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Abstract

Effects-based operations (EBO) and the related effects-based approach to
planning (EBAP) have now been incorporated into US joint doctrine. In addition to
campaign objectives and tasks, effects of those tasks are now taken into consideration
during the joint operations planning phase of the campaign. The latest draft version of
Joint Publication (JP) 5-0, Joint Operations Planning, does a good job explaining the
benefits of EBO and EBAP, but leaves the reader with an indifferent attitude, since the
planning process remains basically unchanged. In order to fully exploit the power of
EBO, the planning process needs to be altered to allow the actions from one phase of a
campaign to be analyzed with respect to their effects on the other phases.

The proposed new methodology (the “convergent” method) forces planners to
abandon the thought process that there is only so much you can accomplish in a phase
and that the next phase must live with the results. The backwards, or “convergent”
planning model forces planners to find a way to achieve results that ultimately support
objectives in the later phases, that in fact more directly produce long-lasting success.

This paper describes the “convergent” method of joint operation planning and a
study conducted at the Joint Forces Staff College to refine the method and analyze its
utility for the joint planner.



Current Operational Planning Shortfalls

Effects-based operations (EBO) and the related effects-based approach to
planning (EBAP) have now been incorporated into US joint doctrine.' In addition to
campaign objectives and tasks, effects of those tasks are now taken into consideration

during the joint operations planning phase of the campaign.

EBO concepts face a

cautious and skeptical audience of professional military planners who are not convinced
of the merits of an EBAP over the current planning methodology.” The latest draft
version of Joint Publication (JP) 5-0, Joint Operations Planning, does a good job
explaining the benefits of EBO and EBAP, but leaves the reader with an indifferent
attitude, since the planning process remains basically unchanged. In order to fully exploit
the power of EBO, the planning process needs to be altered to allow the actions from one
phase of a campaign to be analyzed with respect to their effects on the other phases.
Additionally, the chronological methodology of current joint operation planning does not
take advantage of the reason for EBO in the first place. The new draft JP 5-0 mentions
consideration of the end-state when planning earlier phases, but falls short of suggesting
actually starting with the final phases and working backwards to the beginning.

Joint Operation Planning

Military planning consists of joint strategic planning with its three subsets:

security cooperation planning, joint operation planning,
and force planning.® Joint operation planning focuses on
the conduct of military operations by joint force
commanders. Joint operation planning can either be
accomplished through contingency planning (non-crisis
situations) or crisis action planning (time-sensitive
situations). Both types of joint operation planning follow
the same basic process with regards to EBAP
incorporation. The joint operation planning process
(JOPP) has seven steps, as outlines in Figure 1. Steps 2
and 3, Mission Analysis and Course of Action (COA)
Development, are the steps where an EBAP has the most
influence on the plan. It is during Step 2: Mission
Analysis, that the national strategic end state and theater
strategic end state are used to determine the desired effects
and objectives required to accomplish the mission. Step 2
produces the commander’s initial intent statement and
initial planning guidance, from which the COAs are
developed.

The Joint Operation
Planning Process
Step 1:
Initiation
Step 2:
Mission Analysis
Step 3:

Course of Action (COA)
Development
Step 4:

COA Analysis and
Wargaming
Step 5:

COA Comparison
Step 6:

COA Approval
Step 7:

Plan or Order Development

Figure 1: The Joint Operation
Planning Process”

Phasing is a concept which allows the planner to chop a campaign into

manageable parts. While transitions from one phase to another during execution may not
be seamless, the planner can use EBAP to analyze when objectives for a particular phase
have been accomplished. An example of a Phasing Model is illustrated in Figure 2.



PHASING MODEL

SHAPE DETER SEIZE DOMINATE | STABILIZE | ENABLECIVIL
Phase 0 Phase | INITIATIVE Phase Il Phaselv | AUTHORITY
Phase Il Phase V

PREVENT CRISIS ASSURE FRIENDLY ESTABLISH ESTABLISH TRANSFER TO CIVIL
PREPARE DEFINED FREEDOM OF DOMINANT FORCE SECURITY AUTHORITY
ACTION/ CAPABILITIES/
RESTORE REDEPLOY
ACCESS THEATER ACHIEVE SERVICES
INFRASTRUCTURE FULL-SPECTRUM
SUPERIORITY

Figure 2. Phasing Model®

Objectives for each phase prescribe friendly goals. Effects describe battlespace
behavior — often the desired behavior of the enemy. Tasks direct friendly action.’
Ideally, objectives are derived from strategic and theater end state, effects are derived
from the objectives, and tasks are derived from the desired effects. The current planning
methodology progresses from phase 0 through V chronologically. Unfortunately, most of
the emphasis is placed on phases 0 through 11, with phases IV and V getting little
attention due to the inherent uncertainty of the actual progress of any campaign. On the
surface, it would seem unwise to spend too much time on planning for the latter phases of
an operation and miss critical details of the initial phases. Unfortunately, most of the
issues the US military has had in recent campaigns have not involved phase 111
objectives, but how actions taken in phases 0 through 111 have affected phases IV and V.
While detailed planning for latter phases may not be warranted, determining the
objectives, effects, and tasks for those phases is a critical requirement prior to developing
COAs for the earlier phases, since actions taken then will affect the end state conditions
of the campaign.

