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	A/R/P

	STRATCOM

PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660

pattonm@stratnets.stratcom.smil.mil or

pattonm@stratcom.mil
	iv
	
	81-83, 350-361, 525-928
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  JOpsC states a JOC "...describe how a JFC will plan, prepare, deploy, employ and sustain a joint force given a specific operation or combination of operations.....with a narrow scope to guide and describe the development of desired operational capabilities".  While the twelve axioms frame the operational art of MCO's, they do not connect in any clear fashion to the capabilities listed in the document.  For example, "Start with the Strategic End in Mind" should reference the importance of C2 systems that seamlessly interface with national leadership and the importance of a Common Operational Picture.  "Engage the Adversary Comprehensively" should reference the importance of global situation awareness.  "Use Mission Orders Throughout the Chain of Command" should reference the need for horizontal and vertically integrated C2, interfaced via integrated operations that develop intelligence from National and DoD sources, fuse the information and refine (rather than cloud) the decision process.  Space Control should also be referenced.  There are many other examples of where the axioms could be used to reference capability requirements for the Joint Warfighter.  This is necessary for the JCIDS process to place a "value" on the capabilities articulated by the concept.

Rationale: "this concept provides twelve axioms to help guide the decisions and actions of Operational Commanders in conducting major combat operations..."

Therefore, the goal of this JOC should not be to define the operational art of Major Combat Operations, but to define the future broad capabilities that will be necessary to enable those operations.  The "Enabling Concepts" would then take those capabilities and further refine them based on how the JOC identifies them as the means for enabling the concept.  That foundation does not exist in this JOC.
Sponsor Comment: Have cross walked each capability to specific axioms or lines in the document.  There are none that do not have a solid derivation in the main body of the paper. 
	A

	CENTCOM

Maj Hackbarth

DSN: 651-5149

Hackbakj@centcom.smil.mil or

Hackbakj@centcom.mil
	7
	
	288-290
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  Delete end of sentence after, “peer-leaders…”

Rationale:  The commander is responsible for achieving the mission.  In keeping with the concept of unity of command, there can be no “co-responsibility.”  Where more than one person is responsible for a thing, no one is responsible.

Sponsor Comment: Resolved in rewrite.  No longer an issue. (p.6, lines 260-261).  CENTCOM still concerned about language.  Sponsor believes issue resolved.  CENTCOM agreed after conference discussion.
	A

	STRATCOM

PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660

pattonm@stratnets.stratcom.smil.mil or

pattonm@stratcom.mil
	9
	3.B
	363-372
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  This section needs to discuss the role of strategic deterrence and how MCO supports deterrence.

Rationale:  Completeness.  This section does not reference the role of Strategic Deterrence and should discuss how the capabilities inherent in MCO support deterrence of some adversaries.

Sponsor Comment: Concur and have incorporated verbiage into the adaptive force dominance foundation. (p. 16, line 565-568)
	A

	CENTCOM

Maj Hackbarth

DSN: 651-5149

Hackbakj@centcom.smil.mil or

Hackbakj@centcom.mil
	13
	
	483-487
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  Insert, “We recognize that different regions have different geo-political, ethnic and religious underpinnings.  These differences will influence chosen deterrent options.  In some instances, the best course of action for the US will be to monitor from afar or covertly instead of maintaining an overt military presence.”

Rationale:  Forward presence is not the only answer to consider when looking at flexible deterrent options.  There are instances where a lack of presence can have a deterrent effect.  The key for US forces is to have the agility and reach to work within that framework.

Sponsor Comment: Added additional verbiage that captures the gist of the idea. (p. 17, lines 592-595)
	A

	CENTCOM

Maj Hackbarth

DSN: 651-5149

Hackbakj@centcom.smil.mil or

Hackbakj@centcom.mil
	13
	
	488-491
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  Insert, “Forcible entry operations place the force at greater risk than operations from permissive staging locations.  As a result of this increased inherent risk, forcible entry operations should be carefully considered before execution.”  Before the first sentence of the paragraph that begins, “To gain access…”

Rationale:  The paragraph as written makes it sound like forcible entry operations may become “routine” in the future.  The greater level of risk should be noted in this concept to ensure future commanders appropriately weigh their options.

Sponsor Comment: Joint Forcible Entry Operations Concept paper to which the MCO paper refers discusses risk at length. Also adjusted language in MCO concept.
	A

	TRANSCOM

J5-RP

Lt Col Moulton

DSN779-4187

James. moulton@hq.transcom.mil
	28
	
	
	U
	Critical:

Recommendation: Include forward-basing, force protection in the list of challenges (unless “Gaining & maintaining Broad Area access” is intended to include basing.)

Sponsor Comment: “Gaining & maintaining Broad Area access” is intended to include basing.
	A

	HQ AF/XOXS

Lt Col Marzolf

DSN: 227-9718

Gregory.marzolf@pentagon.af.mil
	33
	3C5
	1090
	U
	Critical:

Recommendation:  Change text from:  “an adversary’s first objective once external intervention is likely is to use all means to deny access,” to:  “the adversary will be working to deny access even before hostilities erupt through political/diplomatic efforts.”

Rationale:  History provides evidence that adversaries work to deny access well before hostilities begin.
Sponsor Comment: Discussion is part of the axiom on engaging the adversary comprehensively. Reworded the text to capture the idea. (p. 24 line 823)
	A

	HQ AF/XOXS

Lt Col Marzolf

DSN: 227-9718

Gregory.marzolf@pentagon.af.mil
	Various
	Section 4 A-F
	1434-1564
	U
	Critical:

Recommendation:  Provide evidence / support explaining why we need the capabilities listed and the Immediate Actions
Rationale:  Because the JOC does not explain how the joint force will conduct MCO, there is little to no support for the listed capabilities or immediate actions.  Capabilities and Immediate Actions for what and to do what?  Within the JOC there should be linkages from the how (we will operate) to the capabilities needed to make it work.  
Sponsor Comment: Similar response as with first STRATCOM comment above. Believe the linkage between capabilities and the body of the paper exists.  Have cross walked each capability to specific axioms or lines in the document.  There are none that do not have a solid derivation in the main body of the paper.  USAF concerned that there is no description/prioritization of Immediate Actions.  Sponsor replied that this resolution came out of an earlier Tank session that asked “What can we do today?”.  Sponsor will clarify in the document.
	A

	ACC/XPS

Maj Bryan Moon

DSN: 574-3298

Bryan.moon@langley.af.mil
	39
	4.E.5
	1560
	U
	Critical: These capabilities are critical to network-centric force application, and should not be relegated to “fire support” under the Protection functional concept.

