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In 1998, 1st Armored Division plan-
ners discovered that the process de-
scribed in FM 6-20-10 Tactics

Techniques, and Procedures for the Tar-
geting Process could be used to inte-
grate information operations (IO) into
tactical operations. (See the article “In-
tegrating Targeting and Information Op-
erations in Bosnia” by Lieutenant Colo-
nel Steven Curtis, Captain Robert A. B.
Curris and Major Romanych, July-Au-
gust 1998.) With continuous refinement,
the targeting process has progressed to
another plateau three years later.

During operations in Kosovo, field
support teams from the US Army Land
Information Activity (LIWA) in con-
junction with the fire support element
(FSE) from the 1st Brigade, 1st Armored
Division, refined the process. The team

expanded targeting to merge IO not on-
ly to synchronize lethal and IO engage-
ment assets, but also to focus all the
command’s nonlethal engagement as-
sets into a single, integrated operation.

This article explains how Task Force
(TF) Falcon (1st Armored Division)
employed the targeting process during
Operation Joint Guardian in Kosovo
from April to December 2000 to plan
and execute nonlethal maneuver, civil-
military operations (CMO) and IO en-
gagements. These engagements shaped
the environment for future TF opera-
tions.

Operational Framework. TF Fal-
con’s primary mission was to maintain
a safe, secure environment for the local
populous, international community and
TF Falcon soldiers. To do this, the TF

planned and executed tactical opera-
tions within an operational framework
of maneuver, CMO and IO. Within these
three elements of “combat” power are
various nonlethal operations, such as
troop presence activities, FA illumina-
tion missions, humanitarian assistance,
medical civilian assistance program
(MEDCAP), psychological operations
(PSYOP) and public affairs.

The major challenge of targeting for
peace support operations is to shape the
operational environment using nonle-
thal assets and means. In conventional
conflict, enemy formations and func-
tions are targeted and the battlefield is
cleanly divided into deep, close and
rear operations; in peace support opera-
tions, “adversary” target sets are the
populace’s societal institutions and the
“battlefield” is a nonlinear maneuver
space defined in terms of time and events
rather than geographic locations.

To shape this ambiguous environment,
TF Falcon employed PSYOP teams, a
public affairs detachment, civil affairs
tactical support teams, combat camera
teams, medical treatment teams, unit
commanders and unit patrols. These
dissimilar nonlethal assets used equally
disparate means, such as PSYOP loud-
speaker operations and handbills, radio
broadcasts, press releases and media
events, medical assistance programs,
reconstruction and short-term employ-
ment projects, face-to-face meetings and
force presence.

The Kosovo Experience
By Chief Warrant Officer Two Richard L. Gonzales

and Major (Retired) Marc J. Romanych, AD
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Nonlethal
Targeting Revisited
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The key to integrating nonlethal as-
sets is a concept of “fires” (called “en-
gagement”) that focuses available
means on those selected leaders and
populace groups that influence the atti-
tudes and behavior of the general popu-
lace. Procedurally, the development of
a nonlethal concept of engagement is
the same as traditional targeting meth-
odology. The difference is in the de-
sired targeting effects (e.g., influence,
warn, co-opt rather than destroy, dam-
age, etc.) and the types of targets, whose
most important characteristic is their
ability to influence the populace.

TF Falcon’s analysis and control ele-
ment (ACE) produced two products for
nonlethal targeting: a 30-day intelli-
gence estimate and a high-value target
list (HVTL). These products were used
to develop the concept of engagement
and the high-payoff target list (HPTL).

The 30-day intelligence estimate de-
scribed TF Falcon’s future operating
environment. The ACE accomplished
this by identifying changes in the envi-
ronment that could affect friendly op-
erations and predicting courses of ac-
tion (COAs), or at least the intentions,
of individuals, organizations and popu-
lace groups that could negatively im-
pact the TF’s mission.

Threats to the mission included ethnic
and political violence, obstructionist

interference or insurgent and criminal
activities. The HVTL listed those indi-
viduals and groups in the area of re-
sponsibility (AOR) that controlled or
influenced the populace who had been
identified as threats to the TF mission.
Typical HVTs were political, civil and
religious leaders and discrete populace
groups, such as internally displaced per-
sons, residents of specific villages or crimi-
nal groups.

The Targeting Cycle. The targeting
cycle drove the decide, detect, deliver
and assess (D3A) targeting functions
(see Figure 1). TF Falcon adopted a
three-week targeting cycle divided into
one-week segments. In each week, a
D3A function(s) was performed. Thus,
the decide function was accomplished
in the first week, detect in the second,
and deliver and assess functions con-
currently during the third week.

