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PREFACE


The first catalyst for the formation of the Ground Training Ammunition Review Group (GTARG) and the examination of our training methods and training ammunition expenditures is contained in the Commandant’s Planning Guidance Frag Order,  “…we must ensure our training programs develop warriors with the right tools for warfighting in the 21st Century. I want to ensure our training is realistic, aggressive, and of the highest quality.  Train like you fight – fight like you train.”  The second catalyst is the fiscal reality that if we continue to procure training ammunition at our current level, we slow Marine Corps modernization efforts.  At the endpoint of the study – FY05 -  ammunition procurement represents 16 percent of our Procurement Marine Corps budget. 

This report is organized into the following sections:


Section I – Situation.  This section describes the group’s view of the current situation. It is critical to understanding why the group reached the conclusions we did and why we used the methodology we developed. It includes descriptions of the Corps’ fiscal and equipment situation; ammunition allocation procedures; status of training standards; status of simulation/simulators; and the challenge to change our culture concerning ammunition and simulator usage.


Section II – Charter.  This section contains the guidance provided by the Commandant of the Marine Corps via enclosure (1).


Section III – Mission.  This section contains the mission statement developed by the GTARG and approved by the Executive Steering Committee.  

Section IV – Methodology.  This section describes the methodology the group used to arrive at our recommendations and ensure we achieved the Commandant’s objectives.


Section V – Recommendations.  This section details the recommendations the group developed in accordance with the Commandant’s guidance. It uses the Item/ Discussion/Recommendation format and provides the logic and results of our study.


Section VI – Summary.  This section provides a summary of this report and of the six-week effort of the Ground Training Ammunition Review Group. It contains ideas on the implementation of the ammunition reduction recommendations and how simulation will allow that reduction without a decrease in readiness.  It discusses the risks and the rewards of our recommendations. This section also discusses the “standards” the Marine Corps embraces.

SECTION I – SITUATION


The Marine Corps currently expends approximately $288 million a year in ground training ammunition. That figure includes ammunition used by the Fleet Marine Force (FMF) for unit and individual training as well as rifle/pistol requalification and Marine Battle Skills Training (MBST) ammunition.  The Corps is fast entering a time when we have to recapitalize.  The equipment we bought and fielded during the Reagan years is coming to the end of its service life and must be replaced.  We also have the future fielding of the AAAV, V-22 Osprey, and the Light Weight 155mm Howitzer to consider.  This comes at a time when the top line of our budget is, at best, stable; and, at worst, declining.  It also comes at a time when we are fast expending our “surplus” training ammunition and will have to buy our total annual requirement.  We as a Corps must make decisions and take actions that will produce the discretionary funds necessary for modernization.  By improving our training methods and using simulation, we can reduce training ammunition expenditures and free up capital to modernize our Corps. 


One of the greatest challenges in determining our training ammunition requirements is the lack of ammunition source documents.  When asked, every commander says we train to standards.  However, if the ammunition associated with “standards” is totalled, then the Marine Corps requires approximately 1 billion dollars worth of ammunition every year.  During our highest year of expenditure, with virtually no fiscal constraint, we as a Corps shot $258.8 million worth of training ammunition.  This begs the question, “Are we training to standards?” and if we are, “What standards?”


A discussion of standards is a journey down a path with many twists and turns.  Yes, we have standards, we have a great number of separate and distinct standards that, when used to determine ammunition requirements, become additive and are not necessarily integrated.  Our Individual Training Standards (ITS) are the basis for all Marine Corps training and address the Marine in his MOS.  Our Mission Performance Standards (MPS) are mission-oriented collective training standards that define minimum acceptable operational performance criteria for FMF units.  The relatively new Training and Readiness Manuals (T&R) for ground forces provide a building block training approach for particular type units.  The T&R incorporates ITS, MPS, and T&R events and can be used as a career training model.  Added to these standards is the Marine Battle Skills Training program.  Each of these “standards” has ammunition associated with them, and when combined with annual requalification, amount to approximately 1 billion dollars in ammunition requirements.  Our challenge has been to define what standards become the source for ammunition allocation Marine Corps wide.


A further challenge has been to define what is good enough and what is “above and beyond.”  We have concentrated on maintaining individual core competency and unit core capability.  Core “Plus” capabilities, those capabilities above and beyond a unit’s essential warfighting mission have also been considered where appropriate.  


A challenge given the group by the Commandant in his charter was to “…leverage new training approaches and technologies so as to increase our weapons proficiency and reduce our consumption of training ammunition.”  This led us to study the current state of simulation/simulators and to the possibilities and requirements for these systems in the future.  We examined currently fielded simulators such as the Indoor Simulated Marksmanship Training System (ISMT) and found that, in general, while most units that have access to the system use it, they view it as an enhancement rather than as a substitute for live fire.  We also discovered that of the 528 fielded ISMT systems, 155 are not in use for various reasons.  The fact that we have not had a shortage of live ammunition has contributed to this mindset.

We found that simulators/simulations provide a much better measure of effectiveness (MOE) than our usual methods of live fire.  Systems such as the LAV-FIST allow a unit to develop a training situation based upon their METLs and T&R manual.  The unit can run their Marines through the scenario and capture whether the Marine met the standards set for that scenario.  If they have not met the standards, the unit can repeat the exercise as often as necessary without expending any live ammunition.  Once trained on the simulator, the Marine can live fire to the same standards to validate the training received via simulation.  This technology can maintain performance records on individual Marines and on crews in crew based systems.  Using that information, units can tailor their training to each individual or crew.


Simulation and simulators offer the Marine Corps a smart and fiscally responsible method to train.  Some of the constraints which keep us from live fire training in the field such as range regulations, range availability, ammunition availability, and environmental considerations are not factors in training via simulation.  While there is an obvious up-front cost to field simulators, they pay for themselves in the long run by providing multiple, repeatable experiences in realistic environments without expending live ammunition and with little to no O&M cost.


Past business practices associated with ammunition procurement and expenditure may have been acceptable, or at least practical, when our ammunition supply was virtually endless, but they do not make sense in an environment where each and every round must count.  One example, the practice of “use it or lose it” has made the months of August and September prime live fire times across the Marine Corps.  This particular business practice promotes consumption as the priority vice effective training and encourages the use of ammunition with little or no training return on investment.


The Challenge for all of us in the Corps is to change our culture and mindset concerning live fire and alternate training methods.  Many Marines believe in their hearts that if you are not live firing, you are not training!  Marines also believe that the ammunition allocated via the MCBul 8011 is free and it is our right to expend that ammunition.  No more. We have reached the point where we either shoot $288 million worth of ammunition, or we modernize our force.

SECTION II – CHARTER


The Commandant of the Marine Corps established the Ground Training Ammunition Review Group (GTARG) to “define the most effective, efficient, and relevant ground training ammunition requirement.”  This task contained several embedded subtasks: 


a.  Complete a zero-based review of Marine Corps ground training with associated Class V (W) training resources.   


b.  Recommend training technologies which will support reductions in training ammunition while maintaining or improving individual and unit operational readiness.


c.  Detail your plan sufficiently to facilitate changes to individual and collective training standards (ITSs, MPSs, T & R Manuals) and other related directives and orders.


d.  Consider all options so long as you obtain an aggregate reduction equaling at least 5% annually.  The Marine Corps is committed to a minimum reduction of 5% of our training requirement for ammunition each year from FY00 through FY05. 


