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Comment Resolution Matrix 

J-7A 00258-04 - JOINT CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT AND REVISION PLAN (JCDRP)

General Officer Comments - Pre-JCS Tank

12 July 2004

	#
	ORG/

REVIEWER
	Pg#
	Para #
	Line #
	Class
	Comments
	A/R/P

	1
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. McMichael, DSN 680-5433
	
	
	General comment
	U
	Critical: 
Recommendation: The JCDRP must include a detailed exposition of how joint concepts fit within and serve the JCIDS process.
 
Rationale.  After two years of joint concept development, one of the fundamental purposes of the JCDRP should be to clarify the role, purpose, and functions of joint concepts with the JCIDS process.  It does not do that, nor does any other readily available source.  There are no clear paths laid out that define our learning accomplished through JCDE leads through the JCIDS-driven joint requirements determination and acquisition process.  The absence of clarity on this issue continues to hinder progress, synergy, and effectiveness within both JCIDS and JCDE.  The JCDRP provides an immediate opportunity to correct this shortfall.  It should not be approved without addressing this central issue.

Sponsor Comment:  Non-concur.  The linkage to JCIDS will be fully described in the Joint Capabilities to Concepts Implementation Plan (JCCIP), the rewrite of the JIMP, due out late 2004.
	R

	2
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	2
	2a(2)
	64-66
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Commander 10-20 years in the future will accomplish a distinct strategic objective purpose through the conduct of operations within a military campaign.  Within a campaign framework, it identifies a campaign plan structure, describes the operational level capabilities and tasks, with requisite measures of performance, necessary to achieve the desired effects, objectives and endstate and broad operational tasks necessary for success…”
Rationale:  Clarity and accuracy.  Strategic objectives, leading to a strategic endstate, are established by the President.  Some or all of these objectives may be assigned to a Joint Force Commander in terms of a strategic mission.  The JFC then plans a military campaign to achieve the strategic purpose of his assigned mission (e.g., MCO to defeat a nation-state in conventional warfare, Strategic Deterrence to deter attacks on the homeland of forward deployed forces, HLS to protect the homeland from attack and manage the consequences of such an attack, and Stability Operations to proved a safe and secure environment for the preservation or development of local and national governance).  JOCs should “describe”, not merely “identify” – the term “describe” is important with respect to the problem to be solved and the discrete elements of the solution, in terms of a central idea and operational level tasks, to that problem.  
Sponsor Comment: Partial Concur.  See rewrite.  Tasks and measures of performance are JIC level elements.

	P

	3
	AF/XOX

Brig Gen Worden

DSN: 614-2711
	2
	2.a.(2)
	65
	U
	Critical:  A JOC should do more than identify an endstate, objectives, desired effects, and broad operational tasks.  It should link these in a logical manner that shows the strategy-to-task relationship.  

Recommendation:  Change the second sentence in the JOC definition to read: “This campaign links It identifies a campaign plan structure, endstate, objectives, desired effects and broad operational tasks necessary for success.”
Rationale:  Clarity.  As written, a JOC could satisfy the definition with a simple list “identifying” a set of effects and tasks.  The operational-level description of how a Joint Force Commander will accomplish a distinct strategic objective must be more than a simple list of discrete effects and tasks.  It must show how these are linked with each other and the objectives and end state.  In particular, it must identify the conditions required for each broad operational task in the campaign and the effect(s) it is expected to achieve.

Also, the words “campaign plan structure” in this sentence are confusing because they are either redundant with the requirement for a “military campaign” in the previous sentence or are intended to add something new which is not self-explanatory.  With this recommended change, the requirement to describe the conduct of operations within a military campaign which links endstate, objectives, effects, and tasks, will most clearly identify the structure of the campaign.  

This point was articulated in AF preliminary coordination and presented at the comment resolution meeting on 2 July 04.  

Sponsor Comment: Partial Concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	4
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	2
	2.a(2)
	66
	U
	Critical:   

Recommendations:  Move “campaign plan structure” from the definition of a JOC to the JOpsC.  Change to read:

(1)
 The JOpsC is an overarching description of how the future joint force will operate in 10-20 years in all domains across the range of military operations within a multi-lateral environment in collaboration with interagency and multinational partners.  It guides the development of future joint operating and functional concepts and joint force capabilities.  The JOpsC establishes: the unifying operational framework for the family of joint concepts; the attributes and broad strategic and operational tasks for the future joint force; the campaign plan structure, the long-range focus for joint experimentation; and the conceptual foundation for unified action towards implementing the military aspects of national strategy.
Rationale:  The operational focus and the campaign plan structure should be established in the JOpsC.  Each JOC would describe the application of the campaign plan structure for that JOC. 

Sponsor Comment:  Partial concur.  Intent captured.  Slight word changes.
	P

	5
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	2
	2.a(2)
	63-68
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendations:  Change to read:

(2)  A JOC is an operational-level description of how a Joint Force Commander 10-20 years in the future will accomplish a distinct strategic objective through the conduct of operations within a military campaign.  It identifies a campaign plan structure, endstate, objectives, desired effects, and broad principles and capabilities operational tasks necessary for success.  It provides operational context for JFC and JIC development and experimentation.  

Rationale:  In a capabilities based system it is essential to identify principles and capabilities to guide the development of more specific capabilities in JFCs and JICs.  Campaign plan structure must be moved to the JOpsC in order to set this framework for all the JOCs.  Endstate, objectives, and desired effects will vary depending on the adversary, the scenario, and the political aims for a particular situation.  If they must be included, they must be stated in broad terms and noted as illustrative rather than specific requirements.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	6
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	3
	2.a(4)
	77-83
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendations:  Change to read:  

(4)  A JIC is a description of how a Joint Force Commander10-15 20 years in the future integrates capabilities to achieve operational ends.  It includes a list of broad principles, essential battlespace effects and an illustrative CONOPS for integrating these effects together to achieve the desired endstate.  JICs have the narrowest focus of all concepts and resolve JOC-derived effects and JFC-derived capabilities into the fundamental tasks, conditions and standards required to conduct Capabilities-Based Assessment (CBA).  

Rationale:  The time frame should match the timeframe described in the JOpsC and this document.  This time frame will ensure that it is not constrained by the current or programmed capabilities stated on line 45-46.  Principles to be applied are essential for the description of a JIC.  The CONOPS should be described as illustrative, since it cannot possibly describe all potential scenarios.    

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	7
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	3
	2.a(6)
	89-94
	U
	Critical:

Recommendations: Delete the reference to the ROMO.  Add a new figure after figure 2 that depicts an example of the “spider chart” as provided in slide 25 of Maj Gen Catton’s proposed tank briefing.

Change to read:

 (6) Figure 2 depicts JOpsC as the canvas upon which all other joint concepts may be written.  It shows how multiple operations from the Range of Military Operations (ROMO) can be aggregated into JOCs that cross cut JFCs to determine required capabilities.   The “spider” chart in figure 3 provides an example of how various operations must be integrated within a JOCs, with different operations included and emphasized depending on the specific situation.  JOCs present the broad operational capabilities “demand” while JFCs provide the functional “supply” a more specific library of capabilities that may be refined and expanded through experimentation.  JICs may be operationally or functionally focused.
Rationale:  The ROMO conveys the wrong approach.  It presents an image of separate stovepiped operations.  The spider chart conveys the more correct image of the integration of multiple operations within a JOC.  The specific capabilities identified in the JICs must flow logically from the broad capabilities identified in the JOCs.  

