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Abstract

This study presents a historical 1ook at the evolution of planning and conducting
air operations to meet operational and strategic objectives of the combatant commander.
It investigates how airpower was utilized to meet Theater—Strategic campaign objectives
sincethe birth of military aviation. The paper shows that the command and control
processin current Joint Doctrine evolved over timeto with particular attention paid to
meeting the land component objectives using AirLand battle doctrine. The current Air
Tasking Order (ATO) cycleistheresult of continuous change throughout airpower’s
short history. The change process strived to meet the operational needs of the combatant
commander and to achieve palitical goals of the U.S. Air Force. Ultimately, thetime
driven/current ATO cycle has become arelic of the Cold War and does not capitalize on
theflexibility of airpower. Thispaper demonstrates that rather than devoting time and
resources to restructure the planning process, doctrine has institutionalized new rolesand
missions, like Time Sensitive Targeting in order to circumvent the entrenched process of
the Air Tasking Cycle. The paper concludeswith acritical analysis of current Joint
Doctrine from air apportionment to execution and offers some recommendations for

significant improvement.
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“It isadisgrace that modern air forces are still shackled to a planning and execution
cyclethat lasts three days. We have hitched our jetsto a hot air balloon. Even when this
lackluster C2 systemworks properly, we are bound to forfeit much of the combat edge we
know accruesto airpower because of its flexibility and speed of response.” * — Chief of
Staff of the Air Force, 1990

Hypothesis

Background: airpower hasrevolutionized warfare. History has seen the use of
aircraft during war evolve from simple, single engine biplanes employing pilots personal
sidearmsin WWI to present day aircraft that are capable of flying to any areain the
world and hitting atarget with pinpoint accuracy. Although airpower advocateslike
Douhet and Mitchell would seethisrevolution as avindication for their vision of the use
of air, the processes to command and control air in order to achieve specific goals has not
evolved at the pace of the aircraft. The quote above shows that some of the most senior
ranking leadersin the Air Force recognize thisfact.

Centralized control and decentralized execution has been the mantra of airpower
and the Joint Forces Air Component Commander (JFACC) (or his predecessors) for over
50 years. A manifestation of that mantraisthe Air Tasking Order (ATO) and the cycle
that producesit. Currently, this planning cycle takes 72 hours based on assumptions and
“perceived” requirements of the land component and the Joint Forces Commander (JFC).
The JFACC and his staff have accepted this cycle without any serious or critical
evaluation. It hasfailed to evolvein relation to the doctrine of the Army and JFC as well
astechnological advancesin airpower and command and control. Rather than changethe
construct, the process has created niche missions such as Time Sensitive Targeting in
order to circumvent the latency of the process. This ATO cycle still lacks the planning

flexibility required by both the JFC and the JFACC in the non-linear battle space of



today. A new roadmap to coordinate and synchronize, synthesize, and integratejoint
firesand provide air support must be devised.

Following the last four conflicts, Desert Storm through Iragi Freedom, senior
leaders from the Air Force and other Services (most outspoken of all wasthe Army) have
lamented on the length of time it takes from target nomination to destruction. Although
there is much “weeping and gnashing of teeth” about the ATO cycle, thetime frame
associated with this cycleis never questioned. Infact, there have been apologetics
publications written in an to attempt to rationalize theingrained construct?. The ATO
cycle has become part of the very fabric of the doctrine of airpower, incorporatedin all
joint and Service doctrine as well astactical manuals. This 72 hour planning cycleistoo
time consuming to allow the needed responsivenessin this age of “non linear
battlespace” and maneuver based warfare. The current process must change.

Thesis: The 72 hour ATO cycle hasbecomearelic of the Cold War and does
not capitalize on the flexibility of airpower. There must be anin depth analysisand
subsequent evolution of the cycle to match the changesin Joint military doctrine since the
development of the AirLand battle doctrine by the U.S. Army. It should be noted that
rather than continuing with the evolution of the process, doctrine has created new roles
and missions, such as Time Sensitive Targeting to circumvent the entrenched process of
the Air Tasking Cycle. Thetime has cometo critically analyze the entire process from
air apportionment to execution and restructure. This should be done in the same way that
command and control was restructured for the AirLand beattle.

AnalysisMethod: In order to analyze the evolution of the cycle, this paper

evaluated prime sources, conducted aliterature search and evaluation of other historical



examinations. Finally, the author synthesized and critically evaluated aternative
methods to control and integrate joint air operations. Thisexploration is presented viaa
historical ook at the control of air capabilitiesto meet a specific objective; that ishow
airpower effected strategy and assisted in the Theater campaigns. Thisisnot an assault
on therelevance of airpower. On the contrary, it will be shown that the U.S. Air Force
developed a superb process to meet the Joint Forces Commander’ s (or his predecessors)
objectives and achieve victory using the doctrine of AirLand Battle. The entire command
and control architecture, including the ATO Cycle, was designed to meet the operational
needs of the combatant commander and to achieve the political effects desired by the

U.S. Air Force.



It appearsthat, when Germany deter mined to go into Norway, the staff of the supreme
command deter mined what proportion of air, ground, and naval elementswould
comprisethis expeditionary force. It then designated a commander and thereafter there
was compl ete unity of command, and no interference fromthe three arms of the service
thus combined. Hereis alesson which we must study well. —General “Hap” Arnold

“ Joint warfareisteamwarfare. The engagement of forcesisnot a series of individual
performanceslinked by a common theme; rather, it istheintegrated and synchronized
application of all appropriate capabilities. The synergy that results from the operations
of joint forces according to joint doctrine maximizes combat capability in unified action.
Joint warfare does not require that all forces participatein a particular operation merely
because they are available. The joint force commander has the authority and
responsibility to tailor forcesfor the mission at hand, selecting those that most effectively
and efficiently ensure success.” - JP 1, Joint Warfare of the Armed Forces of the
United States

Historical L ook

Although the history of airpower isrelatively short, theideaof centralized
command and control has been ingrained in doctrine since the beginning. It isuseful to
look at the “dawn” of the strategic use of air to meet an objective®. Three questions must
be answered. First, isthe Air Tasking Order abeneficial and value added tool? Second,
isthe processto create the ATO based on the right assumptions? Third, isthe process as
efficient asit needsto be? Whilethe ATO isjoint doctrine, it evolved from U.S. Air
Force doctrine and so, in our historical investigation it is prudent to explore Air Force
history to ascertain the beginnings of the command and control of airpower.
Concurrently, itiscrucial to fully investigate this process from an objective, joint, non-
parochial, point of view, not relying on only one service and incorporating and evaluating

alternate methods for command and control.

World War 2
The model for designating a single commander for al theater air assetswas

devel oped based on the United States’ failures during Operation Torch in North Africain



1943. Asthefirst Operation involving U.S. forcesin WWII, the command structure of
the American military was not battle tested and was still initsinfancy. Air forceswere
divided between support of ground forces and strategic Bomber and Fighter commands.
The bombers and fighters were controlled by and under completely separate command
structures than the ground support aircraft that were divided/parceled out to the different
task force commanders®. With this parceling of the American air effort, U.S.
commanders were unableto gain the initiative and mass their forces against a
significantly outhnumbered German air force. Ground commanders were unwilling to
give up their organic airpower and had no way of diverting air forcesto achieve a
common objective. Even the British military genius General Montgomery recognized the
need for atheater unity of effort with air forces when he wrote:

It follows that the control of the available airpower must be centralized,
and command must be exercised through R.A.F. channels. Nothing could be
more fatal to successful results than to dissipate the air resourcesinto small
packets placed under the command of army formation commanders, with each
packet working on its own plan. The soldier must not expect, or wish, to exercise
direct command over air striking forces®.

It became clear that in order to effectively utilize air assets, air forces needed to be
disassociated with the ground Commanders. The argument stemmed from the ability of
airpower to strike targets well beyond the artificial geographical boundaries used by
ground commanders. There was an additional, underlying sentiment that must be
discussed and taken into account. The proponents of a separate and distinct air service
were shaping the discussion and lessons |earned to meet an additional strategic goal of
autonomy and eventually parity® . Thisgoal was eventually realized at least partially,

with the creation of the Air Forcein 1947. The model of a centralized commander for air

met both of these objectives.



Prior to the war, each of the Services had separate view of the command of
airpower. The Army felt the air supported ground operations and so the ground
commander should maintain command over it. The Navy felt air should be commanded
by the fleet commander and be utilized for naval operations. A dissenting opinion came
from the Marine Corps; the Corps wanted itsown air arm. This view became even more
relevant and emotional following Guadalcanal. There, after putting the Marines ashore,
the Navy pulled its carriers out (to meet naval operational goals) and left the Marines
without air cover for two weeks'.

The debate effectively ended after the 1943 Casablanca Conference when
President Franklin Roosevelt and Britain’ s Prime Minister Churchill established that an
airman would “centrally control” all airpower® and was shortly thereafter codified in
Army Doctrine. Army Field Manual 100-20 stated, “Control of available airpower must
be centralized and command must be exercised through the air force commander if this
inherent flexibility and ability to deliver adecisive blow areto be fully exploited.”® In
the European theater, General Eisenhower designated General Spaatz asthe U.S. single
air commander'®. A board composed of British and American officers chose targetsto
strike™. Inthe Pacific theater, General MacArthur chose General Kenney and put Navy,
Army Air Corps and Marine air under asingle commander*2. It is from these lessons of
history that the doctrine of centralized control was born and the argument for and against
integration began. The underlying argument hinges on the requirement for unity of effort
by all forcesto meet specific objectives set by the commander. It would be many years

before this concept would be achieved again. For the next 20 years, commanders would



concern themselves with the deconfliction of forcesrather than integrating forcesto gain

efficiencies and improve effectiveness.

Korea

In Korea, the lessons of North Africaand the rest of World War 11 that
created asingle theater air commander were not applied. Of note, thiswasthe first time
since the creation of the Air Force as a separate service that the U.S. had gone to war.
The National Security Act of 1947 that created the Air Force and the subsequent Key
West Agreement of 1948 had attempted to establish the roles of the Services' air
components™. The agreement of 1948 stated the naval air was "to conduct air operations
as necessary for the accomplishment of objectivesin anava campaign,” the Marine
Corps kept its aviation arm to support amphibious landings and the Air Force retained
responsibility for strategic air warfare, close air support for the Army, and air
superiority**. Arguably, since there was no surface naval campaign in K oreaand with the
exception of the Inchon landing, no amphibious assaullts, it should have been clear to the
Services who should have been responsible for execution of the air war.

General Stratemeyer was appointed the Far East Air Force (FEAF) Commander
and as such should have had, in accordance with the Key West Agreement and doctrine at
thetime, operational control of Naval and Marine aviation. Thishowever proved not to
bethe case. Instead, individual Serviceskept control of their organic airpower and chose
to geographically divide the theater until very latein thewar. This practice of geographic
deconfliction has been the historical choice when lessthan afull effort (Major Theater
War) wasrequired. Theideaof centralized control of the air campaign with one

Commander synchronizing the efforts was put aside for political and practical reasons.



General MacArthur as the Commander in Chief, United Nations Forces, created a
General Headquarters Targeting Group responsible for the selection of targetsin order to
meet the CINCs strategic objectives'®. This group initially was composed of only
MacArthur’s staff and did not have the manpower or expertise required to select targets
for air strikes® 1t would eventually be comprised of senior representatives of both the
Air Force and Naval aviation staffs’ Although the targets were chosen in ajoint
manner, the resourcing of assetsto strike the targets was a separate matter. The Navy,
withits Task Force-77, requested all of itstargets be on the east coast of Korea. It
opposed giving up operational control over itsforcesto another service even if that meant
amore synergistic effect. The Air Force argued the effective North Korean centers of
gravity, rail yards and Pyongyang, lay in the center and west portions of the country, and
it wasin those centers of gravity the preponderance of force should be used. The Marine
Corps a'so resisted giving up operational control in accordance with the Key West
Agreement. They insisted on Marineair only to be used in direct support of Marine
ground forces® The FEAF agreed that Marine air should support Marine ground forces
in amphibious landing operations, but when and if Marine air was used to support
sustained combat on land, the FEAF should have operational contral.

It was not until 1952 that the Navy, somewhat begrudgingly, adopted the control
procedures of the FEAF and the Marines were integrated with the overall air operations™®.
Again, service parochialism and preferences based on history, like the Marines being
marooned at Guadalcanal, caused asignificant gap in unity of effort until latein the
conflict. Evenwith Key West agreementsin place prior to hostilities, no service wanted

to give up its operational control to another service. Eventually though, common sense



prevailed and each service compromised to meet the campaign objectives of General
MacArthur. A genera from one of the coalition partners, Britain, commented that the
history of U.S. air effortsin Korearead more like “a summary of treaty negotiation
between uneasy allies than ajoint campaign record of sister Servicesfacing acommon
enemy.”®

Two lessons for the Services would linger after the Korean War. First, the Navy
could keep operational control over itsair assets and make a valuable contribution to the
Joint Forces Commander. Second, if aMarine does not control Marineair, Close Air
Support (CAS) for the Marine forces would not get the same priority from the FEAF that
it would enjoy if Marine air was used solely for the Marine Corps. Although one cannot
dispute thefact that if the Marine Corps used all of itsair to support CAS, there would be

more aircraft flying CAS sorties, it iscertainly circular logic and does not provide for the

efficient allocation and integration of joint fires.

Vietnam

Vietnam saw acomplete unraveling of the lessons of World War 11 and even
failed to produce the unity of effort eventually gained in Korea. Rather than havea
single air commander, the command lines were purposely fragmented. Even more
important, though was the lack of a coherent, integrated and synchronized plan for the
use of airpower. From 1961 to 1964, the conflict in Vietnam continued to “gradually
escalate” and the command and control of airpower evolved to match the increasing size
of theater operations. By 1965 and the start of Operation Rolling Thunder five distinct
air forcesexisted. They were Naval, Air Forcefighters, Marine, Air Force bombers and

the Vietnamese Air Force. Each had different chains of command and each service kept
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control of itsown air. The Navy, under Commander in Chief Pacific (CINCPAC) had
operational control of Naval fires (primarily carrier based air) called, again, Task Force
77. Marineair wasin direct support of tactical operations as designated by the Marine
ground commander®’. Even the Air Force, the banner carrier for centralized control had
two separate command lines. Thefightersfell under 2" Air Division which was
redesignated 7th Air Forcein 1966, and reported to Pacific Air Forces. The bombers
remained under Strategic Air Command, an entirely separate Command, for the duration
of the war.