The GTARG balanced the above subtasks against some of the Commandant’s previously stated and foremost principles:


a.  History has shown that even in an era of diminishing resources, if we stay highly trained and ready, we can survive both as individuals and as an institution. It is imperative that we never be found lacking in our capability or ability to do what is expected or asked.


b. The complexity and speed of combat operations on the decentralized, lethal, urban battlefield of the 21st Century mandate that we improve the standard and efficiency of our training -- across the MAGTF -- top to bottom.

c. We must be a forward-thinking, learning organization that strives, day in and day out, to improve our efficiency, to improve our effectiveness, and to challenge the status quo.

 Challenging the status quo is never easy.  Cultures and mindsets do not change easily.  The Commandant recognizes this fact.  “I have handed you a formidable task.   There is an expectation that in order to “Train like you fight—fight like you train,” we must expend millions of dollars of training ammunition.  There is emotion associated with a Marine’s belief that we never have enough ammunition with which to train. We are currently expending approximately ¼ billion dollars of the Marine Corps budget each year.”  

Clearly, we faced an imposing challenge, but we also saw an encouraging opportunity.  Simulation can help build a more capable warfighter and it can also yield cost savings.  The Commandant has previously drawn attention to the use of training aids, simulation and modeling in his Planning Guidance and Planning Guidance Frag: 

a.  “The use of simulation, virtual reality, models, and various warfighting games can make subsequent field training more effective.”

b.  “The Commandant’s Planning Guidance stated that training must be focused on winning in combat ... progressive and practical ... we must make the most of every [training] opportunity before we go to the field.”

c.  “We must capitalize on the gains realized through our new training initiatives and exploit the opportunities resident in modeling and simulation to increase our warfighting efficiency and effectiveness.”

The Commandant ended his guidance to the GTARG by exhorting us to find a better way.  “Your group must look beyond the current paradigms surrounding training ammunition, remove emotion from the equation, and make intelligent, well-reasoned recommendations on how best to manage the ammunition requirement.”  The Marine Corps needs to recapitalize its aging fleet of HMMWVs, and replace its worn-out medium truck, as well as procure the AAAV and Light Weight 155mm howitzer, but these programs must not come at the expense of combat readiness.  We understood the magnitude of the challenge, and we did what Marines have always done in tough situations.  We attacked.

SECTION III – MISSION


Not later than 28 August the Ground Training Ammunition Review Group will assess ground training ammunition requirements; identify alternate training technologies; recommend changes to Marine Corps Orders, training standards and policies; focus ammunition on core competencies; and recommend better business practices in order to reduce training ammunition requirements by a minimum of 5% each year from FY 00 through FY 05.

SECTION IV – METHODOLOGY

The Ground Training Ammunition Review Group (GTARG) applied a straightforward approach in reviewing and analyzing ground training ammunition.  We used the Marine Corps Planning Process to review the Commandant’s intent, identify tasks, create a mission statement, select a methodology to review training standards, set priorities, and establish milestones.  Throughout data review and recommendation deliberations, the GTARG focused on four products: 

· Marines who win battles

· a written report for the Commandant 

· a draft FY00 Marine Corps Bulletin 8011 and

· a brief for presentation to the General Officer Symposium.  

The members of the GTARG established early on that they would need assistance from Marines with current or recent operational experience to review training standards, training practices and ammunition usage.  Consequently, the GTARG contacted Headquarters Marine Corps, Force commanders and supporting establishment commanders throughout the Marine Corps to gather Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to assist and advise us.  [See enclosures (3) and (4) for a complete listing of GTARG members and Marines who assisted the GTARG.]

The short period of time available to conduct the review dictated that we spend our time wisely.  The GTARG approached its task in four phases; orientation, preparation for SMEs arrival, SME review of training standards and ammunition practices and usage, and review of SME recommendations.

The orientation phase consisted of discussions with members of the Executive Steering Committee orienting us to the fiscal and modernization challenges facing the Marine Corps.  We also received briefs from MCCDC and MARCORSYSCOM concerning the mismatch between ammunition allocations versus ammunition expenditures; training standards; annual rifle and pistol requalification issues; and simulators and simulation used within the Marine Corps.

In Phase Two, the GTARG prepared for the SMEs’ arrival by reviewing Marine Corps Individual Training Standards, Mission Performance Standards and Training and Readiness orders.  We also took several trips to personally see simulation in use or to interview individuals who conduct unique training. Trips included 4th LAR to view the LAV-Fist simulator; The Basic School to view the Indoor Simulated Marksmanship Trainer (ISMT or FATS); the FBI Academy to interview personnel from their Hostage Rescue Team on FBI training techniques and requirements used in Close Quarters Battle training; and Marine Corps Security Force Battalion to view their training facilities and to see how they conduct Close Quarters Battle training.  These activities gave GTARG members a better understanding of unique training requirements and an opportunity to broaden their knowledge to better understand SME concerns.

During Phase Three, SMEs received a brief from the GTARG on its mission and endstate.  BGen Sattler emphasized throughout the review that members and SMEs view training and ammunition practices broadly as MAGTF officers rather than take a narrow Occupational Field view.  He emphasized also that training standards would not be lowered; that new and innovative ways of using simulators would be required to maintain Marine Corps standards; that ALL commands and units across the Corps would be examined; and that measures of effectiveness (MOEs) should focus on skills rather than the number of rounds expended during training.

Using the above guidance, SMEs and GTARG members reviewed, in detail, individual and collective training standards and associated training ammunition requirements; reviewed frequency of training; identified “core” and “core plus” standards; validated those standards; reviewed standards used by formal schools; recommended adjustments in ammunition requirements for training standards; recommended where ammunition practices could be changed; and briefed to the GTARG their recommendations.

GTARG members then reviewed and debated SME recommendations and suggested ammunition savings in order to produce a proposed FY00 8011 bulletin and prepare this report.  Only then did we calculate dollar savings to the Marine Corps. 

The draft FY00 8011 ammunition bulletin and resulting recommendations in this report reflect an expeditious, yet measured and reasoned exploration of training standards, training ammunition allocations, use of simulation in training, and better business practices.  Yet, even with the full acceptance of our recommendations and proposed ammunition savings, more work will be required to better identify “core” and “core plus” training standards, frequency of training, how simulation can be used to achieve current training standards, and corresponding reductions in training ammunition as a result of increased simulation training.

SECTION V – RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Savings.

a.  FY 00 Reductions.  

