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Foreword
This document provides N88 specific guidelines and explains guidance from a wide array of directives and instructions.  The resulting document will benefit Requirements Officers (ROs) assigned to N88 in planning for and implementing the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) Capabilities Based Assessments (CBA) and the Defense Acquisition System Analysis of Alternatives (AoA).  Each of these analyses is part of the pre-Milestone (MS) A studies that provide the analytic underpinning for capabilities a program must meet.   For programs that skip MS A, the AoA will be a pre-MS B analysis.  The CBA and AoAs an RO may be involved in are critical to defining major aspects of the follow-on program the RO (or their reliefs) will be tasked to fund, define and manage.
This document also highlights how an RO can leverage capabilities other organizations, such as NAVAIRSYSCOM, can provide to assist in implementing and overseeing these analyses. The process described aligns with the SECNAV Requirements and Acquisition Process Improvements (SECNAVNOTE 5000, February 26, 2008).  
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 Capabilities Based Assessments (CBA) Overview
CBAs define capability gaps and a preferred set of solutions to resolve the gaps.  The solution set must lead to “technologically sound, safe, testable, sustainable and affordable increments of military capability.”  A CBA has two phases:
a. Phase I, which uses a strategy to task methodology to define capability gaps, is composed of the Functional Area Analysis (FAA) and Functional Needs Analysis (FNA).  The results of a Phase I CBA may be documented in a Joint Capabilities Document (JCD) requiring Joint Staff approval.  The Phase I effort may also be used as the basis for follow-on analysis in Phase II, whether or not a JCD was created.  
b. Phase II of a CBA is the Functional Solution Analysis (FSA) which develops a list of preferred non-materiel, and if needed, materiel solutions that will address the capability gaps documented in Phase I or in a JCD.  
Results of Phases I and II may be documented in an Initial Capabilities Document (ICD) or used to augment existing ICD(s) as the basis to go forward and conduct an Analysis of Alternatives (AoA).  If the CBA is used to augment existing ICD(s), the results of Phases I and II will be summarized in a follow-on Capabilities Development Document (CDD).  This approach can save a program about 18 to 24 months by not having to draft an ICD and staff it for Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) and Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) approval.

Figure 1 – CBA Flow to AoA Scope Planning and Approval

The AoA is a separate effort that follows the CBA.  The AoA refines the selected materiel alternatives from an ICD(s) and or CBA that was done to augment existing ICD(s).  The AoA is a focused evaluation of selected materiel alternatives identified in a CBA and/or ICD(s).  The AoA evaluates critical technologies, technology maturity, technical risk, technology maturation and demonstration and is the basis for the program Technology Development Strategy (TDS).  The AoA provides the analytic underpinning for Key Performance Parameters (KPP), initial draft Capabilities Development Document (CDD), preferred system concept, preliminary system specification and Measures of Effectiveness (MOE) that define system performance and trace back to the CBA/ICD.
2. [bookmark: _Toc194761160]CBA Initiation.  

Figure 2 – JCIDS/CBA Linked to Defense Acquisition Phases
The Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) Capabilities-Based Assessment (CBA) process begins prior to the Defense Acquisition System (DAS) process (Figure 2) and is initiated within OPNAV N88 branches through an internal memo to N88.  This sets in motion the process to obtain approval for and to initiate a CBA based upon an existing Joint Operating Concept (JOC), Joint Integrating Concept (JIC) or concept of operations (CONOPS) (Figure 2).

Figure 3 – CBA Initiation Process

For N88 Requirements Officers (RO’s), the process begins with identification of a warfighter capability that is needed to fill a capability gap identified from any number of sources.  A request is made through the Section Head to N88 asking to establish an Executive Steering Group (ESG) and assign a CBA ESG Chair (N88 Flag or Senior Executive Service (SES)).  The ESG Chair designates an RO to be on the ESG and to lead and help form the Advanced Development (AD) Integrated Product Team (IPT).  The ESG Chair, with a DASN advisor (if required, or as co-chair if desired), establishes a small core team to be part of the ESG.  The core team is made up of the RO, N883B (Analysis, JCIDS, Science & Technology), N88C and N88P (as required), with others as designated by the ESG Chair.   This team will conduct planning until establishment of the AD IPT normally sometime after the Naval Capabilities Board (NCB) recommends approval, and N8 approves the request to do a CBA.  
Once N88 designates the ESG Chair, the ESG’s first task will be to request, via memorandum (containing recommendations for initial scope and funding options developed by the ESG) or briefing, a formal NCB recommendation that N8 approve the initiation of a new CBA.  The resultant N8 decision memo may identify sources of funding (such as N88, N8F and N81D) for the analysis.  Concurrently, the ESG must develop a CBA Tasking Directive that designates the AD IPT and provides guidance for developing a detailed analysis plan or CBA Study POA&M (See Table 1 for a complete process checklist).
A complete CBA (Phase I and II) identifies the following: 
1. Capabilities (and operational performance criteria) required to successfully execute missions; 
2. Shortfalls in existing weapons systems to deliver those capabilities and the associated operational risks; 
3. The possible solution space for the capability shortfalls.   
Phase I results may be documented in a Joint Capabilities Document (JCD) (with J-8 approval).  A combined Phase I and II (discussed later) or a Phase II based on an approved JCD may be documented in an Initial Capabilities Document (ICD).[footnoteRef:1]  The result may also be used to augment an existing ICD(s) that supports a portion of the capabilities to be evaluated by a CBA.  All ACAT I programs will have an ICD; however, the ICD will not be system specific.  Doing a CBA to augment an existing ICD satisfies this intent.  If this is done, the results of the CBA should be reflected in an AoA Scope and Tasking Directive (Table 6) and documented in a follow-on CDD.  This approach allows skipping of the ICD which can save you 18-24 months on your program.   [1:  CJCSI 3170.01F] 

The major outputs of a CBA (see Figure 4) are:  
1. The Functional Area Analysis (FAA), describes the mission area being assessed;
2.  The Functional Needs Analysis (FNA), an assessment of how well the current or programmed force performs that mission (FAA and FNA make up Phase I of the CBA);
3. The Functional Solutions Analysis (FSA), an analysis of possible non-materiel, and if needed, materiel solutions that address the capability gaps identified in Phase I of the CBA (or derived from an approved JCD).  