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  Reference to ROMO retained but as an interim measure; spider chart added in an endnote as a candidate change to the ROMO.
	P

	8
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	3
	2a(4)
	77-83
	U
	Critical:    
Recommendation: Change to read:  (4) A JIC is a description, within the context of broader joint operating and functional concepts, of how a Joint Force Commander 10-15 20 years in the future integrates capabilities to achieve operational ends.  It includes a description of the specific operational mission or function on which it is focused; a description of the operational and functional capabilities and tasks, with requisite measures of performance, necessary to execute the mission / function within a campaign framework or (Concept of Operations) CONOPs; list of essential battlespace effects and a DPS-based vignette that aids in visualizing the concept for integrating these effects functional means together to achieve the desired endstate.  JICs have the narrowest focus of all joint concepts; they resolve JOC-derived effects and JFC-derived capabilities into the expand specific JOC operational or JFC functional capabilities and tasks to a set of mission specific capabilities and supporting tasks and measures of performance that are used, along with integrated architectures, as primary inputs into the a  fundamental tasks, conditions and standards required to conduct Capabilities-Based Assessment (CBA) within JCIDS.
Rationale:  Clarity and accuracy.  The JIC definition must be consistent with definitions of JOCs and JFCs, and clearly link to each of these concept types in a “supporting” relationship.  JICs describe the comprehensive set of operational and functional tasks, and how functional capabilities are integrated to accomplish these tasks and achieve the operational end (execute the specific mission or function).  

Sponsor Comment:  Partial concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	9
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	4
	2.b.
	102-106
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendations:  Change to read:  

These actions and their outcomes should be explored in experimentation.  Experimentation is used for two purposes;  to further refine concepts in a rigorous competition of ideas as well as investigating solutions to identified capability gaps.  It is unlikely that experimentation can test an entire joint concept at once.  Rather, an approved joint concept is a working document that will be revised incrementally as individual aspects are incorporated into DOTMLPF changes or invalidated and replaced.

Rationale:  The idea of using experimentation to further refine concepts and to explore capability gaps to inform investment strategies are essential elements of concept development and must be addressed in concept theory.

Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	10
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	5
	3
	130-133
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendations:  Change to read:  

In addition, joint concepts inform and are informed by joint experimentation,.  Experimentation will help refine universal joint capability lists and align these future joint capabilities through Joint, Service and Agency transformation roadmaps and concepts for inclusion in the POM.  Joint concepts and experimentation will also help guide and DoD science and technology exploration. 

Rationale:  The role of experimentation in developing capabilities and aligning roadmaps should be addressed. 

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	11
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	5
	3.a.
	141
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendations:  Add a new first bullet

· Secretary of Defense (SecDef) / Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) / Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS):  Are capabilities identified in the universal joint capabilities lists in the joint functional concepts reflected in Joint, Service, and Agency transformation roadmaps to support apportionment and POM decisions?

Rationale:  Alignment of capabilities to transformation roadmaps to the POM should be addressed.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  Idea incorporated into para 3.c.  
	P

	12
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	5
	3.a.
	138-146
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Delete the reference to SECDEF, CJCS and JFC from the sub-bullet questions on lines 141-146.  Add the following to the end of the sentence on line 139, “asked by the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF), Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), or Joint Force Commanders.”  Retain the questions without reference to the specific person(s) who asks the question.

Rationale:  The questions as written imply that the SECDEF and CJCS are only focused on apportionment questions, leaving the decisions on how forces are employed in the future up to the joint force commanders.  It is the SECDEFs and CJCSs prerogative to influence both apportionment and how forces are employed.
Sponsor Comment: Concur.  See rewrite.
	A

	13
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	5
	3
	125-133
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation:  Delete the section starting with “Capabilities-based planning…”.  Change to read as follows: “…Capabilities-Based Planning is a top-down, competitive approach to informing timely decision-making regarding the development and application of joint capabilities.  Operating within fiscal constraints, the approach will enable the Secretary of Defense and Joint Force Commanders to balance risk across the range of challenges (traditional, irregular, disruptive, and catastrophic).  CBP links capability decisions to the Defense Strategy, ensuring the Department develops the portfolio of capabilities required to address a range of potential futures.  The Department’s analytic agenda supports CBP activities and the definition of capability gaps, redundancies, and potential tradeoffs.  

CBP differs from the legacy approach of Threat-Based Planning in its emphasis.  Threat-Based Planning focuses on platforms and weapons for accomplishing a specific mission to defeat a specific threat.  CBP focuses on developing portfolios of capabilities that will hedge against future uncertainty, invests in our enduring strengths, and imposes disproportionate costs on our adversaries.

As part of CBP, Joint concepts link strategic guidance to future Joint force capabilities development and shape near-term programming decisions and science and technology investments.  Joint concepts provide the campaign framework, context, and operational-level and functional task descriptions in specific detail to focus and guide joint experimentation and to provide actionable input to the various analysis and assessment processes such as the CBA, the OSD Strategic Appraisal of Transformation Roadmaps, and Strategic Planning Guidance directed analytical studies.”    

Rationale:  This description of CBP was derived from discussions at the CBP Workshop on 30 June – 1 July 2004 and is the current provisional description. The above recommendation combines OFT and Policy revisions.
Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  Added first two recommended paragraphs as footnotes to Purpose Paragraph (Para 1) of JCDRP.  Folded third paragraph into para 3, not all inclusive as some aspects were mentioned elsewhere in the JCDRP.


	P

	14
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. McMichael, DSN 680-5433
	5
	N/A
	122
	U
	Critical: 

Recommendation:  Add new paragraph 2d as follows:  “JICs have the narrowest focus of all the concept variants and provide the highest level of detail with respect to conceptual description and identification of required capabilities.  When refined through exposure to comprehensive experimentation, they comprise the base document for Capabilities-Based Assessment (CBA) within JCIDS, but they are insufficient in providing a sufficient level of detail to effectively complete a CBA.  An intervening body of analysis, architecture development, and derivation of tasks, conditions, standards, and metrics must be accomplished after JIC completion in order to effectively execute a CBA.  Additionally, the utility and need for JICs extends beyond CBA within JCIDS, and their development must account for their wider use within JCDE.
Rationale:  As demonstrated in the ongoing CBA with the JFEO JIC, by themselves JICs simply will not provide the level of detail needed to conduct CBAs.  As currently written, the JCDRP establishes unreasonable expectations for what is achievable by a JIC-based CBA.  Additionally, tying the JICs solely to CBAs corrupts the larger purpose(s) of concepts for future joint force development.  The JCDRP needs to explicitly recognize the intervening steps required to narrow the JIC-based CBA conducted within JCIDS, and to identify the process and means for producing the additional, detailed documentation required for effective CBA.

