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       APPENDIX B

          GENERAL GUIDELINES DURING IPB

They couldn’t hit an elephant at this dist… 

                           - Last words of General John Sedgwick,

                            Battle of Spotsylvania, 1864

INTRODUCTION

When conducting IPB, the G2/S2 should acquire all the intelligence information, data, and facts available and analyze the information and develop detailed products appropriate for the specific METT-TC situation being considered.  This involves research about the threat and the battlefield environment in order to keep the commander’s intent and guidance up front in all processes within the MDMP.  However, what happens when gaps occur as a result of information not available or is received too late to develop products into initial IPB analysis process?

Fortunately, the G2/S2 can still produce quality IPB products even when some of the conclusions are built using “ballpark” figures based on assumptions.  This appendix provides guidelines for each step in the IPB process when more exact information has not been provided or is unavailable.  The charts and data in this appendix should be used only when better and timely information are not available.

The guidelines herein are statistical averages or are based on specific forces and will sometimes be misleading when applied to a particular situation.  For example, in the EVALUATE THE THREAT paragraph, the guidance is based on Soviet style and US style forces.  If you are evaluating a threat that does not follow one of these two models, develop the database to the point where the G2/S2 can construct similar guidelines for the force under consideration.

Avoid relying on “ballpark” figures.  Acquire the information that is pertinent to the unit’s specific circumstances.  Tailor the evaluations to the specific equipment types, organizations, and training status of the units being analyzed.  For example, if a unit is especially skilled in night operations, periods of low visibility or illumination are likely to have little effect on its operations.  Units equipped with a particular vehicle type may be less affected by mobility constraints than the figures herein may indicate.  However, judicious use of these guidelines can help one through most tough analysis situations.

DEFINE THE BATTLEFIELD ENVIRONMENT 

The AO will almost always be established by higher headquarters.  In those cases where it is not, your commander establishes its limits based on provided intent and desired endstate. 

The AOI should be drawn to include the terrain in which activity may occur that would affect the upcoming mission.  In a conventional operation, a typical mission for maneuver battalion might last 12 hours.  Therefore, the AOI should be drawn to include any characteristics of the battlefield, including threat units that can affect the mission’s success within the next 12 hours.  Figures B-1 and B-2 give guidance for establishing the limits of ground and air AOIs.

COMMAND ECHELON                                                           AOI

     Battalion                                                                     Up to 12 hours

     Brigade                                                                       Up to 24 hours

     Division                                                                       Up to 72 hours

     Corps                                                                          Up to 96 hours

     EAC                                                                             Over 96 hours

Figure B-1.  Mission times.
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Figure B-2.  Air areas of interest.

 DESCRIBE THE BATTLEFIELD EFFECTS 

Products of this step in the IPB process depict the effects of the battlefield environment on the operations and broad COAs available to threat and friendly forces.  Regardless of the detail in the initial overlays, the final product should show the options for the employment of both threat and friendly forces.  

The final product prepared to support planning for a conventional operation by a friendly mechanized or armor unit, regardless of who is attacking or defending, should include – 

· Mobility corridors for units two echelons below the level of the major unit under consideration.

· AAs through the AO for units one echelon below the level of the major attacking unit.  These are constructed by connecting mobility corridors and RESTRICTED terrain to likely objectives.

· Locations along the AAs that offer defensible terrain to units two echelons below the level of major defending unit.

· Key and decisive terrain.  

· The most important of other chacteristics of the battlefield environment (such as weather or politics).

The final product prepared to support planning for a conventional offense by a light infantry command (threat and friendly) should include – 

· Objective areas that allow for a surprise attack by light infantry.  This usually means an objective area near close terrain.

· Terrain near the objective areas that allows for concealed assault positions.

· A combination of infiltration lanes, LZs, and AAs that allows for the stealthy movement of light infantry to the assault positions.

The final product prepared to support planning for a conventional defense by a 
light infantry battalion (threat or friendly) should include –

· Choke points along the mechanized or armor AAs that allow for strongpoints that would not be bypassed easily.

