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Foreword

American air power is a dominant force in today’s world. Its ascendancy,
evolving in the half century since the end of World War II, became evident dur-
ing the first Gulf War. Although a great deal has been written about military oper-
ations in Desert Shield and Desert Storm, this deeply researched volume by Dr.
Diane Putney probes the little-known story of how the Gulf War air campaign
plan came to fruition.

Based on archival documentation and interviews with USAF planners, this
work takes the reader into the planning cells where the difficult work of building
an air campaign plan was accomplished on an around-the-clock basis. The ten-
sion among air planners is palpable as Dr. Putney traces the incremental progress
and friction along the way.

The author places the complexities of the planning process within the con-
text of coalition objectives. All the major players are here: President George H.
W. Bush, General H. Norman Schwarzkopf, General Colin Powell, General
Chuck Horner, and Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney.

The air planning process generated much debate and friction, but resulted in
great success — a 43-day conflict with minimum casualties. Dr. Putney’s ren-
dering of this behind-the-scenes evolution of the planning process, in its com-
plexity and even suspense, provides a fascinating window into how wars are
planned and fought today and what might be the implications for the future.

C. R. ANDEREGG
Director of Air Force History

iii






Preface

Planning air campaigns is crucially important to airmen, notably to those
planning the 1991 Desert Storm campaign. Their air plan emerged, expanded,
and evolved as individuals from Florida and South Carolina military bases, from
Saudi Arabia, the Pentagon, and the White House all contributed to the process.
That the officers responsible for crafting the Gulf War air plan found the ordeal
to be arduous, complicated, and contentious is undeniable, but we have now a
documented, close look at the collaborative, intellectual effort that went into pro-
ducing their war plan. Although planning is seemingly less exciting than combat,
the Desert Storm undertaking included strong-willed officers, bold thinking, and
the clash and melding of ideas. Planners knew that if their ideas were not sound
and shrewd, they doomed the pilots and the war’s outcome. Many key partici-
pants generously shared their experiences, and their vivid words enliven this
account.

When Iraq invaded Kuwait in August 1990, the unified combatant command
responsible for Southwest Asia, the U.S. Central Command, had no offensive
plan ready to execute in response to Iraqi aggression. The U.S. Central Com-
mand Commander, General H. Norman Schwarzkopf, USA, directed and partic-
ipated in the offensive planning process that lasted throughout Desert Shield and
continued even as the air war commenced on January 17, 1991. He described the
enterprise: “It is a tortuous process coming up with the decisions that involve the
lives of hundreds of thousands of people. It’s not simple. . . . You agonize over
your decisions. You agonize over your plan.” Because the Central Command
commander would execute air operations in all phases of his offensive plan, the
air campaign was the dominant feature in the Gulf War of 1991. As early as
August 25, 1990, the basic framework of the war plan had emerged, with Phase
I, Strategic Air Campaign; Phase II, Air Supremacy in Kuwait; Phase III,
Attrition of Ground Combat Power (later, Preparation of the Battlefield); and
Phase IV, Ground Attack.

Schwarzkopf appointed as his Joint Force Air Component Commander Lt.
Gen. Charles A. Horner, the U.S. Central Command Air Forces Commander.
This study shows that Horner had to defend the existence of the JFACC function,
often countering complaints from other component commands. His experiences
in the Vietnam War affected how he carried out his JFACC responsibilities and
operated the Tactical Air Control System. The Commander, U.S. Central Com-
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mand heeded his advice to think in terms of target sets and objectives when
wielding the aerial weapon, and throughout Desert Shield Schwarzkopf said lit-
tle about apportionment and allocation and much about what he expected air
power to accomplish.

Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and Army forces executed the air campaign,
and war preparations were joint, with Coalition partners participating, before and
during the war. Numerous issues involving air tasking authority, procedures and
policies, weapon systems and missions, and targets had to be aired and resolved.
Concepts from two sets of defensive plans worked their way into Desert Storm
products. Before the Iraqis invaded Kuwait, the Central Command concentrated
its efforts on producing Operations Plan 1002-90 to defend Saudi Arabia against
an Iraqi invasion, and from this document emerged the idea that air power had to
attrit enemy ground forces to the extent that force ratios changed in favor of
Coalition troops launching a counterattack.

The Air Staff, through its Deputy Directorate for Warfighting Concepts (usu-
ally called Checkmate, shortened form of the name of one of the directorate divi-
sions) led by Col. John A. Warden III, made important contributions to air cam-
paign planning. Warden turned a request for an air retaliation option into a strate-
gic air campaign and sold it to Schwarzkopf, which, in the words of General
Colin L. Powell, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, “remained the
heart of the Desert Storm air war.”

After the conflict, Horner observed, “In wartime, it all starts and ends with
intelligence.” CENTAF’s chief intelligence officer, Col. Christopher Christon,
thought the war would inflict on the intelligence function “two sucking chest
wounds,” referring to difficulties in disseminating target material and in assess-
ing bomb damage. His prediction proved to be correct, and this study attempts to
untangle problems and accomplishments with intelligence-related personalities,
procedures, and technology. In October 1990 the planning emphasis shifted from
the strategic campaign to the air counterland phase to attrit the enemy fielded
army down to the 50 percent level. This was an extraordinary task that the
Central Command commander levied on airmen, who confidently accepted the
historic mission.

The Air Force History Support Office (AFHSO) has produced three other
Persian Gulf War studies complementary to this one, covering the Desert Shield
deployment and logistics, the execution of the strategic air campaign, and the air
war in the Kuwaiti theater of operations, by William T. Y’Blood, Richard G.
Davis, and Perry D. Jamieson, respectively.

Special thanks go to the Air Force leaders and planners who produced the air
campaign and generously gave their time for interviews, some in several ses-
sions, and then helped again by reading and critiquing the manuscript and
answering follow-up questions: General Charles A. “Chuck” Horner, Col. John
A. Warden III, Lt. Gen. Buster C. Glosson, Maj. Gen. David A. Deptula, Col.
Samuel J. Baptiste, Brig. Gen. Richard B. H. “Rick” Lewis, Lt. Col. John R.
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Preface

Glock, and CMSgt John Burton. General Deptula took time from his enormous-
ly busy schedule to provide documents and photographs.

Others who carefully reviewed the manuscript and offered valuable com-
ments were Col. George K. Williams, Herman S. Wolk, Wayne W. Thompson,
Perry D. Jamieson, and Richard G. Davis from AFHSO; Col. Allan W. Howey,
Col. Richard T. Reynolds, and Col. Edward C. Mann from Air University; and
Jeffery S. Underwood and James M. George from the Air Combat Command.
Herman Wolk also directed the book through the lengthy declassification and
policy review processes. Wayne Thompson, the historian from AFHSO tem-
porarily assigned to Checkmate before and during the war, patiently answered
my many questions about the planning effort, offered good counsel, and unstint-
ingly helped with the book in a variety of ways from start to finish.

Many officers gave interviews, most in person and some over the telephone,
with the complete list included in the bibliography. Special acknowledgment
goes to Vice Adm. John M. McConnell, Lt. Gen. Robert M. Alexander, Maj. Gen.
Larry L. Henry, Col. James R. Blackburn, Col. Christopher L. Christon, Col.
Bernard E. “Ben” Harvey, Col. John Leonardo, Col. Mark B. “Buck” Rogers,
Col. Roy “Mac” Sikes, Col. William Bruner, and Col. Gary Ware.

Richard H. Kohn, the Air Force Historian during the Gulf War, strongly
advocated the view that the Center for Air Force History should produce Air
Force history books, and his deputy, Col. David A. Tretler, assigned historians to
write the set of Gulf War books and got the project off to a superb start. Robert
P. Smith approved my assignment to the project, and Richard P. Hallion, the sub-
sequent Air Force Historian, enthusiastically endorsed the project and included
me as a team member in his Gulf War “road show” briefing circuit. Expert assis-
tance acquiring microfilm, articles, books, and photos came from William C.
Heimdahl, Sheldon A. Goldberg, Yvonne Kinkaid, Vicky Crone, and William T.
“Tom” Y’Blood. Sheldon Goldberg helped with security procedures.

Personnel at the Air Force Historical Research Agency (AFHRA) and at the
command history offices greatly assisted with the search for documents and other
tasks: Frederick Shaw, Timothy Warnock, Joseph Caver, Archangelo “Archie”
DiFante, MSgt. Barry Spink, and Lt. Col. Richard Sergeant, USAFR, at AFHRA;
Grant M. Hales at Air Combat Command; David L. Rosmer at Ninth Air Force;
George W. “Skip” Bradley at Air Force Space Command; Donald W. Klinko at
Air Logistics Command; MSgt. Theodore J. “Jackie” Turner at Air Intelligence
Agency; Herbert A. Mason at Air Force Special Operations Command; Robert L.
Mandler at Air Warfare Center; and Robert B. Sligh at Third Air Force. A histo-
ry involving a unified command requires research outside the Air Force and most
helpful were Ronald H. Cole and Wayne M. Dzwonchyk from the Joint History
Office; Hans S. Pawlisch from Central Command; Edward J. Marolda from the
Naval Historical Center; Deane Allen from the Defense Intelligence Agency; and
Dale Steinhauer from the Center for Army Lessons Learned.
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The chief of the editing section at AFHSO, Richard 1. Wolf, assisted with
computer equipment and software programs, simple and complex. Barbara

Wittig expertly functioned as the lead editor, and in her capable, experienced
hands the manuscript became a book.
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Chapter One

OPLAN 1002-90

When Lt. Gen. Charles A. “Chuck” Horner, USAF, directed and coordi-
nated the Desert Storm air campaign, he formally functioned as the nation’s first
Joint Force Air Component Commander (JFACC) in a major regional conflict.
Under the authority of the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense (DoD)
Reorganization Act of 1986, he had spent over three years preparing to be the
JFACC in Southwest Asia (SWA) in case war broke out there, involving aircraft
and weapons systems from the Air Force, Army, Navy, and Marine Corps and
from other nations. Deployments to the region, exercises, and training gave him
and his staff valuable experience in carrying out his JFACC responsibilities.
Military service viewpoints always surfaced and sometimes threatened the cen-
tralized control of air power, the essence of the JFACC function, but Horner held
firm to the value of applying the unity of command principle to the control of air
assets. As a commander who had spent his career in the Tactical Air Command
(TAC), he understood well the Army’s AirLand Battle doctrine and strove to inte-
grate Army representatives fully into his Tactical Air Control Center (TACC). As
the Cold War ended, Iraq emerged as the major threat to peace in the Middle
East, and Horner planned to employ air power to defend the Arabian peninsula
against the Iraqis, according to the U.S. Central Command’s (CENTCOM’s)
Operations Plan (OPLAN) 1002-90.

U.S. Central Command Air Forces

In March 1987, General Horner assumed command of the Ninth Air Force
and U.S. Central Command Air Forces (CENTAF) headquartered at Shaw Air
Force Base (AFB), South Carolina. Two months later, he pinned on his third star
as a lieutenant general. This 51-year-old pilot had attended the University of
Iowa and earned a bachelor of arts degree in 1958. After receiving a commission
as a second lieutenant in the U.S. Air Force, he earned his pilot wings in 1959.
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He served two tours of duty in Southeast Asia during the Vietnam War, flying
more than a hundred F—105 missions, many as a Wild Weasel, killing surface-to-
air missile (SAM) radars. In the late 1970s he commanded training and fighter
wings and in 1983 became commander of the Air Force’s Air Defense Weapons
Center. Two years later he assumed the duties of deputy chief of staff (DCS) for
plans at TAC headquarters.!

Arriving at Shaw just six months after President Ronald W. Reagan signed
the Goldwater-Nichols DoD Reorganization Act of 1986, Horner discovered he
liked how the legislation increased the authority of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) and the commanders of the unified and specified com-
batant commands, and he liked how it emphasized the joint conduct of military
operations. (Joint operations and organizations are those in which elements of
more than one military service participate. Unified commands are composed of
forces from two or more military services, under a single commander.)?

The Goldwater-Nichols Act clearly delineated a chain of command that ran
from the President to the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) to the commander of a
unified command, unless the President directed otherwise. The President could
require the CJCS to transmit messages from him and the SecDef — by defini-
tion, the National Command Authorities (NCA) — to a unified command, and
the President could assign duties to the CJCS to assist him perform his command
functions. The CJCS gained power at the expense of the service chiefs. He could
now advise the President by virtue of his office; his counsel did not require con-
sensus or a unanimous Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) position. The legislation also
clarified the responsibilities of the unified commanders and increased their
authority. In 1989, the CENTCOM commander (the CINCCENT) exercised his
newly mandated authority to clarify the responsibilities of the component com-
manders. For example, he issued a regulation clearly stating that the Air Force
component commander, the CENTAF commander, had operational control (OP-
CON) over all Air Force forces assigned to the CINCCENT, who himself held
combatant command.’

Horner had two bosses in 1987. The CINCCENT, General George B. Cerist,
USMC, directed him as he functioned as CENTAF commander; and the TAC com-
mander, General Robert D. Russ, USAF, directed him as he led the Ninth Air
Force. As one of TAC’s three numbered air forces, the Ninth served both as a sup-
porting command within TAC and as a supported command within CENTCOM.
Depending on the wartime scenario, it sent resources and personnel to other com-
mands, or it received them. By increasing the authority and highlighting the impor-
tance of the unified commands, Goldwater-Nichols emphasized that Congress
expected commanders to prepare for combat. If the President ordered CENTCOM
to military action, CENTAF, not the Ninth Air Force, would deploy and fight as
the component entity. Excluded from the warfighting chain of command were the
TAC commander and the Air Force Chief of Staff (CSAF). (The Department of the
Air Force functions to organize, train, equip, sustain, and provide operationally
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ready forces to the combatant commands, which employ them.)

CENTOM’s mandate was to counter threats with force projection in the Mid-
dle East and the Horn of Africa. Established in 1983, it traced its lineage to the
Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force which had evolved from a worldwide deploy-
able force to a de facto regional unified command. Horner appreciated that General
Russ at TAC headquarters understood the Goldwater-Nichols legislation and
allowed him to fulfill his responsibilities as CENTAF commander within CENT-
COM. Horner welcomed the freedom to concentrate on his warfighting role.*

CENTAF existed as one of CENTCOM’s four service component com-
mands. (The unified command itself was one of eight in the DoD.) The other
three CENTCOM components were U.S. Army Forces Central Command (AR-
CENT) headquartered at Fort McPherson, Georgia; U.S. Naval Forces Central
Command (NAVCENT), at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii; and U.S. Marine Forces Cen-
tral Command (MARCENT), at Camp Pendleton, California. The Special Opera-
tions Command Central Command (SOCCENT), headquartered at MacDill
AFB was a subunified command that provided forces for CENTCOM. CENT-
COM'’s mission — to protect friendly nations, deter aggression, and counter hos-
tile forces in its area of responsibility (AOR) — covered nineteen countries in
SWA and Africa. Ensuring the readiness and employment of air resources in sup-
port of CENTCOM comprised CENTAF’s mission.’

Horner Meets Schwarzkopf, February 1989

General Horner served under two CINCCENTS, General Crist and his suc-
cessor, General H. Norman Schwarzkopf, USA, who arrived as commander in
November 1988. Horner met with Schwarzkopf for the first time on February 21,
1989, at Shaw AFB.® Their daylong visit passed cordially, although the tempera-
ments of the two commanders varied sharply. Horner was usually laid-back, con-
veying a casual ease, even when events turned chaotic and anger swelled within
him. He gritted his teeth and seethed at times, but rarely did he become demon-
strative and shout or pound the desk. Schwarzkopf, by contrast, was outspoken
and excitable, prone to volcanic tirades, which soon subsided, and he nourished
no persistent anger. His tempests occurred so frequently that they earned him the
nickname, “Stormin’ Norman.”’

During their meeting, Horner asked two questions, prompting Schwarzkopf
to state or clarify his intentions. The new CINCCENT communicated two crucial
decisions that months later influenced the course of Desert Shield and Desert
Storm. The airman had carefully considered his queries, knowing their grave
importance to the CENTAF and CENTCOM missions. Horner never met with a
commander without having first determined what he wanted to accomplish dur-
ing the encounter.®

After briefing Schwarzkopf on the status of planning initiatives, Horner
posed his first question. He pointed out that in CENTCOM under General Crist,
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Lt. Gen. Charles A. Horner

the NAVCENT commander served as the CINCCENT’s naval boss. The CENT-
AF commander operated as his air chief — the JFACC. Horner stated that he
would like to continue as the JFACC. Was that what General Schwarzkopf had in
mind? The CINCCENT replied positively; he wanted Horner as his air comman-
der. He responded exactly as Horner had hoped.® As commander of a unified
command, Schwarzkopf functioned as the Joint Force Commander (JFC) of the
component commands’ forces, and he had the option, but not the obligation, to
appoint a JFACC for the centralized, unified control of air assets. If the JFC exer-
cised that option, he could appoint someone other than the CENTAF commander
to operate as the air component commander; for example, he could appoint the
CENTCOM (director of operations (CENTCOM J-3) or the leader of MAR-
CENT’s aviation wing to be the JFACC.!?

The CINCCENT also could appoint the JFACC to be both the theater
Airspace Control Authority (ACA), a functional responsibility all four services
had endorsed in 1975, and the Area Air Defense Commander (AADC), affirmed
by the Army and the Air Force in 1976. The basic Air Force doctrine manual of
1984 explained that the theater air commander, functioning as the authority for
airspace control and for air defense, facilitated gaining and maintaining control
of the aerospace environment. Schwarzkopf assigned these two functions to
Horner when he made him his JFACC. As the ACA, the air component com-
mander established a joint airspace management system for the coordination,
integration, and regulation of the use of airspace in the AOR; as the AADC, he
integrated the operations of all available air defense weapon systems of all com-
ponents and allied forces.'!

In talking about using air resources effectively, Schwarzkopf said that, as
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CINCCENT, he apportioned air, while the JFACC allotted it to meet the appor-
tionment requirement. Schwarzkopf admitted that he did not really know how to
apportion air. Horner replied that neither did he nor anyone else. These were sur-
prising admissions, because the Army and Air Force had been formally dis-
cussing these concepts since 1981 when plans and operations officers from the
Army and Air Force, assigned to the Pentagon, signed an agreement on appor-
tionment and allocation for offensive air support. In 1984, the Army and Air
Force chiefs of staff signed a joint agreement about these procedures, and the Air
Force doctrine manual discussed them.'? The JCS in 1989 defined apportionment
as “The determination and assignment of the total expected effort by percentage
and/or by priority that should be devoted to the various air operations and/or geo-
graphic areas for a given period of time.” They also defined allocation as “The
translation of the apportionment into total numbers of sorties by aircraft type
available for each operation/task.”!?

Horner, a pragmatic, skilled airman, suggested to the CINCCENT a practi-
cal way to think about employing air power. He advised Schwarzkopf simply to
tell him what he wanted done, and he, Horner, would choose targets to achieve
the CENTCOM commander’s goals. He would assign aircraft on the basis of
payload, range, and capability. Aircraft flying to targets located within the fire
support coordination line (FSCL) comprised close air support (CAS) missions.'*
Aircraft flying to shoot down enemy planes and hit airfields, radars, air defense
sites, and command and control (C?) positions, and aircraft patrolling to defend
friendly forces constituted counterair missions. Aircraft sent against enemy
resupply operations produced interdiction missions. Apportionment occurred as
the CINCCENT told the airmen what he wanted done; allotment occurred as the
airmen did it. “It really comes to targeting, not level of effort,” Horner explained.
The CINCCENT agreed to apportion air as suggested, by explaining his inten-
tions and identifying the results desired.!> This distillation of responsibility influ-
enced Horner’s thinking about the use of air power and his conviction that the
JFACC managed, controlled, and deconflicted air resources best through the air
tasking order (ATO). A document sent to air units, the ATO assigned missions,
targets, target coordinates, time over targets, tanker and refueling requirements,
and airspace, as well as communicating other essential information. Horner
would expertly produce the ATO and generate sorties to achieve the CINC-
CENT’s aims and intended outcomes.

Horner believed passionately in the value of the JFACC’s selecting targets
for the JFC in the theater of war, in sharp contrast with the failed policy of the
Vietnam era when targets were chosen in Washington, D.C. Horner explained,

That is the lesson of Vietnam. Remember our great President saying,
“They don’t bomb a shit house in North Vietnam if | don’t approve it.”
Well, I was the guy bombing the shit houses, and I was never going to
let that happen if I ever got in charge, because it is not right. If you want
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to know whether war is going to be successful or not, just ask where the
targets are being picked. If they say, “We picked them in Washington,”
get out of the country. Go to Canada until the war is over because it is
a loser.'*

Horner then asked Schwarzkopf his second question. Now that the CINC-
CENT had air and naval bosses, who was the land boss, the Joint Force Land
Component Commander (JFLCC)? The JFACC suggested that the ARCENT
commander could assume the JFLCC responsibility and represent Army and
Marine interests. While he waited for the CINCCENT’s reply, Horner thought his
hesitation stemmed from Schwarzkopf’s knowledge that the Marines would pre-
fer not having the Third Army commander, who was the ARCENT commander,
as the land boss. Schwarzkopf stated that he himself would be the land compo-
nent commander. Acknowledging the CINCCENT’s reply, Horner respectfully
told him that the JFACC sometimes disagreed with the JFLCC and would debate
and argue courses of action. Horner hoped Schwarzkopf would welcome legiti-
mate, frank discussion of contentious issues, but then step back and, as the
CINCCENT/JFC, decide. Schwarzkopf chuckled at that scenario.!” Throughout
Desert Shield and Desert Storm, Horner remained the JFACC, and the CINC-
CENT remained the JFELCC. This latter arrangement eliminated for the ground-
force commanders a single boss representing and prioritizing their interests.
Confusion and misunderstanding would result.

Controlling Air Power: TACS and TACC

Horner and key members of his staff in 1989 — Maj. Gen. Thomas R. Olsen,
CENTAF vice commander; Col. James C. Crigger, Jr., DCS for operations; and
Col. Richard B. Bennett, director of tactical exercise operations and plans —
took special interest in command-and-control exercises because they allowed
CENTAF to establish and operate the TACC and develop the ATO, two vital
JFACC functions. The TACC, the hub of the Tactical Air Control System
(TACS), facilitated the command and control of air power, including airspace
control and area air defense. Each of the Air Force components of the unified
commands established some form of the TACS and TACC for air operations.
During Desert Shield and Desert Storm, Schwarzkopf and Horner would manage
the Coalition air assets through the TACS and TACC. The establishment and
operation of these entities fundamentally affected the employment of air power.'$

The TACS consisted of ten parts: TACC, the system’s nerve center; Control
and Reporting Center (CRC), a mobile or fixed radar site; Control and Reporting
Post (CRP), a radar surveillance control site subordinate to the CRC; Forward Air
Control Post, a highly flexible, mobile radar unit subordinate to the CRC or CRP
to fill gaps in radar coverage; Message Processing Center, for the automated com-
munications among the TACS components; Airborne Warning and Control
System (AWACS), an airborne radar warning and control platform; Airborne
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Battlefield Command and Control Center, an airborne command platform, lack-
ing radar, for control beyond the communications range of ground TACS ele-
ments; Air Support Operations Center (ASOC), an air unit normally assigned to
the corps command post; Tactical Air Control Party, an air unit assigned to a
corps, division, brigade, or battalion, subordinate to the ASOC; and Wing Oper-
ations Center, a wing unit for managing and controlling sorties.'”

Representatives from the Strategic Air Command (SAC), Military Airlift
Command (MAC), and CENTCOM component commands also functioned with-
in the TACS through the TACC. Because of its nuclear, as opposed to conven-
tional, mission, SAC was a specified combatant command as well as a USAF
major command. Horner never forgot that during the Vietnam War, SAC’s con-
trol of the B—52s caused a serious unity of command problem, which he did not
wish repeated in the CENTCOM AOR. Neither did the SAC commander (CINC-
SAC) in 1988, General John T. Chain, Jr., USAF, wish the situation repeated. He
advocated transferring OPCON for conventional SAC bombers to the theater
commanders who would, in turn, transfer OPCON to their respective JFACCs.
Early that year, Chain adopted the policy of giving OPCON for B-52G aircraft
dedicated to conventional operations to a supported theater commander during
contingencies or war. Horner incorporated the SAC commander’s policy into a
CENTAF regulation published in June 1990. SAC and CENTCOM negotiated a
command arrangement agreement to effect this transfer policy. The document
awaited Schwarzkopf’s signature just before Iraq invaded Kuwait, but it
remained unsigned as Desert Shield commenced. The CINCSAC initially
retained OPCON for tanker and reconnaissance aircraft.?’

At the end of the 1980s, SAC participated in CENTCOM, TAC, and CENT-
AF exercises such as Bright Star, Gallant Eagle/Knight, and the flag exercises. In
a 1989 Blue Flag C? exercise, SAC, for the first time, sent a planning cadre known
as Strategic Forces (STRATFOR) Advisor to Horner’s TACC. The JFACC’s chain
of command incorporated the STRATFOR commander, who advised Horner on
the efficient use of SAC bombers, tankers, and reconnaissance aircraft.?!

For management of CENTCOM’s assigned airlift forces, the MAC com-
mander designated a Commander, Airlift Forces who established an Airlift
Control Center to collocate and interface with the TACC. The JFACC exercised
command and control of intratheater airlift through the Airlift Forces comman-
der, who monitored and coordinated airlift coming into the theater. Liaison offi-
cers in the TACC from ARCENT, NAVCENT, MARCENT, and SOCCENT rep-
resented their respective commands to the JFACC. Army personnel formed the
battlefield coordination element (BCE), while the NAVCENT and MARCENT
officers staffed the Navy and amphibious liaison element.?

Colonel Crigger believed that formation and integration of the BCE into the
TACC marked the most important innovation in a decade for improving the abil-
ity of the Air Force and Army to synchronize operations. Horner saw it as the
Army’s means to directly influence the development of the ATO, and he urged
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ground force commanders to use it. The Army and the Air Force had approved
the BCE concept in 1982 as the land component commander’s liaison cell with-
in the TACC. As ARCENT’s coordination agency, the BCE exchanged opera-
tional and intelligence information with the other elements of the TACC;
processed ARCENT’s requests for tactical air support; monitored and explained
the ARCENT battle situation; updated the ground commanders’ prioritized inter-
diction target list; and coordinated ARCENT’s fire support coordination mea-
sures. Although the BCE was an ARCENT entity on paper, the command owned
no operational forces during peacetime, so the XVIII Airborne Corps staffed it.?>

AirLand Battle and Air Power

The Army defined AirLand Battle doctrine in its 1982 revision of Field
Manual (FM) 100-5 as the basic operational concept for how it would fight.
Despite the provocative name, “AirLL.and Battle,” the new doctrine slighted the
role of air power in combat and failed to discuss the critical interaction among
the air commander, corps commanders, component commanders, land compo-
nent commander, and the JFC. The doctrine introduced the reader to the opera-
tional level of warfare in conjunction with the strategic and tactical levels, but
throughout the manual the text failed to sustain any discussion of the operational
level.?* The authors could not overcome the dilemma of the Army having previ-
ously abolished the field army echelon, the operational-level entity, leaving the
corps as the largest field organization. As AirLand Battle repeatedly indicated,
the corps was a tactical-level, not an operational-level entity. The doctrine
focused on the Army organizations in-being, the corps and the echelons below
the corps, and gave only lip service to the operational level of warfare at the
fielded army and JFACC levels.? It also neglected to mention TACS and TACC
in terms of the Army’s command and control structure, although the ground com-
mander depended on these entities for timely and massive air power.

A subsequent revision of FM 100-5 discussed air operations at greater
length, and the Army included a section that took text verbatim from the Air
Force’s basic doctrine manual of 1984. It covered the tactical missions — coun-
terair, air interdiction, CAS, special operations, airlift, and surveillance and recon-
naissance. It defined battlefield air interdiction (BAI) as “air interdiction attacks
against targets which have a near-term effect on the operations or scheme of
maneuver of friendly forces, but are not in close proximity to friendly forces.” It
noted that BAI required joint coordination at the component level during planning
and might require the same coordination during execution. It asserted that the air
component commander executed BAI as part of the total air interdiction effort.?

General Wilbur L. Creech, USAF, an officer whom General Horner admired,
commanded TAC from 1978 to 1984 and enthusiastically assisted the Army in
developing its AirLand Battle doctrine. He valued the enterprise for “getting us
back to our roots of supporting the Army” and for radically expanding the
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Army’s field of vision, from including just the traditional close-in, set-piece bat-
tle and CAS to encompassing the deep battle against follow-on forces and
including air superiority and air interdiction. In addition, Creech strongly
believed that TAC had to support the Army or risk losing its tactical aircraft, as
he had seen nearly occur in 1962 when the Howze Board (named for its presi-
dent, Lt. Gen. Hamilton H. Howze, USA) recommended that Army aviation
include not only helicopters, but attack, reconnaissance, cargo, and utility air-
craft.?’ Creech’s successor at TAC from 1985 to 1991, General Robert D. Russ,
continued forging a close relationship between TAC and the Army. Writing in
1988, Russ asserted:

Everything that tactical air does directly supports Army operations.
Whether it’s shooting down enemy airplanes, destroying a tank factory,
attacking reinforcements or killing armor on the frontline, tactical air’s
objective is to give friendly ground forces the advantage on the battle-
field....The Army tells us their scheme of maneuver and what effect
upon the enemy they want us to create, we then provide the appropriate
tactical air to achieve their objective. Most recently, our discussions
have focused on the need for both close air support and air interdic-
tion/battlefield air interdiction on the lethal, dynamic battlefield of the
1990s as described in AirLand Battle Doctrine.?®

As did Generals Creech and Russ, Horner recognized the value of AirLand
Battle ideas in stimulating Army officers to expand their thinking about modern
warfare, and he understood that a CINCCENT with an Army background, such
as General Schwarzkopf, would be thoroughly immersed in the AirLand Battle
frame of mind. He believed, however, that the doctrine overemphasized the role
of the corps commanders, parceled up the battlefield by their sectors, and
imposed their limited vision on war planning. Although the 1986 version of FM
100-5 did mention the importance of the operational or theater perspective, it
still focused on the tactical viewpoint by highlighting the corps in warfare and
neglecting the roles of the echelon above the corps, the land component com-
mander, and the JFC. By 1990 Army doctrine had not yet come to terms with the
implications of the Goldwater-Nichols legislation and its emphasis on joint oper-
ations as well as with the authority of the unified commander in warfare. As
JFACC, Horner lived constantly with the fact that the CINCCENT was the boss
and chief strategist. The Army was not in charge of the modern battlefield, the
CINCCENT was. Despite Air Force officers assisting its evolution, the CENTAF
commander viewed AirLand Battle as most certainly Army doctrine, not Air
Force or joint doctrine. He cooperated with the Army, but he did not work for it.?

Concepts that emerged during the development and implementation of
AirLand Battle and which appeared in offensive war planning included battle-
field air interdiction, shape and isolate the battlefield, center of gravity, servicing
targets, scheme of maneuver, air superiority over the battlefield, and intelligence
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preparation of the battlefield. Sometimes the notions surfaced only to be argued
away. The Army’s AirLand Battle doctrine would not influence the basic phas-
ing and structure of the Gulf War air campaign and war plan, but it would great-
ly affect the planning for and execution of the ground war.

Emphasis on War Planning

General Colin L. Powell, USA, the newly installed CJCS, summoned
Schwarzkopf to the Pentagon in October 1989 to discuss contingency planning
for CENTCOM’s AOR. Following SecDef guidance, the CJCS directed the
CINCCENT to shift his command’s focus from the Soviet Union as the primary
threat to Iraq as the major menace to peace in the Middle East. Schwarzkopf
readily agreed with Powell’s emphasis because it guaranteed CENTCOM’s sta-
tus as a unified command. For months, Schwarzkopf had pondered events sig-
naling the end of the Cold War between the two superpowers. In July 1988, while
serving a tour of duty in Washington, the CJCS, Admiral William J. Crowe, Jr.,
had hosted a cordial visit to the Pentagon by the highest ranking military officer
in the Soviet Union, Marshal Sergei Akhromeyev. Crowe afterward confidently
told Schwarzkopf that the United States would not have to fight the Russians.
The CINCCENT had received many briefings about the positive changes occur-
ring in the Soviet empire and could readily see the progress made in American-
Soviet arms-control talks. Newspapers presented fascinating stories about the
easing of the hard-line Communist stranglehold on the Soviet nation.>

In the summer and fall of 1989, as Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
Paul D. Wolfowitz developed the planning guidance document for fiscal years
1992—-1997, he conferred with the CINCCENT and the CJCS about issues con-
cerning SWA. He eventually recommended to the SecDef, Richard B. Cheney,
that the United States continue to view SWA as an important region for American
interests, but it should shift its focus from the Soviet Union as the most likely
threat to peace there to intraregional instability as the primary menace. He did not
discount the capability of the Soviet Union to disrupt the flow of oil from the
region and invade Iran, but he significantly downplayed the Soviet threat in com-
parison with dangers posited in DoD strategy papers presented over the past forty
years. His assessment accounted for the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghan-
istan, the demise of the Warsaw Pact, and the Soviet Union’s cooperative stance
on nuclear arms issues.’! Secretary Cheney signed the planning document in
January 1990, formally stating the national defense policy and highlighting the
importance of SWA and the defense of the Arabian peninsula against regional
threats.3?

Updating OPLAN 1002-88 to focus on conflict in the Gulf region, absent
Soviet military intervention, received top priority at CENTCOM headquarters in
November 1989. The CINCCENT’s staff concentrated on transforming the older
plan into OPLAN 1002-90, focusing on intraregional threats and identifying Iraq
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instead of Iran as a primary AOR adversary. Concurrently, the 1988 OPLAN,
which addressed Soviet armed conflict in the AOR, remained on the shelf.
Because CENTCOM’s AOR comprised nineteen nations, the command had a
series of plans or planning concepts covering various countries and scenarios, but
1002-90 dominated planning in the latter part of 1989 and first half of 1990, and
its assumptions most closely reflected the crisis precipitated by Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait.3

OPLAN 1002-90 Outline

In April 1990, the CINCCENT issued a draft outline for OPLAN 1002-90
which provided direction on how U.S. forces would aid friendly countries on the
Arabian peninsula and ensure the flow of oil from there to the United States and
its allies. The CINCCENT intended to publish a fully developed draft plan in
time for the testing of its concept of operations (CONOPS) and logistics assump-
tions at the JCS-sponsored exercise Internal Look in July 1990. The outline iden-
tified Iraq as the belligerent that would attack Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Phase |
produced deterrent measures, and Phase II consisted of counterair operations and
an interdiction campaign to gain control of the air, protect U.S. forces, and delay,
disrupt, or destroy attacking enemy forces. U.S. troops would also defend criti-
cal port, air, and oil facilities during these periods. Phase III placed forces on the
counteroffensive when attrition reduced enemy troops to a force ratio favorable
to the United States.>

The responsibility the CINCCENT levied on the JFACC and his airmen in
Phase II of OPLAN 1002-90 would profoundly influence the Desert Storm war
strategy. In both plans, Schwarzkopf mandated that air power attrit enemy
ground forces to the point that force ratios shifted to favor the offensive land
campaign. The counterattack would commence only when air power had
destroyed significant portions of the Iraqi army. The air forces, therefore, had to
accomplish a major counterland mission in advance of offensive land operations.
The idea of air pounding, degrading, and destroying the enemy army as an essen-
tial prelude to the ground counterattack would steadily grow in significance as
Desert Storm approached, and it formed the basis of Phase III of the CINC-
CENT’s war plan.?

CENTCOM identified Iraq as the probable aggressor in the region and
adopted the axiom that planning should address a potential enemy’s capabilities
rather than his intentions. A CENTCOM intelligence estimate described Iraq as
the most formidable Arab military force, with its nearly million-man army vast-
ly outnumbering all others on the Arabian peninsula. The eight-year Iran-Iraq
War produced for Saddam Hussein an experienced, battle-tested officer corps.
His nation had the capability to damage oil facilities throughout the region. It had
acquired the latest weapons from the USSR and Western Europe, and it strained
to develop a formidable arsenal of nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC)
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weapons and ballistic missiles. Saudi Arabia could not militarily match Iraq. The
Saudi kingdom could, however, abundantly produce oil, and, as Schwarzkopf
observed, “Mideast oil is the West’s lifeblood.””

Iraq As Friend and Foe

As CENTCOM revised its planning concepts, assumptions, and scenarios,
so did its component commands. The choice of Iraq as the principal threat to
peace on the Arabian peninsula stirred controversy, as Horner learned from
February 28 to March 1, 1990, when he and his intelligence officers, led by Col.
John A. Leonardo, DCS, CENTAF Directorate of Intelligence (CENTAF/IN),
hosted a symposium, “Conflict and Instability in Southwest Asia, 1990-1995.”
SWA experts and scholars from government and academia attended at Shaw
AFB. A CENTAF staff member informed the participants:

The major thrust of USCENTCOM planning for SWA has changed,;
instead of concentrating on the Soviet threat to Iran, the new emphasis is
on regional conflicts within SWA (i.e., intraregional rather than interre-
gional). The major U.S. objective continues to be to protect the free flow
of oil. The major USCENTCOM planning document now is OPLAN
1002, which will counteract an Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and Saudi Ara-
bia.’’

Many of the attendees disagreed with the view that Iraq was a powerful
aggressor and posed a near-term threat in SWA. Col. Randy Witt, the CENTAF
communications officer, admitted that it looked to him as if Iraq was the new
béte noire to justify maintaining the same U.S. force structure for the region, now
that the Soviet empire had collapsed and Cold War tensions had eased. One par-
ticipant from the Department of State telephoned his office in Washington, and
reported CENTAF’s characterization of Iraq as a Middle East belligerent. An
official from the State Department subsequently telephoned and complained to
Schwarzkopf at MacDill AFB, who in turn called Horner and vehemently berat-
ed him.?® The State Department also objected to the conference’s openness to
individuals who had security clearances but who lacked a need to know with
regard to contingency planning. Shortly afterward, CENTAF sent a message to
the command’s wings and groups giving this guidance:

The identification of any nation as the focus of U.S. planning efforts,
especially in the Middle East, is an extremely sensitive matter and
should not be a topic of discussion in unrestricted meetings or gather-
ings. The slightest misperception of our plans or intentions could cause
extensive problems. The use of Iraq as the threat for USCINCCENT
OPLAN 1002-90 does not, repeat, does not, imply that the US consid-
ers Iraq a threat to our interests or to regional stability.>
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Concurrently, the administration of President George H. W. Bush pursued a
policy, disclosed in the secret National Security Directive (NSD) 26 dated Octo-
ber 2, 1989, which attempted to influence and moderate Iraqi behavior regarding
terrorism, human rights, and the use of chemical weapons (CW) and biological
weapons (BW). This policy was designed to help U.S. corporations invest in Iraq
to facilitate the reconstruction of its economy, wrecked by its war with Iran. The
exportation of agricultural products to Iraq, an important aspect of American-
Iraqi financial relations in 1989, made Iraq the ninth-largest purchaser of U.S.
farm produce. The Department of Agriculture’s Commodity Credit Corporation
extended credit guarantees to the country valued at $1 billion a year. On January
17, 1990, President Bush authorized an Export-Import Bank line of credit for
Iraq worth approximately $200 million for the purchase of grain, which
Secretary of State James A. Baker III called the “high-water mark of our efforts
to moderate Iraqi behavior.” The Bush administration continued the policies of
the Reagan administration, which had tilted toward Iraq during the Iran-Iraq War,
by offering credit guarantees and by supplying Saddam Hussein with military
intelligence to enable his forces to check the expansionist aspirations of the rev-
olutionary government in Tehran. If Iraq accepted U.S. financial carrots but
failed to alter its conduct, NSD 26 called for using sticks in the form of economic
and political sanctions.** A CENTCOM report noted in May 1990 that improved
U.S.-Iraqi relations, including low-level military talks, should be a command
regional objective to ease the worries about Iraq that moderate Arab states har-
bored and promote a “calming dialogue” in the region.*!

Horner Meets Schwarzkopf, April 1990

In April 1990 Horner flew to Tampa, Florida, to meet with Schwarzkopf at
CENTCOM headquarters and discuss the upcoming Internal Look command-
post exercise in July 1990, which would test the developing CENTCOM
1002-90 plan. Not unexpectedly, the plan failed to designate a JFLCC, so the
responsibility remained with the CINCCENT. As the JFACC, Horner wanted to
avoid service doctrine battles in July, and he thought it prudent to have a prelim-
inary discussion with Schwarzkopf about his ideas for using air power and secure
the CINCCENT’s approval for them.*?

