‘they will be able’ to fill crucial voids
for both the Marine Corps and our
sister Servicé to which they are at-
tached—the two functions are by no
means mutually exclusive.

Three years of experience have
proven that there are indeed gaps in

‘sur coverage of amphibious G4 issues

i the context of the D-30 process,
but these gaps can be easily covered.
We should corifine our efforts to fill
ing those gaps, not endlessly debat-
ing and redesigning structure based
on simple polling data from various
MEUs. It is clear that the root prob-
lems are the need for some type of

unitying presence exclusively focused
on injecting Marine Corps require-
ments into the D-30 process and the
need to provide a mission statement
explaining the purpose of the FACMs
to those who work with and would
evaluate them and their effectiveness.
Without this central guidance and a
clear mission statement, there can be
no solution to the problems or the
complaints we have encountered. If
we address these two central issues,
without deference to the personal
feelings of some, we will give our
Marines the tools they need to take
full advantage of this unique oppor-

tuniry to learn and grow as comrou-
nications officers while maximizing
the return on our C4 liaison expendi-
ture. The problem is not that these
Marines deploy and it is nou that they
are frequently given collateral duties
as the PhibRon N-6. Let’s fix the
problems and leave the rest alone.
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>Capt Wyche served on PhibRon staffs dur-
ing Operations SHINING FIOPE and SEINING
RESPONSE and Joint Task Force NOBLE
ANVIL. After work at Amphibious Warfare
School and Officer Candidates School, Capt
Whche is serving with the 7th Communica-
tions Bettolion.

An Obsolete Capability

by Capt Christopher L. Phelps

Shouid the Marine Corps continue to invest limited doilars and time to
train and equip small boats for missions that are only remotely possible?

It is now the 21st century, and the

Marine Corps continues to deploy its

Marine expeditionary units (MEUs)
with an infantry company irained to
conduct small boat operations. The
idea of utilizing the combat rubber
raiding craft (CRRC) to conduct a comm-
pany-sized amphibious raid is obsolete
given curremt threats 1o surface ships,
technological advances made in coastal
surveillance systems, and the speed and
tempo of the modern battlefield.

 Advocates of the venerable craft
immediately point to the amphibious
raid conducted by Carlson’s Raiders
on Makin Istland in-August 1942; nev-
er mind that the mission was a military
failure. Since then, no military has uti-
lized small rubber boats to move sig-
nificant numbexs of troops ashore for
an amphibious raid or assault. Many
would argue the probability of a MEU
condueting any amphibious raid in to-
day's casualty conscious world is re-
mote, let alone conducting one with a
small-boat cofpany (SBC). Should the
Marine Corps continue to invest limit-
ed dollars and tme to train and equip
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MEU SBGs for missions that are only
remoately possible? '

In the future, MEUs will deploy
with the new MV-22 Osprey, nearly
doubling its current assault-support
troop lift capability. The Osprey will
fly cver twice as fast and over twice
as far as the CH-46E. With opera-
tional maneuver from the sea and
ship-to-objective maneuver Jooming
and the requirement to operate from
over the herizon, it’s time the Marine
Corps drops the SBC capability with-
in its MEUs.

There are several reasons why the
SBC-concept has berome obsolete.
Range, force size, firepower, logis-
tics, and weather are all faccors that
detract from employing an SBC in
an amphibious raid. Utilizing one 18-
gallon fuel bladder and the Johnson
55 horsepower engine, a CRRChasa
range of about 40 miles.! Using a 25-
nautical-mile (nm) planning distance
for launching CRRCs, two 18-gallon
fuel bladders are required. The addi-
tional bladder takes up already Lmit-
ed space and adds a minimum of 100

pounds extra weight. The CRRC
with the 55 horsepower engine is ca-
pable of speeds- up to 12 knots in
calm sea states, Tiguring a realistic
(and some may say optimistic) plan-
ning factor of 10 knots, it will take
roughly 2 hours to reach the 4.1nm
(7.5 kilomeier) (ki) point at which a
CRRC comes into the line of sight of
a 6-foot observer.? It will take an ad-
ditional 23 minutes to reach the typ-
ical 0.5km dropoff point for the
scout swimmers (not including any
paddling time if engines are cut en -
route). Scout swirnmers swimming at
1.2 knots will take 13 minutes to
swim 500 meters to the beach® It
will take approxgimately 2.5 hours for
the first elements of the SBC just 1o,
reach the beach, let alone the objec-
tive. This does not even account for
the timne to launch the 18 CRRCs
from the ship or for the remainder
of the raid force to negotiate the surf
zone after the scout swimmers have
conducted their reconnaissance of
the beach landing site (BLS) and sig-
naled that the BLS'is secure. Addi-

Marine Corps Gazette ¥x March 2002



tionally, if uny engine fails (not at all
uncommon), that CRRC will require
towing, subsequently slowing the en-
tire force.