Compounding the different chainsof command were the different roles each “air
force” played in the conflict. 1t would seem reasonable to assume that the Commander of
forcesin Vietnam (Commander Military Assistance Command — Vietnam
(COMMACYV)) was actually responsible for assembling a strategy and executing all
elements of military power. Infact, General Westmoreland was designated a unified
commander and under thejoint doctrine at the time, that designation should have enabled
COMMACYV to prescribe a strategy and command and organize forces to implement the
strategy *? Instead, Westmoreland's, and later Gen. Creighton Abrams'’s, span of control
was limited to South Vietnam. The Commander of Pacific Command (CINCPAC),
Admiral Sharp, stated that although he left the ground war in Vietnam in the “ capable
hands’ of Westmoreland, the “air war over North Vietham was under my close personal
direction.”®®* He goes on to describe how the Vietnam War was a“ near-flagrant misuse
of airpower”. Admiral Sharp assertsit wasthe “decision makers’ —that isthe National
Command Authority that failed to adequately integrate and synchronize the air efforts

with an overall strategy?”.
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Although his assessment is correct, aquick glancein Admiral Sharp’sown mirror
may have illuminated another culpableindividual. Asthe overall Air Commander,
CINCPAC ultimately designated the Air Force (PACAF) asthe “ coordinating authority”
beginning in 1965 with Rolling Thunder, but stated the Air Force had no operational
control of carrier forces®™. The resultant compromise was adividing of North Vietnam
into geographical sections called Route Packages (after the reconnai ssance routes tasked
to fly in them during Rolling Thunder) to deconflict airpower, rather than integrate it.?®
The country was divided into six Route Packages (seefigure 1), called “routepacs’, and
each was then assigned to either the Air Force or the Navy for operations and command

and control. Admiral Sharp as CINCPAC would then alocate Joint Chiefs of Staff
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approved targets based on these routepacs. This geographical deconfliction of airpower,
likein Koreaproved to be very inefficient and itslessons validate Admiral Sharp’sview
of the “ near-flagrant misuse of airpower”.

Theair war in the North was dysfunctional at best, and lacked any coherent
strategy. The effort in the North was under the direction and close scrutiny of Secretary
of Defense Robert McNamara and the President, while effortsin the south were flown in
support of theland effort based on the ground commander’ srequirements. Therewere
some operationsin the air effort that resembled atraditional interdiction campaign,
Rolling Thunder, Linebacker | and || for example. These operations, though successful
intheir limited scope, were used by McNamarafor political statements rather than to
achieve aspecific effect?®. The starting and “pausing” of bombing operations became the
modus operandi during the conflict.

In addition to the poor command relationships, alack of unity of effort, and a
complete lack of astrategy already discussed, simple tasks such as choosing which
targetsto hit were relegated to units far away from the battlefield. The“strategic” targets
were chosen by avery slow and convoluted process that was totally detached from the
strategy of the commander. The process was comprised of target nominations from
PACOM that were sent to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for approval or changes and ended up
at the White House for President Johnson and Secretary McNamarato approve (or
change) during the “ Tuesday Lunch Group”.?° Thiswas more reminiscent of the
strategic nuclear targeting process than a conventional bombing campaign.

For operationsin South Vietnam, airpower was primarily used in a supporting

roleto thearmy. The command and control system was built to support COMMACV’s
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requestsfor air support. It isimportant to note that the only ability COMMACYV had to
influence the battlefield with airpower was Close Air Support (CAS) since he did not
have any air assets apportioned to him. The heart of this system wasthe Seventh Air
Forcetactical air control center (TACC) at Tan Son Nhut Air base®®. The TACC, slow at
first, evolved into ahighly responsive command center for CAS. In fact, by 1967,
General Westmoreland described close air support as “the finest any Army could hope to
get” 3" With the evolution of the TACC, Marine air was ultimately put under the
operational control of Seventh Air Forcein 1968%2. This successwasin stark contrast to
the frustration of the interdiction campaign in the North.

It isherewe begin to see the growth of the Command and Control systemthat is
still with ustoday. Labeled “tactical” missions, the sorties flown in support of the ground
commander were very effective and flexible. Upon takeoff, these missions would contact
the Airborne Command and Control Center (ABCCC) to be directed to missionsin South
Vietnam in support of ground troops viaaForward Air Controller (FAC) or to atarget
that the TACC had designated “ perishable’3. Here we see the first examples of what we
now refer to astime sensitivetargets. These missions were not preplanned, and most
were flown by aircraft that had been sitting aert or diverted from a preplanned strikein
thesouth3* Thistype of mission structure wasintegrated into the evolution of the
command and control system and specificaly inthe TACC.

The TACC came out of Vietnam as a schizophrenic system. It wasdivided
between preplanned targets designated well in advance by higher authority and
immediate targets in support of ground operationslabeled CAS. Thisdivisioninsidethe

system isimportant, asit is the embryonic beginnings of the current Air Tasking Cycle.
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Lessons L earned through Vietham

Before continuing in our historical investigation, it is useful to review the lessons
for airpower that are becoming clear. First and most important is the absolute necessity
for the entire air effort to support the strategy of the overall combatant commander.
Today thiswould be the designated Joint Forces Commander. Thisunity of effortis
absolutely paramount and without it, the success of the operation is put in jeopardy. We
saw this at the beginning of World War Il in North Africa, Koreaand most egregiously in
Vietnam,

Of utmost importance to unity of effort isfor some entity to bein charge of
developing the plan to support the overall strategy. Thereis always more than one way
to“skinacat”, and there will always be discourse and probably some alternative views as
to the optimum way to obtain the goals of the strategy. Disagreement hasits placein any
organi zation; whether by convincing others of the viability of a specific course of action
or by combining the best ideas from others, the end result could be a better plan. Joint
Pub 3-30 refersto the overarching air effort plan asthe Joint Air Operations Plan or
JAOP. Whether by direction or consensus, eventually there needsto be an overarching
plan on how to achieve the results specified by the overall commander. Inahierarchical
organization like the military, there needs to be one person ultimately responsible to the
overall commander for this plan and he must be subordinate to the commander in order to
achieve and maximize the synergetic effects airpower can bring to the fight. Common
sense dictates he should be an expert on the capabilities and limitations of air operations,
but it matterslittle what service this person comesfrom. In any case, he needsto bein

charge of developing, approving and adjusting the JAOP.
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The Air Tasking Order isthe means by which the “guy in charge” of the JAOP
communicates and executes his plan. 1f we need a coherent plan, we also need to
communicate and execute the plan; thisisthe purpose of the ATO. The format of the
order isirrelevant at this point. Appendix A of this paper contains examples of different
formats of the ATO, called Fragmentary orders or “FRAGOS’ up until thispointin
history. Atthispoint, itissufficient to understand that the Air Tasking Order issimply a
mechanism. Later, an in depth review of the ATO will allow usto ascertain what form
the tasking order should take.

Recalling the question first posed by the author, “Isthe Air Tasking Order a
beneficial and value added tool? Based on history’ s evidence of successes and failures,
the answer isaresounding, yes. The other two questions posed, “Isthe processto create
the ATO based on correct assumptions and isthe process as efficient asit needsto be?’
requiremore study. To answer these we must |ook to the post Vietnam eraand the

evolution of the modern ATO process.

AirLand Battle

Following Vietnam, the military turned its sights back to the Soviet Union and the
Cold War. Training and defense acquisitions focused on fighting both a nuclear and
conventional war against the forces of the U.S.S.R. The Single Integrated Operation Plan
(SIOP) combined Strategic Nuclear forces of the Air Force (bombers and missilesfrom
Strategic Air Command (SAC)) and the Navy (missiles launched from nuclear
submarines). Intheareaof conventional war, the Army and the Air Forcetrained for a

combined arms fight against the Sovietsin Europe. The Navy focused on the defeat of
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the Soviet Fleet and global presence, while the Marine Corps continued training for
amphibious operations using combined arms.*

In 1973, Secretary of Defense Schlesinger demanded the military “achieve a
greater degree of force interdependence”®. To thisend, there were agreements between
the Air Force and Navy on the use of bombersfor aerial mining and surveillance, and
between the Army and Air Force on the doctrine of AirLand Battle. In the evolution of
the Air Tasking Cycle, the AirLand battle doctrineis extremely important and worth
further investigation.

U.S. Army General Donn A. Starry devel oped the doctrine as a means of dealing
with an overwhelming Soviet forcein Europe. The doctrine emphasized maneuver and
firepower to defeat Soviet echelon forces flowing across alinear battlefield.3” Thebasic
premise, taken from an in depth review of the Arab-lsraeli War in 1973, was to defeat the
second echelon and follow on forces prior to those forces being engaged in battle. 1976
and 1982 editions of Army Field Manual 100-5 codified Starry’ s proposed doctrine. The
Army Corps Commander divided the battlefield based on the timeframe of expected
maneuver (seefigure 2). The battle space was divided into Close (current battle to 24
hours out), Integrated (24-48 hours out) and Deep (72 or more hours out). Starry wrote
“We would like deep attack to destroy enemy forces before they enter the closein battle”
and aprimary tool for deep attack wasinterdiction by air, artillery, and special operations

forces®.
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Figure2 —AirLand Battle Enemy Echelon array*®

Thetactical forces of the Air Force (Tactical Air Command) were very involved
in the devel opment of the Army’s AirLand Battle doctrine. The Army recognized its
dependency on airpower and wrote in the 1976 version of Field Manual 100-5: “Both the
Army and the Air Force deliver firepower against the enemy. Both can kill atank....But
the Army nor the Air Force can fulfill any one of those functions completely by itself.
Thus, the Army cannot win the land battle without the Air Force” .*°
Both Services signed a number of agreementsinvolving air-ground operations. Thetwo
Services pledged not only training, but also program and acquisition responsibilitiesin
what became known asthe “31 Initiatives’.** In fact, both the Army and Tactical Air
Command became wedded to the AirLand Battle doctrine®. In aletter to the troops,

General Robert Russ, then commander of Tactical Air Command, wrote: “Tactical
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aviators have two primary jobs—to provide air defense for the North American continent
and support the Army in achieving its battlefield objectives.”*

Coreto the doctrine, as already discussed, was the linear nature of the planned
European war. airpower would serveto interdict enemy forces prior to contact with
friendly ground forces. This mission became known as Battlefield Air Interdiction
(BALI). Airwould also assist inthe close in fight with Close Air Support (CAS). Theline
between BAI and CASwas called the Fire Support Coordination Line (FSCL). The
Army Corp Commander dictated which targetswould be hit and when via CASinside of
the FSCL. Beyond the FSCL the Air Component Commander was responsible for the
planning, prioritizing and destroying targetsviaBAIl. In accordance with General
Starry’ svision of Corp level planning: “The Corp commander’s concernisthe deep

battle — those enemy forces that are within 72 hours of the close-in battle. The Corp

commander needs to have aflexible plan and 72 hoursinto the future in order to
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Asthe Air Force planning began to evolve to meet the requirements of the
AirLand Doctrine, the support to the Corp Commander became paramount. In NATO,
the TACC was still the center of the Tactical Air Control System. It was the same
schizophrenic system used in Vietnam, that is, divided between preplanned and CAS
targets. Post Vietnam, the TACC was divided into two operations divisions: Combat
Plans and Combat Operations. The Plans division was responsible for “tomorrow’swar”,
the planning and targeting of interdiction targets past the FSCL “¢. The Combat Operation
division would ensure “today’ swar” went according to the plan and CAS sorties were
sufficient to meet the requests of the ground commanders.

The Combat Planning division structured their planning timeline based on the
ground component scheme of maneuver in accordance with AirLand Doctrine. The
ground commander’ s BAI requirements and priority targets were already firm and able to
be communicated to the air component at |east 72 hoursin advance based on its own
planning cycle. Thistimelinefit neatly with the TACC “preplanned” ideasformed in
Vietnam and thus was born the 72 hour ATO planning cycle. Thiscycleallowed for 48
hours worth of planning and 24 hours for execution. This planning timeline and

construct were tested during Operation Desert Storm.

Desert Storm

Desert Storm was the first magjor combat operation post Vietnam and thefirst after
the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986. Most important for this conflict was the designating
of the regional Commander in Chief (CINC)*’ as the “Warfighting Commander”. Hewas

the combatant commander responsible for the execution of warfareinside its region.*®



This act established U.S. Central Command's (CENTCOM) CINC, General Norman
Schwarzkopf as the supreme commander of what would become Desert Storm with the
title of Joint Forces Commander (JFC). Inthe military chain of command, hisimmediate
superior was the Secretary of Defense and then ultimately the President.

Asthe JFC, he was responsible for setting up the joint command structure that
would be so critical to the success or failure of thewar. One of his choicesin accordance
with doctrine at the time was the creation of functional, rather than component
commanders. That is delegating command based on areas of responsibility (air, seaand
ground) versus service linesthat had been traditionally used. The air commander was
known as the Joint Forces Air Component Commander (JFACC). Joint doctrine at the
time defined the JFACC' s responsihilities as:

The joint force air component commander’s responsibilities will be

assigned by the joint force commander (normally these would include, but

not be limited to, planning coordination, allocation, and tasking based on

the joint force commander’ s apportionment decision). Normally the joint

force air component commander will be the Service component

commander who has the preponderance of air assets to be used and the

ability to assume that responsibility.*°
The CINC, General Schwarzkopf, had given the JFACC responsibility for

“planning, coordination, allocation and tasking based on USCINCCENT apportionment
decisions™ in accordance with doctrine and further directed coordination with
component commanders to “ ensure integration of air operations’>*. Additionally,
General Schwarzkopf had directed that all air planning be done using the Air Force Air
Tasking Order process, designating the air force component commander, Lt Gen Charles
Horner asthe JFACC*%.

This decision was not without itscritics, and initially wasresisted by the Marine

Corpsand the Navy. Marine Air wanted to retain its direct support sorties, but eventually
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authorized “excess sorties’, in accordance with the 1986 Omnibus on Marine Air, to the
JFACC and the overall air effort.>> Maj Gen Royal N. Moore Jr., Commander of the
Marine Aircraft Wing stated that he “kind of gamed the ATO process™* by scheduling
more sorties than he needed to ensure he did not have to coordinate with the JFACC and
its command structure the TACC.>® The Navy also resisted the implementation of the
JFACC construct. The Navy felt it should have control over “fleet defense” including the
sorties and the creation of rules of engagement. The Naval component commander, Vice
Admiral Arthur went direct to General Schwarzkopf when the JFACC would not
relinquish that authority. CINCCENT sided with General Horner (JFACC) and so ended
any real discussions on who wasin charge of directing the air portion of the campaign®®.

