boom-boom of heavy machine
guns, the thump of mortars. Harmony was taking a day off. There would be a sudden burst of a few shots, then
a crescendo in which, it seemed, every marine in the vicinity was firing his weapon at an enemy who was, for
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the most part, unseen; and then it would stop, briefly.

The bulk of the fire emanated from McCoy’s forces, not the Iraqis. Some marines branched farther out to
the east, beyond the palm grove. Others moved forward, straight down the road, trying to “go firm” on a front
line there, to establish a defensive perimeter into which Iraqi fighters could not penetrate.

The plan was for marine snipers along the road to fire warning shots several hundred yards up the road at
any approaching vehicles. As the half-dozen vehicles approached, some shots were fired at the ground in front
of the cars; others were fired, with great precision, at their tires or their engine blocks. Marine snipers can
snipe. The warning shots were intended either to simply disable a vehicle-wrecking the engine or the tires—or
to send the message that the cars should stop or turn around, or that passengers should get out and head away
from the marines.

But some of the vehicles weren’t fully disabled by the snipers, and they continued to move forward. When
that happened, the marines riddled the vehicles with bullets until they ground to a halt. There would be no car
bombs taking out members of the Third Battalion.

The vehicles, it only later became clear, were full of Iraqi civilians. These Iraqis were apparently trying
to escape the American bombs that were landing behind them, farther down the road, and to escape Baghdad
itself; the road they were on is a key route out of the city. The civilians probably couldn’t see the marines, who
were wearing camouflage fatigues and had taken up ground and rooftop positions that were intended to be dif-
ficult for approaching fighters to spot. What the civilians probably saw in front of them was an open road; no
American military vehicles had yet been able to cross the disabled bridge. In the chaos, the civilians were driv-
ing toward a battalion of marines who had just lost two of their own in battle that morning and had been told
that suicide bombers were heading their way.

One by one, civilians were killed. Several hundred yards from the forward marine positions, a blue mini-
van was fired on; three people were killed. An old man, walking with a cane on the side of the road, was shot
and killed. It is unclear what he was doing there; perhaps he was confused and scared and just trying to get
away from the city. Several other vehicles were fired on; over a stretch of about 600 yards nearly a half dozen
vehicles were stopped by gunfire. When the firing stopped, there were nearly a dozen corpses, all but two of
which had no apparent military clothing or weapons.

Two journalists who were ahead of me, farther up the road, said that a company commander told his men
to hold their fire until the snipers had taken a few shots, to try to disable the vehicles without killing the pas-
sengers. “Let the snipers deal with civilian vehicles,” the commander had said. But as soon as the nearest
sniper fired his first warning shots, other marines apparently opened fire with M-16’s or machine guns.

Two more journalists were with another group of marines along the road that was also involved in the
shooting. Both journalists said that a squad leader, after the shooting stopped, shouted: “My men showed no
mercy. Outstanding.”

The battle lasted until the afternoon, and the battalion camped for the night on the north side of the bridge.
The next morning, April 8, I walked down the road. I counted at least six vehicles that had been shot at. Most
of them contained corpses or had corpses near them. The blue van, a Kia, had more than 20 bullet holes in its
windshield. Two bodies were slumped over in the front seats; they were men in street clothes and had no
weapons that I could see. In the back seat, a woman in a black chador had fallen to the floor; she was dead,
too. There was no visible cargo in the van—no suitcases, no bombs.

Two of the van’s passengers had survived the shooting; one of them, Eman Alshamnery, had been shot in
the toe. She had passed out and spent the night in the vehicle. When she woke in the morning she was taken
by marines for treatment by their medical team.

Alshamnery told me that her home in Baghdad had been bombed and that she was trying to flee the city
with her sister, who was the dead woman I had seen in the back seat of the van. Alshamnery said she had not
heard a warning shot—which doesn’t mean that one wasn’t fired. In fact, it would have been difficult, particu-
larly for civilians unaccustomed to the sounds of war, to know a warning shot when they heard it, or to know
where it came from, or how to react appropriately.

Alshamnery, who spoke to me through a Marine interpreter, was sitting next to another woman, who gave
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her name as Bakis Obeid and said she had been in one of the other passenger vehicles that was hit. She said
her son and husband had been killed.

There were other survivors. A few yards down the road from the Kia van, three men were digging a grave.
One gravedigger gave his name as Sabah Hassan and said he was a chef at the Al Rashid hotel, which is in
the center of Baghdad and, in more peaceful times, was where foreign journalists stayed. Hassan said he was
fleeing the city and was in a sedan with three other men on the road when they came under fire, apparently
from the marines. A passenger in his car was killed. I asked him what he felt.

“What can I say?” he replied. “I am afraid to say anything. I don’t know what comes in the future. Please.”
He plunged his shovel back into the earth and continued his funereal chores.

Not far from the gravediggers, I came across the body of the old man with the cane. He had a massive
wound in the back of his head. He died on his back, looking at the sky, and his body was covered with flies.
His cane, made of aluminum, lay by his right hand.

Just a few yards away, a Toyota pickup truck was by the side of the road, with more than 30 bullet holes
in its windshield. The driver, who was wearing a green military tunic, was dead, his head thrown back, slight-
ly to the left. Nearby, the body of another man lay on the ground, on his stomach; attached to the back of his
belt was a holster for a pistol. An AK-47 assault rifle was in the sand nearby. These were the only fighters, or
apparent fighters, that I saw on the road or in adjacent buildings.

As I took notes, several marines came by and peeked inside the blue van.

“I wish I had been here,” one of them said. In other words, he wished he had participated in the combat.

“The marines just opened up,” another said. “Better safe than sorry.”

A journalist came up and said the civilians should not have been shot. There was a silence, and after the
journalist walked away, a third marine, Lance Cpl. Santiago Ventura, began talking, angrily.

“How can you tell who’s who?”” said Corporal Ventura. He spoke sharply, as though trying to contain his
fury. “You get a soldier in a car with an AK-47 and civilians in the next car. How can you tell? You can’t tell.”

He paused. Then he continued, still upset at the suggestion that the killings were not correct.

“One of these vans took out our tank. Car bomb. When we tell them they have to stop, they have to stop,”
he said, referring to civilians. “We’ve got to be concerned about our safety. We dropped pamphlets over these
people weeks and weeks ago and told them to leave the city. You can’t blame marines for what happened. It’s
bull. What are you doing getting in a taxi in the middle of a war zone?

“Half of them look like civilians,” he continued. He was referring to irregular forces. “I mean, I have sym-
pathy, and this breaks my heart, but you can’t tell who’s who. We’ve done more than enough to help these
people. I don’t think I have ever read about a war in which innocent people didn’t die. Innocent people die.
There’s nothing we can do.”

Two days later, the Third Battalion arrived at the Palestine Hotel in the center of Baghdad, the first
marines to reach the heart of the city. They had made it from the Kuwaiti border in 22 days. As the marines
were taking up defensive positions around the hotel, I noticed a sniper I had become acquainted with during
the past weeks. (Because he has children who do not know precisely what he does in the Marines, he had
asked me not to name him.) He was squatting on the ground in Firdos Square, in front of the hotel, scanning
nearby buildings through the scope on his rifle, looking for enemy snipers. About 150 yards away, at the other
end of the square, one of the battalion’s armored vehicles was in the process of wrapping a metal chain around
the statue of Saddam Hussein, preparing to pull it down.

Although this was a moment of triumph, I was still thinking about the civilians killed at Diyala bridge,
and I said to the sniper that I had heard that he was one of the men who had fired shots there. He nodded his
head, and I didn’t need to ask anything more, because he began to talk about it. It was clear the bridge was
weighing on his mind, too. He said that during the battle, he fired a shot at the engine block of a vehicle and
that it kept moving forward. For him, this had been evidence that the person behind the wheel was determined
to push ahead, and to do harm.

I said that a civilian driver might not know what to do when a bullet hits his vehicle, and might press
ahead out of fear or confusion.
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“It’s easy to be a Monday-morning quarterback on Monday morning,” he replied. “But we did everything
we could to avoid civilian casualties.”

When I visited the kill box down the road from Diyala bridge the morning after the battle, I noticed that
the destroyed cars were several hundred yards from the marine positions that fired on them. The marines could
have waited a bit longer before firing, and if they had, perhaps the cars would have stopped, or perhaps the
marines would have figured out that cars contained confuses civilians. The sniper knew this. He knew that
something tragic had happened at the bridge. And so, as we spoke in Baghdad, he stopped defending the mari-
nes’ actions and started talking about their intent. He and his fellow marines, he said, had not come to Iraq to
drill bullets into women and old men who were just trying to find a safe place.

Collateral damage is far easier to bear for those who responsible for it from afar—from the cockpit of a B-
1 bomber, from the command center of a Navy destroyer, from the rear positions of artillery crews. These war-
riors do not see the faces of the mothers and fathers they have killed. They do not see the blood and hear the
screams and live with those memories for the rest of their lives. The grunts suffer this. The Third Battalion
accomplished its mission of bringing military calamity upon the regime of Saddam Hussein; the statue of
Saddam fell just a few minutes after the sniper and I spoke. But the sniper, and many other marines of the
Third Battalion, could not feel as joyous as the officers in the rear, the generals in Qatar and the politicians in
Washington.

