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Introduction

The purpose of this document is to assist United States Army War College students during
the Military Strategy and Campaigning (MSC) course. It also serves to assist commanders,
planners, and other staff officers in combatant commands (CCMD), joint task forces (JTF),
and Service component commands. It supplements joint doctrine and contains elements of
emerging doctrine as practiced globally by joint force commanders (JFCs). It portrays a way
to apply draft doctrine awaiting signature, published doctrine, and emerging concepts, all at
the higher levels of joint command, with a primary emphasis at the combatant command
level.

Throughout history, leaders have developed military strategies and planned campaigns to
synchronize efforts and sequence several related operations to achieve national security
objectives. General George Washington planned the Campaign of 1781 to coordinate the
actions of a French fleet, a French expeditionary army, and his “main army” to defeat the
British forces at Yorktown. Lieutenant General Ulysses S. Grant planned simultaneous
offensives by his subordinate commands against the Confederacy for the 1864 Campaign.
During World War 1l, campaign planning became essential to coordinate the actions of joint
and combined forces in all Allied theaters. In the Pacific Theater of War, General of the Army
Douglas MacArthur issued his Strategic Plan for Operations in the Japanese Archipelago,
DOWNFALL, in May 1945. In this 25-page document, MacArthur explained how the plan
“...visualizes attainment of the assigned objectives by two (2) successive operations
(OLYMPIC and CORONET).” The cover letter described this planas a “general guide
covering the larger phases of allocation of means and of coordination, both operational and
logistic. It is not designed to restrict executing agencies in the detailed development of their
final plans of operation.”

In the wake of the 2018 and now the 2022 National Defense Strategy and National Military
Strategy, campaign planning has received renewed attention within the Department of
Defense. As directed by the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, combatant commanders and subordinate commanders develop a comprehensive set
of nested strategies and plans that must address global priorities while incorporating
regional or functional strategies and campaign objectives which are supported by other
specific plans like theater security cooperation, contingency, and posture plans. All of these
are developed in a dynamic strategic environment characterized by ongoing operations and
variable national guidance.

While joint and Service doctrine remain authoritative sources for planning, this handbook
provides ideas and insights for those charged with developing theater strategies and
campaign plans, whether as a coordinating authority or as a collaborator. This handbook
focuses at the combatant-command and subordinate-joint-force-command levels. In
some cases, where there are apparent differences between joint and Service doctrine, the
handbook reconciles the differences where possible and focuses on “best practices” for
theater commanders.






CHAPTER 1: NATIONAL STRATEGIC DIRECTION AND GUIDANCE

1. Strategic Direction. Strategic direction is covered in CH Il of JP 5-0. This chapter will
summarize some elements of JP 5-0 and attempt to explain some complicated structures.
Strategic direction is captured in strategic guidance documents.

a. Definitions.

(1) Strategic Direction. The strategy and intent of the President,
Secretary of Defense (SecDef), and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (CJCS) 1in pursuit of national interests. (JP 5-0 Joint
Planning, p. GL-13)

(2) Strateqgic Guidance. The written products by which the President,
Secretary of Defense, and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
provide strategic direction. (JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p. GL-13)

b. Implementation. The President, SecDef, and CJCS provide their
orders, 1intent, strategy, direction, and guidance via strategic
direction to the military to pursue national interests within legal
and constitutional limitations. They generally communicate strategic
direction to the military through written documents but may
communicate by any means available. Strategic direction is contained
in key documents, generally referred to as strategic guidance.
Strategic direction may change rapidly iIn response to changing
situations, whereas strategic guidance documents are typically
updated cyclically and may not reflect the most current strategic
direction. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 11-1)

The President, SecDef, and CJCS provide strategic direction

by communicating broad objectives and issue-specific guidance to
DOD. It provides the common thread that integrates and synchronizes
the planning activities and operations of the JS, CCMDs, Services,
joint forces, combat support agencies (CSAs), and other DOD agencies.
It provides purpose and focus to the planning for employment of
military force. Strategic direction identifies a desired military
objective or end state, national-level planning assumptions, and
national-level limitations. In addition to previously mentioned
documents, additional strategic direction will emerge as orders or
as part of the i1terative plans dialogue. (JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p.
11-5
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2. National-Level Strategic Guidance Documents. Listed per Figure 1-1.

a. National Security Strategy (NSS). The NSS is required annually by Title
50, USC, Section 3043. It i1s prepared by the Executive Branch of the
USG for Congress and outlines the major national security concerns
of the United States and how the administration plans to address
them using all instruments of national power. The document is often
purposely general in content, and its implementation by DoD relies
on elaborating direction provided in supporting documents (e.g., the
NDS and NMS). (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p- 11-3)

b. Unified Command Plan (UCP). The UCP, signed by the President,
establishes CCMDs and responsibilities and missions of the CCDRs.
The unified command structure identified In the UCP i1s flexible and
changes as required to accommodate evolving US national security
needs. Title 10, USC, Section 161, tasks the CJCS to conduct a review
of the UCP “not less often than every two years” and submit
recommended changes to the President through SecDef. This document
provides broad guidance from which CCDRs and planners can derive
tasks and missions during CCMD plan development and modification.
(JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 11-4)

c. Contingency Planning Guidance (CPG). The CPG, signed by the President,
fulfills the statutory requirement in Title 10, USC, Section 113.
SecDef, with the approval of the President, and with advice from the
CJCS, provides written policy guidance on the preparation and review
of campaign and contingency plans. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, P. 1I-

5)

d. Presidential Directives (PD). Presidents often issue formal guidance on various
security topics between updates to the NSS. Each administration typically publishes a
directive on how the National Security Council will be organized to support their decision-
making style. These directives have had different names under different administrations:
National Security Directives (NSDs) under G. W. Bush; Presidential Policy Directives (PPDs)
under Barack Obama; National Security Presidential Memorandums (NSPMs) by President
Donald Trump; and National Security Memorandums (NSMs) under the Biden
Administration.

e. Summary of Conclusions (NSC SOQ). (Classified except on rare occasions) Following
National Security Council meetings (when POTUS is present), Principals Committees (PCs),
and Deputies Committees (DCs) the NSC Staff often produces a SOC which reviews the
meeting and publishes any conclusions reached. SOCs at the DC level and above can
reflect authoritative strategic direction. These documents are often used as guidance that
CCDRs use to formulate strategies and plans. Lower-level interagency meetings convened
by the National Security Council Staff (Interagency Policy Committees or Policy
Coordination Committees (IPC/PCC) depending on the Administration) produce SOCs, as
well, which can inform on the interagency discussion on an issue, but the lowest level of
decision making in the interagency process is at the Deputies Level.




f. Joint Strategic Plan (JSP) [Dept of State and USAID]. The Dept of State and
USAID develop the four-year joint strategic plan (e.g., Joint
Strategic Plan FY [2018-2022]) as their primary strategy, to set
forth the direction and priorities to implement US foreign policy
and development assistance for the coming years. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p- 11-4)

g. Joint Regional Strategies (JRS) [Dept of State and USAID]. A joint regional
strategy is a four-year regional strategy developed jointly by the
regional bureaus of DOS and USAID. It articulates the priorities,
goals, and areas of strategic focus within the region. Joint regional
strategies also provide a flexible framework within which regional
bureaus and missions prioritize desired objectives and military end
states, i1dentify supporting resources, and respond to unanticipated
events. Where an end state is not feasible or attainable, for example
when conducting long-term counter weapons of mass destruction or
combating terrorism activities and operations, intermediate
objectives may be used instead. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p- 11-4)

h. Joint Functional Strategies [Dept of State]. A joint functional strategy is a three- year
functional (e.g., countering violent extremism) strategy developed by a functional bureau of
DOS (sometimes in conjunction with elements of USAID). It identifies the priorities, goals,
and areas of strategic focus within a function or problem set. Joint functional strategies
provide a forward-looking and flexible framework within which bureaus and missions
prioritize desired end states, supporting resources, and response to unanticipated events
within world-wide issues.

I. Integrated Country Strateqy (ICS) [Dept of State.] An integrated country
strategy is a four year, whole-of-government strategy developed by
a US country team for a particular country. It articulates a common
set of USG priorities and goals by setting the mission goals and
objectives through a coordinated and collaborative planning effort.
It provides the basis for the development of annual mission resource
requests for DOS and USAID, as well as all USG security sector
assistance. The chief of mission leads the development process and
has final approval authority. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 11-4)

j. Country Development Cooperation Strateqgy (CDCS) [USAID]. A country
development cooperation strategy, typically a five-year strategy,
defines a mission’s chosen approach In a country, articulates the
self-reliance trajectory, and details expected results. The country
development cooperation strategy provides a road map for how USAID
will design and implement projects and activities. It is used to
inform dialogue with Congress and engage host nation (HN) partners
and other stakeholders, 1including the private sector and civil
society. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p- 11-4)

k. Mission Resourcing Request (MRR). This document is an ambassador’s request for
Department of State resources. It “operationalizes” all preceding Dept of State strategies by
requesting the money and people needed to turn the Integrated Country Strategy (ICS) into
reality.
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3. DoD/Joint Staff Level Documents and processes.

a. National Defense Strategy (NDS). Congress mandated that the SECDEF write an NDS
every four years. Although a classified document, an unclassified summary provides the
essence of the strategy. For a snapshot of the current NDS see Figure 1-2.

b. Defense Planning Guidance (DPG). (classified document) — This document is focused
on force development. It provides direction to the Services on what capabilities to prioritize,
guidance to the CCMDs on which Services will “own” which bases within their AOR, and
guidance to the planning community on resource prioritization (e.g., budget, personnel, etc.).
This document informs the GFMIG, GFMAP, TPPs, and TDPs.

2022 National Defense Strategy Themes

U.S. Vital National Interests:

1. Protecting the American people (homeland defense)
2_Expanding American Prosperity
3. Realizing and defending our Democratic values

Threats:

1. PRC is pacing; Russiais acute; North Korea, Iran, and extremist
organizations are persistent threats

2. Changes in climate and transboundary threats (pandemics)

3. Evolving kinetic and non-kinetic threats {cyber, space, changing
tech, electronic, information, gray zone)

Defense Priorities:

1. Defending the hameland

2. Deterring Strategic Attack (U.S ., Allies, Partners)

3. Deterring Aggression while prepared to Prevail in Conflict
4. Build a Resilient Joint force and Defense Ecosystem

How:
1. Integrated Deterrence: warfighting domains, theaters, spectrum of conflict, other instruments of National Power,
network of alliances and partnerships; with combat-credible forces, backed by a nuclear deterrent
2. Campaigning: Tying together the global, day-to-day actions of the Joint Force to achieve deterrence
3. Building Enduring Advantage: Force Development, People and Technology
» Resilient defense ecosystem: DoD, Defense Industnal base, private-sector and academic enterprises

Figure 1-2: 2022 National Defense Strategy Themes

c. National Military Strategy (NMS). (classified document) The NMS is the CJCS’s
central strategy document. Title 10, USC, Section 153, directs the
CJCS to determine for each even-numbered year whether to prepare a
new NMS or update an existing strategy.

(1) The NMS provides the CJCS’s amplifying guidance for
planning, force employment, posture, and future force development.
It provides the strategic framework to prioritize planning, resource
allocation, and risk management. As such, this classified military
strategy serves as the starting point for all other JSPS actions and
constitutes the CJCS’s military advice to SecDef and the President.

(2) The NMS defines the national military objectives (ends) and
how to achieve these objectives (ways) and addresses the military
capabilities (means) required to execute the strategy. The national
military objectives may often be the same as the national defense
objectives identified In the NDS. The NMS provides focus for military
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activities by defining a set of interrelated military objectives and
joint operating concepts from which the Service chiefs and CCDRs
identify required capabilities and against which the CJCS assesses
risk. The NMS also looks beyond the near-term to identify long-range
operational requirements and provides guidance in other areas within
the CJCS’s statutory requirements, such as joint force development
and joint capability development. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p 11-7)

2022 National Military Strategy

Implementing Integrated Deterrence

Cen;rm:ﬁnm>> Central Idea >> Ways >> Joint Force Tasks >> os;j::eu?::s

Risk
el R I = e g e 5
/,_.\ 1 ] > ~
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omela
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1 N\ Integrate Jointand Combined )
rapidly develop 1 { Campaigning )| Efforts
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advantage 1 Stmteg‘c Il s, Leverage Opportunities in )
against I | Campaigning —
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andimame Y Il 5. Builda Resilient JointF —
fI.IU.lI'E? i, urada resientJoint Force rnizntho
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\ /i j M0 Integrate Capabilities Rapidly _/\-—J
_ _ Theog of Success |
Assessments

Lethal - Survivable — Sustainable — Resilient — Agile and Responsive — Globally Integrated
Figure 1-3: National Military Strategy Framework

The 2022 NMS (Figure 1-3), consistent with the Joint Strategic Planning System (next
section), is the way CJCS executes the NDS. It describes the threat, new trends in the
strategic environment, and how the Joint Force will implement its contribution to Integrated
Deterrence. The Joint Force’s contribution to Integrated Deterrence is combat-credible
forces, backstopped by a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent. Through the NMS’
theory of success, the Joint Force contributes to Integrated Deterrence to reduce an
adversary’s perceived benefit and increase the adversary's perceived cost of aggression,
incentivizing restraint as a result. The NMS seeks to solve the central military problem within
the framework of the NDS through an informed theory of success that enables disciplined
decision-making by framing risk and assessing progress toward strategic objectives. The
NMS Theory of Success is to exercise Strategic Discipline to continuously calibrate Joint
Force weight of effort between campaigning and rapidly building warfighting advantage to
deter now and reduce future risk.

Strategic Discipline is the ruthless prioritization and calibration of Joint Force operations,
activities, and investments, consistent with policy guidance and strategic aims, between the
Joint Force strategic ways of campaigning and building warfighting advantage. Strategic
Discipline is enabled by a robust understanding of the strategic environment, including a
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deep awareness of our adversaries and ourselves, ally and partner equities, and the future
character of warfare. This understanding is enhanced by strategic assessments that enable
risk decisions to bias toward decreasing future risk. This approach provides the Joint Force
with the agility to focus on enduring priorities and generate military options for emergent
changes.

Campaigning is how the DoD sequences day-to-day defense initiatives and develops
advantageous conditions to deter conflict, accomplish strategic objectives, and prevall
against adversaries across the spectrum of conflict, to include the Gray-Zone.

Building Warfighting Advantage requires deliberate investment to develop leaders,
concepts, and capabilities through materiel and non-materiel solutions in order to achieve
strategic objectives in the future.

To implement the NMS effectively, the Joint Force must take a globally integrated
approach to risk while thinking across multiple time horizons. Decisionmakers must consider
transferring risk away from priority threats/theaters and be more risk tolerant in the present
to reduce risk in the future.

Joint assessments guide the Chairman’s military advice and the balance of resource
decisions between future modernization and current requirements. These assessments
guide iterative adjustments to implement NDS Defense Priorities and Joint Force Strategic
Objectives.

In the 2022 NMS the ten Joint Force Tasks are:

1. Strengthen Homeland Defense. Modernize and integrate to protect our way of
life.

2. Enhance Deterrence. Develop capabilities that deter adversaries from advancing
their goals, employing their military strengths, or attacking U.S. interests.

3. Prepare to Win. Ensure a properly trained and resourced combat force capable
of defeating our adversaries abroad.

4. Integrate Joint and Combined Efforts. Synchronize actions with allies, partners,
and the interagency to address trans-regional, all-domain, and multi-functional
challenges and continuously advance national security objectives.

5. Leverage Opportunities in Campaigning. Proactively identify and leverage
opportunities to frustrate adversaries’ strengths, exploit vulnerabilities, and expand
U.S. partnerships, access, and basing.

6. Reinforce Diplomacy. Support diplomatic efforts to preserve the rules-based
international order and provide credible military options that enable leaders to interact
from a position of strength.

7. Strengthen Relationships with Allies and Partners. Seek opportunities to
collaborate and improve interoperability with allies and partners to confront enduring
and emerging challenges. Foster strong relationships now — because we cannot
surge trust in crisis.

8. Prioritize Concepts and Resources. Refocus our current warfighting ideas,
systems, and practices to improve combat effectiveness.

9. Build a Resilient Joint Force. Harness robust and effective combat capabilities
that can resist degradation and quickly reconstitute in future combat.
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10. Integrate Capabilities Rapidly. Timely integrate advanced capabilities to amplify
existing warfighting advantages.

