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	Comments Resolution Matrix related to Planner Chop Comments on Draft JCDRP.

All comments were addressed, although the   rewritten JCDRP may throw some responses ‘out of sync’ with the subsequent Sponsor comment ‘fixes.’
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	1
	STRATCOM

/PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660
	Gen
	
	
	U
	General Comment:

The JS Form 136 tasker states “Lexicon provided for review only.  Comments not required.  OSD(P) will host a conference to resolve terminology issues.”  It is exceedingly difficult to review this document without agreed terminology.

Sponsor Comment: The lexicon incorporates provisional terminology from an OSD-hosted terminology conference (01 Jul 04) and now is available for comment.  The intent is to achieve a useful lexicon with coherent elements, albeit  provisional.
	A

	2
	STRATCOM

/PR15

Lt Col Blank

DSN 272-9768
	Gen
	
	
	U
	General Comment:

Recommendation: All instances of the term “CONOPS” throughout this document should be changed to “Operating Concepts”.

Rationale:  JP 1-02 defines the term “CONOPS” in reference to a commander’s intent with a specific operation, campaign plan, or operational plan.  These concept documents are instead describing hypothetical new ideas for future joint force capabilities and employment.  These ideas should be referred to as “operating concepts” as recommended by the DART study “A Practical Guide to Developing and Writing Military Concepts”

Sponsor Comment:  Agree to a point, but CONOPS can be used for a future plan.  Refer to lexicon.
	P

	3
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	General
	
	
	U
	Critical:  This document, as currently written, mixes the Joint Concept Development and Revision Plan (JCDRP) with the Terms of Reference (TOR) and confuses the purpose (and utility) of each.  
Recommendation:  Produce a Joint Concepts Revision Plan that addresses specifics as defined in the Strategic Planning Guidance (page 24) and objectives as outlined in Joint Concept Revision Plan Study Charter.  Prepare a separate Terms of Reference (TOR), that “will evolve into CJCSIs,” as articulated on the Way Ahead (slide #5), Joint Staff J7 Joint Operating Concept Way Ahead brief, dated 7 May 04.
Rationale:  One document (the Revision Plan) responds to an SPG tasker and the other (TOR) provides needed guidance for concept development.  Additionally, two separate documents would provide the proper distinction between the two and minimize confusion.
Sponsor Comment: TOR has been changed to JCDRP to minimize confusion
	P

	4
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	General
	
	
	U
	Critical:  The Joint Vision Implementation Master Plan, CJCSI 3010.02A (15 Apr 01) defines a process that translates emerging joint operational concepts into joint warfighting capabilities as a result of joint experimentation and assessment recommendations.  CJCSI 3010.02A provides the strategic foundation and framework for joint concept development.  CJCSI 3010.02A provides a good template that can be used for the “Joint Concept Development and Revision Plan.”  

Recommendation:  The “Joint Vision Implementation Master Plan,” approved by the CJCS, is a living document intended to reflect revisions in future joint concepts.  It is well organized and could easily absorb JCIDS into the content.  A plan to revise this CJCSI 3010.02A may meet the SPG directed requirement for a “plan for revisions to future joint concepts.”   The revision plan for CJCSI 3010.02A should be consistent with, and complement the guidance provided in, CJCSM 3170.01A, “Operation of the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System.”  

Rationale:  Guidance for concept development should be captured in a much needed update to CJCSI 3010.02A.  Additionally, publication of guidance via a CJCSI would appear to be more authoritative and useful than proposed format of the JCDRP.  
Sponsor Comment: CJCSI update is underway, but will not be complete for use in this document.  CJCSI update is not a short time event.
	P

	5
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761


	1
	1
	4-5
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation:  Delete the phrase “transformation of joint operations and force structure.  Replace with “critical linkage between strategic guidance and the development and employment of joint force capabilities.”

Rationale:  Consistency with Section 3 of the JCDR (Application), which discusses the “ultimate objective of joint concepts.”  Section 3 has two main subordinate sections:  Concept linkage to Joint Force employment and Concept linkage to Joint Force development.  The purpose statement must be consistent with the application of joint concepts.

                  Consistency with the definition in Section 2 for concept (lines 17-18).  Strategic guidance provides the ends (objectives).  Section 2 defines military concepts as “how a military commander employs his capabilities to achieve desired effects.”  This is a statement of the ways and means.  Thus, the linkage that follows between end-ways-means would entail strategic guidance to joint force employment of joint force capabilities.  Joint concepts provide the bridge between ends and ways/means.  The opening sentence is too narrow based on the definition in Section 2.

Sponsor Comment:   See rewritten paragraph
	A

	6
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Tom Westfall
DSN: 692-1096
Thomas.Westfall@northcom.smil.mil
or
Thomas.Westfall@northcom.mil
	1
	1
	5 - 6
	U
	Critical:  The statement “When direction differs between the TOR and previously published guidance, the TOR will be used” is problematic and the End Note (#3) does not adequately address the issues raised by the statement.  The implication of this statement is that this draft document overrides existing OSD and Joint Staff produced (and approved) guidance and documents.  As written, this statement will, as a minimum, create additional obstacles to concept development and refinement.   

Recommendation:  Delete the sentence.  

Rationale:  It is, as a minimum, doubtful that this draft document will have the authority implied by the statement in question.
Sponsor Comment: Clarified that SecDef is approval authority.  See rewritten paragraph
	P

	7
	Army / HQTRADOC, FC,CDE,JACD

William Shugrue/

DSN:680-4140
	1
	2
	17-18
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation:  Delete current text and replace with: “…A military concept is a generalized visualization of future operations.  It describes a future problem to be solved, a central idea on how to solve the problem, the components of the solution to that problem, and the interaction of those components in solving the problem. It describes, using a campaign framework, how a military commander might employ his future capabilities, to achieve desired effects.  Joint concepts are not limited by current or programmed capabilities, and should explicitly consider desired future capabilities that are plausible (e.g., based on an ACTD, S&T program or a commercial technology venture) within the applicable time frame. 
Rationale:  The draft statement is too limiting and focused on “effects”.  Proposed text provides clarity on the military problem the concept is to solve, the central idea on how to solve the problem and the capabilities required.  It reinforces the guidelines established for concept development by DART during the review of the JOCs and Joint Functional Concepts in 2003.

Sponsor Comment:  See rewritten paragraph
	P

	8
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	1
	2a
	20-22
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation: Change to read:  “The current family of joint concepts includes consists of a hierarchy of concepts including the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC), subordinate Joint Operating Concepts (JOC), supporting Joint Functional Concepts (JFC), and Joint Integrating Concepts (JIC), which can support and be subordinate to either a JOC or JFC.”
Rationale:  It is imperative to establish a clear hierarchy of joint concepts in order to clarify the role and purpose of each concept, frame the context of each concept, and alleviate confusion within the concept development and CBA communities.
Sponsor Comment: See rewritten paragraph
	P

	9
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	1
	2a
	20-22
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation: The JCDR description of the family of concepts ignores the hierarchal nature of the concepts envisioned by the JOpsC.  Change the sentence to read as follows:  “The family of joint concepts consists of a hierarchy of concepts including the overarching Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC), subordinate Joint Operating Concepts (JOC), supporting Joint Functional Concepts (JFC), and subordinate Joint Integrating Concepts (JIC), which derive context from the broader JOC and JFC .”
Rationale:  The JOpsC (page 4 – text box) states “It is the unifying framework for developing subordinate joint operating concepts, joint functional concepts, enabling concepts, and integrated capabilities.”  Even the JCDR in 2a(1) uses the term “subordinate” to describe the relationship of the other concepts to the JOpsC.  The delineation of the hierarchy of joint concepts is necessary for clarity, sequence, purpose, and contextual relationship of joint concepts.

Sponsor Comment:  See rewrite
	P

	10
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	1
	2.a (1) – (4)
	24-50
	U
	Critical:  The following recommendation is a general comment on the four definitions for the existing family of joint concepts.  The descriptions of the joint concepts are too short given they form the central basis for the whole document.   
Recommendation:  Form a short working group with representatives from the stakeholders with the sole purpose to craft the 4 new definitions for the existing family of joint concepts. Working group should start with the current definitions, review comments from this staffing, and develop new definitions for the GO/FO staffing version.

Rationale:  Getting these definitions right is crucial to the elimination of the confusion in the various communities that will rely on joint concepts for force development and employment.  Since the document posits that joint concepts “provide the critical linkage,” the definitions should have sufficient detail to clearly establish the intent, timeline, relationship, and applications for each concept.

Sponsor Comment:  Agree
	A

	11
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	1
	2.a (1) 
	24-30
	U
	Critical:  The following four comments are intended to be considered as three parts to a whole.  It is critical that each member of the family of Joint Concepts be defined and described in a way that clearly identifies the purpose of the concept, its associated timeline, and how it relates to the others in time and purpose.  Failure to clearly establish these statements of purpose and relationships will exacerbate the state of confusion that currently exists in linking joint concepts to JCIDS and CBA.  

Recommendation: Delete current definition of JOpsC and replace with: “The JOpsC is an overarching description of how the future joint force will operate in all domains across the range of military operations within an environment that includes significant interagency elements and coalition partners.  It describes a broad operational concept for the joint force 15-20 years in the future in order to guide and focus the development of future joint operating and functional concepts and joint force capabilities.  It describes the broad set of joint force strategic and operational tasks essential for implementing the concept, and provides the long range focus for joint concept development and experimentation.  The JOpsC establishes the unifying campaign framework for the family of joint concepts, and describes key success mechanisms for implementing the military aspects of the  U.S. Defense Strategy.  It identifies key linkages with Interagency elements and coalition partners, including identifying critical interagency and coalition partner capabilities that DoD should pursue. ”
Rationale:  The JOpsC definition must provide the link between National strategy / guidance and military concepts and capabilities.  It should not delve into articulating a theory of war – war is a political act involving all aspects of national power (diplomatic, informational, military, economic), and a valid theory of War discussion can only occur within a much broader context than the joint military community.  Attempting to use the JOpsC to describe a “new theory of war” has been a significant obstacle to producing a valid joint operational concept to date – let’s not go down that road again.  That said, the JOpsC must explicitly address the interagency environment and coalition partner aspects as they relate to joint operations and describe the fundamental capabilities required to ensure integrated efforts and capabilities.  This may include identifying critical interagency and coalition partner capabilities that DoD should pursue.   The JOpsC should provide The Authoritative overarching operational concept upon which all other joint concepts should flow – in fact it should be renamed the Joint Operational Concept (JOPC) to clarify, eliminate confusion (the title Joint Operations Concepts has no clear meaning), and distinguish it from the current JOpsC.  
Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.
	P

	12
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	1
	2A(2)
	1
	U
	Critical:  Joint Force Commander reference is too generic

Recommendation: Specifically state appropriate level of command audience for each type of Concept within the paragraphs.

Example: 

JOC: “Description of how a COCOM will direct an array of military ops…”

JFC: “Description of how the future force will perform a particular function across both the full range of military operations and all levels of command”.

JIC: “As the most specific of the concepts, is a description of how a Joint Task Force Commander integrates functional means to achieve operational ends, usually at the operational/tactical level of war”.

Rationale: As was discussed at the AAR, there is a difference in focus between JFCs, JOCs and JICs.  Although all have operational ramifications, the JOC is more focused at the RCC level; the JIC to the JTFC level (ask yourself if a JTFC will likely (should) be worried about SD or HLD JOCs… Are these missions not orientated to a higher level of command?).       

  Additionally “Joint Force Commander” is ambiguous and open for interpretation… (For example, both the SECDEF and an NCO in charge of a military honor guard can be considered “Joint Force Commanders” but the concepts clearly are not orientated for the whole range of potential leaders of Joint Forces). 

  If this approach is too restrictive, recommend a simple and general reference in text that JOCs are geared to the Operational/Strategic level, JICs to the Operational/Tactical level, while JFCs span all levels of command.  This helps the un-indoctrinated grasp the relationships between the concepts.

Sponsor Comment: Joint Force Commander is used as defined in Joint Pub 1.02 definition.  Additionally, see modified concept.
	P

	13
	STRATCOM

/PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660
	1
	2a(2)
	1-5
	U
	Critical: 

Recommendation: Change to read, “A JOC is a description of how a future joint force commander will conduct an array of related military operations activities necessary to accomplish a mission achieve specific goals.  It A JOC identifies a subordinate theory of war consistent with the JOpsC that is implementable through a campaign plan structure.  JOCs link desired endstates, objectives, and effects to broad military capabilities.  JOC capabilities are described in terms of operational warfighter mission areas. , endstate, objectives, desired effects and broad operational tasks necessary for success.  It JOCs provides operational context for JFC and JIC development and experimentation.
   
Rationale:  JOCs must follow the “ends, ways, means” approach identified by the DART to be successful—where the “ways” define the Central Idea (theory of war) that describes how broad military capabilities (“means”) are used together in an operational sense to achieve endstates, objectives, and battlespace effects.  Although more detailed capability descriptions (including platforms and their associated concept of operations) should be developed within subordinate JICs, JOCs must define capabilities to the minimum level required to identify what subordinate JICs exist to support an overarching JOC(s).  

Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.
	P

	14
	USJFCOM/J9, Terry Thompson,

DSN 836-8052
	1
	2.A.(2)
	
	U
	Critical:  This proposed new definition for a Joint Operating Concept will require a total rewrite of the current JOCs that have been developed and gone through the coordination and approval process.  This new format and definition will essentially render those concepts void and create a significant level of effort to reaccomplish.  The new definition is inappropriate in that it requires JOCs to be prescriptive and applied to a scenario in order to develop endstates, objectives and effects.  That sounds like a Concept of Operations that is developed against a scenario and a known adversary.  