The civilians who were killed—a precise number is not and probably never will be available for the toll at
Diyala bridge, or in the rest of Irag—paid the ultimate price. But a price was paid, too, by the men who were
responsible for killing them. For these men, this was not a clean war of smart bombs and surgical strikes. It
was war as it has always been, war at close range, war as Sherman described it, bloody and cruel.
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Charlie Company Leads BLT into Northern Iraq

by First Lieutenant Christopher Mercer, Forward Observer, Charlie Company, BLT 1/8
http://www.usmc.mil/26thmeu/Releases/Charlie%20Comp%?20in%20Iraq.htm>.12 June 2003.

The Marines and Sailors of Battalion Landing Team 1/8 were summoned to action in early April to go
ashore and secure the AI’Mosul Airport in order to provide a means of strategic airlift for the joint arena of
northern Iraq. The airport was located in the fourth largest city in Iraq and home to an Iragi Republican Guard
Unit. As they have prepared for so many months to operate in any clime or place, the men of Charlie compa-
ny expeditiously answered their call to duty receiving a mere 24 hours notice before they began deploying from
their ship in the Mediterranean Sea. Capt John J. Miles, commanding officer of Charlie Company, seemingly
put it best when briefing his Marines before flying into northern Iraq, “You’ve sung about it while running, now
you’re going to do it. ‘C-130 rollin’ down the strip, Charlie Company’s gonna take a little trip.”’

In the early morning hours of April 12th the Marines did exactly that as they boarded C-130’s and settled
down for lengthy plane ride into Irbil, Iraq. On deck, they were first greeted by elements of Joint Special
Operation’s Task Force North (JSOTF) and immediately began staging in preparation for insertion into Mosul.
Throughout that first day several planeloads brought in the BLT staff, Charlie Company, and some supporting
elements. After nightfall, Charlie Company was lined up on the flight line in helo-stick order, as they are accus-
tomed to doing as the BLT’s primary helicopter-borne raid company.

Helicopter lift from Irbil into the Mosul airfield was provided by a section of the Air Force’s Special
Operations Support Squadron flying their specialized version of the CH-53 helicopter. Outfitted with .50 cal-
iber machineguns, they flew in and began shuttling Marines from Irbil to Mosul. The Marines knew they were
flying into hostile territory as tracers from small arms fire streaked up through the night sky from the city below.
Once on the ground in Mosul, the company was directed to a concrete, open-ended aircraft hangar at the south
end of the airfield to settle in for the night while the staff was establishing a command post in the terminal and
making appropriate liaison with the Army’s Special Forces unit operating out of the same building.

By sunrise on the 13th, the flights inbound from Irbil ceased. A portion of Charlie Company was still in
Irbil along with all the supplies that the Marines couldn’t carry on their backs into Mosul. With the likelihood
of the remainder of the company moving by air being doubtful, Charlie Company’s executive officer, 1st Lt
Scott M. McGuckin, sought to make liaison to insert the remainder of Charlie Company into Mosul anyway
possible. Luckily, he stumbled into some Special Forces soldiers leaving Irbil heading west to Mosul. He
informed the BLT and a combination of the available civilian and military vehicles was organized into a con-
voy. Taking charge of a platoon from of the 10th Mountain Division, the remaining Marines of Charlie
Company, and setting the SF soldiers in the lead vehicle, 1stLt McGuckin executed a tactical forty-mile con-
voy to Mosul and arrived intact later that afternoon.

The Marines already in Mosul had their work cut out for them. First platoon of Charlie Company took over
security of the Main Gate of the airport from the Kurdish PDK forces that were guarding much of the airfield
perimeter. First platoon also was placed in charge of the terminal building to provide security for the MEU’s
command element. Second platoon set up security to the south, and portions of third platoon and weapons pla-
toon were sent to the North Gate of the airfield. When the Marines arrived at the North Gate they found the
post being abandoned by the PDK who loaded onto trucks and left.

As the sun went down the Marines hurried to set in to the best positions they could manage in lowlight
conditions. A section of Weapons Company’s heavy guns arrived at the gate at sunset to provide support.
Throughout the night the Marines sat quietly, waiting, until just before 0500 local time when they heard words
spoken in Arabic being broadcast through a speaker in the distance. They later learned this was one of several
“calls to prayer” to be issued throughout the day from the community’s mosque. Within minutes a shot rang
out close by, then more shooting from multiple sources along the platoon’s position. The tracer rounds from
those AK-47’s were directed at the positions that the Marines had established only hours ago just before sun-
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down. Cpl Khattab of third platoon was the first to return fire. Other Marines then immediately joined him as
they spotted muzzle flashes coming from the tall grass that separated them from the perimeter wall. After a
couple of minutes the enemy fire stopped as abruptly as it had begun. In the silence that followed, team lead-
ers began assessing the condition of their Marines and passing reports to higher while the distant sound of
prayers being sung from the wailing tower could be heard.

After sunrise the next morning the Marines began continuing actions by improving their positions and their
defensive posture. As one of the squad leaders from third platoon, Sgt Philippe, began crossing the main street
leading out of the North Gate shots rang out again. “I heard the ‘crack’ of rounds passing close by and I grabbed
the first piece of cover I could find,” he said. No one could identify the source of the shooting only the gener-
al direction. After a pause and no further shooting, Sgt Philippe set out again to cross the street and was fired
upon a second time. This time the source was identified and the Marines returned fire. A clear and search team
was formed and dispatched to the building, but there was nothing there.

Later in the morning, a platoon from Bravo Company relieved the Marines at the North Gate and the Main
Gate while Charlie Company loaded up in vehicles. Convoys ferried the Charlie Company Marines out to each
of the five bridges connecting northeast Mosul to southwest Mosul. For several hours the Marines manned
these bridges straddling the Tigris River, stopping vehicles to note the numbers and types of weapons among
the populace. This also served as a message to the people of Mosul that the Marines had arrived. The majori-
ty of the people expressed their appreciation and welcomed the Marines to their country.

At dusk, Charlie Company returned to the airfield and resumed their duties performing security at the ter-
minal and the southern perimeter. The third day in country, after manning the bridges, Charlie Company was
tasked with relieving Bravo Company’s Marines on the North Gate and establishing a company defensive posi-
tion in that sector while providing gate security. This gate was to serve as the primary military access point to
the airfield. The company quickly went to work setting in machine gun positions, delegating sectors of fire to
each weapon system the company employs, and clearing through all of the buildings in that portion of the air-
field. Many of the buildings were former classrooms and administrative offices for a Republican Guard unit
stationed there. How long the buildings had been vacant was unclear. Many military items such as old helmets
and personal uniform items could be found throughout. During the clearing of buildings Marines discovered
large wooden shipping crates labeled “Machine Parts” but filled with NBC decontamination kits and gas
masks. In other places large sacks labeled “Grain” or “Detergent” were opened and found to contain combat
boots or other uniform items.

Some of the rooms that appeared to be training classrooms had murals depicting the silhouettes of
American aircraft painted on their walls. There were land navigation classrooms and rooms adapted for large-
scale sand table exercises. The Marines took that sand and put it into sandbags for their defensive positions as
it was just a little less to dig up. They fortified the buildings along their perimeter, and over the course of the
next few days they filled over 5,000 sandbags. They dug trench systems, strung barbed wire over ground-floor
entrances to blockade them from enemy infiltration and ran as much concertina wire around their perimeter
that they could acquire. Unfortunately, due to the tall grass and number of buildings in close proximity to the
perimeter walls there were gaps that could only be covered by fire and limited observation in the event of an
attack.

Immediately the Marines began conducting urban combat patrols throughout the streets to the immediate
front of the North Gate’s location. These foot mobile patrols were conducted day and night to show a presence
of force to the local community and never extended much further than two to three kilometers away from the
gate. At nearly every street corner there were men gathered on the street with bonfires and roadblocks in an
effort, they said, to prohibit robbers and looters from damaging their community. Many of the men carried AK-
47 assault rifles and it became commonplace to hear gunshots fired within hundreds of meters of the patrols as
they made their way through the neighborhoods along their routes.

One patrol from 1st Platoon that went out discovered an SA-7 shoulder-fired surface-to-air missile lying
abandoned in the grass near the side of the main road leading from the gate. An EOD (explosive ordnance dis-
posal) team was dispatched to meet the patrol and neutralize the weapon. Further investigation of the area and
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questioning of the local people by HET (human exploitation team) discovered that a nearby group of buildings
was, in fact, an abandoned Baath Party Compound. This area was searched and piles of burned documents were
found scattered about, including some actual photos showing Saddam Hussein or his sons with local leaders
(whose faces had been cut out of the pictures).

On another patrol later in the week, one Marine observed a discarded AK-47 magazine near the gate to an
apparently abandoned complex of buildings. The patrol leader decided to send a fire team behind the walls of
the compound to perform a quick cursory search of the area. Immediately the fire team leader reported finding
ammunition in large quantities. Uncovered there was a room with crates of mortar rounds littering the floor,
and in one section of the courtyard there were dozens of 12.7mm heavy machine gun rounds strewn about.
Many of the rounds had been separated from their shell casings and the gunpowder removed, but it was unclear
why. Once again an EOD team was dispatched to deal with the unexploded ordnance.