Proposed Effects-Based Joint Operation Planning Methodology

It would seem intuitive that one would have to plan the phases in ascending order
to determine force flow and take projected operational results from one phase to begin the
next. However, this methodology pre-supposes that, as a planner, you are stuck with the
realities of the previous phase, instead of using the previous phase to set the conditions
for the next. This method also does not take into consideration that the later phases are in
fact much more important for achieving the end-state of some operations, and therefore
must be worked first to determine what pre-conditions must be in place to begin the
phase in order to have a reasonable chance of success. These pre-conditions are critical
and in fact must be achieved in the previous phase of operations for the mission to have
any chance of success. These pre-conditions become the critical objectives that
significantly shape that earlier phase. Likewise, as each phase earlier in the operation
receives the pre-conditions necessary to start the phase that follows in time, they are also
dramatically focused by those critical requirements.

This new methodology forces planners to abandon the thought process that there
is only so much you can accomplish in a phase and that the next phase must live with the



results. The backwards, or “convergent” planning model forces planners to find a way to
achieve results that ultimately support objectives in the later phases, that in fact more
directly produce long-lasting success. Additionally, we suspect, the positive effects can
be more focused and efficiently achieved and the negative effects better controlled or
eliminated.

An study conducted by Seminar 11 of the Joint Forces Staff College developed
the “convergent” COA development methodology.? The proposed methodology begins
at the end-state, and works backward through each phase to the beginning of the
operation. Objectives for the end-state yield desired effects and tasks, which the previous
phases must support. Commander’s guidance is crucial to determining the end-state
objectives. Since commanders are not used to this methodology, their end-state guidance
may be rudimentary and insufficient for detailed planning. In this case, strategic and
theater objectives will have to fill-in the gaps. In this way, the planning team can help
the commander solidify and crystallize the end-state objectives in a way the current
method does not accommodate, leading to a commander’s intent which is more holistic
and unambiguous.

The study consisted of two planning teams, each given identical initial planning
guidance. One team used the current chronological EBAP methodology. The second
team used the “convergent” methodology, beginning at the end-state and working
backwards through the phases of the operation. The resultant COAs were analyzed and
wargamed to assess the COA’s adequacy, feasibility, acceptability, completeness, and
compliance with joint doctrine. Effect threads from one phase to another were derived
from the tasks specified in each phase.

Comparing the two COAs in this way will determine if the proposed methodology
is beneficial to the joint operation planner, and the joint forces commander. The
“convergent” COA must exhibit superior characteristics than the one derived via the
current method, or its value may be limited. One assumption is that the proposed method
will take more time than the current method. It will also be difficult to start at the end-
state when the team is enduring pressure from supporting agencies regarding
transportation inquiries and requests for forces. The commander may not have the
patience to wait for the plan to get to the beginning when long-lead items must be
resolved early in the process. The proposed planning method is named “convergent” vice
“backward” for just this reason. The team may have to simultaneously work on phases
IV/IV and 0/1, then *“converge” the plan to phases Il and I11. Another possible approach is
to rapidly cycle from phase V though phase 0 setting top-level objectives, then repeating
the cycle for desired effects, and again for specified tasks. In this manner, the pressing
requirements of phases Il and 11 listed above can be roughly identified before detailed
planning is accomplished. A subjective analysis of the merits of the proposed planning
method will also consider the difficulty in changing joint doctrine.



Payoff

The payoff from the proposed joint operation planning method is still to be
determined. It is postulated that the process will produce a more holistic and complete
COA, forcing the planning team to consider desired effects for later phases prior to
specifying tasks in earlier phases. An improved commander’s intent statement should be
another favorable outcome of the process. A more holistic and complete COA will lead
to a better overall operation plan, one which considers the end-state throughout the entire
planning process. And finally, a set of well-defined effects for each phase, which support
each other throughout the phases of the operation, can be more easily monitored and
adjusted once plan execution occurs.

Close
Results from the experiment will be incorporated into the presentation to be

submitted for mass consumption and discussion to the Command and Control Research
and Technology Symposium (CCRTYS) in June, 2006.
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