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Foreword  

 

The Mission Command Training Program (MCTP) is the U.S. Armyôs premier 
deployable Combat Training Center (CTC) that is Chief of Staff of the Army (CSA) 
directed. Team MCTP consists of four operations groups focused on corps, divisions, 
and special operations forces (SOF) training audiences as well as the MCTP staff, 
including exercise control (EXCON) that enables coverage and execution for multiple 
Warfighter Exercises (WFXs) per fiscal year. WFXs are professionally rigorous leader 
development experiences to drive further change and education on warfighting doctrine 
while enhancing unit readiness and informing strategic-level learning demands.   

Mission:  MCTP facilitates collective training opportunities and leadership experiences 
for Commanders and their staffs to plan, prepare, fight, and win during Large Scale 
Combat Operations (LSCO). 

Purpose:  Provide leader experiences that produce division and corps level professional 
warfighters.  We must prepare our warfighters (people and organizations) to fight and 
win our Nationôs future wars.  Achieving our purpose during a period of increased 
change requires agility, leadership, and professionalism across our team of teams. 

Enduring Priorities:  People, Transformation, WFX execution, Driving Change and 
connecting to the Army. 

This document captures the MCTP observations and learning from the five FY25 WFXs, 
which focus on LSCO. Chapter one captures experimentation in FY25, Chapter two 
captures MCTPôs key overall observations, with six additional chapters that cover 
observations from the six warfighting functions.  

Our purpose is clear and important.  Our mission and method are proven and valued.  
We are excited to Drive Change! 

 

 

KIRK R. FOSTER       JAMES E. ARMSTRONG 
CSM, U.S. Army       Colonel, AR 
         Commanding  
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Chapter 1  
 

Experimentation  

Introduction  

In Fiscal Year 2025 (FY25), warfighter exercises (WFXs) incorporated extensive 

experimentation, resulting in significant learning and growth for the Mission Command Training 

Program (MCTP) and Army proponents. The WFX program provides unique and unmatched 

opportunities to learn from experiments at scale and load at the division and corps level of 

warfighting. MCTP facilitates dialogue between Army senior leaders, exercise directors, training 

units, and Army proponents to balance experimentation learning demands, large-scale combat 

operations (LSCO) training objectives, and operational plan insights from exercise design 

through warfighter execution. During FY25 MCTP executed five WFXs in support of two Army 

Service Component Commands, all four Army corps, multiple Active and National Guard 

divisions, and partner nations. Specifically, during FY25, MCTP conducted four Army-directed 

and myriad unit requested experiments during WFX 25-2/Yama Sakura 87 (YS87), WFX 25-4, 

and WFX 25-5. 

WFX 25-2/YS87/Multi -Domain Command (Experimental) [MDC(X)] was conducted on three 

continents, four countries, with nine training audiences (five U.S. Army training audiences), 

spanning 12 time zones ï executed during December 2024. YS87ôs primary training audiences 

included the Japanese Ground Self Defense Forces (JGSDF) with their Western and Eastern 

Armies partnered with III MEF United States Marine Corps (USMC), and Australian Defense 

Forces (1st Australian Division) and elements of I Corps (U.S. Army) and 593rd ESC. WFX 25-

2 primary U.S. training audiences included I Corps, 11 t h Airborne Division, 25th Infantry 

Division, and 1st Special Forces Group. United States Army Pacific served as the higher 

command (HICOM). WFX 25-2/YS87 featured the MDC-X, which combined the 7th Infantry 

Division (7ID) and the 1st Multi-Domain Task Force (1MDTF) into a two-star theater enabling 

command. This experiment focused on the employment, organizational structure, and functional 

impacts of merging these commands. The experiment generated recommendations on 

transformation from a division headquarters to a theater enabling command ready to collect, 

assess and execute a multi-domain strategy ready to prosecute lethal and non-lethal effects 

against maritime and land targets in support of theater joint forces. 

WFX 25-4 was conducted across two continents, three countries, with five senior training 

audiences, spanning eight time zones executed during late May and early June 2025. United 

States Army Europe and Africa served as the HICOM. The senior training audiences included III 

Armored Corps (III AC), 4th Infantry Division (4ID), 3rd United Kingdom Division (3UK), 1st 

French Division (1FR), and 10th Panzer Division (10PZ). 

U.S. Army III Armored Corps was task organized with three multinational divisions which 

created technical, and procedural, interoperability challenges across all domains and warfighting 

functions at echelon. WFX 25-4 featured the first of two Multifunctional Brigade-Strike (MFB-

Strike) experiments, with III AC transforming its Field Artillery Brigade (75th FAB) and 

selecting organic and non-organic enabling battalions and companies into an MFB-Strike 

formation. This initiative aimed to extend the corpsô operational reach and provide dedicated 

strike capabilities. The experiment generated recommendations to resource MFB-Strike 

formations with processing, exploiting, and dissemination (PED) capabilities to enable targeting, 
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and to develop a battlefield framework that facilitates immediate firing capability without having 

to clear missions through the corps headquarters. The experiment also generated a 

recommendation to make the air defense artillery (ADA) battalion commander augmenting MFB-

Strike to serve as the corps air defense coordinating officer (ADCOORD) to make MFB-strike a 

multifunctional organization responsible for the planning and synchronization of all offensive 

and defensive fires within the Corps area of operations. 

WFX 25-5 executed at Camp Atterbury training facility in Indiana and Fort Hood in Texas 

August 2025. The primary training audience was the Texas Army National guard 36th Infantry 

Division. The second MFB-Strike experiment took place during WFX 25-5, again with III AC as 

the higher command (HICOM) and involving the 45th Field Artillery  Brigade (45FAB). 

Additionally, WFX 25-5 included the fourth experiment, focusing on the multifunctional brigade-

corps support (MFB-CS). This purpose-built formation integrated organic corps enablers and 

enabler units from reporting divisions to support rear operations, facilitate movement, extend 

operational reach, and sustain the desired tempo of corps operations. The experiment generated 

recommendations for the MFB-CS on securing and protecting the corps support area across 

multiple domains. 

