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Preface

The history of human conflict suggests that the U.S. Army will likely
be fighting somewhere in the world in the not-too-distant future. The
rise of urbanization — and all of the complexity itentails — increases the
likelihood that atleast some future conflicts will take place in cities.
Enemies of the United States will move to urban areas where they can
evade American long-range strike capabilities and establish bases for
their own operations. A deeper understanding of the challenges and
opportunities that exist within the confines of the city landscape can
help reduce the magnitude of the challenges associated with an urban
environment to the point where military forces can exploit (rather than
be exploited by) local nuances to operational effect. Indeed, in urban
warfare, the local drivers of conflict, the tactical firing positions of
urban dwellings, the will of the civilian population, or the neighbor-
hood itself can become the Army force’s greatestally or worst foe.

Tohelp the U.S. Army prepare to fightin urban terrain, RAND
conducted a historical analysis of the ways in which militaries have
deployed light and mechanized infantry during close urban combat.
The objective was to examine the comparative advantages and costs
of this warfighting approach and to identify the lessons that might be
gleaned from these experiences. The study brings into sharp relief how
different military approaches have managed to shrink the problems
inherent to urban combat down to dimensions that are solvable with
the capabilities of the available force. Such lessons can inform how the
U.S. military might confront similar foes in complex, urban environ-
ments in the future.
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The report should interest a wide group of U.S. Army, U.S.
Marine Corps, and other defense personnel involved in planning and
executing combined arms operations within the complex terrain of the
urban environment.

This research was sponsored by the Deputy Chief of Staff G-2,
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, and conducted within
RAND Arroyo Center’s Forces and Logistics Program. RAND Arroyo
Center, part of the RAND Corporation, is a federally funded research
and development center sponsored by the United States Army.

The Project Unique Identification Code (PUIC) for the project
that produced this document is HQD156879.



Executive Summary

The nature of the battlefield is as complex as the enemies within it,
and some call into question whether mechanized, armored forces are
an effective tool in every combat situation. Urban environments in
particular pose significant challenges for mechanized infantry assault
forces, and their employment in the city landscape has traditionally
beenavoided whenatall possible. However,eventhoughsomemilitary
professionals have underestimated the value of armored and mecha-
nized forces in urban operations, history and recent combat experi-
ence have repeatedly demonstrated the need for these kinds of forces
in urban operations. The rise of urbanization makes instability and
conflict within dense population centers a very real possibility, and
U.S. Army forces may be drawn into urban environments to eradicate
enemy forces or otherwise bring stability to a crisis situation.

Togainanappreciation for what the Army may confrontin the
future, RAND conducted a historical analysis of the ways in which
militaries have deployed light and mechanized infantry with armored
forces during close urban combat. The objective was to identify the
comparative advantages and disadvantages of employing light and
mechanized infantry in urban combat. Findings suggest that when
light and mechanized infantry along with armor forces cooperate as
effective combined arms teams, they can adapt and apply creativity
to produce a decisive effect on urban combat operations. This com-
parative analysis of previous urban combat operations involving light
infantry and mechanized infantry forces provides insights into what
the Army needs in terms of change and transformation to carry out
urban operations effectively in the future.
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Summary

Background

Lieutenant General H.R. McMaster (et al.) recently commented that
armored, mechanized infantry forces

have been invaluable on the battlefield. Thanks to their speed,
protection, and firepower, along with their ability to work in con-
cert with many other types of ground forces, armored forces have
played crucial roles in defeating enemy militaries, toppling hostile
regimes, fighting insurgents, and establishing security.!

The nature of the battlefield is as complex as the enemies within
it. Urban environments in particular —with dense populations, narrow
streets, subterranean passages, and multistory buildings that serve as
enemy defensive positions —pose significant challenges for mecha-
nized infantry assaultforcesand have traditionally beenavoided when
atall possible. In the decade following the end of the Cold War, Amer-
ican military planners began to appreciate the growing relevance of
large urban areas around the world as potential sources of instability
and conflict and as potential safe havens for a wide variety of enemy
forces. Cities are often also the center of gravity for establishing gov-
ernance and local control. As a result, militaries have been drawn into
urban landscapes on numerous occasions, sometimes to great effect
and sometimes not. History shows that, contrary to some views about

1Chris McKinley, Mark Elfendahl, and H. R. McMaster, “Why the U.S. Army Needs
Armor,” Foreign Affairs, May-June 2013.
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theinability of mechanized and armored forces able to operate in com-
plex urban terrain, in fact such forces have become quite critical for
operational success against a determined foe.

Purpose and Approach

RAND conducted a historical analysis of the ways in which militar-
ies have deployed light and mechanized infantry during close urban
combat. The objective was to identify the comparative advantages and
costs of this warfighting approach and to distill the lessons that might
be gleaned from these experiences. These lessons can also inform how
the Army might confront similar foes in complex, urban environments
in the future.

Fivecasestudieslieatthe analytic heart of thisreport. The case
studies include both successes and failures, and they contain a wealth
oflessons. The case studies are the U.S. Army in Mogadishu in 1993,
the Russian Army in Grozny in 1994 and in 1999, the U.S. Army in
Baghdad in 2003, the U.S. Marine Corps and U.S. Army in Fallujah
in 2004, the U.S. Army in the Sadr City suburb of Baghdad in 2008,
and the U.S.Marinesand U.S. Army in Fallujah in 2004. While these
battles differ considerably in the conduct and outcomes, all provide a
trove of lessons of import for how the U.S. Army organizes and trains
for urban combat.

These case studies also highlight the need to improve situational
awareness in densely populated urban environments through enhanced
intelligence exploitation that harnesses technological advances for
operational effect. These observations, among many more explored
throughout this study, have significant implications for U.S. Army
requirements across its doctrine, organizations, training, materiel, lead-
ership, personnel, and facilities (DOTMLPF).
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What We Found

Several common themes emerge from the analysis of the five case
studies.

Having Mobile Protected Firepower When Conducting Urban
Operations Is a Necessity

All combat is dangerous, but urban combat is especially so. Typically,
the enemy is fighting on his home terrain and knows which routes of
advance are restricted. Protected fighting positions for defenders are
abundant,and engagementrangesare typically short. Stand-off weap-
ons can be used, but ground forces must first develop the situation so
those weapons can be applied with good effect. In other words, troops
need armored protection. Butarmored vehicles cannot operate in cities
without infantry. Thin-skinned vehicles, a category that includes the
Army’sStryker and the Russian BMPs, donot survive well inurban
combat. The U.S. Army lostsix Strykers initsinitial forays into Sadr
City,and in Tal Afarin 2005 Strykers could notbe employed without
unacceptable risk. The Russian BMPs routinely fell victim to rocket-
propelled grenades (RPGs) in the first battle of Grozny. Even tanks
were destroyed in Grozny, with therebelslaunching attacksagainst the
tops, sides, and rears of the tanks, where they have less armor. Employed
properly, however, mobile,armored vehiclesareindispensable.

Forces Need to Be Creative and Adaptive and Exploit Intelligence to
Operational Effect

Each city poses different challenges, and these are likely to increase
inthe future as moreand more mega-cities (those withupward of 10
million inhabitants) appear. A constant for troops engaged in urban
combat is to shrink the problem to a manageable size. But how that
shrinking occurs varies considerably depending on the city. In some
cases, it may be possible to restrict the enemy to portions of the city,
and then deal only with that urban terrain. In the second battle for
Grozny, the Russians did substantial intelligence preparation of the
battlefield, dividing the city into sectors. They also enlisted Chechen
loyalists to help them identify key terrain and provide detailed knowl-
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edge of the city. The Russians then surrounded the rebel Chechen
enclave with armored forces and used them to eliminate strongpoints.
The encirclement made it difficult for the Chechen rebels to resup-
ply by slipping out of the city. In the battle for Sadr City, U.S. forces
changed the terms of the battlefield by erecting a 12-foot concrete bar-
rier along a key route, thus denying the Jaish al-Mahdi (JAM) forces
firing positions that could range the Green Zone locations of the Iraqi
and U.S. government agencies and provide access to the population. In
response, JAM forces left their hiding places and engaged U.S. forces
on ground of their choosing and using methods that favored them,
especially the highly integrated combined operations. In theend, JAM
forces lost their advantages and, eventually, the battle.

In Fallujah, U.S. forces informed noncombatants in the city that
operations were about to commence, which had the effect of causing
the civilian noncombatants of the city to leave. This approach greatly
reduced the problem of identifying enemy forces, as well as the prob-
lem of having dead and wounded noncombatants show up on the eve-
ning news and alienating world opinion. As the battle progressed, less
andlessterrainwasavailabletotheinsurgents, further diminishing the
challenge. Of course, having noncombatants leave Fallujah was only
feasible because of the size of the city and the preparation time avail-
able. It would not be possible with larger populations, as the battle
for Sadr City, which involved a population of millions, illustrates. The
approach in Fallujah had the additional advantage of reducing the
amount of collateral damage, not only to the population but to the city
as well. The damage where the insurgents were located was, indeed,
severe, with several buildings destroyed. But other areas of the city
were unscathed. Table S.1 shows the relative effectiveness of various
techniques to reduce the scope of the operational problem — or “shrink
the problem” —in the case studies conducted; the table’s rationale will
be developed in the following chapters.
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Table S.1
Comparing Methods to Shrink the Problem

Knowing
Planning and the Enemy
Using Mobile Reducing Training for (Intelligence
Protected Fire for Collateral Combined Arms Preparation of
Battle Maneuver Damage Operations the Battlefield)

Mogadishu Not \[e}4 Not Not
successful successful successful successful

Grozny | Somewhat/ Not Not Not
eventually successful successful successful
successful

Grozny Il Somewhat/ Somewhat/

eventually eventually
successful successful

Baghdad Somewhat/

eventually
successful

Sadr City Somewhat/ Somewhat/
eventually eventually
successful successful

Fallujah Il Somewhat/ Somewhat/

eventually eventually
successful successful

NOTE: In the column “Planning and Training for Combined Arms Operations,” the
term combined arms is defined not only as teaming armored vehicles with infantry
but also as combining other arms, such as close air support and indirect fires.

What Urban Combat Implies for the U.S. Army

The implications from the case studies for the Army are profound, both
froman offensive and from a defensive perspective. With regard to the
former, its experience in Iraq notwithstanding, the Army is not ready
tofight in urban combat. Its doctrine, tactics, and training have not
absorbed the lessons these case studies teach. In part, this is because
urban combat is messy and destructive and seen as something to be
avoided. But a central message of this report is that urban combat may
not be avoidable. The Army may not want to fight in cities, but it is
very likely that some future enemy will dictate the terms of the battle
and choose to make the battlefield an urban one to play to his strengths
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and mitigate ours. The Army needs to conduct a searching review of
the warfighting challenges from an urban combat perspective. Then it
needs to modify doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership,
personnel, and facilities to enable it to respond to the challenges. This
will be neither easy nor cheap nor quick. But given that urban combat
somewhere is a near certainty, it must be done.



Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Thomas Greco, U.S. Army Training and Doc-
trine Command (TRADOC) G2, for his vision on the important
aspects that this project covers and for his encouragement and support
throughout. Weoweadebtof gratitude to Colonel Adrian BogartIII
for his willingness and ability to get the project rolling in its very early
stages. And we thank Anna Donnelly of TRADOC for her expertise
in navigating the complexity of the approval process for the project.
Thanks also to Kevin Kennedy and Kyle Ebaugh of the Army’s Com-
mand and General Staff College for allowing us to observe their excel-
lent Fallujah virtual staff ride and for providing us with some hugely
helpful graphic charts that explain the battle, which we have used in
this report. In the same vein, we thank Matt Matthews for providing
us with a trove of primary source evidence.

AtRAND, we would like to thank Bruce Held, Terry Kelly,
Chris Pernin, and Isaac Porche. Wearealso grateful to Kyle Bartrem,
BryanFrederick, Lovancy Ingram, David Stebbins, and Zachary Stein-
born. We are grateful to RAND colleague Michael Decker and James
Carafano from the Heritage Foundation for their reviews and com-
ments. Finally, we thank Martha Friese, Patrice Lester, Lisa Sodders,
James Torr,and Todd Duft for their assistance in producing this report.

XV






CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Urban Operations: Past, Present, and Future

The thinking during the Cold War was that if U.S. ground forces had
to confront massive Soviet armies in Western Europe, the fighting
would be outin the open and away from large cities or urban areas. By
the end of the 1990s, nearly a decade after the end of the Cold War,
American military planners had begun to realize they could no longer
avoid large urban areas around the world, due to their roles as hubs of
political, economic, and cultural significance. Doctrine for conducting
military operations in urban environments had to, for the most part,
jettison previous operational doctrine produced during the Cold War,
which had called for bypassing cities altogether.