Recommendation:  Move to Force application and change to read,  “ 4.E.5 C.7 Provide multi-dimensional precision strike, including close fire support by exploiting high-endurance manned and unmanned launch platforms which combine ISR and strike capabilities to compress the kill chain, deep-reach precise fire support including sea-based and long-range aerospace components to support forcible-entry operations, lethal and non-lethal fires, fires capable of type-target discrimination, time-sensitive targeting, and in-flight re-targeting of smart weapons.
Rationale:  Capability is inherently offensive and should not primarily reside in the Protection functional concept.

Sponsor Comment: Moved capability to Force Application and incorporated rewording. (p.39, lines 1248-1253)
	A

	STRATCOM

ST

Brig Gen Kevin Kennedy

DSN: 271-4225 
	GEN
	
	
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  MCO JOC should include detailed description of criticality of both Information Dominance (ID) in future combat operations, and of timeliness in obtaining ID. Recommend adding a 13th “Guiding Axiom of Major Combat Operations” that addresses ID.  For help in drafting this, see relevant portions of the C2 and Battlefield Awareness Joint Functional Concepts. 
Rationale:  If we can protect our info systems better than the adversary, we will ensure our decision cycle is tighter and timelier.  This has critical implications for future capability requirements that are unaddressed. To attain ID, the U.S. will need to protect info systems in space and cyberspace from air and land attack.  Timeliness of info fusion and decisions will help determine the winner of future MCOs – with ID and timely decision cycles, we can outmaneuver even a near-peer in employment of precision effects.  However, timeliness is not mentioned in this document.

Sponsor Comment: Information dominance is capture in the execution axioms entitled Employ a knowledge-enhanced effects-based approach (p. 20) and Engage the adversary comprehensively (p. 24). Used an effects-based approach rather than stove piped domain-based approach.
	A

	STRATCOM

PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660

pattonm@stratnets.stratcom.smil.mil or

pattonm@stratcom.mil
	GEN
	
	
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  The MCO JOC contains no reference to nuclear combat operations.  Of the four initial joint operating concepts of the U.S. military, the only mention of nuclear operations and nuclear capability requirements is currently found in the Strategic Deterrence JOC.  This runs counter to current U.S. policy, which reserves the right to use nuclear weapons in wartime in pursuit of national objectives.  Should potential adversaries believe the United States only views its nuclear arsenal as a deterrent, and not an available means of waging war if necessary, deterrence will inadvertently be undermined.  Even within the limited scope of the current MCO JOC (i.e., regional powers only) there are a wide variety of contingencies that could require the United States to conduct nuclear combat operations in response to clear and present dangers.  The capability to conduct nuclear combat operations needs to be briefly addressed within the document.

Rationale:  Completeness

Sponsor Comment: Added words to acknowledge the potential for conflict involving WMD and the necessity to be able to operate in such an environment. (p.1, lines 129-130; p.4, lines 199-208; p.16, lines 550-551; p.16, lines 565-568)
	A

	TRADOC 

Futures Center, CDE, CDD

MR. Shugrue

DSN: 680-4140

shugruew@monroe.joint.mil
	1-2
	1.A & B
	117-167
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation: Remove and replace with the following in the introduction:

1. A.
Purpose.  This joint operating concept (JOC) develops key areas of the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) with focus on the major combat operations (MCO) segment of the range of military operations (ROMO).
   This concept describes an operational-level approach to warfighting and conflict resolution focused on how the US armed forces will conduct a campaign to achieve military desired effects linked to National and multinational strategic aims for the 2015 timeframe.  The MCO JOC provides details on how the JFC will conduct an MCO campaign in the 2015 timeframe.  It provides a detailed conceptual perspective for joint experimentation and assessment activities.
   

1. B. MCO Definition.  Major combat operations, for the purposes of this JOC, are large-scale operations conducted against a nation state(s) that possesses significant regional military capabilities, global WMD, and anti-access/area denial capabilities. He has the will to employ those capabilities in opposition to or in a manner threatening to US National Security
.  The JOC builds on the MCO framework provided in the JOpsC:  “MCOs achieve objectives by removing an adversary’s ability to conduct military operations and creating acceptable political conditions for the cessation of hostilities and the imposition of US will.  At the direction of the President, the Joint Force will simultaneously “swiftly defeat” two efforts, and, if necessary, win one of those efforts decisively.  MCOs are conducted in a campaign consisting of sequential, parallel and simultaneous actions distributed throughout the physical, information and cognitive domains of the global battlespace.  Operations will attempt to sustain an increased tempo, placing continuous pressure on the adversary, and will harmonize military action with the application of other instruments of national power.  The campaign is designed to dismantle an adversary’s system of offense and defense, preempt their freedom of action, destroy critical capabilities, and, as rapidly as possible, isolate enemy forces.  Thereby, the joint force will deny the adversary sanctuary, the ability to maneuver and reconstitute, and defeat or destroy them through the integrated application of air, ground, maritime, space and information capabilities.” 

1.C.
Scope.   Focusing at the operational-level, the MCO JOC will integrate functional and enabling concepts to describe how a joint force commander (JFC) will plan, prepare, deploy, and sustain a joint force conducting MCO.   The JOC scope will be narrow in order to guide and describe the development of desired capabilities.  It will allow for experimentation with and comparison of alternatives.  The JOC will specifically address the potential means and ways it contributes to the 2001 QDR six critical operational goals of :

Protecting critical bases of operations and defeating CBRNE weapons and their means of delivery;

Assuring information systems in the face of attack and conducting effective information operations;

Projecting and sustaining U.S. forces in distant anti-access or area-denial environments and defeating anti-access and area denial threats;

Denying enemies sanctuary by providing persistent surveillance, tracking, and rapid engagement with high-volume precision strike, through a combination of complementary air and ground capabilities, against critical mobile and fixed targets at various ranges and in all weather and terrains;

Enhancing the capability and survivability of space systems and supporting infrastructure; and

Leveraging information technology and innovative concepts to develop an interoperable, joint C4ISR architecture and capability that includes a tailorable joint operational picture.

Rationale: The JOpsC provides specific guidance on the development of JOC, including the MCO JOC.  The desired end state and framework for development of a “military-centric” MCO JOC, as specified in the approved JOpsC will not be achieved using the current JOC scope and purpose.  Changes recommended bring the JOC in line with JOpsC paragraphs 1.D, 4.A. and 4.B.  The six QDR goals could be referenced vice listed.  However, it will be critical for the JOC to address how it directly contributes to these goals.  The scope of MCO experimentation, as established in JFCOM Joint Concept Development and Experimentation (JCD&E) Plan, is as follows: “Major Combat Operations against an adversary with a global WMD threat and robust regional anti-access capability.”  The MCO JOC and JCD&E Plan should be synchronized.            

