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ABSTRALCT

FRIORITY INTELLIGENCE REQUIREMENTS: THE OFERATIONAL YACLIIM
by David R. Manki, UJSA, 52 pages.

This monogiraph examines the problem of develaopling
priority intelligence renuirements at the operational level.
Tactical and strategic priority intelligence requirements

have been clearly defined and are taught throughout the
military sducation qu+em. There appears to be a vaczuum at
the operational level of war. This paper asks, is Ltha Army
training and educating intelligence officers to mest
operational requirements and the answer 1s no.

The monograph begins by examining the current
intelligence support structurs.

Eorps’cﬂhplons Above Corps 1 r
It reviews the manning and experience level of these
organizations and concludes the force structures is not

:;m

znough to support continuous operations.
cecond . the paper sxamines the doctrinal litsrature Lo
include Joint Chiefs of Staff publications and Army manusals
to determine what operational intelligence reguirements have
been identified. It concludes the basic doctrine is
available in FM 34-170, Intelligence Freparation of the
Battlefisld. However, the aoperational intelligence
rmqulrementc for each service are different and the co
of "jointness" has not permeated our doctrinal literatu
Third, the paper analyzes how intelligencs office

robust
[y

1]

-
trained and sducated to develop and evaluate operafiona
priority intelligence requiraments. Today, we do not train
or sducate our officers to perform these functiamﬁn The
doctrine and its very existence rsmain a mystery to the
majority of aur D‘chers

Fi nally. zid Jjolnt exercise after action reporits are
used to judge how well the training and sducation system
prepares officers to meet actual operational reguirements.
This section concludes, due to an inadequats force
structure, stealth doctrine, and a lack of traininag,
intelligence officers are not prepared to provide
cperational intelligence support to the commander.
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FRTROMICT ION

way fhe U.S. Srmy wi future wars.,  The doohel £y s
2volvead from a firgpower orlented, atirition shtylzs of

warfare to one dependent upon a combination of factors to

inciude initiative, depth, agility, and synchroni

These tenets form the basis for maneuwver warfars.

The adaopiinn of maneuver warfars has placod greabse
enphasis on wunderstanding how ssemingly separate battledwold
activities ars part of the same operation. o z2xample,
100=-0, Dperations,
warfare; tactical, operational, and strabtegic. Daspile bhe

dalineation, the three levels are part of the same activiby.

The doctrine is also applicable o many differsant

environmants., The principles are pertinent to low in
monflict in bhe wrban sprawl of Europe or high inbensity
oconflict in the jungles of Fanama. The =supsriority Of
maneuver warfare is derived from the courage and competencs

of suldiers. good training and eguipment, the soundnesss of

combinasd arms doctrine, and above all, the gqualiby of

IU

aderszhip.l These factors remain constant.

e

The svnohronization of these elements depends uporn

leadasrzs who thorouably cnderstand the doctrine and know when

r‘!‘
H
9
-

ard whesre b0 takas ac Mameuveaer wartare thus depends




much more on intelligencs and intellesct than attrition
warfara.2 Intelligence enables the commander to chose whors
and whan tc us2 the cowrags and compotence of his soldiers
o achisve the maximum effect desired.

Intelligence roeparation of the battlefield (IFRE) 1=z a
prap

systematic way of analyzsing the enemy, weather, and terrain.

It is an anaiytical tool which helps the commander and statf
think throuwgh what the 2nemy can do and how 1t relates Lo
thelir cperations. It does not provide concrebta answeirs bob

w8

oss provide optirns from which our commarnder can planm his

cperation and its various branches and sequals.

t

This process takes place at all levels. At

opeitatinnal level, the challenge is to determine what the
critical point, the center of gravity, is. This will! allaow
the commander to plan his operation to affect the ceniter of

gravity.

Tt is incumbent upon the i1ntelligences commaniity Lo
rdentify the centers of gravity by callecting and analwoing

information. The commander s operational pricrity

intelligence regquirements (FIR) are the most important bits
of information which the commander needs to know to answei
this question. The purpose of this paper 1s to determine if

tha U.S. Army 1is training and educating intelligenace

+

cfficars to meat operational intelligence requivremants.

rJ




Quccess., This section will show the current configurat
and rank structurs of the Corps and eschelon above corps

fEADY intelligence structure production elements.

Secticon II. Doctrinal Guidanoes:s Blusprint for

‘eacticn T. The Intelligence Structure: Orgam.zing for

Lizn

Success. This section will review the doctrinal literatu

pariaining tc cperaticnal intelligence to determine hthe

pecific requiraments which must be answersd to suppor b

[
it

SirlLand Battle doctrine.

Section III. Intelligence Training: [uilding tHhe

Foundation. This section will review how the U.S., Sravy
trains officers to meet operational regulir2menls, 1 wi

us2 the programs of instruoction for the Intelligencs OF
Advanced Course, Warrant Officer All-Source Technician
Course, Comnmand and General Staff Coll=ge, and the L1.S.
War College to cutline the training and education progr
for operational intelligence reqguirements,

Section IV. Intelligence Production: Reaping the

bili

T
«
i
-+
o
oy
B

Rewards. This section will azsess the

5

intelligence staffs to develop operaticnal intelligence
reqguirements based on their training and education. I
use s1x Jjoint exercise after action reports to form Lhe
hasis of my assessment.

