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Preface

In the art of war, lesser men are schemers who avoid risk with mediocre
results. The great captains of history see many ways of waging war; they

seek the path of genius and change the face of the world.

These words taken from Napoleon describe the essence of great
commandership in war – the ability to formulate innovative military solutions and
effectively put them into action through campaigning indeed changed the face of Europe
during his time. Throughout history, campaign design and planning has been used by
commanders to synchronize efforts and sequence related operations to achieve
decisive strategic effect. The great captains of American military art that include
George Washington , U. S. Grant, John J. Pershing, Dwight Eisenhower, and Douglas
MacArthur were masters of envisioning the broad purpose and direction of military
operations around which they designed and executed campaigns that accomplished
their nation’s strategic objectives through the use of sustained, focused military force.

This handbook has a single purpose: to enhance the understanding of the
campaign design and planning processes at the Combatant Command level.
Recognizing that practices differ greatly across the commands, it attempts to
encapsulate a number of common and “best” practices and propose a practical,
reasonable method for accomplishing campaign design and planning. It is also based
on the Joint Operation Planning Process (JOPP), Joint Intelligence Preparation of the
Operational Environment (JIPOE) Process, and adaptive planning concepts found in
joint doctrine and emerging practices. It integrates effects-based thinking in proposing a
method for campaign planning. In addition, this document includes the essentials of
campaign design. Campaign design and planning are qualitatively different yet
interrelated activities essential for solving complex theater problems. Design inquires
into the nature of a problem to conceive a framework for solving that problem. Planning
applies established procedures to solve a largely understood problem within an
accepted framework. In general, design is “framing the problem” while planning is
“problem solving”.

In the wake of Operations ENDURING FREEDOM and IRAQI FREEDOM,
campaign design and planning has been a high priority within the Department of
Defense (DoD), and emerging concepts are being integrated into the process to enable
an increased level of operational art throughout the U.S. military. The renewed priority
on both campaign design and planning focuses on role of the commander. Through
campaign design, the commander provides the staff a means to gain understanding of a
complex problem and insights towards achieving a workable solution. With this
foundation, the staff is then empowered to develop an effective plan. The relationship
between commander and staff is highly interactive throughout, as each leverages the
knowledge of the other. This process melds the art and science of developing
campaign plans.
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Chapter 1:
The Joint Planning Process

For the past two decades, the campaign planning process has been the
aggregate of two distinct processes: Contingency (deliberate) and Crisis Action
planning. As technologies improved to enable collaboration, and our level of
operational art increased, these two planning processes began to merge. The
Department of Defense’s (DoD’s) initiative to adopt a more adaptive planning process,
does exactly that; it further consolidates the two campaign planning processes into a
single process that links the Combatant Commander (CCDR) with national leadership in
developing, reviewing, and approving US options for execution.

Figure 1 Joint Operation Planning Activities, Functions and Products

With adaptive planning most procedures for developing a campaign plan remain
the same. Commanders must know their operational environment (OE), interpret
direction, and provide vision and guidance to staffs and subordinates to drive planning
and execution. Staffs must still conduct mission analysis, develop estimates, develop a
strategic concept, and construct supporting plans – these processes may not be
overlooked. However, there are three major changes that impact how a plan is
developed. First, adaptive planning mandates a slate of three In-Progress Reviews
(IPRs) to provide the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) visibility of the plan while being
developed. This allows greater civilian oversight of the process and ensures the
CCDR’s and SecDef’s understanding of and agreement on strategic objectives.
Second, new software technologies now allow for further blending of the two planning
processes (contingency and crisis action) into one. Third, timelines for developing and
completing a plan have been compressed from 18-24 months, to only 12 months (with
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an eventual goal of 6 months). The adaptive planning concept continues to evolve, but
technological improvements, especially to support analysis, are required to fully realize
the concept’s potential.

Peacetime planning produces joint operation plans (OPLANs) for a variety of
contingencies as directed by joint strategic planning documents, or the CCDR. At the
national level, these planning directives include the SecDef’s annual Contingency
Planning Guidance (CPG), and the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP). The JSCP
provides guidance to all CCDRs and Service chiefs for accomplishing military tasks and
missions based on current military capabilities. JSCP-directed planning is a highly
structured process that is designed to develop well-coordinated theater level plans
against the most dangerous or likely global threats to the nation. Similarly, the CCDRs
may direct theater level plans beyond what is specified in the JSCP, based solely on
analysis of their theater strategies. Peacetime planning is proactive; therefore planners
rely heavily on assumptions regarding the political, economic and military environments
in which the plan may be executed. These plans undergo extensive coordination within
the DoD and interagency communities, and in some cases, with multinational partners.
As such, they normally take up to a year to complete and are published in one of three
forms: as Base Plans, Contingency Plans (CONPLANs) or Operation Plans (OPLANs)
that vary in detail, depending upon JSCP or CCDR instructions. They may therefore
require significant refinement before they can be executed.

