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ABSTRACT

Even though multiple lessons have been learned and applied to the evolution of
Political-Military Interactions at the Strategic and Operationa Levels of War, current
Combatant Commanders have the appropriate tools available at the Operational-Tactical
Level in order to confront, coordinate and compete in Complex Contingency Operations.
Despite the progress which has been made to establish Policy Coordination Committees,
Annex Victors and Civil-Military Operations Centers, the commander needs the ability to
understand, influence and facilitate the Non-Governmental Organizations, Inter-
Governmental Organizations and Private Volunteer Organizationsin thefield. The current
Specia Operations Civil Affairs Teams provide theideal model on which to base such a
force. Unlike the SOFCA teams, the force required needs to contain a specialized
international “police-like” capability, including training in SWAT tactics and non-lethal
weapons. Thisforce would specialize in Preventive Intervention, Security Cooperation, and
Environmenta Stability (PISCES). Due to the “peace-keeping” requirement, PISCES would
have to reside within a separate Functional Combatant Command, which would provide
regionally-trained forces to the Geographic Combatant Commanders. Armed with PISCES,
commanders will gain greater insight into the battlefield from expanded HUMINT assets,
will better understand the non-military influences affecting the battle space; and will have the
tools available on-ground to have an early effect on the outcome of asituation. PISCES will
be aforce multiplier with asmall footprint; will reduce time delays in the build-up, fires and
post-hostilities phases of an operation; and will create an un-equaled awareness of the space

factor.



INTRODUCTION

Military Operations Other-Than War (MOOTW) have been prevalent since the end of
the Cold War. Some military strategists predict that the frequency of MOOTW will increase
over the next twenty-five years due to the increasing number of failing states and “non-state”
threats to national security. Historically, the Combatant Commanders (CoComs) have
confronted these “ special” peacetime operations with an un-prepared, poorly coordinated
response plan. Efforts have been made to solve the complex Command and Control (C2)
issues created when incorporating Joint U.S. military, international military, multiple-agency,
Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Inter-Governmental Organizations (1GQO's).
However, current operations in Afghanistan and Irag continue to highlight shortfallsin the
system. The United States Department of Defense (DoD) must undergo a paradigm shift
away from defining MOOTW as a*“collateral” assignment. DoD must accept and understand
the role of being one (significant) piece of an interagency puzzlein an international arena of
National Security. Even though lessons have been learned and applied to the evolution of
Political-Military interactions, current Combatant Commanders must be provided with the
appropriate tools for confronting future Complex Contingency Operations (CCOs).

At present, the Special Operations Forces' (SOF) Civil Affairs Teams provide an
ideal model for the “force” which is necessary both to confront the complex situationsin the
MOOTW setting and to arrange for an acceptable “post-conflict” exit strategy. In order to
distinguish the “combatant” SOF assets from the “international police” assets, a separate
“Functional Combatant Command” isrequired. This Functional Command will provide the
Geographic Commanders with regionally focused teams which can provide “ Preventive

I ntervention, Security Cooperation and Environmental Stability (PISCES).” PISCES will



allow the Geographic CoCom'’ sto assume the lead in Preventive Diplomacy and Cooperative
Security at home and abroad. 1t will also become the tool required to develop an exit
strategy. PISCES will provide coordination and guidance in the ten major functional /
mission areatasks outlined in PDD-56." PISCES will draw from its roots in the SOF
community and will utilize state-of-the-art technology to interact seamlessly, not only with
al military and security branches of the United States and her allies, but with the local
national assets, the Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO'’s), I nter-Governmental
Organizations (IGO’s) and nation-states in their specific theater of interest. PISCES will
lead the transformation required to meet the primary challenge of our new Nationa Security
Strategy: to use our strength to create a balance of power that favors human freedom;
protecting the values of people across the globe “to be able to speak freely; choose who will
govern them; worship as they please; educate their children — male and female; own
property; and enjoy the benefits of their labor.”2
HISTORICAL REVIEW
Current doctrine describes MOOTW as:
“Operations that encompass the use of military capabilities across the

range of military operations short of war. These military actions can be

applied to complement any combination of the other instruments of national

power and occur before, during and after war.”*

Actions include Presence, Coercive Diplomacy, Security Assistance,
Insurgency/Counterinsurgency, Humanitarian Assistance, Combating Terrorism, Peace
Operations, Peacetime Contingencies, Counter-drug Operations and Military Support of Civil

