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MANPOWER, PERSONNEL, AND TRAINING MANPRINT BASELINE 
FOR THE M551 SHERIDAN 

Executive Summary 

Purpose 

One obiective of the manpower and personnel integration 
(MANPSST? p?Sram is to provide historical data on predecessor 
svstems in support of new system acquisition.  The purpose of 
Sis report then, is to provide a manpower, personnel, and 
training mPT) baseline on the Sheridan and to extrapolate 
criScSl lessons learned to apply to the follow-on the Armored 
Gun System, currently under development  Data for the report 
were gathered from historical records, technical reports, Army 
and Department of Defense data bases, and subject matter experts. 

MANPRINT 

Manpower.  Early manpower shortages were due mainly to 
training shortfalls, compounded by numerous changes in both the 
crew and the maintainer Military Occupational Specialties (MOSs). 
Sore recently there have been mismatches between training and 
duty alignments, an occurrence not restricted to the Sheridan. 

Personnel.  Because the Sheridan is fielded in only very 
limited nSmSers today, Sheridan-trained personnel are drawn from 
a Targer MSS pool.  Tnat pool shows the current Army trend toward 
Smartl?! bide?, and more experienced soldiers compared to 10 
Jears ago.  Early maintenance personnel inadequacies were 
addressed through a change in Aptitude Area; however, no 
Information was^vailable to determine the effectiveness of that 
change. 

Training.  The most serious of the Sheridan MPT problems 
were training problems.  Despite the early identification of the 
need for 2 Gaining device, no comprehensive training plan was 
implemented once New Equipment Training was completed.  Later, 
SiSSS%2iIl Identifiers (ASIs) were developed for Sheridan 
attainable either through school training or ^I^:^;*"^9' 
Even after that, however, an intensive review of the Sheridans 
oplra^onal readiness revealed a critical shortfall of trained 
Sheridan mechanics, a problem worsened by the difficulty of 
maintaining the "high tech, high risk» Sheridan under the best of 
circumstances  It was not until 1978, the year the Sheridan 
SSSSSSTSSin, that dedicated MOSs were established along with 
the associated MOS-producing training.  Also in 1978, an improved 
conduct of fire trainer was fielded. 



conclusions 

in the first couple of years following Sheridan's fielding, 
the combination of MP? problems, particularly those associated 
wi?h ?Se maintainer, the Sheridan's inherent maintenance 

ü-i    i    _    »     secondary explosions served to 
SderS ?rooP continence In ?ne system and lower the systems 
oSerarional effectiveness. Then, just when the Sheridan was 
"fixed," the system was phased out. 

Lessons to be learned are (1) identify ^jw andmaintamer 
i-ar-rtPi- audience early; (2) determine the extent of the disparity 
llllten  sy^eTre^irements and the skills and abilities of that 
tJraet audiencefp) to avoid apparent manpower shortages, tram 
thfighfS so soldiers; (4) maximize the match between 
training and duty assignments; (5) develop a comprehensive 
trJinina plan along with the training devices; (6) obtain 
leadership support^ training; (7) and, when problems are found, 
work toward timely resolution. 



Introduction 

Purpose 

Reconnaissance Airborne Assault Vehicle (W^K  s t 

ÄSsÄ 
is to document the history, or baseline, or domains of 
respect to the manpower, personnel, and t^1"1^ <^; ™ 
XSSNT.  The baseline can be used to derive Sheridan MPT 
V^^ons learned which can then be applied to the AGS as lessons learneawn intended to facilitate 
appropriate.  This reporr. is ax requirements, 

SFiHrS-iS!H'£'^SÄ asm «• 
Program Manager for AGS. 

Scope 

SloSuSSiSS -SS balls! Finally, lessons learned are 
presented. 

Method »mi Data Sources 

nata were obtained from review of historical records; 

r/SÄnnrca^ 

5ES» «£ a CeÄ,current ^Z^^^lr^^t. 
IS SI M"I£H£ Interface and the Manpower Authorizations 
I^irements Criteria  (MARC)  data bases and the Wort order 
^ H.   . .        •pin«   /WfiTP^   data were obtained from the Marerier 
Reafinesl SupporHclivity.     interpretation of this  information 
waTaidld by telephone  interviews with Sheridan sublet matter 
was aiaeu »*      Hrt„al-  at the Army Materiel  Command   (AMC) 
^torfcal olflce    the Tank Command Historical Office,   the Armor 
School C?L ARI"orfKnox Field Unit,   and the ARI Manned Systems 
Group were helpful  in supplying information. 