Future WFX experimentation will adopt a more deliberate and holistic approach to fully  develop 

capabilities across the entire doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership and education, 

personnel, facilities, and policy (DOTMLPF-P) spectrum. Senior leader dialogue and collective 

proponent continuity of effort remain crucial to balancing WFX training objectives and 

experimentation learning outcomes. MCTP remains ready to integrate experiments that meet 

Army senior leader priorities to inform strategic decisions on force development through the 

execution of a world-class experience to build unit readiness for LSCO that accelerates 

transformation and ensures WFX training insights are rapidly translated into battlefield 

advantage.
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Chapter  2 
 

Mission  Command  Training  Program  Top Overall  Observations  

 

Key Observation:  #1: Event Template  

Observation . Decision making is not informed by the event templates (EVENTEMPs). G-2 

sections struggle to produce doctrinally complete EVENTEMPs resulting in a degraded ability to 

predict threat actions to drive decision making, increase efficiency in information collection, and 

improve targeting and assessment accuracy.  

 

Figure  2-1. Developing  an Event  Template  

Discussion . Units do not conduct continuous intelligence preparation of the operational 

environment after production of Annex B (or D in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO])] 

resulting in incomplete EVENTEMPs during warfighter exercises: 

¶ Units do not communicate verbally or execute visually enemy courses of action in time and 

space at echelon to increase detail in the planning and target process; often reducing their 

ability to provide an assessment for the desired friendly effects on those formations or key 

equipment. 
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¶ The analysis and control element often briefs situational templates (SITEMPs) during all 

key battle rhythm events. These SITEMPS do not focus on confirming or denying enemy 

courses of action (ECOAs) as an EVENTEMP would and are a roll up of significant enemy 

activity. 

¶ Units only use one ECOA or enemy SITEMP for all working groups or decision boards. 

¶ Lack of detailed EVENTEMPs negatively impacts the collection management teamôs ability 
to plan when and where to collect. 

¶ Units use non-doctrinal products such as operations schedules, 8-day sketches, and single 

course of action (COA) SITEMPs, to describe the threat in time and space to the 

commander, but never fully account for how the enemy would operate beyond one ECOA. 

The products, while good briefing tools, lacked the fidelity needed to fully describe the 

enemy and the potential dilemmas in a large-scale combat operations (LSCO) fight.  

 

 

Figure  2-2. Completed  Event  Template  example  
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Recommendation(s) : 

¶ Develop, rehearse, and gain commander's approval of the EVENTEMP as a ñfighting 

product.ò The EVENTEMP should be a fighting product and replace the commonly used 

SITEMP. Operations require synchronized collection and targeting, and an EVENTEMP 

ensures this happens and the commanderôs decision support matrix is accurate. 

¶ Effective doctrinal EVENTEMPs require daily refinement during execution and will 

ultimately reduce production requirements. 

¶ Continual emphasis on the development and continual refinement of an EVENTEMP that 

accounts for multiple enemy ECOAs posed to friendly operations. 

¶ During military decision-making process (MDMP) step 4 (COA Analysis/Wargaming), 

refine the EVENTEMP based upon "blue" actions to provide a more precise EVENTEMP 

during MDMP step 7 (Orders Production). 

Doctrinal References:  

¶ ADP 2-0, Intelligence, 31 July 2019 

¶ ATP 2-01, Collection Management, 25 September 2025 (common access card Restricted) 

¶ ATP 2-01.3, Intelligence Preparation of the Operational Environment, 1 March 2019 

¶ FM 2-0, Intelligence, 1 October 2023 

¶ FM 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 
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Key Observation:  #2: Dynamic  Targeting  

Observation . Divisions and Corps often struggle to resynchronize kinetic and non-kinetic 

effects as conditions and targeting priorities change through commander-to-commander 

dialogues or enemy action. 

After publishing the targeting fragmentary order (FRAGORD), there are typically no additional 

battle rhythm events to resynchronize changes to the targeting plan. In LSCO, targeting priorities 

can change significantly within a few hours due to varying enemy EVENTEMPS, targeting 

priority adjustments from commanders, or unsupported asset requests that adjust targeting 

priorities. 

Staff must communicate potential risk to the force following the realignment of assets and 

targeting priorities to prevent the misalignment of assets and conditions with the maneuver plan.  

 

Figure 2 -3. 7-minute  Drill  Example  

Discussion . Divisions and corps are challenged by resynchronizing multi-domain effects to 

support immediate operational needs. 

At both the corps and division level, emerging tactics, techniques and procedures (TTPs) such as 

the multidomain effects cell (MDEC) or on-call, target refinement boards (TRBs) have assisted 

units in resynchronizing assets with emerging targeting priorities within the 24-hour planning 

horizon. 
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Some organizations manned their MDEC as a permanent planning cell with members from each 

staff section, coming at the cost of additional planning power from each section. While these 

TTPs risk parallel planning efforts between integrating cells, it also enables organizations to 

dynamically fight the enemy, not the plan. Targeting working groups (TWGs) tend to spend most 

of the time resynchronizing the next 24 hours. An MDEC or TRB enables the targeting team to 

focus on building the next 72 hours and drafting recommended guidance for the next 96 hours. 

Refinements to the targeting plan risks misaligning long-lead requested assets with changes to 

the maneuver plan. Staff must communicate accrued risk from the dynamic resynchronization of 

targeting objectives to all effected commanders while also communicating priority changes to the 

targeting team. 

Recommendation(s):  Implement on-call, TRBs that enable the organization to remain 

dynamic, as required, as the enemy situation changes; targeting priorities adjust due to 

commander-to-commander dialogues, or when the staff can capitalize on an opportunity. 

Ideally, the TRB is driven by a division or corps senior leader, who understands the 

commanderôs emerging priorities, understands the associated risk with shifting available assets, 

and holds the approval authority to dynamically shift targeting assets in the 24-hour window. 