Section V. Conclusi1ons and Recommendations.

e
Arimy

M

will




THE INTELLIGENCE STRUCTURE

RGAMTI L ING FOR SUCCEES

Ope-ational i1ntelligence 1s the stepchild ot the

L
rt
s
(8]
o

intelligernce community. The commanders need opers

i

intelligence but no one single agency 15 responslible for ite
production. The tactical and stirategic intsll:

structures are very well defined however, at the operaticnal

level, we condone and even encourage s fracturad
intelligonce 2ffort because of the current force sheooborg,

The Corps was desigrnated as the headgusriers tor

it

erface

in
zorns headquarters may exxarcise both operabiomnal and
tactical responsibilitiss.d4 The Military Intelli

Brigada in support of the corps doctrinally has four preomary

tasks: situation developnent, target development,
elactronic wartfare (EW), an™ counterintelligence (120G,

Mizbte, that despite being designated as the link betwsen Lie
tactical and shirategic commands, he doctrine does notb
identify indications and warning as one of the corps’
primary tasks even though it is on= of he primary tktazls of
operational intelligerce doctrine. This is the fTirst of mary
discrapancias between the doctrine and the forZe structurs,

The FIR zrd cbher intelligence requirements developed Lo bhe




IFE process drive the Tasking and erecut_on of

ovels of war .S
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The BT and functionally, the Corps Tecblicoal Opecabicns
enbk sy Support Element (CTOCSE), are sresponsible for

intelliqgence production. Figure 1 shows the CTOCSE Tabls o

5N

Srgantzation and Sguipment (TO%E), Z472070 dated 1 Octoher

1984 with 1tz authorized officers, warrant officers. znd

| CTOCSE HOs |

2500

_CM&D SECT ' | ASFS CICANL | | EW SECT TN SECT

770710 Ss12/24 27278 S04 R A

Figura 1

The Collection Managemsent and Dissemirabion (M)

Intelligencs regquiremernts to 1nclude FPIR ars

it

the LCommander, the GBI, the All-Source Froduction Section

~t

(ASF5), and the CMaD. Tre requirsments are tranzlated 1nbo

i
-
T

guestions which become specific collection tashks

nts oand - for o wnformation bo Bgiuer

soaciquar bars, The CHMED 1s also responsible for
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The CMED hasz 17 scldiers to accomplish bthis critocal sroond
the o LSS L0MN.

fhis ASFE producess all - noe produacls

throwgh the evaluation of their bazse, normal combost

wntormation, and other inteslligence data. Ewaluation cu oA

standardized malthad to determine the pertinesnce,

reliability., and aczuracy of information in furiher

processing, diss2minating, and decision making achions 7

Analysts determine wi ather the informaticon iz »3

to the current operation, i1is filed for foture refsrsnoce, o

H dilsz=minated Lo high=r, lower, and adjzcent commarnds
This responsibility falls on bthe shoulders of the 24

zldilisrs assigned to the section.
Both the CMED and tha2 ASFE ampear Lo have snough

manpower to accompl_osh the mission. This notion was

varified by a former [I1 Zorps 22 who su

srve Iollection effort and a robust snpaiviical

sbrz e, today ' s Corpgs malntains a comprahensive plotures
af the battlefield and iz well suiited to conduct warfars sl
the operational level."8 Howcver, after closer examinabion

“ha physlical manning of these sections and the average lave!

of militarvy evperience can be drastically reduced with moinc

r the normal

ﬂ
1
3
e
L
[®]

QPR SBER

i

np2rations. For erxample, a typical tweslwve howe shifb

tatation, amnedia . 2ly cuts th: manning level in half,




Coupled with bthe loss
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syvstems are dependent upon aerizal platforms which have ar

incraeased range but are vualnerable bto weather and

int

Coupled with the lack of expertize in the Corps real b igen:
production sesctions, the commander may not get an accurate
assassment of battl=sfield conditions.

The tactical explocitation of national intelligence

—apabilities (TENCAF) give

n

the commander intelligencs=

colleckted by nabtional level syslbems.

in
-t

oot

the battlefield however, the national svatems

=4

Ll

o

used to collect strategic intelligence. COperational
information i1s collected on a secondary basis and the
strategic analyst 13 responsible for determining the
us2fulness of the information to the subordinate commandsrs.
This 13 an srbitrary decision based on the euperience of the
anzlysts., When information 1s idenblifised, 1t is passsd to

the Corps by the Theater Army IEW CMEAD.

The next link in the intelligence system is the Thea!

D
3
3
2
—
P
£
D

lement. Theater Army [EW organizations are
tailored rzgiconally and functionally to meet the special
needs of the command. Regional tailoring matches units to a
gengraphicr area to provide appropriate language skills., arza
expertize. data bases, and equipment.? Functional tsiloring

provides the proper miv of assehts to support bhe five IEY




oparatinnal

intelli

taskz. These tasks are; silushion
developmnent., targast development, EW, securiity and decesphtion,
and indizaticns and warning.

Today, there ars six multidiciplinad TEW brigeadews
performing thses tasks in support of the operational
cammnanders. The echelons abo.ve i
(EACIC)

coirps 1nte

1z the

;

]
o
i
3
)
a
rt
1

N

lligence center

the brigade that provides
all-source
zupport to the

3

managoamen
theatesr commander.

The EACIC is

under the command of the MI brigsds
—ommander and under the operational
Army GZ2. Figurs

shows how

the EACIC
commandz interface. 10

| JOINT CDR |

| USAF CDR

| ARMY CDFR |
L TAc

O USNLISME DR

]
)
n

[ THEATER/NATIONAL |

Figura




Figure 41 shows the EACIC TORE, 2401434, dated 1 Apri!
1984, with its authorized officers, warrant officers, and

enlisted soldiers.l1l Only the intelligencs

ecti have been highlighted.

ISE

[UsaF weTH 1 1
3

— R
CM [ €I sEC

Figure 5 provides an overview of a tvy
2Hperiance base.
CMm FROD
RANEK AVE MIL EXF RANK
1 MAJ 13 vyrs 5 CFT
4 CFT 5 yrs 3 w0
= wo 11 vyrs > E&L/8
1 E&/S 16 yrs 11 EZ/5
1z EZ/S I yrs
¥Clerk Ltypists were not considered part of

experlience base.

10

producing
| EACIC SPT SEC
| FROD/DISSEM SEC
L5714
Figure 4
pical EACIC
/DISEEM
AVG MIL EXF
& vrs
11 yr=
12 yrs
I oyrs
Figure 5
the intelligenue




As figures 1-5 depict, the TORE authorizations for
personnel and the subseqguent military evxperiences base of

both ths Corps and EAC MI BErigade is thin at best. The

~h

majority of o
siv vears of military experisnce. Continunus operations
further deplete the experience bhase and cull the sheer

number of soldiers producing intelligence. In order for

this force structure to be effective, the soldiers wouldl

1

have to b= thoroughly trained and educated in all faceaets

AirLand Battle doctrine. They would specifically have hbo

understand the relationship of the opsraticonal level of
5 the strategic objectives and tactical imperatives.
The following section will review pertinent docbiin
manuals and training literature and outline what the
intelligence soldiers and commanders are l@arning about

operational intelligence and operational FIR to support

1

commander’'s reqgqulirements. This review should provide =

measura of the probable success of the current force

structure. As noted above, the limited experience bq
the current force structure must be well traimed and
educated to understand and implement AirLand Rattle

doctrine.