	
	PROPOSED
	
	GTARG
	PERCENTAGE

	
	FY 00
	
	ADJUSTED
	SAVINGS

	ALLOWANCE
	MCBul 8011
	SAVINGS
	FY 00
	

	
	
	
	MCBul 8011
	

	INFANTRY
	 $54,318,345 
	 $14,143,841 
	 $40,174,504 
	26.04%

	ARTILLERY
	 $28,763,530 
	 $8,511,799 
	 $20,251,731 
	29.59%

	MEUs
	 $10,757,715 
	 $(2,479,352)
	 $13,237,067 
	-23.05%

	TANKS (ACTIVE)
	 $8,052,634 
	 $2,105,275 
	 $5,947,359 
	26.14%

	TANKS (RESERVE)
	 $3,355,474 
	 $1,011,075 
	 $2,344,399 
	30.13%

	LAR (ACTIVE)
	 $8,581,035 
	 $1,870,983 
	 $6,710,052 
	21.80%

	LAR (RESERVE)
	 $817,018 
	 $(348,746)
	 $1,165,764 
	-42.69%

	CAX
	 $25,394,571 
	 $5,855,838 
	 $19,538,733 
	23.06%

	TBS
	 $9,983,302 
	 $3,355,016 
	 $6,628,286 
	33.61%

	SOTG 
	 $3,171,232 
	 $1,430,114 
	 $1,741,118 
	45.10%

	RIVERINE
	 $597,969 
	 $359,425 
	 $238,544 
	60.11%

	GITMO
	 $1,801,867 
	 $230,106 
	 $1,571,761 
	12.77%

	8TH & I 
	 $153,279 
	 ($15,291)
	 $168,570 
	-9.98%

	SNIPER (MORTAR)
	 $376,124 
	 $180,720 
	 $195,404 
	48.05%

	AAV/CAB/CSC
	 $10,478,190 
	 $3,113,239 
	 $7,364,951 
	29.71%

	UAV
	 $107,965 
	 $107,965 
	 $0 
	100.00%

	DUMMY/BULK
	 $3,317,905 
	 $1,057,051 
	 $2,260,854 
	31.86%

	SOI
	 $30,256,862 
	 $6,311,892 
	 $23,944,970 
	20.86%

	ENGINEERS
	 $7,471,630 
	 $2,087,158 
	 $5,384,472 
	27.93%

	MPs
	$1,222,651 
	 $278,466 
	        $944,185
	22.78%

	RECON
	 $1,852,471 
	 $1,376,683 
	 $475,788 
	74.32%

	CAPEX
	 $568,114 
	 $378,998 
	 $189,116 
	66.71%

	H & S BN (MEF)
	 $147,940 
	 $109,308 
	 $38,632 
	73.89%

	HQSPTBN (CLNC)
	 $35,655 
	 $19,435 
	 $16,220 
	54.51%

	HQSVCBN (QUANTICO)
	 $172,409 
	 $109,867 
	 $62,542 
	63.72%

	RADIO BN (II MEF)
	 $153,479 
	 $82,388 
	 $71,091 
	53.68%

	ENGINEER SCHOOL
	 $492,198 
	 $37,400 
	 $454,798 
	7.60%

	MCSFBN
	 $2,659,902 
	 $286,157 
	 $2,373,745 
	10.76%

	URBAN WARRIOR
	 $1,184,548 
	 $394,325 
	 $790,223 
	33.29%

	MARFORRES
	 $22,547,047 
	 $1,009,023 
	 $21,538,024 
	4.48%

	CBIRF
	 $212,274 
	 $131,275 
	 $80,999 
	61.84%

	MCMWTC BRIDGEPORT
	 $11,574 
	 $3,992 
	 $7,582 
	34.49%

	BETTER BUSINESS
	 $21,977,759 
	 $21,977,759 
	 $0 
	100.00%

	SCHOOL (PYRO)
	 $2,593,701 
	 $864,567 
	     $1,729,134
	 33.00%

	LAAM BN
	 $1,284,618 
	 $1,284,618 
	                   $0
	100.00%

	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL SAVINGS
	
	 $77,232,369 
	
	


Negative numbers and numbers in parentheses represent increases. 

b.   Background.  The GTARG had 2 monetary goals to reach in accordance with the CMC charter:

1)  Obtain a 5% reduction per year for each year in the POM.  

2)  Obtain an aggregate 30% reduction by FY05.

     
c.  Discussion.  The training requirement is valued at $288M each year in the POM.  A 5% reduction, per year, equates to the following:

5% of $288M in FY00 = $14.4M 

10% of $288M in FY01 = $28.9M

15% of $288M in FY02 = $43.3M

20% of $288M in FY03 = $57.8M

25% of $288M in FY04 = $72.2M

30% of $288M in FY05 = $86.6M

Total POM reduction  = $303.2M
The recommended GTARG reductions are valued at $70+M annually.  This equates to the following:

24.3% reduction in FY00 = $70.4M

24.3% reduction in FY01 = $70.4M

24.3% reduction in FY02 = $70.4M

24.3% reduction in FY03 = $70.4M

24.3% reduction in FY04 = $70.4M

24.3% reduction in FY05 = $70.4M

Total POM reduction   = $422.4M

  Additional Initiatives.  The GTARG found more savings could be garnered by adopting the following programs:    

Commercial pack FY00 = (5.56mm) $5.1M annually * 6 years = $30.6M
                               FY01 = (9mm, 7.62mm,....) $6.0M annually * 5 years = $30.0M

CLASS - FY03 $5.95M annually * 3 years = $17.85M
CVAT - FY01 (Tank) $.23M annually * 5 years = $1.15M
               FY03 (LAR) $1.2M annually * 3 years = $3.6M
Combat Qual - FY00 $1.73M annually * 6 years = $10.38M

Total POM reductions $515.98M

26.7% reduction in FY00 = $77.23M

28.8% reduction in FY01 = $83.46M

28.8% reduction in FY02 = $83.46M

31.3% reduction in FY03 = $90.61M

31.3% reduction in FY04 = $90.61M

31.3% reduction in FY05 = $90.61M
Total POM Reductions    =$515.98M
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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2. Items and Recommendations.

Item:  CMC approve the FY00 MCBul 8011 as the baseline for the Training Requirement.

Discussion:  FY00 ammunition allowances reflected in the proposed MCBul 8011 represent a significant realignment of annual allocations, changes to current business practices and complete restructuring of the bulletin itself.  Essentially, it provides ammunition allocations to the command or unit that will actually expend the ammunition, provides sufficient assets to confirm tasks or skills by live fire while supporting the commander’s Mission Essential Tasks List, and removes the year end “Use it or Lose it” policy that failed to provide the optimum return on investment for each round expended.  

Recommendation:  That the FY00 MCBul 8011 be staffed to all commands for comment and/or recommendations on format, and that any recommendation to increase an allowance be accompanied by a compensatory reduction.

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Annual Rifle Requalification

Discussion:  This is a very emotional issue!  All Marines are proud of the badge they wear on their chest and all Corporals and below count on their marksmanship score to enhance their cutting score.  Stone Bay, the rifle range at Camp Lejeune, is in the third full year of a study that permits Marines to shoot the KD course (without coaching) and at the end of the day, take their score (if they like it) and go home.  If they do not like their score, they return the next day and shoot again.  The “Stone Bay” study has increased the percentage of requalification from 90.5% to 98.5%, increased the number of experts from 32% to 62%, saved over $500k in unexpended M16A2 ammunition, and returned 350,000 man-hours to Marine Forces Atlantic commanders.  The major issues with the “Stone Bay requalification program,” are that we now have two standards for requalification in our Corps, and cutting scores are higher in MarForLant!


In addition to the above mentioned disparity, neither the Stone Bay program nor our Corps wide program accomplish the eleven Individual Training Standards (ITS) required by MCO 3574.2H.  Our entire requalification score is based on the KD course; field/combat firing counts for nothing.  Training and Education Division’s recommend Combat Requalification Course addresses the shortfalls mentioned above and also:

Incorporates all ITSs

Scores both KD and combat firing

Is more succinct, can be fired in three days; returns two full work days to commanders

Reduces our 5.56mm ammunition expenditures.  Please note this is not the driving factor in this recommendation…this is a serendipity.

