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ADAPTING MULTINATIONAL C2 DOCTRINE TO DOMESTIC OPERATIONS

“The dual military-command structure in Katrina exposed a fundamental tension – inherent in our system of government – between the principles of unity of command and federalism”
 
Can you help me find something?  I’m looking for the book on how the United States military, under the authority of the President, interacts with military (typically the National Guard) under the authority of the governor of a State.  Certainly with the long national history of defense support to civil authorities, and with the primacy of the “homeland” as described in the National Military Strategy, there must be a clear explanation.  So, where is the doctrine?  Answer: It doesn’t exist.  There is no doctrine to address interaction between the National Guard under the control of a state governor and the U.S. military under the control of the President.  Hurricane Katrina showed that in a large-scale catastrophic event, whether natural or manmade, such doctrine is needed.  In fact, existing multinational doctrine is the closest thing that the U.S. military has on-the-shelf, and it can be adapted to provide much-needed clarification in support of domestic operations.   


Any state governor will be quick to point out that he or she does not work for the President of the United States.  There is no senior-subordinate relationship between the two positions of authority.  As a result, the fact that the state military and federal military chains-of-command never meet complicates efforts to achieve “unity of effort” via “unity of command”.  There have been recent efforts to overcome this obstacle: notably verbiage in the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2004 that allows for a dual-hat commander with command authority over both state and federal military forces
.  But, to date, no single solution has widespread support from both state and federal civilian and military leadership.


If unity of command is not possible under a single commander, are there other command relationship options available that would allow unity of effort?  Current DoD joint doctrine, found in JP 0-2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF), lists the various possibilities.  In addition to combatant command (COCOM), operational control (OPCON), and tactical control (TACON), there are also four categories of support relationships (General, Mutual, Direct, and Close)
.  But even here there is a similar problem: how to doctrinally use the “support” command relationship when the state and federal chains-of-command never meet?  It is not possible, unless the U.S. military:

 -
Treats each individual state in a manner similar to a foreign government

· Adapts current doctrine to specifically address federal/state command relationships


Another possibility, coordinating authority, is a consultation relationship between commanders, and not an authority for exercising command and control (C2)
.  Unfortunately, just as in many cases coordinating authority may be the only acceptable means of accomplishing a multinational mission, so also it has been the default authority used to accomplish missions involving domestic crises.  While coordinating authority and direct liaison authorized (DIRLAUTH) have their place in planning the application of active duty military to domestic operations, the conduct of actual operations, and crisis management (crisis action) operations in particular, require use of command authority that will achieve unity of effort in a manner that is acceptable to both state governors and to the President.  In other words, the time to negotiate state/federal military command and control relationships is prior to the crisis.

Multinational Cooperation vs. Intergovernmental Cooperation for Domestic Operations

According to JP 3-16 (Multinational Operations), multinational cooperation is characterized by four tenets: Respect, Rapport, Knowledge of Partners, and Patience
.  In many ways, these tenets describe a common sense approach to working with allies, coalition members, and other partners.  These are tenets from doctrine that would govern the U.S. military force providing assistance in consequence management to a host nation dealing with a natural or manmade catastrophic event.  I would argue that these same tenets apply to successful domestic operations.  In fact, including the word “state” in addition to or as a substitute for “nation”, as used in JP 3-16 (i.e., “contributing state”, “partner state”, “multi-state”), makes perfect sense in describing an environment that will set the conditions for successful domestic operations.
Respect

Honor and prestige are important factors to the United States as a nation, but are just as important to an individual state.  For one of these entities not to be included in the planning process for a domestic operation, or to not have their opinions sought in mission assignment, is therefore an undesirable and potentially politically disastrous course of action.

Note that as used in JP 3-16, the term “respect” pre-supposes that the U.S. is the lead nation and does not differentiate between contributing nations (states) and host nation (state).  In domestic operations the federal government will rarely be the lead, even in catastrophic events.  The host state will typically be the lead state.  The host state may also contribute the greatest portion of required capabilities, when both civilian and military capabilities are included. 

Respect is paramount to achieving the cooperation and unity of effort needed for the military under state and federal authorities to effectively respond to a domestic crisis.  Respect is the beginning of a successful relationship, but it is also the end result of successfully implementing the other three tenets.  One must approach partners (whether states, nations, NGOs, or interagency) with some initial level of respect.  By establishing a rapport with counterparts, gaining knowledge of partners, and by exercising patience in developing relationships, one can enhance the respect both given and received.  So respect works both ways: both state and federal government must develop a level of respect in order to set conditions for effective domestic operations. 