The decide function began each
Wednesday with the development of a
concept of engagement and culminated
on Sunday with the publication of a
targeting fragmentary order (FRAGO).
The engagement concept consisted of
TF-level nonlethal engagements, ma-
neuver collection requirements, MED-
CAPs, directed CMO and supporting
battalion IO tasks. The concept of en-
gagement was planned for a one-week
targeting period, two weeks in advance

of current operations. Planned activi-
ties and engagements were reviewed
and adjusted the week before their ex-
ecution to reflect changes in the AOR.

After the FRAGO was issued, the de-
tect function provided TF-level assets
(e.g., PSYOP, civil affair and public
affairs) and subordinate battalions time
to plan assigned engagements and target-
ing tasks. Units had one week to develop
a plan to execute the engagements as-
signed by the targeting FRAGO.

The deliver and assess functions oc-
curred concurrently as assigned engage-
ments and targeting tasks were executed,
reported and assessed. Generally, un-
less otherwise required, tasked units
reported the status of engagements and
targeting tasks to TF Falcon once each
week.

Meetings and Work Groups. The de-
cide function was composed of three
meetings and three special working
groups. The meetings (an initial Tar-
geting Meeting, Executive Targeting
Meeting and the Commander’s Deci-
sion Briefing) were the mechanisms by
which the concept of engagement was
developed, coordinated, integrated and
approved. Three working groups pro-
vided analytical information to support
the development of the concept of en-
gagement: the IO, civil affairs and as-
sessment working groups.
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Figure 1: TF Falcon Targeting Cycle
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The targeting cycle started with an
initial Targeting Meeting. The purpose
of the meeting was to produce a concept
of engagement for the planned target-
ing period. The concept was developed
by defining the operational environ-
ment, reviewing the mission statement
and commander’s guidance, and out-
lining planned TF operations for the
proposed targeting period. This infor-
mation then served as the basis for
developing targeting objectives, tasks,
targets and priorities for TF-level and
subordinate battalion engagements. The
targeting team then developed CMO
and MEDCAP activities.

In the Executive Targeting Meeting,
the TF chief of staff reviewed the pro-
posed concept of engagement and sup-
porting maneuver, CMO and IO with
the primary staff. The purpose of the
meeting was to ensure staff integration
and unity of effort commensurate with
the commander’s guidance.

The meeting’s analytical summary
included the status of the previous
week’s intelligence, maneuver, CMO
and IO; reviewed the upcoming week’s
targeting plan; and discussed the pro-
posed concept of engagement. The TF
chief of staff directed changes to the
proposed concept of engagement be-
fore the concept was briefed to the com-
mander.

The Commanding General’s Decision
Briefing was the forum for the TF com-
mander to approve or revise the con-
cept of engagement and provide guid-
ance for future targeting. At the end of
the meeting, the targeting team wrote
and issued the weekly targeting FRA-
GO.

The Assessment Working Group as-
sessed the effectiveness of the previous
week’s engagements. The group deter-
mined targeting effectiveness by as-
sessing information and intelligence
from unit operations and intelligence
reports as well as input from the IO
Working Group (IOWG) and Civil Af-
fairs Working Group (CAWG). The
assessment group developed measures
of effectiveness to quantify the extent
to which the targets were serviced. This
information then was checked against
the current targeting objectives to de-
termine whether the desired targeting
effects were being achieved.

The IOWG was the IO section’s fo-
rum to coordinate TF IO, including IO
targeting tasks. The CAWG was the
G5’s forum for coordinating CMO with
other TF operations.

The Targeting Team. The targeting
team planned, coordinated, integrated
and directed the TF’s targeting effort.
The core targeting team consisted of
the FSE targeting officer; IO analyst;
and G2, G3, and G5 representatives.
These members represented TF Falcon’s
three elements of combat power (ma-
neuver, CMO and IO) and linked target-
ing meetings and working groups with
other staff functions that interfaced with
the targeting process. Other staff repre-
sentatives, such as from PSYOP, public
affairs and medical planners, helped the
targeting team, as needed.

The FSE targeting officer headed the
targeting team and orchestrated the tar-
geting cycle. The targeting officer also
chaired the Targeting Meeting and pro-
duced the weekly targeting FRAGO.