Sponsor Comment: Cannot perform block replacements of entire sections of our write up with TRADOC's version. Recommendation conflates JFEO, MCO and Stab Ops concepts.

Introduction captures the raison d’etre for the MCO JOC and is consistent with the JOpsC without simply restating the JOpsC as suggested.

TRADOC’s recommended purpose discusses MCO portion of ROMO. Elements of the ROMO cannot be neatly parceled out amongst the JOCs.

TRADOC’s recommended purpose also focuses JOC on detailed campaign description which highlights a deficiency in the JOpsC. Sponsor volunteers to write it.


Section X

X.A
Operational Level

X.B
Operational Art

X.C
Campaign Design

Added “with global WMD capability and anti-access/area denial capabilities” to the description of the adversary within the definition of MCO as recommended.  

Scope paragraph explains the rationale for focusing this concept on the high-end regional competitor with significant military capability (rather than simply restating JOpsC content as recommended by TRADOC). 


(p. 1, lines 129-130; p. 8-9)

See ACC/XPS GEN and HQ AF/XOXS GEN comments, below.
	P

	USPACOM

J375.

Mr. Maxfield

DSN: 477.8214

keith.maxfield@pacom.smil.mil
	1
	1A
	135
	U
	Critical:  When referring to the MCO concept, the document states, “It departs from current doctrine where they no longer serve, but not simply to satisfy a desire for something new.” 

Recommendation:  Where this document differs from current doctrine, it should so state.  It does not, except line 244.

Rationale:  By creating differences between current doctrine and this document and then failing to clearly state the differences, we can potentially confuse readers and mislead subsequent actions.

Sponsor Comment: High-level doctrinal differences are illustrated in the “from-to” of Figure 1 (p.10). This is a concept for future warfighting. An attempt to identify within the concept each of the deviations from current doctrine would be impractical. What is or is not a departure from current doctrine would be in and of itself a matter of contention, requiring an inordinate amount of explanatory remarks and thereby detracting from a concise, clear presentation of the concept.

Consensus acceptance
	P

	TRANSCOM

J5-RP

Lt Col Moulton

DSN779-4187

James. moulton@hq.transcom.mil
	2
	3
	159-160
	U
	Critical:

Recommendation: delete lines 159-160.

Rationale: Statement is not true for major force-on-force combat operations versus a regional adversary. Simultaneous hi-tempo ops conducted from multiple distributed locations will still entail significant RSOI (air bridges, JLOTS, multi-national force integration, etc…] for the next 10-12 years.  MCOs, vice stability ops & homeland security, are precisely the kind of operations that will require RSOI.  This is validated in the sections on assuring access, engaging the adversary comprehensively, protection of forces & assets.

Sponsor Comment: Inconsistent with the expeditionary attribute and common core capability 3.A.4 (Rapidly deploy selected portions of the Joint Force that can immediately transition to execution, even in the absence of developed infrastructure) of the JOpsC.   Sponsor said only a portion of the force has RSOI, even in the future.  TRANSCOM and USAF said the context of this comment inconsistent…language offered to address a “portion” of the whole force with RSOI.  TRANSCOM agreed.
	R

	STRATCOM

ST.

Brig Gen Kevin Kennedy

DSN: 271-4225 
	5
	2.C
	229-236
	U
	Critical:  Section discusses operational art and states, “our understanding of operational art must expand to include both military and non-military instruments of government action.”

Recommendation:  Reconsider contention that military and non-military instruments need to be integrated at the operational level.  If you still believe they must be, you must resolve in your concept how this will be achieved.  Who will be the operational level integrator?  The Regional Combatant Commander?  An interagency group?

Rationale:  Disagree that op art must include both military and non-military actions. Was General Franks responsible for both political and military actions?  One would argue that SecState and his Department did the political, and will continue to carry the bulk of such tasks.  Concur that the military must understand the political constraints of the situation, but that does not mean the military is responsible for them.
Sponsor Comment: Disagree with the comment. Integration of non-military instruments remains a crucial part of future combat operations. The concept does not say that military is responsible for the non-military instruments. Operational art involves a more coherent approach to the application of all elements of power. OIF is not the template for future operations and many lessons are still being learned there regarding the larger confrontation.  New revision accepted by STRATCOM
	R

	TRADOC 

Futures Center, CDE, CDD

MR. Shugrue

DSN: 680-4140

shugruew@monroe.joint.mil 
	8
	3
	326-937
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation: Delete all and replace with the following:

“3. The Central Idea. Given the future joint operational environment and the military problem described in the JOpsC and above, the challenge for joint and multinational commanders is to achieve military desired effects linked to National strategic aims, through the conduct of major combat operations (MCO) against a nation state(s) that possesses significant regional military capabilities, including anti-access capabilities.  To swiftly and decisively defeat the adversary in an MCO, the joint force commander (JFC) must develop and execute a long-term campaign that includes: 

Taking immediate steps to strengthen and prolong the resistance of indigenous forces. Such efforts will be much easier where peacetime military–to–military engagement already has cemented professional military relationships and identified potential military assistance requirements.

Attempting to deter aggression through execution of flexible deterrent options, to include repositioning of pre-positioned equipment, redeployment of forward-stationed air, ground, maritime, and amphibious forces, and as necessary, rapid deployment of CONUS–based and allied forces into the threatened theater.

Beginning to immediately thwart enemy efforts to implement a regional anti-access strategy. The JFC must set the conditions for the conduct of joint forcible entry operations (JFEO); defeat selected enemy anti-access capabilities, and establish localized access into the joint operating area (JOA).  Once access is obtained, the JFC must secure key regional deployment facilities from sabotage and disruption; establish a regional air and missile defense umbrella; secure unimpeded entry to littoral waters as required; and be prepared to destroy anti-access COGs including air and missile, C2, BA, FA, and logistics capabilities.

The JFC conducts shaping and JFEO by applying force at the place and time of his choosing against enemy anti-access systems. Ideally, multiple components are employed simultaneously, through multiple points of entry with combat–configured forces able to fight immediately upon arrival; achieve operational surprise (if feasible), and begin dismantling the enemy’s anti-access systems  - by attacking key nodes and links including those associated with C2, BA, FA, protection, and logistics functions.  The JFC’s desired effect is to set the conditions for rapid transition to decisive operations.  

Follow with decisive operations to apply force against adversary COGs that were previously protected. Simultaneously apply force at multiple COGs and decisive point (DPs) at an operational tempo that precludes the adversary from effectively managing the crisis. Such operations require early, multi–dimensional integration of precision fires and maneuver, and tactical assault to disrupt or destroy an enemy’s ability to respond, fracture the operational integrity of enemy forces, sever sensor–to–shooter links, deprive him of freedom of maneuver and mutual support, destroy selected forces and isolate the remainder from sustainment or reinforcement. Those operations must be continued and expanded until the enemy is destroyed, compelled to capitulate or defined armistice conditions are achieved. 