Many of the patrols were greeted by young children who gave the Marines flowers and spoke to them in
what little English they had learned in school saying phrases like, “How are you?” or “Good, good. USA.” They
would smile and give a “thumb’s up” sign while following the patrols for as long as they could till older men
on the streets would tell the kids to not bother the Marines. Many of the people were dressed in a western style
of clothing, but the Marines noted that the younger men who wore traditional clothing seemed to act the
unfriendliest to their presence patrolling the streets. Throughout the day, towers with large speakers atop them
would broadcast Arabic to the people calling them to prayers at any of the community mosques. The broad-
casts were often sung and they lasted for five to ten minutes at a time.

On Easter Sunday, the Marines were especially vigilant. Due to the religious significance of the day, an
attack was expected. All during the previous week men would observe the Marine’s activities with binoculars
from the rooftops of houses across from the perimeter. Men would ride up to the gate in taxi cabs and count
the number of Marines manning the post and noting the Marine’s reactions before riding away. But Easter
morning passed without incident and the Marines returned to conducting patrols and hardening their defensive
positions. It was reported that elements of the army’s 101st Airborne and 4th Infantry Division would begin
arriving that day and to expect them to enter the airfield through the North Gate. But by the end of the day, no
soldiers had arrived.

Marine discover a tunnel system inside the compnay perimeter after a firefight. Enemy muzzle flashes
were seen coming from this position during the engagement. Throughout the night the Marines kept watch and
at around 4:40 a.m. local time the next morning Charlie Company, along with the Light Armored
Reconnaissance Platoon and the 81lmm Mortar Platoon was attacked. “I saw the shadow of a figure climbing
over the wall. When I looked through my night vision scope I saw the silhouette of a weapon in the hand of the
figure and I opened fire,” said LCpl Adair of 2nd Platoon. Immediately the enemy began firing on LCpl Adair’s
position from two other sources. Then from the rooftops of the buildings along the perimeter wall the enemy
engaged Charlie Company’s defensive positions in an attempt to suppress them. There were enemy tracers also
coming up from the high-grass along the perimeter. The enemy directed their fires at the sandbagged positions
and the Marines responded with overwhelming firepower. The enemy stopped shooting after a few minutes and
the Marines ceased fire and began collecting ammunition and casualty reports. During the lull, Sgt Leclair of
third platoon reported, ““Sir, I see something in the grass that wasn’t there before . . . now I see movement,” with
which he fired three rounds into the high grass where the movement was. Immediately the enemy returned fire
from the high grass and the fight began again. The enemy fires increased as other aggressors climbed on
rooftops in the town and began firing in the direction of the North Gate. The glowing paths of tracers were
nighttime’s evidence of the rounds that were punching into the sides of the buildings Marines were returning
fire from. From a distance tracers could be seen arching over the rooftops of the Marine’s positions as the
enemy continued attacking from the perimeter. The Marines directed their fires at the sources of enemy fires
sighting in on muzzle flashes and gaining fire superiority. Eventually the enemy withdrew and the Marines
ceased their fires.

Charlie Company resumed their ammunition and casualty reporting and learned they had taken no casual-
ties during the firefight. At dawn, patrols of the perimeter were initiated. The Marines cleared and searched the
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residential houses along the perimeter from which they were being shot at. The houses were empty of people
and the rooftops yielded little more than the strong smell of gunpowder and AK-47 shell casings. Within the
high-grass there were dug-in fighting positions and the openings to a tunnel system not visible before due to
the thick vegetation. The perimeter fence-line had been breached in more than one place. There was a manhole
cover leading to a pipeline that opened up in the street running parallel to the Marine’s perimeter immediately
outside the airfield. The Marines got right to work booby-trapping these breach points while they requested
additional supplies to fortify their position and to guard against further penetration. The intensity of the morn-
ing’s attack was evident in the bullet holes dotting the sandbagged positions and the pockmarked concrete walls
surrounding the windows from which the Marines returned fire.

It must have seemed to the enemy imbedded in the local populace that the Marines had called for rein-
forcements as elements of the army finally began arriving. Throughout the day of April 21st, convoys of vehi-
cles numbering more than twenty and thirty strong began arriving. Bradley Fighting Vehicles, armored
HMMWV’s, and M1A1 Abrams tanks shook the ground as they rolled through the North Gate and began stag-
ing in the airfield. Charlie Company continued to defend the North Gate and accept the army as they arrived
throughout the following night.

As the army amassed their forces on the airfield Charlie Company was told to prepare to be relieved by
them. The Marines continued to harden and improve their positions anyway throughout the day of the 22nd
and ended up remaining in position for an additional night. Just before dusk, snipers attached to the company
watched as a teenager walked along the east of the perimeter with an AK-47 rifle in his hands examining it.
The sniper’s line of fire was obstructed and while he was working to clear it his spotter observed the teenager
raise the rifle to his shoulder and fire a round in the direction of the Marines. As the sniper sighted back in on
him, the shooter disappeared from view for a few seconds. He re-emerged running into the street with no
weapon and began playing soccer with several children there. 2ndLt R.L. Miller, the platoon commander who
was responsible for that sector of the company’s position, decided to send a squad of his Marines out to snatch
the shooter and detain him for interrogation. As the squad left the company’s lines in pursuit of the enemy, the
shooter went into a nearby house. The Marines entered the residence and returned with the shooter and the
shooter’s father. While searching the detainees, it was discovered that the shooter still had a cartridge belt
underneath his clothing and was carrying a large sum of cash. At the North Gate there were Marines from the
MEU’s human intelligence unit waiting to take these detainees away for interrogation. It was learned that the
shooter was seventeen years old but the weapon he used to shoot at the Marines was never retrieved. Several
hours later the detainees were returned to the gate and released.

Just before dawn on the 23rd, Charlie’s defensive lines were tested yet again. This time the focus of the
attack came from the northeastern flank. A force of about a fire-team sized element opened fire on the Marines
who returned fire in kind. Just as in previous firefights, the enemy ceased attacking and the Marines ceased fire.
With thermal imaging devices the Marines scanned the perimeter for any sign of enemy movement. Within
minutes the enemy picked up and attempted to flee. The Marines opened fire. This initiated another firefight
lasting for several minutes until eventually the enemy withdrew from the perimeter. The Marines ceased fire
and once again the sandbags of their positions had evidence of enemy fire. Fortunately, Charlie Company took
no casualties and once again succeeded in repelling the assault with overwhelming firepower.

As the sun rose, the Marines sent out a search team only to find empty shell casings from the enemy and
nothing more. A company from the army’s 101st Airborne came forward to relieve Charlie Company of their
responsibilities on the gate. Turnover of the defensive position was completed when a mechanized company
from the army’s 4th Infantry Division reinforced the gate and augmented the 101st. Charlie Company was
moved back to its original location at the southern end of the airfield to stage awaiting transportation back to
the ship.

While the BLT began back-loading Marines out of the country, Charlie Company settled down to wait their
turn. The nightly fireworks display of small arms tracer rounds lighting up the sky as aircraft flew in to the air-
field was so common that it became expected. During the days the Marines were in Mosul several black fun-
nel clouds were visible as ammunition supply points within a few miles of the airfield continued to burn and
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detonate unexpended ordinance. The sounds of distant explosions and the smoke filled skies were something
everyone had grown accustomed to and hardly took notice of.

On Saturday, the 26th, the first flights of Charlie Company left Iraq. The first half of the company board-
ed C-130’s and began the long flight back. By the next day the entire company completed its extraction from
northern Iraq and returned to the USS Iwo Jima where the ship’s crew greeted them with much enthusiasm and
a warm welcome. After turning in their unexpended ammunition, cleaning their weapons, and grabbing a quick
bite of chow, the Marines got their first shower and haircut in more than two weeks. Then they began the ardu-
ous task of cleaning all the personal gear covered in the fine dust and dirt of northwestern Iraq. But, it was good
to be “home.”

For many in Charlie Company this was their first time in actual combat. Due to the leadership and initia-
tive at the lowest levels the Marines were successful. They were tested several times and they held their ground.
Many of them reflect on the short time they were in Iraq and say they wish they could have stayed longer. But,
in the simplest of terms, they were given a mission and they accomplished it. Now they are standing by, pre-
pared and waiting for the next mission.

95






Experience and Adaptability Ensure Success for
24th MEU (SOC) in Iraq

by Corporal Jeff Sisto

<http://www.globalsecurity.org/...03/05/mil-030512-usmc01.htm>.12 May 2003.

USS NASSAU (LHA-4), Underway(May 8, 2003)-As the USS Nassau (LHA-4) Amphibious Ready
Group steamed out of the Arabian Gulf, members of the 24th Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations
Capable) looked forward to returning home after eight months away. Throughout the deployment, the MEU
experienced a variety of foreign terrain and diverse cultures, challenging training exercises and real world mis-
sions—all of which helped prepare them for their ultimate test—Operation Iraqi Freedom.

OIF proved the MEU’s effectiveness on many levels. As a relatively small, amphibious unit, the MEU first
demonstrated, and then broke the boundaries of its doctrinal capabilities by conducting combat operations over
250 miles inside the Iraqi border. Ultimately, the MEU operated as far north as Al Kut-a city 60 miles south of
Baghdad.

