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THE JOINT STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC
Reply ZIP Code: 
DJSM-0900-04

20318-0300 
21 August 2004


MEMORANDUM FOR:  Distribution List

Subject:
Military Education Coordination Council (MECC) Minutes

1.  Thank you for your participation in this year’s MECC conference.  The importance of education in the transformation of our forces is critical and your input and dedication is vital for the continuing development of Joint Professional Military Education.

2.  As the enclosed minutes indicate, we are making great strides toward integration of the joint force.  The changes and initiatives taking place in education and training continue to improve the joint force and support the needs of the joint warfighter.

3.  The MECC working group preformed admirably working through the revision of the Chairman’s Officer Professional Military Education Policy.  This important document is currently being staffed for the Chairman’s signature.

4.  The next MECC is scheduled for 30 November 2004, 0800 hours in the Joint Staff Conference Center, Pentagon, room 1E1049.  The conference will conclude no later than 1700 hours.  Proposed agenda topics include:  an update on Joint Professional Military Education legislative initiatives (shortening of Joint Forces Staff College to 10 weeks and authority to teach Phase II at Service Senior Level Colleges); President National Defense University’s Officer Professional Military Education Policy change proposal wherein “universities” would be allowed to be included as a faculty source in the determination of faculty numbers; Defense Leadership and Management Program issues and approval of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s 2005 proposed Special Areas of Emphasis.  Should you have agenda items of interest for the joint community, please contact our POC, Lieutenant Colonel Dave Czzowitz at (703) 692-7279.  We look forward to seeing you at the meeting and to a very productive session.

5.  The Joint Staff point of contact is LtCol B. L. Blackman, USAF; JEDD/J-3; 693-7252.
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T. J. KEATING
VADM, USN
DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF
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Military Education Coordination Council (MECC) Conference

National Defense University

13 April 2004

Purpose of the MECC:  To address key educational issues of interest to the joint education community, promote cooperation and collaboration among the MECC member institutions, and coordinate joint education initiatives
1.  Opening Remarks:  The Director, Joint Staff, VADM Timothy Keating, provided brief opening remarks and welcomed everyone to the meeting.  The primary focus for the conference was:

a.  Changes to Joint Education in 2005 NDAA.

b.  Officer Professional Military Education Policy (OPMEP) revisions.

2.  Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) Update:  COL(P) Maffey, Deputy Director, Joint Staff for Military Education, and Vice Director, Operational Plans and Joint Force Development, provided an informational brief to the MECC outlining CJCS vision for JPME; this was the same brief delivered to JCS Tank in late Feb 04.
COL(P) Maffey’s briefing covered the Chairman’s JPME initiatives; specifically CJCS desires for legislative relief from the prescribed 12-week course length at JFSC (Title 10, 663) and that JPME II be authorized to be taught at all Senior Service Colleges (SSC).  Changes will have to be made in Title 10, 663/661.  In support of these initiatives, CJCS personally met with Congressman Ike Skelton (D-MO) during Jan 04 to request his support.   This first meeting proved successful and a follow-up meeting is scheduled for 29 Apr04.  Additionally, the specific aspects of the CJCS’ legislative initiatives will be briefed to the OPSDEP Tank on 23 Apr 04, and to the JCS Tank on 26 Apr04.

COL(P) Maffey further provided an update on the new G/FO Pinnacle course, stressing that the rank of 3-stars and Pinnacle should not be linked---Pinnacle is to be a “future JTF Commander’s Course.” CJCS is pleased with the proposed Pinnacle content; it too will be briefed in a JCS Tank (on 28 Apr 04.)

Next, the SecDef memorandum to the Military Department Secretaries entitled “Jointness in Military schools” was discussed.  J-7 facilitated a working group (WG) with the Military Departments to generate a coordinated response.  The eventual response highlighted that Joint Operations Module (JOM) and JPME must be linked; gave good support to the CJCS’ JPME initiatives; and highlighted the lack of joint credit for competence based on experience.  The three Service Secretaries sent their response on 18 Dec 03; to date, the SecDef has not responded.

The OPMEP “after next” will take on the competency issue raised in the snowflake response and will map the competencies required for the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) envisioned force of 2015. To begin this effort, a WG was formed to establish a roadmap to develop the subject competencies with USJFCOM.  The group will derive a singular list of joint leader competencies and map them back towards joint learning areas.  This may eventually cause a requirement for a “joint leadership publication”. 