Authorities. Since the end of the Cold War, the military C2 process evolved to accommodate

the increasing frequency of MOOTW and CCOs. (See Appendix A)



The evolutionary process resulted in a system inherent with irreconcilable conflicts
for the Services and for the CoComs. The Service Chiefs equip and train an overwhelmingly
superior conventional force that isforced to engage on an “unconventional” battlefield. The

CoComs' ahility to prepare to fight the next conventional war is degraded by multiply

nd

tasking the same units to fight this “asymmetric war.”™ A more recent analysis (June 1999)

of Peace Operations by current flag officers found that:

1) Engagement in multilateral peace operationsisin our national interests
and will be akey ingredient in the war against terrorism.

2) TheU.S. doesn’'t have to lead every operation, but it has to be a player,
and to be most effective, must be a player on the ground.

3) Peace operations are “leadership laboratories’” and soldiers are better
soldiers for having participated in them.

4) Skills gained in peace operations are the very skills needed in the multi-
dimensional war against terrorism.

5) Problem #1 now facing peace operationsisthe “rule of law” issue.

6) Inthe early phases of a peace operation, the military must take the lead
rolein establishing law and order, but that the long-term solution to the
problem of law and order is not amilitary solution.

7) Thereisaserious danger in leaving war criminas at large un-
apprehended: their influence remains pervasive, and failure to apprehend
them sends a sigh of weakness to terrorist leaders and others that peace
enforcers are “toothlesstigers.”

8) TheUN isand increasingly important partner in the war against terrorism
and its breeding grounds.

The panel’ s recommendations to address the increasing frequency of Peace Operations are:

1) Engage
2) FixtheRuleof Law
3) Recognize the UN as an indispensable partner®
While these are difficult times for initiating new programs, the DoD should find that a
relatively small investment in some MOOTW-specific technologies will pay large dividends
by minimizing the number of general-purpose forcesinvolved in CCOs. The military’s

understanding of CCO C2 has grown through participation in MOOTW. CCOsinvolve a



response to a Complex Emergency where the capacity to sustain livelihood and lifeis
threatened primarily by political factors and by high levels of violence. CCOs are
characterized by:

Politically driven resource wars

High levels of violence

Cultures, ethnic or minority groups at risk of extinction

High levels of armed conflict, usually complicated by natural disasters
Represent catastrophic public health emergencies

Top five causes of death are infectious disease epidemics

Vulnerable Groups at Risk include: Infants; children; pregnant & lactating
women; elderly; handicapped; orphans

NougkrwdpE

The Interagency Complex Contingency Operations Handbook (Appendix B) outlines
principles which should be applied to al such operations including:

deciding to intervene

crafting an integrated strategy

establishing effective integration mechanisms
determining who will lead the operation
building a cohesive and effective coalition
gaining political support for the operation
continually reassessing the operation
executing a smooth and seamless transition

NG~ WDNE

Military Lessons (Appendix C) and Humanitarian Lessons (Appendix D) have been learned
from each of the recent CCOs in which the U.S. military has been involved.

Military strategists predict that there will be more failing states and more “ non-state”
threats to security over the next twenty-five years. (Appendix E) Military commanders have
become increasingly responsible for managing these situations which fall out of their
“comfort zone” (i.e. military-on-military confrontation). Recent history holds numerous
incidents of intentional direct and indirect violence against civilians. (Appendix F) Over the
past three hundred years, the proportions of deaths in war that are civilians have increased

from 5% to 90% (Table 1).°



TABLE 1
Per centage of Total War Casualties That are Civilian

1700 - 1900 5-50%
World War | 5-20%
World War Il 50 - 66%
Today 75 - 90%

INTERAGENCY PROCESS
Problems exist at al levels of interagency coordination from the strategic to the tactical.
Despite significant efforts made to improve the system over the past five years, an
understanding of the limitations, restrictions and constrictions imposed by operating in the
interagency arena need to be recognized in order to improve the possibility of successin
future CCOs. Classic interagency problems confronted by the commander include:

1. Civilian agencieslack authority and accountability when executing
humanitarian and nation-assi stance tasks. The agencies have the freedom
to choose one operation and to discard the next. For example, the U.S.
Customs Agency sent officials to participate in sanctions against Bosnig;
however the same agency declined asimilar role in actions against Irag
and Serbia

2. Most civilian organizations are not manned or equipped for
expeditionary operations. In Somalia, both the Department of State and
USAID (United States Agency for International Development) lacked
sufficient personnel to manage the situation.

3. Many civilian agencies lack standard operating procedures or
operational doctrine, resulting in delayed and inconsistent responses. In
Rwanda, U.S. European Command provided strategic airlift for the
humanitarian agencies which were attempting to reach the operating area.
Unfortunately, Air Force planners and loadmasters’ attempts to
efficiently schedule and load the airframes were undermined by the
humanitarian agency representatives indecision and in-efficiency in
deciding what to contribute. Thisresulted in incompletely filled airframes
departing into the theater with available humanitarian stores remaining in
the warehouses located adjacent to the runway.

4, Combatant Commanders do not have any civilian counterpart. State
Department’ s regional assistant secretaries are not deployed and are not
responsible for field matters, and the ambassadors are responsible for only
one country in a geographic region, and their authority does not cross
national boundaries.



5. Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) 56 (May, 1997) detailed the
process of interagency cooperation among government agencies,
unfortunately the current administration cancelled all standing PDDs at the
time of inauguration. A replace document has yet to be published.

6. Not al civilian and military leaders have conformed to the intent of
PDD 56.
7. The process for managing operational transitiona periods remains

undefined. The pol-mil plan presents minimal guidance on how to handle
transitions, while the PDD neglects to explain managing an operation as it
moves from peacekeeping to peace building.

8. No mechanism exists for integrating regional speciadistsinto a
devel oping operation.
0. No doctrine has been established for military involvement in

traditionally civilian tasks.
10. PDD 56 fails to provide guidance for crisis recovery (peace building).
The CoCom is left to coordinate efforts across a range of issues including funding,

logistics, political will, commitment of time, and understanding host nation customs, laws,
and culture. This may include providing food, water, shelter, medical care, housing and
utility/infrastructure repairs for civilians, refugees or internally displaced persons. This“lack
of doctrine” negatively affected operations in Operation Allied Force (Serbia), Operation
Restore Hope (Somalia) and in Haiti (where at the last minute, a planned combat operation
rapidly transformed into a peaceful intervention.)’
CURRENT RESPONSE

Over the past five years, the U.S. Government and has experimented with “ patches”
for the Operational C2 and Operational Planning Systems to better interface the components
of the interagency system. At the Strategic Level, the National Security Presidential
Directive (NSPD) 1 established

“Six (Policy Coordination Committees (PCC)) . . . for the following regions:

Europe and Eurasia, Western Hemisphere, East Asia, South Asia, Near East

and North Africa, and Africa. Each of the NSC/PCCs shall be chaired by an

official of Under Secretary or Assistant Secretary rank to be designated by the
Secretary of State.”®



It also established eleven PCCs for the following functional topics:

a) Democracy, Human Rights, and International

b) International Development and Humanitarian Assistance
¢) Global Environment

d) International Finance

a) Transnational Economic Issues

b) Counter-Terrorism and National Preparedness

c) Defense Strategy, Force Structure, and Planning

d) Arms Control

e) Proliferation, Counter proliferation, and Homeland Defense
f) Intelligence and Counterintelligence