Rapport
Personal, direct relationships between commanders, staffs, and their counterparts from partner states are just as important to domestic operations as they are to multinational operations.  For U.S. Northern Command (NORTHCOM), this is a significant undertaking to develop a rapport not only with the obvious countries that the U.S. shares a border with (Canada and Mexico), but also with the leadership of each of the 49 states (Alaska is shared between NORTHCOM and PACOM) and one District that are within the NORTHCOM area of responsibility.  For U.S. Pacific Command (PACOM), this includes not only the many sovereign countries within the PACOM area of responsibility, but also the states of Hawaii, Alaska, and the territory of Guam, all of which have National Guard assets that may be employed under the command and control of the Governor.  For U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM), the territories of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands have National Guard assets that must be considered.  Developing these relationships prior to a crisis rather than during the crisis will go a long way to ensure mission accomplishment in support of a state or territory.  
Knowledge of Partners

Commanders and their staffs, at both the U.S. federal and state level, should have an appreciation of each potential contributing member to a large-scale domestic operation. Much time and effort is expended in learning about the enemy; a similar effort is required to understand the doctrine, capabilities, strategic goals, culture, religion, customs, history, and values of each potential partner.
For domestic operations, obtaining knowledge of partners is an exercise in “know yourself”, with a slight twist.  The National Guard (both Air and Army), and other reserve components, are trained, organized, and equipped in the image of their active duty counterparts. Although all National Guard units may not be resourced to C1 or C2 readiness standards, they all operate under the same warfighting doctrine as their active duty counterparts.  In the warfighting environment, the National Guard operates under Title 10 of the United States Code (USC) subordinate to active duty military leadership and the civilian leadership of the National Command Authority (NCA). The NCA is composed of the Secretary of Defense and the President of the United States.  For domestic operations, it is a different story.  A unit C-rating below C1 or C2 has very little bearing on the ability of all or part of a unit to contribute to state operations.  In fact, the term preparedness is often used to describe the ability to contribute to state missions in lieu of the term readiness, which has a warfighting connotation.  

For state missions, which include not only in-state missions but out-of-state missions in support of other requesting states, the National Guard will operate either in State Active Duty (SAD) status (state controlled, state funded) or under Title 32 of the USC (state controlled, federally funded) when authorized by the Secretary of Defense in support of an incident of national significance.  The response to Hurricane Katrina is a good example of a crisis where the National Guard operated initially in SAD status, then converted to T32 upon approval by the SECDEF.  Thus, throughout the response to Katrina the National Guard operated under state control.

Each state is different in terms of potential threats and hazards.  The expectations placed on the National Guard under the control of the Governor vary from state to state.  Florida’s risk assessment is much different than California’s, and both are quite different from North Dakota’s.  The point is that the federal military must understand the nuances of each state in order to be able to respond effectively in a catastrophic event.  For the states’ part, leadership must be able to determine where capability gaps exist and communicate those needs to the federal government as well as to the military of partner-States.  

One way to obtain such knowledge is through the process of creating a Security Cooperation Plan (SCP) with the government of a prospective partner.  A SCP is primarily a strategic planning document intended to link planned regional engagement activities with national strategic objectives.  SCPs are typically created between a U.S. regional combatant command and the defense establishment of another nation’s government.  Although NORTHCOM has security cooperation plans with Canada and Mexico, there are no SCPs with any of the individual states in the NORTHCOM AOR
.  This implies a “one-size-fits-all” approach to strategic planning that, for large-scale catastrophic events, will inhibit success at the operational level.  During a crisis is not the time for a federal-state negotiation on how to achieve unity of effort.  The Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs recognized this in its report “Hurricane Katrina – A Nation Still Unprepared” when it recommended that “DOD and the States should develop the systems and processes of communication, coordination, and command and control, to ensure unity of effort when National Guard and Title 10 forces are deployed in integrated disaster response missions.”
 

Complicating this effort is the fact that each state is unique.  The governor exercises command and control of the state’s National Guard forces according to state law, which may be slightly different from one state to the next.  States can vary greatly in their hazard analysis, priorities, and capabilities under state control, not to mention their leadership’s views on how best to interact with the federal government.  For these reasons, a SCP-like product should be developed between NORTHCOM and each individual state in order to clear some of the largest remaining hurdles to effective federal-state crisis management.
Patience

Just as in multinational operations, effective partnerships for domestic operations take time and attention to develop. Diligent pursuit of a trusting, mutually beneficial relationship between federal and state military organizations requires untiring patience. This may be easier to accomplish within alliances, such as current planning efforts concentrating on the “hurricane states”.  More generally, a very effective alliance currently exists in the form of the Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC), which all 50 states are now signatory to. Good relationships are equally necessary regarding prospective coalition partners.  For the states, this means investing the time and effort to develop an effective partnership with the federal military.  For the federal military, this is a reminder not to ignore states that may be considered low-risk for catastrophic events.