The 2022 NMS Joint Force Strategic Objectives are:

e Defend the U.S. Homeland against all-domain threats, prioritizing the PRC.

e Deter strategic attacks and other aggression against the United States, allies, and
partners.

e Ensure the Joint Force possesses the combat-credible capabilities necessary to
prevail in conflict against the PRC in the Indo-Pacific, then Russia in Europe.

e Focus technical and non-technical modernization into a resilient Joint Force and
maintain the ability to respond to crises.

d. The Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS). Section 153 of Title 10, U.S.
Code requires the Chairman to perform six primary functions to assist
the President and the SecDef with planning, advice, and policy
formulation: (1) providing strategic direction for the Armed Forces;
(2) preparing strategic and contingency plans; (3) advising on global
military integration; (4) evaluating comprehensive joint readiness;
(5) conducting joint capability development; and (6) conducting
Joint Force development. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p. 1)

The JSPS is the primary method by which the Chairman fulfills CJCS
Title 10, U.S. Code responsibilities and enables them to: maintain
a global perspective, leverage strategic opportunities, translate
strategy iInto outcomes, and provide military advice to the SecDef
and the President. Figure 1-4 outlines dependencies and linkages across
the Joint Staff to systemically and deliberately improve strategic
outcomes. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-2)

10



Joint Strategic Planning System

The JSPS is the method by which the CJCS fulfills statutory responsibilites, maintains a global perspective, translates strategy inte outcomes,

and develops military advice
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Figure 1-4: Joint Strategic Planning System (Figure 1 CJCSI 3100.01F)

(1) The JSPS supports CJCS in Joint Force employment,
development, and design to achieve policy and strategy objectives,
adapting to emerging challenges and 1nnovating to achieve
warfighting advantage. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-4)

Strategic Discipline requires senior leaders to prioritize and calibrate resources and
pursue opportunities over the near, mid, and long-term. By leveraging the JSPS,
senior leaders can make better risk-informed decisions that account
for strategic priorities and enable calibration iIn response to
unforeseen challenges. This i1s the essence of Strategic Discipline,
which aims to ensure the Joint Force maintains deterrence today while
preparing for potential conflict In the future. (CJCSI 3100.01F,
JSPS, p. B-2)

(2) Global Military Integration. CJCS fTacilitates the arrangement of
cohesive Joint Force actions in time, space, and purpose, executed
to address trans-regional, all-domain, and multi-functional
challenges. The objective of global integration iIs to integrate
operations and resources globally, while evaluating tradeoffs to
enable senior leader risk-informed decision making In support of
National Defense Strategy (NDS) and NMS objectives. Although Global
Military Integration is stated as a distinct CJCS function, i1t is
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inherent in every CJCS function and is the result of the Joint Staff
processes. (CJCS1 3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-2)

(3) Continuum of Strategic Direction. The JSPS supports CJCS i1n Joint
Force employment, development, and design to achieve policy and
strategy objectives, adapting to emerging challenges and 1nnovating
to achieve warfighting advantage. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-4)

(a) Force Employment. Force employment involves planning, force
management, and decision making 1in support of operations and
activities. Joint Force employment uses operational art to integrate
joint capabilities and functions across all domains into global plans
that enable campaigning and operations to achieve strategic
objectives. For force management, the Joint Force implements the
Dynamic Force Employment (DFE) construct. DFE uses ready forces
flexibly to influence the strategic environment while maintaining
the readiness required for contingencies, and to ensure the long-
term viability of the Joint Force. The SecDef’s Global Force
Management Implementation Guidance (GFMIG) provides processes to
manage the Joint Force. For decision making, the Joint Force
leverages intelligence analysis, exercises, and wargames to build
mutual trust and habituate effective communication that enables
rapid decision making in times of crisis. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p.-
A-4)

(b) Force Development. Joint Force Development is the execution
of activities designed to prepare the Joint Force to fulfill national
defense and security objectives in the present and future. These
Joint, Service, and CCMD activities are interdependent endeavors
that enable force employment, operations, capability development,
doctrine, education, experimentation, and training advancements for
the Joint Force. Development outcomes are aligned to national
strategies and evaluated by regular risk assessments. (CJCSI
3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-4)

(c) Force Design. Joint Force design is activities necessary to
produce a unifying vision for the future of the Joint Force, focused
on informing risks and trade-off decisions to realize optimal
national defense and security outcomes across multiple time
horizons. These activities include those that also occur within Force
Development, but utilize a future-focused lens to look beyond near-
term programmatic and resourcing constraints. The outcomes of force
design activities inform-and are informed by-Force Development and
force employment activities. Those outcomes, typically focused on
long-term change to the Joint Force, are oriented on decisions that,
by necessity, have to be made across multiple planning and budgeting
cycles. Despite this focus, force design activities will inform near-
term and mid-term decisions, as technologies, the operating
environment, policies, and priorities evolve. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS,
p- A-5)
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Figure 1-5 shows greater details of JSPS products that translate strategy to outcomes
towards achieving global integration.

JSPS Products and Forums — Translating Strategy to Outcomes
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Figure 1-5 JSPS Products Translating Strategy to Outcomes (Figure 7 CJCSI
3100.01F)

1) Global Force Management. GFM is the process by which the SecDef
(advised by the CJCS) identifies specific forces and establishes how they flow to
combatant commanders for employment (See Figure 1-6 and Figure 1-7). GFM 1s a
series of processes that weigh the Services” capacity to generate
forces against CCDR requirements while building readiness and a
credible deterrent force. This is accomplished via five related
processes: directed readiness, assignment, allocation,
apportionment, and assessment. Directed readiness supports Tforce
planning and contains SecDef direction prescribing the force
capacity, availability, and readiness to achieve strategic
objectives. The assignment and allocation processes provide SecDef
the C2 mechanisms to distribute forces to CCDRs. Apportionment
provides an estimate of quantities of force types reasonably expected
to be available over general timelines for planning purposes. These
processes provide data to conduct assessments of risks to operations
and to the force. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. D-1)
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Within the GFM process:

e SecDef directs readiness by specifying the force that must be ready and
available to execute the NDS.

e SecDef assigns forces to CCDRs to meet UCP missions and other
responsibilities.

e SecDef allocates forces to CCDRs to meet current operational
requirements.

e CJCS apportions quantities of force capabilities to CCDRs for planning.
This is not an allocation of forces, nor does it establish a command
relationship.

e CJCS assesses force readiness and composition to identify imbalances
among Services’ force/capability supply and demand

Directed Readiness. Directed readiness specifies the force that
must be ready and available to execute the NDS within acceptable
risk. The directed readiness tables (DRTs), contain SecDef’s
direction to DOD, prescribing the quantity of forces required
within specific windows to achieve strategic objectives within a
fiscal year. Services use this readiness directive for budgetary
planning and programming purposes. The CJCS uses SecDef-approved
GCPs and select CONPLANs as the foundation of a global analysis to
determine the appropriate required quantity.

Assignment. SecDef provides direction to the Secretaries of the
Military Departments to assign specified forces to CCDRs and the
United States Element, North American Aerospace Defense Command to
perform missions assigned to those commands per TitlelO, USC,
Section 162. The assignment of forces is conducted annually and
documented In the assignment tables of the GFMIG or, iIn years the
GFMIG 1s not updated, as an attachment to the Forces For Unified
Commands Memorandum (““Forces For”). (JP 5-0 p. D-2)

Allocation. Per Title 10, USC, Section 162, a force assigned to a
CCMD or the United States Element, North American Aerospace
Defense Command under this section may be transferred from the
command to which it is assigned only by authority of the
Secretary; and under procedures prescribed by SecDef and approved
by the President. Under this authority, SecDef allocates forces to
CCDRs from other CCDRs, Services and DOD agencies. Two sub-
processes, annual and emergent, are used to allocate forces. (JP5-0
p. D-2)

Allocation of forces is ordered in the annual Global Force
Management Allocation Plan (GFMAP). The GFMAP is one of the orders
in the Secretary of Defense Orders Book (SDOB) process to obtain
SecDef approval. The DJ-3 coordinates the allocation process for

CJCS. (CJCsSI 3100.01F p. E-3) The GEMAP is a classified document.
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Apportionment. Apportioned forces provide an estimate of the
capacity to generate capabilities that can reasonably be expected
to be available along general timelines. This estimate informs and
shapes CCDR resource-informed planning, but does not identify the
actual forces that may be allocated for use If a plan transitions
to execution. This informs senior leadership’s assessment of plans
based on force inventory, force generation capacity, and
availability. The apportionment of a force does not establish a
command relationship. Apportionment is dependent on the number of
operational forces, the readiness and availability of the forces,
and the number of forces employed globally. Apportioned forces not
only support planning, but when compared to the DRTs, the
apportionment tables provide a periodic measurement of DOD’s
ability to meet its level of readiness. The GFMIG provides
strategic guidance with respect to the apportionment process. (JP5-0

p. D-3)

Assessment. The Joint Force Sufficiency Assessment (JFSA) informs
DOD’s assessment processes by identifying imbalances among
Services” force/capability supply and current demand. The JFSA
consists of two separate assessments. The GFMAP Sufficiency
Assessment addresses current GFM shortfalls in meeting CCDR
requirements, and the Strategic Requirements Sufficiency
Assessment focuses on the joint forces” ability to meet global
demands of the CPG, NDS, NMS, and the associated GCPs and CCPs.
The JFSA supports building a more lethal force and rebuilding
warfighting readiness. The JFSA also evaluates why DOD was, or was
not, able to meet its DRT target. (JP 5-0p. D-3)
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Global Force Management Implementation Guidance (GEMIG) (classified
document). The GFMIG, approved by SecDef, integrates complementary
policy and guidance on directed readiness, assignment, allocation,
apportionment, and assessment iInto a single authoritative GFM
document in support of the DOD strategic guidance. It provides SecDef
guidance and assigns responsibilities for performing all aspects of
GFM.(JP 5-0 Joint Planning, pp- 11-8 and D-4) Besides the aforementioned
guidance, the GFMIG includes the Forces For Unified Commands Assignment Tables. In
years that the GFMIG is not updated, the assignment tables are included in a “Forces For”
Memorandum, described below.

The Forces For Unified Commands Memorandum (*Forces For”). The
“Forces For” memorandum and 1its associated tables document the
SecDef’s direction to the Secretaries of the Military Departments to
assign forces to CCDRs and the U.S. Element North American Aerospace
Defense Command, as well as direction to retain certain forces within
the Services. “Forces For” Assignment Tables are published annually
and establish Combatant Command Authority (COCOM) relationships
between CCDR and unit(s) assigned to the CCMD to accomplish missions.
The command relationship established with assignment i1s enduring
until the SecDef changes the assignment. COCOM of assigned forces
fulfills the SecDef’s responsibility in section 164(c)(2) of Title
10, U.S Code to “ensure that a commander of a combatant command has
sufficient authority, direction, and control over the commands and
forces assigned to the command to exercise effective command over
those commands and forces.” (CJCSI 3100.01E, JSPS, p. G-4)

Joint Risk Analysis Methodology Application to Global Force
Management. The Global Force Management Implementation Guidance
(GFMIG) i1s the SecDef’s policy for the GFM processes. SecDef
decisions on directed readiness, assignment, and

allocation require a clear understanding of the globally
integrated risks. The goal remains to fully inform the SecDef of
the risks associated with the sourcing options to support a
decision. The decisions involve balancing the

risk(s) to force with the risk(s) to mission to use the Joint
Force effectively and efficiently In executing the NDS, current
operations and military activities, and future contingencies.
CCMDs generally assess risks to mission and the

Services and other force providers assess Risk-to-Force. Risk-to-
Mission and Risk-to-Force are explained in more detail in the
following paragraphs discussing risk in the context of the CRA. In
assessing risks, CCMDs and force providers should recognize the
finite nature of the Joint Force. A decision to

use a force for current operations or military activities may
reduce future readiness and availability thus increasing
operational risk to multiple campaign and contingency plans.. In
accordance with the GFMIG, GFM allocation sourcing
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recommendations, with the associated risks, are presented to the
SecDef i1n the SecDef Orders Book (SDOB). (CJCSM 3105.01B pp. C-1
to C-2)

For more on GFM, see JP 5-0, Appendix D (Global Force Management).

JSPS Management and B2C2WG. The [Joint Staff] J-5 Deputy
Director for Joint Strategic Planning (DD-JSP) assists with the
management of the JSPS by providing oversight to a series of
integrating forums at different levels within the Joint Staff and
across the Joint Force. The Joint Staff Strategy Integration Group
(JSSIG) conducts JSPS management within the Joint Staff. The Joint
Strategy Working Group (JSWG) and Joint Worldwide Planners Seminar
(JWPS) include all elements of the DoD 1In the management of the JSPS.
(CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-8) The CPH does not provide details of every part of
the B2C2WG used to manage the JSPS. Details on primary B2C2WG elements that support
JSPS can be found in CIJCSI 3100.01F JSPS as well as other CJCSIs. A list of key B2C2WG
elements with limited explanation is below.

2) Joint Staff and Strategy Integration Group (JSSIG). The J-5 Strategy
Development Division (SDD) Chief oversees the JSSIG sub-working
groups, which may include, but are not limited to, a JSPS Revision
Working Group, Annual Joint Assessment (AJA) Survey Working Group,
and Joint Staff Intelligence Risk Assessment (JSIRA) Working Group.
(CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-9)

a) JSPS Revision Group. This working group reviews the CJCSI
3100.01 and recommends changes to the DD-JSP. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS,
p. A-9)

b) AJA Working Group. This working group develops and reviews
the AJA Survey structure and survey questions. The AJA Survey 1S a
formal, comprehensive data collection and analytical mechanism for
garnering CCMD, Service, and NGB perspectives on the strategic
environment, threats, challenges, opportunities, and risks. (CJCSI
3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-9)

c) JSIRA Working Group. The JSIRA is an assessment of risk
developed by representatives from each Joint Staff directorate based
on independent input from the Intelligence Community (IC). The JSIRA
is one of two primary inputs to the CRA (AJA Survey responses provide
the other primary input). The JSIRA is conducted through a series
of JSIRA Working Group meetings conducted prior to [Chairman’s Risk
Assessment] CRA development. The Working Group is informed by DIE
analysis of current and future adversary strategic goals and military
capabilities. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p- A-9)
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3) Joint Strategy Working Group (JSWG). The JSWG brings together
action officers and 0-6/GS-15-level strategic and operational
planners and assessors from the CCMDs, services, NGB, and other
relevant USG departments and agencies. The JSWG i1s chaired by the
SDD Chief on behalf of the DD-JSP. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-9)

4) Joint Worldwide Planners Seminar (JWPS). The JWPS brings together
general officer flag officer (GO/FO0) and Senior Executive Service
(SES)- level strategic leaders from the CCMDs, Services, NGB, and
other relevant U.S. government departments and agencies to discuss
strategic and operational planning, execution, and assessment
issues. The JWPS convenes as needed and is chaired by the DD-JSP on
behalft of the Director, J-5. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p. A-9)

e. Strategic and Contingency Planning:

(1) Joint Strategic Campaign Plan (JSCP) (classified document). The JSCP is CJCS
signed/approved. Itis the Chairman’s primary document to guide and direct the preparation
and integration of Joint Force campaign and contingency plans. The JSCP fulfills
the CJCS statutory responsibilities to assist the President and
SecDef 1In providing strategic direction to the Joint Force. It
provides CJCS strategic guidance that operationalizes the NMS and
implements strategic planning guidance from the NDS, GEF, and CPG.
In addition to communicating specific planning guidance to the
CCMDs, the JSCP also provides integrated planning guidance and
direction for planners to fulfill the CJCS’s role as the global
integrator. (CJCSI 3100.01F JSPS, p. D-2/JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p.
11-7)

The JSCP 1s a five-year global strategic plan (reviewed every two
years). The JSCP establishes a common set of processes, products,
priorities, roles and responsibilities to integrate the Joint
Force’s global operations, activities, and investments from day-to-
day campaigning to contingencies. The JSCP provides the GCPs and
directs Regional Campaign Plans (RCPs), Functional Campaign Plans
(FCPs), and Combatant Command Campaign Plans (CCPs). The JSCP also
directs the development of iIntegrated plan sets for scenarios that
may require execution of multiple contingency plans simultaneously
and SPFs (formerly known as Globally Integrated Frameworks) to enable integrated
contingency planning for priority problem sets. (CJCSI 3100.01F,
JSPS, p. D-2)(See Figure 1-8)
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Joint Strategic Campaign Plan (JSCP)
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Figure 1-8: Joint Strategic Campaign Plan

(2) Global Campaign Plans (GCPs) (classified documents). GCPs are SECDEF
signed/approved. GCPs focus on integrating activities oriented against
DoD’s most pressing trans-regional, all-domain, multi-functional
strategic challenges. They are designed to achieve unity of effort
for day-to-day activities within and between the CCMDs, Services,
NGB, and Joint Staff. Joint Staff Priority Challenge Cross
Functional Teams (CFTs) develop and maintain GCPs and the JSCP
assigns coordinating authority (CA) to a CCDR for each GCP (CJCSI
3100.01F, JSPS, p. D-3)

(3) Strategic Planning Framework (SPFs) (classified documents). SPFs are SecDef
signed/approved. SPFs shape the development of an integrated plan set
for a priority adversary and enable the integration of concurrent
plans during the initial planning phases by establishing a shared
understanding of the problem, a common strategic approach, and
refined resourcing guidance. SPFs also enable senior leaders to
provide guidance on assumptions, risks, priorities, and resourcing
earlier in the plan development process. By initiating integration
of plans from their iInception, the SPF ensures that resulting
integrated contingency plans are feasible and can facilitate rapid
transition in crisis or contingency. SPFs are the CJCS’s primary
means for integrated contingency planning, consistent with
statutory responsibility for advising the SecDef on global
military integration as prescribed in title 10, U.S. Code, section
153. (CJCSI 3100.01F, JSPS, p. D-4)
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(4) Consolidated Strategic Opportunities. Approved by SecDef and integrated into
top down guidance as SecDef planning guidance for GFM. Strategic Opportunities
(S0s) are foreseeable, strategically significant events that the
Joint Force can leverage through deliberate planning in order to
shape the strategic environment. The Joint Force exploits SOs that
can be identified at least two years in advance through the
development of Consolidated Strategic Opportunities (CSOs). For
emergent SOs that appear no more than six months in advance, the
Joint Force may use short-duration DFE to shape the strategic
environment.