g) Records Access and Information Security

Contingency Planning and Policy Coordination Centers have been established to anticipate,
prevent and respond to complex foreign crisis. At the country level, the Ambassador’s
Country Team has expanded to include an increased number of interagency representatives.
At the Operationa Level, the CoCom staffs have gained Political Advisors and
representatives from various intelligence agencies. Joint Interagency Coordination Groups
(JJACG) have been created which seek to establish operational connections between civilian
and military departments and agencies that will improve planning and coordination within
the government. “The JIJACG is as a multi-functional, advisory element that represents the
civilian departments and agencies and facilitates information sharing across the interagency
community. It provides regular, timely, and collaborative day-to-day working rel ationships
between civilian and military operational planners.” ° Proposed JACG functions include:
a) Participate in combatant command staff crisis planning and assessment
b) Advise the combatant command staff on civilian agency campaign planning
¢) Work civilian-military campaign planning issues
d) Provide civilian agency perspectives during military operational planning
activities and exercises
€) Present unique civilian agency approaches, capabilities & limitations to the
military campaign planners
f) Provide vital links to Washington civilian agency campaign planners

g) Arrangeinterfaces for anumber of useful agency crisis planning activities
h) Conduct outreach to key civilian international and regional contacts



In order to improve the C2 process, Joint Forces Command created a Standing Joint
Force Headquarters (SIFHQ). When a contingency requires the establishment of a Joint
Task Force (JTF), al or select portions of the SIFHQ element can be embedded in the
CoCom’s staff. The team pulls specialized knowledge into the planning process through
maintaining an extensive data base and coordination network with academic, industry and
government centers of excellence. The SIFHQ also maintains important "reach-back™ links
to U.S. strategic planning groups, intelligence organizations and other non-DoD agencies.’”

Tactically, Presidential Decision Directive National Science and Technology Council
(PDD/NSTC) 7 states that

“The mission of DoD will be expanded to include support of global

surveillance, training, research, and response to emerging infectious disease

threats.” ™
This resulted in the devel opment of the Natural Disaster / Epidemic Preparedness and

Strategic Contingency Planning™ System and the DoD Global Emerging Infections Disease

Surveillance and Response System.

CURRENT OPERATIONS: AFGHANISTAN
In June 2001, the U.S. Agency for International Development’ s Disaster Assistance
Response Team (USAID/DART) began its emergency coordination work in response to a
four-year regional drought in Afghanistan. Many Afghans were forced to leave their homes
in search of food and water. Afghanistan had suffered through two decades of war and civil
strife, including a decade-long Soviet occupation. A USAID’s Office of Foreign Disaster
Assistance (OFDA) Program Office in Kabul continues to assess the humanitarian needs of

vulnerable Afghans, and to monitor the relief programs of itsimplementing partners.™



In response to the 11 September terrorist attacks, CENTCOM initiated Operation
Enduring Freedom on 7 October, 2001. A multinational campaign against the a Qaeda
network and the Taliban was developed through Crisis Action Planning in aregion where no
pre-existing OP/CONPLAN existed. To date, 21 nations have deployed more than 16,000
troopsto the CENTCOM AOR. No evidence of a preexisting Annex V, Inter-agency plan or
Civil Military Operations Center (CMOC) plan (Appendix G) could be found by the author.

In May, 2002 JTF Afghanistan was established in Kandahar, commanded by Lt. Gen.
Dan McNeill. In addition to ongoing limited military operations, the JTF is primarily
focused on Interagency and International Coordination. Inter-factional fighting and criminal
activity continue to limit humanitarian operations throughout the country, which hasled to
the suspension of several UN missions. The International Security Assistance Force (IASF)
isthe Political-Military organization providing security in Kabul. Germany and the
Netherlands recently took over leadership from Turkey. The security situation remains tense
in many parts of the country as factional fighting resumed in some areas. Over the past two
months, one UN convoy was attacked and another was robbed at gunpoint. There are reports
of regrouping on the Taliban in the Ghor Province. Criminal incidents still continue to be on
the rise throughout parts of the country, and night travel is not recommended.**

The current refugee situation requires dealing with the return of almost two million
refugees and another million internally displaced persons. Key to establishing the civil
infrastructure and providing interagency cooperation and coordination were the SOF CA
units, which are designed to prevent civilian interference with tactical operations, to assist
commanders in discharging their responsibilities toward the civilian population, and to

provide liaison with civilian government agencies. (Appendix H)