Then, on September 11,2001, al Qaeda attacked the World Trade
CenterinNew York City. Within barely two years after that searing
event, the U.S. military (mainly the Army and U.S. Marine Corps
[USMC]) found itself at war in Iraq and Afghanistan. In the latter,
the U.S. Army fought al Qaeda’s supporters, the Taliban, largely in
the rural farm areas and eastern mountains. In Iraq, however, the U.S.
Army and USMC quickly found themselves fighting in Baghdad,
Fallujah, Tal Afar, Ramadi, Najaf, and many more.

As oflate 2016, five years after the U.S. Army left Iraq and with
only asmall presence in Afghanistan, the U.S. Army isconfronted with
the likelihood that it will soon find itself fighting a determined, expe-
rienced, and sophisticated foe in either a small or large urban area. The
questions, then, are what kinds of wars and conflicts the U.S. Army
mightbecomeinvolvedininthe yearsahead, and whatroles the Army
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will be expected to perform within the joint force. Three scenarios,
although not necessarily likely, are plausible: North Korea, the Baltic
states, and northern Iragq.

One very real possibility is the collapse of the North Korean state
and an ensuing occupation of North Korea by South Korean forces
assisted by the U.S. Army, possibly working in concert with China.
One of the purposes of the occupation by South Korea and the United
States would be to gain control of the numerous weapons of mass
destruction — specifically, North Korea’s most lethal chemical, biologi-
cal, and, especially, nuclear weapons. Two other purposes would be
to establish a new political governing structure in the country and to
react to the inevitable humanitarian disaster. In trying to achieve these
objectives, the U.S. Army might find that its occupation of the North
requires fighting remnants of the old North Korean Army along with
pockets of resistance by the North Korean population, who will very
likely choose to fight in urbanareas, from small villages to larger cities.
Although the South Korean Army would mostlikely enter Pyongyang,
the U.S. Army would still face very difficult terrainin North Korea,
including urban areas. Those urban areas, combined with high moun-
tainswithverynarrow valley passagesatcertain points, would beideal
for remnant North Korean Army defenders, who would possess rel-
atively well-trained infantry with some armored capability, access to
indirect fires systems, and large amounts of land mines.

Tobe sure, remnants of the North Korean military would be lim-
ited in their ability to resupply and sustain themselves. However, the
simple fact that there is an abundance of military hardware through-
out the country means that these pockets of resistance could fight for
an extended period of time. A fighting occupation of North Korea by
the South Korean military assisted by the U.S. Army on the ground
could therefore take months, or even years, to complete and would
involve sustained ground operations, not only in the mountainous ter-
rainbutalsoineither small orlarge North Korean urban areas, with
the potential for significant numbers of U.S. casualties. Depending on
the actions of the People’s Republic of China during a North Korean
collapse, there could be a need to maintain considerable U.S. Army
forces in the North to stabilize the situation and protect American
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long-term interests. In particular, Republic of Korea forces could not
control nuclear weapons or occupy nuclear weapon sites because of
their treaty obligations to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.!
Another region of the world of vital strategic interest to the
United States is Europe, and a leading security concern today involves
the potential for Russian advances into the Baltics. If this happened,
it could destabilize the entire region and force a NATO response.
Depending on certain U.S. policy decisions made prior to the Russian
advance —namely, whether to forward deploy U.S.combat troops into
the Baltics —the U.S. Army could find itself either defending against
the Russian assault if forward deployed or conducting a major combat
operation to evict the Russian military from the Baltics. Current esti-
mates are that the Russian military, spearheaded by a mechanized army
ground force, could reach the major Baltic cities, such as Riga, along
the coastline from its starting position in approximately 48 hours,
depending on the kinds of defenses Russian forces might confront.2
The U.S. Army might find itself in combat operations against the
Russian military. If this occurred, the U.S. Army as part of a joint
American (and probably allied) force would confronta highly sophisti-
cated opponent in the Russian military. Capable of sophisticated com-
bined arms maneuver using a ground force based on mobile protected
firepower along with highly lethal air defense and fire support systems,
the Russian military would indeed represent a formidable foe for the
U.S. Army. This would not only be the first time the U.S. Army (and
Navy and Air Force) experienced high-end, high-casualty-producing
combat since the Vietnam War, when it faced the North Vietnamese
Army, but also the first time it fought primarily on the defensive and
inanurban area. The very likely possibility that, for the first time since
the end of World War I, the U.S. Air Force would not be able to gain
immediateairsuperiority would also presentsignificantchallenges for

1 Bruce Bennett, Preparing for the Possibility ofa North Korean Collapse, Santa Monica, Calif.:
RAND Corporation, RR-331-SRF, 2014.

2 David A.Shlapak and Michael Johnson, Reinforcing Deterrence on NATO's Eastern Flank:
Wargaming the Defense of the Baltics, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-1253-A,
2016.
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ground combat escalation. Although the Russian Army would most
likely prefer to avoid combat operations in Baltic cities such as Riga,
the U.S. Army might find it advantageous to mount a defense inside
Baltic urban areas.’

Considering actual recent Russian combat operations in Eastern
Ukraine that have proven the value of extended range massed artil-
lery fire, active armor protection on armored vehicles, and top-down
anti-tank weaponry, a conflict with the Russians in a future urban
environment would pose extreme challenges to the U.S. Army in the
way itis currently organized and its weapon systems. Indeed, reports
emerging from Ukraine show some fundamental shifts in the nature
of modern combat. Whereas the U.S. Army and other NATO allies
have tilted their organizational structures and fighting doctrine toward
aninfantry-centric approach, the Russo-Ukrainian war is showing the
utility of tanks —albeit tanks outfitted with explosive reactive armor
(ERA) —and their extreme overmatch capabilities when pitted against
motorized light infantry carried in light armored vehicles.*

A third possible future warfighting scenario that the U.S. Army
might find itself in at some point in the near future is evicting the
Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS) from northern Iraq. Although
doing this is not necessarily a vital interest for the United States, there
may be at some point enough political momentum in the United States
todoso.If,as President Barack Obama has stated, the “destruction”
of ISISis a U.S. policy goal, it may require a major commitment of
American ground combat power and airpower to do so. Although ISIS
does not have the sophisticated types of combat systems —mechanized,
armored forces; high-end air defenses; artillery delivery systems —that
the Russian Army possesses, the fact that ISISis a disciplined small

3 Terrence K. Kelly, “Stop Putin’s Next Invasion Before It Starts,” U.S News &World Report,
March 20, 2015.

4 Phillip A. Karber, “Lessons Learned from the Russo-Ukrainian War: Personal Observa-
tions,” The Potomac Foundation, July 2015. There is a growing body of literature on urban
warfare doctrine of foreign nations; see, for example, C. Christine Fair, Military Operations
in Urban Areas: The Indian Experience, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RP-1063,
2003; and Fair’s Urban Battlefieldsof South Asia: Lessons Learned from Sri Lanka, India, and
Pakistan, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-210-A, 2004.
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unit infantry fighting force with strong command and control (C2)
would make ita difficult foe to destroy. Toevict ISIS from northern
Irag would require the U.S. Army to enter major urban centers, such as
Mosul, and conduct sustained urban combat operations againstalight
infantry force that would use the urban terrain and the local popula-
tion to its tactical advantage.

In the years ahead, the U.S. Army may have to confront enemies
in places other than the Baltics, North Korea, or northern Iraq. But
the pattern of history does show that the Army will be fighting some-
where in the world in the not-too-distant future, and that fighting will
be in cities. The Army’s future enemies will certainly use urban areas
as places to launch long-range strikes against U.S. forces and as a base
for their own operations. The U.S. Army today therefore must begin to
imagine what combat operations in these environments might be like
and further imagine the implications for doctrine, organization, train-
ing, materiel, leadership, personnel, and facilities (DOTMLPF).

Purpose

RAND conducted a historical analysis of the ways in which militar-
ies have deployed light and mechanized infantry during close urban
combat. The objective was to identify the comparativeadvantages and
costs of this warfighting approach and to distill the lessons that might
be gleaned from these experiences. These lessons can also inform how
the Army might confront similar foes in complex, urban environments
in the future.

This analysis focuses on five case study battles: the U.S. Army in
Mogadishuin1993,the Russian Army in Grozny in1994and in1999,
the U.S. Army in Baghdad in 2003, the U.S. Marine Corps and U.S.
Army inFallujahin2004, and the U.S. Army in the Sadr City suburb
of Baghdad in 2008.

5 See David E. Johnson, “Means Matter: Competent Ground Forces and the Fight Against
ISIS, War on the Rocks, March 19, 2015. For analysis on the tactics, techniques, and proce-
dures for groups such as ISIS see Barak Barfi, “The Military Doctrine of the Islamic State:
The Limits of Ba’athist Influence,” CTC Sentinel, March 19, 2016.
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Organization

Thenextchaptercharacterizes the complexurbanlandscape to provide
a sense of the types of challenges and opportunities specific to such
an environment. Chapter Three presents four historical cases and also
provides a contemporary example of mechanized forces employment
in the Ukrainian-Russo conflict, highlighting how technological inno-
vation canlead to paradigm shifts in the fighting capabilities of the
battle tank. Chapter Four offers an in-depth study of urban combat,
examining how the USMC and U.S. Army forces fought at the tactical
level in Fallujah in 2004. Chapter Five offers a cross-comparison of the
different approaches employed in these urban settings and notes that
one of the key differences in the battles examined was whether or how
much of the population remained in the city during the fight. Chapter
Six describes how effective intelligence can maximize the Army’s lim-
ited resources by decreasing the need to isolate the entire city, just the
adversary withinit. Itdiscusses some challenges facing theintelligence
enterpriseand concludes with general recommendations abouthow to
better prepare its workforce for tomorrow’s urban operations. Chapter
Seven considers how the urban combat landscape might affect U.S.
Army warfighting challenges in the future and further imagines the
implications for DOTMLPF.



CHAPTER TWO

The Character of Future Urban Operations

Since its invasion of Iraq in 2003, the Army has gained a new apprecia-
tion for the importance of combat in urban areas. The rationale behind
the “Thunder Run” in 2003 and the “Surge” in 2007-2008 during
Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) centered on controlling Iraq's capital
city, Baghdad, and would have been familiar to Carl von Clausewitz.
Indeed, in one of his early works, Principles of War, he was unequivo-
calabout theimportance of cities in general and capitals in particu-
lar: “Public opinion is won through great victories and the occupation
of the enemy’s capital.”’Beyond capitals, Clausewitz would also have
understood the need to take Fallujah in 2004:

In order to seize the enemy’s material forces we should direct our
operations against the places where most of these resources are
concentrated: principal cities, storehouses, and large fortresses.
On the way to these objectives we shall encounter the enemy’s
main force or at least a considerable part of it.?

1Carl von Clausewitz, Principles of War, ed., trans., Hans W. Gatzke, Harrisburg, Pa.: The
Military Service Publishing Company, 1942; reprint, Mineola, N.Y.: Dover Publications,
2003, p. 46.

2 Clausewitz, 1942, pp. 45-46.
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The Future Urban Environment

The implications of global urbanization trends had already been the
subject of National Intelligence Council estimates in its Global Trends
series since 1997, which noted:

Population will increase by 1.2 billion to over 7 billion by 2010.
About95% of this growth will bein developing countries. This
growth will also be accompanied by increased urbanization: about
half of the world’s population will live in cities compared with
one-third today. There will be many more mega-cities with popu-
lationsin excess of § million, mostly in developing countries.?

The mostrecent National Intelligence Council effort, Global
Trends 2030, sees the urbanization trend continuing, but somewhat
differently from its 1997 estimate:

The nexttwo decades’ pattern of urban growth willlook strik-
ingly different from urban growth patterns of the late 20th cen-
tury, dynamics that gave rise to most of today’s 27 megacities
(cities with a population greater than 10 million). Although UN
demographers expect this count to continue to rise, these giants
will, we believe, become further limited by physical land con-
straints and burdened by vehicular congestion and costly infra-
structural legacies, entrenched criminal networks and political
gridlock, and deteriorating sanitation and health conditions. The
peri-urban or “rurban” areas will grow faster than city centers,
as such areas provide cheaper land for housing and manufactur-
ing. Metropolitan regions will spill over multiple jurisdictions
creating mega-regions. By 2030, there will be at least 40 large bi-
national and tri-national metro regions.*

3 The initial National Intelligence Council report highlighting the issue of urbanization
was Global Trends 2010 (Washington, D.C.: Office of the Director of National Intelligence,
1997).