Horner’s briefing in April addressed the plan’s scenario of Iraq invading
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, and of the nations of the Gulf Cooperation Council
(GCCQ) allying themselves with the United States, contributing forces, and mak-
ing available basing sites.*’ The briefing consisted of three parts, matching the
three phases of OPLAN 1002—90. For Phase I, Deterrence, Horner discussed the
availability and arrival of aircraft in-theater over a 22-day period; basing sites
and support; communications; airspace requirements; and air operations. As the
ACA, he assumed responsibility for the operation of a control system promoting
the safe, efficient, and flexible use of airspace, and he explained to the CINC-
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CENT how new military air routes would mesh with the civilian ones over the
entire Arabian peninsula and incorporate military liaison teams at various sites.
In Phase I, Iraq had not yet invaded, so air operations would focus on intelligence
collection, which Horner described as “intelligence preparation of the battle-
field,” a term he borrowed from AirLand Battle doctrine.**

For Phase II, Defend, Delay, and Attrit, Horner addressed Iraq’s attack into
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. The defense of U.S. forces arriving at ports and air-
fields and the protection of GCC military and political personnel and facilities
received top priority. As AADC, Horner discussed at length the existing Saudi
and GCC air defense system, divided into sectors, with radar, fighter, and
AWACS coverage. He knew the structure well from CENTAF’s involvement in
Elf One during the 1980s when the Air Force provided continuous AWACS cov-
erage for Saudi Arabia’s eastern air defense sector, and he advised that U.S.
forces graft onto it. He saw no reason to force the Arab forces to change the sys-
tem, creating ill-will instead of engendering cooperation; moreover, it lent itself
to immediate use in operations and precluded the Marine Corps from establish-
ing its own air sector.*’

Horner suggested incorporating the Army’s Patriot missiles into the air
defense system to defend against Iraqi ballistic missiles, rather than against air-
craft. He showed the CINCCENT a map of the Arabian peninsula overlaid with
the ranges of Iraqi Soviet-made SS—1C Scud B missiles, ranging more than 186
miles, and the al-Hussein missiles, Iraqi-modified Scuds, ranging nearly 373
miles and capable of striking as far as Riyadh in Saudi Arabia, the site of Saudi
C? facilities. The Scuds worried Horner because Iraq fired them during the war
of the cities in the Iran-Iraq War. Furthermore, during the Gallant Eagle/Knight
exercise in 1988, an Army brigadier general, during the free-play scenario,
lobbed numerous Soviet-made SS—12 Scaleboard missiles with chemical war-
heads against Horner’s airfields, drastically disrupting his air operations. These
simulated attacks prompted the JFACC to address countering the missile threat,
knowing he could provide an adequate counterair defense against aircraft.*¢

Before briefing General Schwarzkopf, Horner had discussed the use of Pa-
triots with the Third Army and ARCENT commander, Lt. Gen. John J. Yeosock,
who readily agreed to provide Patriot missile batteries for Internal Look. Yeosock
explained, though, that when the Patriot was first fielded in 1983, the U.S. Army
had directed that the missile shoot down aircraft. To become a tactical antiballis-
tic missile system, its software had to be reprogrammed, permitting its radar to
look for missiles at higher altitudes and velocities and to launch missiles with
special fuzing and warheads. The Patriot missile’s contractor had barely begun to
manufacture the antimissile version when Desert Shield began. New Army
orders subsequently led the contractor to dramatically accelerate production of
the newer system.*’

Horner introduced his analysis of offensive counterair operations in Phase II
by advising Schwarzkopf that the way to win is to go on the offense even while
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defending. He noted that without border-crossing authority into Iraq, the air
forces would be largely limited to the suppression of enemy air defenses
(SEAD). With such authority, air power could strike seven offensive counterair
targets in Iraq, three of which were in high-risk locations. A formidable air force
existed for round-the-clock interdiction, and his staff was building target folders
for seventeen targets in Kuwait and for enemy interdiction in an area there. He
also identified interdiction targets in Iraq, once border-crossing authority was
granted. Horner cautioned the CINCCENT, however, that much of the Iraqi
invading force would mass before their D-day, and by Phase II, they would have
dispersed. He did not address air power attriting the Iraqi forces to a level favor-
able to a U.S. counteroffensive, so he did not discuss criteria for measuring it.*®
The air attrition mandate would dominate the third phase of Desert Storm plan-
ning, and the problem of tracking its rate would confound planners and decision-
makers during the war, but it was not a concern during Internal Look.

Knowing that Iraqi CW preyed upon Schwarzkopf’s mind and incessantly
worried him, Horner presented the CINCCENT with a twofold strategy. First,
strike at Iraq’s two CW storage and production centers and five fixed Scud sites.
He admitted that these attacks would probably not prevent the delivery of CW,
except in the long run so, second, he proposed a “chemical retaliation” targeting
strategy whereby the United States would “hold hostage” valuable targets in Iraq
by warning Saddam Hussein that if he used CW, Coalition air power would
destroy his high-value facilities. Horner listed two oil refineries, three electrical
power plants, and the Baghdad Nuclear Research Center as the “hostage” targets,
bringing his target list total to thirteen. He explained later, “The way I would
have implemented it if he had used chemicals, [ would have taken out all his oil
refineries and said, ‘Okay, now do you want to use chemicals again?’” After Des-
ert Storm, the general realized that his strategy of coercion through targeting was
naive because he applied his values and logic to a vicious, brutal despot who
seemed to care little for what Horner and his staff had viewed as high-value
assets.*

As Horner discussed his CW retaliation plan with the CINCCENT, he
referred to punishment, deterrent, and quid-pro-quo targeting and inadvertently
called the Iraqi high-value assets strategic targets. As soon as he said the word
strategic, he regretted it. He disliked the word for many reasons.>® The words
strategic and tactical had become interchangeable, ambiguous, and even mean-
ingless terms. As JFACC, he avoided using both words when describing types of
aircraft and targets. “Air is air,” he often lectured. “It’s not strategic air; it’s not
tactical air. It’s air!”! As the planning for Desert Storm progressed, Horner
thought that the idea for the CINCCENT’s offensive strategic air campaign orig-
inated in April 1990, when he and Schwarzkopf had talked about strategic tar-
geting to deter Iraq’s use of CW.>> The meeting may have sparked the idea of
strategic air operations in the CINCCENT’s mind, but the idea did not consume
him, which it would later for other reasons.>?
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When Horner briefed the CINCCENT on Phase 111, Counteroffensive, to
recapture critical port and oil facilities and end the conflict on favorable terms,
he noted that Coalition air and land forces simultaneously conducting operations
would be crammed into a small geographic area, mandating extremely close inte-
gration of all operations. The air forces had to adjust to a rapidly changing, dense,
unpredictable battleground and avoid fratricide. He proposed flowing air sorties
steadily toward the battlefield on the basis of the previous day’s planning, but if
ground commanders asked for immediate, unplanned air support, the TACC
would retask and retarget pilots while in flight, taking advantage of air power’s
flexibility. Horner explained that with planned missions and retargeting as
required, he would “build a hose and point it where the ground commander sees
that it’s needed.”>*

For the next few months, and during Desert Shield, he continued to develop
and explain his “air” hose concept, eventually calling it Push CAS. He empha-
sized the concept to ensure that the allies used air power efficiently and effec-
tively. His idea for it originated when he was a young officer. He explained:

It started in working with the Army over the years. This is from a
pilot sitting in Vietnam. We used to have a thing called Whiplash Bango
where we would sit alert to go fly if the long-range patrols that were
being inserted into Laos and North Vietham — that nobody ever could
talk about because they were so secret — might need CAS if they got
into trouble; so we used to sit alert for that. Well, you would sit there all
day, and meantime, your friends are going up and getting combat sor-
ties, and you’re sitting there. Finally, the TACC at Saigon realized you
hadn’t been launched, and you had come to the end of the period, so
they would launch you, and you would go hit some just dumb target.
They would just want to fly you! I swore that I would never be a part of
that again, any kind of alert CAS.%

Horner also knew that in desert warfare, engagements would happen quickly, and
Army commanders could not predict when and where they would need air sup-
port. The commanders understood that as well, so they would try to bank air, that
is, to request, acquire, and save it until needed. They would have aircraft at bases
on alert, waiting for calls for CAS. Horner lamented:

The trouble is any time you have an airplane that is not being loaded,
flown to a target, flown from a target, or being turned around, then you
have a wasted asset. Airplanes sitting on alert are wasted assets. The
Army understands that with artillery. They say you never hold artillery
in reserve. You never hold air in reserve.>®

Schwarzkopf agreed with Horner’s recommendations. Horner sent copies of
his briefing to the other components to keep them apprised of his thoughts and
those of the CINCCENT.*’
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OPLAN 1002-90 Second Draft

On July 18, 1990, the CINCCENT issued the second draft OPLAN 1002-90
in time for the Internal Look exercise. The plan’s schedule called for the com-
mander to send the final version to the JCS, complete with annexes and time-
phased force deployment data, in August 1991.3® The new version contained no
major changes from the outline issued in April, and it mainly discussed the
deployment, not the employment, of forces. CENTCOM continued to design the
plan around an intraregional conflict on the Arabian peninsula to protect U.S. and
allied access to key oil resources. CENTCOM explained the strategic importance
of its AOR by stating that the area contained approximately two-thirds of the
world’s proven oil reserves, half of which was on the peninsula. U.S. dependence
on oil from this region was expected to grow from 10 percent to 25 percent of
U.S. total consumption by the year 2000. Also, important waterways existed in
the area, enabling global commerce.

CENTCOM continued to structure OPLAN 1002-90 in three phases.®® The
timing for the start of Phase III still depended on the attrition of enemy troops
until the combat force ratio shifted to favor theater offensive operations. The
plan, however, did not specify an optimum ratio. At CENTCOM headquarters,
the Combat Analysis Group (CAG) used computer war-gaming and tactical war-
fare (TACWAR) modeling to produce risk and feasibility assessments for vari-
ous courses of action and troop-strength scenarios. Shortly after Iraq invaded
Kuwait in August 1990, the CAG determined that attriting attacking Iraqi forces
by air to the 50 percent level prevented them from pushing U.S. forces off the
Arabian peninsula. This percentage originally pertained to an operational, the-
aterwide view of opposing ground forces, not accounting for the level of destruc-
tion required to render each individual unit ineffective. This 50 percent objective
would pervade Desert Storm Phase 111 planning, confusing and perplexing offi-
cers attempting to track progress in achieving it, but in July 1990, OPLAN 1002—
90 offered no such precise attrition figure.!

OPLAN 1002-90 assumed that Iraq might use CW and BW.% It did not,
however, discuss or offer options to prevent such use, nor did it include Horner’s
concept of deterring their employment by means of strategic targeting. The plan
did not include the concepts of strategic targeting, strategic attacks, or a strategic
air campaign, which later comprised a crucial part of Phase I of Desert Storm.

A Joint Target List for CENTCOM’s AOR accompanied OPLAN 1002-90.
In part, the list consisted of more than 300 fixed targets in Iraq considered to have
military significance and to be potential candidates for attack. The plan defined
a target as “A geographical area, complex, or installation planned for capture,
destruction, or disruption by military forces.”® The list comprised fixed installa-
tions and objects such as bridges, tunnels, railroad yards, and storage facilities
for petroleum, oil, and lubricant (POL) products which if denied, neutralized, or
destroyed, would impede the operations of hostile forces. The staff and command
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components of CENTCOM nominated targets for the list. CENTCOM’s small
targeting section validated their selections, which meant it took actions to ensure
that critical data about the nominations were correct and current and that they
supported the CINCCENT’s OPLAN objectives. CENTAF’s 9th Tactical Intelli-
gence Squadron used the Joint Target List and other documents in its library to
develop CENTAF’s own target compilation and to initiate the collection and pro-
duction of imagery in preparation for Internal Look.%*

Internal Look Exercise

To test OPLAN 1002-90, CENTCOM and the JCS sponsored the Internal
Look joint exercise at Duke and Hurlburt Fields in Florida and at Ft. Bragg,
North Carolina, in July 1990, with a command-post component July 23-28 at
Hurlburt Field. CENTCOM and component commanders and senior staff attend-
ed. The scenario called for Iraqi forces to attack Kuwait, consolidate their hold
there, and invade Saudi Arabia along two routes. The Saudi government would
give the CENTCOM commander responsibility for protecting the critical coastal
area from al-Jubail to Dhahran and would call on U.S. forces deployed along the
Persian Gulf to defend against its invaders. U.S. forces were to deploy to the
region before Iraq attacked the Saudi kingdom.®

CENTAF began compiling its Internal Look target list in February 1990
after conclusion of the Blue Flag 90 exercise, which was predicated on OPLAN
1021 with the Soviets pushing through Iran. In this scenario, interdiction would
have been more effective, given Iran’s many geographic choke points in the
Zagros mountains. Targeteers and other intelligence officers now had to learn
and quickly become experts on a new country, Iraq, while nominating targets for
CENTCOM’s 1002 Joint Target List. In June the targeteers briefed Horner on
their recently completed study on targets in Iraq. They identified lines of com-
munication (LOC), roads, highways, and expressways in southern Iraq, Kuwait,
and northern Saudi Arabia, and they selected twenty-five bridges for their list.
For Kuwait, they chose targets in the following categories: offensive counterair,
airfields, communications, power plants, refined POL storage, and desalinization
plants. For Iraq, they selected targets in these categories: airfields (operational,
forward operating bases, and under construction); command, control, and com-
munications (C?); early warning radar (EWR) and ground-controlled interception
(GCI) sites; POL facilities; ammunition storage areas; fixed Scud sites; and mis-
cellaneous high-value targets. High-value targets included the Baghdad Nuclear
Research Center; two CW production and storage facilities; three power plants;
and eight port or naval facilities.

The exercise identified Horner as the JFACC, AADC, and ACA; his TACC
generated the ATO and oversaw the execution of the air war. During the first two
days, aircraft delivered munitions against troop concentrations, tanks, armored
personnel carriers (APCs), convoys, logistical sites, and C? nodes in northeastern
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Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. During the final two days, the President and the
SecDef (the NCA) allowed cross-border strikes, permitting attacks against Iraq
itself. Horner directed that aircraft hit C?> and leadership facilities in Baghdad.
His air guidance letter for the attacks characterized them as “deep interdiction
strikes against high-impact targets in the Baghdad area.” CENTAF did not call
them strategic targets. The JFACC viewed missions against all targets beyond the
FSCL as interdiction. Later he explained that air power was most effective “half-
way between CAS and Dresden firestorm.”¢’

The Internal Look exercise produced bleak results. The scenario sent six
heavy Iraqi divisions into Saudi Arabia against forces of the XVIII Airborne
Corps, the 82d Airborne Division and the 24th Infantry Division, Mechanized,
already in northeastern Saudi Arabia and positioned to defend. The helicopters of
the Corps’s 101st Airborne Division provided air cover, as did fixed-wing assets.
The Americans held the Dhahran airfield and the Dammam port and defended
the Abquaiq oil refineries, but at a staggering cost: the XVIII Corps lost half its
fighting strength. An Army study in 1993 reported, “The main tactical lesson
from the exercise was that no matter how much Air Force and attack helicopter
reinforcement the allotted forces had, they would have a tough time confronting
Iraqi armored formations.”®® Horner knew these sobering results.

Internal Look had relied on TACWAR, the JCS’s theater-level force-on-
force model adopted in 1988 to assess the ability of armored forces to move for-
ward against firepower from air, land, and sea forces. After the Persian Gulf War,
Air Force leaders criticized TACWAR for failing to accurately account for the
effectiveness of modern air power in warfare and for producing distorted out-
comes, just as it had in Internal Look.%

Crisis Brews in the AOR

In July 1990 real-world events disclosed an eerie resemblance to the Internal
Look scenario. Seven weeks before the exercise, at an Arab League meeting in
Baghdad, Saddam Hussein denounced Kuwait and its emir for waging economic
warfare against his homeland, and he demanded territorial concessions and bil-
lions of dollars in reparations for Iraq’s devastation during the war with Iran.
Saddam argued that since his country suffered terribly in the long, bloody conflict
against revolutionary, fundamentalist Iran, Kuwait should compensate it more
generously than it already had. The war, which Iraq had callously started, left the
country with an $80 billion debt and a staggering $320 billion reconstruction
requirement. The emir rejected Iraq’s demands. On July 16, Tariq Aziz, the Iraqi
foreign minister, wrote a letter to the Arab League denouncing Kuwait and the
United Arab Emirates (UAE) for “direct aggression” against his country by hav-
ing exceeded agreed-upon oil production quotas. The Iraqis believed that over-
production caused depressed oil prices, depriving them of billions of dollars in oil
revenues. The next day in a radio speech, Saddam publicly continued his tirade
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against the two Arab nations and accused the United States of encouraging them
and other enemies of Iraq. He warned that if policies failed to change, “something
effective must be done.” On July 21, American satellite imagery confirmed the
movement of Iraqi troops and equipment toward the Kuwaiti border; CENTCOM
assessed additional intelligence and increased its regional alert status.”

Over the next week, Iraq improved its air defenses at a few bases as well as
along the Kuwaiti border, and began a new pattern of flying activity. On July 22
President Bush approved a request from the UAE for two air refueling tankers to
support UAE combat patrols. SAC sent KC—135 aircraft ostensibly to participate
with the UAE air force in a training exercise, code named Operation Ivory
Justice. On July 24 CENTCOM further increased its alert status, and Saddam
met with the President of Egypt, Hosni Mubarak, and assured him that while
Kuwait and Iraq discussed Iraq’s demands, he would take no action, but if a solu-
tion did not materialize, he would act rather than allow a postwar economic bur-
den to crush his nation.”!

On July 25 Saddam hastily summoned the U.S. Ambassador to Iraq, April
Glaspie, to a rare meeting and delivered a rambling, two-hour speech to her,
becoming emotional while criticizing Kuwait for not easing Iraq’s financial trou-
bles, which would soon force him, he claimed, to cut pensions for war widows
and orphans. He stated that Iraq had suffered thousands of casualties in the war
against Iran, and that American public opinion would never allow the United
States to accept 10,000 dead in a single battle, as his nation had endured.”
Glaspie, who spoke Arabic fluently, went into the meeting following guidance
provided in a cable on the Irag-Kuwait dispute which the Department of State
had sent to embassies in SWA on July 19, stating that the United States wished
to see the disagreement resolved peacefully and that the American government
had no position on the substance and points of the Irag-Kuwait dispute. The
United States was committed to the free flow of oil from the region, supported
the sovereignty of the Gulf states, and would defend vital interests in the region.
She reported that Saddam knew about the Ivory Justice operation and expressed
concern that the Americans encouraged Kuwait and the UAE in their “intransi-
gence” and would adopt a hard line toward his nation, which he did not welcome.
She commented that Saddam would not allow himself “to be perceived as cav-
ing in to superpower bullying.””3

During the July 26-27 meeting of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries in Geneva, Switzerland, Kuwait and the UAE agreed to raise oil prices
and lower production rates, but this did not appease Saddam. At a meeting
arranged by the Saudi king, Fahd bin Abd al-Aziz, in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, July
31-August 1, the Iraqis asked for new concessions from Kuwait: cancellation of
Iraq’s wartime debt; ceding part of the Rumaila oil field; and payments for oil
which Kuwait took from the Rumaila field. Kuwait refused the demands.”™
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Response to Iraq’s Invasion

When Schwarzkopf and his staff returned to CENTCOM headquarters, July
28th, at the end of Internal Look, they maintained a close watch on the unfolding
crisis in the Middle East and continued to develop OPLAN 1002-90 and began
to plan retaliatory options for a quick military reaction against aggression by
Saddam Hussein. The CJCS and the CINCCENT had discussed the need for mil-
itary ripostes as early as July 24. The CENTCOM commander clearly remem-
bered similar swift reactive strikes against Iran during Operation Earnest Will,
when U.S. forces attacked two oil platforms after Iran fired a cruise missile into
an American-flagged tanker, and then again when the Americans struck three
warships after an Iranian mine severely damaged the frigate USS Samuel B. Rob-
erts. On July 29, the UAE requested an extension of the Ivory Justice operation,
whereby SAC KC-135 tankers refueled Mirage 2000 fighters flying combat air
patrols (CAPs) over UAE oil facilities, and Schwarzkopf recommended to the
NCA that the refueling assistance continue until August 8, which they approved.”

On July 31, the CJCS told the CINCCENT to fly to Washington the next day
and brief the SecDef and the JCS on the situation in the CENTCOM AOR and
on CENTCOM’s contingency plans. On August 1, Maj. Gen. Burton R. Moore,
USAF, the CENTCOM J-3, accompanied Schwarzkopf to the meeting at 1400
in the Tank, the formal JCS briefing room. The CJCS had not requested that any
of the component commanders attend, so Horner remained at Shaw AFB. When
Moore first heard about the briefing requirement, he wrote in his notes that the
CINCCENT would discuss surgical strikes and full-scale strikes. He recorded
that Schwarzkopf wanted his staff to expand the CENTCOM retaliatory strike
list to include more military targets, that is, facilities directly related to the
deployment and sustainment of armed forces, as opposed to economic and polit-
ical targets. Moore recalled that about twenty or thirty targets comprised the list
at this time and that the CINCCENT’s request for additional military targets gave
CENTCOM an expanded menu of targets to choose from, not necessarily more
targets to actually strike.”®

Schwarzkopf spent about ninety minutes in the Tank. He stated that the
Iraqis would probably invade Kuwait, seizing not the entire country, but only the
Kuwaiti portion of the Rumaila oil field and Bubiyan Island, the island dominat-
ing the route to Iraq’s new port, Umm Qasr. He discussed air and sea strikes
against high-value targets in Iraq, which could be destroyed quickly, and he
explained the OPLAN 1002-90 deployment to defend Saudi Arabia. Both the
CINCCENT and his J-3 remembered the meeting as going well and their instruc-
tions being to continue planning along the courses outlined. Schwarzkopf
recalled, “The meeting ended with no sense of urgency.””’

Without warning, on August 2 at 0100 local time in Kuwait, Iraq launched the
invasion of its small, southern, oil-rich neighbor. Two divisions, armored and
mechanized infantry of the Republican Guard Forces Command, launched the
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main attack along the axis from Safwan to Abdali into Kuwait. A third Republican
Guard armored division conducted a supporting thrust farther west. The Guard
constituted Iraq’s elite forces and fielded the formidable Soviet-made T—72 tanks.
Aircraft accompanied the invaders as they initially met no resistance and linked up
at al-Jahra, less than forty miles west of Kuwait City. At 0130, heliborne special
operations troops and amphibious commando forces stormed government build-
ings in the city, including palaces. The emir escaped to Saudi Arabia; his brother
perished. The soldiers of the main attacking force met resistance as they seized
control of and secured the capital while their supporting division established
defensive lines south of the city. Tank forces then pushed on to assault and control
Kuwaiti ports. By noon on August 3 the Iraqis had overrun two main Kuwaiti air
bases and positioned themselves near the Kuwaiti-Saudi border.”®

On August 1 at 2100 local time in Washington, D.C., President Bush react-
ed to the invasion by issuing a public statement condemning Iraqi aggression and
calling for an immediate and unconditional withdrawal of Iraqi troops. President
Bush, through Secretary Cheney, authorized Chairman Powell to issue a deploy-
ment order and a warning order. The first directed that selected U.S. forces
remain at stations or deploy to the CENTCOM AOR. This message called for the
USS Independence carrier battle group to proceed from the area of Diego Garcia
in the Indian Ocean to the North Arabian Sea, and for the USS Vandergrifi and
USS Reid to remain with the Joint Task Force Middle East JTFME) in the
Persian Gulf.”® In addition, the CJCS directed SAC to retain two KC—135 tankers
at Diego Garcia and to deploy two additional KC—-10s there.®

The second message, issued an hour and a half after the first, contained a
warning order for Schwarzkopf to plan for the deployment of forces in accor-
dance with CENTAF’s Rapid Reaction Plan 1307-88, which enabled the quick
deployment anywhere in the CENTCOM AOR of a small, initial force package
of twelve F—16s or eight F-15Cs, two E-3 AWACS, one RC-135 Rivet Joint,
and three KC—10s.8! The purpose of the deployment ranged from a show of force
to limited counterair and/or air-to-ground operations. The reaction plan included
follow-on forces consisting of twelve F—16s or eight F-15Cs, two E—3s, one
RC-135, and three KC—10s. Forces in the reaction plan served as a building
block for a subsequent, larger buildup, as outlined in OPLAN 1002-90.8?

The CINCCENT passed the warning order on to Horner at Shaw AFB and
directed him to reply within a few hours, describing how the deployment speci-
fied in the reaction plan would proceed according to three courses of action. The
first two courses of action focused on the packages the plan had already specified
as the initial and follow-on forces. The third course required the deployment of
five additional tactical fighter squadrons. The mission of the force modules
encompassed show of force, defensive counterair, air-to-ground, and surveil-
lance-signals intelligence operations. The CENTAF commander responded by
describing the three courses of action in terms of aircraft, bases from which they
would operate, and missions they would undertake, among other considerations.33
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Early on August 2, at 0500 in Washington, Bush signed two executive orders
freezing Iraqi and Kuwaiti financial assets in the United States. That same day,
the United Nations Security Council condemned the invasion and demanded a
withdrawal. Later that morning, at 0800, the President convened a meeting of the
National Security Council (NSC) in the White House Cabinet Room, with Pow-
ell and Schwarzkopf in attendance. Powell earlier had described for the CENT-
COM commander the protocol for such a meeting — don’t speak until invited to
do so — and Powell told him to address only the military options that could be
executed quickly, which meant that the CINCCENT would not thoroughly dis-
cuss OPLAN 1002-90. Much of the discussion focused on diplomatic and eco-
nomic questions that Iraq’s dominance of Kuwait now raised.%*

Robert Kimmit, representing the State Department while Secretary Baker
traveled abroad, reported that 3,800 American citizens and 130 embassy person-
nel were unharmed in Kuwait, and 500 Americans and 42 embassy staff were
unharmed in Baghdad. He also reported that the State Department was consider-
ing evacuating all of the Americans. Schwarzkopf recalled the President instruct-
ing that if Iraq took American embassy staff hostage, “be prepared to fight.”8

The CINCCENT described the fighting in Kuwait City, and because William
H. Webster, head of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence, had just reported that his agency had lost contact with the
American embassy in the capital, Schwarzkopf, using military communications,
explained that the Iraqis had not attacked the embassy. He then described naval
air strikes against targets in Iraq, which could be launched immediately. U.S. Air
Force F—15s and F—16s stood alert to be deployed to the region, but Saudi Arabia
had not approved their basing in the Saudi kingdom. Schwarzkopf then briefly
discussed CENTCOM'’s “rehearsed” 1002-90 plan to defend Saudi Arabia.¢
Secretary Cheney felt “a little unprepared” for the meeting because he had no
other “practical military options to lay before the President.”%’

“Options, options, options” emerged as the mantra of the NCA over the next
few days as they groped to develop a coherent and effective American response
to Iraqi aggression. The courses of action they wanted to consider encompassed
foreign policy; economic strategy; plans for noncombatant evacuation operations
to remove U.S. civilians from Kuwait City and Baghdad; and military actions
ranging from a few limited, punitive air strikes to a full deployment of troops, as
outlined in OPLAN 1002-90. Officials scrutinized reconnaissance satellite pho-
tographs and pondered intelligence reports to learn about the disposition of Iraqi
troops and determine if Saddam Hussein would order them south into Saudi
Arabia. President Bush consulted with King Fahd of Saudi Arabia, who severe-
ly criticized Saddam Hussein but suggested no joint course of action with the
United States, and with President Mubarek of Egypt and King Hussein I of Jor-
dan, who suggested that an Arab solution to the crisis might be possible over the
next forty-eight hours. Bush told Mubarek about U.S. economic sanctions, but he
emphasized that if there were threats against Americans, “That would be a whole
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new ball game” — much more than economic measures would be necessary.38

On the afternoon of August 2, a meeting convened at the Pentagon, produc-
ing discussions which soon would lead to the initiation of planning that served
as the basis for the first phase of the Desert Storm air campaign. Lt. Gen. Thomas
W. Kelly, USA, Joint Staff J-3, began the session by describing how the Iraqis
carried out their offensive operations. The discussion soon focused on what the
United States could do militarily in response to the assault and further Iraqi
provocation. Cheney expressed the view that he still needed a set of military
options he could present to the President. He wanted to know how the United
States could “hurt” Iraq. The briefing Schwarzkopf had presented that morning
about a few air strikes against targets in Iraq had not satisfied Cheney’s require-
ments. Powell answered that the JCS and CENTCOM were working on options.
He then suggested that a “few, pinprick, surgical strikes” against Iraq would have
little effect on Saddam, would swiftly escalate American involvement in the cri-
sis, and would require further action if the Iraqis ignored the bombing or retali-
ated against it. If the United States did not respond again, it would highlight
American timidity and weakness. Discussion ensued about hitting Iraqi pipelines
and CW and nuclear weapons sites and whether such bombing would provoke
Saddam to attack Saudi Arabia. As the meeting wore on, Cheney received advice
about the dangers and risks of military action, but no specific plans for possible
military responses, as he had requested. Afterward, alone with Powell, Cheney
emphasized the need for options, and bluntly, caustically told the CJICS to refrain
from giving him political advice — he wanted military advice and plans for mil-
itary action.%

At 0700 the next day, August 3, General Kelly attended a meeting with
Powell, at which Powell reported Cheney’s frustration of the day before at not
having more military options. Kelly recorded Powell’s comments and then wrote
in his notes the CJCS’s remark: “More serious air campaign to punish —
CENTCOM working.”® Cheney’s prodding and dissatisfaction with the dearth
of military options provided the catalyst for Powell and Schwarzkopf to begin
thinking about and planning for the “serious air campaign to punish” Iraq. By the
morning of August 3, the concept of an air campaign had emerged, implying a
comprehensive, coordinated, intense offensive against Iraq, not just a few air
strikes. Cheney and Powell now looked for a broad, punishing, stunning use of
power — a serious air campaign — as an option in response to Iraq’s further
aggression.’!

Also on the morning of August 3 the President convened another meeting of
the NSC in the White House Cabinet Room, at which the CJCS told the President
that military force could be used to deter Iraqi action toward Saudi Arabia and
then to engage Iraqi troops in Kuwait and attack Iraq itself. Brent Scowcroft, the
National Security Advisor, kept the meeting tightly focused and later warned that
Iraq might take Americans as hostages. The State Department representative
Lawrence Eagleburger reported that the Iraqi foreign minister had failed to
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assure that no Americans would be harmed. The President quickly interjected,
“We should tell Saddam this would be a new ball game and give him our bottom
line...American deaths and hostages will not be tolerated.” The President
requested a briefing the next morning on military options.®? Powell later tele-
phoned Schwarzkopf and told him to deliver the main presentation the next day.
Bush’s determination to disallow hostage-taking infused new urgency into the
planning for a retaliatory air campaign.

CENTCOM headquarters, already operating at an accelerated pace, plunged
into preparing Schwarzkopf to brief at Camp David within twenty-four hours.
Meanwhile, planners at SAC headquarters in Omaha, Nebraska, and Navy plan-
ners aboard ships also labored furiously to ready special weapon systems in case
retaliatory strikes required their use.”> Targeteers and operations officers at SAC
coordinated with officers at the JCS and CENTCOM J-3 to prepare strikes for
B—52s carrying and firing conventional air-launched cruise missiles (CALCMs).
Only personnel with special security clearances dealt with these stand-off mis-
siles and black programs. Unfortunately, recent testing of the CALCMs failed to
convince SAC’s leaders of their reliability and accuracy, rendering their imme-
diate employment questionable.”* Navy officers at the Cruise Missile Support
Activities offices in the Atlantic and Pacific Commands also coordinated with
CENTCOM J=3 to plan launches of the nearly ten-year-old Tomahawk land-
attack missiles (TLAMS). As of August 3, the JTFME had TLAMs aboard ves-
sels in the Persian Gulf, but they were not immediately ready for firing because
their terrain contour-matching guidance system had not been programmed to hit
targets deep within Iraq, and they lacked other navigational and targeting data.
At that time, the TLAMs functioned as antiship missiles or against interdiction
targets in Phase Il of OPLAN 1002-90. Even with mission planners working
frantically round-the-clock, days passed before the missiles could be accurately
programmed and launched.?

After receiving word about the Camp David briefing on August 4, Schwarz-
kopf drove his staff “mercilessly” and turned CENTCOM headquarters into a
“pressure cooker” as personnel produced the information, assessments, and
papers he needed to explain how air, ground, and naval forces would flow to the
theater according to concepts outlined in OPLAN 1002-90.%¢ Planners had not
finalized the time-phased force deployment document, so the staff struggled to
accurately state the deployment flow. The CINCCENT turned to General Moore
to supply material about the movement of aircraft, but the J-3 lacked the neces-
sary data and had trouble presenting it to Schwarzkopf, who bitterly complained
that he did not understand it.”’

Early in the afternoon, the CINCCENT called for General Horner, who was
on a training mission in his F—16, to come to CENTCOM headquarters immedi-
ately. Since the invasion, Schwarzkopf had not contacted his JFACC. CENTAF
officers rushed to provide their boss with up-to-date briefings as he prepared to
fly to MacDill AFB. Throughout the evening and night in Florida, Horner, J-3
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officers, and the CENTAF staff, communicating by telephone and fax machine,
prepared the air portion of the CENTCOM briefing. At about 0300 Horner, the
CINCCENT, and the CENTCOM director of plans and policy (J-5), Rear Adm.
Grant A. Sharp, left MacDill on their multilegged trip to Camp David.?®

Camp David Meeting, August 4, 1990

At 0830 the President convened his meeting. In attendance in the large con-
ference room were Schwarzkopf, Horner, and Sharp from CENTCOM; Secretary
Cheney; Under Secretary Wolfowitz; Chairman Powell; Brent Scowcroft;
William Webster; James Danforth “Dan” Quayle, vice president; Secretary
Baker; John H. Sununu, chief of staff; Richard Haass, special assistant for
Middle Eastern affairs; Marlin Fitzwater, press secretary; General Kelly, Joint
Staff J-3; and Capt. John M. “Mike” McConnell, USN, Joint Staff director of
intelligence (J-2). Webster led off with a CIA briefing. Cheney then spoke about
the importance of having military options and defining military objectives.
Powell made a few remarks, explaining that the regional war plan had deterrent
and war-fighting pieces, and turned over the briefing to Schwarzkopf.”

The CINCCENT described the Iraqi order of battle and how the invaders
conquered Kuwait, highlighted the strengths and weaknesses of Iraqi military
forces, and explained how American forces would flow to the theater over a sev-
enteen-week period for the defense of Saudi Arabia. Land- and sea-based air
power would protect the ground forces as they arrived in the AOR. To go on the
offensive and expel the Iraqis from Kuwait would require additional forces and
require from eight to ten months for their arrival in theater.!*

One slide with the CINCCENT’s “back-of-the-envelope calculation” carried
over from OPLAN 100290 to Desert Shield/Storm an extremely important air-

l‘,_ e e, -~ J
Lt. Gen. Charles A. Horner (center, rear) waits to brief
Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney and President
George H. W. Bush (left to right), among others, on
August 4, 1990, at Camp David in Maryland.
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power mission: significantly attrit the enemy army to a force ratio conducive to
a successful friendly ground attack.!®! This same airpower requirement appeared
in Phase II of OPLAN 1002-90; now the CINCCENT repeated it as a require-
ment in the real-world crisis of Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait. His calculations dis-
closed that for U.S. defensive operations, CENTCOM required 5'/3 friendly divi-
sions in theater. For offensive operations an additional 62/3 divisions were avail-
able for deployment, totaling 12. Twelve friendly divisions would be insufficient,
however, because the Iraqis had deployed about 9 divisions. Schwarzkopf
explained that a friendly attacker-to-defender ratio should be about 3:1, 4:1, or
5:1. At aminimum of 3:1, he needed 27 divisions to attack; at a maximum of 5:1,
he needed 45. His 12 American to 9 Iraqi divisions would produce an unaccept-
able attacker-to-defender ratio of only 1'/3:1. The CINCCENT thus looked to the
strength of air power to make up the difference in missing divisions. His slide
proclaimed:

THEREFORE MUST HAVE HEAVY AIR ATTRITION PRIOR
TO ABILITY TO WAGE SUCCESSFUL OFFENSE!??

An underlying precept in war planning emerged: the successful ground offensive
requires air power’s attrition and destruction of the enemy ground forces in a
powerful counterland mission.

Horner followed the CINCCENT and spoke about Navy, Air Force, and
Saudi air power in defense of the kingdom. He recalled,

I think basically I said, “We have these kinds of airplanes. We could put
these kinds of sortie rates up each day, using these kinds of weapons
that are prepositioned in the theater, and we would probably be flying
out of these bases here; and if they got overrun, we would go back to
these bases here.”!%3

His comments complemented the CINCCENT’s and described how air power
would hit the lead elements of the attacking enemy forces and concentrate on
their logistics and sustaining components, their vulnerable points. The Saudis
stationed ground forces close to the Kuwaiti-Saudi border, which would be the
first, albeit tenuous, roadblock confronting the invaders. As OPLAN 1002-90
outlined, the main body of U.S. troops would trade space for time as it prepared
to defend key ports and facilities well south of the Saudi frontline defenders. Air
power would support the Army’s scheme of maneuver.'** As CENTAF comman-
der, Horner also discussed how the United States could wage a campaign to con-
duct “punitive air strikes against Iraq” and hit nine high-value military, one polit-
ical, and thirteen economic targets should the NCA “decide to do that because of
[Iraq’s use of] Scuds with chemical warheads.”!%°

Secretary Cheney asked whether air power could achieve goals set for it,
because it had not always done so in the past. Schwarzkopf responded that the
situation in the region would enhance air power’s effectiveness because the
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desert made targets easy to see and thus produced a target-rich environment;
Iraqi forces would suffer a heavy, sustained air attack for the first time, generat-
ing confusion and degrading their effectiveness; precision-guided munitions
(PGMs) would take their toll; and Iraqis in the rear of the theater would now be
subjected to attacks, affecting their morale.'% The President leaned toward send-
ing troops to defend the kingdom, but he needed to know King Fahd’s current
view of the crisis, his willingness to receive American forces, and his level of
determination to use force to confront Saddam’s aggression. After the meeting, a
few advisors remained behind and continued their discussion, which led to
Bush’s later telephoning the King and sending a team to Saudi Arabia to give an
intelligence briefing to the monarch, replete with satellite photographs revealing
the disposition of Iraqi troops in Kuwait and near the Saudi border, and to explain
and offer the OPLAN 1002-90 troop deployment for defensive purposes.'?’

Start of Desert Shield

On Sunday August 5, Generals Schwarzkopf and Horner accompanied
Secretary Cheney on his trip to meet with the Saudi king. Other team members
were Under Secretary of Defense Wolfowitz; Robert Gates, National Security
Council member; Pete Williams, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public
Affairs; Charles W. Freeman, Jr., American ambassador to Saudi Arabia; Gen-
eral Yeosock, ARCENT commander; Maj. Gen. Dane Starling, USA, CENT-
COM director of logistics (J—4); Admiral Sharp, CENTCOM director of plans
(J-5); Col. William R. Rider, CENTAF DCS for logistics; and a representative
from the CIA. After their arrival in Jeddah on Monday August 6, Cheney, Wolfo-
witz, Gates, Freeman, and Schwarzkopf met with the king, the crown prince, and
Saudi officials at the royal palace, while Horner and Yeosock waited nearby in
an outer chamber. During the nearly two-hour conference, they discussed intelli-
gence, U.S. diplomatic initiatives to impose economic and political sanctions
against Iraq, and the size and timetable for a deployment of U.S. defensive
forces. %8

As they drove to their quarters in Jeddah, Horner asked Wolfowitz how the
meeting went. Wolfowitz replied, “They have invited us! They want us to come!”
Cheney telephoned the President and relayed the king’s request for U.S. forces.
President Bush authorized Secretary Cheney to deploy them, and Cheney
informed Chairman Powell and General Schwarzkopf of the President’s deci-
sion. That night in Jeddah, Horner slept very little. “You are kind of over-
whelmed with the magnitude of what might go on,” he mused.'®®

In a meeting among Horner, Cheney, and Schwarzkopf early the next
morning, Schwarzkopf told Cheney that Horner would remain in Saudi Arabia as
the CENTCOM Forward commander, while he, Schwarzkopf, would return to
CENTCOM headquarters to manage the initial deployment flow. Horner later
met with Cheney, Schwarzkopf, and Prince Sultan bin Abd al-Aziz bin Abd al-
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Rahman al-Saud, the Saudi defense minister. Secretary Cheney and the prince
discussed terms and arrangements for food, fuel, and housing for the troops.
Shortly afterward, Cheney and Schwarzkopf departed the country, leaving
Horner in charge.!!?