CSOs are a collection of CCMD, Service, and ally and partner
(A&P) nominated OAls organized around a SO. The CSO increases
Joint Force effectiveness and maximizes strategic impact by
unifying the OAls towards common GCP Intermediate Military
Objectives (IMOs), aligning and synchronizing the strategic
messaging, and integrating A&P contributions. The DJ-5 leads CSO
development as a collaborative planning process between 0SD, the
Joint Staff, CCMDs, Services, A&P, and the interagency.

(5) Coordinating Authority (CA). Coordinating authority 1is the
authority delegated to a commander or individual for coordinating
specific functions and activities involving forces of two or more
Military Departments, two or more joint force components, or two or
more forces of the same Service (e.g., joint security coordinator
exercises coordinating authority for joint security area operations
among the component commanders), and may include USG departments and
agencies and partner nations (e.g., as part of security cooperation
planning). To fulfill the requirements of global integration, CJCS may
advise the SECDEF to designate individuals as a coordinating
authority. In this context, a coordinating authority is generally a
CCDR with the preponderance of responsibility for developing plans
in support of a GCP and associated contingencies, but who does not
receive additional command authority or authority to compel agreement
beyond that already assigned iIn the UCP. Coordinating authorities
convene collaborative forums to perform three functions: planning,
assessing, and recommending changes to plans. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p. I11-11) See Figure 1-9.
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Coordinating Authority: Responsibilities

* Leads Problem Set Plans Development: designated expert when representing problem
set to OSD/loint Staff (planning, resourcing, synchronization, transition to contingency).

» Authority to Convene: convenes meetings as reguired to plan, synchronize, and assess.
* Recommendations: recommends changes in the plan and resourcing.

» Assessments: Integrates the assessments of CCMDs, C5As, and Services; emphasizing or
deemphasizing areas based on the broader campaign needs.

« Prioritization: sets priorities of all tasks/objectives in the plan.
* Risk: Assesses risk and mitigation for all tasks/objectives.

» Compels Integrated Support Plans: compels support plans from planning collaborators
AW JSCP assignment

» Global Integration Activities: nominates strategic objectives, leads planning to
synchronize campaign activities across CCMDs, CSAs, and Services.

= Transition to Contingency: defines decision support templates and aligns campaign
resources to support Integrated Contingency Plans

Figure 1-9: Coordinating Authority

(6) Priority Cross-Functional Teams. Priority Challenge CFTs consist of
Joint Staff functional and regional experts, as well as
representatives from relevant CCMDs, Services, CSAs, interagency
partners, and multinational partners, where applicable. CJCS employs
CFTs to facilitate shared understanding and support the development
of military advice. 1AW reference (f), CFTs will coordinate with
OUSD(P) to share planning and related information with Interagency
partners. During a crisis or contingency, the CFTs may assist iIn
developing a shared understanding of the strategic environment. CFTs

might also include gender, cultural, and climate change experts. (CJCSI 3100.01F,
JSPS, 20 p. D-4)

(7) Global Defense Posture Report (GDPR). The GDPR is SECDEF signed/approved
and produced annually. It describes the Joint Force’s integrated approach to requirements
and risk associated with posture (forces, footprints, and agreements). A key
consideration of GCP and plan reviews is global defense posture.
Posture i1s the fundamental enabler of Joint Force activities. From
a posture perspective, GCPs foster an integrated approach to
Continental United States (CONUS) and Outside Continental United
States (OCONUS) requirements, trade-offs, and risk across three
interdependent posture elements: forces, footprints, and
agreements.

Each interdependent posture element may be enabled by
commercial capabilities (i.e., infrastructure, services, and
associated personnel) and posture planning may optimize forces,
footprint, and agreements with contracted support, when
appropriate. The DJS is the Joint Staff lead for posture issues.
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In that role, the DJS coordinates closely with the Joint Staff
Directorate for Intelligence, J-2; Directorate for Operations, J-
3; Directorate for Logistics, J-4; J-5; and Directorate for Force
Structure, Resources, and Assessments, J-8 on global defense
posture issues, such as force management and prepositioned
equipment. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy, Plans,
and Capabilities and DJS will normally delegate routine Global
Posture Executive Council (GPEC) process management to the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans and Posture and the J-5
DD-JSP. Delegation to the DD-JSP will be through DJ-5. The GPEC
proposes recommendations for SecDef consideration on global posture
initiatives introduced by CCMDs and Military Departments. As
needed, posture issues and recommendations may be reviewed by the
Operations Deputies (OpsDeps) Tank, the primary joint forum for
such issues. As required, the OpsDeps may elevate posture issues
and recommendations for consideration In a JCS Tank. (CJCSI
3100.01F, JSPS, D-5)

4. Theater Level Documents.

a. Reqgional Campaign Plans (RCPs) (classified document). Regional planning
guidance addresses regional threats or challenges that require co-
ordination across multiple CCMDs. Generally, issues that require
RCPs are not as significant a threat to US interests as GCPs but
require attention to ensure they do not devolve into a more significant
crisis. If necessary, SecDef, through the CJCS, could directa RCP
with a designated coordinating authority. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning,
p.1-9) RCPs are rarely directed at the department/joint staff level and have therefore
been removed from CJCSI 3100.01 JSPS. RCPs are more often directed at the CCMD level.
For example, the Commander of USAFRICOM may direct a Northwest Africa or East Africa
Campaign Plan, or the Commander USINDOPACOM may direct a Southwest Asia or East
Asia Campaign Plan. See Chapter 5 of the CPH for more on RCPs as well as
subordinate campaign plans and support plans.

b. Functional Campaign Plans (FCPs) (classified document). FCPs address
functional threats or challenges that are not geographically con-
strained and require coordination across multiple CCMDs. (JP5-0,
Joint Planning, p. 1-9)

c. Combatant Command Campaign Plan (CCP). CCPs are the centerpiece of the
CCMDs” planning construct and operationalize CCMD strategies. CCPs
incorporate intermediate objectives and tasks assigned to the CCMD from
the GCPs, RCPs, and FCPs within their geographic AOR or functional
area. They link support and contingency plans; set priorities and
identify risks in requirements placed on the CCMD. CCPs focus the
command’s day-to-day activities, which include ongoing operations and
military engagement, including security cooperation, exercises,
deterrence, and other shaping or preventive activities. CCPs organize

and align operations, activities, and investments with resources to
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achieve the CCMD’s objectives and complement related USG efforts 1in
the theater or functional areas. CCDRs identify the resources assigned
and allocated to the CCMDs, prioritize objectives, and commit those
resources to shape the OE and support the national strategic
objectives. CCDRs evaluate the commitment of resources and make
recommendations to civilian leadership on future resources and national
efforts associated with executing the command’s missions. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, p. 1-9)

d. Integrated Contingency Plans (ICP) (classified document). The JSCP directs the
development of integrated plan sets for scenarios that may require the execution of
multiple contingency plans simultaneously. They are shaped from their inception by the
SPFs. An Integrated contingency plan coordinates the activities of
multiple CCMDs in time and space to respond to a single
contingency that spans CCMD geographic boundaries or functional
responsibilities. Designated coordinating authorities lead
planning and assessments across CCMDs and provide recommendations
to the CJCS for specific problem sets or missions. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p- 1-10)

Note — See Chapter 5 of this document for more details on problem sets that are grouped
together into an Integrated Contingency Plan (ICP). ICPs are directly related to GCPs, RCPs,
and FCPs. When threats emerge, crises occur, or escalation warrants, a GCP, RCP, or FCP
will transition into a contingency plan for execution.

e. CCMD Strateqgy (Theater or Functional). CCDRs use strategic guidance and
direction to prepare command strategies focused on their command’s
specific capabilities and missions to link national strategic
guidance to theater or functional strategies and joint operations.
The command strategy, like national strategy, identifies the
command’s broad, long-range objectives that contribute to national
security. The command strategy provides the link between national
strategic guidance and joint planning. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p.
1-10)

The CCMD Strategy is an overarching construct outlining a combatant commander’s
vision for integrating and synchronizing military activities and operations with the other
instruments of national power to achieve national strategic objectives. Combatant
commanders develop theater/functional strategies. Unlike their CCMD campaign plans,
these strategies are not tasked by national leadership. Rather, they are descriptions of
theater or function area challenges and opportunities with aspirational descriptions of how
the combatant command intends to respond. CCMD strategies are avaluable tool for the
CCDR to provide vision, purpose, and priorities to a wide audience.These strategies can be
classified or unclassified. If classified, an unclassified version isdesirable as a strategic
communication vehicle. See Chapter 5 of the CPH for more details.

f. Country Specific and Regional Security Cooperation Plans (CSCS). As needed or
directed, CCDRs prepare CSCSs within their campaign plans for each
country where the CCMD intends to apply significant time, money,
and/or effort. CCDRs may also prepare separate regional plans. These
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are useful to 1identify and call out activities directed toward
specific regional or country objectives and provide focus for the
command. Regional-specific security cooperation plans and country-
specific security cooperation plans can also serve to better
harmonize activities and investments with other agencies. By
isolating the desired objectives, planners can more easily identify
supporting efforts and specific assessment measures toward achieving
US objectives. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. V-14) See Chapter 5 of this
document for more details.

5. CCDR Dialogue with National Leaders (Military Options, COAs, and Planning).

a. Military Options. A major responsibility of the CCDR is to assist the CJCS in advising
the President and SecDef on the use of military power to achieve national objectives. Civilian
leaders often ask for military options to help them visualize “the art of the possible” during
the development of policy objectives, and CCDRs often discuss military options to help map
out the policy boundaries that inform planning. These dialogues play out along a spectrum
from the conceptual to the detailed. Civilian and military actors use various terms to describe
similar types of advice, and terms are often used dissimilarly by different actors.The United
States Army War College attempts to align its lexicon with concepts found in JP 5-0, such
that:

e Conceptual discussions most often lead to “Military Options,” while detailed
discussions most often lead to “Courses of Action (COAs).” (Figure 1-10)

e “Options” often produce multiple potential mission statements, while COAs all
develop from one mission statement.

Option or Course of Action
Option COA
+ Possibly different assumptions » Common assumptions
« Scenario-driven + Single scenario
« Possibly different termination » Common termination criteria
criteria « Common mission statement
» Each option mightleadto a forall COAs
different CCMD mission « Common military objectives
« Different military objectives » Expressed as how to apply M
» May be expressed in ICWDI&E
relationship of M to other » Will have branches to deal with
elements of power (DI&E) different assumptions, but same
« "Branch planning up front" mission
leads to different mission
statement

Figure 1-10: Options and COAs
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(1) Options identify different ways, generally broadly defined
in scope, to support differing end states in support of the
objective. COAs are subsets of options that 1i1dentify specific
military operations to attain the end state described iIn an option.
The purpose of options is to provide senior decision makers, usually
SecDef or the President, the opportunity to better iIntegrate the
military within policy decisions. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. I11I-
32)

(2) To provide the proper political context, it is reasonable to add the policy goals (or
outcomes) that the military options would achieve. In addition, stating termination criteria
implies more than just the military end state desired, and leads to wider political, societal,
regional, or developmental conditions. Importantly, a complete military option is a product of
essential dialogue between policy makers, military commanders, and the political
leadership. The creators of military options can validate policy goal assumptions and political
leaders can communicate expectations of military actions or activities (See Figure 1-11).

Policy
Goal/Outcome
tical context

Termination Criteria

Expectations
d gstate =
y Dbje - » ',’f
Military Options Objective thoo ~
! _ Abie i

Military Options

*  Policy outcome Military options are a flexible and responsive way to provide
A@Fw'ty (ve_:rb) military advice to national civilian leadership. At the simplest level,
Military objs/endstate military options provide a vehicle for iterative dialog with the NSC.

Risk/time Military options can be developed all the way to course of action
Means? (COA) level detail.

“focused on the what —

not the how”

Figure 1-11: Elements of Military Options

(3) The most common tension between civilian and military leaders is in the risks
associated with Adequacy (focused on ends), Acceptability (focused on ways), and
Feasibility (focused on means). Low fidelity options/COAs make for quicker and more robust
civ-mil discussions but may equate to higher risk to force and policy/mission. Higher fidelity
options/COAs lower the risk in some areas but increase the risk that proposed solutions are
too late and retard the civ-mil dialogue. Strategic planners must quickly determine where
best to place risk to ensure robust, but effective, dialogue between the CCDR and civilian
leaders during strategy development and planning development.
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(4) The plans-centric construct for developing options is appealing to military leaders
operating within their familiar decision-making process, with efforts to ensure their options/
COAs pass the FAA-DC (Feasible, Acceptable, Adequate, Distinguishable, and Complete)
test. However, this is often not helpful for civilian leaders who are unfamiliar with the military
process and who use a different model for making decisions. Civilian leaders areoften
frustrated by military options that they view as overly difficult or time consuming, that
inadequately address their broader political considerations, or that are merely variations of
a single concept that do not offer a real choice.

(5) Although not prescribed in joint doctrine, military planners should anticipate that
political leaders want to discuss military options early in the decision-making process before
they issue clear policy and planning guidance and before planners have been able to conduct
detailed FAA-DC analysis. This turns out to be like answering the question “which came first
the chicken or the egg?” Determining “which comes first, policy or options?” can lead to friction
and miscommunication between civilian and military leaders. Strategic planners must be able
to describe a range of possible actions and outcomes before policy makershave committed
to the objective they seek. (See Figure 1-12)

The Policy Option Dialogue

Civilian Objectives

Potential
Policy

Do
Everything

[m]
(=]
=]
[w]
1]
B
[=d
=
<]

Strategic Options — Varying mix of Diplomatic, Information, Military & Economic activities

Civilian Objectives Adequate?
Acceptable?
Feasible?

Palicy
Objective Distinguishable?
Complete?
Do

Everything

FDO Light
FDO Special
FRO A

[COATA (LW 1) COA1B (L1 2) CCOA 1 C (LvI 3TP
— - COA2A (vl 1)
| COA3A(Lvl 1) COA3 B (Lvi2)

p3jielaq

Figure 1-12: Planning in the Strategic Arena

(6) Most importantly, the friction between civilian and military leaders can be reduced
by adjusting the military’s development of options to better accommodate civilian
expectations. Participants’ experiences, engrained heuristics, and the nature of the
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particular national security issue influence every dialogue that takes place between civilian
and military leaders. Strategic planners must develop an appreciation for these realities and
provide military options which can meet civilian policymakers’ unique requirements.
Developing military options to address national security requirements is the ultimate
expression of military judgment and therefore no process, procedure, or template is
guaranteed to be successful in every context.

(7) The purpose of initial military options is to inform policy decision-making by
increasing civilian leaders’ understanding about which objectives the military could enable.
On a continuum of actions from “do nothing” on one end, to “do everything” on the other,
civilian leaders might start with a general idea of what policy responses they are comfortable
with. Conversely, they may initially approach a problem with a range of possible objectives
to pursue. The best approaches are informed by a thorough understanding of how each
instrument of national power enables the attainment of proposed objectives. Therefore,
military options should initially include a range of military activity that supports a broad range
of potential policy objectives providing civilian leaders the opportunity to refine what they
expect the military to achieve.

(8) The task for military leaders is to explain the complexity of the military instrument
in a manner such that civilian leaders can be comfortable with their decision to use it. An
iterative dialogue allows civilians to achieve a working knowledge of how a military operation
will unfold, on what timeline, with which forces, and the associated level and nature of risk.
Commanders and senior advisors facilitate this level of understanding when they clearly
articulate the logic underpinning the theory of victory. Or, short of victory, how each option
delivers an acceptable outcome in light of the challenge addressed by the presented
options. Although civilians may not agree with the logic, they will ideally understand the
military perspective which will allow them to make informed decisions aboutthe utility of the
military instrument.

(9) Using traditional planning frameworks and the requirement for detailed feasibility
analysis, military leaders cannot provide the multitude of options that civilian leaders desire
ina short amount of time. Adapting and planning are intrinsically at odds; planning seeks to
constrain the future within a desired path while adaptability seeks the best path as the future
unfolds. Binding detail, though desired for feasibility, is the graveyard of adaptability.

(10) Options should rely less on a staff-centric, excessively detailed decision-making
processand more on a conceptual design methodology fueled by senior military leaders’
operational art and experience. Military options provided to civilian decision makers during
policy development should be more similar to the conceptual operational approach
produced by the design methodology than the detailed COAs produced by in-depth joint
planning and analysis.

(11) Senior military leaders must communicate options in a format and language that
is easily understood by civilian leaders and policy makers. Though there is no standard
format for an option, each one should contain the following elements:

e Scenario and assumptions upon which the option is based
e Desired outcomes and associated policy aims
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e A description of the concept with emphasis on the use of military actions inthe
context of the use of other instruments of power

e Ageneral description of the resources required
e Ageneral timeline for how the option would play out

e An explanation of the causal logic that links the recommended actions to the
desired outcomes

e The strategic and operational risks entailed in this option

b. Example.

(1) Problem: Hurricane Ellis is bearing down on Haiti.

(2) Strategic Options: 1) Do nothing, 2) Prevent catastrophe, 3) Mitigate
consequencesand assist recovery, 4) Prevent catastrophe and rebuild the country.

(3) Military Options:

(a) Option 1. Do Nothing

1) Assumptions. Do nothing does not equal abandon U.S. Military personnel,
does equal Non-Mil AMCITs are on their own, U.S. will not support international efforts.

2) End states. No U.S. end states (other than protect U.S. military)

3) Ways available:
» Pull all U.S. military forces from the area (3 days to finish)
= COA 1 Airlift focus
= COA 2 Sea-based focus
= COA 3 Use commercial transport

4) Ties into Whole-of-Government Plan. Prepared to support evacuating DOS
personnel, if necessary.

