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PREFACE

This guidebook explains the framework for oversight and implementation of the Air Force process for
validation of operational capability requirements in support of overarching Capability Development
efforts and in compliance with the main processes for “Requirements” via the Joint Capabilities
Integration and Development System (JCIDS), for “Acquisition” via the Defense Acquisition System (DAS),
and for “Resourcing” via the Air Force Strategy, Planning, Programming, Budgeting and Execution (SPPBE)
as well as for rapid solution pathways that are exempt from normal JCIDS and DAS oversight.

There are no restrictions on release or distribution of this guidebook.

NOTE: Although the AF/A5/7 Capability Development Guidebooks are not statutory or regulatory policy
in nature, they represent official guidance and standard procedures developed by AF/A5/7D to ensure
compliance with and implementation of overarching Requirements and Acquisition policies. Per
AF/A5/7 direction and authority under HAF Mission Directive 1-7, to the maximum extent practical all
Air Force Sponsors will follow the guidance and procedures described in these guidebooks or coordinate
with AF/A5/7D through the AF/A5/7DR (Requirements Oversight Enabling Team) for case-by-case
tailoring.

If you have questions regarding specific information within the Volume 2-series Capability Development
Guidebook(s), or if you have suggestions for improvements, please contact:

AFGK: Mr. Richard “Bullet” Tobasco, richard.tobasco.2@us.af.mil, DSN 222- / (703) 692-4197
Guidebook OPR & RMCT CAR: Ms. Sara Stewart, sara.stewart.4@us.af.mil, DSN 222- / (703) 697-2971

AF/A5/7DR Portal Page. Additional guidance and information to supplement this Guidebook is located
on the Air Force Futures’ AF Portal Page. At publication, this Portal Page is still labeled for A5RP and does
not reflect the latest HAF organization. The latest information (or a link to it) can be found here:

https://www.my.af.mil/gcss-af/USAF/ep/globalTab.do?channelPageld=s6925EC1352150FB5E044080020E329A9



https://www.my.af.mil/gcss-af/USAF/ep/globalTab.do?channelPageId=s6925EC1352150FB5E044080020E329A9
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CHANGE SUMMARY

Change Summary

Date

This document captures updated organizations, roles, responsibilities, and DAF
guidance and must be reviewed in its entirety. Portions of this guidebook were
derived from the AF/A5R Requirements Guidebook Volume 1 (24 June 2020,
Version 5.02), which is rescinded and replaced by this AF/A5/7 Capability
Development Guidebook Volume 2A.

N/A
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SECTION 1. BACKGROUND

1.1. Overview of Operational Capability Development, from Strategy to Concepts to Capability. Driven
by the National Defense Strategy, joint operational concepts, Air Force supporting concepts, and threat-
informed future force design attributes, the Department of the Air Force makes Strategic Capability
Development decisions to pursue key capabilities that guarantee the service is able to accomplish its core
mission set supporting the future joint fight. Armed with an understanding of the force’s future
vulnerabilities and opportunities, the Capability Development Enterprise drives analysis, research, and
technology development activities to identify, assess, and prioritize potential capability solutions. It
leverages these insights to refine concepts of employment, define key performance attributes, and make
cost-informed planning and programming decisions to pursue solutions. It balances industrial feasibility,
technical development timelines, and resource limitations holistically across the AF in order to build a
framework that links cohesive Requirements, Resourcing, and Acquisition strategies together into a
Capability composed of new, modified, and/or existing Programs of Record. The warfighter’s operational
capability requirements are distilled by the appropriate Program Offices into detailed solution
performance requirements that drive industry’s proposals and production. The Acquisition Enterprise
selects the optimal pathway, streamlines and tailors it to fit the program, and drives to deliver the
Capability into the warfighter’s hands on a relevant timeline.

Figure 1.1 is a simplified depiction of this recursive process that highlights the activities required to derive
an operational need, and then pursue the development of an operational capability to meet that need. It
also highlights where the enterprise addresses fundamental questions and in which phases the AF/A5/7
Centers focus their efforts. Although this depiction portrays a roughly serial and linear process for
simplicity’s sake, the actual process is iterative and multi-layered. For additional information regarding
AF/A5/7 organizational activities, refer to HAF Mission Directive 1-7, Section 2 of this Guidebook, and the
other Volume 2-series Guidebooks.