General System History 

Concept development and technical feasibility studies for 
the Sheridan began in 1959, including identification of a 
training device requirement.  Engineering design of Present 
svstembegan in 1961 and type classification was assigned in 
till      Production continued until 1970 when 1700 had been built, 
^0 of which were still in service in 1978.  The Sheridan was 
built to fire the Shillelagh guided missile as well as a 
conventional, 152mm round with a combustible cartridge.  In 1971, 
tteSheridan was retrofitted with a laser rangefinder and 
designated the M551A1.  Beginning in 1978 the Sheridan was 
Phased out and replaced by the M60A1 main battle tank.  Fifty 
Sven Sheridans were assigned to the 82nd Airborne Division and 
330 to the National Training Center at Fort Irwin to be used as 
opposing forces vehicles. 

The role of the lightly armored Sheridan was to function as 
the main reconnaissanceweapon for armor infantry and airborne 
operations and arms teams not employing the main battle tank. 
Between 1968 and 1970, the Sheridan was deployed world-wide, to 
the continental United States, Hawaii, Germany Korea, and 
Vietnam replacing tanks in many units.  Including the initial 
SSlS™nt S SI? 240 Sheridans, used almost exclusively as gun 
svstSS saw service in Vietnam as "jungle-busters," "b?ring" 
through'the foliage.  In 1989 the Sheridan saw action with the 
82ndIirborne in Panama during Operation Just Cause, again a a 
gun system, providing direct fire support, blowing entry holes 
TrS  Tn?intrv assault! and also as a "show of force."  Most 
recency the Sheridan was deployed to Operation Desert Storm and 
training was revived at the Armor School in support of that 
effort. 

The history of the Sheridan has been characterized as 
proarammatically turbulent, and beset with logistical, technical, 
?nd operational problems.  The program management changed hands 
rrom the Ordnance Tank Automotive Command to the Weapons Command 
to the Tank-Automotive Command.  The Shillelagh »«sile was 
oriainallv managed with the Sheridan as a unified system, but was 
?ransrerred ?o the Missile Command mid-program.  Other components 
were managed separately also:  A 1975 Sheridan assessment 
reguired input from five different commodity commands. 

The logistical problems were aggravated by the rapid, wide- 
spread deployment and the resulting low equipment density  The 
technical problems were various and were accentuated by the fact 
that many of the components were current *tff-of-the-art and 
therefore high risk.  Two components are of particular interest, 
tht combustible-case ammunition round and the electronics and 
electronics self-tests. 



The combustible-case ammunition round tended to leave 
burning debris in the turret, representing a safe*y **^ itselt 
»Tin increased risk for secondary explosions.  A closed breech 
scavengerCsys?em was designed to eliminate this prob em; however, 
testing and installation were not completed until 1972, tnree 
years after initial deployment to Vietnam. 

The electronics were viewed as not standing up well to the 

self tes? woulS burn out other components of the electronics 
svstem leading to a negative cycle of maintenance problems  Such 
self-?eSrunrlliability led to field work-arounds outside the 
normal preventative maintenance checks and services. 

ear?y on about the susceptibility of the system to turret 

Sdan1^ ^^^Ir^^^s^^^^T^os^ 
of its own comoustible-case ammunition rounds after running over 

a mine. 

MANPRINT 

System Performance 

Throughout the documentation reviewed, references were made 
to coo? Sheridan performance as it relates to manpower, 
oersonnelV and training problems; however, only two reports of 
actual performance datl were located.  Both are of gunner 
performance with the Shillelagh missile. 

The first is from a 1968 report of a training exercise:  Of 
112 mislileffired 88 were hits, a 76% hit-rate.  For stationary 
taraets 50 out of 59 were hits.  The 9 misses were categorized 
as due to erratic missiles.  For moving targets, 34 out of 53 
were hits.  The misses were categorized as one erratl^^s^^'f 
four system errors, and the remaining 14 as gunner errors (26« of 
the total launches). 