There have been many studies on the effectiveness of airpower in Desert Storm.
The actual success of the war tends to speak for itself. Many critics have surfaced
regarding tactical operations, but it istough to argue with the Commander in Chief,
President George H. Bush when he said, “Lesson No. 1 from the Gulf War is the value of
airpower.>”

More important than the presidential “pat on the back”, were the lessons the
Department of Defense and the Services took away from the conflict. A RAND study
just after the war wrote that the number one lesson learned regarding airpower was “the
achievement of unity of effort with tactical control authority”.>® The study asserts that
Desert Storm was the first time since World War 11 that the air forces of all Serviceswere
under thetactical control of asingle air commander. The actua planning for the air

portion of Desert Storm was a conglomeration of ideas and “brute force management” by

the lead Air Planner — Brig Gen Buster Glosson. The plan was loosely based on the
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doctrine of AirLand battle previously discussed, but incorporated the use of airpower to
strike “strategic” targets aswell.®® The command and control (C2) construct wasalsoin
accordance with AirLand battle doctrine and had been pretty well developed in Europe,
post Vietnam. It isaworthwhile effort to investigate both the plan and the C2 construct
because they will shape Joint doctrine from 1991 — 2005. &

The responsibility to plan what would evolve into Desert Storm'’ s air effort was

handed to General Glosson shortly after Iraq invaded Kuwait®*

Along with the
responsibility for the plan, he was handed a group of 84 targets— mainly strategic—ina
plan called “Instant Thunder” that the Air Staff at the Pentagon had put together based on
the philosophy of Col John Warden’'s National War College Thesis* The Air Campaign”.
Although Warden himself briefed it, the plan failed to have the depth or scope required
by the JFACC or CINCCENT sinceit did not include the ground scheme of maneuver
into the fight®2. In short, the Air Force had done what it had accused the other Services of
doing for 50 years — supplanted the unity of effort requirementsfor acampaign with
service parochialism. Fortunately, General Glosson saw through these shortcomings and
completely revamped the plan to facilitate the Joint Force Commander’ s objectives. He
writes, “While the Warden effort has merit, the people involved don’t have any concern
about Horner's position or desires’®®. What CENTCOM |eadership was |ooking for was
afocused effort on thefielded forces of the Iragi Army in accordance with the AirLand
battle doctrine. In General Horner’s mind, he wanted to “ build a hose and point it where
the ground commander seesthat it' s needed”®*. Both Horner and Glosson saw some

benefits and meritsin the Instant Thunder line of attack aswell. Thefinal plan briefed to

the CINC and to the President, incorporated targets with strategic importance and the
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fielded forcesin accordance with the Joint Forces Commander’ s guidance and objectives
(seeFigure4). Thiscombination of strategieswould be the linchpin in the success of the
entire Campaign and would illuminate the value of airpower in aconflict to the entire
world. The command and control mechanism the JFACC used to implement this strategy
wasthe Air Tasking Order. Although General Horner would use adifferent format, this

ideawasin keeping with the tradition the Air Force had established since WWII.

CINCCENT Campaign
Objectives for Desert Storm

Attack leadership and command and control
Gain and Maintain air supremacy

Cut totally supply lines

Destroy Chemical, Biological, and Nuclear
capability

Destroy Republican Guard

» From “War with Iraq”

Figure4 - Campaign Objectivesfor Desert Storm ®°

The command and control structure of the JFACC rode on the back of the U.S.
Air Force TACC concept that we have traced in its evolution from Vietham. The TACC
was comprised of mainly Air Force officers with other Services represented with liaisons.
In accordance with Air Force doctrine of the time, the TACC responsibilitiesfor

operations® were divided into “directorates’, onefor planning (Combat Plans) and one
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for executing (Combat Operations).®”  There were other “directorates’ in the TACC
designated including Air Defense, Intelligence and Airlift, but this paper will stay
focused on the Operations sections and the employment of Combat airpower.

The Combat Plans Division was responsible for planning the employment of air
forcesin future ATO periodsincluding “force packaging” and the use of electronic
combat and refueling assets®®. The Combat Operations division “provided real-time
central control and integration of ongoing air operations for the air commander” % In
essence, it was responsible for executing and approving changes to the ATO after it was
published. There has been much written about how Desert Storm was arevolutionin
airpower command and control. 1n so much asthe JFACC was proven as aconcept this
istrue; however, the organization and as we will see the mechanism to turn the JFC and
JFACC's“vision” into execution was ostensibly the same asin Vietnam and through the
1980's™.

The Air Tasking Order was the product derived from the JFACC planning
process. It was simply amessage —amission order —to communicate pertinent
information to subordinate units. In studying ATO for Desert Storm (figure 26), it
becomes clear that the format for the Order has changed from the “Frag” of Vietnam, but
the mgjority of the information remains constant: Mission number, Aircraft type and
number, unit, Call sign, Ordnance, Target and Time over Target. Thereissome
additional information such as I dentification Codes used for electronically identifying
aircraft, exact desired mean points of impact (DMPI) for weapons, and remarks used to
convey specific instructions from the JFACC staff. Of note, missing in these ordersis

any conveyance of the commander’ sintent for the attacks. 1n keeping with the AirLand
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ideals, airpower hit targets listed on the ATO requested by the Army (72 hours prior)
beyond the FSCL or during CAS operations as directed by the Forward Air Controller.
There waslittle need for the pilot/aircrews to know “why” or what effect was required
for their sortie.

In Desert Storm, thisissueis seldom identified simply because the planners, the
Guidance — Apportionment — Targeting (GAT) team, was run by General Glosson who
was also designated an Air Division commander. This put Glosson in charge of both the
planning and execution of the air effort. The chief of the GAT team, Lt Col. David A.
Deptula, wrote, “ There was no misunderstanding or dilution of intent of the plan between
the planner and those executing the plan because the same individua wasin charge of
both”.™ If oneisto truly evaluate the effectiveness of an organization or institution, you
must first identify the “ personalities’ in the organization, who may have overcome some
of the inherent flaws in the organization itself. General Glosson isjust such a
personality.

General Glosson was also responsible for the entire planning cycle for each daily
ATO. The“traditiona” Air Tasking cycle consisted of a 72 hour process where three
ATOs - each covering a 24 hour period werein work. First wasthe current ATO being
executed, second was tomorrow’ s being written and finally, the day after tomorrow is
being planned and approved.”? Thiswas again in accordance with the service and joint
doctrine of the time based on AirLand battle. Thisdoctrine lacked an avenue to analyze
and strike targets other than the second echelon forces. During the Cold War, those types
of targets were chosen and struck by the Strategic forces (with Nuclear weapons) led by

Strategic Air Command. The requirement to perform analysis and pick targets to meet
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the Joint Force Commander’ s strategy was an added responsibility in the planning
process. These targets were expected to be identified, targeted and weaponeered by the
members of the GAT. This caused General Horner to make some changesto the
traditional cycle.”

One of the most innovative changes came from the Chief of the GAT Cdll, Lt.
Col. Deptula. He structured aMaster Attack Plan (MAP) that linked the effects desired
by the JFACC and the JFC to alist of targets. A Joint Targeting Coordination Board
would approve these targets at the CENTCOM level, but the board was comprised of
junior officers (O-3s) from separate Services and served as merely arubberstamp to the
MAPproposal.”* Thisput Lt. Col. Deptulain aunique situation; he was, by all measure,
solely responsible for planning the air efforts. Since there would be a significant period
of Air only (From Jan 17 to Feb 24), the GAT team was not tied to the Ground
Component requirementsto prioritize targets. Deptula notes the MAP was the tool to
create a“ coherent plan that was thought out on the basis of the kind of effect we wanted
to achieve, not simply matching alist of targetsto abunch of assets’”.

All of the targets were chosen to meet the JFC — General Schwarzkopf’ s strategy
and were vetted by General Glosson prior to being transferred to an ATO. Between the
work of Deptulaand his staff, and Glosson’ s approval, each individual mission was
essentially planned by a group of highly trained operators (Weapons system experts from
across al Services and platforms comprised mainly of graduates from the premier combat
employment schoolsincluding: USAF Fighter Weapons School, TOPGUN, the Marine
Air Weapons and Tactics Squadron and Naval Strike Warfare Center)”® and sent out for

execution. Thisnew process circumvented normal planning channels and boiled down to
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abruteforce effort by the plannersin the GAT, which would become know asthe Black
Hole. When asked if he micromanaged the process, General Glosson said, “Yes, |
micromanaged the ATO. For anyone who thought it took 72 hoursto make ATO

changes, | was living proof it could be done much faster — closer to 72 minutes”””.

Desert Storm Lessons L earned

Thisis not to minimize the Herculean work donein the GAT; in fact, victory may
rest squarely on their shoulders. It isimportant to understand that these people adopted a
system that capitalized on their individual strengths and background to “make it happen”.
No one should be surprised by this. Itiswhat warriors have done since the battle of
Leuctrain 371 B.C and probably even before. However, what is surprising isthetotal
acceptance of the primacy of the ATO process. Thisiswithout regard for the effects and
workarounds due to the personalities of the players. Thejoint community learned a
tremendous amount from both the successes and failures of Desert Storm.

Two lessons from Desert Storm are particularly germane to this paper. Thefirst
lesson - asingle person in charge of the air capabilities in a campaign provides the unity
of effort necessary to meet the overall commander’ s objectives. Itisclear that the
concept of the JFACC definitely works. The second lesson taken from Desert Storm was
more controversial. The Air Force organization model (the TACC) responsible for
planning and executing an air effort also definitely works. Redlistically, the ATO
planning process that proved so successful was avery different processthan thewritten
Air Force doctrine of Tactical Air Command (TAC) Regulation 55-45. "® Surprisingly,
this regulation changed little after Desert Storm. The Air Force failed to incorporate the

processes of the Black Hole planners. Instead, TAC Regulation 55-45 became the basis
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for Joint Publication 3-56.1 —“Command and Control for Joint Air Operations’
published in November of 1994. One exception to thisfailure was the addition of the
Master Air Attack Plan (MAAP), which was Deptula s MAP ideafrom the Black Hole &
Thisfailureto incorporate or analyze not only the successes, but also the inefficiencies
and failures of the ATO process and then incorporate them into Joint Doctrine seemsto

provethe old adage“ Y ou learn morein defeat than in victory”.

Complaints

Although Joint Doctrine for air changed little after Desert Storm, there was no
shortage of opinions on the successes or failures. Much of the criticism focused on the
lack of responsivenessinthe ATO cycle. Many critics argued that the timing from target
nomination to ATO publishing was excessive. General Moore of the Marine Corpsfelt
the ATO “does not respond well to aquick action battlefield. If you'retryingto build a
war for the next 72 to 96 hours, you can probably build a pretty good war but if you're
trying to fight afluid battlefield like we were on, then you need a system that can
react"®. This processwas scheduled for 72 hours in accordance with written AirLand
Battle doctrine. That isnot to say it took that long in practice, as General Glosson
succinctly stated®®.

A better gauge of the responsiveness of the ATO processisto analyzethe
efficiency of the process. Itissimplefor strong personalitiesto “brute force” manage a
process and get the results needed — which iswhat the Black Hole and General Glosson
did in Desert Storm. However, evaluation of the ATO cycle efficiency should remove

personalities from the equation. A rough measure of the processis how often the target
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planned for 72 hours in advance was the target actually struck during execution. Figure5

shows agraphical representation of ATO changes during each day of Desert Storm.
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Figure5—ATO Changes®

On average, about 20% of the sorties were changed from conception to execution.
Of note, however isthe dramatic increase, up to 40%, in changes after the ground portion
of the campaign began. These statistics |leave alarge amount of skepticism asto the
efficiency of the system that was adopted asjoint doctrine. The fact that the ATO was at
best the 80% solution and dropped to 60% when the ground war began to move faster
than anticipated clearly demonstrates that there are built-in inefficiencies that should have
been looked at during the critical analysis of the successful operation. It appearsto bea
valid argument that the ATO processis not as efficient nor as responsive asit could be.

Thisanalysisclearly answersthe second and third questions posed at the

beginning of the paper: isthe processto create the ATO based on correct assumptions

and as efficient asit could or should be? Thefirst portion of the question leads usto ask
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if AirLand Battleisover. The answer to that question became apparent with the demise
of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War. Evenformer Chief of Staff of the Air
Force General Larry D. Welch recognized the inefficiencies when he said of Desert
Storm “We did focus on the CINCsintent...but it took us 5000 pages and 72 hoursto
producean ATO” 8 The reliance on the strength of individuals to cover the ingrained
problemswith the ATO cycle and target outside the cycle would evolveinto an entire
new mission set — Time Sensitive Targeting during the next conflict in Kosovo —

Operation Allied Force.

L ogistics play/assumptions

A benefit of the 72 hour planning construct that should be addressed islogistics
planning stability. The current process prescribesthe number of sortiesrequired by the
JFACC morethan 24 hoursin advance. Although Desert Storm targets changed 20-40
percent of thetimein the process, the sorties required of individual unitsremained setin
stone. This unforeseen benefit provided stability for mai ntenance and weapons loading
that were not available during the Vietnam and Cold War. In the case of Vietnam,
aircraft were put on aert, launched and replaced throughout the day. Inthe AirLand
battle doctrine, sorties were expected to be continually generated for BAI and CAS as
fast as possible since there were more requirements (i.e. targets), than aircraft available.
During these times, the focus on arapid regeneration to combat was paramount.

Desert Storm changed the regeneration priority, primarily because the preplanned
sorties met the requirements for the preponderance of the effort. CASwasthe one
exception sinceit was difficult to precisely predict what requirementsthe ground

component would generate. To alleviatethisissue, General Horner instituted a concept



31

called “push CAS’ where aircraft were scheduled to take off every 10 minutesinto the
battle area and then “flexed” to other targetsif not needed.®* These sortieswere listed on
the ATO and distributed to different units. Inthisway, the alert type aircraft were not
needed asthey werein Vietnam. This certainly made scheduling and resourcing similar
to peacetime training where sorties are typically planned in two separate waves®®. This
stabilizing benefit to ease service workload however, should not be adriving forcein the
development of anew planning construct for the Air Tasking Order. The better driving
force would be an understanding of the requirements by the supported units or

commands.

Allied Force

The success of Desert Storm validated the synergistic effects of acombined arms
campaign. Although not perfect, air, land and naval power were integrated competently
to meet national and theater objectives. There was an evolution of sorts—a perfect storm
where the U.S. military nemesis, the Soviet Union had just crumpled, so the weight of the
military could be focused on Irag. The operation was fairly complex, and would test the
JFACC ideaand Air Tasking Cycle framework aswe saw. The J-C and land component
regquirements were addressed in the air operations plan and execution, albeit in alessthan
optimum manner, and were met overal.

The operationsin Kosovo during in the spring of 1999, called Operation Allied
Force (OAF) can be considered awatershed event for planning of the Air effort. For the
first timein history, the world would see atrue Air Campaign, where the only kinetic
military force exerted on the enemy would come from the air. One might expect a

revolution of the planning process whereby the JFACC would no longer be hampered in



32

meeting the needs of the other component commanders. Gen. William “Billy” Mitchell
wrote in 1925,

The system of command of military airpower should consist in having the greatest

centralization practicable. An air force now can move from oneto two thousand

miles within twenty-four hours. Military elements on the land or water can move

only afraction of this. To assign air force unitsto any one of these ground

organi zations would result in the piece-meal application of airpower and the

inability to develop the maximum force at the critical point &
Thiswas Billy Mitchell’ s dream — Airmen in charge of the entire effort. Unfortunately,
the Air Operations Center, rather than adapt to the new requirements, followed in lock
step the AirLand/Desert Storm construct of planning an air effort.