Strategic Capability Development

“Identify the Need” (C1 & C3)
National Defense Strategy/JWC/Wargames
Identify Concept Required Capabilities/Cap Gaps
“The AF We Need”
Deep Dives/Planning Choices

l Feedback

s [Note: Air Force Futures’ Centers 1, 2, 3 focus areas indicated by C1, C2, C3]

“Refine the Need” (C2) (C3)
Analysis / S&T/ M&S / Experiments
Plan & Prioritize Lines of Effort
Influence Programming Decisions
Document the Need & Solution Attributes
(CBA/ICD /AoA/RPRD /RFRD / SIW CNS, etc.)

~ Are We Pursuing
™~ Them The Right Way?
~_-]
\_ (e.g. the How?)
~

Are We Pursuing

The Right Things? I
(e.g. the What?) Acquisition

“Pursue the Requirement”
Programs of Record = PEO + $ + Requirement Document
Develop Acquisition Strategy & Tech Development Plan
Align Resources and Technology Timelines
Engage Industry (RFis / RFPs/KTRs, etc.)

l Feedback|

Insights

“Into the Warfighter’s Hands”
10C / FOC — Ops and Sustainment

Timelines Tailored To The Effort:

—
Weeks to Months to Years

—

| Air Force

Tod
oday | We Need

Figure 1.1 Capability Development Flow — Overview
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1.2. Purpose of Operational Capability Requirements. The goal of the AF/A5/7 operational capability
requirements development, documentation and validation process is to provide approved requirements
documents and artifacts to facilitate timely implementation of solutions. These solutions must either
address identified deficiencies associated with validated capability requirements (mission needs) or take
advantage of opportunities to improve operational mission effectiveness. In short, it functions to
document the analysis and factual underpinnings of our collective pursuit of the warfighter’s needs, and
capture those needs in validated and prioritized Operational Capability Requirements documents that
drive the Defense Acquisition System to acquire the right capabilities. This process strives to balance the
key tenets of transparency, sufficiency, agility, and speed; it is at the core of the Capability Development
Flow depicted in Figure 1.1. The balance across all AF mission areas between resources, time, capability
feasibility, and operational needs is the fundamental challenge of Capability Development. That high-
level balance of interactions, constraints, and questions is modeled in Figure 1.2 below.

Roles, Missions, Functions
Concepts and Challenges \

Difference = Gaps, Shortfalls, Overlaps — Risk?

DOTMLPF-P$
Everything we do to organize, train,
equip, field, support and sustain our

warfighting force

v" How do we conduct operations with
the force we have, what do we need

_ . lochange... and when?
Ny r
Requirements. /Resources

> Justification via traceability Capability » Future force structure,
to legitimate mission needs [ Development strategy and resourcing plan
L = Activities
v Validation = Do we really\ - 4, pqaress /¥ Affordability > How will
need it? How soon? Gaps & Risk we pay for it? When?

« “Constrained by $” + “Aflocation of $”

Acquisition

Materiel Solutions

» New Equipment, Systems and Technologies

Little m: non-developmental, “off the shelf” items
Big M: Development and/or Production

v'  Feasibility > How will we obtain it? What
will it cost? How long will it take?

« “Expenditure of $”

Figure 1.2 Capability Development Interactions- Overview

1.3. Scope of Authority. Under the authority described in HAF Mission Directive 1-7, AFPD 10-6, and AFI
10-601, AF/A5/7D (Air Force Futures’-Center 2) is responsible for all matters pertaining to the
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development, documentation, and validation of operational capability requirements for the Air Force.
The process and documents governed by those instructions and the A5/7 Capability Development
Guidebooks are the sole purview of AF/A5/7D as delegated by the CSAF under USC Title 10; other AF
organizations do not have independent authority to authorize, develop or approve any of these
requirement documents, except by adhering to the process described herein.

1.4. Key Terminology. Capability requirements development activities are conducted in response to
formal assessments of the AF’s ability (in both ability and capacity) to accomplish assigned roles, missions,
functions and operations and associated risks. This Capability Development Guidebook volume explains
the framework for Air Force oversight of Operational Capability Requirements development in compliance
with the Joint Staff’s processes for “Requirements” via the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development
System (JCIDS), for “Acquisition” via the Defense Acquisition System (DAS), and for “Resourcing” via the
Air Force Strategy, Planning, Programming, Budgeting and Execution (SPPBE) processes. In addition, it
describes the framework and oversight of the Air Force’s implementation of the rapid solution pathways
which are exempt from normal JCIDS oversight and DAS processes. All stakeholders and participants in
the Requirements, Acquisition, and Resourcing processes are part of the wider Capability Development
Enterprise. While other communities may use or understand identical terms differently, depending on
their perspective and context, it is essential for all participants in Operational Capability Requirement
development activities to share the same proper and foundational understanding of these key terms,
and to understand how they relate to each other.

