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	Comment#
	Org/

Reviewer
	Process  
	Class
	Assessment And Recommendation For Improvement

	1
	ECJ8

DSN: 314-430-8241
	
	U
	Assessment:  The process change required to implement capabilities-based lexicon (instead of requirements-based) has been painful but worthwhile during developing the IPL documentation.  The tiered JCA matrix was extremely useful to assist our Components and EUCOM FCBs translate their issues into the correct capability-based lexicon.  EUCOM’s Theater Plans organization is attempting to re-write plans using predictive JCA tier 3-5 lexicon so linking plans to resources can be accomplished.  This process will get easier as we go through this a couple times.  The IDA-sponsored Linking Plans To Resources (LPTR) team has been very helpful throughout the JCA lexicon implementation process.
Recommendation:  

- Strongly encourage lexicon-development workshop invitations to include theater plans writers attendance as tiers 3-5 are authored.  

- Strongly encourage development of a mobile training/assistance team, guided by the Joint Staff, to assist COCOMs in the identification of capability gaps and translating those into JCA lexicon.  Teams can also function to provide a feedback mechanism to the JS on progress of JCA development and implementation throughout the COCOMs.  

- Timely guidance takes the guess work out of COCOM products required by the JS.  This is even more critical during process changes.



	2
	USJFCOM

J9/JDPO

DSN668-3119
	Capabilities Based Planning for Joint Force Projection
	U
	Assessment: Institutional JCA’s are not applicable to operational planning.

Recommendation: Update JCAMP to annotate that institutional JCAs are not applicable to operations.  Do not link operational or tactical UJTLs to the institutional JCAs.



	3
	USJFCOM

J9/JDPO

DSN668-3119
	Capabilities Based Planning for Joint Force Projection
	U
	Assessment: JCA’s are difficult to understand. Not intuitive to the layman (as reported by several functional users from our components).

Recommendation: Insert study & socialization of the JCAs into Service and Joint PME as soon as possible.  Include in Joint doctrine publication at first opportunity.



	4
	USJFCOM

J9/COG

DSN: 688-3148
	Joint Force Development
	U
	Assessment: Having the various Tier I JCA types divided into four categories that have overlapping relationships does mimic to a degree current organization construct however if in application this is not constrained to functional and operational overlaps solely we might create a more confusing matrix for orderly progression from “effects” to “capability” bridging. 

Recommendation: Allow flexibility in the JCA tier levels for varied use but limit at all possible increasing the dimensions.  The intent of having a common mapping schema will help all of DoD and hopefully our efforts with MN and IA where the purpose of mapping will link capabilities to the mission first without linking platforms thus giving us all a much better picture of our overall readiness to meet the needs of the nation and to efficiently manage resources. 



	5
	USJFCOM

J9/JPP

DSN668-3368
	Joint Force Development
	U
	Assessment: The design of the JCA construct into four JCA types – Institutional, Functional, Operational, and Domain - is both comprehensive and flexible.  The construct allows each JCA type (e.g. Institutional) to view pertinent portions of the other three from its own particular point of view, standards, and requirements and gain a big picture understanding of their inter-relationships and how they relate to the JCA type of primary interest.  From a Joint Force Development point of view the Institutional type (primarily the Joint Force Management JCA because it embraces Future Capability Identification) and the Operational type (because it embraces the COCOM paradigm) are the most useful lenses for looking at the integration of functions and domains.

Recommendation: None



	6
	USJFCOM

J9/JCD&E

DSN688-3646


	Joint Force Development
	U
	Assessment: This effort to refine the JCAs into a practical, useful and manageable set of areas complements JCD&E’s ongoing activities to align our concept development equities with the defense science & technology planning process.  We have concluded that there is merit in focusing on the six core FCBs (BA, C2, FL, P, FA and JT).  Note that “Net Centric” is not looked at as being a separate function as it can be covered under the C2 and BA FCBs.   

Recommendation: The use of a capability-based planning unifies several related “organizing principles” under a common schema.  Application of the tiers need to keep in mind that redundancies within the system are important to find similar applications however if the redundancies do not help identify capabilities but instead adds the burden of mapping by organizational management structure we are defeating the purpose it was intended.  

	7
	JSJ8/ 703.602.5397
	FCB Portfolios mapped to Joint Capability Areas 
	U
	Assessment:  Recently, FCBs initiated work on mapping existing portfolios to JCAs both at Tier 1 and Tier 2 levels.  Although the effort was only conducted down to top-level Tier 2s, the effort has been helpful.  FCBs have been able to identify holes in existing portfolios where capabilities have not been covered and have consequently began working on updating portfolios.  Since IPL guidance has directed that COCOMs write IPLs using JCA language – updated portfolios will facilitate binning IPLs to the correct FCB.  