The 489" Civil Affairs Battalion deployed to Afghanistan with amission to rebuild
the country’ sinfrastructure. Some of their projects included schools, roads, wells, dams, and
clinics. The commander of the unit, Lt. Col. Roland DeMarcellus, stated that

“America s mission then wasto secure ... victory, and to do that (it) turned to

one battalion — the 489" Civil Affairs Battallon No battalion had a greater

impact on the history of Afghanistan over this period, or more importantly, the
lives of the Afghan people.”®

TABLE 2

)
Total population (CIA Factbooky | 26,813,057 |
Voluntary Assisted Refugee Returns (UNHCR) 2002

[Pakistan (March 1 — Dec. 31) 1,532,000
|Iran (April 9 — Dec. 31) 261,000
|Central Asian states (March 1 — Dec. 31) 10,000
|Pakistan (Jan. 1 — March 3) 2,705
|Iran (Jan. 1 —March 3) 6,072
|Old Caseload Refugees as of August 2001 (UNHCR)

|Pakistan and Iran i 3,500,000
|l nternally Displaced (UNHCR)

|Estimated caseload as of October 2002 724,000
...North and west 117,000
...Center and east 194,000
...South and southeast 413,000
[Internally Displaced Returns Since January 1, 2002 (I0OM)

Total as of December 2002 (vol. assisted) 250,000
Total since December 2002 (spontaneous) 400,000
TOTAL FY 2001 - 2003 U.S. Government (USG) Humanitarian

Assistance to Afghanistan ( : $780’950’886‘|

CURRENT OPERATIONS: IRAQ
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Following the 1991 Gulf War, the Iragi population teetered on the brink of a
humanitarian disaster due to the lingering effects of war, sanctions, and drought. Between
1991 and 1996, the U.S. Government provided nearly $794 million in humanitarian
assistance to internally displaced personsin northern Irag. In 1996, Iraq accepted the Oil-for-
Food (OFF) Program and humanitarian conditions improved. Revenues from the OFF
program were intended to provide food, medicine, and other civilian goods to the Iraqgi
people through the Public Distribution System (PDS). Widespread corruption (by Iragi and
UN officials) limited the effectiveness of the OFF program. From March 20 to May 1, 2003
Coalition forces conducted military operationsin Irag. Even though the conflict did not result
in alarge-scale humanitarian crisis, the subsequent disorder exacerbated the population's
vulnerable circumstances. (Appendix I)

In March, the United States Government deployed a multi-agency DART to the
region to assess and respond to humanitarian needs and to help coordinate the emergency
relief effort. The DART reports that the Ministry of Trade (MOT) and has established four
officesin Iraq and has deployed teams to Kuwait, Jordan, Cyprus, and Qatar. They have
overseen: the first nationwide distribution of the World Food Program’s (WFP) Public
Distribution System (PDS) in June 2003; the improvement of the Umm Qasr port by the UN
Development Program which is presently receiving humanitarian supplies; and re-
establishment of passenger rail service between Baghdad, Al Basrah and Mosul.
Unfortunately, the World Health Organization (WHO) reports that the lack of security is
becoming an acute problem for the health system in Irag. Hospitals and other health facilities
are not protected; water pumping stations are still being looted; warehouses and distribution

networks are not secure; doctors and nurses cannot safely carry out their work; and people
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cannot get safe access to health care. Surveillance remains the cornerstone of disease
outbreak control. Close working relationships have been established with UN agencies,
NGOs, and with U.S. Military Civil Affairs personnel.

The 353%° Civil Affairs teams started working in aWestern Iraqi city of Ar Rutbah
prior to the termination of active hostilities. Their battle was to win the “ hearts and minds of
the people’ intheland The CA teamsworked with NGO’ s and IGO’ s to get food, medicine,
clothes and clean water to the small communitiesin Western Irag. The CA officers pre-
arranged to meet the NGOs at the border of Jordan and Iraq in order to facilitate a smooth
transition into country. One sergeant reported that “ It can be a nightmare getting people and
vehicles across the border into Iraqg, there are alot of people in cars and trucks wanting to go
into Irag, so we make it our job to make sure Humanitarian Assistance gets through
smoothly.” Maintaining positive control over deliveries of humanitarian aid is required
because at any time total chaos can break out or the Fedayeen can try to flex their muscles.
Saddam’ sregime didn’t put money into this town since 1990. The roads are beat up and the
services such as electricity and water are very bad. The town’s people had to smuggle food
and equipment past Saddam’ s police because they would be charged money for bringing in
anything.