5) Risks. - AMCIT casualties. International response forces respond late,and
we are caught on our heels.

(b) Option 2. Prevent Catastrophe

1) Assumptions. Haitian government can handle many of the expected
challenges. Policy focus is to prevent catastrophe vice mitigate disaster.

2) End states. Haitian government fully capable of protecting critical
infrastructure and lives.

3) Ways available:
» Shoring up critical infrastructure
= COA 1 - Send an engineer organization to support (lowend — takes 48
hours)
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= COA 2 - Contract LOGCAP from local bases (TBD timeline)
» Guide local leaders, shore up infrastructure, and assist in recovery with a
CA and Eng focused Org (high end — IOC in 24hours, FOC in 1 week)
= COA 1 - Engage early & heavily by deploying a JTF
= COA 2 - Engage slowly. VTC w/ leaders from USACE, contract
infrastructure prep work and send in CA Army Unit from
ARFORSOUTH after event

4) Ties into WOG Plan. U.S. Mil is in support of USAID DART.

5) Risks. Small risk to force. Expectation that U.S. will “save” Haiti forces
mission creep later. If Haitian government fails, the responseforce would enable follow on
forces, but would have to transition to consequence management vice prevention.

(c) Option 3. (Initial Narrative) Mitigate consequences and assist recovery. Since
Haiti is extremely fragile, due to repeated hurricanes over the past few years, we assume it
is ripe for significant damage from Hurricane Ellis. We could also assume that they will not
want help up front due to national pride and a poor understanding, by senior Haitian
leadership, of how vulnerable they truly are. If we believe those assumptions, then we may
want to aim for post-event support — which has been our traditional response in the past.
A quick response could mitigate consequences (save lives and reduce suffering) and assist
a quicker, more robust recovery. We could do this by our traditional naval/air focused
response packages (ESGs, CSGs, C-5/C-17 flow, etc.) in support of USAID or, if we act fast
enough, we could pre-stageground assets via commercial and MPF ships in a temporary
ground base. The ground staging idea risks damage to force but can respond quicker (as soon
as the winds die down). The ship/aviation focused choices respond slower but have lower
risk to force...and we know how to do it. We, DOD, will support USAID’s DARTS no matter
what we decide, and we recommend clearance to start planning with them now in order to
ensure feasibility and acceptability of our potential COAs. We think we need to act within
the next 48 hours to flow a viable ground force package. The ship/air flow decision can wait
for 96 hours (or more). Option 3 may require a naval force that includes an aviation capability
to support ground forces. Lessons learned from humanitarian crisis have demonstrated the
need for a gender perspective when planning and preparing options.

(d) Option 4. Additional options as required...

6. Flexible Deterrent Options (FDOs) & Flexible Response Options (FROs). FDOs and
FROs are a specific type of military option. FDOs and FROs are executed on order
and provide scalable options to respond to a crisis. Commanders
include FDOs and FROs as part of their plans to provide adaptive
military options for SecDef or the President to deter or respond to
a crisis. Both provide the ability to scale up (escalate) or de-
escalate based on continuous assessment of an adversary’s actions
and reaction. While FDOs are primarily intended to prevent the crisis
from worsening and allow for de-escalation, FROs are generally
punitive in nature. A planning outline for FDOs and FROs is included
in CJCSM 3130.03, Planning and Execution Formats and Guidance.
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a. FDO. FDOs are preplanned, deterrence-oriented actions tailored
to signal to and influence an adversary’s actions. They are
established to deter actions before or during a crisis. IT necessary,
FDOs may be used to prepare for future operations, recognizing they
may well create a deterrent effect.

(1) FDOs are developed for each instrument of national
power—diplomatic, informational, military, and economic-but they are
most effective when combined across the instruments of national
power. FDOs facilitate early strategic decision making, rapid de-
escalation, and crisis resolution by laying out a wide range of
interrelated response paths.

(2) FDOs provide options for decision makers during emerging
crises to allow for gradual 1increase 1In pressure to avoid
unintentionally provoking full-scale combat and to enable them to
develop the situation and gain a better understanding of an
adversary’s capabilities and intentions. FDOs are elements of
contingency plans executed to increase deterrence in addition to,
but outside the scope of, the ongoing operations. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p. E-1)

(3) Annex E of JP 5-0, Joint Planning, provides examples of FDOs for each instrument
of power. The military FDO example is provided in Figure 1-13. FDOs are implemented in
concert with the other instruments of power in order to achieve policy goals/objectives
without escalating to armed conflict. FDOs may require the cooperation from U.S. allies
and/or partners. FDOs should be implemented as part of the overarching contingency
campaign. Once implemented, it is crucial that the operational environment is continually
monitored to determine if the FDO was effective and if any unanticipated consequences
occurred. As assessment occurs, FDOs can be adjusted or terminated in concert with the
contingency campaign.

Examples of Requested Military Flexible Deterrent Options

¢ Increase readiness posture of in-place forces.

e Upgrade alert status.

¢ |ncrease intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance.
¢ |nitiate or increase show-of-force actions.

* |ncrease training and exercise activities.

¢ |ncrease defense support to public diplomacy.

e |ncrease information operations.

* Deploy forces into or near the potential operational area.
e Increase active and passive protection measures.

Figure 1-13 Examples of Requested Military FDOs (Figure E-4 JP 5-0)
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b. FRO. An FRO 1is an operational to strategic-level concept of
operation that is easily scalable, provides military options, and
facilitates rapid decision making by national leaders In response to
heightened threats or attacks against the US homeland or US interests.
(JP 5-0, Joint Planning p. E-4)

(1) FROs are used to address both specific, transregional threats
and nonspecific, heightened threats. FROs are operations that are
first and foremost designed to preempt enemy attacks, but also
provide DOD the necessary planning framework to fast-track requisite
authorities and approvals necessary to address dynamic and evolving
threats.

(2) FROs are developed as directed by the CJCS and maintained by
the CCMDs to address the entire range of possible threats. FROs
should support both long-term regional and national security policy
objectives. Initially, FROs are developed pre-crisis by CCMDs, based
on 1intelligence collection and analysis and critical factors
analysis, and then modified and/or refined or developed real-time.

(3) FROs should not be [Hlimited to current authorities or
approvals; rather, planning should be based on DOD's capabilities
(overt, Ilow visibility, clandestine, and covert) to achieve
objectives, independent of risk. While entirely unconstrained
planning is not realistic or prudent, the intent of FROs 1is to
provide national leaders a full range of military options to include
those prohibited In the current OE. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. E-

4)
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Flexible Response Option Content Guidelines

* |dentify critical enemy vulnerabilities and specific targets for each major vulnerability
* Operation objectives

e Desired effects

* Essential tasks

e Major forces and capabilities required

e Concept of deployment

e Concept of employment to include phasing, timing, major decision points, and
essential interagency supporting actions

* Concept for sustainment

¢ Estimated time to achieve objectives

* Military end state(s)

* Additional resources or shifts essential for execution

* Additional recommended changes in authority and approval required
e Additional risks associated with execution and mitigation approaches

Figure 1-14 FRO Content Guidelines (Figure E-5 JP 5-0)

(4) While FROs are generally intended to address terrorist threats, they can be used
against any adversary. FROs involve decisive direct military action but may also include
indirect actions. FROs have specific content guidelines that include but are not limited to
those found in Figure 1-14. Further details of FROs can be found in Annex E of JP 5-0 Joint
Planning.

(5) FROs are employed by POTUS/SecDef to interdict an adversary (e.g., terrorist or
proxy organizations), interdict an adversary’s critical networks and deny an adversary
sanctuary/support bases. As all military options, FROs are scalable. An example of FRO
scalability is found in Figure 1-15.
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Flexible Response Option Scalability

Rapid Response

Demonstrate Resolve

Limited Response
Target Those Directly

Responsible
Priority of Effort: Priority of Effort:
e Speed * Legitimacy via attribution
Advantages: Advantages:

¢ Demonstrate resolve
+ [ eastimpact of

* Response aimed directly
at those responsible

current operations * Demonstirates restraint
» |nternational cooperation
more likely
Disadvantages:
* Limited strategic Disadvantages:
effect s Uncertain timeline
* More likely lethal in + Persistent operation may
nature require reallocation of

resources

» United States remains
vulnerable to other
extremist arganization
elements

* Probable negative
international reaction

* More likely unilateral
action

Decisive Response
Defeat Violent Extremist
Organization

Priority of Effort:
* Direct attack on enemy
center of gravity

Advantages:
¢ Proactive vice reactive
+ Targets critical enemy
vulnerabilities
e Greater impact on enemy

Disadvantages:

s Potential to destabilize
region of focus

* Perception of US
overreaction

¢ Higher risk

+ Unintended
consequences

Figure 1-15 FRO Scalability (Figure E-6 JP 5-0)
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CHAPTER 2: STRATEGIC PLANNING

1. Strategic Uses of Military Force. The United States Ileverages 1s
diplomatic, informational, military, and economic instruments of
power to pursue i1ts national interests. Reinforcing traditional
tools of US diplomacy, the Department of Defense (DoD) provides
military options to ensure the President and US diplomats negotiate
from positions of strength. DoD is iIn a supporting role when the
military instrument of power is not the primary strategic means.
When other instruments of national power prove insufficient, the

military may become the nation’s primary means. . . Whether iIn a
primary or supporting role, there are four strategic uses of military
force — assurance; both forms of coercion, deterrence and

compellance, and forcible action. (see JP1, Vol 1 Joint Warfighting,
p. 1-3-1-5 for full discussion)

2. Globally Integrated and Coordinated. Integrated planning synchronizes
resources and Integrates timelines, decision points, and authorities
across CCMDs to enable the achievement of strategic and operational
objectives. 1t should produce a shared understanding across the
joint force of the threat environment,required decisions, resource
prioritization, and risk. Integrated planning Iincreases
collaboration through vrobust JPEC coordination and across the
whole-of-government to address the challenges facing the United
States. Integrated planning recognizes the necessity to inform
strategy that spans the competition continuum, requiring alignment
of campaign and contingency planning. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. I-

5)
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Unified Action

Ra@s .

Nation 1«7y % % *
g * X
* Other

DOS pop - Executive
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) Planning
Ny N " R B el Enterprise
T W VW Deptof
atlon USAID Treasury

2 N GOS ' Congress

(Oxfam, MSF, etc)

IGO - International Governmental Organizations (e g United Nations, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, African Union)

NGO — Non-Governmental Organizations (e g. Oxfam, Médicins Sans Frontiéres [Doctors without Borders], the Afghan
Women’'s Network).

Figure 2-1: Unified Action (Army War College)

a. The integrated context (see Figure 2-1) includes all of the relevant actors in the
national security environment (including, but not limited to, the ones below). Unified Action
synchronizes, coordinates, and integrates joint, single-Service, and multinational operations
with the operations of other USG departments and agencies, nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs), intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) (e.g., the United Nations), and theprivate
sector to achieve unity of effort. Each layer of planning has a somewhat distinctive title to
enable planners to understand which layer of planning they are working in.

(1) The joint community [JOINT PLANNING]

(2) Whole of Government [OTHER U.S. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES]

(3) Multinational partners [COALITION, ALLIED, or MULTI-NATIONAL]

(4) International Organizations (e.g., the United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, the Organization of American States) [NATO Planning, or UN Planning, etc. —

planning and operations usually assumes the name of the organization leading the effort.]

(5) Non-Governmental Organizations (e.g., Oxfam, Médicins Sans Frontiéres

[Doctors without Borders], the Afghan Women'’s Network) [No specific title exists]
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(6) Relevant non-state actors (e.g., financial institutions, shadow governments,
multinational corporations, terrorist organizations, empowered academics and consultants)
[No specific title exists]

b. Complicating the planning endeavor is the fact that different actors have different
outcomes, different timelines, different processes, and different decision structures. Some
examples are:

(1) DOS may have different priorities in Nation X that affect the ways and means DOD
may use to accomplish tasks in adjacent Nation Y.

(2) A classified DOD plan may not be shared with other U.S. governmental
organizations until late in planning.

(3) A coalition nation may be unable to discuss a sensitive topic until its elections are
complete.

(4) Nation 1 may not want Nation 2 to know that it is participating in some activitiesand
operations. This would warrant bilateral planning that is synchronized outside the normal
coalition planning channels.

(5) NGO A may wish to synchronize with some elements of the plan, but not wish to
know about other elements of the plan.

3. Multi-National Planning. As it is unlikely that the United States will operate alone in
future conflicts, comprehensive planning must be conducted with a multinational
perspective, rather than as an add-on to U.S. planning. U.S. forces may operate as part of a
coalition or an alliance, work through unity of effort between nations of similar aim, or work
toward an end state that supports U.S. partner nations’ objectives as well as U.S. national
objectives. Commanders and staffs must consider interests, equities, contributions, and
limitations posed by the multinational environment. Some considerations for planners and
operators during multinational operations:

e National objectives of the various partners

e Building and maintaining a multinational force

e Differences in language, culture, gender dynamics, and national sovereignty
e Legal considerations by the participants (international law and law of war)
e Doctrine, training, and resources

o Differences in force protection and rules of engagement (ROE)

e Limits to sharing intelligence and information

e Communications and spectrum management

e Logistics and host nation support

o Differing standards for health service support

e Nuanced perspectives on media relations
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4. Unified Action. Unified Action is the synchronization, coordination, and
integration of the activities of governmental and nongovernmental
entities with military operations to achieve unity of effort.
Coordination of inter-organizational and multinational plans
facilitates unity of effort among multiple organizations by
promoting common understanding of the capabilities, limitations, and
consequences of military and nonmilitary actions. It also 1dentifies
common objectives and how military and civilian capabilities best
complement each other to achieve these objectives..Strategic
objectives are achieved through unified action built on unity of effort.
(JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-24)

a. To prevent internal conflicts and assist with Unified Action, DOS, USAID, and DOD
(as the three foundational pillars for promoting and protecting U.S. interests abroad) have
established “Diplomacy, Development, and Defense (3D) Planning.” 3D Planning is an
ongoing initiative to build understanding and synchronize plans to improve collaboration,
coordination, and unity of effort among these organizations.

b. Military power is most effectively used in conjunction with the
other instruments of national power to advance and defend US values,
interests, and objectives. To accomplish this i1ntegration, the
CCMDs, Services, and DOD agencies interact with non-DOD agencies and
organizations to build mutual understanding of the OE, requirements,
capabilities, Ilimitations, and consequences of military and
nonmilitary actions, as well as the understanding of the desired
objectives and, if applicable, military end state. They also identify
how military and civilian capabilities best complement each other.
The National Security Council (NSC) integrates the instruments of
national power by facilitating mutual understanding and cooperation
and overseeing interagency planning efforts. Further, military and
civilian organizations share information, cooperate, and strive
together to make unity of effort possible. JFCs seek cooperation and
build consensus to achieve unity of effort. Interagency and
multinational consensus building is a key element to unity of effort.
(JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-24) Note: For moreinformation on Promote
Cooperation events, see CJCSM 3130.01, Campaign Planning Procedures and
Responsibilities.

5. Joint Planning. Joint planning 1i1s the deliberate process of
determining how (the ways) to use military capabilities (the means)
intime and space to achieve objectives (the ends) while considering
the associated risks. |Ideally, planning begins with specified
national strategic objectives and military end states to provide a
unifying purpose around which actions and resources are focused.. In
the process, joint planning frames the problem; aligns ends, ways,
and means; develops operational approaches; accounts for risk;
and gives leaders decision space with proposed military options.
Combatant commanders (CCDRs) may propose objectives for the
President’s and the Secretary of Defense’s (SecDef’s) consideration
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before beginning detailed planning. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (CJCS), as the principal military advisor to the President
and SecDef, may offer military advice on the proposed objectives and
global prioritization. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p- 1-1)

Joint planning serves two critical purposes:

a. At the strategic level, joint planning provides the President and
SecDef with options and advice to achieve the National Security
Strategy of the United States of America [short title: NSS]
objectives through the employment of the joint force. Planning
supports decision making by i1dentifying courses of actions (COAs)
available along with probable outcomes, costs, and risks. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, 1-2)

b. At the operational level, joint planning translates national
level guidance into specific activities aimed at achieving strategic
and operational objectives and attaining the military end state as
directed in the (U) National Military Strategy of the United States
of America, 2018 [short title: NMS], the 2018-2020 Contingency
Planning Guidance (CPG) [short title: CPG], and Chairman of Joint
Chiefs of Staff Instruction (CJCSI1) 3110.01, (U) Joint Strategic
Campaign Plan (JSCP) [short title: JSCP]. Joint planning ties the
training, mobilization, deployment, employment, sustainment,
redeployment, and demobilization activities of joint forcesto
achieve military objectives in the service of enduring national
interests. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-2)

6. Management and Review of Plans. Commanders continually assess plans.At
the CCMD-level, the joint planning and execution community (JPEC)
and senior DOD leadership share this task. Assessments continuously
measure the effectiveness of military operations andproject the
expected effectiveness of plans against contingencies as the OE
changes. Assessments support decision making by measuring the
progress toward accomplishing a task, creating an effect, achieving
an objective, or attaining a military end state. The joint planning
and execution community (JPEC) synchronizes plans in the USG through
ongoing civil-military dialogue. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, pp- Xiv-
xv, p- 1-3)

a. JPEC. The headquarters, commands, and agencies involved In joint
planning or committed to a joint operation are collectively termed
the JPEC. JPEC synchronizes plans in the USG through ongoing civil-
military dialogue. Although not a standing or regularly meeting
entity, the JPEC consists of the stakeholders shown in Figure [2-2].
The President, with the advice and assistance of the NSC and CJCS,
issues policy and strategic direction to guide the planning efforts
of DOD and other USG departments and agencies that represent all of
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the instruments of national power. SecDef, with the advice and
assistance of the CJCS, organizes the JPEC for joint planning by
establishing appropriate command relationships among the CCDRs and
by establishing appropriate support relationships between the CCDRs
and the Combat Support Agencies (CSAs) for that portion of their
missions involving support for operating forces. A supported
commander is identified for specific planning tasks, and other JPEC
stakeholders are designated as appropriate. This process provides
for increased unity of command in the planning and execution of joint
operations and facilitates unity of effort within the JPEC. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, pp- 1-3, 11-10 I1-12) See Figure 2-2.