Reestablish stability in recovered territories, to include disarming residual conventional and paramilitary forces and restoring civil order.

The Multi-Dimensional Campaign

The central objective of a multi-dimensional campaign is to transform what otherwise would require invasion of a prepared defensive system into a strategic meeting engagement, in which the aggressor is prevented from assuming a protected endstate before confronting overwhelming force. Its hallmarks are speed, overwhelming violence, and an operational flexibility that permits the joint force to refocus combat power repeatedly against selected enemy decisive points and centers of gravity. It is designed to deprive the aggressor of the ability to achieve key strategic objectives and compel him to relinquish what he has won.

The Joint Force Commander must distill strategic guidance into military effects and objectives.  This entails determining what set of conditions must exist for the opponent to capitulate or change its behavior to meet political aims.  As part of that analysis, the JFC and planning staffs must understand both the sources of the adversary’s strength and key points of vulnerability.  One of the most important tasks is identifying those capabilities considered crucial for the accomplishment of the adversary’s assumed strategy and objectives - including the ability to conduct an anti-access strategy.  The most important among those capabilities are the strategic centers of gravity (COGs) and decisive points (DPs) that, if neutralized or destroyed, will lead to the adversary’s swift defeat, force him to abandon aims, or change his behavior.

Correctly identifying the enemy’s COGs will be essential to this effort. In some cases these will be concrete, such as military forces - including C2, BA, FA, protection, and logistics systems and infrastructures. In other cases, however, they may be more abstract, including military freedom of action, international support, multinational resolve, and national will. Successful destruction of the enemy COGs will lead rapidly to his defeat or capitulation.  Conversely, failure to identify and destroy enemy COGs will extend the conflict in time and place its outcome in doubt.  While the joint force commander resolutely pursues destruction of enemy COGs, he must protect his own.
In either case, because they are vital to the enemy, COGs are likely to be well protected and difficult to attack directly. Hence no single method can be relied on to attack them. Instead, campaign success requires forcing the enemy to deal simultaneously with multiple threats, each potentially fatal. By attacking on multiple lines, with multiple means, and at unexpected times and locations, the joint force can wrest the initiative from the enemy and accelerate his defeat. 

Overall, the JFC will seek to:

Initiate MCO on his own terms and immediately seize the initiative.

Build and sustain momentum early by integrating the joint and multinational military functions of command and control (C2), battlespace awareness (BA), force application (FA), protection, and focused logistics (FL) across all domains – air, sea, space, land, and information – to  shape the battlespace and set conditions for decisive operations.  

Achieve decision through rapid and sustained offensive operations that destroy enemy forces using fire and maneuver and assault, collapse his defensive integrity, and compel his defeat. 

That said, while achieving an early decision always is desirable, determined adversaries will not always yield to initial blows. Even less capable opponents will seek ways to draw out conflict if it is to their advantage. Any campaign therefore calls for forces that have the durability to operate in prolonged conflict. 

Joint Interdependence

The key to MCO success described above is the synchronized employment of land, air, sea, space, and special operations forces and capabilities that provide the JFC with the widest range of strategic, operational, and tactical options.  Joint operational experience over the past 20 years shows steady progress towards moving beyond simple interoperability to increased joint integration, but the Services must provide forces and capabilities that are more interdependent to fully exploit and optimize the capabilities of each component.  In fact, neither the individual components nor the joint force overall can fully accomplish the JFC’s desired effects and objectives without the capability for components to seamlessly integrate their operations and conduct mutual support as the norm.  Joint interdependence is achieved through the deliberate reliance by the functional component commands on the capabilities of other functional components or commands outside the operational control of the JFC or component commander to provide critical functions in their warfighting operations.  Only joint interdependence can enable the near-simultaneous destruction of the enemy’s COGs and produce the military desired effects necessary to contribute to the achievement of strategic aims. Several significant (but not all-inclusive) examples of interdependent capabilities required to dominate the enemy follow:

Integrated C2 and BA capabilities to gain information superiority, share a common operational picture, conduct joint-integrated information operations, and enhance the ability of joint force and component commanders to achieve decision superiority – the capability to make qualitatively better decisions at a pace to which the enemy cannot respond effectively.

Integrated operational and tactical sensor-shooter linkages to place responsive, lethal and nonlethal fires on the enemy throughout the joint area of operations.  [Examples of these linkages include ground-based tactical sensors linked to high performance aircraft or strategic level sensors linked to a ground-based fire system.]

 Strategic and operational lift capabilities to facilitate strategic responsiveness and operational and tactical vertical and horizontal force application.  The most significant new capabilities here include shallow-draft, high speed ships (SDHSS), super–short-take-off-and-landing (SSTOL) aircraft, and advanced, heavy-lift rotary-wing aircraft.

Integrated logistics.

A comprehensive joint force protection umbrella that includes air and missile defense, provides security of air and sea ports of debarkation, and enables uninterrupted force flow, against a diverse variety of anti-access threats, including terrorism and use of weapons of mass effects against joint and multinational forces conducting MCO for and  in support of the JFC. 
Although the precise circumstances of aggression rarely are foreseeable, any counter–aggression campaign is likely to involve four identifiable though overlapping phases:    

Deterrence and Crisis Response.  As with all U.S. military operations, the first objective of multi–dimensional operations is to deter aggression outright. A powerful and rapidly deployable joint force, including land forces, is an indispensable component of any option for deterring escalation to MCO. 

At the same time, if deterrence depended solely on a calculus of relative military capabilities, few states would risk aggression if U.S. intervention were even remotely possible. Instead, as repeated episodes from Korea to Afghanistan attest, deterrence is as contingent on the aggressor’s estimate of U.S. intentions as on that of our military capabilities.   

Successful deterrence thus requires compelling evidence that the U.S. and its allies are prepared to respond in a particular case with overmatching combat power. Where peacetime diplomatic, economic, and especially military ties are routinely strong, assurances of support against aggression are likely to be believed, still another reason for the importance of peacetime military engagement. Where, on the other hand, peacetime relationships are more distant or ambiguous, such assurances are less likely to be believed unless and until reinforced by visible military action.  

In either case, the first response to warning of potential military aggression should be a deliberate effort to furnish visible evidence of America’s intentions. Deterrent options include expanded diplomatic and military consultations with the threatened government, increased surveillance, heightened readiness on the part of U.S. and allied forces, repositioning of deployed forces to demonstrate resolve and protect critical assets, and outright deployment to the threatened region, together with diplomatic and military measures to assure access by follow-on forces.   