11

ficers and enlisted zoldiers have less bthan

(]
n

WA

al

the




DOCTRIMAL GUIDANCE

ELUEFRINT FOR SUCCESS

Dperational intelligence doctrine has net been
championed by any intelligence agency or branch intelligence
service. A full eight years after the adoption of Airland
Eattle doctrine, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have a draft
operational intelligence manual and the U.S. Army for all
intents and purposes has one chapter of a tactical
intelligencs manual dedicated to the subjsct.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff Fublication (JC5 Pub) 2-0,

Doctrine for Intelligencs to Jdoint Operations, is the

keystone statement of doctrinal principles for intelligernce
in joint operations.12 The principles outlined in the manual
are a synthesis of joint and service publications and the
manual clearly states, "the doctrine is auwthoritative, not
directive."1Z However shallow, joint intelligence doctrine
finally has socmething to build wupon.

The manual is ravolutionary in many respecis. It is
the first intelligence manual to set principles which ars
applicable across the operational continuum in any theater
or joint operations area.l4 It outlines intelligence
purposes and applications which will enable intelligencs
operaktives to focus their efforts. Farticularly,

intelligence is to be used to identify operational




objectives which will help the commander and staff develop
operational level FIR through the use of the opsrational IFRE

modzl . Another often overlooked aspect is the use of

3

init=2lligence Lo assi

¥
i

T the commander in determing when

sbhijectives have been reached so forces can be reoriented and
operations ended.15 Recognition of these principles will for

the first time, force the intelligence community to

their tactical view of the battlefield and foous bhoir

Bl

tratagic perspective.on the operational level. It will
force the analyst to anticipate follow-on operations.

JCE Fub 2-0 is alzo confusing in many respects. Towall
cite threse examples. It attempts to categorize intelligenc
by the level of war for which the intelligence is produced
and used.l4s Unfortunately for the analyst, intelligence doos
not have a convenient tactical or operational label.

Analysts must determine the value of information at zach

an

level and across many levels,.

Analysts perform many functions to me=t operational
intelligence requirements. JCS Fub 20 outlines six primary
intelligence functions which must be performed to meet the
operational requirements of joint commanders.l7 They are;
indications and warning, current intelligence, intelligence
production, target intelligence support, collection
management, and operational intelligence integration. Mase

"functions” are similar to the five Intelligence and




Electronic Warfare (IEW) "tasks". These tasks areg

N
{es
T

uation development, target develocpment, elactronic
wartare, counterintelligence, and operations security. The
variations 1n terminology and individual functions/tasks
does nat allow for the systematic flow of intelligences from
echelon to echelon. It hinders the continuity of
intelligence doctrine and understanding.

Finally, the manual highlights a five step intelligence
cycle.18 This is a departure from the well known four =ztep
intelligence cycle that has been used throughout bthe 20th

Century and is found in every intelligence manusal producsd

et
[
3]

By the Int=lligence Center and School, Fort Huachuca,
Arizona.

These three examples are an indication of the divisizn
in the intelligence community. Jointly, we cannot decide on
the basic doctrinal terminology we will use to describe how
we wWwill do business. It makes it difficult ts trairn and

=ducate our scldiers to perform in a joint environment.

For the intelligence operator, the dichotomy in

i

terminology and subsequent training means the services

¥

reserve the right to conduct intelligence operations in a
parochial manner instead of operating Jjointly to meet new
doctrinal requirements. The manual clearly states,

[

components are responsible for providing appropriate

roducts for integration.”19 This allows each service Lo
p

[
S




analyze the information in & vacuum and arrive at a servioe

3

)

criented cormclusion. Thesa conclusions will have to be

mediated, which will further hinder the timeliness and
accuracy of the reported information. Under this broad
guidance, the individuwal services ars not responsive to the
needs of the commander.

JCE Pub 2-0 has some major difficultiss to overcome.
It does not provide the necessary directive guidance needed
to implement a comprehensive joint intelligence effort

however, 1t is a start point for future development.

The Army’ s doctrinal guidance is derived from FM LO0-%,

n

the Army’ premiere warfighting manual. It lays the
foundation of how the Army will operate in a joint and
combined enviranment and provides standardized Army
tarminclogy to minimize misunderstandings. It defines
aperational art as, "the employment of military foross Lo
attain strategic grals in a theater of waer or theater of
operations Lthrough the design, organization, and conducht of
campaigns and major operations.”"20 Operational intelligence
supports the commander and staff by providing information to
develop campaign planzs. The manual does not go into any
level of detail regarding operaticnal intelligence.

FM Z4-1, Intelligence and Electronic Warfarz

ODperations, is the capstone intelligence manual, yeobt it doos

not detail intelligence responsibilities in support of tho




operational level of war. It defines opesraticnal level of
war intelligence az, "the intelligenoces reguired for plamnning
and conducting campaigns within a theater of war."21 It

concludes, intelligencse concentrates on the collection,

cation, laoacation, and analysis of sirategic and

fis

(=5

identif
operational centers of gravity.22

The IEW tasks performed at the oparational level are
more complex and involved in reflecting the political,
military, economic, and psychological elements of power at
this level.2Z The idesa persists that sach level of comnpand
and intelligence 1is an aggaregation of all elements alt the
next lower level and that there are no qualsatative
differenzes, only quantative differencesz.Z24 The idaa that
nperational intzlligence 1s more than a rehazh of the enemy,
weather, and terrain is a big step forward in the

intelligenca thought process.

This thought process is captured in the five IEW 4

The tasks are; situation development, target development,

EW, security and deception, and indications and warning.
These tasks form the basis for intelligence support %o the
commander. I will discuss each task and how they relates to
the commander’'s FIR.