Recommendation:  Adopt the new, Combat Requalification Course effective 1 Jan 1999.

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Leverage FY00 reductions in ammunition procurement to expedite delivery of the Closed Loop Artillery Simulator System (CLASS) 

Discussion:  CLASS, a non-developmental initiative (NDI) using commercially available off-the-shelf  (COTS) technology appears in the FY00 Program Objective Memorandum (POM), however it receives no Procurement Marine Corps (PMC) money until FY03 which delays the training benefit combat arms units will realize.  CLASS is a high-level architecture (HLA) compliant system that will interact with other systems and simulators.  If the Commandant accepts the Ground Training Ammunition Review Group’s (GTARG) Recommendations, the Marine Corps will accrue significant cost savings and cost avoidances.  If CLASS received a small amount of the savings, major research and development efforts could begin in FY00 making procurement in FY01 a possibility.   Procuring CLASS as early as possible begins enhancing combined arms training earlier than originally planned, saves approximately $6M annually in artillery ammunition expenditures, and frees up the original money programmed for CLASS in FYs 03, 04 & 05.  III Marine Expeditionary Force units are particularly anxious for CLASS as they have less access to firing ranges than CONUS units.  

Recommendation:  Dedicate enough ammunition cost savings in FY00 to begin major research and development funding for CLASS, and accelerate CLASS procurement in FY01.  

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Commercial Packaging of Small Arms Training Ammunition

Discussion:  In FY 97, a total of 62.7 million rounds of 5.56mm, M855 were consumed in training at a cost of $24.5 million. By using commercial pack for “admin” ammo use, we can considerably reduce that cost.

 
Currently, 5.56mm, M855 Ball ammunition is packaged with 840 rounds per M2A1 metal can. There are 2 metal cans per 1 wooden wire-bound crate for a total of 1680 rounds per crate. The cost of packing material has continued to rise, and in turn caused an increase to the unit cost per round. The Marine Corps has tested and approved innovative ways to reduce the unit cost by revising the packing configuration.  The current cost for packing 1000 rounds is approximately $330.00. The anticipated cost for the new training pack will be approximately $190.00 per 1000.  This will be a cost avoidance of approximately $140.00 per 1000 rounds or a 42% savings.


Expanding commercial packaging to other items and calibers, could substantially reduce training ammunition costs in the future.  The estimates contained in the below chart are cost avoidances based on a 50% Training Requirement (TR).  The actual percentage will need to be determined as a part of a Fleet Marine Force Evaluation.

	NOMENCLATURE
	TRNG REQMT
	ESTIMATE 
	STANDARD
	COMM PACK
	50% TRNG
	TOTAL COST

	
	AS OF 980805
	PRICE
	COST
	EST. 42%
	50% CMBT
	AVOIDANCE

	 (   CTG, 5.56MM                 BALL
	63,310,414
	$0.39
	$24,691,061
	$0.23
	$19,505,939
	$5,185,123

	CTG, 5.56MM BALL LINK
	4,170,000
	$0.37
	$1,542,900
	$0.21
	$1,218,891
	$324,009

	CTG, 5.56MM 

4 & 1 LINK
	7,431,351
	$0.41
	$3,046,854
	$0.24
	$2,407,015
	$639,839

	CTG, 5.56MM BLANK LINK
	7,944,276
	$0.30
	$2,383,283
	$0.17
	$1,882,793
	$500,489

	CTG, 5.56MM BLANK
	19,835,161
	$0.18
	$3,570,329
	$0.10
	$2,820,560
	$749,769

	CTG, 7.62MM BLANK LINK 
	4,642,968
	$0.34
	$1,578,609
	$0.20
	$1,247,101
	$331,508

	CTG, 7.62MM 

4 & 1 LINK
	9,154,508
	$0.45
	$4,119,529
	$0.26
	$3,254,428
	$865,101

	CTG, 7.62MM BALL LINK
	6,147,418 
	$0.43
	$2,643,390
	$0.25
	$2,088,278
	$555,112

	CTG, 9MM TP-T FOR AT-4
	68,027
	$0.14
	$9,524
	$0.08
	$7,524
	$2,000

	CTG, 9MM BALL
	18,178,120
	$0.14
	$2,544,937
	$0.08
	$2,010,500
	$534,437

	CTG, CAL .50 BALL LINK
	302,327
	$1.90
	$574,421
	$1.10
	$453,793
	$120,628

	CTG, CAL .50

 4 & 1 LINK
	4,353,489
	$2.12
	$9,229,397
	$1.23
	$7,291,223
	$1,938,173

	CTG, CAL .50 API-T LINK
	18,715
	$2.74
	$51,279
	$1.59
	$40,510
	$10,769

	CTG, CAL .50 BLANK LINK
	284,057
	$0.88
	$249,970
	$0.51
	$197,476
	$52,494

	CTG, CAL .50 API SNIPER RIFLE
	26,191
	$13.57
	$355,412
	$7.87
	$280,775
	$74,636

	CTG, 7.62MM BALL L/R
	517,822
	$0.94
	$486,753
	$0.55
	$384,535
	$102,218

	
	
	
	
	
	TOTAL
	$11,986,306


( Tested & approved

Recommendation:  The Marine Corps immediately investigate the possibility of using a “Training pack” for all other training rounds. 

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:   Field the Laser Bore Light Device (LBLD) to provide a non-firing Battle Sight Zero (BZO) for service weapons.

Discussion:   The Marine Corps is currently procuring 7,800 LBLDs as the material solution to meet a requirement for a non-firing zero for the AN/PAQ-4C Infantry Aim Light (IAL).  The LBLD is a simple, eye-safe laser device which is attached to the weapon using a mandrel inserted in the barrel of the weapon.  Through the use of a 10 meter “range” the laser is projected on a specially constructed target.  The laser dot from the AN/PAQ-4C is adjusted to ensure the strike of a round fired from the weapon is consistent with the “sight picture” provided by the “dot” from the IAL.


This technology has the ability to “zero” more than just the AN/PAQ-4C.  The same bore light can be used to zero the iron sights of the service rifle, the sights of most crew served weapons (7.62 & 50 cal), and sniper weapons scopes.


While the LBLD is not a full replacement for firing BZO, it provides a 90% solution to allow Marines to zero their weapons without firing.  Besides projected ammunition savings of approximately 1.3 million rounds of 5.56 ball annually, this device will allow small unit leaders to ensure their Marines have a working BZO for their weapons at all times.  [The device establishes a BZO regardless of environment with no expenditure of ammunition or reliance on range availability, while decreasing the time and unit overhead associated with a live fire BZO.]  Further, units can use the LBLD to perform BZO procedures while in route to potential employment areas on a variety of transportation platforms.


The LBLD should be fielded to infantry battalions at a density of 1 per rifle squad, 1 per machinegun squad, and 2 per STA platoon.  Fielding for other units, to include training infrastructure, should be consistent with the density outlined for infantry units.  Further, current fielding plans call for the device to be an SL-3 component of the AN/PAQ-4C. However, if established as a SAC 1 item with a Table of Authorization Control Number (TAMCN), the device can be used to its full potential, including expedient zeroing of the LAV 25mm gun.