While the American populace generally shares a culture, religion, customs, history, and values, there are still obstacles that will require patience to overcome.  For example, the strategic goals and corporate culture of a state may be quite different from that of the federal government, particularly the Department of Defense.  This is where shared federal-state doctrine can help.  There is some existing doctrine for use of federal military in Homeland Security (JP 3-26) and soon to be released doctrine on federal Civil Support operations (JP-28). State doctrine either doesn’t exist or is specific to an individual state and its associated state law and local risk assessment.  As of yet there is no shared federal-state doctrine for domestic operations.  

Shared doctrine could specifically address military capabilities available for domestic operations.  Although some military capabilities can be considered “dual-use” (useful for both federal and state missions), and many military units may have derivative capabilities that are potentially useful to the state in a crisis, the capabilities required for domestic operations do not necessarily coincide with the warfighting capabilities that military units were designed to have.  To develop this type of shared doctrine will require patience and tenacity from both state and federal leadership in order to achieve the level of preparedness that the American public expects, particularly for catastrophic events.

Command Structures – Multinational versus Domestic Operations


The basic structures for multinational operations fall into one of three types: integrated; lead nation; or parallel command
.  For domestic operations, as with multinational operations, no single command structure meets the needs of every situation.  What is certain in both types of operations is that domestic political considerations will heavily influence the ultimate shape of the command structure.

Lead Nation (Lead State) Command Structure


In a “Lead Nation” structure, all member nations place their forces under the control of one nation.  The lead nation command consists of a dominant lead nation command and staff arrangement with subordinate elements retaining national integrity.

In the response to Hurricane Katrina, Louisiana and Mississippi each served as a “Lead State” in that each controlled National Guard forces from other states.  This is a typical command structure for a state to use, facilitated by EMAC agreements between states.  Of particular note is that such a command structure applies not only to military (National Guard or State Guard), but also to other state-to-state assistance such as State Police.
Parallel Command Structures


For domestic operations, the parallel command structure is the default command structure for operations involving military under federal and state control.  This structure is adequate for small-scale operations where limited federal military assistance is required, but inadequate for large-scale federal military assistance to a state or for states dealing with a short-notice or no-notice catastrophic event.

For reasons both practical and political, the federal military and state military under the control of the governors did not have a common overall commander during the response to Katrina.  Thus, the federal-state command structure relied on coordination between the federal Joint Task Force-Katrina and the state Joint Task Force-Pelican (Louisiana) and Joint Task Force-Magnolia (Mississippi).  Although there were many disjointed attempts at liaison and coordination, there were no effective “coordination centers” between the parallel military command elements (either Federal-to-State or State-to-State between LA and MS), such as would be found in a multinational operation using a parallel command structure.  
Integrated Command Structure

“Multinational commands organized under an integrated command structure provide unity of effort in a multinational setting.  A good example of this command structure is found in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) where a strategic commander is designated from a member nation, but the strategic command staff and the commanders and staffs of subordinate commands are of multinational makeup.”


An integrated command structure represents a step up in complexity and in expectations for effectiveness over the parallel structure.  Note the use of the term “coalition” in the description of a parallel command structure vice the example of NATO (which is an alliance) used in the description of an integrated command structure.  This implies a closer rapport between participating nations within an integrated command versus a parallel command structure.


An integrated command structure is indeed possible between federal and state military, and there are a number of ways to accomplish this.  One example would be to integrate a federal core staff element into a state Joint Task Force.  This could involve one of the current Standing Joint Force Headquarters (SJFHQ) from either NORTHCOM or U.S. Joint Forces Command (JFCOM), an element from Joint Task Force – Civil Support (JTF-CS) in a Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, or High Explosive (CBRNE) consequence management operation, or even a newly created SJFHQ under the National Guard Bureau for employment specifically in support of domestic operations.  To evaluate the merits of any of these or other C2 options, NORTHCOM might elect to pursue an experimentation approach through Joint Forces Command’s Joint Innovation and Experimentation Directorate (J9).  To use one of these options, prior planning, training, and exercises are the keys to success.  

Conclusion

There is no doctrine to define state National Guard and federal active/reserve military relationships for domestic operations. This lack of doctrine, and the lack of the thought process that goes into creating such doctrine, has resulted in missed opportunities to make domestic operations more effective.  The response to Hurricane Katrina involved more than 70,000 military personnel.  The 50,000 National Guard and 20,000 active duty and reserve personnel operated under a parallel command structure that probably duplicated effort in some areas and provided inadequate response in others.  Although this domestic deployment was unprecedented in the history of the United States, it cannot be considered an anomaly.  

Natural disasters are not the only possible triggers for such a response: in 2004 the Homeland Security Council published a description of 15 types of catastrophic events that are now considered priorities as “national planning scenarios”.  Among these 15 scenarios are natural disasters (hurricane, earthquake) and manmade disasters (chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear attacks)
.  As Katrina has shown, achieving military unity of effort on an operation of this scale requires increased focus in order to develop the necessary agreed-upon command and control methods prior to the next event.  The same logic used for multinational operations can and should be used as a template for future domestic operations. 
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