Situation development is IFR at the operational level.

FM Z4-1Z2¢, Intelligence Freparation of the Battleti:

-
it}
-

[N 8

=
f
g
)

a comprehensive list of requirements to include the

16




1

identificaticn of FIR, which culminates in the deiftz2rmination

C

of the eneny’s center of gravity. It consists of theater

Are

a {TA)Y evaluation (the political/militasry

avaluasticon of the characteristics of the T4,

e
t+

avaluation, and threat integration. foouses on theater
transportaticn and economic systems, the political and
snoinlogical makeup of the population, the commander’'s
nersonality and training, and the incorpaoration of the

znemy’s political and military objectives. Situation

developnent forms the basis of operational intell:

o]

2noe

]

1o

support and all sother tasks are derived from the analsy

il

f§

done during this task.The complete fouwr step operabtional IFE

process 13 shown at Appendix 1.25

Operational target development is more 4difficult
berause the commander must have timely, accurate locations
of high payoff targets so the operational fires can attack
selected high value targets. This places an added burden on
the intelligence system to betlber focus the FIR.

The coamander must also plan his fires to support hic
branches and sequels =2arly. He may not have direct conteol
of the operational firss which may limit his execution
nptions. For example, joint and combined aviation azsehs
are the most likely candidates to eixscute operational firas.
Coordination becomes more important because aviation assetbs

require more logistics, intelligence, and planning scepport




to execute2 their missinns. Alsn, the targeits identified

1w

must support the commandsarv’'s campalgn plan. It 215 a wasts
of resources to attack an enemy vulnerabilaity thab wiil nok

corntribute to the direct defeat of the esnemy.’2é&

m
£
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the means Lo exploit and disrupt the @nemy
command and czantral (Z2) system. FIR must be identified
rapidly =0 collectiaon assets can be tasked and Jamming
targets can be identified. Operationally, aviation 17 fhs
ey to both collsction and jamming operaticns. Ve

~

commander’ s iLntercept capability i1s loacated 1n the Ao

Exploitation Battelion in the Corps MI Erigade. Tha oo
Force maintalins bhe commander’ s jamming assshs. Thaooe

systems require2 intensive coordination beforz their

employmeaent,

—~
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and warning involves the continuous

cdavalaopment and rafinement of regional or theater basad

i

t= .27 These list

3]

give the staffs information

I
]

indicator 1

]

on changes in the politizal, military, and economic behaior
in the area of operation. The staff must tranzlele these
changes into intelligence the commander can wuse bto develop
his contingency and campaign plans.

Security is simply the steps taken to deny *th

i)
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i

infaormation about planned. orgoing, and completed
nperations. The objective of sacurity procedures is Lo

protect the esgential zlementzs of friendly information,

18




These =2lements are the enemy ' s FIR. Dverall, security

remalins the responsibility of evary maembs2r of the command.
In zummary, true opsrational intellligence doctrisne

exishks only 1n JCS Fub 2-0 and im FM 341350, Howe @, tha

maricals do not provide & coordinated approach to opsrabicna

JCS Fub Z2-0 provides a macro view of intelligence
cperations by encompassing the broad doctrinal concaph

all e2rvi

]

2s., It=s problems stem from a lack

approach, thereby further institutionalizing
i srce poalicy of intelligence surport to the comman

Sppendis D of FM ZI4-1720 1= the only practical

operatioral intelligence doctrine available, It provides =2
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verring tfriendly and enamy
ot gravity through a logical process called operational
The proc2ss of discovery will generate FIR which will lead
tnothe cenpters of graviby.

Howeve-, FM T4-170 is5 a s.ngle service manwal. The

dnctrine ne=ds to ke tested in joint prachtical exercizes hbo

[

determip2 1ts valuwe., Until asl manuals reflect a joint

approach to 1intelligence, operational intelligence will

~ontinue to be 1gnored i1n the intelligence soldiaor’'=s
education and training. Thiz diversity of operational

‘.

doctrine mares training to meet the Commandar’s operational

FIR muoch more difficult,
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INTELLIGEMNCE TRAINING

BUILDING THE FOUNDATION

Building the foundation for a good int2lligence swshem
15 a lang and tedious process. Doctrine must be translated
through the training and education system into & product the
soldiars can understand. This translation proce2ss assumes
that those that turn doctrine into training and educatioral
arperisnces thoroughly understand Airland Batile docitrina,
Simply knowing the intelligence process does not gusrantee A

gualit 1ntelligence product. The Army needs afficerszs whio

i

H

an think and decide abowt the tactical, operational, and

"
.

ztrategic problems facing them and the Army as a whole. AL
the operaticnal level, the number of tanks and airplanss 13

not as 1mportant as how these elements will be employed, how

g

Fhey will

icht, and how their employment will help
arcomplish the commander’'s operational goals. This 13 the
t-sk of the training and education svstem.

The U.S. Army recognizes there is a difference betwesn
training and education. Training ie instruction which will
increase the individua' and collective capacity to do
specific military functions.?28 Education 1s hthe systenatic
snstruction of soldiers to enbance their knowledge of the
art and science of war. It implies the compirehensian of

brocad principles.’?
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Airtand Battle doctrine embraces three levels of war,
The Intelligence Center and School maintains proponency for
develnping and teaching all intelligence doctrine to meet
Alrtand Battle rzaqguirements.?0 Today, the MI ftraining and
education system is geared to meest only tachtical and

strategic requirements.

There are many problems with the current intelligence

w

training and education ptrogram and I will highlight several
which need attention. VYolume I of the Review of Eduvcalion
and Training for DOfficers study states those who develop and

teach doctrine in the Army’'s schoolz must be suhiect matlae

-+
i

arperts (SMEs) .21 However, throughout the Training and
Doctrine Command, there are no published criteria
enumerating the skills and knowledges requir=a2d to become a
SME and a member of the military faculty.

The skills and knowledges required to become a SME in
operational intelligence meet this criteria void., The
Army’ ' s opsrational intelligence dochtrine is bhased on CFT
Larry V. Buel’'s briefing paper 2ntitled, "Intelligence at
the Operaticnal Level of War: Operational-lLevel
Intelligencs Freparation of the Battlefield." The papar is
an excellent foundation for further study but very little
has been done to teach, test, and revise his ideas.