Figure 4 – Capabilities Based Assessment Outputs
The results of the CBA are used to support the DAS Concept Refinement (CR) Phase and planning for the Analysis of Alternatives (AoA).[footnoteRef:2]  CBAs are normally separated into two distinct phases, as noted previously.  For N88 led CBAs, the first phase will occur within N88 but will include steps to inform DASN (AIR).  N88 will co-chair with DASN (AIR) or his representative, when required for Phase II of the CBA.  Both phases will likely include representatives from outside agencies and other services. [2:  CJCSM 3170.01C] 

Table 1 – CBA Initiation Process Checklist
	Steps
	Task
	Participants
	Process

	1.
	Identify Need for CBA (FAA/FNA or FSA)
	N88 RO, N883B
	Multiple sources may identify the need (e.g., N81 gap analysis, Joint studies, JCD, perceived future need, etc.).

	2.
	Request to Establish Executive Steering Group (ESG) 
	N88 Section Head
	N88 approves request and designates ESG Chair (Flag/SES).

	3.
	Develop Initial Scope and Purpose
	ESG Chair designates RO to form ESG Core Team (RO, N883B, N88C, N88P, DASN AIR (advisor), others designated by ESG Chair)
	ESG Core team develops initial scope of CBA (Table 2), schedule, funding considerations.

	4.
	Draft Memo/Briefing to NCB  (Appendix B)
	ESG Core Team
	N88 seeks formal approval to commence CBA and obtain funding.

	5.
	Obtain N8/N8F Decision Memo
	Signed by N8/N8F
	Provides guidance and direction on funding based on NCB approval.

	6.
	Obtain Funding
	ESG
	Work with identified source from Decision Memo (e.g., N8F, N81, N88C or PEO/PM) to obtain funding.

	7.
	Approve CBA Tasking Directive
	ESG Core Team drafts Tasking Directive; N88 approves and signs
	Documents detailed scope (Table 2) with additional specific instructions on organization, schedule, and resources.  Identifies AD IPT members (Table 3) and tasks them to develop CBA Study POA&M for ESG approval.

	8.
	Develop CBA Study POA&M
	ADIPT
	CBA Study POA&M (Table 4)

	9.
	Execute CBA
	ADIPT
	Report out interim/final results to ESG


Approaches proposed by an FSA must meet three criteria:  
1. They must be strategically responsive and deliver approaches when and where they are needed;
2. They must be feasible with respect to policy, sustainment, personnel limitations, and technological risk;
3. They must be realizable -- the Department of Defense (DoD) could actually resource and implement the approaches within the timeframe required.[footnoteRef:3]   [3:  CJCSM 3170.01C, Enclosure A, Capabilities Based Assessment Process] 

Table 2 – Scope of CBA (Developed by ESG)
	
	Element
	Description

	1.
	Capabilities Desired
	Define the capabilities (ability to achieve an effect in a military operation) being investigated.

	2.
	Scenarios Considered
	Define adversaries and operational conditions to be evaluated.

	3.
	Functions Considered
	Define the military functions that will be analyzed.

	4.
	Types of Solutions Considered
	Delineate the types of solutions to be investigated (joint, Service, System-of-Systems, Family-of-Systems, etc.).

	5.
	Resource Limits
	This element may be investigated for options that you do not want to require additional manpower or funding.

	6.
	Planning Horizon
	The time period the CBA is considering for adversaries and potential solutions.
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3. JCIDS/CBA Advanced Development IPT.  

To improve preparation and reduce risk in the CR phase AoA efforts, the ESG should form an AD IPT to support the CBA studies.  This IPT will normally be led by the N88 RO (for the FSA portion, a DASN AIR co-lead may be designated).  The IPT consists of personnel from the Naval Aviation Enterprise (NAE) ( i.e. N88, Commander Naval Air Forces (CNAF) and NAVAIRSYSCOM), other services and/or agencies and contractors as applicable.  Where feasible, the AD IPT will include government warfare analysts, design engineers, and cost analysts working with the warfighter to accomplish the CBA.
Establishing an AD IPT during the CBA will help provide a strong team to establish an analytic basis and better understanding of design solutions that can meet the capability needs identified in the relevant JCD or ICD(s) based upon the scope established by the ESG.  Early involvement by key analysts and engineers from applicable Systems Command (SYSCOM) will help to achieve a better analysis of materiel alternatives (part of the FSA) to help guide and reduce risk in subsequent AoA planning and execution.  The AD IPT adds fidelity and understanding to the work normally done in JCIDS/CBA.  The AD IPT will ensure that the CBA develops solution sets that result in “technologically sound, safe, testable, sustainable and affordable increments of militarily useful capability”[footnoteRef:4] [4:  CJCSM 3170.01C] 


Figure 5 – CBA Execution and AD IPT Support
The AD IPT should be assembled early in the CBA process and tailored to meet the needs of the study scope (see Figure 5).  The AD IPT provides a core government activity for planning and leading the transition to an eventual AoA.  Early work done during CBA will ensure a thorough understanding and avoid many of the pitfalls often found in standing up an entirely new team to perform the subsequent AoA, with little understanding of the details and 
background of work already accomplished.   The composition and number of personnel assigned should be tailored based upon resources available, importance placed on the effort by the resource sponsor in OPNAV and other considerations (see Table 3 for team composition).  AD IPT activities will help to refine system representations using conceptual design analysis, costing methodology, and developing a Design of Experiments (DOE) that will likely help to form the basis for the eventual AoA assessment.  In order to execute the AoA with efficiency, the AD IPT is the logical precursor to the AoA Analysis Team and ensures knowledgeable government personnel are ready to move forward at Gate 1/Concept Decision to execute the AoA.  
Table 3 – Advanced Development IPT Composition
	Team
	Responsibilities

	Advanced Development IPT Lead 
	OPNAV N88 RO leads and directs overall AD IPT effort and reports to ESG Chair.  DASN (AIR) representative may serve as co-lead when designated (FSA).

	Operational Concept Team
	Operational subject matter experts (SMEs) from OPNAV, CNAF, NWDC, and other services and DoD organizations (as required) may be used to provide Fleet expertise as key input to the design concept expected performance, tactical and force-level employment concepts, support concepts and procurement strategies.

	Warfare Analysts
	Characterize system performance developed by the concept design team into representations for analysis of capabilities at the engagement, mission and campaign/force level using software tools to include Models and Simulations (M&S).  N81 will be involved to ensure the Navy analytic agenda is appropriately incorporated. (AIR 4.10)

	Cost Analysts
	Utilize concept designs and any early support concepts to estimate initial cost comparisons of alternatives. (AIR 4.2)

	Conceptual Design/Technology Engineers
	Coordinates across SYSCOM competencies (e.g., AIR 4.10 (conceptual design engineers), 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.7, 4.12, 6.8) to explore design concepts and estimate system performance that will be characterized for cost, risk and mission effectiveness analysis.