Changes to the targeting plan also must be communicated to the targeting team to ensure that 

targeting objectives are also realigned in future ATOs. 

Doctrinal References:  

¶ ADP 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ ATP 3-60.1, Multi-service Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Dynamic Targeting, 5 

January 2022 (CAC Restricted) 

¶ FM 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ FM 3-60, Army Targeting, 11 August 2023 
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Key Observation #3: Staff Integration - FUOPS Manning, Assessments, Battle 
Rhythm and Key Leader Placement  

Observation . Units often do not define the roles and responsibilities of key leaders, integrating 

cells, and warfighting functions (WFF). Units focus on meetings rather than fighting. Key 

leaders spend as many as nine hours per day in meetings. Units place too much work on the plans 

cell and under-utilize the future operations (FUOPS) cell resulting in rigid plans that attempt to 

perfectly align resources at the expense of flexibility.  

Division future operations cells are typically undermanned, mismanaged, and unproductive. 

Some units attempt to combine the G-5 and G-35 cells, and most FUOPS cells are only three or 

four majors with no standardized staff processes. The majority operate with no standard inputs or 

outputs, and the cell tends to focus on whatever product they are told to build. For example, 

planning tends to be based on outcomes of the targeting coordination board and then rushing to 

FRAGORD publication without integrating targeting into a unit plan or considering WFF input. 

Units tend to create extra meetings and products. For example, the Mission Command Training 

Program (MCTP) frequently observes units failing to create a clear visualization and 

understanding for the commander during the battle update brief (BUB) and then adds another 

meeting to try to do it better. The non-doctrinal commanderôs visualization board is the most 

common example of an extra meeting. The most common and impactful product misuse example 

is the substitution of known enemy location screenshots from MAVEN in the place of an 

EVENTEMP. 

Discussion . When control of the unit is placed too heavily in the hands of a pre-key developed 

major, the unit inevitably fails to identify opportunities on the battlefield, to seize and exploit 

initiative, or to make timely and anticipatory decisions. 

Best practices include senior leaders who are fully  engaged in controlling the fight from the 

combat operations and intelligence center (COIC) who anticipate opportunities and threats, seize 

and exploit opportunities, and maintain initiative as opposed to reacting to the enemy as the plan 

devolves. Furthermore, leaders and staff who prioritize the right input (products) to feed the right 

staff processes achieve better visualization, faster decision-making, and maintain effective 

planning horizons with less dependency on meetings or additional work. 

If  the assessment process is effectively integrated with the BUB, commandersô update assessment 

(CUA), and operations synchronization (OPSYNC) guided by leaders, an additional meeting is 

not necessary. When the assessment process is effectively built into the BUB, CUA, and 

OPSYNC planning is more efficient and senior leaders are better informed to make decisions at 

the correct time. 

Start the BUB, CUA, and OPSYNC with a 5-minute assessment update using Annex M. Then 

discuss what adjustments are needed to stay on track to achieve the desired end state. This 

requires staff to train assessment updates and communicate clear and concise impacts to connect 

cross-functional staff assessments to the commanderôs decision-making requirements at critical 

battle rhythm events. 
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Figure 2 -4. Integrating  Staff  Assessments  

Additionally, the FUOPS cell should be manned with its own internal representation from each 

WFF and resourced with its own formal working group that facilitates further course of action 

development, COA Analysis, or any other staff process as needed (mirror the G-5 cellôs people 

and processes). The rhythm of the battle informs what the FUOPS cell focuses on from day to 

day and what processes they must use to adjust course from the Plans cellôs outputs to the 

evolving situation in current operations (CUOPS). 

Existing time and talent in the integrating cells should be formally structured and align with 

standard inputs and outputs of the MDMP. 
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Figure  2-5. Example  Annex  M 

Recommendation(s) : 

¶ Key leader employment. The key to implementing anticipatory decision-making and 

processes is senior leader placement. A unit that employs the deputy commanding general-

maneuver and the G-3 as the COIC leads will have an experienced, empowered decision-

maker at the hub of information and operations. With rare exceptions, this eliminates the 

need to wait for the next meeting or commanding general decision-making touchpoint and 

allows the unit to identify, seize, and exploit opportunities faster than the enemy. 

¶ Focus on integrating staff and leaders in the right processes. Make the BUB, CUA, and 

OPSYNC the backbone of the battle rhythm. Staff the integrating cells with the right talent 

able to work behind the scenes on their own schedule with the appropriate level of key leader 

touch points. Use staff tools and execution products that simultaneously facilitate the 

commander's visualization and the brigades' ability to execute their assigned tasks and 

eliminate excessive meetings and products. While MAVEN and other new tools are powerful, 

we must not lose sight of sound doctrine as we implement these systems into our processes. 

Start by identifying the basic execution products that subordinate units and CUOPS cells 

need to execute the operation based on doctrinal outputs of MDMP. Then codify as standard 

operating procedure deliverables from FUOPS. Determine appropriate system and format for 

each deliverable. If those products are good enough for subordinate units to fight with, then 

they should be good enough for everybody and additional products should not be necessary. 
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¶ Prioritize talent in the future operations cell. A lightly manned G-5 cell will carry the 

long-range planning horizon responsibility. A lightly manned FUOPS cell will not be capable 

of making constant adjustments/refinements to the plan that the FUOPS cell is doctrinally 

responsible for. Therefore, the FUOPS cell should be manned, led, and supported with 

prioritized, resident talent that allows the cell to function semi-autonomously with little 

reliance on additional staff inputs. 

Doctrinal References:  

¶ ADP 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ FM 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ FM 5-0, Planning and Orders Production, 4 November 2024 

¶ FM 6-0, Commander and Staff Organization and Operations, 16 May 2022 
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Key Observation:  #4: Posturing  for  success  

Observation . Rear command post requires FUOPS planning capability. 