Experience played a large part in the 24th MEU (SOC)’s effectiveness in the war. Working with the USS
Nassau ARG for a year and a half perfected their ability to ensure safe and efficient offload procedures—a skill
that defines an effective ARG and keeps a MEU in business. In addition, the MEU had experience in anti-ter-
rorism, peace support operations, and months of desert warfare training in the Middle East. With a resume like
that, it was no surprise that they would successfully participate in the war in Iraq.

The Order

While on ship, the 24th MEU received the order to go into Iraq well after preparations had been made to
return home. However, within 96 hours of receiving the order to go in, MEU Service Support Group 24 worked
with the USS Nassau ARG to facilitate a successful offload of all MEU personnel, cargo, vehicles, and sup-
plies.

Operationally, the MEU assumed their role in Operation Iraqi Freedom would be to support Task Force
Tarawa and fill in the gaps left by the 1st Marine Expeditionary Force and the Army’s 3rd Infantry Division
during their push for Baghdad. Yet, operations officers remained flexible, planning for a number of different
contingencies.

“I MEF and the 3rd ID pushed so far, so fast, that it left communication and supply lines vulnerable to
remaining pockets of resistance,” said Capt. Mark Paolicelli, 24th MEU (SOC) Assistant Operations and Fire
Support Officer. “We knew we would be used to help secure those vulnerabilities, but we also knew we had to
be adaptable from there on out.”

A successful offload and convoy brought the MEU to Logistics Support Area Viper in Iraq. After a brief
consolidation at Camp Viper, the MEU’s Battalion Landing Team, 2nd Battalion, 2nd Marines, pushed forward
to Qalat Sukar Airfield, while I MEF continued their advance north. The threat of convoy ambushes along the
way was constant and the Marines expected to be engaged by Iraqi paramilitaries, who had already inflicted
numerous casualties to I MEF Marines in the town of An Nasiriyah.

“By securing the rear supply lines and lingering pockets of resistance, it allowed I MEF to focus on the
more conventional fighting with the Iraqi Army,” said Maj. Darrel Benfield, Operations officer, BLT 2/2. “This
also meant that we would have to face the unpredictable fighting style that unconventional forces use.”

Upon arriving at Camp Viper, the MSSG led a 93-vehicle convoy with the remaining MSSG and
Command. Element personnel to Qalat Sukar Airfield to establish a command post. The Qalat Sukar Airfield
soon became Camp Fenway—the command post of the 24th MEU (SOC). From there, the MEU conducted a
series of missions that ensured safe supply routes, destroyed Iraqi paramilitaries, and ensured successful peace
support operations.

97



With An Ace

One of the most challenging aspects of the MEU’s participation in OIF is the fact that they operated
without the support of their Aviation Combat Element. Once the MEU received word to go into Iraq,
Marine Medium Helicopter Squadron 263 was split up and chopped out to different Marine Aircraft Groups
operating inside Iraq to conduct challenging missions of their own.

The AV-8 Harriers were sent to the all-Harrier MAG-13, flying Offensive Air Support (both Close Air
Support and Ariel Interdiction) mostly between Baghdad and Tikrit.

Parts of the ACE’s Marine Air Control Group Detachment were chopped to MACG-38, where they
provided Air Support services to Task Force Tarawa and 1st Marine Division from Al Kut to the Yankee
Forward Arming and Refueling Point outside of Baghdad.

Rotary-wing aircraft joined MAG-29, operating from Riverfront Forward Operating Base and the USS
Nassau providing Assault Support, Offensive Air Support, and Visual Reconnaissance to both 1st Marine
Division and TFT units as well as the UK Division in Basrah. CH-46 Helicopters flew mostly Casualty
Evacuations and Assault Support, as well as transporting Enemy Prisoners of War. CH-53 helicopters also
conducted Assault Support by carrying water, chow, and ammunition to various units. They were also used
to insert an Explosive Ordnance Disposal team to assist in the recovery of the body of an F/A-18 pilot who
had been shot down. The UH-1N helicopter performed the utility role, conducting everything from com-
mand visits to Cas-Evacs, to route and visual reconnaissance.

Throughout their missions, each type of aircraft received fire—mostly from small arms. None were lost.

“Our only known battle damage was one AH-1 that was hit in the fuselage and in the tail rotor drive
shaft,” said Maj. Jim Jenkins, Operations Officer, HMM-263. “Marines from a west coast unit took the
same part off another aircraft that was more shot up and our aircraft flew again the same day it was hit. It
was a great example of the teamwork and mission focus that all the Marines had out there.”

“The Harriers received radar indications of threat systems on nearly every sortie, but never had visual
indications of a launch,” Jenkins added.

Missions

One of the first missions that the MEU conducted was the recovery of the body of a Marine from
Marine Wing Support Squadron 371 in the town of As Ashatrah. BLT’s Fox Company led a successful
recovery mission that brought the body of the Marine back home. There were also several raids conducted
in the towns of Qalat Sukar, where a former Ba’ath Party headquarters building stood, Al Hay, and Al Rifa.

The biggest conventional threat to the MEU was the position of the Iraqi 10th Armored Division, locat-
ed 50 miles to the east of Camp Fenway at an airfield in Al Amarah. An attack was soon planned to invade
and secure the airfield held by the Iraqis. Riding in the back of Assault Amphibian Vehicles, Echo Co. and
other members of the BLT pushed east into the airfield in Al Amarah, only to find the enemy had aban-
doned it, leaving their tanks and ammunition behind.

Several blocking positions were also set up by the BLT, which helped in detaining over 60 deserters
of the Iraqi Army, hundreds of small arms weapons, and thousands of rounds of ammunition.

The last offensive mission that the 24th MEU (SOC) participated in was the raid on the city of Al Kut.
While I MEF headed the push through the city, the MEU set up blocking positions in the most probable
routes of retreat. Several detainees and weapons were found this way.

Peace support operations then became the main focus for the MEU. Members of Golf Co. soon began
conducting foot and vehicle patrols through the city of Qalat Sukar. This helped in getting additional infor-
mation about Ba’ath party officials and opened the lines of communication with the citizens. The MEU was
able to recover valuable information about the needs of the city. Electricity, food, water, and trash were the
main concerns, as well as establishing a local police force.

Throughout the patrols, the Marines still took every precaution to protect themselves from sniper fire
and suicide bombers. It took a delicate balance of being cautious and abiding by the Rules of Engagement.

“We never saw a uniformed Iraqi soldier,” said Benfield. “Many of the soldiers we came across were
deserters in civilian clothing. Our Marines exercised a lot of restraint while operating in a lot of uncertain-
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ty. They did a great job of interpreting the ROE.”

None of these missions would have been possible without the continued support of the MSSG.
Throughout OIF, the MSSG would end up totaling more than 30,000 miles on the road during convoy secu-
rity missions and supply runs. The MSSG also produced 142,935 gallons of potable water for the MEU and
surrounding units with their two Reverse Osmosis Water Purification Units or (ROWPU). Approximately
10,000 Marines and Sailors stayed hydrated through their efforts.

“There were four hygiene specialists to operate two different ROWPU sites. They did everything I
expected them to do because of their prior training,” said Capt. Erik Post, Engineer Officer, MSSG 24.
“They operated these ROWPUs for 26 days and produced more water than they ever did before. They did
an outstanding job.”

Additionally, the MSSG performed Humanitarian Assistance missions—cleaning up a school, building
a soccer field, leveling birms, fixing ambulances, and training local police forces—all in the vicinity of Qalat
Sukar and Al Rifa.

“I think the overall sentiment of the Marines was that they were not ready to go home until they con-
tributed to the war effort,” said Capt. Denise Garcia, Operations Officer, MSSG 24. “They just wanted a
mission and wanted to know where they could help, above and beyond what is normally asked of them.”

Ultimately, the MEU was one of the first units to leave Iraq. After turning over their Area of Operation
to the 15th MEU and elements of Task Force Tarawa, the MEU began the retrograde back to Kuwait and
then onto the ships. At last, they began the journey home.

“We engaged the enemy on several occasions and, thankfully, we’ve had no casualties,” said Col.
Richard Mills, Commanding Officer, 24th MEU (SOC), “Our Aviation Combat Element flew numerous
combat missions in support of the I Marine Expeditionary Force and did a superb job. I'm proud of what
all my Marines have accomplished here.”
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Cannon Cockers at War:
The 11th Marines in Operation Iraqi Freedom

by Lieutenant Colonel Michael R. Melillo
Field Artillery Journal, September-October 2003.

During the 1st Marine Division’s epic attack from northern Kuwait to Basrah, Al Kut, Baghdad and Tikrit,
the 11th Marine Regiment moved farther and faster than any Marine artillery regiment in history. Despite the
arduous conditions, rapid advance and difficult terrain, the 11th Marines engaged the enemy in every battle of the
campaign. No other regiment can make that claim. The 11th Marines processed more than 1,900 radar missions
and fired 19,883 rounds with tremendous accuracy and devastating effects in support of the 1st Marine Division.
This is the story of the 11th Marines in Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF).