In March 1287, the Intelligence Center and Schonl

Commander aszerted the School had conceived an operational

21




IFB methodology which would yield the ernemy center of
gravity .22 Three yvears have passed and the school has not
incorporated operational intelligencs doctrine into theilr

-

curriculum.II Congseguently, opesrational int:
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doctrine remains a mystery to the junior officers and
warrant officers who are responsible for operational
analysis at the Corps and EAC level. The dilemma for ths
schoal, is5 how to train SMEs when there are no SMEs to
conduct the training.

Currently, when officers study a nation’'s elemenks of
powar, they study conly the military aspects of powsr. The
emphasis 13 placed on "bean counting." The important fzo ks
are th2 numbars of divisions and armored vehicles, not how
the systems are used to achieve aoperational goals.Z4 Enemy
mobilization, employment philosophy, and history are
gxcluded in their analysis. This is alsc true for the

non—commissioned and warvrant officer analysts who receiv

il

lazss formal training and education, vet they make up throw
fourths of the analysts in every intelligence sechtion.

The next major step in an officer’'s formal professional
education is the Command and General Staff College (CGEC).
One of the stated missions of the college is to develaop
leaders whao will train and fight units at Lhe tachkical and
operational levels.ZD As a student in 1988-892, 1 was struck
by Lhe lack of amphasis or sperakticnal level planning, and

~e
.




partizularly the void i1n operational intelligence planning.
CGSC has two courses "dedicated" to the operational
level of war. F1537, "Operational Warfighting" and AZIZ,
"Operational Lavel of War." Contrary to the CGSC mission
statement, the concept of the operaticnal lavel of war is

not fully integrated into the cirriculum. I will briefly

discuss each focused course.

il

F157 requires students to plan and sxecute a

conventional military operation in a theater of operations.

i

The focus 1s on "applying the operational conceplts of
deployment, emplovment, and sustainment at the joint hLask
force level."Z46 The students are thrust into a scenario
without receiving any instruction which would prepare them
for the leap from the tactical to the operational level.
For example, the intelligence estimate maintains a

distinctive tactical orientation. It does not reference the

{os

enamy commander and his opeErating stvle, the eneny doctrine,
time/space factors, or the political and moral will of the
p=ople. More importantly, it doss not suggesh tentative
strategic enemy centers of gravity to focus the commander’'s
FIR. The fact is, CGSC students are never introduced to a
process which would identify enemy centers of gravity.
Interestingly, the nperational IFE model is nat tauwght or
tested during this course.

- T -

IZ2 1s an elective course designed to produc
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with an understanding of the "“"concepts., principles, and
actions" which make up the operational level of war.27 The
students ar=2 required tn develop a plan for a major
oparation using the concepts they lzarn. During the conise,
ocperational intelligence is introduced in tre eighth class
sessicn. One of the reading assignments for the course ie
CFT Buel’'s briefing papsr. This three hour class is the
aornly instruction the students receive which is fucused on
operatiaonal intelligence. I attended the operational
ntelligence class and found 1t did not generate much
discussion. Neither the students nor the instructor had the
background to brealk away from their tactical foocus. During
this three houwr session, the students did not graszp the

conc2pt of how the tactical, operational, and strate

"
i

§
l&-

levels of war impacted on =ach other and how this
interaction impacts on the intelligence production affort,

The clas

il

is a good start point, but the block mush —ome
earlier in the course and the instructsr must have a bether
arasp of the material to generate meaningful discussion.
These two courses are the only ones dedicatad to
teaching CESC students operational intelligence. The
instruction does not educate them to use operational

k.

P.
D

intelligence tools 1 IFB: nor, does it educate them *to
understand the complexities of the systhesis of tactical,

operational, and strategic intelligence into a product the




nperational command=z2r can use to develop his plans.

he final formal educational experiencse for most
officers occurs at the U.S. Army War College (AWC). The AWC
has th2 mission to develop senior leadership and to promote
strategic study and analysis.Z8 The focus is on the
acquisition of kpowledge versus learning specific material.
The AWC has dedicated one thres hour block of instruction,
"Theater Intelligence, Implementing National Military
Strategy" (Lesson 3-3I5-0L/S), to aperational intelligencs.
The block has a one hour lecture and a 20 minuts qusstion
and answer perind. Tha nnly substantive reading assignmant
is CFT Buel’'s briefing paper.3? The AWC students do nobt have
the opportunity to test the doctrine through actually
developing operational FIR and worting with the results of
their collection effort. They do not analyze cperaticnal
intelligence products.

The stated mission of developing diciplined, all-source
intelligence officers is not baing met by the intelligence
community .40 The officer corps as a whole is being deprived
of an operational intelligence background. Commanders
without an operaticnal intelligence perspective cannot hope
to achieve victory. The key to success is to teach soldiers
how o recognize the principles of war in action across all

levels of war.41 This is the challenge for the 20s=.
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INTELLIGENCE FRODUCTION

REAFING THE REWARDS

The production of quality intelligence is made possible
by a robust force structure, sound doctrine, and good
training. These elements faorm the basis of the intelligence
system. It allows the intelligence system to direct the
zollection effort, gather information, process the
information into intelligence, and disseminate tha
intelligence to satisfy the commander’'s FIR.

FM Z4-170 oputlines a framework for determining the
commander’'s FIR. The operational IFE process is a four step
process within the task of situation developmant. The
process as noted earlier entails, TA evaluation {political
and military objectives), evaluaticn of the characteristics
of the TA of operations, threat evaluation, and threat
integration. I will use the operational IFE process to show
what information is required by the operational commandar
and wihat intelliigence is actually produced. I will use =ix
recent htraining exercises to highlight key points and
indicate areas where a lack of training and education
created difficulties.

TA evaluation is the translation of foreign policy into
strategic objectives for subordinate commanders.4 It is a

very difficult process and can appear to be disjointed.