As recent events confirm, such flexible deterrent options in the theater of operations also must be accompanied by concomitant measures at home. As the vulnerability of the United States and its allies to information operations, terrorism, and sabotage has grown, heightened domestic security has become an essential ingredient of crisis response. In addition to its protective importance, moreover, such heightened domestic security makes its own contribution to deterrence.  

All these deterrent actions, foreign and domestic, risk increasing tension at the same time the U.S. and other affected governments are trying to dampen it. For that reason, while their prompt execution can significantly accelerate military operations if deterrence fails, the JFC cannot rely on them. Even so, if and when flexible deterrent options are authorized, the faster they can be executed, the greater their deterrent and warfighting utility. The longer it takes to assemble and integrate the forces underwriting such options, the less useful they will be, whence the vital need for readily available joint task forces of flexible composition and strength, able to deploy rapidly without lengthy preparation.

Shaping and Joint Forcible Entry Operations (JFEO). As soon as it is clear that deterrence has failed against an adversary with significant regional military capability, including anti-access, the priority of the multi-dimensional campaign shifts to joint forcible entry operations (JFEO). The desired effect of JFEO is to defeat enemy anti-access capabilities, arrest enemy offensive operations, and shape the theater battlespace for quick transition to decisive operations. 

The future joint force requires the capability to conduct JFEO against a nation state with significant regional military anti-access capabilities. A successful multi–dimensional campaign thus implies avoiding initial reliance on fixed entry points and lodgments, protecting forces both en route and on arrival, synchronizing land land entry closely with air, maritime, and amphibious operations, and minimizing early requirements for in–theater sustainment. Key activities involved in entry operations include:
Achieving information superiority through integrated C2 and BA and information operations that provide the right levels of information tailored to task and purpose at each level of command. Integrated C2 and BA collection systems are essential for achieving information and decision superiority.  Situational understanding of an adaptive opponent who hugs the environment and is adept at deception, requires BA and C2 systems that are effective against an adversary’s low-tech C2 and BA means. HUMINT will be key element to the JFC’s ability to achieve information and decision superiority.  BA systems must capitalize on the HUMINT provided by joint forces in contact with the enemy and can compel him to reveal his dispositions and intentions. 

Defeating enemy anti-access efforts may be achieved by:

dismantling the enemy’s anti-access COGs including the functional (C2, BA, FA, and logistics) networks 

establishing robust air and missile defenses and security forces able to protect both indigenous forces and U.S. and allied entry points, lodgments and critical facilities; 

gaining control of air, land, sea, and space approaches into the theater;

 The campaign should be designed to reduce reliance on a few fixed, and easily predictable entry points..

Establishing battlespace dominance across all domains, coupled with the continuous, uninterrupted flow of combat power into the joint area of operations.

Destruction of the enemy’s capabilities for long-range force application.  The same advanced capabilities that enable US forces to strike throughout the enemy’s depth can be employed by the adversary to strike US entry points and operating bases, attack operational formations, and impede momentum.  Accordingly, rapid transition to decisive operations requires early destruction of the enemy firing systems, target acquisition/sensor suites, and battle command structure that comprise the fires system.  

Initiating early multi-dimensional operations to prevent the enemy from gaining key strategic objectives, destroy selected enemy forces before they can assume a fully protected posture, protect follow–on force deployments, and create the necessary maneuver space and conditions to launch decisive operations.

The achievement of full spectrum dominance and destruction of the enemy’s capabilities for fires enable the joint force to retain its own freedom of action and expose the enemy to strategy of simultaneous attack throughout the entire area of operations.  In particular, these early shaping operations set the conditions needed for the joint force to apply the necessary force that will achieve the desired effect of swiftly defeating the adversary through the seamless and simultaneous application of joint capabilities directly against enemy COGs.

There can be no prescribed sequence for these activities. Their conduct will depend on how rapidly U.S. and allied forces are committed, how effectively indigenous forces can defend, and how comprehensive and effective the enemy’s anti–access measures prove to be. Ideally, all should occur concurrently, and the more nearly that can be achieved, the earlier decisive operations can begin and the earlier and more inexpensively they will conclude.

Decisive Operations. Decisive operations seek to accomplish the strategic objectives of the campaign by breaking the enemy’s ability and will to resist. Given the speed with which future aggression is likely to unfold and the local combat power that even a regional aggressor can muster, decisive operations must begin early in the campaign. Acceleration the decisive phase will ensure that strategic aims are achieved at the minimum cost of lives and destruction of assets required for establishing a stabilized environment and a return to peace. The goal of a multi–dimensional campaign is to minimize the interval between the initial engagement of air, ground and naval forces and the achievement of overmatching combat power permitting transition to decisive offensive operations.  

The extent to which this operational seamlessness can be achieved will depend on the extent of pre–hostilities deployment, theater topography, the availability of strategic lift, and the success of joint and combined entry efforts. When quick decision is not achievable, the joint force must possess the durability to sustain operations for as long as required to achieve victory. Forces committed to a multi–dimensional campaign therefore must have the inherent ability to ramp up smoothly both the scale and the intensity of operations.

The centerpiece of the decisive phase is a series of rapid joint and combined arms offensive operations designed to dismantle the enemy’s system of defense, fix and isolate its tactical elements, deny them the ability to maneuver, and force them into locations in which they are deprived of mutual support and sustainment, and vulnerable to piecemeal destruction. 

Successful prosecution of decisive operations at the intended tempo will require a continuous flow of high–quality combat information on the joint operational environment (including enemy systems, friendly system , neutrals, terrain, weather, and population); integration of joint force (air, land, sea, space, and SO) and functional (C2, BA, FA, Protection, and FL)capabilities; responsive supporting fires; integration of sustainment with operations; and a flexible and adaptive C2 system. Both maneuver and fires decision cycles must be shortened, and the force as a whole must be able to shift rapidly and flexibly as the strategic aim and JFC’s desired effects adapt during the campaign. 

It is not necessary to destroy every enemy formation to achieve operational control of the theater.  What is essential is rapid neutralization of the enemy’s COGs - including his system of defense - so that he loses the freedom to maneuver and engage at the time and place of his own choosing and the ability effectively to focus his ability to apply force. In many cases, it may suffice to fix static enemy formations while maintaining security against breakout and unconventional threats. The faster the enemy’s key fighting formations or capabilities are destroyed or fixed, the faster indigenous and follow–​on forces can reestablish territorial security and control. 