Recommendations:  Replace with the following definition of an Operating Concept drawn from the Defense Adaptive Red Team working paper, December 2002:

An operating concept is the articulation in broad terms of the application of military art and science within some defined set of parameters. In simplest terms, operating concepts describe how military forces operate.  An operating concept deals in principles and basic themes rather than in specifics.  It addresses general cases rather than particular situations. It requires further amplification in subsequent documents. It also requires extensive interpretation in practice.  Operating concepts encompass the full scope of military actions rather than limiting themselves to one functional area or battlefield activity, such as sustainment, intelligence, fires or maneuver. 

Rationale:  JOCs should not be prescriptive and should provide operational commanders a range of tools and principles to apply in any number of situations in which he is confronted.  The level of detail required to develop endstates, objectives, and specific effects is at the concept of operations level rather than at the operating concept level.

Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.
	P

	15
	USNORTHCOM J58
Col Karin Murphy
DSN: 692-2202
Karin.Murphy@northcom.smil.mil
or
Karin.Murphy@northcom.mil
	1
	2.a. (2)
	
	U
	Critical:  Considering this is a new definition for a JOC, clarity is critical and should provide guidance for existing JOCs.  Additionally, implication of this paragraph is that existing JOCs will need to be “reverse engineered” to comply with new guidance.   
Recommendation:  Define “Campaign Construct.”  Coordinate significant changes to JOpsC and JOCs as separate Staff Actions.  Add a statement that essentially indicates the four initial JOCs need not be completely rewritten and / or restructured … they will be refined, as required.

Rationale:  Accuracy and clarity.

Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.  Current concepts will not be directed for revision.
	P

	16
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	1
	2.a.(2)
	27
	U
	Critical: 
Recommendation:  Change the definition of a JOC to read:  “A JOC is a description of how a future joint force commander will conduct an array of broad operational tasks military operations necessary to accomplish a mission a limited range of missions that are bounded within a specified segment of the range of military operations.  It integrates these military tasks using a campaign framework with It identifies a campaign plan structure, endstate, objectives, and desired effects and broad operational tasks necessary for success.  It provides operational context for JFC and JIC development and experimentation.”

Rationale:  More clearly and accurately captures the intent of the AAR inputs.  It is not enough to build our future joint force capabilities around a single mission—which is essentially one point on the range of military operations (ROMO).  We need full-spectrum dominance.  Neither is it possible to build a single cohesive campaign to represent the tasks required across the entire ROMO.  Hence a JOC should be scoped such that a single campaign framework could be developed to cover a range of similar missions.  For example:  A certain broad campaign outline for “conventional warfare” might also work with relatively minor modification for “nuclear warfare” and “forcible entry.”  However, it would not be practical to apply it to “peacekeeping” or “counterinsurgency operations” at the other extreme of the ROMO.  Further, it is not enough to “identify a campaign plan structure.”  The JOC itself should include the campaign itself to attain the scoped missions.  Such a campaign is necessary to integrate the operational tasks in a meaningful way that clearly illustrates the purpose and effect required from each task and the impact on achieving the end state if the task is not accomplished.  For example, the MCO JOC campaign framework should clearly show the relationship between the broad operational task that creates the effect of “operational access” and the JFEO task that creates the effect of ‘entry.’  A campaign framework is essential, to show the strategy-to-task linkage between the broad operational tasks described in the JOC and the desired end state.  Long rationale, I know, but this is crucial to the success of JCDR.

Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.
	P

	17
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	1
	2.a (2) 
	32-36
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation: Delete current definition of JOC and replace with: “A JOC describes how a future joint force commander will plan and execute a joint operation 10-15 years in the future in order to guide and focus the development of joint force capabilities. It identifies the operational problem(s) to be solved and describes a central idea on how to solve the problem(s).  Within a campaign framework,  JOCs describe the operational-level tasks, with appropriate measures of effectiveness, associated with the central idea that are necessary to generate the desired effects to achieve campaign objectives and the endstate described in a JFC’s intent.  JOCs provide the operational context for JFC and supporting JIC development and for subsequent capabilities based analysis.  JOCs address operations within an environment that includes significant interagency elements and coalition partners, and provide additional operational context for joint experimentation.  ”
Rationale:  The proposed JOC definition flows from the preceding JOpsC definition and provides the linkages to JFCs and JICs (defined below).  While recognizing the intent of using JOCs / JICs, and the capabilities gaps and redundancies resulting from associated capabilities based analysis, to inform near-term programming decisions, they also must guide future joint force capabilities development, hence the 10-15 years in the future construct instead of a specific year (e.g. 2015).  Identified capability gaps should be primary “drivers” for S&T investments, joint experimentation and future capability development efforts that lead to a truly interdependent joint force able to execute joint operations as envisioned in the family of joint concepts.  
Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.
	P

	18
	USNORTHCOM J58
Col Karin Murphy
DSN: 692-2202
Karin.Murphy@northcom.smil.mil
or
Karin.Murphy@northcom.mil
	1
	2.a. (2)
	36
	U
	Critical:  End Note #7 (referenced in last sentence of this paragraph) indicates that “AAR input” is the rationale for many of the changes which appear in this document.  However, the 29 – 30 Apr 04 JWF Lessons Learned Conference was an 06 / action officer AAR.  To the best of our knowledge, comments made during this conference were not formally staffed or approved.   
Recommendation:  Comments / recommendations coming out of the AAR conference should be coordinated and approved before they are used as rationale and justification for major changes.

Rationale:  Appropriate staff coordination.

Sponsor Comment: The formal staffing of this document represents the staffing of AAR comments 
	R

	19
	USJFCOM/J9

John DeFoor

DSN: 836-5599
	1
	2.A.(2) and App B
	
	U
	Critical:  Proposed definition for JOCs does not include the need to identify broad capabilities.

Recommendation:  Change definition to require JOCs to identify broad capabilities.

Rationale:  Paraphrasing section 3: the purpose of joint concepts is twofold: to transform joint force operations, and to transform the joint force itself through a capabilities based approach to joint operations planning and joint force planning.  The JOCs provide a critical link in the concept chain from the JOpsC to the JICs.  Without broad capabilities being identified in the JOCs, the linkage from JOpsC to the JICs loses continuity.  Also, since JICs will address narrow topics and collectively will not span the JOpsC, a capabilities discussion is required in the JOCs to fill in the gaps between to JICs.

Sponsor Comment: See JOC definition rewrite in section 2.  JOCs contain operational tasks not capabilities.  Revised lexicon clarifies the difference between “effects” that are in the JOCs and “capabilities” that are within the JFCs.
	R

	20
	USJFCOM/J9

John DeFoor

DSN: 836-5599
	1
	2.a.(2) and App B
	
	U
	Critical:  Definition of a JOC should not require JOCs to identify endstates, objectives, and desired effects.  

Recommendation:  Remove these elements from the JOC definition.

Rationale:  JOCs, while narrower than the JOpsC, must still address a wide variety of possible adversaries, friendly coalitions, and operating conditions.  Endstates, objectives, and desired effects will vary depending on the adversary, the scenario, and the political aims for a particular situation.  

Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.
	R

	21
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	1
	2.a (3) 
	38-41
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation: Delete current definition of JFC and replace with: “A JFC describes how the future joint force will plan and execute a particular military function 10 – 15 years in the future in order to guide and focus the development of joint force functional capabilities.  It identifies the functional problem(s) to be solved, describes a central idea on how to solve the problem(s), and describe required functional tasks and appropriate measures of effectiveness, associated with the central idea.   JFCs are supporting concepts for the JOpsC and JOCs, and derive operational context from them.  JFCs address the full range of military operations within an environment that includes significant interagency elements and coalition partners, and provide the functional context for JIC development and subsequent capabilities based analysis, and for joint experimentation.”
Rationale:  The proposed JFC definition flows from the preceding JOpsC and JOC definitions and provides the linkages to JOCs and JICs (defined below).  While recognizing the intent of using JOCs / JICs, and the capabilities gaps and redundancies resulting from associated capabilities based analysis, to inform near-term programming decisions, they also must guide future joint force capabilities development, hence the 10-15 years in the future construct instead of a specific year (e.g. 2015.  Identified capability gaps should be primary “drivers” for S&T investments, joint experimentation and future capability development efforts that lead to a truly interdependent joint force able to execute joint operations as envisioned in the family of joint concepts.  
Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.
	P

	22
	Army / G-3

MAJ Buzzard/

DSN:222-9492
	2
	2.a (4)
	43-50
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation:  Delete current definition of JIC and replace with: “Within the context of broader joint operating and functional concepts, a JIC describes how a particular operation or function is executed within a campaign framework, and provides greater level of detail of how a Joint Force Commander integrates functional means to achieve operational ends (generate the desired effects to achieve the military objectives and the endstate described in JFC’s intent).   JICs expand specific JOC operational or JFC functional tasks into a description of supporting tasks, with associated measures of effectiveness,  that are used to “drive” the capabilities based assessment that directly links operational or functional capabilities to these tasks, and identifies capability gaps and redundancies.  JICs include a Defense Planning Scenario-based vignette(s) in the form of a CONOP to aid in visualizing the concept.
Rationale:  The proposed JIC definition flows from the preceding JOC and JFC definitions.  JICs really are sub-JOCs or sub-Functional Concepts that provide the requisite level of detail necessary for CBA, architecture development, etc.  The draft definition does not really allow for both, and, as written, really describes what a JOC does – a JOC integrates functions to achieve JFC objectives.  Also, we are too loosely throwing around the term effects as both actions and consequences – think it is a real stretch to say that we are integrating effects (things that happen).  We integrate tasks and functions to hopefully generate the right effects and not create negative, unintended effects.  Bottomline, we hope to generate the right effects to achieve objectives.
Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.
	P

	23
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	2
	2.b
	55-62
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation: Delete entire paragraph  
Rationale:  As defined in lines 16-7, concepts are statements of ideas – an expression of how something might be done.  Concepts must be definitive statements of how (not a collection of hypotheses) that guides and focuses development of subordinate concepts, experimentation and science and technology investments. Experimentation is the proper venue for hypothesis testing, which is used to inform capability development and concept refinement.  Additionally, concepts are not validated for conversion into doctrinal procedures.  Concepts provide a focus and driver for future capability development; capabilities which may be a singular DOTMLPF solution, but more likely a combination of DOTMLPF solutions.  Nowhere in the definition of any joint concept is the term hypothesis used, so where does this idea of concepts being a collection of related hypotheses originate? 
Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.
	P

	24
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	2, 11,  12
	2.b.  Hypotheses & Appendix C (all)
	14
	U
	Critical:  Eliminate all reference to “hypotheses” in the JCDRP

Recommendation:  Delete entire paragraph on hypotheses and entire Appendix C

Rationale:  Experimentation cannot validate nor invalidate a concept.  It can only provide insight which can inform policy decisions concerning concepts.  Furthermore, operations concepts should be focused on description, not hypothesis.  The derivation of hypotheses from these concepts for testing purposes should be a function for experimentation and the CBA / FCB processes within JCIDS and should not be hard wired into any concept.  Finally, the examples provided in the appendix do not conform to accepted hypothesis testing and if used, would just create mass confusion for all those needing clear operational context for the JCIDS process.

Sponsor Comment:  Concur
	A

	25
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	2-3
	3
	65-66. 67-73
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation:  Delete operations and replace with “employment.”  Delete “planning” and replace with “development.”

Delete the section starting with “Capabilities-based planning..”.  Change to read as follows:  “…Capabilities-based planning allows senior leaders to make informed capabilities development and resourcing decisions.  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 to focus and guide joint experimentation and to provide actionable input to the various analysis and assessment processes (such as the Strategic Appraisal of Transformation Roadmaps, Strategic Planning Guidance directed studies, and CBA). 

Rationale:  First changes follow from definitions and descriptions in Sections 1 and 2 as well as the sub-paragraphs in Section 3.  While most of the timelines for Joint concepts are set beyond the FYDP, they impact more than just the transformation of the future Joint Force.  Near-term investments (such as ACTDs) and programmatic decisions shape the course of future capabilities.  The insights gained from the experimentation, analysis, and assessment of Joint concepts must also shape the decisions with regards to those S&T investments as well as current force decisions in order to ensure the realization of desired future force capabilities.  Future risk guidance helps prioritize capabilities, but is a subset of the larger role that Joint concept play in linking strategic guidance to Joint force capabilities and employment.  Additionally, these revisions better align the JCDR with the wording in the National Military Strategy as well as the initial work in the CBP effort.  This section must align with the outcome of the CPB workshop. 

Sponsor Comment: See Revised paragraph
	P

	26
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	3
	3.  Application
	1
	U
	Critical:  Eliminate all references to operations concepts guiding current force employment.

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “Joint concepts must support experimentation for guiding the plans of force employers, and to provide essential input to CBA for guiding the plans of force developers.”

Rationale:  Joint operations concepts cannot be authoritative for current warfighters because they are Not doctrine.  They should be authoritative to the JCIDS process and for experimentation only.  To make joint concepts prescriptive to commanders would defeat their purpose.  They would have to be so broad that important JCIDS decisions would be deferred to those without the proper responsibility to make critical decisions.  It would discourage transformational ideas and forward thinking.  It’s just a bad idea all around.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	27
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	3
	3.a
	75-98
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation: Change to read:  “Joint Concept Linkage to Future Joint Force Employment.  Joint concepts must help senior decision makers determine anticipate the optimal employment best use of the joint forces by addressing two key the following questions.

· Secretary of Defense (SecDef) / Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) / Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS): How should does the joint force mitigate future risk to national security interests?  
· COCOMs: How should the joint force perform specific missions?  
· Joint Force Commanders: How should the future joint force be employed to generate desired effects in order to achieve military objectives and the JFC’s desired endstate?  How should the joint force achieve desired end states and effects?