Discussion . Doctrine specifies what capabilities are present in the rear command post (RCP), 

but with the modified table of organization and equipment (MTOE) manning of the RCP for 

corps at or below under 40 personnel, units must tailor this element to meet their needs at a cost 

to other sections and units manning.  

 

Figure 2 -6. Rear Command Post Functions  

Common to each unit observed was the expectation that the rear command post enables 

sustainment operations. Most sought to enable sustainment operations by including FUOPS 

sustainment planning elements in the RCP. 

Corps and divisions that maintained FUOPS sustainment planning only in the supporting 

expeditionary sustainment command (ESC) or division sustainment brigade, or in the main 

command posts consistently struggled to synchronize operations within the 48ï72-hour planning 

window. 

Although the FUOPS planning effort continued, guidance, priority of effort, and consistent 

feedback from the unitôs deputy commanding general-support, chief of sustainment, G-1, G-8, 

and division surgeon were not provided on a consistent basis. The separation of these planners 



 26-01 MCTP FY25 KEY OBSERVATIONS BULLETIN 

13 

from the RCP inhibited the staffôs ability to accurately integrate sustainment with the maneuver 

plan and assess sustainment operations resulting in failures in economy of effort and reduced 

responsiveness as shared understanding of requirements and resources eroded. 

 

Figure  2-7. Armored  Corps  Sustainment  Command  

Recommendation(s):  Form follows function. The chief of staff must codify what is required 

of their RCP and staff and equip accordingly. Regardless of MTOE, the responsibility to 

organize effectively to conduct planning is paramount: 

¶ The 48-72 hours planning horizon is crucial to synchronization within the sustainment and 

the other warfighting functions through execution. 

¶ Planning methods must address emerging requirements. Planning methods that rely on ad 

hoc planning teams often result in desynchronization that increases risk to force and mission 

that are unsustainable given the demands and pace of LSCO. 

¶ ATP 4-91 specifies that ñthe division support brigade (DSB) support operations officer 

(SPO) officer is the principal staff officer for planning, coordinating, and synchronizing 

sustainment operationsé the SPO and its subordinate sections are primarily focused on the 

mid-range planning horizons.ò Although not specified in doctrine, observed best practices 

place the DSB SPO and their staff in the RCP to provide the deputy commanding general-

support and sustainment staff primaries a co-located FUOPS planning capability. 
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¶ Placing the ESC/DSB SPO in the RCP has the effect of enhancing the senior sustainment 

commanderôs influence into all rear area operational planning.  

 

Figure  2-8. Division  Rear Command  Post ñA Wayò 

¶ The RCP staff must include representatives from all the WFFs and deliberately integrate 

planner(s) with the G-5ôs planning events to synchronize maneuver plans and concepts with 

FUOPS planning in the RCP. The RCP must include representation in all operations related 

battle rhythm events to ensure continuity during RCP planning windows. Such an arrangement 

provides key leaders immediate access to planners inside the 48-72 hours planning horizon for 

rapid decision making, guidance or feedback, and additional resources for problem solving. 

Doctrinal References:  

¶ ADP 4-0, Sustainment, 31 July 2019 

¶ ADP 5-0, The Operations Process, 31 July 2019 
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¶ ATP 4-91, Division Sustainment Operations, 14 March 2022 

¶ ATP 6-0.5, Command Post Organization and Operations, 1 March 2017 

¶ FM 3-94, Armies, Corps, and Division Operations, 23 July 2021 

¶ FM 4-0, Sustainment, 14 August 2024 

¶ FM 6-0, Commander and Staff Organization and Operations, 16 May 2022 
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Key Observation:  #5: Protection  Critical  Path 

Observation . The protection WFF lacks a defined critical path to operationalize decisions and 

manage risk. 

Discussion . Current unit operations demonstrate a critical disconnect between protection 

planning and execution. Protection cells struggle to integrate within the unitôs battle rhythm and 

nest the scheme of protection with the scheme of maneuver. Staffs rarely consider how an 

understanding of operational risk influences planning and decision making, which in turn limits 

the demand for this information from the integrating cells and working groups. This also limits 

proactive risk management, forces a reactive posture focused on immediate threats, and limits 

the commanderôs ability to preserve the combat power necessary for setting favorable conditions. 

This integration failure stems from two key information gaps: 

¶ Decision linkage. Protection working groups (PWG) often fail to link outputs to decisions 

and planning requirements and conversely, lacks awareness of the inputs driving its own 

recommendations. This hinders effective integration into unit systems and processes. 

¶ Situational awareness and capability integration. Protection efforts are hampered by 

limited presence in integrating cells and working groups, resulting in insufficient awareness 

of unit operations across all planning horizons. Furthermore, a narrow focus on maneuver 

enhancement brigade and division air defense artillery assets limits protection inputs to 

reactive risk management measures and prevents inputs into more offensive collections and 

targeting measures. 

ñCreating and exploiting relative advantages require Army forces to operate with endurance and 

in depthò (FM 3-0). Without addressing these informational gaps, protection WFF cells will 

default to reactive measures focused on immediate survival, severely limiting our ability to 

preserve combat power across the depth and duration of operations. 

Recommendation(s):  Establish a dedicated protection critical path that directly supports 

decision making. Utilizing the operations process as a framework, the critical path must carry 

information through a unitôs battle rhythm from inception, to decision, and through execution 

and assessment. When defining a protection critical path, units must consider the following: 

¶ Staff must support information requirements within the critical path through the integration of 

protection personnel, systems, and processes directly into the unitôs integrating cells, battle 

rhythm, and operations process. 

¶ Utilize the decision authorities matrix and battle rhythm to identify when and where 

protection planning and risk decisions are made by senior leaders and commanders. These 

decisions determine what information is pushed and pulled (inputs and outputs) through the 

critical path. 

¶ Depicted in Figure 2-9, the critical path starts with the integrating cells. The protection WFF 

must ensure dedicated planners are represented ï plans (green), FUOPS (amber), and 

CUOPS (red). 

