Battle Command Training Program
(BCTP)

Synchronizing Engineers: Weighting the Main
Effort in the Defense

By Lieutenant Colonel Ron Light

“The nature of water is that it avoids heights and hastens
to the lowlands. When a dam is broken, the water cascades
with irresistible force. Now the shape of an army resembles
water. Take advantage of the enemy’s unpreparedness; attack
him when he does not expect it; avoid his sirength and strike
his emptiness, and like watey, none can oppose you."

Sun Tzu, The Art of War

In the offense, doctrine tells us that “commanders aitack to
avoid the enemy’s main strength.” It should come as no sur-
prise that the enemy seeks to do the same thing. As Sun Tzu
noted, “the enemy flows like water, seeking the path of least
resistance.” However, sometimes engineers miss this point as
they shape the battlefield during the defense. This article briefly
reviews what it means to weight engineers in support of the
defense.

Before exploring this concept, we must understand an im-
portant condition of the battlefield: the enemy is observing our
defensive preparations, Wherever we have fought in the past
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and wherever we will fight in the future, the enemy is watch-
ing. During Warfighter exercises conducted by the Battle Com

mand Training Program, the World Class Opposing Force
(WCOPFOR) is adept at inserting special-purpose forces (SPF)
throughout friendly forces’ areas of operation. The WCOPFOR
bases much of its plan on the information these SPF teams
report.

What do the SPF teams report during our preparations for
the defense? Just as at the “dirt” combar training centers, the
teams look for and report on the activities of friendly engi-
neers. As an engineer once observed during a training rota-
tion at the National Training Center, “Find his bulldozers, and
you've found his detense.” SPF teams are trained to look for
engineers, armored combat earthmovers, and Volcano
countermobility systems. With this information. the battle-
field calculus to predict where our main defense effort is be-
comes relatively simple for the WCOPFOR. Simply stated, en-
gineer activity is usually an accurate gauge to predict our
main effort.

More often than not, friendly engineers make it far too
easy for the WCOPFOR to identify the main effort. In the
defense, engineer staffs weight the division’s or corps’s main
effort (the force which will do most of the killing on the batile-
field) with engineers. The main effort ends up in a strongpoint
defense, and supporting efforts are relatively much weaker.
As noted above, two things happen when this occurs. First,
WCOPFOR SPF teams see this asset allocation, and they re-
port accordingly. Second, the commander of the WCOPFOR
uses this information to plan his attack against our weakness,
More often than not, the WCOPFOR correctly reads where
the friendly main effort is by identifying where the preponder-
ance of friendly engineers are arrayed on the battlefield—and
he attacks elsewhere. The enemy flows like water.

The figure on page 19 illustrates this point. The enemy was
known to he attacking from the east. The division designated
that Ist Brigade (in the center) was the main effort. This is
where the division commander wanted the enemy to go and
where he wanted to kill the enemy. In the north, 2d Brigade
was a supporting effort, as was the 3d Brigade in the south.
Notice, however, where engineers were arrayed on the battle-
field. The bar chart in the figure shows that Ist Brigade
received most of the engineer assets available: 20 engineer
platoons. Moreover, 1st Brigade also received the largest allo-
cation of Class IV/V (obstacle) barrier material: 174 short tons,

Recalling that the enemy is adept at reporting on our de-
fense preparations, where do you suppose he attacked? Seck-
ing 1o avoid friendly strength (easily read as 1st Brigade), and
noting a relative weakness between the two supporting ef-
forts, the cnemy attacked into 2d Brigade in the north. The
ensuing fight was quick and brutal.

By now it is probably obvious that weighting engineers in
the defense does not usually mean weighting the main effort
with engineers. The enemy will avoid our strength. One of the
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we array engineer forces. We can deceive or mislead the enemy
as to where our main effort is by weighting engineers to our
supporting efforts.

Of course, we must allocate some countermobility assets to
the main effori. Remember, however, that doctrine urges com-
manders to mass effects, not necessarily assets. We can allo-
cate close air support and air Volcano missions to the main
effort. These assets allow us to mass countermobility effects
m a very short time. Moreover, with planning we can use these
assets relatively late during our defensive preparations, when
the enemy has less time to react. This technique was used
effectively by a unit during a recent Warfighter exercise.

So what does it mean to “weight engineers in support of the
defense?” Usually it does not mean making the main effort an
impregnable force with all of the division’s allocation of mines,
wire, and pickets. What it does mean is creating a condition on
the battlefield that confuses the enemy and causes him to com-
mit his forces not against what he perceives to be our weak-
ness but against our strength.

Lieutenant Colonel Light is the senior engineer observer/
controller for the Bartle Command Training Program at Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas. He is scheduled to command the Ho-
nolulu District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, in July 2000.
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Joint Readiness Training Center
(JRTC)
The Engineer Survivability Execution Matrix

By Sergeant First Class Isaac N. Horton and Sergeant First
Class Thomas V. Murray

We have observed a trend at the Joint Readiness Training
Center concerning the engineer survivability execution matrix
and how it impacts force-protection operations here and ulti-
mately on the modern battlefield. The trend is that units em-
ploy the age-old blocked-time survivability execution matrix.
This means that rather than conducting a detailed mission analy-
sis, each unit with an established priority is allocated the same
amount of time and engineer assets. The result is that the
final product we observe routinely fails to adequately address
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force-protection requirements, link time and the resources avail-
able, and command and control engineer resources that ex-
ecute lorce protection in support of the brigade.