(1)  Joint experimentation and War Games are key venues to is one of two principal connections between joint concepts and joint force employment.  It tests hypotheses and competing innovative ideas for force employment operations in order to determine which are the best valid candidates for further experimentation or implementation through JCIDS  adoption.  In testing hypotheses and innovative ideas, Joint experimentation will may test individual hypotheses and generate lead to recommendations for concept revisions, or additional experimentation, or science and technology investments to close capability gaps.  A series of joint experiments and war games may validate a specific capability and result in DOTMLPF change recommendations in order to implement the capability when the tested hypothesis is proven correct. 



(2)  Defense Planning Scenarios (DPS) are the second principal connection.  They depict future national security challenges to national security and the best plausible military plans (CONOPS) to address them using the joint force (Blue Force CONOPS).  Capabilities and effects contained within joint concepts shape the CONOPS.  The CJCS will ensure DPS Blue Force CONOPS incorporate appropriate aspects of future joint concepts.”

Rationale:  Clarity and accuracy.  Proposed revision more accurately describes the key issues relating joint concepts to future force employment, the roles that experimentation and war games play in informing these issues, and the linkage to Defense Planning Scenarios.
Sponsor Comment: See revised paragraphs.
	P

	28
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	3
	3.a.  Concept Linkage to Joint Force Employment
	7
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  Change to read:  

“Concept Linkage to Joint Force Employment.  Operations concepts provide operational  context for the JCIDS process and for the development of DOTMLPF Change Recommendations, which, when approved, guide and provide for joint force employment. Operations concepts Concepts should consider must help senior decision makers determine the best use of the joint force by addressing the following questions.

· Secretary of Defense (SecDef) / Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS): How should the joint force mitigate future risk to national security?  

· COCOMs: How should the joint force perform specific missions in the future?  

· Other joint commanders:  Joint Force Commanders: How should the joint force achieve desired end states and effects in the future?”

Rationale: The only valid linkages to employment are through the DOTMPLF Change Recommendation process and the JCIDS process (ICDs, etc. for capabilities development)

Sponsor Comment: See rewritten paragraph
	P

	29
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	3
	3.a.(1)
	19
	U
	Critical:   Eliminate misleading description of experimentation as a process capable of testing hypotheses and proving / disproving, validating / invalidating, and or determining which concept is best.  

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “Experimentation is one of two principal connections between joint concepts and joint force employment.  It tests competing innovative ideas for operations to inform the determination of determine which are the best candidates for adoption.  Joint experimentation can will test individual hypotheses and generate recommendations for revision, additional experimentation, or DOTMLPF change recommendations when the tested hypothesis is proven correct.”

Rationale:  Unlike scientific experimentation, joint operations concept experimentation cannot determine, prove or disprove anything by itself..  It can only inform and support decision processes.  Further, experimentation will not always test hypotheses but will often be conducted for discovery purposes only.  There is a widely accepted body of thought, e.g. in the academic community, that discovery experimentation may be the only useful form of non-scientific experimentation.

Sponsor Comment: See rewritten paragraph
	P

	30
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	3-4
	3.b
	100-118
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation: Change to read:  “Concept Linkage to Joint Force Development.  Joint concepts must effectively shape the analysis that informs help senior leader decisions makers determine the best on optimal future joint force structure capabilities and organizations by addressing two key questions the following critical questions.

· SecDef/CJCS: What DOD forces and capabilities are structure is required to mitigate current and future risks to national security?  
· Services/Defense Agencies: What capabilities (across DOTMLPF
) resources are required to execute meet current operational requirements and implement future concepts?

Joint concepts must provide the requisite operational and functional context for rigorous analysis that informs Service and Defense Agency Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution decisions.  They do so this by describing future joint force operational and functional tasks capability requirements in sufficient detail to support rigorous assessment and analysis and identification of capability gaps and redundancies excesses through CBA.  CBA is an umbrella term that comprises the assessment and analysis portions of the Analytic Agenda, Operational and Future Risk Assessments, Operational Availability Studies, Global Force Management, and JCIDS Functional Analyses.  CBA With respect to joint concepts, JCIDS Functional Analysis translates focuses on the detailed tasks identified within JICs, identifying capability gaps and redundancies.  Analysis results may include capability gaps that inform Science and Technology plans and investments, experimentation, future capability development efforts, and programming decisions potential changes to joint DOTMLPF (e.g., generation of an Initial Capabilities Document, or a program termination decision).”

Rationale:  Clarity and accuracy.  Proposed revision more accurately describes the key issues relating joint concepts to joint force development, and specifically JCIDS analysis that informs investment and programming decisions.
Sponsor Comment:  See rewritten paragraphs
	P

	31
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	3-4
	3.b
	109-118
	U
	Critical:    

Recommendation:  Delete the entire section.  As written, the focus solely on the use of the CBA is too narrow and does not reflect the entire planning process linkage to the rest of PPBE

Change to read:  “ Joint concepts must shape Service and Defense Agency Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution decisions.  Joint concepts describe future joint force operational and functional tasks with sufficient detail to enable rigorous analysis through various assessment processes.  The strategic appraisal of transformation roadmaps, that demonstrate the development of capabilities necessary to support these concepts, identifies capability gaps and redundancies.  Capabilities-based assessment comprises the assessment and analysis portions of the Analytic Agenda, Operational and Future Risk Assessments, Operational Availability Studies, Global Force Management, and JCIDS Functional Analyses.  Results from various assessment processes inform Science and Technology plans and investments, experimentation plans, DOTMLPF change recommendations, capability identification efforts, and programming decisions.”

Rationale:  Clarity and accuracy.  Section as written fails to capture the different assessment methods that help analyze the role of joint concepts in linking strategic guidance to programmatic decisions. As written, the section gives the impression that the CBA is the only assessment methodology.

Sponsor Comment: See rewritten paragraph
	P

	32
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	3-4
	Last para--unnumbered
	109-118
	U
	Critical:  Not all concepts need to describe capability requirements. Also, JCIDS is the “umbrella” term, not CBA.  CBA is a process within JCIDS.

Recommendation:  Rewrite paragraph

Rationale: JOCs and JICs need only describe operational tasks required.  Functional concepts should describe capabilities.  See CJCSI 3170.01D which governs JCIDS.

Sponsor Comment: See rewritten paragraph.  CBA is umbrella term encompassing JCIDS
	P

	33
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	4
	3.c
	120-129
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “Concept Linkage to Service Capability Force Employment and Force Development.  As part of their respective Title 10 responsibilities, the Services may conduct basic research, explore emerging science and technologies, develop innovative concepts, and perform conduct experimentation in order to develop service-unique or joint capabilities and forces to meet Combatant Commander needs.  Emerging Service efforts and initiatives in these areas technologies and concepts must both inform and be informed by joint concepts and JCIDS analysis.  Transformation roadmaps should show how the Services and Agencies are exploring the broad capability needs identified in the JOpsC, JOCs, and JFCs and are developing programs to address specific capability gaps identified in the JICs and quantified in CBA in time to support the future need. Identified capability gaps should be primary “drivers” for S&T investments, joint experimentation and future capability development efforts that lead to a truly interdependent joint force able to execute joint operations as envisioned in the family of joint concepts.”

Rationale:  Clarity and accuracy.  Proposed revision more accurately describes the key issues relating joint concepts to Service capability and force development.  Guidance of Transformation Roadmaps is an OSD prerogative, and is beyond the purview of this document.
Sponsor Comment:  See rewritten paragraph
	P

	34
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	4
	3.c
	125-129
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Delete “should” in line 125.  Delete exploring and replace with “building.”  Delete “broad.” And change “capability.. “  to  “capabilities necessary to support the concepts identified in the JOpsC, JOCs, and JFCs as well as developing the DOTMLPF solutions to address specific capabilities needs identified through the CBA of the JICs.”
Rationale:  Proposed revision more accurately describes the TPG description of Transformation Roadmaps.
Sponsor Comment: See rewritten paragraph
	P

	35
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz@eucom.smil.mil
	4

5

6
	
	137

140


	
	Major:   

Recommendation:  At the indicated locations replace “The Joint Staff” with “The Joint Staff J7.”             

Rationale:    This level of specificity will simplify and speed the process.          

Sponsor Comment: Changed where appropriate 
	A

	36
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz@eucom.smil.mil
	4
	4.a.
	27
	
	Major:   

Recommendation:   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.             

Rationale:  Unless there is some agency that oversees the entire project, the results of the nomination process are likely to be uneven and incomplete.              

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	37
	USJFCOM/J9

John DeFoor

DSN: 836-5599
	4
	4.A.(1)
	
	U
	Critical:  The concept selection process is based on organizations individually recommending discrete topic areas.
Recommendation:  Develop a systematic method where topics are identified from a holistic operational perspective.

Rationale:  Current selection method will likely result in topic areas that are of concern to individual organizations, but the set of topics selected will probably not provide complete coverage across the set of important topics resident within the JOpsC.   

Sponsor Comment: We have a holistic and systematic method.
	R

	38
	STRATCOM

/PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660
	4
	4a(1)
	1-5
	U
	Critical: 

Recommendation: Change to read, “The Joint Staff will present the all candidate joint concepts and topics at the biannual Combatant Commanders’ Conference (to include participation from the service chiefs).  This senior roundtable will ensure joint warfighter concerns regarding concept development priorities and/or scoping are considered by the broadest possible forum. Subsequent to this conference, to the following decision making groups which will direct development and designate lead and supporting developers: 

Rationale:  Ensure concerns of the joint warfighter are fully considered prior to initiating development of new joint concepts.

Sponsor Comment: See endnote to para 4.a.(1)
	P

	39
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	4
	4.a. (1)
	135, 144-146
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Add “OSD” to the list of organizations that may draft candidate joint concepts.  

 Change decision-making organization for JOCs and JICs from the JCS to the SPC.

Rationale:  The importance of the JOCs and JICs require coordinated decision from the services, COCOMs, and OSD leadership. The SPC provides a more inclusive body to ensure the right concepts are identified and the right organizations designated as leads.

Sponsor Comment: OSD added; SPC rejected due to scheduling reality (JCS will remain as decision-making organization)
	P

	40
	MCCDC Mr. Dave Elwing, DSN 222-5504
	4
	4.a.(2)
	
	
	Critical: 

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

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

Sponsor Comment:  TOR are produced for CBA IPR is sufficient for concept development.  Refer to para 4.a.(2)(b)—USOD Mission analysis Term vs TOR.
	P

	41
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	5
	4.a.(3) Functions and Responsibilities
	20+
	U
	Critical:  The responsibilities of J7 and J8 need clarification.  The OPR for capabilities development (JCIDS, CBA, etc.) should not be the same OPR for the requirements (JOpsC, JOCs, and supporting JICs).  Also, JFCOM responsibilities for experimentation should not imply any authority to experiment on concepts that have not been tasked for development by the tasking / approving authority.

Recommendation:  Change to read:  


“(a)
The SecDef will task and approve updates to the JOpsC and task and approve all JOCs.


(b)
The CJCS will ensure all concepts reflect applicable guidance, accomplish their tasked purpose, and fulfill their role within the family of joint concepts.  The CJCS will forward JOCs to the SecDef for approval.


(c)
The Joint Chiefs of Staff will task and approve JICs.


(d)
The JROC will task and approve JFCs. 


(e)
CDR USJFCOM will

· Integrate joint Lead experimentation on joint operations concepts

· Recommend revisions to current joint concepts based on experimentation

· Recommend changes to joint DOTMLPF based on experimentation

· Develop new joint concepts


(f)
Any member may draft candidate joint concepts or nominate joint concept topics. 


(g)
The Joint Staff will consolidate and prioritize topics for consideration as new joint concepts, and provide oversight of tasked concept updates.  

(1) J-7:  JOpsC, JOCs, and supporting JICs

(2) J-8:  JFCs and supporting JICs

(h) 
Any member may be directed to lead the development of a joint concept.


(i)
Services will nominate new joint concepts and develop joint concepts when directed.


(j)
Functional Capabilities Boards will develop and update JFCs.”

Rationale:  Clarification of responsibilities and elimination of redundancy

Sponsor Comment: See rewritten paragraph.  Some input accepted, some not.
	P

	42
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	5
	4.a. (3) (e)
	188 - 195
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Change first bullet for CDR, JFCOM to read: “lead experimentation on all joint concepts.”  Add second bullet that reads “recommend feasibility on conducting limited objective experiments on JICs prior to or as part of the CBA.

Recommend adding a new section to capture the role of the other COCOMS in potentially leading or supporting joint concept development.

Rationale:  JFCOM as the lead for experimentation must ensure non-JFCOM concepts are captured in the experimentation campaign plan.  The JDCR and other documents cite the need for experimentation on concepts to ensure strategy to programmatic linkage (for example, NMS page 8).  As written, JICs will be done in a short period and proceed immediately in a CBA.  That sequence turns the joint concept development process on its head in terms of ensuring coherence and using them for requirements determination before evaluating them in experiments and wargames.  The CDR, JFCOM should at least make a recommendation on whether some experimentation can be done on JICs prior to starting the CBA. 

Clarity on the role of other COCOMs in  joint concept development.   
Sponsor Comment: Additional bullets accepted, but additional section not accepted.
	P

	43
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz@eucom.smil.mil
	4

5

6
	
	200


	
	Major:   

Recommendation:  At the indicated locations replace “The Joint Staff” with “The Joint Staff J7.”             

Rationale:    This level of specificity will simplify and speed the process.          

Sponsor Comment: Changed where appropriate 
	A

	44
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	5
	4.a. (3) (g)
	200-2
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation:  The sub-paragraph gives broad responsibilities to the “Joint Staff” without identifying a lead organization within the Joint Staff.  Recommend adding “Within the Joint Staff, the J7 will be the lead organization for all joint concepts.”
Rationale:  Provide one organization to take responsibility for joint concepts. 

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	45
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz@eucom.smil.mil
	6
	
	219
	
	Major:   

Recommendation:  At the indicated locations replace “The Joint Staff” with “The Joint Staff J7.”             