1.4.1. Capability. The ability to complete a set of tasks or execute a course of action under specified
conditions and performance through combinations of means and ways across the entire DOTMLPF-P
spectrum.

e A “capability” is more than just equipment — it is the combination of resources across the entire
spectrum of DOTMLPF: Doctrine, Organizations, Training, Materiel (the equipment), Leadership
& Education, Personnel, Facilities and Policy. For example, a piece of equipment is not a capability
without properly trained people to operate and maintain it.

e Materiel Solutions are often described as “little m” solutions (indicates the use of previously
fielded equipment and/or the purchase of new non-developmental, “off the shelf” items) and “Big
M” solutions (indicates solutions that require new development and/or new production of
equipment via formal acquisition processes).

1.4.2. Capability Requirement (Operational Need). A properly constructed capability requirement reflects
a need to be able to accomplish or perform a certain task, set of tasks, or mission(s), under a specific set
of conditions or constraints, and to a minimum level of performance in order to be considered effective
and/or acceptable. Requirements are described in terms of actions and abilities, not objects.

e Note: In order to justify a capability requirement (operational need), the requirement sponsor must
clearly demonstrate, via a Requirements Validation, that the need is established by, derived from and
traceable to assigned roles, missions, functions and operational context. When using the term
“requirement”, it is important to distinguish between the capability requirement (e.g. the task, the
thing that needs to be done), from the conditions or constraints under which it will be done, and the
standards or degree to which it needs to be done. It is equally important to distinguish the need (the
thing we need to be able to do) from the proposed solution (the system or the piece of equipment).

e Note: Valid capability requirements (operational needs) are derived from and traceable to one or more
Concept-Required Capabilities (CRC).
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e Note: A capability requirement can ONLY be fully understood in the context of a Concept of Operations
(CONOPs) and how the capability will need to be integrated and supported in the intended operating
environment. Well-written requirements have appropriately detailed descriptions of the task(s),
conditions, standards, measures and a CONOPs that are all traceable to and derived from the CRC(s)
that are described in the relevant Air Force Operating and/or Supporting Concept(s).

1.4.3. Concept-Required Capability (CRC). A CRC is a description of the operational capability that is
required to successfully execute/underpin how the future joint force fights within a validated and
approved Concept. The CRCs are broadly and strategically described in an Operating Concept, are critical
capabilities for the success of the Supporting Concept(s), and are described generically without
constraining or prescribing potential CRC implementation pathways. CRCs may be identified in Concept
development/refinement, may be distilled from analytical and/or discovery activities (e.g. experiments,
war games, exercises, lessons learned, etc.), or may be implicitly or explicitly specified in top-down
guidance from approved Strategies and Concepts.

1.4.4. Capability Gaps and Operational Risk. The difference (if any) between the Concept Required
Capability (what the force needs to be able to do, or how much capability it needs) and the currently
fielded and planned capability inherent to the force’s organization, training, and equipment (what we are
and expect to be able to do), represents the capability gap. The inability of the force to perform the
capability (either in part or whole) at the time of mission need, with the expected degree of mission
success or failure, characterizes and defines the resultant operational risk of the gap.

e Gaps are expressed in terms of not being able to achieve the minimum threshold of acceptable
performance or suitability to perform a capability. Risk may be expressed as risk to mission or risk to
the force, and is an integral part of decision making that prioritizes activities to close capability gaps.

e Capability Gaps are used to identify specific capability deficiencies, while a properly understood
Capability Requirement is derived from understanding the full scope of the problem and needs.
Capability Requirements are rarely a “puzzle piece” that completely covers a discrete Capability Gap.
Simply put, there is rarely a 1:1 relationship between an identified Capability Gap and an appropriate
Operational Requirement describing a solution.

e An essential part of understanding a Capability Gap is deriving a specifically defined and well
understood problem statement. Defining the problem drives a better understanding of the core CRC,
interactions with other CRCs, and potential capability gap dependencies. The complex relationships
between all gaps (and potential solutions) must be assessed and understood within the context of all
interrelated CRCs (i.e. within the Big Picture) so that Nth-order consequences are understood.