Many advocates of the CRRC will
be quick to point out that an inter-
mhediate transport vehicle (ITV) can
be used to move the boats closer to
shore before launching. The theory
is that the TTV will reduce the physi-
cal demands and transit time of the
Jinserting force. The classic ITV often
suggested is the landing craft utility
(LCU). CRRCs have been successful-
ly launched from the LCU. The main
problem with utilizing LCUs as an
1TV for CRRCs on the MEU is what
to do with the preboated gear on the
LCUs (unless the CRRGs are strap-
ped in and among the preboated
gear and vehicles).4 Unless the pre-
boat can be offloaded prior (proba-
bly not possible due to safety and a
ship’s vehicle load out), the LCU as
an ITV is a marginal capability at
best. Additionally, the LCU will dra-
matically increase the radar cross-sec-
tion of the force as it approaches the
coast.

The 18 CRRCs typically deployed
with the MFU allow the SBC to
launch with 126 Marines. Once
ashore, up to a platcon may be re-
quired to provide security for the
boats and the BLS resulting in ap-
proximately wwo platoons to actually
conduct the raid.5 The end result is
limited firepower. The company
would likely bring its own 60mm
mortars and machineguns, but
would be unable to bring in any sig-
nificant weapons systems such as a
heavy machinegun or TOW system.
The Javelin, inorganic to the SBC,
may well provide a significant antiar-
mor capability, but it too will certain-
ly complicate the mission with likely
additional cross-decking require-
ments and additional small boat
training for the Javelin teams during
the MEU’s workup. Assuming the
reason for employing the boat com-
pany was due to a significant antiair
threat, one would also need to as-
sume thal rotary-wing close air sup-
port. (CAS) would also be endan
gered, and the force would be
required to rely upom fixed-wing
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(FW) CAS dropping ordnance from
outside threat envelopes. Dropping
FW ordnance outside most threat en-
velops will significantly degrade the
accuracy and effect of most CAS.
Naval gunfire is likely also out of the
guestion assuming one of the main
reasons for employing the SBC was
to avoid a significant coastal defense
threat. Ultimately, the SBC mustrely
upon the very lunited fire support it
cau bring in its 18 CRRCs. The use
of a rigid hull inflatable boat with a
mounted heavy machinegun will
only increase the radar signature of
the force as it approaches the shore.

Iogistics creates another consid-
evable challenge for the SBG. The
amount of ammunition, water, and
fuel brought is severely limited by
the space and weight Bmits of the
CRRC. The CRRG is limited to a ca-
pacity of 2,000 pounds. As was illus-
irated in the Makin raid, casualties
{not to mention dead) create an ex
treme burden due to the limited
space within the CRRG and renego-
tiating the surf upon extract. Again,
we have o assume that the reason
for employing the SBC was due to 2
significant air threat, and thus, the
capability to bring in supplies or ex-
tract wounded creates a prohibitive
risk to alrcrafr. ]

Weather is one of the greatest fac-
tors detracting from employing the
SBC. The CRRC is limited 10 2 max-
imum sea state three (16-knot wind
and wave height of 2.9 feet) by U.S.
Navy regulations, and under most
circumstances limited to a modified
surf index (MSI) of 6.0. Although the
CRRC has been tested to an MSI of
10.0 and a sea state of six, these con-
ditions would most likely be beyond
the capabilities of most of the SBC's
coxswains.6 Even when operating
within average weather conditions, a
9. to Shour trip to the BLS is very
physically demanding. Many Marines
in the average infantry company may
not possess the physical strength to
operate at the upper end of the sea
state window over this period of time
and still be combat capable upon
reaching the shore.

In addition to winds and seas, wa-
ter temperature also becomes a ma-
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jor factor. Because it is necessary for
the Marines to ride the inflated sides
of the CRRC, they will become com-
pletely soaked during the transit to
the BLS. Without the aid of wersuits
or mustang survival suits (neither of
which are issued to the SRBCs), the
combat effectiveness of an SBC will
be severely degraded even with mod-
erate water temperatures after a 2- to
3-hour transit to the BLS.