Rationale:    This level of specificity will simplify and speed the process.          

Sponsor Comment: Changed where appropriate 
	A

	46
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	6
	Figure 2
	26
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: The near term JCDRP Time Line must be changed to reflect a staggered approach to revising the family of joint concepts.  We are repeating the same mistake done initially in trying to do parallel development of multiple concepts.  Change the near term timelines as follows:

(1) Shorten JOpsC timeline to end of 2004.

(2) Eliminate need for revision of JFCs.  

(3) Eliminate need for revision of JOCs except for MCO and Stab Ops.  Those two JOCs need to be revised and submitted for approval in time to shape the QDR and FY 2005 transformation roadmaps. 

(4) List the “new JICs” for 2004 (or at least the proposed ones)

(5) Eliminate the “new JOCs”.  OFT and OUSD(P) do not support new JOCs before approval of the original ones. 

Rationale:  Reduce demands on the stakeholders prior to the QDR and desired flow.  Ensure we have an approved set of foundational concepts (JOpsC and JOCs) before expanding the portfolio.  Provide the overarching and authoritative guide for Joint Concepts before the start of the QDR. 

Sponsor Comment: See new timeline
	P

	47
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	6
	Figure 2
	26
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: The near term JCDRP Time Line must be changed to reflect a staggered approach to revising the family of joint concepts.  There is no way the joint concept development community can effectively revise the JOpsC, four JOCs, five JFCs simultaneously and in conjunction with developing the initial set of JICs and any new JOCs approved for development.  The JOpsC should be revised first, followed by the JOCs, followed by the JFCs…even if that means we go directly into JOC and JFC version 2.0 without first revising version 1.0 (which may be a good idea in itself).
Rationale:  Reality!!!

Sponsor Comment: See new timeline
	P

	48
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	7
	4.c.
	230-232
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Delete this paragraph

Rationale:  Accuracy.  Concepts (or their components) are not validated for conversion into doctrine.  Concepts provide a focus and driver for future capability development; capabilities which may be a singular DOTMLPF solution, but more likely a combination of DOTMLPF solutions.  Changes in doctrine are products of the capability development process, not direct products of a concept. 
Sponsor Comment:  Deleted
	A

	49
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	7
	5
	236-243
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Delete and replace with the following:  “Revisions to existing JOpsC, JOCs, JFC/s and JICs, in accordance with the timeline in Appendix A, will include revising concept content and format to reflect the definitions, description, linkages, format, and guidance promulgated in this Terms of Reference.”
Rationale:  Clarity and accuracy.  See earlier comments on hypotheses testing and joint concepts.

Sponsor Comment: OBE
	R

	50
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	7
	5
	236-243
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Delete the paragraph.  Change to read as follows:

a. Concept Updates.  

(1) Update JOpsC to include a campaign framework prior to the start of the QDR. (Lead: Joint Staff/USJFCOM)

(2) Revise MCO and Stability Operations JOC based on the guidance in this JDCR for approval prior to the start of the QDR (Lead: USJFCOM)

(3) Include as part of the presentation of the JCDR to the SecDef the plan to develop JICs prior to the QDR as directed in the SPG (to include the ones not currently nominated).

b. Joint Experimentation

(1) Adjust the JCD&E campaign plan based on the guidance in the JCDR.  (USJCOM)

(2) Provide a recommendation to the SecDef on the feasibility to conduct limited objective experiments on  all JICs prior to or as part of the CBA. (USJFCOM)

c.  Transformation Planning Guidance.  Update the TPG to synchronize with the JCDR and CPB efforts. (OUSD(P), OFT)

Rationale:  Consistency with other recommendations made to the JCDR.  Update to the TPG is necessary to prevent confusion over the conflicting guidance between that document and this one as well as provide updated guidance to transformation roadmaps based on the changes to overarching guidance since April 2003. 

Sponsor Comment: Deleted paragraph.  Proposed tasks beyond scope and authority of this document.
	P

	51
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	8
	Annex A
	
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation:  Annex A should include a section describing the linkages between concepts and CBA, and specifically how the J7 and J8 will ensure synchronization between the JCDRP TOR and CBA TOR(s) to ensure effective transition from concepts into CBA. 
Rationale:  With each FCB developing distinct CBA TOR’s, the potential for gaps and disconnects between the various CBA TORs and the JCDRP TOR is clear.  This issue needs to be addressed now, applying lessons learned from JFEO and JUSS experiences, before we get to close to CBA initiation.

Sponsor Comment:  Added statement in responsibilities section.
	A

	52
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	8
	Figure A-1
	265
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: The near term JCDRP Time Line must be changed to reflect a staggered approach to revising the family of joint concepts.  There is no way the joint concept development community can effectively revise the JOpsC, four JOCs, five JFCs simultaneously and in conjunction with developing the initial set of JICs and any new JOCs approved for development.  The JOpsC should be revised first, followed by the JOCs (including any new JOCs), followed by the JFCs (including new JFCs)…even if that means we go directly into JOC and JFC version 2.0 without first revising version 1.0 (which may be a good idea in itself).  (Revise paragraph 2, lines 251-252, accordingly.)
Rationale:  Reality!!!

Sponsor Comment:  Concur. Timeline revised.
	A

	53
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	8
	261-262 Figure A-1
	
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation:  Change the timelines for a revised JOpsC to state “before the start of the QDR” and every other Feb thereafter. Change the JOC line to read ever other March beginning in 2006.

Update Figure A-1 to match changes to Figure 2 as recommended previously.  This appendix should also have a chart Annex A should include a section describing the linkages between concepts and assessment processes to include the OSD OFT STA, the SPG, and CBA. 
Rationale:  In order to support the roadmap timelines, the JOCs should be published at least 90 days before the roadmap suspense.  Additionally, amending the JOpsC timeline ensures a new JOpsC prior to the start of each QDR. 

Consistency between figures.  Clarity in the linkages.

Sponsor Comment: See revised timeline.
	P

	54
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	9
	
	
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation:  Provide a template for each concept type (JOpsC, JOC, JFC, JIC).
Rationale:  Since each concept type has a distinct purpose, it follows that each should have its own template.  While some template elements may be common among JOpsC, JOCs, JFCs and JICs, their application within each type concept is unique; attempting to make a single format applicable to all is confusing.  The template for each concept type should flow from and reflect each element in the definition and purpose statement.  
Sponsor Comment: Simplicity.
	R

	55
	USJFCOM,J9, Terry Thompson, DSN 836-8052


	9
	Appendix B
	
	U
	Critical:  This new concept template should apply to new concepts only and not those that have already been developed.

Recommendation:  Add text that acknowledges existing concepts (JOCs, JFCs, JICs) are grandfathered and not required to rewrite and redevelop those documents in this template format.

Rationale:  This new template will require a total reorganize and reaccomplish the work, rationale, and ideas that have been accomplished to date on many of the concepts.  This new template is not compatible with the structure of currently coordinated JOCs and will require an enormous and unproductive level of effort to rewrite these documents and restaff them.

Sponsor Comment:  Concept revision may be directed at discretion of higher authority.
	R

	
	USJFCOM/J9, Terry Thompson, DSN 836-8052


	9
	Appendix B
	
	U
	Critical:  Including desired effects by CONOPs phase for JOCs implies that JOCs will be given several scenarios, adversaries, and situations in order to develop the CONOPs.  That’s too low a level to be working at for an Operating Concept (see comment above on JOC definition).

Recommendation:  Delete “Table of Desired Effects by CONOPs Phase” for JOCs.

Rationale:  CONOPs require specific scenarios, adversary attributes, and political aims and should not be developed in an Operating Concept. 

Sponsor comment:  See Rewrite of the bullet.
	P

	56
	USJFCOM/J9

John DeFoor

DSN: 836-5599
	9
	App B
	
	U
	Critical:  Appendix B presents an inappropriately mandatory template for concepts.

Recommendation:  Soften language to cast this template as a guide rather than as rigidly mandatory.

Rationale:  While a guiding template is valuable, mandating format and content across all concepts is too restrictive.

Sponsor Comment:  Community demands a template that is mandatory.
	R

	57
	USJFCOM/J9

John DeFoor

DSN: 836-5599
	1,9
	2.A.(2) and App B
	
	U
	Critical:  Proposed definition for JOCs does not include the need to identify broad capabilities.

Recommendation:  Change definition to require JOCs to identify broad capabilities.

Rationale:  Paraphrasing section 3: the purpose of joint concepts is twofold: to transform joint force operations, and to transform the joint force itself through a capabilities based approach to joint operations planning and joint force planning.  The JOCs provide a critical link in the concept chain from the JOpsC to the JICs.  Without broad capabilities being identified in the JOCs, the linkage from JOpsC to the JICs loses continuity.  Also, since JICs will address narrow topics and collectively will not span the JOpsC, a capabilities discussion is required in the JOCs to fill in the gaps between to JICs.

Sponsor Comment: See JOC definition rewrite in section 2.  JOCs contain operational tasks not capabilities.  Revised lexicon clarifies the difference between “effects” that are in the JOCs and “capabilities” that are within the JFCs.
	R

	58
	USJFCOM/J9

John DeFoor

DSN: 836-5599
	1,9
	2.a.(2) and App B
	
	U
	Critical:  Definition of a JOC should not require JOCs to identify endstates, objectives, and desired effects.  

Recommendation:  Remove these elements from the JOC definition.

Rationale:  JOCs, while narrower than the JOpsC, must still address a wide variety of possible adversaries, friendly coalitions, and operating conditions.  Endstates, objectives, and desired effects will vary depending on the adversary, the scenario, and the political aims for a particular situation.  

Sponsor Comment: See JOC definition rewrite in section 2.  JOCs contain Endstates, objectives, and desired effects.  Revised lexicon clarifies the difference between “Endstate, objectives, and effects” that must reside in the JOCs.
	R

	59
	ONAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	9
	4
	
	U
	Critical: Format of CONOPS is not specified

Recommendation: Specify the format of the CONOPS.  Recommend use the format of the DPS/MSFDs under development.

Rationale: JFEO and JUSS JICs varied greatly because there was no template.  If a template is not provided here for the CONOPS, we will perpetuate non-standardization.  Borrowing only the format from the DPS/MSFD CONOPS is preferable because it avoids the difficult question of classification (i.e. if the whole DPS/MSFD is borrowed) while providing a common, and familiar format.  Additionally, the Service Lanes of Responsibility currently provided by the DPS/MSFD scenario must likewise be captured in the JIC.  The CONOPS is arguably the best place to do this.
Sponsor Comment: Coord with J8 to determine exactly what is needed for their analysis.  Table Task; discuss with JOWPD to find a solid CONOPS example.
	Wait

	60
	STRATCOM

/PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660
	9
	App  B, para 4
	Bullet 2
	U
	Critical:

Recommendation: Change to read, “Campaign plan structure, endstate(s), objectives, desired effects and broad operational tasks capabilities necessary for success (JOC)”

Rationale: Description of capabilities only within Joint Functional Concepts is insufficient, since JOCs must describe how to link means to ends.  JOC capabilities should be described in terms of operational warfighter mission areas.  

Sponsor Comment: See JOC definition rewrite in section 2.  JOCs contain operational tasks not capabilities.  Revised lexicon clarifies the difference between “effects” that are in the JOCs and “capabilities” that are within the JFCs.
	R

	61
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	11-12
	Appendix C
	
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Delete entire Appendix.  

Rationale:  As defined in lines 16-7, concepts are statements of ideas – an expression of how something might be done.  Concepts must be definitive statements of how (not a collection of hypotheses) that guides and focuses development of subordinate concepts, experimentation and science and technology investments. Experimentation is the proper venue for hypothesis testing, which is used to inform capability development and concept refinement.  
Sponsor Comment: Made it so.
	A

	61a
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz@eucom.smil.mil
	11
	2
	11
	
	Major:   

Recommendation:  Make the notional example internally consistent.            

Rationale:   In paragraph a. the JOC is about defeating an enemy.  In paragraph b. and c. the discussion concerns deterrence.             

Sponsor Comment:  OBE, deleted entire appendix.        
	P

	61b
	STRATCOM

/PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660
	11
	2c(1)-(4)
	
	U
	Critical:

Recommendation: Change “Supporting Hypotheses” example.

Rationale: Clarity--the language used in the example does not match the terminology found in the current Strategic Deterrence JOC.  The “general coercion theory” example presented could easily confuse the reader.  Recommend using a simpler example to prevent confusion.  

Sponsor Comment:  OBE, deleted entire appendix.        
	P

	61c
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	2, 11,  12
	2.b.  Hypotheses & Appendix C (all)
	14
	U
	Critical:  Eliminate all reference to “hypotheses” in the JCDRP

Recommendation:  Delete entire paragraph on hypotheses and entire Appendix C

Rationale:  Experimentation cannot validate nor invalidate a concept.  It can only provide insight which can inform policy decisions concerning concepts.  Furthermore, operations concepts should be focused on description, not hypothesis.  The derivation of hypotheses from these concepts for testing purposes should be a function for experimentation and the CBA / FCB processes within JCIDS and should not be hard wired into any concept.  Finally, the examples provided in the appendix do not conform to accepted hypothesis testing and if used, would just create mass confusion for all those needing clear operational context for the JCIDS process.

Sponsor Comment:  Concur, deleted entire appendix.        
	A

	61d
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	13
	 Matrix
	
	U
	Critical:
Recommendation: Caveat this Appendix by stating the final concept lexicon will be determined by the OUSD(P) effort on the CBP.

Rationale:  The CBP is the forum to develop the overall lexicon since that effort encompasses concept development.  The effort in the JCDR can inform and shape the final lexicon, but the final appendix D should come as a result of the CBP work. 