The second report is from a 1977 baseline used to validate 
the upgraded trainer.  Overall only 54.5% hits were reported, 
with So attribution of error.  The breakdown by condition is 
shown in Table 1. 



Table 1.  Sheridan Live-Missile Baseline for 1977 Improved 
Conduct of Fire Evaluation. 

Target Condition  Hit Miss Total 
Day-Stationary 
Day-Moving 

3 1 4 
2 2 4 

Night-Stationary 12 3 

11 

An understanding of the gunner's task helps to explain the 
relatively poorer performance with moving targets:  The gunner 
wai retired to track the target throughout missile flight to 
enablemissile guidance.  If the gunner tracked ^oo low the 
missile would be grounded, too fast or off the target for some 
Sercentaqe of time and the missile would miss.  These data give 
an inSomp?e?e, and perhaps inconsequential picture of Sheridan 
SfeSSESess however, because the Sheridan's primary use both 
in Vietnam and Panama was as a gun system, not a missile system. 

Manpower 

r^w and Mair^npr Military Occupational Specialties 
rMOSs).  An early account of the Sheridan history states that a 
final decision on the MOSs for Sheridan was made in 1966.  This 
was no? ?nJ cSse.  A trail of MOSs are associated with Sheridan 
operation and support. 

The M551 Sheridan operates with a 4 man crew—commander, 
nnnnel  loader  and driver.  Dedicated MOSs were not established 
un?Uri978?dIron?cally, the same year phase-out of the Sheridan 
beaan.  Table 2 shows the MOS transitions.  The earliest 
available documentation shows the HE, Armor Crewman, with an 
Additional Skill Identifier (ASI) of R8 (Sheridan Crewman) as the 
commander, gunner, and loader.  The 11D, Armor Reconnaissance 
Specialist, with the R8 ASI, was the driver.  In 1978, a 
defeated commander, loader, gunner MOS  19G Armor 
Reconnaissance Vehicle Crewman, and a dedicated driver MOS, 19H, 
Armo? Reconnaissance Driver, were established.  Sometime after 
S phasl-Sut of the Sheridan, the 19D, Cavalry Scout, with the 
R8 ASI, became the Sheridan crew MOS. 

The available records show the turret mechanic MOS changing 
at least Ss frequently as the crew MOSs (see also Table 2).  The 
?irst 5as the 456, Turret Artillery Repairman.  Next came the 
45K Tin! Turret Repairman, with the M9 ASI.  Then, in toe mid- 
W70B, a dedicated MOS, the 45P Sheridan Turret Mechanic, was 
established, but that MOS was phased out in 1980.  Today, the 
!sN M60AVA3 Turret Mechanic, with an R8 ASI, is the Sheridan 
mechanic. 



Table 2.  Sheridan MOSs:  Sample Years from 1968 to 1989. 

1968    1971    1978    1980    1989 

Crew Members   MOS    ? 
AS I 

Primary Driver MOS    ? 
AS I 

Turret Mechanic MOS   45G 
AS I 

Tank Mechanic  MOS    ? 
AS I 

HE 
R8 

19G >19G 19D 
R8 

HD 19H >19H - 

R8 

45K 
M9 

45P      ? 45N 
R8 

? 63C      ? 63N 
R8 

gnate Sheridan-specific training. 

The audit trail for the tank system mechanic MOS is 
incomplete^ tne identification of the 63C Track Vehicle 
Mechanic  in the 1970s is based on subject matter expert 
rScotleckon.  The 63C, like the 45P, was phased out in 1980. 
Joday, the  «N, M60A1/A3 Tank System Mechanic, with R8 ASI, 
performs system maintenance for the Sheridan. 

It should be noted that a separate MOS, the 27H, the 
Shillelagh Missile System Repairman, was responsible for missile 
inspection and maintenance.  On-site, however, the crew used on- 
SsS-Sst equipment to determine if the missile system was 
ready.  If a no-go was obtained, the organizational turret 
mechanic attempted to isolate the fault. 