The military officers remaining behind in Jeddah with Horner were
Yeosock, Sharp, Starling, and Rider. They flew to Riyadh to meet with Saudi mil-
itary leaders and prepare to receive deployment forces and defend Saudi Arabia.
The date August 7, 1990, marked the official start of the OPLAN 1002-90
deployment, which the JCS named Desert Shield on August 9."! Originally
expecting to make only a short trip to Saudi Arabia, Horner would remain in the
AOR throughout Desert Shield and Desert Storm and not return to the United
States until April 1991. He first functioned in the theater, not as the JFACC, but
as the CENTCOM Forward commander.
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Chapter Two

Instant Thunder

General Schwarzkopf needed an air campaign option, and he telephoned
the Air Staff for it on August 8, 1990, despite objections from his JFACC and the
Goldwater-Nichols legislation placing war planning in the CINCCENT’s hands.
He did not ask General Horner for the plan because, in an unexpected turn of
events, he had just left the lieutenant general in Saudi Arabia with major new
responsibilities as the CENTCOM Forward commander. Horner’s own CENTAF
staff was en route to the theater and, once there, would focus on defensive, not
offensive, planning and the Desert Shield deployment. In the Pentagon on the Air
Staff, the deputy director for warfighting concepts led the effort to produce the
air plan for the CINCCENT, titled, “Instant Thunder.” The airmen presented
Schwarzkopf with a stand-alone, war-winning strategic air plan — more than he
had requested when he called for an air option for retaliatory purposes.
Nonetheless, the CINCCENT enthusiastically accepted it.

CENTAF’s Aborted Punishment ATO

At Shaw AFB early Sunday morning, August 5, 1990, right before Horner
flew his F—16 to Washington to join Secretary Cheney’s group traveling to Saudi
Arabia to confer with King Fahd, Horner briefly met with his staff. He told them
to continue preparations for the execution of CENTAF Plan 1307 and develop-
ment of an Iraqi target list. As he had told Colonel Crigger, his director of oper-
ations, the previous day, they needed targets in three categories: political, eco-
nomic, and military. The list and accompanying ATO would provide the CINC-
CENT with a strong retaliatory strike if needed. The CENTAF staff dubbed the
air tasking order requirement the “Punishment ATO.”!

Desert Shield cut short the CENTAF planning effort. The headquarters
staff began to leave for Riyadh on August 7, the first day of the deployment.
Once in the AOR, they focused continuously on the deployment and the defense
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of Saudi Arabia. As they departed Shaw AFB, their Iraqi “punishment” list con-
sisted of seventeen targets, which if struck would have destroyed: Iraq’s only
known nuclear research facility, one of Saddam Hussein’s presidential palaces,
the ministry of defense and air force headquarters, the army headquarters, the
only known space and missile test launch facility, five POL facilities, and seven
electric power sites. Time ran out, though, and the staff deployed before they
could produce the list’s accompanying ATO, which at the time would have been
premised on the CENTAF 1307 and OPLAN 1002 deployment options.>

CINCCENT’s Request to Air Staff

When Schwarzkopf departed Saudi Arabia on August 7, he told Horner that
his primary jobs were to receive and base the deploying troops and develop the
detailed plan to defend Saudi Arabia against invading Iraqi troops, according to
the concepts in OPLAN 1002-90. Schwarzkopf knew that all of Horner’s CENT-
AF staff were preparing to leave Shaw AFB or were already en route to the the-
ater to organize and manage the air assets to defend key oil and port facilities and
defend the troops arriving on ships and aircraft. He clearly understood that
Horner, as the newly designated in-theater commander, had his hands full with
scores of tasks to accomplish, including such basic jobs as locating space for and
establishing a CENTCOM headquarters.’> He also knew that the NCA wanted a
“serious air campaign” option to use against Iraq.

On the airport ramp at Jeddah, Schwarzkopf told Horner he would call the
Joint Staff to request assistance with producing a list of strategic targets.* Horner
immediately cautioned the CINCCENT to keep the planning and targeting in the-
ater and not repeat the serious mistake of the Vietnam War by allowing people in
Washington to select the targets. Horner and his staff would produce the list and
accompanying ATO. He was angry, not because Schwarzkopf wanted a strategic
target list, but because the CINCCENT was calling the Pentagon for it. Horner
knew that Schwarzkopf was a Vietnam veteran and believed that Schwarzkopf
should have known better than to give responsibility for target selection to an
organization outside the theater of war. Nonetheless, as distasteful as the action
was, Schwarzkopf had to pull in more help with targeting because Horner was
now the acting CINCCENT in the AOR, he no longer functioned as the JFACC,
and he faced a tremendous, nearly overwhelming workload. Schwarzkopf trusted
Horner’s judgment and experience — that was why he was leaving him in charge
— and he consoled the airman by telling him he would assume full responsibili-
ty for the strategic air planning once the preliminary work was complete.’

Immediately upon returning to his headquarters at MacDill AFB on August
8, Schwarzkopf telephoned Powell, conferred with him about Desert Shield, and
discussed the idea of asking the Joint Staff (or the Air Staff) for assistance with
building a strategic targets list. The idea of having the Joint Staff build the list was
quickly abandoned, and at approximately 0800 the CINCCENT telephoned
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USAF Chief of Staff General Michael
J. Dugan to request that the Air Staff
develop the strategic list and an
accompanying air plan. Dugan was
out of town, so Vice Chief of Staff
General John M. “Mike” Loh spoke
with Schwarzkopf.®

The telephone call from the
CINCCENT to the vice chief would
lead to a planning effort that would
have an enormous influence on the
development of the Gulf War air cam-
paign. During their ten-minute con-
versation, the CINCCENT explained
that if the Iraqis took hostages or used
CW, President Bush and Secretary
Cheney would immediately ask for
military options for retaliation, so he needed to be ready to brief them, especially
on a spectrum of targets by which to punish Iraq. Loh remembered Schwarzkopf
specifically talking about an “air campaign” or a “campaign plan” and that he
needed it fast in case Saddam launched a CW attack. He also recalled that the
CINCCENT requested a “strategic air campaign.” “I need broader planning,
Mike; I need broader planning,” he remembered the commander saying, explain-
ing that he could not turn to his CENTCOM staff at MacDill AFB because they
lacked expertise to do strategic targeting. Schwarzkopf recalled that he had asked
for a “strategic bombing campaign,” a “retaliatory air campaign,” and a “retalia-
tory package.”’

Thus, on August 8, Schwarzkopf directly involved the Air Staff in war plan-
ning even though the Goldwater-Nichols legislation had placed such responsi-
bility with the unified commanders and the JCS. The crisis in the CENTCOM
AOR and requirements of the NCA overrode the CINCCENT’s reluctance to turn
for help to a service headquarters in the Pentagon. He requested a plan with three
important characteristics: retaliatory purpose, strategic targeting, and a cam-
paign, a series of interrelated operations as opposed to a few surgical tit-for-tat
strikes. Its purpose was to punish Iraq if Saddam began murdering hostages or
launching CW attacks. The targeting of Saddam’s homeland had to be severe in
retaliation against such acts. Strategic strikes against Saddam’s country com-
prised the appropriate, harsh response.

That the CENTCOM commander called the Air Staff for a retaliatory air
campaign option would be misunderstood by some Air Staff planners, but
Schwarzkopf had no doubt about why he called the Air Staff. In his autobiogra-
phy he explained:

General John M. Loh
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The taking of American hostages could be cause for war and I felt sick
to my stomach at the news. By the time we’d opted for Desert Shield,
we’d completed our planning for symbolic air strikes, but symbolic is
all they were. If the Iraqis started executing U.S. embassy employees,
say, and the President wanted to retaliate, Central Command had little to
offer short of a nuclear strike on Baghdad. I would never have recom-
mended such a course of action, and even if I had, I am certain the
President would never have approved it.

The following morning I called Colin Powell and asked that the Air
Force put planners to work on a strategic bombing campaign aimed at
Iraq’s military, which would provide the retaliatory options we needed.®

Having suddenly received the planning baton, General Loh told Schwarz-
kopf that, yes, the Air Staff could help him and that, in fact, a small planning cell
had already begun to look at a strategic set of targets: leadership and industrial
sites, and facilities that sustain a war.’ The vice chief recollected, “my reaction
was, ‘I know exactly what he is talking about. He is talking about a broader cam-
paign, the same thing that Minter Alexander talked about the day or two days
before.””'” Maj. Gen. R. Minter Alexander was the director of plans at Air Force
headquarters, and the cell he had told Loh about was under the direction of the
deputy director for warfighting concepts, Col. John A. Warden III. Loh told
Schwarzkopf that he would acquire support from TAC and SAC and develop an
air campaign framework, showing required forces, and bring it to him within the
week. The CENTCOM commander mentioned that he would let the CICS know
of the Air Staff planning, and vice chief said that he would also keep the CICS
informed.!!

Immediately after his telephone conversation with Schwarzkopf, Loh tele-
phoned General Russ at TAC headquarters and told him about the CINCCENT’s
request for assistance with an air option and for broader, strategic targeting. Russ
was upbeat and said he would direct the planning cell he used with the Atlantic
Command, which dealt primarily with B-52 issues and long-range missions, to
develop targets in Iraq. Loh hesitated before he had contacted Russ, who was
more senior, because he did not want the TAC commander to push the entire
planning effort to Langley AFB from the Pentagon and change the orientation of
the campaign from strategic targets to targets more associated with AirLand
Battle and battlefield air interdiction. Russ, however, made no such suggestions.
Loh then called General Chain at SAC who expressed optimism and said his staff
would contact the Air Staff planners and provide whatever support they needed.'?

The vice chief of staff next summoned General Alexander to his office, in
the absence of Alexander’s boss, Lt. Gen. Jimmie V. Adams, DCS, Plans and
Operations, who was out of town at the time. Alexander, in turn, called for
Colonel Warden. In telling them about the CINCENT’s request, Loh recalled

saying,
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Okay, go into high gear. If you need any help from SAC or TAC, let me
know. You might need some planners from SAC to help with this. We
need to develop a target set of all the categories of targets. We need to
bring the CIA in. We need to get Warden working with all of the folks
that he knows. We need to really find all the sources of information
about the critical targets that make Iraq run as a country.

Warden remembered Loh stating that Schwarzkopf wanted a strategic air cam-
paign. The colonel immediately recognized that the CINCCENT’s “wonderful
telephone call,” as he later described it, offered an incredibly real, crucial oppor-
tunity for him and his staff to directly influence unified command war planning,
and he was supremely confident and ready to seize and exploit the opportunity.'?

Uninvited and missing from the meeting was Maj. Gen. James R. Clapper,
Jr., Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, even though Loh recognized that
intelligence played an essential role in identifying targets. Loh may not have
remembered at this early stage of planning the great extent that intelligence also
plays in disclosing critical nodes in target systems, the relationship between tar-
get systems and objectives, the array of weapons defending critical sites, and the
effectiveness of strikes. Intelligence officers specialize in discovering, verifying,
and studying targets. Loh did not think it necessary at the outset to involve
Clapper at such a high level of command or explain to him the purpose of the
planning and make him an integral part of the team. Nor did the vice chief
impress upon his intelligence officer the importance of this project vis-a-vis oth-
ers, or direct him to use Air Force intelligence resources and conduits through-
out the national intelligence community in support of Colonel Warden’s initia-
tive. Intelligence would emerge as a major problem during the offensive air cam-
paign planning enterprise, in part because of a lack of face-to-face, hour-to-hour,
day-to-day contact between the operators and planners and the intelligence staff,
all of whose responsibilities intimately intertwine. Planners communicate
requirements and intentions so intelligence officers can attempt to meet their
articulated needs, as well as anticipate new ones. Without accurate, timely intel-
ligence, an air campaign would fail. General Loh initially envisioned Warden
tapping his informal intelligence sources to identify key Iraqi targets. At this
time, Warden’s conduits into the huge, complex, secretive intelligence commu-
nity in Washington were through the section in the warfighting concepts cell that
specialized in camouflage, concealment, and deception led by Col. Richard
Stimer and Capt. Steven Hedger, an Air force officer assigned to the directorate.'*

Colonel Warden, a graduate of the Air Force Academy in 1965, served two
tours in Vietnam, flying OV—10s and F—4Ds. At age 47 in 1990, he was of aver-
age height, lean, intense, and devoted to thinking about how to turn a collection
of aircraft into a decisive force in warfare. Under Warden’s direction, his staff in
the Deputy Directorate for Warfighting Concepts had begun on August 7 to for-
mulate an operational air campaign for Iraq, even before Loh received Schwarz-
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kopf’s telephone call. Indeed, since 1988, his staffers had been catalysts on the
Air Staff for thinking about and discussing the effective use of air power and the
requirements of an air campaign. Warden had assumed responsibilities as deputy
director in 1988 after his return from Europe, where he had flown the F—15 Eagle
and briefly served as the commander of the prestigious 36th Tactical Fighter
Wing at Bitburg Air Base (AB) in Germany.'>

Warden left Bitburg and came to the Pentagon in January 1988 to plan for
the Constant Demo air base operability exercise scheduled for 1991. In March
1988 when General Dugan, then a lieutenant general serving as DCS, Plans and
Operations, asked Warden what initiatives the Air Force should undertake con-
cerning concepts of warfare, Warden prepared a paper. He presented his ideas
about reshaping the curriculum at the Air War College, developing an air coun-
terpart to the Navy’s new maritime strategy, and providing more publicity about
what air power could do for the nation. Dugan responded positively, saying he
would have Maj. Gen. Charles G. Boyd, the new USAF Director of Plans, read
it and decide how to apply the ideas suggested. Dugan made Warden his special
assistant and in July 1988 appointed him to head the Deputy Directorate for
Warfighting Concepts, which originally consisted of four divisions: Doctrine,
Strategy, Long-Range Plans, and Concepts.'®

Warden’s Air Power Concepts

Warden had definite ideas about the effective use of air power and its doc-
trinal implications for the Air Force and the DoD. The academic environment
helped him to think about the nature of warfare and air power and to formulate
his concepts. In 1974-1975 he earned his master’s degree in political science at
Texas Tech University where Frederick H. Hartmann directed his thesis research
and introduced him to grand strategy, the level at which heads of state operated
as they set war objectives, built coalitions, and committed national resources to
achieve victory.!” At the university, Warden became “enamored” with the British
“indirect approach” strategy and developed a strong skepticism of the famous
Prussian theorist Carl von Clausewitz.'® Warden read the works of B. H. Liddell
Hart, the British military correspondent, strategist, and leading proponent of the
indirect approach to war, which advocated the avoidance of direct, frontal attacks
against the main army of the enemy.'”

In his book, Strategy, published in 1954 and used by Warden in his thesis,
Liddell Hart criticized military leaders who conducted wars believing that the
destruction of the enemy’s forces in battle was the primary aim of warfare.?’ He
urged strategists keep in mind constantly three concepts: identify and strike at the
enemy’s Achilles’ heel, or weakness; aim to compel the enemy to capitulate and
undermine his will to resist; and conduct war to shape the kind of peace desired.?!
The British author proclaimed that the “immemorial lesson” of warfare is that the
true aim in conflict is “the mind of the hostile rulers, not the bodies of their
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troops.”?? Warden incorporated Liddell Hart’s ideas into his own views about
warfare.

In 1986 Warden attended the National War College at Fort Lesley J. McNair
in Washington, D.C., at a time when the director of the college infused the cur-
riculum with emphasis on the operational art.2> Warden produced a study on the
operational art as applied to airmen, titled The Air Campaign: Planning for Com-
bat, which the National Defense University published in 1988. The book dis-
cussed conventional air warfare at the operational level, which he described as
that dimension of warfare below the grand strategic and strategic levels and
above the tactical level. The theater commander focused on the level corre-
sponding to the responsibility exercised in World War II by General Dwight D.
Eisenhower in Europe, General Douglas MacArthur in the Southwest Pacific,
and Admiral Chester W. Nimitz in the Pacific Ocean area.?*

Presenting a key idea, Warden wrote that, given appropriate circumstances,
the commander should use air forces as the primary means to achieve political
and military objectives, with ground and naval forces supporting the air effort.
He acknowledged that air power would not always be the appropriate leading
force, and in some cases would play a supporting role to land or naval forces, but,
nonetheless, the theater commander clearly possessed a third means for deci-
sively waging war, a viable air option. He proclaimed the idea that, in most cases
of warfare, the commander should employ air power first to attain air superiori-
ty in the operational theater because the absence of air dominance would seri-
ously jeopardize or doom other military operations. The colonel repeated Air
Force doctrine in advocating the attainment of air superiority as the first and pri-
mary airpower role in warfare.?’

Warden suggested guidelines for expending effort on air superiority, inter-
diction, and close air support.?® He urged that after attaining air superiority, the
commander should focus air power on distant, intermediate, and close interdic-
tion, and only then on close air support for ground forces, barring no major, deci-
sive land offensive by the enemy. In weighing the priorities between interdiction
and close air support, he concluded that logic and the “weight of history” con-
sistently leaned toward interdiction.?’” He did not discuss strategic attacks, per se,
in his book, nor the air counterland mission, as required in CENTCOM'’s
OPLAN 1002-90. Like most fighter pilots at the time, he thought of strategic air
attacks as deep, or distant, interdiction.?®

Just as the Army planners did in 1986 when they revised the AirLand Battle
doctrine in FM 100-5, Warden borrowed the term center of gravity from Clause-
witz and applied it prominently in his book. He judged it a useful term for plan-
ning war operations because it described “that point where the enemy is most
vulnerable and the point where an attack will have the best chance of being deci-
sive.” He noted, “The term is borrowed from mechanics, indicating a point
against which a level of effort, such as a push, will accomplish more than that
same level of effort could accomplish if applied elsewhere. Clausewitz called it
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the ‘hub of all power and movement.”>?°

Warden agreed with Clausewitz (and Army planners) about the importance
of reflecting upon and identifying the enemy’s centers of gravity. Clausewitz
wrote, “The first task, then, in planning for war is to identify the enemy’s centers
of gravity.”3® Warden wrote, “Perhaps the most important responsibility of a
commander is to identify correctly and strike appropriately every center of grav-
ity.”! In two chapters of his long masterpiece, Clausewitz offered examples of
the center of gravity, but Warden rejected the first, narrow identification, which
offered that it was “that area where the greatest concentration of enemy troops
can be found.”? The colonel agreed with Clausewitz’s second explanation of the
concept which offered more examples: a nation’s army, a nation’s capital, an
alliance’s cohesion, leaders, or public opinion.??

Warden’s book also emphasized that an air campaign often required time to
achieve objectives and, depending on the scenario, might not be executed quick-
ly. He wrote: “In the very short term, air cannot stop large bodies of men.
Interdiction takes time to work; and attacks on war production take even more
time. Ground must be the key force if time is of the essence, and it is agreed that
ground action can lead to the political objective significantly faster than could air
action.”3* The colonel’s air concepts evolved and changed from 1986 to 1991,
and he continued to refine them in the postwar period.

Warden’s Ring Models

Warden built his deputy directorate into an exciting, heady place to work in
the Pentagon, patterning it after the organization as led by Maj. Gen. Richard L.
Lawson (1975-1977) and Maj. Gen. James H. Ahmann (1977-1979) during the
time he himself worked in the Middle East Plans Division (1977-1978). Warden
recalled his early Pentagon tour:

I came into plans at a perfect time because Lawson was the guy that was
all over Washington. He’d go over and had lunch once a week with the
director of political/military affairs in the State Department, he’d go
over to the White House, and so on, and he’d instill this feeling that,
“Hey, literally if you’re in [the directorate], you’re in the most influen-
tial, most important organization in Washington. You can do anything
you want from [the directorate of plans].”

Addressing his staff in 1988, he exhorted, “Our charter is to think, and we can
think any kind of thoughts that we want to think, and it’s okay. In fact, that is
what we are supposed to be doing.” He challenged his eighty people to contem-
plate air power in terms of what it was, reasons for using it, how and when to
employ it, and how to sell it. His people were not beholden to any command or
agency. The colonel saw himself as a coach or cheerleader who gave people
directions and basic ideas and allowed them the freedom to develop, explain, and

38



Instant Thunder

justify airpower rationales. He explained, “We °~
were going to bring the Air Force back into promi-
nence. To bring it back into prominence we have
got to develop the concepts that will work in the
real world, and we want to win wars for the coun-
try, so it was very clear where we needed to go.”>°

Warden significantly contributed to the mix of
ideas between the Deputy Directorate for War-
fighting Concepts and Gulf War planners by iden-
tifying centers of gravity of potential enemies of
the United States. He conceptualized them as a
nation-state’s five strategic rings. In a paper he
wrote and revised a number of times, changing its
title from “Global Strategy Outline” to “Centers of
Gravity — The Key to Success in War,” he assert-
ed that the best way to wage war was not to have
armies clash on the battlefield. He stated: Col. John A. Warden II1

Too frequently, our vision of war concentrates almost exclusively on
its most obvious manifestation — the clash of the fielded military forces
of the contestants. Indeed, Clausewitz identified the battle as the
essence of war....Clausewitz may have been right for the technological
time and place in which he lived, but it is not clear today that the actu-
al clash of men on the front is the only way or the best way to wage war.
We will suggest, to the contrary, that it may be the most costly and least
productive approach in perhaps the majority of cases.?’

Colonel Warden presented a model of a nation’s centers of gravity, consist-
ing of five concentric rings in a bull’s-eye format. The most important centers of
gravity occupied the center of the strategic ring model. He labeled the crucially
important, innermost circle the command ring. Warden viewed command, or
leadership, as paramount because that was the element of a nation-state that
empowered it to make concessions. He acknowledged the difficulty in modern
times of seizing and killing the commander and his support element, so he
advised applying sufficient pressure against the other four rings to force leaders
to capitulate. He asserted, “The essence of war is applying pressure against the
enemy’s innermost strategic ring — its command structure.”3®

The colonel explained that J. F. C. Fuller’s The Generalship of Alexander the
Great influenced his thinking about the primacy of the command ring represent-
ing the key center of gravity in a nation-state and the importance of riveting
attention on this center as the primary target. He first encountered Fuller’s book
while he was a student at the Air Force Academy, and he considered it not only
an important work in military history, but in world history as well. Fuller, a
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strategist and military historian, published the volume in 1957. In one section he
emphasized the courage and wisdom of Alexander at the Battle of Arbela in 331
B.C.E. when he thrust directly for Darius the Third of Persia on the field of battle
instead of reinforcing his right and left flanks which Darius’s troops threatened.
Warden explained,

Alexander, when he saw an opening in the lines, took his companion
cavalry and headed straight for Darius the Third, even though in theory
that was pretty dangerous and probably a risky thing to do. Because
Darius was so clearly the center of gravity, Alexander knew that plung-
ing into this great horde of Persians was well worth the risk, so that was
a key concept.’®

The use of air power in 1972 in Linebacker II during the Vietham War and in
1986 in Operation El Dorado Canyon against Muammar al-Qaddafi of Libya also
impressed Warden who saw, as a result of American strategic air attacks, enemy
leaders bending to the will of the United States.*

Warden designated the second-most important ring of his model essential
industry. This could be the industry of the nation itself or that of an allied nation.
If essential industry was destroyed or if the nation-state was denied access to its
allies’ industrial output, the state could not employ modern weapons and would
thus be forced to make concessions.*! In the third ring, labeled transportation
system, Warden included “rail lines, airlines, highways, bridges, airfields, ports,
telegraph lines, satellite uplinks, radio stations, and a number of other similar
systems.”*? The population and its food sources constituted the fourth ring.
Warden suggested that two types of indirect attack on the population may be nec-
essary: first, propaganda or psychological operations (PSYOPS), “such as North
Vietnam used against the United States,” and second, a scorched-earth policy,
such as “Sherman used against the South by marching through Georgia.”*

Warden designated fielded military forces of the state as the fifth, outermost,
and least important of the five rings. He noted, “Although we tend to think of
military forces as being the most vital in war, in fact, they are means to an end.
That is, their only function is to protect their own inner rings or to threaten those
of an enemy.” Air forces could overfly the fielded military force to hit leadership
and destroy a nation’s ability to command and control its troops. In addition, they
could render a fielded force incapable of fighting effectively by destroying its
essential industries and its logistics supplies.**

Explaining his model, he posited that ground forces have to fight from the
“outside in,” that is, to attack first through the outermost ring, the fielded force,
and then through the interior rings to cause the leadership to surrender, but air
forces can fight wars “inside out,” hitting the innermost ring first, the leadership,
where concessions originate, and then throughout the other rings, as necessary,
to force capitulation.*” He emphasized the primacy of the command ring,
instructing:
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It is imperative to remember that all actions are aimed against the
mind of the enemy command; thus, an attack against industry or infra-
structure not only has some ultimate effect on fielded forces, but has a
direct effect on commanders who must assess the cost of rebuilding, the
effect on the state’s economic position in the post war period, and
whether the cost is worth the potential gain from continuing the war....
Military forces are a means to an end. It is pointless to deal with enemy
forces if they can be bypassed, by strategy or technology, either in the
defense or offense.*¢

Warden observed that centers of gravity existed not only at the nation-state
or strategic level, but also at the operational level involving the enemy’s fielded
force. He admitted that sometimes a theater commander had to target operational
centers of gravity in lieu of strategic ones, explaining that the combat leader
“may be forced to deal with the enemy’s fielded military forces because he can-
not reach strategic centers without first removing enemy defenses or because his
political masters will not permit him to attack strategic centers.” If restraints pre-
vented him from targeting strategic sites, compelling him to attack the enemy
fielded force, he must still focus on centers of gravity.*

At the operational level, Warden again identified five centers of gravity, or
rings. The military commander himself and his C? system created the first, inner-
most, and most important ring. The leader emerged as the primary target because
he could make concessions to the attacker.*® Logistics formed the second opera-
tional ring and included ammunition, fuel, and food.*

Infrastructure constituted the third operational ring and consisted of roads,
air-sea-rail routes, communication lines, and pipelines. Support personnel who
operated the logistics and infrastructure systems comprised the fourth ring.
Again, Warden placed fielded forces, including aircraft, ships, and troops, in the
outermost ring. “The fifth ring is toughest to reduce, simply because it is
designed to be tough,” Warden observed. “As a general rule, a campaign that
focuses on the fifth ring (either by choice or because no alternatives exist) is like-
ly to be the longest and bloodiest for both sides.”*°

Warden distilled his thinking about both the strategic and operational rings
with the summary:

We may not have to find and destroy thirty thousand tanks if we can
destroy the few hundred fuel or ammunition distribution points. We
may not have to destroy the few hundred fuel distribution points if we
can immobilize an entire society by destroying dozens of electrical gen-
eration systems. And we may not need to destroy dozens of electrical
generation systems if we can capture or kill the enemy leader.>!

The colonel freely shared his thoughts with members of his staff, encour-
aged them to develop his concepts further, and adopted their ideas as he saw
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merit in them. He lectured to diverse audiences, always provoking discussion.
While presenting the five strategic rings model at the School of Advanced
Military Science at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, he maintained that, unlike
Clausewitz, he did not see an enemy’s army as the primary center of gravity of a
nation-state. Echoing Liddell Hart, he told a roomful of skeptical Army officers,
“It’s time to move beyond Clausewitz.” His dismissal of the Prussian theorist,
though, rejected a portion of his thought, not his entire corpus of ideas. Warden
thought eclectically, frequently choosing and discarding ideas from a variety of
sources and people.”? His lectures about the five strategic rings also reflected the
thoughts of the well-known American airpower theorist of the 1920s and 1930s,
Brig. Gen. William “Billy” Mitchell, who wrote in Skyways:

The advent of air power which can go straight to the vital centers and
entirely neutralize or destroy them has put a completely new complex-
ion on the old system of making war. It is now realized that the hostile
main army in the field is a false objective and the real objectives are the
vital centers. The old theory, that victory meant the destruction of the
hostile main army, is untenable. Armies themselves can be disregarded
by air power if a rapid stroke is made against the opposing centers,
because a greatly superior army numerically is at the mercy of an air
force inferior in numbers.>

Warden’s concepts also derived from ideas generated at the Air Corps
Tactical School (ACTS) during the interwar years. By 1926 many members of
the school’s faculty advocated the strategic role of bombardment aircraft acting
independently of surface forces. By 1935 the school advocated high-altitude day-
light precision bombing as the operational mission of an independent, strategic
air force, striking vital points of a nation’s economic structure.* Warden differed
from most of the ACTS faculty, however, who thought that breaking the will of
the enemy nation and people was the proper objective of strategic air warfare.>
The colonel focused on breaking the will of the enemy leadership as the prima-
ry objective.

Checkmate

A 1989 reorganization of the Air Staff in the Directorate of Plans and
Operations resulted in Warden’s assuming responsibility for additional divisions
and the merging of the Checkmate Division and the Mission Area Analysis
Division into the Force Assessment Division. The Checkmate unit had achieved
renown throughout the Pentagon for two functions. It first earned fame in 1976
when CSAF General David C. Jones, established it to study U.S. and allied con-
ventional warfighting against the Soviet Union and to identify attendant require-
ments, problems, and limitations. Checkmate developed a Red team, patterned
on Soviet strategy, operations, and tactics, to pose realistic threats to a Blue team,
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which was to counter Red team challenges. The Checkmate staff did war-gam-
ing and often gave briefings to senior military and congressional leaders.*¢
Recognition reappeared in 1983 when CSAF General Charles A. Gabriel estab-
lished a joint cell within Checkmate to develop proposals by which the Army’s
AirLand Battle doctrine could be implemented in conjunction with Air Force
assistance. The Army and the Air Force agreed in 1984 on a set of thirty-one ini-
tiatives to achieve this goal.’” Because of the popularity of the Checkmate name,
and since the new Force Assessment Division that had absorbed Checkmate
occupied its old war-gaming center in the Pentagon basement, the “Checkmate”
appellation continued to be informally used. Indeed, “Checkmate” was used to
describe the source of Air Staff war planning throughout Desert Shield and
Desert Storm although all of the warfighting divisions participated, not just the
original Checkmate personnel.>®

In 1989 and 1990, the ideas of Colonel Warden and his staff about air power
and national defense continued to develop, under the rubrics “Air Option” and
“Global Reach, Global Power.” The former reflected the theme in Warden’s Air
Campaign book and highlighted how land-based air power contributed to
America’s security and why such force should be considered along with mar-
itime and land operations in national strategic thinking. Through his lectures on
the subject, Warden touted air power in economic and military terms. From an
economic viewpoint in an era of diminishing defense budgets, the air option was
affordable, and it strengthened the American economic and technological base.
From a military perspective, air power benefited the nation because of its
employability within hours or days, whereas ground forces might take as long as
a month before they could be employed in sufficient numbers and strength to
achieve national objectives. Air power “pits U.S. strength against enemy weak-
ness” and offered the possibility of a short conflict, resulting in relatively few
casualties, for both the “casualty-intolerant America” and the enemy.*® The dual
concept of air power as the nation’s preeminent strength vis-a-vis other countries
and air power as a force capable of quickly achieving objectives would later
emerge in Phase I of the Gulf War air campaign.

Iraqi Air Campaign

When General Loh summoned General Alexander and Colonel Warden to
his office the morning of August 8, 1990, just after receiving Schwarzkopf’s tele-
phone request, the group in Checkmate had already been developing an air cam-
paign against Iraq, independently initiated by Warden the day before. The
colonel, on vacation with his wife when the crisis erupted in SWA, flew home
immediately and reported back to work to monitor the events and look for an
opportunity to “sell” his ideas. He judged that, because sometimes the JCS asked
service chiefs for inputs, this could be the means to interject his concepts about
the air option into unified command planning. He would first deliver an air plan
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to General Dugan.®® On Tuesday, August 7, the official start of Desert Shield, he
ordered his deputy, Col. Emery M. Kiraly, to the basement Checkmate area to use
the five-ring model and begin selecting target sets for an Iraqi air campaign.®!
Warden later told his staff that the situation in the CENTCOM AOR presented
tremendous opportunities and they should think about the effective use of air
power in the contingency and be proactive in offering suggestions.5?

By midday on August 7, the Checkmate staff had laid out the five strategic
ring categories in columns across the top of a large board and were brainstorm-
ing to suggest target sets, debating about which set belonged in which category.
In addition, the staff divided themselves into groups and began formulating a
basic outline for a campaign. For the next seven months, Warden’s staff formed
an extraordinarily energized and creative group of officers forging what they
thought could be a significant chapter in the history of air power.%?

During the evening of August 7, Lt. Col. David A. Deptula of the Secretary
of the Air Force’s (SecAF’s) Special Staff Group (previously assigned to
Warden’s deputy directorate) met with Warden, Lt. Col. Bernard E. Harvey, act-
ing Chief of the Deputy Directorate’s Strategy Division, and others to discuss the
deployment.®* Deptula recalled that the flow of troops, weapon systems, and
equipment looked solely defensive in nature, which it was.®> The group was
rightly perplexed about why CENTCOM sent F-111Ds instead of F-111Fs
which were PGM-capable.®® Warden invited Deptula back the next day to discuss
using air power to force Saddam Hussein to withdraw his troops from Kuwait.?

Around noon on August 8, just four hours after the CINCCENT’s telephone
call, Warden briefed the plan titled “Iraqi Air Campaign” to Alexander. Then,
with Alexander and Maj. Gen. Charles A. May, Jr., assistant DCS, Plans and
Operations, he explained it to Loh. The plan included military objectives; strate-
gy; assumptions; five strategic rings and their corresponding strategic target cat-
egories; five operational rings and corresponding operational target categories;
and Air Force weapon systems.®

The staff included a statement of Presidential objectives, pieced together
from listening to Bush’s morning address to the nation announcing the deploy-
ment of forces. In abbreviated and paraphrased form, the plan listed four goals:
withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait; restoration of Kuwaiti sovereignty;
unimpeded flow of oil; and protection of American lives. It also listed four mil-
itary objectives: forced withdrawal of Iraqis from Kuwait; degradation of the
offensive capability of Iraq; protection of oil facilities; and damage to Saddam’s
effectiveness as an Arab leader.®’

The military strategy employed air power against Iraqi centers of gravity to
prevent Iraq from launching offensive operations against Saudi Arabia and
defensive operations in Kuwait. The plan asserted the campaign would be direct-
ed against Saddam Hussein, not the Iraqi people; would be an offensive air oper-
ation (the Instant Thunder plan, in contrast with the Rolling Thunder approach
during the Vietnam War); would employ U.S. strength against Iraqi weakness;
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and would preclude force on force, which meant that air power would provide an
alternative to U.S. ground forces’ engaging the Iraqi army.”®

The planners assumed that Iraq would act unilaterally with no military allies;
that selective, not massive, destruction of Iraq would occur, which would psy-
chologically affect the Iraqis; that civilian casualties and collateral damage
would be minimized; and that U.S. losses would be minimal, even zero.”!
Collateral damage referred to unintended destruction as a result of bomb strikes.
The plan presented the five strategic ring categories as concentric circles on one
page and as columns across another page, with the corresponding target sets list-
ed beneath each column head. The plan listed the following target categories and
their respective target sets: under leadership were Saddam Hussein and military
and civilian C? systems; under essential industry were oil, electricity, chemical
plants, and a nuclear research facility; under infrastructure were railroads, ports,
highways, and civilian and military airfields; under population were the Iraqi
people and foreign workers, targeted only with PSYOPS; and under fielded force
appeared strategic air defensive and offensive capabilities associated with Iraqi
missiles carrying CW warheads.”

“Iraqi Air Campaign” presented not only strategic target categories and sets,
but operational ones as well, as described in Warden’s “Centers of Gravity”
paper. The planners displayed Iraq’s operational centers of gravity, from the core
to the periphery, as joint commander, war supplies, infrastructure, support per-
sonnel, and fielded combat forces. The leadership set encompassed field gener-
als, administration, and C3. War supplies included POL, water, ammunition, and
food. Under infrastructure were railroads, highways, seaports, airports, and LOC.
The staff identified no targets sets for the support personnel. Under fielded force,
the lethal weapon sets were Iraqi air defensive and air offensive capabilities, with
only PSYOPS for the remainder of the force.” Even at the operational level,
Warden’s staff did not employ force on force or air power directly against the
mass of the Iraqi army and their artillery and tanks. The plan lacked a counter-
land air attrition mission comparable to that specified in CENTCOM’s OPLAN
1002-90.

U.S. Air Force and Saudi aircraft comprised the weapon systems: 14 to 32
B—52Gs for area and mining operations; 48 F—15s to complement the Royal Saudi
Air Force (RSAF) fighters; unspecified numbers of stealth F—117As, F-111Fs,
F—15Es, and F—16s; Volant Solo EC—130E aircraft for PSYOPS; and unspecified
aircraft for unconventional operations.’ At this point, Warden planned the cam-
paign using only Air Force forces and excluded systems from the Navy and
Marine Corps. He commented, “I have got to admit that I had more than a little
bit of a thought in the back of my mind that we might be able to do the whole
thing from the Air Force standpoint and that would be a very desirable thing to
make happen.””>

General Loh approved the thrust of the briefing and directed the planners to
press on with its development so that, in two days, the basic concepts and out-
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line of the product would be complete. Later in the day General Alexander
received word that the CINCCENT would be briefed at MacDill AFB on Friday
morning, the 10th.”® To ensure that the Air Staff did, indeed, have the outline of
the strategic air campaign ready to brief Schwarzkopf, calls for planning assis-
tance went to SAC and TAC. By the night of August 8, four SAC augmentees
had arrived in Washington, but TAC, on the other hand, requested that the Air
Staff send a draft to TAC headquarters at Langley AFB where the document
would be given a thorough and comprehensive review and critique. The draft
went to Langley, and TAC delayed sending augmentees to the Pentagon.”’

Intelligence Support

Misunderstanding between Generals Alexander and Clapper marred the for-
mal entry of the intelligence function into the Instant Thunder planning process.
This miscommunication got the operator-intelligence team off to a shaky start,
contributing to Alexander’s perception that intelligence officers focused too nar-
rowly on their own specialty and discipline in an isolated intelligence chain of
command, and expressed an unwillingness to meet the needs of their customers.
For targeting support, Alexander telephoned Clapper and asked him to help
Warden and the Checkmate staff develop a strategic air campaign — at General
Loh’s request. Alexander did not mention Schwarzkopf’s call to Loh. Clapper
questioned why the Air Staff undertook campaign planning in light of Gold-
water-Nichols legislation and stated that he was “thinly manned,” making
detailed targeting difficult. He also related that he had recently visited Shaw AFB
where the intelligence officers had shown him the Iraqi targeting they had
accomplished. Clapper asked if what the officers had produced at Shaw correlat-
ed with Checkmate’s task. Alexander definitely did not hear an upbeat, enthusi-
astic reply about the help that Clapper would provide; instead, it seemed he heard
excuses why the assistance would not be forthcoming. Clapper later explained,
“I simply did not appreciate then the pressure he was under.” Alexander misin-
terpreted Clapper’s comments about the analysis at Shaw as saying that an Iraqi
strategic air campaign already existed and doubting the value of Warden’s doing
a second one.”®

The two generals conversed cordially, but Clapper had not given total com-
mitment to the Checkmate effort, although he may have stated he would send one
of his colonels to see Warden. Alexander called Loh and complained, and Loh
told him to tell Clapper that he must support the planning. Only much later did
Clapper learn about the vice chief’s displeasure with him. Eventually it was
arranged that Air Staff’s chief targeteer, Col. James R. Blackburn, Jr., director of
the Air Force Intelligence Agency (AFIA) Directorate of Targets, assist
Warden.” This action, representing the beginning of the intelligence communi-
ty’s formal involvement with the war planning, probably mollified Loh’s initial
irritation with Clapper.
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Blackburn met with Warden on August 9 and learned that Schwarzkopf had
requested a strategic air campaign. Remembering the Vietnam War when target
selection was done outside the theater of war, and knowing the responsibilities
levied by the Goldwater-Nichols Act, Blackburn thought it unwise for the Air
Staff to get directly involved in war planning, and he expressed his concern to
Warden and his staff. Blackburn’s lack of enthusiasm for the enterprise annoyed
the Checkmate group, which gratefully and eagerly welcomed the opportunity to
show the nation how to wield air power effectively. Nonetheless, the chief targe-
teer and thirteen staff members began the supportive targeting process. The
Checkmate planners immediately asked for imagery, but the targeteer first want-
ed to know the objectives and guidance the planners had devised to direct the
planning and targeting process. Warden discussed with Blackburn the Presiden-
tial and military objectives, the plan’s strategy and assumptions, and the five stra-
tegic rings.%0

Blackburn recognized the ring model from an earlier briefing Warden had
presented to the targeting staff. To Blackburn, the strategic rings represented nei-
ther an unorthodox nor revolutionary approach; they simply reflected the three
basic target types — military, command, and economic — familiar to all targe-
teers and explained not only in their introductory targeting pamphlet but also in
Air Force doctrine.®!