	Threat Analysts
	Validate threat system representation and adversary tactics for inclusion in M&S environment or other analysis needs, if deemed appropriate.






4. [bookmark: _Toc194761162]CBA Study Plan of Action and Milestones (POA&M)
The scope of the CBA is determined by six elements (see Table 2): desired capabilities, scenarios, functions, types of solutions, resource limits, planning horizon.[footnoteRef:5]  The ESG Core team develops the scope, schedule and funding guidance (CBA Tasking Directive) for N88 approval and signature.  This guidance is then converted into a more detailed CBA Study POA&M by the AD IPT, once it is stood up.  The study plan should be tailored based upon the level of importance and resources allocated to the effort.   Risks associated with various study options (e.g. the level of detail necessary to answer key questions) should be identified.  The Study POA&M will be presented to the ESG for approval prior to formally commencing the study.  The CBA Study POA&M should include the following details: [5:  CBA User’s Guide, Version 2, December 2006] 

Table 4 – CBA Study POA&M Considerations
	Section
	Description

	References
	DoD Guidance, joint concept and scenarios affecting CBA

	Purpose
	Purpose and contents of study plan

	Background & Guidance
	Answer “why” this CBA with guidance provided from N88, N8, etc.

	Objectives
	Describe desired products

	Scope
	Discuss six elements from CBA Tasking Directive

	Methodology
	Discuss how you intend to conduct FAA, FNA, FSA (e.g. Analytic tools, Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs), Technology considerations, etc.)

	Schedule
	List major milestones and reviews

	Responsibilities
	List who will participate and roles


The purpose of the POA&M is to specify what will be studied and how it will be done; the goal is to provide a product that can underpin a new ICD, augment existing ICD(s), or become the basis for planning and implementing the Concept Decision and the AoA.   
A government team is usually formed to successfully plan and accomplish the CBA (may be augmented by contractors).  Each member of the team performs key tasks (see Figure 6) to ensure the overall success of the effort; these tasks may require days to complete or may continue across the entire length of the analysis.  Many of these tasks and organizations mirror the functional organizations that make-up an AoA Analysis Team.
The Analysis of Materiel Alternatives (AMA) portion of the FSA/CBA and the AoA serve different but related purposes.  In general, the AMA has a broader scope than an AoA.  The AMA normally defines a preferred portfolio of materiel alternatives that are needed to fill 

capability gap(s).  The AoA evaluates one or more specific AMA materiel alternatives.  (For instance, in the Joint Strike Enabler ICD the FSA examined 15 solutions and the top candidate evaluated was a “new Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance’s (ISR) UAV with onboard weapons”.   The study did not evaluate the other 14 preferred materiel alternatives identified in the AMA that were documented in the JSE ICD.  An AoA can focus on a wide variety of design options; these options must be considered in the context of the scenarios (conditions), measures and CONOPS developed and documented in the CBA or ICD(s).  Key members of the CBA ESG and AD IPT may be selected for the AoA team.  Establishing a core team early will reduce risk and confusion in these efforts.

Figure 6 – CBA Participants and Tasks
5. [bookmark: _Toc194761163]AoA Initiation - Concept Refinement Phase.[footnoteRef:6]    [6:  Derived from DoDI 5000.2, Concept Refinement, Section 3.5] 

The CBA results are used to guide follow-on AoA(s).  Results of the CBA should be documented in an ICD unless the CBA augments an existing ICD.  The purpose of the CR phase is to refine this initial concept and develop a Technology Development Strategy (TDS).  An AoA is normally conducted during the CR phase of the DAS to refine the preferred concept.  Entrance into the CR phase requires an approved ICD(s) which is based on a CBA and an approved plan for conducting an AoA for the selected concept (Navy Scope and Tasking Directive).  If an existing ICD partially addresses the needed CBA elements, it can be augmented by an N88 led CBA to enter CR.
The approved plan to commence an AoA for the DON is called a “Scope and Tasking Directive”.  This Directive is based upon the description of the selected concept documented in the ICD(s) and CBA(s).  Initiation of AoA planning should begin at least 2-3 months prior to Gate 1 or as soon as the ESG realizes a CBA will lead to a follow-on AoA (Figure 7).

Figure 7 – AoA Initiation Process
In some cases, a CBA may be completed, put on the shelf and the ESG/AD IPT disbanded prior to making a decision to go to an AoA.  If this type of gap in time occurs then the procedures for establishing a new ESG will normally be followed (e.g. a Section Head memo to N88) so that an ESG team may be formed with the appropriate expertise to draft the initial scope and begin coordination with N81 and the AoA IPT.
Table 5 – Initial AoA Scope[footnoteRef:7] [7:  DON Acquisition and Capabilities Guide, Annex 6-A, Para. 1.3] 

	Initial Program Sponsor Scope Should Identify the Following (at a minimum):

	a.
	Independent activity responsible for conducting the analysis

	b.
	Proposed completion date

	c.
	Operational constraints associated with need

	d.
	Alternatives to be addressed

	e.
	N81 campaign models to be used

	f.
	Specific issues to be addressed.  
For potential System of Systems (SoS) or Family of Systems (FoS) programs, the scope should include the SoS or FoS within which the program must interoperate

	g.
	Consider potential international participation as cooperative partners or as potential users of the system



Initially, the CBA AD IPT (if one exists) or the Core team of the ESG may assist the Resource Sponsor in developing the scope by identifying, recommending and documenting items for consideration (Table 5) to include identifying the AoA IPT.  The AoA IPT will normally consist of people from the following organizations: DASN, PEO, N81, N091, OSD PA&E, N2, N3, N4, FMB, etc.[footnoteRef:8]  Once an initial scope is developed, coordination with the AoA IPT will take place (to include N81).  The scope will be revised and updated for the Gate 1 Resources and Requirements Review Board (R3B) in the approved format (Table 6).  For an ACAT I AoA, D, PA&E approval of the Scope and Tasking Directive will be obtained after the Gate 1 validates the guidance.  [8:  DON Acquisition and Capabilitiers Guide, Annex 6-A, AoA Process Diagram] 