Recommendation:  FCB Portfolios should be updated immediately followed by further refinement of the mapping effort beyond top-level Tier 2 JCAs.  



	8
	JSJ8/ 703.602.5397
	Status of JCA usage
	U
	Assessment:  Currently FCBs do not have visibility of the status of JCA use by other agencies.  JFCOM has reportedly completed mapping UJTLS to JCAs and OSD PA&E has completed initial mapping of PEs to JCAs.   

Recommendation:  Visibility – information sharing will be important to the socialization of JCAs within The Joint Staff.  JCA webpage or periodic emails announcing “progress reports” on JCAs will be useful to the FCBs.  



	9
	Marine Combat Development Command

DSN: 278-6247
	· Identification, design, and prioritization of required capabilities.
	U
	Assessment: The JCAs do not yet aid understanding or decision-making at the Service level.  If the JCAs are of use at some other level, than their utility at the Service level might not be relevant.  

· The JCAs do not yet assist the holistic design of our complex systems because it is not yet clear that the sum of these decomposed elements equals a useful whole.  Capability developers include JCA labels in documents IOT assist planning and oversight by the FCBs, JROC, etc, but they are not yet of known value to the capability design itself.  Cooperative efforts by Marine Expeditionary Family of Fighting Vehicles (MEFFV) and Army Future Combat System (FCS) developers have not yet used the JCAs to communicate.  Command and Control system integrators, including those developing joint/interagency architectures, have not yet found the JCAs useful.  Concept developers, including those participating in JIC development, have not yet found the JCAs useful.  Programmers, including those prioritizing initiatives within Supplemental Requests and Budget Submissions did not find the JCAs useful.

· In part, the JCAs are not useful because they do not facilitate choices between alternatives.  They do not facilitate choice because the JCAs are not symmetric.  Every “box” in a Tier must have the same type of relationship to every other box.  If one box describes an action, every other box must describe an action: if one box describes a military organization, every box must describe a military organization.  In the current draft, rather than comparing apples to oranges, the JCAs compare apples to walking the dog. 

Recommendation:  

· Apply a systems engineering methodology to JCA development. However, in order for this approach to work, it must be employed “whole cloth”.  In other words, the basic rules of functional decomposition should not be violated, at least without clear explanation as to why.  To this end, we have included the recommendations listed below.
·  Evaluate the use of the DoD Architectural Framework (DODAF) as a guide http://www.software.org/pub/architecture/dodaf.asp#all .  This approach would better define and rigorously apply rules to the decomposition and classification of joint capabilities.  It appears that a functional decomposition is the basis of the approach but there are also anomalous JCAs in both Tiers.  See Tier 1 and Tier 2 Comments.

· Publish a development roadmap/implementation plan that clearly defines the business rules to be followed, prior to continued development/refinement of the JCA Taxonomy and Lexicon. A rule set needs to be established to ensure a coherent and consistent Taxonomy and Lexicon capabilities framework.  The current Taxonomy construct is confusing due to inconsistencies in logic and detail.  The JCAMP (when published) will address  “how” proposed changes will be approved (or disapproved), but does not establish guidelines to govern further development and refinement.   
· Publish the rules used to date.  It appears that many of the data points have been taken from the JOCs and JICs, but they must be “blended” more consistently.  In other words, some of the JCAs, as presently defined, do not conform to the pattern established by the others.  While this might seem inconsequential, it is in reality a significant deviation from established functional decomposition procedures.  A basic tenet of functional decomposition is that the connections, both laterally and vertically throughout the “tree diagram,” are evident and logical.  In other words, the “parent/child” relationships should all be evident, and the terms used should be consistent.  By consistent, we mean that they should all be either verbs, nouns, or gerunds.  And, if there are obvious patterns in one area of the “tree”, these patterns should be continued throughout the remainder of the tree as well.  It is this adherence to disciplined procedures that makes functional decomposition a useful tool that will produce consistent, repeatable, traceable, defendable results.

· In addition to the present functional definitions contained within the construct, we recommend creating useful “class” definitions to define the various levels of the decomposition “tree”.  This will provide a “built in” discipline that will reduce confusion, add rigor and precision, and improve the overall utility of the JCA construct.  Terms like “mission,” “task,” “objective,” and all other terms associated with building and employing the JCA “taxonomy” must be precisely defined since they represent classes within the hierarchy.  The relationships between all these terms must be precisely and clearly understood by all users or the utility of the taxonomy as a descriptive hierarchy is minimal.  In many respects, the precision and logic evident in the taxonomy rules is the most important element of the taxonomy itself.  At present, the lack of evident precision, rigor, and discipline in the JCA taxonomy diminishes its value.