Sponsor Comment:  Partial Concur.  No additional paragraph is needed.  Issue was resolved within para 3.b.(1) and associated endnote.
	P

	15
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	3b(1)
	175-177
	U
	Critical: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “…They do so by serving as inputs into through CBA.  When refined through exposure to comprehensive experimentation, Joint concepts, and primarily JICs, comprise the base document for Capabilities-Based Assessment (CBA) within JCIDS, but they are insufficient in providing a sufficient level of detail to effectively complete a CBA.  An intervening body of analysis, architecture development, and derivation of tasks, conditions, standards, and metrics must be accomplished after JIC completion in order to effectively execute a CBA. by describing future joint force operational and functional tasks in sufficient detail to support rigorous analysis.”
Rationale:  As demonstrated in the ongoing CBA with the JFEO JIC, by themselves JICs simply will not provide the level of detail needed to conduct CBAs.  As currently written, the JCDRP establishes unreasonable expectations for what is achievable by a JIC-based CBA.  Additionally, tying the JICs solely to CBAs corrupts the larger purpose(s) of concepts for future joint force development.  The JCDRP needs to explicitly recognize the intervening steps required to narrow the JIC-based CBA conducted within JCIDS, and to identify the process and means for producing the additional, detailed documentation required for effective CBA.
Sponsor Comment:  Partial concur.  See rewrite and endnote. 
	P

	16
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	6
	3.c.
	190-192
	U
	Critical:  
Recommendations:   Change to read:

c.  Joint Concept Linkage to Future Service Force Employment and Force Development.  As part of their respective Title 10 responsibilities, Services conduct basic research, explore emerging technologies, develop innovative concepts, and conduct experimentation in order to develop service-unique or joint capabilities.  Service efforts and initiatives in these areas must both inform and be informed by joint concepts.  Service and joint experimentation will help refine universal joint capability lists that identify capabilities necessary to support joint concepts, and align these future joint capabilities with Service and Agency transformation roadmaps and concepts to inform the POM.  They also show how the Services and Defense Agencies are developing the DOTMLPF solutions to address specific capability needs identified through CBA.  The strategic appraisal of these roadmaps will identify high-level capability gaps and excesses.   

Rationale:  Use of joint and Service experimentation to refine and align capability with roadmaps to inform the POM should be described.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  See rewritten para.
	P

	17
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	7
	4.a(1)
	202-214
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendations:  Change to read:

(1)  Selection Process.  The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), Combatant Commanders (COCOMs), Services, Defense Agencies and the Joint Staff may draft candidate joint concepts or nominate joint concept topics.  The Joint Staff J-7 will consolidate and prioritize these inputs annually based on direction from the Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG), Transformation Planning Guidance (TPG), COCOM Integrated Priority Lists, Analytic Agenda outcomes, Service requests, and other joint priorities.  In doing so, it will select topics and guide the sequence of work to produce a comprehensive and balanced set of concepts based on a holistic operational perspective as described in the JOpsC.  The Joint Staff J-7 will present the joint concepts recommended for development, along with a recommended concept development lead and development timeline to the following decision makers*:
· Joint Chiefs of Staff and Combatant Commanders for JOCs

*(footnote) If schedules and timing allows, the Strategic Planning Conference (SPC) or the COCOM Conference will be briefed on concept candidates.  Otherwise, virtual collaborative sessions will be used to ensure essential COCOM input.
Rationale:  Input from the operational perspective of the combatant commanders is essential.  Virtual collaboration tools make with possible.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  See rewritten para and endnote.  JCS retains final decision authority.
	P

	18
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	7
	4.a(2)
	223-225
	U
	Critical: 

Recommendations:  Change to read:  

The joint concept development lead will ensure that the following key events are accomplished: early and continuous stakeholder visibility and input into initial and subsequent drafts, investigation and refinement of concepts in appropriate experimentation venues, interim progress reviews, and formal staffing to include Comment Resolution Conferences, and flag and general officer virtual collaboration sessions to adjudicate critical issues.  Red team reviews that provide constructive critiques from outside subject matter experts are an essential element of concept development and should be included throughout the process.  Formal external reviews are encouraged and will be arranged for, as required by the Joint Staff J-7.

Rationale:  The purpose of experimentation includes concept refinement as well as investigation of capability alternatives.  Direct flag and general officer input is possible and should be used to adjudicate key issues.   Red teaming should be included throughout the concept development process.  External red teaming by agencies such DART can be arranged by Joint Staff J7.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  “Red Team addition” included.  First two additions addressed already within the document (JS Form 136 will be the formal vetting mechanism, including GO/FO adjudication).  Para 4.a.(2)(a) addresses collaboration without dictating a specific venue.
	P

	19
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	7
	4a(1)
	210-216
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation: Change to read:  “…The Joint Staff J-7 will present the joint concepts recommended for development, along with a recommended concept development lead and development timeline to the JCS, or OPSDEPS if delegated by JCS, for approval following decision makers
:

· Joint Chiefs of Staff for JOCs

· Joint Requirements Oversight Council for JFCs 

· Joint Chiefs of Staff for JICs
Rationale:  To ensure synchronization and to avoid potential “disconnects” there should be one approval body/forum for all concepts within the family of joint concepts covered by the JCDRP.

Sponsor Comment: Rejected.  Current process is as directed by JCS and JROC.
	R

	20
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	8
	4.b.(a)2.
	2275-276
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Add “or as directed by SECDEF” to the end of the sentence.

Rationale:  The SECDEF has the authority to direct additional JOCs to be developed.
Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  All directive authority references were removed in rewrite.
	P

	21
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	8
	4b(2)(a)1.
	272-274
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation:  Change to read, “..Upon JCS approval of a J7 recommendation, Net-Centric Operations, Training, and Force Management Functional Capabilities Boards (FCBs) will develop a JFCs appropriate for their its functional areas.”  Revise Figure 3 accordingly.
Rationale:  Training and Force Management are institutional functions that are not integral to joint operations, and clearly do not belong in the family of joint concepts.  The functions of the Training and Force Management FCBs focus on near-term training and force management issues and decisions, not on capability decisions driven by future operating concept.  It is not necessary for every FCB to develop and have its own JFC.
Sponsor Comment:  Partial concur.  Action is underway.  JCDRP merely captures the fact that it is occurring.  Added reference that action is ‘as directed by the JROC.’
	P

	22
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	9
	Figure 3.
	
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Evaluate and revise the schedule for developing new JICs in order to comply with the Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG) direction on Page 25, first paragraph.  

Rationale:  The SPG directed the development of 5 specific JICs prior to the QDR.  As outlined, it is unclear if the JCDRP schedule will support the development of the specified JICs.

Sponsor Comment: Concur.  SPG intent is being followed.  IO is being nominated as a JOC.  JUO was added to chart and will enter CBA when directed.  All directed JICs will be available prior to QDR.
	A

	23
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	10
	3.c.(3)
	323-324
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Add “in coordination with the PDUSD(P) and D(OFT)” to the end of this sentence.

