PART 5

COMMENTS BY THE COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF AIR COMMAND

1. | accept the Board's findings, observations and recommendations and | also agree
with the subsequent comments by the Station Commander, Air Officer Commanding No 2
Group and the Chief of Joint Operations. Above all, it is worth emphasising that the loss of
Hercules C130J (ZH876) was not an accident; its destruction was a consequence of
deliberate enemy action. This comprehensive report, for which | thank the Board, both
identifies the factors that contributed to the aircraft’s loss and also sgrutinises the related
events concerning the second aircraft involved, Hercules C130 X2 In so doing, it
exposes shortcomings in our use of Tactical Landing Zones (TLZs) in operational theatres.
My principal comments relate to the issue of Force Protection (FP) and related search
procedures, albeit there were also deficiencies in both Command and Control and in
adherence to Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs).

2. Protecting aircraft and personnel using the type of landing strip in question is
difficult. TLZs are, by their very definition, not regularly used; ie they are temporary. Their
attraction is that they afford an in-theatre commander the flexibility to support ground
forces without being tied to well-found and permanently-manned Forward Operating Bases
(which are manpower intensive and which present an enduring, additional FP burden
which is difficult to resource). The policy to use TLZs which are X< e X<
is, therefore, sensible. But success hinges upon assuring ourselves that they are, as far
as is reasonably practicable, safe to use — not least in that the thoroughness of the search
to which they are subject must reflect the threat posed. This was not the case for TLZ
<X on 12 Feb 07; the search was not X< << POOEOLHRXRX XK
XX <35 Furthermore, the personnel involved had not received the appropriate
training. | conclude, therefore, that more could have been done to reduce the risk from pre-
laid devices to a lower level. That said, even had these aspects been better handled,
there would still have been no certainty that the IEDs would have been discovered. What
is more, | recognise (and accept) that there are countervailing tensions between the risk
reduction offered by a search and the fact that its XX <000 KX <K < K 4%
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3¢ . Inevitably then, the use of a TLZ requires compromise, and the deliberate
consideration of the balance of risk. In particular, it requires that we learn lessons drawn
from previous experience. Here, the rigorous implementation of the new TTPs (TTP 2412)
(developed by RAF FP Centre TDU), linked to XX XX M%XXXXK)C remains
pivotal to successful future use of TLZs. ,

3. As regards the actions after the initial IED attack on ZH876, | agree with previous
comments — most notably that all those involved acted with the best of intent. They were
faced with a situation for which none had previous experience or direct training; the fact
that some confusion arose is hardly surprising. With limited communications, with the
unexpected arrival of a second aircraft, with perceptions that the grounded crew might well
be in mortal danger from follow-up attack by insurgent ground forces, and with the deep
complication of total darkness, all acted as they thought best in order to limit further loss.
Yes, control of the TLZ should have remained with Tactical Air Traffic Control (Tac ATC)
but even this comment is made with the benefit of hindsight and removed in time and
operational pressures from the events at TLZ XXx<$<>" That said, | accept the Board’s
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recommendation that Tac ATC SOPs be expanded to give proper consideration to the
operational environment.

4, Although the co-pilot executing the landing of ZH876 had no bearing on the incident,
the fact that he was the handling pilot (when SOPs required the aircraft captain to be the
pilot flying) merits comment. Whilst accepting the AOC’s view that there is not an endemic
problem with adherence to procedures, the Board has established that such practice was
not confined solely to this crew (the likely motivation being the belief that the policy had a
detrimental effect on improving co-pilot Xs<>¢<xx<). This may be so, but the policy
clearly existed for a reason — notably limitations on time and resources to instruct co-pilots
in the discipline. Here | am unequivocal as CINC — if a policy (ie a flying regulation)
requires amendment then it should be formally challenged. But, in the meantime, it must
be obeyed (although | note that, in this particular case, the issue has now been addressed).

5. No-one can foresee all possible negative outcomes to a complicated dynamic event
and mitigate them all. This is true generally, but nowhere more so than in the prosecution
of a counter insurgency operation against a determined enemy. Therefore, it is imperative
that we learn lessons and implement measures that will deny our opponents any
advantage. This loss bears similar circumstances to those surrounded that of XV206 at
Lashkar Gar (24 May 06) which resulted in a recommendation leading to the issue of more
detailed TTPs for TLZ clearance. However, in the case of ZH876, it is clear that these had
not yet been fully addressed in training nor, consequently, robustly implemented on the
night of 12 Feb 07. Armed with the measures described by CJO in conjunction with
implementation of the Board's recommendations, we should be better prepared in this
inherently high-risk area of business.
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