4 National Intelligence Council, Global Trends 2030: Alternative Worlds, Washington, D.C.:
Office of the Director of National Intelligence, 2012, p. 28. The definition of the population
sizeforamegacity increased by 2 million between thefirstand latest Global Trendsreports.
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Although urban combat has been a task for militaries through-
out the ages, the sheer size of the populations of current and future
megacities —and other urban areas that are below the 10 million pop-
ulation criterion —make these types of operations appear more chal-
lenging than in the past. Indeed, one of the most storied urban battles
in history — the Battle of Stalingrad — took place in a city that had a
pre-war population of less than 1 million.’The population of Baghdad
during the 2008 Battle of Sadr City was 5,054,000.6 Dhaka, Bangla-
desh, acity onemajor earthquake away from a humanitarian crisis, has
apopulation of some 15million and is projected to grow to 22.9 mil-
lion by 20257

Population size is one of the characteristics of a megacity, but, as
David Kilcullen has pointed out, the megacity reflects “four emerg-
ing megatrends of population growth, urbanization, littoralization,
and networked connectivity”; furthermore, “these megatrends will
affectall aspects oflife on the planetin the next20 to 30 years, not
just conflict.”¢Cities therefore are the complex urban terrain where
humansliveand will continue tolive, and they are often the locus of

5 BBC, “On This Day, 1943: Germans Surrender at Stalingrad,” BBC News, February 2,
2016.

6 United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Statistics Division, World
Statistics Pocketbook 2009, Series V, No. 34, p. 96.

7 The Chief of Staff Army (CSA) Strategic Studies Group (SSG) is in its fourth year. SSG 11
and Il both focused on the issue of megacities. SSG Il published an article on its research:
Michael Bailey, Robert Dixon, Marc Harris, Daniel Hendrex, Nicholas Melin, and Richard
Russo, “A Proposed Framework for Appreciating Megacities: A U.S. Army Perspective,”
Small Wars Journal, April 21,2014. Additionally, CSA SSG fellows have written articles on
different aspects of operations in a megacity: Richard Russo, “The Gotham Division and
SSG Parker,” June 12, 2014; Michael A. Bailey and John D. Via, “Military Medical Impli-
cations of Future Megacity Operations,” Small Wars Journal, February 13, 2015. Russo’s
article imagines the operational, conceptual, and technological possibilities at the division
and squad levels that could be available to the Army to operate in a megacity by 2029. See
alsoKevin M. Felixand Frederick D. Wong, “The Case for Megacities,” Parameters, Vol.45,
No. 1, Spring 2015, which discusses megacity challenges, Army efforts to understand them,
and several operational approaches.

8 David Kilcullen, Out of the Mountains: The Coming Age of the Urban Guerrilla, Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press, 2013, p.17.
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political power in a country. Cities are a likely location for instability
and conflict.

The Army has also begun seriously studying the implications of
operations in urban areas, particularly megacities, since 2013, when
General Raymond T. Odierno, then U.S. Army Chief of Staff (CSA),
directed operations in urban areas be a focus area for his Strategic
Studies Group (S5G).? Additionally, the U.S. Army Training and Doc-
trine Command (TRADOC) made the megacity challenge part of its
Unified Quest Army Chief of Staff’s future study plan and hosted the
Focused Environment Seminar on February 4-7, 2014, “to explore
urban operations in a megacity.”1

TRADOC's The U.S. Army Operating Concept: Win in a Complex
Worldshows that the Army understands the implications of urbaniza-
tion and the potential for conflict in cities:

The percentage of the world’s population in urban areas will rise
to sixty percent by 2030. Internal migration and higher birth
rates contribute to increasing urbanization. Adversaries operate
among the people in these urban areas and other complex ter-
rain to avoid U.S. military advantages and they operate in cities
because war, as a political phenomenon, is inherently about
people. As cities grow, many governments fail to provide adequate
security, employment, infrastructure, and services. Armed groups
will exploit popular disaffection and weak governance. Urban
areas become safe havens and support bases for terrorists, insur-
gents, or criminal organizations. Urban areas are potential scenes
formassatrocities. Enemies may use cities as launching platforms
forlong-range missiles that threaten allied as well as U.S. popula-
tions. Because urban environments degrade the ability to target
threats with precision, joint operations will require land forces
capable of operating in congested and restricted urban terrain (to
include subsurface, surface, supersurface) to defeat those threats.

9 Bailey et al., 2014.

10U.S. Army, The Megacity: Operational Challenges for Force 2025 and Beyond, Army Chief
of Staff’s Future Study Plan, Washington, D.C., 2014.
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... Operating in urban environments will require decentralized
combined arms and joint capabilities.

Thesheerscaleofthemodernurbanoperationschallengeisdaunt-
ing, however. Indeed, some have questioned why the Army was even
involved in studying megacities. Lexington Institute analyst Daniel
Gouré writes:

Proponents of the urban warfare concept like to reference the old
Willie Sutton explanation of his habit of robbing banks: “because
that’s where the money is.” Except that military operations in
megacities would be like trying to rob Fort Knox. Sure there is
lots of money in the vaults; but itis a loser’s game. The real ques-
tion the Army ought to be asking is this: if cities are strategi-
cally important, how can we influence and control them without
having to go downtown??

Why Go “Downtown”?

The reality is that the Army may have to “go downtown” in urban
areas in the future for a multitude of reasons. As the previous quota-
tions suggest, cities are important not only for the people who live
in them butalso for the governments of the countries in which they
reside. They offer potential for people. For the poor, cities offer places
tolive, even though oftentimes in squalor. Cities offer the potential for
wealthaccumulation, eventhough thataccumulation may beacquired
by only aselectfew. And sinceincities, from small tolarge, thereare
huge concentrations of human beings, governments tend to treat them
as important entities. Cities also offer the opportunity for individuals
and groups to use the urban environment to achieve aims and objec-
tives that can run counter to government authority and can challenge
efforts to maintain security and stability in a broader context. The U.S.

U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, The U.S. Army Operating Concept: Winina
Complex World, TRADOC Pamphlet 525-3-1, Fort Eustis, Va., 2014, p. 11.

12 See Daniel Gouré, “Why Isthe Army Planning to Fightin Megacities?” Lexington Insti-
tute, May 14, 2014.
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Army must think through the implications of the changed and chang-
ing urban and megacity challenges before it finds itself in these envi-
ronments. Critics of the United States” handling of the invasion of Irag,
for example, maintain that it would have been far better to study fight-
ing Baghdad before the invasion of Iraq in 2003, rather than after-
ward, given that it took some five years to stabilize Baghdad.

While the broad aspects of the implications of the urban environ-
ment are understood, what is missing is a framework that can guide
the development of concepts and technologies to operate successfully
in these complex and challenging environments.

Knowing the Nature of the Conflict You May Be In

The first step inunderstanding what might have to be doneinamegac-
ity is to understand the nature of the conflict: What is the problem the
US. Army will have to solve or contribute to solving? In his book Out
of the Mountains, David Kilcullen outlines several scenarios in which
conflicts could require military action:

* Humanitarian assistance, disaster relief, or noncombatant
evacuationoperations... thatescalateinto conflict.

* When governments are giving long-term assistance (send-
ing military advisors, special operations forces, law enforce-
ment support, or civilian development aid) to cities that are
experiencing conflict . .. [and] foreign advisors [are] being
kidnapped, held for ransom, or used as bargaining chips in
local conflicts, and . . . special operations forces [are] having
to go in and rescue them.

* Peacekeeping or peace enforcement. . .. Even where policy
makers’ intent is to resolve a conflict, monitor a truce, or
police a cease-fire, putting peacekeepers into an urban con-
flictzone amounts tolaying outan attractive array of targets
for terrorist groups, local insurgents, street gangs, organized
crime, or just commercial kidnapping networks, and this
canforce peacekeepersintocombatatshortnotice.

* Inconventional state-on-state war.. .. more orless hypo-
thetical cases of war with China, North Korea, or Iran —
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involve urbanized terrain, coastal cities, and constricted lit-
toral sea space.

Increasingly dense networks of connectivity among cities
and populations across the planet, expeditionary operations
(where the military goes overseas to fight) may bring retal-
iatory attacks in home territory —most probably, again, in
major cities — that will draw public safety organizations and
military forces into lethal situations in urban areas. There
have been several instances where members of immigrant
communities engaged in attacks against Western cities —
either ordered or indirectly inspired by nonstate armed
groupsintheir countries of origin....anincreasing threat
that we might call “diaspora retaliation.”*3

These scenarios are accounted for in Army doctrine and opera-
tional concepts in what is termed the range of military operations, which
broadly includes the following;:

* military engagement, security cooperation, and deterrence
* crisis response and limited contingency operations
' major operations and campaigns.4

However, Army urban operations doctrine (FM 3-06, Urban
Operations) does not discuss important recent urban combat expe-
riences in OIF —most notably the 2004 Battle of Fallujah, urban
combat operations in Tal Afar in 2005, and the 2008 Battle of Sadr
City (which occurred after the publication of the manual in 2006).
Thesebattles offer significantlessons for future urbancombat concepts
and technologies and are described in more detail later in this report.

The Army document that discusses urban tactics, techniques,
and procedures (Army Tactis, Techniques, and Procedures [ATTP]
3-06.11, Combined Arms Operations in Urban Terrain), while highly

13 Kjlcullen, 2013, pp. 265-268.

14 Army Doctrine Reference Publication (ADRP) 3-0, Unified Land Operations, Washing-
ton, D.C.: Headquarters, Department of the Army, May 16, 2012, p. 1-6. See also the table
on the same page that gives examples of military operations and their doctrinal references.
See also U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, 2014, p. 16.



14 Reimagining the Character of Urban Operations for the U.S. Army

detailed, does not contain case studies.’”Furthermore, the Army doc-
trine, as it should, discusses how the Army will use its existing tools to
operate, rather thanwhattechnologiesand conceptsitneedstodevelop
for the future. Indeed, none of the cases contained in Field Manual
(FM) 3-06, Urban Operations, approach the complexity and scale of
current and future megacities.1

Joint Publication (JP) 3-06, Joint Urban Operations, provides
generic descriptions of the urban environmentand several operational
considerations:

* Cities may reduce the advantages of the technologically
superior force;

* Ground operations can become manpower-intensive;

* Operations are time-consuming;

* Combat operationsin urban areas may resultinlarge ratios
of civilian to military casualties; and

Operationsconductedinurbanareasmayhavemorerestric-
tive operational limitations than operations elsewhere.!”

In addition,

Air operations must adapt to the unique urban environment. The
urban environment includes challenges such as combat identi-
fication, propensity for collateral damage, preservation of infra-
structure, restrictive rules of engagement, line of sight obstruc-
tions (to include targeting and communications), and freedom of
maneuver.

Operations in urban areas may occur within the context of a
campaign or major operation. The joint force commander (JFC)
will determine whether or not operating in an urban environ-
ment is essential for the conduct of the campaign or major opera-

15 ATTP 3-06.11, Combined Arms Operations in Urban Terrain, Washington, D.C.: Head-
quarters, Department of the Army, 2011.

16 EM 3-06, Urban Operations, Washington, D.C.: Headquarters, Department of the Army,
October 2006.

1771P3-06, Joint Urban Operations, Washington, D.C.: Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2013, pp. vii-viii.
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tionand, if so, where and when to conductjoint unified opera-
tions (JUOs).18

JP 3-06 continues by providing the “fundamentals in operations
in urban environments,” stating that:

The entire urban environment must be addressed simultane-
ously and systematically by applying power to disable hostile ele-
ments and enable those environmental elements that are essen-
tial to the city’s functioning. A comprehensive and systematic
approachrequires acombination of isolating, protective, improv-
ing, sustaining, persuasive, destructive, and disruptiveactions or
capabilities.!?

Quite simply, in the case of megacities, this prescription for opera-
tions may be beyond the capacity of the U.S. military in contested
operations. Additionally, this document makes a key assumption that
may not hold true in future urban operations:

Moreover, operations in urban terrain will confront joint force
commanders with a number of conundrums. The very density
of buildings and population will inhibit the use of lethal means,
given the potential for collateral damage and large numbers of
civilian casualties.?

The 2004 Battle of Fallujah, the Russian battles for Grozny, and
the U.S.-Iraqi 2008 Battle of Sadr City were urban operations that
show lethal means may be necessary to solve the problem presented
by the specific operation. Moreover, when considering the nature of
combat in the ongoing Russo-Ukrainian war, even the cases studies of
Sadr City and Fallujah have their limits, since American combat forces
did not face threat capabilities that are currently on display in eastern
Ukraine.

