UNCLASSIFIED

Draft Stability Operations Joint Operating Concept Comment Resolution Matrix

	ORG/

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

	USA PKSOI

Mr. Flavin

717-2453028
	i
	2
	65-73
	U
	4. Critical:  The construct described in this text is a linear one that presumes SO will evolve from pre-conflict to conflict and then post-conflict.  In fact SO includes conflict, or the threat of conflict, and the operation itself may be conducted as a stand alone operation or in conjunction with combat operations.  From this more realistic construct, one would derive a different articulation of the purpose of SO than that described in lines 66-72.  The purpose should be to shape the operational environment to enable the other aspects of power, political, economic, and informational to achieve U.S. National Goals, usually associated with ensuring the sustainment or establishment of effective governance.  The military role is to ensure a safe and secure environment, including rule of law, emergency infrastructure reconstruction and humanitarian relief until other agencies and the indigenous structures can perform these tasks.
Recommendation:  Adopt a new purpose. Ways must be found to link the combat and security together in a holistic way.

Rationale:  The concept of ensuring uninterrupted combat is a CA mission connected to War.  The CA will accomplish this mission in support of the combat elements.  Again there must not be a dichotomy between combat and stability operations. The stabilization must look toward the long-term object of governance not just for the post conflict phase but throughout all phases.

Sponsor Comment:  Version 0.85 emphasizes non-linear operations through simultaneity and harmonization, linkage of combat and stability ops. (pg. 5, lines 238-241; pg. 11, line 392; pg. 16, lines 534-535; pg. 23, line 740-744: pg 24, line764: pg. 25, lines 777, 798; pg. 27, line 859-861; pg. 28, line 872-873; pg. 36, line 111129-1130)  

Additional text added to reflect “purpose.”  (pg.ii, lines 68-69)
	A

	J-3

DDRO

JODPAC

Lt Col Thomas

DSN: 225-2927

william.thomas@js.pentagon.smil.mil
	ii
	2
	73
	U
	2. Critical:  

Recommendation: Change sentence: While the joint stability force is the “supported” agency during conflict, it is the “supporting” agency in the pre and post-conflict periods. To: The joint stability force will transition from a “supporting” agency to a “supported” agency in all conflicts where US and coalition presence is maintained.
Rationale: During the “spin-up” to a conflict the joint stability force must be a “supporting” agency until cessation of major combat operations.  The respective COCOM directs when the joint stability force transitions to “supported” status.  The COCOM will determine when the joint stability force transitions to “supported” status based on the environment; permissive, uncertain or hostile.  In a permissive environment the COCOM may direct the supported status at the onset of the operation (i.e. Haiti). In an uncertain environment the COCOM may also direct the supported status of the joint stability force at the onset of the operation if major combat operations against a fielded force is not anticipated (i.e. Somalia).  A hostile environment will normally require the COCOM to maintain the joint stability force in a “supporting” role until major combat operations are concluded.

Sponsor Comment:  Deleted reference to the “joint stability force.” Paper clarifies supporting-supported-supporting transition of the joint force when conducting stability operations in conjunction with major combat operations. (pg.  ii-iii, lines 73-82; pg. 5, line 221-246; pg. 28, lines 885-887)
	    A

	J-3

DDRO

JODPAC

Lt Col Thomas

DSN: 225-2927

william.thomas@js.pentagon.smil.mil
	ii
	2
	75
	U
	3. Critical:  

Recommendation: Change sentence: The transition from supported to supporting and back again is a critical component of both unity of effort and coherency of action. To:  The transition from supporting to supported is a critical component of both unity of effort and coherency of action.
Rationale:  See previous comment.

Sponsor Comment:  Deleted reference to the “joint stability force.”  

Paper clarifies supporting-supported-supporting transition of the joint force when conducting stability operations in conjunction with major combat operations. (pg.  ii-iii, lines 73-82; pg. 5, line 221-246; pg. 28, lines 885-887)
	    A

	Hayden

JCDE Pentagon
	1
	1.A
	121
	U
	1. Critical: Joint force must train in a real or virtual environment.
Recommendation: Delete: “stability” in joint stability force commander…

Add: “…joint force commander plans, trains, prepares…”

Rationale: Consistency.
Sponsor Comment:  Concept considers training as inherent part of preparation.  References to “joint stability force” and “joint stability force commander” eliminated throughout Version 0.85. (pg. Iii, line 101; pg.16, line 546; pg. 17, line 568; pg. 28, line 870, 879-880; pr. 29, line 912; pg. 35, line 1104; pg. 39; line 1210)


	     A




Sponsor Comment:  Agree.  Will address in later drafts.  This concept intentionally defines, limits, and describes the scope of the concept to stability operations in conjunction with major combat operations.  Later drafts will address Cases 1 and 3. (pg. 2, lines 145-170)

	
	    A

	J8, Forces Division

MAJ Crissman

DSN: 224-9751

Douglas.Crissman@js.pentagon.smil.mil 
	1-66
	
	
	U
	1. Critical:  The DRAFT Stability Operations Joint Operating Concept (JOC) does not follow the JOC development template in terms of content.  In its current state, the DRAFT does not provide the level of detail necessary to serve as an “engine of transformation” in order to guide the development and integration of Joint Functional Concepts and Service Concepts to provide joint capabilities as JOCs are charged to do.  

Recommendation:  Dedicate less effort to defining the “what” of Stability Operations and more to defining the “how” based not only on recent lessons learned from OIF/OEF, but also (and more importantly) on expectations for the future conflicts.   
Rationale:  In concert with both developmental guidance from J7 and the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) outline of the purpose and intent for JOCs. 

Sponsor Comment: Increasing level of detail in order to describe “how.” (pg. 7, lines 221-229; pg. 7, lines 275-277, pg. 7, Figure 2; pg. 8, lines 302-307; pg. 9, lines 334-336; pg. 10, line 342; pg. 11, lines 386-388; pg. 14, lines 472-473, 478-479; Operational Art; pg.  22, lines 809-814 – “find, fix, strike”)
	    A

	J-3

DDRO

JODPAC

Lt Col Thomas

DSN: 225-2927

william.thomas@js.pentagon.smil.mil
	5
	2.B
	204
	U
	4. Critical:  

Recommendation:  Change sentence: With the transition to post-combat, the joint force again assumes a supporting role. To: With the transition to post-combat, the joint stability force will become the supported force.
Rationale: Clarity.

Sponsor Comment:  Deleted reference to the “joint stability force.”  