Recommendation:  Adopt the LBLD as the material solution to the Marine Corps BZO device requirement and field in accordance with the methodology outlined above.

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Change Marine Corps policy on Fiscal Year ammunition management.

Discussion:  Current ammunition management policy zeroes unexpended ammunition allowances at the end of the fiscal year.  Units may have valid reasons for not firing their allocations, i.e. unexpected operational commitments or closed ranges.  Commanders feel pressed to expend their ammunition by the end of the fiscal year, or lose it and receive a smaller allocation the following fiscal year.  In other words, “Use it or lose it.” Consequently, the Marine Corps expends an extremely high amount of its annual training allowance during the final two months of the fiscal year.  This is an inefficient policy that not only wastes ammunition, but also promotes poor training practices. 




A practice that allows units to carry remaining quantities over to the following FY promotes proper ammunition management and keeps units from indiscriminately firing to show expenditures.

Recommendation:  Change Marine Corps policy to allow units to justify carrying critical allowances across fiscal years. Units would be required to submit a request through their respective MARFORs to CG MCCDC (Code C465RA2) requesting to carry over the ammunition.

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Indoor Simulated Marksmanship Trainer (ISMT) Enhancements

Discussion:  528 ISMTs have been fielded to locations throughout the Marine Corps.  This video based system has a limited number of marksmanship and tactical scenarios that could be expended by replacing the video components with digital graphics thus creating a High Level Architecture (HLA) compatible system that could interface with other individual and crew served training systems and simulators.  The ISMT environment is being pushed by users to evolve from a pure marksmanship trainer to include employment of weapon systems in tactical situations to satisfy individual and small unit training requirements.  Limited improvements to the currently fielded ISMT are planned in POM 00, however additional funding would provide these improvements to a larger number of Marine organizations and locations.

Recommendation:  Expand POM 00 funding by $2.9M to provide digital graphics capability to all ISMT systems vice the planned 12%.  This funding will provide for the interface of the ISMT with other planned crew served, indirect fire, and combat vehicle simulators.

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item: Integrate simulation into individual and collective training standards.

Discussion:  Simulation is currently viewed as a training enhancement, not as a replacement for live fire. While simulation can never replace live fire, there are many training events that can be accomplished to standard using simulation.  


Publications feeding the development of the individual or unit training program must encourage the use of simulation/simulators but cannot be so restrictive as to tie the commanders’ hands. It should be recognized that there are some standards that must use live fire, to include validation of simulation training.  There also must be a realization that there are some standards that should be trained only through simulation.  Finally there is a large body of standards that can effectively be trained using either live or simulation training.  Training standards and resources should allow sufficient latitude to the commander to focus training between live and simulation training in these areas. (Figure 1 refers) The “T&R”, as a resource document, must allocate each event a specific ammunition allocation.  The ammunition allocated against that body of events suitable for either live fire or simulation can be allocated by the commander as he sees fit. 
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Recommendation:  Ensure that simulation is incorporated in all training documentation to include ITSs, MPSs, T&R Manuals as well as Course Descriptive Data (CDD) and Programs of Instruction (POI).

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Use of Precision Gunnery System (PGS) and Tank Weapons Gunnery Simulation System (TWGSS) on Multi Purpose Range Complexes (MPRC)

Discussion:  MPRCs utilizing computer controlled target lifting devices which sense and react to live fire hits are operational at Camp Lejeune, NC and Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center (MCAGCC).  These ranges are routinely used for both LAV-25 and tank gunnery live fire sustainment and requalification training.  Both communities currently utilize PGS/TWGSS, which incorporate eye safe lasers to simulate the ballistic effect of main gun ammunition.  These systems are useful for simulating gunnery tables on the MPRCs, however the target lifting devices don’t sense the laser hits and consequently the targets don’t fall as they do under live fire conditions.  This factor denies immediate feedback to the crew and the master gunner conducting the training.  This drawback can be corrected by the acquisition of existing Laser Target Interface Devices (LTID).  The LTIDs would be mounted on the MPRCs targets and would allow the target lifting device to sense the laser hits.  The target after being hit by the laser would fall the same way it does during live fire gunnery.  This step would decrease the artificiality of the simulation and give immediate feedback to the crewman, which would reduce training time and operations cost. FY 00 reductions in ammunition for both Tanks and LAR rely heavily on the use of PGS and TWGSS.  LTIDs would provide each Bn the opportunity to use current simulation to its full potential, improve training effectiveness and reduce training time.  

Recommendation:  Acquire LTIDs for use on all existing USMC MPRCs in order to increase the benefits of simulation for gunnery sustainment training and to allow the PGS and TWGSS to be used to it’s full potential. LTIDs must be compatible with both PGS and TWGSS.

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item: The Marine Corps must field the Combat Vehicle Appended Trainer (CVAT) for the Tank and LAR Bns to sustain crewmen gunnery skills and have the capability to participate in future MAGTF exercises in conjunction with CLASS and JSIMS.

Discussion:  The Marine Corps’ recent emphasis on simulation has resulted in the decision to field the Combat Vehicle Appended Trainer (CVAT) for the M1A1 tank.  It is intended to be an innovative new trainer that for the first time allows an entire crew to train on the vehicle without moving the vehicle or firing any ammunition.  CVAT will be a deployable, high fidelity, precision gunnery, network trainer.  CVAT provides a synthetic battlefield to include ground forces, C3I, for individual crew and combine arms training.  Fleet units will be able to use this simulator to sustain both combined arms and gunnery skills between live fire operations.  The tank community reduced $2.3 million in ammunition costs in anticipation of fielding CVAT in FY 00. 

Additionally the tank community expects to avoid $174K in direct operation and maintenance costs per Bn annually, as well as associated savings in replacement of major components like gun tubes and power packs.  Procuring CVAT for LAR Bn will save $301K in ammunition costs and avoid $108K of direct operation and maintenance costs per Bn annually.  Proposed reduction in ammunition for the LAR Bns is based upon approval of fielding CVAT. 

Recommendation:  Revise the CVAT fielding plan to include both Tank and LAR Bns.  This plan should reflect six systems per Bn. Six systems per Bn will give each Bn the capability to conduct crew, section and platoon gunnery and provide each MEU a system for deployment.  Six CVAT systems used in conjunction with CLASS and JSIM provides each Bn four maneuver elements and a Headquarters element.

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Artillery Cleared for Overhead Fire Requirements

Discussion:  Artillery ammunition is either cleared for overhead fire, or it is not.  The requirement levied by training ranges is increasingly for cleared components, our inventory of those items is rapidly disappearing from our stocks.  We have sufficient quantities in our inventory to support training, that part of the inventory cleared for overhead fire will be depleted by late FY01 or early FY02.  The Marine Corps is not buying newly manufactured artillery ammunition components for training use because we have enough components remaining in our inventory to support our requirements in the near term.  However, unless we reduce the overall requirement for this ammunition, or increase the production of it, we will run out of significant components by FY02.


The history of a lot, malfunction reports, and testing determines whether a lot is cleared for overhead fire or not cleared.  To add to the challenge, the U.S. Army is not testing and clearing new lots of ammunition at a rate sufficient to maintain our stocks at acceptable levels.