· Close terrain (usually RESTRICTED) within the mechanized or armor AAs that allow large amounts of light infantry to achieve flank and rear shots against armored vehicles at ranges of 100 meters or less.

· Defensible terrain along light infantry AAs.  Ideally, the defense is comprised of a network of ambushes.

EVALUATE THE THREAT 

Evaluating the threat comprises two efforts:  building the database and using the database to construct threat models.

Use the traditional OB factors to evaluate the threat (see FM 34-3).  IPB analysts may often find it necessary to construct their own OB files using the following tools from the processing step of the intelligence cycle:

· Intelligence files.

· SITMAP.

· Coordinates register.

· Intelligence journal.

· Intelligence workbook.

· Activities matrix.

· Association matrix.

· Link diagram.

· Time event chart. 

“Composition” can be described using standard line-and-block charts; “disposition” can be described using a SITMAP.  Similarly, other graphic aids can be used to show many of the OB factors.

The “tactics” portion of the OB files requires significant effort for effective presentation.  The analyst should first build “threat models” by observing, or studying reports of, threat training or combat operations.  Once the analyst gains an understanding of threat procedures, one can document the threat model using the following techniques: 

· Develop a doctrinal template – Graphically portray the employment of threat units throughout the operation.  Concentrate on the details.  At what speeds do threat forces move when deployed?  What speeds when in column?  How much space between individual weapons systems?  How much space between units?  How much space does a unit occupy on the offense?  How much space on the defense?

· Develop a doctrinal narrative – Describe the tasks that each subordinate unit will accomplish during the operation.  The written narrative can be expressed either in paragraph form or in a standard sychronization matrix that has subordinate units on one axis and time duration on the other axis.

· Develop HVTs based on doctrine – What are the tactical systems that the threat depends upon for the successful accomplishment of the procedure?

Fortunately, there are certain constants affecting the operations of the military forces of any nationality.  These fundamentals of tactics can be learned through – 

· Effective battle-focused training.

· The study of military history.

· Mentoring by battle-seasoned soldiers.

Sustained pursuit of “battlefield common sense” greatly simplifies the development of threat models.  Learn the tactics of your own friendly forces and your specific unit.  Wartime history of other nations also gives a vast collection of lessons learned to draw from when needed in battle.  This gives the G2/S2 a framework that enables effective communication.  It also provides the basis against which to compare the doctrine of any threat the G2/S2 may face in the future:

· How is it different from US doctrine?

· How is it the same?

· What does the threat do to minimize the vulnerabilities associated with any given operation?

· How do the details of the threat model relate to doctrine and TTP?  For example, how does the spacing of units relate to weapon range capabilities?  If range capabilities increase, will units deploy farther apart?

For more ideas on developing threat models, see Chapter 3.  Remember that threat models are a combination of information and generalized data regarding the threat which do not necessarily depend upon the specific battlefield environment.  Threat COAs are conversely tied to specific METT-TC situations.

DETERMINE THREAT COAs 

Threat COAs are the situation application of the threat model.  Furthermore, one threat model may generate a number of threat COAs when applied to a specific battlefield environment.  For example, a “typical guerrilla ambush” threat model may spawn several ambush threat COAs along a specific route.

A threat COA model has three components:

· Situation template – a graphic portrayal of the employment of threat subordinate units and assets during execution of the COA.

· Situation narrative – a written description of threat actions during the COA.  This can be in the form of a paragraph or a synchronization matrix.

· Situation HVTs – the identification of specific HVTs that the threat needs to retain for successful execution of the COA.

DEFENSE

When developing threat COAs for a traditional mechanized or armor defense, consider the general threat COA options by studying the options for defense identified during the evaluation of the battlefield environment’s effects on operations.  Where are potential defensive positions and engagement areas?  Fully consider:

· Reverse slope and forward slope defenses.

· Defenses that are weighed more heavily on one AA (or mobility corridor) than another.

· Area defenses versus mobile defenses.

· Linear defenses versus defenses in depth.

· Mixed defensive system.

· Delaying defenses.

· Use of battle positions, strongpoints, and defenses in sector.

For each threat COA identified, situationally template (in order):

· Engagement areas and supporting obstacle systems.