18 JP3-06, p. viii.
191P3-06, p. viii.
20 7P 3-06, p. I-4, quoting “The Joint Operating Environment,” 2010.
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What Do You Need to Know About the City?

Army doctrine views intelligence as a means to reduce uncertainty
in urban operations: “A thorough IPB [intelligence preparation of
the battlespace] of the urban environment can greatly reduce uncer-
tainty and contribute to mission success.”?Similarly, JP 3-06 advo-
cates a joint intelligence preparation of the operational environment
(JIPOE) based on a “systems perspective” to attain “a holistic view
that extends beyond the adversary’s military forces and other combat
capabilities within the operational area.”?Factors for consideration
include political, economic, special social and cultural considerations,
information considerations, infrastructure considerations, and “other
considerations: (physical factors, history, urban patterns and rhythms,
climate, weather, and water).”?Also, joint and Army doctrine imply
that this effort begins once planning for a specific operation has com-
menced and that the entire megacity or other large urban area should
be “understood” in order for the operate to succeed. Finally, a systems
approach implies that megacities share some similar characteristics,
and thatthe variables forunderstanding them have some universality.
An article written by members of CSA SSG team examining
megacitiesnoted thatwhile therearecertainly similartypes of systems
in megacities,

Whatemerged from our analysisis a typology ranging from cities
that are highly integrated (e.g. New York City or Tokyo) with
hierarchical governance and security systems, to cities that are
loosely integrated (e.g. Lagos, Nigeria or Dhaka, Bangladesh)
with alternatively governed spaces and security systems. Some
cities exhibit a combination of the two.*

21 ADRP 3-0, p. B-2.
227P 3-06, pp. 11-3-11-4.
2P 3-06, pp. 11-4-11-14.
24 Bailey et al., 2014.
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The article maintains that each megacity is unique and needs to be
understood individually. Indeed, there may be little similarity between
megacities, other than the qualification that they must have atleast
10 million occupants. The question then becomes how to deal with a
particular megacity.

Take, for example, Karachi in Pakistan. It has a population of
close to 24 million people, just slightly less than the entire country
of Iraq. To try to grasp this urban density, let's assume everyone who
works at the Pentagon took their immediate family to work with them
one day; you would need more than 300 of these Pentagons to get close
to mimicking just how many people live in Karachi. Living condi-
tions in Karachi are unfathomable to most Americans, who are accus-
tomed to space and sprawl. Yet Karachi is no slum and served for over
a decade as Pakistan’s capital. Karachi is a port town, the Hong Kong
or Tangier of South Asia—a place perpetually in motion, where who
or whatis “local” can be hard to define, given the import and export of
both goods and people. The mix of ethnicity also reflects the blend of
languages spoken in Karachi, as well as the numerous political parties
reigning over this megacity.

By comparison, consider Ramadi, Iraq, which could be thought
of as one of the last frontier towns of Al Anbar Province. Terrain west
of Ramadiisastraight, desert-laden dash to the border of Jordan or
Syria. But to think of Ramadi as a remote Wild West overlooks it as
both an urban population center and an Iraqi capital of provincial gov-
ernment. While census estimates have been hard to obtain in the past
decade, Ramadi is thought to contain about 500,000 residents, mainly
all from the same tribe. Demographically, Ramadi serves as a corner-
piece of the Sunni Triangle, and topographically, the Euphrates River
and its offshoot, the Ramadi Dam, triangulate the city. This geogra-
phy pushes the populace close to the government center, close to work,
and close to each other, without having to cross one of the few crucial
bridge spans connecting the region.

Against an enemy force that knows how to use urban terrain
and is willing to fight to achieve an objective, such cities present an
extremely challenging environmentformilitary forces toconduct oper-
ations. What is needed are forces that can integrate intelligence and
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operationsand are capable of conducting combined arms operations to
fight for information. Doing so develops situational understanding in
close contact with the enemy and civilian population.

Which Cities Matter, and How Do You Know?

Urbanization is on the rise, but the question for the Army is which
cities matter. Table 1.1 lists megacities (cities with populations over 10
million) as of 2015.

What is important about this table is the fact that the vast major-
ity of the listed megacities will not be combat challenges for the Army.
Several may provide humanitarian demands (e.g., Dhaka) or require-
ments forlarge-scalenoncombatantevacuation operations, butfew are
locations where the Army might have to fight. Furthermore, there are
cities thatare notmegacities thatare in countries where there are active
U.S. combat operations, e.g., Mosul in Iraq.

The Army’s shift to regionally aligned, globally engaged forces sup-
porting the geographic combatant commanders through the Region-
ally Aligned Forces concept offers an approach whereby Army com-
manders can begin to understand which cities are important in their
region as well as the nature of the problems they may present. Thisisa
central point: The city is not the problem, but the context within which
a problem resides. This understanding will enable operational planners
and the intelligence community to focus on providing “Phase Zero,”
or pre-battle, assessments and comprehensive planning thatis specific,
rather than generic. Understanding the specific city itself is only rel-
evantsofarasisneeded to address the problem thatresidesin thatcity.
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Megacities as of 2015
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Density
Land Area (population Density
Population (square persquare Land Area (population
Urban Area Estimate miles) mile) (km?) per km2)
Tokyo-Yokohama, 37,843,000 3,300 11,500 8,547 4,400
Japan
Jakarta, Indonesia 30,539,000 1,245 24,500 3,225 9,500
Delhi, India 24,998,000 800 31,200 2,072 12,100
Manila, Philippines 24,123,000 610 39,500 1,580 15,300
Seoul-Incheon, 23,480,000 875 26,800 2,266 10,400
South Korea
Shanghai, China 23,416,000 1,475 15,900 3,820 6,100
Karachi, Pakistan 22,123,000 365 60,600 945 23,400
Beijing, China 21,009,000 1,475 14,200 3,820 5,500
New York, United 20,630,000 4,495 4,500 11,642 1,800
States
Guangzhou- 20,597,000 1,325 15,500 3,432 6,000
Foshan, China
Sao Paulo, Brazil 20,365,000 1,045 19,500 2,707 7,500
Mexico City, 20,063,000 800 25,100 2,072 9,700
Mexico
Mumbai, India 17,712,000 211 83,900 546 32,400
Osaka-Kobe-Kyoto, 17,444,000 1,240 14,100 3,212 5,400
Japan
Moscow, Russia 16,170,000 1,800 9,000 4,662 3,500
Dhaka, Bangladesh 15,669,000 139 112,700 360 43,500
Cairo, Egypt 15,600,000 680 22,900 1,761 8,900
Los Angeles, 15,058,000 2,432 6,000 6,299 2,400
United States
Bangkok, Thailand 14,998,000 1,000 15,000 2,590 5,800
Kolkata, India 14,667,000 465 31,500 1,204 12,200
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Table 1.1—continued

Density
Land Area (population Density
Population (square per square Land Area (population

Urban Area Estimate miles) mile) (km?) per km?)
Buenos Aires, 14,122,000 1,035 13,600 2,681 5,300
Argentina
Tehran, Iran 13,532,000 575 23,500 1,489 9,100
Istanbul, Turkey 13,287,000 525 25,300 1,360 9,800
Lagos, Nigeria 13,123,000 350 37,500 907 14,500
Shenzhen, China 12,084,000 675 17,900 1,748 6,900
Rio de Janeiro, 11,727,000 780 15,000 2,020 5,800
Brazil
Kinshasa, 11,587,000 225 51,500 583 19,900

Democratic

Republic of Congo

SOURCE: “WORLD MEGACITIES: Urban Areas with More Than 10,000,000
Population,” from Demographia World Urban Areas, 2015.



CHAPTER THREE

Shrinking the Problem or Not: Lessons from Four
Urban Combat Operations

The previous chapter provided a framework for thinking about urban
combat, sketching out the challenges cities present and also indicating
some of the opportunities they contain. This chapter discusses four
examples of such combat: the Russian Army in Grozny in 1994 and in
1999, the U.S. Army in Mogadishu in 1993, the U.S. Army in Bagh-
dad in 2003, and the U.S. Army in Sadr City Baghdad in 2008.

If urban warfare is a possibility for the U.S. Army in the future, a
deeper understanding of past urban challenges and opportunities will
go a long way in developing concepts of operations that mitigate the
former and exploit the latter. When conceiving of military operations
inurban environments, the trick is to reduce the scope of the opera-
tional problem to make itmanageable. “Shrinking the problem” isa
metaphor for developing aconceptually appropriate way toreduce the
magnitude of an urban environment to the point where military forces
can exploit localized nuances to operational effect. These nuances
include, for example, the local drivers of conflict, the tactical firing
positions of urban dwellings, the will of the civilian population, and
the neighborhood itself, each of which can become a military force’s
greatest ally or worst foe.

The following four historical cases show in practice the meaning
of shrinking the operational problem — or not —for a military force
operating inurbanenvironments. These four historical cases shed light
on whether or not military forces operating in challenging urban envi-
ronments were able to shrink the magnitude of a city, large orsmall,

21
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downtoaneighborhood-sized problem through creative thinking that
produced effective operations.

One capability that stands out in each of the four cases for a
military force conducting operations in an urban environment is the
usefulness of mobile protected firepower. Although nota guarantor of
success in urban environments by any measure, armored forces offera
much greater probability of success than do ground forces that operate
without them.

U.S. and Other UN Military Forces in Mogadishu, 1993

The United Nations began a large-scale humanitarian relief operation
in1992to alleviate mass starvation and human suffering occurring
in Somalia after numerous warring clans ousted strong-arm President
Siad Barre. As a result of the power vacuum, competing clans began
fighting for control of highly coveted UN food supplies and distribu-
tion, resulting in 20,000 civilians killed and millions more caughtin
the middle of the crossfires.

The United States offered to assist UN efforts to ensure the deliv-
ery of humanitarian assistance. President George H. W. Bush antici-
pated little resistance and planned for limited objectives:

Our mission has a limited objective, to open the supply routes, to
getthefood moving, and to prepare the way fora U.N. peacekeep-
ing force to keep it moving. This operation is not open-ended. We
will notstay one day longer than is absolutely necessary.?

1 Richard W. Stewart, United States Forces, Somalia After Action Report and Historical Over-
view, The United States Army in Somalia, 1992-1994, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army, Center
of Military History, 2003, pp. 3-41; see also Associated Press, “Somalia’s Rivals Agreeona
Truce,” Los Angeles Times, February 15,1992.

2 “Mission to Somalia; Transcript of President’s Address on Somalia,” New York Times,
December 5, 1992.
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With this mindset, the United States went into Somalia with a mini-
mal amount of military power initially intended to assist in the distri-
bution of food supplies —not for combat operations.

Through the spring and summer of 1993, the U.S. deployed a task
force to Mogadishu made up of elements of a brigade combat team
(BCT) from the 10th Mountain Division and attached civil affairs and
support units. The U.S. task force worked in support of a Pakistani
brigade in Mogadishu tasked to maintain pressure against the clans-
men who were trying to disrupt supply lines.>The task force also acted
as an emergency response force that could move quickly and apply
air delivered firepower with its Cobra attack helicopters.Importantly,
however, the U.S. task force had no tanks or mechanized infantry:
“There were only eight tanks in Mogadishu. . .. They were old Ameri-
can tanks that had been given to the Pakistanis, and of those only four
were operational.”> The Malaysians also had wheeled armored person-
nel carriers, both of which proved invaluable in later fighting against
the clansmen.

AsU.S.and UN forces continued their effort to assist in humani-
tarian relief, they came in increasing contact with the warring clans,
which had lucrative interests in controlling the distribution of relief.¢
Clansmen fought using small arms, rocket-propelled grenades (RPGs),
at times light mortars, and from pickup trucks with mounted heavy-
caliber machine guns. Although these clansmen did not have sophis-
ticated organizational structures or C2, they fought tenaciously and
used the urban terrain in Mogadishu, which they knew well, to their
advantage.