Within this system of rapid joint and combined arms offensives, the combination of all-source fires and dominant maneuver by land lands will be critical to the enemy’s disintegration.  These families of capabilities are highly complementary; the manner in which they are combined to achieve desired effects will vary by each phase and within each phase of the campaign.  As futures wargames have consistently demonstrated, long-range fires is particularly important to overcome anti-access measures and shape the battlespace to support entry operations by landpower.  During decisive operations, precision strike compels the enemy to disperse, restrict maneuver, and seek sanctuary, making him vulnerable to piecemeal destruction by US land lands.  Conversely, should the enemy attempt to mass to defend more effectively against ground attack, he exposes himself to precision fires.  Similarly, precision fires often may achieve temporary effects, which can be made permanent through the concomitant, supporting action of land lands.  At the same time, the speed and power of land force operational maneuver, including vertical maneuver, will always be enhanced, protected and accelerated by complementary precision fires.  Together, the artful combination of air and missile fires and land force maneuver capabilities poses a multidimensional threat of destruction which the enemy cannot escape or counter effectively, enables a high operational tempo, and creates disintegrative and dislocating effects on the enemy’s dispositions, hastening his defeat.

Large urban complexes present a unique challenge. From an operational standpoint, the longer their clearing can safely be deferred the better. Even in the best of circumstances, clearing them will be difficult and time–consuming, and the likelihood of collateral civil damage makes the process politically sensitive. At the same time, cities are vital national resources, and their prompt liberation or seizure can easily become a political imperative. Moreover, to the extent such areas provide sanctuary for enemy C2, BA, FA, protection, and logistics systems, clearing them may become an operational as well as political necessity. 

When such clearing is required, the central operational challenge will be to prevent it from distorting the overall pattern of the campaign and diverting resources from other operational priorities that have the best opportunity to achieve the desired effects at the minimal cost to the joint force. Actions taken must not furnish the enemy an opportunity to regroup and reconstitute. Urban clearing operations must clearly be required to achieve the JFC’s desired effects and, ultimately, the strategic aims. Urban clearing should be treated as an independent operational task, assigned to forces designated, prepared, and resourced specifically for achieving the desired effect. 

Transition and Resolution. 

As the campaign proceeds, the enemy’s ability to control terrain and act throughout the battlespace is diminished; the complexion of the battlespace changes.  The joint commander will often find it necessary to conduct MCO and stability operations (SO) simultaneously within his theater or JOA.  An integral part of the campaign, these SO missions require the commander to manage the fight while protecting the populace, rebuilding infrastructure, safeguarding resources within his area of operations, and preparing for post-conflict requirements.  He accomplishes these competing missions by integrating the unique capabilities of reserve component forces, interagency, and international organizations.  In the course of this transition, the missions assigned to the components of the joint force may change significantly.  

Moreover, achievement of an operational decision does not necessarily guarantee an end to hostilities. Even if the aggressor capitulates outright or his major conventional forces surrender, it still may be necessary to dispose of pockets of conventional resistance, unconventional forces, and armed militia or gangs. When there is no formal capitulation and large hostile formations remain intact in disputed territory, resolution becomes even more challenging. 

In linear warfare, such “mopping up” operations by follow–and–support units are a byproduct of the advancing front line. In the dispersed and non–linear environment of a multi–dimensional campaign, the JFC cannot assume these operations will occur automatically. Rather, operational plans must make deliberate provision for the reestablishment of territorial security concurrent with major offensive operations and in a way that does not obstruct them. 

As with decisive operations, this will require sequence and selection. Provided enemy forces are denied freedom of movement, not all pockets of resistance need be reduced with the same haste.  In some cases, political requirements may dictate early clearing, especially within the borders of the host nation. In others, clearing may be necessary to destroy or capture long–range systems or weapons of mass effect. And in yet others, residual enemy forces may occupy ground that is essential to continuing combat and sustainment operations. 

Where none of these requirements prevails, it may suffice to isolate the remnants in question until they surrender, or until the conclusion of major operations allows them to be dealt with at the time of the JFC’s choosing. Regardless, resolution is likely to take time and many forces on the ground.”

Update EXSUM to reflect this central theme. 

Rationale: The concept must have a compelling synopsis of a central idea.  The central idea ought to provide the broad description of the “how” of the concept. The central idea must describe how future JFCs will conduct an MCO campaign differently in 2015 as compared to the present. The JOC needs to build on the JOpsC.  It must focus on the operational level military application of power (campaign), within the context of a National strategy (diplomatic, information, military, and economic). The concept must provide the details of how the joint force will integrate the Service and functional capabilities available in 2015 in order to successfully prosecute an MCO. 

Sponsor Comment: We have made almost all of the substantive changes. Must distinguish between what the concept says (substance) and how it is said (form). 

Incorporated substance of TRADOC’s suggestions:

· Some of the discussion of flexible deterrence measures and early entry enablers into our 3.B.6 Provide Access foundation.

· Some of the discussion on JFEO into our guiding axiom on 3.C.8 Gain and Maintain Access.

· The gist of the discussion on initiating MCO on his own terms and immediately seizing the initiative (as well as build and sustain momentum early) is captured in our guiding axiom on 3.C.4 Generate Relentless Pressure by Deciding and Acting Distributively.

· The discussion of dismantling enemy anti-access systems to set the conditions for transition to decisive operations is captured in our guiding axiom 3.C.5 on Engage the Adversary Comprehensively

· Some of TRADOC’s campaign description in our new paragraphs describing the different cases of MCOs in 3.C.11 Applying the Axioms.  

We have developed our capabilities to greater specificity without being platform specific as in the Army’s suggestion. This sort of platform specificity should fall out of the JFC and Service concepts rather than the JOCs

Comment author participated in our 1-2 Dec workshop to develop capabilities to greater specificity.

(p. 9, lines 341-357; p. 34-36; p. 38, lines 1225-1226).

Rationale of conference discussion accepted.
	P

	LtCol Ridderhof

PP&O/SIG

DSN 222-4338

ridderhofPJ@hqmc.usmc.mil
	10-24
	
	
	     U
	Critical: The six “fundamental principles” and 11 “axioms” are mélange of ethical guidance, command philosophy, and operating guidance. The result does not provide concrete, meaningful guidance on how the joint force will operate.

Recommendation: The concept should be rewritten to provide a text for concrete, meaningful, guidance on how the force will operate.

Rationale: Clarity

Sponsor Comment: Comment (and our response) is similar to that of comments of the Army, Air Force and OFT regarding the “how”.  Refer to response to TRADOC comment above.  See ACC/XPS GEN comment, below.
	P

	TRANSCOM

J5-RP

Lt Col Moulton

DSN779-4187

James. moulton@hq.transcom.mil
	14
	1
	499-501
	U
	Critical:

Recommendation: delete line 499

Rationale:  Statement is not true for major force-on-force combat operations versus a major regional competitor, either present-day or 10-12 years in the future.  