Sponsor Comment:  Document represents a provisional lexicon and is aligned with the OSD CBP workshop.  
	P

	62
	JCDE, MCCDC LtCol Earnest King

DSN 278-3610 


	
	
	General Comment
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Draft JCDRP does not align well with the JFCOM Transformation Roadmap and it’s discussion of joint concept development and experimentation; specifically JOpsC, JOC, JIC definitions, linkage, and purpose.  Both documents need to compliment one another to ensure all are speaking the same language.  

Rationale: Clarity and consistency.  
Sponsor Comment: Agree.  They should be synchronized but the timing right now does not allow it. 
	P

	63
	JCDE, MCCDC LtCol Earnest King

DSN 278-3610 


	
	
	General Comment
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Draft JCDRP does not specifically state who is responsible for writing what types of joint concepts.  It’s clear that the CJCS will do the JOpsC and the FCBs will be responsible for JFCs; however; can a Service be assigned lead developer for a JOC or will this be the primary responsibility of COCOMs?   

Rationale: This should be clearly articulated in the JCDRP.  
Sponsor Comment: Clarified in document
	A

	64
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. Herron, DSN 680-3988
	
	
	General

comment
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Because this is a “Terms of Reference” document, 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.

Rationale: Clarity of understanding.
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	65
	MCCDC GS-14 Richard Hibbert, DSN 278-8076
	1
	1
	
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Verbiage needs to be provided that establishes the forums, venues, and activities to inform the projected/scheduled concept revisions/updates. Line 2 states “The purpose of this Terms of Reference (TOR) is to outline the plan for joint concept development and revision, and synchronize the efforts of all joint concept developers.”  To meet this purpose, Appendix A needs to be expanded beyond a calendar and develop a plan that shows how current, disparate concept development efforts will be synchronized and, ultimately, synthesized. 

Rationale:  A more detailed plan will provide concept developers a greater opportunity to integrate their efforts.

Sponsor Comment: This area will be expanded upon during the JIMP rewrite
	P

	66
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz@eucom.smil.mil
	1
	1
	3
	U
	Substantive:             

Recommendation:  The purpose of this Terms of Reference (TOR) is to outline the plan for joint concept development and revision,
 and synchronize the efforts of all joint concept developers. In DOD’s capabilities-based planning process, joint concepts link strategic guidance to the transformation of joint operations and force structure.
                   

Rationale:  The purpose should come first.  The original first sentence can come second.  We made it somewhat shorter for brevity.                     

Sponsor Comment: See rewrite
	A

	67
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz@eucom.smil.mil
	1
	2.a.
	15
	U
	Substantive:             

Recommendation:  
a.
Definitions.  The current family of joint concepts includes the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC), Joint Operating Concepts (JOC), Joint Functional Concepts (JFC), and Joint Integrating Concepts (JIC).  



(1)
A concept is a notion or statement of an idea – an expression of how something might be done.  Military concepts describe how a military commander employs his capabilities to achieve desired effects.  
Rationale:   The suggestion corrects what appears to be a typo on a large scale.  The first sentence of Para 2. is a definition, and it belongs under Para 2.a. Definitions.                    

Sponsor Comment:  See rewritten paragraph
	P

	68
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	1
	2.a. Definitions
	20
	U
	Substantive:  Replace “family of joint concepts” with “joint operations concepts”  

Recommendation:  Change paragraph to read:  “The joint operations concepts include The current family of joint concepts includes the overarching Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC), Joint Operating Concepts (JOC), Joint Functional Concepts (JFC), and Joint Integrating Concepts (JIC).”

Rationale: Terminology is already well established in JOpsC.  In JOpsC “operations concepts” are JOCs, JFCs, and JECs (now JICs by CJCS change).  Creating duplicative near-terminology is confusing and unnecessary.  Further, use of the term “military” concepts would de-emphasize the central JOpsC theme of DIME integration.  Operations concepts potentially integrate resources from all instruments of national power, not just the military.

Sponsor Comment:  See rewritten paragraph
	P

	69
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	1
	2.A(1)
	1
	U
	Substantive: JOpsC description needs more focus. 

Recommendation:  Change the opening line to read: 

The JOpsC is the Capstone concept, providing an overarching description of….”  

Rationale: Two fold:

1. It better captures the hierarchy within the family

2. It sets the stage for changing the name to the Capstone Joint Warfighting Concept.

Sponsor Comment:  See rewritten paragraph
	A

	70
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	1
	2.a. (1)
	
	U
	Substantive:  This paragraph refers to the “operational goals of the U.S. Defense Strategy.”  However, “operational goals” are not addressed in the Draft Defense Strategy. 
Recommendation:  Change to read, “ … achieving the six critical operational goals which provide the focus for DOD transformation efforts …” (QDR 2001, page 30) or change to read “… achieving the key operational capabilities as defined in Draft Defense Strategy (2004). 
Rationale:  Accuracy and clarity.
Sponsor Comment:  See rewritten paragraph
	P

	71
	STRATCOM

/PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660
	1
	2a(1)
	2
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Change to read, “The JOpsC is an overarching description of how the future joint force will operate in all domains across the entire range of military operations in unity of effort with interagency and multinational partners.”

Rationale: Clarity – the JOpsC must span the entire range of military operations as currently defined by JROCM 023-03 (or any subsequent revisions) – addition of the word “entire” eliminates ambiguity

Sponsor Comment: Brevity negates need to add ‘entire’
	R

	73
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	1 and globally
	2. Joint Concept Definitions and Contents
	17
	U
	Substantive:  Define the term “joint operations concept” as already established in the “Joint Operations Concepts” (JOpsC) instead of adding the two new terms “military concept” and “joint family of concepts.”  

Recommendation:  Change second sentence to read:  “Operations concepts describe the conduct of future operations employing military and other national resources that achieve desired effects.  Military concepts describe how a military commander employs his capabilities to achieve desired effects.  Operations concepts are intended to guide the development of  future capabilities and are not prescriptive to warfighting commanders and organizations.”

Rationale:  In JOpsC “operations concepts” are JOCs, JFCs, and JECs (now JICs by CJCS change).  Creating duplicative near-terminology is confusing and unnecessary.  Further, use of the term “military” concepts would de-emphasize the central JOpsC theme of DIME integration.  Operations concepts potentially coordinate resources from all instruments of national power, not just the military.  Additionally, joint concepts should not be arbitrarily limited to employment by a single commander.  Finally, the operations concepts should provide authoritative guidance for JCIDS capabilities planning, but not for current operations planning and operations orders.  

Sponsor Comment:  See Rewrite.
	P

	74
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz@eucom.smil.mil
	1
	2.a.(2)
	32
	U
	Substantive:             

Recommendation:   A JOC is a description of how a future joint force commander will conduct military operations necessary to accomplish a particular kind of mission.                    

Rationale:  “An array of” does not add to the sense of the sentence and can be deleted.  JOC’s are about   particular kinds  of missions and that qualification can usefully be mentioned here.                  

Sponsor Comment:  See rewrite.
	A

	75
	STRATCOM

/PR15

Mr. Clawson

DSN: 271-4631
	1
	2a(2)
	ALL
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Change to parallel definition of the Joint Operations Concepts (JFC) provided in CJCSI 3170.01D and CJCSM 3170.01A.

Rationale:  Uniformity, comments similar to those listed above.

Sponsor Comment:  CJCSIs will be updated to reflect definitions presented in the JCDRP.
	R

	76
	USJFCOM/J9 Robert Boyce DSN:836-8442
	1
	2.a.(2); and

App B

Sections 3 and 4
	
	U
	Substantive: Definition of a JOC should not require JOCs to identify a campaign plan structure.

Recommendation: Delete the words “a campaign structure.”
Rationale: Since a campaign plan will likely involve the application of multiple JOCs (and subordinate concepts), a campaign plan structure is more appropriate for description in the JOpsC. This suggestion has been made on numerous occasions during the development and review of the initial round of concepts. JOCs may be appropriate for the description of considerations in planning a campaign.

Sponsor Comment.  See rewrite of definition.
	R

	77
	USNORTHCOM J58
Col Karin Murphy
DSN: 692-2202
Karin.Murphy@northcom.smil.mil
or
Karin.Murphy@northcom.mil
	2
	2.a. (4)
	Figure 1
	U
	Substantive:  As depicted, there is little value added by Figure 1, Joint Concepts Relationships. The figure shows no tie between the JOpsC and JOCs or JFCs and no hierarchical relationship between JOCs and JFCs.  

Recommendation:  Rework this diagram to accurately depict relationships of the concepts.

Rationale:  Accuracy and clarity.
Sponsor Comment: Graphic Modified
	P

	78
	STRATCOM

/PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660
	2
	Fig 1
	
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Delete the words “Capabilities,” “Effects,” and “CONOPS” from the diagram

Rationale: Clarity.  The diagram as constructed should only focus on document hierarchy.  Description of document roles should be textual only so as not to confuse the reader.

Sponsor Comment: Graphic Modified
	P

	79
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	2
	Figure 1
	51
	U
	Substantive:    

Recommendation: Delete the chart.  Replace with two charts: (1) A better picture of the hierarchy and purpose of Joint concepts (for example, Slide 8 versus Slide 5 – the one used – in the briefing on concepts refinement on the Joint Vision homepage) and (2) An updated version of the slide in the JIMP (A-4) that shows the relationship between strategy – experimentation-resourcing.

Rationale:  Figure 1 does not add significant value to a pictorial understanding of the relationship and purpose of joint concepts. The two slides in combination will allow someone with only a general understanding of joint concepts to view both the external relationship “big picture” and the internal relationship of the family of joint concepts.

Sponsor Comment: Graphic Modified
	P

	80
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	2
	Figure 1
	51
	U
	Substantive:    

Recommendation: Delete “Capabilities” and “Effects” from chart  
Rationale:  The terms as displayed in Figure 1 have no meaning or context.

Sponsor Comment: Graphic Modified
	P

	81
	STRATCOM

/PR15

Lt Col Blank

DSN: 272-9768
	2
	3
	1
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Change first line to read:  “The ultimate objective of joint concepts is twofold: to transform joint force operations, and to ensure that the joint force is properly prepared to operate in the 2015-2020 timeframe.”

Rationale: Joint concepts, validated through joint experimentation, are accepted as the primary document by which the joint community specifies the capabilities it needs in the 2015-2020 timeframe.  These documents are the primary reference source for the Joint Capability Integration and Development Systems (JCIDS) and other processes intended to man, equip, train, etc. the future warfighter.  While some of these processes will result in truly transformational warfighter tools (doctrine, weapons, training, organizations, facilities, etc), there will remain a great and continuing need for “old” tools.  In other words, not everything resulting from these concepts will be “transformational”.

Sponsor Comment: Paragraph rewritten
	P

	82
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	2
	Section 3 (Application)
	1-4
	U
	Substantive:  First sentence of the paragraph is misleading.
Recommendation:  Change to read, “ …objective of joint concepts is twofold: to facilitate joint force operations transformation, and to assist in transformation of the joint force itself …”
Rationale:  The objective of the concepts is not to transform; the objective of Joint concepts should be to facilitate, inform, and assist transformation. 

Sponsor Comment: Paragraph rewritten
	P

	83
	MCCDC LtCol Gary Russell, DSN 278-6245
	2
	2.b.
	
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: That the last sentence of paragraph read as follows: “The central theory of a JIC will be demonstrated through the development of an instantiation of the concept’s big idea—a CONOPS, which will be examined through a CBA”.
Rationale: One CONOPS = one instantiation; to properly and thoroughly examine a concept’s, big idea, a series of different CONOPS should be developed.
Sponsor Comment:  OBE, Hypothesis reference deleted; paragraph rewritten.
	R

	84
	MCCDC GS-14 Richard Hibbert, DSN 278-8076
	2
	2.b.
	
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Change opening sentence to read “Related theories (hypotheses) of how the future joint force will operate are contained within the JOpsC, JOCs, JICs, and JFCs.  These hypotheses must be validated before being accepted as doctrinal procedure.”

Rationale:  Clarity and consistency.

Sponsor Comment:  OBE, Hypothesis reference deleted; paragraph rewritten.
	R

	85
	USJFCOM/J9 Robert Boyce DSN:836-8442
	2
	2.b
	
	U
	Substantive: Discussion inaccurately states that “an approved joint concept is a working document containing the individual hypotheses that are validated/invalidated and replaced with new ones during the revision process.”

Recommendation: Change to read “an approved joint concept is a working document containing both explicit and implied hypotheses. As a result of experimentation and practice these hypothesis may be validated, invalidated, and refined, replaced or deleted as appropriate.”

Rationale: A more accurate description of possible experimentation outcomes.

Sponsor Comment:  See rewritten paragraph.
	P

	86
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	2
	2.b
	55-62
	U
	Substantive:    

Recommendation: Delete entire paragraph or amend to eliminate inconsistencies.
Rationale:  The document (lines 16-17) defines concepts as “ a notion or statement of ideas – an expression of how something might be done.”   Paragraph 2b however states concepts are “collections of related theories (hypotheses) that must be validated before being accepted as doctrinal procedure.”  These two definitions appear inconsistent.  If the intent is to highlight the notion that JOpsC/JOC/JFC must have testable elements, then simply write that statement without redefining the terms or refer to the Appendices that elaborate on that fact.  

Sponsor Comment:  Concur, inconsistencies eliminated by rewrite of paragraph.
	A

	87
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	2-3
	3
	67-73
	U
	Substantive:    

Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Capabilities-based planning uses joint concepts to link strategic guidance to future capabilities and to inform near-term programming decisions, science and technology investments, and future force capability development.  translate future risks from strategic Future risk guidance focuses the direction of, and priorities within, joint concept development. into capabilities required to support future joint operations.  Joint concepts must provide the campaign framework, context, and operational-level and functional task descriptions to focus and guide joint support experimentation, to provide actionable for guiding the plans of force employers, and provide essential input to CBA, and to focus and guide future capability development. for guiding the plans of force developers.  Approved joint In this dynamic and iterative environment joint concepts both inform, and are informed by are linked to joint experimentation, CBA, DPS CONOPS, current and future plans and operations, and other joint and Service concepts.”