By late spring 1993, the UN and the United States decided to step
up their military activity ina combat role against the clans, to bring
security and control to the country so that humanitarian relief could

3 Stewart, 2003, p. 30.
4 Stewart, 2003, pp. 6-7.

5 Public Broadcasting Service, “ Ambush in Mogadishu: Interview with General Thomas
Montgomery (Ret.),” Frontline, PBS.

6 Clayton Chun, Gothic Serpent: Black Hawk Down Mogadishu 1993, Oxford, UK:Osprey
Publishing, 2012, p. 23; Stewart, 2003, p. 5.
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proceed.”However, the military forces at the disposal of the UN did
not have the strength or, more important, the political will of the vary-
ing countries involved to see it through. UN military commanders on
the ground made consistent requests to UN Headquarters to solicit
other contributing nations to provide more armored forces. The ratio-
nale for the need for armored forces was quite simple: Armored forces
allowed freedom of movement in Mogadishu because the armor cre-
ated an overmatch in protection, mobility, and lethality that the lightly
armed clansmen could notmatch.®

Senior U.S. military commanders in Somalia agreed. As attacks
againstUNand U.S.forcesincreased inthe monthof July, U.S. politi-
cal leadership decided to add U.S. special operation forces, combined
withan Army Ranger company, toapply more targeted military power
against key clan leadership. Major General Thomas Montgomery, the
senior U.S. commander, requested a contingent of mechanized infan-
tryandanarmored taskforce. Thiswould enable freedom of movement
through the streets of Mogadishu and quick reaction force capabilities
when needed. But U.S. political leadership, still focused on playing
alimited and short-durationrole in Somalia, denied the request for
armored forces.®

Despite the lack of heavy armored support or any mobile pro-
tected firepower, on October 3, Special Operations Task Force (TF)
Rangerconducted araid thatinserted heliborne U.S. special operations
forces into one of the most heavily clan-defended areas of Mogadishu.
From a narrow special operations perspective, the operational plan was
well thought out, with a detailed sequencing of actions, from the seal-
ing of the compound where the clan leaders were located, to the heli-
borne insertion of the special operations forces, and to the extraction of
the prisonersbyamounted columnoflight-skinned Humvees manned

7 Stewart, 2003, p. 8.

8 Valerie J. Lofland, Somalia: U.S. Intervention and Operation Restore Hope, Maxwell Air
Force Base, Ala.: The Air University, 2002, p. 58; Stewart, 2003, pp. 6-7, 63-64.

9 Public Broadcasting Service, 2014.
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by the Rangers.""However, what was notimagined by the special oper-
ationsleadership was the need to have an extraction force made up not
of light-skinned Humvees but tanks and armored personnel carriers.
These forces had proved their worth in the preceding months to the
Pakistani leadership and senior U.S. leadership. U.S. planners for the
raid could have requested a responsive Pakistani reaction force linked
into the operational plan and placed on short notice alert. Alas, such
creative thinking was not to be, and TF Ranger soon discovered that
instead of shrinking the problem at hand down to aneighborhood,
they instead had seemingly the entire city to confront.

Although the special operations forces quickly captured a number
of high-level clan leaders, the extraction of those captives along with
thespecial operations forces proved to bea debacle. The plan for extrac-
tioncentered ona column of light-skinned Humvees manned by Army
Rangers to move through the city to the capture point and remove
them quickly back to the Ranger compound. But the capture point
was located in the main stronghold district for militia fighters. Almost
from the start, the unarmored Humvees took withering small arms,
machine gun, and RPG fire. The Somali clansmen, aided by civilians,
conducted swarm attacks and created roadblocks that prevented the
vehicles from reaching the capture site."The eventual shooting down
of two U.S. Blackhawk helicopters complicated the situation further.
The officer in charge of the mounted Ranger convoy of light-skinned
Humvees, Lieutenant Colonel Danny McKnight, had taken so many
casualties that he was unable to move to the crash site of one of the
downed helicopters to assist them, alerting the command helicopter
circling above him that he had taken “quite a few casualties. Getting to

10 Michael Gordon, “Details of U.S. Raid in Somalia: Success So Near, a Loss So Deep,”
New York Times, October 25,1993; Stewart, 2003, p. 8; and Lawrence Lyons and Ahmed L.
Samatar, State Collapse, Multilateral Intervention, and Strategies for Political Reconstruction,
Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 1995, p. 59.

11 David E. Johnson, Adam R. Grissom, and Olga Oliker, In the Middle of the Fight: An
Assessment of Medium-Armored Forces in Past Military Operations, Santa Monica, Calif.:
RAND Corporation, MG-709-A, 2008, p.134.
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the crash site will be awful tough. Are pinned down.”?The city map
in Figure 3.1 depicts the situation in Mogadishu. It shows the two heli-
copter crash sites in relation to the target objective and the disposition

Figure 3.1
Mogadishu Street Battle
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of enemy forces that cannibalized the streets inadvance of the U.S.and
UN forces sent to rescue the trapped soldiers.

After an intense 24-hour period of close combat, the Ranger
mounted and dismounted elements and, finally, supported by Paki-
staniarmor and mechanized forces and a smaller contingent of Malay-
sian mechanized infantry vehicles, extracted themselves from heavy
contact with Somali clansmen. By that point, 18 Army Rangers had
been killed and over 50 wounded in what turned out to be at that
time the most intense firefight involving U.S. combat forces since the
Vietnam War.®? Although the Rangers were a superbly trained and
equipped light infantry fighting force and inflicted heavy casualties
on the Somali clansmen, the lack of armored vehicles made it diffi-
cult to generate the kind of movement capability required to protect
and extract personnel from a “city that was shredding them block by
block.”14

The case of the U.S. Army inMogadishu shows that while ground
combat forces play a big role in reducing the operational problem in
an urban area down to a manageable level, so too do the strategic
and policy level decisions that put ground tactical forces into action.
Some of the decisions madein1993 by the U.S.and UN contributing
nations’ political leadership actually made the operational problem for
tactical forces unshrinkable. The political decision not to increase the
amount of armored forces for UN contributing states and the U.S. deci-
sion not to send tanks and mechanized fighting vehicles once ground
elements began sustained combat operations doomed those tactical
forces to dealing with a level of magnitude that they simply could not
handle. This is not to say that tactical needs must always trump politi-
cal goals, but rather that the two must integrate, and decisionmakers
must understand the operational and political objectives involved and
how policy decisions can impose limitations on achieving operational
objectives. Itis also the case that having U.S. armored forces in Soma-

13 Kilcullen, 2013, p-74.For additional details of the battle, see Bowden, 1999. See also
Kenneth Allard, Somalia Operations: Lessons Learned, Washington, D.C.: National Defense
University Press, 1995.

14 Bowden, 1999, p- 158.
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liawould have made the attainment of political goals there more likely.
Still, even with the political decision not to deploy U.S. armored forces
to Somalia, special operations and Ranger commanders on the ground
could have requested Pakistani armor and then had closely integrated
into the tactical plan. Therefore, imaginative thinking at the tactical
levelisalwaysanimperativein tough urban combat operations.

Russians in Grozny, 1994-1996, 1999-2000

Grozny |

In December 1994, a little more than a year after TF Ranger’s har-
rowing fight in Mogadishu, the Russian Army advanced on the city
of Grozny as part of a larger campaign to subdue the population and
wrest control of Chechnya from separatists fighting forindependence.
The battle for Grozny took over a year and a half to fightand ended ina
demoralizing ceasefire that favored the separatists. Grozny’s resistance
fighters mounted a robust defense, and having the home field advan-
tage enabled them to exploit their knowledge of the terrain and its pop-
ulation. While the separatists deserve much of the credit, a closer look
at the state of the Russian Army suggests that, in many ways, the Rus-
sians defeated themselves by oversimplifying the problem and underes-
timating their enemy’s will and capacity to fight the urban battle. This
mindset resulted in an ill-prepared Russian Army that enlarged the
operational problem rather than shrinking it.

The Russians glossed over many of the challenges of fighting the
urbanbattleand assumed (totheirregret) that the city of Grozny would
largely fall uncontested. The initial strategy called for a 6,000-troop-
strength force deployed in tanks and dismounted infantry to conduct
a show-of-force campaign to encircle the city and capture key govern-
ment buildings and other significant infrastructure.

What the Russians failed to appreciate was just how much the
urban environment favors the defender. Figure 3.2 depicts many of
the features of the urban landscape that enemy forces and sympathetic
locals who are familiar with the terrain can exploit, from attack posi-
tionsaboveand insidemultistory buildings tomaneuverroutesinsub-
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Figure 3.2
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terranean underground sewer systems below. These were locations that
Russian vehicles could not engage because their tank guns could not
elevate or depress sufficiently.

Additionally, as with the combat vehicles of most armies, Russian
vehicles were designed for head-to-head combat with other armored
vehicles, and what seemed to be reasonable design trade-offs about pro-
tection from top, side, and rear attacks were made toaccommodate
conventional challenges. Chechen fighters took advantage of these vul-
nerabilities in 1995. During the operations in Grozny in 1995, poorly
trained Russian soldiers had attempted to force a coup de main on the
city, relying heavily onarmored vehicles, including tanks. Yet, conven-
tional mechanized forces were no match for Chechen small guerrilla
units that could fire off a few rounds and quickly drive off to avoid
counterfire. Thecity’snarrow, winding streetsenabled sniperstotarget
and immobilize the front and rear vehicles of Russian tank columns,
rendering the middle vehicles easy prey for RPGs. Additionally, the
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main guns of the tanks could not elevate or decline enough to engage
and counterattack theserebel positions.’>As aresult, the Russian Army
struggled and ultimately failed to control the outer layers of Grozny on
the way to the city center, enabling resistance fighters to maneuver and
resupply as needed.

The Russians did not conduct a rigorous IPB, which would have
highlighted such critical nuances about the urban terrain. Italso would
haverevealed the proliferation of RPGs and anti-aircraft weapons and
talented snipers, and the enemy’s proclivity and acumen for ambush
warfare. Additionally, the lack of an adequate IPB produced infantry
soldiers unfamiliar with the language and indifferent to local culture.
Soldiers stole food and ignored religious sensitivities, which insulted
localsand turned a passive populationintoactive supportersand fight-
ers for the resistance.’®

Training was a particular weakness. The Russian Army had not
held a divisional or regimental field exercise since 1992. What training

had occurred was primarily focused on preparing soldiers for “when
the Cold War turned hot,” across the open terrain of Eastern Europe
rather than the urban environment. Less than 5 percent of training
focused on fighting in an urban terrain. “For many, thesole prepara-
tion for the urban mission was an institutional pamphlet on urban
combat. .. printed in such small numbers that troops had to share.”"

Additionally, commanders cobbled together ad hoc units that
lacked discipline and cohesion. For example, the fighting forces con-
sisted of inexperienced conscripts who refused to dismount to prevent
resistance fighters from targeting their armored vehicles” weak spots
(fuel cells, engines, the top, rear, and sides, rather than the fortified
front armor). Additionally, soldiers were drawn from myriad entities
(Ministry of Defense, Ministry of Internal Affairs, Federal Security

15 Olga Oliker, Russia’s Chechen Wars 1994-2000: Lessons from Urban Combat, Santa
Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MR-1289-A, 2001, pp. 10-14; Lester Grau, “Russian
Urban Tactics: Lessons from the Battle for Grozny,” Strategic Forum,No. 38, July 1995, p.3.

16 Lester W.Grau and Timothy L. Thomas, “Russian Lessons Learned From the Battles for
Grozny,” Marine Corps Gazette, April 2000; Grau, 1995, p. 2.

17 Oliker, 2001, p- 8-9.
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Service, and local Russian loyalists), which confused C2 authorities
and created interoperability problems. Units that had not trained
together were unfamiliar with each other's communication procedures,
which led to unsecure communication channels that enabled separat-
ists to overhear tactical planning and insert disinformation that had
Russian assets targeting their own forces. In one telling example, a
Russian tank unitengaged witha Russian motorized rifle unit during a
six-hour battle before they identified each other as friendlies. Estimate
suggeststhat60 percentof Russiancasualties were self-inflicted.'®

The Russians showed little regard for the unique challenges the
urban environment presented for air assets. Prior to the December
advance, Russian Defense Minister General Pavel Grachev boasted
that he could easily take Grozny in a couple of hours with one airborne
regiment. But aircraft were vulnerable to anti-aircraft weapons (SA-7s
and SA-14s), and poor weather conditions exacerbated the problem.
Evenwhencleared, airassets found itdifficult to penetrate targets with
surveillance systems that were better suited for intelligence gathering
over open terrain.”

TheRussianseventually madeacomeback, butonlyafterachange
in command and the new leadership’s willingness to shift tactics. By
mid-January 1995, Russia surged its troop strength in Chechnya to
30,000, with many concentrated near Grozny. The reinforcements
included specialized assault detachments with experience in hand-to-
hand combat. Equipment improved and included secure communi-
cations capabilities, all of which increased the mobility and lethality
of the offensive. It also enabled the Russians to capture and hold key
infrastructure and to destroy the presidential palace.

Russian forces were never able to fully seal off the city, however,
which enabled the separatists to simply blend back into the popula-

18 Oliker, 2001, p- 20; Johnson, Grissom, and Oliker, pp. 16, 120; Grau and Thomas, 2000;
Grau, 1995, p. 1. Gregory ]. Celestan, Wounded Bear: The Ongoing Russian Military Opera-
tion in Chechnya, Fort Leavenworth, Kan.: Foreign Military Studies Office Publications,
August 1996.