The 11th Marine Regiment began deploying in support of Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and OIF on

17 January 2003 when elements of the 1st Battalion, 11th Marines (1/11) set sail from San Diego, California, as
part of the seven-ship flotilla comprising Amphibious Task Force West (ATF-West).
Training for War. Although 17 January marked the beginning of the regiment’s deployment, the 11th Marines
began preparing for the deployment and eventual combat operations months before. All training focused on the
potential deployment: moving rapidly, delivering accurately massed fires and defeating the Iraqi Army’s potent
artillery threat.

Initial training exercises at Camp Pendleton, California, (July 2002) and the Marine Corps Air Ground
Combat Center (MCAGCC) at Twentynine Palms, California, (September 2002) focused on moving through
restricted terrain, deploying using maritime prepositioning force (MPF) assets, meeting the five requirements of
accurate predicted fire and streamlining command and control (C?) of the regiment. This initial training culminat-
ed with a live-fire division tactical exercise without troops (TEWT) at MCGACC.

Upon returning from Twentynine Palms, the regiment participated in a I Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF)
exercise that served as a rehearsal for operations in Iraq. This enabled the regiment to integrate many of the comr
mand, control, communications and computer (C*) systems that were not employed during the division TEWT in
September and exercise (C?) in a scenario it was likely to face in the near future.

In each of these exercises, the regiment learned new lessons. The interaction between the staffs within the reg-

iment served to build a cohesive team and developed a greater understanding of the enemy and the terrain on which
the regiment would fight.
FA-Air Wing Quick-Fire Counterfire Tactics, Techniques and Procedures (TTP). In the fall, as the regiment
began more detailed planning for initial operations against the Iragi III Corps in southeastern Iraq, the 11th
Marines developed TTP to strike at the enemy’s tactical center of gravity: his artillery. Based on the 11th Marines’
assessment, the threat was, specifically, the Iraqi Army’s multiple rocket launchers (MRLs) and its long-range
artillery (GHN-45 and G-5 howitzers).

To counteract this threat, the regiment developed, tested and established a reactive counterfire procedure that
integrated the division’s artillery with the Marine air wing’s fixed-wing aircraft using a “quick-fire” link between
the 11th Marines combat operations center (COC) and the direct air support center
(DASCQ).

The regiment communicated digitally—via the advanced FA tactical data system (AFATDS)-with the 1st
Marine Division fire support coordination center (FSCC) and used a DASC hotline to accelerate the tasking of
“on-station” aircraft to the target, which had been located by a radar. This process reduced the time it took to pass
the request between sensor and shooter and to destroy the enemy artillery through a combination of artillery and
fixed-wing fires.

Through command post exercises (CPXs) at the I MEF and MCAGCC Simulation Center and a subsequent
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support of OEF. Deployed by
both air and sea, the regiment
had a combination MPF and
organic equipment. (See the 11th Marines task organization in Figure 1.) In Kuwait, the regiment had a count-
er—battery radar (CBR) detachment from the 10th Marines attached—four Q-46A radars, a target processing cen
ter (TPC) and 23 Marines—as well as two batteries (I/3/10 and R/5/10). (The two batteries from the 12th Marines
were in their six-month rotation with the 11th Marines as part of the routine unit deployment program.)
Additionally, the 1st FA Detachment (1st FAD) from the Army’s XVIII Airborne Corps in Fort Bragg, North
Carolina, was attached, bringing two Q-37 radars, a TPC and 24 soldiers.

During February as the entire regiment slowly reassembled in Kuwait, the regiment maximized its time plan-
ning and rehearsing through a combination of CPXs and live-fire training. The regiment calibrated propellant lots
on the MPF shipping and conducted a live-fire rehearsal of anticipated initial combat tasks.

By early March, the 11th Marines had integrated its attached units. On 5 March, the regiment occupied posi-
tion areas in northern Kuwait to provide counter-battery support to the engineers conducting berm-clearing oper-
ations along the Kuwaiti-Iragi border. On 19 March, the 1st Marine Division was ordered to move to attack posi-
tions in northern Kuwait.

Going into this operation, the 11th Marines Commanding Officer’s guidance to his staff and subordinate com+
manders was simple: “We must kill the enemy at every opportunity—no pinpricks.” His intent was equally suc-
cinct and left no doubt as to the 11th Marines’ purpose: “Protect the Marines and sailors of the 1st Marine Division
from the effects of enemy indirect fire systems.”

These straightforward words resonated throughout the 11th Marines and were put into action during the 1st
Marine Division’s attack from northern Kuwait to Al Kut, Baghdad and then Tikrit.

Early on 19 March, the 11th Marine Regiment occupied its tactical dispersal areas south of the Kuwaiti-Iraqi
border and made final preparations for the attack into southern Iraq. Task organized with its four organic cannon
battalions, the additional CBR detachment from the 10th Marines and the 1st FAD, the regiment was reinforced
by two British Army artillery units: the 7th RoyalHorseArtillery (RHA) Regiment (18 L118 105-mm towed how-
itzers) and the 3d RHA (-) (16 AS-90 155-mm self-propelled howitzers).

Integrating these combined forces required detailed coordination to establish unique C arrangements and
assign tactical missions to exploit the British artillery’s capabilities and complement the division’s scheme of
maneuver.

With 106 howitzers, six Q-46A radars, two Q-37 radars and more than 3,000 Marines, sailors and soldiers
from two allied nations, the 11th Marines was prepared to support the 1st Marine Division’s “Opening Gambit.”
This was the division’s simultaneous two-pronged attack to seize the Ar Rumaylah Oilfields with Regimental
Combat Team 5 (RCT-5) in the west and destroy the Iraqi 51st Mechanized Division with RCT-7 in the east, the
latter the division’s main effort.

Figure 1. 11th Marines Task Organization. The 1st Battalion, 11th Marines (1/11)
and 5/11 were reinforcing (R).
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Opening Gambit. Early on 20 March, the 11th Marines occupied their initial position areas just south of the inter-
national border. While the remainder of the division occupied its attack positions, the regiment continued to pro-
vide counterbattery coverage across the division zone.

At 11327, the 11th Marines fired the first rounds of OIF in counterfire to Iraqi cross-border mortar fires. The
regiment’s response to the mortar fire—a two battalion fire-for-effect (FFE)—set the tone for the war.

H-Hour was planned for 0300Z on 21 March. At 1500 on 20 March, the division issued a fragmentary order
(FRAGO) altering the timing of the attack. RCT-5 was to start its attack to seize the key gas-oil separation plants
in the Ar Rumaylah Oilfields at 1730Z, nine and one-half hours earlier than planned. In response to this order, 1/11
and 2/11 displaced forward immediately to their planned firing positions.

At 1700Z, the 11th Marines initiated the 1st Division attack against the enemy with a 30-minute counterbat-
tery program against the 51st Mechanized Division and III Corps Artillery defending the Ar Rumaylah Oilfields.

Because the weather conditions on 20 and 21 March reduced the number of close air support (CAS) sorties
flown, the 11th Marines had to fill the gap in fire support. Firing at targets previously planned for aviation attacks,
the regiment fired with deadly accuracy nearly non-stop throughout the night, destroying several high-payoff tar-
gets (HPTs). The HPTs included two Iraqi artillery D-30 battalions, a Type 59-1 battery, a regimental command
post, armored vehicles, tanks and an entrenched infantry battalion.

The division FSCC played a key role in the unfolding fight, directing artillery on previously planned air tar-
gets and coordinating with the division collections officer for unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) coverage. The UAVs
located the enemy artillery and armor formations, and the 11th massed multiple artillery battalions on the forma-
tions.

When RCT-7 crossed the line of departure (LD) at 0300Z on 21 March, the 11th Marines weighted the main
effort with three battalions. Leapfrogging battalions to keep pace with RCT-7’s tank and mechanized task forces,
the regiment delivered unrelenting artillery fires with devastating effects, stripping the enemy defenders of their
will to resist.

Within 24 hours, the 1st Marine Division had secured the critical oil infrastructure and rendered the 51st
Mechanized Division ineffective—the 11th Marines had silenced the Iraqi artillery.

By nightfall on 22 March, the opening gambit was complete. No friendly forces suffered casualties due to
indirect fire, the relief in place by the 1st Armor Division (United Kingdom) was complete, the 7th and 3d RHA
Regiments reverted to the tactical control of the 1st Armor Division, and the 11th Marines were displacing west
in preparation for the next attack.

Attack Across the Euphrates. On 23 March, the 1st Marine Division attacked across the Euphrates River on a
movement-to-contact toward Ad Diwaniyah. By 24 March, sandstorms blinded the force and fuel was in short
supply. Fedayeen forces engaged the halted division column all along Highway 1 east of Ad Diwaniyah.

Because visibility was near zero, the conditions prevented aviation from supporting the division. The 11th
Marines were the only fire support available to protect the division’s forward elements from mortar and surface
attack.

For six days and nights, despite fatigue, severely worsening weather, countless enemy mortar attacks and corn

stant probing by Fedayeen “death squads,” the 11th Marines provided reactive counterbattery and suppressive fires
all along the division’s main supply route, Highway 1.
Attack Along Highway 7. Simultaneously, for the division’s supporting attack up Highway 7, the regiment
weighted 1/11 with a TPC and an additional radar to support RCT-1’s attack in the east. This decision had an
impact on the counterfire fight to the east as one Q-46A radar that routinely supported RCT-1 was down with
mechanical problems; the additional radar had to serve as the sole counterfire “eyes.”