When told the plan had to be executable, Blackburn explained to Warden
that his intelligence staff would have to do weaponeering and aim-point selection
for each target, working directly with weapon systems operators. Warden imme-
diately asked which and how many operators were needed, and Blackburn said
at least one for each Air Force system. Blackburn marveled, when, within hours,
operators began flowing into Checkmate. “Warden got things done,” he noted.%?

Even while analyzing target sets, the intelligence officers had to jump ahead
in the target development process and begin identifying Iraqi facilities and
acquiring imagery on them. They defined a target as “a geographic area, com-
plex, or installation planned for capture or destruction by military forces.” A tar-
get system or set included “all the targets...situated in a particular geographic
area and...functionally related.” A country’s POL system formed a typical target
set, as did a country’s air defense system. Targeteers further divided a target set
into its components. The components of an air defense system, for example,
would be C? units, EWR, target acquisition radar, antiaircraft artillery (AAA),
SAM batteries, airfields, and missile support facilities. Further comprising target
components were target elements. Examples of elements of the airfield compo-
nent were runways, aircrew facilities, maintenance areas, munitions storage,
POL storage, and operations areas.®3

To select individual targets, targeteers studied current intelligence reports
and databases focused on installations and systems with efforts to identify sites
that would support the stated objectives and guidance they had received. They
attempted to understand target characteristics, functions, and interrelations. In
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particular they looked for critical nodes of system components and target ele-
ments. Unfortunately, the databases on Iraq were out of date, incomplete, and
erroneous, and available data failed to meet the needs of the targeteers.’*

When Colonel Blackburn requested, through official channels at the
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), targeting and intelligence support for the
project he was working on for the CENTCOM commander and the Air Staff, his
request was initially met with disbelief because the DIA was already addressing
imagery and intelligence requirements submitted directly by CENTCOM head-
quarters. He was told to “get in line” and wait until the DIA completed the
CENTCOM taskings. Blackburn submitted through the DIA’s Joint Intelligence
Center a work order that became lost and remained unfilled. He had an unpleas-
ant encounter with the Joint Staff J-2 director, Captain McConnell, over nonre-
sponse to his requests for assistance. McConnell would later play a prominent
role in supplying intelligence for the air campaign, and Blackburn’s tiff with him
disclosed that even intelligence officers experienced frustration and roadblocks,
inadvertent though they were, within their own community. Rather than func-
tioning as a stovepiped system, McConnell found himself in a pipe-organ entity,
separated from other intelligence components by bureaucracy, security require-
ments, and mission. DIA officials viewed Blackburn and the Air Staff’s project
as a service tasking, not a CENTCOM, war-related one, thus having lower pri-
ority under the unified command structure, especially in time of crisis.®

With the CENTCOM briefing date bearing down on him, Blackburn sent
one of the targeteers to the DIA facility at Bolling AFB to “roam the halls, beg-
ging, borrowing, and stealing” intelligence studies and imagery related to the
Iraqi targets. Much of what they collected were merely photocopies of studies
and prints. At Blackburn’s request, the small remnant intelligence staff at CENT-
AF sent him a list of the targets (now numbering forty-eight) still under devel-
opment at Shaw AFB. Blackburn also requested intelligence support from the
few analysts in the AFIA who had Middle East intelligence specialties. By comb-
ing through studies and reports, the analysts, targeteers, and operators began to
identify targets to form sets under each category. In the process, however, infor-
mation lapses and contradictions appeared that required more research to deter-
mine the correct information.®

After a couple of days, Warden requested that Blackburn and the targeteers
move from their offices at Bolling AFB across the Potomac River to the Pentagon
to work closely with the Checkmate operators and augmentees. The targeteers
with their dozens of boxes of materials occupied the Checkmate lounge area.?” As
initiated by Warden, this collocation of targeteers and analysts with the operators
facilitated an understanding of planning objectives and requirements and encour-
aged a beneficial working arrangement between the groups. Eventually, in theater,
the targeteers remained isolated, unfortunately handicapping planning efforts.

Identifying targets, the targeteers next acquired imagery for them, assisted
by the small AFIA section at the Navy Yard in Washington, D.C., as well as
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through the informal beg, borrow, and steal method of targeteers visiting DIA.
Old microfiche of the Automated Tactical Target Graphics system comprised the
first imagery acquired. For each targeted installation, the graphics provided
annotated photographs and a textual description. As with other material, howev-
er, the collection method was out of date and incomplete.®®

The targeteers and intelligence officers, like everyone else in Checkmate,
were putting in hectic, fifteen-hour workdays. When submitting production
orders to the unit at the Navy Yard, they did not ask for new imagery; they mere-
ly sought archival material. Sometimes photographs sent to the targeteers in
Checkmate bore no resemblance to the old Automated Tactical Target Graphics
imagery or to images in studies and reports, so the discrepancies had to be
resolved. Sometimes a target appearing in a photograph was not the major focus
of the print, so an enlargement was required. Pentagon targeteers and the photo
interpreters at the Navy Yard communicated extensively. In one instance, Black-
burn, who had photo interpretation experience, found a water distillation plant
misidentified as a petroleum plant.®

Once they identified targets and acquired imagery for them, targeteers tried
to do analysis in depth, but given the time constraints, they performed only rule-
of-thumb weaponeering instead of more precise analysis using data published in
the Joint Munitions Effectiveness Manual. The manual, however, had no infor-
mation on highly secret, black programs
for weapons development, like the GBU—
27 laser-guided munition dropped by the
F-117A stealth aircraft. Targeteers and
weapon system operators worked very
closely, again selecting aim points, or
desired mean points of impact (DMPIs),
for each of the targets. The selection proc-
ess identified the best points for weapon
application, precisely located the aim
points, and determined the height of the
weapons burst.”

Blackburn had concerns with two tar-
get sets under the strategic leadership cat-
egory: Saddam Hussein, and military and
civilian C? systems. He thought that
Saddam per se should not be identified as
the primary target because he believed
that Presidential Executive Order 12333
prohibited the targeting of an individual.
Sometime later, he obtained a legal opin-
ion that Saddam could be attacked during S
wartime in his capacity as a military F-1174 Nighthawks
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leader who commanded military forces and directed their operations. Others,
however, constantly raised the same issue. Warden yielded and changed the
wording of the target from Hussein to Hussein regime. He noted though, “We
proceeded to target exactly the same thing that we were going to target anyway.
We didn’t change any of the physical targeting; we just changed the label on it.”"!

Regarding military and civilian C2, the planners had wanted to destroy civil-
ian television and radio broadcasting stations throughout Iraq. Blackburn feared
the goal of destroying all such broadcasting capability would become a “weapon-
sortie sponge” because so many transmitters existed in Iraq and they were rela-
tively easy to replace. He suggested that rather than destroying these targets,
degrading them would achieve the objective of isolating Saddam and denying
him the means of communicating with the Iraqi population and feeding it propa-
ganda. To a targeteer, target sets had to be identified in relation to objectives and
interdependence among them. Each target set itself had to be analyzed to deter-
mine its components, characteristics, and complexity. Objectives had to be deter-
mined for each set. These objectives helped determine if the set and its compo-
nents should be destroyed, degraded, neutralized, or exploited. Blackburn
explained that degrading, rather than destroying, radio and television broadcast-
ing would require fewer sorties and still prevent the Iraqi leader from using
broadcasts to bolster his regime. The operators agreed.”

Instant Thunder

On the morning of August 10, General Loh met with Generals May and
Alexander, Colonel Warden, and others to receive the version of the strategic air
campaign that was to be briefed to General Schwarzkopf. Warden presented the
plan, which differed in three ways from the one given to Loh two days earlier.
The staff had renamed it and had added and deleted sections.”?

The revised version now carried the title, “Instant Thunder: A Strategic Air
Campaign Proposal for CINCCENT.”* The new name emphasized the plan as
the antithesis to the Vietham War’s Rolling Thunder in which President Lyndon
B. Johnson imposed limitations on the air campaign’s targets, weaponry, and sor-
ties to ensure that it did not provoke Soviet or Chinese intervention, sidetrack his
Great Society program, nor damage America’s relations with its allies.”

Another revision of the Air Staff plan deleted the sections showing the five
operational rings and the target sets under the operational target categories. The
new version focused on only strategic target sets and identified the following as
target categories for the five strategic rings: leadership, key production, infra-
structure, population, and fielded military force. Because Schwarzkopf had
requested an air campaign with broad, strategic targeting, Warden dropped the
operational rings from the plan. The Air Staff produced solely a strategic air
campaign; nonetheless, Warden exuded confidence that strategic power alone
could achieve the objectives of the plan.®
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The staff also expanded the plan with new ideas presented as objectives,
course of action, planning considerations, CONOPS, assumptions, and a war-ter-
mination scenario. They added a lengthy second part that consisted of a general
target list, B-52G representative targets, a key F—117A target, a force summary,
campaign deployment flow, execution flow, results, a deception plan, and PSY-
OPS objectives.”’

The plan still included four Presidential objectives, slightly differing from
the first iteration and taken exactly from the President’s address to the nation:

Immediate, unconditional and complete withdrawal of all Iraqi forces
from Kuwait

Kuwait’s legitimate government must be restored to replace the puppet
regime

Committed to the security and stability of the Persian Gulf

Protect the lives of American citizens abroad.”®

The planners provided three campaign objectives:

Raise to unacceptable level the cost to Iraq of remaining in Kuwait
Isolate forces in Kuwait from an incapacitated regime
Disarm the Hussein regime.”

They presented five planning considerations:

Pit U.S. strengths against Iraqi weaknesses — avoid employing U.S.
weaknesses against Iraqi strengths

Target is Hussein regime, not Iraqi people

Selective destruction of key targets [instead of] massive destruction to
enable quick rebuilding

Minimize civilian casualties/collateral damage

Minimize U.S. losses.!%

In trying to minimize civilian casualties and collateral damage, the planners
followed international law (codified in the laws of armed conflict) and its stric-
tures about discrimination, although nowhere in Instant Thunder did they men-
tion the legal code. According to the law and the just-war tradition, attackers had
to distinguish between military and civilian targets, and between combatants,
who could intentionally be attacked, and noncombatants, who could not deliber-
ately be struck.'”! J. F. C. Fuller’s The Generalship of Alexander the Great also
directly influenced Warden’s thinking and thus influenced the plan with regard to
the treatment of the enemy population. Like Alexander, who viewed the enemy
population as potential allies and treated them well, Warden wanted to spare the
people from direct lethal attacks, try to win them over to the U.S. cause, and
encourage them to turn against their leader. He wanted the populace to view the
Americans as liberators, not as conquerors.'?

In the extremely unlikely event that the strategic air campaign did not
achieve Presidential and campaign objectives, the staff provided a worst-case

51



Airpower Advantage

scenario. The situation resulted in neither the ouster of Saddam Hussein nor his
capitulation under President Bush’s terms. Even if he held on, however, his
regime would retain no economy. It would be unable to resupply and support
Iraqi troops in Kuwait, defend the country from aerial attack, or engage in offen-
sive operations. The status quo that preceded the invasion would not reappear,
and the United States would continue, in a limited way, to counter the Iraqi
regime. Acting in conjunction with allies, the Americans would continue the
naval blockade and provide “U.S. air cover for Arab actions,” which would lib-
erate Kuwait. The plan’s creators emphasized an Arab ground war without the
involvement of U.S. ground troops. At this point in the scenario, the plan stated,
“Bulk of U.S. forces withdraw.” The Air Staff officers did not envision the
United States using American ground forces to militarily coerce the Iraqi forces
to withdraw from Kuwait.'%?

The planners deleted Warden’s concentric circles illustrating the strategic
rings; instead, they showed the target categories linearly across the briefing page
and identified corresponding target sets beneath each column. As General
Alexander recalled, they eliminated the rings in response to feedback from TAC
headquarters indicating that the slide was “an academic bunch of crap.”!% They
placed the Hussein regime, telecommunications, and C3 target sets under the
leadership category, basically the same target sets of the first plan. (They used
the term telecommunications to denote civilian communications, distinguishing
them from military C3).!%3

Under key production, they listed oil as a target set in both plans, but in the
new strategic plan, the oil components differed. The planners originally targeted
oil export and civilian and military internal consumption facilities; in the new
version, they identified only oil distribution and storage facilities. Electricity
remained a system in both plans, with no components identified. The Baghdad
Nuclear Research Center was now described as an NBC research facility. They
entered the chemical industrial target set of the first plan as military production
and storage in the new set.'%

In the infrastructure category, the planners deleted three target sets: ports,
highways, and civilian and military airfields. They retained railroads.'%” For the
population category, they added “soldiers in Kuwait” to the sets “Iraqis” and “for-
eign workers.” They would employ only PSYOPS, not lethal weapons, against
each of these sets.!? The strategic campaign was to be so effective, and the price
to Saddam of allowing the strategic air campaign to continue to be too high, that
the regime would pull the Iraqi troops out of Kuwait. Therefore, dropping bombs
on soldiers there would be unnecessary; leaflet drops would suffice to encourage
their surrender and return home. Under the fielded force category, the sets
remained the same: strategic air defensive and strategic air offensive capabilities.
Under the latter set, bombers now appeared as a component with missiles.'?”

Changes to the Instant Thunder weapon system array gave the plan a faint
joint character. Planners included naval air assets “in excess of fleet defense,”
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and marine air “as available.” They also included RSAF aircraft.!'® The Air Force
aircraft, primarily combat platforms, consisted of the following:

Aircraft No. of Squadrons  No. of Aircraft

F-15 2 48

F-4G 1 24

F-117A 2 30

F-111F 1 24

F-111F 8 carrying GBU-15s
F-15E 1 24

0OA-10 1 18

F-16 4 72

EF-111 1 6

B-52 1 20

F-111D/E 2 36

A-10 3 72

AWACS 5

B-52 an unspecified number from the continental U.S.!!!

The revised plan highlighted two weapon systems, the B-52G and the F—
117A. The B-52G would employ three types of munitions: long-range stand-off
munitions, the Have Nap missile, and general-purpose bombs. The Air Force
controlled the first type of munition in a black, supersecret program to protect
information about the AGM-86C CALCMs. Have Nap was an Israeli 3,000-
pound missile with a television guidance system for day and an infrared seeker
for night operations. Planners intended to employ the F—117A carrying a GBU—
27, the munition consisting of a BLU-109 (I-2000) penetrating bomb guided by
a Paveway III laser kit and specially configured for the radar-evading aircraft,
against the Iraqi southern air defense sector operations center (SOC). Eight F—
117s would attack the SOC at night and hit it at four different points, two bombs
per aim point. Later in theater, Colonel Deptula would reduce the number of F—
117s attacking the SOC and develop a strategy of “targeting for effects,” which
did not originally appear in the Instant Thunder plan.!!?

In a section about strategic environment, the planners offered six assertions,

Delivered by B-52s,
CALCMs used the global
positioning system.
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two of which suggested executing the air plan as quickly as possible: “time
works against the U.S. presence in SWA,” and “initiative, surprise, and decep-
tion make it important to strike before Hussein acts.”'!® The plan’s deployment-
flow section presented the scheduled movement for combat aircraft, day by day,
from August 8 to 24. It then proposed an alternative flow, which would place suf-
ficient numbers of appropriate combat aircraft in theater to allow launching the
strategic air campaign on August 18. The decision to change the deployment
flow had to be made on or by August 12 to allow enough time for the necessary
combat aircraft to arrive in theater for the August 18 execution date.''*

The plan briefly sketched how the strategic air campaign would unfold over
the first two days, with attacks in three waves over 24-hour periods. Targets dur-
ing the first two days would be from the general target-set list, with aircraft on
alert for interdiction if Saudi Arabia were attacked. Defensive counterair opera-
tions would be undertaken as required. After the morning of the second day, air
superiority would be attained. During the third through the sixth days, target sets
would be leadership, railroads, electricity, POL, and the NBC research facility.
F-16 and A-10 aircraft would be on call and, as required, sent against Iraqi
ground forces, LOCs, and supply lines.!"> The planners predicted the air cam-
paign results: in six to nine days, all targets, estimated to be about seventy-five,
would be destroyed.''®

The lengthy PSYOPS section of the plan presented assumptions, objectives,
and a CONOPS. The assumptions suggested that overt PSYOPS would be essen-
tially truthful, openly associated with the United States, and coordinated with
other governmental agencies, and would heed national policy directives. Two
objectives separated Saddam Hussein from domestic and international support
and from “broad sectors” of the Iraqi armed forces. In addition, PSYOPS would
undermine the propaganda the regime churned out. Planners targeted foreign
workers in Iraq, to “neutralize” their support of Saddam’s military initiatives, and
certain unspecified “Iraqi audiences,” to lessen their opposition to U.S. actions.
The operations would increase support for U.S. actions among other Arabs in the
region. The CONOPS stated that PSYOPS messages would support “each mili-
tary strike”; U.S. broadcasts would replace Iraqi ones knocked off the air;
PSYOPS would accompany military actions undertaken to protect hostages; and
the PSYOPS campaign would cease when the Iraqi government complied with
standards of the international community.'!”

Fear of TAC Veto

At the conclusion of the briefing, Loh telephoned Dugan to inquire if he
wished to receive the briefing before its presentation to the JCS and Schwarz-
kopf. The vice chief kept the CSAF apprised of all that transpired on the Air Staff
in producing the strategic air campaign, and the CSAF discussed developments
with other Air Force leaders. The evening of August 9, for example, Dugan had
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a discussion with General Russ about TAC’s participation in forming the plan.
Dugan declined Warden’s offer of flying to Massachusetts to meet with him, rec-
ommended against presenting the plan first at TAC or to the JCS, and directed
the planners to fly directly to MacDill AFB and brief Schwarzkopf that Friday,
August 10."8

Alexander and Warden considered Dugan’s decision to take Instant Thunder
directly to the CENTCOM commander, bypassing General Russ at TAC, to be a
considerable victory. Alexander believed that the TAC commander and his staff
were too committed to using air power according to the Army’s AirLand Battle
doctrine and adverse to using it in a conventional strategic air campaign, and that
the TAC commander and his staff would have ordered changes in Instant Thun-
der that would have destroyed its strategic emphasis.

General Russ’s Critique of Instant Thunder

At TAC headquarters, General Russ reviewed Instant Thunder, and after the
war he sharply criticized it. None of his objections, however, corroborated the
views of Warden and Alexander that he disliked Instant Thunder because he was
too wedded to the Army’s AirLand Battle doctrine to appreciate a strategic air
campaign and he wanted the plan to be more supportive of the Army. First, Russ
worried that the air campaign was being developed without the input of General
Horner, the JFACC, the commander responsible for executing it. The Air Staff
repeated the mistakes of the Vietnam War by selecting targets and planning oper-
ations in Washington instead of allowing warriors in theater to perform these crit-
ical functions. Russ explained:

The Pentagon is the one that developed the initial plan. They were
telling them how to fight the war. Had the war failed, you would not see
anyone in the Pentagon out in front taking the blame because the plan
wasn’t any good. Horner is the one who would get chewed. Warden
wouldn’t be anywhere around. Horner is the one who would get the
heat. What I’m saying is that he has the responsibility to fight the war;
then by god let him fight the war, and let him ask for what he needs and
tell us what he doesn’t need. What starts as a little bit of help from the
Pentagon soon leads to more and more “help” and pretty soon you get
the President in on it....Then you have people in the White House sit-
ting on the floor trying to figure out what targets they are going to hit.
That is just the wrong way to fight a war!""

The Vietnam War still seared some airmen who had fought it, strongly influenc-
ing their judgment. The CINCCENT himself had telephoned the Air Staff and
requested the air campaign. The Air Staff had to respond to Schwarzkopf’s
request, so the first criticism was unfair, but understandable, for even the CINC-
CENT admitted discomfort with the Pentagon doing war planning.
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Russ next disagreed with Instant Thunder’s contention that the Air Force
alone would achieve Presidential and CENTCOM objectives — win the war —
without the Army and Navy. He stated:

One of the things you learn as TAC commander is to be sensitive with
the Army and other services. | had been criticized because I said tacti-
cal air power’s primary role is to support the Army. I had a gut feeling
that there was a group of hair-on-fire majors in Washington that were
going to win the war all by themselves. They were going to have the Air
Force win the war.

Now, I didn’t doubt that we could probably do that if taken to the
final conclusion, but I also was very dubious of the fact that anybody
would ever allow the Air Force to do it all by themselves. I have been
in the Joint arena too long watching these things, and everybody has got
to do something.'?

It is unclear whether Russ thought the air campaign itself had to be more joint in
character, with many more aircraft from the other services participating, making
Instant Thunder less of an Air Force—only show, or whether he meant that the war
itself had to be planned to include ground and maritime campaign phases, ren-
dering it less of an airpower show. Even the Air Staff moved toward the former
position. From the strategic perspective, the Navy would then enforce the naval
embargo on Iraq, and premises from OPLAN 1002-90 indicated that CENT-
COM would use massive numbers of American ground forces to defend Saudi
Arabia and restore lost territory. Russ worried that the plan would be rejected for
not being joint enough, but the CENTCOM commander seemed to know that no
single service would or could shoulder all the wartime responsibilities, and he
was not as bothered as the TAC commander about Warden’s claims for what
Instant Thunder could accomplish. Schwarzkopf had called for the plan as a
retaliatory option, not as the offensive war plan to eject the Iraqis from Kuwait.
It provided an acceptable response if the Iraqis were to kill hostages.

Russ correctly saw a major flaw in Instant Thunder in its failure to include
an electronic countermeasures (ECM) plan. This, indeed, created a serious short-
coming because the Air Staff’s product was supposed to have been executable,
and attaining air superiority required ECM and electronic combat (EC). To cor-
rect the ECM deficiency, Russ sent Brig. Gen. Larry L. Henry, USAF, an EC spe-
cialist, to the JFACC in Saudi Arabia to help with planning to defeat the Iraqi air
defense system.'?!

After General Loh had initially telephoned Russ and discussed with him
broad planning and target options against Iraq, Russ directed Brig. Gen. Thomas
R. Griffith, his DCS for plans, to lead the effort to develop air campaign options
to assist Loh and Dugan in responding to General Schwarzkopf’s request. The
TAC plan, however, was not yet completed when the Air Staff planners traveled
to MacDill AFB to meet with the CENTCOM commander.
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CINCCENT’s Briefing — August 10

For about forty minutes on August 10th, Air Staff planners briefed Instant
Thunder to the CINCCENT at MacDill AFB. Assisted by General Alexander and
Colonel Harvey, Colonel Warden briefed the plan to General Schwarzkopf, Lt.
Gen. Craven C. Rogers, USAF, CENTCOM deputy commander, and General
Moore, CENTCOM J-3.!22 Most of Schwarzkopf’s questions plus much of the
general discussion focused on when the plan would be executable and what
changes in the deployment flow were necessary to support its execution. When
the CINCCENT heard that, with some changes in the flow, the plan would be
ready to execute on August 18, he stated that if Saddam Hussein decided to
attack on that day, “We’d be in dire straits; I’d say I can’t hold out if you don’t
execute air attacks.” At one point, Alexander stated that the planners would focus
on deployment-flow changes, doing “in-depth work, real quick.” Schwarzkopf
suggested they focus on August 22 as D-day.!?

The CINCCENT readily accepted Warden’s Clausewitzian “center of gravi-
ty” terminology. Indeed, he was quite familiar with it; it permeated the Army’s
FM 100-5 AirLand Battle doctrine manual. The general emphasized three target
sets: Saddam Hussein’s regime, military production and storage, and the NBC
facility. With respect to leadership, Schwarzkopf referred to remarks recently
made by the Egyptian president indicating that the Iraqis had to withdraw from
Kuwait and that Saddam had to be removed from power. Regarding the military
support facilities, Schwarzkopf emphasized CW production and storage; con-
cerning the weapons of mass destruction, he wanted all key components of the
vast NBC research facility identified and targeted.'?*

At the end of the presentation, he instructed the airmen to explain the plan
to the CJCS. He stated that he had already briefed the President on many of its
elements. He told the airmen, “You’ve restored my confidence in the United
States Air Force.” He pointed out that CENTAF could not do such a plan,
because its commander was already in Saudi Arabia and his staff focused on the
Desert Shield deployment. “Do it where you want. It’s up to the Air Force....
Shit, I love it,” he exclaimed.!?*

With an important revelation, Schwarzkopf explained why he wanted and
needed the Air Staff plan. He stated that Saddam Hussein was a “crazy man,” who
could “lash out” and attack Saudi Arabia, do something “nasty” to the hostages,
or drop CW on Israel. The general needed a plan to “fall back on” in response to
such “crazy” acts.'?® To Schwarzkopf, therefore, the strategic air campaign plan
was a retaliation plan, just as he had requested, in case Saddam committed more
acts of aggression. This differed significantly from the planners’ view that the
strategic air campaign plan was the best means to achieve the President’s and
their objectives, including forcing the Iraqis to withdraw from Kuwait.

The CINCCENT offered intriguing remarks about the PSYOPS directed
against Iraqi troops in Kuwait. “This is where America has the edge,” he stated.
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“After you do this, we’ll drop leaflets on his frontline forces and tell them they’re
out of business.”'?” To Schwarzkopf, the strategic air campaign plan was not
expected to, nor did it, direct lethal air power against the Iraqi ground forces.
Likewise, to the planners, the strategic air campaign, synonymous with the entire
air campaign plan, excluded the use of air power against Iraqi troops and their
tanks and artillery.

The general told the planners he would telephone the CJCS that day to
request that he issue directives for detailed planning on Instant Thunder. “T will
tell [Powell], what do you lose by planning [?] So what if it leaks. It took us a
long time to do this in Vietnam, and we never did it in the Iranian hostage cri-
sis.” The general viewed Instant Thunder in terms of history — the Linebacker
strategic air campaign against North Vietnam in 1972, and the crisis in
1979-1981 when the Iranians seized the American embassy in Tehran and took
hostages. Alexander said, “We’ll throw everything at him.” Schwarzkopf replied,
“I’m with you. This will lower losses.”'?®

Warden returned to the issue briefly raised during the presentation about
launching the campaign from bases in Saudi Arabia. Schwarzkopf had asked for
a “Plan B” to accomodate launching from Turkey if the Saudis declined approval
for Instant Thunder. “Our agreement is for the defense of Saudi Arabia, not to go
against [a] third country without prior consultation,” he reminded them.'?® The
airmen knew that a campaign against Iraq without the use of Saudi air bases
posed complicated, serious problems.

At the conclusion of the session, Warden departed the room with the CINC-
CENT and, as he later recounted, told the commander, “General, you have the
opportunity now to carry off the most brilliant operation that any American gen-
eral has executed since Douglas MacArthur went ashore at Inchon.”!3° The plan-
ners then met with General Moore, who thought well of Instant Thunder and
knew it had positively impressed the CINCCENT."3! They continued discussing
the air campaign, noting that sending aircraft and support materiel to the theater
to execute the plan would necessitate that shipment of other supplies would have
to stop, but noting also that changing the flow generated great difficulties. Within
the theater, too, a base-saturation problem had emerged.!3?

On the return flight to Andrews AFB, the excited planners brimmed with
ideas about what they yet had to accomplish to make Instant Thunder an exe-
cutable plan. Later that evening at the Pentagon, Alexander met with the
Checkmate staff and told them that the next day they would brief their plan to
Chairman Powell, and that TAC representatives would arrive to assist with the
effort.!33

The following morning, Warden met with his staff, who knew well the seri-
ousness and significance of their planning mission. The colonel told them they
were to produce an “executable” product that would be a “strategic, political-mil-
itary campaign — pure Clausewitz” and proclaiming that “every bomb is politi-
cal,” since the air war was being waged against Saddam Hussein, not the Iraqi
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people. He cautioned them not to get “bogged down in tactical details” but to
plan as necessary to reach “strategic levels.” He told them they were putting
together a campaign their comrades would execute, with friends dying. If they
planned properly, the result would be a “classical strategic victory” to “go down
in the history books.” The plan had to be completed for Schwarzkopf on
Wednesday, August 15, five days hence.'3

Warden did not explain to his staff that the CINCCENT approved of Instant
Thunder for reasons different from those that were driving him, because he him-
self did not fully understand the commander’s rationale. He assumed that
Schwarzkopf was a “bright guy” and therefore saw the merits of the Air Staff
plan and accepted it just as he had explained it. If the CINCCENT had to execute
military action soon, he had no other options.'3* Comparing five basic character-
istics of Instant Thunder with the features that Schwarzkopf had in mind for his
retaliation plan, two important differences appeared. The purpose of the Air
Staft’s Instant Thunder was to achieve Presidential and self-defined campaign
objectives, which included forcing the Iraqi army from Kuwait. The Air Staff
plan was a military solution in contrast to the purpose of the retaliation plan the
commander sought — a military option to strike at the Iraqi nation if Saddam
used CW or killed hostages. The targets of the two plans, the one on paper as
Instant Thunder and the other in Schwarzkopf’s mind, were the same — strate-
gic, high-value, political, economic, and military targets in Iraq. Nor did the
intensity of the two plans differ — both were air campaigns, a series of related
military operations, not just surgical, pinprick strikes. The CINCCENT had
sought a “serious air campaign” against Iraq. The duration of the campaigns was
also similar. On August 10, Warden’s plan would last from six to nine days; later
it would last only six days, conforming with the construct of instant. The CINC-
CENT approved of a short campaign. Finally, for the Air Staff, Instant Thunder
could and should be executed even if Saddam refrained from additional aggres-
sive actions, such as harming hostages. Warden wanted Instant Thunder execut-
ed soon because he believed time worked against U.S. presence in the region. His
plan proclaimed, “Important to strike before Hussein acts.”!3¢ In contrast, the
cause for initiating the CINCCENT’s air retaliation plan was Saddam Hussein’s
commission of additional heinous acts, requiring a superpower to make an appro-
priate response.

The CINCCENT did not agree with Warden’s purpose for Instant Thunder
nor with the rationale for quickly executing the plan even if Iraq committed no
further aggression. Nonetheless, the commander embraced the Air Staff draft
plan because it had other characteristics he sought, and he could reformulate its
purpose easily enough and implement it if the NCA directed him to use military
force. He enthusiastically received the plan knowing that he and his JFACC
could adapt it to their requirements.
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TAC’s Plan

TAC’s plan finally arrived at the Pentagon a few minutes after midnight,
August 10/11. General Griffith sent it by fax to General Alexander.'37 Arriving
too late to influence the Instant Thunder briefing for Schwarzkopf earlier in the
afternoon, it nevertheless inspired the Checkmate planners to incorporate a state-
ment into their material refuting its concepts. Produced at General Russ’s direc-
tion in response to the Air Force vice chief’s telephone call to him on August 8,
the plan carried the title, “CENTCOM Air Campaign Plan.” The TAC comman-
der later described its origin and selectivity:

They came to me for an input on what options were available to apply
air power to help solve the problem. I submitted an input. I could have
easily said, “Take everything we have and go downtown and wipe
everybody out.” This is an easy input to make, but I didn’t. I tried to
provide a selective way in which we could judiciously apply air power
and not simply apply overwhelming force, because you have public
opinion and other things to worry about.!38

The plan contained sections on the President’s and the CINCCENT’s objec-
tives, assumptions, planning factors, expected outcomes, air strategy, target pri-
orities, nuclear reactor targeting, and targeted key installations.'3° It included a
three-part air strategy. The first placed air power in a deterrent posture while a
quick buildup of forces occurred.'*® The second explained how to use air power
based on the scenario that Iraqi forces still occupied Kuwait but that they had not
attacked Saudi Arabia. Airmen would employ air power to “demonstrate our abil-
ity to conduct offensive operations against Iraqi targets of our choosing.”'*! They
would then “escalate as required until all significant targets are destroyed.”
Finally they would “keep up the pressure until Iraqi power has diminished to the
point that regional stability has been restored.” The three functions, according to
the plan, allowed Saddam time and the opportunity to “reevaluate his situation
and back out while there is something to save.”!4?

Explaining the rationale behind the second part, General Griffith stated that
he and General Russ thought they should “do some selective things first,” just to
get Saddam Hussein’s attention. They considered hitting the nuclear research
center; pause for twelve hours or so, then hit two more high-value targets, and
pause again before striking three more key facilities. If Iraq did not respond in
Kuwait or elsewhere, then “go for the gusto” and bomb extensively.'*3

The third and final part of the strategy explained how to use air power if Iraq
attacked Saudi Arabia. Initially, it specified using air power to establish air supe-
riority, destroy the capability to employ CW, support the ground commander’s
scheme of maneuver, and interdict Iraqi resupply operations to fielded forces.'**
Secondly, it specified expanding air superiority over Kuwait and Iraq, widening
the scope of the interdiction operations, and conducting CAS and BAI opera-
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tions.!'* Finally, the effort would “demonstrate air supremacy over the entire
region,” execute strategic strikes against military targets, and, upon order, extend
such attacks to economic targets, while continuing support for the ground com-
mander’s scheme of maneuver.'4®

TAC planners had developed their air campaign in response to multiple sce-
narios, providing numerous options to the CINCCENT, whereas the Air Staff
focused Instant Thunder on just a strategic air campaign executed to deny
Saddam more opportunity for aggression. Alexander gave the TAC product to
Warden, who shared it with his Checkmate staff.!*” When members saw its call
for gradualism, they derided it as a misguided use of air power, likening it to the
failed policies of the Vietnam War, a rehash of the Rolling Thunder campaign. To
counter that kind of thinking, they included in their plan the glaring, negative
statement about Instant Thunder: “What it is not — a graduated, long-term cam-
paign designed to provide escalation options to counter Iraqi moves.”!*® Warden
judged the TAC plan inconsequential and discarded it. He knew Schwarzkopf
had affirmed and bought the Instant Thunder draft; now he had to sell it to Chair-
man Powell.

On August 9, 1990, General Loh had attended a JCS meeting in the Tank,
substituting for General Dugan who was still out of town. It was then that
Chairman Powell told Loh he had discussed the Air Staff planning effort with
Schwarzkopf, and he asked the Air Force Vice Chief of Staff to make it joint. Loh
responded that he would brief it to the Joint Staff Director and Joint Staff J-3 as
soon as the planners had developed something firm. CENTCOM, however, had
scheduled a presentation for the CINCCENT on August 10, before Loh could
send his planners to the JCS. While General Alexander and Colonel Warden
feared having to brief Instant Thunder to General Russ at TAC before giving it
to the CINCCENT, Loh worried about failing to present it to the JCS before the
CENTCOM commander saw it. On the morning of the 10th, when Loh tele-
phoned Dugan and inquired if he should send the planners to TAC and the JCS
before they traveled to MacDill AFB, Dugan told him to send them directly to
the CINCCENT without delay. Loh subsequently called Lt. Gen. Michael P. C.
Carns, the Joint Staff Director, and arranged for a presentation to the CJCS for
the next day. Later on the 10th, Schwarzkopf also called Powell and discussed
the Air Staff plan that Loh would bring to the CJCS.'#°

CJCS’s Briefing — August 11

Instant Thunder won the CJCS’s approval when Warden and others briefed
him on the 11th.'*% Powell told them it was a “good plan, very fine piece of
work.” He asked many practical questions about the logistics necessary to sup-
port an air campaign launched, if necessary, in eleven days, on August 22. He
wanted to know if the fuel and munitions would be available in sufficient quan-
tities, observing that the Air Force looked weaker in available ordnance than in
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numbers of aircraft. He asked about the deployment flow and necessary changes
to meet the requirements of the plan. He inquired about which equipment would
have to be put on hold in the deployment flow to allow space for Instant Thunder
assets, what were the tradeoffs. He did not want to change the deployment flow,
and he asked when the plan would be ready to execute without alterations. The
colonel said his staff would require about a day and a half to determine detailed
deployment information. Powell suggested they return in a few days and talk
over logistics.!”! He also questioned if the targeting supported the plan’s execu-
tion. Colonel Blackburn did not attend, but Loh answered that fifty targeteers
were working the issues (mistakenly tripling the actual number). Warden offered
to send some sample target folders to the Chairman the next day. Powell also
questioned Schwarzkopf’s contention that Turkey would allow the United States
to launch the air campaign from Turkish air bases.!?

After the initial presentation, discussion commenced about the strategic air
campaign’s excluding targets in Kuwait, and then Powell dropped his bombshell
question. “OK, it’s day 6,” he asked, and the strategic air campaign is finished.
“Now what?”!>3 Warden expressed confidence that Instant Thunder would
induce the Iraqis to withdraw from Kuwait. The colonel later explained, “I made
the statement that I thought there was a high probability that the war could be
concluded just with the strategic operations; that after the strategic operations we
could tell Saddam, ‘Hey, you have got to withdraw your forces from Kuwait,’
and they would march home.” He also stated that he clearly told Powell that he
thought Saddam Hussein would withdraw his army from Kuwait after six to nine
days of Instant Thunder.'>* Alexander remembered, “Warden was of the opinion
that the strategic air campaign would end the war.”'> In the ensuing discussion,
the CJCS remarked, “I won’t be happy until I see those tanks destroyed.”'*® He
explained that if massive air attacks were launched against Iraq, the United States
might as well finish the job and destroy the Iraqi army. He wanted the airmen to
undertake the counterland mission. “I don’t want them to go home — I want to
leave smoking tanks as kilometer posts all the way to Baghdad,” Powell insist-
ed.157

The group then discussed the execution of a strategic air campaign and
attacks against Iraqi ground troops. Alexander observed that attacking tanks was
tremendously difficult, but Loh and Warden said it could be done. Powell stated,
“Once you’ve done the strategic air campaign, [we] don’t want to just sit and
wait for results like we had to do after Hiroshima.” Alexander emphasized that
they needed to ensure that achieving tactical level objectives did not compromise
the success of the strategic campaign. The CJCS replied, “Right, but I can’t rec-
ommend only the strategic air campaign to the President.”!®

Powell rejected a fundamental idea upon which Instant Thunder was based,
namely, that the air campaign should not use air power directly against the Iraqi
military forces in Kuwait and southern Iraq. Compared with Warden, Powell had
a more comprehensive view of the air operations required to achieve national
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objectives and force the Iraqis from Kuwait. He envisioned a campaign with
phasing. The first phase comprised Instant Thunder’s strategic strikes; the sec-
ond, lethal air attacks directly against the enemy’s fielded army.

Reflecting after the war on the meeting, Alexander correctly concluded that
the CJCS had merely humored the airmen by not openly disagreeing with their
contention that the Iraqi army would leave Kuwait as the result of Instant Thun-
der.'” Indeed, on August 4 at Camp David, Powell had agreed with Schwarz-
kopf’s telling the President that to eject the Iraqis from Kuwait more U.S. ground
troops would be needed than were called for in OPLAN 1002-90 and that the
additional deployment would require 8 to 10 months for completion. On August
15 Powell would tell the President that by the third week of October enough
forces would be in the theater to successfully defend Saudi Arabia, but to go on
the offensive, even more troops would be needed. He wrote after the war,
“Warden’s approach could destroy or severely cripple the Iraqi regime. But we
also needed an air plan to help drive Saddam out of Kuwait, if it came to that.”
He referred to Instant Thunder as an “air option” should Saddam Hussein
“attempt another provocation requiring our instant response.” Powell directed
the airmen to do more with air power than just a strategic air campaign.'® Instant
Thunder was a partial solution, not the entire answer to achieving the President’s
objectives. Early on, Powell thought beyond retaliation to offensive operations to
liberate Kuwait.

Later, back in Checkmate, the pace and scope of activity on Saturday,
August 11 increased enormously, prompting Colonel Deptula and Lt. Col. Ron-
nie A. Stanfill to organize the rapidly expanding, hectic effort. The officers estab-
lished campaign plans and applications teams to address each target set and
weapon system, including tankers and Volant Solo aircraft; munitions and logis-
tics; strategy and doctrine; search and rescue; foreign aircraft; and SEAD. They
formed no intelligence team, although the targeteers diligently labored on their
portion of the plan.'®! The Checkmate area overflowed with personnel from the
deputy directorate and representatives from a variety of organizations, including
other Air Staff offices, SAC, TAC, the Fighter Weapons School at Nellis AFB,
and the other services.!®?

