DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
COMBINED JOINT TASK FORCE - 1
REGIONAL COMMAND - EAST
=T BAGRAM AIRFIELD, AFGHANISTAN
ATTENTION OF

CJTF-1-JFC 19 June 2012

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Executive Summary of AR 15-6 Investigation Findings and Recomme
May 2012, CIVCAS Incident, 2/C/1-40 CAV, TF 4/25 ABN, Suri Kheyl Village,
District, Paktiya Province

1. (U) On 30 May 2012, I was appointed by| (b)(3), (b)(6)
conduct an informal AR 15-6 investigation into the facts and circu
civilian casualties possibly caused during an incident on 26 May 20
just west of Suri Kheyl village in Wazi Dzadran (Gerda Serai) D,
Afghanistan. This memorandum provides an executive summar
recommendations.

y findings and

2. Findings

a. (SHREEFOUSAISAENATO) It is res le to assume, but cannot be confirmed
from this investigation, that civilians may ha sent in the targeted galat at the time of
the air strike. Thus, 1t is reasonable to behev re may have been civilian casualties
caused by the 26 May 2012 air strike nea yl village, Dzadran District, Paktiya
Province, Afghanistan.

It is equally reasonable to believe, based on multiple
insurgents with weapons and explosive material may
galat at the time of the air strike. Thus, it is reasonable to

: beeh insurgent casualties caused by the 26 May 2012 air strike near
an District, Paktiya Province, Afghanistan.

sources of intelligence, that o
have been present in the tag

NATO) Afghan and coalition forces launched a combined
) 2 mto the Haki Kelay and Suri Kehyl region, Wazi Dzadran District,

e purpose of the operation was to conduct an area reconnaissance to search
. terest (NAls) and suspected indirect fire points of origin while denying the
msurgents safe haven and disrupting their freedom of movement in the area (Exhibits L, M).
The planning and conduct of the operation was due to a number of recent attacks by insurgents
on elements from 1-40 CAV and 6th Kandak in the region and the results of a previous five-day
operation conducted in the area (Exhibits K, L). Coupled with ANA intelligence indications, the
belief was that the area might be used to set up a larger base of operations by the Hagqgani
Network (HQN) and their associates.

¢, (SHREETO-USAHSAFMNATO) The combined patrol, comprised of 1/6/203d Kandak
and 2/C/1-40 CAV, TF 4/25 ABN came under fire twice on 26 May 2012. The first event
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occurred at approximately 261014MAY12 at 428 WB 341 893, where the combined patrol
encountered small arms fire, RPGs and recoilless rifle rounds shortly after their insertion into the
operational area. The combined patrol took fire from a qalat(s) in Haqi Kalay. The combined
patrol did not return fire on the galat(s) because the insurgent fire did not fix the patrol. During
this first engagement, insurgent fire wounded one U.S. Soldier who required MEDVAC (1159L).
Following the MEDEVAC, the combined security patrol continued to move south until 1230L
when they set in a patrol base at 42S WB 349 881. That evening, at approximately
large insurgent element attacked the combined patrol (Exhibits L, N). Based up
voice intercept assets and the locations and volume of fire, the patrol estimated {
seventy insurgents, organized in three groups, were occupying the ridgeline
and southwest of the combined patrol’s location and were trying to ove
The msurgent fires pinned down the combined patrol and the unit was t
after engaging multiple insurgent positions with direct and indirect
to maneuver or suppress the enemy fire, and running low on ar
Platoon Leader (GFC) requested close air support. After the
communications immediately stopped (Exhibit 17).

Outnumbered, unable
, the 2/C/1-40 CAV
all insurgent fire and

d. SHREETFO-USAISAENATO) Duting the
appropriately followed all rules of engagement du

May 2012 under U.S. Standing Rules of Eng: r self-defense and ISAF ROE 421-424
(Hostile Intent / Hostile Act) up until the air ere positive identification (PID) came into
question. In addition, the patrol understodd and implemented all elements of the ISAF Tactical
Directive (Revision 4) up until the air “I'he combined patrol’s response to the second
attack on 26 May 2012 demonstratgd @gréduated response of weapons systems and was
consistent with Escalation of Fo ") principles, as they used direct and indirect fire
systems (40mm — 37; 60mm Omm — 20; 105mm — 3) and ultimately close air support.
The Ground Force Comm FC) and his combined patrol were taking fire from the
locations where he dire v ct fires. The GFC employed Close Air Support (CAS) based
on the situation he the reports from the | (b)(1)1.42 | The
ombined patrol down and they were unable to maneuver even after
nt positions with direct and indirect fires. These facts created the

agement, the combined patrol
ieir response to the complex attack on 26

byl (b "| Based on the enemy location the GFC provided to the JTAC at| (b)(1)1.4a |
and his observatlons of insurgents moving over the spur’s ridgeline (north of the qalat), he
inferred from the map that the insurgents were moving towards the house described by[ (b)(1)1.4a |
Nevertheless, the GFC lost positive identification of the insurgents when they ran over the ridge
above the galat. The GFC did not have positive identification of insurgents at the galat because
he could not see that location from his position nor could he develop pattern of life on the house
(Exhibits N, X, 8. 9, 15, and 22).
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e. (SHREETFO-USAISAENATO) There were clearly varying frames of reference and
understanding of the situation between the GFC, the 1-40 CAV| (b)(3), (b)(6) J]and the