1.4.5. Capability Solutions and Opportunities. The service’s ability to provide a needed capability includes
all materiel and non-materiel approaches available to provide a fielded solution that meets warfighting
needs. This includes a complementary mix of doctrine (and concepts), organizations (and basing), training
(and mission rehearsals), materiel (equipment), leadership and education (force development), people
(manpower and skills), facilities (and support infrastructure) and policy — collectively known as the
DOTMLPF-P areas.

e Note: When we examine our ability or inability to provide the necessary capability, we fully examine
this entire DOTMLPF-P spectrum to assess our potential gaps and risk, and identify potential solutions
from each of the appropriate DOTMLPF-P areas.

o Non-Materiel Solutions: Changes to doctrine, organization, training, alternate use of existing
equipment (e.g. change in tactics, techniques or procedures), leadership and education,
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personnel, facilities, or policy changes, etc. without the need to develop or purchase new
materiel capability solutions.

o Materiel Capability Solutions: These types of solutions are often referred to in big or little
“M”/”"m” categories, although some solution pathways pursue capability solutions that don’t
fit conveniently into this simplification.

= “Little m” — any non-developmental, “off the shelf” items, equipment purchases and
procurements that do not require new development or production contracting.

= “Big M” —any items that require new development and/or new production contracts
via formal acquisition processes, guided by validated requirements document(s).

o Capability Opportunities: Innovations or other new approaches and items or enhancements
that are not necessarily associated with a specific capability gap, but are aligned with valid
mission requirements (or needs).

1.4.6. Attributes and Measures. Attributes describe the mission level and system level performance and
suitability characteristics (e.g. speed, distance, range, payload, survivability, etc.) necessary to provide the
required capability, under the given conditions, meeting an acceptable (e.g. threshold or objective) level
of performance and at an acceptable or manageable level of operational risk. Measures of capability are
related to both the quality of capability (also called proficiency; e.g. “is it good enough?”) and to the
quantity or capacity/amount of the capability (also called sufficiency; e.g. “do we have enough?”).

e In JCIDS and AF requirement documents, the required system level attributes and characteristics are
expressed in terms of Key Performance Parameters (KPPs), Key System Attributes (KSAs), Additional
Performance Attributes (APAs), Other System Attributes, and similar terms for Middle Tier of
Acquisition. Measures are expressed in terms of threshold (minimum acceptable) values and objective
values (desired but still justifiable as being necessary to provide trade space, but potentially associated
with higher cost, schedule, or technical risk, etc.).

1.4.7. Capability Development. Capability Development includes all of the activities related to identifying,
refining, and prioritizing a capability gap or opportunity, as well as the activities that are pursued to close
that capability gap or seize that opportunity for the warfighter. In Project Air Force 2019, RAND defined
Capability Development as 1) a systematic process of identifying materiel and non-materiel capabilities
that provide the means to deliver warfighting effects consistent with Air Force strategic guidance; and 2)
setting priorities for investments for success, as well as accounting for first-order estimates of costs and
estimates of rates of maturation of emerging technologies.
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SECTION 2. CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT PROCESS OVERVIEW

2.1. Strategic and Integrated Capability Development. Air Force Futures teams collaborate with
strategists and futurists in the Joint Staff, Combatant Commands, Major Commands, Space Force, and
intelligence communities to “identify the need” for how the Air Force, as part of the Joint Force, will fight
and win in future conflicts. Defining Air Force operational concepts capable of competing and winning in
the future conflict environment from a capability-based perspective is the intellectual underpinning of a
successful future force structure.

Capabilities-based analyses provide the service the opportunity to perform three essential developmental
functions: 1) Identify capability requirements (operational/mission needs) related to assigned roles,
missions, functions or operations within the Concepts, then 2) Determine if there are any associated
capability gaps which present an unacceptable operational risk and 3) Assess and propose potential
solution approaches to address gaps and mitigate risk.

2.1.1. AF/A5/7S Center 1’s Role in Capability Development. Center 1’s focus is to develop Air Force
strategy and concepts to inform force design and PPBE, describing a Family of Concepts that captures the
future warfighting vision for the Air Force. These concepts, in turn, provide the context from which to
define service-specific contributions and CRCs necessary within those concepts and epochs. Key elements
of their work includes assessments, analysis, and other activities to better understand the future
environment, align with National Defense Strategy, and integrate with Joint Staff’s warfighting concepts.