The Joint Planning & Execution Community (JPEC)
USAID ‘ Ambassadors

DOS Bureaus
Strategic
Guidance

Office of the Secretary
of Defense

DEA, FBI, etc.

Intel Community
Countries (in Theater)

Congress Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff
Supported Combatant Command UN
Partners/Allies / subordinate Joint Staff Services
Commands Directorates
Supported

Subordinate Unified ”aﬁg“a' Guard | sorvice Major CCMDs

Commands HiEats Commands

Service and Functional

Components Department of

Defense Supporting Combatant
Joint Task Forces Agencies Commands

Figure 2-2: Joint Planning and Execution Community (Figure II-2 in JP 5-0)

b. This process is intended to coordinate integrated, flexible plans with fully integrated
databases to enable rapid build of executable joint plans. This flexible planning system is
intended to facilitate the adaptive planning principles:

o Clear strategic guidance and iterative dialogue

¢ Early interagency and coalition coordination and planning

¢ Integrated intelligence planning

e Embedded options

e “Living” plans

Parallel planning in a network-centric, collaborative environment

7. The Strategy and Planning Continuum. While plans are generally divided into either
campaign or contingency plans, the various types of joint plans derived from national level
strategy are numerous and complex. Joint planning encompasses the
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preparation of a number of planning and execution related products.
While the planning process is generally the same for campaign,
contingency, or crisis planning, the output or products may differ.
Campaign and contingency planning encompasses the preparation of
plans that occur in non-crisis situations with a timeline generally
not driven by external events. Crisis planning uses the same process
but is typically driven by external events and is almost always time
constrained. CCPs provide the means to translate strategic guidance
into activities executable by CCMDs. CCPs link current operations
to contingency plans. The planner needs to know the type of plan and
the detail required. The two basic types of plans are campaign and
contingency plans. Both can have four levels of detail: commander’s
estimate, base plan (BPLAN), concept plan (CONPLAN), and operation
plan (OPLAN). (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-8)

The Joint Strategic Campaign Plan (JSCP) directs the number and types of documents
that CCDRs produce as they turn strategic challenges into actionable operations and
activities. JSPS provides the planning construct to bring a global perspective to threats that
were previously stove-piped within Combat Command structures.

JSCP directed strategic and contingency planning consists of all planning efforts, relation-
ships, authorities, roles, and responsibilities designed to integrate the planning of problem
sets requiring coordinated action by the Joint Staff, OSD, CCMDs, Combat Support
Agencies, Services, other government agencies, and foreign partners. This planning seeks
to increase collaboration across the whole of government and increase unity of effort to
address increase unit of effort to address the complexity of the Operational Environment
with the available resources.

The Strategy and Planning Continuum construct shown in Figure 2-3 shows the various
types of strategy and plans ranging from the strategic to operational level. Figure 2-3 shows
how the various types of plans are nested with national and theater level strategies.

Strategy and Planning Continuum
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Figuré 2-3: The Strate.gy and Planning Continuum
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a. CJCS. The CJCS is tasked by Title 10, Section 153, of US Code with preparing and
reviewing strategic campaign and contingency plans. The Chairman is responsible for
operationalizing the national strategies and other policy guidance, aligning the actions of the
Joint Force, balancing risk, assigning problems, and providing military advice to the SecDef
for adjudicating competing priorities.

b. CA. To integrate CCMD planning and day-to-day campaigning, the CJCS assigns a
CA to develop integrated plans. (See Chapter 1 for more on the CA.)

c. CET. ACFT, comprised of members of the Joint Staff, develops guidance for CJCS and
supports globally integrated planning for GCPs and SPFs. (See Chapter 1 for more on
CFTs.)

d. Collaborator. A Joint Force organization assigned by the CJCS (via the JSCP) to
support integrated planning for a problem.

e. Assignment of Planning Responsibilities. The CJCS will assign GCPs, RCPs, and
FCPs to Coordinating Authorities. Those CAs will work with collaborators to develop
campaign plans (written and updated by the CA) and supporting plans (written by
collaborators).

f. CCPs CPs. CCDRs will integrate relevant elements of the GCP/RCPs/FCPs and their
own CSPs into their CCP. CCPs serve as the 5-year resourced base plan that support
day-to-day operations, actions, and activities. CPs are considered to be branch plans of
the CCP. For more on CPs see the Campaigning section of Chapter 2 and Chapter
5.

8. Conceptual to Detailed Planning. Joint Planning integrates four functions and two
interconnected processes. The first process is oriented toward the conceptual and artistic
side of ‘planning’ and is titled “Operational Design.” Its counterpart is oriented more
towards the detailed and scientific sides of planning and is titled the “Joint Planning
Process.” Both processes support Strategic Guidance, Concept Development, Plan
Development, Plan Assessment — the difference is in the degree to which each is used.
Whilelisted as two distinct processes, they are better described as sides of a continuum
from conceptual to detailed planning. (See Figure 2-4 and 2-5)
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Joint Planning

Conceptual Detailed
Conceptual planning establishes objectives Detailed planning works out
as well as broad approaches for achieving particulars. Plans influence
them. Concepts drive details. concepts.
Strategic Art 5
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Operational .
- C Plannin Tactical
Operational — P Planning

Tactical
Design

_E_-EE_

Design

Creativity Efficiency

Figure 2-4: Joint Design and Planning (Conceptual-Detailed)

Planning has a conceptual component and a detailed component.
Conceptual planning involves understanding operational environments
and problems, determining the operation’s end state, and visualizing
an operational approach to attain that end state. Conceptual planning
corresponds to the art of command and is the focus of the commander
with staff support. Detailed planning translates the commander’s
operational approach into a complete and practical plan. Generally,
detailed planning is associated with the science of control including
synchronizing forces 1iIn time, space, and purpose to accomplish
missions. Detailed planning works out the scheduling, coordination,
or technical problems 1involved with moving, sustaining, and
synchronizing the actions of the force toward the desired end state.
(ATP 5-0.1, Army Design Methodology, p. 1-3)
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Planning Functions, Process, and Operational Design Methodology
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Figure 2-5: Joint Planning Process and Operational Design (JP 5-0,Figure Ill-1)

a. Strategy. Strategy i1s a prudent idea or set of ideas for employing
the instruments of national power in a synchronized and integrated
fashion to achieve theater, national, and multinational objectives.
Strategy is also the art and science of determining a future state
or condition (ends), conveying this to an audience, determining the
possible approaches (ways), and identifying the authorities and
resources (e.g., time, Tforces, equipment, and money—means) to
achieve the intended objective, all while managing the associated
risk. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-3)

Figure 2-6 provides a joint planning overview that includes the Joint Planning Process
(JPP). JPP Is covered in detail in Chapter 3. CCMD Strategies are developed through
conceptual planning via operational design/design methodology. A CCMD design team
captures the conceptual design process in a strategic estimate that is a running document
used to inform strategy adjustments. The strategic/operational approach forms the
foundation for the CCMD Strategy and for the CCP. The CCDR’s strategy is written using
the strategic estimate along with a two-way dialogue that includes the CCDR, CCMD staff,
and subordinate commanders/staffs The CCMD strategy is the foundational document for
which the CCP and CPs are developed. For CCMD strategies see Chapter 5.
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Joint Planning Overview
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Figure 2-6 Joint Planning Overview (Figure 111-2 JP 5-0)

b. Strategic art. Strategic Art is the formulation, coordination, and
application of ends, ways, and means to implement policy and promote
national iInterests. Practitioners evaluate the competing iInterests
and objectives of state and non-state actors in the OE, organize
joint forces to implement policy, and sense when revision Is prudent.
Strategies should provide a coherent narrative to bridge the present
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to the future. Enduring, effective strategy provides the conceptual
basis for an integrated military operation or campaign.
Visualization and conceptualization of strategic success achieved
or supported by military means is the foundation of operational art
and operational design. The essence of strategic art is distillation—
organizing and articulating the complex interrelationship between
national iInterests, policy, strategic ends, and practice,in clear
terms. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-3)

c. Operational art. Operational art 1is the cognitive approach by
commanders and staffs supported by their skill, knowledge, experience,
creativity, and judgment to develop strategies, campaigns, and
operations to organize and employ military forces by integrating
ends, ways, means, and evaluating risks. In planning, many activities
are done through a scientific methodology. These include identifying
strengths and weaknesses of the opponent, validating requirements
through checklists, and comparing the outcomes of analysis. However,
planning for conflict and war is best based on operational art and
the broad knowledge of commanders and planners that are not easily
categorized. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-3)

d. Operational design and JPP. Operational design 1is the analytical
framework that underpins planning. Operational design supports
commanders and planners in organizing and understanding the OE as a
complex interactive system. Commanders must understand the audience
and political environment to give the best military advice to
civilian decision makers. Planners must consider how they will
translate often-times confusing military jargon and concepts into a
universally understood language; interagency partners are critical
to this discussion. Operational design 1is interwoven with the
planning process to fill In gaps in guidance and information and
provide a framework in which to plan, enabling planners to address
the complexity of the OE, support mission analysis and COA
development, and develop CONOPS with the highest likelihood of
success. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning p. 1V-1)

(1) Operational design and JPP are complementary tools of the
overall planning process. Operational design provides an iterative
process that enables the commander’s vision and mastery of
operational art to help planners answer ends—ways—means—risk
questions and appropriately structure campaigns and operations In a
dynamic OE. The commander, supported by the staff, gains an
understanding of the OE, defines the problem, and develops an
operational approach for the campaign or operation through the
application of operational design during the Initiation step of JPP.
Commanders communicate their operational approach to their staff,
subordinates, supporting commands, agencies, and multi-national/
nongovernmental entities as required i1n their 1initial planning
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guidance so that their approach can be translated into executable
plans. As JPP is applied, commanders may receive updated guidance,
learn more about the OE and the problem, and refine their operational
approach. Commanders provide their up-dated approach to the staff
to guide detailed planning. This iterative process facilitates the
continuing development and refinement of possible COAs iInto a
selected COA with an associated initial CONOPS and eventually into
a resource-informed executable plan or order.

(2) The relationship between the application of operational art,
operational design, and JPP continues throughout the planning and
execution of the plan or order. By applying the operational design
methodology in combination with the procedural rigor of JPP, the
command can monitor the dynamics of the mission and OE while
executing operations iIn accordance with the current approach and
revising plans as needed. By combining these approaches, the friendly
force can maintain the greatest possible flexibility and do so
proactively (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. I11-4) See Figures 2-5 and 2-6.

e. Operational planning. Operational planning translates strategy iInto
executable activities, operations, and campaigns, within resource
and policy limitations to achieve objectives. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p.- 1-4)

9. Global Campaigns.

a. The joint force campaigns across the competition continuum. GCPs
and CCPs encompass concurrent and related operations, activities,
and investments to achieve operational-level objectives that support
achievement of strategic objectives. In concert with other
instruments of national power, these actions not only maintain or
achieve strategic objectives but also anticipate a future beyond
those objectives. The actions 1iInclude many Service component
operations, joint operations, and continual alignment of military
actions with interorganizational and multinational partners.

b. Policy drives campaigning to pursue strategic objectives that
are broad, transregional, and global, requiring many more parallel
actions and substantially more diverse operational-level objectives.
Campaigning is the result of strategic discussion, policy, and
operational-level planning and execution. An effective and continual
civilian-military dialogue guides the process, ensuring integration
between military operations within DOD and alignment with other USG
departments and agencies. Campaigning in pursuit of GCP and CCP
objectives occurs over many years. The President and SecDef determine
when GCPs or CCPs require revision.

c. Across the competition continuum, cooperation can require the
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employment of numerous smaller military and nonmilitary efforts
implemented and adjusted over Qlong durations. For competition,
success can require efforts to accomplish an array of diverse
activities across numerous OAs to gain influence, advantage, and
leverage.

d. For global campaigning, success may be measured in the prevention
of armed conflict. However, success in armed conflict may require an
overlapping series of campaigns characterized with multiple
iterations of enemy and friendly offensives, counteroffensives, and
transitions. Throughout armed conflict, commanders have to confront
and endure surprise and failure. In the aftermath of armed conflict,
senior military and civilian officials may direct joint forces to
enforce the resulting military success through a continued
occupation of seized territory. JFCs continue supporting efforts to
ensure enemy compliance and maintain the strategic objectives after
the transition of an area to civil authority. (JP 3-0, Jdoint
Campaigns and Operations, p. 1V-9)

e. Campaigning. Campaigning is the persistent conduct and sequencing
of military activities aligned with other instruments of national
power to achieve prioritized objectives over time through global
campaigns, CCMD campaigns, and associated families of contingency
plans. CCDRS campaign to deter attacks, assure allies and partners,
compete below armed conflict, prepare to respond to threats, protect
internationally agreed-upon norms, and, when armed conflict 1is
necessary, prevail... Campaigning maintains or changes the OE to the
favor of the United States, allies, and partners, while limiting,
countering, and disrupting adversarial activities that challenge US
interests below armed conflict. (JP 1, Vol 1 p 111-21)

f. Joint Operations. Military actions conducted by joint forces and
those Service forces employed i1In specified command relationships
with each other, which, of themselves, do not establish joint
forces. (JP 3-0, Joint Campaigns and Operations, p. GL-12)

g. While campaigns are executed over a given period of time and space,
campaigning is continuous. The art and science of campaigning is the most difficult thing
for any large organization to accomplish. Success in campaigning requires that all elements
and members of a command or organization understand the campaign and in turn sequence
the appropriate amount of military activity in a unified action to achieve specific objectives.
Additionally, a command or organization must appropriately organize to execute the
campaign. One of the biggest errors by military organizations at the operational and strategic
level is to assume that the existing command and control structure and internal staff structure
will be effective in executing the campaign. All parts of the command must row together
towards campaign objectives. Any staff actions or command activities that do not contribute
to success in the campaign should not be executed. Additionally, any part of the organization
or unit within the organizational structure that does not contribute to accomplishing
campaign objectives should be considered for elimination.
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h. Campaigning has traditionally reflected the operational level of war; that is, the linkage
of tactical operations to achieve strategic objectives. In many cases, the Joint Force will be
in a situation which is complex enough that it cannot achieve the desired ends through the
execution of a single operation. There are various reasons that this may be the case.
Insufficient forces may be available to defeat the enemy in a single operation (consider the
U.S. Civil War in 1861-65). Physical, mobility, human factors or political limitations may force
sequential operations (consider DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM,the defeat of Japan in
WWII, or Cuba, 1898). The enemy’s center of gravity may be so well protected that it must
be attacked indirectly (consider the defeat of Nazi Germany).

i. Among other responsibilities, Joint Force Commanders plan and execute campaigns.
Generally, Service forces not assigned as a joint force conduct operations rather than
campaigns, but they may have a supporting plan to the joint campaign plan that links multiple
operations to accomplish specific missions.

J. Not all military objectives require campaigning. A non-combatant evacuation operation
(NEO), for example, may be executable in a single operation. A punitive strike may also
achieve the strategic objective in a single operation. However, the theater commander must
usually achieve strategic objectives in a more complex environment, requiring multiple
operations and the synchronization of those multiple operations to achieve military
objectives and support achievement of the national objectives.

10. Campaign Planning versus Contingency Planning.

a. Similarities between campaign and contingency planning. The art and science used to
develop campaigns and contingencies are the same. All the processes discussed in the
CPH, and joint doctrine are used for both types of plans. Operational design/design
methodology, JPP, operational art, and others are used for plan development, modification,
and assessment. For details on CCPs and CPs (as branches to CCPs), see Chapter 5.

b. Differences between campaign and contingency planning.