WaTirnwgr shortages.  A series of letters to and from the 
Proiect Management (PM) Office in the early 1970s documented 
Sheridan manpower shortages, most critically, shortages of 
trained turret mechanics:  «Last fall (1970) hardly a trained 
SheSdan turretmechanic was in USAREUR (U.S. Army Europe)  none 
V-n  TTQARV m  s Armv Vietnam)" (from a letter dated 4 Aug 71 from 
Se iKridan PM ™  CG* U.S. AMC, and to the Assistant Chief of 
Staffror Force Development).  The letters cite an improving but 
still bleak trend:  In May 71, USARV had ten 45K with M9 ASI 
versus 53 authorized, 18 in June, 37 in September.  For crewman 
In Sat same time frame, USARV theater records showed that only 
Ss were school-trained HEs with R8 ASI out of 618 authorized. 

The manpower problems can largely be construed as training 
shortfalls (which will be discussed later), but not entirely. 
?£e seriousness of the problems was compounded by the Sheridan's 
low S^i^S? density.  Only one or two turret mechanics were 



authorized per unit, so that if one or two were missing, 
maintenance capabilities were severely hampered. 

As shown in Table 3, the shortage of trained personnel seems 
to have been overcome by 1979-1980, but assignment problems 
persisted  in fact, the records show more 19Gs, 19Hs, and 45Ps 
were trained (Primary MOS) than were performing in those MOSs 
(Zty mV       unfortunately, there is an assignment mismatch for 
those three MOSs that goes both ways:  Only about half (46.lj to 
54 o!) of the  Sheridan-trained personnel were assigned Sheridan 
jobs }and between 26.1% and 46.3% of those performing inSheridan 
iobs were doing so without school training.  The data for the 63C 
show about Sesame percentage of matched placements 59.3%, but 
a staaaering percentage of mismatched placements--75«. 
Unlortunately! no information was available to help explain this 
figure. 

Table 3  The Numbers Reporting Sheridan-Related MOSs in 1979- 
1980" and in 1988-1989 and the Percent Matched and Mismatched 
Placements. 

MOS 

19G 

Number with: % Matched 
Placements 

Number 
with 1 
Duty 

MOS Onlv 

% Mis- 
matched 
Place- 
ments 

Primary 
MOS 

Primary 
& Duty 
MOS Years 

1979-1980 817 400 49.0 613 34.7 

19H 282 130 46.1 242 46.3 

45P 126 68 54.0 92 26.1 

63C 4482 2659 59.3 10,646 75.0 

1988-1989 19D 9551 
(237)** 

7903 82.7 * 

45N 267 
( 22) 

213 79.8 * 

63N 1201 
( 58) 

981 81.7 * 

" 

% Mismatched Placements = 
((Duty MOS - Primary and Duty MOS) / Duty MOS) X 100. 

* Data not readily accessible for 1988-1989. 
** Parentheses show number of R8 ASIs authorized for the MOS 



The figures for 1988-1989 show a higher percentage of matched 
placement 19.11  to 82.7%. The figures on Duty MOS were not 
™Snv available precluding a complete comparison with the 

specific trend. 

w^fQT,^ Manhours.  Although references to sher^a"'j 
Door maintenance record are abundant, data are not.  A sample 
da?a SlleSSSn on Sheridan maintenance was referenced in a 
S0rfr™the PM in 1975 but no substantive records could be 
ioca?ed for Inclusion in this report.  Some recent statistics are 
available and are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4.  Statistics on Work Orders (WOs) on File against the 
Sheridan from 1986-1990. 

Total 
Number 
of WOs 

2184 

Average 
WOs per 
Year 

436.8 

Total 
Manhours 

8903.8 

Average 
Manhours 
per WO 

4.1 

Total 
Days 
Down 

16,289 

Average 
Days Down 

per WO 

7.5 

current Tab1~ "f m-ganization and Equipment (TOE).  An 
extract of thlcurrent TOE tor a Light Armored Battalion is shown 
in ?able 5.  The numbers in parentheses are the numbers of 
Personnel with Sheridan-specific training authorized out of that 
Mol? Sor example, the Headquarters and Headquarters Company is 
authorized eight 19D with R8 ASI out 68 19Ds total. 