Planning During Crisis

Crisis planning is based on actual events. As the crisis unfolds, assumptions and
projections are replaced by facts and actual conditions. Peacetime planning supports
crisis planning by anticipating potential crises and developing joint OPLANs that
facilitate rapid refinement and selection of a course of action (COA). If the actual crisis
conditions closely match the assumptions in a previously developed plan, then the
decision-making cycle resulting in selecting a COA may be greatly accelerated. If the
crisis conditions partially match what’s stated in an existing plan, then the existing plan
may be modified to meet the current political and military environment. If the crisis
develops in a location or between adversaries not previously contemplated, or the
assumptions on which the existing plan is based are generally invalid, then an entirely
new plan must be developed.

Planning during crisis is often conducted in a time-sensitive environment, so the
process is intentionally flexible and is normally focused on immediate operational
requirements. The procedures provide for timely flow of information and intelligence,
and facilitate the rapid communication of decisions from the President and SecDef to
CCDRs, subordinate Joint Task Forces (JTFs), component commanders and supporting
commanders to better enable expeditious execution planning. Planning during crises
may contain both proactive and reactive characteristics, as well as be assumptive and
factual. Plans developed during crises normally take much less time to complete
(days/weeks) than those planned during peacetime; therefore it will be less coordinated





- 4 -

The design and planning process outlines an interactive process between
commander, staff and subordinate/supporting commands. This process begins after
receiving strategic guidance. The CCDR uses his understanding of the OE as the staff
systematically conducts detailed situation analysis of the strategic guidance. Based on
this, he derives the mission and formulates a Commander’s Intent which the staff then
uses to develop COAs, all of which are part of the Commander’s Estimate. The CCDR
then develops the strategic concept of phased operations that includes objectives and
supporting effects; determines subordinate tasks, command relationships and
organizations; and identifies requirements for sustainment and supporting plans. This
sequence is a simplified outline of a process that’s dynamic and non-linear, and
absolutely critical to successful planning. Actions, such as revising intent and
estimates, are continuous and concurrent.

Integrating Effects-Based Thinking in Planning

An EBA to planning complements current design and planning processes such
as the JOPP. EBA seeks to fully integrate military actions with other elements of
national power by coupling objectives to tasks within an assessment framework that
supports the CCDR’s guidance. Using the JOPP, theater-strategic and operational
planning translates strategic and theater-strategic (military) objectives into action by
integrating endstates, objectives, effects and tasks among all components of the
command.

Joint command and staff processes should begin, proceed, and end with
substantial understanding of the OE. This is not limited to feedback to commanders
during execution after operations have commenced. Awareness begins before the
onset of an operation with the assessment of the current situation in the operational
area (OA)—not only what is happening, but to the extent possible, why it is happening.
Without an accurate understanding of the OE, a CCDR or Joint Force Commander
(JFC) cannot envision and articulate the purpose and scope of the operation
clearly enough to ensure subordinate commanders know what constitutes
success.

Using effects-based thinking in planning is not a replacement for existing
processes such as the JOPP. It emphasizes (1) understanding the behavior of
systems in an OA and (2) the importance of setting the right conditions for success.
During contingency planning, CCDRs focus on specific areas in the theater based on
assigned planning requirements (from the Contingency Planning Guidance or another
source) and anticipated or potential "trouble spots.” To assist understanding the
complex interconnected nature of today's OE, the battlespace is described as a system
of interconnected systems—military and non-military (see figure below). This systems
perspective provides a comprehensive, holistic view of the fundamental elements
(nodes) and their relationships (links) to each relevant system. The staff concentrates
on those relevant systems, nodes, and links while applying operational design to the
anticipated or assigned mission.
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Conducting a system-of-systems analysis (SoSA) considers more than just an
adversary's military capabilities, order of battle, and tactics. A systems approach to
understanding the designated OE allows the staff to gain a baseline appreciation of the
environment and to organize information in a form useful to the commander. The SoSA
process typically categorizes systems—Blue (friendly), Red (adversary), and Green
(neutral or unaligned) — as political, military, economic, social, infrastructure,
informational and others as appropriate. This systems approach includes
understanding the interconnectivity of nodes (tangible elements such as people,
material, etc) and links (the behaviors or functional relationships) that make up
individual systems, and then comprise the interrelationship of distinct systems (key
linkages). Thus, the purpose in taking action against specific nodes is often to destroy,
interrupt, or otherwise affect the relationship between them and other nodes, which
ultimately influences the system as a whole.