(1) Campaign Planning. Campaigns seek to shape the OE and achieve
national objectives. They establish operations, activities, and
investments the command undertakes to achieve specific objectives
(set conditions) insupport of national policy and objectives. CCMD
campaigns are proactive and rarely feature a single measure of
military success implying victory in a traditional sense and may
include operations across the competition continuum to include
ongoing combat operations. In the event a contingency operation 1s
executed, that operation is subsumed into the campaign and becomes
an element the CCDR considers when identifying the impact of US
operations on the OE, the opportunities to favorably affect the OE
to achieve national-level and theater-level objectives and examining
MOEs that may 11mpact the campaign’s intermediate objectives.
Campaigns seek to capitalize on the cumulative effect of multiple
coordinated and synchronized operations, activities, and investments
that cannot be accomplished by a single major operation. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning p. V-3)
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(2) Contingency Planning. Contingency plans identify how the command
might respond In the event of a crisis or the inability to achieve
objectives. CPs specifically seek to favorably resolve a crisis that
either was not or could not be deterred or avoided by directing
operations toward achieving specified objectives. They have
specified end states that seek to reestablish conditions favorable
to the United States. They react to conditions beyond the scope of
the CCP. Having achieved their military objectives or attaining the
military end state, operations transition back to campaigning
through competition wunder new conditions, possibly with new
objectives. These actions are executed on order of the President or
SecDef and generally entail specific orders for their execution and
require additional resources allocated through the GFM process. (JP
5-0, Joint Planning, p. V-4)

(3) Resource-Informed Planning and Execution _ (Capability Assignment,
Apportionment, Allocation). JSCP-directed campaigns, unlike contingency
plans, are not just plans, they are campaigns in execution. They are
constrained by the readiness and availability of resources and
authorities and forecast future requirements based on projected
results of current on-going operations and activities. CCDRs plan,
assess, and execute their JSCP-directed campaign plans. The CCMDs,
however, receive limited budgeting and rely on the Services and the
CCMD component commands to budget for and execute campaign
activities. As such, the components, JS, and FPs must be involved
during the planning process to identify resources and tools that are
likely to be made available to ensure the campaign plan 1is
executable. The component commands can also identify options and
activities of which the CCMD might not be aware. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p. V-9) See Figure 2-7.

11. Detailed Planning. Plans are developed to different levels of detail depending on
risk, need, troop-to-task, etc. The JSCP directs that CCDRs develop assigned plans to a
specified level. Similarly, the CCDR may direct preparation of internally-directed plans to a
particular level of detail.

a. Level 1 Planning Detail—Commander’s Estimate. This level of planning has
the least detail. It produces multiple COAs to address contingencies.
The product for this level can be a COA briefing, command directive,
commander’s estimate, or a memorandum with a proposed force list.
The commander’s estimate provides SecDef with military COAs to meet
a potential contingency. The estimate reflects the commander’s
analysis of the various COAs and recommends a COA. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p. 1-11)
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Campaign Planning and Execution
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Figure 2-7 Campaign Planning and Execution (Figure V-2 JP 5-0)

b. Level 2 Planning Detail—BPLAN. A BPLAN describes the CONOPS, major
forces, concepts of support, and anticipated timelines for
completing the mission. 1t normally does not include annexes. A BPLAN
may contain alternatives, including FDOs and FROs, to provide multiple
options to address contingencies as they develop, or to shape the
developing situation. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-11)

c. Level 3 Planning Detail—CONPLAN. A CONPLAN 1is an OPLAN 1nan
abbreviated format. It may require considerable expansion or
alteration to be converted into a complete and detailed level 4
OPLAN or an OPORD. It includes a plan summary, a BPLAN, and usually
includes the following annexes: A (Task Organization), B
(Intelligence), C (Operations), D (Logistics), J (Command
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Relationships), K (Command, Control, Communications, and Computer
Systems), S (Special Technical Operations), V (Interagency-
Interorganizational Coordination), and Z (Distribution). ITf the
development of time-phased force and deploymentdata (TPFDD) is
directed for the CONPLAN, the planning level is designated as 3T and
requires consideration of intelligence community assessed contested
environment impactson deployment and distribution operations. A CCMD
may request a national intelligence support plan (NISP) be developed
for level 3T contingency plans. A troop list and TPFDD also require
an annex E (Personnel) and annex W (Operational Contract Support).
(JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-12)

d. Level 4 Planning Detail—OPLAN. An OPLAN is a complete and detailed plan.
The OPLAN i1dentifies the force requirements, functional support, and
resources to execute the plan. It contains a full description of the
CONOPS, all applicable annexes, a time-phased force and deployment
list (TPFDL) and a transportation-feasible notional TPFDD as well
as analysis of the impact of a potentially contested environment on
the joint deployment and distribution enterprise (JDDE). A TPFDD
phases unit requirements into the theater of operations to support
the CONOPS and provide closure estimates.A CCMD may request a NISP be
developed for level 4 OPLANS. An OPLANis normally prepared when:

(1) The contingency threatens national security and requires
detailed prior planning.

(2) The magnitude or timing of the contingency requires detailed
planning.

(3) Detailed planning 1s required to support multinational
planning.

(4) Detailed planning is necessary to determine force deployment,
employment, sustainment, and redeployment requirements; identify
resources to fill requirements; and validate shortfalls. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, p. 1-12)

12. Risk.

a. Central to planning and execution at any level is the concept of risk. Merriam-
Webster’s dictionary defines risk as “the possibility that something bad or unpleasant (such
as injury or loss) will happen.” CJCSM 3105.01 Joint Risk Analysis defines risk as“probability
and consequence of an event causing harm to something valued.” In most cases, military
professionals first experience the concept of risk with the operational risk management
process when risks are identified and controlled by educating subordinates and establishing
measures to avoid or reduce the probability of negative outcomes. At the lowest level, the
holiday safety briefing to subordinates is perhaps the most well-known. Range safety
briefings are other examples. The definitions above and the operational risk management
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process are necessary but not sufficient to advise senior leaders on conducting strategic
and operational planning.

b. There are several considerations for examining strategic and operational risk. The
general strategy model of ends, ways, and means, risk results from the imbalance of these
three components. The concept of risk resides firmly in the realm of decision making. Risk
has meaning when leaders weigh options to achieve desired objectives and assess
the likelihood and magnitude of adverse outcomes. Those who write about risk often
reside in academia or the business world where risks must be quantified to be useful. The
discipline holds that risks can be accepted, avoided, mitigated, or transferred (offset). Awhole
industry — insurance — deals with offsetting (or transferring) risk.

c. As described in CJCSM 3105.01B Joint Risk Analysis the two types of risk are
Military Strategic Risk (risk to national interests) and Military Risk (risk to executing
the NMS).

(1) Military Strategic Risk. Strategic risk is the potential impact upon the United States
- including the U.S. population, territory, civil society, institutional processes, critical
infrastructure, and interests - of current and contingency events given their estimated
consequences and probabilities (e.g., the security of the United States and its citizens).

(2) Military Risk. Military risk is the estimated probability and consequence of the Joint
Force’s projected inability to achieve current or future military objectives (risk-to-mission),
while providing and sustaining sufficient military resources (risk-to-force). In the context of
the CRA, military objectives come from the NMS.

(a) Risk to Mission. Risk to mission is defined by operational risk and future
challenges risk.

1) Operational Risk (Risk-to-Mission). Reflects the current force’s ability to
attain current military objectives called for by the current NMS, within acceptable human,
material, and financial costs. A function ofthe probability and consequence of failure to
achieve mission objectives while protecting the force from unacceptable losses. The time
horizon is 0-3 years.

2) Future Challenges Risk (Risk-to-Mission). Reflects the future force’s ability
to achieve future mission objectives over the near and mid- term (0-7 years) and considers
the future force’s capabilities and capacity to deter or defeat emerging or anticipated threats.

(b) Risk-to-Force. Risk to force defined by force management risk and institutional

risk.

1) Force Management Risk (Risk-to-Force). Reflects a Service and/or Joint
Force Provider’s ability to generate ready forces to meet current campaign and contingency
mission requirements; force management risk is a function of the probability and
consequence of notmaintaining the appropriate force generation balance (“breaking the
force”). Near-to mid-term (0-7 years).
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2) Institutional Risk (Risk-to-Force). Reflects the ability of organization,
command, management, and force development processes and infrastructure to plan for,
enable, and improve national defense. All three-time horizons: Near-Term (0-3 yrs), Mid-
term (2-7 yrs), and Long-Term (5-15 yrs)

d. At the strategic level, senior national security professionals must have the ability to
articulate risk to senior decision makers at the national level who may not have a military or
national security background. Therefore, campaign planners must expand the conventional
categories of risk to encompass others that are relevant to people making strategic
decisions. The risk categories below are not intended to be prescriptive, since each planning
situation is unique; there may be others not listed that should be considered andassessed.

(1) Mission. Achieving campaign objectives

(2) Forces. Joint and coalition forces assigned, allocated, or apportioned

(3) Time Expected duration of the campaign

(4) Coalition. Maintaining external political and material support

(5) Commitment. Maintaining domestic political and popular support

(6) Escalation. Adversary reactions that may require more resources

(7) Resources. Money, time, and interagency and intergovernmental participation

(8) Inaction. Likely or foreseeable trends that may lead to undesirable

developments

e. Once the staff develops categories of risk that are relevant to the campaign, risks can
be assessed and managed using a logical framework, such as in Figure 2-8.
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Figure 2-8: Joint Risk Framework (Figure 2 in CJCSM 3105.01B, Joint Risk
Analysis)

f. Joint Risk Analysis Methodology (JRAM). JRAM, represented by the Joint Risk
Framework, seeks first to increase an individual's understanding of risk and then to
implement and monitor risk- based decisions. It provides a consistent,
standardized way to appraise, manage, and communicate risk at the
appropriate level of responsibility, allowing leaders to make risk-
informed decisions across disparate processes. Risk appraisal 1is
fundamentally a qualitative process incorporating and informing
commander’s judgement while quantitatively expressing probability
and consequence when appropriate. Risk, defined by probability and
consequence, should be described within the applicable time horizon.
(CJCSM 3105.01B, p- B-1)

Joint doctrine mandates a risk assessment (specifically, risk-to-mission) as part of the
mission analysis phase of the Joint Operation Planning Process. It also directs that risk be
addressed during in-progress reviews (IPR). In addition to the probability and consequences
of any particular source of risk, another dimension that should be considered is the
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immediacy of the risk, or how rapidly the risk may arise and impact operations. Use of
trending modifiers (Trending Up or Trending Down) over specified time frames can be helpful
in expressing the immediacy of a risk. Another important source of guidance regarding risk
is in the commander’s intent for the campaign or operation. Purpose, end state, and
operational risk are the essential elements of intent. An explicit statement of where, when,
and what kinds of risk will be accepted or rejected provides a way to prioritize effort
in the absence of resources and allows subordinate commanders to better execute
mission command. For a full description of the JRAM see CJCSM 3105.01B, 22 Dec 2023.
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CHAPTER 3: OPERATIONAL DESIGN

1. Purpose. Operational design 1is the analytical framework that
underpins planning. Operational design supports commanders and
planners in organizing and understanding the OE as a complex
interactive system. Commanders must understand the audience and
political environment to give the best military advice to civilian
decisionmakers. Planners must consider how they will translate often
timesconfusing military jargon and concepts into a universally
understood language; 1interagency partners are critical to this
discussion. Operational design is iInterwoven with the planning
process to fill in gaps in guidance and information and provide a
framework in which to plan, enabling planners to address the
complexity of the OE, support mission analysis and COA development,
and develop CONOPS with the highest likelihood of success. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, p. 1V-1)

Operational design i1s one of several tools available to help the JFC
and staff understand the broad solutions for mission accomplishment
and to understand the uncertainty in a complex OE. The process is
continuous and cyclical in that it is conducted prior to, during,
and for follow-on joint operations. Additionally, 1t supports
ongoing civil-military dialogue concerning the nature ofthe problem
and an operational approach to achieve the desired objectives. (JP 5-
0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-2)

2. Spectrum of Design. All decision making involves a blend of art (envisioning something
new) and science (creating something real). Each decision-making tool, by design, leans
toward enabling creativity (art) or enabling efficiency (science). Operational Designwas
introduced to overcome perceived weaknesses in other planning tools — namely, that they
were not creative or adaptive enough to deal with strategic and operational complexity. Of
course, there are strengths and weaknesses in each decision-making tool and any can be
used incorrectly if misapplied to the situation at hand. The argument over what tool(s) (Op
Design, JPP, MDMP, MCPP, etc.) provide the correct mix continues among planners,
planning communities, Services, and U.S. Government departments. There are even camps
among those that use Op Design — those that lean towards less process in an effort to boost
creativity, and those that lean towards more process to ensure the time used produces an
effective and efficient product.

Joint Planning uses two processes that attempt to span the spectrum of art/creativity and
science/efficiency: Operational Design (Op Design) and the Joint Planning Process (JPP).
This chapter will describe Op Design and Chapter 4 will describe the JPP, but they should
not be viewed as two separate and disconnected processes. They are symbiotic and
interconnected.

3. Joint and Army Design. Note that there are some differences in terminology between the
Army’s description of the “Army Design Methodology” in ADP 5-0, The Operations Process,
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and ATP 5-0.1, Army Design Methodology, and the joint description of “Operational Design”
in Joint Publication (JP) 5-0, Joint Operation Planning. Though most of the differences are
superficial, they are explainable largely by the purposes of the publications. ADP 5-0 was
intended to provide an approach to deal with any complex situation not just joint operations;
from that perspective it has broader applicability. In slight contrast, JP 5-0 was intended for
situations in which joint warfighters may find themselves; it is more narrowly focused on the
requirements of joint operations. Thus, “operational design” can be thought of as a subset
of the “Army design methodology.” Both methods use the same logic and seek similar
outcomes. While this campaign planning handbook remains consistent with joint doctrine in
that it uses operational design terminology and logic, it incorporates some of the underlying
thinking behind the Army design methodology so that operational design can be applied
beyond the realm of joint warfare.

The two definitions highlight these distinctions: Army design methodology is a methodology
for applying critical and creative thinking to understand, visualize, and describe unfamiliar
problems and approaches to solving them (ADP 5-0). Operational design iIs a
tool, not dogma. The process described can be modified to support the
specific operation or mission, based on the planner’s analysis. Not
all elements of operational design are required forall plans. (JP 5-
0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-2)

The critical and creative thinking that underpin operational design are not new. The great
captains of history, from Sun Tzu to General U.S. Grant to Field Marshall Rommel, have all
used this thinking. Hence, operational design is not a discovery, but instead is a reminder
within a methodology for use by contemporary military and national security professionals
to deal with an incredibly nuanced and complex global environment. The goal of
operational design is deeper and broader understanding, not closure. The JPP works
with operational design to provide the needed closure that will drive orders and action

4. Overarching Elements of Operational Design. While Chapter Il of JP 5-0 still lists all
of the Elements of Operational Design in a single grouping (See Figure 3-1), Chapter IV of
JP 5-0 further refines categories of the Elements of Operational Design.

Elements of Operational Design

Decisive Points

e Objectives

* \ilitary End State
* Center of Gravity
® [Effects

¢ Culmination

Direct and Indirect Approach

Operational Reach

Arranging Operations

Anticipation

* Lines of Operation Forces and Functions

¢ Lines of Effort

Figure 3-1 Elements of Operational Design (Fig. I11-23 JP 5-0)
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The Overarching Elements are:

a. Objective. The objective i1s the single most important element of
operational design. Objectives may be broad or defined by a military
end state as directed or informed by policy and strategy. An objective
is clearly defined, decisive, and attainable. Joint planning
integrates military actions and capabilities with other instruments
of national power iIn time, space, and purpose to provide unity of
effort to achieve the JFC”’s military objectives, which contributes
to strategic national objectives. Objectives and theilr supporting
effects provide the basis for i1dentifying tasks to be accomplished.
(JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. IV-19 and 1V-21)

b. Military End State. A military end state i1s the set of required
conditions that defines achievement of all military objectives. It
normally represents a point in time and/or circumstances beyond which
the President does not require the military instrument of national
power as the primary means to achieve remaining national objectives.
(JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-21)

c. Center of Gravity (COG). The COG is the source of power or strength
that enables a military force to achieve i1ts objective and i1s what
an opposing force can orient its actions against that will lead to
enemy failure. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-22)

d. Effects. An effect 1s a physical and/or behavioral state of a system
that results from an action, a set of actions, or another effect. A
desired effect can be thought of as a condition that can support
achieving an associated objective and an undesired effect is a
condition that can inhibit progress toward an objective. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, p. 1V-27)

e. Culmination. Culmination is that point in time and/or space when
the operation can no longer maintain momentum. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p.-. 1V-29)

5. Key Planning Factors for the Operational Environment (OE).

a. Lines of Operation (LOO) and Lines of Effort (LOE). LOOs describe and connect
a series of decisive actions that lead to control of a geographic
or force-oriented objective. An LOE links multiple tasks and missions
using the logic of purpose—cause and effect-to focus efforts toward
establishing operational-level objectives that can lead to strategic
objectives. Although decisive points usually are not COGs, they are
the keys to attacking or protecting them. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning,
pp- 1V-29 & 1V-30)

b. Decisive Points. A decisive point is key terrain, key event, critical
factor, or function that, when acted upon, enables a commander to
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gain a marked advantage over an enemy or contributes materially to
achieving success (e.g., creating a desired effect, achieving an
objective). (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-32)

c. Direct and Indirect Approach. The approach is the manner in which a
commander contends with a COG. A direct approach attacks the enemy’s
COG or principal strength by applying combat power directly against
it. An Indirect approach attacks the enemy’s COG by applying combat
power against critical vulnerabilities that lead to the defeat of
the COG while avoiding enemy strength. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p.
1V-33)

d. Operational Reach. Operational reach i1s the distance and duration
across which a joint force can successfully employ military
capabilities. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-34)

6. Time. Examined through the lenses of:

a. Arranging Operations. Commanders must determine the best arrangement
of joint force and component operations to conduct the assigned tasks
and joint force mission. Planners should consider factors such as
simultaneity, phasing, depth, timing, and tempo. Many plans require
adjustment beyond the initial stages of the operation. Consequently,
JFCs build flexibility into plans by developing branches and sequels
to preserve freedom of action in rapidly changing conditions. (JP 5-
0, Joint Planning, pp- IV-35, IV-36, and 1V-38) Branches are contingency
plans designed to be executed if one or more key assumptions about the operational
environment prove to be invalid and are linked to the primary campaign or mission. Sequels
are subsequent plans or operations executed after the accomplishment of the primary
campaign or mission. Commander’s may also incorporate an operational pause into a
campaign. Operational pauses may be required when a major operation
IS reaching the end of i1ts sustainability. Operational pauses can
provide a safety valve to avoid potential culmination while the JFC
retains the initiative in other ways. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p.
1V-38)

b. Anticipation. Anticipation is key to effective planning. JFCs must
consider what might happen and look for indicators of forecasted
events. A shared, common understanding of the OE aids commanders and
their staffs in anticipating opportunities and challenges. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, p-. 1V-39 and 1V-40)

7. Forces and Functions.

a. Forces. An aggregation of military personnel, weapon systems,
equipment, and necessary support, or combination thereof. (DoD
Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, p. 85)
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b. Functions. The broad, general, and enduring role for which an
organization is designed, equipped, and trained. (DoD Dictionary of
Military and Associated Terms, p. 90)

c. Design/Planning Considerations. Commanders and planners can plan
campaigns and operations that focus on defeating either enemy or
adversary Forces, Functions, or a combination of both. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p. 1V-40)

d. Force Employment Mechanisms. Force employment mechanisms provide a
useful tool for describing how a JFC intends to achieve an operational
or strategic objective and ensure understanding of the commander’s
intent by establishing common references for force employment. (JP
5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-41)

(1) Defeat Mechanisms. Defeat mechanisms are the methods used by
friendly forces 1In combat operations against an enemy force.
Defeating an enemy means creating the conditions necessary to impose
the desired strategic outcome on the enemy against the enemy’s will
to oppose or resist that outcome. These aim at defeating armed enemies
through the organized application of force to kill, destroy, or
capture. The three basic defeat mechanisms are: destruction,
attrition, and exhaustion. Other defeat mechanisms may include:
Destroy, Dislocate, Disintegrate, Isolate, Disrupt, Degrade, Deny,
Neutralize. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. IV-41) NOTE: For definitions of the
defeat mechanisms see JP 5-0, Joint Planning.