Consider:

· Either adopting or replacing other decompositions in use. The UJTLs and JMETLs are a good example of a disciplined approach to functional decomposition applied to military tasks.  Due to their obvious similarities in terms of intended use and application, consideration should be given to using them as the basis for the JCAs If the JCAs are intended as a “common capabilities language”, these various languages should not be “mapped” or translated to one another: they should replace one another.  http://jdeis.cornerstoneindustry.com/jdeis/new_pubs/m350004d.pdf

· It is not clear that a single JCA structure can serve each of the DoD processes, because each requires processing of different types of data for a different purpose.



	10
	U.S. Army

G37 703.614.7437
	JCA 
	U
	Assessment:  The current Joint Capability Area (JCA) construct has significant potential to be a useful paradigm to frame joint needs across a variety of Department of Defense (DoD) processes: policy formulation, planning, programming, requirement generation and acquisition. The level of effort that the stake holders and process owners have invested over the last eighteen months has produced a meaningful lexicon that. If used properly, will allow the Combatant Commanders, the Services and the OSD Staff to communicate and frame their needs. However, the JCA construct is not mature enough to implement in any meaningful fashion into the on-going Army processes. The Tier 1 and Tier 2 JCA’s are a mix of operational, institutional and functional needs that are not exclusive and will cause turmoil and abuse. An early or badly timed implementation would easily result in the eighteen-month effort being scrapped. Too much energy has been expended and the stakes are too high for this meaningful approach to be set aside. 

Recommendation: Convene a GO/SES Steering Committee (1-2 Star level) of representatives from the stake holders and process owners to review and recommend an implementation schema.  



	11
	U.S. Army

TRADOC Futures Center

DSN: 680-4140
	JCA Definitions
	U
	Assessment:  JCAMP definition of “Capability”

Recommendation: Need to change and/or establish the military definition of “Capability” in the JCAMP (paragraph 3.f.), CJCSI 3170.01E, and CJCSI 3010.02B (Draft) to either: 

A. “Capability. The ability to execute a specified course of action. (A capability may or may not be accompanied by an intention.) (DoD Dictionary) 

B. “Capability, The ability to achieve a task under specified standards and conditions through combinations of and ways and means. [Modified CJCSI 3010.02B (Draft)].” 

Rationale: The lexicon of “...achieve a desired effect…” is not appropriate for a definition of “capability” in JCAMP or the JCAs.  Capabilities are the ways and means to achieve a task that should be eventually linked to a Joint Force Commander’s campaign objectives and, subsequently, desired effects.  However, capabilities are developed independent of campaign plans – including objectives and desired effects.  Note that CJCSI 3170.01E does not define “capability”. The proposed change will bring the JCAMP, CJCSI 3170.01E, and CJCSI 3010.02B in line with DoD definitions, JCIDS, and Joint concept drafts of the effects-based approach to campaign planning.  Need to have a clear and consistent definition of “capability” across the joint community.


	12
	US Army G8 FDJ

DSN: 222-5361
	JCA-JCIDS
	U
	Assessment:  Implementing the JCA as a common lexicon and taxonomy for defining joint capabilities will be implemented in JCIDS on a trial basis (JROC Memorandum currently in staffing).  Initially, all JCIDS documents will include a list of the Tier 1 and Tier 2 JCAs applicable to that document.  As the number of JCAs is large, this may become an unwieldy process and may not increase the understanding of the capability required.  

Recommendation: Implement JCA inclusion in JCIDS documents on a trial basis and review impact in 6 months.

	13
	US Army G8 FDJ

DSN: 222-5361
	JCA-JCIDS
	U
	Assessment:  There has been little discussion on ranking / prioritizing the JCAs.  Are all JCAs equal?  Is it better to be able to link to more JCAs than fewer?  Are some JCAs more important than others?  Not sure how the JCAs will be used to scope capability gaps (other than as discussion points).  If JCA are used to standardize definitions in JCIDS documents, program may be worthwhile.  If JCA will be used to rank/prioritize capabilities/gaps, do not believe this will contribute to the process.

Recommendation: Continue to refine the JCA process



	14
	US Army G8 FDJ

DSN: 222-5361
	JCA-JCIDS
	U
	Assessment:  Appears that all JCAs can be broadly categorized into several Capability Areas (Protection, Force Application, Battle Command, and Sustainment) and further sub-divided into capability Levels:  Strategic, Operational, and Tactical.  With this much simpler construct, a matrix could be developed to scope a capability (and perhaps rank capabilities).