Rationale:  Prior to the approval of JICs, OSD should have the opportunity to review JICs, especially given that JICs are addressed in the SPG. 
Sponsor Comment: Concur.  Concern added to paragraph 4.a.(2)(d)
	A

	24
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	10
	4.c(5)
	328-336
	U
	Critical: 

Recommendations:   Change to read:

(5)
 CDR USJFCOM will:

· Lead experimentation per the Unified Command Plan 

· Provide experimentation venues in which concept leads can develop and refine concepts and capabilities 

· Recommend feasibility on conducting limited objective experiments on JICs prior to or as part of the CBA

· Provide recommendations to the JROC and concept development leads regarding revisions to joint concepts based on experimentation

· Recommend DOTMLPF changes based on experimentation

Rationale:  Correctly identifies an important task of providing experimentation venues for others to use in concept and capability development and refinement.

Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	25
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	11
	3
	381-388
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendations:  Change to read: 

3. Central Idea and Supporting Propositions.  The central idea explains the proposed mechanisms for solving a given military problem.  Concepts must clearly explain the following:

· Statement of the military problem being addressed

· Central idea/solution/success mechanism  (JOpsC, JOC, JFC)

· Broad principles (JOC, JIC, JFC)

· Supporting propositions (JOpsC, JOC, JFC)

· Campaign plan structure (JOpsC, JOC, JIC)

· Vignette of DPS Scenario and illustrative CONOPS(JIC)*
* (footnote) This item should include a footnote that unclassified scenarios will generally be used in experimentation to facilitate broad participation and dissemination of result.

Rationale:  Identification of broad principles is essential to applying the concept to a broad range of scenarios.

Sponsor Comment:  Concur.  Bullets modified; endnote added.
	A
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	26
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	App A:

p.11
	4
	390-399
	
	Critical:  

Recommendations:   Change to read:  

4. Attributes, Effects, Capabilities and Tasks. This section will provide what each type of concept must include to fulfill its function within the family of concepts.

· Required attributes of the future joint force (JOpsC)

· Campaign plan structure (JOpsC)

· Campaign plan structure, e Endstate, objectives, desired effects and broad operational tasks necessary for success (JOC) 

· Capabilities and attributes (JOC, JFC)

· An illustrative CONOPS (JIC)

· A breakdown of tasks, conditions and standards based on the illustrative by phase of a CONOPS (JIC)*

* (footnote) The list of tasks will ideally include conditions, standards and criteria.  This initial list will be a ‘starting-off’ point for subsequent CBA refinement.  JICs will also reference their related parent concept effects and capabilities.
Rationale:  Campaign plan structure belongs in the JOpsC and each JOC describes the application of the construct in the JOC.   

Endstate, objectives, and desired effects will vary depending on the adversary, the scenario, and the political aims for a particular situation.  If they must be included, they must be stated in broad terms and noted as illustrative rather than specific requirements.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.
	P

	27
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	11-12
	Appendix A
	364-399
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  Replace paragraphs 1-4 with the following:

1.  Purpose.  Provide a clear, concise statement or the purpose of the concept and the military problem to be solved.

2.  Scope.  This section provides the results of concept development mission analysis.

a.  Applicable strategic guidance and any deviations 

b.  Future context guidance and any deviations 

c.  Problem statement 

d.  Concept definition 

e.  Scope (JIC).  Describe the specific scope of the JIC 

f.   Applicability across ROMO (JOC, JIC)

g.  Applicable functions (JFC, JIC)

h.  Key assumptions

i.   Relationship to other joint concepts

3.  Concept Description 

a. Military problem being addressed

  -- Strategic purpose (JOC)

  -- Functional purpose (JFC)

  -- Operational mission / function (JIC)

b.  Central Idea and success mechanisms

  --  Operational level capabilities and tasks (JOC)

  --  Functional capabilities and tasks (JFC)

  --  Mission specific capabilities and supporting tasks (JIC)

c.  Concept of Operations

  -- Campaign Framework (JOpsC) 

[--Application of Campaign Framework (JOC,JFC,JIC) ]

-- CONOP (JOC, JFC, JIC)

         --- Operational tasks and measures of performance, by phase of a CONOP (JOC)

         --- Functional tasks and measures of performance, by phase (JFC)

         --- Supporting tasks, by phase of a CONOP (JIC)

d.  DPS-based vignette to illustrate the CONOP (JIC)

4.  Capabilities, tasks, effects and attributes.

a.  Force attributes/characteristics (JOpsC)

b.  Operational capabilities and tasks, measure of performance, desired effects (JOC)c.  Functional capabilities and tasks, measures of performance, desired effects (JFC)

d.  Mission specific capabilities and supporting tasks, measures of performance (JIC)

Rationale:  Clarity and functionality.  Proposed template aligns with concept definition sand hierarchy.

Sponsor Comment:  Partial concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	28
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	12
	5
	401-404
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation:  Change to read, “Include in this section potential any foreseeable implications of the concept for other joint concepts future force structure (DOTMLPF) and future operations, as well as any recommendations for how to best test the central success mechanism and supporting propositions.  Identify potential risks associated with the concept and means for mitigating them.

Rationale:  Consistency with Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG) guidance for joint concepts. Ideas contained in one concept will have direct implications for other concepts, e.g. distributed operations described in MCO JOC and JFEO JIC have significant implications for logistics and Sustainment concepts.  Any force structure implication drawn from a concept that has yet to undergo experimentation, CBA, etc, is premature at best, and could lead to flawed decisions.

Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	29
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	12
	
	412-419
	U
	Critical: 

Recommendation:  Replace C with the following:  

C.  Tables of Key Deliverables

· Joint Force Attributes / Characteristics (JOpsC)

· Operational capabilities and tasks, measures of performance, desired effects by CONOP phase (JOC)

· Functional capabilities and tasks, measures of performance, desired effects by phase (JFC)

· Mission specific capabilities and supporting tasks, measures of performance, by CONOP phase (JIC)

Delete D.

Rationale:  Clarity and functionality.  Proposed tables align with concept definitions, template and concept hierarchy.  Information D is already contained in body of JIC (see template).

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.
	P

	30
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	13
	Appendix B
	Effect
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Replace the definition of effect with the following, “An end state -- condition, behavior, or degree of freedom of a system -- resulting from an action.”

Rationale:  This description was derived from discussions at the CBP Workshop on 30 June – 1 July 2004 and is the current provisional description. We believe this is a more accurate definition of an effect. 
Sponsor Comment:  Rejected.  Outbrief slides as briefed to GO/FOs and DASDs at conclusion of the CBP Workshop are reflected in the JCDRP.
	R

	31
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	2
	1
	32-33
	U
	Major:    

Recommendation:  Either delete the sentence that states previously published concept development and revision guidance is superceded or include the names of the superceded documents. 

Rationale:  The reference to superceded documents is vague and leaves too much room for interpretation.  Without clarification, this could be taken to mean the JCDRP will supercede guidance in the SPG and TPG.  If the Secretary (or leadership) is to supercede previous guidance, it must be clear what is being superceded.