· Unit range fans covering engagement areas with direct fire weapons.  Template units two echelons below the level of the major defending unit.

· CATK force locations, routes, and attack by fire positions.  Include TPLs depicting the force’s movement from assembly areas to commitment.

· Artillery locations supporting the main and covering force battles.  Include range fans for the closest possible guns, howitzer, and mortar.

· Primary and subsequent positions for the covering force units.

· ADA positions.

· Engagement areas and air AA for CAS aircraft and attack helicopters.

· Reconnaissance positions.

· C4 I locations.

· CSS unit and activity positions.

· Alternate and supplementary positions for maneuver forces.

· Control measures, particularly boundaries and CATK objectives.

For each threat COA, use a situational narrative or depiction using a matrix for the timing and sequencing of(
· Initial engagements by covering force, artillery, and the main battle forces.

· Withdrawal of the covering force.

· Commitment of threat reserves.

· Possibility of repositioning defending forces from the supporting attack area to the main attack area.

· Failure options statement for the main battle forces.


OFFENSE

When developing threat COAs for a traditional mechanized or armor offense, consider the general threat COA options by studying the effects of the battlefield environment on military operations.  Fully consider: 

· Movement-to-contact versus deliberate attack procedures.

· Attack formations, such as subordinate units in column, subordinate units abreast, or in some combination.

· Attacking on multiple AAs versus supporting attack on different AAs.

· Depth of threat objectives within sector.

· Threat intent.  Is the threat’s objective to destroy friendly forces or sieze key terrain?

· Use of follow-on forces.  Will the threat use reserves or “follow and support” forces?

· Use of “fixing” forces or support by fire forces.

· Combined arms operations.  Consider mixing heavy and light forces; for example, using air assaults to seize key terrain, using special forces for deep objectives, or amphibious operations to turn flanks.

· Defeat mechanisms via forms of maneuver, such as infiltration, frontal attack, envelopment, turning movement, and penetration.

For each threat COA, situationally template( 

· Axis of advance.

· Objectives.

· Control measures.

· TPL estimates depicting movement.

· Support positions for artillery and ADA assets.  Include range fans.

· Engagement areas and air AAs for use by CAS aircraft and attack helicopters.

· Failure option statements; for example, what might the threat do if their planned COA begins to fail?

For each threat COA, situationally narrate the scheme of maneuver through the duration of the attack.  Do not limit the description to only the maneuver forces' role in the operation.  Examine how each functional area will support the COA (for example, chemical unit for smoke, ADA, FA, air supporting units, IO possibilities).  If time permits, the IPB analyst should prepare a full functional area synchronization matrix for each threat COA.

Another technique is the show “snapshots” of the threat COA at different critical times during the operation.  This would include a set of situational templates with narratives to describe each threat COA at various points during its execution.

Usually, the most effective way to present threat COAs is to use the US methodology and symbols described in FM 101-5 and FM 101-5-1.

Another technique is to use the actual operational graphics of the threat force.  This technique is effective only if all unit personnel who will use the IPB products are familiar with the threat’s graphics and symbology techniques.

EVENT TEMPLATES

Event templates always focus on features of the threat’s COAs that will allow one to confirm or deny their adoption.  Consider the following:

Offense:

· Linear NAIs across AAs.

· NAIs at intersecting points of AAs or mobility corridors that define threat COAs.

· NAIs on threat TPLs to facilitate friendly tracking of threat movement.

· NAIs on expected locations of HPTs.  HPTs and their supporting NAIs are developed during wargaming and the targeting process.

Defense:

· Defensive positions, both primarily and secondary.

· CATK force assembly areas.

· CATK routes.

· Withdrawal routes.

· NAIs on expected HPT locations.  HPTs and their supporting NAIs are developed during wargaming and the targeting process.

EXAMPLE: 


In 1939 the British and French Armies used a rule of thumb to classify the Ardennes Forest as unsuitable for use by German Panzer units.  In 1994 the American Army assumed an economy of force posture in the Ardennes for similar reasons.  In both cases the Allies paid dearly for not having forecast and wargamed the COA the Germans actually chose.
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