3.  Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) Phase II Update:  

Col Lynes updated all members on the WG efforts at developing policy to institute JPME Phase II in the Service Senior Level Colleges and touched on the legislative relief for a 12-week timeline for JFSC.  

Much discussion was generated on the issue of the “proper” student/faculty mix (the intent being that any JPME II venue adheres to legislative policy by promoting Joint acculturation through its Service mix of students and faculty.)  The challenge in the issue revolves around finding a ratio that is acceptable to Congress without losing essential Service character at the Service Senior-Level Colleges (SLCs).  JS J7 intends to brief the JCS Tank that the answer to this question is to adopt a 6040 percent mix.  (Lt Gen Dunn led a brief discussion concerning NDU’s  “1/3 x 3” mix.)  The Service War College Commandants voiced concern that we may not have enough Service experts to teach the Service core competencies at the centers of excellence with any higher then 60/40. 

Other aspects of the discussion included recognition that Service SLC’s should be able to leverage existing curricula with minimal additional resources required, as there is overlap between the Service War College and JFSC Joint Learning Areas.   JPME II at the Service SLC—if approved—would likely start in AY 06.  The faculty mix will likely be a graduated evolution over 2 to 3 years. 

It was agreed that proposed language would be coordinated with School Deans and members of the MECC WG.  This language should be broad and allow for flexibility.  Next, the MECC was briefed that CJCS is talking to Congressman Skelton on this issue and that he, (Mr. Skelton) and his proStaff in the HASC are very supportive of this proposal, but they do want to see the plan of execution before it is legislated.  They are concerned on how consistent rigorous assessment will be done by the PAJE process.  The guidance will be to write the OPMEP change prior to the legislation being passed, so that the schools are given maximum time to implement the changes necessary. 

MECC members discussed the following specific items with acculturation issue:

a.  All generally agreed that the students are already living and fighting in a joint environment.  The issue of Service character is important in the context of jointness.  Service colleges are Centers of Excellence for joint functional warfighting land/sea/air.

b.  MG Huntoon concurs with the proposal but wants to ensure that USAWC’s role as the JFLCC’s center of excellence is protected.

c.  Maj Gen Rayburn opined that all schools cover JPME II already; the issue comes into play at the acculturation area.  How do we demonstrate acculturation?  We have moved beyond joint with the interagency students.

d.  RADM Route questioned if we were producing what the COCOMS want.  If so, how is it being measured?

e.  Lt Gen Dunn disagreed with some of the discussion as NDU has achieved joint acculturation with a 1/3x 3 ratio.  NDU-P opined that it is important to continue to fight the perception on the Hill that we believe we can institute JPME II without change.

f.  Army, Naval, and Air War College Commandants pushed back at the “1/3 x3” paradigm, w/Brig Gen Ladnier also stating: “Services need Service Educated Field Grade officers for Service needs.”  

g.  MG Huntoon continued, noting that:

(1)  The continuous review of curricula for Joint content;

(2)  Endorses the idea of JPME II at Service SLC as it provides the outcome that best serves the COCOMS, following that 38 percent of his current class came with OEF/OIF experience “a great deal of education comes from the students who arrive with extraordinary expertise and experience in the Joint, Interagency and Multinational environment.”

h.  BG Hirai noted that the “WG did a good service…and what we need is what will sell on the Hill.”

 

Bottomline:  General consensus supported the JS J7 proposal of 60/40 mix of students and faculty, with content language generally as proposed, but to be coordinated with the MECC WG Deans.

ACTION ITEM:  JS J7 press to Tank brief, coordinate content language as discussed above.

4.  Joint Forces Staff College (JFSC) Update:  MG Quinlan, provided an update on the Joint Advanced Warfighting School (JAWS).  He provided a breakdown of attendance by Service at JFSC and a view of the JFSC throughput.  JAWS will be ready to start in August 04. 