The IO analyst developed and pro-
vided IO input to the targeting process.
Because IO is a major component of
nonlethal engagements, the IO analyst
led the development of the nonlethal
concept of engagement and produced
the target synchronization matrix (TSM)
and the IO execution matrix for the
weekly targeting FRAGO.

The G2 representative produced and
updated the 30-day assessment and
HVTL for the planned targeting period

and interfaced with the ACE to develop
and assess the collection effort. The G3
representative established targeting pri-
orities and synchronized the targeting
effort with maneuver operations. The G3
representative also planned, coordinated
and assessed the maneuver component of
the nonlethal concept of engagement.

The civil affairs rep planned and as-
sessed the CMO component of the non-
lethal concept of engagement. The PSYOP
rep planned supporting PSYOP activities
and assessed populace attitudes. The
medical rep planned and coordinated
MEDCAPs and other medical activities
to support the targeting objectives.

Targeting Products. The targeting
team used standard fire support prod-
ucts (e.g., the HPTL and TSM) to de-
velop, coordinate and integrate the con-
cept of engagement for TF assets and
subordinate maneuver battalions.

HPTL. TF Falcon used a modified
HPTL (see Figure 2). HPTs were se-
lected from the G2’s HVTL, based on
whether or not engaging the target would
produce the desired effect (i.e., payoff
in support of planned operations). HPTs
were selected if critical to both the
adversary’s needs and the friendly con-
cept of the operation as expressed by
the targeting objectives.
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Figure 2: High-Payoff Target List (HPTL)
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Targeting objectives focused TF as-
sets on leaders and population groups
to produce a desired effect that contrib-
uted to accomplishing the mission.
Unlike a conventional HPTL that con-
tains only adversary targets, the HPTL
for a peace support operation also in-
cludes “friendly” leaders and populace
groups that support TF operations.

Target sets and individual targets were
rank-ordered on the HPTL by their rela-
tive importance to the populace and
their geographic area of influence. The
rank-order, or priority, sometimes
changed, depending on the TF’s focus
and concentration of effort.

On the TF Falcon HPTL, the influ-
ence of a person or group was recorded
in columns that indicated areas within
the AOR where the leaders were influ-
ential, typically in unit sectors. This dis-
tinction significantly helped the targeting
team select HPTs, develop engagement
criteria and assign delivery assets.

Once constructed, the HPTL was re-
viewed and adjusted each week during
the Targeting Meeting. The nature of
the targets and nonlethal engagements
made dynamic revisions to the HPTL
unnecessary. Unlike combat operations
where targets are attacked according to

the priorities of the HPTL, in peace
support operations, HPTs are engaged
by priority, but nonlethal targets rarely
are removed from the HPTL. In TF
Falcon, targets remained on the HPTL
but were re-prioritized and re-engaged,
as needed.

TSM. The TSM is a tool used to estab-
lish the targeting objectives and syn-
chronize the D3A engagements for the
targeting period. The targeting team
produced the TSM for the TF staff and
units to use to plan and execute engage-
ments and was included in the weekly
targeting FRAGO. (See the modified
TSM in Figure 3.)

The targeting team used targeting ob-
jectives—for example, the two shown
at the top of Figure 3—to translate the
commander’s intent, concept of the
operation and planning guidance into
nonlethal targeting of the populace and
their societal institutions. Because tra-
ditional targeting objective terms (i.e.,
limit, disrupt, delay, divert, destroy and
damage) did not always describe the
desired effects, the targeting team had
to use other terms. TF Falcon used the
terms “reduce,” “minimize” and “in-
crease” in the targeting objectives to
describe the desired nonlethal effects.

Like other TSMs, the modified matrix
used in TF Falcon assigned specific
decide, detect, deliver and assess re-
sponsibilities for every planned HPT.
However, there were differences in the
information entered into the matrix,
most notably engagement means, and
the use of non-standard terms to de-
scribe nonlethal attack effects.

The primary means of engaging key
leaders was verbal messages delivered
during face-to-face meetings. The mes-
sages were a set of five to seven talking
points used by the person conducting
the meeting to guide the conversation.
Specific messages were developed for
each target set and, on occasion, for in-
dividual targets. Messages were
matched to targets in the TSM’s deliver
column and attached to the TSM.

TF Falcon used non-standard attack
(engagement) effects for nonlethal en-
gagements. To avoid confusion, the
effects were explained in detail at the
bottom of the TSM (Figure 3).

