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The United States Army plans to spend $9.3 billion on Research, Development, Testing
and Evaluation in Fiscal Year 2005; as a whole, the services plan to spend $40.9 billion on
research and development (R&D).1  Results from this R&D go toward future systems for
tomorrow�s military, but until recently each service pursued this path separately. Often, the
end products were stovepiped systems that could not interact with one another, resulting in
capabilities that failed to reach their full potential. However, recent military operations in Iraq,
Afghanistan and elsewhere have shown the importance of integrated and interoperable
capabilities that work across the services. A little more than a year ago the Department of
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved a new way to develop programs and evaluate
them jointly. The Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) replaces
the Requirements Generation System as a new tool to jointly identify needed future concepts
for the armed services.

The JCIDS approach aims to foster efficiency, flexibility, creativity and innovation in the
acquisition process.2  The drive to create JCIDS was born out of a memo in March 2002 from
the Secretary of Defense to the Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff requesting a study on
alternative ways to evaluate requirements. The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) approved
the new JCIDS on 24 June 2003. CJCS Instruction (CJCSI) 3170.01C provides a top-level
description and outlines the organizational responsibilities.3  CJCS Manual (CJCSM) 3170.01
defines performance attributes, key performance parameters, validation and approval processes,
and associated document content.4

JCIDS puts an integrated, joint process to work to develop new capabilities for the Army
and other services by employing expertise from the government, the defense industry and
academia in addition to military contributions.

JCIDS increases the power of the Joint Staff and the Joint Requirements Oversight Council
(JROC) to decide which new weapons and technology capabilities will reach the hands of
Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen and Marines. The JROC will provide influential guidance on materiel
needs to ensure their jointness from inception, instead of acting as a reviewing body for service-
submitted requirements. From the service perspective, there could be concerns that reversing
the system from bottom�up to top�down means losing control of what systems their Soldiers
have at their disposal. However, the dedication of the new process to joint experimentation,
repeated and periodic proposal evaluations and the diverse membership of the boards involved
in bringing future capabilities to the total force should ensure that Soldiers and their service
counterparts receive the right systems to allow them to work and fight jointly.

The National Security Strategy (NSS), National Military and Defense Strategies, Joint
Operations Concepts and Joint Operating Concepts influence requirements for joint capabilities.5
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This process aims to ensure that future capabilities are �born joint,�
meaning that systems will enable and enhance joint operations from
their inception, whereas the old requirements generation system was
service-centric with joint interoperability as an afterthought. JCIDS
operates top�down with functionally-focused teams centered on future
capabilities and effects for the Joint Force. The process was designed
to better identify gaps in capabilities and achieve joint solutions to fill
those gaps. Regional and functional combatant commanders give
feedback early in the development process to see that their requirements
are met. Integration with the acquisition process and improved
information sharing with departments and agencies outside the
Department of Defense (DoD) and the Science and Technology (S&T)
community will increase under the new system.

The Process
JCIDS employs a multistep analysis at the service component or

joint staff level to define capability gaps and develop joint solutions from
across the DOTMLPF spectrum.6

Areas of Analysis. The key to JCIDS is its four levels of analysis:

1. Functional Area Analysis identifies operational tasks, conditions and
standards needed to accomplish objectives.

2. Functional Needs Analysis assesses the ability of current and programmed capabilities to accomplish the
tasks identified in the Functional Area Analysis, under a variety of conditions and to designated standards.
The first two levels of analysis result in a list of capability gaps.

3. Functional Solutions Analysis evaluates solutions from an operational perspective, taking both materiel and
nonmateriel solutions into account. This level of analysis produces a list of potential need-based solutions.
Functional System Analysis also has three substeps:

• DOTMLPF analysis, which evaluates whether a DOTMLPF approach can fill the capability gap identified
by the Functional Needs Analysis;

• the Ideas for Material Approaches analysis, which looks for materiel solutions;

• the Analysis of Materiel Approaches to determine the best materiel or combination of approaches to
produce the best capability.

4. The Post-Independent Analysis reviews the previous three Functional Analyses and selects an approach or
approaches that best close the capability gaps. The proposal sponsor documents either as a recommended
change or an Initial Capabilities Document.

Proposal Designation. A proposal can receive one of three designations based on its acquisition category and
joint potential. The designation affects the level of JROC oversight and ensures that proposals are properly
validated and certified before returning to the sponsor.
1. The �JROC Interest� designation applies to all acquisition category �Individual/Information Assurance�

programs and any other program the JROC decides to review, regardless of acquisition category. The JROC
approves and validates JROC Interest proposals before returning them to the sponsor for further action.

2. Proposals that require intelligence, munitions or interoperability certifications receive the �Joint Integration�
designation. Joint Integration proposals are submitted for certification before returning to the sponsor for
validation and approval.
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3. Those proposals that will not directly impact the Joint Force receive an �Independent� designation. These
proposals are returned to the sponsor for further action.