Rationale:  Clarity and accuracy.  Proposed revision flows directly from definitions and descriptions in paragraphs 1 and 2, and is a more accurate description of the linkage between joint concepts and experimentation, et al.

Sponsor Comment: Paragraph rewritten
	P

	88
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Nate Toth
DSN: 692-7901
Nathan.Toth@northcom.smil.mil
or
Nathan.Toth@northcom.mil
	3
	3.a. 
	
	U
	Substantive:  The questions in “Concept Linkage to Joint Force Employment” are not necessary.

Recommendation:  Delete all from “Concepts must help …” to “ … desired end states and effects?”

Rationale: Clarity.
Sponsor Comment: Rewritten questions provide clarity
	R

	89
	USSOCOMSOKF-J9 Col Shamblin 299-3062
	3
	a
	
	U
	Substantive: A critical piece of supporting the Joint Concepts Relationships are the “CONOPS” described, but not defined within the body of the draft.
Recommendation: Provide a clear definition of “CONOPS” related to this process and as differentiated from previous use of the term in military planning.
Rationale: Lack of a clear definition in context will lend confusion in TOR. 

Sponsor Comment: “CONOPs” defined in Lexicon
	R

	90
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	3
	A.
	Bullets
	U
	Substantive:

Opportunity to highlight the hierarchy of family

Recommendation: Link each bullet/question to its likely and relevant concept.  

Rationale:  The JOpsC should provide a broad description and answer the question of how the DOD will fight and thus should organize train and equip to defend the nations interest in the midterm, mitigating risk in the process.  Likewise the JOCs should detail how a COCOM/RCC will achieve the operational ends desired and how the joint force (the big JOINT FORCE) will perform particular missions (i.e. SD/HLD/MCO/SO).  Lastly, the JICs will address How the Joint Force Commander (JTFC of little/local/particular joint force) will achieve a specific desired endstate and effect (i.e. JFEO, IAMD etc).

Sponsor Comment: Divisions between concepts and the questions aren’t that clear.
	R

	92
	USNORTHCOM J58
Col Karin Murphy
DSN: 692-2202
Karin.Murphy@northcom.smil.mil
or
Karin.Murphy@northcom.mil
	3
	3.a. (1)
	
	U
	Substantive:  Experimentation recommendations and conclusions should be reviewed, vetted, and approved by the Joint Staff before they are incorporated into the JOCs. 

Recommendation:  Expand discussion on the role of experimentation and how the ‘results’ translate back into the JOCs.  Additionally, timelines should be addressed.

Rationale: Completeness and accuracy.
Sponsor Comment: Incorporated into document in several places (like JFCOM responsibilities)
	P

	93
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	3
	3.a,b
	75-107
	U
	Substantive:    

Recommendation:  These are overall recommendations for this section.  First, ensure consistent use of “employment and development” as well as the use of “capabilities” vice “structure.”  Second, change “help” to either shape or inform. Finally, change CJCS to JCS since service chiefs with their Title X responsibilities must also play a role in the linkage between joint concepts and joint force capabilities development and employment.

Rationale:  Consistency with other sections of the JCDR.  Recognize role of the service chiefs in addition to the Combatant Commanders and CJCS.

Sponsor Comment: Paragraph rewritten
	A

	94
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	3
	b
	Bullets
	U
	Substantive: Opportunity to highlight the hierarchy of family
Recommendation: Link each bullet/question to its likely and relevant concept.  

Rationale: Similar to the above argument, in this case the Joint Function Concept should address what DOD force structure is required to mitigate current and future risks… (is this not what the JFC do by functional area?).  Likewise the CBAs, by revealing the gaps and seems will answer what DOTMLPF resources are required…  As we have introduced all these concepts, why not link them directly to the questions they should be address?

Sponsor Comment: See response to item 90 above.
	R

	95
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Nate Toth
DSN: 692-7901
Nathan.Toth@northcom.smil.mil
or
Nathan.Toth@northcom.mil
	3
	3.b.
	
	U
	Substantive:  The questions in “Concept Linkage to Joint Force Development” are not necessary.

Recommendation:  Delete all from “Concepts must help …” to  “ … plans and future concepts?”

Rationale: Clarity.
Sponsor Comment: Rewritten questions provide clarity
	R

	96
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	4
	4.a. (1)
	140-142
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “..The Joint Staff will present the candidate joint concepts recommended for development, along with a recommended concept development lead and development timeline  and topics to the JCS following for decision decision making groups which will direct development and designate lead and supporting developers:…”

Delete lines 144-146.

Rationale:  Clarity and completeness.  JS should, based on their assessment of proposed concepts, develop and coordinate a recommendation, for decision by the JCS or JROC, that includes recommended concepts for development, and for each concept a recommended concept development lead and development timeline.  With the J7 assuming JS proponency for al joint concepts, it follows that the JCS will be decision authority for JOCs, JFCs, and JICs
Sponsor Comment: See rewrite.  JROC wants to retain oversight of JFCs
	P

	97
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	4
	4.a. (2)
	149-151
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…early and continuous stakeholder visibility and input into initial and subsequent drafts, interim progress reviews, and formal staffing, to include a Comment Resolution Conference. …”

Rationale:  Clarity.  Revisions clarify the role of supporting agencies / stakeholders in the concept development process.
Sponsor Comment: Paragraph rewritten
	A

	98
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	4
	4.a. (2)
	154-156
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Early and Continuous Stakeholder Visibility.  Concept authors will make working drafts available to stakeholders and provide the opportunity and means for stakeholder input into concept development an informal means for feedback.”
Rationale:  Clarity.  Revisions clarify the role of supporting agencies / stakeholders in the concept development process.
Sponsor Comment: Paragraph rewritten
	A

	99
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	4
	4.a. (2)(a)
	
	U
	Substantive:  This paragraph implies that “concept authors” execute duties and responsibilities that are more appropriately the role of “concept leads.”   

Recommendation:  Change sentence to read, “Concept lead will ….”  This change should be made in this paragraph and elsewhere, as appropriate, within the document.

Rationale:  Accuracy.  

Sponsor Comment: Done
	A

	100
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	4.a. (2) (b)
	158-162
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Initial Progress Review.  Within 30 days, the concept development lead will present a mission analysis of the task to the JCS/JROC as appropriate.  It should include the problem to be solved (i.e. purpose of the concept), proposed scope of the concept and its relationship to other joint concepts, compliance with strategic guidance and future context documents, any deviations from previous guidance, or key assumptions, and the concept development plan.”
Rationale:  Clarity on timing, scope and content of Initial IPR.  
Sponsor Comment:  Unique timelines specific to each tasking will be presented to the concept developer as a baseline from J7 upon approval of concept authorship.
	P



	101
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	4.a. (2) (c)
	164-166
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Mid-term Progress Review.  Within 60 days, the concept development lead will present to the JCS/JROC, as appropriate, an annotated outline of the concept, including key assumptions, an initial list of operational or functional tasks, and key elements of the campaign framework or CONOPS applicable to the concept all hypotheses and supporting rationale for each to the JCS/JROC as appropriate.”
Rationale:  Clarity on timing, scope and content of Mid-Term IPR.  
Sponsor Comment:  Unique timelines specific to each tasking will be presented to the concept developer as a baseline from J7 upon approval of concept authorship.
	P



	102
	USJFCOM/J9 Robert Boyce DSN:836-8442
	5
	4.a.(2).(c)
	
	U
	Substantive: Description of mid-term review requires the concept outline to include “all hypotheses and supporting rationale for each.”

Recommendation: Modify this to specify “the central idea and supporting rationale.”

Rationale: Mid-term review is too early in the development to expect a complete set of all hypotheses. Also, it is not wise to expend development resources to fully flesh out all hypotheses prior to obtaining concurrence from the JCS/JROC on the outline and central idea. 
Sponsor Comment:  Hypotheses removed from the JCDRP.
	P

	103
	USJFCOM/J9 Robert Boyce DSN:836-8442
	5
	4.a.(2).(d)
	
	U
	Substantive: Development process description does not mention final review requirements.
Recommendation: Clarify final review procedures.
Rationale: Previous paragraphs describe the Initial Progress Review and Mid-Term Progress Review. A Final Review is not explicitly addressed. Paragraph 4.a.(2).(d) says that formal 136 staffing is required but is unclear as to whether or that applies to only the final product or all reviews. 

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	104
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	5
	4.a. (3)(e)
	
	U
	Substantive:  New concepts will be developed as required and as directed.  

Recommendation:  Delete last bullet of the subparagraph (Develop new joint concepts).

Rationale:  Accuracy; this is not a responsibility unique to USJFCOM.    

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	105
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	4
	4.a. (2)
	156
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation:  Add “collaboration and” after “for”
Rationale:  Revision encourages a more interactive process with non-lead/supporting agencies/stakeholders in the concept development process than simply providing feedback.
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	106
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	4.a. (2) (d)
	168-170
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Formal staffing.  Joint Concept authors will use the Joint Staff Action Process (Form 136) for Planner and General Officer/Flag Officer coordination, and will include a formal Comment Resolution Conference prior to final staffing.”
Rationale:  Clarity on scope of formal staffing and the inclusion of a Comment Resolution Conference as part of that process.   
Sponsor Comment: Included in parent paragraph above – 4.a.(2)
	A

	107
	USSOCOMSOKF-J9 Col Shamblin 299-3062
	4
	3
	
	U
	Substantive: Although responsibilities for concept development are delineated, the resource support required to accomplish the task is not addressed. 

Recommendation: Address the resourcing strategy supporting joint concept development in this directive.

Rationale: The COCOMs, though tasked are not directly resourced to carry out these JCD&E functions.  USJFCOM continues to hold a prominent leadership role in integrating COCOM requirements and interest, yet the COCOMs are not manned nor resourced to provide this function.
Sponsor Comment: If COCOMs volunteer to develop concepts, available resources are implied
	R

	108
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	4.a. (3) (b)
	182
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…The CJCS will forward, upon review by the JCS, the JOpsC and JOCs to the SecDef for approval.”
Rationale:  Clarity on role of JCS for review of JOpsC and JOCs.   
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	4.a. (3) (c)
	184
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Joint Chiefs of Staff will review the JOpsC and JOCs prior to submission to the Secretary of Defense, and approve JICs.”
Rationale:  Clarity on role of JCS for review of JOpsC and JOCs.   
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	109
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	6
	4.a. (3) (i)
	206
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Services may will nominate new joint concepts, and will develop joint concepts, as when directed.”
Rationale:  Clarify role of Services for joint concept development.   
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	110
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	6
	4.a. (3) (j)
	209
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  Functional Capability boards will develop and update JFCs, as directed.
Rationale:  Clarity on role of FCBs for joint concept development.   
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	111
	USSOCOMSOKF-J9 Col Shamblin 299-3062
	
	
	
	U
	Substantive: Concept prototyping is not directly addressed in the directive. 
Recommendation: The concept prototyping process should be clearly delineated or at lease addressed and referred to another directive. 

Rationale: Without this explanation, the concept development pathway is not linked with the prototyping pathway in the process. 

Sponsor Comment: Prototyping added to list in paragraph 3.B.
	A

	112
	USNORTHCOM J58
Col Karin Murphy
DSN: 692-2202
Karin.Murphy@northcom.smil.mil
or
Karin.Murphy@northcom.mil
	4-5
	4
	
	U
	Substantive:  Role of the Joint Staff in concept of development.

Recommendation:  Clearly articulate the role of the Joint Staff in concept development, review, and approval process.

Rationale:  Completeness and accuracy.
Sponsor Comment: J7 specifically linked to tasking and the “CJCS” is the joint staff
	A

	113
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	4/5
	a./d.
	
	U
	Substantive:  TOR needs to address when a concept passes from informal to formal staffing.

Recommendation:  Add a requirement to formal staffing pp (d.):  “Once JROC has approved a concept for development and assigns a due date, JS will promulgate anticipated O-6 and GO/FO level JSAP chop dates.”

Rationale:

1. The TOR empowers any member with concept development and mandates authors provide opportunity for informal feedback.  It also specifies that formal feedback will be conducted via 136.  But it does not indicate when a concept should enter the formal staffing process. Issue here is that some authors host work shops, others IWS sessions, and others request SMEs TAD.  Arguably, TAD and man-hours should not be spent on anything that has yet to be approved by the JROC.  Once JROC has approved a new concept via JCIDS formally into the staffing process, Services will have the justification to spend TAD.  

2. The Analytic Agenda has a published schedule for due dates of documents as well as O-6/ GO/FO level chops and conferences.  It works well and allows Services to budget both man-hours and TAD funding.

Sponsor Comment: Added to para 4.a.(2)
	A

	114
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	5
	4.a. (3) (b)
	182
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change second sentence of (b) to read:  “The CJCS will forward, upon thorough review by the JCS, the JOpsC and JOCs to the SecDef for approval.”
Rationale:  Ensures CJCS has input from service chiefs before deciding to forward JOpsC and JOCs to the SecDef.   
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	115
	OSD,OUSD (Policy)/

Ms. Cordray

697-9478

OSD, OFT/

LTC Bob Jones

696-5761
	5
	4.a. (3) (c)
	184
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Joint Chiefs of Staff will review the JOpsC and JOCs prior to submission by the CJCS to the Secretary of Defense, and approve JICs.”
Rationale:  Follows from preceding change recommendation.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	116
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	5
	4a3 e
	Last bullet
	U
	Substantive: Last bullet: CDR USJFCOM will develop new joint concepts is redundant with following pp (f); “Any member may draft candidate joint concepts….”