Onelocdl stated that “the future of the town is now good, we were forgotten out here
and we had many problems that would not have solved themselves. The Mayor wanted
water, and we got water. The Mayor wanted electricity and we got electricity. Mike and
Mark are good! Americais good, very good!”

ANNEX V
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In 1998, ANNEX V (“victor”) was added to OPPLANS and CONPLANS as an
“Interagency Coordination Annex.” Thisannex provides a means to communicate the
Commander’s Intent of an OPPLAN through the SECDEF and NSA to the involved
governmental agenciesin order to facilitate a nationally unified command plan. Reviewing
the 2002 version of “ANNEX V TO USCINCENT CONPLAN 1015-98,” it is evident that
the Annex is being written at the strategic/operational level, without addressing the specifics
of the Operational-Tactical interface. The plan (Unclassified) details the “ Transition/Exit
Criterid’ as.

(a) Isolate IRAQ and itsregime

(b) Form an International Consensus and Coalition

(c) Engender and Sustain Domestic Support

(d) Deter IRAQI use of WMD

(e) Revitalize a post-conflict IRAQI populace, government and military to
support a balanced and stable region.

The paragraph goes on to state that the “ Interagency processes will assist in
coordinating, defining, and quantifying the involvement of any other nations or international
organizations in military operations.”*®

These orders (statements) and an understanding of where they fit into the Phased
approach to the operation are necessary to communicate to the non-military agencies.
However, other statementsin the Annex V (like “Facilitate emergency relief by NGO/PVO's
in wake of combat operations’) remain vague, and require either an inherent understanding
of or seamless communications with each NGO in the field.

Coordinating (facilitating) with NON-Governmental organizations require
communication with organizations which (by definition) are not aU.S. Governmental

agency. The language and format of those communications often do not fit within a

“standard format” as defined by any publication, directive or doctrine. The coordinating
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language may be any spoken (or unspoken) language and the written format may require
scribbled pictures on a napkin rather than atyped memorandum. When interacting at the
NGO levdl, there frequently isno one at a“CinC” level, and in some of these organizations
there may be no onein aformal “administrative” position. The Commander needs to
understand that these “organizations’ are frequently only those who are on the ground,
performing the tasks, and communication with those individuals can only be accomplished
by a person, on the ground that can speak the language and be trusted by the provider. In
order to “facilitate” at thislevel, the CoCom must provide:

a) asafe enough environment for the organizations to enter

b) asecure enough situation for the organization to operate

c) varying degreesof logistical support, depending on the theatre of operations

Thisre-iterates that the “rule of law” is, in essence the military’ s exit strategy; this
may mean that a functioning police, penal and judicial system must be firmly established
before the military can depart. In Bosnia, the Dayton agreement did not address the legal
system, and former combatants “infiltrated” the Bosnia police force. The necessary
international “police force” did not arrive for eight months after hostilities had ceased. In
Kosovo paramilitaries and criminals took charge of the cities after the police fled and the
court system became dominated by Albanians, who protected their own and repressed the
non-Albanians. Eighteen months elapsed before sufficient numbers of police were
authorized by the UN Security Council.

PISCES PROPOSAL

Leadership in a CCO is akin to shepherding an ever-evolving flock of continuously

developing contingencies in a general direction as opposed to executing a discrete plan

focused on specific goals. These contingencies are marked by extraordinary complexity;
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there are shifting and contradictory priorities instead of a positiona authority providing a
centralized direction toward defined goals. Moreover, any attempt to coordinate a
centralized effort is frequently resisted by the partiesinvolved. Thereisno organizational
authority to direct the level of involvement of external agencies. All CCO participants arrive
with individual interests, missions and goals. CCOs may have a distinct beginning but
(unlike amilitary campaign) rarely have a distinct end-point. Resolving the initiating crisis
often results in the presentation of an underlying (more complex) problem which prevents the
establishment of a stable, self supporting institutional organization."

