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E-mail from Lt. Gen. James Mattis following the Laser Safety Review Board’s decision
to not certify the Dazzler laser requested by Marines in Iraq.

-—=-0Original Message--—-

From: Mattis LtGen James

Sent: Sunday, February 18, 2007 15:07

To: Amos LTGEN James F; Alles BGen Randolph D; Brogan BGen Michael M

Cc: Clubb Col Timothy L; Tomczak Col Jeffrey P; Stalder LtGen Keith J; Gaskin MGen
Walter E;

Subject: RE: LE CHPLD LSRB Certification results

Tamer: Only the fact that you, Tex and Mike Brogan are engaged in this fight on our
behalf keeps me from climbing on an airplane and hunting down these rear-echelon (ilim
who would question the requirement out of theater. I could not agree more with your
email below, Don't hesitate o call on MARCENT should you need more info, etc.

The last thing we need are some smug, safe, stay-at-home §iilipquestioning the need to
avert tragic EOF engagements because they've chosen to dismiss the requests from our
lads in the fight. If there are bonafide technical shortcomings, 50 be it -- we'll address or
resolve those problems or forego the CHP. But the claptrap reported in part below in Mr.
Forrester's email is not compelling since the technical decision appears to be personalized
and bordering on irresponsible.

We have Marines in difficult positions and need to work together to help them resolve
EOF without killing folks due to a less than capable laser that they wish to replace with a
more capable version.

Thank you, and Mike and Tex as well, for your usual efforts on our behalf. Please let me
know if you need reinforcing fires from MARCENT.

MARCENT will continue to control and sequester all CHPS until I hear it is certified (at
which time we will issue them) or that it has bonafide technical problems precluding its
certification (in which case MARCENT will ship them back to LOGCOM for
destruction).

s/f Jim
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E-mail from Lt. Col. T.J. Jankowski after a Marine board decides to purchase the Green
Beam laser instead of the Dazzler requested by units in Iraq.

From: Jankowski LtCol Thaddeus LSSy

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2007 &:08 FM

To: Blasinl G515 Len A

Ce: Chewning CIV Tracey L; Marshall CTR Bryan C; Mattocks CIV Julie A;
MCSC Watchofficer; Reed G512 Bernadette J; Powell G5-13 Joann M; Lewls
G508 Elaine; Eckberg LtCol Stephen A; Leonard LtCol Thomas E; Hostetter
LtCol Robert L; Hill G512 Richard A; Lapierras LtCol Martin E; Plager 3gt
John F; Vilas LtCol Thomas M (IMEF FWD DEPUTY G-3); Bruton Col Timothy
M; Foreman Maj Andreaw J; Forrester CIV Robert A; Huelse LtCol Scote R;
Roper Maj Gregeory T; NN, cccis NH-III Timethy
B; Connell CIV Christopher J; NHelson LtCol Thomas M

Subject: RE: CHP Laser Dissuasion Capakbilikty UUNS

Mr. Rlaziol,

I did some research this morning, and I am confused. II MEF (FWD) asked
for this in July 20051! (CDTS $05209UB). And MCCDC is only now
approving a scle-source(?7?7?)...for a different system.

1. In that II MEF UUNS #052080UB, they specifically ask for the CHP.
Now, this year, I MEF FWD not only ceoncurs with that request, 1in fact
Gan Zilmar and his staff are evidently atanding firm on the technlcal
superiority of the original ITI MEF reccommendatlon. S0 we have hoth MEFa

—- = T, ih agrasmant on a recommended solutlion that is not avan conaldered due
to tha Bole Source,

2. I've sesn indepesndent raports and other data that seems reascnabla
that CHP is a supericr capabillcy. Yet 1B months later, you are
gole=goureing te fomeone else? T guess I would have thought that che
CHF would have besn submitted te tha L5SBRB along with this other system
you are fielding, and if you take 1P month® to approve the regquiremsnt,
you would have chosen to compete it...or zola-source the hetter (CHE)}
System.

3. why ara wa only now dalivering a capablility, almoat two yeaars after
the Urgent UONS from IT MEF was submitred,...for a COTS item?

4. LSRB iz the most coften sited reason for this delay...but why do wa
peImit 2 bunch of pagple on & board In Bmerica to meet only every aix
months, when a capahility uawful jp-theater goes unfilled? I bet if we
asked them to mee:t on-order, they would. Even Congresas iz willing to
apend %#1.58B &n MRAPS, a0 I think LSRR can be 1ed tc respond mors
quickly.

5. In a joint world, one standard is auppesed to apply whenever
poaaibla. We know vary subatantial capability diffarancaz axlat batween
Angal Fire and Constant Hawk, aoc we asnk for Angel Fire and get it, We
know very subatantial capability differences exits between C-RAM and
G=BOEE (two cameras v. 1, networking for lmmediate forensics, yet with
no lass local capsbility at tha FOB that CRAM providea), 24 we are in
the process of making aure what we acguire truly meets the

COM)SMARCENT -approved G-BO35 requirement (including networking)}. Yek in
this case, CHP dazzlers are being unaed for the exact sameé TeA30D
alsewhera ln-theater, so why isn't the Army's or 30C0M's approval of CHP
good enough for UIMC?

6. I've azkad I MEF (FWD) for some risk analyvais that estimates the
probable decrease in eacalatlon events and asscocilated Iragl casualties.
This rlsk analyais centers on the guegtion: if we had sole=sourced in
Oct 2005 and deliveraed by Jan 2006, how many inngrent IZ would net have
nasdlesaly besan killed or injured? Juat like the C-RAM engineex's
recommendatlion to stop the presses on the ITS tOWers WaAs AD oxample of
ona=2ided risk gnalysiz {sure, the generator might hit a bump, rip away
from frame flep over and kill a Msarine, but what ls the comparative
likelihood af that syatem getting safely emplaced & saving 10 Marines
from an IED,..etc), perhapa here we might have benefited from risk
anxlyais azascliatad with an 168 month path o flelding the dazzlers, too.

v/R
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Thaddegs Jankowaki
LtCal 0aMC

Branch Head
Policy, Reguirements, Programua