Copies of excerpts from the Air War Plan Division’s Plan No. 1 of 1941 (the
air plan that defeated Hitler) and reproductions of the Normandy invasion plan
of 1944 and the invasion plan against Japan of 1945 circulated among the plan-
ners.'® The staff tried to draw ideas from history even as they sensed they were
making history. Alexander told key personnel to record in notebooks what they
were doing so they could later explain how they shaped the history of air power.
At Warden’s request, the Air Force historian sent one of his staff historians to
Checkmate to assist with the planning, and he stayed throughout Desert Shield
and Desert Storm.!%*
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Chapter Three

Desert Storm Phase 1

Throughout the week of August 11-17, 1990, the Air Staff planners con-
tinued to develop Instant Thunder, and the discrepancy of viewpoint between
General Schwarzkopf and Colonel Warden about the plan’s purpose and imme-
diate cause never resolved itself, but neither did it pose any obstacles. The plan-
ning enterprise assumed joint aspects, although it fundamentally created an Air
Force product. Supported by the SecAF, Donald B. Rice, and Generals Dugan
and Loh, Warden explained the plan to leaders of the other services, whose rep-
resentatives reported to Checkmate to assist with its development. On August 17,
Schwarzkopf received his second and final Instant Thunder briefing and again
responded favorably, instructing Warden to deliver the retaliation option to
General Horner in Riyadh. Unbeknownst to the Air Staff, Instant Thunder pro-
foundly influenced the CINCCENT’s offensive strategy, which encompassed
strategic and counterland phases. Instant Thunder formed the basis of Phase I of
Schwarzkopf’s Desert Storm war plan.

J-3 for Air

On Sunday, August 12, General Adams, DCS for plans and operations, the
officer in the Air Staff chain of command between Generals Loh and Alexander,
returned to the Pentagon after a short leave in Florida. He had kept apprised of
the Desert Shield deployment and Checkmate’s activity by talking with his
deputy, Maj. Gen. Charles A. May, and he now believed the time had come to
head back to Washington to become involved directly in the development of
Instant Thunder. At some point he had also talked with General Russ at TAC
headquarters before arriving at the Pentagon. He started Sunday morning irritat-
ed and angry that the Air Staff involved itself in war planning, which (just as
Horner had told the CINCCENT) was the responsibility of the unified and com-
ponent commands. The Vietnam War had taught him — and Horner and Russ —
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that the warfighters in theater, whose lives were at stake and who knew the com-
bat situation best, should do the war planning. That Warden led the effort wors-
ened the problem because Adams saw him as a “zealot” and “visionary” who
believed that he had the only answer for employing air power. The colonel and
his officers in the Deputy Directorate for Warfighting Concepts, his “disciples,”
constantly looked for a way to show what air power could do. The general
thought the colonel would antagonize the other services by claiming that the Air
Force on its own would win the war.! Recalling Warden’s early planning,
General Adams stated:

I felt my job was to fly top cover for him but to keep him corralled so
that he didn’t get way out in front of the process because what we real-
ly had was an Air Force staff office doing operators’ business for a joint
organization, and I expressed great nervousness about that from the
very beginning, and I didn’t want them out on the street beating their
chests about how great air power is and how we could bring the guys to
their knees if they would just leave us alone and we didn’t need those
other services. It was not a time for us to make that speech.”

Adams had an extremely busy morning, filling it with an acerbic discussion with
Alexander at the Pentagon’s river entrance; a breakfast meeting at Loh’s house;
a briefing from Warden and others in Checkmate; a briefing about the deploy-
ment, and a meeting with General Kelly, Joint Staff J-3, and other Joint Staff
officers in a conference room near the Tank.?

By early afternoon Adams’s anger had dissipated, and he formed two dis-
tinct, important ideas about Checkmate’s planning, one of which was inaccurate.
First, he knew that the reason for the Air Staff’s involvement stemmed from the
CINCCENT’s telephone call and his explanation that he could not turn to
CENTAF for the planning because Horner was now the CENTCOM Forward
commander, with other duties, and his staff was working the deployment flow.
Adams’s second, and mistaken, idea was that the CINCCENT wanted the Air
Staff to produce an offensive air campaign to eject the Iraqis from Kuwait. The
many people talking to him that morning had jumbled Schwarzkopf’s reason for
requesting Air Staff help. The CINCCENT had called for a strategic air campaign
as an option for use if Saddam escalated the level of terror, like taking and harm-
ing hostages. Adams recalled the meeting with General Kelly that Sunday morn-
ing and related, “We were in Kelly’s office, and that is when they asked me to
put together the air plan for if we had to force Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait —
how would [we] do it? What would be the air role in doing that?”* Loh had told
Adams about the CINCCENT’s telephone call, emphasizing what Schwarzkopf
wanted, not why he wanted it.> The purpose of the air campaign as a strategic
retaliatory option did not distinctly register in Adams’s mind.

At General Kelly’s meeting, Adams expressed concern that the Air Staff
would be seen as interfering in the CENTAF and CENTCOM planning process.
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Lt. Gen. Lee Butler, USAF, Joint Staff J-5, plainly
stated that he did not have the resources and exper-
tise within his staff to respond to the CINCCENT’s
request for an air campaign. Hearing Adams’s dis-
comfort about interjecting the Air Staff into unified
command planning, contravening the intention of
the Goldwater-Nichols Act, Kelly informally dep-
utized Adams the Joint Staff J-3 for Air. The title
conveyed no authority, but it did help allay
Adams’s fear that he would be accused of usurping
the CINCCENT’s and CJCS’s planning preroga-
tives. Knowing that Powell wanted the effort to be
joint, Adams that afternoon telephoned each of his
counterparts in the other services, the deputy chiefs
of staff for operations, and asked them to send rep-
resentatives to Checkmate.®

When Warden had briefed Instant Thunder to Adams, the colonel primarily
remembered the general asking questions about radio frequencies and ingress
altitudes, queries essential for the execution of air missions. Warden interpreted
the line of inquiry to mean that the general had no appreciation of the big picture
because he was too immersed in the tactical, not the strategic or operational,
approach to planning, and that he also was trying to expose Checkmate planners
as unrealistic theoreticians.” Adams, however, understood that Warden touted the
plan as “executable” and wanted to make the point that Instant Thunder was far
from completion, “superficial” in some aspects, especially with regard to target-
ing and weaponeering. In fact, information about radio frequencies was a key
item in the ATO, and Adams refused to allow Checkmate to write the ATO in the
Pentagon. He clearly recognized that details at that level of planning must be
done in theater.® Following Warden’s presentation, Colonel Blackburn discussed
the targeting analysis his intelligence officers had accomplished for Instant
Thunder, and Adams became more comfortable with the Checkmate plan.’
Warden often defended his strategic air campaign by suggesting that its critics
were too tactically minded and focused exclusively on using air power in support
of the Army’s AirLand Battle doctrine.!® Adams, however, was initially skeptical
of the plan because he believed it lacked essential information to make it exe-
cutable and it was too optimistic about what Air Force air power could accom-
plish. He explained, “We don’t have to go out and tell people we are going to win
the war. What we have to do is go out and do something that brings results.”!!

Adams offered two critical suggestions to improve Instant Thunder. The first
was either to make the timetable longer or to leave it open-ended. He told
Warden to delete the slide showing the six- to nine-day allotment. He could not
offer a better estimate; he just thought it made the Air Force look “too tall.”!?
Second, and more important, he suggested that Warden add phases to the air

Lt. Gen. Jimmie V. Adams
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campaign to first attack the Iraqi army, and then, with leftover air power, execute
the strategic phase. He raised this point without any reference to the AirLand
Battle doctrine. Warden immediately countered that Adams had just reversed the
order of the phases that Powell had wanted the day before. Adams answered that
the plan was not yet firmly established. A discussion ensued about phasing, dur-
ing which Warden interjected, “[ We] don’t want to do a half-assed strategic cam-
paign.” Adams retorted, “Right, but [we] don’t want to leave those Iraqi forces
in place to kill 200,000 soldiers.” The general directed that the planners come up
with aircraft and munitions deployment numbers to see if the two phases could
be executed simultaneously.'?

By the conclusion of the briefing, Adams had instructed the planners to meet
with him the next day with information about the phase to “take down” the Iraqi
army; incorporating allies and the other services into the air campaign; tanker
support; logistics flow; sortie rate assumptions; and limiting factors (LIMFACs)
if the plan had to be executed soon. Recognizing that the planners had an enor-
mous workload, he told them he would leave so they could continue. As he
departed, he admitted to them that they had already gotten much of the job done
without him. “Good work,” he told them.'*

Reserve Forces in Lieu of Phase 11

On August 13, Warden briefed General Adams again, and in just twenty-four
hours the Instant Thunder plan had doubled in size, with new material focused
on targets and target sets, deployment flow, logistics, and Phase I, An Operation-
al Air Campaign Against Iraqi Forces in Kuwait, developed in response to Chair-
man Powell’s directive to destroy tanks and General Adams’s concerns about the
Iraqi army. Colonel Kiraly initially led the development of Phase II; then the
responsibility for it fell to Lt. Col. Phillip S. Meilinger, Lt. Col. Michael W.
Luers, and Maj. Terry New. They developed a fourfold CONOPS for Phase II:
gain air superiority in Kuwait; target Iraqi systems designed to deliver CW;
attack Iraqi C* and military support systems in Kuwait; and target Iraqi armored
forces in Kuwait. The Phase II target sets were Iraqi air defenses, corps and divi-
sion C3 nodes in Kuwait, corps and division military support structure, LOC, and
armored forces. '

Warden viewed Instant Thunder Phase II with disdain and ignored it. He told
Kiraly that Powell thought like a “typical army guy” because he wanted to go kill
tanks and did not understand the full potential of air power.'® Lt. Col. Daniel T.
Kuehl recalled, “Warden was loath to take effort away from the strat[egic]
plan.”'” Colonel Harvey viewed as one of his primary jobs in Checkmate help-
ing Warden to maintain the “strategic purity” of Instant Thunder.'® Warden was
supremely confident in his five strategic rings model and its underlying assump-
tion that air forces should overfly the fielded enemy ground forces and attack the
most important target, leadership. Direct attacks against the innermost ring and

68



Desert Storm Phase I

strikes against the enemy nation-state’s key production and infrastructure would
pressure the leadership to sue for peace.'” As Warden saw it, the Iraqi head of
state was especially vulnerable and likely to capitulate if confronted with strate-
gic attacks. He explained:

From what we knew about Saddam Hussein, which was not as exten-
sive as it later became, he had a reputation for pragmatism. After all, he
had just signed a peace treaty with Iran and given up the gains that he
had made from the long war with Iran. He had a history of making tac-
tically appropriate retreats when necessary, and it seemed like that
under this particular circumstance he would be quite likely to do exact-
ly the same thing because he would recognize that he was in an impos-
sible position; and to save himself, he would agree to terms which we
assumed were not going to be overly onerous.?’

Iraqi missiles and bombers constituted the entire set of fifth-ring targets in Instant
Thunder; the Air Staff planners had not directed lethal air strikes against the
Republican Guard and the regular army in Kuwait.

From a military standpoint, Warden thought Instant Thunder Phase II unnec-
essary because not only would strategic attacks force leaders to bend to the will
of the United States, they would render a nation-state incapable of launching
operations. He stated after the war:

At a strategic level, there is less difference between one country and
another than [there is], say, at a tactical level, and if you succeed in tak-
ing away the enemy’s strategically important things, you can just plain
prevent him from having the ability to do subsequent things, especially
offensive things. As a general principle, you are very confident that
good strategic attack will just plain impose — we were not using that
word then, but we are using it now — strategic paralysis on the enemy.?!

For Warden, striking at the “strategic” base of a nation state and its air defense
system would eliminate the country’s offensive capability.?? Furthermore,
Warden had a vague idea before the war, which later manifested itself during the
conflict, that the United States could, with PSYOPS, literally turn the conscript
Iraqi troops in Kuwait and march them north against Iraqi leaders. He expound-
ed, “My own vision of how the war ought to be conducted was one that deliber-
ately avoided destroying the Army in Kuwait because I wanted to use the Army
in Kuwait to go after Saddam Hussein.”?? Finally, in addition to believing he had
the correct assumptions supporting his strategic plan, the colonel knew that
General Schwarzkopf liked Instant Thunder. Why change and ruin it when not
necessary?

Colonel Meilinger also thought Phase II caused a “diversion of effort” from
the strategic air campaign. He described the original Instant Thunder as an “aer-
ial Schlieffen Plan” and told Warden, “We must not weaken the right!”?* That is,

69



Airpower Advantage

planners must not weaken the strategic air
campaign against Iraq by diverting air assets
to attack Saddam’s fielded forces in the Ku-
waiti Theater of Operations (KTO). Warden
agreed with Meilinger’s aerial Schlieffen
Plan metaphor.?®

On August 14 Warden and Adams dis-
cussed Phases I and II of Instant Thunder,
and Adams still urged simultaneous execu-
tion. Warden, believing that the success of
Phase 1 would preclude the necessity for
Phase II, countered with the suggestion that
Phase I be initiated first and independently. i A
He emphasized that three squa‘drons of Lt. Col. Phillip S. Meilinger
F-16s, however, would be held in opera-
. . (foreground) and Lt. Col. Allan
tional reserve and, assisted by ground attack Howey (leff rear)
aircraft from all the services, would strike
the Iraqi army if it invaded Saudi Arabia.?®
This suggestion finally mollified the general’s insistence on simultaneous execu-
tion.?” Adams described how he came to believe in Warden’s air campaign:

As the guys would brief me we would have lots of discussions down
there in XOXW [the Deputy Directorate for Warfighting Concepts] with
Warden and his guys. Lots of dialogue about whether we were on the
right track, how critical are these kinds of targets, and do we need to
concentrate more on the forces that are in Kuwait, is that a better thing
to do. The guys convinced me that we were on the right track, and we
put together what I thought was a credi[ble] plan.?®

Warden had sold Adams, the reluctant buyer, on the merits of Instant Thunder as
a short, independent strategic air campaign. Lacking Warden’s absolute faith in
it, though, Adams counted on Horner’s and Schwarzkopf’s passing judgment on
it and reworking sections, as necessary, to meet theater requirements.?’ To
Warden, Instant Thunder was a strategic air campaign, and he continued to
ignore its Phase II.

As the week wore on, Instant Thunder addressed the uncertainty about the
execution of the plan inducing the Iraqi forces to move south against the Saudi
and American troops. A briefing slide posed and answered the question, “What
If: Iraq attacks Saudi Arabia in response to Instant Thunder?” The planners gave
reassurances that sufficient air power would be available to defend against attack
by enemy ground forces and that the rollback of Iraqi troops would have only
minimal impact on the strategic air campaign. The air power immediately avail-
able to counter invading troops and tanks consisted of the following fixed-wing
and rotary wing aircraft:
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Aircraft No. of Squadrons No. of Aircraft
A-10 4 96 airplanes
AV-8B 2 40 airplanes
F/A-18 3 36 airplanes
AH-1W 2 30 helicopters
AH-64 4 75 helicopters®

Planners noted that Instant Thunder had target systems in common with a CAS
and BAI campaign, such as systems to achieve air superiority, destroy C? net-
works, and interdict supply lines.>' Warden believed the reserve aircraft striking
the invading force would ensure that airplanes flying against strategic targets
would not be diverted, avoiding the mistake of World War II when commanders
disallowed unrelenting and undeviating strategic air attacks in favor of diverting
the air effort to tactical, close support of ground troops and nonstrategic targets.>?

In his book, The Air Campaign, Warden had discussed the idea of holding
aircraft in reserve, which ran counter to the conventional air wisdom that a sor-
tie not flown was a sortie lost. He had presented his thoughts about reserves as a
hypothesis.’3 Chairman Powell’s and General Adams’s concerns about the Iraqi
army prompted him to highlight operational reserves in the Air Staff plan. What
he had written as a hypothesis, he now spoke of as fact: air reserves sprang from
a fundamentally sound concept and would produce desired results — halting the
invading Iraqi army — if coupled with Instant Thunder. The Air Staff plan failed
to provide, however, any discussion of the invasion scenario and the strategy of
the air defense and counterattack to include probable invasion routes, enemy
order of battle, chokepoints, center of gravity targets, and other crucial aspects of
employing the operational reserves. The reserves were an afterthought and pre-
sented as such in Instant Thunder.

General Griffith from TAC headquarters, who had sent the TAC plan to
Alexander, spent time at Checkmate August 11-17 and argued passionately that
U.S. Army ground forces were necessary to control and halt an Iraqi invasion of
Saudi Arabia. Air power alone was insufficient: the U.S. Army had an important
role to play in halting the Iraqi assault. He argued against executing Instant
Thunder until sufficient numbers of Army troops were in place to repel the inva-
sion that could be triggered by the plan’s execution. Griffith explained,

The initial thing that I was concerned about, and I know that General
Russ and General Horner were too, is if, number one, we drop the first
bomb, we had better have enough Army up there to prevent Hussein
from driving to Riyadh and picking up General Horner and throwing
him in the back of the pick-up truck.’*

Griffith recalled Warden’s reaction to his viewpoint:

He says, “Who gives a shit about the Army.” I said, “John...if we could
go in there and drop a bomb right tonight, if you were Saddam Hussein,
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wouldn’t you take an armored division and if you looked across and all
you see is a Saudi Arabian brigade sitting over there, say, ‘Hey, I’'m tak-
ing out Horner right now.’” I said, “If I was Hussein that is what [ would
do.” He didn’t agree with me on that.?

Warden expressed his unshakable confidence that Instant Thunder’s execu-
tion would prevent an Iraqi invasion of Saudi Arabia. He stated after the war:

I made the point that it is highly unlikely that anybody is going to be
able to organize themselves and to launch any kind of dangerous offen-
sive with little or no notice when the home front is falling apart behind
them. People just don’t do that. It is just not done, never has been done,
and there is no reason to think that it is going to be [done] now.
Physically it is very difficult to do because of the lack of communica-
tions support, logistics support, opportunity to practice, etc.3¢

Warden’s reserve air force would provide enough power to halt and repulse an
Iraqi invasion of Saudi Arabia, precipitated by the implementation of Instant
Thunder. He reasoned, however, that the reserve force was hardly necessary
because the strategic air campaign’s intensity and scope would prevent Saddam
from launching the massive ground assault in the first place. The reasoning all fit
together neatly, logically for him. He had even tried to shape Instant Thunder so
it could be executed in the near term to preclude the possibility of it being turned
into “mere” AirLand Battle interdiction and CAS operations at the expense of the
mighty strategic campaign he envisioned.’’

“Joint” Planning

Throughout the week after the briefing to Chairman Powell, other actions
occurred to give Instant Thunder a joint character in addition to General Adams
being designated J-3 for Air: personnel from the other military services joined
Air Staff planning teams; Air Staff members reported to CENTCOM and Joint
Staff offices as liaison officers; Instant Thunder briefings were given to leaders
in the Joint Staff and the other services; and Maj. Gen. James W. Meier, USAF,
Joint Staff deputy director for operations, National Military Command System,
became the JCS point of contact for the Air Staff enterprise.

Responding to the call for weapon system operators and planners from the
other services to come to Checkmate, more than a dozen officers soon arrived
and joined teams focusing on weapon systems and target sets. Capt. William H.
Switzer III headed the Navy’s contingent and Lt. Col. Slade A. Brewer led the
Marine’s. The Army sent only a representative or two who intermittently partic-
ipated in the planning effort.® On August 11 Lt. Col. William Lucyshyn from the
Concepts Division and Maj. Mark C. Christian from the Directorate of Targets
traveled to MacDill AFB to be the Air Staff liaison officers at CENTCOM head-
quarters. Col. J. C. Wilson from CENTCOM J-3, became Checkmate’s primary
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point of contact on the CENTCOM staff.>® At mid-week, General Meier was
appointed to head the delegation of officers who were to take the plan to
Schwarzkopf the second time.*

The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) and the Commandant of the Marine
Corps agreed to receive the Instant Thunder briefing, but the Army Chief of Staff
had to decline the offer. On August 14 Warden and Captain Switzer briefed Adm.
Frank B. Kelso II, the CNO, and approximately a dozen other naval officers. In
the half-hour session, the CNO asked only a few questions, two of which con-
cerned SEAD and the expected role of carrier air power. He observed that to be
executable, the plan still required much detailed planning.*! Warden, Switzer,
and Brewer briefed the plan to General Alfred M. Gray, the Marine Corps
Commandant, and his key staff. The general was called away for most of the
briefing, but he did ask when the plan would be executable. Warden answered,
the first week in September, unless the deployment flow changed, giving priori-
ty to the strategic air campaign. The commandant said the plan reflected “a hell
of a good effort.”*?

After General Alexander explained the plan to him, Lt. Gen. Henry Viccel-
lio, Jr., USAF, DCS, Logistics and Engineering, began immediately to try to
speed the flow to theater of logistics supplies necessary to sustain the execution
of Instant Thunder in the near future. General Boyd, now the Air University
Commander and a former prisoner of war in North Vietnam, enthusiastically
approved of the Air Staff plan. In 1988, as the Air Staff’s Director of Plans, he
had encouraged Warden in the Deputy Directorate for Warfighting Concepts to
think boldly about independent air campaigns. “Right on, right on, right on,” was
how Alexander recalled Boyd’s response to the strategic air campaign plan.*3

CSAF’s and SecAF’s Briefings — August 14 and 15

On August 14 the CSAF, General Dugan, received his first formal briefing
on the plan, and he requested four changes as improvements. First, he wanted
more study done on Saddam Hussein. He believed that economic targets such as
oil and electricity would fail to induce the tyrant to make concessions because
Saddam did not care about those assets. The general believed that the Iraqi leader
valued only things with personal significance, and those kinds of targets had to
be hit to force him to make concessions.** Although Dugan’s view on the impor-
tance of enemy leaders agreed with the primary importance Warden placed on
the leadership ring of his strategic model, the CSAF disagreed with Warden’s
assumption that attacks against the key production and infrastructure categories,
the second and third rings, would necessarily coerce a head of state to sue for
peace.

Second, Dugan directed that the planners study all aspects of the Iraqi CW
chain of production — transportation, storage, air base distribution, and delivery
— and target the system’s components and elements. Third, he wanted a Red
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team formed to study the Iraqi air force’s capability to inflict damage on U.S.
assets in theater.*> Fourth, he asked planners to think of ways to “induce” the
Iraqi troops in Kuwait to “head north.” He did not want to use air power direct-
ly against the Iraqi troops there, fearing that the Americans would end up
destroying Kuwait to “save it.” Warden pointed out that Chairman Powell had
specifically asked for a plan to destroy tanks in Kuwait so the Iraqi troops could
not leave with them. He explained Phase II of the plan to meet the CJCS’s
requirement. Like Warden, the CSAF believed the strategic emphasis represent-
ed the real value of the air campaign, not strikes against the Iraqi army.*

The SecAF received the Instant Thunder briefing the morning of Wednesday,
August 15, wedged between discussion of the President’s option of calling up
Reserve forces and a briefing on the cost of the Desert Shield deployment. Since
August 7 Loh had been keeping Secretary Rice informed of the deployment flow
and air campaign planning, but this was Rice’s first formal, complete briefing.
Warden presented it, and Generals Dugan, Loh, and Adams endorsed it. Secretary
Rice asked questions about PSYOPS; methods for destroying NBC facilities;
naval involvement in the planning process and the air campaign; attacks against
Iraqi forces moving along highways; Have Nap missiles; and the availability of
PGMs. Answers satisfied him. Adams told Rice the plan would be ready to exe-
cute from approximately September 6th to 9th. According to the SecAF, the plan-
ning process and deployment looked far enough along to allow the plan’s execu-
tion on August 20. He told the planners to present the briefing to Under Secretary
Wolfowitz, who was responsible for overseeing DoD war planning.*’

In the afternoon of August 15, Secretary Rice attended a meeting at the
Pentagon with President Bush, Secretary Cheney, the JCS, and General
Schwarzkopf, among others. The thrust of the meeting was the progress of the
Desert Shield deployment and milestone dates identifying when sufficient forces
capable of defending Saudi Arabia would arrive in theater. Cheney asked the
President to think about issuing additional guidance about other missions that the
military would be required to perform, in addition to defending Saudi Arabia, so
that an adequate flow of forces could be effected. Word later filtered back to the
Air Staff planners that a few slides on the air campaign that were prepared for
Powell were used at the meeting, but Warden never felt certain they were.*®
While waiting for the President to address personnel assembled in the Pentagon
courtyard, Schwarzkopf chatted with Secretary Rice and told him how pleased
he was with the air campaign being planned for CENTCOM.* Bush thanked the
Pentagon audience for their efforts and support for the massive deployment
underway, and he repeated his four objectives of August 8, which the planners
had incorporated into Instant Thunder.>

Wednesday, August 15, marked the day the planners were scheduled to brief
the air campaign plan to Schwarzkopf for the second time, but the previous day
Adams told Warden the session had been postponed. Then, late in the afternoon
on Wednesday, General Moore, from CENTCOM, telephoned Warden directly
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and requested that the Air Staff planners present the air plan to the CINCCENT
on Friday morning, August 17. In discussing its status with Moore, Warden told
him that if the deployment flow remained unchanged, the plan could be execut-
ed the third week of September, with most of the necessary forces in theater the
first week of that month. To execute earlier, in the first days of September, some
changes in the flow would have to be made, but nothing would be “extraordi-
nary.” After his discussion with Moore, Warden immediately called Alexander,
who shortly thereafter met with him and the team chiefs to discuss the plan and
the personnel who would take it to MacDill AFB on Friday morning.”!

CENTCOM Coordination

While Checkmate developed Instant Thunder, the CENTCOM staff at Mac-
Dill AFB labored with the deployment and war planning. Late in the afternoon
of August 16, CENTCOM sent a message to the JCS, the Air Staff Directorate of
Plans and Operations, the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, and
to more than forty other DoD organizations identifying target sets, objectives,
and 109 targets for “intelligence production and operational planning.”>?

CENTCOM had worked on its target list since mid-July; by August 11 it had
identified 83 installations. At CENTCOM headquarters, Major Christian, the Air
Staff targeting liaison officer, had merged the Instant Thunder target list with the
CENTCOM list. When Colonels Blackburn and Warden had sent Major
Christian to MacDill on August 11, he augmented the minuscule CENTCOM tar-
get development branch which consisted of only three officers, one of whom, the
chief of targets, a lieutenant colonel, had just been hospitalized. The division
chief, Col. Roger Cannon, appointed Christian to head of the CENTCOM tar-
geting branch, working with the two other officers from the Navy and the Air
Force. As Blackburn had told General Adams during the latter’s first Instant
Thunder briefing, he coordinated the Checkmate targeting process with CENT-
COM, that is, with Colonel Cannon. Blackburn sent the Instant Thunder list to
Christian on August 11, and comparing the two lists, Christian found 31 common
installations. On August 12 he sent Blackburn a highly classified list of targets
and a Navy intelligence list.>*

Because of its unified command structure, CENTCOM received far more
direct support from the DIA than Checkmate did. Intelligence liaison personnel
at CENTCOM headquarters officially tapped into DIA’s databases and analytical
capability and nominated and validated targets. Other DoD organizations around
the world also nominated Iraqi targets to CENTCOM. Nonetheless, the lack of
complete, current installation databases, target materials, and current intelligence
studies on Iraq hampered the target development process at CENTCOM as it had
at the Air Staff. At CENTCOM, as at CENTAF, intelligence officers were still in
the process of reorienting to Iraq as the primary threat in the AOR, not a Soviet
Union invasion of Iran.’> CENTCOM could not even determine or verify some
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Basic Encyclopedia numbers for targets on its list.3

By August 16 the CENTCOM list of 109 targets consisted of 9 target sets,
which corresponded to 9 of the 10 sets now identified for Instant Thunder. Air-
fields were not included as a set on the CENTCOM list, although a few appeared
as targets under the CW category. Airfields were CENTCOM targets simply
because they were associated with storage and delivery of CW. In contrast, the
Air Staff included them in association with CW and air superiority.®’

Comparing the CENTCOM list of 109 targets and the Instant Thunder list of
84, the officers found that the lists had 76 targets in common. Because the
CENTCOM message directed that production and planning efforts focus on the
CENTCOM list, Blackburn telephoned Cannon at MacDill AFB, and they dis-
cussed the briefing that the Air Staff would present to the CINCCENT the next
morning and the commonality of targets. Blackburn told his counterpart that he
had planned to send images of the Instant Thunder targets to the Defense Map-
ping Agency Aerospace Center (DMAAC) in St. Louis, Missouri, and request
that DMAAC mensurate — precisely determine and measure the coordinates —
for the aim points, or the DMPIs. Blackburn asked if he should send all 84 tar-
gets or just the 76 common to both lists. Without consulting Warden, Blackburn
decided that if CENTCOM was not going to use the other eight targets, he would
not ask DMAAC to address them.?

Cannon asked Blackburn to do two things: first, direct DMAAC to provide
DMPIs for multiple weapon systems, not just one system per target, as in Instant
Thunder, and second, request DMAAC to provide mensurated points for the 109
targets. Blackburn agreed and countered with a request that CENTCOM send a
message delegating imagery production tasking authority to the AFIA Directorate
of Targets, so that he could get the DIA to officially work his requirements for
imagery. CENTCOM’s message, sent August 16, delighted Blackburn.*®

General Meier of the Joint Staff was to accompany the briefers to CENT-
COM headquarters on Friday morning, August 17, and sponsor the Instant Thun-
der presentation on behalf of the Joint Staff. At a dry run of the briefing on Thurs-
day afternoon, the general directed the planners to add more operational detail to
their slides. He wanted them to return to him later for a second session. During
the tense, two-hour evening meeting, he raised numerous questions about logis-
tics, the briefers, and order of slides, even musing aloud that he might do the pre-
sentation himself. Exasperated, Colonels Warden and Blackburn bluntly recom-
mended that they themselves should brief the operational concepts and targeting
sections. The general eventually agreed with them.®® Throughout the night of
August 16/17, the planners labored to complete the Instant Thunder Operation
Order (OPORD) and slides.
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Instant Thunder Finalized

The Instant Thunder material prepared for Schwarzkopf consisted of two
documents. The first was a packet of 30 briefing slides bearing the JCS seal. The
second was the Instant Thunder OPORD, 180 pages long. Because of the lack of
preparation time, the OPORD was neither finished nor uniformly edited, and
some annexes consisted of project officers’ point papers and slides with hand-
written notes. The OPORD came with a three-page overview, wherein the plan-
ners discussed objectives, assumptions, the mission, and CONOPS, plus seven-
teen annexes.®! The Instant Thunder material did not discuss phases or phasing.
Warden would not present Instant Thunder Phase Il unless the CINCCENT asked
for it, which he did not.

On its first full page, the OPORD proclaimed Instant Thunder the “proposed
Iraq air campaign” and a “strategic air campaign,” implying that the strategic
operations would comprise the entire, comprehensive campaign, with no phasing
necessary.®? It further stated that the campaign was designed to accomplish the
NCA'’s objectives, which were then listed as the objectives President Bush had
announced on August 8. The OPORD thus presented the strategic air campaign
as the instrument to achieve Presidential objectives, including the first one, the
immediate, unconditional, and complete withdrawal of all Iraqi forces from
Kuwait.5?

The five Instant Thunder target categories still related directly to the five
strategic rings: leadership, key production, infrastructure, population, and field-
ed force. Nowhere in the briefing slides or in the OPORD, however, did the
graphic showing five concentric rings appear, having been permanently deleted
from the plan by August 10. The addition of naval ports and the clarification of
some target set components and elements slightly modified the targets section.®*

Instant Thunder presented 84 targets. Each was identified with name, geo-
graphic coordinates, Basic Encyclopedia number, and functional description.
Noting that the target list was being continually refined, planners and targeteers
believed they had found the targets to achieve the objectives. No targets existed
in Kuwait, although officers would soon include one air defense site there.%
Instant Thunder listed ten target sets, and specified the intended results:

Instant Thunder Target Set Result No. of Targets
Strategic air defense Destroyed 10
Strategic CW Long term setback 8
National leadership Incapacitated 5
Telecommunications Disrupted/degraded 19
Electricity Cut 60% Baghdad, 35% in Iraq 10
Oil (Internal) Cut consumption 70% 6
Railroads Disrupted/degraded 3
Airfields Disrupted/degraded 7
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Ports Disrupted 1

Military production and Disrupted/degraded 15
storage depots

Totals® 84

Two waves of attacks would occur the first night, the first coming an hour
after sunset, and the second, an hour before sunrise. These would be followed by
attacks the following afternoon and the next night. Pilots would fly 1,200 sorties
the first full day of the campaign and 900 each of the succeeding five days.®’
During the initial nighttime attack, approximately 75 to 100 sorties would be
held in reserve to hit Scud sites and other contingency targets. The plan did not
explain how the reserve aircraft would operate against the Scuds, which were
associated with CW. An annex provided an assessment of the status of Iraq’s
NBC weapons capability after the attacks of the first day, concluding that Iraq
could still launch surface-to-surface missiles carrying CW if all sites were not
attacked and the Iraqis could continue to transmit and receive launch orders.%

Iraq’s Scuds caused the planners serious difficulty. One slide stated,
“Chemical-capable long-range Scuds present real problem.”®® The target list in
the OPORD included only fixed Scud-related sites, and they appeared under both
the strategic CW target set and the military research, production, and storage set.
At the bottom of the OPORD’s strategic CW target list, a planner typed the
phrases, “mobile Scud TELs [transporter-erector-launchers]” and “mobile mis-
siles,” but offered no explanation nor operational concept for eliminating the
mobile Scuds.” Instant Thunder presented no solution to what would become
one of the most difficult problems in Desert Storm war planning.

The final version of Instant Thunder focused on employing Air Force, Navy,
and Marine Corps aircraft. Allied air forces would be integrated, where possible,
with Saudi aircraft flying CAPs and with British aircraft in striking airfields. To
deconflict airspace, the Air Force would fly in western Baghdad and south-cen-
tral Iraq; the Navy, in eastern Baghdad and southeastern Iraq; and the Marines,
in south-central Iraq, establishing, in effect, route packs.”!

Colonel Deptula produced a unique, extraordinary section of the Instant
Thunder OPORD and slides and called it the attack flow plan. He updated it the
evening of August 16, so it was one of the most current sections in the briefing
presented to Schwarzkopf. The flow plan covered the first two days of the strate-
gic air campaign, when air power hit the 84 targets, and it was divided according
to the first two waves of attack during the first night, and then the daytime and
nighttime waves of the second day.”” It showed the timing and order of attacks.
Deptula presented the plan on pieces of typing paper, each divided into eight
columns. Above the left-hand column was the indicator designating the day.
From left to right, he labeled the columns, some in abbreviated form, as wave,
target Basic Encyclopedia number, target type, target description, aircraft quan-
tity, aircraft type, type of mission, and flow. Looking down the list, one could
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learn what the targets were, where they were located, when they were to be struck
in relation to other targets, and which aircraft would fly against them in what type
of mission.” Later, in theater, Deptula would develop his flow plan into the mas-
ter attack plan (MAP), an integral and crucial part of Gulf War planning.

Planners had two significant logistics concerns, based on the assumption
that the Desert Shield deployment flow would not change to meet Instant
Thunder requirements. The first involved munitions readiness. In addition to
weapons awaiting airlift from Europe, munitions had to be properly distributed
to bases, and components, such as bomb bodies, fuzes, and tail fins, required
proper matching. Airbase refueling capability caused the second concern, but it
posed too many detailed questions for the Air Staff planners to answer. They con-
cluded that refueling on the ground might fall short of sortie surge requirements
and suggested that the problem had to be studied and solutions arrived at in the-
ater.”* They determined that ninety-four was the minimum complement of
tankers required for operations covering six days.”

In the reconnaissance section, the planners addressed only airborne, in-the-
ater assets: RC—135 Rivet Joint, U-2 Senior Year, U-2 Senior Span, U-2/TR-1
Advanced Synthetic Aperture Radar System (ASARS), and RF—4. They did not
discuss national overhead reconnaissance systems, assigning that responsibility
to CENTCOM. They acknowledged that satellite coverage depended on the
weather and the orbital mechanics of the systems.”® They made a colossal
assumption that all necessary equipment would be in place, with all required
communication links available, prior to the plan’s execution.”” No discussion
mentioned how electronic images could, would, or should be disseminated
directly to combat units. This would soon mushroom in theater and become a
gigantic problem.

CINCCENT’s Briefing — August 17

On August 17 the huge Air Staff team that had been selected to take Instant
Thunder to the CINCCENT Schwarzkopf flew to MacDill AFB. The group con-
sisted of General Meier and Capt. George Johnson, USN, both from the Joint
Staff, and Colonels Warden and Blackburn, plus about thirty others — Air Staff
officers and representatives from SAC, TAC, and the other services. Warden
included as many people as possible who had prepared the plan to allow them to
participate in what he viewed as a historic presentation to the CINCCENT and to
have their expertise readily available if detailed questions arose.’® The briefing
for Schwarzkopf took place at 1000 in his command conference room, which
accommodated only a few of the Washington group and a large number of
CENTCOM staff. It lasted nearly two hours. Meier introduced Warden, who
spoke first, using his slides. Early on, he talked about minimizing civilian casu-
alties and collateral damage, and Schwarzkopf questioned him if indeed there
would be civilian casualties. Warden assented, saying that the PSYOPS would
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emphasize Saddam Hussein’s responsibility for the casualties and that the United
States had no choice in the matter.”” Referring to the target sets, he explained that
the strategic attacks would inflict “paralysis and shock” upon the Iragi nation.%°

After Warden’s section on operational concepts, Blackburn discussed target
sets and focused in detail on a few representative installations, although he was
prepared to brief them all. When discussing Iraq’s only nuclear research center,
he explained that one option was to use four Have Nap missiles launched from
B-52s against one building. Schwarzkopf questioned whether the other struc-
tures in the complex would be hit. The planners answered that they concentrated
on one building and were considering others. Schwarzkopf also asked about the
location of the Abu Ghurayb presidential grounds, and when told it was fifteen
miles west of Baghdad, he replied, “Very good.” Blackburn’s other two targets
were the Ajaji thermal power plant, the largest electrical facility in Iraq, and the
Basrah petroleum refinery. Halfway through his briefing, Colonel Harvey from
Checkmate wrote a note that Blackburn’s portion was “outstanding...with pur-
poses very clear.”® The targeteer was a hero now, but by month’s end, many in
Checkmate would view him quite differently.

Before concluding, Blackburn explained to Schwarzkopf how, the previous
day, the focus of the Air Staff targeteers had changed from directly supporting
target development for the Air Staff’s list of 84 targets to now supporting
CENTCOM’s list of 109 targets. He told the general about the arrangement he
had made with Col. Roger Cannon at CENTCOM to acquire mensurated points
from the DMAAC for the unified command’s list.> The colonel thought it
extremely important to tell Schwarzkopf how he and the Air Staff targeteers
would be supporting CENTCOM, which to him meant less assistance to
Checkmate and Warden. Blackburn recalled:

I told him, We have been working this closely with your staff. In fact,
your staff has just promulgated the CENTCOM list. I viewed our list as
a conceptual list, and now the definitive list was CENTCOM’s. I made
that point not only for their benefit but for John Warden’s. See, I could
see it coming. The Checkmate effort — they weren’t going to let go; 84
was the gospel. For one thing, initially they were concerned as we made
the list get bigger and bigger that would make the air campaign plan take
longer and longer, and they already had a time line, about a 7-day win-
dow. John Warden had concern with that target list growing. He didn’t
want to see it grow.®

Schwarzkopf did not say anything directly in response to what Blackburn had
said, not placing the same significance on it as Blackburn had. Blackburn
thought the CINCCENT nodded to him in agreement. The CENTCOM com-
mander followed with a question about the special targeting requirements for the
TLAMs. When told that the Navy folks were working them, the discussion led
to missiles.?*
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Warden continued the session, highlighting Instant Thunder’s execution.
Responding to a Schwarzkopf question about thirty-two fighter/attack squad-
rons, the colonel replied that that number would be in theater by the end of
September if the priority of the deployment flow did not change.® Discussing air
superiority, Warden stated that by the first morning, the Iraqi air force would be
driven into “autonomous actions.” On PSYOPS and deception, he offered that
there was a “good chance” that “somebody reasonable would take over,” replac-
ing Saddam Hussein, but he identified no candidates.®® A slide proclaimed:

PSYOPS CRITICAL ELEMENT OF CAMPAIGN
DESTROY IRAQ TV & BROADCAST STATIONS
SUBSTITUTE U.S. BROADCASTS

SEPARATE HUSSEIN REGIME FROM SUPPORT OF PEOPLE AND
MILITARY?®

When Warden showed Schwarzkopf the slide, “What If: Iraq attacks Saudi
Arabia in response to Instant Thunder?” he explained that the reserve forces —
A—-10s, AV-8Bs, F/A—18s, and helicopters — would be in theater by the end of
September but would not be used in the strategic campaign, so they would be
available to attack invading Iraqi troops. If these reserve forces could not stop the
assault, they could slow it down and prevent the Iraqi army from reaching “any-
thing significant.” The colonel, however, emphasized the primacy of the strategic
campaign and called it an aerial Schlieffen plan, to which the CINCCENT imme-
diately countered, “Don’t call it a Schlieffen plan.” Schwarzkopf probably reject-
ed the analogy because the original plan carried the stigma of illegality when it
led Germany to violate Belgian neutrality, which expanded the war in Europe in
1914, and more importantly, it failed. Warden unhesitatingly replied, “But it is a
Schlieffen plan rotated into the third dimension.”®® The CINCCENT observed
that if Instant Thunder was executed at the end of September, he was confident,
but an early execution worried him. Meier added that the CSAF thought the plan
was executable in mid-September and that the risks of doing it earlier were
acceptable. General Moore observed that the plan included only the forces
assigned to CENTCOM at that time and excluded the forces based in Turkey.®

The reference to Turkey reminded Schwarzkopf that on August 10 he had
directed Warden to develop Plan B, which the colonel had not done, but the
CINCCENT now admitted that, as of August 17, the attitude of the Saudis was
that Iraq must be destroyed as a military power. With respect to the LIMFACs,
Warden told the CINCCENT that Scuds were a difficult problem and suggested
the possibility of using AC—130s to destroy them. To Schwarzkopf’s query about
the “cost in human life to us,” Warden answered that he thought ten to fifteen air-
craft would be lost the first day, and fewer after that, for a total of from fifteen to
twenty. General Rogers, the CENTCOM deputy commander, disagreed, saying it
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would be higher. Warden replied with an explanation for his numbers. The mas-
sive attack would overwhelm the Iraqis and suppress their air defense system.