Operation Allied Force officially began on 24 March 1999 and lasted for 78 days.
After multiple attemptsto reach a diplomatic sol ution to stop the human rights abuses and
“ethnic cleansing” of the ethnic Albaniansin Kosovo by the Serbian government and its
president Slobodan Milosevic, NATO authorized air strikesfor thefirst timeinits
existence®’. Operation Allied Force ruled out any implementation of ground forces from
the beginning, leaving only the air forces and the JFACC to meet the Joint Forces
Commander — General Wesley K. Clark’s objectives. President Clinton described these
objectivesas: 1-“to demonstrate the seriousness of NATO' s opposition to aggression”,
2-“to deter Milosevic from continuing and escalating his attacks on helpless civilians’, 3-
“to damage Serbia’ s capacity to wage war against Kosovo”®. Thejob of the JFACC fell
to General Michael C. Short, as Commander Allied Air Forces Southern Europe®. Asin
Desert Storm, Gen. Short was given at least tactical control over al aircraft involvedin
the operation. For al practical purposes, the battle for unity of effort in air warfare by the

United States military was over. Indeed, even the NATO countriesinvolved in the

operations gave tactical control of their air assetsto General Short.*
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The campaign itself was reminiscent of Operation Rolling Thunder in Vietnam —
agradual escalation to provide “coercive diplomacy”. Initialy, 51 targets were approved
for strikes during the expected two to three days Milosevic woul d take to acquiesce to
NATO terms®. Unfortunately, asin Vietnam, the will of the Serb leadership was
stronger than the intelligence estimates and personal views of the U.S. Secretary of State
Albright.

Theinitial targets consisted of Serbian airfieldsand Army bases, communication
centers and storage depots and were approved by the President and all NATO political
and military leaders®®. Instead of giving up, the Serbs began to step up effortsto kill the
ethnic Albanians. 1t was apparent to NATO and the world that Milosevic would not go
quietly.

Eventually thelist of potential targets would grow to 976, but each had to be
approved by the CINC and by each of the participating NATO countriesin order to make
theATO”. Thetimeframefor target approval became excessive so planners moved from
looking at what targets would meet the strategy of the JFC/JFACC to what targets they
were allowed to strike. Again, reminiscent of Vietnam, the AOC planners “simply took a
list of approved targets and managed them on aday to day basis’®*. Thiswasthejob of
the Combat Plans section of the AOC.

After two weeks of being unable to achieve any strategic objectives and under the
weight of international pressureto stop the “ethnic cleansing”, General Clark shifted his
emphasisto the fielded forces of the Serb Army and Militia. This created an additional
target set for the JFACC and his staff. Historically, these types of target setswere given

by the Land Component Commander 72 hoursin advance in accordance with the
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AirLand Battle doctrine. Now these targets were the Air Component’ s responsibility to
find, prioritize and strike. All of thesetargetsfell insidethe ATO cycletimeline, so
rather than change the planning construct, the AOC added anew mission, called “flex
targeting”®®. In this mission, aircraft would sit either ground alert or airborne alert
waiting for atarget to befound. Additionally, “airborne scouts’ were sent out to visually
search for targets, find and assess potential collateral damage, and if the target met
stringent Rules of Engagement and collateral damage requirements, destroy it®. This
type of mission was almost identical to the“reroleing of targets’ versus perishable targets
we saw in Vietnam. Infact, pilots flying in Kosovo called these missions “close air
support” like Vietnam, even when there were no ground forces to “support” ¥’

In the end, Milosevic capitulated, arguably at least partially because of air strikes.
Evidence shows there were probably a number of reasons the Serbian leadership gave up
when they did, not the least of which was the continued bombing of industry, utilitiesand
infrastructure targets®® The Operation ended up achieving its objective, but well beyond
the timeframe anticipated. Not meaning to minimize the myriad of mistakes and lessons
from the strategic to the tactical level in OAF, amajor lesson was the need to have an
institutionalized effort to strike targets that appear inside of the 72 hour planning cycle.
The Air Force Chief of Staff, General John J. Jumper commented:

“The 72-hour cycle was not an execution cycle but an attempt to force a planning
cycle so you are having some means within your phased operation to look out on the
horizon. But for the execution, many times it was within four and six hours when we
were not only changing targets, but also changing munitions on airplanes to
accommodate targets. Thisis not obviously the way that we would like to do it when you
talk about minimizing risksto pilots, but it was done because that was the way the target

set presented itself and that is another aspect of the same problem that you described. But
we need to work on both of those things and continue to shrink those cycles”.*°



In an effort to “shrink the cycle” flex targeting emerged asthe latest “fad” in
overcoming the friction and inertia associated with ATO planning. Astime progressed,
flex targeting evolved into Time Sensitive Targeting and made its way into Joint Doctrine

in time for the next conflict in Afghanistan — Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF).

Enduring Freedom

October 7, 2001 began Operation Enduring Freedom, the American response to
theterrorist attacks on September 11" 2001 by Islamic terrorists and orchestrated by
OsamaBin Laden and hisradical 1slamic organization —a Qaeda. The objective of the
operation was to destroy al Qaeda leadership, organization and training camps based in
Afghanistan and remove the Taliban government from power'®. This operation was
another evolution in the use of airpower. In thiscase, asmall number of ground forces
served as “sensors’ to search out enemy forces and use airpower to destroy them. This
scenario was eerily reminiscent of General Clark’ slater objectivesin Allied Force of
destroying the Serbian army.

The concept of operations by the Combatant Commander, General Tommy
Franks wasto avoid a*“ Soviet-style occupation” and instead use “small, lethal and
unpredictable units coupled with precision” to meet the objectives set forth by the
President in his speech to the American people on 20 September 2001 %%

The original plan called for four phases. Phase 1 was to “set the conditions and
build forces to provide the National Command Authority credible military options’*%?,
That included putting specia operationsforces and CIA assets on the ground to work

with the indigenous opposition forces called the Northern Alliance. These opposition

forceswould provide the preponderance of ground forcesin thefirst two phases. Phase 2



called for “initial combat operations and continued to set the conditions for follow-on
operations’*®®. During thistime, airpower would provide the firepower by first targeting
the Taliban and al Qaeda command and control, air defenses, and large troop
concentrationsin garrison. Specia Forces teams would then ensure the Northern
Alliance had the required air support and firepower to begin offensive operations. Phase
3involved “conducting decisive combat operationsin Afghanistan, build a coalition, and

conduct operations AOR wide” *%*

using conventional forces on the ground. Frank’s
intent was to minimize the use of ground forces, but would commit “Battalions and
Brigades” if the Northern Alliance was not successful'®. Finally, during phase four we
would establish “capability for coalition partnersto prevent the re-emergence of terrorism
and provide humanitarian relief” and was expected to take between three to five years *®.
Itisclear General Franks expected the JFACC, Lt Gen CharlesWald, to play a
decisiverolein Phasestwo and three. The AOC had started planning for OEF
immediately after 9/11 and by October was ready to initiate combat action. The number
of authorized targets was limited and authorization to strike these targets was held at
CENTCOM versus being delegated to the JFACC”. The Joint Integrated Prioritized
Target List (JPTL) wasthelist of targets which the JFC felt would achieve his
objectives. Based on concerns of General Franksto limit “collateral damage” and to
avoid the“strategic” setbacks that could be caused with atactical mistake such asan
errant bomb, components could nominate targets, but the approval authority was held by
the JFC1%8. In astrange twist of fate, the JFACC staff who had first created the concept

of aJIPTL and the MAAP during Desert Storm, saw control wrestled away from the air
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component and centralized at the JFC level*®®. In essence, the JFACC and the AOC had
partialy lost its ability to strategically plan and became amerely a“ servicer” of targets.

After about 10 days of air operations, the majority of fixed targetsin Afghanistan
were destroyed, in fact according to General Wald most of the Command and Control
and Air Defenses were targeted and destroyed in the first 15 minutes of thewar''°. With
very few targetsleft to plan for, the bulk of the employment was done onthe“AOC
Floor”, that is by the Combat Operations Division. A system developed over time that
allowed for coordination between CENTCOM planners—who held target approval —the
CENTAF planners and the tactical units, both on the ground and airborne***

Decide
Fix Track Target| Engage Assess

¢f+

@ F2T2EA reduced
through technology...
sl moving forward

@ Declsion time has
not been similarily
rediced

.-'"'--- . e
7 Degigion tirme depends on .,
sensilivity of the Larget,

et collateral damage |
. cancerns, reliability of /-'
Enduring Freedom (Afghanistan) - "'“'B‘“"“

L] TJ'mE —

(noticnal data)

Figure6 - TST time reduction**?

The ATO served to schedule aircraft, but rarely did its prescribed targets have
ordnance expended on them. Instead, the aircraft were diverted to new targets by the
AOC Operations floor when new, more lucrative targets were discovered after the ATO

approved 36 hours prior. This caused one officer in the AOC to note,



“the plans division was not happy with the number of changesthat
occurred, but the operations division did agreat job in responding to the
changing requests on the ground. We used to make the joke that the ops
division should take the MAAP and throw it against thewall, and
whatever stuck would be flowed as scheduled. Not much stuck to the
Wdl.ll:‘;n
The MAAP was used much more than the finished ATO because it conveyed the
JFACC' sobjectives and intended effects. In fact, the ATO was significantly less useful
for subordinate organizations such asthe Carrier Air Wings and Air Force Expeditionary
Wings, and in the end, served merely as away to convey communications frequencies,
call signsand annotate what types of aircraft would bein the Area of Responsibility
(AOR).1*
Againitisclear, in afluid environment where there are not fixed targets, the Joint
Air Tasking Process lacks efficiency and potentially has been overcome by the nature of
21% Century warfare. It again must be noted that while the ATO processisclearly “less
than optimum”, itslack of efficiency was overcome by the ingenuity and flexibility of
operators at the operational and tactical levels. By the end of “major operations’ in OEF,
the time from target identification to destruction had moved to less than 20 minutes and

in CAS operations less than five.!'® This system would be further streamlined and

improved in the spin up to the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003 — Operation Iragi Freedom

(OIF).

Iraqi Freedom
By dl accounts, the U.S. military strategically, operationally, and tactically
overwhelmed the Iraqgi forces causing Saddam Hussein' s regimeto collapsein only 21

days. Initially the operation succeeded in its Political and Military objectivesfor the
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invasion of Irag. Figure7 showsthe six strategic objectivesfor OIF. Thisbrief analysis
will focus on the period from 19 March 2003 until 14 April 2003 when “major” military

operationsended™*®.

Political / Military Strategic
Objectivesfor OIF

« A stable Iraq, with its territorial integrity intact and a broad-
based government that renounces WMD development and use,
and no longer supports terrorism or threatens it neighbors.

» Success in Iraq leveraged to convince or compel other
countries to cease support to terrorists and to deny them
access to WMD.

» Destabilize, Isolate, and overthrow the Iragi regime and provide
support to a new, broad-based government.

e Destroy Iragi WMD capability and infrastructure.

« Protect allies and supporters from Iraqi threats and attacks.

< Destroy terrorist networks in Iraq. Gather intelligence on global
terrorism; detain terrorists and war Criminal, and free
individuals unjustly detained under the Iragi Regime.

» From “Operation IRAQI FREEDOM - By the Numbers”

Figure7 - OIF Strategic Objectives™’

OIF, with over 466,000 deployed, was the largest military operation since Desert
Storm*® and was the first “traditional” combat operation in the Global War on Terror
(GWOT). OIF came on the heels of OEF, and in fact lower level combat and stability
operationsin Afghanistan would take place simultaneously with Iragi Freedom. The
Joint Forces Commander (called the Combined Forces Commander or CFC) was again
General Franks, the CENTCOM commander. The JFACC was Lt Gen Moseley, who had
been the JFACC in the later portions of OEF. The AOC would be staffed with
“ handpicked personnel” from the tactical experts acrossall the Services™'® and would be

responsible for air operations averaging approximately 1400 sorties per day*?°. Figure 8



shows the objectives General Franks ultimately set, and the specific mission areasthe

JFACC set for himself.

CFC OPERATIONAL OBJECTIVES
Defeat or compel capitulation of Iragi forces.
Meutralize regime leadership.
Meutralize Iragi TBM / WMD delivery systems.
Confrol WMD infrastructure.
Ensure the territorial integrity of Irag.
Deploy and posture CFC forces for post-hostility operafions, initiating humanitarian
assistance operations for the Iraqi people, within capabilities.
Set military conditions for provisional/permanent government to assume power.
tain international and regional support.
ralize Iragi regime's C2 & security forces.
and maintain air, maritime and space supremacy.

STF IGY-TO-TASK MISSION AREAS

* Maintain Air and Space Supremacy in the ITO
Support CFLCC fo achieve defeat or compel capitulation of RGFC & RA and conduct
Security and Stabilization Operations (SASO)
BPT support the prevention of non-combatant forces from impeding CFC Operations
Support CFMCC to Maintain Maritime Supremacy
Support CFC to secure regional and international support
Jr Conduct JRSOI of Follow-on/Combat Replacement FEs and maintain air posture
SR Continue suppression of Iragi Regime’s ability o command Iragi forces & govern State
35 BFT establish and operate secured airfields in Irag 10T establish altemmate APCDs in support of CFC ops
UW  Support CFSOCC Ops
WD Suppress Iragi TMDAWMD delivery systems
W1 BPT support CFLCC in neutralizing/controlling WMD infrastructure & SSE

Figure8 —General Franks Ol F Operational Objectivesand JFACC Tasks™*

Taking alesson from Afghanistan, the plannersin the AOC devised a concept
called Kill Box Interdiction and Close Air Support (KI/CAS) where missions would take
off and be directed to wherever airpower was needed without having been assigned any
preplanned targets. The aircraft would either be directed to a 30 mile by 30 mile grid to
search for targets or would be handed off to a controller for CAS. This system wasthe
culmination of multiple“livefly” exercisesat Nellis AFB prior to March of 2003 to
evaluate and optimize thisway of tasking airpower?2. Although reminiscent of Vietnam,
it was the pace of battle rather than the micromanagement of senior leadersthat drove the
KI/CASidea. Thiswasan acknowledgement that the pace of combat operations had

exceeded the abilities of the ATO cycle.
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In areport shortly after the collapse of the regime, the JFACC published a
collection of statistics from the effort. Specifically germaneto the topic of thisthesisis
the Desired Mean Point of Impact (DMPI) struck by operational objective—figure 9.
DMPIsareindividual targets sometimesin alarger target set. For example, if atargetis
aSurfaceto Air Missile site, individual DMPI could include the Radar, Missile
launchers, the command and control van etc. Figure 9 showsthat KI/CAS accounts for
79 % of the targets struck in OIF*2%, In essence, almost 80% of the targets that had

ordnance applied to them were outside of the ATO cycle.

DMPI Struck by Operational Objective

Counter Air Targets 1,441 7%
I rixed Counter Lnd Tgts 234 1%

Attacking Iraqi Regime 1,799 9%
I Attacking WMD 832 4%
I KI/CAS 15,592 79%

Figure9 - DMPI Struck by Objective?*

In Afghanistan, Time Sensitive Targets (TST) were any targets that were not
preplanned. In OIF, General Franks delineated only three types of targetsas TST,
Weapons of Mass Destruction, Regime Leadership and Terrorists. These targets were
deemed especially important and to have such strategic effects that they would take
precedent over most if not all planned targets'?®. In addition to the TST target sets, the
JFACC realized there were component specific target types, called Dynamic Targets
(DT), that were integral to a successful strategy and would require diverting aircraft from

their preplanned missions. These missions comprised avery small number of the total
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flown by coalition aircraft during OIF. Of the over 41,000 missions flown, atotal of 842
missions went against these extremely important targets*2®.