19 Mark Galeotti, Russia’s Wars in Chechnya, 1994-2009, Oxford, UK: Osprey Publish-
ing, 2014, p.32; Celestan, 1996; Michael Coffey, “Military Learning Between the Chechen
Wars,” Journal of Russian and Asian Studies, October 24, 2006.
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tion, ready to fight another day. They did so on multiple occasions over
the course of the next year. Russians suffered hundreds of casualties
in towns they thought they had already captured, only to find that
the resistance had shifted tactics, engaging in high-profile kidnappings
and terrorist attacks. By August 1996, a demoralized Russian force
negotiated a ceasefire settlement and relinquished de facto control to
the resistance.

During the first battle for Grozny, the Chechen separatists had no
choice other than to shrink the problem down to the neighborhood.
However, they managed to turn that problem into a defensible solution
againstanenemy thathad largely discounted much of the complexities
of fighting the gritty urban fight. But the Russians demonstrated an
impressiveability tolearn from theirmistakes overthenextfew years.?

Grozny Il

In the second battle for Grozny (1999-2000), the Russian attack-
ers faced well-prepared, committed defenders who had gone to simi-
larlengths as the first battle to prepare fora Russian return. Analyst
Timothy L. Thomas described the extensive preparations made by the
Chechen rebels as the Russians approached the city in 1999:

The Chechen force had two months to prepare the city and they
constructed a number of ambush points. The rebels had two
defense lines, with the least-skilled personnel in the front. Snip-
ers occupied roofs and upper floors of buildings, controlling dis-
tant approaches to specific intersections. They attempted to draw
the Russians outinto the street. . .. Snipers also could be found
in trenches and under concrete slabs that covered basements.
These slabs could be raised with car jacks when Russian forces
approached, provideambush firing positions, and then drop back
down. The attacking Russian force struggled to discern what was
merely rubble and what was a kill zone. . ..

20 Foran excellent historical overview of urban combat and the need for armored, mecha-
nized forces, see Louis A. DiMarco, Concrete Hell: Urban Warfare from Stalingrad to Iraq,
London: Osprey Publishing, 2012.
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The Chechens used the trenches to move between houses and as
sniper positions. As the Russianforce focused on the tops of build-
ings or on windows, they were often attacked from the trenches,
asortofattack by misdirection. The Chechensstated thatin the
city they did not use body armor because it slowed them down, or
tracers, whichrevealed their positions too precisely....

Finally, the impressive mobility of the Chechen force included
escape routes from firing positions, interconnected firing posi-
tions and again the sewer network to move about the city. Report-
edly a computer in Grozny kept track of everyone in the city and
other areas of Chechnya whoreported in by radio. Russian forces
especially feared the nighttime, when the Chechens would move
against and reclaim abandoned positions. The Chechen force
allegedly used chlorine and ammonia bombs, set oil wells on fire
to obscure fields of vision and rigged entire building complexes
with explosives. . ..

The Chechens boarded up all first-story windows and doors,
makingitimpossible to simply walk into a building. While trying
to climb ladders or knock in doorways, Russian soldiers became
targets for Chechen snipers positioned on upper floors. Report-
edly the Chechens were divided into 25-man groups that were
subdivided into three smaller groups of eight each that tried to
stay close to the Russian force (again, “hugging” the Russian
forceas during the1995battle tominimize the Russianartillery
effort).?!

As one Russian commander noted about the quality of his adversary
during the 1999 battle for Grozny, “a Chechen company can match
head for head a Russian brigade.”?That said, the Russians had learned
from the debacle of their operations in Grozny in 1995and approached
the challenge much differently the second time around. Russian forces
improved their strategic odds of victory by focusing on tactical compe-
tency. For example, unlike the first war, the Russians were now carry-

21 Thomas, 2000.
22 Thomas, 2000.
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ing out predeployment reconnaissance at the granular level, leveraging
language interpreters and intelligence gleaned from Chechen loyalists.
This tactic played arolein the Russian military’s ability to advance
largely uncontested through the outer villages surrounding Grozny.?
Within Grozny, military planners divided the city into 15 sec-
tors toidentify enemy strongpoints, underground corridors, and arse-
nals.Indoingso, planners gained a better understanding of the vertical
dimensions of urban fighting in Grozny, with its high-rise build-
ingsand basement bunkers. Instead of trying tostorm the city, they
essentially besieged it with 50,000 troops and employed a deliberate
approach to systematically destroy the some 4,000 rebels still in the
city.#Grozny was also subjected to an unrelenting air campaign. The
objective of theair campaignwas“demoralizing the will of the popula-
tions to resist and the complete ruination of the internal infrastructure
of Chechnya. ... Targetsincluded dams, weirs, water distributions
systems, fuel dumps, oil installations, the telephone system, and the
electricity supply system.”?Essentially, Grozny was a “freefire zone.”%
Instead of trying to storm the city with poorly trained troops, the
Russians relied principally on fires directed by reconnaissance units,
either mounted in the PRP-4 artillery reconnaissance variant of the
BMP infantry fighting vehicle or dismounted teams, to destroy rebel
positions and fighters. Ground force “storm teams” followed up after
rebelshad beensuppressed. Tanks, unlikein 1995, largely stayed outof
the city, instead providing stand-off direct fires out of the range of the
threat of Chechen rebel RPGs and other weapons.” When tanks were
brought into the city, they

were there to follow and support the storm detachments rather
than to lead. Armored vehicles moved through the city sur-

2B Grau and Thomas, 2000; Oliker, 2001, pp. 14, 52; Coffey, 2006.
24 Thomas, 2000.

% Richard D. Wallwork, Artillery in Urban Operations: Reflections on Experiences in Chech-
nya, thesis, U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, 2004, p. 51.

26 Thomas, 2000.
27 Thomas, 2000.
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rounded by the dismounted infantry of the attack group. The
vehicles could thus effectively engage enemy snipers and auto-
maticriflemeninthe buildings that the attack troops could not
reach, while being protected by the infantry who would keep the
enemy from coming close enough to the armor to destroy it.?

From1999through 2000, the Russianslostjustonetankand had
lower friendly fire casualties, suggesting that they figured out how to
better coordinate ground operations between tanks and infantry and
between ground forces and preceding artillery and airpower.? Equally
important in Grozny II was the decision of the Russian high com-
mand to use its mobile protected firepower assets to essentially sur-
round the city using firepower to reduce the enemy force inside while
conducting only limited armored raids into the city. The Russians used
the full range of their conventional capabilities, including combat
aviation, mortars (including the 252 250mm Tyulpan self-propelled
mortar), artillery (122mm and 152mm), rockets (Smerch 300mm,
Uragan 220mm, and TOS-1 220mm), and SCUD, S5-1, and SS5-21
missiles.* Artillery accounted for some 70 percent of fire missions; avi-
ation 30 percent.

Russian artillery systems that showed particular utility were the
254 and the TOS-1.The 254 was useful because of its heavy warhead
and precision-guided 276 pound Smel chak (Daredevil) round. Italso
has special munitions, e.g., concrete-piercing. The Russians had learned
in Afghanistan that medium artillery (122mm and 152mm) were often
noteffective against mujahideen strongholds. They faced similar chal-
lenges in Chechnya in the mountains and in Grozny, because “152 mil-
limeter ammunition does not have the ability to achieve many of the
missions of heavier ammunition because of its low explosive content

28 Oliker, 2001, p. 45.

29 QOliker, 2001, p- 47

30 Wallwork, 2004, pp. 52, 68.
31 Wallwork, 2004, pp. 65-70.
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and low mass, regardless of the numbers used.”*Quite simply, strong
targets required large projectiles to defeat and frequently as well high-
angle fire because of the location of target in mountains or cities.®

The TOS-1 Buratino is a 30-barrel 200mm multiple rocket
launcher mounted on a T-72 tank chassis observed fire system with
arange, depending on model, of between 3.5 and 5 kilometers and
a minimum range of 400 meters. The rockets have thermobaric war-
heads, and “[t]he zone of destruction from a Buratino salvo is 200 x
400 meters.”*The weapon’s characteristics made it particularly effec-
tive in Grozny:

The thermobaric warhead is filled with a combustible liquid.
Theliquid is mostlikely filled with powdered tetranite. When
the warhead explodes, the liquid is vaporized creating an aerosol
cloud. When the cloud mixes with oxygen, it detonates, first cre-
ating a high temperature cloud of flame followed by a crushing
overpressure.®

The Russians also used thermobaric weapons in the close fight in
the form of the RPO-A Schmel (Bumblebee).

Another veteran of Afghanistan, the RPO-A flamethrower is a
shoulder-fired, single-shot, disposable weapon with a maximum
range of 1,000 meters, a maximum effective range of 600 meters
and a minimum range of 20 meters. ... The RPO-A is best used
as a bunker buster. Its two-kilogram warhead readily knocks out
bunkers and strongpoints.3

32 Quoted in Wallwork, 2004, pp. 65-67; the citation given in Wallwork is A. F. Bula-
tov,S.V.Lomanchenko,andS. L. Gavrilovich, “Heavy Artillery: Notes on the Evolution,”
Voennaia Mysl (Military Thought).

33 Lester W.Grau, “The High-Precision Tulip: Development and Combat Employment of
the Soviet Laser-Guided Mortar Round,” no date; Wallwork, 2004, pp. 65-67.

34 Lester W. Grau and Timothy Smith, “A “Crushing’ Victory: Fuel-Air Explosives and
Grozny 2000,” Marine Corps Gazette, August2000.

35 Grau and Smith,2000.
36 Grau and Smith,2000.
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The implications of thermobaric weapons are significant, as analysts
Lester Grau and Timothy Smith note:

a thermobaric strike on a unit in an urban fight is likely to be
very bloody. Those personnel caught directly under the aerosol
cloud will die from the flame or overpressure. For those on the
periphery of the strike, the injuries can be severe. Burns, broken
bones, contusions from flying debris and blindness may result.
Further, the crushing injuries from the overpressure can create
airembolism within blood vessels, concussions, multiple internal
hemorrhages in the liver and spleen, collapsed lungs, rupture of
the eardrums and displacement of the eyes from their sockets.
Displacement and tearing of internal organs can lead to perito-
nitis [sic]. Most military medics are well trained in stopping the
bleeding, protecting the wound and treating for shock. Many of
theinjuries caused by thermobaric weapons areinternal and may
not be initially noticed by the medic or doctor.?”

The TOS-1 and missile strikes, aside from physical damage, also
had a psychological effect on the Chechen rebels:

Inasurprising and threatening move, the federal forces relied
heavily on fuel-air explosives and tactical missiles (SCUD and
SCARAB). These systems suppressed the Chechens both phys-
ically and psychologically and these assets were used to attack
fighters hiding in basements. Such fire strikes were designed for
maximum psychological pressure—to demonstrate the hope-
lessness of further resistance against a foe that could strike with
impunity and that was invulnerable to countermeasures. The

37 Grau and Smith, 2000. As described by Lester W.Grau, “Underground Combat: Stereo-
phonic Blasting, Tunnel Rats and the Soviet-Afghan War,” Engineer, November 1998, the
Soviets employed thermobaric weapons for subterranean operations in Afghanistan, and the
mujahideen used

the extensive underground karez (manmade water system). . .. Some of these karez
stretch for several kilometers underground. . . . they are ready-made shelters from bomb-
ing and artillery attacks. The guerrillas would dig caves in the sides of the shafts to hide
weapons and themselves and use the karez tunnel network to move undetected to and
from ambush sites and attack positions.
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TOS-1, heavy flame system, (a multiple rocket launcher mounted
on a T-72 tank chassis) played a particularly prominent role as a
terror weapon.3®

The Russians also employed information operations much more
effectively in 1999. They controlled the message, as noted by Russian
reporter Andrey Soldatov:

Whereas during the first Chechen campaign the majority of tele-
vision reports and newspaper articles were couched in terms of
sympathy with the rebel republic, this time the situation is the
absolute opposite. Ruthless censorship is not letting Wahhabist
propaganda getthrough. .. battlereports from Basayev, Khattab,
and their minions, interviews with guerrillas —items given high-
profile coverage on all channels during the last war — are now
banned.*

The Russians were therefore able to maintain public support for
the war in Chechnya.

Information operations (IO), albeit of a different nature, were
employed by Coalition forces in Fallujah. The Coalition IO campaign
focused on

“creating additional ‘maneuver’ room for combat operations in
Fallujah” ... by countering the enemy IO, and conducting IO
shaping operations to “build a strong base of support for combat
operations in advance of the operation.” . . . [This included] a
robust media embed program.*°

38 Thomas, 2000.

% Timothy L. Thomas, “Information Warfare in the Second (1999-) Chechen War: Moti-
vator for Military Reform?” in Anne C. Aldis Roger N. McDermott, eds., Russian Military
Reform 1992- 2002, London: Frank Cass, 2003.