¶ The protection WFF must define the input into other critical staff processes such as targeting 

and collections. This ensures risk management measures are directly informed and aligned 
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with the commanderôs intent and the unitôs operational plan. This process also ensures risk 

mitigation efforts set favorable conditions and proactively address vulnerabilities and could 

impact on critical unit mission objectives. 

¶ Organize and structure the PWG to analyze, integrate and refine daily outputs that inform 

planning (integrating cells) and decisions (decision boards). Once approved, protection 

management decisions must be codified in orders to be executed by oversaw by CUOPS. 

¶ Finally, the assessment working group (AWG) is integral to the protection critical path. Staff 

must assess the overall effectiveness of the scheme of protection and risk during the daily 

AWG. Outputs of the AWG then feed back into the integrating cells to inform the creation of 

new plans and/or the refinement of existing one. 

Figure  2-9. Protection  Critical  Path 

Doctrinal References:  

¶ ADP 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ ADP 3-37, Protection, 10 January 2024 

¶ FM 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 
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Chapter  3 
 

Movement  and Maneuver  Warfighting  Function  

 

Introduction  

This chapter delves into critical observations gleaned from corps and division warfighting 

exercise (WFX) experiences, revealing both the strengths and the persistent challenges in 

translating doctrinal principles into tangible battlefield advantages. This chapter argues that 

improving the operational framework, refining condition setting practices and planning horizons, 

focusing on deep attack capabilities, and optimizing the current operations integration cell 

(COIC) are important to achieve agility, convergence, endurance, and depth. 

The first observation, titled ñOperational Framework,ò examines the foundation upon which 

large-scale combat operations (LSCO) are built. While units increasingly recognize the 

importance of synchronizing operations across echelons and domains, they continue to struggle 

with the effective allocation of combat power towards the main effort. This dilution of resources 

hinders the ability to achieve favorable force ratios, leading to attritional warfare rather than 

decisive maneuver. Sustainment misalignment further exacerbates this problem, limiting 

operational reach and endurance. Prioritizing the main effort, holistically aligning all warfighting 

functions, and focusing on purposeful functions that achieve tangible effects are crucial for 

realizing the full potential of the operational framework. We must ask, ñIs the framework enough 

to support the dynamism required by modern conflict and how well does it facilitate rapid 

adaptation and the integration of diverse capabilities?ò A poorly defined framework can stifle 

agility and hinder the convergence of effects, ultimately undermining endurance and depth. 

The second observation, ñCondition Setting,ò is central to proactive maneuver. Currently, 

condition setting is often approached with broad objectives, limiting the ability to proactively 

shape the battlefield. A focus on shorter-term planning cycles, often driven by the air tasking 

order, creates friction between current operations, future operations, and long-range plans, 

hindering decision dominance. Strengthening condition setting requires precise, assessable 

outcomes, deliberate integration across all warfighting functions (WFFs), and thoughtful 

transitions between planning horizons. A clear, shared understanding of planning horizons is 

essential for synchronized condition setting. 

The third observation, ñSetting Conditions to Enable Combat Aviation Deep Attacks,ò 

underscores the critical importance of division-led planning and the active integration of all 

warfighting functions. Divisions are delegating the planning and battle tracking of combat 

aviation brigade (CAB) deep attacks to the CAB headquarters, leading to attacks that are not 

nested with the division's main efforts or executed during corps convergence windows. These 

deep attacks are intended to extend operations throughout the area of influence and create 

multiple dilemmas for the enemy, however, if  these attacks are not integrated with the division's 

overall plan, they may fail to achieve the desired tactical effect and may even become isolated 

actions. Divisions that delegate these plans are unable to rapidly adapt these attacks to changing 

battlefield conditions and synchronize them with overall maneuver plans. Without division-led 

deep operations planning teams and sufficient prioritization and integration of WFFs the division 

is unable to achieve synergistic effects which generate the high payoff for a high-risk operation. 

To learn about depth.  
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Figure 3 -1. Depth as Explained in FM 3 -0, Operations , March 2025  

The final observation, ñThe Current Operations Integration Cell (COIC)ò highlights its pivotal 

role as the operational nerve center. The COIC's capacity to anticipate future events, track 

ongoing operations with precision, seize opportunities, and proactively mitigate risk is crucial for 

maintaining agility and exploiting convergence. Yet, many COICs limit themselves to battle 

tracking, failing to proactively assess the current situation and inform decision points. A reactive 

COIC fails to synchronize warfighting functions and create a shared understanding of the 

operational environment. 

Inadequate combat power tracking further impacts endurance. A well-functioning COIC acts as a 

force multiplier, enabling commanders to make timely decisions and effectively allocate 

resources across the battlespace, bolstering endurance, seizing and exploiting opportunities, and 

fostering the seamless integration of diverse elements. 

In conclusion, these observations paint a picture of ongoing efforts to refine and optimize the 

implementation of FM 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025. While the doctrine provides a solid 

framework, the true test lies in its practical application. By addressing the challenges outlined in 

these observations (strengthening the operational framework, unifying condition-setting efforts 

and planning horizons, enabling deep attack capabilities through division-led planning, and 

optimizing the COIC) corps and division headquarters can unlock the full potential of agility, 

convergence, endurance, and depth. Ultimately, by continuously refining our approach to 

planning and execution, we can bridge the gap between doctrine and reality, ensuring that our 

forces are prepared to meet the demands of the modern battlefield and achieve decisive victory in 

LSCO. 
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Observation:  #1: Operational  Framework  

Observation . Units demonstrated improvements in defining operational frameworks during 

planning, particularly in delineating deep, close, and rear areas. However, units continue to 

inadequately allocate combat power to weigh and sustain the main effort. This issue leads to 

diluted combat power and positional warfare of attrition rather than maneuver. 