Figure 3 Systems Perspective of the Operational Environment

Through analysis, the staff develops an in-depth view of the linkages and
relationships as a net assessment (also called an operational net assessment or “ONA”)
that assists the commander in developing his focus for campaign design by analyzing
how these key nodes/links are related to a strategic or operational effect or a center of
gravity (COG). Some nodes and links may become decisive points for military
operations, since when acted on, they could allow the CCDR to gain a marked
advantage over the adversary or contribute materially to attaining a desired effect. Key
nodes are likely to be linked to, or resident in, multiple systems, and are the focus
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of applying US instruments of national power to attain strategic and operational
effects.

Figure 4 The Breadth and Depth of a Systems Perspective

The scale (breadth and depth) of the analysis depends on the commander's
needs and the level at which the commander operates. For example, from the CCDR's
perspective the OE for a specific mission may encompass an entire geographic region
composed of many nation states. Thus, systems analysis would focus on upper-
level aspects of the specific systems relevant to the CCDR's strategic objectives,
mission, and desired effects and "drill down" to more detailed aspects of these
systems as required.

Through the campaign design and planning process, the commander and
staff interact to develop and use effects during COA development to promote
unified action. Given the national objectives and a more comprehensive systems-
based understanding of the OE, the CCDR and staff decide how, when, and where the
other instruments of national power and our multinational partners will (or could) be
employed. This understanding provides the basis for the CCDR's collaboration
with various agency and multinational leaders, and determines how the CCDR will
address the actions of other participants during joint operation planning. Well-
crafted effects statements can provide a common language that will help these leaders
see their role and potential actions in the pending operation. In this way, the CCDR
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may achieve unity of effort whether the military instrument is in the lead or in a
supporting role during various phases.

Figure 5 Effects and Command Echelons

The President and Cabinet Secretaries typically establish a set of national
strategic objectives for employing US capabilities (particularly, for military operations).
These objectives may be expressed in terms of diplomatic, military, economic, and
other end states: the required set of goals for the successful conclusion of an operation.
The CCDR is often responsible for more than one objective and has a supporting role in
other objectives. Because today's operations take place in a joint, interagency,
multinational context, the CCDR works (even in a unilateral US response to a crisis)
with civilian leaders in DoD and other agencies to identify the major stakeholders who
will or are operating in the OA. Once identified, these stakeholders become "players" in
the activities and operations undertaken; therefore, it is essential to frame the
relationship of end, ways and means in terms that are understood and accepted among
all elements of the joint, interagency and multinational team.

Once strategic and theater/military endstates are established, the CCDR
envisions and defines the interrelationship objectives, effects, and tasks for
unified action. As part of his campaign design, the CCDR establishes campaign
objectives and identifies the effects that support the campaign end state. At the same
time he also identifies a list of undesired effects that help identify those conditions that
friendly actions should not produce. Objectives developed at the national and theater-
strategic levels are the defined, decisive, and attainable goals towards which all
operations—not just military operations—and activities are directed within the
campaign. They state ends, but do not suggest or infer ways and means. Effects are
derived from objectives, and help bridge the gap between objectives and tasks by
describing the conditions that need to be established or avoided within the OE to
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achieve the desired end state. They provide an agreed-upon set of desired and
undesired system behaviors within an OA, which helps focus all instruments of
national/ international power to achieve national/coalition and theater strategic
objectives. Effects reflect the outcome of extensive collaboration with supporting and
supported commands and agencies—DoD, non-DoD, US, non-US organizations and
agencies operating within the area of responsibility (AOR).

Figure 6 Objectives, Effects and Tasks

Once the CCDR and staff understand the objectives and effects that define
the campaign, they then match appropriate tasks to desired effects. Task
determination begins during mission analysis, extends through COA development and
selection, and provides the basis for the tasks eventually assigned to subordinate and
supporting commands in the OPLAN or OPORD. Not all tasks are connected to effects.
Support tasks such as those related to logistics and communications are also identified
during mission analysis. However, the commander emphasizes the development of
effects-related tasks early in the planning process because of the obvious importance of
tasks to objective accomplishment. Each of these tasks aligns to one or more effects
and reflects action on a specific system or node.

Key also in effects-based thinking is ensuring that there is a method to measure
whether the tasks undertaken are truly accomplishing the desired effects, and in turn
whether the effects obtained throughout the campaign are attaining the desired military
and strategic endstates. Assessment measures the effectiveness of employing
friendly capabilities during joint operations. More specifically, assessment helps the
combatant command and subordinates decide what to measure and how to measure it
to determine progress toward accomplishing a task, creating an effect, and achieving an
objective. This process is not done as an afterthought – developing a plan for
assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of actions during the campaign begins
during planning and continues throughout execution. It involves developing
relevant assessment measures, continuously monitoring joint force actions, and
adjusting plans and operations accordingly.