Recommendation:  Continue to refine the JCA process in order to develop a simple system which can be used to scope capability gaps.  



	15
	US Army G8 FDJ

DSN: 222-5361
	JCA-JCIDS
	U
	Assessment:  There is a good deal of confusion on the purpose of the JCAs. 

Recommendation:  Develop a clear, concise, overarching definition of the JCAs which includes their task, purpose, and expectations for implementation and end state (what we will do with them).

	16
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 


	PPBE
	U
	Assessment: Little benefit at this time but expect much more benefit in the future when capability roadmaps are developed and flushed out.  

It is essential that capability roadmaps be developed as soon as possible in order to understand which programs support which JCA. Additionally, N-NC strongly supports detailed program funding data be incorporated into the roadmaps as well as program status (on track, off track) to enable the selection of offsets by COCOMs for the PPBE process. Currently, there is limited information about program funding and status available to COCOMs and efforts to get it have been impeded. 
Recommendation: Begin and accelerate development of capability roadmaps that bin programs of record to JCAs. 



	17
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 
	Integrated Priority List (IPL)
	U
	Assessment: Beneficial as guidance for this year’s IPL input required the use of JCAs. It puts all COCOM inputs on the same level when discussing capability shortfalls from a common language standpoint. 

Recommendation: Continue the use of JCA language in IPL submissions.  


	18
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 
	JCIDS & Functional Capability Boards (FCB)
	U
	Assessment: Little benefit at this time but expect much more benefit in the future when capability roadmaps are developed, flushed out, and FCB’s can provide gap analysis, prioritization and overall JCA status during JROC briefings on specific capability based analysis (CBA) solutions for JCAs. Currently when analysis is briefed to the JCB/JROC there is a lack of prioritization on development of a capability, the gap the capability is designed to fulfill as well as information on how a proposed solution fits into the overall enterprise architecture.
Recommendation: Begin and accelerate development of capability roadmaps that bin programs of record to JCAs. 



	19
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 
	PLANS
	U
	Assessment: Little benefit at this time but expect much more benefit in the future when plans begin identifying required capabilities through the use of JCA language. With the incorporation of JCA language in plans, plans will help to identify and quantify capability requirements based on operational effects and strategic desired end state. 

Recommendation: Continue to provide guidance on the use of JCA language in all plans.



	20
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 
	Family of Joint Operating Concepts
	U
	Assessment: Little benefit at this time but expect more benefit as concept documents continue to be updated and use JCA language to identify future capability requirements.

Recommendation: Continue to provide guidance on the use of JCA language in the family of joint operating concepts. 


	21
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 
	Lessons Learned
	U
	Assessment: No benefit at this time. Review of COCOM lessons learned reveal a lack of use of JCA language. More emphasis/guidance is needed for COCOMs and Services to provide lessons learned on capabilities from exercises and operations in a JCA format.
Recommendation: Encourage the use of JCA language during the development and presentation of lessons learned.



	22
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 
	Analysis (Analytic Agenda)
	U
	Assessment: No benefit at this time but expect more use of JCAs in the refinement and update of Defense Planning Scenarios (DPS) and Multi Service Force Deployment (MSFD) scenarios planned to be conducted during FY-06 by JS J8.

Recommendation: Encourage the use of JCA language during the development of DPS and MFSD documents. 



	23
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 
	Defense Readiness Reporting System (DRRS)/Joint Quarterly Readiness Report (JQRR)
	U
	Assessment: No benefit at this time. 

Recommendation: Encourage/mandate the use of JCA language during the development of DRRS. Update guidance documents for DRRS.

	24
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 
	Strategic Guidance
	U
	Assessment: No benefit at this time as the current documents do not contain any JCA language. 

Recommendation: Mandate the use of JCA language in upcoming revised strategic guidance (NSS, NDS, NMS, SPC, SPG, JPG) documents undergoing review in FY-06 and beyond. Do not allow signature on these documents until JCA language has been satisfactorily incorporated.

	25
	N-NC J8, DSN 692-2312, 
	Effects Based Planning
	U
	Assessment: No benefit at this time. There is limited use of effects presently in plans, family of joint concepts, and strategic guidance that support JCA use.

Recommendation: JS J7 develop a standardized list of effects (with metrics) for each JCA. 

	26
	USNORTH-COM J5

DSN: 692-1085
	Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS)
	U
	Assessment:  The Joint Capabilities Areas (JCAs) have not been integrated into the JCIDS process.  