Firing ammunition not cleared for overhead fire puts an additional safety requirement on a firing unit.  Specific areas around the weapon must be cleared, roads closed and manned by road guards with redundant communication systems, and no one can train between the firing position and the impact area.  While safety is still paramount in firing cleared for overhead ammunition, the physical requirements are greatly reduced.

Recommendation:  Where practicable, range managers and using units examine the requirement for cleared for overhead fire ammunition and reduce that requirement where safety would not suffer.  This item should be discussed in more detail during the next ammunition conference and during the next fire support conference. 

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Plan for a second GTARG in FY00.

Discussion:  The approval of the recommendations found in this report will have far reaching impacts on many areas of Marine Corps’ training and fiscal policy. These impacts will touch every Marine and every unit in the Corps.  Units will not see the full impact of these changes until late in FY00.


To ensure that changes brought about by the GTARG do not negatively affect readiness, and to validate the level of ammunition reductions outlined by the group, a follow up review of ground training ammunition is needed.  The optimum time for the review would be in the last quarter of CY00 with a reporting requirement, that will allow adjustments to be made in POM Review 03.

Recommendation:  Establish a second GTARG to be held in August of 2000 to validate or adjust the changes bought about by the findings of this study.

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Redesign individual and collective training standards to mutually support the requirements of the Formal Schools, Operating Forces and individual Marines.

Discussion:  Training and Education Division is responsible for the development, publication and maintenance of training standards for the Marine Corps.  These standards include Individual Training Standards (ITS), published in 1500 series Marine Corps Orders, and Mission Performance Standards (MPS), published in the 3500 series Marine Corps Combat Readiness Evaluation System (MCCRES) Orders.  A new format, the Training and Readiness Manual attempts to establish the links between individual and collective standards but is still an immature product.  Currently, there does not appear to be any consistent link between the ITS, MPS or T&R manual designed for any given OccField.


ITSs help commanders define training requirements to maintain individual proficiency and provide a measure against which training programs can be evaluated.  Under the Training Modernization Initiative ongoing in T&E Division, tasks documented in ITS orders will be reviewed to determine Occupational Field core competencies.  These core competencies will become the primary training focus for individual Marines.  ITSs are not designed as a training resource document.  Resources such as ammunition are documented, but each task stands completely alone with no mechanism for establishing linkages and resource sharing between tasks.  


To be an effective tool for the commander, ITSs should contain a designation of those tasks determined to be core competencies while retaining the delineation between formal school training and MOJT.  The orders should clearly state that they are not a resource document.

The MPSs detailed in the 3500 series MCCRES Manuals are designed as a checklist for the conduct of a unit evaluation, or as a tool that will allow the unit to “train to the test”.  They, like the ITSs, are not designed as a resource document.  The format employed in the current MPS orders is not consistent.  This inconsistency is evident in that only some of the orders have attempted to capture resource requirements and training task linkages between individual and collective training standards.  


The most current T&R Manual is designed as a unit training syllabus and readiness indicator.  It links individual and collective training standards into training events.  These manuals–like the MPSs(lack a common format, and, like both the ITSs & MPSs, are inconsistent in their linkages between training standards, events, and resource requirements.  Although not presently formally tied to SORTS, the T&R also provides a formula, based upon completion of specified training events, for determining unit training readiness.  T&R manuals do not include methodologies for accomplishing training events.  During the course of the study the GTARG found that many references cited in the T&R manuals were outdated or nonspecific in their approach to reaching desired training goals. 


T&R Manuals must be revised to chain ITSs & MPSs to provide training events with resources, based on unit Tables of Equipment and Organization.  These documents must break out resource requirements, to include ammunition requirements, by individual training event and should be designed to provide a formula for determining requirements based upon on-hand personnel and equipment.  The documents should also designate which events can be trained using simulation/simulators and should credit the unit fairly for use of simulation.  This document should show core and core plus events (for both unit and individual) to assist the commander in choosing events based on his unit METL.  Linking this document to a determination of unit training readiness is a sensitive issue but from a resourcing perspective it would provide a clear tie between resourcing and readiness.


Finally, there is no formalized training syllabus for individual and crew served weapons training.  The Weapons Drill Guide and Machinegun Guide published by Marine Corps Institute were used extensively during the study to help define individual and crew served weapons training and associated ammunition requirements.  These documents should be reviewed, validated and published as Marine Corps Orders.  These orders should be designated as the training syllabus for individual and crew served weapons training and document the full range of individual weapons training tasks.  These documents must designate which events can be trained using simulators/simulation and should state the total individual training ammunition requirement per task.

Recommendation:  Redesign ITS, MPS/MCCRES and T&R Manuals to link individual and collective training and establish solid training ammunition requirements at each level.  Add the Weapons Drill Guide, as a T&R manual for individual small arms tasks, to form a family of mutually supporting training documents.   

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Create an automated accounting program for using unit ammo technicians.  

Discussion:  Currently, some ammo technicians are manually accounting for ammunition using NAVMC 10774 cards. This is an inefficient accounting method in the age of computers.  Manual accounting causes inconsistencies in ammunition accountability and in reporting ammunition expenditures.  It also wastes man-hours by requiring ammo techs to hand carry requisitions up the chain of command.  All classes of supply with the exception of Class V (W) have an automated accounting system.

Using unit ammunition technicians throughout the Marine Corps, through their own initiative, have developed several different programs locally to help them manage ammunition.  However these systems are not integrated, not funded, frequently incompatible with Marine Corps authorized software, and have no training associated with them.  In other words, each tech is doing his own thing to account for ammunition.  

There is an initiative currently underway within the MARFORs, led by the G6 at 1st Force Service Support Group, to develop a Delphi based automated accounting program for 1st and 2d Marine Divisions.  This program will provide real time using unit ammunition accountability and reduce significantly the number of man-hours currently required by the manual system.  If this program is adopted, it should be used Marine Corps wide.  Additionally, an automated accounting program will provide discipline to the expenditure reporting system, a process that has had significant problems in the past.     

Recommendation:  Develop a standard automated accounting program for the using unit to account for and requisition Class V (W) and field it throughout the Marine Corps by FY00. This system should be deployable, user friendly and compatible with other Marine Corps ammunition accounting software.  Further recommend the system under development at 1st FSSG be viewed as the model. 

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Issue safety (red) pyrotechnics as a bulk allowance to MARFORs.

Discussion:  The Marine Corps can save significant ammunition dollars by changing how we purchase and issue safety pyrotechnics.  Safety (red) pyrotechnics are used for emergency purposes only.  They should rarely be expended.  Yet, we continue to purchase and allocate safety pyrotechnics annually.  


A better business practice would be to issue safety pyrotechnics as they are expended. Armories are authorized to store safety pyrotechnics upon approval by their Base Commander or CG, MARFORRES.  Units could draw and return pyrotechnics to their respective armories once the training evolution is over.  By allowing units to store safety pyrotechnics in their armories, we can reduce both ASP safety pyrotechnic inventory and reduce paper work. 

Recommendation:  MARFORs should receive a bulk allowance of safety pyrotechnics to distribute to MSCs on an as needed/replacement basis. 