In the modern battlefield, asin days of old, actionable intelligence can come at
any time and any effective command and control structure must be ready to meet the task.
When intelligence agents received a probable location of Saddam Hussein (the
Leadership Target) it took |ess than 45 minutes to plan, obtain authorization and execute
the mission to drop four 2,000 Ibs bombs on the location*?”. No one can foresee these
“fortunes of war”, but it also must be understood that even with Intelligence Surveillance
that covered 24 hours with multiple sensorsincluding human collectors on the ground
only 2% of the mission were tasked with TST/DT%,

In the executive summary of USCENTAF Lesson Learned for OIF, the AOC staff
acknowledged what the culmination of this historical analysisinto the Air Tasking Order
Cycle has brought us to conclude:

“Each ATO plan and related planning products are developed in series;
passing from Strategy, to Plans, to Opsfor execution and then back to Strategy for
assessment...the greatest hiccupsin the process occurred in the seams between
divisions because of the rapid pace of operations during Ol F often necessitated
significant changesinsidethe ATO cycle. It was not uncommon for an (Air
Operations Directive) developed by the Strategy Division and approved by the
CFACC 60 hours prior to execution to be overcome by events before it reached
the MAAP Cell 24 hours |ater.*2%"

Upon reflection of the operationsthey had just participated in, the hypothesis of this
monograph became clear to the military professionalsthat put together thisreport — The

ATO planning construct lacks the efficiency to be effectivein 21 century warfare. A

new system must be devel oped to capitalize on theinherent flexibility of airpower. The



first step in this development is an investigation of the joint doctrinal basisfor the

employment of air.



Present Day Way

Joint Air Operations Planning — Joint Pub Guidance

The cornerstone of Joint doctrine for air operationsis Joint Publication 3-30,
“Command and Control of Joint Air Operations’. It spendsthe majority of its pages
discussing planning for Joint Air Operations versus actual command of, or control of the
forces allocated to the JFACC. An entire chapter, Chapter 3 is devoted to discussing the
Joint Air Operation Plan, or the JAOP. The JAOP isthe air component’ s operational
plan for “integrating and coordinating joint air operations’**° and is the culmination of
the Joint Air Estimate Planning Process™'. Simplified, it takes the guidance from the
Joint Forces Commander and creates a plan to achieve the tasks and effectslevied on the
air component either directly by the JFC or as a supporting force for the other
components™2.

The process uses the Military Decision-Making Process construct as defined in
Joint Publication 5-0 and the concept of “nested” effects and tasks. The nested concept
simply means the objectives and mission of the subordinate organization (in this case the
air component) directly support the end state and mission of the higher command (the
Joint Forces Commander). From the JAOP the JFACC communicates his commander’s
intent, mission statement and planned course of action including objectives and tasksfor
different phases of the operation™3.

Figure 10 shows how joint doctrine describes the Joint Air Operations

Development. It clearly showsthereisalink between the JAOP, the MAAP and the

ATO. The JAOP can be described as the overarching guidance from which the Master



Air Attack Plan and subsequently the ATO isbuilt. Figure 11 showsthe Joint Air
Tasking Cycle wherethe JAOP is alluded to in step one, though it is never specifically

referenced.

CONCEPT OF JOINT AIR OPERATIONS DEVELOPMENT

Joint Force Mission

JFC Estimate

Objectives and Comprehensive AOR and JOA Perspective

JFACC/JFC Staff Estimate of the Situation

JFACC andior JFC Staff Recommended COA
JFC Approves COA

Joint Air Operations Plan

Suppoerting Plan
Area Air Defense Plan - Airspace Control Plan

JFACC's Daily
Guidance

Master Air Attack Plan and Supporting Orders
Joint Air Operations Order - Joint Air Tasking Order
Air Operations Directive - Airspace Control Order

AOR: Area of Responsibility JFC: Joint Force Commander
COA: Course of Action JOA: Joint Operations Area
JFACC: Joint Force Air Component Commander

Figure10—Joint Doctrinefor JAOP development™**

From the guidance contained in the JAOP, the different divisionsinthe A OC
begin their work. Thesedivisionswork in series, that is one group finishestheir portion
before the next division begins. These sequential steps create a series of daily targets and
supporting tasks that will meet the JFACC' s chosen course of action and begin with the
Strategy division. The Strategy division also writesthe JAOP, and puts out adaily Air

Operations Directive (AOD) that providesthe “ JFACC’ s guidance for each ATO to the
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successive planning steps™*®. The AOD is supposed to give the subsequent planners the

information they need to prioritize tasks to meet JFC and JFACC objectives.

JOINT AIR TASKING CYCLE

JFC and Compeonent Coordination

Force Execution Weaponeering

and Allocation
MAAP Worksheets
MAAP Brief
SORTIEALOT

EBDA
MISREP

ACO: Airspace control order JGAT: Joint guidance, apportionment, and
ALLOREQ: Allocation reguest targeting

AOD: On-line diagnostic JIPTL: Joint integrated prioritized target list
ATO: Air tasking order MAAP: Master air attack plan

BDA: Battle damage assessmant MISREP: Mission report

COA: Course of action 0A: Objective area

ISR: Intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance ROE: Rules of engagement

JFACC: Joint force alr component commander  SORTIEALOT: Sortie allotment mess age
JFC: Joint force commander SPINS: Special instructions

Figure11- Joint Air Tasking Cycle*®®

The next organization in the process is known as the joint guidance, apportionment, and
targeting team (JGAT) in the Combat Plans division. Thisteam, in accordance with the
JFACC' stasks provided by the Strategy Division and the AOD, “developsthe daily
JFACC planning guidance, air component target nomination list, and air apportionment

recommendation. Theteam isresponsible for the development of acomprehensive
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JPTL. If the JFC delegatesjoint targeting coordination authority to the JFACC, the
JGAT team receivesall target nominations and prioritizes them into the draft JPTL” 7.

One of thefirst steps of this process, a step glossed over in Joint Doctrine, isthe
air apportionment recommendation. The JFACC will recommend to the JFC specific
percentages of aircraft for various categories of missions. Examples of categories of
missionsinclude strategic attack, interdiction, counter-air, and close air support. The
joint forces commander approves or changes the apportionment recommendation and
forces are then allocated in accordance with the JFC' s direction, thereby removing the
responsibility for any perceived lack of support from the JFACC.

This apportionment and all ocation process is based on inter-service resistance to
the JFACC construct prior to and just after Desert Storm. The JFACC isnow well
entrenched in doctrine and it istime for are-evaluation asto the logic behind and
usefulness of the apportionment process. If joint doctrine were to adopt amore efficient
air tasking planning process, there may be a significant reduction in the need to arbitrarily
assign percentages to the required tasks of the air component.

The next team in the Plans division to work on the processis the Master Air
Attack Plan (MAAP) team. This organization developsthe daily plan to accomplish the
tasks given to the JFACC. JP 3-30 states“ The daily MAAP coordinates and integrates
all air efforts used to develop the ATO. The fundamental responsibility of the MAAP
team isto produce atimely and executable ATO” **® based on the JIPTL and allocation
guidance. Anexampleof inputstothe MAAPisseenin Figure12. Asdiscussed earlier,

the MAAP was atool used and in fact invented by then, Lt Col Deptula during Desert

Storm. It wasand isan incredibly useful tool to plan the air portion of acampaign. One



has to wonder though, if thistool hastaken on alife of itsown in order to attempt to
institutionalize the successes built on the personalities of the“Black Hol€” in Desert

Storm.

MASTER AIR ATTACK PLAN INPUTS

CJTF Guidance ALLOREQ
JFACC Strategy

JAOP g, JGAT Worksheets
ROE

Air Defense Plan

Airspace Contrel Plan
Air Support Plan

Communications Plan

Weather Bases

Target/ETF 8y, Fuel/POL
&

EOB
Threats/ACF
BDA

FROB
Munitions/SCL
UTE

ACF: Air contingency force JFACC: Joint force air component commander
ALLOREQ: Allocation regquest JGAT: Joint guldance, apportionment, and targeting
BDA: Battle damage assessment JIPTL: Joint integrated prioritized target list

CJTF: Commander, joint task force MAAP: Master air attack plan

ETF: Electronic targeting folders POL: Potroleum, oils, and lubricants

EOB: Enemy order of battle ROE: Rules of engage ment

FROB: Friendly order of battle SCL: Standard conventional load

JAOP: Joint air operations plan UTE: Wtilization rate

Figure12- Master Air Attack Inputs*®

The last process prior to the publishing of the ATO isthe production team. This
team isresponsiblefor “the technical production and distribution of the ATO”, and other
command and control documents like the Airspace Control Order (ACO) and the daily
Special Instructions (SPINS)*°. Typically, asseen in Figure 13, the JGAT to ATO
publishing takes 48 hours with another 24 hours for execution and assessment. Asthe

explanation of current doctrine concludes, one begins to wonder if this sequential effort
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of the ATO process creates some of the significant inefficiencies expressed in the
historical analysis.

These built in friction points and redundant processes lead investigatorsto one
conclusion. The planning and execution of the ATO cycle must be better organized in a
parallel effort where the Strategy, JGAT and MAAP teams work in acombined team,
inside a collaborative environment where the JFACC’ srequired effects are devel oped

and resourced by one organization.



NOTIONAL 48-HOUR JOINT AIR TASKING ORDER
DEVELOPMENT TIMELINE

Joint ATO Joint Air Tasking
Cycle

JGAT MTG (1300 CODRERNATION
JFACC APPROVE DRAFT JIPT TARGET
DEVELOPMENT

JTCB REVIEWIJFC

APHROVEE I WEAPONEERING/
ALLOCATION
AIRSUPREQ (2100)

=
5
=
=
b
by
o

INTEGRATE INTERTHEATER AND JOINT ATO
COMPOMNENT INPUTS DEVELOPMENT

APPROVE MAAP SORTIEALOT {1600) |
o [JFC APPROVE ATO
APPROVE JOINT ATO (1600)

ATO MESSAGE

EXECUTION

[Execute ATo | i
EXECUTE ATO ASSESSMENT

AIRSUPREGQ: &ir support request JGAT: Jolnt guidance, apportionment. and targating
ALLORER: Allocation requssat JIPTL: Joint Intagrated prioritized targpst nat

AT&: Alrport traffic ares JTCB: Jnlnﬁxrgnli&nnnmmnhm board

ATO: Alr tasking ondar MasP: Maztar alr pian

ATO PROD: Alr tasking ordsr p HOME:

JFACC: Joint forca air component commander  SORTIEALOT: Sortls allotmant message
JFC: Joint forcs commanger TET: Targst

Figure llI-12. Motional 48-Hour Joint Air Tasking Order Development Timeline

Figure13- Notional ATO Development Timeline (2005)***

Tenet of Centralized Control/Decentralized Execution
Throughout the introduction of this paper, the terms Centralized Control and

Decentralized execution were used to describe atenet of airpower. If thisunderlying

premiseisat the heart of the JFACC structure a precise definition must be understood by
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al. Joint Publication 3-30 (and ultimately JP 1-02) defines centralized control and
decentralized execution as:
centralized control: Injoint air operations, placing within one commander the
responsibility and authority for planning, directing, and coordinating amilitary

operation or group/category of operations'*?.

decentralized execution. Delegation of execution authority to subordinate
commanders™2,

Centralized control istreated differently (and separately) than Command in Joint
doctrine. Joint Publication 3-0 defines command as including “ both the authority and
responsibility for effectively using available resources to accomplish assigned missions.
Command at al levelsisthe art of motivating and directing people and organizationsinto
action in order to accomplish missions. Control isinherent in command. To control is
to regulate forces and functions to execute the commander’ sintent. Ultimately, it
provides commanders a means to measure, report and correct performance.***” I control
isinherent in command, it stands to reason that that control is asubset of command. Itis
aresponsibility givento anindividual (in this case the JFACC) to centrally plan air
operations. The definition aso includes directing and coordinating the execution of the
plan.

Decentralized execution was included in the airpower tenet after perceived
micromanagement of the operation by the National Command Authority in the Rolling
Thunder operationsin Vietnam**®. The premiseisto delegate execution authority down
tothelowest level. These two ideals seem to match theideas overarching command and
control ideals prescribed in Joint Publication 1, Joint Warfare of the Armed Forces of the
United States. It asserts centralized planning and direction is* essential for controlling

and coordinating the efforts of all forcesavailable.”**® These are the same professed
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principles of the Army and Marine Corps, both of whom use centralized planning and
mission type orders to communicate objectives and execute aplan**’. Although all the
Services appear to ascribe to the same principles, there have been timesin recent history

where actions have not matched doctrine.

Misuse of Tenet

Technology has progressed to such apoint that it givestheillusion of the great
General overseeing the entire battlefield and directing histroops. Thisromantic notion
does not stand the test of history. Quite the contrary, even Patton, known for his
autocratic leadership stylewrote, “The hardest thing | have to doisto do nothing. There
isaterrible temptation to interfere” .2*® Asour ability to shareinformation grows, so does
the temptation to try to over control. Inthe General of old example, being able to see the
battlefield and assess progressis far different from telling each man in the Phalanx which
person he should try to kill. Picture, if you will, Lee at Gettysburg, attempting to tell men
whom to shoot during Pickett’s Charge. Just because a Senior Commander™*® can see

everything going on, does not mean he should intervene.
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Figure14—Historical Progression of Decentralized Execution*

Recent history of Joint airpower isfull of examples of centralized control and
execution at the operational level. Infact, there are agrowing number of published

1151 and

papers lamenting the virtues of “Centralized Control and Centralized Execution
arguing the TST cell inthe AOC is aperfect example of thisevolution. Figure 14:
Historical Progression of Decentralized Execution istaken from Joint publications
discussing the optimum way for future command and control models.

Interestingly, these same proponents will argue vehemently against the perceived
encroachment and micromanagement of the command of air throughout history. Favorite

examples given that have already been discussed in this paper are President Johnson’'s

choosing of targetsin North Vietnam, General Clark authorizing strikes in Kosovo and
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General Franks control of the JIPTL during Operation Enduring Freedom. Clearly these
are a'so examples of “centralized control and execution” though airpower zealotswill
bristle at the thought of theseillustrations. “Central” iscertainly relative to where you sit
in the decision making cycle.

Lower subordinate unitsall the way to thetactical level must have the freedom to
affect an ever-changing battlespace and must be armed with the knowledge of the effects
the commander — specifically in this case the JFACC desires. Operation Iragi Freedom
saw an illustration of thisfact during KI/CAS operation latein thewar. The AOC
planners would include the desired effects for the geographic areain the remarks of the
ATO giving the pilots not only recommended targets, but the ability to prioritizethe
types of strikes based on the effects needed to achieve the JFACC’sand JFC objectivesin
the area™?.