Paper clarifies supporting-supported-supporting transition of the joint force when conducting stability operations in conjunction with major combat operations. (pg.  ii-iii, lines 73-82; pg. 5, line 221-246; pg. 28, lines 885-887)
	    A

	J-3

DDRO

JODPAC

Lt Col Thomas

DSN: 225-2927

william.thomas@js.pentagon.smil.mil
	6
	Fig. 1
	208
	U
	5. Critical:  

Recommendation:  Change figure 1. 
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and title figure as: Case 2 – Stability Operations Role

[image: image2.wmf]All will require a combination of detailed situational understan

ding, unity of 

purpose, coherency of action, and consistency over time within t

he context 

of legal and moral legitimacy.

Pre Conflict

Post Conflict

Prevent crossing the conflict 

threshold

Set conditions for combat

Enable the 

unhindered 

prosecution of combat

Set conditions for post 

conflict operations

Assists rebuilding, restoring, 

and maintaining a stable 

environment 

Military Supporting

Military Supported

During Conflict

Military Supporting

Hostile

Permissive

Uncertain


Rationale:  Current figure confuses the relationship between the Joint Forces Commander and his subordinate the Joint Forces Stability Forces Commander.  Reflect the true relationship of supporting and supported roles.

Sponsor Comment:  Figure 1 changed per Tank guidance. (pg. 6, line 259-262)
	    A

	Army G3, DAMO-SSP.

MR. Myers

703-692-9390

Blake.myers@us.army.mil
	8
	1
	244-250
	U
	6. Critical:  

Recommendation:  Change to read, “…“Spoilers” are indigenous or external agents, organizations, or factions that do not support the changes brought about by the stabilization effort and actively seek to deny pose threats to the success of stability and reconstruction efforts.  These entities, driven by goals and values that are threatened by stabilization objectives, may actively obstruct stability operation actions and efforts.  willfully obstruct US and multinational strategic or operational objectives.
 There are a myriad of factors that can affect the success of a stability operation such as: poor coordination, conflicting priorities, or lack of planning to name a few.  The dDeliberate threat acts of “spoilers”, however, constitutes a direct challenge to operational success.  In this light, some degree of force, therefore, is associated the requisite force required to deal with “spoiler” elements is an  inherent part of every stability operation….”

Rationale:  Accuracy.  The spoilers are not driven to obstruct US efforts merely because the US is doing them.  They are driven by a different set of goals and values that achieving the changes and objectives of the Stability Operation would jeopardize.
Sponsor Comment:  Accept:  Text was amended to reflect commanders must be aware of the underlying issues of disaffection, and force inherent in stability operations. (pg.8, lines 302-305; pg.9, lines 334-336)
	    A

	Army G3, DAMO-SSP.

MR. Myers

703-692-9390

Blake.myers@us.army.mil
	12
	1
	335
	U
	7. Critical:  Section 2.D. – Case 2 Operational Environment is flawed from several perspectives.  The section largely describes stability operations in comparison to combat operations, which limits stability operations to non-combat actions.  However throughout the section there is explicit recognition that stability operations directly support combat operations, can occur in conjunction with combat operations, and involve combat forces in executing specific stability operations tasks.  This construct is confusing because it contemplates a distinct separation between combat and stability operations in kind and in force organization, a distinction that is artificial and not supported by historical example or analysis.  The stability operations concept must be developed in a construct that includes combat or the threat of combat.  

Within this section, paragraph 2.D.3. postulates that during combat the joint force commander becomes the “lead instrument for national policy” in the crisis and the JFC becomes the “supported agent” – a dubious assumption upon which to base this operating concept.  It also discusses tasks of the “joint stability force” that are all encompassing (e.g., locating and dislocating total spoilers, civic actions that contribute to combat operations, protecting cultural landmarks, hospitals, schools, religious sites and museums, and performing government functions that the regime or local agencies are unwilling or unable to perform), and stipulates that the “joint stability force commander is supported by all elements of interagency and coalition power.  This construct assumes away the issue of interagency elements being placed under military control and reflects JFCOM’s previously proposed notion of a combined force composed of all joint, interagency, coalition elements under command of the JFC, which was discounted in earlier concept versions.  The “combined force” construct is gone in name, but the substance is still reflected in this section and should be eliminated from this concept.
Recommendation:  Revise this section to address critical concerns articulated above.

Rationale:  Accuracy and clarity

Sponsor Comment:  Accept.  Concept as written recognizes the simultaneity of major combat operations with stability operations, as well as a combat component to stability operations.  Specifically states that offensive and defensive actions are inherent to stability operations.  (pg. 2, lines 158-160; pg. 8, lines 300-301; pg. 10 line 342; pg. 16, lines 534-535; pg. 17, lines 552-553, 559; pg.  26, lines 808-815).
	    A

	USSOCOM

 CSO

MR. McCusker

DSN: 299-7754


	17
	2.D.3
	436
	U
	1. Critical:   

Recommendation: Delete reference or clarify  a  C2 structure which is counter productive to Unity of Command. 

Rationale: This Concept paints a picture of 2 CDRs… JF CDR for Major Combat Operations (MCO) and a Joint Stability Force CDR for Stability operations conducting simultaneous operations in the same AOR This C2 construct will cause a major unity of command issue.  The JTF CDR should be the single Battlefield commander responsible for the prosecution of that campaign.  The unity of command is to ensure unity of effort under one responsible commander for every objective.  What is wrong with CJMOTF for CMOC and CA support structure integrated into the overall military Task organization reporting to the JTF CDR?  What requires a new C2 structure and competing military missions?  

Sponsor Comment:  Agree.  Similar to Army comment regarding joint stability force commander.  Change incorporated throughout Version 0.85.

	    A

	Army G3, DAMO-SSP.

MR. Myers

703-692-9390

Blake.myers@us.army.mil
	18
	2
	454-461
	U
	8. Critical.

Comment:  Delete or revise this section to eliminate the notion of, and force structure description of, a separate joint stability force.

Rationale:  Presuming the existence of a “stability force” inherently separates combat and stability operations, when in reality they are inextricably linked in a holistic campaign planned and executed by a joint force commander (unity of command).  The SO JOC explicitly recognizes this in its many references to how “stability force” actions contribute to combat operations.  Forces conducting stability operations may be organized as a joint force, but will likely operate as a subordinate command under an overall JFC.  The JFC will task organize and allocate resources and capabilities to accomplish assigned SO tasks and missions, which may require a combination of combat and non-combat capabilities and forces.  There is no basis for the SO JOC to describe these as two separate forces, or for the JOC-postulated “stability force” structure contained in this paragraph.