Rogers commented that Warden had thoroughly discussed Iraq but had
ignored Kuwait. During the ensuing discussion, Warden mentioned that Chair-
man Powell had directed him to kill tanks in Kuwait, and that, in response, his
staff had developed an Instant Thunder Phase II plan.’! Schwarzkopf, however,
said that Kuwait did not concern him. He even asked if the single target there, a
ground-to-air-assets building, could be spared from attack. Moore interjected
that radars could be rendered ineffective with lethal or nonlethal ECM. Warden
noted that with good deception, the Iraqis could be persuaded to put even more
SAMs in Kuwait, which would be a “good place for them” while U.S. aircraft
were flying over Iraq. Thus, Warden did not brief the CINCCENT on his Instant
Thunder Phase 11, produced at the direction of Chairman Powell and targeting
Iraqi forces in Kuwait. Schwarzkopf did not want to hear it; he focused on his
retaliation option, the strategic air campaign. Rogers brought up two other issues:
munitions and base saturation. Schwarzkopf admitted, “Ninety-four tankers just
about blew my mind.”®? (The night the air war started in January 1991, 160
tankers would be airborne.)

During a discussion about SEAD, a Marine officer suggested that, to
strengthen electronic warfare support on missions, the air operations could be
extended. Schwarzkopf firmly disagreed with the idea of protracting the strate-
gic air campaign. He stated that the United Nations Security Council would
“scream” about such an operation, but if the United States could accomplish the
strikes quickly, in six days, the Americans could “apologize” and end them, hav-
ing struck all the targets before too much opposition mobilized. The United
States must complete the retaliation swiftly before international pressure stopped
it. Warden had kept the campaign short to market and sell it. Schwarzkopf bought
it, in part because of its quickness. This characteristic of the strategic air cam-
paign — brevity — would stick even when the CINCCENT changed the purpose
of the campaign and adopted it as part of his four-phased offensive war plan.
Planners in theater would have to grapple later with the limited time span.

The CINCCENT continued by emphasizing that the United States had a
smaller army than Iraq’s, and thus an American ground campaign unwisely
played to Saddam’s strength instead of his weakness. Captain Johnson para-
phrased Schwarzkopf’s comment: “the one area where we have an overwhelming
advantage that can be brought to bear in the near term is strike warfare (TACAIR
[tactical aircraft] and conventional cruise missiles).”®> The CINCCENT agreed
that air power pitted U.S. strength against Iraqi weakness, as Instant Thunder pro-
claimed, and he intended to exploit the overwhelming airpower advantage.

When General Meier asked Schwarzkopf what else could be done for him,
the CINCCENT pointed to Warden and said that he wanted the colonel and at
least one other person to go to Riyadh to brief the material to General Horner and
“hand the plan off to him.” He told them not to leave it at CENTCOM, but to
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carry and deliver it, the sooner the better. He said that the group had done its job,
and now “we must turn [it] into [a] real-world plan.”®* The CINCCENT was true
to his word to Horner, having told him that once officers in Washington had
accomplished the initial work, Horner would assume control of the product.
Warden had originally thought that the CINCCENT might ask him to join the
CENTCOM staff and complete Instant Thunder, still believing it would be exe-
cuted in a matter of days, not weeks. He thought, “Now we are at the point of
tying up and putting the final details so we can pull the lanyard and launch.”%?

General Rogers cautioned that the material must stay “close hold,” to which
Schwarzkopf replied that it will probably “leak out” and in fact, he cynically stat-
ed, would probably appear soon in the Early Bird, the daily package of newspa-
per articles distributed throughout the Pentagon. The execution day absolutely
had to remain secret, which had not been discussed during the briefing and which
depended on Saddam’s further provocation.’® Warden’s estimates of when the
plan would be ready varied depending on the latest information about the deploy-
ment flow. Right before the session ended, Warden told Schwarzkopf that they
needed to discuss the deception phase, and he and only a few others talked with
the general about those requirements.®’

The warm, positive reception the CINCCENT had given Instant Thunder
sent the spirits of the Checkmate officers soaring. After the group returned to
Washington, members assembled in the Pentagon to assess how far the planning
effort had come and where it headed. Warden told them Schwarzkopf’s under-
standing of strength against weakness and his positive impression that American
strength was air power. Warden told his staff to take the day off and come back
to work on Sunday. Instant Thunder was not perfected yet because they had to
pound airfields to ensure air superiority. Colonel Blackburn pointed out that the
CENTCOM target list of 109 targets, the list he now focused on, did not empha-
size airfields. After other comments, Warden stated that Checkmate’s continued
work on Instant Thunder was “strictly an operation thing, an assessment to pro-
vide as requested or required.” The next evening Warden, accompanied by
Colonels Deptula, Harvey, and Stanfill, departed from Andrews AFB for Riyadh
to deliver the Instant Thunder briefing to General Horner.”®

Targeting Imagery

On Saturday, August 18, while Checkmate members enjoyed a rare day off,
Blackburn’s targeteers worked on both the Instant Thunder target list to select
aim points for multiple weapon systems and the additional twenty-five installa-
tions from the CENTCOM list to develop materials and select DMPIs. The
colonel’s delight at receiving the CENTCOM message delegating imagery pro-
duction tasking authority to him was short-lived, for he soon realized that it con-
ferred on him far less clout with the DIA than he had expected because CENT-
COM’s direct requests to DIA enjoyed precedence. CENTCOM had identified
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66 priority targets and 43 secondary targets from the list of 109 and tasked DIA
to produce operational support packages (OSPs) for the primary ones. OSPs were
22- by18-inch bound imagery and textual sheets focused on groups of targets by
geography or function, and they provided very detailed analysis. DIA did not pull
people from working OSPs to assist Blackburn’s targeteers to acquire the
imagery they needed for selecting aim points on the additional targets. The tar-
geteers, therefore, were back to relying on the small unit at the Navy Yard and
continued to “roam the halls of the DIA begging, borrowing, and stealing” any
relevant imagery they could lay their hands on.”

A full week later, on August 22, the targeteers completed their labor on the
109 targets. The next day, a targeteer carried the images, pinpricked to show aim
points, and worksheets to St. Louis, where DMAAC would mensurate the points.
Blackburn sent a similar package to CENTCOM in Florida. Finally, more than
another week later on August 31, DMAAC began to send the first of five long
messages to fifty recipients, including CENTAF in Saudi Arabia. Sadly, without
the accompanying imagery, Horner’s targeteers in Riyadh could not use the
DMAAC data. Blackburn had not sent a set of the images to the CENTAF staff
in theater, causing much of the hard work the targeteers did in Washington to go
to waste.!%

CENTCOM’s Desert Storm Phase 1

Shortly after Warden had departed CENTCOM headquarters at the conclu-
sion of his Instant Thunder briefing on August 17, Schwarzkopf had an inspira-
tion that profoundly affected the Gulf War planning. The Air Staff had given him
an excellent strategic retaliation plan. Horner would soon receive it, turn it into
a real-world plan, and execute it if necessary. The CINCCENT, by now howev-
er, needed an offensive war plan to expel the Iraqis from Kuwait and achieve
Presidential objectives, which he believed necessitated a ground campaign. From
the very beginning of the crisis, Schwarzkopf thought that the expulsion of the
Iraqis from Kuwait required major land operations. His staff, under his direction,
had already begun to develop a phased war plan. Now he realized he could use
Instant Thunder for two purposes: retaliation and offensive warfare.!?! The idea
that the Air Force’s strategic air campaign should be an integral part of his offen-
sive operations and precede his ground campaign excited him.

John Warden had fired up the CENTCOM commander about the value of a
strategic campaign beyond its worth as a retaliation operation. The CINCCENT
now saw it as a prelude to the ground offensive. He did not view it as a stand-
alone, war-winning, independent air campaign as Warden did, but as the first
phase of a multiphased war plan. After the war, Schwarzkopf was asked if he
ever saw Warden’s strategic air campaign as “the total way of getting Iraqis out
of Kuwait.” He replied, “It was an option but I have never felt that it was a com-
plete option. I always felt that it would take ground forces on the ground to, in

84



Desert Storm Phase I

fact, eject the ground forces that were over there.”!®2 The CINCCENT would
now take the concepts from the airmen and incorporate them into his CENTCOM
offensive planning. He would utilize strategic strikes to precede attacks against
the enemy fielded forces. CENTCOM OPLAN 1002-90 had not called for sus-
tained strategic bombardment prior to the ground counteroffensive. Schwarzkopf
introduced a new framework into CENTCOM planning.

Schwarzkopf’s vision for fighting the war against Iraq, his Desert Storm
strategy, comprised four phases:

Phase I  Strategic Air Campaign (6 days)

Phase I Kuwait Air Campaign (2 days)

Phase III Ground Combat Power Attrition (5-6 days)
Phase IV Ground Attack (2-3 days)!®

The CINCCENT clearly acknowledged the connection between Instant Thunder
and Phase 1. He wrote after the war,

I called...and asked that the Air Force put planners to work on a strate-
gic bombing campaign aimed at Iraq’s military, which would provide
the retaliatory options we needed. The plan they came up with was
code-named Instant Thunder; it would ultimately become the first phase
of Desert Storm. !4

Maj. Gen. Robert B. Johnston, USMC, the CINCCENT’s chief of staff to whom
the commander explained his framework for the CENTCOM offensive plan,
recalled that the Air Staff essentially developed the strategic plan briefed to
Schwarzkopf at MacDill AFB and sent it to Horner, which became Phase I.
Johnston remembered that the CINCCENT talked about the plan in terms of
Iraq’s strategic weaknesses and centers of gravity.!%

On Saturday, August 25th at the Pentagon, a week after the MacDill brief-
ing and the day before he left the United States for Saudi Arabia, Schwarzkopf
presented to Secretary Cheney and Chairman Powell his offensive campaign
plan for Desert Storm. By this early date, the CINCCENT had chosen the name
“Desert Storm” for offensive operations, and the CJCS approved the appellation.
Powell related, “As we started to develop an offensive option alongside the
defensive stance, Norm and I talked about how to differentiate the two. Desert
Shield, Phase 11?7 Norm suggested ‘Desert Storm.” Stormin’ Norman’s storm. It
was a natural, and we all went for it.”10¢

Schwarzkopf’s own CENTCOM staff developed the first version of the
four-phased Desert Storm plan. The commander’s presentation began with his
statement of intent:

We will offset the imbalance of ground combat power by using our
strength against his weakness. Initially execute deception operations to
focus his attention on defense and cause incorrect organization of
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forces. We will initially attack into the Iraqi homeland using air power
to decapitate his leadership, command and control, and eliminate his
ability to reinforce Iraqi forces in Kuwait and southern Iraq. We will
then gain undisputed air superiority over Kuwait so that we can subse-
quently and selectively attack Iraqi ground forces with air power in
order to reduce his combat power and destroy reinforcing units. Finally,
we will fix Iraqi forces in place by feints and limited objective attacks
followed by armored force penetration and exploitation to seize key
lines of communication nodes, which will put us in a position to inter-
dict resupply and remaining reinforcements from Iraq and eliminate
forces in Kuwait.'"

He identified air power’s strategic projection as one of the strengths of the United
States, and the “limited amount of combat ground power” as a weakness.'%8

The objectives of the CINCCENT’s Phase I, Strategic Air Campaign were
destroying the regime’s command and control of military operations, preventing
reinforcement of Iraqi forces in Kuwait, and demoralizing the troops in Ku-
wait.'” The forces executing this phase numbered 720 aircraft and 125 TLAMs.
The aircraft surge capability would be 1,200. Average daily sorties would be 900,
plus those for ground alert.!'” The Desert Storm Phase I strategic target sets,
which the targeteers from Checkmate and CENTCOM had compared and dis-
cussed, replicated those from Instant Thunder, except for airfields. The nine
Phase I strategic target sets encompassed air defense; chemical; leadership; elec-
tric power; oil; railroads and bridges; naval forces; military support, production,
and storage; and telecommunications.!!! On August 25 the status of planning on
Phase I was “partially complete.”!'? Because of the Air Staff intense effort on it,
the strategic campaign was the most fleshed out of all the phases.

The objectives of CENTCOM'’s Desert Storm Phase Il were to achieve air
superiority over Kuwait and freedom of the skies for airplane and helicopter
operations. The CONOPS required eliminating the Iraqi air force over Kuwait,
and lethal and nonlethal SEAD there.!'3

The objectives of Phase III were to diminish Iraqi ground combat capabili-
ty, to “soften” the ground forces as a prelude to attack, to lessen the ability of the
enemy to use CW, and to prevent the Republican Guard reinforcing into Kuwait.
The concepts of Phase III encompassed “neutralizing” the Republican Guard and
“isolating” the battle area in Kuwait. The execution of this phase would involve
air, naval, and ground special operations forces (SOF).'4

The objectives of Phase IV were the expulsion of the Iraqi troops from
Kuwait, absolute control over Iraqi LOC, and isolation of remaining Iraqi forces.
The concepts of the phase required an amphibious deception and limited attack
in daytime, and a nighttime, main attack of a mechanized and armor thrust by
allied forces. The execution of this phase would involve ground, air, and naval
forces.!'> Analysis showed that a direct frontal assault to destroy and drive out
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Iraqi forces was not feasible. A slight flank attack, however, to isolate and fix
enemy troops in their positions was recommended.!!¢

Comparing Instant Thunder and Desert Storm Phase I from the CINC-
CENT’s perspective on August 25, 1990, and later, Instant Thunder retaliated,
whereas Desert Storm initiated offensive operations to liberate Kuwait, differ-
ences mostly of intent, not of action. The targets of the two plans began to
diverge as Phase I numbered 109 and Instant Thunder numbered 84. The inten-
sity of both plans remained severe and high. Six days comprised the optimum
time for each. Saddam’s carrying out an act of terror would cause authorities to
pull the trigger on Instant Thunder. In contrast, the readiness of the United States
and the Coalition to execute an air and ground war to achieve Presidential and
U.N. objectives and to expel the Iraqis from Kuwait would be the trigger to ini-
tiate Desert Storm Phase I and the follow-on phases.

Desert Storm Phase III incorporated the airpower counterland mission, car-
ried over from Phase Il of CENTCOM OPLAN 1002-90. Desert Storm’s Phase
111, however, now identified a specific attrition percentage that air power had to
attain: 50 percent attrition of the Iraqi ground combat strength. After the war,
Schwarzkopf wrote about conceiving the four Desert Storm phases in August
1990, and in specifically explaining Phase III, he stated, “Pulling a number out
of the air, I said I’d need fifty percent of the Iraqi occupying forces destroyed
before launching whatever ground offensive we might eventually plan.” He
described Phase III as “attrition of enemy force by fifty percent.”!'” Just as
OPLAN 1002-90 had mandated, the friendly ground-attack phase would not
commence until air power in the preceding phase had attrited the Iraqi army to
produce force ratios favorable to the attackers.!'8

The CINCCENT did not actually pull the 50 percent attrition figure from the
air because his CAG at CENTCOM headquarters had produced this percentage
as early as August 14 in relation to offensive operations. The CAG’s function was
to conduct operations research for the entire CENTCOM staff and analyze cours-
es of action and theater plans using computer war-gaming and simulation mod-
els. Its postwar chronology indicated, “On 14 August 1990, [CAG] completes
first offensive campaign study for [CENTCOM J-5]. Results show 50% reduc-
tion in enemy strength required to achieve desired objectives. CINC briefs CJCS
— code named Desert Storm — on 25 August.” The CAG’s postwar report
recorded that air power was to achieve the 50 percent reduction in enemy ground
strength. Its close-hold analysis disclosed the feasibility of a single corps offen-
sive strategy if an aggressive air campaign accompanied it.''"> The CINCCENT
depended heavily on air power as he began to formulate his offensive war plan.
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Chapter Four

Desert Shield Planning

General Schwarzkopf returned to Florida on August 7, 1990, after accom-
panying Secretary Cheney to Saudi Arabia to offer U.S. military assistance to
King Fahd, resulting in the start of Desert Shield. From his headquarters at
MacDill AFB, the CINCCENT managed the deployment and left General Horner
in the theater as the CENTCOM Forward commander to receive and base incom-
ing troops and develop a plan to counter an Iraqi invasion of Saudi territory. The
CENTAF staff in the AOR devised a defensive air campaign dependent on the
daily logistics flow, involving Coalition forces, and incorporating EC. At CENT-
COM headquarters, computer simulation analyses indicated that air power had to
attrit Iraqi army divisions to 50 percent of their combat strength to prevent them
from pushing the Americans off the Arabian peninsula, again highlighting the air-
power counterland mission. While focusing on defensive planning and opera-
tions, CENTAF built the networks and established the procedures and communi-
cation links to execute a defensive — or an offensive — air campaign.

CENTCOM Forward Commander

At Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, on Tuesday morning August 7, 1990, the day
Desert Shield commenced, Secretary Cheney called together the group of people
who had traveled with him to the theater, inviting also Maj. Gen. Donald L.
Kaufman, USAF, head of the U.S. Military Training Mission (USMTM) to Saudi
Arabia.! The delegation met in the government guest hotel, a palace, where they
had spent the previous night. Cheney stated that Admiral Sharp, CENTCOM J-5,
would accompany Under Secretary Wolfowitz who would visit countries in the
GCC to seek their assistance and ask permission to deploy military forces, espe-
cially aircraft, to the member states. Secretary Cheney himself would travel to
Egypt and Morocco to explain the deployment and solicit support for it. The
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United States quickly needed Egypt’s authorization for the carrier USS Dwight D.
Eisenhower and other ships to move through the Suez Canal into the Red Sea.?

Shortly after the meeting, Schwarzkopf and Horner drove to Prince Abdallah
AB where, on the ramp, the CINCCENT told the airman he would call on the
Joint Staff for assistance with developing strategic targeting. Horner strongly
urged Schwarzkopf to reconsider involving officers in the Pentagon in war plan-
ning because it would repeat a serious mistake of the Vietnam War. Knowing that
Horner now assumed tremendous new responsibilities as the CENTCOM
Forward commander and that his CENTAF staff had just received deployment
orders, the CINCCENT stuck to his decision to call Washington for help, but he
promised Horner that he would regain control of the planning at the completion
of the initial work. Schwarzkopf then departed the AOR, not to return until
August 26.

Horner flew to Riyadh with Ambassador Freeman, Generals Yeosock, Kauf-
man, and Starling, and Colonel Rider. He appointed Kaufman his chief of staff
who, with his USMTM staff, would provide valuable assistance throughout Des-
ert Shield. The ambassador also gave generous and effective support. Like Horn-
er, General Yeosock, the ARCENT and Third Army commander, had consider-
able experience working in the theater with Saudi military officials. A few years
earlier he had advised the Saudi Arabian National Guard and developed a friend-
ship with Crown Prince Abdallah bin Abd al-Aziz al-Saud, who helped smooth
the way for the Americans.* Yeosock’s wry humor had come through a few hours
earlier when Horner asked him, “John, what have you got to defend us?” In reply,
Yeosock reached deep into his pocket and pulled out his small knife.’ The reali-
ty behind the response explains, in part, why the CENTCOM Forward comman-
der had slept very little the previous night, pondering the defense burden the
Americans had undertaken, the enormity of the operation about to unfold, and
the amount of work ahead to implement the massive deployment.®

In Riyadh the evening of August 7, in the Ministry of Defense and Aviation
(MODA) building, Horner attended a meeting chaired by General Muhammad
bin Salih al-Hammad, head of the Saudi military forces. Lt. Gen. Ahmad al-
Buhairi, chief of the RSAF, attended, as did the commanders of the navy and
army and a member of the royal family, Lt. Gen. Prince Khalid bin Sultan bin
Abd al-Aziz al-Saud, the son of Prince Sultan and the nephew of the king. Horner
arranged for the Saudis to receive the same CIA intelligence briefing presented
to the monarch that included reconnaissance satellite images revealing the dis-
position of Iraqi troops in Kuwait. He then described the American deployment
and answered questions.’

From his experience in the region during Earnest Will, EIf One, and the flag
exercises, Horner dealt with the Saudis forthrightly and as equals, and he want-
ed to avoid the legacy of the Vietnam War, when Americas often pushed aside
their South Vietnamese allies. He reflected, too, on the perception conveyed by
President Bush at Camp David that he was determined to involve the Saudis
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directly in the defense of their country. Therefore, General al-Hammad’s polite
but firm resistance in response to Horner’s request that the Saudis and Americans
establish a coalition headquarters in the MODA building surprised him. After
discussion and phone calls by General Khalid and General al-Hammad, the
Saudis did open up rooms in the MODA for a combined headquarters and for the
CENTCOM headquarters. Horner temporarily worked out of the USMTM space
in the building.®

General Khalid emerged as the chief Saudi military official, and King Fahd
placed him in charge of the newly established Joint Forces Command on August
10, 1990. Khalid had commanded the Royal Saudi Air Defense Forces, includ-
ing the CSS-2 missiles he had secretly acquired from China in 1986 and 1987.
He had attended the Royal Military Academy at Sandhurst in the United
Kingdom, the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College at Fort Leaven-
worth, the Air War College at Maxwell AFB, and the Naval Postgraduate School
at Monterey, California. As commander of the Joint Forces Command, he led the
Saudi, Egyptian, and Syrian forces, the troops from the GCC countries, and the
small contingents such as those from Poland, Czechoslovakia, Senegal,
Morocco, Nigeria, and other nations. He commanded the French until the start of
Desert Storm when OPCON passed to Schwarzkopf. General Khalid considered
one of his main responsibilities to be keeping the Coalition together, and he
believed that Saddam Hussein would try desperately to destroy it. In mid-August
he feared an Iraqi invasion and wondered about the level of commitment of the
Americans arriving in the heart of Islam. He wrote after the war:

Studying my charts and trying to put myself in [Saddam’s] shoes, I
thought he would make a frontal attack on our oil fields and our ports,
and perhaps use special forces in our rear. We could throw our air force
at him, and we would no doubt have to sacrifice it in doing so. We could
also expect some immediate help from the U.S. Air Force, seeing that
some American wings had already arrived and two U.S. carrier battle
groups had deployed to the region. But once Saddam seized control of
more than 40 percent of world oil reserves, the West might think twice
before challenging him.’

General Khalid’s Joint Forces Command staff played an extremely important
role in facilitating the beddown, the basing, of forces arriving in the kingdom and
keeping them supplied with basic necessities.?

Horner sent Colonel Rider, his logistician, to General al-Buhairi in the
RSAF headquarters building, located a few miles away from the MODA facility,
and the Saudi officer helped the logistician select space for the CENTAF head-
quarters. Behind the structure, CENTAF would soon set up its air-conditioned
bubble-tent for the TACC. Air leaders from both the RSAF and USAF built a cor-
dial and effective working relationship during Desert Shield and Desert Storm
because of their prewar experience with exercises and operations and their sim-
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ilar thinking about air roles and missions. Horner had first met al-Buhairi during
his visit to Nellis AFB when he was wing commander there, and a friendship
between the two developed over the years. General Kaufman noted that of all the
Saudi military officials, only al-Buhairi had warned that the Iraqi intimidation of
Kuwait was not an extortionary bluff and that Saddam Hussein did, indeed,
intend to invade its small neighbor.!!

Desert Shield Mission OPORD

On August 10, 1990, from his headquarters in Florida, Schwarzkopf issued
a CENTCOM OPORD which defined the mission of the Desert Shield forces:
“Deploy to the area of operations and take actions in concert with host nation
forces, friendly regional forces, and other allies to defend against an Iraqi attack
into Saudi Arabia and be prepared to conduct other operations as directed.” The
deployment’s CONOPS consisted of three phases consistent with those outlined
in CENTCOM OPLAN 1002-90: deterrence, to include operations for protect-
ing the kingdom and combined training with allied forces; interdiction of invad-
ing troops and defense of key installations on the Arabian peninsula; and restora-
tion of international borders.'?

The OPORD provided a threat assessment that concluded, despite Iraq’s
claims it would soon begin troop withdrawals from Kuwait, that no indicators
pointed to such action. Indeed, Iraqi forces in that country greatly surpassed
those required for the occupation. Although noting that troops occupied hastily
built defensive positions near oil fields and refineries in southern Kuwait, the
OPORD warned that the Iraqis could attack Saudi Arabia in forty-eight hours,
possibly seizing the Saudi port town of Khafji and its surrounding oil fields. At
Iraq’s airfields, personnel loaded aircraft with external fuel tanks and armed them
with munitions. Along Iraq’s southern border with Saudi Arabia, one Iraqi armor
brigade and one mechanized infantry brigade assumed positions.!?

According to the OPORD, the Iraqi air force posed a significant threat, com-
prising MiG-29 Fulcrums, MiG-21 Fishbeds, MiG-23 Floggers, MiG-25
Foxbats, and Mirage F1Es. The Iraqis would fly these aircraft in counterair roles
primarily in support of strike aircraft. The air defense order of battle consisted of
SAMs and air defense artillery. The SAMs included Roland Is and IIs, both
French-built, and SA-2s, —3s, —6s, —8s, —7/14s, —9s, and —13s. Air defense
artillery included self-propelled air defense guns — the S—60 (57mm) and ZSU—
23—4 (23mm) — and towed guns — the M1939 (37mm) and ZU-23 (23mm).
The OPORD stated that the Iraqis had captured and activated Kuwaiti SA—8 and
I-Hawk missile sites.'*

Not surprisingly, Schwarzkopf’s OPORD designated the CENTAF com-
mander the JFACC and delineated his responsibilities, heeding the command
prerogatives of the component commanders and stipulating that the JFACC
would function under the authority of the JFC, the CINCCENT. The JFACC

92



Desert Shield Planning

would plan, coordinate, allocate, and task air missions based on the CINC-
CENT’s apportionment guidance. He received authorization to directly coordi-
nate with the commanders of ARCENT, MARCENT, NAVCENT, SOCCENT,
the JTFME, and supporting forces to ensure unity of effort.'> The OPORD also
assigned the JFACC two broad, related responsibilities. As AADC, he would
establish and operate an integrated, combined air defense and airspace control
system; as ACA, he would facilitate the safe effective use of airspace.'®

One section of the OPORD surprised and disappointed Horner; the CINC-
SAC, General Chain; and the STRATFOR commander to CENTAF, Brig. Gen.
Patrick P. Caruana, who had arrived in Riyadh on August 9. It directed that B-52
assets based in the AOR remain under the OPCON of the SAC commander, even
though Chain expected to transfer OPCON of the B—52s in theater to the CENT-
COM commander. OPCON specified that command functions over subordinate
forces include organizing, tasking, providing objectives, and employing them to
accomplish assigned missions.!” Since 1988, SAC had developed a policy to
transfer OPCON of B—52s to a supported theater commander to correct a com-
mand and control problem that had been experienced in the Vietnam War and to
provide the war-fighting commander with fully responsive bomber assets. A
SAC OPCON policy statement had been prepared for inclusion in the draft of the
revised CENTCOM OPLAN 1002-90. In 1990 Schwarzkopf and Chain had
drawn up an agreement about the transfer, but it awaited the CINCCENT’s sig-
nature when Iraq invaded Kuwait.'®

Upon receiving the OPORD on August 10, Brig. Gen. Kenneth F. Keller,
SAC’s director of command control, telephoned General Moore, CENTCOM J—
3, and explained SAC’s desire to transfer the B-52s for deployment and employ-
ment purposes. Moore requested that Keller put the statement in writing to
Schwarzkopf, which he did by message on August 16. As a result, CENTCOM
issued an amendment to its OPORD reflecting the CENTCOM commander’s
OPCON of the B-52s."

Forward basing of the Cold War bombers presented an extremely sensitive
issue, handled by STRATFOR, CENTAF, CENTCOM, SAC, and the Depart-
ment of State. CENTAF preferred basing the bombers at Cairo and Jeddah New,
but the Egyptians and Saudis viewed the aircraft as blatantly offensive, not
defensive, weapons, and they prohibited the aircraft from entering their coun-
tries. They would bar the B—52s from landing on their soil until the war began.
Spain, too, rejected bombers at Moron AB, only allowing them there when offen-
sive warfare loomed.?° The first B-52s to deploy in Desert Shield arrived August
12 at Diego Garcia, a British-owned island in the Indian Ocean, and they
remained there, where SAC had built facilities and stored supplies and muni-
tions. These aircraft flew from Loring AFB, Maine, and had no preplanned
nuclear mission under the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP). By the end
of Desert Storm, seventy-four B-52Gs deployed, including SIOP-capable air-
craft. The Gulf War directly affected over 65 percent of the SIOP bomber force,
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in part because of the large number of tankers sent to the Middle East which
degraded SIOP bomber operations.?!

SAC’s OPCON transferral message pertained only to B—52s. The SAC com-
mander retained OPCON of his command’s deployed tankers and reconnaissance
aircraft. Soon, however, General Chain did delegate OPCON for the KC—10 and
KC-135 tankers to the STRATFOR commander, General Caruana, who also
commanded the 17th Air Division (Provisional) of CENTAF and reported to the
CENTAF commander. Chain also delegated to Caruana OPCON for reconnais-
sance aircraft (RC—135s, TR-1s, U-2s), which flew as U.S. national reconnais-
sance assets.??

Introducing the ATO

Horner in the MODA building relied on his CENTAF staff in the RSAF
facility to fulfill the JFACC responsibilities in the first few weeks of Desert
Shield. Approximately fifteen members of the staff arrived in Riyadh on the
morning of August 8, led by CENTAF deputy commander General Olsen. One
of their first tasks comprised establishing secure communications with Ninth Air
Force at Shaw AFB to learn the sequence and schedule of aircraft flying to the
theater and to identify and secure suitable bases for deploying air assets. The
requirements of Desert Shield led the JCS and CENTCOM to deploy more forces
to the AOR than were planned for in CENTAF Rapid Reaction Plan 1307 and
CENTCOM OPLAN 1002-90, and to send them without adhering to a fully
developed time-phased force deployment list, generating great confusion on both
sides of the Atlantic.?> Only a skeletal staff remained at Ninth Air Force—
CENTAF headquarters in the United States, so General Russ discussed the situ-
ation with Horner. TAC at Langley AFB assumed responsibilities as CENTAF
Rear on August 12. At TAC, the DCS for operations Brig. Gen. Michael E. Ryan
immersed himself in Desert Shield logistics to provide the support for forces in
theater to fight as long as necessary at any level of intensity. He explained:

I worried food first. Then once we kind of got a handle on that, I wor-
ried munitions because the last thing in the world we needed to do was
to run out of munitions. My theory is, you figure out what you need and
at least double it. So I pushed very hard right in the beginning to get a
handle on munitions requirements.?*

Horner formally charged the tiny CENTAF staff with two missions: facili-
tate the deployment of air forces to the CENTCOM AOR, and prepare concepts
of air operations for the defense of Saudi Arabia. During the early days of
August, the defense of the Saudi kingdom dominated everyone’s thoughts. Col.
George L. Getchell, CENTAF Chief of Staff, recalled, “We thought any minute
Saddam’s [troops] would come rolling across the border.” Colonel Crigger,
CENTAF DCS for operations, explained, “Iraqi forces were less than 150 n[auti-

94



Desert Shield Planning

cal] miles from key oil fields, military installations, and port cities with no sig-
nificant ground forces to oppose their advance into Saudi Arabia.” Continued
Iraqi aggression so concerned General Olsen that he tasked Maj. Harry L.
Heintzelman IV of the Judge Advocate’s Office to draft a headquarters evacua-
tion plan executable with twelve hours of warning and requiring air and surface
transportation from Riyadh westward across the peninsula to Jeddah. Indeed,
Olsen did not unpack his suitcase. Describing the days of August 8—12, Horner
stated, “It was just a wild time. We were working eighteen to twenty hours a day.
During that time we never knew if the Iraqis would attack Saudi Arabia or not.”?’
The general admitted, “Those were some of the worst nights in my life, because
I had good information as to what the Iraqi threat was.”2

On August 9, CENTAF flew its first defensive sorties: U.S. AWACS, RC—
135s, and F—15s in high-value air asset CAPs. The staff at headquarters planned
and coordinated these flights which were flown in conjunction with Saudi
AWACS aircraft and fighters. On August 10, CENTAF issued its first air guid-
ance letter for sorties flown August 11 and 12. On August 12, an eight-page guid-
ance letter, accompanied by a 42-page ATO issued for August 14, identified
interdiction and defensive counterair as the first two priorities.?’

Throughout August, a key function of the CENTAF staff in Riyadh was the
generation of the JFACC’s ATO. Lt. Col. Samuel J. Baptiste, chief of combat
plans, later explained, “The whole reason for
the CENTAF headquarters to be there was to
act as a JFACC and produce the ATO and be
the center of the tasking.”?® Ordinarily,
TACC’s Combat Plans Division prepared the
tasking order, but the TACC, with its com-
puter and communications equipment, gen-
erators, bubble-tent housing, and operational
staff of about seventy personnel, would not
deploy from Shaw AFB until August 16. In
the meantime, key, experienced members of
the CENTAF staff in Riyadh prepared and
disseminated the daily ATOs and monitored )
air operations. Later, flight-duty officers .= o Wbrieve
from the wings assisted them in the TACC, Lt. Col. Samuel J. Baptiste
contributing current and weaponeering
knowledge to the ATO planning process and maintaining continual contact with
the wings to help them execute the required sorties.?

CENTAF’s early ATOs focused on the defense of Saudi Arabia. Caruana
observed,

We were there [to fight a war] from the very minute we landed. Even
though we really were not sure, we were postured. My staff was pos-
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tured, and I know General Horner’s position was to be prepared to
defend ourselves and our allies. We needed to be prepared to fight from
the minute we got to the ground.?°

The number of air assets flowing to theater affected the sorties in the earliest
ATOs. “Every day we had to make a new strategy based on how many forces we
received that day,” Horner stated. He continued,

Yeosock and I would sit down and figure out where we were going to
bed them down and then what we would have them do if we got
attacked. We normally did that every evening with the new opportuni-
ties of being attacked. During the day we would work out what we
would do, while we were doing all the other beddown things and coor-
dinate this with what we thought we could hold.?!

Horner knew that the JFACC quickly had to assert control over the flying
done by the massive numbers of aircraft arriving in theater. He and General
Olsen understood that to establish the authority of the JFACC they had to imple-
ment the ATO process. He believed that without the ATO, no viable JFACC exist-
ed.’? The Saudis’ prohibition against flying through their airspace unless the sor-
ties appeared in the ATO rendered the ATO legitimate and the JFACC’s authori-
ty real. The host nationals insisted on the rule, bluntly asserted, that if a sortie
was not in the ATO, it didn’t fly. By means of the ATO, the Saudis could control
the Americans and quell fears that pilots would fly wildly about the kingdom and
buzz villages, animal herds, and the sacred city of Mecca. Over many days and
weeks, the CENTAF staff coordinated with RSAF officers to produce a country-
wide ATO, and the staff emphasized the importance of centralized control of air
operations. Saudis daily participated in developing the ATOs. A corollary rule
permitting aerial refueling only for missions in the ATO reinforced the JFACC’s
authority and span of control, a stricture particularly affecting Navy flights.??

The British readily agreed to incorporate their flying into the RSAF-JFACC
ATO. On August 9 twelve Tornados arrived at the King Abd al-Aziz Royal Saudi
Air Base (RSAB) at Dhahran, and the following day Olsen met with Air Vice
Marshal “Sandy” Wilson, Commander of the British Air and Naval Task Force,
and discussed British deployment plans. Olsen offered as much support as possi-
ble for Tornados going to Dhahran; Jaguars going to Thumrait, Oman; and
tankers going to Seeb, Oman.?*

As the daily ATO grew from forty to hundreds of pages of taskings and
instructions, the CENTAF combat plans staff grappled with computer and com-
munication problems associated with producing and disseminating the order. Not
surprisingly, the staff created it on a computer, but not by using an ATO-design
software program. During Internal Look, the staff operated Templar software
created specifically for ATO production, but because it was such a new program
and so few people knew how to use it, planners decided not to rely on it in Desert

96



Desert Shield Planning

Shield. The possibility that Templar would malfunction without anyone being
able to fix the system outweighed the speed it offered. In addition, in August and
September, CENTAF lacked the time and Templar experts to train people to
operate the system. Thus, the staff generated the ATO on off-the-shelf software,
requiring many hours of program adjustment and repetitive proofreading.?®

Disseminating the ATO quickly and securely to Coalition air units present-
ed an even more formidable challenge. On August 12, CENTAF sent the ATO
electronically to Air Force units in Saudi Arabia via secure fax machines loaned
by the RSAF. The staff issued instructions to the wing operations centers over
Secure Telephone Units (STU Il1s), which encrypted voice and data signals and
transmitted them over commercial telephone lines. Later, the CENTAF staff
members also used the Saudis’ secure wide-area logistics communications net-
work. Where no telecommunication links yet existed, C-21 Learjets delivered
the ATO; four or sometimes five small jets would cover the Arabian peninsula in
a period of nine to ten hours. The Navy initially received the ATO via personal
computers connected to STU IlIs, connecting Riyadh with the NAVCENT com-
mand ship. Carrier-based aircraft then made courier flights to deliver the ATO in
hard copy and on disk.3¢

CENTAF eventually relied on the Computer-Assisted Force Management
System (CAFMS) to transmit the ATO to Air Force units. TAC had developed it,
allowing remote computer terminals to access the tasking order via a host com-
puter. CAFMS enabled two-way, real-time communication between host termi-
nals in Riyadh and remote ones in wing operations centers. System equipment
began to be deployed August 14, but it would take weeks before terminals oper-
ated at many bases.?’ Since CAFMS was not a standard, Air Force-wide design,
when SAC units received their CAFMS equipment, CENTAF had to send teams
to train operators. Because one CAFMS host computer could communicate with
only eleven remote terminals, CENTAF augmented its two hosts with the three
used in Blue Flag exercises and by the purchase of two more. The Navy also
lacked familiarity with CAFMS and had no hardware to receive the ATO via the
system. By the end of September, to supplement communication via STU Ills
and courier flights, NAVCENT received portions of the ATO or the entire docu-
ment by satellite communication links, which routed ATO messages through
Guam.

Desert Shield Defensive Planning

In addition to producing daily ATOs to task sorties for operational missions
(flying CAPs, AWACS, and reconnaissance) and, later, to schedule training
flights, the CENTAF staff also produced ATOs to respond directly to an Iraqi
invasion and to defend Saudi Arabia. They produced two versions of the defen-
sive ATOs intended to halt an Iraqi assault into the Saudi kingdom. They called
their first version the D-day ATO. They completed it on August 23, 1990, built it
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to cover a 48-hour period, and focused it on thwarting the invasion. In mid-
September, after additional air assets had arrived in theater, CENTAF produced
the second version, known as the D-day ATO Bravo, or simply ATO Bravo,
which over a 24-hour period directed air strikes against the invaders and a great
variety of interdiction targets in Kuwait and Iraq. CENTAF planners expected
the defensive air campaigns to last for days as air power delayed, attrited, and
halted the invaders, even though the ATOs covered no more than forty-eight
hours. The fluid situation and objectives would influence and guide the develop-
ment of subsequent ATOs.>® Three aspects of the Desert Shield defensive plan-
ning would carry over to the Desert Storm air campaign: selecting interdiction
targets; assigning aircraft to air sectors, or boxes, to hunt and destroy targets; and
pursuing electronic warfare objectives.