40 William Knarr, Robert Castro, and Dianne Fuller, The Battle for Fallujah Al Fajr — the
Myth-Buster, IDA Paper P-4455, Arlington, Va.: Institute for Defense Analysis, 2009, p.52,
quoting LTG Thomas Metz and LTC James Hutton, “Massing Effects in the Information
Domain: A Case Study in Aggressive Information Operations,” Military Review, May-June
2006, p. 6.
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The Russians also used psychological operations to convince civil-
ianstoleave Grozny and toencourage Chechenrebel fighterstosurren-
der. They also used “reflexive control operations” to deceive the rebels.
A famous case is recounted by analyst Timothy Thomas:

Another reflexive control operation was the Russian attempt to
convince Chechen defenders that they might safely withdraw
southwesterly from the city under the cover of darkness. The
Russians achieved their goal using fake radio nets purposely left
open to the Chechen force and over which they communicated
this vulnerability openly. Inreality, the Russians were waiting for
and crippled the withdrawing Chechens with mines and block-
ing forces.4!

In the 1999 battle, the Russians employed Chechen fighters
aligned with them under former Grozny Mayor Bislan Gantamirov as
fighters and as a valuable source of human intelligence, a

practice which overcame many problems associated with tactics
and language in the city. Chechen combatants friendly to the fed-
eral cause and led by Gantamirov could talk with the local popu-
lation and get intelligence on the rebel positions and dispositions.
Chechen human intelligence often proved more valuable than
Russian signal intelligence.*?

The Russians themselves were also far better prepared in 1999
than they had been in 1995. Lieutenant General Gennadiy N. Troshev,
first deputy commander of the Combined Troop (forces) Grouping,
noted:

planners “painstakingly studied not only the streets and the
routes of approach to some regions of the city, butalso to all its
public utilities. We raised all of the archives, found maps . ..
based onthem we determined where thesewagelinesareand how
and wheretheheatinglinesgo...therearelabyrinthsastallasa

41 Thomas, 2000.
42 Thomas, 2000.
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man and 2 to 3 meters wide. Therefore, before we began to storm
thecity,combatengineersand reconnaissance personnel wentout
to these public utilities.”*

Finally, the Russians learned from 1995 that

The psychological impact of high intensity urban combatis so
intense that you should maintain a large reserve that will allow
you to rotate units in and out of combat. If you do this, you can
preserve a unit for afairly long time. If you don't, once it gets used
up,itcan’tberebuilt.... Trainingand disciplineare paramount.
You can accomplish nothing without them. You may need to do
the training in the combat zone. Discipline must be demanded.
Once it begins to slip, the results are disastrous.*

Thus, with better tactics and imaginative planning along with
coordination of arms, the Russian Army was able to maintain a free-
dom of movement that it could not muster during the 1994-1995 war.
While sporadic firefights broke out occasionally, the resistance even-
tually diminished in manpower and supplies and was never able to
mount the same level of fight it once had. The fight for Grozny offi-
cially came to a close with a Russianvictory.

3ID Armored Raids on Baghdad, April 5 and 7,2003

U.S. forces made maximum use of combined arms operations during
the 2003 invasion into Iraq. Two “thunder run” armored raids on
Baghdad in early April 2003 stand out as relevant examples. The raids
were launched because the 3rd Infantry Division (3ID), which spear-
headed the invasion of Iraq only three weeks earlier alongside the 1st
Marine Division, had established positions around the outskirts of

4 QOleg Falichev, ““There Is Not and Will Not Be Any Mercy for the Bandits,” Lieutenant
General Gennadiy N. Troshev Answers Krasnaya Zvezda’s Questions,” Krasnaya Zvezda,
February 1, 2000, p. 1, cited in Thomas, 2000.

44 Grau and Thomas, 2000.



Shrinking the Problem or Not: Lessons from Four Urban Combat Operations 41

Baghdad by the 2nd of April. The original plan for the invasion had
the 3ID and Marinesisolating Baghdad by surrounding it, assuming at
some point that the Saddam regime would collapse. The armored raids
carried out by the Second Brigade Combat Team (2BCT) of the 3ID,
although not a part of the original operational plan, were ultimately
designed to try to hasten that collapse by showing Iragis in Baghdad
and the remaining government officials that the United States could
enter Baghdad at will.#

Baghdad in April2003 was a city of about3 million people.*As
Figure3.3illustrates, alarge part of the city’s population at the time
wasof theShiasectand lived onthe easternsideof the Tigris Riverin
the Sadr City district. Saddam’s Sunni sect made up certain key dis-
tricts in the western half of the city; other districts in western Baghdad
had districts with a mixture of Shia and Sunni sects.

The buildings in Baghdad were generally one- to three-story build-
ings, similar in certain ways to what the UN military forces faced in
Mogadishu in 1993. The Karkh area abutting the western bank of the
Tigris was the only area with tall skyscraper-like buildings. Although
Baghdad, like the rest of Iraq, had modern infrastructure, the U.S.
invasion in 2003, coupled with the previous decade of sanctions and
sporadic U.S. air attacks, had destroyed much of the infrastructure.

In 2003, the enemy was a mix of Saddam regime paramilitary
fighters (the fedayeen), who used guerrilla-like tactics to confront the
Americansasthey approached Baghdad. Combined with thefedayeen
were remnants of the Iraqi Army that, unlike most of their brethren,
had not simply melted away in the face of the U.S. onslaught. There
werealsoa growing number of foreign fighters who came toIraq to
fightthe Americans.# The enemyin Baghdad wasinsomewayssimilar

45 Gregory Fontenot, E.]. Degen, and David Tohn, On Point: The United States Armyin
Operation Iraqi Freedom, Annapolis, Md.: Naval Institute Press, 2005, p. 336.

46 Bruce R. Pirnie and Edward O’ Connell, Counterinsurgencyin Iraq (2003-2006): Counter-
insurgency Study-Volume 2, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-595/3-OSD,
2008, p. 41.

47 Michael Gordon with Douglas Jehl, “ After the War: Militants; Foreign Fighters Add to
Resistancein Iraq, U.S. Says,” New York Times, June 22, 2003; Pirnie and O’ Connell, 2008,
p. 9; and Fontenot, Degen, and Tohn, 2005, p. 152.
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Figure 3.3
Baghdad Ethnic Breakdown in 2003
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towhat the Rangers and other UN forces faced in Mogadishu ten years
earlier, in thatthey were mostly dismounted; used small arms, machine
guns, and RPGs; and were able to emplace obstacles and mines on
roadways. Unlike Mogadishu, however, in 2003 in Baghdad the popu-
lation itself seemed mostly noncommittal and did not integrate into
the fighting action as the Somalis did ten years earlier. It is also impor-
tant to note that even though the enemy the 2BCT faced in the two
Thunder Runs was made up of tenacious and at times competent fight-
ers,itdid nothave an organized mechanized, armored defense.
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The first armored raid occurred on April 5. It was carried out by
a tank battalion task force with tanks, mechanized infantry and engi-
neers, mortars, and other supporting elements. The unit's method was
to move north toward Baghdad along Highway 8, then, once entering
into the center of the city, to turn west along the airport road and even-
tually link up with another 3ID BCT guard at the large Baghdad air-
portcomplex. The aim was to test the defenses of Baghdad to see what
kind of resistance the enemy would offer. The task force was trimmed
down to bare essentials, only fighting elements with medical support —
all other logistical elements were left behind. The April 5 raid encoun-
tered stiff resistance from dismounted fighters in dug-in positions using
RPGs and machine guns. As the task force approached the southern
edge of Baghdad, it received RPG fire and had one tank disabled and
its tank commander killed. Even in the face of this resistance, the task
forcemoved fairly easily ontoits objective of reaching the airport.*

The April 5raid showed whatan armored column inan urban
environment moving quickly with protection and firepower could
accomplish, especially against mostly light infantry defenders. One can
imagine how that raid might have turned out with only light infantry
mounted in thin-skinned Humvees. Instead of taking only about four
hours to reach their objective, as the armored task force actually did,
a light infantry force mounted in Humvees and supported by air and
artillery would have invariably taken much longer and suffered much
higher casualties. The nature of fighting and the amount of casualties
would have been much different if the enemy had tanks and mecha-
nized infantry fighting vehicles.

Based on the tactical success of the April 5raid, a decision was
made to launch another armored raid by 2BCT into Baghdad on
April7.Butthistime, instead of araid thathad astarting pointwithin
afriendly assembly areaand anending pointinanother friendly assem-
bly area, the objective for the April 7raid would be to pierce the heart
of Baghdad by occupying the regime’s key governmental facility in
the city’s center. Theriskiest component of the raid was notsomuch

48 RAND interview withGeneral David Perkins, July 21,2015;Fontenot, Degen,and Tohn,
2005, pp. 331-355.
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reaching the city center and seizing it, but staying there and receiving
resuppliesonarouteinfested withlightinfantry fighters.+

The BCT moved in a way that enabled its fighting battalions,
consisting of tanks and mechanized infantry supported by mortars,
engineers, and air and artillery fire support, to drop off company-size
elements to secure the key points along the route. The lead task force
departed at 6 a.m. in the morning and by 1 p.m. in the afternoon
had itsleading elements securing the key government buildings in the
city center. One senior noncommissioned officer with prior experience
in Mogadishu recognized that he needed more than a light-skinned
Humvee for mobility, so he commandeered anarmored recovery vehi-
cle from the battalion maintenance point and used it to move around
the battlefield.®® After receiving positive reports from subordinate
units, the BCT commander decided to stay. It was at that point that
the removal of the regime had been made clear and the occupation of
Baghdad and the rest of Iraq had begun.

The fighting that occurred on the second raid of April 7 con-
firms again the importance of armored forces using mobile protected
firepower. The enemy resistance put up a defense similar to the way
the Somali clansmen fought the Rangers and special operations forces
in Mogadishu on October 3, 1993. Whereas in the latter the lack of
armored forces created a problem that was in effect as large as the city
itself, the armored raids in Baghdad on 5 and 7 April shrunk the prob-
lem down to manageable proportions.

Itis important to note that, unlike in Grozny and Mogadishu,
the enemy inIraq did not take advantage of the urban terrain. Their
defense appeared poorly coordinated and executed with defecting per-
sonnel, hastily laid mines, and roadblocks.? Events unfolding in Sadr
City five years later suggest that fighters in Iraq were learning how to
leverage the urban terrain to greater effect, but so were U.S. and Iraqi
partner forces.

49 Fontenot, Degen, and Tohn, 2005, pp. 34-39.
50 Perkins, 2015; Fontenot, Degen, and Tohn, 2005, pp. 351,368
51 Fontenot, Degen, and Tohn, 2005, p. 352. See also Pirnie and O’Connell, 2008, p. 7.
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41D in Sadr City, 2008

The battle for Sadr City in 2008 was part of a broader surge aimed at
establishing stability and security in Baghdad following the collapse
of the Saddam Hussein regime. Major General Joseph Fil, Jr., com-
mander of Multi-National Division-Baghdad (MND-B), outlined the
overall plan in February 2007. The “Baghdad Security Plan” called for
clearing out extremist elements entrenched in the districts surround-
ing Baghdad, followed by joint U.S./Iraqi patrols to maintain control
of the streets, then a formal transition to Iraqicontrol, with U.S. con-
tinued assistance inreconstruction and development projects. The aim
wastoensure thatoncesecurity was established, the population would
remain invested in the fledgling government’s new vision for Iraq.>

Sadr City was a critical component of this strategy. Half the
size of Manhattan, its streets were lined with machine shops, facto-
ries, and warehouses; buses, cars, and tractor trailers clogged passage
in and around the city. The neighborhoods mainly consisted of two-
or three-story buildings laid out in flat desert street grids and narrow
alleyways. The Saddam government provided a minimal level of gov-
ernment services and had allowed militant groups and other crimi-
nal organizations to operate with impunity. Many of its 2.4 million
people were impoverished, disenfranchised, and subjected to sectar-
ian violence, rampant criminality, and corruption. Radical Shia leader
Mogtada al-Sadr’s national political movement was an active partic-
ipant in such illicit activities. Al-Sadr’s movement also spawned the
paramilitary wing Jaish al-Mahdi (JAM). JAM filled the governmen-
tal void by adjudicating disputes, administeringjustice,and providing
basic essential services. But those services came at a price, as al-Sadr’s
organization employed its own brand of violence and crime to control
the streets and intimidate the district’s inhabitants.®

52 David E. Johnson, M. Wade Markel, and Brian Shannon, The 2008 Battle of Sadr City:
Reimagining Urban Combat, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-160-A, 2013,

pp- 7-8.
53 Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, p. 9; see also Christopher O. Bowers, “Future

Megacity Operations — Lessons from Sadr City,” Military Review, May-June 2015, pp. 9-10;
Michael Knights, “No Go No More: The Battle for Sadr City,” Jane’s Intelligence Review,
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Al-Sadr also aimed to demonstrate his expanding influence. In
March 2008, JAM forces overran a series of security checkpoints and
firedanonslaughtofrocketsand mortarsintothe International (Green)
Zone, hometonational governmentofficesand foreignembassies. The
purposewastochallenge theauthority of thenational governmentand
send amessagethatthenew governmentwasincapable of establishing
and maintainingasecure and stable environmentfor the Iraqi people.>*

OnMarch 25, the al-Maliki government authorized U.S.and Iragi
forces to stop the rocket attacks and defeat the militants in Sadr City.
Colonel John Hort, commander of the 3rd Brigade Combat Team,
4th Infantry Division (3-4 BCT), developed a course of action that
aimed to clear and hold enemy launch sites. The original operational
concept envisioned acombined arms maneuver campaign employing
Stryker light infantry forces supported by an employment of techno-
logical assets.?