Sponsor Comment: Inconsistent with the expeditionary attribute and common core capability 3.A.4 (Rapidly deploy selected portions of the Joint Force that can immediately transition to execution, even in the absence of developed infrastructure) of the JOpsC.  TRANSCOM accepted based on earlier discussions and changes.
	R

	OP20

CAPT O’Brien

DSN:271-3722
	21-22
	3.C.7
	737-741
	U
	Critical:  No explanation is given as to how “equal clarity of understanding” by all multi-dimensional military forces and their interagency and multinational partners, will be achieved.  This is critical to creating relentless pressure and must be addressed.

Rationale:  Just as there needs to be complete understanding of the adversary for effects based operations to be successful (see substantive comments on para 3C4 below) there needs to be immediate access to all decisions made by all levels of command of the multi-dimension forces and their interagency and coalition partners for the correct effects to be generated to create relentless pressure.  Para 3C6 obviated the need for prescriptive tasks, requiring that only intended effects be understood.  In this uncoordinated rapid decision-making environment there needs to be a means to determine the effects on the environment of the actions of every commander at every echelon.  The effects must be understood to the 2nd and 3rd order to ensure each subsequent action remains supportive of the intended effect.  To sustain the distributed, non-tasked focused, rapid decision-making, intended effects supporting command environment, these effects must also be understood near instantaneously by all commanders in the distributed network.  Since this capability is critical to the successful execution of this axiom, an explanation of how it is to be achieved is appropriate.

Sponsor Comment: Believe that it is the role of the JOC to articulate the capability and describe it to some level of specificity (in the Section 4) but that the specifics in this instance should be articulated in the C2 Joint Functional Concept. (p. 37-39).  Same general “how” issue, only focused on a specific capability.  See ACC/XPS GEN, below.


	P

	HQ AF/XOXS

Lt Col Marzolf

DSN: 227-9718

Gregory.marzolf@pentagon.af.mil
	42
	3C11
	1357
	U
	Critical:

Recommendation:  Change the goal from attrition based to effects based – (i.e., The goal is not necessarily to disintegrate, disorient, dislocate, or destroy the opponent).
Rationale:  The goal is to create the needed effects to bring our adversary into compliance – which may or may not include the attrition-based language of “disintegrate, disorient, dislocate, or destroy currently in the text.
Sponsor Comment: Do not concur. What we describe in our achieve decisive conclusions axiom are several effects-based defeat mechanisms. 

These defeat mechanisms provide many more options than just attrition.  Dislocation, disorientation, disintegration and ultimately destruction are all means of generating effects. (p. 32, line 1073).  USAF believes prior discussions in document discuss “destroy enemy force”, therefore this comment is consistent with that.  Conference discussion over “attrition” warfare and the need to include non-lethal/coercive elements (Decisive Coercion Ops).  Sponsor agreed to rework language.
	A

	ACC/XPS

Maj Bryan Moon

DSN: 574-3298

Bryan.moon@langley.af.mil
	GEN
	
	
	U
	Critical:  The MCO JOC falls short as an Operating Concept.    It does not paint a clear picture of how the joint force will conduct MCO in the future.  Rather, it offers axioms as a “set of tools that commanders can draw from” to create a concept.

Recommendation:  The “tools” should be used to shape a concept of how the military challenge will be solved.  Beginning with the desired outcomes (effects) that characterize success in meeting the military challenge, write a sequence(s) of actions or tasks applicable across the relevant range of scenarios to address the military challenge.  Analyze the solution to derive necessary capabilities from the tasks and actions required to achieve desired effects.  

Rationale:  While the axioms may be considered harmless from a service or combatant commander standpoint, the lack of a coherent operating concept renders the JOC useless from a practical standpoint.  A concept must contain a sequence of actions to be useful for capability derivation or experimentation.  Capabilities have no justification for their development apart from a description of how they will be used to solve the military challenge.  This approach will not tie the combatant commander’s hands from combining the capabilities in unique ways to address his unique circumstances.  
Sponsor Comment: Comment (and our response) is similar to that of comments of the Army, Marine Corps and OFT regarding the “how”.  Refer to response to TRADOC comment above.  USAF maintains the “how” is insufficient.  Army agreed.  Discussion centered on need for clearer focus on JFC needs (campaign plans/design), not just sets of principles or axioms.  Sponsor believes document sufficient for future experimentation.  Army does not concur.  Discussion then focused on “campaign design”.  Sponsor fears that would force Stab Ops, forcible entry and MCO to be forced together, and that campaigns should be focused in JopsC.  USAF concerned about scope – should not just be robust regional adversary, but global near-peer.  USMC believes JOC can sustain experimentation, but remains concerned about the “how”.  J7/8 believe capstone level of principles is about right for this evolution, and that the “power” will be in the JECs.  JFCOM and Service teams will address new language in Section 3.
	P

	LtCol Aumuller

MARFORLANT

DSN 836-0741

aumullerDF@MARFORLANT.usmc.mil
	GEN
	
	
	     U
	Critical: JOC in its present form serves as more of an overall warfighting philosophy rather than a specific operational concept.

Recommendation: JOC Framework needs revision. 

Rationale: JOC does not provide a concept of “how” a Joint Force Commander will conduct Major Combat Operations. Provides more philosophy rather than guidelines, principles, and procedures.

Sponsor Comment: Comment (and our response) is similar to that of comments of the Army, Air Force and OFT regarding the “how”.  Refer to response to TRADOC comment above.  See comment immediately above (ACC/XPS GEN)
	P



	LtCol Aumuller

MARFORLANT

DSN 836-0741

aumullerDF@MARFORLANT.usmc.mil
	GEN
	
	
	    U
	Critical: The building blocks and axioms do not provide a concept but again are philosophical. Develop resourceful leaders; train under the right conditions, etc is not limited to MCO but is a broader context of principles important to US forces in general.

Recommendation: The MCO Concept should be rewritten to focus on “how” the Joint Force will operate. Need to drive for greater specificity.

Rationale: Clarity

Sponsor Comment: Comment (and our response) is similar to that of comments of the Army, Air Force, Marine Corps and OFT regarding the “how”.  Refer to response to TRADOC comment above.  See ACC/XPS GEN comment, above.
	P

	OSD Office of Force Transformation

Dr. Thomas C. Hone

703-696-5708

Thomas.Hone@osd.smil.mil

or

Thomas.Hone@osd.mil
	GEN
	
	
	U
	Critical:  Non concur

Recommendation: The MCO JOC does not adequately describe how a Joint Force Commander will plan, prepare and conduct force-on-force combat operations.  It does not focus on combat operations, as it should, but instead talks about a new approach to operational-level warfare.  Unfortunately, the JOC pays less than adequate attention to how to fight at the operational level and more than enough attention to how to think about how to fight at multiple levels.  As a result, it doesn’t really help a Joint Force Commander (JFC) and his staff.