A PISCES Functional CoCom will be in addition to and will learn lessons from the
current SOF structure. The war in Afghanistan has revalidated long-held special operations
axioms, according to Brig. Gen. Harrell, who commanded SOF in the CENTCOM AOR:*®

Humans are more important than hardware.

Quality is better than quantity.

Specia operations forces cannot be mass produced.

Competent Specia Operations Forces can’t be created after an emergency
occurs.™

. Intelligenceis crucia

6. Soldierswho understand the culture of the country in which they’ re operating are
indispensable.

Snipers are important and effective in combat operations.

Altitude and cold weather training are important.

. Mobility is essential.

10. The a-Qaida and Taliban fighters were "very, very good with mortars.”
11. It isimportant to build rapport with the locals.

hpOODNPRE
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PISCES missions reflect the ten mgjor functional / mission areas tasks outlined in PDD-56:

Political mediation / reconciliation
Military Support

Demobilization

Humanitarian Assistance

Police Reform

Basic Public Services

Economic Restoration

Human Rights Monitoring

N GOA~WNE

15



9. Social Reconciliation
10. Public Information®®.

PISCES will be “human oriented” in its manning, its operations and its function. All
members will receive extensive training in regional dialects, traditions, politics and customs.
PISCES will be organized into eight geo-politically centered cells which reflect the
Geographic Combatant Commands in order to maintain a core of regional experience.

The ideal operational foot print will vary in response to the geo-political environment
inwhich it is operating. Each unit will be responsible to equip itself for optimal geographic
and environmental acclimation. All individual service affiliations will be shed, in order to
present a unified front, with uniforms and insignia distinctly different from those of the U.S.
combatant forces. Adequate PISCES forces will be obtained, trained and maintained for
continuous employment (to include immediate re-deployment).

Individual training will extend beyond each member’ s specialty areain order to
develop a consistent pool of specialists who understand the culture of the country in which
they are operating. Each team member will be become avaluable and reliable HIMINT
source. PISCES will not only provide input to the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) but
will assist in the analytical interpretation and confirmation of regional intelligence
developments.

PISCES FUNCTION

Preventive Intervention. PISCES will reduce the overall volatility of the world-
wide geo-political system to “buy down” the risk and uncertainty associated with the
unpredictable nature of interpersonal and inter-societal interactions. A goal of thismissionis

to prevent the need for Coercive Diplomacy. This mission will incorporate the classically
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defined MOOTW missions of: 1) Political mediation / reconciliation, 2) Humanitarian
Assistance, 3) Human Rights Monitoring and 4) Public Information.

Security Cooperation. PISCES will weave an inter-digitative strategic web of
diplomatic treaties, economic contracts and military interdependencies to coordinate
international effortsin the creation of an interactive Security Net. This mission will
incorporate the PDD 55 missions for: 1) Military Support, 2) Demobilization and 3) Social
Reconciliation.

Environmental Security. PISCES will respond to manmade and natural disastersin
order to reconstruct a safe, stable and secure environment in which civil, economic and
political systems are allowed to flourish. This mission would incorporate the prior MOOTW
missions of 1) Basic Public Services and 2) Economic Restoration.

Designating the CSF asa*“police” force rather than a“military” force provides
greater flexibility to the team. Asalaw enforcement agency, the CSF will be allowed to
search, seize and arrest. The CSF will require specia national and international law training
and SWAT type training in the urban environment. This designation will also allow North
Com to task PISCES to Homeland Security missions. Finally, this designation will benefit
PISCES during humanitarian operations, in that it will obviate the foreign perception that the
“American Military isinvading.”