Table 6 – DON Scope and Tasking Directive
	
	AoA Scope and Tasking Directive Content and Format:

	SCOPE:

	a.
	Program, ACAT, Milestone

	b.
	Analysis Director

	c.
	Executive Steering Committee (ESC) Principal Decision Makers: CNO N88 and DASN (AIR)) or HQMC (ADC, A), etc.

	d.
	AoA Integrated Product Team (IPT) Members: OPNAV Staff, PEO, PMA, NSAWC, USMC, other Services, etc.

	e.
	Schedule (i.e. Analysis Plan complete, Interim Progress Review, Final Brief, Final Report, Milestone)

	f.
	Background: Need, Deficiencies, Opportunities, Capability Gaps to be addressed; Threat, Operational Environment, Operational Concepts

	g.
	Alternatives for consideration (include existing programs and non-material solutions)

	h.
	Scenarios and Models

	i.
	Purpose (why this AoA is being performed?)
Measures of Effectiveness and Key Issues (i.e. life-cycle cost, effectiveness, availability/reliability, level of maintenance, interoperability, situational awareness, etc.)

	TASKING DIRECTIVE:  

	
	Guidance: Incorporate a section describing D, PA&E guidance received for ACAT I program
Constraints: Limit to specific platforms, limit study cost, etc.

	SUBMITTED by:  Program Sponsor, Code and PEO/SYSCOM/DRPM

	APPROVED by:  N81 or CMC (DC,CD&I) and ASN(RD&A), MDA or designee



Concept Refinement begins with the Concept Decision (CD) made by the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA), the Undersecretary of Defense (AT&L) for ACAT ID (DoD MDA) programs.  The MDA designates the lead DoD Component to refine the initial concept selected, approves the AoA plan, and establishes a date for a Milestone A review.  This effort shall normally be funded only for the CR phase work. The MDA decision to begin the CR phase DOES NOT mean that a new acquisition program has been formally initiated.   Formal acquisition program initiation will normally takes place at Milestone B.
For ACAT IC (Component/Service MDA) or II programs, approval to enter the Concept Refinement Phase may be made at Gate 1 under the new Department of the Navy (DON) Requirements and Acquisition Process Improvements documented in SECNAVNOTE 5000 dated February 26, 2008.  D, PA&E will approve all ACAT ID Program AoA Plans (Scope and Tasking Directive) once they are validated by the R3B Gate 1.
The ICD and the AoA Scope and Tasking shall guide CR and will normally be supported by two System Engineering Technical Reviews (SETR): the Initial Technical Review (ITR) and the Alternative Systems Review (ASR). [footnoteRef:9]  The ITR and ASR are discussed later in Section 12.  Since the focus of the AoA is to refine the selected concept documented in the approved ICD, a government conceptual design team can evaluate various options for these alternatives.  Conceptual design engineers integrate aerodynamic, propulsion, avionics and other design considerations to evaluate performance.  These designs can be priced out and characterized in various tools, to include M&S tools, to support assessment of capabilities during analysis.  The AoA shall assess the associated critical technologies of these concepts. [9:  NAVAIRINST 4355.19C, Systems Engineering and Technical Review Process, 10 April 2006] 

6. [bookmark: _Toc194761164]PA&E Role in AoA Planning and Completion.  
For potential and designated ACAT I programs, D, PA&E shall direct development of the AoA by preparing initial guidance.  This initial guidance can often be worked with resource sponsor input and coordination to better harmonize development of the Scope and Tasking Directive.  PA&E may review the Scope and Tasking Directive that is completed by the Component (e.g. Navy) AoA IPT, and review the final analysis products.  
The PA&E guidance shall be issued to the DoD Component responsible for the mission area. The DoD Component shall designate responsibility for completion of the AoA, but it may not be assigned to the PM (although the PM will support the AoA).  PA&E shall evaluate the AoA and provide an assessment to the Head of the DoD Component and to the MDA.  In this evaluation, PA&E shall assess the extent to which the AoA: [footnoteRef:10] [10:  Derived from DoDI 5000.2, Enclosure 6, Section 6.1.5, Analysis of Alternatives Procedures] 

a. Illuminated capability advantages and disadvantages;
b. Considered joint operational plans;
c. Examined sufficient feasible alternatives;
d. Discussed key assumptions, variables and sensitivity to changes in these;
e. Assessed technology risk and maturity; and
f. Calculated costs.
7. [bookmark: _Toc194761165]Responsibility for Weapons System AoAs.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Derived from SECNAVINST 5000.2C, Section 6.5. Analysis of Alternatives ] 

The cognizant Program Executive Officer (PEO)/Systems Command (SYSCOM) Commander/Direct Reporting Program Manager DRPM), or ASN (RD&A), and Chief of Naval Operations (CNO)/Commandant of the Marine Corps (CMC), but not the PM, shall have overall responsibility for the AoA (e.g. N88 can lead an AoA for CNO).
The CNO/CMC, or designee (e.g. N88), shall propose AoA Scope and Tasking in coordination with an AoA IPT, under the overall guidance of the acquisition coordination team (ACT) where established.  AoAs shall include analysis of doctrine, organization, training, materiel, management, leadership and education, personnel, and facilities (DOTMLPF) and joint implications but these may be documented in and derived from the CBA/FSA.  An Analysis Director shall be assigned to conduct each AoA.  The AoA Scope and Tasking shall be approved at CD, which begins the Concept Refinement Phase, by: ASN(RD&A) or designee and CNO (N81)/CMC (Commanding General, Marine Corps Combat Development Command (CG, MCCDC)) for ACAT ID programs; MDA or designee and CNO (N81)/CMC (CG, MCCDC) for ACAT IC, II, and III programs; and MDA and CNO (N81)/CMC (CG, MCCDC) for ACAT IV programs.
8. [bookmark: _Toc194761166]AoA Preparation.[footnoteRef:12]   [12:  Derived from Defense Acquisition Guidebook, Section 3.5, Analysis of Alternatives] 