Recommendation: Delete last bullet

Rationale: Unless the intent is to direct JFCOM to develop concepts, this statement is redundant and muddies the water.  However, if the intent is to be imperative on JFCOM’s roles and responsibilities, recommend changing pp (e) title to read: “CDR USJFCOM shall…”
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	117
	STRATCOM

/PR15

Mr. Clawson

DSN: 271-4631
	5
	4a(3)(e)
	Bullet 4
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Delete the 4th bullet from CDR USJFCOM responsibilities.

Rationale:  Clarity. USJFCOM artificially elevated as the “developer of new joint concepts,” they are but one of a number of members as listed above in para. 3.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	118
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	5
	4.a. (3)(e)
	
	U
	Substantive:  New concepts will be developed as required and as directed.  

Recommendation:  Delete last bullet of the subparagraph (Develop new joint concepts).

Rationale:  Accuracy; this is not a responsibility unique to USJFCOM.    

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	119
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	4.a. (3) (e)
	188
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Add new paragraph (3) as follows, and re-designate subsequent paragraphs accordingly: 

“(e) COCOMS will lead joint concept development iniatives, as directed.”
Rationale:  Clarity on role of COCOMs in leading joint concept development.   
Sponsor Comment: “Any member [of the community]….”
	P

	120
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	5
	4.a. (3) (e)
	195
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Develop new Lead joint concept development efforts, as directed.”
Rationale:  Clarity on role of JFCOM in joint concept development.   
Sponsor Comment: Included in revised paragraphs
	A

	121
	STRATCOM

/PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660
	6
	4a(3)(i)
	2
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation:  Add the following sentence: “Normally, service-led joint concepts will include a combatant commander as ‘co-lead’ to provide additional warfighter perspective.”  

Rationale: Ensure joint perpective is maintained throughout the concept development process.

Sponsor Comment: Co-leads are not mandated.  Process has been modified to ensure all stakeholders get opportunity to provide input
	P

	122
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	6
	(i)
	
	U
	Substantive: Relevance?
Recommendation: Change the bullet to read: “Services Members will nominate new joint concepts develop joint concepts when directed by _____ (who: JROC?)  

Rationale:  Given the TOR has already outlined that any member may nominate new concepts (pg 4 pp a (1)), the requirement for this bullet is unclear.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	123
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	6
	4.b. (1)
	213-214
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Joint Concept Revision is the process by which concepts, operational framework, CONOPS, task descriptions, hypotheses, capability requirements, etc., are refined or replaced based on new guidance, insights from experimentation and war games, lessons learned, etc.
  OSD, COCOMs, Services, Agencies, and the Joint Staff may recommend revisions to joint concepts.”
Rationale:  Clarity on description of concept revision consistent with concept descriptions. 
Sponsor Comment:  See footnote in document.
	P

	124
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	6
	Figure 2
	
	U
	Substantive: Significant work needs to be done to the JCDRP Time Line chart.  For example, a legend should be included to explain the colors / shading, acronyms used in the chart should be defined somewhere the document (e.g. STA), a logical sequence of events should be portrayed (e.g. diagram depicts “New JOCs” as a one time event), and diagram refers to JOpsC 3.0 in 2006 and beyond, yet elsewhere within the document (End Note #6) the term JOpsC ceases to exist in May 2005.  
Recommendation: Rework Figure 2, JCDRP Time Line.

Rationale: Completeness and accuracy.
Sponsor Comment:  Timeline re-worked.
	A

	125
	USNORTHCOM J58
Col Karin Murphy
DSN: 692-2202
Karin.Murphy@northcom.smil.mil
or
Karin.Murphy@northcom.mil
	7
	5.a. 
	1-3
	U
	Substantive:  As written, this statement implies that the only action required to update version 1.0 JOCs is to add “an appendix that clearly states the testable hypotheses.”  However, this implication conflicts with “AAR input” as described in End Note #7.

Recommendation:  Clarify to ensure complete understanding of guidance.  Define “testable Hypotheses.”  Clarify timelines, coordination and approval process and how updates relate to initial JOCs and JFCs.
Rationale:  Clarity.
Sponsor Comment:  OBE, deleted paragraph 5.
	R

	126
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	8
	
	
	U
	Substantive:  The title of this appendix is not accurate and misleading.  This is an appendix to the JCDRP, not the plan itself.

Recommendation:  Change title of the appendix to Joint Concept Development and Revision Timeline

Rationale:  Clarity/correctness.
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	127
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	8
	2
	254-255
	U
	Substantive:
· Recommendation: Change to read:  “…Net-Centric Operations, Training, and Force Management FCBs will develop new JFCs appropriate to for their functional areas of focus.

Rationale:  Clarity

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	128
	Army / G-3

Mr. Curt Doescher/

(703) 692-8349
	8
	Appendix A, para 3
	257-265
	U
	Substantive:  
Recommendation:   Annex A should include a prioritized list of the concepts to be developed over the depicted timeframe.
Rationale:  List will assist stakeholders in planning.  

Sponsor Comment: Too fungible to be included in the JCDRP
	R

	129
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	8
	3
	
	U
	Substantive:  Second bullet indicates “Revised JOCs will be published every other April beginning in 2006.”  However, as indicated in End Note #12 …“a two year update is more appropriate.”  This guidance will conflict with that which has been approved and published in the Transformation Planning Guidance.  

Recommendation:  Formalize the recommendation for changing TPG timeline.  

Rationale:  Concur with the revised timeline, but suggest formalizing the change.  Simply indicating that one is “more appropriate” than the other is not sufficient.
Sponsor Comment: JCDRP will be a SecDef approved document.  Relevant endnote modified accordingly
	A

	130
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	8
	3
	
	U
	Substantive: Document does not address JIC updates or revisions.

Recommendation: Provide plan for JIC update/revisions
Rationale: Better granularity

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	131
	MCCDC GS-14 Richard Hibbert, DSN 278-8076
	8
	3
	
	U
	Substantive: 

Recommendation: Change “revised” to read “reviewed and updated as needed.”

Rationale:  These documents may or may not require revisions at the times specified.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	132
	USJFCOM/J9

Fran Gibbons

DSN 836-8817
	9?
	Appendix B

Exec Sum
	
	U
	Substantive:  Applicable operations from the ROMO (JOC/JIC)

Recommendation:  Delete this requirement.

Rationale:  If this is a capability based concept, then the ROMO represents mission to threats and is irrelevant.

Sponsor Comment:ROMO is JROC-directed for concept development until superceded
	R

	133
	USNORTHCOM J58
Col Karin Murphy
DSN: 692-2202
Karin.Murphy@northcom.smil.mil
or
Karin.Murphy@northcom.mil
	9
	
	
	U
	Substantive:  The Concept Template does not include “testable hypotheses.”

Recommendation:  Include “testable hypotheses” in the concept template organization. 

Rationale:  Clarity
Sponsor Comment: They are included in Section 3
	R

	134
	USJFCOM/J9 Robert Boyce DSN:836-8442
	1 

and

9
	2.a.(2); and

App B

Sections 3 and 4
	
	U
	Substantive: Definition of a JOC should not require JOCs to identify a campaign plan structure.

Recommendation: Delete the words “a campaign structure.”
Rationale: Since a campaign plan will likely involve the application of multiple JOCs (and subordinate concepts), a campaign plan structure is more appropriate for description in the JOpsC. This suggestion has been made on numerous occasions during the development and review of the initial round of concepts. JOCs may be appropriate for the description of considerations in planning a campaign.

Sponsor Comment:  See previous comment.
	R

	135
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	9
	3
	
	U
	Substantive:  The implication is that both the JOpsC and the JOCs clearly explain the central hypothesis, yet the next version of the JOpsC (which drives the JOCs) is not due to be revised (with its overarching hypothesis) until May 2005.

Recommendation:  If a JOpsC-level “overarching hypothesis” is to be produced, it should be made available to JOC leads prior to the current JOC revision timeline as shown in Figure 2. 
Rationale:  Accuracy and consistency.
Sponsor Comment: Current JOC revisions will not be required to address JOpsC V 2.0
	R

	136
	STRATCOM/PR15

Col Drew Miller

DSN 271-9778
	9
	4
	4
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Change fourth bullet to read: “A detailed breakdown of tasks by phase of a CONOPS (JIC)”

Rationale: A detailed breakdown should only be done if necessary.  The J7 task-based taxonomy and approach to capabilities analysis may be appropriate in some cases, but should not be used as a proscriptive guide.  As with C4ISR architectural detail, a comprehensive, exhaustive UJTL approach tends to bog down.  The capabilities-based planning approach is supposed to emphasize flexibility across a broad range of potential scenarios and guide top-level decision makers.  The UJTL approach is often too down in the weeds to facilitate this high level review of alternatives.  Again, the costs (time and money) of doing a comprehensive, UTJL detailed approach need to be weighed against the benefits in context of the decision at hand.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	137
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	9
	4.
	33
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation:  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, endstate, objectives, desired effects and broad operational tasks necessary for success (JOC)  

· Capabilities and attributes (JFC)

· A detailed breakdown of tasks by phase of a CONOPS with measures of effectiveness, performance, and metrics (JIC)”
Rationale:  

Sponsor Comment:  See rewrite.
	P

	138
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	9-10
	
	
	U
	Substantive:  This appendix does not address a way ahead for JOCs already approved by COCOM Commander (concept lead) and CJCS and submitted to OSD for SECDEF approval.  
Recommendation:  Expand this appendix to specifically address a way ahead for the initial four JOCs. 

Rationale:  Clarity
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	139
	USNORTHCOM J58
Col Karin Murphy
DSN: 692-2202
Karin.Murphy@northcom.smil.mil
or
Karin.Murphy@northcom.mil
	10
	5.C.
	
	U
	Substantive:  “Table of Desired Effects by CONOPS Phase” applies to JICs not JOCs.

Recommendation:  Rework table of key deliverables.

Rationale:  Consistency.

Sponsor Comment: Agree.
	A

	140
	AF/XOXS

Drew Smith

DSN 223-7933
	13
	Terms
	40
	U
	Substantive:  CONOPS definition should include that it applies to a specific situation, e.g. a given operating environment, threat, scenario, mission, and forces.

Recommendation:  Use definition of CONOPS in Joint Doctrine.  

Rationale:  No good reason provided / implied to change current definition.  

Sponsor Comment: Definition modified.  JCDRP lexicon aligned with output of an OSD-sponsored CBP workshop that included OSD/ JS / Services / JFCOM / SOCOM participation and was briefed to DASD/GO-FO level on 01 Jul 04.
	R

	141
	STRATCOM/PR15

Col Drew Miller

DSN 271-9778
	13
	5
	
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Do not change the definition of capability already defined by JP 1-02:  “Capability:  the ability to execute a specified course of action.”

Rationale: Redefining capability as ability to “perform a set of tasks within specified conditions and standards” is far too specific and forces everyone into the task based framework that 1) may not be appropriate in a lot of capabilities analysis and concept development efforts, and 2) may be far too detailed, tedious or impractical in some cases.

Sponsor Comment: Definition modified.  JCDRP lexicon aligned with output of an OSD-sponsored CBP workshop that included OSD/ JS / Services / JFCOM / SOCOM participation and was briefed to DASD/GO-FO level on 01 Jul 04.
	R

	142
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	13
	Definition Matrix
	
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: The starting point for definitions should be existing definitions (JP 1-02, CJCSI, JP_, etc.); if current definitions are insufficient or no longer valid, there exists a process to change them.  Proposed changes should articulate what problem the change is intended to solve.  
Rationale:  Bottom line - when someone in DoD uses a term (e.g. capability, effect, task, objective, etc.), everyone, regardless of the community in which he or she may work, should have a common reference for what the term means.  The tendency of defining terms to suit individual institutional or personal bias results in continuing confusion and frustration.  If DoD needs more than one definition for capability, effect, or whatever, then modify the terms with an adjective or give it a different name.....but we should not define a term in more than one way. 
Sponsor Comment: Noted.  JCDRP lexicon aligned with output of an OSD-sponsored CBP workshop that included OSD/ JS / Services / JFCOM / SOCOM participation and was briefed to DASD/GO-FO level on 01 Jul 04.
	R

	143
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	13
	Definition Matrix
	
	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: Conciseness argues against your recommendation.
	R

	
	TRADOC, JACD, Mr. Herron, DSN 680-3988
	13
	Definition Matrix
	
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: In the “Source” column, specific documents should be cited so they can be reviewed to ensure clarity of understanding. Whenever, existing joint doctrine should be used rather than developing a new term just for the sake of having something “different.”

Rationale: To provide specific written source documents for terms rather than a quoting of what someone believes a term means or should mean.
Sponsor Comment: Definition modified.  JCDRP lexicon aligned with output of an OSD-sponsored CBP workshop that included OSD/ JS / Services / JFCOM / SOCOM participation and was briefed to DASD/GO-FO level on 01 Jul 04.
	A

	144
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	13
	Definitions
	Attribute
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation: Change to read:  “A testable or measurable characteristic that describes an aspect of a system or capabilityies; specifically, a characteristic of the Joint Force.
Rationale:  Accuracy and consistency with CJCSI 31.70.01.  To avoid unnecessary confusion characteristics of the Joint Force should be expressed as characteristics, not attributes.