Sponsor Comment: Change incorporated throughout Version 0.85
	    A

	AF/XOXS

Maj Stephen Davis

DSN: 227-9525 stephenl.davis@pentagon.af.mil
	25
	2.E
	Var
	
	4. Critical:  

Recommendation:  Remove the section on operational art.
Rationale:  Clarity.  The section does not discuss anything unique to stability operations, rather it discusses issues that apply to most military operations (strategic impacts at the tactical level, linking aims, unity of effort, etc)
Sponsor Comment:  Accept. Unique aspects of stability operations operational art now discussed. (pg. 22-24; velvet fist or mailed glove; defeat of spoilers; extension of battlespace; cognitive domain of stability opponents)  Sponsor rewrote for clarity.  Issue is similar to “campaign design” discussion in the MCO JOC.  Sponsor believes “campaign design” belongs in JopsC.
	    A

	Army G3, DAMO-SSP.

MR. Myers

703-692-9390

Blake.myers@us.army.mil
	31-34
	
	727-811
	U
	10. Critical.  This section provides no coherent articulation of the stability operating concept central idea. 

Recommendation:  Revise the section, Synopsis of the Central Idea, to describe the central idea behind how a joint force will conduct stability operations.  Without a clear statement of the cohesive central idea that forms the basis for the concept, the rest of the JOC is merely a collection of ideas, tasks, and assumptions that do not meet the fundamental purpose of an operating concept.

Rationale:  This section as written does not articulate a cohesive central idea that describes how a joint force will conduct stability operations.  Rather it contains several ideas (situational understanding, unity of purpose, coherency of action, JIACG, consistency, and legitimacy), but none of them really qualify as a broad description of how.  

Sponsor Comment: Accept.  Reworked Central Idea to provide more clarity.  Enhanced “how” throughout section 3 based on Tank and SCD guidance. (pg. 25, lines 785-788; pg. 26, lines 809-814; pg. 28, lines 864-887; also Figures 1, 2, and 3, pg. 6, 7,14)
	    A

	Army G3, DAMO-SSP.

MR. Myers

703-692-9390

Blake.myers@us.army.mil
	44-51
	
	
	U
	12. Critical:  The “capabilities” enumerated in Section 4 are generic “capabilities” (and most are tasks) that are not described in terms of their application to conducting operations, therefore their utility is limited.

Recommendation:  The “capabilities” listed (by functional concept area) are not derived from a coherent, cohesive concept for conducting stability operations, because one is not articulated in the body of the JOC.  While this list of tasks or desired capabilities may be necessary in a generic joint force sense, they are not linked to joint operational capabilities required to execute the SO concept, nor are they described from the perspective of stability operations.  (If you add all these capabilities up, can you conduct stability operations…the answer is no.)  There should be a clear and direct crosswalk from the SO concept purpose, to the central idea, to the concept description, to a set of joint operational capabilities required to execute the concept, to sets of functional capability requirements.  Absent this level of detail and linkage, the set of postulated capabilities have minimal value in deriving applicable DOTMLPF solutions.

(Following comments address specific issues with the capabilities listed in this version, 0.7, of the JOC)

Rationale:  Coherency and completeness.

Sponsor Comment: Accept.  Capabilities updated in version to reflect operational needs established in the concept paper and identified in the capabilities workshop. (pg. 35-39, lines 1083-11198)
	    A

	Army

G-3

MAJ Curtis Buzzard

DSN 222-9389 
	46
	4.C.
	1049-1050
	U
	13. Critical:  The concept should not presuppose a solution (in this case stability forces) without identifying the operational capability requirement.

Recommendation:  Recommend the following: “...Organize, train, and equip stability forces to conduct follow-and-support stability operations.  Modular, tailorable, and multifunctional forces that are rapidly deployable into a JOA at times and locations desired by combatant commanders to achieve the military requirements for stability operations as part of an interagency plan...”
Rationale: The success of our forces thus far in OIF is largely based on their versatility—their ability to shift focus, tailor forces, and move from one mission to another.  This allows our forces to be multifunctional.  Organize, training, and equipping forces specifically for peacekeeping is inadvisable and impractical, given current and likely future manpower resources.  Ongoing operations in Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq have confirmed that tailored conventional combat forces are best suited for the complexity of stability operations – where often units have been forced to return to Phase III (combat) tactics in order to compel compliance.  The focus needs to be on rebalancing forces and capabilities to fit demand and providing modular, integrated capabilities required to support a strategy and corresponding operational plan for stability operations.

Sponsor Comment:  Accept.  No solutions proposed.  Reference to stability forces deleted throughout. States there is a requirement for the capability to conduct stability operations simultaneously with major combat operations. (pg. iii, lines 102-104; pg. 36, lines 1129-1133)
	    A

	Army

G-3

MAJ Curtis Buzzard

DSN 222-9389 
	53
	Conclusion
	1164-1166
	U
	14. Critical:  

Recommendation:  Recommend the following: “...Military and civilian agencies need to organize, train, and equip themselves to conduct stability and reconstruction operations (Investments in stability capabilities need to be comparable to warfighting capabilities).   Stability operations are unique to each situation and do not lend themselves to a “one-size fits all” solution set.  The Joint Force and interagency partners should strive to conduct collaborative and integrated planning for these operations and provide a pool of modular forces and capabilities that are scaleable and adaptable to the full spectrum of missions, to include stability operations.”  
Rationale: The success of our forces thus far in OIF is largely based on their versatility—their ability to shift focus, tailor forces, and move from one mission to another.  This allows our forces to be multifunctional.  Organize, training, and equipping forces specifically for peacekeeping is inadvisable and impractical, given current manpower resources.  Ongoing operations in Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq have confirmed that tailored conventional combat forces are best suited for the complexity of stability operations – where often units have been forced to return to Phase III (combat) tactics in order to compel compliance.  The focus needs to be on rebalancing force structure to fit demand and providing modular, integrated capabilities required to support a strategy and corresponding operational plan for stability operations.

Sponsor Comment:  Accept. Concept articulates at least three general cases with supporting principles that avoids a “one size fits all” approach.  (pg. ii, lines 60-63; pg. 2, lines 142-161)  
	    A

	Army G3,

Mr. Myers

703-692-9390
	Gen
	
	
	U
	1. Critical: Developing a Stability Operations Joint Operating Concept is an important step forward in addressing the challenges facing joint forces in planning and executing stability operations.  However, this document falls short in providing the elements necessary in version 1.0 of a joint operating concept that provide the basis for further experimentation and subsequent refinement.  The following are some of the more critical areas requiring reconsideration:

· Stability Operations must be defined in a way that provides guidance to joint commanders.  The definition should separate the normal peacetime engagement actions of a combatant commander that promote “stability” from those actions required to address a crisis. It should also provide a conceptual basis to frame the interagency and joint response to that crisis.