Discussion . Compared to past observations, units in FY25 increasingly recognized the 

importance of the operational framework to synchronize operations across echelons and 

domains. In general, units more consistently apply boundary mechanisms and define the deep, 

close, and rear areas to define fights at echelon. This consistency resulted in improved 

apportionment of higher headquartersô joint and multidomain effects through the targeting 

process inside the battle rhythm. These efforts reflect a growing understanding of the operational 

frameworkôs role of enabling synchronization and convergence.  

 

Figure  3-2. Conceptual into  Detailed Planning  

Despite these advancements, units consistently fail to allocate combat power effectively towards 

the main effort. Divisions and corps often spread combat power evenly across subordinate 

units, rather than concentrate resources at the decisive point. This approach undermines the 

ability to achieve favorable force ratios and forces brigades to attack enemy strengths, resulting 

in heavy attrition and slowed operational tempo. For example, during one WFX, divisions 

advanced multiple brigades abreast without achieving favorable force ratios, leading to attritional 

engagements and missed opportunities to achieve decisive outcomes. 
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Sustainment misalignment further exacerbates this problem. Units struggle to anticipate and 

prioritize sustainment requirements for the main effort, leading to delays in resupply and reduced 

operational reach and endurance. This issue was evident in one WFX where units failed to align 

sustainment efforts with the main effort, resulting in logistics gaps and diminished combat 

effectiveness. 

Additionally, although units improved dynamic adjustments to their operational frameworks 

during execution, these revisions remain focused on components of the deep, close, and rear 

areas almost exclusively. This narrow focus limits a unitôs ability to adapt to changing 

battlefield conditions and reallocate combat power as needed. The operational framework 

outlined in FM 3-0 addresses geographic boundaries to define and scope authorities, assignment 

of areas of operation to scale operations, and assigning main, supporting, and reserve forces to 

prioritize resources. These challenges are assessed by two contributing factors during the 

planning phase: 

¶ First, units do not adequately factor in terrain and enemy considerations as it relates to 

preservation of combat power or its efficient use. In the selected scenarios the Mission 

Command Training Program (MCTP) provides training audiences, it is not uncommon to 

observe units retain the preponderance of organic combat power at echelon, despite terrain 

and enemy considerations that favor attacker or defender roles in a unitôs assigned areas. 

¶ Second, planners do not adequately apply the connective logic of the operational framework 

as it relates to forms of maneuver and tactical sequencing of forces inside the tactical 

framework . For example, units describe operational flanks for envelopments in localized 

tactical sense; but in practice, force apportionment and boundary placement retain the 

characteristics of a frontal attack (attack across a broad frontage with evenly distributed 

forces). Additionally, there remains a consistent lack of thought to interpret the minimum 

essential combat power required to achieve a desired effect to enable the application of 

weight the main effort based on any stated form of maneuver. A unitôs task organization, as 

reflected in Annex A during an exercise provides evidence of this persistent trend. It is not 

uncommon to see few significant deviations from corps- and division-level organic combat 

power. 

In each factor, a unitôs task organization, as reflected in Annex A, provides evidence of this 

persistent trend. Few units make significant adjustments to corps and division organic task 

organizations that would be required to align the capabilities or force ratios needed to execute the 

forms of maneuver as visualized by the commander. 

The second order effect of this consequence is natural tension between the conduct of 

simultaneous versus sequential actions. Units understand their role is to shape the deep area to 

enable the close fight. However, when units do not weigh the main effort, it forces commanders 

and staff to continuously create suboptimal choices, using limited resources to continue shaping 

through the close fight to achieve favorable correlation of forces and means (COFMS). The 

effect is observed through delayed tempo, often between one or more targeting cycles. When 

units do not adequately weight the main effort throughout the entirety of the operational 

framework, units usually achieve only attritional effects. As a result, units subsequently adjust 

tactics from a commanderôs (typical) preference from simultaneous to sequential operations.  
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This observation highlights an issue as it limits a commanderôs options for creating dilemmas 

and limits a unitôs ability to achieve endurance and depth. 

 

Figure  3-3. Operational  Framework  

Recommendation(s):  Begin with the enemy and end in mind. Units must apply the 

backwards planning methodology created during planning and translate the stated effects into 

application of the operational framework: 

¶ Units must use and apply assessments from enemy Event Templates (EVENTEMPs) and 

Situation Templates (SITEMPs) during planning and execution to apply meaningful context 

to plans. 

¶ Application of defeat mechanisms should translate to employment of a stated form of 

maneuver. For example, if  the defeat mechanism desired was to dislocate, the form of 

maneuver may require a single envelopment or penetration. Subsequently, the geometry (unit 

boundaries) and sequencing of forces should reflect this logic. 

¶ The sequencing and functions of forces outlined in FM 3-90, Tactics, 1 May 2023, reinforce 

the likely phases and transitional points for different forms of maneuver. 
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¶ The geometry of the operational framework should match the form of maneuver if it is 

expected to work. 

Prioritize the main effort across all warfighting functions. Units must clearly identify the 

main effort during planning and allocate combat power to achieve favorable force ratios. This 

includes concentrating fires, maneuver, protection, and sustainment resources on the main effort 

to ensure decisive outcomes: 

¶ The main effort requires holistic support, not limited to fires and aviation. A best practice is 

to require all warfighting leadership to participate in the unitôs operations synchronization, 

specifically the G-4 and protection chief. Unity of effort aligned to the main effort is the goal. 

¶ Use of command and support relationships for key enablers remain effective instruments for 

procedural control while delivering apportioned effects. 

¶ Units should avoid executing a frontal attack by advancing multiple subordinate units abreast 

unless conditions are set to achieve favorable force ratios, and it is the commanderôs intended 

form of maneuver. 

Link  Forces  to  Purposeful  Functions  that  Achieve  Effects . 

¶ Use the tactical framework (find, fix, finish, and follow through) for apportioning forces 

to achieve the fundamental purposeful effects that enable sequencing of forces to mass effects 

at the decisive point (FM 3-90). 