Furthermore, the JOC does not describe alternative approaches to waging an operational level campaign.  Instead, it talks at length about guiding axioms of warfare.  Such lofty terms are inappropriate for a JOC and detract from the MCO JOC’s value.  One way to help a JFC plan, prepare and conduct combat operations would be to provide some examples.  In World War II, for example, General Eisenhower, the coalition and joint commander, had to decide what his overall plan was for the European theater.  He could have chosen to advance against German forces on a broad front or on a narrow front.  He chose the former.  The JOC could explain why he made that choice and then relate his decision to factors that are relevant to a commander today.  One or more such examples might be very helpful.

Another drawback to the MCO JOC is that it does not explicitly address the transformational principles that are in the Transformation Planning Guidance, especially those of (a) fighting first for information superiority, (b) sensor reach and (c) acting to alter initial conditions.  The last is particularly important in light of the influence of operations Northern and Southern Watch on the planning for and the pace of OIF. 

The JOC also does not adequately address the SecDef’s priority of strengthening joint warfighting operations.  The JOC needs to describe how to integrate air, land, and sea forces, as well as joint ISR assets.  Additionally, the JOC needs to describe how the JFC will build his command relationships between Special Operations and conventional forces.  Joint interdependence—as compared to joint coordination—is another theme that is currently missing from the MCO JOC.  Many officers are still not certain how this interdependence can be achieved without dangerous risks.  The MCO JOC should discuss how this can be done. 

The central theme of the MCO JOC, which is “ achieving strategic and operational objectives through the fluid and coherent application of joint military action in conjunction with interagency and coalition power, using an effects based approach and leveraging a knowledged-enhanced force with unity of purpose and coherency in action,” should be right up front in the document, not buried in page 8.  The JOC should get right to the point—that the JFC will have to plan and orchestrate major combat operations, and then it should offer the JFC and his staff some illustrations of both the problems they will confront and the ways they might select to overcome those problems.  In OIF, for example, the risk of leaving supply lines undefended was accepted because the theater commander (General Franks) thought that the benefits flowing from a high speed of advance warranted it.  That’s the sort of choice a JFC will have to make.  The JOC might include an appendix with an explanation of why General Franks made that decision.    

Finally, the JOC needs to describe “how” to conduct combat operations,  in sufficient detail, to allow the Service Roadmaps to identify the desired warfighting capabilities required to implement the JOC.  It should include greater measurable detail to allow for experimentation and for comparison of alternatives.   

Rationale:  To better describe how the Joint Force Commander will plan, prepare and conduct force-on-force combat operations, and to focus the JOC in ways that will facilitate more productive joint experimentation.  The JOC needs to focus on combat operations and how to fight; It needs to describe how the joint force commander integrates sea, air and land combat power and resources.
Sponsor Comment: TPG transformational principles are not explicitly mentioned but have cross walked TPG principles to both the concept and capabilities to ensure inclusion. Have improved the “how” piece of the concept by developing more specific capabilities and added discussion in both the central idea synopsis and applying the axioms write-up. Have added central idea to Exsum to get to it up front. (p. 9, lines 341-357; p. 34-36; p. 38, lines 1225-1226.  See ACC/XPS GEN, above.
	P

	HQ AF/XOXS

Lt Col Marzolf

DSN: 227-9718

Gregory.marzolf@pentagon.af.mil
	GEN
	
	
	U
	Critical:

Recommendation:  MCO JOC should address more than just a regional non-peer competitor – but also near-peer competitor.
Rationale:  AF believes MCO JOC needs to focus on worst-case scenario.  Results from Pinnacle Impact 03 also support this assertion.  We cannot set the nation up for failure by not investing in capabilities needed for a near-peer competitor.
Sponsor Comment: We have scoped this concept to the more likely case as discussed in Section 1.B. That discussion acknowledges the need for further work to conceptually tackle the near-peer. Also, as a result of the MCO Capabilities Workshop the description of the adversary was expanded to include global WMD and significant anti-access capabilities. (p. 1, lines 129-130).  USAF concerned that if JOC does not address toughest competitor that we might arbitrarily limit our capabilities and thereby induce unnecessary risk in the future.  Sponsor decided on robust regional competitor instead of global near-peer due to national intel assessments.  Suggestion to relook description in the JOC.  Also the JopsC may need to better describe the “strategic setting”.  Army offered that the regional competitor might have “some (niche) near-peer capabilities to stress the JOC.  J7 observed that the new version better addresses this, but it needs to be improved in next revision.  Recognized USAF may still raise this as issue.  Language changes may alleviate this concern.
	P

	STRATCOM

PR11

CAPT Patton

DSN: 271-1660

pattonm@stratnets.stratcom.smil.mil or

pattonm@stratcom.mil
	GEN
	
	
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  The MCO JOC uses the idea of “relentless pressure” to confront adversaries with overwhelming, irresistible, and confounding force in the conduct of any (and all) major combat operations.  This could, under some circumstances, conflict with escalation control or war termination objectives.  Major combat operations that convince an adversary there is no benefit in exercising restraint could lead him to escalate conflict or initiate/continue otherwise avoidable hostilities.  The MCO JOC must acknowledge that the scope, scale, and level of violence of U.S. major combat operations will vary with the nature of U.S. war aims and objectives.  This is essential if we are to avoid unnecessary escalation by an adversary that misperceives the nature of the threat we pose against him.  

Rationale:  Completeness

Sponsor Comment: Do not concur. Relentless pressure does not necessarily equate to violence nor is it constrained to military force. The nature of the pressure is driven by the effects desired. Nowhere in the concept are effects described solely in kinetic-lethal terms. (p. 22-23).  STRATCOM accepted the discussion.
	R

	JOINT STAFF J-5

MAJ Bateman

DSN: 614-6693
	GEN
	
	
	
	Critical:  

Recommendation:  Recommend re-write/staffing another round(minimum) and extension to timeline
Rationale:  The document appears to provide little value-added to existing leadership documents; don't believe it adequately addresses the tasking in the TPG.  Unclear the intended audience; details lacking in Section 4F; the discussion on extended, limited campaigns not in alignment with CPG; Appendix B to be published

Sponsor Comment: Inconsistent with published guidance.  This was a very general comment that came from an earlier version of the document.  Subsequent revisions have addressed.
	R


� Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) MEMO 023-03, “Interim Range of Military Operations (ROMO)” (Washington, DC: 28 Jan 03).


� Joint Operations Concepts, JCS Version 1.0 for 2003, (Washington, DC: October, 3, 2003


� Major combat operations may be conducted against a near-peer competitor or non-peer competitor with regional focus.  For scoping purposes, this joint operating concept is focused on the regional non-peer competitor.


� 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review Report, September 30, 2001,Page 30
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