· The JOC must address full spectrum operations.  The figures and formulas for the application of “pressure” promote linear thinking.

· The categories in the Range of Military Operations need to be reconsidered.  As described in this document, they fragment a commander’s approach to a dynamic situation. All crises since 1990 have included aspects of Peacekeeping, Peace Enforcement, Counter Insurgency, Foreign Internal Defense, and Humanitarian Assistance. Response to these crises must be holistic. 

· The principles and fundamentals outlined in Allied and Joint Publication (AJP) 3.4 appear to be valid and have allied concurrence. When used, as MG McColl consciously did for ISAF, they work.  We should retain these principles and focus on their application.

· The concept should integrate combat and stability operations and not fragment.  There is a concern that a separate command for stability operations will exacerbate the tendency to separate combat from stability operations.  All of the studies PKSOI has done since 1994 indicate that this separation must be avoided. Flexibility and adaptability of the entire force is the key to success.

· Dividing stability operations into three cases does not define the problem space for the commander.  If defined properly, the principles for stability operations will apply to all cases and obviate the need for such taxonomy.

· The concept should focus on the long-term peace building goals and not on short term combat victory goals.

· The section on “spoilers” needs to be reconsidered. It neither focuses on conditions and situations that creates spoilers nor provides multi-dimensional approach to dealing with them. It does not consider how to deal with spoilers who use political, informational, and economic tools to achieve their ends. Additionally, the concept focuses too much on dealing with spoilers anyway and not enough on enabling other agencies, NGO, and local groups to establish governance, rule of law, and economic viability.

· The concept should address the roles and relationships should be among the military, NGOs, IGOs, local authorities, contractors, and other representatives of the interagency.

· The concept of the Joint Interagency Coordination Group has merit but requires more thought and coordination with other members of the interagency.

· The concept should discuss how the military can leverage the expertise of the civil community.

Recommendation:  Development of this concept must be more collaborative in the truest sense.  There exists within the military community at large a great deal of expertise in SO that JFCOM is not leveraging, and in fact continues to ignore.  The concept should use current joint doctrine as its starting point, and create new lists of principles, theories, axioms, etc only when current time-tested doctrine is unusable or inappropriate.  The SO JOC requires a major revision, leveraging the wide range of expertise available, to address our critical comments.

Rationale: Clarity and usefulness as a joint operating concept that will drive identification and development of joint capabilites.

Sponsor Comment:  Accept.  Improved definition of stability operations. Principles revised substantially, embedded some Allied and Joint Publication 3.4 principles. (pg. ii, lines 68-69; pg. 29-344, Principles)
	    A

	HQ TRADOC, FC, CDD.

Mr Lancaster

DSN: 680-4287
	Gen
	
	
	U
	2. Critical: The concept is incomplete and inadequately structured to describe Stability Operations with the clarity sufficient to serve its purpose of articulating how a joint force commander plans, prepares and executes stability operations prior to, in conjunction with, or following combat operations.  There is too much Operational Environment (OE); simplify and reference the Joint OE Document.  The concept demands a more structured approach—here is what I’m writing, here is the sequence and logic, the table of contents and paragraphing titles assist the logic and its development; discuss the principles in more detail and use them to organize discussion, talk less about what stability operations is and more about how a joint force will conduct them—use the principles to structure; make capabilities and risks more than an outline, use the graphics in ROMO Appendix to illuminate the discussion (what does the ROMO Appendix add in and of itself?).  The discussion of Operational Art for Stability Operations should be focused and earlier in the paper and lead directly into how the commander does stability operations.
Recommendation:  Rewrite the paper with more careful focus and definition.  Control the reader’s understanding of the material rather than make the reader a part of the creation.  Must carefully and completely discuss capabilities and their derivation must be obvious to effect experimentation.  Show the relationship to the other JOCs.  There is considerable confusion apparent in this concept with MCO and Strategic Deterrence.

Rationale: Clarity and usefulness as a joint operation concept that drives identification and developoment of joint capabilites.

Sponsor Comment:  Rewritten to incorporate more “how” and cross walked to capabilities. (pg. 7, lines 221-229; pg. 7, lines 275-277, pg. 7, Figure 2; pg. 8, lines 302-307; pg. 9, lines 334-336; pg. 10, line 342; pg. 11, lines 386-388; pg. 14, lines 472-473, 478-479; Operational Art; pg.  22, lines 809-814 – “find, fix, strike”)
	    A

	Army G3, DAMO-SSP.

Mr. Myers

703-692-9390

blake.myers@us.army.mil
	Gen
	
	
	U
	3. Critical:  

Recommendation: Throughout the entire document replace “joint stability forces” with “joint forces conducting stability operations” and replace “joint stability force commander” with “joint force commander.”  

Rationale:  Accuracy.  The term “joint stability force” is misleading in that it implies or assumes the existence of an organization structured for and designated a stability force as a solution required to execute the SO concept.  The concept should describe the “how” in sufficient detail that the JCD&E community can develop, over time, solution sets (across DOTMLPF) required to execute the concept.  Presuming the existence of a “stability force” inherently separates combat and stability operations, when in reality they are inextricably linked in a holistic campaign planned and executed by a joint force commander (unity of command).

Arguably, what is first required is a national strategy and planning process for conducting stability operations, in coordination with multinational partners, and a more clear delineation of federal agency responsibilities associated with that strategy and planning process.  Though many of the capabilities and tasks described within this document are necessary, it is questionable whether the military should be the primary source – particularly when advocating the need for “joint stability forces” to control/establish governmental functions. Stability operations are unique to each situation and do not lend themselves to a “one-size fits all” solution.  The Joint Force and interagency partners should strive to conduct collaborative and integrated planning for these operations and provide a pool of modular forces and capabilities that are scaleable and tailorable to the full spectrum of missions, to include stability operations.  Stability operations often revert or on the verge of reverting back to combat, and the history of constabulatory forces in these situations are not promising.  It appears that we are quick to recommend restructuring, when we should first examine whether better planning and balancing of existing capabilities could achieve success.  It appears more appropriate to retain command and control of these operations with the designated joint force commander, rather than attempt to change command and responsibilities mid-stride, potentially to a joint stability force commander.  The JTF commander should be responsible for holistic planning of the campaign and retailoring/scaling capabilities as the campaign progresses.  It seems advisable to establish a standing, operational planning cell to plan these missions both separately and as part of war plans and encourage and facilitate the participation of interagency partners until legislation establishes a better framework.  This planning element should include a deployable element(s) to go into theater and assist the designated JTF commander with on the ground planning and execution.