Colonels Crigger and Baptiste led the effort on the defensive, reactive plans
and ATOs. Relying on air-to-air and air-to-ground strikes, the D-day plan’s over-
all objectives were to maintain air superiority over the Arabian peninsula, estab-
lish air superiority over the KTO, and attack invading Iraqi forces. The KTO
comprised Kuwait and portions of Iraq from Basra northwest to Nasiriyah and
southward to the Neutral Zone on the Iraqi-Saudi border.*

By August 23, the D-day ATO consisted of two phases: the first was a “hard
initial thrust” against invading Iraqi forces; the second was the application of
“continuous pressure” against the aggressors. The plan initially relied upon U.S.
Air Force, U.S. Navy, Saudi, and British air assets. Over a seven-hour period,
alert aircraft from three bases, Dhahran, Dhafra, and Thumrait, would make the
hard, initial thrust against the attacking troops to demonstrate resolve and pro-
duce significant attrition and demoralization. During the continuous pressure
phase, fourteen waves of aircraft from the Eisenhower carrier group in the Red
Sea and the Independence group in the Gulf of Oman would strike over a 36-hour
period. This phase required a large fleet of tankers, with preplanned orbits used
for the initial response and a follow-on tanker flow to sustain the pressure. Be-
cause the Navy fueled their aircraft with JP—5 and the Air Force used JP—4 with
a lower flash point than that considered safe by the Navy for use on carriers,
planners faced the complex challenge of sending tankers airborne with appropri-
ate fuel and refueling equipment to service a variety of aircraft with differing fuel
requirements. The main objective of the D-day ATO was to send fighters and
tankers to “inflict maximum damage” and then return them to bases as soon as
possible for follow-on tasking.*!

On a map, the CENTAF planners identified the probable Iraqi invasion
routes into the northeastern part of Saudi Arabia and drew over them air sectors
or boxes. Their plan called for the airborne command element (ACE) on the
AWACS to vector coalition aircraft to the blocks of airspace over territory where
Iraqi forces concentrated. Once there, pilots would strike ground targets of oppor-
tunity. CENTAF assigned arbitrary boundaries and identifiers to the invasion
boxes. During Desert Storm, CENTAF would again establish sectors, dubbed
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“kill boxes,” and send pilots to them to find and hit targets. The boxes in the
offensive campaign would correspond to the grid system the Saudis used in their
national air defense system and would encompass the entire KTO.*?

By the third week of August, the CENTAF staff had coordinated D-day strat-
egy with Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Saudi air representatives. The joint
coordination proceeded smoothly; in fact, as early as August 14, the Army had
only to identify the FSCL and the fallback line. The CENTAF staff worked close-
ly with RSAF representatives in the TACC to develop the plan, and the Saudis,
in turn, fully supported it. Horner and Maj. Clinton D. Null, USAF, briefed the
D-day operations to General al-Buhairi on August 23, who approved them that
day. Shortly thereafter, Null traveled to Saudi air bases and briefed the plan to
commanders.*?

The ARCENT defensive strategy followed the concepts in CENTCOM
OPLAN 1002-90. The Army established enclaves around the port of al-Jubail,
160 miles from the Kuwaiti border, and farther south around the port of
Dammam and the air base at Dhahran. The ports served as the main points of
debarkation for arriving Marine Corps and Army forces. Early on, the light
infantry troops of the 82d Airborne Division of the XVIII Airborne Corps pro-
vided the bulk of ARCENT’s defensive power. Considering these paratroopers
vis-a-vis the heavy Iraqi armor divisions they would confront, Horner thought of
the airborne soldiers as “prisoners of war waiting to be captured.”** The 2d
Mechanized Brigade of the Saudi Arabian National Guard occupied territory
closest to the Kuwaiti-Saudi border, in front of the Americans, and formed the
Eastern Area Command. To the west, thirty miles from King Khalid Military City
(KKMC), near the Iraqi-Saudi border, the Peninsula Shield forces held defensive
positions and formed the Northern Area Command.* They consisted of a Saudi
brigade group and a few companies and battalions from the GCC countries.
Forces from all parts of the kingdom rushed to reinforce the two commands.*¢

The commander of the XVIII Airborne Corps, Lt. Gen. Gary E. Luck,
believed that until his Corps’s 24th Infantry Division, Mechanized, arrived in
theater, with its 1,600 armored and 3,500 wheeled vehicles and 90 helicopters,
the danger from an Iraqi invasion remained great.*” Horner believed that when
the 24th Division arrived, the Coalition would then have a chance of fighting an
effective delaying defense. Flying to Jeddah on August 17, Horner briefed Sec-
retary Cheney on the D-day air plan, the enclave strategy (which he likened to
the Pusan Perimeter defense of the Korean War), and the importance of the swift
arrival of the heavy armor of the 24th Infantry Division. The first of the ten ships
necessary to transport the division had departed Savannah, Georgia, on August
13 and arrived at Dammam on August 27. Another ship, the Antares, carrying
elements of the division’s aviation brigade and support command, developed
boiler trouble, broke down, and drifted in the Atlantic for two days before being
towed to Spain, where handlers reloaded the cargo to the Altair to continue its
transport to the theater. Not until September 12 did major elements of the divi-
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sion arrive in Saudi Arabia. On September 3, however, enough units had disem-
barked at Dhahran so that, with the Marines and 101st Airborne Division, Amer-
ican ground forces moved into positions to defend Saudi Arabia by sectors.*

In early August, Col. Gary Ware’s CAG employed the TACWAR computer
model and tried to determine to what extent air power had to attrit the Iraqis
invading Saudi Arabia to prevent U.S. forces from suffering heavy casualties or
to prevent Saddam’s army from pushing the Americans off the peninsula. The
J-2 intelligence staff supplied up-to-date threat assessments and possible enemy
courses of action. Computer simulation showed that air power had to destroy 50
percent of the tanks, artillery, APCs, and light weapons of the invading forces.
These results impressed Schwarzkopf, who ordered an acceleration of the
deployment of A—10 Thunderbolt IIs and other assets capable of killing tanks and
vehicles. On August 14 the CAG ran a simulation of a friendly ground attack into
Kuwait 120 days after the deployment began, accounting for additional units in
the AOR. Again the CAG’s analysis generated the 50 percent attrition require-
ment to produce force ratios of greater than 3:1 favoring the counterattack. Thus,
as early as August, defensive and offensive planning required an airpower, coun-
terland mission with the goal of attriting Iraqi ground forces 50 percent.*

To fully coordinate the Army’s strategy and operations with CENTAF,
ARCENT formed and staffed the BCE in CENTAF’s TACC by the end of
August. As expected, the Navy and Marine Corps sent liaison officers to the air
control center. The components also sent representatives to the JFACC’s Joint
Targets Board. Chaired by Capt. John Heidrick, a CENTAF targeteer, the board
consisted of personnel from CENTAF, the CENTAF Judge Advocate’s Office,
ARCENT, MARCENT, and NAVCENT. Infrequently, representatives from the
RSAF, RAF, Royal Saudi Land Forces, and Kuwaiti, Italian, and French air
forces attended the meetings, but only RAF and RSAF personnel nominated tar-
gets.”® Officers holding the rank of captain, major, or lieutenant colonel served
on the board, which had convened at CENTAF headquarters through many exer-
cises over the years, including Internal Look. During Desert Storm a targeting
controversy would lead Schwarzkopf to convene a Joint Targets Coordination
Board at CENTCOM headquarters, chaired by his deputy commander, but the
change in locale and participation of higher ranking officers did not alleviate the
problem.

The JFACC’s Joint Targets Board nominated targets for the KTO. Marine
Corps members nominated some of the first ones placed on the list: Iraqi Frog
surface-to-surface rocket sites. Elements of two Iraqi Frog—7 brigades had been
noted in Kuwait since the invasion, and the Iraqis were suspected of operating
captured Kuwaiti equipment. Early target sets for the ATO Bravo plan would
include Frog rocket and Silkworm missile sites, C? sites associated with air
defense and corps headquarters, primary and forward operating airfields, logis-
tics sites, bridges in Kuwait, and the Ras al-Qulayah naval port. In October, the
list also included fixed Scud sites in Western Irag. CENTAF produced detailed
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target planning worksheets (with DMPIs) and imagery for ATO Bravo targets.>!
It would use this material in Phases II and III of the Desert Storm campaign.’?

On August 25 Capt. Thomas Kniffen of the Judge Advocate’s Office met
with Capt. Steve Devours and Capt. Patrick Hannafin of the TACC and discussed
the JFACC’s defensive target list in terms of its adherence to the law of armed
conflict. The operators raised questions about hitting chemical plants, supplies,
and systems. Devours explained that strikes against such targets would probably
release CW into the air and could cause many unintended casualties and deaths.
The discussion raised more questions than it provided answers, and the officers
noted that CENTAF intelligence had not yet confirmed the presence of any CW
in Kuwait. ARCENT representatives had wanted to target a desalinization plant,
but this was prohibited because Kuwaiti civilians relied on the facility for fresh
water.>? This suggestion to defeat the Iraqi army by curtailing its water supply
offered a promising target strategy against a desert-based army.

The ATO Bravo of September 14, 1990, provided targeting guidance that
called for the counterair mission to give priority to enemy bombers and threats
to AWACS and tankers; disrupt and attrit enemy air operations; and conduct
SEAD to aid battlefield air operations in support of ground forces. Objectives
required aircraft to destroy armor, delay and attrit Iraqi assault forces, and strike
battlefield targets of opportunity. Airmen would also target follow-on enemy
forces and strike supplies and facilities that directly sustained the enemy’s offen-
sive.>

Because an Iraqi invasion of Saudi Arabia would trigger the execution of the
ATO Bravo, the first allied strike sorties would react to the Iraqi attack and could
occur anytime, day or night. Not all aircraft, however, were both day- and night-
capable. Most of the F—16s lacked low-altitude navigation and targeting infrared
for night (LANTIRN) pods and operated best in daylight. Normally the ATO
cycle began at 0400, but Desert Shield required a flexible response time in reac-
tion to Iraqi initiatives. Horner suggested a merry-go-round concept to match air-
frame capabilities with day and night requirements. He tasked targeteers to iden-
tify sites and facilities requiring initial attack, regardless of clock time. He then
requested two mini-ATOs for these key targets, geared by the appropriate type of
airframe to night and to day missions. Each tasked unit knew what sorties were
to be flown, depending on the time of day, and each would then jump on the
merry-go-round to continue and complete the ATO cycle.>

After the CENTAF staff distributed the ATO Bravo to Coalition units in Sep-
tember, they updated its target list continuously, and several times over the next
three months they published updated versions. By the end of September, howev-
er, the threat of Saddam Hussein’s sending his army south to meet the formida-
ble Coalition forces arrayed against him had greatly diminished, compared with
the danger present in early August. The defensive plan then became a cover to
disguise training in support of an offensive air campaign.’® Fortunately the
defensive plan never had to be executed because, in September, a Saudi F—15
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pilot defected to Sudan. Assuming the Iraqis would acquire information from
him, planners changed call signs, altitudes, routes, and procedures, but otherwise
did not fundamentally alter the ATO.%’

EC and Defensive Planning

Plans to defend Saudi Arabia incorporated EC components to protect friend-
ly electromagnetic assets and to neutralize or destroy those of the enemy.*® The
objectives underlying the EC aspects of the defense would carry over to the EC
portion of the Desert Storm offensive air war. For defense and offense, planners
designed the EC component to be crucial for gaining air superiority and in keep-
ing aircraft losses to a minimum. The architect of the EC campaign, Brig. Gen.
Larry L. Henry, arrived at CENTAF headquarters August 13. He had been the
inspector general at TAC at Langley AFB, but General Russ knew that Henry had
commanded an F4G Wild Weasel wing, which trained to shoot AGM—88 high-
speed antiradiation missiles (HARMSs) against the control radars of enemy
SAMs. Russ also knew that Henry had extensive EC experience, so when the
TAC commander talked with Horner, he offered Henry to lead the CENTAF EC
effort. Horner immediately accepted. During the Vietnam War, Henry had flown
as a weapon systems officer (WSO) in the F—4 Phantom and had served four
tours as a WSO and fast forward air controller. While at George AFB from 1985
to 1990, as a wing and then an air division commander, he belonged to the Ninth
Air Force and served under Horner. From George AFB, Henry’s F4G Wild
Weasel units had participated in three CENTCOM Bright Star exercises in Egypt
where he had acquired valuable experience flying against Soviet-built Egyptian
air defense systems similar to those
that the Iraqis employed. The Bright
Stars offered greater realism than the
TAC Green Flag EC exercises in the
United States.”

At RSAF headquarters building
in Riyadh, Henry reported to General
Olsen, the acting CENTAF comman-
der, and he received instructions to
develop an EC plan in case the Iraqis
invaded Saudi Arabia. The defense of
the kingdom against an Iraqi assault
comprised his first and primary
responsibility. The next day, Horner
met with him, when they discussed
SEAD.® Horner had flown the F—

~3h 105F Wild Weasel on SEAD mis-
Brig. Gen. Larry L. Henry sions during his second tour in Viet-
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nam, and he knew well
the capabilities and
limitations of aircraft
flying to neutralize or
destroy air defense sys-
tems.%! Flying above
10,000 feet put pilots
beyond the lethally
effective range of AAA
and infrared-directed
SAMs, although it still F—4G Wild Weasel

rendered them vulnera-

ble to long-range, radar-directed SAMs, like the SA-2.%% If the radar-directed
SAMs, however, could be neutralized and destroyed, pilots would fly in safe air-
space. The Air Force had accelerated its program to develop the Wild Weasel sys-
tems to home in on the emissions from SAM radars and to launch missiles
against them. Horner and Henry discussed the importance of reducing the SAM
threat to free up medium-altitude levels.%

On the flight to the theater, Henry studied intelligence maps and data that
Col. Kenneth A. Minihan, deputy director for intelligence at TAC headquarters,
had given him just before his departure from Langley AFB. He also reread Air
Force Manuals 1-1 and 1-2, the basic and operational doctrine publications,
respectively, to ensure that his planning reflected sound Air Force concepts. He
reflected, too, upon how the Israelis fought. In 1983, during his studies at the
National War College at Fort Lesley J. McNair, Washington, D.C., he and a few
other students received an award for writing a paper they produced on the Israeli
operation Peace for Galilee, when the Israel Defense Forces entered Lebanon in
1982 and the Israeli air force, flying against a formidable Russian-built Syrian air
defense system in the Bekka Valley, dismantled it by destroying 16 of 19 SAM
sites in just over eight minutes. This extraordinary success contrasted with the
disaster the Israelis experienced in 1973 during the Yom Kippur War, when
enemy SAMs and AAA shot down 150 of their aircraft, 25 percent of their com-
bat planes, even though Israeli pilots flew effectively against the enemy in air-to-
air engagements. The Israeli combat experiences in 1973 and 1982 influenced
Henry’s concept of operations.®*

Like all airmen, the general firmly believed that an air campaign — defen-
sive or offensive — first required the gaining of air superiority. Achieving that
goal, however, came not only from shooting down enemy aircraft and closing
airfields but also by destroying or neutralizing the enemy’s radars, missiles,
AAA, and the C? systems linking them. The Iraqi air force concerned him less
than Iraqi SAMs and the integrated air defense system (IADS) directing them.
Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and RSAF pilots would handle the enemy air-
craft the Iraqis vectored to their targets with EWR and the GCI system, also a
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part of the IADS. Henry worried about the SAMs blowing the nonstealthy
Coalition aircraft to pieces as they interdicted invading forces. He would there-
fore initially focus the Coalition’s EC air assets against the Iraqi missiles and C3,
which would then free up the medium-altitude regime.®

“Will they attack?” formed the key question in the minds of everyone in
CENTAF. Henry’s EC cell, initially occupying space near Olsen’s office on the
third floor of the RSAF building, struggled to find an answer. Studying every-
thing he could lay his hands on that explained how the Iraqis fought wars, Henry
concluded that the Republican Guard would spearhead the invasion into Saudi
Arabia, as many officers had already concluded. He explained further, however,
that the Republican Guard would not move until they could do so under a mobile
SA-6 air defense, SAM umbrella. The SA-2 and SA-3 fixed SAM sites the
Iraqis had prepared in Kuwait did not augur an invasion so much as the move-
ment of the SA—6 units in front of the lead, assault formations. EC air assets
would focus on destroying and neutralizing the SAM umbrella formed by SA—6s
supported by SA-8s, SA-9s, Rolands, and AAA.5°

Henry arrived in the theater before many of the CENTCOM EC air assets
did. F-4Gs had not yet touched down in the AOR, and the EC-130H Compass
Call electronic signal jammers waited in Lajes in the Azores while dysentery
contracted from an impure water supply ravaged personnel at their assigned base
in the UAE. Munitions, too, lagged behind. A few times a week, Horner met with
Henry and other key staff and discussed the availability of aircraft, missiles,
bombs, fuel, and supplies and how they would employ them in air defense oper-
ations, knowing that sustainability could make or break the defense once battle
commenced. Henry recalled:

It was not just the aircraft that I was concerned about. We did not have
the munitions to prosecute the campaign nor did we have the munitions
in theater in specific quantities to really pound them when they came
across the border. The A—10s...were going to be very important because
of the cannons. But we didn’t have a lot of bombs — not good ones. We
didn’t have that much precision capability yet.... I watched daily, count-
ed, kissed, felt, touched, jealously guarded the HARMs that came into
theater. I watch[ed] them everyday. Munitions were a big concern.®’

The defensive plan changed and matured as additional aircraft and munitions
flowed to the AOR. While both defensive and offensive air campaign plans
evolved, the daily status of air assets arriving in theater directly and continuous-
ly affected the defensive effort.®

With Horner’s encouragement, Henry crafted a CONOPS to integrate all EC
air assets into a unified SEAD effort as an integral part of the JFACC’s D-day air
plan. He sent a message on August 21, 1990, to NAVCENT, MARCENT, and
ARCENT, among others, addressing an EC campaign. The ideas he conveyed
emphasizing jointness, integration of systems, attacks against C? facilities and
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radars, and exploitation or jamming of battlefield communications would under-
gird the EC component of the Desert Storm air campaign as well. Henry
explained that the tasking for the defensive campaign would appear in the EC
portion of the ATO, planned by a joint EC planning cell which, exploiting intel-
ligence from a variety of sources, would nominate C* nodes, radars, SAMs, and
other related targets. His message stated that the priority of the SEAD campaign
was to neutralize or kill the air defenses protecting invading troops. EC objec-
tives were to destroy or cut C3, kill or neutralize fixed SAM targets, sever or sup-
press mobile SAMs and AAA, and jam or collect intelligence from communica-
tion networks.®® Henry explained that destruction of the enemy air defense
umbrella was the main thrust of the defense to expose the invading forces to air
attacks and allow their attrition.

Henry visited 3d Marine Air Wing Commander Maj. Gen. Royal N. Moore,
Jr., at Shaikh Isa in Bahrain to convince him to provide the EC campaign with
F/A—18 Hornet HARM shooters and EA—6B Prowlers, which could jam signals
and shoot missiles. The EA—6Bs would function primarily as jammers against
EWR, GCI sites, and acquisition radars and emitters on aircraft identifica-
tion—friend-or-foe (IFF) systems. For being a “crusty fellow,” as Henry remem-
bered him, Moore cooperated, as long as Henry did not request too many assets
to fly missions not directly related to Marines engaged in combat. Since MAR-
CENT had no HARMSs at Shaikh Isa, Henry’s offer to share those he possessed
mellowed Moore. Scarcity of aircraft and munitions forced cooperation as F4G
HARM shooters began to fly training missions with EA—6B jammers. The
Marine air commander agreed that his component’s EC missions would be
tasked in the ATO after Marine representatives to the joint EC planning group
coordinated with the MARCENT commander.”®

Henry also visited Navy aircraft carriers and flew EA—6B missions with per-
sonnel from the USS John F. Kennedy, which arrived in the Red Sea in Septem-
ber. He worked out agreements whereby Navy carriers would make available
EA-6B and other HARM-capable aircraft, like A—6 Intruders and A—7 Corsair
IIs, to support SEAD taskings. The EA—6Bs would have the same job as the EF—
111As had: jam EWR, GCI, and acquisition radars. Again, Henry carefully
avoided demanding too many aircraft for the EC campaign, and he agreed not to
task all the assets from any one carrier battle group. He also requested that the
Navy provide tactical air-launched decoys (TALDs) for the defensive campaign
and promised to send HARMs to Jeddah for the Navy to use with carriers in the
Red Sea.”!

Once Henry assembled a joint EC air force, he knew the aircrews flying a
variety of aircraft had to train together to learn how to operate in congested air-
space, integrate communications, and avoid jamming friendly systems in elec-
tronic fratricide. He therefore quickly established a training area in Saudi Arabia,
west of Kuwait and south of Iraq, dubbed the “Junkyard,” and he tasked EC
assets through the ATO generated and executed by CENTAF’s TACC. Here, once
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EF-1114 Ravens being
refueled

a week, planners sent EA—6B Prowlers, EF—111A Ravens, EC-130H Compass
Calls, F4G Wild Weasels, F/A—18 Hornets, Tornado GR—1s with air-launched
antiradiation missiles (ALARMs), E-3 AWACS, and RC-135 Rivet Joints in
coordination exercises, after which Henry held detailed debriefings to critique
the missions. The RC—135s collected intelligence, and Henry forced them to
establish communication links directly to the EC—130s, which specialized in
jamming communications. (During Desert Storm, Rivet Joint and Compass Call
aircraft working in concert would help a Saudi F—15 pilot shoot down two Iraqi
aircraft.) In the training exercises, aircraft flying close to the Iraqi border enabled
data collection as the Iraqis watched the aircraft flights.”?

With his training program in place, Henry felt confident that EC assets for
the initial D-day air campaign would eliminate the C* and missile umbrella pro-
tecting Iraqi forces pushing into Saudi Arabia. Responding to an armored assault,
the JFACC would use jamming and lethal munitions against the “V” SOC in
Kuwait (the fifth SOC which the Iraqis had hastily constructed at al-Salem), and
thus destroy a key C3 facility. EA-6Bs and EF-111As would jam EWR and GCI
radars to disorient the Iraqi air forces and operate in conjunction with Compass
Call to jam battlefield communications and aircraft IFF and navigational sys-
tems. The versatile EA—6Bs would also jam in support of F-4Gs and F/A—18s.
Navy HARM shooters would attack the fixed SAM sites. F4G Wild Weasels
would go after the mobile SAMs. An EC specialist would fly aboard the AWACS
to assist in battlefield management. Rivet Joint would collect and communicate
signals intelligence. EC would render the skies safe for the allied air forces fly-
ing in their sector boxes to strike the invaders’ armor and logistics.”

By September Henry had moved his EC cell to the basement of the RSAF
building, and it continued to expand to include representatives from all of the
SEAD aircraft — NAVCENT, MARCENT, the original CENTAF EC division,
the Air Force Electronic Warfare Center, the Joint Electronic Warfare Center, the
Air Force Electronic Security Command, and CENTAF/IN. Colonel Leonardo,
the CENTAF/IN director sent an intelligence officer to the EC shop, Lt. Col.
Sarah L. Cunningham, who became one of Henry’s key aides during Desert
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Shield and Desert Storm, along with a young officer from the Electronic Security
Command, Lt. Eric Holdaway.”*

Henry and his EC cell undertook four key tasks during the early weeks and
months of Desert Shield. First, they studied intelligence flowing to them about
the computerized C? system for the Iraqi IADS, called Kari, which the French
had produced for tracking airborne threats and assigning tracks to aircraft or mis-
siles. (Kari is the French word for Iraq spelled backwards.) When he first arrived
in theater, Henry and a few of his staff had visited the MODA building search-
ing for data relating to Kari. They came away with two books that Henry and
Lieutenant Holdaway nearly memorized, along with updated intelligence reports,
to find vulnerabilities in Kari’s connectivity linking the components of the IADS.
As Henry began to support Horner with development of the offensive air cam-
paign, he would, indeed, focus on major weaknesses in Kari and fully exploit
them.”

Second, they prepared overlays for U.S., British, Saudi, and French forces
showing the coverage of SAMs with relation to EWR and GCI, and produced
threat studies for the theater. An enormous problem confronted them, which they
could never completely solve: establish a single electronic order of battle data-
base for use throughout the theater. Databases proliferated, and so did the extent
of the SAM threat. The DIA, Navy, CENTCOM, CENTAF, and other commands
maintained their own electronic orders of battle, and since each included data
from different collectors at various times on separate orbits using inconsistent
collection procedures, a single stationary SAM site, for example, might be
assigned multiple locations. Additionally, the cell coordinated with intelligence
organizations to ensure that Coalition partners, especially the Arabs, would
receive data necessary to fly missions safely, but not enough to reveal sources
and methods of electronic order of battle intelligence collection. Henry favored
sharing essential data with the Arabs, believing it unconscionable to withhold it
for security reasons. Arabs could not work in his cell, but he did receive autho-
rization to share sanitized information with them.”¢

Third, the cell coordinated with wings to receive visits from teams of spe-
cialists from the Tactical Air Warfare Center to test, recalibrate, and reprogram
jamming pods and radar-warning receivers on aircraft to ensure they accurately
detected and responded to enemy radar lock-ons. Nearly every unit required
reprogramming after the deployment, and training in the Junkyard enabled pilots
to test the effectiveness of and gain confidence in their EC equipment. Last, the
cell coordinated with wings and the TACC to arrange for EC aggressors from
Eglin AFB to fly against Coalition aircraft in training exercises.”’
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Air Defense and Air Traffic Control

The Desert Shield OPORD on August 10 had designated the JFACC the
AADC, so CENTAF immediately began to undertake AADC responsibilities.
The OPORD delineated two basic requirements: to establish the air defense sys-
tem and integrate forces into it in accordance with the CINCCENT’s priorities;
and to establish and adjust procedures for weapons and fire-control and airspace
coordination. The purpose of air defense comprised the detection and identifica-
tion of any airborne object intruding into protected airspace and, if determined
hostile, the destruction of the object according to rules of engagement. While
preparing for the Internal Look exercise, Horner had planned to integrate U.S. air
assets into the Saudi air defense system rather than develop a separate American
architecture, and CENTAF followed this strategy during Desert Shield. The
Saudis had developed a reliable system, especially in the northeastern part of the
country, to protect oil fields and ports, and the EIf One and Earnest Will opera-
tions had given CENTAF valuable experience in working with it. Grafting onto
the host nation’s organization precluded other CENTCOM components, notably
the Marines, from establishing their own area air defense system.

The Saudi network incorporated the airspace of the GCC countries and con-
sisted of seven air defense—airspace control sectors: Eastern, Central, Northwest,
Western, Southern, Oman, and UAE. It incorporated control centers, radar sites,
missile and artillery systems, fighter-interceptor aircraft on alert and patrol, and
AWACS. Since August 2, the RSAF had flown their AWACS twenty-four hours
a day, and their morale remained high, their professionalism evident. CENTAF
would augment the Saudi system with U.S. AWACS, CAPs, tanker and air intel-
ligence operations, and communication networks.”® AWACS initially provided
the major communications link between the Saudi and American systems. With
its deep-looking radar and its ability to reduce terrain-masking effects, AWACS
provided low-altitude coverage beyond ground-system capabilities. It also pro-
vided aircraft-tracking identification, surveillance, weapons control of friendly
aircraft, air refueling and navigational assistance, and threat detection and warn-
ing from its own capabilities and those of signals intelligence assets.”

Horner intended to control all of the Coalition’s missiles in the AOR to insure
that none accidentally shot down friendly aircraft. CENTAF acted quickly to pull
the Marine, Army, and Saudi Hawk weapons and other surface-to-air systems into
the air defense network. The JFACC’s view of the missiles differed fundamental-
ly from the view of the units employing them. Horner relied not on missiles, but
on Coalition aircraft, especially F-15 Eagles on CAPs with AWACS, as the first
line of defense in the AOR. He wanted to destroy Iraqi aircraft well before they
flew into range of cities, bases, and facilities. Given the friendly-fire issues and
the reliance on air-to-air defense, CENTAF issued rules restricting missile fir-
ings.%? During air defense training, however, the TACC sent aircraft against mis-
siles to test detection and tracking, and operators simulated launches.?!
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The French, Syrian, and Egyptian missiles also came into the air defense
system, and CENTAF relied on its tactical air control parties to accomplish the
integration, which consisted of two- or three-man teams with equipment allow-
ing communication to coordinate air support. The CENTAF teams, however, had
difficulty working with the Syrians and Egyptians, whose governments con-
tributed no aircraft to the Coalition. In early October at an air defense meeting at
the Saudi Air Defense headquarters in KKMC, the Egyptian representatives stat-
ed that they would shoot any target that flew toward them. One American attend-
ing the meeting reported that the Egyptians posed a greater danger to allied pilots
than the Iraqis did. Not until November did the situation change when Generals
Schwarzkopf and Khalid al-Saud arranged for a meeting with the Egyptians and
Syrians in the MODA building, where Horner explained weapon control require-
ments to them. They then visited CENTAF’s newly established control and
reporting center at KKMC and viewed the display from the AWACS to see for
themselves the picture of flying activity in the theater and the protection that air-
craft on patrol and alert provided against Iraqi air attacks. The center served a
new subsector, linked to the older, larger sector controlled from Dhahran, to
cover the northern area of Saudi Arabia and Coalition forces if they moved into
Irag. CENTCOM sent Hawk and Patriot missile batteries to the subsector, and
C-5s brought radars and C? equipment from the United States, which Americans
and Coalition representatives operated. CENTAF also flew aircraft over nation-
al contingents in training exercises to allow the ground troops to see friendly
planes overhead.®

The first battery of Patriot missiles to arrive in theater protected the air base
at Dhahran. Horner and Yeosock agreed that, because of the Scud threat, techni-
cians set the Patriots in the antimissile, not the antiaircraft mode.®* Planners
knew that Iraq had demonstrated a willingness and capability to launch Scud
missiles in the War of the Cities during the Iran-Iraq War. Iraq had fired nearly
200 modified Scuds against urban areas in Iran, including Tehran. In February
1990, U.S. intelligence revealed that Iraq had built five fixed launch sites in the
western part of the country, placing launches within reach of Israel. Scuds fired
from southern Iraq could also hit Saudi Arabia. The Iraqis could fire missiles
from fixed sites and mobile launch vehicles, the latter of which consisted of
Soviet-built MAZ-534 TELs and locally produced mobile erector-launchers.
Planners worried that Scuds could carry BW or CW warheads as well as rela-
tively small high-explosive ones.®*

Before the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the DoD had just begun to develop a
system to provide deployed forces with the earliest possible warning of tactical
ballistic missiles. As a Scud launched, it produced a visible, very hot plume
which sensors on the Defense Support Program satellites could detect. These
satellites could provide U.S. space organizations with early warning of a Scud
attack, and the missile’s heat signature could allow calculations that revealed the
approximate location of the launch site. A warning system could then be estab-
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lished to alert a Patriot battery whose phased-array radar system, set in the
antimissile mode, would begin to detect and track an incoming missile within its
range. The Scud net took weeks to activate.®

Rules of engagement (ROE) governed the employment of weapons in the
JFACC'’s air defense system. CENTCOM issued them after approval by the JCS,
and they primarily delineated the circumstances and limitations under which
forces would commence and continue combat with other forces. The CENTCOM
staff relied heavily on CENTAF for help in formulating changes to the peacetime
rules already in effect for air-to-air engagements. CENTAF issued its own rules
and interpretations as supplements to the CENTCOM directives. CENTCOM
and CENTAF issued two ROE sets, one for peacetime and the other for wartime
implementation. On August 9, CENTAF’s air defense specialists, in close con-
sultation with the lawyer, Major Heintzelman, began to write peacetime ROE for
operations in response to Iraqi aircraft entering Saudi airspace or threatening
Coalition forces. Within a few days, they also began to develop wartime ROE.
To formulate the rules, they referred to the draft CENTCOM 1002-90 OPLAN;
CENTCOM regulations; ROE that CENTAF had drawn up for the Internal Look
exercise; and ROE guidance received in a CJICS message of August 9, 1990.3¢

The CJCS indicated that the NCA authorized U.S. forces to attack units that
used weapon-system or fire-control radars against them or that otherwise showed
hostile intent. The NCA also authorized use of electronic support measures, non-
destructive ECM, and electronic counter-countermeasures, as well as decoys and
tactical deception. U.S. forces that accidentally entered Iraqi or Kuwaiti territo-
ry or airspace could use force in self-defense as they withdrew. The CICS’s mes-
sage provided very brief operational ROE if the CINCCENT or his designated
subordinate commanders declared Iraqi forces hostile or if the NCA ordered
operations against Iraqi forces. The message concluded by stating, “Nothing in
these rules negates a commander’s obligation to take all necessary and appropri-
ate action for his unit’s self-defense.”?’

On August 16 CENTAF sent an eleven-page ROE to coalition units, sum-
marizing CENTCOM and JCS guidance and establishing policies and procedures
for the interception, identification, and engagement of “airborne objects” by
CENTAF forces not operating in support of U.S. naval forces. Foreign nationals
received summaries of the regulation, not the original text.

The ROE of August 16 provided beyond visual range (BVR) rules which
required double-checking the target for friendly and enemy attributes and check-
ing to ensure that no friendly aircraft flew in the area. “The essence of the BVR
ROE is that the shooter must be convinced that he is shooting at an enemy air-
craft and that no friendly aircraft can inadvertently be hit,” the message explained.
“The basic rule for firing air-to-air missiles is that it is better to let an enemy air-
craft get away than to take a chance on shooting a friendly aircraft.”®® From Au-
gust 18 to 30, Heintzelman worked to simplify the August 16 ROE, eliminating
legal jargon and presenting rules in simple, direct language for pilots who quick-
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ly had to make life and death decisions and for the Coalition partners who did not
speak or read English fluently. On September 2, CENTAF issued two basic
instructions that pertained to Iraqi aircraft penetrating Saudi airspace and engag-
ing targets BVR. The Saudis and British concurred with these instructions.”

In early October the CENTCOM staff began their review of CENTAF’s draft
wartime ROE, and on the 17th they sent it to Coalition units for review and
approval. From October through December, the Navy presented the main obsta-
cles to finalizing the ROE by its slowness in responding; the Navy objected to
CENTAF issuing ROE and to BVR procedures. The main problem centered on
the use of the Navy’s Phoenix air-to-air missile and IFF requirements.’!

The Desert Shield OPORD of August 10 assigned another major responsi-
bility to the JFACC interwoven with air defense: ACA. The CENTAF staff for-
mulated and published airspace control procedures, which involved civilian air
traffic systems and combat airspace management. The Saudis allowed many
Coalition aircraft to fly from civilian airports throughout the kingdom, and the
Desert Shield deployment produced a tenfold increase in the number of aircraft
flying through the Saudi air control system, which could not easily handle the
enormous volume of traffic. The crowded northwest area quickly became haz-
ardous airspace, especially as swifter planes overtook slower aircraft. The quali-
ty of the Saudi radar facilities ranged from new and excellent, like those at
Jeddah and Riyadh, to antiquated and less capable ones, like those at Khamis
Mushait, Taif, and Tabuk. Communications did not always link radar sites, and
large radar and radio gaps existed across the peninsula.®?

Over many weeks, CENTAF personnel assisted the Saudis with improving
their air traffic system by providing and installing radio equipment, training con-
trollers, supervising operations, and performing control functions. Using the
computerized Combat Airspace Deconfliction System (CADS), CENTAF even-
tually assumed management over the entire airspace control process in Saudi
Arabia. A versatile system, CADS plotted and reserved airspace for refueling
tracks, air transit routes, CAPs, missile engagement zones, restricted operating
zones, strike and other corridors, Patriot missile zones, minimum-risk routes,
restricted-fire areas, and no-fire areas.”?

The CENTAF staff clearly understood that it had to painstakingly coordinate
with the governments of allied countries as they based aircraft, built an air
defense system, assisted with air traffic control, and generated ATOs, which
included an airspace control order. They made their first international contacts
with Egypt and members of the GCC. Because CENTCOM had not submitted its
OPLAN 1002-90 to any of these nations, the staff negotiated everything from
scratch during the early days of Desert Shield.”* While GCC nations promptly
gave permission for the first U.S. aircraft to land at bases and airports, follow-on
sorties and activity required careful, detailed negotiation by CENTCOM and
CENTAF representatives, U.S. embassy personnel, and host-nation authorities.
In theory, the Saudi air defense system tied into the GCC system, but in fact the
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GCC countries had not initiated standard, allied air defense operations, nor had
they established effective communication links between national systems.
CENTCOM and CENTAF staff members spent many hours and days addressing
issues and solving problems associated with Coalition air operations.®> For air
traffic control, CENTAF liaison teams traveled to host nations to answer ques-
tions about operations, clarify jargon and language problems, and solve problems
concerning flight clearances, routes, and plans. At some sites where they found
inadequate host-nation air traffic control capability, they established elaborate
field-control facilities.”

CENTAF-Component Interaction

The wide scope of the JFACC’s responsibilities in planning the defense of
Saudi Arabia required that the CENTAF staff coordinate constantly with the
CENTCOM component commands. CENTAF secured the Navy’s participation in
the ATO process even as NAVCENT made its first attempts to enforce United
Nations Security Council Resolution 661 approved on August 6, 1990, imposing
an embargo on Iraq. By August 7 the Navy had increased its presence in the region
when the USS Independence carrier battle group arrived in the Gulf of Oman,
having sailed from the Indian Ocean a few days earlier. The Independence oper-
ated closely with the ships in the Persian Gulf in the JTFME, commanded by Rear
Adm. William M. Fogarty. The USS Dwight D. Eisenhower carrier group then
sailed from the eastern Mediterranean through the Suez Canal to the Red Sea.?’

The Desert Shield OPORD had tasked the commander of the JTFME with
operational and tactical control of all U.S. naval forces entering the AOR, except
Navy special operations forces.”® Usually, the commander of the Middle East
Force served as the NAVCENT commander; however, the Navy did not follow
this arrangement for Desert Shield. It selected a more senior officer, Vice Adm.
Henry H. Mauz, Jr., Commander of the Seventh Fleet in Hawaii, for the position.
Mauz deployed by air to the Gulf with key members of his Seventh Fleet staff on
August 15. They set up NAVCENT headquarters on the USS LaSalle, the flag-
ship of the JTFME, until the Seventh Fleet command ship, USS Blue Ridge,
arrived in the Gulf on September 1. When he first visited Horner in Riyadh,
Mauz, a surface warfare officer, asked that CENTAF adopt air route packages
similar to those used in the Vietham War. Horner passionately replied, “Don’t
ever talk to me about it again because we’re not going to do it! I’ll resign first.”
Noting the air leader’s strong feeling about the route packs, the admiral dropped
the request.'%

On August 11 Chairman Powell issued an alert order that announced, “The
Secretary of Defense has authorized execution planning for a maritime inter-
diction operation to enforce an economic quarantine of Iraq/Kuwait in support of
Operation Desert Shield.” On August 16 President Bush ordered the embargo
enforced. Forces in the AOR went on alert on August 17 when the USS Reid, a
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frigate, fired warning shots across the bow of a fully loaded Iraqi oil tanker head-
ing south in the Persian Gulf. The tanker’s captain communicated with Baghdad
and radioed a message of defiance to the Reid. U.S. naval authorities in the Gulf
directly communicated with Schwarzkopf in Florida, who talked with Powell in
the Pentagon. The CINCCENT telephoned Horner to warn him that the Iraqis
might attack and that naval and air forces should be ready to launch retaliatory
strikes. Horner and Olsen worked to ensure that adequate force could strike with
minimal warning.

At CENTCOM headquarters at MacDill AFB, tension ran high, and Maj.
Gen. Robert B. Johnston, USMC, CENTCOM Chief of Staff, thought war with
Iraq imminent. An officer on watch duty at the time recalled, “When we fired
across bows, many thought the balloon was going up, and we didn’t want it to,
because [there was] not en[ough] strength on [the] ground.” Col. Ervin C.
Sharpe, commander of the 354th Tactical Fighter Wing, whose A—10s were near
the Iraqi border at King Fahd International Airport, received a call from Horner.
“You are in a very tight situation. Be prepared to fight or evacuate,” the general
told him. The 354th readied itself to fly and fight.'®! As the crisis unfolded, the
Joint Staff ordered NAVCENT not to sink the oil tanker without permission from
the President. The immediate crisis passed when Powell relayed word from Bush
to break off the engagement and continue only to track the ship as the Security
Council debated another resolution authorizing the use of force to implement the
first one related to the embargo. The second resolution, 665, passed August 25.'%2

The embargo moved to the forefront during JFACC—Navy discussions of
numerous questions about air support for naval operations and the location of
CAPs, coordination and ownership of airspace, location and number of air tanker
tracks, and C? procedures. At Horner’s urging, General Olsen pressed the Navy
for more information on its embargo plans and operations so that if the JFACC
had to support it with CAPs and tankers, he would have as much advanced plan-
ning time as possible. Olsen talked frequently with Brig. Gen. Buster C. Glosson,
USAF, JTFME deputy commander, whom, within a few days, Horner would call
to Riyadh to plan the JFACC’s offensive campaign.'®?