JFSC is collaboratively working with all the Services to get the curriculum and student population correct in the first class.  JAWS is not a Service advanced warfighting course “on steroids,” but it will develop planners for joint staffs.  VADM Keating requested the Combatant Commanders be asked at the Combatant Commander conference if they like the product they are getting from the schools.  If the law changes to allow JFSC a 10-week course the schoolhouse will have the opportunity to expand to four courses a year with approximately 14 students per course (this was briefed to the House Armed Services Committee by JFSC).  It was noted that, unfortunately, the Services are not utilizing all their quotas with the current number of courses offered throughout the year.  (NOTE:  81 percent overall fill rate in 2003.)
ACTION ITEM:  Pose DJS Question at COCOM Conference:  Are the COCOMS satisfied with the product they are getting from the schoolhouses?  Action: J-7.

7.  DLAMP and Civilian Issues:  Col(P) Maffey discussed that DJS sent a letter to the Services about their civilian acceptance criteria for both the Intermediate and Senior Levels schools and that the answer failed to back up anecdotal complaints concerning the quality of DLAMP students.  There was much discussion on the type of civilian being sent to the schoolhouses.  The civilian students attending are not being chosen because they are future leaders and they show up lacking a basic understanding of the joint-interagency environment.

General recommendations from the MECC is that DLAMP move to a board structure for selection and that the DLAMP program needs to ensure the graduates have billets when they graduate.    


ACTION ITEM:  Joint Staff J-7 to continue to be engaged with the DLAMP office in an attempt to improve the program.  Invite DLAMP to present and discuss the issue at the fall 04 MECC.  Action: J-7. 

8.  Other PME/JPME issues.  Raised at the MECC, in general discussion were the following observations/issues/points:

a.  That CJCS PME Policy be broader in context vice overly specific. 
b.  That Senior level civilian students are usually not well prepared for the Intermediate and/or Senior level curricula.

c.  That some Services do not accept other Services’ Distance Education courses as PME or JPME.

d.  That NDU’s JFSC AJPME course will receive from JS J-7 a “PAJE-like” accreditation inspection but as there is no such entity as a RC JSO, there is therefore no requirement for RC officers to “meet the educational prerequisites” to be a JSO.  AJPME and JFSC’s JPME II Course are analogs, not equivalents. 

9.  Officer Professional Military Education Policy (OPMEP):  The majority of the time for the MECC was dedicated to discussing the OPMEP.  Col Lynes briefed that the J-7 received 227 comments for the new OPMEP, and approximately 76 percent of the comments were accepted or only slightly modified.  These changes with consensus were briefed in summary.  Left unresolved prior to the MECC were several specific critical comments; these were then briefed, discussed, and decisions were rendered by DJS, item by item.  These areas were:

a.  OPMEP vs. OJPMEP (PME Policy vs. Joint PME Policy)

(1)  Where:  OPMEP Draft Pg. A-A-1 & A-A-6, 4  

(2)  AU proposal:  Change the reference to “the PME continuum” in this paragraph and elsewhere throughout the document to “JPME continuum”.  The “PME continuum” as referenced in the USAF and other Services is much broader in content and depth of subject matter than the continuum addressed in the OPMEP.

(3)  Decision: Reject and Retain current language.

b.  Military Faculty (Significance and portion)


(1)  Where:  OPMEP Draft Pg B-2,b(1).

(2)  Proposal includes language “…therefore, a significant portion of each institution’s faculty shall be active duty military officers.”

(3)  US Army War College and & US Army Command and General Staff College (USACGSC):  Delete sentence; type of Faculty should be determined by the curriculum taught, not an arbitrary standard.
(4)  Decision:  Replace “significant” with “sufficient.”
  

c.  Civilian Faculty (Descriptive attributes)

(1)  Where:  OPMEP Draft Pg. B-5, (6d) & Pg. B-6 f.

(2)  Proposal summary:  include description of ideal civilian faculty credentials; suggests civilian faculty must ensure their academic credibility by actively continuing research and publishing opportunities.  (Language lifted from Rep. Skelton Report).
(3)  ACSC:  Change must to should; National WC & CGSC: faculty requirements should be based on the mission of the school/institution.

(4)  Decision:  Use language “Civilian faculty members should have strong academic records.”
d.  Non Resident Programs (Faculty and student ratio)(Language issue)

(1)  Where:  OPMEP Draft Pg. B-3.