Sponsor Comment:  Reference indicating separate “joint stability force,” or standing forces, eliminated throughout Version 0.85.  
	     A



	J-3

DDRO

JODPAC

Lt Col Thomas

DSN: 225-2927

william.thomas@js.pentagon.smil.mil
	all
	all
	all
	U
	1. Critical:  

Recommendation:  This version of the Stability Operations Joint Operating Concept requires a complete scrub for grammatical errors.

Rationale:  The following comments are provided for content only.  The number of grammatical errors prohibits listing them without completely rewriting the document. 

Sponsor Comment:  Accept:  Will continuously edit document for errors.
	    A 

	LtCol Earnest D. King

MCCDC, JCDE

DSN 278-3610

kinged@mccdc.usmc.mil
	Gen
	
	
	U
	4. Critical: Developing a Stability Operations Joint Operating Concept is an important step forward in addressing the challenges facing joint commanders.  However, the current version of the concept requires more development.  The following are some of the areas that require reconsideration:

· Stability Operations must be defined in a way that provides guidance to joint commanders.  The definition should separate the normal peacetime engagement actions of a combatant commander that promote “stability” from those actions required to address a crisis. It should also provide a conceptual basis to frame the interagency and joint response to that crisis.

· The concept should integrate combat and stability operations and not fragment them.  There is a concern that a separate command for stability operations will exacerbate the tendency to separate combat from stability operations.  Dividing stability operations into three cases does not define the problem for the commander.  If defined properly, the principles for stability operations will apply to all cases.

· The section on “spoilers” needs to be reconsidered. It neither focuses on conditions and situations that creates spoilers nor provides multi-dimensional approach to dealing with them. It does not consider how to deal with spoilers who use political, informational, and economic tools to achieve their ends. Additionally, the concept focuses too much on dealing with spoilers and not enough on enabling other agencies, NGO, and local groups to establish governance, rule of law, and economic viability.

· The concept should recommend what the roles and relationships should be among the military, NGOs, local authorities, contractors, and other representatives of the interagency.

· The concept of the Joint Interagency Coordination Group has merit but requires more thought and coordination with other members of the interagency.

· The concept should discuss how the military can leverage the expertise of the civil community.

Recommendation:  Rewrite portions of the paper focusing on the “how to” after conducting workshops of a wide group of SMEs. 

Rationale: This JOC does not provide adequate guidance.

Sponsor comment:  Accept.  Improved definition of stability operations. Principles revised substantially, embedded Allied and Joint Publication 3.4 in concept principles. (pg. ii, lines 68-69; pg. 29-344, Principles)
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	USA PKSOI

Mr. Flavin

717-245-3028
	7-12
	3
	241-333
	U
	5. Critical:  

Recommendation: Revise the entire section on “spoilers” to reflect their objectives and motivation, rather than where they come from.
Although managing spoilers is an aspect of stability operations, it should not be the focus of the intelligence and operational thrust, as it appears to be here. The way to deal with spoilers in the long term is to establish the legitimacy of the operation in the minds of the people and then the people will deal with most of the spoilers leaving the military to focus on those that are most difficult and dangerous.  This has been validated through many of the counter insurgency operations in the last century, most recently in Northern Ireland. 

Additionally, dealing with spoilers requires a multi-faceted approach. Spoilers can influence the political, economic, and informational aspects of the situation in such a way not to provoke military action.  

Spoilers should be categorized by their objectives.  This might be a better way of visualizing the issues and devising solutions.  For example:

Political Stability

Revenge and Violence

Money and Power

Group 1, Political Stability: This is a group that is seeking settlement and future stability through legitimate governance.  It may be a political stability and a legitimate governance that differs from the peace agreement of the mandate that the peace support operation is working toward.  This is the vision of a divided, ethnically pure Kosovo vs. a unified ethnically mixed Kosovo. Or the vision of a fundamentalist, radical Iraq as opposed to a moderate Iraq. These individuals are not wedded to violence or political and economic disruption but are seeking a settled condition albeit not the same end state envisioned the international community and other faction in their country.

Group 2, Revenge and Violence:  These are the professional revolutionaries.  Walter Laquer has identified this faction based on his extensive work on Guerrillas and Terrorists.  It is a group that has existed in all times and places.  A group that lives for the fight itself.  Peace and stability are against their objectives.  If their enemies disappear, they will find new ones.  It the cause dries up, the will search for another.  They exist as a small faction of all violent movements.  The level of influence over the first group and the general population will vary greatly depending on the situation.

Group 3, Money and Power.  This group does not really care about who wins as long as they can make money and control the power that allows them to make more money and control their own destiny.  

Grouping “spoilers” in this manner assists in identifying effective methods of dealing with them.

Group 1 can be engaged directly through multi-faceted conflict resolution process and is responsive to peace building.

Group 2 must be hunted down and put away.  They must be turned into Outcasts.  There is no hope of changing them.

Group 3 can be co-opted or dealt with by standard police methods.  Whether the military should deal with this group or not depends on the nature of their activities.  If their activities add and assist either of the other two groups then action should be considered in concert with civil authorities. 

A key consideration is that spoilers have legitimate interests and many times legitimate issues that must be addressed.  The attitude in the current version of SO JOC is to coerce, induce or change the spoiler’s outlook through socialization rather than dealing with the issues that have caused many of these individuals to become spoilers. If issues are not considered then more spoilers will be created.  

Rational:  This is based on the studies done by the USIP and UK on the control of spoilers.

Sponsor Comment:  Text added to reflect importance of underlying motives and objectives as well as the importance of legitimacy and establishing governance.  (pg. ii, lines 67-69;pg. 8, lines 301-305;pg. 9, lines 334-336).  Army accepted resolution based upon conference discussion.
	    P

	AF/XOXS

Maj Stephen Davis

DSN: 227-9525 stephenl.davis@pentagon.af.mil
	7-25
	2
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	3. Critical:  

Recommendation:  Rewrite section to remove how stability operations are conducted.  
Rationale:  Clarity.  This section is intended to describe the military problem.  While it does describe the problem, it also proposed solutions to those problems.  These solutions correctly belong in Section 3. 
Sponsor Comment:  Expanded discussion of “how” in Section 3. Description of the military problem remains in Section 2. (pg. 7, line 278-Figure 2; pg. 22-4-Operational Art; pg. 26, line 808-Find,Fix, Strike).  USAF believes current rewrite is not properly placed in the document.  Sponsor concurs and will relook.
	    P

	Army G3, DAMO-SSP.

MR. Myers

703-692-9390

Blake.myers@us.army.mil
	35-43
	
	815-992
	U
	11. Critical:  This section should describe the concept, providing the “how” that leads to identification of a set of required joint operational capabilities.  It does not do this.