An AoA is an analytical comparison of the operational effectiveness, suitability, and life-cycle cost of alternatives that satisfy established capability needs. Initially, the AoA process typically explores numerous conceptual solutions with the goal of identifying the most promising options, thereby guiding the CR phase with the ultimate goal of defining a Preferred Weapon System Concept.  For a joint program, the lead DoD Component normally is responsible for the preparation of a single comprehensive analysis.
The plan required by DoDI 5000.2 for the CD is satisfied by the Navy’s Scope and Tasking Directive that addresses the issues unique to the program’s CR phase and TDS. The Scope and Tasking Directive should build upon the prior analyses conducted as part of the JCIDS.  The JCIDS CBA process that leads to an approved ICD or underpins existing ICD(s) includes an assessment known as the FSA. The FSA identifies both materiel and non-materiel potential solutions that address the documented gaps in validated capability needs. The last step of the FSA, known as the Analysis of Materiel Approaches (AMA), provides a preliminary assessment of candidate materiel approaches. The result of the AMA is a prioritized list of materiel approaches (or combination of approaches) that underpins the ICD(s) documented capability needs.  In this way, the ICD and supporting CBA can be used to establish boundary conditions for the scope of alternatives to be considered in the subsequent AoA. These constraints should be crafted to provide a fair balance between focusing the AoA and ensuring that the AoA considers novel and imaginative alternatives.
Early involvement by the acquisition community in CBA, particularly the AMA section of the FSA, and AoA planning through an AD IPT can significantly reduce risk to the CR Phase and “provide linkage to acquisition strategy and process by engaging the provider as early as capabilities proposals are developed.”[footnoteRef:13] [13:  CJCSI 3170.01F] 

9. [bookmark: _Toc194761167]AoA Analysis Plan. [footnoteRef:14]   [14:  Derived from Defense Acquisition Guidebook, Section 3.5, Analysis of Alternatives] 

Once the scope of analysis has been approved, the analysis director should draft the analysis plan within approximately 60 days.  This plan is a more detailed version of the Scope and Tasking Directive and includes the following information:
Table 7 – Analysis Plan
	Analysis Director’s Analysis Plan

	a.
	Work plan including a listing of responsibilities (effort and schedule) for supporting organizations.

	b.
	Plan of action and milestones (POA&M) to support the program initiation schedule included in the approved scope of analysis.

	c.
	Alternatives to be analyzed.

	d.
	Scenarios (including the threat laydown) to be used.

	e.
	Analytical models or simulations to be employed.

	f.
	Issues to be addressed in the analysis.

	g.
	MOEs (and associated Measures of Performance (MOPs)) to be used.


The Analysis Director will normally submit the analysis plan to the AoA IPT for review and ensure that the contracting mechanisms are in place and executable for funding and employing non-government support to the overall study effort.  The resources sponsor and PM/PEO/SYSCOM would normally be closely involved to draft the appropriate SOW and ensure a contract vehicle was responsive and adequate for funding non-government support.
The analysis plan describes metrics associated with the military worth of each alternative. Military worth often is portrayed in AoAs as a hierarchy of mission tasks, Measures of Effectiveness (MOE), and Measures of Performance (MOP).  Military worth is fundamentally the ability to perform mission tasks, which are derived from the identified capability needs. Mission tasks are usually expressed in terms of general tasks to be performed to correct the gaps in needed capabilities (e.g., the ability to hold targets at risk, or the ability to communicate in a jamming environment). Mission tasks should not be stated in solution-specific language. MOEs are more refined and provide the details that allow the proficiency of each alternative in performing the mission tasks to be quantified. Each mission task should have at least one MOE supporting it, and each MOE should support at least one mission task.  The MOP typically is a quantitative measure of a system characteristic (e.g., range, weapon load-out, logistics footprint, etc.) chosen to enable calculation of one or more MOEs.  MOPs are often linked to Key Performance Parameters (KPP).
The analysis plan spells out the analytic approach to the effectiveness analysis, which is built upon the hierarchy of military worth, the assumed scenarios and threats, and the nature of the selected alternatives. The analytic approach describes the level of detail of the effectiveness analysis. In many AoAs involving combat operations, the levels of effectiveness analysis can 
be characterized by the numbers and types of alternative and threat elements being modeled. A typical classification would consist of four levels: (1) system/component/engineering performance, based on analyses of individual components of each alternative or threat system, (2) engagement, based on analyses of the interaction of a single alternative and a single threat system, and possibly the interactions of a few alternative systems with a few threat systems, (3) mission, based on assessments of how well alternative systems perform military missions in the context of many-on-many engagements, and (4) campaign, based on how well alternative systems contribute to the overall military campaign, often in a joint context.  At each level, establishing the effectiveness methodology often involves the identification of suitable tools (models, simulation or otherwise), other analytic techniques, and data. This identification primarily should be based on the earlier selection of the MOE. The modeling effort should be focused on the computation of the specific MOE established for the purpose of the particular study. 

Figure 8 - Sample Scatter Plot of Effectiveness versus Cost
The analysis plan also describes the approach to the life-cycle cost analysis. The cost analysis normally is performed in parallel with the operational effectiveness analysis. It is equal in importance in the overall AoA process. It estimates the total life-cycle cost of each alternative, and its results are later combined with the operational effectiveness analysis to portray cost-effectiveness comparisons.  Cost analysis is a major effort that demands the attention of experienced, professional cost analysts. 
One additional section of the analysis plan deals with the planned approach for the cost-effectiveness comparisons of the study alternatives.  A common approach for the comparison of alternatives is a scatter plot of effectiveness versus cost (see Figure 8). 
Note that the notional sample display shown in Figure 8 does not make use of ratios (of effectiveness to cost) for comparing alternatives. Usually, ratios are regarded as potentially misleading because they mask important information. The advantage to the approach in the 

figure above is that it reduces the original set of alternatives to a small set of viable alternatives for decision makers to consider.
10. [bookmark: _Toc194761168]AoA Study Organization and Management.  
The analysis plan describes the AoA study organization and management. The AoA is conducted by a Study Team led by the Study Director and staffed appropriately with a diverse mix of military, civilian, and contractor personnel. The program office may provide assistance or data to the AoA study team, but the responsibility for the AoA should not be assigned to the program manager, and the study team members should not reside in the program office.  The AoA study team is usually organized along functional lines into Working IPTs (WIPT), with a chair for each WIPT. Typical functional areas for the WIPTs could be threats and scenarios, technology and alternatives (responsible for defining the alternatives), operations and support concepts (for each alternative), effectiveness analysis, and cost analysis. In most cases, the effectiveness WIPT occupies the central position and integrates the work of the others. The study plan also describes the planned oversight and review process for the AoA. It is important to obtain guidance and direction from senior reviewers with a variety of perspectives (operational, technical, and cost) throughout the entire AoA process.
11. [bookmark: _Toc194761169]Example Organizational Framework.  
The CBA AD IPT may be transitioned to support planning and execution of the AoA.  In order to execute the AoA with efficiency, the full organizational construct should be implemented early enough to allow teams to be in-place and ready to execute once the AoA Analysis Director formally stands-up to lead the AoA Analysis Team.    The following 2nd Tier teams are envisioned to exist and be normally led by government personnel (see Fig. 9) prior to and during the conduct of the AoA.
Table 8 – 2nd Tier AoA IPT Responsibilities
	Team
	Responsibilities

	Analysis Integration Team
	Develop and document the methodology for comparison of alternatives and effective integration of each functional domain.  This team is generally comprised of the AoA Analysis Director, the Technical Director and the Mission Effectiveness and Force Structure lead. 