Cften American foresign policy can seem to be at odds with
sound defense policy. For example, Fresident Carter’'s
unwalilvering stand on human rights issues often influencead
his relations with foreign nations. This was particularly
true in Latin America and with the Warsaw Fact nations. A
more lenient foreign policy may have enabled the U.S. to
coexist more peac=fully and may have ensured more stability
in our strategic objectives.

As soldiers, we must realize that political policy is
not synonymous with sound tactical defense policy. Theay are
Gnly.two of the five elements of national power which
interact to create foreign policy. These =lements of power
are; geocgraphy, national will, economics, politics, and the
military.44

None of the after action reports I examined, noted the
staff work reguired to tramslate the higher headguarters
miszion stata2ament into manageable objectives for the
oparational commanders. This staff work requires the
arnalysis of the five elements of power on a grand scale,
before they are evaluated as the characteristics of the TA
of operations. This critical area is not part of any
evaluation criteria used to evaluate exercises.

Operational TA evaluation 1s routinely done for each
PHerclise. The exercise directive plainly addresses the

2lements of geoarapbhy, transportation nets. the current




political situation, and communications capabilities.
However, the underlying econaomic, sociological. and
scientific and tachnolcocgical potential of the threat nations
is not mentioned. Characteristically, each exercise
directive is virtually a carbon copy of its predecessor.
This indicates we have done very little to exercise our
analytical capability in relationship tc how these
characteristics impact upcn one another. Thiz also impliss
we have not incorporated operational intelligence doctrine
into our evaluation criteria. The sc=2narics I reviewsad
appear to be “canned".

Dperationally, weather 1is a characteristic which we
have in common with all services. The Army needs to work
clos=ly with the Air Force and Navy to develop a better
understanding of our shared requirements. During Able
Archer 87, the Alir Force and Navy liaison elements noted
they did not fully understand the type of detailed
information the Army needed to conduct operations.45 For
example, the majorily of weather information for aviation,
artillery, and intelligence units is provided by Navy and
Air Force assets. The weather information for artillery
units is normally much more detailed then the information
required for intelligence units. The Navy and Air Force
must understand what we need and respond rapidly.

Air Force and Maval assets are typically the




commander s only responsive sources of information on  road,
rail, sea, and inland waterways.44 These operational lines
ot communication are critical to planning offensiv
operations and anticipating enemy movementis.

Despite the joint nature of the headquarters involved
in the exercises, dissemination of this critical planning
information is slow. Typically, intelligence data basss are
not compatible among all the services.47 Normally. joint
headgquarters can pass information rapidly among themselves,
but units under their operational contirol may not be able o
erxchange data bases. This is further compounded during
combined operations where incompatible softwar=s, a langueaaes
barrier, and extensive security problems create massive
bottlenecks in the dissemination of intellingence
information.48

Today, we sport a tremendous intelligence data bhase
howaver, there ares several arsas which remain relatively
untouched by intelligence analysits. Typically, a generic
political scenario is used to initiate hostilities for most
exercises. The recent political background is habitually
omitted and only cursory mention is given to the opposing
nation’'s political support for the military. Recent events
in Europes have shown how important the support of the people
can be. The East German Army, formidable in numbers, but

lacking in popular supporit, is but one example.




Economically, geography and strategic minerals play an
important part in world events. Saudi Arabia without oil
and South Africa without her mineral wealth, are noct as

vital to our national interest. However, coupled with their

]

trategic geagraphic locations, these nations take on
increased importance in our foreign policy.

Sociologically, the nations of India and Indeonesia are
important because of their tremendous population base. They
have huge military age populations which if properly
harnessed, could create problems in their respective
regions.

Finally, the thre=at nation’'s scientific and
technolagical potential for warmaking must be eramined.
Israel and South Africa are regional powers because of their
nuclear arsenals. Despite their other shortcomings,
membership in the "nuclear club" identifies them as nations
which must be handled delicately.

Elementary AirlLand Battle intelligence doctrins is
available to help analysts evaluate =valuate the TR of
operations. The doctrine clearly outlines the individual
and collective tasks which need to be accomplished. The
validation of these tasks has not occurred because our
training exercises have not incorporated these tasks into
the evaluation criteria.

The third task of operational IFE is threat evaluation,

0




It involves the review of tactical, operational, and
strategic considerations of the enemy coupled with the TaA
evaluation. All exercise directives provide an indepth
en2my order of battle list to include aivr, grownd, and naval
forces.49? The majority of this information is collectasd amd
analyzed by strategic assets and is forwarded to subordinats

commands as threat intelligence. Operational analysts

scan these summaries to gather threat intelligencs for bthoirc
use.

Soldiers migrating to Corps and EAD assignments are
hampared during sxercises by ftheir inability bo tramsform

this Lthreat information intoc an operatiornal

product. Typically, the analysts revert to

tactical scenarios and focus on enemy shrength figures,
tactical reinforcements, and the close batile force-space
rations.

These analyvitical errors are cauvsed by & laok oof
perscnnel 1n the analyitical gsections rmoupled by

inexperience. During 5Sallant kKnight 882, augmsntation of Lhe

EACIC by motre and seninor analysts was ciritical ko mission

accomplishment.51 The units participating in the exercise

—
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did not have enough skilled analysts to get the jobk don
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bhecause the MI TORE does not support reguired MI activi
hl

amd doctrine. 52

The collection of informetion to =sati
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agepsnds on thes skill of the operational intelligence
analyst. Collection management is based on the conmander =

FIR, the most important information he meeds to know The

collaction manager gehs the reqguirements from bhe analy
who tries to fill in gaps in the intelligence data bass.
Thi collection assets are tasked with guestions to answer
focused FIR. At the operational level, hthe FIR are
gquestions which foous on information gaps in the evaluation
of the TA of operations and the thrzat. The =2ssence of Lhe

problem is, an inadequate pumber of unskilled analysts

developing the guestions gearead

Thiz 15 the basic problem facing the intelligence communiiv.
Further complicating matters is the problem of

"jJointness". At the opsrational lavel, the majority of

operational collesction assets are aviation assets. During

Able Archer 87, the joint intelligence statf had problems

vnderstanding how Army and Alr Force assets could bs wased fto

-

complemant each other.3Z Asssts were tasked to collect on

n

ijt

tactical targets or on targets which do not emit a signatura
the platform could acquire. This problem was resclved for
the exercise by the exchange of liaison el2ments.S4 The
exchange of personnel 1is critizal to assist in integrating
zervice elements and to speed the flow of threat information

fo the commander.