As Figure 3 4 illustrates, 3-4 BCT and Iraqi elements drawn from
its 11th Division ground maneuver units set up a forward defense in
the southern quarter of the city as part of “Operation Striker Denial”
to stop mortar and rocket fire on the Green Zone further south. The
Green Zone was at the maximum range of JAM’'s weapons. Pushing
back the group’s area of operations would therefore significantly reduce
the effectiveness of their attacks. U.S. forces had to consider the ene-
my’s capabilities (automatic weapons, .50-caliber sniper rifles, impro-
vised explosive devices [IEDs], RPGs, and SA-7 portable air defense
systems) and how the city’s urban terrain facilitated the group’s opera-
tions.**While armored combat platforms afforded significant lethality,
survivability, and mobility, the urban terrain proved formidable. The
3-4 BCT carried out initial engagements in Stryker vehicles (medium
armored forces), but these vehicles, with their lack of armored protec-
tion, fell victim to RPG attacks launched from the city’s low-rise build-

Vol. 20, No. 7, July 2008; and International Crisis Group, Iraq’s Civil War, the Sadrists and
the Surge, Middle East Report No. 72, February 7,2008, p. 6.

54 Knights, 2008.
55 Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, p.24
56 Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, p-47.
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Figure 3.4
Sadr City
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ings and IEDs hidden under trash-piled streets. The city’s small, clut-
tered alleys also significantly restricted the movement of the Stryker
vehicles, which have a wide and large turning radius.” The 1st Squad-
ron, 2nd Stryker Cavalry Regiment (1-2SCR) lost six Strykervehicles

57 Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, p- 20.
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within the first week of the fight.**U.S. forces broughtinM1 Abrams
tanks and M2 Bradley fighting vehicles that survived the IED and
RPG assaults.”

To make up for some of these weaknesses, the operation took
advantage of significant leaps in technological advancements. These
advances featured around-the-clock access to pervasive intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) and precision-strike capabili-
ties, including armed and unarmed unmanned aerial systems (UASs),
Apache attack helicopters, close air support (CAS), and guided mul-
tiple launch rocket systems (GLMRSs).® To improve the operational
responsiveness and deployment of weapons, the division headquarters
pushed control of these assets down to the brigade level of command.!
This operational-level decision enabled the BCT staff to integrate and
disseminate information to operational units in time to find, fix, and
finish time-sensitive targets.

The brigade also reinforced its efforts by employing 500-pound
guided bombs to destroy buildings thatsheltered snipers. While some-
whateffective, the unitrecognized the need to avoid collateral damage
in the densely populated city and shifted course to seal off and deny
militant access to this terrain altogether.

Between April and May 15, U.S. commanders initiated “Opera-
tion Gold Wall,” which tasked ground units to construct a 12-foot
concrete barrier the length of the southern route into the city. The aim
was to deny JAM forces the ability to access the population and to
prevent the area’s use as a rocket-launching site capable of ranging the
Green Zone.®

58 Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, p-57.

59 Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, pp. xvi-xvii. For an excellent analysis of recent
Israeli experience in combat operations, see David E. Johnson, Hard Fighting:Israelin Leba-
non and Gaza, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-1085-A / AF, 2011.

60 Bowers, 2015, p. 14.
6l Knights, 2008. See also Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, p. vi.

62 Michael Gordon, “U.S. Begins Erecting Wall in Sadr City,” New York Times, April 18,
2008; and Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, p.71.



Shrinking the Problem or Not: Lessons from Four Urban Combat Operations 49

The rocket launchers themselves were defeated by a tightly inte-
grated air-ground-ISR system that was unprecedented in the capabili-
ties that were given toa BCT. Figure 3.5,a slide from a briefing Gen-
eral David Petraeus used to discuss the battle of Sadr City, shows these
resources.

It soon became apparent that JAM viewed the market areas that
would be denied them as key terrain, and its fighters came out and
contested the wall. Heavy armor provided fire protection for soldiers
and large construction equipment as the project “became a magnet

Figure 3.5
ISR and Strike Assets Employed in the Battle of Sadr City

The Battle of Sadr City: March-April 2008
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for every bad guy in Sadr City.”®Thus, a secondary consequence of
the wall’s construction was that it drew out theenemy, enabling U.S.
forces already in place to fight from a position of advantage. Forcing
the enemy to come outand fight anewly tailored U.S. combat force
that had mobile protected firepower essentially shrunk the problem
down to manageable proportions. Bringing in armored forces, once
it was realized that Strykers and light infantry were taking unaccept-
ably high casualties, enabled the U.S. task force to survive the enemy’s
attackswhileatthesametimeapplying witheringandlethalfirepower.

Another indication that the wall was having the intended effect
was a flood of reliable information about the enemy from the local
population, seemingly indicating they felt confident that U.S. and
Iraqi soldiers were shifting momentum in their favor.# The informa-
tion proved essential for locating IED emplacements and identifying
and locating remaining leaders.

By mid-May, the threat from al-Sadr’s militant arm had largely
been neutralized. Relentless pressure from U.S. and Iraqi forces had
takenitstoll onJAM fighters, who were showing up inever-decreasing
numbers. On May 11, 2008, al-Sadr requested a ceasefire, but not
before an estimated 1,000 fighters lost their lives and much of JAM’s
leadership fled the country. While pockets of resistance remained, the
haltinlarge-scale violence madeit possible for the government tofocus
on reconstruction efforts and win the hearts and minds of its own
population.®

The battle for Sadr City illuminates a number of key insights
regarding the effectiveness of armored /mechanized forces and light
infantry in urban combat. For one, armored / mechanized forces alone
donot guarantee success. The densely populated urban sprawl neces-
sitated striking the right balance between armored /mechanized and
light infantry forces. The city’s narrow streets and low-level buildings
gave JAM militants a tactical advantage against armored or mecha-

6 Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, P xvii.
% Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013, p- 84.

65 Mohammed Tawfeeq and Jomana Karadsheh, “Cease-Fire Reached in Baghdad’s Sadr
City,” CNN, May 11, 2008.
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nized vehicles. On the other hand, the city’s lack of vegetation allowed
U.S. forces to exploit technological advancements that provided a
unique aerial lens from which to observe and strike the enemy with
precision. The operational decision to push those capabilities down to

lower levels of command increased responsiveness. Intelligence gleaned

from the local population facilitated target discrimination. This intel-
ligence from the local population may have proved difficult to obtain if
operations had resulted in mass casualties or otherwise disrupted daily
lifeinabustling city with millions of residents withnowhereto go.

The construction of the wall required soldiers on the ground to
build it and armor to protect it. As the wall became firmly established,
JAM found itself cut off from key launching positions and critical
sources of revenue. The barrier literally putJAM forces between a rock
and a hard place. If they allowed it to stand, they could not bring their
indirect fire systems in range to attack the Green Zone. But if they
attacked the wall and its builders, they then confronted U.S. tanks and
Bradleys, thereby making them highly susceptible to destruction by
Americanarmored and mechanized vehicles. Intheend, U.S.and Iraqi
forcessuccessfully navigated the complex, urban terrain by employing
combined arms with flexibility, ingenuity and fluidity.

It is important to note that many of the things that are often
thought to have originated with the Surge had been in placein U.S.
Army units in Baghdad in the preceding two years. For example, the
walling off of Baghdad districts to lessen the violence caused by the
Sunni-Shia civil war had already occurred in the Baghdad districts of
Doraand Amiriya. Moreover, the focus on protecting the population —
a key theoretical tenet of population-centric counterinsurgency — was
also a basic premise to most operational units in Baghdad prior to the
Surge.

What changed with the Surge was the addition of five brigades,
which produced a significant increase in tactical fighting power and
were used in combination with other factors, such as improved Iraqi
security forces capabilities and the spread of the Anbar Awakening,
to capture or kill al Qaeda fighters and recalcitrant Shia militiamen,
among other important conditions. The combination of these condi-



52 Reimagining the Character of Urban Operations for the U.S. Army

tionswiththeadditional capacity of thefive Surge brigades produced a
controlling effect on the Baghdad population.®

The Battle for Sadr City yielded several key insights that have
yet to be fully institutionalized by the Army. These were elaborated in
the RAND report The 2008 Battle of Sadr City: Reimagining Urban
Combat and remain relevant.®” Excerpts from pp. 106-110 of that
report appear below and on the following pages, ending at the section
titled “Key Insights and Findings from Case Studies.”

Protecting the Population Requires a Balance Between Offensive,
Defensive, and Stability Operations

Counterinsurgency doctrine accords tremendous importance to pro-
tecting the population. Some analysts posit a tension between this
end and offensive combat operations. The Surge, the Baghdad Secu-
rity Plan, and the 2008 Battle of Sadr City indicate that this tension
might be moreapparent thanreal. InSadr City, JAM was the source
of insecurity....JAM’s conduct was causing the population under
its control to become somewhat restive. As long as JAM maintained
a monopoly of violence in Sadr City, however, the population would
continue to render tangible, if reluctant, support. JAM managed to
intimidate or corrupt Iraqi security forces sent to confront them. Pro-
viding security to Sadr City’s population was not possible until JAM
was defeated. After JAM's defeat, the Iraqi Army’s 44th Brigade was
able to extend government control throughout Sadr City. U.S. and
Iraqi forces exploited their victory to further disrupt and dismantle
insurgent networks in the meantime.

Persistent ISR, Technical Intelligence, and Precision-Strike

Capabilities Enable the Attacker to Seize the Initiative

Persistent ISR, technical intelligence, and responsive precision-strike
capabilities (afforded by attack helicopters, fixed-wing CAS, UASs,

66 For a sense of what the Battle of Sadr City was like for U.S. Army infantry soldiers, see
Konrad R.K. Ludwig, Stryker: The Siege of Sadr City, La Cafiada Flintridge, Calif.: Roland-
Kjos, 2011.

67 Johnson, Markel, and Shannon, 2013.
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and GMLRS) were fundamental to success and must be integrated. To
be absolutely clear, coalition forces could not have achieved the same
results at the same cost without these capabilities. Political constraints
... precluded U.S. ground maneuver operations beyond Route Gold.
More importantly, the demands of combat in Ishbiliyah and Habbibi-
yah to seize the rocket sites indicate that even if the al-Maliki govern-
ment had relaxed its ban on U.S. ground operations north of Gold,
such operations would have required a lot more forces. [Multi-National
Force-Iraq] would have been forced to reallocate maneuver forces
from other priority efforts, which was precisely the effect that JAM
wastryingtoachieve. Aerial strikeand ISR did not win the battle by
themselves, but 3-4 BCT could not have won the battle without them.

Integrating airborne ISR and precision-strike assets into ground
operations in urban environments presents significant airspace C2
challenges. Multiple aerial platforms and means of direct and indirect
firearebeingemployedinarelatively smallarea of operations. Air traf-

fic controllers and fire support coordinators require training in this
complicated and important context. At the time, the level of support
3-4 BCT received was unprecedented.

The Army hasrecognized theimportance of increasingits organic
ability to providesustained aerial ISR to unitcommandersandis taking
steps to meet those needs. The Army is already taking steps to aug-
ment its airborne ISR and precision-strike capabilities. Army combat
aviationbrigadesnow include12MQ-1C"Gray Eagle” extended-range
multipurpose unmanned aerial systems. The Gray Eagles are the equiv-
alent of the armed Predator employed