¶ Define the purpose, then task. During course of action development, first define the 

purpose and force array, then identify the appropriate task and controlling headquarters (FM 

5-0, Planning and Orders Production, 4 November 2024). Units consistently assign tasks to 

subordinate units without commensurate proportional combat power, which then limits 

options, overcommits combat power, confuses the overall intent, and reduces flexibility. 

¶ A best practice is often observed during the commander-to-commander dialogue where 

commanders focus on the purpose and outcome desired rather than the task requirements ï 

beginning with the end and enemy in mind. This type of discussion needs to occur at the staff 

level first to enable bottom-up refinement of feasible options. 

¶ Enable flexibility . Beyond the basics of offense or defense, tactical tasks are correlated to 

combat power. Through dialogue, determine the most flexible task that allows the 

commander flexibility to achieve the intent. For example, if discrete destruction of a critical 

capability is required, selection of neutralize versus destroy affords commanders at echelon 

their respective flexibility  while adhering to mission command principles. 

A common problem is dismissal of otherwise valid tasks such as disrupt, delay, canalize, 

interdict, or suppress (FM 3-90). An additional best practice is use of a ñnesting diagramò to see 

the relationship of units to the main effort. This fighting product provides a more efficient visual 

tool to observe combat power requirements in relation to the task assignment (FM 5-0). 

Continue to refine operational frameworks during execution. Units that develop a by phase 

operational framework during the military decision-making process (MDMP), review and adjust 

templated changes to the operational framework during each phase, as the operation progresses is 

the best practice. Specific actions and focus areas should continue to advance effectiveness: 



 26-01 MCTP FY25 KEY OBSERVATIONS BULLETIN 

25 

¶ Continue regular updates to boundaries, fire support coordination measures (FSCMs), and 

airspace coordinating measures (ACMs) during the battle rhythm. 

¶ Units should create forecasted operational frameworks accounting for the ñfollow-throughò 

element of the tactical framework in pre-planned sequels for divisions and corps. This level 

of planning enables rapid refinement during execution and even accounts for subordinate 

initiative, potentially leading to ñcatastrophic success.ò 

¶ Flexible framework planning and aggressive condition setting enable the agility of a 

subordinate striking force in a division- or corps-level mobile defense, another observed best 

practice. 

¶ Units should include a deliberate review of resource apportionment. Specifying the main and 

supporting units alone is insufficient. Units should review the assigned tasks and assess 

combat power requirements using decision support tools, such as decision support matrices 

(DSMs), to link operational framework adjustments to commander decision points. Units 

should retain and carry forward the relative combat power assessments used during MDMP 

to assess remaining options during execution. 

Doctrinal References:  

¶ ADP 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ FM 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ FM 3-90, Tactics, May 1, 2023 

¶ FM 5-0, Planning and Orders Production, 4 November 2024 

¶ FM 6-0, Commander and Staff Organization and Operations, 16 May 2022 
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Observation:  #2: Condition  Setting  

Observation . Fragmented condition setting and poorly defined planning horizons impede 

decision dominance. 

Discussion . Many units are navigating the challenges of maintaining effective condition setting 

processes while balancing the demands of dynamic operational environments. Currently, 

condition setting is often approached with broad objectives, which can make assessment 

difficult. A common practice is to align planning primarily with the air tasking order (ATO) 

cycle. While necessary for synchronization, ATO planning limits proactive planning across all 

operational phases. When unit operations are planned by ATO, the COIC, and the joint air-

ground integration center (JAGIC) focus on executing the 24-hour cycle while losing sight of the 

current phase end state. When divisions and corps plan by phase, units focus on condition setting 

and associated assessments across a phase or operation while allowing the COIC and JAGIC to 

dynamically assign taskings in support of the unitôs desired end state.  

 

Figure  3-4. Integrating  Cells  

This focus on shorter-term cycles can create friction between current operations (G-33), future 

operations (G-35), and long-range plans (G-5). Without clearly defined products and consistent 

transitions between these cells, maintaining synchronization can be challenging. 
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Strengthening condition setting requires precise, assessable outcomes, deliberate integration 

across all WFFs, and thoughtful transitions between planning horizons. Proactively shaping the 

operational environment before decisive operations offer opportunities to reduce risk and 

enhance mission success. A collaborative approach to planning can help ensure all elements are 

working towards a shared understanding of desired conditions and timelines. 

 

Figure  3-5. Transition  Checklist  ñA Wayò 

Recommendation(s) : Defined products and transitions. Establish clear deliverables and 

handovers. Develop a standardized matrix outlining specific products and each planning horizon 

(current fight, next fight, fight after next) that must be delivered, including the level of 

completion required at each transition point. 

This matrix must be approved by the division commander and enforced by the G-3. Specifically, 

require the G-5, G-35, and G-33 leads to formally agreeing on product expectations and 

enforcing disciplined handovers during daily synchronization meetings. These meetings should 

include a review of progress against established conditions and a discussion of challenges. 

Ensure planning working group defines planning horizon requirements. The planning 

working group is responsible for defining measurable conditions for each planning horizon, 

assigning clear ownership of those conditions, and developing checklists that directly support the 

commanderôs guidance. The working group will conduct regular assessments of progress and 
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identify potential gaps or shortfalls per horizon. The working group needs to look at assessments 

and impacts across all horizons. 

 

Figure  3-6. The Division  Operations  Process  

Knowledge management optimization, enhance existing digital tools for accountability. 

Maximize the utilization of existing digital tools (such as SharePoint, Microsoft Teams, and 

current collaboration platforms) to build and maintain accessible digital workspaces for each 

planning horizon. 

Focus on standardizing folder structures, naming conventions, and access permissions to ensure 

seamless information sharing. Leverage existing knowledge management officer/representative 

and information management expertise to develop and implement automated reporting 

mechanisms using current software capabilities (e.g., SharePoint alerts, power automate 

workflows, commanderôs critical information requirements, and essential elements of friendly 

intelligence collection alerts) to provide leaders with available readiness assessments and track 

progress against conditions. 
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Doctrinal References:  

¶ ADP 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ FM 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ FM 5-0, Planning and Orders Production, 4 November 2024 

¶ FM 6-0, Commander and Staff Organization and Operations, 16 May 2022 
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Observation:  #3: Setting  Conditions  to  Enable  Combat  Aviation  Deep Attacks  

Observation . Divisions are delegating the planning and battle tracking of CAB deep attacks to 

the CAB headquarters. This results in the attacks not being nested with the division's main efforts 

or not being executed during Corps convergence windows.  