The final step in the operational I[FE process 1 thrzat




integration. Threat integration has four substepzi enomy

political objectives, military objectives, capabilities, ano
villnerabilities. Ty owin battles. campaigns, and waes, the

Nation’'s political and military goals must bDe compatible.
These are two zlements of national power that cannol work
against =ach othesr. For example., the UJ.8. achiszsved

virtually all ilts military objectives in Vietnam but wac

soundly defeated at home and abroad politically. The

o
o
n
3
o
1
~
T
rt
ol
0o
[
B
53
)]
B
£
bl
T
it

political objectives of a free an
nagated by our policy of artificially supporting a corrupt
milicary government with U.S. military forcas. Thes=
objectives were fundamantally incompatible.

None of the joint erxercises 1 reviewond, evaluated fhe
effectiveness _f the intagraticon of peolitical and military
objectives, The sterile environment of the exercise
scenarios indicates we work in a strictly military
anvironment. However, during the invasion of Fapama, the
2.5, found it necessary to become irvolved in nation
building at every level of war.55 We must prepare our
snldiers to work in this complicated environment ar we may
arrive at conclusions which do not reflect the reality of
the world situation, This couwld lead to an overassesszment
of our capabilities ard an underassessment of the enemy’ =
capabilitiss. Either situation could lead toc severe
caorzsequances for our operational commanders.
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Enemy capabilities and vulnerabilities are the fips:

suh-staps in the oparational IFRE process.  JCES Fob 1

Dictionary of Military and Asscciated Term=s, defines
—apability as, "the ability to exicute a specific course o
action."%4 It defines vulnerability as, "the succephbibility

of a nation or milltary force tu any action through whaich
its war potential or combat effectiveness may be reduced o
will Lo fight diminished."37 These definitions HAo not

concentrate solely on the military =2lement of power, but

1ncorparakbke how all elements of power impalt on the erneny

capabiliities. This scope of analy

n
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1z is nmnot taking ol
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the Corps 2nd EAC intelligence structurs. 56
As stated previously, intelligence training 1s fooused
on the military element of power and is crientsed toward
"bean counting"”. This is also true of the evercise
avaluration process. Computer driven exercises are by natores

numbers orisnted.59 Opposino forces are assecs

i

advantage based on superior numbears at the tacticel le.el,
not on their operational deployment and employment. The
majority of exercises degenerate into attrition warftare once
the forces collide. The REFORGER 895 exercise spec:ficalls
noted the focus of intelligence collection and analysis
zhifts to the close battle once engagements ars reporiod . s

This observation 13 also true at the operational and

strateqgis levels., The result 1s, the ana.yziz of the oloss




abLtle does not lead to the developmsnt of operational F

and the identification of the eneny’'s centers of goaviby.,
Finally, to further hone the operational FIR, 1t is theo
intelligence community s responsibility to analvee frisndly

vulnerahbilities. During the REFORGER 85 evercise, this

analysis was done as an afterthought and did not contributs
to the exercise play.sQ The reason for this oversight was,
the analysts conducting the vulnerability surveys did notk
Lnow the vulnerabilities of their own system.é&l

Realistically, if the intelligence syztem were (o
provide factual enemy versus friendly comparisaons., bhe
analysts would immediately double their work lead and, open
themselves up to & new and mors dangerous arza of
bureaucratic vulnerability."é&2 This awhkward position could
spell disaster. Folitically. the analyst could be pressured
te produce comparisons with a biased viewpocint. This type
of infighting and selfdeception could only create
hostilities which could furthesr obscure the process of
developing operational FIR and the identification of the
enemy’'s canter of gravity.

The producticon of gquality intelligence depsnds on a
robust force structure, sound doctrine, and good training.
Today, the focus of our tiraiming evaluations and lezsons

learnad program are at the tectical level. To fully

inculcate Airlend Battle doctrirne into the total milibar:-




force, we must broaden the scope

encompass the synergistic effect of

aperational.,
commandar.

operational

and strateqic levels
This is the only way

intelligence vacuum.

A
o

of our svaluations to

of war on

the tactical,

the operational

to eliminate ths curvemt




COMCLUSIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS

Operational irtelligence is a new aspect of
intelligence. It is new in that no specific organization is
responsible for operational intelligencej; there is no
established and tested doctripe; it currently remains
untaught in the military sducation system; and it receives
cnly lip service during exercises, which should hone the
focus of the intelligence effort to meet operationsal
intelligence requirements.

The MI force is undermanned to meet the increased
intelligence requirements of the modern battlefield. There
are simply not enough soldiere to perform continuous
intelligence operations. This fact, coupled with a low rank

structure, means quality operational intelligence analysis

o

cannot bhe performed with the current forces available.
Reality also shows that MI units rarely excesd a
categaory II authorization, which keeps the normal manning
laval at approximately 704 strength. This ztrength level is
again cut in half because of the need for continuous
intelligence operations. This level of manning does not

indicate a robust, experienced analytical force.

A
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stated, to make the current force structure operate

effectively, all soldiers wculd have to be thoroughly




trained and sducated in the intracaciesz of Airland Battle
doctrine. The wmilitary educaltion system teaches functions,
not substance. It assumes the soldiers will learn the
intricacies of their job through the wunit's on the job
training program. This is not the case. It is the school
system’'s responsibility to teach the socldiers what they need
to know to prepare them for their assignments.

Today’'s pperational intelligence doctrine is not joint
doctrine. The current doctrine is not directive which
leads to parochialism and wastes critical intelligence
resources. This misuse of assets will be particularly
important in the future in a budget constrained environment.