Table 5.  Extract from the TOE for a Light Armored Battalion. 

Headquarters &  Light Armor 
Headquarters Co   Co (x4) 

Officers 
Warrant Officers 
Enlisted 

(19D R8) 
(45N R8) 
(63N R8) 

25 
2 

283 
(  8/68) 
( 14/14) 
(   21/25) 

5 
0 

58 
( 41/54) 

Total Personnel 

Sheridans 

310 63 

14 

Battalion 
Total 

45 
2 

562 
(172/284) 
( 14/14) 
(   21/25) 
609 

58 

Numbers in parentheses are the nu^ers of personnel autoorized 
for Sheridan ASIs out of the total authorizations for that MOS, 



wnc_»WH r+™  crosswalk.  A listing of MOSS that P^vide 
™»*n*En»nce support for the Sheridan is shown in Table 6.  The 

unit authorizations. 

Table 6.  MOS-End Item Cross-Walk out of the MARC Data Base. 

• x-1 Location 
MOS Title _ ■ =rz    ^ 
27E TOW/Dragon Repairer »*' 
29E Radio Repairer             ,   . ~i   . 
31V Unit Level Communications Maintainer unit 
41C Fire Control Instrument Repairer DS, Gb 

Metal Worker »*'   ^ 
Machinist ' r~ 

^u    Small Arms Repairer nc 
45G Fire Control System Repairer DS 
45K Tank Turret Repairer      # Unit, DS, Gb 
45N M60A1/A3 Tank Turret Mechanic ™11 

63G Fuel & Electrical System Repairer DS, Gb 
63H Track Vehicle Repairer Db 
63J QM & Chemical Equipment Repairer unit 
63N M60A1/A3 Tank System Mechanic ™xt 

63W Wheel Vehicle Repairer nnii- 
76Y Unit Supply specialist    un-LT'  

44B 
44E 
45B 

Personnel 

The early changes in MOSs were largely to drive training 
^«nniS but at least for the turret mechanic, also to achieve a changes but, at least ror ed inappropriate 

as^he sLrldan turret mSanic due to a mismatch with Sheridan 
retirements of both existing training and personnel skills  The 
MI^SI waTdeveloped for the 45K to attempt a training fix for 
theproblem  Later, with the change to the 45P, a personnel fix 

was made. 

™* antitude Area (AA) for the turret mechanic was changed 

between the derivation of the MM and GM scores is that MM 
includes the Numerical Operations test (a speeded, basic 
arithmetic test? Shereas GM includes the Mathematical Knowledge 
Set"geometr? and algebra problems).  Therefore the GM score 
can be assumed to tap into higher reasoning abilities than the MM 
Score  The only evidence as to the effectiveness of this fix is 

r;Ck   evidence to the contrary, the lack coinciding 
unfortunately with the beginning of the Sheridan phaseTout, 1978. 
TSdaytnelAYis again MM, the AA for 45N.  No information was 

10 



(C0) s SLS sÄ^^SHTSSa 
90. 

SS IZ llltllll  Sgures »g^ £1  ™£i*£-  Content 
^iTthe^veralflrrny?^looflrcrShic^tcL^s Sheridan 
iSiSi ™ tends to have a higher mental category,   and be 
Sort highly educated,  older,  and more experienced. 

Training 

TraininoDevices.     The requirement  for Sheridan training 
. «,4-aivHohpd  in 1959 with the establishment of the ripvices was establisnea  in  i»3»  wxun  ».* • „„_   //-nTrfi devices,  wa= ohillelaah conduct  of  fire trainer   (COFT) . requirement  for a bnineiagn ^u""u^ mFrl,       H  the 

was developed,   the I-COFT. 

t^vXual'ef'f^ts'simulator ^instructor console*<thf »41 
ra?neer,V^Uuncherffnd.an ifraredj™£g« -^n ™ £ 

suitable vehicle   (originally the XM42 Target    now t >through 

SS11 »real-wcrld^viefor l^günner ^ tllescope^Gunner tracKing 
proficiency and target hits are recorded for later review. 