Sponsor Comment: Concur.  Specificity built into footnote.
	A

	32
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	4
	2.c.
	121
	U
	Major:    

Recommendation:  Include a reference to other key documents that provide context for concept development, e.g. the Strategic Planning Guidance, the Defense Strategy, and the Contingency Planning Guidance.

Rationale:  Section as written does not mention the Secretary’s guidance documents which provide critical context for development of future concepts.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  Sentence modified to include Defense Strategy.
	P

	33
	OSD (P)/

Charles Swett

697-9693


	5
	3.a.(2)
	158-160
	U
	Major:
Recommendation: Replace the last sentence with the following, “The CJCS supports the development of Blue CONOPS' for the scenarios, incorporating appropriate aspects of future joint concepts.”

Rationale:  This sentence more accurately reflects the CONOPS development process. 
Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  Sentence rewritten to show that the CJCS supports DPS development, and one of the ways he does that is by ensuring the DPS Blue Force CONOPS incorporate appropriate aspects of future joint concepts. 
	R

	34
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	10
	3.c. (11)
	351-352
	U
	Major:

Recommendation: Add “or as updated by the SPG directed CBP effort.”

Rationale: The CBP effort is the forum to develop the overall lexicon.  The lexicon that resulted from the 30 June-1 July Workshop is the provisional lexicon and may be updated in the future as the process matures.  

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  See added sentences at the end of the opening paragraph in Lexicon section.
	P

	35
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. Herron, DSN 680-3988
	
	
	General

comment
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Because this document is intended to “…provide guidance for concept development and revision and synchronize the efforts of all joint concept developers”, references should be generously used whenever terms are defined and process is cited so that the reader will understand where the term came from and can go to the reference cited to obtain additional information and insight. Suggest placing the reference immediately after a term is defined and a process cited rather than letting the reader wonder which of the references cited at the end of the document pertains to the part of the document being read. We should be striving for a commonality and clarity of understanding.

Rationale: Clarity of understanding.
Sponsor Comment: Concur.  See endnotes.
	A

	36
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	2
	2
	41
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendations:  Change the section title to read:  Joint Concept Definition, Theory and Context Post Cold War Strategic Environment.
Rationale:  Strategic Environment more accurately describes what is described in the third paragraph of this document.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  See rewrite of paragraph 2.c.
	P

	37
	USJFCOM/J9, MG Dubik

DSN: 836-6471
	2
	2.a (1)
	53-61
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendations:  The focus on the JOpsC must be focused on operations.  

Rationale:  Process information, found in section 5 of the current JOpsC should be moved to this JCDRP document.

Sponsor Comment: Concur with recommendation, but JOpsC and JIMP updates will consider rationale.  
	P

	38
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	2
	1
	36-37
	U
	Substantive:  

Recommendation:  Change to read, “..how they are developed, managed and used, .  It and also identifies applicable strategic guidance and  governing future – context documents…”

Rationale:  Clarity

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  First part incorporated.  Last part…not…
	P

	39
	USMC

MCCDC

LtCol E. King

703-784-3610
	2
	2.a
	49
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Replace the term “Joint Operations Concept (JopsC) with “Capstone Joint Warfighting Concept (JWC)”.

Rationale:  The recommended title highlights its overarching role and warfighting focus. In addition, it alleviates confusion with the term “Joint Operating Concepts”.
Sponsor Comment: Non concur.  JOpsC update is the forum to handle this recommended change.
	R

	40
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	2
	2
	45-46
	U
	Substantive:  

Recommendation:  Change to read, “..capabilities to achieve desired effects and mission or campaign objectives…””

Rationale:  Accuracy.  “Effects” only have meaning in the context of an operational mission or objective

Sponsor Comment: Partial Concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	41
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	2
	2a(3)
	73
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Change to read:  “…JFCs describe the operational level capabilities and tasks (the functional means), with requisite measures of performance, necessary to perform a particular military function IAW the central idea  identify required capabilities and attributes, inform JOC development and revision, and...”
Rationale:  Clarity and accuracy.  JFCs should “describe”, not merely “identify” – the term “describe” is important with respect to the problem to be solved and the discrete elements of the solution, in terms of a central idea and operational level tasks, to that problem.  Within the context of a JFC,  the terms “operational level task” and “measures of performance” should be used, vice “capability” (analogous to operational level task) and “attribute” (a system specific characteristics). 

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Too detailed.
	R

	42
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	3
	2a(5)
	Figure 1
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Delete Figure 1.

--OR -- Modify Figure 1 to reflect the hierarchal nature of the JOpsC, JOCs, JFCs, and JICs described in the set of concept definitions.  JFCs should be shown in a “supporting” relationship to both JOpsC and JOCs.

Rationale:  Figure 1 adds nothing to the understanding of the joint concept hierarchy.  If Figure 1 is retained, the proposed modification adds some degree of clarity and is consistent with concept definitions.

Sponsor Comment:  Partial concur.  Figure modified.
	P

	43
	USMC

MCCDC

T.W. Parker

703-432-8002
	3
	2.a.(4)
	79
	U 
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Change sentence to read “CONOPS, derived from a Defense Planning Scenario . . .
Rationale: CONOPS need to address DPSs to demonstrate relevance.

Sponsor Comment: Rejected.  Already covered in Concept Template, para 3 and related footnote.
	R

	44
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	3
	2a(6)
	90-94
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “…It depicts the relationships between and among JOCs, JFCs and JICs, and how they relate to the ROMO shows how multiple operations from the Range of Military Operations (ROMO) can be aggregated into JOCs that cross cut JFCs to determine required capabilities.   JOCs present provide the operational context and description from which “demand” while JFCs provide derive and describe required the functional “means”, while JICs derive and describe mission/function - specific sets of tasks and capabilities from a JOC or JFC.  as a library of capabilities that may be expanded.  JICs may be operationally or functionally focused.
Rationale:  Clarity and consistency with concept definitions.
Sponsor Comment:  Partial Concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	45
	PNAV N51

LCDR Molinari

DSN: 223-6394
	4
	Fig 2
	
	U
	Substantive: Figure is not simple to understand

Recommendation:  Move Functional JIC line down to Focused Logistics and rename it to “JLOG Functional JIC”. Likewise change vertical JIC to read “JFEO Operational JIC” and provide a walkthrough example. Potentially: 

  “In this diagram the functional concepts (on the left) are horizontally imbedded across all JOCs (on top/across). Specific JICs are applications within either the broader functional or operational concepts.  In the above example, JFEO JIC is clearly imbedded in the parent MCO JOC while addressing all military functions top to bottom.  The JLOG JIC is correspondingly focused within the Focused Logistics JFC- yet permeates all JOCs across the board.

Rationale: Granularity

Sponsor Comment: Partial.  See rewrite of paragraph 2.a.(6) and movement of ‘Functional JIC Bar.’
	P

	46
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	4-5
	2b, c
	98-121
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation:  Re-sequence these paragraphs to paragraph 2a,b and renumber current paragraph 2a to 2c.