Finally, the production of intelligence can anly be
increased 1in guantity and quality by Joint exercises which

test current operational intelligence dcocctrine. The current

G
3

fledgling doctrine remains untested, because most sxercis

D
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are computer driven, attrition type exercises which do not

take into consideration the moral 2lement of war. Alsc

missing from these exercises is the incorporation of the
five elements of power. Without the interaction of all
these elements, our operational intelligence doctrine will
focus on the military aspects of war which are only a small
part of the total conflict.

The problems of operational intelligence may seem

insurmountable however, there are solutions to these




problems. I will aoffer several recommendations under these
categories: organizaticn, doctrine, training, and
intelligence production.

First, a single organization must be identified to
nrovide operational intelligence guidance. Once the level
of responsibility has been named, an organization can be
tailored to support the operational commander. Lisutenants
and junior enlisted soldiers are not trained or =superisnced
enough to perfaorm operational analysis and should not be
listed on the force structure. The majority of experisncs
must be found with the sznior captains, majors, and warrant
officers. If and when the training and =ducation level
improves, then these soldiers should be offered the
opportunity to serve in these positions. The force
structure must include liaison teams from all the service
organications. Operational intelligence is joint
intalligence and the force structure must recognizse this
fact.,

DOperational intelligence doctrine must be joint
doctrine. Today, no single service has the luxury to
operate independently. During the Fanama invasion, the
predaominantly Army action was heavily supported by all the
sister services. The joint doctrine must be authoritative
and all identified operational intelligence staffs must be

inoint staffs, using joint doctrine. All doctrinal manuals




must be joint manuals.

The education and training of our operational
intelligence officers must be a joint venture. All aofficers
at the rank of captain must attend ioint schools and be
prepared to think using joint doctrine. The current
military education system would have to be expanded to meet
these increased requirements. The minimum requirement
should be a mandatory correspondence coutrse gearsd to
familiarize soldiers with joint doctrine.

The current military education system does not

challenge officers to learn the underlying re=asons for

n

changes in doctrine. Military history must be the
cornerstone in the rebirth of operational art and provide
the background for systematic change in the U.S5. Armv by
Army officers.

Operational intelligence production must be practiced
in peace and in war with the same urgency. By using the
recommendations above, the operational commander will have
the foundation he can build upon.

The final element in the operational intelligence

equation is the human factor. Each commander has his own

operational style and his own intelligence needs.
Intelligence soldi=rs must learn to synthesize all lewvels of
intelligence to provide a more comprehensive view of events

which may impact on the commander’'s plan. Exercises are an

40




excellent way to think through situations which may occur.
No plan will survive the campaign intact, but we must do
everything humanly possible to ensure the “campaigners”
survive the plan. For the intelligence officer, Jjoint
exercisas are the best way to test the emerging doctrine and
get this type of information.

Opezrational intelligence doctrine is a weak link in our
AirlLand Battle doctrine. The problems are due to ignorance
of the doctrine not stupidity. >Luckily, ignorance carn be
cured. The solution is to use and revise the current
doctrine to meet the commander’'s intelligence needs. If we
do not resalve to test our doctrine it is the commander who

will be suspended in the aperational intelligence vacuum.
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Appendix I

OFERATIONAL LEVEL IFE

1. Theater Area {({TA) Evaluation: Given the imperative

i

of
American foreign and defense policy, the commander assigns
strategic objectives to subordinate theaters af operation.
2. Evaluate the Characteristics of the TA of Operations:

A. Geographical aspects to include climate, weather,
topography, hydrography, of operational and strategic
importance to the theater of aperations. May defins natural
avenues of approach, lines of communication, and key terrain.

B. Transportation. Rcad, rail, air, sea, and inland
waterways.

Co Telecommunications. Critical communicaticons facilities.

D. Economics. The impact of geography, climate, strategic
materials, metals, and the nation’'s potential for ecornomic
2xpansion.

E. Folitics. The nation’s political system and the depth
of political support for military operations to include a
historical review.

F. Sociology. The demographic and sociological maks up of
the paopulation.

G. Scientific and Technological. The ability to increase

the nation’'s warmalking potential.




Z. Threat Evaluation:
A. The Enemy Commander. Campaign style and idiosyncracies.
B. Doctrine
! C. Composition and Egquipment. Air, ground, zea, spscial
operations (SOF/ABN/AA)
D. Reinforcements. Mobilization potential and the guality
of personnel.
E. Strengths. Maritime nation vs a strong ground force.
F. Time/Space Factors
G. Force/Space Ratios
H. Efficiency. Mobilization capability and administrative
arganization.
I. Morale. National will and leadership ability.
J. Political Reliability of Allied Military Forces.
Ke Nuclear/Chemical Weapocns. Employment policy and release
authority.
4. Threat Integration:
A. Enemy Folitical Objectives
B. Enemy Military Objectives
C. Enemy Capabilities
D. Enemy Vulnerabilities (Centers of Gravity)
(1) Strategic: Fielded forces, alliances, sustainment
forces (logistics), territory, and special weapons.
(2) Operational: Major committed forces (main effort],
operational reserves, C3II, lines of communication
. (sustainment), and special weapons.
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Appendix II

Glossary

ASALC All-Source Analysis Center

ASFS All-Source Froduction Section

AWC Army War College

CGSsC Command and General Staff College

CI Counterintelligence

CI/ANL Counterintelligence Analysis

CI SEC Counterintelligence Section

c™m Collection Management

CMZD Collection Management and Dissewination

CTOCSE Corps Tactical Operations Center Support
Element

c2 Command and Control

EAC Echelons Above Coarps

EACIC Echelons Above Corps Intelligence Center

EACIC SFT SEC Echelons Above Corps Intelligence Center

Support Section

EW Electronic Warfare

EW SEC Electronic Warfare Section

I/A SEC Imagery Analysis Section

IEW Intelligence and Electronic Warfare

IFE Intelligence Freparation of the Battlefield
ISE Intelligence Support uwlement
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FIR

FROD/DEM SEC

SME

TA

TACC

TENCAF

TO&E

USAF WETM

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Military Intelligence

Friority Intelligence Requirements

Froduction and Dissemination Ssction

Subject Matter Expert

Theater Area

Theater Area Communications Command

Tactical Exploitation of Natioral
Capabilities

Table of Drganization and Equipment

United States Air Foroce Weather Team
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