Recommendation:  Ensure that the Tier 1 and 2 capabilities are defined in the Concept Development, the Functional Area Analysis (FAA), the Functional Needs Analysis (FNA) and the Functional Solutions Analysis (FSA).  Then when the capability reaches the Analysis of Alternatives it may be compared with other capabilities. 



	27
	USNORTH-COM J5

DSN: 692-1085
	Joint Strategic Capabilities Planning
	U
	Assessment:  Joint Strategic Capabilities Planning (JSCP) should be done using capabilities versus apportioning forces to combatant commands.
Recommendation:  Incorporate the JCAs into JSCP to use capabilities needed to win decisively, swiftly defeat the efforts or the capabilities need to defend the homeland. 



	28
	USNORTH-COM J5

DSN: 692-1085
	Tier 3, Tier 4, etc.
	U
	Assessment:  A way ahead for the services and combatant commands to further define their capabilities beyond the Tier 2 level. 

Recommendation:  The services should further define the capabilities beyond Tier 2 all the way down to what hardware is used to fulfill a capability (e.g., specific satellites to accomplish Joint Battlespace Awareness).  This would aid in identifying gaps and overlaps in capabilities. 

	29
	SCJ8

DSN: 567-1813
	PPBE (Resource Mapping; Program/ Budget Review; POM/BES Development)
	U
	Assessment:  Per Secretary Rumsfeld’s 6 May 05 guidance memo, the department is to “apply the capabilities lexicon to the program and budget databases.”  We interpret this guidance to mean ‘map your total obligation authority (TOA) to the JCAs’, presumably for the purpose of supporting resource allocation analyses/decisions and POM/BES development.  While most of SOUTHCOM’s TOA can be readily mapped to the current JCAs, some elements of our resources cannot.  These elements largely encompass the resources attendant to ‘the ability to operate a COCOM headquarters’, i.e., administrative/corporate governance processes such as the ability to prepare IPLs and POMs, the ability to conduct inspections of subordinate units, the ability to operate and sustain headquarters facilities, etc.  

If our interpretation of the Secretary’s guidance is correct, business rules describing “how to” map TOA to the JCAs are clearly needed.  For example, would funding for civilian pay be exclusively mapped to the Joint Force Generation Tier 1 JCA?  Or would it be mapped to the various Tier 1/2 capabilities these individuals enable/support?  How would we treat cases where a given program’s resources support/ enable multiple JCAs?  

Recommendation:  If the department intends to accurately map every nickel of TOA to the JCAs, the JCA taxonomy and lexicon should be expanded to incorporate ‘capabilities’ encompassing corporate/ institutional governance requirements and processes.  Additionally, business rules outlining the “how to’s” for mapping TOA to the JCAs should be developed and implemented.  

	30
	OPNAV

N81

(703) 695-8748
	1 - Service Capabilities Plan Development

2 - Service POM Development

3 - JCIDS
	U
	Assessment: Navy is preparing their Integrated Capabilities Plan (ICP), which is the basis for POM development, utilizing JCAs…except JFG & JFM.  Because JFG & JFM lack sufficient fidelity, Navy is assessing these areas using existing N1 and N4 categorization.  More fidelity is required if they are to be used for operational, analytical, or programmatic purposes.
Recommendation: If the desire is to retain JFG & JFM, their Tier 2 structures must be fleshed out (create a Tier 2b) to provide more clarity and greater fidelity.


	31
	OPNAV

N81

(703) 695-8748

(FORCENet)

(703)

614-0314

(703)

695-4887


	1 - Service Capabilities Plan Development

2 - Service POM 

Development

3 - JCIDS
	U
	Assessment:  Some Tier 2 JCAs do not meet the SECDEF/Tank-approved criteria, and do NOT lend themselves to operational execution, delegation, analysis, or programming.  Many of these Tier 2 JCAs may be considered leadership or “operational art”, i.e. (from JC2): “Manage Risk”, “Set Priorities Guidance/Standards”, “Assess Compliance w/Cmndr’s Intent”, etc. – these are supported more by training than “Employ the Force”-type capabilities.

Per the SECDEF/Tank-approved definitions (and the JCAMP): 

- Tier 1 JCAs should facilitate Capabilities Based Planning (CBP), decision making, & trade analysis.  They can be generated by/provided to a COCOM/CJTF, or provided thru/delegated by a COCOM/CJTF for execution.

- Tier 2 JCAs are “more specific capability categories” that provide “sufficient definition”….