If one compares the centralized control and execution model of TST that
proponents often cite with the decentralized execution model of Kill Box interdictionin
Operation Iragi Freedom the efficiencies become clear. Of the 41,404 sortiesflownin
the operation, only 156 were flown in support of TST targets'®3. Contrast that with the
15,592 targets that were struck using the KI/CAS™>*. It is obvious the decentralized
model was more capable of handling alarge amount of targets. Thereisa definite need
for TST missions, but that centralized method of execution should be the exception not

the rule of command and control.
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Fire and maneuver win battles. The purpose of movement isto get firesinamore
advantageous placeto play on the enemy. Air and Ground commanders must be
constantly on the alert to devise and use new methods of cooperation . . . for there can
never betoo many projectilesin a battle. —General George S. Patton Jr., USA
Doctrinal issues for targeting development

General Patton’ s quote above emphasizes fires asthe preeminent effort in abattle.
The objects, persons or processes the military isgoing to effect and influence—the
locations where the joint force will aim its“many projectiles’ are called targets. The
development of targets require a great expenditure of time and effort in order to evaluate
and prioritize the optimum placement of firesand is essential to the ATO cycle. In order
to continue to investigate the Air Tasking Cycle, it is necessary to take a systems view of
the process that takes the Joint Force Commander’ sintent, objectives, and required
effects and transl ates them into actionabl e tasks for subordinates. Joint doctrinerefersto
this process as“ Targeting” **°.

Joint Pub 3-60 explains the purpose of “ Targeting” isto provide alogical
progression of Warfighting solutions to meet the Joint Force Commander’ s objectives. It
goesonto say, “effectivetargeting is distinguished by the ability to generate the type and
extent of effects necessary to facilitate the realization of the commander’ s objectives,**®
Itisunfortunate that the result of the targeting processis normally alist of geographic
spots on the earth that require kinetic (or non-kinetic) fires, the Joint Integrated
Prioritized Target List (JPTL).

In an effort to avoid semantic arguments this process invol ves both operations and
intelligence functions. Targeting (at least the way it isused in this paper) in not intended

to refer to specific military speciaties from any service. Figure 15 showsthe six phases

of the Joint Targeting Cycle as defined by JP 3-60 which beginsin the Joint forces



headquarters with the JFC's objective. Thecycleis supposed to “trandate strategy to
discrete tasks™®” but in fact focuses on creating the list of targets that the various

componentswill be required to strike.

JOINT TARGETING CYCLE PHASES

Target Developmant,
Validatio

n,
MNomination, and
Pdurlﬁalhan

JOINT TARGETING
CYCLE
PHASES

Figure15- Joint Targeting Cycle Phases*®
Compare this cycle with the Military Decision Making Process (MDMP) as
described in Joint Pub 5-0 “ Joint Operations Planning” (Figure 16) and the Joint Air
Operation Plan (JOAP) (Figure 10) in Joint Pub 3-30 “Command and Control of Joint Air
Operations’. Each of these references describes a process that al so translates a senior
leader’ s objectivesinto tasks that can be del egated and executed. These two models|ook
to prescribe subordinate courses of action (COA) required to meet the superior’'s

requirements and objectives.
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The Military Decision-
Making Process

Step 1:
Initiation

Step 2:
Mission Analysis

Step 3:
COA Development

Step 4:
COA Analysis and Wargaming

Step 5:
COA Comparison

Step &:
COA Approval

Step 7:
Plan or Order Development

Figure 16— The Military Decision-making Process™®

If indeed the targeting process does what it declaresto do, it putstoo much
emphasis on discovering geographic targets and listing them in order to gain approval
fromthe JFC. It should be of little surprise to any military historian that recent Joint
Forces Commanders like Gen. Clark in Kosovo and General Franks in Afghanistan have
centrally controlled the targeting process thus resulting in the perceived
micromanagement of targets on the ground. Thisisexactly what the current written
doctrine challenges them to do.

That is not to say the doctrine, aswritten, iscorrect. Eveninthejoint
publications, thereis adisconnect between what the process wantsto do —“ translate
strategy to task” and what it actually does— produceaJIPTL. An aternate approach

would be to assign the organi zation responsible for the targeting process (the Joint



Targeting Coordination Board — or other JFC designated body in the J-3) the task of
assigning required effects to the various components. The processwould remain similar;
initiated by the commander’ sintent and objectives, but the J-3 organization, Joint
Targeting Coordination Board (JTCB) would evaluate the COA’s from the JFC and
generate required effects and/or tasks. These tasks would be assigned to the component
with the preponderance of assetsto meet thetask. Other componentswould then be
considered “supporting” and would assign excess capability to integrate fires.

An example of the way this process might work can be taken from Desert Storm.
Assume in the planning General Schwarzkopf required that no Scuds be allowed to
impact Israel during military operations. Theway current doctrineis written, the JTCB
could come up with alist of all known Scud sites and associated systems and put them on
the JIPTL to be struck. Although current doctrineisdightly different thanin 1991, thisis
effectively what happened in Desert Storm. The result was Secretary of Defense Cheney
directing sorties against Scuds in the western desert of 1rag*®® What if instead, the JTCB
evaluated the required effect “no Scudsinto Israel” and assigned JFACC the task of
interdicting Scuds launched from Western Irag and protecting Israel from theater ballistic
missiles attacks. In these two tasksthe JFACC would be the supported commander,
possibly calling on the JFLCC or JFSOCC to provide “human sensors’, and not only
targeting known sites and launchers, but going after establishing aforce presencein the
areato attack new targetsimmediately. The JTCB would then assess the components
actions and report to the JFC asto the chosen course of actions ongoing success of

failure. Although acomplete analysis of this proposal is beyond the scope of this paper,
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this structure would restore the initiative and flexibility of decentralized execution that is

at the heart of joint doctrine.



Alternative “ processes’ proposed

The highest inventive genius must be sought not so much amongst those who invent new
weapons as among those who devise new fighting organizations— Maj Gen J.F.C. Fuller

The X hour ATO — breaking the Watch the Clock M entality
The 72 hour structure is broken down into execution phases encompassing 24-

hour periods, aswe have seen in the historical analysis; thereisreally no underlying
rationale for using 24-hour periods. Professional airmen bristle at the notion of
constraining employment of airpower by geography, but zealously defend basing the air
component planning and employment on an artificial “Clock”. A question could be
asked, “why not put out an ATO every X hours’, where X isany number from 24 to 1.
The essence of thisquestionis: What isthe best method to plan and execute the air
effort? The historical analysis already answered the question of “do we need an ATO;”
this question focuses on how to optimizethe ATO. Using adeconstructive method, that
is, starting at the solution and working backward, it is possible to deduce amethod less
than the standard 24-hour construct used today.

The end result of the ATO is guidance and tasks to the executors at the unit level.
Joint Pub 3-30 defines the Air Tasking Order as*“amethod used to task and disseminate
to components, subordinate units, and command and control agencies projected sorties,
capabilities and/or forcesto targets and specific missions. It normally provides specific
instructionsto include call signs, targets, controlling agencies, etc., aswell as general
instructions’ X! This definition leads usto the question how much time do the

subordinate units and command and control agencies need to plan a mission?
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Thedistributed AOC and “ Planning Factors’

The Air Operations Center isthe focal point of all command and control of Air
and Space forces. It has grown from the TACC of Vietnam to the behemoth it is today
with its own procurement system and adesignation as a“weapons system”. A 2004
study on command and control commented that the AOC is*“too largefor rapid

deployment and flexible employment”*°?

and in OIF had approximately 2000 personnel
assigned to generate about 1400 sorties per day®® Figure 17 illustrates the current
number of peoplein the AOC necessary to produce sortieson the ATO. A ballpark

estimate of control capability would be 1.4 peopleinthe AOC to generate one sortie.

Operation Operation Operation Operation
Iragi Enduring Allied Desert
Freedom  Freedom Force Storm
Personnel 1966 720 2467 2458
Approximate
Sorties/Day 1380 500 800 2000+
Personnel/Sortie 1.42 1.44 3.08 <1.23

Figure17 — AOC Personne vs. Sorties per Day*®

From a deployment point of view, this number of people (to say nothing of the
equipment) is certainly problematic. An estimate of required airlift by an AOC to move
its personnel and equipment was 37 C-141 equivalent sortiesin 1998, There have been
many articles written about ways to reduce the size of the AOC while not impacting its
effectiveness. Mgjor Lee Wight's School of Advanced Airpower Studies thesis captures
the essence of the problem, evaluates some historical and recent initiatives and concludes
by providing afew solution aternatives. He usesaconcept called “ Distributed Air

Operations Centers’ or DAOCs, which would allow for the delegating of AOC operation
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among various locations. Thisideais congruent with the “ JFACC Operational Concept
Document” which attempted to provide a“vision” of the AOC for the year 2010%%®. It

al so recommends shifting the AOC processes from “ sequential and hierarchical natureto
adistributed, collaborative” process. The document envisioned a“network” of persons at
various|ocations providing the capability the “ collocated AOC” gives ustoday.

An additional option or “branch” of the distributed AOC plan would beto usethe
Mission Planning Cells (MPC) already resident at each operational base whether forward
or in the Continental United States (CONUS). These cells are comprised of operations,
intelligence, maintenance, and support planners who currently trandatethe ATO into
executable missions detailing how to accomplish the assigned task in the Order™®’.

An option would be for these cellsto initially be assigned either sets of targets or
amission task from the MAAP and be allocated specific forces to compl ete the mission.
These forces would not have to be collocated with the MPC. The cell would then create
an in depth operational plan to meet the MAAP assigned task while at the sametime
coordinating with both AOC and other tactical planners from the geographically
separated units. If more support assets were needed, the MPC could request the AOC
alocate more support (such as Tankers, Suppression of Enemy Air Defense, or Offensive
Counter Air assets) Additionally, the in depth planning would allow for the
synchronization of various assets and missions. The finished plan could then be
published by the MPC into the current ATO using the same system the AOC usestoday.
The 27" Fighter Wing at Cannon Air Force Base has demonstrated this capability using
the “ Operations and Tactics Integration Suite” or OTIS during local exercises and Joint

Red Flag 2005'®®. The Korean theater uses this construct in planning its preplanned
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missionsfor the first few days of a major war with Korea; the MPC creates the missions
and AOC then producesthe ATO based on the planning. Using this construct, the AOC
still retains centralized control viathe MAAP, but the planning becomes decentralized
and runs simultaneously at the tactical and operational level. Inthisway, the timeline of
the Air Tasking Cycleisshortened. Statistical data showsthis entire process, from
mission assignment to complete plan can be donein about 4 hoursfor a 20 -30 ship
package attacking an areathat will be heavily defended. If the packageissmaller, or
support required is less, the timeline will be relatively shorter.

Further investigation of this distributed planning construct leads to an idea of
assigning numerical “planning factors’ to the mission. Two of the most practical factors
(though not exclusive) would be: mission importance and support required. The Mission
Importance (M-1) factor would describe the priority of the missionin relation to the
overall air component strategy*®®. An example of this factor would be using ascale of
1to 4, and analyzing the given mission tasks. Infiltration of a specific special operations
unit or astrategic attack mission meant to “ decapitate leadership” may be aone (extreme
importance) whereas an interdiction sortie against a specific communication center might
be athree. Any mission tasked would be of importance, but assigning aweight of
importance and listing it on an ATO could serve as areplacement for apportionment and
alsotieinto acceptable levels of risk.

The “support required” S-R factor would define how much integrated
planning would need to be done. If the mission isto perform adeep strikeinto ahighly
defended areawith an integrated air defense, more planning time and assets are required.

Thisfactor could be used to assess the “reaction time” by the tactical units, that is how
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fast atactical unit can put together a coherent and integrated effort to meet thetask. The
example of the deep strike would certainly beaone. A CASor Kill Box interdiction
sortie, where air superiority is at least locally established and targets will not be known
prior to take off, might be afour since very little planning or support is required.

During time sensitive targeting, this construct would allow the TST Cell to
objectively evaluate amission based on support required and importance of thetask. If a
strategic target (i.e. an M-I level 1) was found, and labeled an S-R type 1 the cell would
have the ahility to ascertain the fleeting nature of thetarget. Given thisinformation it
could decide to put together a package or launch/rerol e aircraft that were capable of
operating alonein atype 1 environment such as a stealth aircraft capable of autonomous
air to air capabilities (F-22 or F-35). If the same mission was deemed an S-Rtype 3, a
conventional aert aircraft could be launched to accomplish the same mission.

Ashasbeenillustrated previoudly, the current Air Tasking Cycleis sequential in
nature, waiting for one step to be accomplished before the next step begins. If instead we
use the DAOC concept and move the sequential operationsinto a collaborative and
paralel effort, it would be possible to decrease the size of the AOC, decrease the effect of
the temporary or permanent loss of the AOC by enemy action, and increase the efficiency

of the Air Tasking Cycle.



Infact, it is completely conceivable that we might put some of our artillery and attack
aviation under the control of the CFACC [ Coalition Forces Air Component Commander]
for a specific task and purpose. For example, we might want to execute a surgical strike
that requiresthe synergy of simultaneous attacks by, say, ATACMS, Army attack

aviation and Air Force F-16s. We would put them under one commander for the attack
and on the ATO. It doesn’t matter who actually owns the munitions or aircraft aslong as
we whack the bad guys. - William S. Wallace, Lt Gen, USA, Commander, Commander of
V'th Corpsin Operation Iragi Freedom"°

The Combined Arms Tasking Order/Totally Integrated Tasking Order

With aclear understanding that the ATO is meant to provideintegration and
synergy to effects on the battlefield, alegitimate question would be why not have
everything listed on the ATO in what should be called a Combined Arms Tasking Order
(CATO)? Inthe quote above, General Wallace succinctly and clearly describesjust such
amechanism. Forcesin Koreatoday include some Surface-to-Surface firesand air
defense assetsin an Integrated Tasking Order (ITO). Although acomplete feasibility and
requirements analysis is beyond the scope of thislimited paper, a CATO would provide a
database for locations of forces and the mission, task, purpose and effect they were
assigned to achieve.

Say, for example, the JFACC was tasked to interdict and destroy mobile theater
ballistic missilesinside a specific joint operating area. In thisscenario, he would be
designated the supported commander for this particular effort. Therewould be no reason
not to assign ATACM Stargetsin support of the effort viathe CATO and useiit asareal
time airspace deconfliction tool aswell. In much the same manner that the
OPTASKLINK isacomprehensivelist of al units participating in theater datalinks, the
CATO would be acomprehensive list of units working to achieve the same operational

purpose/effect.



The CATO would be used to integrate joint fires. Rather than submit anair
support request, required missions and/or targets could be added to the CATO by the
designated ground component representative and then sourced by the most effective
asset. Thisasset might be army attack aviation or an F-16 on aert or already airborne.
As General Wallace stated, “ It doesn’t matter who actually owns the munitions or aircraft
aslong as we whack the bad guys™*"*.

Thisideamay be heresy to some since history has proven Services have been
unwilling to give up control of their air assets to create unity of effort. Surely Services
will fight tooth and nail to maintain command of their organic assets. Interestingly,
current Joint doctrine allows for the inclusion of assets without giving up command over
them. Joint Publication 3-30 states:

Theinclusion of component air assets on the ATO does not imply any command

or tasking authority over them, nor doesit restrict component commander’s

flexibility to respond to battlespace dynamics.’?
The sameidea and rationale could be used in conjunction with the supported/supporting
command relationship based on assigned task or effect. Thiswould makeaCATO

including all assetsin a Joint campaign the compl ete integration tool to synthesize joint

firesin athree dimensional battlespace.