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Handling Practices Resulting in Grade III/Unserviceable Ammunition

Discussion:  Ammunition Supply Points (ASPs) normally dispose of grade III ammunition.  The most common reason ammunition is reclassified as Grade III is due to lack of attention to detail and understanding by the user of the unique handling, storage, and transportation requirements for ammunition.  Excess ammunition is broken out too often when units train.  Frequently, due to weather conditions or other factors, training is suspended or cancelled.  When returned to the ASP these munitions are determined to be unserviceable due to improper handling and disposal of packing material.  Compounding the problem is the distribution of ammunition with multiple lot numbers.  When the unit returns the ammunition to the ASP, the lot numbers are mixed together.  Loss of lot identity or mixing of lot numbers keeps ammunition from being assigned its original lot number.  However, ASPs have procedures that permit return of these assets into serviceable stocks.  This is a problem we can fix ourselves without creating new procedures.  Units must return ammunition in proper condition, and ASPs can reissue returned ammunition to the same unit.

Recommendation:  Introduce PME programs at all levels to promote the proper care and handling of ammunition.  Reaffirm the need for ASPs to implement/institute procedures that will support the recovery of munitions to serviceable condition codes.  Reissue ammunition to the same user\MSC. 

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Special Effects Small Arms Marking System (SESAMS) vs. Blank Ammunition

Discussion:  The Marine Corps has a requirement to train selected personnel in Close Quarters Battle (CQB) and Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT) engagements.  In the past, this training has been accomplished during force-on-force scenarios using blank ammunition, or in a “shooting house” under a controlled non force-on-force scenario using live ammunition on paper targets.


The Special Effects Small Arms Marking System (SESAMS) takes realistic force-on-force training beyond blanks and shooting houses.  SESAMS is designed to provide realistic, force-on-force engagement with immediate feedback to the shooter.  The system consists of standard weapons, such as the M-16A2, M9, and MP-5, modified to fire harmless plastic paste rounds accurate up to 50 meters (Marines wear facemasks and flak jackets).  The system has been used for years by other service’s forces and government agencies such as the Navy’s SEAL Teams and the FBI.  In October 1998, Marine Corps Systems Command begins fielding SESAMS to units that conduct CQB training, such as Special Operations Training Groups, Force Reconnaissance Companies, Marine Corps Base and Air Station Provost Marshal Offices and Marine Corps Security Force Battalion.  The only unit receiving SESAMS without a CQB mission is The Basic School for the Infantry Officer Course.


There is another part of the Marine Corps that can benefit greatly from SESAMS, our fleet Marine forces.  With a renewed emphasis on urban warfare, infantry units need a better way to train for this mission.  Blank ammunition creates bad habits.  Marines do not use cover and concealment, use their weapon’s sights when firing, or make every round count. SESAMS reinforces proper marksmanship techniques, giving Marines feedback on every shot and allowing them to feel the consequences of not using cover and concealment.  With enough SESAMS, a commander can engage in realistic force-on-force, small unit tactics training.  A proposed distribution is one rifle company worth of SESAMS equipment per infantry, LAR and engineer battalion and one firing battery worth of SESAMS equipment per artillery regiment. This will permit a Commander to train his Marines to operate on the battlefield of the future, the “Three Block War.” 3d MARDIV plans to purchase 200 SESAMS sets from its O & M account in FY 98.

Recommendation:  Increase MARCORSYSCOM SESAMS buy to include ground combat units. This should be coupled with a compensatory reduction in blank ammunition allocations.  While we will need to keep blanks to use MILES 2000 gear, SESAMS has the potential to provide more training value (in certain situations).

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

Item:  Evaluate Training by Measures of Effectiveness (MOE) versus number of rounds fired.

Discussion:  Traditionally, Marines have subscribed to the belief that more live firing means better training and increased combat readiness.  Good commanders not only fired all their yearly allocation of ammunition, they also found other unexpended pots of ammunition to fire.  Seldom, if ever, were they questioned as to what Mission Essential Task from the approved Mission Essential Task List (METL) they were accomplishing by live firing.  Few commanders captured the increase in combat capability they had accrued by recording the specific Mission Performance Standard (MPS), Individual Training Standard (ITS), or Training and Readiness (T&R) Manual event.

Recommendation:  That Marines at all levels plan and conduct training in accordance with the policies and procedures detailed in MCRP 3-0A Unit Training Management Guide & MCRP 3-0B How to Conduct Training.  By tracking, recording, and analyzing their training by specific tasks and events, commanders will have a more accurate and more useful measure of their combat capability and readiness.    

CMC Decision:


 Approved: __________

        Disapproved: __________

SECTION VI – SUMMARY

The GTARG was faced with the reality that ground training ammunition has been cut by 5% per year beginning in FY00 and ending in FY05.  Our task was to define the ammunition allocation to support that reality, and to support the Commandant’s mandate to, “Train like you fight-fight like you train.”  This report details our efforts and recommendations to meet that mandate and accomplish our mission.

We believe this report fulfills the requirement of the Commandant’s Charter and provides sound recommendations to increase our weapons proficiency, leverage new training approaches and technologies, and reduce our training ammunition consumption.  We explored simulation and simulators, better business practices, new training approaches and technologies, and standards via the published and draft Training and Readiness Manuals (T&R), Mission Performance Standards (MPS), and Individual Training Standards (ITS).  We are submitting recommendations that can save the Marine Corps $77 million dollars per year on training ammunition and provide discretionary funds for modernization.

There are risks associated with some of our recommendations.  Key to the success of our recommendations is an attendant change in ATTITUDE towards simulation and simulators.  Where we now view simulators, such as the ISMT, as an enhancement to live fire training, we must embrace the reality that simulators can replace live fire in some instances.  Simulators  provide multiple, repeatable experiences in realistic environments against world class opponents.  They also provide excellent measures of effectiveness that allow a unit, or individual, to focus on weak areas in their training instead of training to all standards all the time.  Simulators are not dependent on range availability and can greatly reduce a unit’s operations and maintenance costs.  Better, more focused training, reduced O&M costs, and quantifiable return on investment are the benefits of simulators.  To realize these benefits we must change our culture and embrace the idea of “TRAIN WITH SIMULATION, VALIDATE WITH LIVE FIRE.” 

Our recommendations contain items classified as “better business practices.”  Some of these, such as stopping the “use it, or lose it” rule concerning ammunition, will provide immediate benefits.  We intend that this particular change will stop, or slow, the August/September “dump-ex” sometimes conducted for fear of losing ammunition allocations for the following fiscal year.  While there will be some common sense restrictions to this policy, it offers the real possibility of ammunition savings.  Another better business practice is the commercial packaging for 5.56mm training ammunition used at the rifle range.  When extended to 7.62mm, 9mm, and .50 cal packaging, the Corps can avoid wasting approximately $12 million dollars in packaging costs.

The GTARG studied standards in great detail.  From the Marine Battle Skills Training guide to the individual communities Training and Readiness Manuals, we studied the ammunition “required” to meet our Corps standards.  While we found the standards were generally well defined and valid, ammunition allocated to those standards was often excessive.  We reviewed, revised and recommended allocations to produce standards and ammunition requirements more in line with reason, and the way Marines truly train.

Implementation of our recommendations will have far reaching impacts on Marine Corps training and fiscal policy.  To make sure our recommendations do not garner unintended consequences that reduce our readiness, we strongly recommend a follow-up review of our efforts.  Many of the consequences of our recommendations should be visible by late 2000, so we recommend the follow-on GTARG convene in Aug 2000.  This GTARG effort could both adjust and validate recommendations provided in this report.        