One common falsehood about
CRRCs is that they cannot be detect-
ed by radar systems. That may have
been true 10 to 15 years ago. There
are many systems such as the Ger-
man produced BORder-Alcatel 55¢
radar by Alcatet Telecom that can de-
tect rubber bouts to an unspecified
range {likely 5-10km). What is most
significant about this system is that it
is man-portable (probable crew of
three) and requires less than 5 min-
utes to set up and 20 seconds to be-
come active.? Although not man-
portable, the Israeli LL/M-2226
Advanced Coastal Surveillance Radar
is capable of detecting rubber boats
out to 20km in sea siate three.® Both
of these systems are available for sale
on the open market. There is an in-
creasing market for radar systeins ca-

" pable of detecting small rubber boats
not only for traditional military rea-

sons, but also for antiterrorism and
detecting coastal smuggling opera-
tions, Egypt ‘utilizes a HMMWV-
mounted coustal border surveillance
systern using “Signaal” Scout radars
for detecting smugglers.® Most of the
technology to detect small rubber
boats from landbased systems is at
least 5 years old,

Modern coastal patrol aircraft can
now detect small rubber boats and
even submarine periscopes. Israel’s
airborne EL/M-2022A(V)2 radar is
capable of detecting a periscope at
55km in sea state three and, weighing
less than 85 kilograms (kg), is easy ta
mount on many platforms, including
some unmanned aerial vehicles.10 In
1997, the Russian company, Systema,
produced an airborne radar capable
of detecting small rubber boats at
Bkm that weighed less than 50kg.t1
The exportable APS-134 Sea Vue
produced by Raytheon is capable of
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detecting rubber boats in sea state
three out to 56km. 12 Many countries
alreudy possess airborne radar sys-
tems capable of detecting smail rub-
ber boats for search and rescue. It is
naive to think that potential enemnies
with advanced technologies {China,
Iran, ecc.) will not have the radar ca-
pability to detect CRRUs,

In addition 1o radar, passive ther-
mal and acoustic technologies and
night vision devices have enabled de-
tecion of small rubber boats, CNN
used commercially available night vi-
sion and thermal devices to detect re-
connaissance elements that launched
18nm from the shore during Opera-
tion RESTORE HOPE in 1994.13 Our
adversaries will likely have similar
equipment. Eighteen CRRCs would
create a fairly sigoificant thermal sig-
pature against a cool water back-

ground. The U.S. firm, Science Appli- .

cations International Corporation’s
“Underwater Sentry,” designed to de-
tect smali boats, has been around
since at least 1995. It relies on passive
submerged hydrophones that can be
remoted out to 10nm and is capable
of operating in high sca states.14 Al
thouglh systemns such as these are like-
ly to be relatively expensive, the tech-
nology is already 7 years old and will
likely become cheaper as time goes
on. Passive optical, thermal, and
acoustic coastal surveillance systems
may present the most significant
threat to company-sized small boat
operations using the CRRG.

Due to the limnited capabilities of
the SBC, the amount of training {ar-
guably the most time-intensive of the
MEU's three rifle companies), and
the current threats to detection, the
Marine Corps should begin to move
away from task organizing its MEUs
with an SBC. One-potential sclution
is to train the third rifle company 1o
be a heliborne company as its prima-
ry means of insertion. This will re-
guire less specialized training and
equipment for the MEU than an
SBC. Realistic potential missions for
this second heliborne company are
embassy reinforcement, humanitari-
an assistance and noncombatant
evacuation operations security, tacti-
cal recovery of aircraft-and person-
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nel, or a true companysized rein-
forcement capability. Most of these
missions are not within the immedi-
ate capability of an SBC.
Thearetically, using the MV-22,
the MEU could put two rifle compa-
nies ashore in nearly the same
amount of time it currently puts onc
riffe company ashore using the
CH-46E. The MEUs may even con-
sider placing this company aboard
the “big decks” (for which there is
roorn if other nonessential assets are
transferred 1o one of the small
ships). However, if kept on the small
deck, a split amphibious ready group
configuration would automatically
have a company irained in heliborne
operations as its primary mission.
The CRRC und SBC concept has
been around since the 1930s. It is nos-

‘talgic for today’s Marines to look back

on LtCel Evans F. Carlson’s Makin Is-
Jand raid. We picture highly trained
and physically fit Marines sneaking
ashore under the cover of darkness
and catching the enemy unaware.
Most forget—or are ignorant of the
fact—that LiCol Carlson was forced to
leave behind 17 of his wounded, miss-
ing, and dead Marines. We forget that
LiCol Carlsor: did entertain the idea
of surrender.15

Although we should not forget
the heroics of LtCol Carlson’s
Raiders, it's time the Marine Corps
stops fighting our past enemies and
begins focusing on our enemies of
the future. Our current MEU SBCs
are obsolete; it's time for a change.
The MV-22 may well be the oppor-
tunity for that change.
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