Services organize/train/equip & build budgets; COCOMs fight wars.  JCAs must meaningfully support service/COCOM operational and analytical efforts in order to be useful.
Recommendations:  

1 - Review all JCAs to ensure they meet Tier 1 & 2 critieria/definitions.  Revise Jt C2, JFG, & JFM structures with an eye towards identifying JCAs that can be delegated, executed, analyzed, or specifically supported by DoD systems & programs.  

2 – Consolidate “operational art” elements of C2 into fewer, white Jt C2 Tier 2 boxes, which appear as blue Tier 2 boxes under the Tier 1 JFG, and thus will fall under the Jt Trng FCB. 

3 – Instead of making JCA constructs to mirror JICs/JFCs on the shelf; JICs that are tweaked to follow JCAs may serve better…. 

	32
	OPNAV

N812

(703) 695-8748
	1 - Service Capabilities Plan Development

2 - Service POM Development
	U
	Assessment:  Need more precise definition for how the budgeting side should view “Build the Force – JFG”, “Manage the Force – JFM”, and “Employ the Force – other 19”.  Two common views are:

1 – all the $$ falls into JFG…because this is where services recruit, train, and equip; COCOMs don’t buy all the stuff they employ… 

2 – all the $$ falls into “Employ the Force”

Recommendation:  Clarify how the budgeting side should view “Build the Force – JFG”, “Manage the Force – JFM”, and “Employ the Force – other 19”.  

	33
	DISA

NCES Data Advisor

703-882-1165
	
	U
	Encode taxonomy in machine-processable format.  It is an excellent idea to provide the UJTL as a taxonomy.  In order for  applications to easily process any taxonomies, we encourage the taxonomy be encoded in a data format that is easily digested by application programs.

The W3C recommends the Web Ontology Language (OWL) as the format.  The NCES  program has recently added the Taxonomy Gallery to the DoD Metadata Registry  (available on NIPRNET, SIPRNET, and the IC Metadata WG operates a version on  JWICS) to provide visibility to taxonomies encoded in OWL.  I would be happy  to discuss this further.

	34
	DISA

NCES Data Advisor

703-882-1165
	
	U
	Register at lowest security level practical.  As I understand the UJTL is unclassified.  By registering this in the Unclassified Instance of the DoD Metadata Registry, there will be greater opportunity for reuse.  Also, it'll be easier to manipulate (more tools available for NIPRNET).

	35
	DISA

NCES Data Advisor

703-882-1165
	
	U
	Consult with IC Metadata Working Group re: Intelligence

branches of the taxonomy Mr. Tim West is chair of the IC Metadata Working Group and has been working within that community to develop an Intelligence Taxonomy.  It would be mutually beneficial if both DoD and IC were harmonized.  I can provide his contact info.

	36
	OUSD(AT&L)/DS 
Systems Engineering 


703-695-2300
	
	U
	Assessment:  The Overall description of the JCAs talk to Tier 1 and Tier 2 activities.  Several (14 of 21) of the JCAs have Tier 3 and in some cases Tier 4 activities listed. 

Recommendation: Restructure JCAs so that mapping of tasks and Tiers are consistent across all JCAs.  From an analytical perspective is difficult to map and bin capabilities with a consistent logic when the JCAs are not consistently structured.  Some JCAs like Homeland Defense use 4 broad categories at the Tier Two level vice the Command and Control JCA having 40 Tier 2 which are in reality a combination of Tier 2 and Tier 3 tasks along with another 9 supporting tasks.

	37
	OUSD(AT&L)/DS 
Systems Engineering 


703-695-2300
	
	U
	Assessment:  Many of the JCAs as written cover the entire spectrum of Conflict for all services and thus the portfolio it generates for systems is nearly the entire suite of Department of Defense systems.  This minimizes usefulness for evaluating materiel solutions (including technologies) against capabilities.  

Recommendation: Look at an alternative of a set of enabling portfolios that are narrowly defined such as C2, Logistics, Battlespace awareness that support a set of effects portfolios for Land, Air and Maritime Effects.  This would allow you to examine portfolios needed for specific operations. 

	38
	OUSD(AT&L)/DS 
Systems Engineering 


703-695-2300
	
	U
	Assessment: JCA’s present a way to view systems and capability areas, but the overlap in the lexicon makes it difficult to view any area or system in isolation.  Most systems support 7-10 JCAs and in some case up to 19 JCAs.  

Recommendation: Look at ways to narrow the scope of the JCAs to make each JCA more unique and mutually exclusive. 