The SWS Trainer  (the XM40)   is a simulator designed to train 
crews 5n all aspects of turret operation,  maintenance    and 
?Trina    including the sequence of operations,   firing,  tests 

impact,   are presented. 

The documentation  is confusing,   not always making the 
distiTnctirbetween th<.COPT and th<> |W s ----^la^co»^ 
ST overseas  anoTtotalTf  -  -S trainers were delivered to the 
,       ^ o^>,««i       ThP T-COFT was  initiated in 1975.     in iy/e,   IUJ 
l™nchers°and ^targe?™ fielded,  again,   ironically,  the 
year the Sheridan phase-out began. 

11 



1989. 

Mental Cateaors 

MOS 

19G 
19H 
45P 

T 

I        II IIIA IIIB IV V UNK 
Years 

1979- 
1980 

1.7   22. 
3.9   24. 
1.6   14. 

3 
5 
3 

22.6 
19.5 
18.3 

28.0 
25.9 
27.0 

22.4 
25.1 
34.1 

0.0 
0.4 
0.8 

2.9 
0.7 
4.0 

63C 1.1   15. 8 17.3 27.7 33.1 0.1 5. 0 

1988-   19D 
1989    45N 

63N 

3.8   27. 
0.7   19 
1.3   25 

6 
.1 
.6 

19.0 
20.6 
22.5 

26.3 
39.0 
31.8 

14.0 
19.1 
17.8 

9.4 
1.5 

1.5 

NO HS GED HS + UNK 

Years 

1979- 

MOS 

19G 

or HS 

11.0 82.9 6.0 - 

1980 19H 16.3 81.2 2.6 

45P 25.3 68.3 6.4 

63C 31.0 66.1 2.8 0.1 

19D 

No HS GED   HS and above UNK 

1988- 1.4 10.7 87.8 0.1 

1989 45N 3.7 14.6 81.3 

63N      2.1 

r>-F Sprvice 

16.4 81.4 

0-4 5-10 11-20 20+ 

First Mid- Careerists 

Years 

1979- 

MOS 

19G 

Termers Pa rpp.r ist s 

52.3 40.8 6.9 - 

1980 19H 
45P 

85.8 
67.5 

13.8 
29.3 

0. 4 
3.2 - 

63C 70.1 12.0 15.7 2 . 3 

1988- 19D 55.7 26.0 18.0 0.4 

1989 45N 
63N 

42.7 
37.3 

52.4 
29.0 

4 .9 
30.0 4.2 

12 



Trainina Prnhiftiiis!  Fixes.  After being given a 

Pronouncement, the Sheridan had serious training problems. 

The first Sheridan training delivered was the New Equipment 
Training (NET).  From January 1969 to March 1970 Sheridan NET 
was" conducted in the Vietnam combat zone.  Despite initial 
Ws?icaf support problems due to competing priorities and the 
lack of draining facilities at some locations, training was 
Generally well-received.  There were, however, some marked 
d?r?erences between units.  One case study report provides a 
contra!? or two units receiving NET, one where the Sheridan was 
X'Slv effectively employed, and the other where it was not. 
For'onruni^^h^ISaLrs^eLiyed training along with troops and 
£*o frainina was aiven in an uninterrupted block.  For tne orner 
unit ÜSders lltlZtd  NET only intermittently and the training 
was broken into fragmented sessions.  The case study concludes 
HI*     fnr the first unit described, the leadership support for 
initial Sher?dfn draining was instrumental in overall system 
SiecSivenSs by fostering an attitude of system acceptance. 

Some of the blame for the inadequate training provided for 
the Sheridan can probably be placed on the_number of training 
devices available:  The original basis of issue for the COFT was 
rtducel lo  two launchers and one target per 27 Sheridans down 
f?om nine anS three, so that the total requirement was reduced 
from 656 to 194. 

Further although Sheridan training devices existed, it was 
not clear how or when they were used initially.  There were no 
aedica?ed MSL and no Sheridan ASIs. h^f ^--^rin^ 
M60 and M48 series tanks and those school-taught skills, in 
Particular! maintenance skills, did not transfer readily to the 
Ineridan  Tnt Sheridan turret was a «high-tech» electronics 
system? having few components in common with the M60 and the M48. 