The Next War

Up to thispoint in the paper, all discussion has focused on problems with the
efficiency and flexibility of the ATO process. From past warsto current conflicts, the
result isthe same. Hard working individuals have overcome the inadeguacies of the

system to achieve results. Appendix B of this paper offers some suggestions as to how to
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improve the ATO process by looking at what the next war would look like if these

changes were implemented.
Conclusion

The 72 hour ATO cycleisarelic of the Cold War and failsto capitalize on
the flexible employment of air. Investigating warfare involving airpower from World
War |1 to the present, the author answered three questions regarding the Air Tasking
Order to prove the processthat producesthe ATO isin need of change. The answer to
thefirst question “Isthe Air Tasking Order abeneficial and value added tool” proved to
be aresounding yes. Thisanswer shows that even though the processisinefficient, any
revisions should still produce aproduct like the ATO and could be expanded to integrate
all joint firesin aconstruct such asthe CATO.

The second question: “Isthe processto create the ATO based on correct
assumptions and requirements’ was answered after discovering the current doctrineis
based on requirements rooted in the doctrine of AirLand battle. Sincethe primary enemy
the U.S. faces does not array itself and fight using Soviet doctrine and current battlefields
arenon-linear, it is clear the current cycleis not based on correct assumptions and
requirement. Desert Storm saw the first operation that deviated from the AirLand battle
construct. Rather than recognizing that the needs of the JFC and the ground commander
have changed, doctrine continued to try to fit around peg and in hole that had already
changed its shapeto asquare.

The answer to thefinal question: “Isthe process as efficient asit could/should

be?’ became clear after an examination of air warfare of the 1990s and into the new



millennium. Desert Storm should have been an unmistakable announcement that the
ATO construct had to change since at best it was only 80% successful. The analysis of
Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Irag established that the current cycle continues to become less
and less efficient asthe battlefield continuesto growslessand lesslinear. It has not kept
pace with the doctrinal evolution of the ground Services or with the technological
advancesin airpower and command and control.

The cycleitself, not airpower employment, lacks the flexibility required by both
the JFC and the JFACC in the non-linear battle space of today. Having reached this
conclusion, the paper offers some other planning aternatives. Likewise, the author
recognizes much more research needs to be accomplished on improving the application
of airpower. Therefore, thisinvestigation has set the stage for additional joint
experimentation in the near future. Perhaps the most important contribution of this
examination isto rejuvenate the debate on this subject. Throughout this effort, the author
has become convinced that the ATO process must be updated to create an efficient and
responsive command and control system that capitalizes on the natural flexibility of
airpower. Clearly, thetime has come for thoughtful airpower |eadersto update the

planning cycle that employsthe greatest air capability ever developed.
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Appendix A: Air Tasking Order/Frag I?xampl%from History

From: 1700/31/45
To 't 1700/1/45

Date: 31 March 1945
Headquarters, 310th Bomb Wing (M)
0 321
1 April 1945

FRAGUENTARY FIELD ORDER)
NUMBER . . . ., ., ., . 91j

« €« The 417th Bombardment Group ®111:

(1) Conduet strike on LEGASPI Area with four (4, sqans
A~20's as per 310th Bomb Wing, Air Support plan
for LEGASPI operations dated 26 March 1945. (91-E-4)

(2) Maintain twelve (12) A-20's on one (1) hour r ead-
iness to support NEGROS operatlon from 1200/ to |
1600/I. Bombload 250# peiademos, (91-E-18)

AMENDMENT TO FRAG FIELD ORDER NUHBER 91,

Following corrections for pre~invasion 'ope;'ations:

417th Bomb Group (L), 18-A-20's, o/s Rebel, TOT 0715
TLT 0730,

th Bomb 8qdn
d Bemb Sqdn
th Bomb Sqdn

36d Bomb Sqdn
th Bomb Sqdn

(L), LEGASPI, TOT 0720.
(L), LEGASPI, TOT 0925.
(L), LEGASPI, TOT 0930.

(L), NEGROS, TOT 1400.
(L), NEGROS, TOT 1600.

S

-2

— Figure18—-WWII Air Tasking Order (Frag)

BY ORDER OF COLONEL WILSON: , !
& J. BEGK,
L&, Gol, 4ir Corps, :
CIAL: Executive. |
8/ J. A, Helton, |
J. 4. HELTON, !
Gap‘lt:., Alr Corps, “ .
Agstt,, Aw3 A TRU/%FRAJ;_} c;gr,w ;
e ; i
VILLIAM B, GLEVES, ;
) . . Major, Air Corps.
Bomb Sadn (L), LEGASPI, TOT o715, '




From: 1700/31/45
To : 1700/1/45
Auth: co

Init: RHX

Date: 31 March 1945

Headquarters, 310th Bomb Wing (M)
APO 321
1 April 1945

“FRAGMENTARY FIELD ORDER)
NUMBER . . ., . ., 91)

« ¢. The 417th Bombardment Group €111:
(1) Conduet strike on LEGASPI Area with four (4; sqdng

A=20's as per 310th Bomb Wing. Air Support plan
for LEGASPI operations dated 26 March 1945, (91~E-g)

{2) Maintain twelve (12) A-20's on one (1) hour r ead-
iness to support NEGROS operation from 1200/I to
1600/1. Bombload 250# pP&vaviemos. (91-E-16)

AMENDMENT TO FRAG FIELD ORDER NUMBER Q1.

; Following corrections for pre-

417th Bomb Group (L),
TLT 0730.

invasion operations:
18-A-20's, ¢/s Rebel, TOT 0715
BY ORDER OF COLONEL WILSON :

v o

A, J, BEGEK, =

L, Col, Ay Corps,
TCTIAL: Executive.”
s/ J. A Helton,
* J. A. HELTON,
Gap}‘.. » Alr Corps, " "
Ass't,, A-3 A TRU%TRA&C}ZP/Y/ -

WILLIAM B. CLEVES,
" Major, Air Corps.
e! .

T737d Bomb sqan (L), LEGASPI, ToT 0715,

?Sth Bomb Sqdn (L), LEGASPI, TOT 0720,
72nd Bemb Sqdn (L), LEGASPI, TOT 0925.
74th Bomb Sqdn (L) LEGASPI, TOT 0930,

7304 Bomb Sqdn (L), NEGROS, TOT 1400.
tth Bomb Sqdn (L), NEGROS, TOT 1600.

- 2=

Figure19—WWII ATO pg 2
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#6 = Inbound & Outhound Refusling : 11

#7 = Ueather Foresast

#8 » Flight Plarning & Oruise Geertrel
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Figure20- Korea Air Tasking Order



CG 39 AIR DIV (DEF)

CG 5TH 4F
CG 41 AIR DIV (DEF)

CG 116 FTR BMR WG (ZEN)
CG 6101 AB WG

CO 3D ARS

CO DET /4 FEAF BOMCOM

CG FEAF

CG FEAF BOMCOM

CG JADF

CG 43 AIR DIV (DEF)
CO FLT B 3D ARS

CITE:_ OPR~-0-330

FOLG IS HIGHTIDE FRAG ORDER IAW 39TH ADIV OPRS PLAN 9-52 (REVISED) CMA WISSION C CMA

PAHSE II W/B EXECUTED ON 29JUN CURR FD

72

260815Z June 1952

oP

opP

1 PD A PD DET 4 FEAF BOMCOM W/FURN 6 KB-29 ACFT #/2 AIRBORNE SPARES FD

B PD 116TH FTR BMR WG W/FURN. 24 F-8} ACFT W/NEC SPARES AND STAGE OUT OF J-21 IN

EXECUTION OF MISSION AS OUTLINED CLN
(1) GND ECHELON TO BE AIRLIFTED TO J-21 CEA UTIL TRP CARRIER ACFT W/TAKEOFF AT 271500

ITEM JUN CURR FR MISAWA AND CHITOSE FD
(2) TACT ACFT AND CREWS W/DEP MISAWA AND CHITOSE 280900 JUN CURR IN 4 WAVES CMA %/30
YINUTE INTERVAL BETWEEN WAVES CMA LNDG AT J-21 UNLESS OTHERWISE DICTATED BY WEA IN

WHICH CASE AT THE BESCRETION OF WG COMDR FD

(3) RON OF GND CREWS 27 AND 28 JUN CURR AND OF ALL CONCERNED ON 28 JUN CURR AT J-21 PD

(4) TACT ACFT W/CONDUCT CMBT MISSION AND RET TO MISAWA VIA J-21 ON 29 JUN CURR PD

(5) GND CREWS W/DEP J-21 291700 ITEK JUN GURR FOR MISAWA AND CHITOSE FD

C PD 3D ARS W/PROV ROUTE RSQ COVERAGE BETWEEN J-25 AND K-47 FR 291000 ITEM TO 291200

ITEM AND BETWEEN K-3 AND J-25 FR 291200 ITEM TO 291400 ITEM FD

D PD 6101ST AB WG W/FURN THE SUPPORT OUTLINED IN LTR OFPR-0-337 Clik JADF GHA DTD 22 MAY

Wiinisinininivininiiieisey

Figure21- Korea ATO pg 2
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CURR CMA SUBJ CLN RESULTS OF PROJECT HIGHTIDE MEETING KELD AT KOMAKT AB CMA 15 MAY CURR
FD

X FD GEN CLN

A PD MISSTON TO BE CONDUSTED ON 29 JUN CURR ED

(1) FIRS W/DEP J-21 29 JUN CURR IN 2 WAVES OF 12 ACFT EA W/40 MINUTE INTERVAL BETWEEN
WAVES T0 RENDEZVOUS AND RFL (J-25 HOWER 133 DEG 15 MINUTES ¥ E — 35 DEG 30 MINUTES N)
CA TO TGT GMA TO RENDEZVOUS AND RFL (K-3 HOMER 129 DEG 22 KINUTES E — 35 DEG 59
YINUTES N) CMA TO J-25 TO J~-21 PD

(2) RFLG RENDEZVOUS W/B ADE AT J=25 HOMER AND K-3 HOMER AND W/B THE STANDARD 15
LINUTE 1EG ON CRSE RFLG PATTERN UNLESS OTHERWISE DICTATED BY WEA IN WHICH CASE J-1i

W?B SUB FOR J-25 AND CONCERNED ORGNS SO NOTIFIED FD

(4) RFLG RENDEZVOUS TIME AT J-25 CLN
1ST WAVE CLN 291000 ITEM JUN CURR FD
2D WAVE CLN 291040 ITEM JUN CURR ED
(B) RFLG CRSE “OR THE 15 WINUTE RFLG IEG AT J-25 W#B ON A LINE FR J-25 HOMER TO K-47
127 DEG 45 MINUTE S B - 37 DEG 56 LINUTES N BD THIS CRSE IS SURJ TO C DUE TO LAST WINUTE
TGT C PD IN EVENT A LAST MINUTE C OCCURS CMA IT %/B TRANSMITTED TO JAZZBO LDR BY
SYNCOPATE WAVE LDR iT TIME OF RENDEZVOUS FD
(C) RFLG RENDEZOUS TIME AT K-3. CLN
1ST WAVE CIN 291200 ITEM JUN CURR FD

2ND WAVE CLN 291240 ITEM JUN CURR FD

Figure22—-KoreaATO pg 3
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(2) TKRS CLN
(A) JAZZEO 1 CHA JAZZBO 2 CHA JAZZBO 3 CMA JAZZBO 4 (SPARE) CiA JAZZBO 5 Clét JAZZBO 6
CHA JAZZBO 7 AND J4ZZBO 8 (SPARE) FD

(3) GOI CLN ITAZUKE GCI CLN PRONTO W/PRIM 116 PT 10 CMA SECD 134 PT 64 Cia AND
EMERGENCY 121 PT 50 FD

D FD CKS IN AND QUTBOUND W/B WADE W/SHIRLEY PD DENTIST W/B UTILD HERE FEASIBLE FD

E PD IFF W/B USED BY WAVE LDRS ONLY CMA EXCEPT WHEN SEPARATED CiA IN VHICH CASE EA IDR
W/USE IFF FD

F PD TKR HOMER ON 520 KCS' W/CALL SIGN LOVE SUGAR (18) m

G PD RAD SECURITY %/B OBSRD BY ALL TASK 4NU SUB UNITS FD

H PD AIL TIMES W/B ITEM PD TLE HACKS W/ KADE W/THE MEAREST ABCC PD

I PD WEA RECALL CLN DUCK WEA FD

J PD CRITIQUE W/B HELD IN 116TH FTR BMR GP BRIEFING RM AT 1300 HRS THE 2D DAY FOLG THE

HISSION

i s iataiiy

VAN E. NEAL, LT COL, USAF, DIR OF O&T .. NEaL, LT COL, USAF
OFR-0/VEN/baw 2634 Jirector of Operations and Training

*

Figure23—-Korea ATO pg 4




75

T0

M HF TAE: TM 5'3. HT AR RYN
AUSVTOS - TFW- BEEN HOA AR RYR:
IH.IW'ITI F 1'5 508 Il!!'"‘ﬂﬂl A8 RVH

nl-ﬁln mutm H"F

||T nrmnm k56 E:n*: 'L-n? S§'THE Us SECTL
rn-zs ARE 1§ HOTE ECTIVE FROM
2k PEC 1968 TO EXTRA i
MHIHG TO--DHLY -(HE- BE UMCEASS IFIER. PROVIDED
mﬁE! COORD IMATES ARE- Li SECT ORDMANCE
AS LISTED #N THE LY § A5 LISTED IN THE WEEKLY
: llﬂi?m EFERS TO R SECTION FOR [P INFORMAT (0N
Of FUR] oM TO BE !.u-ﬁt 3
MSH urm i ¢ ORD fi {P REMARKS
DLYS838 3 RAPZT- ZAZ7 HEIM g
ELH e g mn: ;{ szu f TD ALPHA
3. ARDIF lnli mm Eg
Eﬂ" 3 mjt 1
oLy ; ; I i ;E i DASS
- DASSE ROD 3383 diras273
m.%ga: RAPE | .{%unx C I 1Bk5 DASSE ROD 3389 g1
DLYSHSSY 3 RAPIS Ha HEIN gc Mo Hiap e
DLYSH72 3 RAPZS HB | LeM 133p
DLYSHSE 3 mi HB LM 1 ﬂ
DLYSPER 3 DeER HEIUM &E M 15
DLYS#SE 3 BIDI1 2F1dd H'!II.IH o H 1784
OLY 3 RAP 173@