Once the 11th Marines were within range of Al Kut, the regiment took the division fight to the Baghdad
Republican Guard Division, destroying multiple artillery batteries, fortified positions and a regimental headquar-
ters.

While the Division amassed adequate logistics to continue its attack to Baghdad, the 11th Marines coordinat
ed with RCT-5, the division’s lead regiment, to integrate 11th Marines units into its column for the attack north.
Because of the narrow attack corridor and the length of the column, integrating the artillery with the mechanized
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infantry and armor was the only way to ensure the artillery could range RCT-5’s forward battalion.

This required the already fatigued regiment to move more aggressively and maintain the speed and flexibili-
ty of the mechanized infantry and tanks. The regimental headquarters integrated its forward and main COCs into
the subordinate battalions’ convoys and employed battalion clusters to maximize the limited terrain that was suit-
able for howitzers and trucks.

Due largely to this innovation on-the-fly, the 11th Marines consistently maintained at least two battalions
within range to support the division’s main effort in its attack across the Tigris River while fighting the Baghdad
and Al Nida Republican Guard Divisions.

On 31 March, the division continued its attack toward Baghdad, seizing the Hantush Airstrip on Highway 1
to sustain subsequent attacks across the Tigris River toward Baghdad. The next day RCT-5 secured a vital cross-
ing site over the Saddam Canal and, by 2 April, had seized the bridge across the Tigris River at An Numaniyah, a
few kilometers east of Sabat.

Throughout this historic advance, the 11th Marines were directly behind the lead maneuver battalion with
never less than two artillery battalions and six radars providing close support and counterbattery fires.
11th Marines Crosses the Tigris River. On 3 April, the division attacked to destroy the Baghdad Republican
Guard Division at Al Kut. RCT-7 attacked from the west along Highway 6 north of the Tigris (supported by 3/11
and reinforced by 5/11), and RCT-1 fixed the enemy division from the south along Highway 7 (supported by 1/11).

When the battle was won, the main effort shifted back to RCT-5 as it sustained the division’s advance toward
Baghdad along Highway 6. Interspersed with RCT-5 were 2/11 in direct support (DS), 5/11 reinforcing 2/11, 3/11
in general support (GS) to the 1st Marine Division and the 11th Marines’ forward and main COCs.

By 4 April, the 11th Marines had reassembled for the first time since 21 March. (1/11 had been DS to RCT-
1 for its attack up Highway 7 to Al Kut and completed an arduous 200-kilometer road march to rejoin the regi-
ment). Located less than four kilometers behind the 3d Battalion, Sth Marines (3/5) along Highway 6 and just east
of the Diyala River, the entire regiment assembled in a four-kilometer area. The regiment was so close to 3/5 that
it had to fire reduced charges to provide close support to the infantry battalion during its battle with the Egyptian,
Iraqi and Syrian “Jihadists” who stopped its advance.

To break through the enemy blocking force, RCT-5 broke contact with the dug-in enemy forces to allow a
six-minute regimental mass mission using dual-purpose improved conventional munitions (DPICM). This four-
battalion fire mission disintegrated the battalion-sized enemy formation, reopened Highway 6 and allowed RCT-
5 to regain the momentum. The mass mission also cleared the remaining enemy forces in zone, thus opening the
route for the rest of the 1st Marine Division to advance to the eastern approaches to Baghdad on 5 April.
Artillery Adaptability in Baghdad. As the Division established its cordon around the city, the 11th Marines con-
tinued to provide counterbattery fires against the Iraqi artillery, firing from within the open areas in the city (sta-
diums, racetracks, roadways and military complexes). To minimize collateral damage to noncombatants and civik
ian infrastructure, many of the radar-acquired targets were passed exclusively to aviation to engage with precision
munitions using the quick-fire TTP the regiment established before the operation.

In another innovation, the COC used high-resolution imagery to check for the potential of collateral damage
before initiating counterfire missions.

Artillery targets became fewer, and by 11 April, the 11th Marines headquarters and two battalions, 1/11 and
3/11, were in the city conducting security and stability operations and establishing the 1st Marine Division civil-
military operations center (CMOC).

Also on 11 April, 5/11 was ordered to support Task Force Tripoli’s attack to Tikrit, 170 kilometers north of
Baghdad. To support the operation, two Q-46A radars and a TPC were attached to 5/11 to provide target acquisi-
tion. In the ensuing seven-day operation, the battalion fired 36 counterbattery missions against enemy mortars and
artillery and confirmed the destruction of two D-30 batteries defending the city.

Upon entering Baghdad, the 11th Marines gained two additional tasks not typically assigned to an artillery
regiment: establish the 1st Marine Division CMOC and establish its own zone in which to conduct security and
stability operations. The 11th Marines approached these new tasks with the same gusto and professionalism it had
when preparing to cross the LD 22 days earlier.
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Security and Stability Ops. The regimental headquarters immediately established two command posts: one in
the 11th Marines’ zone to command and control security and stabilization operations in the 11th Marines sector
and a second at the Palestine Hotel in downtown Baghdad where the CMOC would operate.

In the 11th Marines zone, the regiment’s task was to restore order and help ease suffering. Within 24 hours,
the zone was greatly improved and 1/11 and 3/11 were in the community conducting patrols, removing weapons
caches, detaining looters and showing the Iraqi people that Americans were not conquerors, but liberators.
Throughout it all, the 11th Marines still maintained a firing capability to support in and around the city.

The 11th Marines Commanding Officer was assigned as the Civil-Military Operations Coordinator for the 1st
Marine Division, and he set the tone for accomplishing the daunting challenges in Baghdad. He had daily meet-
ings with the RCT commanders, 3d Civil Affairs Group liaison detachment, civic leaders, nongovernmental organ
izations (NGOs) (such as the International Red Cross and Red Crescent, CARE, Doctors Without Borders, etc.),
and former Iraqi government officials. He organized the CMOC into functional departments to focus the human-
itarian efforts in east Baghdad, the 1st Marine Division’s area of responsibility.

The priorities of work were security, electrical power, water and medical support. Each day the CMOC
accomplished more, achieving small victories to improve the situation in Baghdad.

Working with RCTs 1 and 7, the 11th Marines began providing security at key locations within the city (hos-
pitals, government ministries, power plants, the banking district, and food and medical storage warehouses). This
prevented looting of critical supplies and provided a secure environment for Iraqi citizens to return to work and
help in the recovery effort. Policemen who returned were incorporated into a “ride along” program with Marines
with positive results.

Water. Daily fuel convoys delivered fuel to fill the generator tanks that pump fresh water from northern water-
sheds to help provide clean water to the 6.5 million residents of Baghdad.

In Saddam City, where a large Shi’ite population resides, the water infrastructure had to be reinforced with
water storage bladders to prevent a humanitarian catastrophe. The 11th Marines’ logistics train delivered in excess
of 55,000 gallons of fresh water made by Combat Service Support Group 11 (CSSG-11).

Key Infrastructure. The CMOC coordinated convoy escort for key infrastructure personnel and support agen-
cies (electrical engineers, medical personnel and NGO/private volunteer organizations) to assess electrical power
plants, water treatment facilities, telephone switching centers and hospitals.

Explosive Ordnance Clean Up. 11th Marines coordinated the division’s explosive ordnance retrieval and dis-
posal. It established an ordnance storage site at the Rasheed Military Complex and a disposal site that destroyed
several hundred tons of ordnance recovered in the division’s zone.

The conditions in Baghdad began to improve.

Taking Tikrit. The 11th Marines steadily coordinated its own “three- block war” for 11 days with one battalion
fighting with Task Force Tripoli at Tikrit, one supporting RCT-5 north of the city and two battalions conducting
security in zone. The regiment’s remaining resources were fully engaged in the humanitarian efforts throughout
east Baghdad.

On 21 April, the 2d Armored Cavalry Regiment (ACR) relieved the 1st Marine Division in Baghdad with the
ACR’s civil affairs (CA) assuming the duties as CMOC in east Baghdad. The next day, 3-7 Infantry conducted a
relief-in-place with the 11th Marines, and by 23 April, the 11th Marines were in the division assembly area at Ad
Diwaniyah, awaiting guidance on MPF reconstitution and redeployment.

During OIF, the 11th Marines provided complete fire support to the 1st Marine Division. The results of the
32-day campaign bear witness to the devastatingly accurate fires and decisive impact the regiment had on the
enemy—and the equally positive impact the regiment had on the people of Baghdad while conducting civil-mili-
tary operations.

The effectiveness of the 11th Marines as the division’s counterfire shield was significant with few casualties
due to enemy indirect fires—a testament to the regiment’s pre-war foresight, professionalism and battle leadership.

During Operation Iraqi Freedom, the Marines, soldiers, and sailors of the 11th Marines wrote a new chapter
in the long and proud history of Marine Corps Attillery support.
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Marine Artillery in the Battle of An Nasiriyah
by Major Walker M. Field
Field Artillery Journal, November-December 2003.