Discussion . Units that succeed in employing the CAB during deep attacks deliberately set 

conditions by leading the integration of planning efforts, resourcing critical enablers, and 

maintaining a shared understanding across warfighting functions (FM 3-04, Army Aviation, 27 

March 2025). 

 

Figure  3-7. Deep Operations  Planning  Team ñA Wayò 

Divisions accomplish integrated planning by having effective deep operation planning teams 

(DOPTs) led by the division G-35. As outlined in ATP 3-94.2, Deep Operations, 1 September 

2016, highly experienced liaison officer planners from the CAB and all division-level 

warfighting functions provide the necessary planning efforts and running estimates required from 

the division level, enabling top-down planning and bottom-up refinement from the CAB to the 

plan. With the restructuring of the CAB, which removes half of the AH-64 helicopter fleet and 

rescoping of organic intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities, it is more 

incumbent than ever for the division to take the lead in reducing the risk to the limited assets in 

the CAB while still enabling maneuver for the division. 

Recommendation(s) : To improve effectiveness and reduce the risk of deep attacks, implement 

the following recommendations. 
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Figure  3-8. Deep Operations  Planning  Model  ñA Wayò 

Deep operation planning teams. For added success in the DOPT, they should follow an air 

assault planning process and horizon, ideally a 96-hour planning timeline. By anticipating the 

division's progress in the operation, the DOPT can leverage other boards and meetings, such as 

the targeting working group and assessment working groups, to ensure timely requests for 

enablers to support the CAB attack. The DOPT ensures that division staff synchronize efforts to 

request needed enablers, prioritize resources, and allocate airspace to employ the requisite 

convergence of effects. This presents multiple dilemmas to overwhelm the enemy, complicating 

their decision-making process, by utilizing a concentrated attack that creates an exploitable 

window of high-payoff target (HPT) vulnerability and minimizing risk to the force. 

The final key to successful CAB deep attacks comes in a final condition check or go/no-go brief 

to the senior decision authority identified in the delegation authority matrix. The decision brief 

(with an example conditions checklist at Figure 3-9.) enables staff to provide the commander with 

estimates of the mission's probability of success. Allowing the proper authority to assess the risk 

to the force and risk to the mission, and determine if the mission needs to be delayed, diverted, or 

aborted. 
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Figure  3-9. Example  Conditions  Checklist  

Implement a deliberate, division-led planning process. The division G-35 should lead a 

deliberate planning process that integrates all warfighting functions in a DOPT, with active 

participation and input from the CAB. This top-down planning with bottom-up refinement 

process should include iteratively scheduled touchpoints and candid conditions checks to ensure 

synchronization of operations with corps convergence effects and shared understanding. 

Plan with  as much horizon as possible. Whenever possible, plan any deep attacks at least 96 

hours in advance. Planning allows staff to request the fire support plan, named areas of interest, 

aviation support requests, and space effects promptly. Staff can refine the details as the day of 

execution draws closer. 

Target refinement. The CAB must have target fidelity prior to the conditions check. These 

attacks should be based on clear triggers to prosecute identified HPTs to support the divisionôs 

maneuver plan. In the absence of target fidelity any decision to employ the CAB to conduct a 

movement to contact should be a deliberate process and risk decision. 
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Conduct final conditions checks. Plan to have final conditions checks or go/no-go briefs 

conducted not less than three hours before wheels-up time of the attack launching. This allows 

the appropriate leader (commanding general or deputy commanding general-maneuver) to decide 

whether the mission should launch and enable the crews to complete their updates/briefings. 

By implementing these recommendations, the division can improve planning, coordination, and 

resource allocation, ultimately increase the likelihood of success and reduce the risk to friendly 

forces during deep attacks. 

Doctrinal References:  

¶ ATP 3-52.1, Multi-service Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Airspace Control, 21 

June 2023 

¶ ATP 3-94.2, Deep Operations, 1 September 2016 

¶ ATP 6-05, Command Post Organization and Operations, 1 March 2017 

¶ FM 3-0, Operations, 21 March 2025 

¶ FM 3-04, Army Aviation, 27 March 2025 

¶ FM 3-60, Army Targeting, 11 August 2023 
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Observation:  #4: The Current  Operations  Integration  Cell  

Observation . Central to the COIC's ability to synchronize all warfighting functions (WFFs) is 

the common operational picture (COP) and continuously updated staff running estimates. Corps 

and division COICs limit  themselves to battle tracking rather than continuously assessing the 

current situation to inform decision points, mitigate risks, and capitalize on opportunities.  

 

Figure  3-10. Current Operations Integration Cell Processes  

Discussion . COICs relied on execution checklists, relegating them to battle tracking rather than 

continually assessing the current operation to drive the rapid decision-making process or 

anticipate the commander's decision points: 

¶ The COIC must be resourced with decision support matrices and a delegated authority matrix 

to be able to transition from battle tracking to fighting the battle. 

¶ Without the authority, or the presence of a leader with authority, the COIC is unable to seize 

opportunities with the rhythm of the battle and are relegated to watching the operation unfold 

without the ability to execute branches or sequels to achieve the commanders intent and end 

state. 

Several deficiencies in battle tracking limited the COIC's ability to anticipate and shape 

operations in the 12ï24-hour time-horizon. 

¶ Staff sections running estimates and COIC battle drills and processes often fell short of 

providing the requisite analytical rigor required to control and shape current operations 

effectively. The failures of the running estimates to accurately see themselves, the enemy, 

and the terrain at the pace of operations negatively impact the COICôs function and increases 
































































































