L
HERRY CHRISTMAS AND
WPl

bC M
Azﬁmr NEW YEAR FROM Y

Figure24- Vietnam Air Tasking Order

YOUR FRIENDLY FRAGGERS

=

it

L et



172040
G0 PM N
20 JAMITEDD HAETEE ATTACE FLAY APERE
LIFTH 24 NOURS
T P 3
0115 A4C0AL) H=3 ATLD 5W 10 ER-1
-0130 [DELETED] EEAD (RED SEA GROUE)
T200 BiEiA EREET T-AAWE. WW BAG TFT1
3322h SADGT I-HAWK TG 51TE 1 F-111
EEFETY LO& IHTERKAL SECURITY Wa 1 p-117
EEFTTY [DELETED] 108 MINISTRY OF DEFERSE 1 P-111
EERETY L1t PEESIDENTIAL PALACE 1 oF-117
EEETeY 115 TAIT PRESIDENTIAL RETRENT L F-117
GG R E] HEGIMAE CF 4 F-16L
o [DELETED]  ncos BRAMURARL CF 4 F-16L
a21%
*3BETEW
boare L _A0UAN 0474 2E/FROG BATT d Felil
U =
0 SADOE JADLIN (ATIAME 4 F-111
AL KHRARH IOC & GOT EITE
0230 HADIDE 29234%K 0473735E t F-111
AL JANERH TOC/CE
[DELETED]  sap2s 2571058 O4TIEIOE 4 pe111
A SEC OFE CTR AL SALEM
5011 2321058 04Tle302 4 F-111
R JAHRAH MISSILE EAC
BC32 291536 JA471750E 4 P-111
AL JAERAN RMBD BTOR |SCUD1
SEAD 4 FedG
SERR 4 F-dG
EWEER/FONCT PROTECT ®
TF15 S9ITR 7 o4 W TAIL €3 FAC TT TF-117
118 INTEL SERVICE HY
333jn (=31 KBU CHURRYD BN BT 2 a1y
I13FR ez ABU GHURRYH VACCINE BT 1 F=117
a3aksq coC2e UAG TELECOM CTR 2 F-117
ey [DELETED]  paaay HAT C3 BKR MU e g PR T
ShD3 KL TAJI Io
3 £23 TAJI BH FRC 1 p-117
*NUAL DOAN GHU-10
[EFFIE TR EX ] wan A WUARYLRE TER-Te
SEAD
TO 4421 [DELETED] R RUMARTTRE B GR=1
0230 8 ZEF-111

SCOORD EF=111 W/MSK G4TiK

Figure25—Desert Storm Master Attack Plan™

76



MSNDAT/3015C/ZAF/BASSET 15/4F16/INT/-/4C872/-/21015/16435//
TGTLOC/2400152/2400302/~/SUPPLY,/30162IN0472624E/ 209712/
REFUEL/GUPPY 07/6307A/MANGO PST HIGH/ALT:200/2423302,/20,/TADO7//
REFUEL/GUPPY 10/6310A/MANGO PST HIGH/ALT:205/242330Z/20/TADLO//
AMPN/ REMARK IDENTIFIER(S): A E V//

MSNDAT/1021C/ZAF/ROVER 21/4F16/INT/-/4C872/-/23021/36441//
TGTLOC,/2400302,/2400402/~/SUFPLY,/301623N0472624E/2M09712//
REFUEL/GUPPY 07/6307A/MANGO PST HIGH/ALT:200/2423452/20/TADO7//
REFUEL/GUPPY 10/6310A/MANGO PST HIGH/ALT:205/2423452/20/TADLO//
AMPN/ REMARX IDENTIFIER(S): A B V//

MSNDAT/0501F/EAF/HUSKIE 01/8F16/INT/-/2M842/-/20501/16401//
TGTLOC/2405107/2405452/B1327CANCOY/TUNNEL/314822. 9NC44 2714, 9E//
REFUEL/WALLEYE 14/63143/RAILROAD PRE/ALT:200/2403202/50/TADL4//
REFUEL/PIKE 26/6326S/RAILROAD PST/ALT:200/240600Z/56/TAD26//
AMPN/ REMARK IDENTIFIER(S): AC F P Q//

NARR/ UNIT REMARKS: 38BTFW

UNIT REMARKS A

SEE TANKER SPINS FOR AAR INFO.

UNIT REMARKS C

CONTACT CENTRAL AWACS. USE CENTRAL COMM PLAN.

UNIT REMARKS E

CONTACT EAST AWACS, USE EAST COMM PLAN.

UNIT REMARKS F

IF TGT WX PREVENTS EXPENDING ON PRIMARY TGT, PLAN MEDIUM ALT RETUI
ROUTE OVER GUARDS AREA. TGT COORDS WILL BE PASSED FROM ASARS VIA
AWACS.

UNIT REMARKS P

YOU ARE PACKAGE COMMANDER.

UNIT REMARKS Q

COORD WITH 0551C, O555C, 8 (F15, 1 TFW), O561W (4 F-4G) 0575X

{2 EF-111),0573R (2 RF-4).

UNIT REMARKS V

IF ACTIVE SAM SITE OBSERVED PRIOR TO ATTACK, ATTACK SAM SITE. 0O
NOT TROLL FOR SAMS. KILL 20NE AF? NE IF PRIMARY TGT NOT ACQUIRED,
UNIT REMARKS W

EXPECT REFUELING AFTER SCRAMBLE IN PAM OR TANGERINE A/R TRACKS.//
TASKUNIT/801PBH//

HSNDAT/5210B/22F/REAVER 10/1B52G/INT/~/4517L/-/25210/35210,/
TGTLOC/242020%/2421002/B1427~CA1216/TROPO/361015N0432525W//
AMPN/ REMARK IDENTIFIER(S): A B C D E//

MSNDAT/5213B/22F/REAVER 13/1B52G/INT/~/4517L/-/25213/35213//
TGTLOC/2420202/242100Z/BC427-01106,/PWRSTA/363122N0524 523N/
AMPN/ REMARK IDENTIFIER(S): A B C D E//

NARR/ UNIT REMARKS: B801FBW

UNIT REMARKS A

SEAD, CAP, SWEEP, COMM,SAFE PASSAGE, AND AIR REFUELING MUST BE
COORDINATED WITH JTF.

UNIT REMARKS B

SQUAWKS ARE FOR LEAD AIRCRAFT.

UNIT REMARKS C

ADJUSTMENTS TO TOTS, PACKAGE AND MISSION NUMBERS, AND SQUAWKS MAY
BE MADE PER JTF DIRECTION. CENTAF WILL TRACK YOUR MISSION WITH
CENTAF ALLOCATED DATA.

UNIT REMARKS D

ADVISE 17AD(STRATFOR BOMBER PLANS) ASAP OF ANY DEVIATIONS FROM ATO
UNIT REMARKS E

ALTERNATE TARGET IS EW SITE. BE 1140CAC192
OBJECTIVE-DESTROY/DAMAGE ATENNAS. AND SUPPORT BUILDINGS//
TASKUNIT/1612 MAS//

Figure26—ATO for Desert Storm
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OPER/IRF /S

MSGEID AT I0INT RED FLAG ATOOTISL -/ CHE/ S

ARMLDG MO

TIMEFRAM/FROM:0G0800ZFEE2006,/TO 0707 59ZFEB2 006,/

THIS IS Al ATO FOR OQPERATIONS COMDUCTED ISO JOINMT RED FLAG
HEADI NG/ TASKING, #

TSKCMNTRY /US/S

SWCTASKF A

TASKUMIT, 128405/ TCad KLV S

AMSHDAT S5473 /- /028, — /REC/ -/~ /DEPLOC t KLSV A AARRLOC 1 KLSW S/
AMPRCOORDINATE OREBIT WITH C2ISR PKG CC ANMD MSM CC//0

(MSMACFT /L 8 TYP IERGHOSTOL -/ =254 73/30473 /7

AMSHLOC 07021 52FEE/ 07 05302FEEELGIN LONG 230/
TASKUNIT,/1O0FS,/TCAD KLSV,

AMSMDAT /5444 A=/l 8/ - al S— = FDEPLOC I KLSWV ARRLOC tKLSW S ¥

[AMPNAAS S

MSMACFT /4 /ACTYP i FLOC /BUSTERZL/G31P, - 2 5444 /35444 /7

GTETLOC P~ /NET : 06211 0ZFEBMLT : 0621352,/ TONOPAH AIRFIELD CHEMICAL STOR
SID:0363MNL7105ACO0L /UMK ACONRETE RUNWAY /DMPID:373506. ON11G5603. 2W
SWES 1984 /A FR0FT, 7105400120,

REQMO T/

GTGETLOC/ P/~ AMET : 06211 0ZFEB,/MLT : 0621352/ TOMOPAH AIRFIELD CHEMICAL STOR
JID:0363NLFLI05AC00] AUNK ACONRETE RUNWAY ADMPID:373526. ON1165527. 4w
Jwss 1984 AA811FT,/71054C002 20,

RECMD O/ 7

GTETLOC /P~ /NET : 06211 0ZFEE/NLT : 0621352/ TONOPAH ATIRFIELD CHEMICAL STOR
JID:0363NLTLI0SAC00L AUNK ACONRETE RUNWAY SDMPID:3IF3550, GN11G6544 5, 2w
Awss 1984 484 7FT,/7105AC003,20.7

REQMNO T/

GTETLOC P~/ NET 1 062110ZFEBMLT : 0621352/ TONOPAH AIRFIELD CHEMICAL STOR
SID:0363NLTLIOSACO0L AUNK TANK /DMPID: 373512, SN11A5502., 3w wWES 1954
AAB39FT/FL05AC062 7207/

REQMO T/

AMSHDAT S50, - 7828 - /AT - - /DEPLOC t KLSV ARRLOC t KLSW S

AMPM A8, DS

(MSMACFT A A TYP I FLAC /BUSTERZLDRY /= /25444 /35444 7/

GTGETLOC/ P/~ MET : 07032 5ZFEB,/MLT : 07034 52/ TIRAN CTHEMICAL AND BICLOGICAL
AID:0363NLTLI0ZAEODL AUNK/EXPLOSIVE COMPOMENT STORAGE BU

Figure27—Current exampleof ATO 7
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Appendix B: The Next War

Up to this point in the paper all discussion has focused on problems with the
efficiency and flexibility of the ATO process. From past warsto current conflicts, the
result isthe same. Hard working individuals have overcome the inadeguacies of the
system to achieveresults. This paper offered some suggestions as how to improve the
ATO process. What then would the next war look like if these changes are implemented?

In order to investigate that question, ascenario must first be created. This conflict
takes place in the near future (6 — 9 years) on the continent of Africa. The country, called
Erobia, islocated in the Darfur region and isamajor producer of petroleum and Uranium
ore. Thesetwo natural resources have created a vast amount of wealth for afew in the
country and have linked Erobiato the major stock markets of theworld. The majority of
the country livesin poverty and agrowing epidemic threatens the people’ shealth. The
United Nations has reported Erobiais a“ seething caldron of pandemic illness, enforced
poverty and Islamic fundamentalism”.

Within thelast two years, Erobia has used its vast wealth to purchase SA-10B
surface to air missile systems (SAMs) and SU-30 aircraft to augment its older M1G-21
fleet. Along with the weapons systems, Erobia has contracted professional military
members from various former eastern block countries and religious zeal ots from Pakistan
and other Muslim countriesto employ the aircraft and SAMs. Itisalso reported to have
biologica and chemica weapons. Sinceit has become the worlds largest supplier of
Uranium ore, thereisasignificant but unsubstantiated threat of asmall nuclear

capability.
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Adjacent to Erobiais Tanzoria, acountry of similar size and population without
the natural resources of Erobia. Tanzoriahas cultural and economic tiesto Europe, and
was at onetime a French colony. Early thisyear, after aharsh drought, a mysterious
virus began in the undernourished peoples of Tanzoria. It hasapossibility of becoming a
pandemic and spreading to both Europe and the United States, crippling infrastructure
and affecting theworld economy. A coalition wasformed comprised of mostly Western
countries to provide containment of the disease inside the region of Africa. Erobiahas
sealed its border with Tanzoria but there have been at |east adozen fatal casesin the
country to date. Theinternational companies providing the infrastructure to harvest the
natural resources of Erobiahave begun evacuating their non-essential personnel and have
requested Non Combatant Evacuation assistance from the State Department should the
Situation deteriorate.

Due to speculation of an oil shortage, world stock markets have plummeted in the
past two weeks and the international business community islobbying for coalition
actionsto stabilize theregion. Erobian leadership views any NEO as athreat to their
ability to maintain their new found wealth and has stated to the United States government
any U.S. forcesinside theterritory of Erobiawill be considered hostile.

The European Command (EUCOM) commander has been tasked to lead the
coalition and provide assistance and containment of the pandemic while executing
evacuations from both Erobiaand Tanzoria. Tanzoriaisalandlocked country so the
preponderance of forces will have to be moved by air. Erobiahas coast, but will not
allow any U.S. military ships within 50 nautical miles. EUCOM designated a CJTF

aligned with functional components. The air component commander is the combined
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forces air component commander (CFACC), the land component commander isthe
CFLCC, Special operationsforcesfall under the CFSOCC, and naval forces are
controlled by the CFMCC. The CFACC tasks are to execute both NEOs with the
expectation they will be opposed by enemy air and air defense forces. Additionally, the
CFACC will provide humanitarian relief and begin the movement of forcesinto
Tanzoria

The CFACC uses the concept of the distributed AOC to deploy forcesinto
various locations throughout the theater. He positions himself and his AOC of about 250
peopl e co-located with the CITF commander inside the Area of Operations. The CIJTF
operations branch (J3) provides a set of effects assigned to each of the component
commanders designating the supported/supporting relationship. The CFACCislisted as
the supported commander for the protection of assets during the NEO. The actual effect
listed is“Erobian forces will not hamper the effort to evacuate Non-Combatants’. For
thiseffort, the CFL CC is providing A pache helicopters and the CFSOCC has provided
strategic reconnai ssance teams to the CFACC.

The AOC staff has evaluated the CITF commander’ s Concept of Operations and
Operations Order and come up with a CFACC approved course of action. The choiceisa
set of initial strikesto disable the Integrated Air Defense before launching the NEO. An
initial set of tasks are put forward on the CATO integrating forces from every service and
component. The AOC createsthe CATO in acollaborative environment with
subordinate unit Mission Planning Cells. Thetargets are listed with associated S-R and
M-I planning factors. These first missions are designated 1 — 1 meaning they are critical

to the overall success of the operations. The subsequent missions will depend on the
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success of theinitial strike. If one of theinitial missionsis not completely successful a
new set of targets will have to be struck. These targets are not known at thistime but the
AOC isusing the X hour ATO construct and so is comfortable waiting till the results of
theinitial strike can be assessed.

Theinitial strikes are flown as Stealth packages comprised of roughly 200 F-22,
B-2, and F-35 aircraft from the U.S. and Britain. They arerelatively successful, but the
required effectsin the north were not completely achieved. Quickly new missionsare
loaded into the ATO to be struck in the next 4 hours as well as missions to support and
execute the NEO. Over the next three weeks the CFL CC forces contain the pandemic,
but Erobian forces have begun asymmetric attacks and limited assaults. One evening, the
CFLCC receivesintelligence of agroup of vehiclesladed with explosives preparing to
attempt a suicide attack on the main U.S. encampment. The CFLCC usesthe CATO
construct to list the group of vehicles directly onthe CATO. The ASOC (or ACCE)
designatesthese missionsasa S-R 4 (sincethe IADS is decimated) and aM-I 1 (sincethe
encampment is at risk). Themission isassumed by one of the alert aircraft flights and the
suicide attack is destroyed.

Although asimple mission scenario, this simulation servesto demonstrate some
of the capabilities and benefits of the alternatives to the current, though outdated, ATO
process. Each of these proposals, from the X hour ATO to the DAOC and S-R/M-I

planning factorsisastarting point for further joint experimentation.
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