According to intelligence reports, An Nasiriyah, a city in south central Iraq, would present little military
resistance to the Coalition Forces’ rapid advance toward Baghdad. Instead, Regimental Combat Team-2 (RCT-
2) encountered an extremely violent confrontation with an enemy force occupying complex urban terrain.
What followed was a fiercely fought eight-day urban battle against a large concentration of paramilitary forces
and remnants of the Iraqi 11th Infantry Division, both of whom were determined to exact a heavy toll of
Coalition casualties and retain control of the city.

From the initial fire mission on the morning of 23 March to the final mission fired in support of Task Force
20’s rescue of Private First Class (PFC) Jessica Lynch, the Marine Artillery of 1st Battalion (Reinforced), 10th
Marines (1/10) provided RCT-2’s only all-weather, long-range, continuous fire support. The battalion fired
more than 2, 100 rounds in this short period, enabling RCT-2 to seize and secure the eastern bridges of the city,
thus opening a vital line of communications (LOCs) through which elements of the I Marine Expeditionary
Force (I MEF) could continue the fight north to Baghdad.

This article provides a brief overview of the task organization, sequence of events and artillery specific-les-
sons identified by 1/10 from a battle that can be characterized as a military operation in urban terrain (MOUT).
Overview. 1/10 deployed from Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, to Kuwait in January 2003 in support of
Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF). The battalion then deployed to Iraq in March in support of Operation
Iraqi Freedom (OIF). 1/10 was attached to RCT-2, 2d Marine Infantry Regiment.

RCT-2 was a reinforced motorized and mechanized infantry regiment consisting of two motorized medi-
um tactical vehicle replacement (MTVR) infantry battalions, 2d Battalion, 8th Marines (2/8) and 3d Battalion,
2d Marines (3/2); one reinforced mechanized amphibious assault vehicle (AAV) infantry battalion, Ist
Battalion, 2d Marines (1/2); a light armored reconnaissance (LAR) company; and a recon company. RCT-2’s
higher headquarters was the 2d Marine Expeditionary Brigade (2d MEB), designated Task Force Tarawa (TF
Tarawa) upon arrival in Kuwait.

1/10 received the official deployment order on 31 December 2002 to deploy in support of OEF. The order
directed the battalion’s four batteries (Headquarters, A, B and C), a counterbattery radar detachment (CBR)
with two Q-46A radars and a target processing center (TPC), and a heavy engineer squad from the 10th Marine
Artillery Regiment deploy with 1/10. Via amphibious ships, the battalion sailed for the Persian Gulf and arrived
at Kuwait Naval Base on 15 February. The battalion immediately moved inland to Camp Shoup within Tactical
Assembly Area (TAA) Coyote (I MEF’s logistical support area, or LSA) and established its base of operations.
From 20 February until 19 March, 1/10 focused on combat training and equipment maintenance.

The battalion deployed from Camp Shoup on the morning of 20 March for an assembly area along the
northwestern border of Kuwait and Iraq, its final destination before starting offensive combat operations. The
1st Marine Division was on TF Tarawa’s right flank while the 3d Infantry Division (Mechanized) (3d ID) was
on the left.

On 21 March, 12 hours behind the lead elements of the 3d ID, RCT-2 crossed the border obstacle belt into
Iraq. Following a route parallel but slightly east of the 3d ID’s route, RCT-2 moved north toward the Al Luhays
Oil Facility located southeast of Jalibah Airfield.

1/10 assumed a “desert wedge” formation consisting of three battery columns abreast, each with an ele-
ment of headquarters battery in trace. It moved behind 1/2 and in front of 3/2. TF Tarawa’s mission was to
occupy initial defensive positions to enable the 3d ID to clear through Jalibah Airfield.

The next morning, 1/10 continued north and occupied firing positions just north of Jalibah Airfield. That
afternoon, the CBR detachment repeatedly detected counterfire targets originating from the same location.
Gaining RCT-2 approval, the battalion engaged the target. As a result of 1/10’s first fire mission in OIF, CBR
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received no further detections from that vicinity, and 42 Iraqi Regular Army soldiers surrendered to a nearby
LAR unit.

That evening, after TF Tarawa consolidated at Jalibah, it was directed to conduct a relief in place of 3d ID

forces in the vicinity of Tallil Airfield and the Highway 1 bridge across the Euphrates River west of Nasiriyah.
TF Tarawa also issued orders to RCT-2 to move forces northwest toward Nasiriyah and be prepared to contin-
ue the attack to seize and secure the eastern bridges across the Euphrates River and the Saddam Canal within
the city of An Nasiriyah.
Battle for An Nasiriyah: 23 March-2 April. On the morning of 23 March, 1/ 10 moved in trace of RCT-2’s
lead element (1/2) when it began receiving indirect and direct fire from covered positions to the east and west
of Highway 7, the main road leading into southern Nasiriyah. 1/10 quickly emplaced in restricted terrain and
began processing fire missions. Simultaneously, 1/10 provided medical aid to soldiers from the 507th
Maintenance Company who had been ambushed in the city and were moving south along Highway 7.

The battle continued throughout the day as 1/10’s batteries bounded forward, firing a number of fire-for-
effect (FFE) and adjust fire missions in support of infantry companies in contact. The battalion also continued
to engage radar-generated targets, totaling five missions and firing 108 dual-purpose improved conventional
munition (DPICM) rounds. While actively processing fire missions, Bravo Battery’s main body received
incoming mortar fire, forcing the battery to conduct an emergency displacement.

During the afternoon of 23 March, the battalion was reinforced with fires from India Battery, 3/10
(attached to 1/11). 1/11 was southeast of the city awaiting orders to either pass through RCT-2 in Nasiriyah or
bypass the city to the west.

Dawn on 24 March found RCT-2 heavily engaged throughout Nasiriyah in urban combat operations. 1/10
displaced farther north within the outskirts of the city to achieve a greater range fan north of the Saddam Canal.
Proficient azimuth of fire management was critical, as RCT-2’s mechanized battalion (1/2) remained north of
the city while the two motorized battalions (3/2 and 2/8) operated principally south of the city.

1/10 had to carefully position itself to balance its fire support. The battalion had to be close enough to the
city to provide fires well north in support of 1/2, which was about 14 to 30 kilometers from 1/10, but not too
close to preclude its supporting the two motorized battalions operating in the southern portion of the city, about
five kilometers north of 1/10.

As the fighting intensified, scores of the enemy and indigenous displaced personnel poured out of the city
to the south. As a result, the battalion processed a number of enemy prisoners of war (EPWs) and redirected
numerous displaced persons.

Although the two motorized battalions were less than five kilometers to the north, an industrial corridor
where paramilitary forces could freely maneuver was within the noncontiguous battlespace. Thus, 1/10 was
exposed to civilian and enemy foot and vehicle traffic on all sides.

Each of the batteries was responsible for security in all directions. Although well-equipped and trained to
perform this mission, it was difficult to man 360-degree security while also processing fire missions 24 hours
a day. As the battle raged on, the battalion implemented the firebase concept to economize the security effort
and better contend with displaced personnel and EPWs.

On the afternoon of 24 March (35 hours after the attack began), the battalion received its first artillery
ammunition resupply of 120 high-explosive (HE) and 100 DPICM rounds per battery. 1/10 had had a signifi-
cant shortage of HE and had been forced to fire rocket-assisted projectiles (RAP) in the rocket-off mode with
Charge Three green bag in lieu of HE.

Just as the ammunition resupply arrived, the remainder of 1/11 arrived to provide forward passage of line
(FPOL) and reinforcing fires. The decision had been made to pass RCT-1 through the city north toward Al Kut
on Highway 7. The FPOL took a number of hours, and 1/11 supported the passage with reinforcing fires until
it was ordered to move north of the city. Although 1/11 provided reinforcing fires to RCT-2 and fires for the
FPOL of RCT-1, 1/11 remained in direct support (DS) of RCT-1 and never officially assumed the role of rein-
forcing (R) to 1/10.

Deploying with 1/11 was Battery G from the 6th Parachute Brigade (UK), an M 118 (105-mm) battery with
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an Arthur radar. This brought the total number of Coalition howitzers trained on Nasiriyah to 42. 1/10
remained the controlling fire direction center (FDC) for all artillery fires in Nasiriyah.

Through the night of the 24th of March, RCT-1 attacked north along Highway 7 to continue the fight
toward Al Kut with 1/11 following in support. Battery G remained with 1/10 until first light on 25 March before
returning to its unit to prepare for action in Basrah. Battery G and 1/11 expended more than 200 rounds dur-
ing the night in support of RCT-2’s and RCT-1’s FPOL.

The fight for Nasiriyah continued with ferocity on the 25th as numerous fire missions were processed dur-
ing the morning. In a raging windstorm, an enemy T-55 tank dug in to the east of Highway 7 attempted to
ambush a 2/8 combined anti-armor team (CAAT) patrol. The wind and dust prevented 2/8 from engaging the
enemy tank by anti-tank missile (TOW) or air support, so the patrol initiated a FFE mission to destroy the dug-
in tank. Battery C rose to the challenge and destroyed the tank using DPICM.

In the most demanding combat conditions, the artillery once again proved to be the only all-weather con-
tinuous fire support asset for TF Tarawa.