Targeting FRAGO. The targeting
FRAGO directed the execution of the
targeting concept of engagement. The
FRAGO was issued each week on Sun-
day night for execution by subordinate
elements one week later. In addition to
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2. Reduce populace acceptance of ethnically motivated violence.
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Figure 3: Target Synchronization Matrix (TSM) for Information Operations Targets. Task Force Falcon messages in the “How” column
were “Do not interfere in KFOR [Kosovo Force] operations,” “Cooperate with the KFOR,” “Violence does not solve anything,” and others.

Effects:
Inform—Provide information (to counter misinformation).
Influence—Curtail or cause a specific action.
Warn—Provide notice of intent (to prevent a specific action).
Co-Opt—Gain cooperation.

Disorganize—Reduce effectiveness or ability.
Isolate—Minimize power or influence.
Deny—Render ineffective by physically denying (e.g., confis-
cate equipment, detain personnel, occupy terrain, etc.).
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the TSM, the FRAGO included the
commander’s guidance, priority intel-
ligence requirements (PIRs), maneuver
collection tasks, an IO execution ma-
trix, TF-level directed civil affairs ac-
tivities and MEDCAPs, and engage-
ment re-tasking.

Maneuver collection tasks included
increased or re-directed presence pa-
trols in a specific area, mobile tactical
checkpoints or increased monitoring
and reporting of certain activities. These
tasks were in named areas of interest
(NAIs) and assigned to the maneuver
battalions for execution. Maneuver in-
telligence collection tasks were linked
to collection requirements (e.g., PIRs),
but also to specific tasks from the IO
execution matrix.

Engagement re-tasking involved ad-
justing the previous week’s targeting
FRAGO and directing re-engagements
of previously engaged targets. The
FRAGO also addressed re-tasking for
maneuver and (or) IO resulting from
changes in the operational environment.

Assessment. Lacking quantifiable
physical evidence, nonlethal targeting
effects are necessarily subtle. Engage-
ment effects may be a target’s response
or non-response or changes in efforts
and techniques. Targeting effects may
be manifested as trends, activities and
patterns in the operational environment.
Effects also can be as simple as the
absence of activity.

To assess the status of the targeting
effort, the TF Falcon targeting team
reviewed unit intelligence and opera-
tions reports for information that indi-

cated whether the targeting effort was
achieving its objectives. Two types of
information were gathered.

The first was incident data, which was
a record of key incidents that occurred
during a targeting period. These inci-
dents were evaluated and categorized
as being either negative (counter to a
safe, secure environment) or positive
(inter-ethnic cooperation or observance
of the rule of law) in relation to the TF’s
mission. Examples of negative incidents
tracked by TF Falcon included acts of
ethnic violence, civil disobedience and
anti-Kosovo Force (KFOR) rhetoric. Posi-
tive incidents included peaceful demon-
strations and refugee returns.

The tracked incidents must be defined
in sufficient detail to ensure continuity
of categorization from one targeting
period to the next. The recorded inci-
dents then can be analyzed to determine
trends over time (weekly and monthly)
and across the AOR by unit sector.

The second type of collected informa-
tion was an indicator. These were sig-
nificant events that provided an indica-
tion of change in the operational envi-
ronment. TF Falcon examples of such
events included an attack on an impor-
tant political faction leader, anti-KFOR
graffiti in several villages within the
same municipality or a series of violent
demonstrations. To properly assess and
analyze this type of information, the
targeting team had to have knowledge
of the AOR, operational environment,
populace culture and other factors to
determine the relevance of the event to
targeting effectiveness.
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Conclusion. The greatest value of
employing the targeting process for
peace support operations is its ability to
direct disparate assets and means into a
single, focused operation. First Bri-
gade’s experience in Kosovo not only
reaffirmed the use of the D3A process as
an integration tool for IO, but also
proved the process can synchronize
nonlethal maneuver, CMO and IO en-
gagements.

But work still remains. Peace support
operation planners must define target-
ing objectives and attack effects to re-
flect the focus of their nonlethal targeting
plus develop a methodology to assess the
effects of nonlethal engagements.

D3A has been proven as an effective
methodology to synchronize maneu-
ver, CMO and IO both in Bosnia and
Kosovo. In Kosovo, nonlethal engage-
ments were credited with successfully
shaping the environment for day-to-day
operations and diffusing several poten-
tially volatile situations, as well as setting
the conditions for significant events, such
as the Kosovo municipal elections.

Further innovations are required if the
targeting process is to realize its full po-
tential in peace support operations.

US troops from the 1st Infantry Division in Kosovo conduct cordon and search operations.
Timely, specific intelligence is required to engage the correct target.