	39
	OUSD(AT&L)/DS 
Systems Engineering 


703-695-2300
	
	U
	Assessment:  JCAs are useful for cross-process and cross-organization communication.  Because organizations and processes have been directed to implement JCAs individually, their real utility has not been tested.  It is therefore still not clear to what end purpose the JCAs will serve to support.  This makes it difficult to structure them to more efficiently support that desired end state.
Recommendation: Clarify the purpose and use of JCAs in order to facilitate their clarity and usefulness.  Do this through assessments or that are not based only within one organization or process.  

	40
	OUSD(AT&L)DS/SE/DT&E

COMM: (703) 697-5806

DSN: 227
	Acquisition Process
	U
	Assessment: Draft JCAMP dated 12 Dec 05.  

JCAs’ are useful only if the associated terms and definitions are universally accepted, captured and defined. Additionally, each program in the acquisition process should have the JCA(s) the program/product/system is supporting be identified in the respective baseline documents: AoA, ISR, AS, SEP, TES/TEMP

Recommendation: Ensure all JCA related terms are captured in JCS Pub 2.  Require every program in the acquisition process to identify what JCA(s) it is being developed/acquired to support and why.  This can be captured in the System Description of the AoA, ISR, AS, SEP, and TES/TEMP.



	41
	OUSD(AT&L)DS/SE/DT&E

COMM: (703) 697-5806

DSN: 227
	NA
	U
	Assessment: Refined Joint Capability Areas Tier 1 and Supporting Tier 2 Lexicon. 

Current document jumps right into a JCA description – “Joint Force Generation” and does provide the reader a description of what the document contains or the relationships of Tier 1 JCAs to Tier 2 JCAs. 

Recommendation:  Add a lead-in paragraph describing what this document’s purpose and content is.  



	42
	OUSD(AT&L)DS/JFA/

COMM: (703) 695-9284

DSN: 225
	NA
	U
	Assessment: Attempts at integrating JCAs into the JCIDS process are invisible to the every day user of JCIDS.  FCBs have not incorporated use of JCAs into their activities, for example, their mention is absent from the “CBA User Guide” that will be presented to the JCB this month. 

Recommendation:  JCA utility to the JCIDS process should be a driver in the assessment of their overall utility.  



	43
	OUSD(AT&L)DS/JFA/

COMM: (703) 695-9284

DSN: 225
	NA
	U
	Assessment: The JCAs appear to be isolated from other aspects of the Joint lexicon – such as joint concepts.

Recommendation:  JCAs should have ties back to Joint Operating Concepts, Joint Functional Concepts and Joint Integrating Concepts.   In light of the ongoing work with roadmaps, portfolio reviews and capability based assessments, the role of JCAs in supporting these actions or how these actions and JCAs can be usefully integrated has to be assessed.    



	44
	ODUSD(AS&C)/

COMM: (703) 693-0462

DSN: 223
	NA
	U
	Assessment: The proliferation of JCA tiers continues with no discernable end in sight.  AT&L staffers see declining return on time invested in binning.

Recommendation:  Focus henceforth must be on study of JCA use, vice their refinement.  



	45
	ODUSD(AS&C)/

COMM: (703) 693-0462

DSN: 223
	NA
	U
	Assessment: As discrete areas are identified, there seems to be an implied qualitative statement that a capability is not of value if it doesn’t clearly fit an existing area definition.  

Recommendation:  There should be some statement of understanding that every effort to create “bins” is, in fact, a definition of a capability stovepipe, and innovative capabilities will always be needed to “caulk the seams”


	46
	ODUSD(AS&C)/

COMM: (703) 693-0462

DSN: 223
	NA
	U
	Assessment: There remain concerns that JCAs will either create supercapabilities designed by Service programmers to put a check in every conceivable capability box, or will fragment capabilities into very narrow, very deep solutions satisfying one JCA sponsor perfectly and no one else.  

Recommendation:  Our needs and solutions processes will need to discourage submissions at either end of that range.  



	47
	ODUSD(AS&C)/

COMM: (703) 693-0462

DSN: 223
	NA
	U
	Assessment: There is some question about tracing subsystem/component acquisition elements to JCAs.  For example, an electronics spray cooling technology applies to wide ranges of capabilities.  There will likely be little payoff to binning such elements to JCAs at any tier level.  

Recommendation:  Insights such as these will refine mapping activities to only those that are useful.  



	48
	HQ/USAF/XOX-CONOPS,  DSN 426-6249
	
	
	Assessment:  General Idea: JCAs have too much duplication.  For example, Tier 2 areas such as Air & Space Defense, Theater Air & Missile Defense, Provide and employ Joint Fires, and Anti-submarine Warfare all share (to some extent) the same capabilities.   None of these capabilities (that are the same) are identified.  As is the normal procedure, when drill down occurs within capability areas to identify sub-capabilities, the sub-capabilities will be described differently.  This creates a difficult state where shared capabilities are not all identified and those that are identified are described differently.  