Then in 1971, in order to produce more and better-trained 
Sheridan personnel, the R8 Sheridan Crew ASI and the M9 Sheridan 
Mechanik AII wer! implemented.  The ASIs were earned through 
2iSS an additional four weeks of Sheridan-specific and 
oiprtronics training or on-the-job training (OJT). 
SnfortSna^ly the OJT route to an M9 ASI was not satisfactory. 
Onl? the school training was judged as turning out capable 
mechanics. 

During extensive field visits to ascertain Sheridan's 
operational status, observers noted: 
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»a clear and decided correlation between 
school training vs. vehicle performance and 
maintenance.  It is noticeably greater than 
for other armor equipment.  The experienced, 
trained unit maximizes its Sheridans, and 
their problems are minimal.  Where trained 
crewmen and mechanics are not present, 
problems multiply and the vehicle is less 
effective.  In some units one end result is 
that the men's faith in their equipment is 
shaken." - Letter dated 4 Aug 71 from the 
Sheridan PM to CG, U.S. AMC, and to the 
Assistant Chief of Staff for Force 
Development 

Thus, the gamut of Sheridan training problems ranged from 
NET in a combat zone with variable leadership support, to a cut 
in the number of training devices, school training on unrelated 

of the effectiveness of this training. 

The onlv materiel change introduced to address training 
nroblemS was the I-COFT.  It was designed to address identified 
cSra deficiencies:  (1) lack of realism, specifically, no time 
delav between pressing the fire switch and missile launch, no 
recoil to provide -a mild shock impact to the gunner•s head• (as 
contrasted with the SWS trainer which did provide recoil), and no 
IVill'   (t)   inadequate feedback to either the instructor or the 
SSnner nm s e Id causes for errors; (3) poor reliability and 
SESiSbility, and (4) equipment that was too heavy and time- 
consuming to install.  The operational test report ^ ™e ^ew 
showed that all noted deficiencies had been met with only a few 
exceptions.  Initial user reaction to the I-COFT was positive. 

Prior to gearing up for Operation Desert Storm, Sheridan 

S?orm  M?hoSgh the training devices still exist, they are not 
listed as being used for this training course. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

today. 

»Overlv sophisticated equipment is a 
con?inuingParea of analysis and, hopefully, 
improvement.  The fundamental problem, 
obvious to everyone, is that the user (combat 
commander) wants equipment with very 
sophisticated performance greater lethality, 
rastersmoother ride cross-country counter- 
measure proof, lightweight, 100% reliable 
etc  etc.) but susceptible of being operated 
and* reared by a twelve-year old boy with a 
screw-driver.  We shall persevere." - from a 
ISEr re: the Sheridan, dated November 1970 
to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for 
installations & Logistics from the Commanding 
General, U.S. AMC 

The Sheridan was a "cutting-edge" system of its time, and so 

the l2soS learned .^^•ag^'^SSSt^SSiA support, 

gave the system a baa reputation. 

While most of the high risk technical P«"«™1«EJ™r 

SS "The SSMbS? S assocrarea'schooHrainrng, the 
SoveMni Uvice, ana the system P^e-out^i o- » 
the same Ye«--«?!.  ^ jome po   ,   ^   ^   tem„became 
was reduced and the soldier gjugrn: P    ophisticated as the 

;Y;?rnl?orVe^^^ 
wasTclassTc example of the need for MANPRINT. 

The principle lessons learned to be derived from this report 
of Sheridan MPT are: 

(1) Identify crew and maintainer MOSs early. 

(2) Determine the target audience description, 
including iVassessment of the match between the personnel 
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characteristics and system requirements.  A disparity will 
undermine system effectiveness. 

(3) Although Sheridan had manpower shortages, they 

SrS-iS 5TS2S ?Ä^Ä 
training equipment. 

(4) The match of trained soldiers to duty assignments 
should be maximized. 

(5) Development of a training device(s) can not be 
done independently of a training plan. 

(6) Leadership support of training can be critical, as 
the Vietnam case study concluded. 

(7) When problems are found, the Army system should 
work toward early and timely resolution. The MANPRINT program 
can help to accomplish this. 
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