	Net-Centric Warfare
(optional)
	Develop and document the architecture using DoD Architecture Framework (DoDAF) and perform analysis of System of Systems (SoS) Integration and Network/C4I issues supporting Family of Systems (FoS)/SoS analysis needs.

	Mission Effectiveness and Force Structure
	Characterize system performance developed by the concept design team into representations for analysis of capabilities at the engagement, mission and campaign/force level using software tools to include M&S.  Document and model support concepts for analysis of manpower, reliability, maintainability and supportability with associated Operation and Support (O&S) cost implications.

	Cost Analysis
	Utilize concept designs and logistics concepts to estimate fly-away, acquisition, O&S and life cycle costs


	Conceptual Design
&
Technology
	Conceptual Design Engineers will normally lead and coordinate with other competencies to design concepts, integrate/assess technology impacts  and estimate system performance that will be characterized for cost, net-centric warfare and mission effectiveness analysis and evaluated for risk issues.

	Threat Environment
	Validate threat system representation and adversary tactics for inclusion in M&S environment or other analysis needs.

	Operational Concept/Operational Advisory Group (OAG)
	Led by OPNAV N88 resource sponsor, the (OAG) will provide key input to the design concept, tactical and force-level employment concepts, support concepts and procurement strategies.  A key role of the OAG will be to validate cost-performance trades that lead to an affordable and effective design concept.  The OAG will be an integral part of the overall effort and will be formed as early as possible to help guide activities.  The OAG is key to ensure operational fleet experience is considered as part of the overall study effort.  N81 will be involved to ensure the Navy analytic agenda is appropriately incorporated.  The group will develop, document and validate design reference missions or use cases for tactical and force employment that will be represented in the M&S analytic tools (based on scenario OPSITS and TACSITS).


The AoA Analysis Team will normally be led by a team of experienced professionals provided by the NAE and will leverage industry, Federally Funded Research and Development Center (FFRDC) (e.g., the Center for Naval Analysis (CNA)) and contractor support services wherever required to ensure that a thorough and independent evaluation is conducted based upon the approved analysis plan.  The organization and leadership team for the AoA Analysis Team will have the following responsibilities:

Table 9 – 1st Tier Analysis Team Responsibilities
	AoA Leadership
	Responsibilities

	Analysis Director
	Leads overall study effort.  Works with AoA IPT and Steering Group to determine appropriate alternatives and measures to be used during analysis.  Keeps these groups informed of progress and identifies issues early for resolution.  Ensures study meets objectives established in AoA Scope and Tasking Directive and Analysis Plan






	Manager
(optional depending on size of study; duties may be split between Director and Tech Director)
	Manages product activities.  Develops master plan and schedule for overall effort; ensures all funding and contracts are developed and administered to support Analysis Director execution of analysis.  Tracks risks and ensures risk mitigation strategies are developed to meet schedule and cost for overall study effort

	Senior Advisor
(optional)
	Optional Flag-level or SES mentor(s) for study (part-time) working directly with Analysis Director.  Ensures appropriate programmatic considerations and risks are considered.  Red Teams results and provides insight to outside considerations relevant to delivering a successful product

	Technical Director
	Coordinates teams to ensure analysis objectives are being met.  Modifies study objectives based on Analysis Director guidance and keeps teams on track.  Implements risk mitigation activities and oversees Quality Analysis reviews of product.

	System Requirements
(optional)
	The system requirements lead will be responsible to ensure the analysis supports the underpinning for requirements derivation with analytic results retained and linked through a repository for future program use.  


The AoA activities may be overseen by a Steering Group (usually required for ACAT ID) that will meet as necessary to approve planning (alternatives, scenarios, assumptions, limitations, measures, etc.), review interim and final results and provide guidance to resolve any issues that arise during execution.  The Steering Group leadership for the AoA will be advised by their representatives in the AoA IPT who will meet more frequently to track status of overall efforts and identify issues early for resolution.  Figure 9 identifies representatives on both groups but is not meant to be an all inclusive list.  A detailed oversight and review process will normally be developed and documented in the Scope and Tasking Directive and may be further refined in the Analysis Director Analysis Plan for review and approval.

Fig. 9 – Example AoA Study Organizational Construct
12. [bookmark: _Toc194761170]Importance of AoA Analysis Plan.  
The analysis plan defines what will be accomplished, and how and when it will be accomplished.  The plan should be updated as needed throughout the AoA process to reflect new information and changing study direction.  New directions are inevitably part of the AoA process, and the analysis should be structured so as to be flexible.  Frequently, AoAs turn out to be more difficult than originally envisioned.  The collaborative analytical process associated with AoAs is inherently slow. There are often delays in obtaining proper input data, and there may be disagreements between the study participants concerning analysis assumptions or alternatives that lead to an increase in excursions or cases to be considered. The need to scale back the planned analysis in order to maintain the study cost and/or schedule is a common occurrence.  Many of the issue mentioned above can be resolved or minimized with an AD IPT.  The AD IPT should be implemented prior to Concept Decision to refine the possible design solutions and coordinate the resulting study methodology with appropriate organizations (e.g. N81, PA&E, etc.).  The AD IPT serves an important role in the CBA/JCIDS process.
13. [bookmark: _Toc194761171]System Engineering Technical Reviews (SETR)[footnoteRef:15] and AoA Results.    [15:  NAVAIRINST 4355.19C
] 