As if the enemy had been reinvigorated by the sandstorm and heavy overnight rains, on 26 March the urban
battle increased in intensity and lethality and proved to be the most prolific day of artillery firing in the battle
for An Nasiriyah. Around noon on the 26th, the battalion fired suppressive HE rounds with concrete-piercing
fuzes into a hospital that was serving as a paramilitary strongpoint. This fire enabled 2/8 seize the building.

Throughout the battle, aerial reconnaissance reported a number of mortar and artillery pieces in a garrison
gun park.

The Iraqi regular forces gave the impression they were capitulating, having staged their equipment in
accordance with terms of surrender. By 26 March it was clear the Iraqi paramilitary forces and regular army
elements were firing the “surrendered” weapon systems and then quickly vacating the positions and hiding until
they wanted to fire another mission.

With unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) now on station, TF Tarawa provided accurate, real-time targeting
of many of the staged weapon systems. Receiving fire missions from the UAVs and aerial forward observers
(FOs) via the RCT-2 fire support coordination center (FSCC), 1/10 prosecuted more than 15 fire missions on
the afternoon of the 26th, destroying two Type 59-1 batteries and three D-30 batteries.

As RCT-2 fought in the streets and within neighborhoods of Nasiriyah, CBR continued to detect enemy
indirect fire originating from the vicinity of a railroad station in the southern portion of the city. Both US Army
Special Forces and human intelligence (HUMINT) sources verified the target as a paramilitary assembly area
containing an estimated 1,000 irregular forces. Adding this information to the many radar-detected targets orig-
inating from the same location seemed to confirm the validity of the target. The final corroboration came in
the form of a report by an element of the 2d Radio Battalion (RADBN) indicating not only that the assembly
area existed, but also that the enemy numbered up to 2,000 and was preparing to launch a counterattack. The
fire mission, a battalion-10 rounds of DPICM, yielded an estimated 200 enemy dead and broke up the coordi-
nated enemy counterattack. Referring to this mission, the commanding general of TF Tarawa credited the
artillery with being instrumental in breaking the back of the enemy defending Nasiriyah.

The morning of 27 March found 1/10 consolidating defensively into a battalion firebase.
The firing position was an oval-shaped position one kilometer in diameter with 42 crew-served weapons and
five Avenger anti-air defense vehicles protecting it. The battalion christened the defensive firing position
Firebase Pokorney in honor of First Lieutenant Fred E. Pokorney, Jr., a forward observer from 1/10 killed in
action on 23 March while calling in artillery fires on the enemy just north of the Saddam Canal.

Throughout the morning, the battalion processed sporadic fire missions and conducted security and recon-
naissance patrols around the firebase. Having reached a crescendo on 26 March, the number of missions and
enemy forces being engaged was reduced significantly for the remainder of the month.

On 28 March, RCT-2 directed /10 to form a task force to reinforce and secure the Highway 1 bridge over the
Euphrates River.

The mission was important as Highway 1 was the main supply route for I MEF forces advancing north to
Baghdad. Commanded by the battalion executive officer, TF Rex (for the King of Battle) numbered more than
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300 personnel with Bravo Battery forming the core of the task force as its provisional infantry.

During the last three days of March, the battalion fired three counterfire missions and five adjust fire bat-
talion mass missions in support of 2/8’s and 3/2’s clearing of pockets of resistance throughout the city. Of the
counterfire missions, one resulted in the destruction of a Type 59-1 battery actively firing on 2/8.

On 1 April, Army Special Forces conducted a raid to recover PFC Jessica Lynch, a member of the US
Army’s 507th Maintenance Company convoy ambushed on 23 March. Battery C fired deception fires in sup-
port of the mission, destroying a suspected enemy command post and arms cache as a diversion for the Special
Forces. This mission was the last fired by 1/10 in the Battle for Nasiriyah.

During the next three weeks, RCT-2 expanded its battlespace north along Highways 1 and 7. Moving from
city to city in search of pockets of resistance and protecting 1st Marine Division’s LOC (the MEF’s main
effort), the battalion traveled more than 700 kilometers.

The combat highlight of this period occurred when RCT-2 was ordered to force the capitulation of the 10th
Armored Division in southeast Iraq near Al Amarah. As 1/10 deployed in front of the mechanized battalion
but in trace of a LAR company, RCT-2 conducted a movement-to-contact east of Qalat Sakar toward Al
Amarah, a maneuver that caused the 10th Division to capitulate.

Returning to An Nasiriyah as RCT-2 began setting the conditions for Phase IV of OIF, 1/10 organized and
operated as provisional infantry from 23 April until 12 May. 1/10 established traffic control points, secured a
petroleum distribution facility and provided point security of the Highway 1 bridge.

1/10 then began to retrograde by infiltration back to Kuwait for redeployment by amphibious ships, with
the last elements departing An Nasiriyah on 12 May.

Lessons Learned. 1/10 identified a number of lessons learned during OIF and has submitted an official com-
pilation in Marine Corps lessons learned (MCLLS) format. The following are a few of the lessons specific to
an artillery-supported MOUT battle and applicable to all towed artillery units.

Towed Artillery Keeping Up with Mechanized Infantry. Considering the speed and mobility of the modern
main battle tank and armored personnel carriers, some doubted towed artillery’s ability to keep pace with
mechanized maneuver elements. In the June 2003 Marine Corps Gazette, Lieutenant Colonel Clark wrote, “In
today’s fast paced, fluid maneuver environment, a towed [artillery] system is simply unrealistic.” This was
clearly refuted during RCT-2’s movement over most of central and eastern Iraq; towed artillery proved more
than capable of providing accurate, timely fire support in movement-to-contacts that often exceeded 100 kilo-
meters.

Although the M1A1 tank and AAV have greater rates of march over unimproved surfaces than a towed
artillery piece, they had to allow their resupply vehicles to keep pace with them. The logistics vehicles neces-
sary to sustain mechanized forces are wheeled, like that of a howitzer prime mover. Although there are logis-
tic variants of the tank and AAYV, they can’t serve as a stand-alone combat service support (CSS) element for
their respective units over a sustained period of time.

Tanks and AAVs need dedicated CSS elements to provide replenishment, replacement, refitting and refu-
eling of the bulk supplies associated with mechanized forces. Planning considerations and movement rates are
tempered to accommodate sustaining the force logistically.

Also, the debilitating effects of moving wheeled systems great distances in a very hot climate, even over
roads with improved surfaces, caused RCT-2’s rate of march rarely to exceed 25 kilometers per hour.

1/10’s experience in OIF illustrated that, in spite of the inherent raw speed of mechanized vehicles, towed
artillery is more than capable of keeping up with mechanized forces.

Artillery Ammunition Apportionment in an Urban Fight. RCT-2’s battle in An Nasiriyah was, for the most
part, an MOUT fight. Before departing Camp Shoup on 20 March, the initial issue of artillery ammunition was
based on a combat planning factor of a composite enemy threat (armor and infantry) and included a much
greater mix of “long shooters” than HE munitions—RAP and base bleed DPICM (BBDPICM).

Would a different mix of ammunition have been requested if an urban fight were anticipated? Yes, but
based on what planning factor? The primary source for ammunition planning, Marine Corps Order (MCO)
8010.1E Class V(W) Planning Factors for Fleet Marine Force Combat Operations, depicts ammunition allo-
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cations based on enemy composition (armor- or infantry-specific or a composite of each) rather than terrain,
such as the urban environment of An Nasiriyah.

Figure 1 depicts the artillery ammunition 1/10 was issued before going into An Nasiriyah—the battalion’s
“go to war ammo.” This allocation equaled one combat load (CL) and one day of ammunition (DOA) at the
assault rate, based on a conventional composite threat.

Figure 2 shows the percentages of ammo that 1/10 actually expended during OIF, 99 percent of which was
fired during the battle in An Nasiriyah from 23 to 29 March. 1/10 fired primarily HE in urban operations.

The ammunition allocation percentages derived from the battle of An Nasiriyah could serve as a basis to
initiate a planning template for future artillery MOUT engagements.

Resurrection of the Firebase. It was apparent in An Nasiriyah that the non-contiguous nature of the battle-
field, namely the battalion’s exposure on all sides, would necessitate economizing the local security effort of
each battery. Based on a prevailing enemy threat consisting of paramilitary forces with limited indirect fire
capability and no air assets, the battalion consolidated into a firebase.

A firebase is defined as an area in hostile territory that requires a 360-degree defense and supports combat
patrols or larger operations with combat support and CSS assets. Due to the ground threat, wide dispersion of
the batteries was traded for berming and hardening. Fighting positions with overhead cover for crew-served
weapons were prepared, exterior and interior berms created and the interior LOCs maximized by wiring-in
every element.

During the Battle for An Nasiriyah, the Marines of 1/10 (Reinforced) distinguished themselves by provid-
ing continuous fire support to RCT-2 forces.

Through driving sandstorms and torrential rains, artillery repeatedly affirmed itself as an all-weather, long-
range fire support capability. Artillery fire effectively destroyed the enemy’s major indirect fire assets and his
ability to influence the battle.

In only eight days of fighting, the battalion processed 112 fire missions while expending more than 2,100
round