(2) Stabilization Mechanisms. Stabilization is an inherently political
endeavor requiring aligning USG efforts—diplomatic engagement,
foreign assistance, and defense-to create conditions iIn which
locally legitimate authorities and systems can peaceably manage
conflict and prevent violence. Stabilization mechanisms include:
Compel, Control, Influence, Support, and Competition Mechanisms. (JP
5-0, Joint Planning, p-. 1V-42) NOTE: For definitions of the stabilization
mechanisms see JP 5-0, Joint Planning.

8. Balancing. The operational commander must understand the operational
factors and their inter-relationships within the command. Commanders
will rarely have all the resources or time desired foran operation.
By understanding the relationship between the elements of
operational design, commanders and planners can balance different
factors to maximize the likelithood of success In the mostefficient
manner. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-44)

Note: For a detailed discussion of the Elements of Operational Design — see STEP 6
Develop Operational Approaches, pp. 66-87 in this handbook and JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, Chapter 1V, pp. IV-19-46. This changed approach to the Elements of
Operational Design incorporates much of the language and many of the concept found in
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the Joint Concept for Integrated Campaigning (JCIC).

9. Divergence and Convergence. Another way to describe the ebb and flow of Operational
Design and JPP is the idea of ‘Divergence’ and ‘Convergence’. Figure 3-2 showsa way to
graphically represent an operational design approach to strategy formulation and
campaigning. Note that this figure shows that taking action (via convergent thinking,coming
to closure, and issuing orders that drive this action) will likely change the operational
environment, recursively requiring divergent thinking and possibly reframing of the
environment.

Operational Design through Planning and Execution

Operational Design allows the organization to learn through
action by maintaining divergent thinking while also converging to
develop and execute detailed plans that enable action.

The commander and staff develop better understanding of the
environment and of the problem as the campaign is executed, and adapt
the operational approach based on that increasing understanding.

Planners also diverge and converge. They diverge after Mission
Analysis to creatively build Courses of Action. They then converge
on one Concept of Operation for development and execution.

Figure 3-2: Divergence and Convergence in Planning and Execution

Operational Design enables a staff to diverge its thinking, gaining a broader understanding
of context before beginning to creatively converge on a conceptual operational approach to
a problem. The JPP then analyzes that conceptual approach, diverges from theidentified
mission to find multiple Courses of Action (COASs), and then converges again tosettle on one
Concept of Operation (CONOP). As the situation develops, the commanderand staff then
diverge their thinking again to understand and adapt. Deciding between divergence and
convergence is one of the first challenges designers/planners face.

Some questions you may ask to determine if you should spend time developing the
conceptual framework through the use of operational design might be:
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e Do we know enough about the situation to move forward in a meaningful way? Is a
course of action clear and evident?

e Are actions we are taking having unexpected and/or surprising effects?

e |Is the problem so familiar that we already know the solution?
0 What to do (a heuristic, or standard operating procedure)?
o Do we know what end state conditions we are trying to achieve, or are the
desired end state conditions unclear?
e Are actions and techniques that were originally effective now falling short of
achieving the desired impact?
e Have we considered the risk of not including a cultured or gendered perspective?

10. Conducting Operational Design. The details of the methodology described below
combine elements of the Army design methodology (as described in ADP 5-0), operation-al
design (as described in JP 5-0), and some of the techniques for conducting the Army design
methodology from the Army Techniques Publication 5-0.1 into one that works forthe JFC.

The commander and his operational planning team should use a set of interconnected
cognitive activities to help build their understanding of the situation and visualization of the
campaign. These iterative activities constitute a methodology for the commander andhis
team to learn about the answers to four broad questions:

e What do our national leaders want to solve?

e What is the context in which the campaign will be conducted?

e What problem is the campaign intended to solve?

e What broad, general approach for the campaign could solve the problem?

The deliberation on these four questions is iterative and recursive--that is, as one question
is answered, new questions will be generated, and questions already asked may be asked
again to gain deeper understanding. The purpose of the dialogue is to develop an
operational approach that can be turned into an executable campaign plan, or into
modifications to an existing plan, and can be continued throughout the campaign to help
determine when adaptation to the plan is appropriate.

Those conducting operational design collaborate extensively with all parties who are
interested in the problem or have knowledge about the problem that may help enlighten the
operational approach. Inclusion of interagency and coalition partners, as well as the whole
range of those with unique expertise or broadening perspectives, is absolutely critical. Not
only will the analysis be richer, but such collaboration might also enable broader “buy-in” by
other agencies early on, and then continuously. Dialogue between echelons of command is
also critical to gain the best understanding possible.

a. Methodology. JP 5-0 lays out a nine-step methodology for conducting design.It has
abandoned any reference to frames and framing. Nonetheless, the Department of Military
Strategy, Planning, and Operations (DMSPO) considers it a useful model to think about the
design process that reinforces the notion that Operational Design is not linear in nature, rather
it is an ongoing process that requires constant thought about how a change in one frame

might have an effect on another frame. (See Figure 3-3)
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The Operational Design Framework
Figure 3-3: The Four Frames of Operational Design (Army War College)

Iteration and reexamination of earlier work is essential to identify
how later decisions affect earlier assumptions and to fill in gaps
identified during the process. (JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p.1V-3).

The 9-Step Operational Design process found in JP 5-0 is as follows:

(1) Understand the strategic direction and guidance. (JP 5-0
Joint Planning, p.1V-2)

(2) Understand the strategic environment (e.g., policies,
diplomacy, and politics) and the related contested environments. (JP

5-0 Joint Planning, p-1V-2)

(3) Understand the OE and relevant and contested environments.
(JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p-1V-3)

(4) Define the problem (create shared understanding; planning
with uncertainty). (JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p.1V-3)

(5) ldentify assumptions needed to continue planning (strategic
and operational assumptions). (JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p-1V-3)
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(6) Develop options (the operational approach). (JP 5-0 Joint
Planning, p-1V-3)

(7) ldentify decisions and decision points (external to the
organization). (JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p.1V-3)

(8) Refine the operational approach(es). (JP 5-0 Joint Planning,
p.1V-3)

(9) Develop planning and assessment guidance. (JP 5-0 Joint
Planning, p-1V-3)

b. STEP 1: Understand the Strategic Direction and Guidance. This begins with asking,
“What are we trying to accomplish? What does the guidance we’re receiving mean in the
context of previous guidance? What objectives do the various leaders envision? Why are we
being asked to do this now? Planning usually starts with the assignment of
a planning task through a directive, order, or cyclical strategic
guidance, depending on how a situation develops. The commander and
staff must analyze all available sources of guidance.These sources
include written documents such as the CPG and JSCP, written
directives, oral instructions from higher headquarters, domestic and
international laws, policies of other organizations that are
interested in the situation, communication synchronization guidance,
and higher headquarters” orders or estimates. Direction from strategic
guidance documents can be vague, incomplete, outdated, or
conflicting.. commanders and staff must read the directives and
synthesize the contents iInto a concise statement.. the JFC and staff
should obtain clear, updated direction through routineand sustained
civilian-military dialogue throughout the planning process. When
clarification does not occur, planners and commanders identify those
areas as elements of risk. It should define what constitutes victory
or success (ends) and 1identify availableforces, resources, and
authorities (means) to achieve strategic objectives. The operational
approach (ways) of employing military capabilities to achieve the
objectives (ends) i1s for the supported JFC to develop and propose,
although policy or national positions may limit options available to
the commander. Based on the ongoing civilian-military dialogue, the
CCDR will determine the military end state and military objectives,
which define the roleof military forces. These objectives are the
basis for operational design.

Subordinate commanders should be aggressive in sharing their
perspective with their higher headquarters, and both should resolve
differences at the earliest opportunity. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p-
1V-3)

c. STEP 2: Understand the Strategic Environment. The strategic environment 1Is
the composite of the conditions, circumstances, and influences that
affect national interests beyond the OE and may impact the composition
of alliances, establish competing requirements or priorities, and/or
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affect deployment and distribution operations (e.g., degrade or
disrupt force flow) executed across the JDDE. This forms boundaries
within which the operational approach must fit. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p. 1V-4)

(1) Some considerations are:

(@) What actions or planning assumptions will be acceptable
given the current US policies and the diplomatic and political
environment? (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. I-5)

(b) What impact will US activities have on third parties (focus
on military impacts but identify possible political, economicor
commercial ramifications that may impact third-party willingness to
support US activities including, but not limited to, access, basing,
and overflight decisions)? (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1-5)

(c) What are the current national strategic objectives of the
USG? Are the objectives expected to be long-lasting, or short-term
only? Could they result in unintended consequences (e.g., is there
sufficient time to develop strong controls so that weapons providedto
a nation will not be used for unintended purposes)? (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p- 1-5)

(2) Strategic Level Considerations.

(@ Military activities are undertaken to support achievement
of national strategic objectives, which iInturn advance or defend
national iInterests. Fundamentally, all military activities must be
evaluated against that strategic measure does the activity, on the
whole, contribute positively to nationalobjectives and advance or
defend national interests? CCPs do this through reasoned sequencing
of military operations, definition of limits, and assessment of
benefits, costs, and risks for the use of military forces and
capabilities. (JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p. IV-5)

(b) Within the OE, strategic-level considerations may include
global factors. Strategic-level considerations of the OE are
analyzed in terms of geopolitical regions and nations rather than
local considerations.(JP 5-0 Joint Planning, p-. 1V-5)

(c) Nonmilitary aspects of the OE assume increased importance
at the strategic level. The Joint Intelligence Preparation of the
Operational Environment (JIPOE) process analyzes relevant aspects
of the OE. This analysis should also consider possible intervention
by third parties. The main JIPOE focus i1s to provide intelligence
that helps the JFC discern the enemy’s or adversary’s capabilities,
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probable intent, and most likely and most dangerous COAs. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, p. 1V-5)

d. STEP 3: Understand the Operational Environment. The commander and his
operational planning team analyze the current environmental conditions and determine what
the desired future environment should look like. The environmental frame should also
describe the alternative future environments that other relevant actors may desire (or that
which might exist if the team takes no action at all), so they can consider this in developing
an operational approach that will not only meet our end state, but also preclude the
undesirable aspects of opposing end states. The team will compare the current environment
to the friendly desired end state and identify those conditions that need to be different to
enable end state achievement, while also considering the natural tendency of those
conditions to move to a particular state in the absence of our activity. This natural tendency
is critical, as it is the basis on which the team must act to achieve their desired conditions.
Commanders can ask questions such as:

e What's going on?

e Why has this situation developed?

e What is causing conflict among the actors?

e What are the strengths and weaknesses of the relevant actors?

e What does it mean?

e Why is the situation (or the projected future situation) undesirable?
e What's the real story?

e What conditions need to exist for success?

¢ What are indicators that we are on the path to success?

e What are indicators that we are going in the wrong direction?

e What second and third order effects might occur due to host nation social tensions

towards International Humanitarian Law and International HumanRights Law?
e What are the early warning indicators of potential increase in instability?

As with Strategic Guidance, there is more information available than any team can
handle. The commander and staff must attempt to understand the environment well enough
to decide what parts of the environmental system they will work with and what is outside the
scope of the current challenge. Deciding what to include when describing the OE scopes
the challenge, the relevant actors, etc. It does not negate other parts of a CCDR’s
environment; it simply determines what is relevant at the time (again, think logical “Area of
Operation”), what is just outside the frame but matters (think logical Area of Influence) and
what is outside the frame, and while interesting, is not relevant (think logical Area of Interest).
Determining and communicating the CCMD’s “Environmental Frame” ensures all relevant
actors know which parts of the systems-of-systems the CCMD will focus on. For example,
if a CCDR decides to frame the planning team’s environment to Korea, it doesn’t negate the
South China Sea challenges and how they might impact Korea...but it does put it out of the
planning team’s focused efforts.

Understand the OE.

(@) The OE is the composite of the conditions, circumstances,
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and influences that affect the employment of capabilities and bear on
the decisions of the commander. It encompasses physical areasand
factors of the air, land, maritime, and space domains, and the
information environment (which i1ncludes cyberspace) and the
electromagnetic spectrum. The OE includes not only the immediate OA,
but also all factors outside the OA that are impacting or will likely
impact the JFC’s objectives. Included within these areas are the
enemy, adversary, friendly, and neutrals that are relevantto a
specific joint operation. Understanding the OE helps the JFCto better
identify the problem; anticipate potential outcomes; and understand
the results of various friendly, adversary, enemy, andneutral actions
and how these actions affect attaining the military end state. (JP 5-
0, Joint Planning, p. IV-6)

(b) One way of viewing these interrelated challenges for most military operational
situations isfrom a systems perspective. In doing so, it is critical to consider the relationships
between key elements of the system in order to understand causation. That is, an
understanding of what is causing the environment to trend in an unfavorable direction and
what would berequired to cause it to trend in a more favorable one. Understanding causation
requires an understanding of the adversarial, environmental, and friendly systems. The initial
taskis to develop a baseline of information on the adversaries, on ourselves, and on relevant
neutral or other interested parties by collecting and analyzing a wide array of data.

(c) Describe the Current OE. The JIPOE process is a comprehensive
analytic tool to describe all aspects of the OE relevant to the
operation or campaign. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-6) JIPOE is an
intelligence-based process that uses a PMESIl construct for analyzing/framing the
environment. It is important to recognize that the while the J-2 contributes to
understanding/describing the environment via the JIPOE process, the J-2 is not solely
responsible. The JFC and his/her design team or planning team in coordination with subject
matter experts are responsible for attempting to understand a constantly changing complex
environment.  Additionally, there are other analysis frameworks such as RAFT
(Relationships, Actors, Functions, and Tensions) and the Joint Functions that can be used
to analyze and describe the current operational environment.

(d) Operational Level Considerations. In analyzing the current and
future OE, the staff can use a PMESII analytical framework to
determine relationships and interdependencies relevant to the
specificoperation or campaign. JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-6)

(e) Analysis must ensure that the creation of PMESII lists moves beyond mere
categorizationof information (See Figure 3-4) and determines the relevant and critical
relationships between the various actors and aspects of the environment in order to
understand causation. PMESII is useful in this process, however, the planning team must be
careful not to stovepipe the analysis. The most important analysis leads to an understanding
of the dynamics of the relationships between the various parts of the environment that are
categorized in the PMESII lists. This analysis produces a holistic view of the relevant enemy,
adversary, neutral, and friendly systems as a complex whole, within a larger system that
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includes many external influences. While identifying the nodes and links within a system
may be useful in describing important aspects of the OE, more important is describing the
relevant relationships within and between the various systems that directly or indirectly
affect the problem at hand. Commanders and staffs must understand that relationships,
especiallythose dealing with human interaction, are extremely dynamic. These dynamic
relationships often make it difficult to determine clear causality, which makes it difficult to
know ifactions taken in the context of the operational approach will ultimately be effective.
This reinforces the importance of the iterative nature of operational design and learning
whiledoing, referred to by Donald Schon as “reflection-in-action.” To learn more, refer to his
work The Reflective Practitioner (New York: Basic Books, 1983).

Note: Appendix C provides some points to consider and questions to ask during analysis.
Appendix H includes a sample gendered lens using PMESII-PT for considering the dynamic
relationships within the human dimension that can be fused with other factors forfurthering a
holistic understanding of the operating environment.