PISCES will allow the CoComs to assume the lead in Preventive Diplomacy and
Cooperative Security at home and abroad. It will become anew military tool to coordinate
an exit strategy following conventional warfare. (See Appendix J) It will also bridge the gap
between U.S. National-Military-State and Local disaster relief agencies. PISCES can be the

most effective means to build upon the valuable lessons learned over a decade of NGO-
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military interactions. Alternatively, the CoCom could utilize PISCES to expand his factor of
space, multiply his factor of force and reduce his factor of time. Conversely, he can also
deploy his core competencies (namely global situational awareness, responsiveness, and
long-range, precision-strike capabilities) to support PISCES missions. Either way, friendly
and civilian casualties will be minimized.

APPLICATION

One can explore the CoCom’ s options, had PISCES been an established Functional
Combatant Command in 1991. Prior to the September 11" attacks (9-11), Special Operations
Command Centra Command (SOCCENT) would have limited numbers of fluent forces
scattered through out the Middle East in order to conduct ongoing intelligence operations.
Following 9-11, SOCCENT would request additional assets from PISCES, and would begin
in-depth socia and civil evaluations in the proposed Theater of Operationsin order to
develop a comprehensive picture of the current psycho-socia structure, to extrapolate the
critical strengths and weaknesses into the post-hostility period and to identify NGOs which
have an interest in the area. For Operation Iragi Freedom, PISCES forces would be phased
into the theater through out hostilities and would be in place prior to beginning peacekeeping
operations. Each mgjor city would have a PISCES “ city-council” structure which would
operate “side-by-side” and parallel with their counterpart local national personnel in order to
plan, organize and operate basic civil functions. Each PISCES “city team” would interact
with local resources and NGO at a city-wide (or smaller if necessary) Civil Military
Operations Center (CMOC) and would forward requests for “tailored packages’ of assetsto

CENTC OM through the chain-of-command. Each PISCES community would turn-over
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control to itslocal counterpart on atime-line established at the local level, depending on the
specific requirements and resources available.

CONCLUSION

PISCES will allow today’s Service Chiefs to train, equip and fund troops to dominate
all Complex Contingency Operations. The Combatant Commanders will utilize PISCES to
assume the lead in Preventive Diplomacy and Cooperative Security, at home and abroad.
PISCES will not only lead the transformation required in our new Nationa Security Strategy,
but it will be the transformer which allows today’ s multitude of political operating systemsto
communicate. Even though lessons have been learned and applied to the strategic and
operational evolution of Political-Military Interactions, current Combatant Commanders need
the ability to interact with, influence and facilitate the “ground assets” of NGOs, IGO’sand
PVO's. PISCESistherequisitetoolsfor confronting future Complex Contingency

Operations.
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APPENDIX A

U.S. MILITARY INVOLVMENT IN MOOTW

The USAF reports involvement in over eight-hundred MOOTW over the past 80

years. Since 1983 the United States Military has learned lessons from multiple such

operations including:

1983
1983
1987
1989
1989
1990
1991
1991
1991
1991
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1992
1993
1995

Lebanon, Marine Barracks

Grenada intervention

Berlin: bombing / Lybia: Eldorado Canyon

Panama: Blue Spoon / Just Cause

JTF - Alaska Oil Spill

Desert Shield / Storm

Operation Provide Comfort: Turkey and Northern Iraq
Sea Angel: Bangladesh

Fiery Vigil: Philippines

Guantanamo Haitian Refugees

Operation Provide Hope: Former Soviet Union
Operation Provide Relief: Kenya-Somalia

Hurricane Andrew: Florida/Louisiana

Typhoon Omar: Guam

Typhoon Iniki: Hawaii

Operation Restore Hope: Somalia

Operation Provide Promise: Former Rep of Yugoslavia/ Bosnia
Operation Allied Force, Kosovo

The constraints imposed on the CoCom by the current system are illustrated through

the MOOTW involvement of the USAF over the past eighty years and through more than

800 operations. The Air Force' sfirst magjor MOOTW success was the Berlin Airlift. Since

the end of the Cold War however, multiple types of small conflicts and non-combat

operations placed exceptional demands on the USAF. “Peace operations’ accounted for 90%

of all sorties flown between the end of the Cold War and