During the night of August 19, Rear Adm. Timothy W. Wright arrived in
Saudi Arabia to be the NAVCENT’s personal representative in Riyadh, and he
initiated steps to provide regular briefings to CENTAF about embargo opera-
tions.!® On August 21 the Navy flew its first sorties through Saudi airspace from
the Red Sea, and these were officially in the JFACC’s ATO, scrutinized and
approved by RSAF authorities. During Desert Shield, Navy flights off the carri-
ers in the Red Sea appeared in the ATO, while those from carriers in the Gulf of
Oman, and later from those in the Persian Gulf, generally did not. This was so
because Red Sea sorties usually involved flying over Saudi territory, whereas
those from the Gulf carriers overflew water. Consequently, the Red Sea naval air-
men gained valuable experience with the ATO process, which their counterparts
in the Gulf of Oman—Persian Gulf area lacked.'%
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MARCENT’s concerns about the JFACC’s span of control centered on the
number of Marine aircraft tasked in the ATO. On August 8, the same day he
pinned on his third star, Lt. Gen. Walter E. Boomer assumed command of the |
Marine Expeditionary Force, comprising MARCENT, the Marine Corps’ CENT-
COM component.'® Boomer espoused the view that the JFACC would never
command Marine air but would and should coordinate air assets. He stated,
“Someone must coordinate all of that aviation, and 99 times out of 100 he will —
and should — come from the U.S. Air Force. Marines don’t, or they should not,
have a problem with JFACC.” Horner did not debate whether the JFACC func-
tioned as a commander or coordinator of Marine air: rather, he focused on getting
that air power into the ATO and acquiring the sorties from the Marines consistent
with the CINCCENT’s guidance. When Boomer first met with the CENTCOM
Forward commander in theater he recalled Horner telling him, “I don’t want to
take OPCON of your airplanes. All I want to do is work together and win this
war.” Boomer observed that Marines hate to give up any fixed air, because, unlike
the Army, they had no tactical missile systems or massive fleets of helicopters.
His staff had urged him to negotiate for the route pack system, but because
Horner firmly opposed it, he conceded on the ATO. Throughout Desert Shield, at
the component command level, the JFACC-MARCENT interaction remained
cordial. Persistent quibbling occurred at the level where staffs hammered out air
defense, airspace control, and ATO agreements; however, Boomer noted that the
trust between himself and Horner kept the quibbling to a minimum.'??

Lacking squadrons of fixed-wing aircraft, ARCENT’s first encounter in the-
ater with the JFACC’s planning process involved coordination on air defenses
and identification of missile engagement zones. The coordination on the use of
Hawks and Patriots went smoothly, with the primary discussion centering on
where to locate the Patriot batteries. During Desert Shield, the Army selected as
the FSCL the international boundary line between Saudi Arabia and Kuwait,
formed by a continuous 8- to 10-foot-high sand berm, easily seen from the air.
According to joint doctrine, the ground commander chose the FSCL after coor-
dination with the JFACC. Horner concurred with the political boundary as the
coordination line because it was a recognizable geographic feature. It also
ensured that he would know of any Army movements north of the boundary. He
believed that once in battle, the corps commander should avoid establishing the
FSCL too much farther beyond the forward line of troops than the range of his
artillery. He also thought ARCENT should include its helicopters in the ATO if
they flew beyond the FSCL, but knowing the Army’s opposition to this idea, he
never made an issue of their inclusion, and the helicopters stayed out of the task-
ing order throughout Desert Shield and Desert Storm.!® The JFACC explained
his view about the helicopters, especially the AH-64 Apache tank killers:

Basically, if it’s inside the fire support coordination line, don’t bother to
tell me. If it’s over the fire support coordination line, put it in the ATO.
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Get the air cover; get the ECM support; get the TOT [time over target];
get the coordination; get all the benefits from that — and the Army avi-
ation guys understand it — but the trouble is, the ground Army is afraid
they are going to have an Army Air Corps that is going to want to be a
separate service, which is exactly right because air power should not be
run by ground guys, any more than ground ought to be run by air guys.
Is that parochial? Sure. Is it common sense? Yes. Does history tell us
that’s the way we do it? Yes.!®

ARCENT did include fixed-wing aircraft in the ATO, and when Horner
asked one Army controller in the TACC about the level of cooperation from
Army pilots flying airplanes, the answer delighted him. Horner remembered the
crusty older major explaining to him that he simply assigned embarrassing call
signs, like Yellow Belly or Coward, to anyone not following airspace manage-
ment procedures. He rewarded cooperation with call signs such as Courageous,
Bayonet, and Charger. He experienced no trouble in obtaining compliance.!'®

CENTAF staff coordinated with personnel from SOCCENT about search
and rescue (SAR) and combat search and rescue (CSAR). CENTCOM had dis-
persed responsibility for these functions among the component commands, and
the commanders with partial responsibility held differing views on how they
should train for and execute rescue operations. CENTCOM specifically delegat-
ed major SAR and CSAR responsibilities to both CENTAF and SOCCENT with-
out stipulating chain-of-command relationships nor providing the mechanisms to
facilitate a reconciliation of differing command procedures.

The CENTCOM OPORD of August 10 designated the CENTAF comman-
der as the CSAR coordinator for CENTCOM, stating,

He may direct components to conduct CSAR operations on a mission-
priority basis and has authority to use assets from any component for
CSAR operations assuring that assets required for CSAR are not divert-
ed from component commander missions with a higher USCINCCENT
established priority.

The order specifically directed that the CENTAF commander assume responsi-
bility for CSAR operations, and it stipulated that the JFACC assume command,
less OPCON, of Air Force SOF upon their entry into the AOR. The four compo-
nents of SOCCENT provided the command its personnel: Army Special Opera-
tions Forces Task Force; the Naval Special Weapons Task Group; the Air Force
Special Operations Command, Central; and a special forces group. The OPORD
also levied CSAR responsibilities on the commander of SOCCENT.!!!
SOCCENT controlled the aircraft best suited for performing CSAR in a very
hostile environment with its all-weather radar-evading, combat- and night-capa-
ble helicopters equipped with sophisticated communication systems: MH—53s,
MH-60s, and MH-47s. The CENTAF commander depended on SOCCENT
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assets for rescues, but SOCCENT did not consistently make its aircraft available
to the JFACC nor allow its flights to appear in the ATO. CSAR was not the only
mission SOCCENT had to execute. During Desert Shield, for example, SOC-
CENT’s forces were tasked to plan a direct-action mission to rescue personnel in
the U.S. and British embassies in Kuwait City. The command planned and con-
ducted twenty-three rehearsals involving all forces included in the operation.
The Air Force SOF firmly declined to participate in the ATO process for these
exercises, in part, for fear of compromising a highly secret, dangerous mis-
sion.'1?

Air Force SOF tried to plan CSAR around nighttime pickups of downed
crew members; maintain autonomy of SOCCENT to decide which CSAR mis-
sions it could conduct, based on the threat; and adhere to strict secrecy about mis-
sion planning, withholding information requested by the rescue specialists in the
TACC and the ATO builders. Some CENTAF staff thought that SOCCENT tend-
ed to plan CSAR missions as if they were recovery operations to retrieve com-
mandos from reconnaissance and covert missions behind enemy lines. CENTAF,
on the other hand, wanted SOCCENT to conduct rescue operations, which would
entail picking up crews at all times of the day and night, closely coordinating
with the CSAR specialists in the TACC, positioning SOF aircraft close to the
combat areas and having them on ground alert, and providing relevant data to
ATO builders and TACC operators to preclude friendly fire and airspace control
accidents.'!?

By August 28 Maj. Thomas J. Stilwell, one of CENTAF’s rescue experts,
arrived in Riyadh, and following directives in CENTCOM regulations and a joint
CSAR document recently produced by Air Force and Army through the Air-Land
Forces Application Agency at Langley AFB, Virginia, he requested that compo-
nent commands send representatives to augment CENTCOM’s Joint Rescue
Coordination Center (JRCC), located within the TACC. Because of staff short-
ages, ARCENT and NAVCENT did not immediately comply with the request,
but MARCENT and SOCCENT did. The SOCCENT representatives, however,
were pararescue personnel, not controllers, so their ability to facilitate the
launching of rescue missions was limited.''*

The Air Force’s Air Rescue Service (ARS), located at McClellan AFB, Cali-
fornia, sent personnel to augment the JRCC, and they arrived on September 4,
led by Lt. Col. Joseph Hampton, who assumed command of the JRCC. Through-
out Desert Shield, ARS deployed pilots, flight engineers, pararescue specialists,
intelligence officers, administrative staff, and rescue controllers to the theater,
but no aircraft. An Air Staff decision prevented the call-up of ARS National
Guard and Reserve personnel. Most people staffing the JRCC understood peace-
time SAR, but did not understand CSAR operations. Indeed, personnel in com-
ponent Rescue Coordination Centers and crews manning AWACS, who coordi-
nated searches and assets and provided communication relays to the JRCC, had
to quickly learn CSAR procedures.!!?

116



Desert Shield Planning

From September through early November, the JRCC drafted and coordinat-
ed the theater air rescue plan. Generals Horner and al-Buhairi approved and
signed it November 1, 1990. It defined the CSAR area of operations, assigned
and described organizational responsibilities, identified the capabilities of
Coalition forces, described operating procedures, discussed missions for medical
evacuation and for locating emergency transmitters, and provided reporting and
documentation forms. The Saudis, British, and French provided inputs. By the
start of Desert Storm, nineteen people manned the JRCC. Included were indi-
viduals from the Coalition forces and those forming the JRCC’s intelligence cell
and the element for survival, evasion, resistance, and escape. As JRCC com-
mander, Colonel Hampton reported to two bosses, to Colonel Crigger on the
CENTAF staff and to the CSAR point-of-contact in the CENTCOM Joint
Operations Center in the MODA building. !¢

Desert Shield Training

Over the 52 months of Desert Shield, Coalition air forces flew massive
numbers of training sorties in the AOR, and the daily ATOs incorporated the
flights. Eventually, exercises corresponded to the types of missions the units
would fly in offensive combat operations, but initially, training simply enabled
pilots to adjust to the desert environment. Col. David A. Sawyer, commander of
the 23d Tactical Fighter Wing flying A—10s recalled:

The real danger while operating at lower altitudes out here was that you
cannot perceive the horizon....We needed to religiously fly our altitude
on instruments, and we couldn’t depend on going lower and estimating
our altitudes above the ground. As a result, we started out flying at a
higher altitude from the very beginning. We had a 1,000-foot minimum
on our operations to start here. We then went down to 500 feet. That is
OK, but there is no shrubbery, nothing to estimate your height above the
ground.'!”

Unit training developed from simple training regimens to more complex
ones, taking into account host-nation restrictions. On August 18, in response to
Saudi concerns about excessive flying activity alarming the Saudi population,
Horner formally prohibited low-level and supersonic flying; in addition, he dis-
allowed CENTAF aircraft from dropping live ordnance during training opera-
tions. Units had not anticipated the long Desert Shield buildup of forces and had
deployed ready to fight; thus, they arrived in theater with no training ordnance,
only live munitions, necessitating simulated weapons delivery.'!8

On August 21 Major General Olsen reached agreement with the RSAF’s
director of operations, whereby they established training areas in Saudi Arabia
south of the 27th parallel. By September the units clamoring to fly in the north-
east airspace grew so numerous that the Saudi commander there ordered his staff
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to establish additional training areas, and he scheduled flights by weekly blocks
of time. In October CENTAF commenced live-weapons training. It also created
a new organization within the TACC, a peacetime operational planning staff, to
negotiate and develop procedures for using ranges, acquiring training munitions,
and accomplishing exercise objectives.'!’

On September 8, CENTAF commenced package training in which aircraft
with various missions, like air-to-air and air-to-ground, and support flew togeth-
er. Planners also put sorties in the ATO to simulate attacking enemy aircraft. On
September 12 the training expanded to include Coalition aircraft. The ATO
included B—52s from Diego Garcia for battlefield air interdiction, but they also
received tasking to strike two Iraqi main operating bases, in coordination with
carrier naval aircraft. For these attacks, the Navy acted as the package comman-
der, which meant that the naval officers studied the targets and threats and
planned the attack using all assets assigned to the mission. To lessen confusion,
STRATFOR representatives visited planners aboard carriers and developed tac-
tics for the joint strike operations. When a carrier swap-out occurred, however,
STRATFOR planners had to renegotiate tactics with Navy planners aboard
replacement carriers. Commencing October 24, Initial Hack, the largest exercise
to date, ostensibly tested D-day missions and tactics, but it actually flew opera-
tions required for the offensive air campaign, focusing on C? and air refueling
and involving 282 fighter sorties, 48 CAP flights, and 88 tanker and 13 AWACS
missions.'?

The CENTAF staff built the foundation for the Gulf War air campaign by
establishing and testing the operational systems and procedures required to suc-
cessfully execute air operations. Early on, they focused on uniting Coalition
forces in a defensive mode while setting in place the people, equipment, proce-
dures, and orders that would support an offensive air campaign.
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JFACC and Instant Thunder

While General Horner functioned as the CENTCOM Forward commander
in Saudi Arabia, the CINCCENT in Florida turned to the Air Staff for an air
option in case Saddam Hussein’s forces committed further aggression. Under
Colonel Warden’s leadership, Checkmate produced Instant Thunder, and
Schwarzkopf told the colonel to travel to Saudi Arabia to present the strategic air
campaign briefing to Horner, who would turn it into a real-world plan. In Riyadh,
when Warden discussed his ideas with the CENTAF staff, key officers welcomed
him and hoped he would remain in theater and continue the offensive planning
effort. Horner, however, disagreed with major assertions in Instant Thunder and
thought that the Air Staff colonel presented only a partial answer to the require-
ment for an offensive air campaign. The lieutenant general then summoned
General Glosson to Riyadh to head the Special Planning Group.

CENTATF Staff and Instant Thunder

On Sunday, August 19, the Air Staff Instant Thunder planners, Colonels
Warden, Deptula, Harvey, and Stanfill, landed in Riyadh at 1730 after an 18-hour
flight. During the trip, the planners reviewed the Instant Thunder briefing slides
and discussed their strategy for presenting their air campaign plan to Horner.
Some of the officers catnapped, but none slept soundly, though they had put in
eighteen-hour days during the previous week and had gotten no sleep the night
of August 16/17 as they finalized their briefing to meet General Meier’s specifi-
cations before making their second and final presentation to the CINCCENT on
Friday, August 17, at MacDill AFB.!

The Air Staff officers briefed Instant Thunder to key members of the CENT-
AF staff prior to Warden’s major presentation to Horner, and the initial sessions
proceeded cordially. Warden and his deputies explained the plan to General
Olsen, who functioned as CENTAF commander while Horner assumed the re-
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Lt. Col. Bernard E. Harvey, Col. John A. Warden III, Lt. Col. David A.
Deptula, and Lt. Col. Ronnie A. Stanfill (left to right) en route to Riyadh,
Saudi Arabia, to brief the Instant Thunder plan to Lt. Gen. Charles A.
Horner.

sponsibilities of CENTCOM Forward commander; General Caruana, STRAT-
FOR commander; General Henry, director of CENTAF’s EC cell; Colonel Crig-
ger, director of CENTAF operations; Colonel Leonardo, director of CENTAF/
IN; Colonel Baptiste, director of CENTAF combat plans; and Lt. Col. Steven G.
Wilson, an Air Staff officer recently arrived in theater.?

Key officers at CENTAF headquarters already knew quite a bit about Instant
Thunder. Caruana, Leonardo, and Baptiste had been prebriefed on the concepts
before the arrival of the Checkmate team. Caruana had heard about it from SAC
headquarters. Baptiste had attended a briefing on Instant Thunder which Colonel
Wilson had presented to Horner the previous week. General Adams had sent
Wilson and a very early draft of the document to keep Horner fully apprised of
the Air Staff’s progress with developing the strategic air campaign that Schwarz-
kopf had requested. Adams explained, “What I was trying to do is give Horner a
heads-up on what his boss was seeing, because his boss got enthusiastic about
the plan.” Leonardo had first learned of the effort shortly before he deployed,
when Colonel Blackburn, director of the AFIA Directorate of Targets, telephoned
him at Shaw AFB and asked him to send CENTAF’s target lists to Checkmate for
use in developing a target base. The CENTAF material had supported the CENT-
COM 1002-90 OPLAN and the Punishment ATO, the retaliatory targeting that
General Horner had requested of his staff in early August.?
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Warden began his briefing to Olsen and the others by explaining that the
CINCCENT had requested the plan, that Checkmate had been part of a joint
effort to produce it, and that he offered it in the spirit, “If it makes sense, use it;
if not, chuck it.” The colonel’s presentation generated a blend of questions and
comments and progressed smoothly.*

Olsen asked for more details about telecommunications targets, pointing out
that they were often sheltered in hardened, underground facilities. Warden
acknowledged this but noted that the emphasis was on “creating and exploiting
confusion,” not on destroying those sites. The general raised the problem of the
Iraqi ground forces advancing into Saudi Arabia, and Warden responded that
CIA, DIA, and Checkmate assessments indicated that air forces could stop the
Iragi offense.® General Caruana queried whether Instant Thunder could be
launched earlier than October 7, the date by which the Army said it could stop an
Iraqi ground assault. Warden’s answer got everyone’s undivided attention:
Instant Thunder could be executed in mid-September. He explained that by
August 19, CENTCOM already had enough aircraft and weapons in theater to
execute the plan, even with the problem of “mixing, matching, and moving”
assets to the appropriate bases. He did call attention to the number of HARMs in
the AOR comprising one of the strategic campaign’s LIMFACs. Olsen explained
that CENTAF expected the arrival of about 130 missiles within four days, and
Warden noted that the total number would then reach approximately 600, which
would be “more than enough” to execute the plan. Another LIMFAC focused on
deploying sufficient aircraft and weapons for precision strikes, which led to a
discussion of laser-guided munition—capable F—111Fs, in contrast with F~111Ds
which lacked precision delivery capability. Colonel Crigger noted that Horner
had already instructed the staff to acquire F-111Fs from RAF Lakenheath,
United Kingdom.$

Caruana inquired if officials in Washington expressed concern about the bal-
ance of power in the Middle East after the destruction of Iraq. Warden answered
affirmatively, noting that Chairman Powell had observed that Iran was too weak
to fill the power vacuum. Caruana also questioned whether the Navy had a sep-
arate planning group for the air campaign. The answer given was that the Air
Force functioned as the “executive agent” for Instant Thunder and that Navy per-
sonnel had assisted in developing the plan.” When Caruana queried if a basic
assumption of the plan was “no ground war,” Warden explained that Schwarz-
kopf and Powell saw no need to weaken the strategic campaign by diverting air
power to attack ground forces, and he then described the “aerial Schlieffen” con-
cept.® Olsen stated that the Saudis were beginning to realize that they would have
to hold some forces in reserve and “give up some sand” to prevent a break-
through. Warden pointed out that a “huge number” of Air Force, Marine Corps,
Navy, and Saudi aircraft, in excess of Instant Thunder requirements, was avail-
able to check an Iraqi ground advance.’

General Henry raised the issue of SEAD and suggested that if Iraq put any
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more SAMs into Kuwait, the small nation would sink. He expressed some con-
cern about what he termed “route packs” assigned to the Air Force, Navy, and
Marine Corps. He asked, too, about Turkey and its role in the campaign. Warden
responded that Turkey and the second front it represented presented a nasty prob-
lem for Iraq but that, at present, Turkey refrained from actively supporting the
Coalition. The ensuing discussion led the colonel to state his view that if Iraq
pulled its troops from Kuwait, the political will in the United States and interna-
tional community to punish Iraq’s aggression would dissipate. Most in the room
seemed to agree that time was on Saddam Hussein’s side in terms of the Coali-
tion’s cohesiveness.!?

Warden offered the view that bringing allied members into the strategic air
campaign would be “difficult.” Olsen replied that just that day he had been talk-
ing with British officials about sending into the theater GR—1 Tornados, which
employed mines and cratering bomblets against air bases. This led to discussion
about hitting airfields, during which Warden and Caruana strongly agreed that
airfields comprised an essential target set. Crigger and Wilson noted that hitting
some airfields would prevent the Iragis from delivering CW.!! Warden described
mobile Scuds as a “real problem.” Sharing information from SAC relating to
mobile and fixed Scud launchers, he suggested using AC—130s against the
mobile missile targets.!?

During the briefing, Olsen and Crigger responded favorably to the planners
and their product. Olsen asked Warden if he had brought more than three days’
worth of clothing because he wanted the colonel and his deputies to remain in
Riyadh and further develop their plan, which was a “good start.” Otherwise, he
would have to pull CENTAF people from other jobs to work it. Olsen, as Deptula
recalled, “mentioned that this was exactly what they would have liked to have
done, too, but they simply ran out of time and became focused on the near-term.”
Deptula also remembered Olsen saying, “We purposely have not taken anything
deep. To do this we’d have to pull people out of what they’re currently doing —
planning for defense — to make this happen. When we get done with the support
of the ground war, then we can do some thinking about a deep war.” Crigger stat-
ed that after the strategic campaign’s execution, “lots of [Iraqi] ground power”
would be “left over.” He thought Instant Thunder would “operate well” with the
defensive campaign. Near the end of the session, he offered the comment that
Horner had stated that he wanted to turn the Air Staff plan into an ATO. Olsen
told Warden that “we” and “you” need to work together. He would arrange for
the colonel to meet with Horner sometime the next morning. Until then, the Air
Staff team should get some rest.!?

Leaving the RSAF building shortly after midnight, the group drove to the
White Palace Hotel, but not before getting lost and driving around Riyadh for
well over an hour. Eventually arriving at their destination, the men were dis-
mayed to hear that the hotel had given away their rooms. With some cajoling, the
clerk offered them cots in the main ballroom, where about 300 GIs were already
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billeted. After about three hours’ sleep, the planners arose and met for breakfast
and a discussion of the objectives for briefing Horner. They hoped to obtain his
acceptance of the Instant Thunder concept, secure the order to have F—111Fs
arrive in theater instead of F—111Ds, and have the deployment flow expedited so
that air forces would be in place and ready to execute Instant Thunder as soon as
possible.'4

The group drove to the RSAF building where they met with Colonel Wilson.
Five days earlier, accompanied by Baptiste, Wilson had given the Instant
Thunder briefing slides to Horner in his office in the MODA building. Right
from the start, the general severely lectured Wilson on the responsibilities of the
Air Staff and those of the JFACC. Planning and war fighting comprised JFACC
duties, and the officers in Washington were not the war fighters and should not
plan an air campaign and select targets. It was the problem of the Vietnam War
all over again: officials in Washington interfering with theater operations.'
While the general flipped through the slides, Wilson talked about the plan, which
at that time presented an early formulation of the Instant Thunder concepts, and
he repeated what he could remember from the tutorials Deptula and others had
given him on it. Wilson remembered the general belittling the plan’s “college-
boy” terms, such as “center of gravity” (which appeared prominently in Army
doctrine). Baptiste remembered Horner throwing the briefing across the room. !¢

On August 20, Wilson cautioned Warden and his Air Staff colleagues to
expect a negative reaction from Horner as they briefed their ideas to him. As
Deptula remembered his meeting with Wilson that morning, he recounted:

Steve was extremely frustrated and irritated, because he was getting
slow rolled and ignored, I guess, and had been for about the past week.
His bottom line was that there was no leadership, that the [CEN]TAF
staff was wandering adrift with no focus. The combat operations staff is
working on an immediate problem: what if the Iraqis cross the line with
tanks, but nobody was thinking of the long term. The total effort was
directed at tactical level details and no strategic plan or thought on how
to employ air power offensively.!?

Wilson also remembered Horner saying that Instant Thunder “wouldn’t work,”
that it would force the Iraqis to attack Saudi Arabia.'®

Wilson correctly stated that the CENTAF staff focused on a defensive plan,
not an offensive one. Olsen and Crigger believed that time and manpower pre-
vented them from developing plans simultaneously for offensive and defensive
contingencies. In their minds, the offensive effort required more deep, high-
value, strategic targeting than a defensive campaign required. Their objection to
such targeting was not that it did not conform to the Army’s AirLand Battle doc-
trine or support the Army’s scheme of maneuver. They, in fact, agreed with
Instant Thunder’s strategic targeting. They lacked the means and time to devel-
op the offensive approach and thought the Air Staff effort would complement
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their defensive preparations against the Iraqi ground forces. The CENTCOM
mission OPORD of August 10, 1990, under which they deployed, required them
to produce a defensive plan, which constituted their primary mission as of
August 20. After hearing Warden’s evening presentation on August 19, the
CENTAF staff members welcomed the Air Staff officers to undertake offensive
planning. Warden recalled, “We went through the Schwarzkopf briefing with the
guys. They all seemed very enthusiastic, very positive; no negatives. The recep-
tion was good.”"®

In the morning of August 20, the Air Staff officers met with Maj. Horst A.
Roehler, who discussed the D-day game plan. Warden asked many questions,
starting with CENTAF’s assessment of how the Iraqis would array themselves if
they attacked Saudi Arabia and what would be their expected rate of advance.
The major stated that they would march in columns. During the Iran-Iraq War,
the Iraqis had failed to meet their objective of 45 kilometers a day, thus CENTAF
concluded that their best rate would be 20 to 30 kilometers per day. Warden
queried about air superiority. Roehler noted that they had none but added that
they were increasing the number of defensive SAM sites around their deployed
troops. The colonel inquired about SAM altitude ranges, CENTAF sortie and
tank-killing rates, and the mobile SAM umbrella. After more discussion, Warden
concluded that the D-day plan looked “pretty solid, you’ve got ’em.”?® His final
questions concerned whether CENTAF had any “preemptive considerations” and
if the command had any attrition modeling capabilities. Roehler answered both
questions negatively.?!

The Air Staff planners met early in the afternoon in General Olsen’s office
and discussed requirements for executing Instant Thunder with Colonels Crigger
and Rider. After a short discussion about logistics, Warden suggested that he
brief the plan to the CENTAF wing and squadron commanders. Crigger disap-
proved of the idea, wanting the wings, as Deptula recalled, “to be concentrating
on what they’re doing now, flying their CAPs for the AWACS and setting up their
own individual areas and getting used to where they are.”?? Rider noted that
CENTAF not only executed air operations, but it also supported the Army’s
deployment and buildup in theater. Warden asked if they had any suggestions for
improving Instant Thunder, and Crigger did. He explained that he thought the
capability of the air forces to operate at night was “very limited” and that instead
of two attack waves the first night, there ought to be one just before dawn and
then a second in daylight, and a redeployment of A—10s and F—16s to repel a pos-
sible Iraqi counterattack. Crigger also suggested that Warden scrub his plan with
CENTAF/IN, reach agreement on targets, refine the target list, and freeze the list
by the following week. Again, the session had gone amicably and smoothly, with
no one objecting to Instant Thunder because of its strategic focus.?’
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Colonel Warden Briefs General Horner

Olsen scheduled the Instant Thunder briefing for General Horner in the
afternoon of Monday, August 20. Previously, the CENTCOM Forward comman-
der had learned quite a bit about the Air Staff plan from telephone calls from
Generals Schwarzkopf, Dugan, Adams, Russ, and Ryan; from the personal brief-
ing on its concepts from Colonel Wilson; and from a message about it from
General Griffith, the TAC DCS for plans, who offered TAC’s comments on
Instant Thunder and the command’s alternative strategy. Horner had forwarded
the message and the TAC plan to Olsen, with the written comment, “Do with this
what you wish. How can a person in an ivory tower far from the front not know-
ing what needs to be done (guidance) write such a message? Wonders never
cease.””* Horner disliked officers at TAC headquarters’ developing war plans as
much as he disapproved of the Air Staff’s direct involvement in such activity.

Warden’s Instant Thunder briefing to Horner began at 1355 in a conference
room next to Olsen’s office in the RSAF building. Those in attendance included
Generals Olsen, Caruana, and Henry; Colonels Crigger, Leonardo, Rider,
Baptiste, and Wilson; Maj. John Turk, a CENTAF officer who had assisted in
Checkmate as the plan developed; and the four Air Staff officers.?> Although
Wilson had cautioned Warden to expect a negative reaction from Horner, the key
Instant Thunder planner considered that the CENTAF staff the night before and
that morning had given his plan a good hearing. He thought it probable that the
general would ask him to remain in theater to finalize the strategic air cam-
paign.?® He desired that outcome.?’

When Horner arrived from the MODA building, came into the conference
room, and sat down, two viewpoints conflicted him. First, he was still annoyed
and angry at the Air Staff for, from his perspective, usurping the JFACC’s
responsibility for air war planning. The specter of Lyndon Johnson picking tar-
gets and the unreasonable rules of engagement during the Vietnam War haunted
him, as did the disastrous raid he had flown in July 1965 against fake SAM sites
— a mission planned, in part, in Washington, without more input from the pilots
whose lives were at stake. He wanted to use the briefing to send a message to the
Air Staff leaders, “Don’t do any more planning. Stay out of CENTAF’s busi-
ness.” He wanted to reject the plan and the planners.?®

On the other hand, as Horner’s deputy, General Olsen, had clearly pointed
out, Warden and his team should stay in Riyadh to continue developing the plan
they had brought to the theater. The CENTAF staff was overwhelmed with work,
stretched to the breaking point, and needed the help the Air Staff officers could
provide. The CINCCENT himself had sent the plan. Horner knew the Air Staff
officers could beneficially augment the CENTAF planning staff at this critical
time. Therefore, the briefing would include Horner “interviewing” Warden,
whom he did not know, to see if he could work with him.?°

To begin the session, Warden placed a couple of boxes of candy on the table
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in front of Horner. “What is this shit?” the general inquired. The colonel
explained that General Adams had sent the boxes and a bag full of lip balm, razor
blades, and suntan lotion for the use of CENTAF personnel because these were
scarce items in theater. Horner spurned the offering and ordered, “Proceed.”’
Warden thought the gifts’ icy reception gave his presentation a “bad start.”' To
Deptula, “very tense” best described the atmosphere in the room.>?

Warden rapidly delivered the briefing in its entirety.>* He described Instant
Thunder as a war-winning plan.>* General Henry clearly remembered him char-
acterizing it as a six-day bombing campaign that would force the Iraqis to capit-
ulate.®> The colonel did not explain that Instant Thunder was a retaliatory option
for use if Saddam Hussein executed hostages or used CW, as Schwarzkopf
viewed the situation. Neither did he indicate that the CINCCENT wanted Horner
to turn the Air Staff effort into a real-world plan, as the CENTCOM commander
had expressed it on August 17. Warden described his campaign as he understood
it, and he presented it just as he had in the briefing to Schwarzkopf three days
earlier.’

Looking through the pages, Horner’s first comment noted that Saddam
Hussein was “bunkered up” and that time was on “our side strategically,” not on
Saddam’s, as the briefing stated. When discussion led to the use of PGMs, the
general corrected Warden by explaining the importance of precision delivery of
weapons; he alluded to the difficulty of hitting radio towers in Vietnam. The
colonel agreed but also said that the Vietnam experience highlighted the need for
sophisticated weapons. With the mention of precision delivery, Deptula remem-
bered hearing other Air Force leaders — especially those from TAC — espouse
the value of precision delivery of weapons instead of precision weapons per se.
They explained that it was cheaper to have specially configured platforms, such
as F—16s, deliver nonprecision, or “dumb,” bombs, than to have aircraft deliver
“smart,” or guided, weapons.” Throughout Desert Storm, most F-16s, the Air
Force’s most numerous aircraft, would fly without PGM capability.

Horner next stated that he had “a little trouble” with Instant Thunder’s basic
premise of “severing the head from the body.” He believed that in the short term,
the plan might work, but over the long term, say, in twenty years, it would prove
disastrous, creating “hatred against America.” He then asked if the planners had
done any analysis on “neutralizing” instead of directly “taking out” the air
defense system. To Deptula, the general suggested that “perhaps this was too
much directed at the destruction of the air defense network, and we didn’t nec-
essarily have to do all that.” As discussion proceeded, Warden stated that a 35
percent to 40 percent level of effort attacked aircraft on the ground, and Horner
suggested that that “may be a poor way” to dedicate assets, and he directed
Colonel Crigger to examine that problem.®

The general returned to the issue that seemed to bother him the most — tar-
geting Saddam Hussein. He asked about the level of effort trying to “kill him”
and asked if the planners had studied Saddam’s C? systems, because, failing to
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kill the Iraqi leader, the campaign must “destroy” his C2. Warden acknowledged
that the studies used in Checkmate were not that good, and Horner immediately
tasked Colonel Leonardo to “study his C2.” Warden explained that the plan
assumed “we would not totally isolate” Saddam. The general replied that the C?
must be destroyed. Warden cautioned him about the difficulty of trying to com-
pletely destroy such a system and guaranteeing its destruction. Horner told him it
was not his job to do that; it was CENTAF’s responsibility. He stated that Warden
had produced an “academic study,” but that he would “make it a reality.”*°

The general then asked a series of questions that Warden answered: What’s
the goal of attacking railroads? Why attack ports? Why use TLAMs — they
lacked a powerful warhead — for initial strikes in highly defended areas?* Why
Volant Solo?*! He directed Colonel Leonardo to study military storage versus
production facilities.*? The briefing item about using multinational forces inter-
ested him, and Warden explained that Chairman Powell had commented that
non-Americans had “to bleed and die” too, if American lives were at risk.*3
When Horner observed the availability of three carrier battle groups, he noted,
the “budget battle must be getting tough.”** Deptula recalled that during the
ensuing discussion, Warden referred often to strategic perspective, and the gen-
eral interrupted, saying, “Well look, let’s not use the terms ‘strategic’ and ‘tacti-
cal.’ Targets are targets.”* The questions continued: What does night buy you?
Why use cruise missiles? “Let’s be honest,” he said, “[their use is] an attempt to
sell a weapon.”*® When Horner saw Instant Thunder’s partitioning of airspace to
the Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy on the basis of geographic sectors, he
sternly directed, “Don’t deconflict by route packages. We did that in Vietnam;
we’ll never do that again.”*” He observed that the plan was unclear and “faulty”
on the concepts of trying to overwhelm the enemy versus applying continuous
pressure against him. He directed Crigger and Leonardo to “wrestle” with the
ideas of “overwhelm” versus “sustain.”*?

Next came discussion of PSYOPS, a “critical element” in Instant Thunder,
but not developed by the planners. Horner inquired about who would develop the
PSYOPS campaign. Deptula recalled, “Warden’s response was not really a clean
answer: the Army, the Air Force, and whoever else you want.” The general also
asked about the extent the plan depended on PSYOPS and if Warden attempted
to change the Iragi government, to which the colonel replied, “Yes.”*® Horner
doubted that the planners understood “the Iraqi mind.” Warden agreed but did
offer that in Checkmate they had studied information from an Iraqi defector.>

In discussing LIMFACs, the issue of F—111Fs arose. Olsen stated that the
deployment now included those aircraft. Horner noted too that the JRCC was
also on its way to collocate with the TACC.?!

Returning to the concepts of the plan, Horner stated his view that the Air
Staff planners’ “main effort was to do targeting.” He suggested that they needed
to “rethink” their “targeting philosophy” and “timeline” in the deployment data.
Warden asserted that the goal was a mid-September execution and that “every-
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one” drove toward that time period. Horner replied that an “armored division”
(referring to the 24th Infantry Division, Mechanized), would arrive at the end of
September, and then the plan could be implemented.’> The general emphasized
that he could not even fully defend until the end of the following week. He
explained that a person in theater had a different outlook from the people in
Washington.** To the “armchair generals” in the Pentagon, things did not look so
bad.>* He likened the Americans’ situation in the AOR in early August, threat-
ened by Iraqi divisions, to being prisoners of war. As time passed and the deploy-
ment got underway, things improved, and personnel could begin to feed and
house themselves, so, by the third week, they could defend themselves.>
“You’ve got a different mindset in Washington, D.C., than you’ve got in theater
when your ass is on the line,” he observed.>

Horner told Warden he would take his “target lists” and “refine them.” He
tasked Leonardo to do this, warning him to do careful and substantive work: “be
able to stand some tough questions — no fluff.” Horner directed Leonardo to
plan using three scenarios: first, Instant Thunder triggers an Iraqi invasion; sec-
ond, Instant Thunder accompanies a land campaign; and finally, Instant Thunder
is executed but hostages are dispersed to target sites.’” Horner then asked Warden
if he could have the officers who had accompanied him. He requested that the
Air Staff lieutenant colonels remain in theater, and each agreed. He pointedly did
not ask Warden to stay.*®

Horner stated that he would take the PSYOPS portion and place it at the
CINCCENT’s level. He asked if the planners had done any attrition analysis.
Stanfill replied that their calculations had estimated a 10 percent loss rate the first
day, then a subsequent drop to 1 percent. A question about analysis by weapon
systems led Stanfill to describe at an excessive length the retaliatory raid, El
Dorado Canyon.>

Warden offered the view that they had to improve the targeting against
Saddam Hussein, about which Horner expressed skepticism. The colonel coun-
tered that it was “not imperative to get him...[but] to isolate him for a while.”®?
Horner moved on, saying that the goal was to “build an ATO” to execute the plan,
which should be “open-ended, beyond six days,” “gut Iraq,” but “not necessari-
ly [be] against [the Iraqi] people.”®' He believed the plan’s execution would incur
a 200-year penalty because non-Arabs attacked Iraq, but he knew he had to have
the plan ready to execute because he, as Harvey noted, “must give [the] CINC-
CENT [the] option in [the] event of unacceptable Iraqi behavior.”®? This idea of
retaliation was echoed by Deptula, who recalled Horner saying, “We must give
the President this option.”®® Stanfill wrote in his notebook: “. . . if machine-gun-
ning of hostages, then I need an option for President.”%*

Horner told Warden his plan had some good components — leadership and
C? targets — but he believed that CENTAF did not yet have a really good feel for
the defense of Saudi Arabia.®> He told Colonels Crigger, Leonardo, and Rider
that, as they refined the plan, they should not do anything that would “impact
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negatively on [our] ability to defend.”®® Stanfill noted that they still had the
deception plan to discuss, but Warden cautioned that they could not talk about it
in the present conference room.%’

Horner asked if it was Powell’s view that the plan must be “multinational.”
Warden answered, “yes,” and Horner suggested that they “build” it in isolation,
then explain it to the Saudis.®® He then returned to the targets, saying, “I’m still
uncomfortable about [the] target list” and “decapitate the snake.” He did not see
it as a “slick plan,” but rather as a “hit-him-in-the-face” one. The general was
“glad” the planners were in Riyadh, getting a feel for theater concerns.®® He then
swore and exclaimed, “This is not an exercise.” The Saudis had only two battal-
ions of armored police cars at the border.”® Horner never realized how much time
it would take to transport ground troops from the United States to the AOR. “You
can’t do it with air alone,” he said.”! Horner openly expressed his concerns about
the threat from the Iraqi divisions and tanks. Doubting that Instant Thunder
would force the Iraqis to withdraw from Kuwait, he believed it would provoke
them to invade the Saudi kingdom. He wanted to know “what needed to be done
if Iraqi ground forces became a player.”’? He held the responsibility, after all, for
the defense of Saudi Arabia. The Iraqi army in Kuwait remained a problem even
if it did not push farther south.”?

The general’s worries presented an opportunity for Warden to highlight and
explain in detail the Instant Thunder briefing slide, “What If: Iraq attacks Saudi
Arabia in response to Instant Thunder.” The colonel had presented this slide near
the end of his initial remarks, but its message was swamped by the theme that
strategic attacks would achieve objectives mandated by the NCA, including
forcing the Iraqis to withdraw from Kuwait. The slide also proclaimed, “Com-
bined Instant Thunder and battlefield air operations can stop ground advance.””
As Warden had explained the week before, he believed that a nation under strate-
gic air attack cannot organize and launch a “dangerous offensive,” so if Saddam
did send forces south, the Instant Thunder reserve aircraft would stop them, or
slow them so they could not reach anything of operational or strategic signifi-
cance.”

Warden now had the chance to explain the rationale and strategy for 