The unit encounters many unnecessary challenges in ex-
ecuting these types of matrices and in protecting the force
according to the commander’s intent. Force-protection levels
are not linked to enemy attack probabilities through the engi-
neer battlefield assessment (EBA), and the unit’s critical sys-
tems do not get the required level of protection. Ultimately,
units suffer irreplaceable losses of mission-critical equipment
and resources from enemy direct action that could have been
prevented.

To be successful on the current lethal battlefield, units must
protect critical systems, equipment, and supplies from enemy
observation and attack, Units rotating through the JRTC
struggle with planning and executing force-protection and sur-
vivability operations. This is due to incomplete EBAs and a
lack of clearly defined doctrinal procedures for planning these
types of operations at brigade level. Engineer company com-
manders and brigade engineers are doctrinally required to pre-
pare detailed plans for survivability operations and include
these plans in the brigade operations order (OPORD).

Technique

A brigade-level technique that engineer units can use to
helpimprove their current system for calculating survivability

requirements and preparing a survivability execution matrix con-
sists of the following three steps:

Step 1: Identify key assets within the brigade.

Although time consuming, this is a simple process that must
take place at home station. List battalion-level organizations
and major company assets in matrix form. Figure 1 depicts a
random selection of command- and-control nodes, weapon sys-
tems, and equipment in a tvpical light infantry brigade against
the current task organization or the unit. The requirement ma-
trix 1s a sample product that units must develop and implement
at battalion level and use as the primary tool in calculating
survivability requirements,

The construction times shown are not standard across the
Army. The time required to construct protective positions var-
ies from unit o unit. This is primarily due to the mission and
the type of assets organic to that unit (such as D7 dozers, D5
dozers, deployable universal combat earthmovers [DEUCEs],
loaders, sinall emplacement excavators [SEEs], or armored com-
bat earthmovers | ACEs}) as well as the soil composition. The
times should be established by timing—from start to finish,
day and night—actual construction of the positions by two or
more operators to get an average-time-required planning fac-
tor. We suggest that the times be established by using a single
blade or single bucket rather than a blade team. Our example
uses 15-blade work hours per day as a planning factor.
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Survivability and Fortification Execution Matrix (Engineer Annex) ‘

Enemy Action

Division Reconnaissance

T MR |

— |

[ss | | EENT |
l

Hm?uﬂ o)

-| Local Security -
Operations with TM

D/3-7 Intantry (Pri 2)

(MR 442577)

FRQ 442, CS Balar Dog, TP 71,
14 x M2, FISTV 30 dismounts

|
] Light Data
| Time
|M_am L A/1-34 Armor (Pn 1)
[2x07 (MR 334592)
. ERQ 394.CS Apache, LRP
|12 x SEE
| 3,10 % M1, FISTV 32 M2
iLContact Truck K10 XML FIRTV o x Apache
oot L]
| Blade Team 2

List Task
Organizaton of
Blade Team

Required information in execution matrix is the unit,
priority, location, frequency, call sign and linkup
location, and major systems to be dug in.

Legend for "Blocks"
Umit supported (Pnorty of support)
(MGRS Location)

NET ID or frequency call sign, planned
resources requinng support

This document is a critical part of
e the Engineer Annex. d

Figure 2

Step 2: Prepare an engineer work estimate.

Record the time available, the number of dozers or SEEs
available, and the brigade commander’s priority for survivabil-
ity effort. FM 5-103, Survivability, states that maneuver com-
manders should set survivability priorities based on the
engineer’s input and recommendation (which is based on an
updated and accurate EBA) and mission analysis with the bri-
gade staft. It is at this point that the blocked-time matrix is
normally developed. This can be avoided if units have a sys-
tem for accomplishing the detailed planning necessary for pre-
paring a brigade-level survivability timeline.

Step 3: Prepare the survivability execution timeline.

This timeline (hetter known as the “missing link™) must be a
collective effort of the engineer commander, the assistant bri-
zade engineer, and the equipment platoon leader. The docu-
ment, which 1s paramount to the engineer annex in the brigade
OPORD, is often omitted. This may cause the brigade’s force-
protection levels o be substandard. Figure 2 depicts the 80
percent solution for a detailed survivability execution timeline.
Ataminimum. the information in the matrix should include the
supported unit, priority, location, frequency and call sign, and
work estimate. As stated earlier, the timeline must be included
in the maneuver brigade and battalion base orders. When prop-
erly planned and included in the base order, conflicts can
be avoided during execution of the engineer’s survivability
timeline,
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Conclusion

By conducung a comprehensive EBA and implementing this
three-step technique, engineer survivability planners commu-
nicate the critical path for executing the commander’s priorities
of force protection. The execution timeline provides the means
to command and control survivability operations through time
and space based on identification of key assets and the engi-
ncer work estimate process. The end resultis that blade utiliza-
tion is maximized in a prioritized and efficient manner. By pro-
tecting cntical weapon and sustainment systems, the ability to
deliver combat power and achieve mission success is dramati-
cally increased. No idle blades.

SFC Horron and SFC Murray are observer/controllers at
the Joint Readiness Training Center, Fort Polk, Louisiana,
where their focus is lo teach, coach, and mentor engineer
leuaders ar all levels concerning force-protection and surviv-
ability operarions on the Army's banlefields.
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