At the end of the CR phase, the RO and the PM should develop a System Performance matrix for the most promising alternative to support the preparation of the corresponding Capability Development Document (draft) and Acquisition Program Baseline (APB).[footnoteRef:16]  The performance portion of the APB must align and follow the KPPs in the associated CDD.  This document will be the result of conducting an Initial Technical Review (ITR), the AoA, and an Alternative Systems Review (ASR) during Concept Refinement to ensure a thorough review of the technical considerations necessary to fully understand the performance, technology, estimated cost and risk prior to Milestone A.  If it is decided that a program is not required to conduct an ITR and/or ASR Design Review the products that would normally be developed and reviewed shall be reviewed at the first scheduled Design Review for that program to ensure that the proper technical baseline has been established and remains intact. [16:  SECNAVINST 5000.2C, Section 2.5.4.2, Concept Refinement] 

An ITR is normally conducted at the beginning of the CR phase and is a multi-disciplined technical review to ensure that a Program’s technical baseline is of sufficient rigor to support a valid cost estimate.  It evaluates the envisioned requirements and conceptual approach to verify requisite research, development, test, engineering, logistic, and programmatic basis for the program reflect the complete spectrum of technical challenges and risks.  This can be a useful input to AoA planning or execution and provides valuable input to the selection of a Preferred System.
An ASR is normally conducted toward the end of the CR phase and is a multi-disciplined technical review to ensure that the resulting set of requirements agrees with the customer’s needs and expectations, and to ensure that the system under review is ready to proceed to the Technology Development phase.  It ensures that the preferred system is cost effective, affordable, operationally effective, and suitable and can be developed to provide a timely solution to a need at an acceptable risk.

Figure 10 – SETR and AoA Guide Draft CDD & Preferred System Concept
The results of the AoA (and the ASR) shall provide the basis for the TDS, to be approved by the MDA at Milestone A for potential ACAT I and IA programs. The TDS shall document the following:[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  DoDI 5000.2, Section 3.5, Concept Refinement] 

a. The rationale for adopting an evolutionary strategy (for most programs) or a single-step-to-full-capability strategy. For an evolutionary acquisition, either spiral or incremental, the TDS shall include a preliminary description of how the program will be divided into technology spirals and development increments, an appropriate limitation on the number of prototype units that may be produced and deployed during technology development, how these units will be supported, and specific performance goals and exit criteria that must be met before exceeding the number of prototypes that may be produced under the research and development program.
b. A program strategy, including overall cost, schedule, and performance goals for the total research and development program. 
c. Specific cost, schedule, and performance goals, including exit criteria, for the first technology spiral demonstration.
d. A test strategy to ensure that the goals and exit criteria for the first technology spiral demonstration are met.
e. Initial Technology Readiness Assessments (TRAs) for identified technology insertion
f. Initial Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs) for identified technology insertion to understand the timeline for technology maturation for incorporation into the design as a method to reduce risk.
14. [bookmark: _Toc194761172]Support to Studies
Typically, Pre-Milestone A activities include cross-competency warfare analysts and conceptual design engineers to inform the process and help in the planning and implementation for formal studies as integration of various engineering activities are normally required (e.g. propulsion, aerodynamics, avionics, etc.).  The product of these design studies can then be used by cost analysts to perform a Business Case and/or other cost analyses to inform leadership.  These support personnel may also work with industry on studies to examine design impacts of technology integration.  
Warfare analysts typically characterize design options within various M&S tools to analyze and assess projected capabilities in various operational scenarios.  The study team will be required to ensure the most current threat scenario databases are used and inputs are obtained from the Fleet/OPNAV (e.g. to update CONOPS, ensure proposed path this within N81’s World Class Models (WCM) suite, etc.).  These analyses are completed to quantify system and system-of-systems performance in an operational context and potentially answer questions such as, “What does a subsystem or component add to mission capabilities?” or “How do systems and system-of-systems contribute to naval and joint capabilities?”
15.  N88-led study:
When N88 is designated to lead an AoA, a SYSCOM may be chosen to support planning and/or execution in order to provide the appropriate government expertise (analysts and engineers).  The SYSCOM may also support OPNAV in contracting for various commercial study houses that may be chosen to support or conduct the work with appropriate SYSCOM engineering oversight.  N883B provides the insight for planning appropriate SYSCOM involvement and coordination for contracting of commercial study houses.
The ESG will select the study director.  The study director will identify and select the members and organizations that comprise the study team.  The study lead shall get concurrence from the IPT leads on the team’s membership.   To execute this responsibility, the RO needs to understand the roles and functions of the study team. The following paragraphs illustrate the composition and functionality of a study team that is specific to Naval aviation.  This example is not all inclusive of Navy participation; nor does it set the leads for specific functional areas; nor does it take into account a “Joint” study team.  For a Joint study team, the functionality should be the same but the organizations filling those functions may come from other services, DoD organizations, UARC/FFRDC and contractors.  Additionally, a technical advisor will be assigned to assist the RO in the study project (if required).  The technical advisor (this role can be filled by N883B or suitable alternate) and the study director should not come from the same organization.
An example of competency options may include:
NAVAIRSYSCOM’s Warfare Analysis and Integration (WA&I) Department (AIR 4.10) is the competency with primary responsibility for Pre-Milestone A analysis activities to support OPNAV.  It consists of warfare analysts and conceptual design engineers located at Patuxent River NAS, MD and China Lake NAS, CA.  They provide cross-competency leadership and support to help in planning and implementation for studies requiring the integration of various engineering departments at NAVAIR and possess a multi-year omnibus contract with commercial study houses used by NAVAIR and OPNAV to augment analysis needs.  There are also standing relationships and agreements with multiple UARC/FFRDCs allowing rapid expansion of SYSCOM analysis capabilities and the ability to reach unique expertise.
NAVAIR conceptual design engineers provide support across the NAE to evaluate early design solutions and integrate inputs from NAVAIR competencies responsible for propulsion, aerodynamics, avionics, etc.  The product of these design studies can then be used by AIR 4.2 cost analysts to perform a cost analysis of the design alternatives.  The conceptual design team routinely works with industry on studies to examine design impacts of technology integration.  
NAVAIR warfare analysts characterize these designs within various M&S tools to analyze capabilities in various operational scenarios.  NAVAIRSYSCOM warfare analysts also maintain the most current threat scenario databases, work with the Fleet and OPNAV to update CONOPS, and reflect this within N81’s World Class Models (WCM) suite to conduct M&S based analyses.  The analysis is used to quantify system and system-of-systems performance in an operational context, answering questions such as, “What does a subsystem or component add to mission capabilities?” or “How do systems and system-of-systems contribute to naval and joint capabilities?”
NAVAIR, and some FFRDCs, have the capacity to provide many roles that support an AD IPT or AoA Analysis Team with the following expertise:
a. Warfare Analysts (AIR 4.10) – with knowledge of scenarios, CONOPS, tools, data and representation of integrated architectures in M&S and other analytical approaches