Recommendation:  Develop Standard processes for determining sub-capabilities and a standard capabilities framework for all framework users to operate within.  Concentration should be on the most compact set of capabilities possible.  The resulting framework will not be successful until it provides capabilities that are “mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive,” and usable at the level that the capability analysis requires.

	49
	HQ/USAF/XOX-CONOPS,  DSN 426-6249
	
	U
	Assessment:  Many of the Tier 1 and Tier 2 “Capability” Areas are in reality Mission Areas.  Mission areas tend to be things that concentrate on those things that we currently do.  Rather, we should concentrate on the things that we must do.  Mission areas, tend to politicize what should otherwise be an open and objective analysis process.  In addition, mission areas tend to restrict the work to those currently executing the mission.  

Recommendation:  For the improvement of the process, we should get away from Mission Areas and move toward effects-oriented capability statements.  Example:  eliminate something like “Anti-submarine warfare” in favor of something like “Destroy undersea, maneuvering targets that are 100 feet below the surface.”



	50
	HQ/USAF/XOX-CONOPS,  DSN 426-6249
	
	U
	Assessment:  The “White Box on Power Point” Taxonomy convention to link Tier 2  capability areas is a poor way to show relationships between Tier 2 capability areas.  Currently, not all (actually most) relationships are not shown on the slides.  This is because some OPRs choose not to show white boxes.  It is also the case that the slide format is not capable of showing all relationships because of slide space limitations.  This leads to an inconsistent and incomplete display of Tier 2 linkages.  

Recommendation:  Eliminate the white boxes.  If this is unacceptable, then show all relationships—this will require selecting a different venue for Taxonomy depiction.



	51
	HQ/AF XOR-FM

DSN: 227-6597
	JCA Implementation Process


	U
	Assessment:  There currently is not a JCA implementation strategy.  This is made even clearer by the fact that the DRAFT JCAMP purpose statement is explicit in that it is not intended to be an implementation plan.  There are multiple examples where the JS, COCOMs, OSD, and even the Services have taken the JCAs and initiated a myriad of processes to answer the "CBP question of the day".  From what we have seen to date, most of these initiatives have a common thread that link PEs to the JCA Tier I - with little acknowledgement that Tier II exists - or the gaps/shortfalls (or fixes) that reside w/i Tier II.  The resulting decisions that stem from these "processes" do not include Service gap analysis or recommended solutions.
Recommendation: J8 and the DDFM along with all stakeholders to include the Services initiate the development of the JCA Implementation Strategy.

	52
	HQ/AF XOR-FM

DSN: 227-6597
	JCA Tier II Structure
	U
	Assessment: Current JCA structure is confusing and complex and is stressing the ability of the JS and Services to adequately articulate and staff appropriately.  

Recommendation: Need to simplify and standardize the JCA structure.  Need to get to the point where the resulting capability areas are mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive.  For the time being, JCAs should not go below the Tier II level of indenture.



	53
	HQ/AF XOR-FM

DSN: 227-6597
	Service Inclusion in the JOINT CBP process
	U
	Assessment: It has become apparent that Service gap analysis/ recommendations are not being considered, and that risk decisions are being made in absence of Services analysis. 

Recommendation:  Services work with J-7/J-8 to define a JOINT CBP process where Services are inextricably involved from beginning to end.  In addition, Services for the time being will concentrate work at the Tier 2 level to determine JOINT need and provide solutions to the JOINT Need.

	54
	HQ/AF XOR-FM

DSN: 227-6597
	Future Capability Identification

(FCI)
	U
	Assessment:  IAW the FM JFC, and the JCA Tier II (by the same name) under Jt Force Management, initiate the development of a process/methodology that will “identify capabilities needed to meet joint force requirements in the future to inform Force Generation activities”
Recommendation: J8 and the DDFM initiate the development of the Future Capability Identification process/methodology.  The development of the FCI should be an integral element of the JCA Implementation Strategy

	55
	AF/XOXS

DSN: 223-7933

10 Jan 06
	PPBE, JCIDS, Force Development
	U
	Assessment:  JCA lexicon is inconsistent with that of the family of Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) and Joint Doctrine.   Tier 1 JCAs are largely duplicative with JOpsC,  and yet their associated definitions and supporting capabilities are inconsistent with JOpsC.  .
Recommendation:  Divest one of the two processes and focus efforts on the other, in order to increase the overall relevance and usefulness of capability based planning. 










UNCLASSIFIED