Recommendation:  Restructure section 3.B as a general description of “how” to plan, prepare, deploy, employ, and sustain for stability operations that is sufficient to drive capability development and useful in the future to joint force commanders and their planners at the operational level.  Use the principles of stability operations listed in Allied Joint Publication (AJP) 3.4., which are based on the Joint Publication 3.0 principles for military operations other than war: 

–Objective



–Security


–Unity of Effort 

–Legitimacy

–Impartiality


–Consent


–Perseverance

–Freedom of Military Movement


–Credibility

–Flexibility


–Use of Force

–Transparency

–Mutual Respect


–Civil Military Cooperation

Rationale:  As currently written, the section provides some useful information, though much is not unique to stability operations, but does not translate into a clear operational-level description of “how” to conduct stability operations.  The lack of a central idea and concept description cause this document to fail in providing a basis for determining required operational capabilities and driving capability development IAW the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS).  The lack of an operational description results in a lack of focus required to bound capability-based assessments.  

Unless they are deemed insufficient or inappropriate, keep the principles contained in existing doctrine and apply them to the conditions associated with stability operations.  Rather than creating a new list of principles to describe a new concept, we will enhance understanding within US and allied audiences if we retain the current set of time-tested principles and ensure they are understood in the context of stability operations.
Sponsor Comment:  Current version has greater detail than previous versions on “how” to conduct stability operations. (pg. 7, line 278-Figure 2; pg. 22-24, lines 700-772-Operational Art; pg. 26, line 808-Find,Fix, Strike). Capabilities redefined with assistance from service representatives at JFCOM workshop. (pg.  35-39, lines 1085-1223-Capabilities).  Army concurred with conference discussion and Sponsor will address.
	    P

	USA PKSOI

Mr. Flavin

717-2453028
	54
	2
	1180
	U
	15. Critical:  

Comment:  Revise the assumptions as follows: 

a. The Interagency process will continue to be a collaboration and consensus building process, rather than a rigorous process that enforces civil-military planning, coordination and execution.
b. Stability operations will remain an operational mission for US joint forces, executed as part of a national and coalition stabilization plan.

c.  Delete.  (Assumption not needed for development of the concept)

Rationale:  Assumption a, as written, is not valid.  Historically, the interagency process has never enforced civil-military collaboration and planning and there is no reason to believe that this will change by 2015.  The implication that the joint force commander must now attempt to bring these elements together at the operational level to accomplish his mission is unrealistic and assumes away the problem of interagency coordination at the national level.

Assumption b as written is not valid.  The mission sets within stability operations are included in the Range of Military Operations (ROMO) and constitute operational missions for US joint forces.  Stability operations however are a national level effort, within which the US military plays a key and at times a leading role.

Sponsor Comment:  Assumptions in Version 0.79 and 0.80 are revised but did not use suggested verbiage (pg. 43, lines 1270-1274)

Army still concerned about new language…agreed to consider turning the issue into a “risk” to concept.  Conference expressed concern about the new “principles” – confusion with existing international principles…want to ensure consistency and to avoid possible future contradictions.  Sponsor agreed to continue to work the language before the Tank session.
	    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
	1. Critical:   Non concur

Recommendation: The Stability Operations JOC does not adequately articulate, in sufficient detail, how a future joint force commander plans, prepares, deploys, employs, and sustains stability operations that precede, occur during, or follow combat operations.   Although the JOC touches upon some of these ideas, there is a paucity of content.  The format and organization are cumbersome and do not logically flow.  

Further, while there are repeated references to the difficulty and complexity of stability operations, the JOC does not provide a lot of direction in the “how to” of a stability operation.  Since stability operations have two general thrusts, security and nation building, a JOC framework based on these activities would assist the commander to plan, prepare, execute, and sustain stability operations.   

The JOC also needs to address the types of military force capabilities, as described in the Strategic Planning Guidance, that should be available to the JFC. Additionally, the JOC should describe how the JFC would command and control modular type forces and multi-functional units as well as interface with non-military and non-governmental organizations.  What are the lessons of Bosnia?  Are they general lessons, or do they apply only to that operation?  If they are general, then they should find their way into the Stability Operations JOC. 

The JOC assumes that the combatant commander will be the commander conducting stability operations, and this may or may not be the case.  If the combatant commander is the stability operations commander, then his exercise of command might cause friction between his staff and that of a force specifically designed to conduct stability operations. The JOC needs to allow for alternatives and experimentation with competing command and organizational approaches in order to identify likely problems of this sort and suggest solutions to them.

A key part of Stability Operations is the integration and coordination done by the Joint Interagency Coordination Group (JIACG).  The JOC describes the JIACG as the joint stability force’s nexus for civil-military preparation, organization and action. The JIACG is supposed to ensure timely decision-making and provide effective civil-military organization, collaboration and coordination to achieve unity of effort.  The State Department needs to read and comment on the JIACG concept and the JOC in general.  (At the SOCOM Joint Shaping Experiment 17-21 Nov 2003, it was clear that DoD had not achieved consensus with State on the JIACG. Some State Department officials viewed it as a military grab for power or as solely a military creation.  This apparent push-back indicates that more work needs to be done to gain support or come to agreement.)  In particular, the necessary C2 and empowerment mechanisms for the JAICG have not been conceived of, let alone described, in this JOC.  The JOC does not answer the fundamental question: What will be the military role?

Nor does it adequately address who should conduct stability operations.  On page ii, lines 80-81, are these words: “While the primary goal of armed conflict is to win the war, the primary goal for stability operations is to win the peace.”  But can the same organization—the U.S. military—do both?  On page iii, lines 92 and 93, the JOC argues that “stability operations must become a core mission of the military services and civil agencies.”  How can so diverse and politically demanding a role be a “core mission” of the military?  And what “civil agencies” will conduct stability operations?  Could such work be contracted out? Does the JOC depend too much on unwilling or inadequately prepared interagency partners? Should one department or agency have the lead role?  Could any other department besides DoD take the lead?

The use of “spoilers” concept is cumbersome because “spoilers” is not a doctrinal term.

The JOC does not recognize the nature of the competition—an enemy with an increasingly discernable character.  Adversaries may construe our Stability Operations phase as their combat operations, where they have the advantage.  In order for the JFC to achieve security, he may need to direct that his forces act aggressively, but does that then mean the other elements of national power count for little?  No.  In fact, the need to use force effectively requires new intelligence missions, structures and capabilities in order to find and eliminate the enemy without making the enemy a hero to the civilian population.