Rationale:  Clarity.  This description of concept theory and context for concept development should precede the concept definitions.
Sponsor Comment:  Concur. 
	A

	47
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-430-7445 
	5
	3.a.
	141
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:
Secretary of Defense (SecDef) / Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) / Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS): How should the joint force be apportioned to minimize  future risk to national security interests?

Rationale:  We want to minimize risk, not just mitigate them.  The only reason that we don’t put “eliminate” in this spot is that we know that risk cannot be eliminated.

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Mitigate is the correct word in a resource-constrained environment (and it is also in the NMS as ‘mitigate’).
	R

	48
	OPNAV N51

LCDR Molinari

DSN: 223-6394
	5
	3(2)
	160
	U
	Substantive: DPS explanation does not clearly link back to the JICs.
Recommendation:  Add sentence: “These scenarios provide the basis for JIC CONOP development.”

Rationale: The JCDRP DPS explanation does not sufficiently link back to the Joint Concepts.  A clear linkage between approved DPS CONOPS and JICs is required to ensure standardization and uniformity between new JICs and their associated CONOPS.  Additionally, a direct linkage to the DPS will preclude debate over classification levels and provide a common reference for conduct of the Capabilities Based Assessments (CBA).

Sponsor Comment: Partial.  Concur, but DPS relationship is explained in the template.  No further discussion deemed necessary.
	P

	49
	Army G-35 (SSP)

Major Scott A. Miller

703-614-2254

Scott.miller2@hqda.army.mil
	5
	2c.2
	120
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Add “The JOE develops the future operating environment providing resolution on the impact of technology, economics, media, social and cultural trends helping the Warfighter better visualize the battlespace.”

Rationale:  Accuracy - Includes important aspects of the JOE that significantly impact the future battlespace.  

Sponsor Comment: Concur.   See rewritten paragraph.
	A

	50
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	3a
	142-143
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “..How should the joint force be apportioned employed to mitigate future risk to national security interests?”
Rationale:  Accuracy.  Forces are allocated to COCOMs for planning purposes via the JSCP.

Sponsor Comment:  Partial concurred.  Eliminated offending word. 
	P

	51
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. Hintz, DSN 680-7727
	5
	3.a.(1)
	151
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Change to read “…lead to: recommendations for concept revision recommendations; recommendations for science and technology investment recommendations to close capability gaps; and DOTMLPF Change Recommendations to implement the capability and close capability gaps…”

Rationale: Clarity. Capability gaps may occur in all three areas not just science and technology.  Capabilities analysis on capabilities gaps should be conducted along the lines of the UJTLs for all concepts not in just JICs.  
Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	52
	Army G-35 (SSP)

Major Scott A. Miller

703-614-2254

Scott.miller2@hqda.army.mil
	6
	C
	193- 196
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Delete “…They also show how the Services and Defense Agencies are developing the DOTMLPF solutions to address specific capability needs identified through CBA.  The strategic appraisal of these roadmaps will identify high-level capability gaps and excesses.”    

Rationale:  Consistency with approved OSD Transformation Planning Guidance April 2003.  Under current OSD guidance transformation roadmaps do not address DOTMLPF solutions to address CBA-identified gaps.  Nor does OSD’s strategic appraisal identify high-level capability gaps and excesses.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  TPG guidance is dated.  JCDRP guidance will supercede obsolete guidance.
	P

	53
	USMC

MCCDC

Dave Elwing

DSN 222-5504
	7
	4a.(2)


	217
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Within the development process, a paragraph should be added describing the requirement for each concept team to produce and overarching Terms of Reference (TOR).

Rationale: A TOR will scope, define, focus, and provide guidance for concept development efforts.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  Intent of rationale is covered under the IPR para 4.a.(2)(b).
	P

	54
	Army G-35 (SSP)

Major Scott A. Miller

703-614-2254

Scott.miller2@hqda.army.mil
	7
	4a(2)(b)
	232
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “ …lead in concert with the stakeholders will conduct a mission analysis of the tasks.”

Rationale:  Completeness and ensures a comprehensive and stake-holder supported task analysis.  Stake-holder participation is the default.  

Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	55
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	7
	4a(2)(c)
	242-243
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “…JICs will present a mid-ternm progress review to the JCS or OPSDEP Joint Capabilities Board only.”

Rationale:  To ensure synchronization and to avoid potential “disconnects” there should be one approval body/forum for all concepts within the family of joint concepts covered by the JCDRP.

Sponsor Comment:  Rejected.  Timing reality does not allow JIC Mid-term progress review to Tanks. 
	R

	56
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	7
	4a(2)(e)
	252
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation:  Change to read, “…lead will brief the finalized concept to the JCS/JROC as appropriate to obtain endorsement….”
Rationale:  To ensure synchronization and to avoid potential “disconnects” there should be one approval body/forum for all concepts within the family of joint concepts covered by the JCDRP 

Sponsor Comment:  Rejected.  JROC wants to remain in charge of JFCs.
	R

	57
	USMC

MCCDC

T.W. Parker

703-432-8002


	8
	4.b(2)

(b)
	280
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: A two year revision cycle for concept development is unrealistic and will unnecessarily overburden Services/COCOMs/JS. It will create a continuous revision cycle, which will occupy considerable manhours. Recommend that revisions to JOCs/JICs be by nomination of a Service/COCOM or the JCS/JROC and held to a two year revision cycle.

Rationale: Well written and informed concepts should stand the test of time beyond two years; the nature of war has not and will not evolve at a pace requiring such a short revision cycle.
Sponsor Comment: Rejected.  2 year cycle allows periodic review and may or may not result in revision.
	R

	58
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	8
	4b(1)
	256-257
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “..Joint Concept Revision is the process by which concept descriptions, ideas, tasks, capabilities requirements, etc., are modified, changed or replaced.”
Rationale:  Accuracy.

Sponsor Comment:  Partial concur.  ‘Modified, changed’ are not required. 
	P

	59
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. Herron, DSN 680-3988
	8
	4b(1)
	258
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Change to read “…recommend revisions to joint concepts to the Joint Staff J-7.”

Rationale: To clarify where revisions to concepts should be submitted.
Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Not IAW process, which calls for revision comments going to the concept development lead, not the J7.
	R

	60
	Army / HQ TRADOC, FC/ Mr. Millner/

DSN:680-5718
	8
	4b(2) 
	265
	U
	Substantive: 
Recommendation: Change as follows: “their efforts and allow a logical flow of influence, consistency, synergy, and interdependencies within the family of joint…”  

Rationale: Clarity and completeness.  Provides greater amplification of what must be accomplished during the revision process. 

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Too wordy with insufficient value added.
	R

	61
	TRADOC, JACD, LTC Cal, DSN: 680-2192
	8
	4b(2)(b)1
	285-286
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Change to read “..A revised JOpsC version 2.0 will be published by October 2004 and then every other March beginning in 2005.”

Rationale: Consistency with New JOC Proposal document and guidance from JS J7 that JOpsC v.2.0 would be published by October 2004.  The document authors may adjust subsequent JOpsC publication dates, as the JS J7 has not directed those dates.
Sponsor Comment:  Non-concur.  See figure 3 for appropriate dates.  
	R

	62
	TRADOC, JACD, LTC Cal, DSN: 680-2192
	8
	4b(2)(b)2
	287-288
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: After the sentence, “Revised JOCs will be published every other January beginning in 2006,” add the sentence, “Newly proposed JOCs will begin being published after the JOpsC version 2.0 publication in October 2004.”