Holistic View of the Operational Environment
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Figure: 3-4: Holistic View of the Operational Environment (Figure IV-2 in JP 5-0)

e An example of a national strategic end state:
o0 An economically-viable and stable Country X, without the capability to coerce
its neighbors.
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e An example of a military end state is:
o Country X is unable to project military poweragainst its neighbors.

e Some examples of termination criteria are:

o Country Y’s borders are secure.

o Country Y’s national army is sufficient to prevent internal rebellion.

o0 Country X no longer poses an offensive capability robust enough to defeat
countries within the region.

Operational Design:
Understandingthe Operational Environment

Key Inputs Key Outputs
Strategic guidance Description of the current
operational environment

Nature of the conflict + Systems perspective of the
operational environment

Relevant history + Impacts of physical and
information factors on the

Physical and information factors operational environment

of the air, land, maritime, and + Friendly/enemy COGs

space domains and the
information environment Description of the desired
operational environment

+ Military end state

Understanding the

Analysis (opposing, neutral, » Operational ==

friendly) Environment » Termination criteria
Tools /
- PMESII models to Description of the opposing
- ASCOPE &~ gt end states
- METT-T analysis

Network analysis of military
and nonmilitary (friendly,
neutral, and threat networks)

NOTE:
1. Supports the joint planning process step 1 (Planning Initiation).

2. All inputs/outputs are reviewed throughout the planning process and updated as changes
occur in the operational environment, the problem, or the strategic guidance.

3. Commanders and planners are cautioned against trying to definitively describe the
environment: It isinherently complex and eludes definition. Time spent on analysis must be
balanced with the rest of the planning process.

ASCOPE areas, structures, capabilities, METT-T mission, enemy, terrain and weather,
organizations, people, and events troops and support available, time
available

COG  center of gravity
PMESIl  political, military, economic, social,
infrastructure, information

Figure: 3-5: Understanding the OE (Figure IV-1in JP 5-0)

() Tendencies and Potentials. In developing an understanding of
interactions and relationships in the OE, commanders and staffs
consider observed tendencies and potentials in their analyses.
Tendencies reflect the inclination to think or behave In a certain
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manner. Tendencies are not considered deterministic but rather model
thoughts or behaviors. Tendencies help identify the range of
possibilities that may develop with or without external influence..

. Planners must describe the key conditions that must exist iIn the
future OE to achieve the objectives. Planners should put a temporal
aspect to this set of conditions to be able to conduct feasibility
and acceptability analyses. Determine the relevant actor’s
objectives that affect the OE. Each participant will have different
sets of conditions for achieving their respective objectives.
Relevant actors who oppose US and partner nations’ objectives can
be expected to take actions to thwart those objectives. Others,
whether neutral or friendly, may not have an opposing mindset, but
may have desired conditions (including their unintended
consequences) that jeopardize achievement of the JFC’s objectives.
(JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-10)

e. STEP 4: Define the Problem. As the JFC’s understanding of the environment matures,
tensions and problems come into sharper focus. The commander tries to understand key
factors causing the system the way it does vice functioning in the manner desired. Though
the root causes of the problem may be identifiable, they may not be solvable. The planning
team is trying to findthe problem(s) that can be mitigated or managed which will ultimately
help achieve the conditions of the desired environment. This includes seeking a clear
understanding of whichof the resulting tensions must be addressed to achieve the desired
environment, as well aswhere there are opportunities presented by the convergence with
other actors’ desired conditions. Once again, a decent analogy is that the problem the
CCMD decides to address is its logical AO, the problems just outside the frame that will
influence the problemis the logical Area of Influence, and the parts of the problem that must
be monitored but not acted upon is the logical Area of Interest. Commanders may ask
guestions like:

e What needs to change?

e What doesn’t need to change?

e What are the opportunities and threats?

e How do we go from the existing conditions to the desired conditions?
e What tensions exist between the current and desired conditions?

e \What tensions exist between our desired conditions and our adversaries’ desired
conditions?

e What are the risks in going to the desired conditions?

Define the problem. Defining the problem is essential to addressing
the problem. It involves understanding and isolating theroot causes
of the issue that are the essence of a complex, ill-defined problem.
Defining the problem begins with a review of the tendencies and
potentials of the relevant actors and identifying the relationships
and interactions among their respective desired conditions and
objectives. The problem statement articulates how the operational
variables can be expected to resist or facilitate transformation of
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current conditions and how inertia in the OE can be leveraged to
enable the desired conditions to achieve the objectives. (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, p. IV-11)

(@) The problem statement 1identifies the areas that when
successftully acted upon, will help transform the existing condition
into the desired condition.lt 1i1dentifies areas of tension,
competition, and contested environments—as well as opportunities and
challenges—that commanders must address to transform current or
anticipated conditions to achieve the desired objective (JP 5-0,
Joint Planning, p. 1V-11)

(b) Tension i1s the resistance or friction among and between
participants. The commander and staff 1identify the tension by
analyzing tendencies and potentials within the OE. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p. 1V-12)

(c) Critical to defining the problem is determining what needs
to be acted up to reconcile the differences between existing and
desired conditions. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-12)

(d) The JFC and staff must identify and articulate: the tension between the current
OE andthe desired conditions at the objective or military end state; decide what must change
within the OE and what may remain the same to arrive at the objective or military end state;
the threats and opportunities that may help or hinder attainment of the objective ormilitary
end state; and the operational limitations. A clear, concise, and precise problem
statement i1s essential to provide definitive focus for development of
a plan. The problem statement is the planner’s answerto the question
“what’s going on here?” In other words, what situation or condition
iIs threatening or presenting an opportunity, for which interests,
and how. The problem statement considers howtension and competition
affect the OE by i1dentifying pathways to transform current conditions
in new, more desirable conditions. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-
13).

(e) An example problem statement follows:

e The inability of Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) to defeat insurgent
and jihadist forces within Afghanistan, despite access to external financing
and resources, threatens the U.S. objective of withdrawing its combat
formations within the next two years.

(f) Alternatively, a problem narrative may be used (two examples below):

¢ Insurgent and jihadist forces still hold the security of Afghanistan at risk. The
ANSF is not yet ready to assume full security responsibilities from the
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) and it is not clear that they
will be able to sustain security after transition, even with enough financial
and resource support from outside entities. Within the next two years, the

72



ANSF must complete the transition of security responsibilities from ISAF and
be capable of providing security within Afghanistan. The ANSF will need
continuing and residual assistance to reach these conditions.

e The United States desires a ‘Free and Open Indo-Pacific’ where all states
are secure in their sovereignty and territorial integrity, enjoy freedom, peace,
and prosperity, and respect the rights of other nations, and follow established
norms of international behavior. The People’s Republic of China (PRC) is a
malign actor in the region and has made extraterritorial claims in the East
and South China Seas, militarized these areas, has used tactics of coercive
gradualism, flaunted the accepted rules of international behavior, and has
developed advanced weapons systems. The U.S. Joint Force is now in a
hypercompetitive security environment where changes in force capability,
presence, posture, international relations and partnerships, threats to
access, and international, intra-regional, and domestic public opinion are
constant.

PROBLEM: What is preventing us from reaching our desired conditions?

* What problems should be addressed and
what must be acted upon?

What needs to change?

What does not need to change?

What are the strengths and weaknesses of
the actors?

What are the opportunities and threats?
What conditions need to exist to achieve
our desired OE?

Actor “Y”
~ Desired OE

Natural Tendency

PROBLEM

Adversary “X”

Desired OE

DMSPO, USAWC

Figure 3-6: Tensions that Describe the Problem

Though it is important to understand the root causes of the divergence of the OE from the
desired end state conditions, the planning team may not be able to, or even need to,
address the root causes to achieve the desired conditions. Instead, they should be
interested in identifying their problem(s) — and what they must do to achieve their desired
conditions. For example, if the planning team is in a combatant command, the operational
approach will be to apply military power in coordination with other instruments of national
power to achieve desired military conditions. Operational design might reveal several
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problems well beyond the remit of the JFC. In these cases, multinational partners, other
governmental, or non-governmental agencies should take the lead to resolve or manage
them.

f. STEP 5: Identify Assumptions. This is a new step added to Operational Design in
JP 5-0. Where there 1is insufficient information or guidance, the
commander and staff identify assumptions to assist iIn framing
solutions. At this stage, assumptions address strategic and
operational gaps that enable the commander to develop the operational
approach.. Assumptions should be phrased in terms of will or will
not (rather than using “should” or “may”) to establish specific
conditions that enable planning to continue. Assumptions should: be kept
to a minimum; only address gaps in information or guidance essential to the plan’s success;
address key and critical decisions required by senior leaders to continue planning; not
assume away likely hostile COA or a friendly inability to execute or sustain the plan in a
manner that might cause it to fail. Commanders and staff should reviewstrategic
guidance and direction to see iIf any assumptions are iImposed on the
planning process. They should also regularly discuss planning
assumptions with supporting CCDRs, 0SD, and DOD leadership to see if
there are changes 1iIn the strategic environment, OE, global
requirements, policy, or guidance that affect the planning
assumptions (examples could be basing or access permissions, allied
or multinational contributions, alert and warning decision
timelines, or anticipated threat actions and reactions). (JP5-0,
Joint Planning, p. 1V-13)

g. STEP 6: Develop Operational Approaches. The conceptualization of this operational
approach (See Figure 3-7) results from a synthesis of the understanding gained up to that
of the strategic guidance and Operational Environment (OE). The purpose of developing the
operational approach is threefold. It provides the foundation of the commander’s planning
guidance; it provides the model for execution of the campaign or operation and development
of associated assessments; and it enables better understanding of the OE and the problem.

Operational Design:
Developing the Operational Approach

Key Inputs Key Outputs
Problem statement that Description of the current
identifies the problem to be operational environment

solved
Definition of the problem
Tension between the current

conditions and desired Commander’s operational
objective / end state approach
Developing
Elements with the operational the Joint force commander’s initial
environment that must change Operational planning guidance
to achieve desired objective / Approach + Assumptions
attain the end state + Descriptions of the desired
conditions (objective or
Opportunities and threats to military end state)
achieving objectives / attaining « Commander’s intent

the end state

Limitations

NOTES:

1. Support the joint planning process step 1 (planning initiation)
2. All inputs/outputs are reviewed throughout the planning process and updated as changes
occur in the operational environment, the problem, or the strategic guidance.

Figure: 3-7: Develop an Operational Approach (Figure IV-5 JP 5-0)
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(1) The operational approach iIs a commander’s description of the
broad actions the force can take to achieve an objective iIn support
of the national objective or attain a military end state. The
operational approach is based largely on an understanding of the OE
and the problem facing the JFC (see Figure 3-6). A discussion of
operational approaches within and between options forms the basis of
the IPRs between the CCDR and SecDef and staff (to ensureconsistency
with US policy and national objectives). Once SecDef approves the
approach, 1t provides the basis for beginning, continuing, or
completing detailed planning. The JFC and staff shouldcontinually
review, update, and modify the approach as policy, theOE, end states,
or the problem change. This requires frequent andcontinuing dialogue
at all levels of command. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-14)

(2) Having gained an appreciation for the OE and defined the problem Commanders
develop their broad operational approach for transforming current
conditions into desired conditions. The operational approach will
underpin the operation and the detailed planning that follows.
The JFC and staff continually refine the operational approach as
detailed planning occurs. The operational approach is refined as
operations are conducted and understanding of the problem, the OE,
and how joint force actions impact them increases. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p. 1V-16)

(3) Elements of Operational Design. The elements of operational design
are considered iIn four broad categories: overarching, space (OE),
time, and forces. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-19) Whereas JP 5-0
does not specifically address the Elements of Operational Design while defining the
development of the Operational Approach, it is during this stage of the Op Design
methodology where the elementsstand out the most. JP 5-0 divides the Elements of
Operational Design into four broad categories: overarching, the space of the OE, time,
and forces. The Elements of Operational Design should be integrated with the joint
functions and principles of jointoperations. Army Design Methodology uses ten of these
elements as “elements of operational art”: end state and conditions, center of gravity,
decisive points, lines of operations and lines of effort, operational reach, basing, tempo,
phasing and transitions, culmination, and risk (ATP 5-0.1, p. 1-5).

(4) Overarching Elements of Operational Design. Elements of operational
design are those that drive the operation. Some, such as the
objective or military end state, may be provided in higher level
guidance. Others, such as the COG, effects, and culmination, must
be determined from planners” analysis of the OE and other
considerations such as available forces and time. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p. 1V-19)

(a) Objective. The objective i1s the single most important element
of operational design. The objective is why the mission iIs being
conducted and should be determined first. Objectives may be broad or
defined by a military end state as directed or informed by policy and
strategy.
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1) Military missions are conducted to achieve objectives and
are linked to national objectives.

2) An objective 1i1s clearly defined, decisive, and
attainable. Joint planning 1integrates military actions and
capabilities with other instruments of national power In time, space,
andpurpose to provide unity of effort to achieve the JFC’s military
objectives; which contributes to strategic national objectives. In
JSCP-directed campaign plans, objectives (and their subordinate
conditions or effects) rather than an end state, definethe path of the
command”s actions in contributing to nationalobjectives.

3) A clear and concise end state enables planners to better
examine objectives that must be achieved to attain the desiredend
state.

4) Achieving objectives ties execution of tactical tasks to
reaching the military end state.

5) There are four primary considerations for an objective:
a) An objective establishes a single result.

b) An objective (and i1ts associated conditions/effects)
should link directly or indirectly to higher-level objectives (and
their associated conditions/effects) or tothe end state (nested).
Planners need to know the higher-level objective and should be able
to 1i1dentify how their objective supports the next higher-level
objective.

c) An objective i1s specific and unambiguous.

d) An objective does not imply ways and/or means—it Is not
written as a task. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-21)

e) Examples of military objectives might be:

¢ Pre-hostility borders between Country X and Country Y restored.
Country X's offensive military capabilities reduced to a level that
prevents it from attacking neighboring countries.

e Country X no longer supports regional insurgent and/or terrorist
groups thatthreaten stability in neighboring countries.

e Country X possesses only defensive capabilities and is integrated
into regional cooperative defense arrangements.

(b) Military End State. A military end state is the set of required
conditions that defines achievement of all military objectives. Once
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the objective is i1dentified, planners have to define the military-
related conditions that, once accomplished, lead to achievement of
the objective. It normally represents a point iIn time and/or
circumstances beyond which the President does not require the
military instrument of national power as the primary means to achieve
remaining national objectives. (JP 5-0, Joint Planning, p. 1V-21)

1) Clearly defining the military end state promotes unity of
effort, fTacilitates synchronization, and helps clarify (and may
reduce) the risk associated with the campaign or operation.

2) Commanders and their staffs think through the conditions
and behaviors that must exist to conclude military-led operationson
terms favorable to the United States and its partners. A hasty or
ill-defined end to the operation may bring with it thepossibility an
enemy will renew hostilities or third parties may interfere and
potentially renew hostilities.

3) Military end state should account for a wide variety of
operational tasks the joint force may need to accomplish, to include
disengagement, force protection, and appropriate transition to
competition.

4)Military end states are briefed to SecDef as part of the
IPR process to ensure the military end states support policy
objectives. Once approved, however, the criteria may change.. Any
change could result iIn modifications to the military endstate as
well as the commander’s operational approach. (JP 5-0, Joint
Planning, p-. 1V-22)

(c) Center of Gravity (COG). COG should be reviewed in its entirety in JP 5-0 given
then extensive discussion associated with this concept. The COG 1s the source of
power or strength that enables a military force to achieve its
objective and is what an opposing force can orient iIts actions
against that will lead to enemy failure.

1) COGs are determined by their impact on the military end
state.Success requires protecting the friendly COG while defeating
the enemy COG.

2) COGs can exist at different levels. At the strategic level,
a COG could be a military force,an alliance, political or military
leaders, a set of critical capabilities or functions, or national
will_. At the operational level, a COG is often associated with the
threat’s military capabilities.

3) COGs may change iIn time as the strategic environment
or OE changes. COGs exist in an adversarial context involving a
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clash of moral wills and physical strengths. COGs do not exist In a
strategic or operational vacuum; they are Tformed out of the
relationships between adversaries and enemies.

4) Commanders, therefore, must not only consider their
threat’s COG, but they must also identify and protect their own.

5) The COG construct is useful as an analytical tool to
help commanders analyze friendly and adversary or enemy sources of
strength as well as weaknesses and vulnerabilities. This analysis 1is
a linchpin in the planning effort. Planners inall sections on the joint
force staff conduct similar analysisto identify friendly COGs and
their strengths and weaknesses.

6) Once COGs have been approved, JFCs and their staffs
determinehow to attack enemy COGs while protecting friendly COGs.

7) A CCP may have multiple COGs if it includes operations
alongmultiple, independent LOEs. Without a well-defined threat there
will often be no enemy or adversary COG.

8) Identifying a COG.

a) Critical factors analysis is a framework to assist iIn
analyzing and 1i1dentifying a COG and to aid operational planning
against threat networks within the OE.

b) The analysis should identify the threat’s critical
strengths. Critical strengths are capabilities considered essential
for achieving a given or assumed military objective.

c) The analysis of networks considers both tangible and
intangible factors.

d) Commanders and planners must also envision how friendly
forces and actions appear from the threat’s viewpoints. Otherwise,
the JFC and the staff may fall into the trap of ascribing to the
threat attitudes, values, and reactions that mirror their own. A
rational decision in the threat’s perspective may appear irrational
from thefriendly perspective.

e) Once planners have identified the likely threat COG, they
need to identify the best method to attack or weaken it (see Figure
IV-8 in JP 5-0). This process forms the core of COA development and
assists with the identification of missions and tasks.

9) In general, a JFC must possess sufficient operational reach
and combat po