The real problem hindering this JOC is expressed clearly on page 13, lines 612-614: “There is no set formula or starting point: each situation will be unique and will require judgment and analysis to effectively meet the challenges facing U.S. forces.”  How can you write a joint operating concept (which by definition is a general statement) when each situation is unique?  Indeed, the assumption that each situation will be unique suggests that the U.S. will need much more talent and labor than only “U.S. forces” can provide.  JOC writers should get some “lessons learned” from people who’ve been in the thick of this kind of work in the last ten years or so, and then boil that down into a concept or a set of concepts that will aid a joint commander and his staff. 

Rationale:  To better describe, in greater detail, how the joint force commander will plan, prepare, and conduct stability operations that precede, occur during, or follow combat operations; over reliant on JIACG without apparent buy-in from Department of State.  
Sponsor Comment:  Expanded discussion on “how.” (pg. 7, line 278-Figure 2; pg. 22-24, lines 700-772-Operational Art; pg. 26, line 808-Find,Fix, Strike)

Did not specify standing forces per Draft Strategic Planning Guidance, stated “military organizations must have the capability to organize, train, equip, and execute stability operations simultaneously with major combat operations.” (pg. iii, line 103).  Based on conference discussions, OFT agreed to let this “pass”.  Proposed language revisions acceptable.
	    P
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Maj Stephen Davis
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	1
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	U
	1. Critical:  

Recommendation:  Delete principles from the concept.

Rationale: Principles to “guide a joint stability force commander” belong in joint doctrine, not in future concepts.  The JOCs are intended to help determine what capabilities are required for the future joint force.  Therefore, It seems inappropriate to offer “principles” that have not been validated through experience.
Sponsor Comment:  The principles offer a future construct for joint force operations.  The application of principles describes how a joint force commander designs a specific campaign (pg. 29-34, lines 905-1173).  USAF remained concerned that principles be deleted and made “axioms” that will inform future doctrine.  All agreed to work in this direction, but that it could not make this edition of the JOC.
	    R 

    

	J8, Forces Division

MAJ Crissman

DSN: 224-9751

Douglas.Crissman@js.pentagon.smil.mil
	1-66
	
	
	U
	2. Critical:  The DRAFT Stability Operations Joint Operating Concept (JOC) falls short of its task to inform experimentation by articulating the measurable level of detail needed to permit the development of measures of effectiveness and allow decision-makers to compare alternatives and make programmatic decisions.

Recommendation:  Provide additional detail on the implications for the future Joint Force and likely metrics which would be useful to evaluate possible alternative solutions.       
Rationale:  In concert with both developmental guidance from J7 and the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) outline of the purpose and intent for JOCs. 

Sponsor Comment:  The current level of detail is sufficient to start experimentation as a version 1.0 product. (pg.4, lines 197-215; pg. 29-34, lines 905-1073; pg. 35-40, lines 1085-1223)

Consensus:  this is not exhaustive, but at least sufficient enough to get started – discussed three levels of experimentation.  Sponsor will add in requirement for metrics (i.e., Appendix /Annex).  
	    P

	J8, Forces Division

MAJ Crissman

DSN: 224-9751

Douglas.Crissman@js.pentagon.smil.mil 
	1-66
	
	
	U
	3. Critical:  The DRAFT Stability Operations JOC spends the majority of its effort describing stability operations today and dedicates little effort to attempting to define what stability operations may involve 15-20 years from now.

Recommendation:  Use the reader’s understanding of stability operations today as a point of departure to offer a vision for the future of stability operations in the year 2015 and beyond; thereby providing an operational context for the continued transformation of Joint Force capabilities.

Rationale:  In concert with both developmental guidance from J7 and the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) outline of the purpose and intent for JOCs. 

Sponsor Comment:  Disagree.  Concept articulates equivalency and concurrency of combat and stability, a greater collaborative process with the interagency, and principles of operation-all transformational, for none exist today (pg.4, lines 197-215; pg. 29-34, lines 905-1073; pg. 35-40, lines 1085-1223)
	    R

	Hayden

JCDE

Pentagon
	17
	2.D.3
	562
	U
	2. Critical: Page 17 needs to be broken into another section.
Recommendation: Take out para 562 thru 567 and move to Para 576.
576. 2.D.4 (start para as is)

INSERT IN LINE 579:

“The first priority in creating an effective Intelligence collection effort is to establish “law and order.” This includes a local police force and Self Defense Forces. The next priority is to establish effect “population and resource control.” Issue new ID cards to the friendly or neutral population and code suspected enemy agents/forces. (INSERT LINE 562-567 HERE.)

Establish or re-establish a “census grievance.” All Arab and most SE Asia countries have a long tradition of the local tribal chief or governor setting once a month for the people (anybody) to petition their leaders for as redress of grievances. This has proven to be a valuable tool in collecting Intelligence. Intelligence is too important to be buried in this para.

Sponsor Comment:  Tactics are below the operational concept level.  Sponsor will take this on for the next edition.
	     R

	ARMY G-3

MAJ KLEIN

703-692-9450
	26-27
	1-2
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	9. Critical:  Document contains no discussion on planning for Stability Operations.

Recommendation:  Stability operations should be considered in the end-to-end campaigning construct.  Stability operations must be planned prior to the commencement of combat operations and include a significant interagency component.  Some discussion of command and control should also be included.  For instance, should the JFC create a functional organization dedicated to planning stability operations?  If so, how would it be organized? Should a separate JTF, CJIATF, JIACG, SJFHQ, or other organization plan stability operations?   Details of this planning process should be contained in this document, perhaps in this section.

Sponsor Comment: Concurrent planning with combat operations is emphasized throughout.  Concept also emphasizes the need to incorporate outside agencies within the planning process.  Sponsor will work with Services to resolve issue; JFCOM will lead.

	    P

	Hayden

JCDE

Pentagon
	27
	3.B
	850
	U
	3. Critical: “Principles” should be replaced by “Planning and Employment Considerations”
Recommendation: Delete “Principles and replace with “Planning and Employment Considerations”

Rationale: Consistency and accuracy.
Sponsor Comment:  The principles offer a future construct for joint force operations.  The application of principles describes how a joint force commander designs a specific campaign (pg. 29-34, lines 905-1173).  Conference agreed to change language.


	    A

	ACC/XPSC

Maj Bryan Moon, DSN 574-3298, bryan.moon@langley.af.mil
	35
	3.B
	813
	
	6. Critical:  This JOC does not depict how future stability operations will be conducted in a focused way.  The tasks and actions required to achieve desired effects are dispersed throughout the “principles” section.  Even so, they are not detailed enough in depicting how the desired effect is to be achieved to form a coherent idea that justifies the capabilities advocated.  For example, what are “effective policies and programs”?  How do we “implement an effective psycholoigical and public information operations (sic)”?  How do we “isolate bad actors from their sources of power and the population”?  Most of the “principles” are actually the desired effects (outcomes).