In summary, utilizing effects based thinking in design and planning offers more
options to envision and employ military and civilian capabilities on the OE. In planning,
the Commander's Intent and early identification of desired and undesired effects steer
both the mission analysis and COA determination processes. The premise is that if
these joint command and staff processes are done with effects in mind, then adaptation
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during execution is made far easier and more rapidly. But more importantly, focusing
on effects during planning enhances the probability that objectives may be translated
more accurately by the CCDR into actionable direction which is more easily understood
and accepted by interagency partners.

The key results is for the CCDR and his subordinate commanders to have a
shared common understanding of the effects required to achieve campaign
objectives before tasks are identified and supporting/supported relations
developed with nonmilitary agencies and organizations that will be operating as
part of the campaign. This understanding recognizes that the military commander
may be, at best, one of several "equals" operating within the designated OA. The better
the collaborative climate, the more likely the various interagency capabilities may be
integrated and brought to bear for effective, long term crisis resolution. Over time, using
EBA is designed to institutionalize some of the thought processes, procedures, and
techniques of the most successful leaders of the past and present. It represents a more
inclusive effort that will bring greater robustness and precision to campaign design and
planning while enhancing the opportunities to promote unified action.



- 10 -

Chapter 2:
Campaign Design and Planning

“Design is envisioning and deriving options among a very uncertain environment,
Planning is the search for how best to impose certainty on that environment.”

The overarching vision for the long-term conduct of military operations in an AOR
is the CCDR’s Theater Strategy. This strategy is based on the commander’s synthesis
of the strategic direction provided by the SecDef and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (CJCS) on US policy goals and objectives, combined with specific guidance
supplied on the major military objectives that must be accomplished to ensure regional
stability. As an extension of this strategy, the commander operationalizes this vision
during peacetime through a number of different venues such as the Theater Security
Cooperation Plan.

Just as the CCDR must envision the conditions for long-term success, the
commander must also envision and guide the development of subordinate contingency
plans for future campaigns that will counter a variety of specific challenges across the
AOR. Based upon a vision of the OE, the CCDR identifies potential crises and
challenges that may arise which threaten regional stability, and ensures that a variety of
CONPLANs are formulated to deal with these potential/real challenges. In each case
the commander, supported by the staff, must envision how specific, discrete military
operations will not only defeat potential adversaries, but also how these efforts will
contribute to continued progress and long-term success across the AOR. Each of these
contingencies requires the combatant command to develop plans that focus the
deployment, employment and return of US military forces from the region. In action,
these CONPLANs become the basis for major campaigns which support accomplishing
US policy objectives through the threat of or use of military force.

The Relationship of Campaign Design and Planning:

By definition, campaigns are not short term, military-only operations. They are
composed of a series of major operations and efforts across the joint, interagency and
multinational spectrums that are aimed at achieving strategic and operational objectives
in a defined time and space. As such, identifying, conceptualizing and preparing for
complex problem areas usually occurs well in advance of a major crisis, and requires
interpreting vague, general guidance and situations based only on partial information
about current and future conditions. Future options are based heavily upon
assumptions and intuition on future conditions and adversary actions. The CCDR’s
experiences and intuition will play a major part in envisioning these conditions
and framing options for future success upon which subordinate commands can
conduct in-depth, detailed planning and analysis.
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Campaign design and planning are qualitatively different yet interrelated
activities essential for solving complex theater problems. While planning activities
receive consistent emphasis in both doctrine and practice, discussion of design remains
largely abstract and is rarely practiced. Presented a problem, staffs often rush directly
into planning without clearly understanding the complex OE, the purpose of military
involvement, and the range of approaches available to address the core issues.
Campaign design informs and is informed by planning and operations. It has an
intellectual and cognitive foundation that aids continuous assessment of operations and
the OE. The CCDR should lead the design process and communicate the resulting
framework to other subordinate and supporting commanders for planning, preparation,
and execution.

Figure 7 Design-Planning Continuum

It is important to understand the distinction between design and planning (see
figure below). While both activities seek to formulate ways to bring about preferable
futures, they are cognitively different. Planning applies established procedures to solve
a largely understood problem within an accepted framework. Design inquires into the
nature of a problem to conceive a framework for solving that problem. In general,
design is “framing the problem” – envisioning the challenges and potential
solutions in and uncertain environment – while planning is “problem solving” --
developing a series of executable actions which seek to impose certainty on this
environment.

Because the theater-strategic environment is complex and strategic guidance
often vague, the commander must tackle the hardest part of the process – figuring out
what the problem is, in order to establish workable frames of reference. Planning alone
is inadequate and design becomes essential. Absent a design process to engage the
problem’s essential nature, planners default to doctrinal norms and procedures -- they
develop plans based on the familiar rather than an understanding of the real situation.
Design provides a means to conceptualize and hypothesize about the underlying
causes and dynamics that explain an unfamiliar problem, and provides a means to gain