Rationale: Consistency with New JOC Proposal document recommended changes.  Need to wait until publication of new JOpsC for new JOCs to be consistent with the capstone concept.
Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  This section covers revision, not new JOCs.  Also, we don’t know when the JCS will decide on new JOCs.
	R

	63
	Army G-35 (SSP)

Major Scott A. Miller

703-614-2254

Scott.miller2@hqda.army.mil
	8
	4b(2)(b)4.
	294
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “Extant JICs will be revised as necessary will be revised when requested by any member and approved by the JCS.  At a minimum, JICs will be reviewed every five years.”  

Rationale:  Provides a specific methodology for revision of JICs.

Sponsor Comment:  Partial concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	64
	TRADOC, JACD, LTC Cal, DSN: 680-2192
	9
	Fig. 3
	304
	U
	Substantive: 
Recommendation: Slide the dashed line box with the text “New JOCs*” to the right so that the left edge of the box corresponds with November 2004 on the timeline, subsequent to the October 2004 publication of the JOpsC version 2.0.

Rationale: Consistency with New JOC Proposal document recommended changes.  Need to wait until publication of new JOpsC for new JOCs to be consistent with the capstone concept.
Sponsor Comment: Rejected.  OBE.  Box removed from timeline.
	R

	65
	Army G35-SSP, Mr. Moore, 703-692-8597
	9
	Fig. 3
	304
	U
	Substantive: 
Recommendation: Add to Figure 3 the annual window for nomination of joint concept topics (described on page 6 paragraph 4a(1).

Rationale: Clarity and synchronization with concept development and revision timelines.
Sponsor Comment: Partial.  Added reference date to para 4.a.(1).
	P

	66
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	10
	4c(5)
	333
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “…Provide recommendations to the Joint Staff / J7  JROC and concept development leads regarding revisions to joint concepts based on ….”

Rationale:  Accuracy.  The J7 is the Joint Staff lead for all joint concepts, and is charged with accepting concept recommendations and providing appropriate recommendations to the JCS.

Sponsor Comment:  Partial concur.  ‘CJCS’ used instead of ‘JS/J7.’ 
	P

	67
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. Herron, DSN 680-3988
	10
	4c(5)
	334
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Change “…based on experimentation.” To read “…based on experimentation and joint lessons learned.”

Rationale: Completeness. In addition to the information obtained during joint experimentation, the lessons learned and key observations collected by USJFCOM’s “Joint Center for Lessons Learned (JCLL)” should be leveraged to inform joint concept development whenever possible. 
Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	68
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. Herron, DSN 680-3988
	10
	4c(5)
	336
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Change “…based on experimentation.” To read “…based on experimentation and joint lessons learned.”

Rationale: Completeness. In addition to the information obtained during joint experimentation, the lessons learned and key observations collected by USJFCOM’s “Joint Center for Lessons Learned (JCLL)” should be leveraged to inform joint concept development whenever possible. 
Sponsor Comment: Rejected.  N/A.
	R

	69
	Army / HQ TRADOC, FC/ Mr. Millner/

DSN:680-5718
	10
	(9)
	346
	U 
	Substantive:  

Recommendation:  Change to read,  “new joint concepts, and provide oversight of concept updates, developing procedures to ensure emerging and existing joint concepts link horizontally and vertically and are consistent with JOpsC and each other.  Additionally, the J7 will identify synergies and interdependency opportunities between concepts and ensure that they are appropriately tracked and linked throughout all relevant concepts. Within the Joint…”

Rationale: Clarity, completeness and coherence. Most of the existing JOCs, JFCs, and JICs were developed in parallel and insufficient staffing time was allocated to ensure synchronization and synergy requirements. There was also no focus on interdependence possibilities between the rapidly emerging concepts. Getting all of the existing and emerging joint concepts in sync as well as identifying the synergies and the possible interdependencies between them will take considerable process and procedural efforts that must be addressed in this TOR.  
Sponsor Comment: Noted, but recommendation will be folded into the JIMP rewrite, Winter 2005. 
	P

	70
	USMC

MCCDC

William Scheffler

757-6386072
	11
	2
	374
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Fourth bullet refers to “future context documents” without defining them. Add definition of “future context documents” to Appendix D.

Rationale: Term is currently undefined.

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  See JCDRP body.
	R

	71
	OPNAV N51

LCDR Molinari

DSN: 223-6394
	11
	3
	387
	U
	Substantive: Bullet is confusing

Recommendation: Delete “JOpsC” from Campaign plan bullet.
Rationale: As was discussed at the definitions meeting, the JOpsC itself will not have a campaign plan but will outline the requirement for a campaign plan construct in the subordinate JOCs and JICs.

Sponsor Comment: Partial concur.  See rewrite.
	P

	72
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	13
	Appendix B
	Capability
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Replace the definition of capability with the following, “The ability to achieve a desired effect to explicit standards and under specified conditions.”

Rationale:  This description was derived from discussions at the CBP Workshop on 30 June – 1 July 2004 and is the current provisional description.  
Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Outbrief slides as briefed to GO/FOs and DASDs at conclusion of the CBP Workshop are reflected in the JCDRP. 
	R

	73
	OSD (P)/

Beth Cordray

697-9478


	13
	Appendix B
	CONOPS
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Replace the definition of CONOPS with the following, “A description of how a joint force commander will achieve desired effects within a specific scenario.”

Rationale:  This description was derived from discussions at the CBP Workshop on 30 June – 1 July 2004 and is the current provisional description.  
Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Outbrief slides as briefed to GO/FOs and DASDs at conclusion of the CBP Workshop are reflected in the JCDRP.
	R

	74
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	13
	Annex B
	
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: For each definition provide an illustrative example, using a common thread (e.g. a capability) that can be tracked through each definition. 
Rationale:  Examples will provide clarity on what one of these items (metric, measure, criterion, MOE, MOP, etc.) actually looks like.

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Not needed.
	R

	75
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	13
	Definitions
	Capability
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation:  Change to read:  “The ability to employ a combination of means and ways sufficient in order to perform a set of tasks or achieve an effect to execute a specific course of action under a specific condition or range of a standard under specified conditions.”
Rationale:  Clarity and consistency with JP 1-02.  (There should be a parallel effort to revise the capability definition in JP 1-02.)

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Outbrief slides as briefed to GO/FOs and DASDs at conclusion of the CBP Workshop are reflected in the JCDRP.
	R

	76
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-430-7445 
	14
	Measure of Effectiveness
	449-450
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Measures designed to quantify the degree of perfection in accomplishment of mission objectives and achievement of desired effects.

Rationale:  Using parallel language for Measures of Effectiveness and Measures of Performance helps clarify the distinction, which in practice can often prove difficult.

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.
	R

	77
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Objective
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “The clearly defined decisive and attainable goals toward which every military operation should be directed.”