Recommendation:  Write an “Application and Integration of Military Functions” section which links necessary actions to achieve desired effects.  Differentiate effects from actions required to achieve them.

Rationale:  Clarity.  Adherence to the terms of reference.  Justifies the capabilities.  If you never describe how actions link together to create effects, you will never justify developing the capabilities.  Hits the military problem head-on in a traceable fashion.  Supports experimentation and capability analysis.  
Sponsor Comments:  The intent is met by addressing the stability capabilities with the functional areas in Section 4.  The tasks and actions described under Principles are sufficient for the operational level and should not be prescriptive Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures. (pg. 29-34, lines 905-1073; pg. 35-40, lines 11075-223)

USAF agrees that new language in Section 2 will resolve this. 
	    R

	USSOCOM

 CSO

MR. McCusker

DSN: 299-7754


	53
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	1166
	U
	Critical:  

Recommendation:   Delete : “( Investments in stability capabilities need to be comparable to war fighting capabilities.)” 

Rationale: Suggesting a new multi-billion budget for stability forces comparable to the DoD budget for combat operations is counter productive in a resource constrained environment.   With the ever shrinking USG budget why are we trying to duplicate additional forces to be capable of only Mid to low intensity combat linked to Stability Operations? We must have a force very capable in MCO and integral to that being able to transition to SO 

Sponsor Comment:  Misreading of document.  Never suggested a new budget.  SOCOM agrees that new version resolves this.


	    A

	SA PKSOI

Mr. Flavin

717-2453028
	56-62
	1
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	U
	16. Critical:  As discussed previously, this entire concept needs to be reconsidered.

The Charts (Figures 3,4,5,6,)
The charts do not provide much guidance to military commanders. The charts assume that these operations are linear and they are not.  The charts are focused on coercion and that is only one aspect of the approach to stability operations. There is no recognition that this is an interagency, multinational, and international effort.  It implies that the NGO will not provided services until the military provides security is not universally true.  Rwanda and the Great Lakes crisis is only one situation were NGO provided services in an extreme crisis without any military security.  The charts artificially divide the engagements into peace enforcement, peacekeeping, counter insurgency, and foreign internal defense.  The problem with the current doctrinal approach is that it has embraced artificial boxes into which various operations are placed.  The world is much difference.  All of these states can coexist and that mix will change over time.  The UK doctrine developers are working on an open construct to relate all of these types of operations so that flexibility and adaptability are enhanced.  Recommend that these charts be eliminated.

Recommendation:   What is at issue is the proper application of force and its relationship to the other instruments of power. The level of force and the focus and nature of that force will depend on the consent of all of the elements of the population.  The population will be searching for legitimate governance and as much as their goals and the goals of the intervening international force match the greater the consent.  In war, consent is not an issue for the military commander. In stability operations, the level of consent determines fundamentals of the operation. One side may consent in whole or in part, multiple parties may consent, there may be no consent, or the consent may vary dramatically over time. Some sectors of a town may be in relative peace and support, while another part of the same town may be actively undermining the efforts. There may be consent at the Strategic level among the party representatives signing an agreement while renegade local groups at the tactical level may disagree violently with their leaders and are hostile to a settlement.  So the application of force in concern with the other instruments of power must be tailored toward the local situations.  In any give stability operation in one country, all of the Charts can occur simultaneously.  A better construct needs to be developed.  

The commander needs to have the guidance on how to develop his lines of effort, how to determine the effects of these lines of operations, how to allocate resources and how to know if he is on the glide path to success.

Rational: This matches what is actually happening in the three-block war. 

Sponsor Comment:  Charts clearly depict levels of coercion, inducements, or socialization only.  The document clearly presents the simultaneity of actions in stability operations. (Appendix B; pg. 45, 47, 48, 49)

Will provide recommendations to make them more fluid, if make contribution to overall argument. Sponsor will target improvements in the next version.
	    R

	AF/XOXS

Maj Stephen Davis
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	5. Critical:  

Recommendation:  SO JOC needs to provide more detail on how the transitions from supported, to supporting, and back to supported will occur
Rationale:  Completeness
Sponsor Comment:  How a transition occurs is situationally dependent. (pg. ii, line 79-82; pg.  19, lines 627)

Potential fixes: Add in example; identify as shortfall requiring fix/additional capabilities; or, not as assumption but as risk. JFCOM will consider including this as risk to the concept. AF to add language under section 3.B.6.
	A

	Army G3, DAMO-SSP.

MR. Myers

703-692-9390

Blake.myers@us.army.mil
	12
	1
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	U
	7.b. Critical:  Section 2.D. – Case 2 Operational Environment is flawed from several perspectives.  The section largely describes stability operations in comparison to combat operations, which limits stability operations to non-combat actions.  However throughout the section there is explicit recognition that stability operations directly support combat operations, can occur in conjunction with combat operations, and involve combat forces in executing specific stability operations tasks.  This construct is confusing because it contemplates a distinct separation between combat and stability operations in kind and in force organization, a distinction that is artificial and not supported by historical example or analysis.  The stability operations concept must be developed in a construct that includes combat or the threat of combat.  

Within this section, paragraph 2.D.3. postulates that during combat the joint force commander becomes the “lead instrument for national policy” in the crisis and the JFC becomes the “supported agent” – a dubious assumption upon which to base this operating concept.  It also discusses tasks of the “joint stability force” that are all encompassing (e.g., locating and dislocating total spoilers, civic actions that contribute to combat operations, protecting cultural landmarks, hospitals, schools, religious sites and museums, and performing government functions that the regime or local agencies are unwilling or unable to perform), and stipulates that the “joint stability force commander is supported by all elements of interagency and coalition power.  This construct assumes away the issue of interagency elements being placed under military control and reflects JFCOM’s previously proposed notion of a combined force composed of all joint, interagency, coalition elements under command of the JFC, which was discounted in earlier concept versions.  The “combined force” construct is gone in name, but the substance is still reflected in this section and should be eliminated from this concept.
Recommendation:  Revise this section to address critical concerns articulated above.

Rationale:  Accuracy and clarity

Sponsor Comment:  Disagree.  Concept specifically states that offensive and defensive actions are inherent to stability operations.  A “combined force” is never implied (pg. 2, lines 158-160; pg. 8, lines 302-308; pg.  22, line 721-728; pg 24, lines 765-772)

Added word “power” vice “policy.”
	    A


� Stephen John Stedman, Spoiler Problems in the Peace Process, International Security, Fall 1997 Vol 22 No. 2, MIT Press, p. 66
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