C/1-40 CAV[_b)3). b)6)_]in their command posts (CPs) and|_b)(1)1.4a_ | These varying frames of
reference were not functionally pulled together to create a common understanding between the
distributed elements making rapid decisions to support the combined patrol in a deteriorating
situation. The Squadron and Troop Commanders thought the GFC had eyes on the galat and did
not realize he had inferred it from his map and[_®)(1)14a ] transmissions. The 1-40
(b)(3), (b)6) | and C/1-40 CAVI (b)(3), (b)(6) |developed their beliefs and situ

ons in the vicinity of

approx1mately 1810L that they were being attacked from mulu i
L ble to establish a Rover

Suri Kheyl village. At 18371, the Command Posts an

feed and observpod picture. The Rover fedd up 1n the command posts and the
intermittent picture showed a qalat. The Commanders, theipstaffs and the controlling JTAC
assessed that the people they were observing throughfthe Rover at the targeted qalat were

insurgents. This understanding was based on the4 al information given by the GFC, reports
by[ ©)(1)1.4a | and the CPs’ observations of tH e Rover feeds.

ommand posts interpreted the movement of the

ith ihsurgent tactical movement and assessed that no
3t Commanders felt these observations coupled with

s communicated by the GFC and initially by[ (0)(1)1.4a |

my position, enemy fighters moved into the house.”)

e insurgents at the galat. Furthermore, they believed the

10sfile intent as actions viewed were directly tied to enemy actions

Exhibits N, O, P and Q). In addition, the fact that the combined
t'and was unable to maneuver regardless of their direct fire response
pport they received created the necessary conditions for the air strike

" -

people at the qalat as bemg cons1stent
civilians were present at that locatighi
the tactical information and obsef
(i.e. “Be advised that looks 11 €
prov1ded positive ldentlf cétitn ol

he TO-USAISAFNATO) During the engagement, neither Commander confirmed the
establlshm t of posntlve 1dent1ﬁcat10n of the insurgents that were engaging the combined patrol.
In addition, they did not verify a weapon(s), nor did they observe a target description consistent
with combined patrol’s reports at the galat. Nevertheless, both the 1-40 CAV and
the C/1-40 CAV[_b)(3). b)6)_| believed they saw hostile intent because the actions viewed on the
feed which they tied to enemy actions (Exhibits N, O, P, and Q). Nonetheless, after the air
strike, all insurgent fire and communications immediately stopped (Exhibit 17).

3. Recommendations
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8. (SHREE-FO-HSAISAF-NATO) I recommend the TF 1-40 CAV[_0)@), (0)6) |

(b)(3), (b)(6) and leadership be formally retrained on the Tactical Directive.

Positive Identification, and Patterns of life using lessons and vignettes. [ also recommend the
unit leaders and JTAC review the gun tapes (video and audio) and focus on how they can
improve clear and concise communications inside their Command Posts and on the radio to
achieve greater overall situational awareness and understanding in difficult situations.

b. {SHREETFO-USAASAENATO) [ recommend the TF 1-40 CAV leaders ip o ...l.l e this

report and assess what procedures and tools that could be added, rev1secl or imp

I Area of Operation
tefing guide be expanded

at thel  (0)(1).1.4a_|receive a
ivering specific communication and how
uld include a discussion on using more

debrleﬁng and an approprlate ]evel of retraining on
to best derive targeting data. In addition, this sessio
concise and precise language with aircraft ang

id operational policies and procedures monthly with

Rules of Engagement Tactlcal Dirgl Vs
: dsto include vignettes durmg thls training and durmg each

all leaders and Soldiers. The unitr
patrol brief while adding moré

the specific requireme
maintain its constante’

f. _ : Finally, I recommend the A10] (b)(3). (0)(6) |
review ¢e . between the Al0 thhtMand the ground elements for areas

yenhance air to ground situational awareness.

e point of contact for this memorandum is the undersigned. (b)(3), (b)(6) at

(b)(3), (b)(6) br SVoIP| _mye) |

(0)(3), (b)(6)

Investigating Officer