Associated Documents. Three new documents assist in defining needed capabilities, guide materiel development
and direct production of capabilities.7  The sponsor develops each document as analysis progresses. The Initial
Capabilities Document (ICD) defines the capability need and where it fits in broader concepts. The ICD corresponds
to concept refinement and Milestone A decisions to guide the Concept Refinement and Technology Development
phases of the acquisition system.8

Upon completion of the Technology Development phase, the sponsor writes a Capability Development
Document (CDD). The CDD provides more detail on the materiel solution of the desired capability and
supports Milestone B decisions.9  The CDD also defines the thresholds and objectives against which the
capability will be measured. Once approved, the CDD guides the System Development and Demonstration
Phase of the acquisition process. Once the proposed solution has been through Design Readiness Review,
the sponsor develops a final document, the Capability Production Document (CPD). The CPD supports the
Milestone C decision before the program enters Low-Rate Production and Operational Test and Evaluation.10

The CPD may refine the thresholds from the CDD based on lessons learned during the Systems Development
and Demonstration phase.

Because some analyses are based on future concepts not yet in the force, the JCIDS still employs the
Capstone Requirements Document (CRD) from the Requirements Generation System to describe standards that
apply to classes of systems. As concepts develop, the JROC will retire existing CRDs. New CRDs will be
developed only when the JROC finds existing documents insufficient.

Key Players
The Sponsor. The DoD component (or other organization that oversees the JCIDS analyses) acts as the sponsor.
They also evaluate affordability of proposals and approaches. The sponsor coordinates with non-DoD departments
and agencies on interagency capability matters.

The Gatekeeper. The gatekeeper initially reviews all proposals and then designates the joint potential and which
Functional Capability Board and Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment Teams will receive the proposal. The
Joint Staff, J8, Deputy Director for Joint Warfare Capability Assessment, is the gatekeeper of the JCIDS process.
The gatekeeper determines the lead Functional Capabilities Board, the lead Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment
Team and the Joint Potential Designation. The Joint Potential Designation is based on input from Joint Forces
Command, each of the Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment teams, and other elements of the Joint Staff. The
gatekeeper periodically reevaluates the Joint Potential designation throughout the process because changes in the
proposed capability may require it to change as well.

Functional Capabilities Boards. When the gatekeeper has completed the initial review, he or she assigns the
analysis to a Functional Capabilities Board (FCB). This board replaces the Joint Requirements Panel from the
previous system, with expanded responsibilities and membership.

The FCB is responsible for:

• ensuring that new capabilities are developed with a joint warfighting context;

• ensuring that proposals are consistent with the Joint Force as described in the Joint Operating Concepts;

• validating Joint Impact proposals;

• organizing, analyzing and prioritizing capabilities proposals;

• supervising development and updating of functional concepts; and

• ensuring that integrated architectures are reflective of their functional area.



4

4

The JROC now charters five FCBs (oversight authority is in parentheses):
• Command and Control (U.S. Joint Forces Command);
• Battlespace Awareness (J2);
• Force Application (J8);
• Focused Logistics (J4);
• Protection (J8).

The head of the FCBs will probably be at the brigadier general or equivalent level.11  Membership of an FCB
goes beyond the traditional membership of the services under the previous system. The FCBs include O-6 or GS-
15 equivalent representatives of the combatant commanders, key Office of the Secretary of Defense staff, and
representatives from the space and intelligence communities. This expanded membership gives the FCB Chairman
the tools to make better and more broadly informed recommendations on the capability proposals to the JROC.
It also involves the acquisition community early in the process. Other FCBs can be created by the JROC to
oversee capability development and integration in the other functional areas.

Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment Teams (JWCAs). JWCAs coordinate with and aid the sponsor to
prevent needless overlapping of proposals across components and to ensure that joint capability gaps are properly
addressed. They support the gatekeeper in determining the Joint Potential Designation and the lead and/or
supporting JWCAs for each JCIDS document in the process. They also work with other JWCAs to make sure
that analyses do not overlook any joint aspects.

Conclusion
Implementing JCIDS requires increased effort at the onset, but if it operates as envisioned, Soldiers, Sailors,

Airmen and Marines will reap benefits in the form of well-tooled, joint solutions designed with their needs in mind.
Needed capabilities can be identified and solutions created from a holistic standpoint that utilizes each service�s
strengths to create the best capability needed for the joint team. Systems will be born joint, from the top down,
instead of requiring retooling after the fact to provide a less-than-perfect solution. JCIDS is just one part of
transformation�adapting the Army into a leaner, swifter more capable fighting force. JCIDS will enable the
Army, along with its sister services, to achieve joint operability and joint interdependence.

Endnotes
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