(2)  Proposal summary: do not mandate student-to-faculty ratio; programs should not be required to alter curricula when student mix is not achieved. 
(3)  CGSC & ACSC recommend deleting student-to-faculty ratio; CGSC recommends deleting:  “Where that diversity is not achieved through student mix, the curriculum must provide the necessary diversity of perspective necessary to foster understanding and respect.”
(4)  Decision:  Accept above recommendations

e.  Sea Service Tasks (Provision of students)

(1)  Where:  OPMEP Draft Pg. D-3,4(1)c


(2)  Naval WC Proposal: Insert the following phrase after "provide": "sufficient students so that each military department provides approximately 1/3…”

(3)  Decision: Accept above recommendation.

f.  Learning Areas (NSS, HLS, Joint Strategic Development)
(1)  Where:  OPMEP Draft E-E-1, 3c.

(2)  Naval WC Proposal:  Evaluate historical and/or contemporary applications of national security strategy, to include the current US national security strategy.  (Inadvertently deleted from the draft).

(3)  Decision: Accept above recommendation.
(4)  Where:  OPMEP Draft E-E-1, 3d.
(5)  National WC proposal summary:  Remove reference to “homeland security and defense” in LA.
(6)  Decision: Reject above recommendation.
(7)  Where:  OPMEP Draft E-E-3, 8.

(8)  National WC proposal:  Remove Joint Strategic Leader Development Learning Area.
(9)  Decision: Reject above recommendation.
g.  Accreditation (Categories and Frequency)

(1)  Where:  OPMEP Draft F-2, 5b & 5c.

(2)  Proposal:  Conditional Accreditation/Reaffirmation.  Either initial accreditation or reaffirmation can be granted on a conditional basis.  Conditional accreditation or reaffirmation is granted for 1-3 years with various accompanying requirements for follow-on reports and/or follow-up visits to demonstrate correction of program weaknesses that precluded accreditation/reaffirmation.  Normally, no program will be granted conditional accreditation/reaffirmation consecutively. 
(3)  Decision: Accept above recommendation.

(4)  Proposal: Change from 5-year cycle to 6-year Process for Accreditation of Joint Education (PAJE) cycle.


(5)  Decision:  Accept above recommendation.

h.  Off campus programs (program change constraint)

(1)  Where:  OPMEP Draft GL-8.

(2)  Proposal summary:  Services need the flexibility to create new modalities of instruction such as the ACSC Distance Learning (DL) “Summer Seminar.”  Such innovations in the modalities of instruction should not be considered a “substantive change” to a program.  ACSC:  Qualify the term “off-campus mode of operation” to ensure that it does not preclude the creation of ad hoc groups within an existing DL program.

(3)  Decision:  Accept above recommendation.

i.  SLC Appropriate level of learning

(1)  Where:  OPMEP Draft E-D-1, 4a & E-D-2, 5b/d.

(2)  Naval WC proposal summary:  Increase taxonomy levels for specific Service SLC Learning Areas (LA).
(a)  (LA 2a) Analyze (replace with evaluate) the Department of Defense systems and processes by which national ends, ways and means are reconciled, integrated and applied.

(b)  (LA 3b) Analyze (replace with evaluate) the national military strategy, especially with respect to the changing nature of warfare. 

(c)  (LA 3d) Analyze (replace w/ synthesize & evaluate) how the capabilities and limitations of the US force structure affect the development of joint military strategy.

(3)  Decision:  Accept above recommendation.
10.  Additional MECC Meetings:  DJS is inclined to gather more often than less often.  MECC principles thought that a MECC during the Fall was a good idea.  Therefore, MECC will meet on a semi-annual basis.  


Potential issues to be discussed at the next MECC:

a.  The OPMEP “after next; Update on Joint Leader Competencies.”

b.  Implementation Plan JPME II at Service SLC.

c.  New JFSC JPME Phase II Course.


d.  Service DE Recognition.

e.  DLAMP.

f.  Joint Officer Management Legislation.
11.  Executive Luncheon:  During a working lunch, NDU-P discussed that VADM Cebrowski (USN-Ret) OSD Office of Force Transformation) asked NDU to build curriculum for transformation.  NDU-P wants to build a WG with the other schools to accomplish this task.  Also, NDU will stand up a Homeland Security College and teach at the strategic level. NDU will conduct an executive session in Jul 04, to demonstrate this new course.   

12.  Closing Remarks:  VADM Keating made closing remarks, thanking all for their participation.
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�  UPDATE: 30 Jul 04: Question was submitted for both the June and Sept 04 COCOM conferences.  It did not make the June 04 final agenda cut.
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