b. Adversary expertise (AIR 4.12, 4.10) – with knowledge of threat capabilities 
c. Cost analysts (AIR 4.2) – with ability to estimate cost of selected design solutions 
d. Technical knowledge (AIR 4.10, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, etc.) – avionics, airframe, propulsion, weapons, etc. engineers to advise on realizable design solutions and technology options, identifying risks and working with AIR 4.2 to identify costs
e. Systems Engineers (AIR 4.1) – to ensure requirements traceability and evolution for the follow-on phases of NAVAIR’s Enhanced System Engineering Process
f. Modeling and Simulation Expertise (AIR 4.10, 5.4, 6.8) – to quantitatively assess the military worth, supportability, sustainability and testability of requirements across competing alternatives and underpin the acquisition process.
15. [bookmark: _Toc194761173]Conclusion.  
Concept Refinement ends at Milestone A when the MDA approves the preferred solution with the associated TDS resulting from the CBA, AoA and SETR’s.  There are several additional requirements for Milestone A at the end of Concept Refinement (e.g. a Test and Evaluation Strategy, etc.) listed in DoDI 5000.2 and SECNAVINST 5000.2C.  This document has provided an overview of pre-Milestone A analysis processes that you lead and are a customer for.  
It is typically in the government’s best interest to ensure a broad competency team is available to inform the process.   As such, bringing together the right warfighting expertise, combined with analysts and engineers early in the process will help establish a team that understands the capabilities you need as a warfighter.  The team can in-turn help you to better understand the possible design solutions based on various technology combinations and the inherent cost and risk associated with each.  The knowledge you build in this team will assist a program office in the oversight of industry design work and selection of a system for production and fielding.  Using the ESG Team to develop a core ‘analytic team’ should help develop and scope the planning and execution of the AoA to ensure continuity of efforts from the CBA into the AoA.  These efforts are intended to reduce the risk in successfully completing an AoA on time and within cost.  
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NCB CBA Initiation Process and Briefing Format


The following briefing slides are provided from N810 and describe the CBA Initiation process (previously described in Section 2 and Figure 3) as well as the briefing format developed by N81 to obtain NCB approval for conducting a CBA.














NCB BRIEFING FORMAT
Slide 1 – Title Slide


Slide 2 – Decision Required

Slide 3 – Bottom Line



Slide 4 – Purpose and Background

Slide 5 - Objectives

Slide 6 – Guidance and Related Studies


Slide 7 – Scope (see Table 2) 


Slide 8 - Organization













Slide 9 –Study Environment

Slide 10 – Schedule and Cost


Slide 11 - Summary	
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experienced;

— CBAs based on perceived future needs;
— CBAs to provide a unified look at a mission area;

— CBAs to provide joint examination of an operational concept
proposed by a particular community;

— CBAs to provide a broad examination of a functional area; or
— CBAs to provide answers on extremely compressed timelines.
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Objectives & Expected Results

* What products are expected from this
Study? (FAA, FNA, FSA, DCR, JCD, ...).

* Based on a CBA Quicklook, and/or other
relevant efforts already performed, what
results do you expect from this CBA?

Guidance on contentfintentofa CBA
Quicklook can be found in JCS J-8/Force
Application Assessment Division
“Capabiliies-Based Assessment(CBA)
User’s Guide” dated December2006
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Guidance and Related Studies

* List any Navy and/or DOD guidance
relevantto your CBA.

« List any Navy and/or DOD analyses and
documents that directly affect your CBA,
plus applicable joint concept and scenario
documents.
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Scope

Discuss the six elements of scoping as they apply to your CBA, and refer back to the
relevant Navy and DOD guidance to support your scope. Devote some space to
proving that your scope is correct. Make it clear what the CBA will not address. Use
multiple slides if necessary.

Capabilities desired_ A capabilty, in JCIDS, is the ability fo achieve an effect in a military operation. CBAS
suchas Joint Forcible Entry Operafions and Global Strike Raid Scenario have differing scopes because the
effects that those types of operations are infended fo achieve are different

Scenarios considered. We cannat say that we actually have a capability unfess we fest it against various
adversaries and operating condifions. The sample of adversaries and operaling condifions —in ofher words,
the scenarios used — are a component of the scope of an assessment

Functions considered_ ¥ is difficu fo find a military operation that does not employ virtually all functions of
the Navy or DOD, from exercising space control o providing physical filness faciliies. But, not all of the
employed functions must for shoutd) be analyzedin a CBA. What will not be addressed?

Types of solutions considered_ in some cases, the fype of solutions allowed by policy, existing treafies,
and 0 on may narow the scope (e.q., space-based weapons may be rufed out af the outsef). Also, if your
have a solution-oriented CBA such as Seabasing, your assessment is limited fo assessing the altemaives
within, and utility of, that concept

Resource mits. Whike resource limits have not been imposed on any CBA done fo date, it is entirely
possible to scope a CBA by stipulating limits on solutions, such as requiting that the FSA output must
present options that do niot require addiional manpower or funding. Note that recent changes to JCIDS
require that the FSA consider alternative CONOPS that se non-materie! solufions [JROCM 062-06, 20061
Planning horizon_ This is the fime period that the CBA is considering, for both adversaries and pofential
solutions.
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Organization and Governance

How you will work with external organizations

Document the govemnance structure of your CBA, including all
oversight committees and flag officer/executive sponsor.

Team composition
— Team Lead
— Study Lead

Which organizations will provide representatives (and how many per
org) to your working group(s).

— Ifyou are planning on relying on external organizations for major parts
of your assessment, list them and also refer to them in the methodology
section.

Who s proposed to approve the CBA components (FAA, FNA, FSA)
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Study Environment

» Discuss any known interest in this study
from other services or agencies.

* Listissues and/or obstacles expected

while conducting the CBA (Navy and
Joint), and mitigating actions you intend to

take.
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Projected Schedule and Cost

* A high-level schedule, limited to major
staff actions and milestones (FAA, FNA,
and FSA) that you already know about.

* Cost
— Total Cost
— Cost per FY (if applicable)

— Breakdown if more than one funding source
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Summary

Summary bullets

Request authorization to commence
CBA

Request concurrence that will
approvethe FAA, FNA, and FSA

Request designation of an OPNAV
sponsor (if needed)
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