Rationale:  Consistency with JP 1-02.  (What is the rationale the recommended change to this definition?)

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Outbrief slides as briefed to GO/FOs and DASDs at conclusion of the CBP Workshop are reflected in the JCDRP.
	R

	78
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	CONOPS
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation:  Change to read:  “A verbal or graphic articulation of a commander’s intent, objectives, and how they are to be achieved for an operation or series of operations.  It provides an overall picture and broad flow of tasks within a plan by which that describes how a commander employs maps capabilities plans to generate desired effects to achieve objectives and effects to an the endstate described in his intent.”

Delete “or Commanders Concept” from title
Rationale:  Clarity and consistency with JP 1-02.  (There should be a parallel effort to revise the CONOPS definition in JP 1-02.)

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Outbrief slides as briefed to GO/FOs and DASDs at conclusion of the CBP Workshop are reflected in the JCDRP.
	R

	79
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Effect
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation:  Change to read:  “Change to a condition (static state), behavior (dynamic state), or freedom of action of a system A physical, psychological, or functional outcome, event or change resulting from tasked a specific political, informational, military, or economic action, or a combination of actions.”
Rationale:  Clarity and consistency with Webster’s.  (There should be a parallel effort to include the definition of effect in JP 1-02.)

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Outbrief slides as briefed to GO/FOs and DASDs at conclusion of the CBP Workshop are reflected in the JCDRP.
	R

	80
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Endstate
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation:  Change to read:  “The set of conditions, behaviors, and freedoms of action that defines accomplishment achievement of the commander’s mission.”
Rationale:  A commander achieves objectives, but accomplishes a mission.  (There should be a parallel effort to revise the definition of end state in JP 1-02.)

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Logic is accurate, but preference follows JP 1-02 structure (achieve objectives).
	R

	81
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	2
	2a
	48
	U
	Administrative:  

Recommendation:  Change to read, “..Joint concepts comprise are organized in a hierarchy…”

Rationale:  Clarity

Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	82
	SOUTHCOM

SCJ5-PS

Lt Col Barr

DSN: 567-1515
	2
	2.a.1
	
	U
	Administrative: 

Recommendation: Add “It provides the operational context for the transformation of the Armed Forces of the United States by linking strategic guidance with the integrated application of Joint Force capabilities.” 

Rationale:  Direct pull from Purpose of JOpsC.  Provides tie in to transformation. 

Sponsor Comment: Rejected.  JOpsC is morphing as we speak.
	R

	83
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-430-7445 
	3
	2.a. (6)
	89
	U
	Administrative:
Recommendation:  (6) Figure 2 depicts JOpsC as the page upon which all other joint concepts may be written.  It shows how multiple operations from the Range of Military Operations (ROMO) can be aggregated into JOCs that cross cut JFCs to determine required capabilities.      

Rationale:  If a metaphor is used here, it should be consistent.  One paints on a canvas; on a page one writes.  Alternatively, the sentence could be simplified to “Figure 2 depicts JOpsC as the foundation for all other joint concepts.”

Sponsor Comment: Concur.  See rewrite.
	A

	84
	USMC

Mr. Rich Hibbert

703-432-8076
	3
	2a.(4)
	77
	U
	Administrative: 

Recommendation: Change “10-15 years” to read “10-20 years”

Rationale: Consistency

Sponsor Comment: Concur.  See rewrite.
	A

	85
	USJFCOM/J9, Fawcett

DSN: 
	
	
	81
	
	Admin:  

Recommendations:  The use of the word, “resolve” does not seem quite right.  Perhaps, “serve to decompose”.

Rationale:  

Sponsor Comment: Concur.  ‘Distill’ used.
	A

	86
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-430-7445 
	4
	2.c.
	108
	U
	Administrative:
Recommendation:  The two documents below guide, and provide a foundation for, joint concept development and revision.
  

Rationale:  “Robust” is an overused word, and its presence here smacks of self-congratulation.

Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	87
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-430-7445 
	5
	3.a.
	153
	U
	Administrative:
Recommendation:
Recommendations to implement the capability; or the recommendation for additional experimentation.

Rationale:
Joint experimentation can lead to a recommendation, but it cannot lead to a need.  The need is already there, and is discovered by the experimentation.

Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	88
	SOUTHCOM

SCJ5-PS

Lt Col Barr

DSN: 567-1515
	5
	3.a.
	137
	U
	Administrative: 

Recommendation: Remove comma between Recommendations and which
Rationale:  Proper grammar

Sponsor Comment:  Concur.
	A

	89
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	3a(2)
	156-158
	U
	Administrative: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “..Defense Planning Scenarios (DPS) are a second key to establishing venue and are the basis for the department’s analytic agenda.  They depict specific future national security challenges and illustrative military concepts of operation plan (CONOPS) to address those challenges…”
Rationale:  Accuracy. Not covered

Sponsor Comment:  Rejected.  Value added insufficient to justify change.

 
	R

	90
	OPNAV N51

LCDR Molinari

DSN: 223-6394
	7
	C
	242
	U
	Administrative: Type-o

Recommendation: Change “mid-tern” to “mid-term”

Rationale:

Sponsor Comment: Concur. 
	A

	91
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. Herron, DSN 680-3988
	7
	4a(2)(d)
	246
	U
	Administrative:

Recommendation: The statement “When all elements of the concept (as depicted in the template appendix to this plan), the concept will be considered complete….” is an incomplete thought. Revise to include the thought the author intended to convey.

Rationale: Clarity.
Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	92
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	7
	4a(2)
	217-218
	U
	Administrative: 

Recommendation:  Change to read, “…Upon joint concept topic approval of the decision making bodies listed above, the Director of the Joint Staff will publish…”
Rationale:  Clarity. 

Sponsor Comment:  Concur.
	A

	93
	SOUTHCOM

SCJ5-PS

Lt Col Barr

DSN: 567-1515
	7
	4.a.2.d
	245-246
	U
	Administrative:

Recommendation:  Second line is incomplete—need to add some words prior to the comma.

Rationale:

Sponsor Comment: Concur.  See rewrite.
	A

	94
	SOUTHCOM

SCJ5-PS

Lt Col Barr

DSN: 567-1515
	7
	4.a.2.c
	242
	U
	Administrative:

Recommendation:  change “mid-tern” to “mid-term”

Rationale:  Incorrect spelling

Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A

	95
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-430-7445 
	8
	4.b.
	268
	U
	Administrative:
Recommendation:
(a) The left (“Near Term”) side of Figure 3 is the “Consolidation Year Effort,” which includes the near term tasks to resolve problems encountered during the initial round of concept development. 

Rationale: The proposed change fixes a typo, and clarifies the meaning of the sentence.  Figure 3 does not divide in half—the left side is five of thirteen total centimeters on the USEUCOM printout.  The easiest solution is to avoid fractions altogether.

Sponsor Comment: Concur.
	A





� Because these documents were developed independently there may be some inconsistencies.  Joint concept writers should endeavor to incorporate the best ideas and resolve any terminology conflicts by using the lexicon contained in this plan.  
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