Sponsor Comment:  Concur
	A

	145
	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 to execute within a specified course of action conditions and standards.”
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: Definition modified.  JCDRP lexicon aligned with output of an OSD-sponsored CBP workshop that included OSD/ JS / Services / JFCOM / SOCOM participation and was briefed to DASD/GO-FO level on 01 Jul 04.
	R

	146
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	13
	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 a commander maps capabilities plans to generate desired effects to achieve objectives and effects to an the endstate described in his intent.”
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: Definition modified.  JCDRP lexicon aligned with output of an OSD-sponsored CBP workshop that included OSD/ JS / Services / JFCOM / SOCOM participation and was briefed to DASD/GO-FO level on 01 Jul 04.
	R

	147
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	13- 14
	
	
	U
	Substantive:  The majority of the terms selected for inclusion in this appendix do not reflect current, approved definitions within existing DOD and JS documents.
Recommendation:  Where possible, use terms and definitions that appear in approved documents (e.g. JP 1-02, TPG, JOpsC, etc.).  If the intent is to deviate from approved definitions for purposes of Joint Concept development, proposals should be appropriately staffed and approved prior to increasing confusion and conflicting guidance within the concept development community.

Rationale:  Understand intent is to discuss at a “lexicon conference” (date TBD).  However, until / unless changed by proper authority, approved definitions should be used.  For example -

· proposed definition of CONOPS is significantly different from JP 1-02, without apparent justification for the change

· proposed definition of Joint (also significantly different from JP 1-02) suggests inclusion of interagency and multinational partners, again without apparent justification for the change

· etc.

To date, one of the biggest challenges in concept development has not been lack of definitions for terminology, rather, changing definitions and universal adherence (lack of) to established and approved terms have complicated the process.  There should be significant value added and justification before introducing a change.

Sponsor Comment:  JCDRP lexicon is aligned with output of an OSD-sponsored CBP workshop.   It also aligns UJTL definition with parallel CJCSI 3170 definitions.  It’s objective is a useful lexicon with coherent elements.
	R

	148
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	14
	App D
	
	U
	Substantive: Appendix does not specify who/what a Joint Force Commander is in the context of the TOR.
Recommendation: Provide vision/definition of who/what the Joint Force Commander is in this document.

Rationale: Recent workshops have demonstrated the “Joint Force Commander” means different things to different audiences. Some view it as the RCC, others as the JTFC, while there is another argument indicating that “Joint Force Commander” is simply a euphemism for the “leader of tomorrow” since we will all be “Joint”. As noted earlier, either be more specific throughout the document as to what flavor Joint Force Commander each concept is geared to in each reference, or provide a base definition here.

Sponsor Comment: Non-concur.  Using ‘Joint Force Commander’ IAW the JP 1-02 definition allows for ambiguity.
	R

	149
	STRATCOM/PR15

Col Drew Miller

DSN 271-9778
	14
	8,9
	
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation: Change MOP and MOE definitions to conform with MORS definitions.

Rationale: These are confusing and do not fit with definitions MORS has promulgated in recent years.  The MOP definition builds “tasks” into the definition—should not assume that tasks is the correct, universal measure to use.

Sponsor Comment:  JCDRP lexicon aligned with output of an OSD-sponsored CBP workshop that included OSD/ JS / Services / JFCOM / SOCOM participation and was briefed to DASD/GO-FO level on 01 Jul 04.
	R

	150
	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: Definition modified.  JCDRP lexicon aligned with output of an OSD-sponsored CBP workshop that included OSD/ JS / Services / JFCOM / SOCOM participation and was briefed to DASD/GO-FO level on 01 Jul 04.
	R

	151
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	End state
	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: Concur.  However, ‘objectives’ appear to be a better word than ‘mission.’
	A

	152
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Interdependence
	U
	Substantive:
Recommendation:  Change to read:  “A mode of operations based upon purposeful reliance on other service and joint capabilities to maximize their complementary and reinforcing effects, while eliminating unnecessary redundancies and minimizing vulnerabilities in order to achieve the mission requirements of the Joint Force Commander.  a high degree of mutual trust, where diverse members make unique contributions toward common objectives and may rely on each other for certain essential capabilities rather than duplicating them organically.”
Rationale: Clarity – “translates” Steven Covey’s definition into militarily useable terms.   (There should be a parallel effort to include the definition of interdependence in JP 1-02.)

Sponsor Comment: Term removed for separate staffing.
	P

	153
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Interoperability
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “A spectrum of compatibility and connectedness that ranges from isolation to integration.  The ability of systems, units, or forces to provide information, data and services to, and accept the same from, other systems, units, or forces in a manner that enables them to operate effectively together.”

Rationale:  Clarity and consistency with JP 1-02.  (There should be a parallel effort to revise the interoperability definition in JP 1-02.)

Sponsor Comment: Term removed for separate staffing.
	P

	154
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Joint
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “Connotes activities, operations, organizations, etc., in which elements of two or more Military Departments participate with interagency and multinational partners.”
Rationale:  Accuracy and consistency with JP 1-02.  Neither the Interagency nor multinational partners are members of the U.S. joint community.  Operations with Interagency or multinational partners are Interagency Operations and Multinational or Coalition Operations, respectively.  (What drives the recommended change to this definition?)

Sponsor Comment: Term removed for separate staffing.
	P

	155
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Measure
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “Quantitative or qualitative Provides the basis for describing varying levels the quality of task performance.”
Rationale:  Consistency with CJCSIM 3500.04C (L).

Sponsor Comment:  Non-concur.  JCDRP aligns UJTL definition with parallel CJCSI 3170 definitions.  Objective is a useful lexicon with coherent elements.
	R

	156
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Measures of Performance
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “Measures designed The basis for to describing the level of performance degree of perfection in accomplishing performing functions or tasks.”
Rationale:  Consistency with CJCSIM 3500.04C (L) definition of Measure.

Sponsor Comment:  Non-concur.  JCDRP aligns UJTL definition with parallel CJCSI 3170 definitions.  Objective is a useful lexicon with coherent elements.
	R

	157
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Measures of Effectiveness
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “Measures designed to The basis for describing the overall results and conditions corresponding to accomplishment of mission objectives and achievement of generating desired effects and achieving mission objectives.”
Rationale:  Consistency with CJCSIM 3500.04C (L) definition of Measure

Sponsor Comment:  Non-concur.  JCDRP aligns UJTL definition with parallel CJCSI 3170 definitions.  Objective is a useful lexicon with coherent elements.
	R

	158
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Mission
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “The endstate, purpose, and associated tasks assigned to a single commander. The task, together with the purpose, that clearly indicates the action to be taken and the reason therefore”
Rationale:  Consistency with JP 1-02.  (What drives the recommended change to this definition?)

Sponsor Comment:  Non-concur.  JCDRP objective is a useful lexicon with coherent elements.
	R

	159
	Army / G-3

Mr. Myers/

DSN:222-8770
	14
	Definitions
	Task
	U
	Substantive:

Recommendation:  Change to read:  “An action or activity defined within based upon doctrine, standard operating procedures, and mission analysis or concepts that may be assigned to an individual or organization.”
Rationale:  Consistency with CJCSM 3500.04C (UJTL).  

Sponsor Comment:  See rewrite.
	P

	160
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	15
	
	
	U
	Substantive:  Several documents critical to concept development should be added to the list of references. 

Recommendation:  As a minimum, add to the list of references:

· JROCM 034-04, dated 1 Mar 04

· Joint Transformation Roadmaps

· CJCSI 3100.01A, Joint Strategic Planning System, dated 1 Sep 99

· CJCSI 3170.01A, Operation of the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System, dated 12 Mar 04

· CJCSI 3170.01D, Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System, dated 12 Mar 04

· CJCSI 3180.01, JROC Programmatic Processes for Joint Experimentation and Joint Resource Change Recommendations, dated 31 Oct 02

· The Joint Concept Development and Experimentation Campaign Plan (USJFCOM)

Rationale:  Accuracy and completeness.

Sponsor Comment: Subject documents are either out of date or soon will be
	R

	161
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	16
	1. Background
	6
	U
	Substantive:  End Note #1 states:  “This TOR is predicated on the assumption that the key to both modernization and transformation of U.S. military capabilities is a top-down approach…” 

Recommendation:  Delete “This TOR is predicated on the assumption that”

Rationale:  Clarity.
Sponsor Comment: See rewritten paragraph
	A

	162
	NORAD - USNORTHCOM J7
Mr. James M. Jenista
DSN: 692-7769

James.Jenista@northcom.mil 
or
James.Jenista@northcom.smil.mil
	17
	EndNote 14
	1
	U
	Administrative:  As written, it is unclear if concept authors are required to do something, or if they themselves required that something be done.

Recommendation:  Change first line to read, “For original concept authors who are required to add hypotheses...”

Rationale:  Clarity of meaning and intent.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	163
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	2
	Section 3 (Application)
	4 - 5
	U
	Administrative:  As currently written, the sentence leads the reader to believe risks are an inherent part of strategic guidance.  

Recommendation:  Change sentence to read, “…uses joint concepts to translate future risks derived from strategic guidance …”

Rationale:  Accuracy and clarity.  

Sponsor Comment: See rewritten paragraph
	P

	164
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz
	3
	3
	4
	U
	Administrative:                         

Recommendation:   Approved joint concepts are linked to joint experimentation, CBA, Defense Planning Scenarios (DPS), CONOPS, current and future plans and operations, and other joint and Service concepts.

Rationale:   This is the first mention of the Defense Planning Scenario (DPS) and the full name should be spelled out.                 

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	
	STRATCOM

/PR15

Mr. Parent

DSN: 272-9773
	4
	1
	4
	U
	Administrative:

Recommendation: Correct spelling of “Capabilties” to “Capabilities.”

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	165
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	6
	(j)
	
	U
	Administrative:  When will JFCs get updated?

Recommendation: Specify timeframe or conditions for revision

Rationale:  Provides better granularity.
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	166
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	6
	Fig 2
	
	U
	Administrative: Unfamiliar with “STA” block.

Recommendation: Provide key or spell out.
Rationale: STA is the only acronym which is not discussed in document.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	167
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	7
	4.c
	
	U
	Administrative:  CJCSI 5120 does not exist.  
Recommendation: Change to read, “… through the Joint Doctrine Development System (draft) CJCSI 5120.02” or use JP 1-01 as a reference.

Rationale: Accuracy.
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	168
	MCCDC LtCol Gary Russell, DSN 278-6245
	9
	2
	
	U
	Administrative: 

Recommendation: Bold paragraph 2 heading “Purpose and Scope” and add a space between paras 1 & 2.

Rationale:  
Sponsor Comment: A
	A

	169
	OPNAV 513 LCDR Molinari

223-6394
	9
	2.
	
	U
	Administrative: Format

Recommendation: Bold “Purpose and Scope” IAW rest of headings

Rationale: 

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	170
	USEUCOM, ECJ5-S, Mr. Don Cranz  DSN-314-4307445 

cranz
	9
	2
	10
	U
	Administrative:                         

Recommendation:  2. Purpose & Scope.  This section is the concept development lead’s mission                 
Rationale: Parallel formatting.                   

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	171
	NORAD - USNORTHCOM J7
Mr. James M. Jenista
DSN: 692-7769

James.Jenista@northcom.mil 
or
James.Jenista@northcom.smil.mil
	11
	3.b.
	
	U
	Administrative:  Use of “If...then...” structure not parallel to use in paragraph 2.b., page 11, nor End Note #15, page17.

Recommendation:  Bold and italicize “If” and “then” to read, “If we want to generate ... fluidity of combat, then C2 must be decentralized.”

Rationale:  Consistency in format.
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	172
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	13
	
	
	U
	Administrative:  The title of this appendix should be renamed.

Recommendation:  Change title of the appendix to “Glossary.”  

Rationale:  Clarity.
Sponsor Comment: Dictionaries support use of ‘Lexicon’
	R

	173
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	13
	1
	12
	U
	Administrative:  Typo.
Recommendation:  Change the word “makes” to “make”.
Rationale:  Grammar.
Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	174
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	15
	
	
	U
	Administrative:  Title of this appendix should be References. 

Recommendation:  Change “Bibliography” to “References.”

Rationale:  Accuracy.

Sponsor Comment: Dictionaries support use of “Bibliography”
	R

	175
	USNORTHCOM J58
Mr. Barry Cardwell
DSN: 692-2202
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.smil.mil
or
Barry.Cardwell@northcom.mil
	15
	6
	
	U
	Administrative:  Documents that are not yet approved should be shown as Draft. 

Recommendation:  Change “National Defense Strategy 2004” to “Defense Strategy 2004 (draft).”

Rationale:  Accuracy.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	176
	STRATCOM/PR15

Mr. Parent

DSN: 272-9773
	17
	8
	1
	U
	Administrative:

Recommendation: Delete extra space between “…in  JopsC…”

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A

	177
	NORAD - USNORTHCOM J7
Mr. James M. Jenista
DSN: 692-7769

James.Jenista@northcom.mil 
or
James.Jenista@northcom.smil.mil
	17
	EndNote 14
	1
	U
	Administrative:  As written, it is unclear if concept authors are required to do something, or if they themselves required that something be done.

Recommendation:  Change first line to read, “For original concept authors who are required to add hypotheses...”

Rationale:  Clarity of meaning and intent.

Sponsor Comment: Agree
	A





� Doctrine, Organization, Training, Material, Leadership and Education, Personnel and Facilities (DOTMLPF)


� It is not meant to be an all-encompassing source of information but rather it is meant to clarify certain aspects of the ever-evolving joint concept development field.


� Background: The paradigm shift from a threat-based to a capabilities-based U.S. military force demands a changed approach in how the Department of Defense arrives at joint concepts, develops capabilities, and conducts experiments.  Threat-based requirements generation is no longer suitable to plan for diffuse and rapidly evolving threats and crisis situations.  There is a need for effective force planning to link new thinking about military operations with planning.  This TOR is predicated on the assumption that the key to both the modernization and transformation of U.S. military capabilities is a top-down approach where strategic guidance is translated into innovative future joint warfighting concepts that describe how the joint force intends to operate across the range of military operations in the future.  The keystone to these efforts is the development and maintenance of a series of new joint concepts.


� Drivers of concept revision include: experimentation, lessons learned, changes to the strategic environment, changes to national security, defense and military strategies, and other factors.  





UNCLASSIFIED
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