The draft FY00 8011 ammunition bulletin and resulting recommendations in this report reflect an expeditious, yet measured and reasoned exploration of training standards, training ammunition allocations, use of simulation, and better business practices.  Yet, with the full acceptance of our recommendations and proposed ammunition savings, more work will be required to better identify “core” and “core plus” training standards; frequency of training; how simulation can achieve current training standards; and identify corresponding reductions in training ammunition as a result of increased simulation training.  We must not delay.  We must take the hard cuts and make the hard calls now in order to “ensure our training programs develop warriors with the right tools for warfighting in the 21st century.”

The GTARG has completed an arduous and often emotional task.  Our recommendations show “a” way to meet the mandate given us by the Commandant.  Live fire training is near and dear to all Marines and is deeply embedded in our ethos.  Making the decision to implement our recommendations is only half of the challenge.  The other, more emotional, part of the equation revolves around ATTITUDE.  In fact, it is a great deal about ATTITUDE and we know that ATTITUDE starts at the top with the commander of every organization.  If we at the top do not believe in and embrace these changes, they are not worth the paper they are printed upon.
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12 Jun 98

From:  Commandant of the Marine Corps

To:      Brigadier General John F. Sattler 165 40/0580/9903 USMC

Subj:  MARINE CORPS GROUND TRAINING AMMUNITION REVIEW

1.  You are hereby appointed Senior Member of  a Review Group established to define the most effective, efficient, and relevant ground training ammunition requirement. As stated in my Planning Guidance Frag Order: “....we must ensure our training programs develop warriors with the right tools for warfighting in the 21st Century.  I want to ensure our training is realistic, aggressive, and of the highest quality.  Train like you fight -- fight like you train.”    To this end, we must  provide the training resources required to meet these mandates; however, we must balance this against our need to maximize the warfighting value of the scarce assets provided to the Corps.  Each year that we continue to procure training ammunition at the current levels, we slow the Marine Corps’ modernization efforts.  We must find ways to leverage new training approaches and technologies so as to increase our weapons proficiency and reduce our consumption of training ammunition.  In order to reach this goal, the efforts of the Group should address the following issues:


a.  Complete a zero-based review of Marine Corps ground training with associated Class V(W) training resources.  Reassess training standards for, and frequency of, current live fire qualifications, certifications and validations.  Focus training ammunition requirements toward core competencies required by the mandates of current and future operational environments.


b.  Identify alternative training methodologies or concepts to improve training and identify readiness impacts of ammunition reductions/offsets.


c.  Recommend training technologies which will support reductions in training ammunition while maintaining or improving individual and unit operational readiness.  These technologies may include the use of simulators, simulation, instrumented ranges, or other training devices.  An assessment of the Return on Investment and Break Even points, comparing the estimated technology investment versus the ammunition procurement reductions will be required.  These assessments should include not only the direct procurement costs but also factor in facility, manpower and operations and maintenance costs or savings.


d.  Identify recommended changes to Marine Corps orders, training standards, and policies.


e.  Determine how the group’s ammunition requirement reductions equate to actual ammunition procurement plans and identify potential fiscal savings or cost avoidances.

2.  The Marine Corps is committed to a minimum reduction of 5 percent of our training requirement for ammunition each year from FY00 through FY05.  This is your start point, but you are not limited in your proposed reductions by this figure.  Your group should validate whether the current reduction profile is the most effective, or if larger reductions and/or a shorter time frame is a more optimal course of action.  You are free to consider all options so long as you obtain an aggregate reduction equaling at least 5 percent annually.

3.  Your plan should be sufficiently detailed to facilitate changes to individual and collective training standards (ITSs, MPSs, T&R Manuals) and other related directives and orders.  Additionally, justification for required technology enhancements should be included in sufficient detail to allow the initiation of procurement actions.  All recommendations should include full supporting rationale and justification, all ammunition reductions and technology enhancements should be documented. 

4.  To ensure the intent of this review is accomplished, an Executive Steering Council and a Working Group, composed of the following components, have been established:


a.  Executive Steering Council:



(1)  Commanding General, Marine Corps Combat Development Command (Chair); 



(2)  Deputy Chief of Staff, Plans, Policies and Operations (Co-chair); 



(3)  Deputy Chief of Staff, Programs and Resources; 



(4)  Commander Marine Corps Systems Command


 b.  Core Review Group (permanently assigned to the effort):  



(1)  DCG MEF



(2)  ADC/S PP&O 



(3)  Deputy Commander MARFORRES  



(4)  Infantry Regimental Commander 



(5)  Artillery Regimental Commander 



(6)  CO SOI 



(7)  CO Tank Bn



(8)  T&E Div MCCDC Ammunition Officer  



(9)  PM Ammunition MCSC Project Officer


c.  Studies and Analysis Support Group (on call to provide analytical and technical support as necessary):  



(1)  MCCDC Chief Scientist  



(2)  MCCDC Principal Analyst for Science & Technology  


d.  Adjunct Review Group (on call to provide subject matter expertise as required): 



(1)  MCCDC (WDID) (Chair)



(2)  MEU Cmdr  



(3)  CO MCSF Bn  



(4)  CO WTBN  



(5)  CO Assault Amphibian Vehicle Bn



(6)  CO LAR Bn  



(7)  CO Engr Bn  



(8)  MP/PMO 



(9)  M&RA 



(10)  MCCDC (REQR)



(11)  MCCDC (TFS)



(12)  MCCDC (CSW)



(13)  MCCDC (T&E)



(14)  MCCDC (DOC)



(15)  PM SST MCSC

        

(16)  Marine Gunner





(17)  Marine Gunner



(18)  Range Officer


e.  Administrative Support Group (provides administrative support and coordination as required):



(1)  MCCDC T&E Division 

5. I have handed you a formidable task.   Ammunition is central to the missions we perform in the Marine Corps. There is an expectation that in order to “Train like you fight -- fight like you train”, we must expend millions of dollars of training ammunition.  There is emotion associated with a Marine’s belief that we never have enough ammunition with which to train.  You and your group must look beyond the current paradigms surrounding training ammunition, remove the emotion from the equation, and make intelligent, well reasoned recommendations on how best to manage the ammunition requirement.  We are currently expending approximately ¼ billion dollars of the Marine Corps budget each year.  To put this in perspective, this expenditure could procure approximately 4,200 HMMWVs, 1,800 five ton trucks, or  275 LW 155 howitzers.  The magnitude of the equation begs for a more reasonable, and cost effective solution.  You and your group have been tasked to provide that solution.  Your initial report is due no later then 15 August with your final report due by 1 September.  You will be required to brief the results of the study at the General Officers Symposium in September.
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Validation of training using simulation


Tasks which can not be simulated due to limitations of fidelity of present simulation


May be Core or Core Plus





For tasks which may be accomplished to standard through either simulation or live fire


Use of simulation may require multiple repetitions to meet standard


Commander given latitude to employ his/her training resources in accordance with mission / projected operational employment


May be Core or Core Plus





Tasks which require resources which are not readily available or present an unacceptable safety or environmental hazard.


May be Core or Core Plus





Simulation


Required


(Durable)


[includes simulators & training devices]





Live Fire


Required


(Expendable)


[includes blanks & SESAMS]











Live Fire





Or


(Commander’s Discretion)
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