2.1.2. AF/A5/7I Center 3’s Role in Capability Development. Center 3 performs a vital role integrating
across numerous capability portfolios to ensure the interdependencies and interoperability of capabilities
is fully understood and factored into priority and sequencing decisions to close the capability gaps
identified for the future force design. Its focus is to create an integrated force design that describes what
and how future capabilities combine and fight together in a future Air Force family of systems. This
includes discovering technological opportunities; wargaming innovative operational tactics, capabilities,
and strategies; and prioritizing development planning, experimentation, and prototyping activities to
inform future concepts and to align future force design with threat-informed time horizons.

2.2. AF/A5/7D Center 2 Capability Development. Defining and operationalizing mission needs is the focus
for Center 2. The Center’s Cross Functional Teams (CFTs) and Functional Integration Teams (FITs) work to
enable the “bridge” between aspirational concepts and tangible capabilities by synthesizing the insights
and activities from Center 1 and integrating them into a feasible and executable plan that fits within
Center 3’s force design. All Center 2 activity is focused on developing logical and informed solution
pathways by deliberately reducing the technological and integration unknowns. Continuous collaboration
with Center 3, SAF/AQ, SAF/SA, AFMC, AFLCMC, AFRL, SDPE, MAJCOMs, and other key agencies drives
analysis, modeling, experimentation and other activities that reduce critical uncertainties and help to
identify & validate core assumptions. Itisthis collaboration that ultimately drives the closure of capability
gaps by developing the operational requirements and capability development artifacts the resourcing and
acquisition communities need in order to allocate funds and produce future weapon systems.

e Note: The roles of the CFTs/FITs and the artifacts used to describe actionable plans to develop
capabilities (ex. Capability Development Plans) are described in the AF/A5/7 Capability
Development Guidebook, Volume 2B.

2.3. Capability Planning. With well understood capability requirements (mission needs derived from CRCs
and/or from assigned roles, missions, functions or operations) and associated capability gaps and
operational risks, Capability Planning is done to assess and investigate potential solution approaches. All
Capability Planning efforts are unique and the work/documentation needed will be custom tailored to the
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situation and circumstances. There are often several solution pathways that may work and capability
planning serves to answer the questions and provide a better understanding of the most feasible and
successful possibilities. The Capability Planning work to develop these solution pathways produces the
artifacts and documents needed to define the Air Force’s Requirements Strategy to satisfy the operational
need.

2.3.1. Solution Approaches. Sponsoring agencies considering potential courses of action (COAs) to address
gaps should start by considering non-materiel approaches, or modifications to existing systems, before
working their way up to more complex materiel solution approaches and larger, more costly programs.
New solution development, especially for immature technology, should be viewed as a last resort after
other options have been explored and deemed unsuitable to address the capability requirement, gap(s)
and/or risk.

2.4. Solution Approach Pathway Recommendation [led by the sponsoring CFT or FIT and Lead
Agent/MAJCOM in conjunction with Program Manager(s), Program Office reps]. Each particular solution
approach/pathway option has a distinct implementation process, often with unique oversight,
governance, policies and associated documentation. The sponsor’s preferred solution implementation
processes are described in the Capability Development Plan (CDP) or Requirements Roadmap (RR), and
the solution implementation process for a particular system nested within the CDP or RR is captured in a
System Development Plan (SDP). The SDP in particular requires close coordination between the
requirements sponsor, the program manager(s), and the resource planning organizations. The Solution
Pathway Review (described below) serves as validation of the planned pathway, sets expectations for
timing of requirement artifact reviews, and authorizes sponsors to begin development of specific
requirements documentation.

2.4.1. Goal. The overriding objective is to establish a course of action to develop the right document (for
the right pathway), at the right time, with the right people involved to best enable timely
fielding/implementation of a successful capability solution, comply with senior leader direction and
applicable strategic guidance, and avoid wasted activity.

e Note: Each solution pathway and the associated requirements document is uniquely tailored to
support the proposed approach (non-materiel or materiel) and the proposed implementation or
phase of acquisition, as applicable. For further detail on procedures unique to development and
approval for each particular type of document, refer to the applicable A5/7 Capability
Development Guidebook volume described in the following paragraphs.

2.4.2. AF/A5/7D Process -- Solution Pathways and associated Requirements Documents. The solution
approaches/pathways and associated requirements documents governed by the AF/A5/7D process are
used primarily to develop and field new warfighting systems and other operational capabilities with direct
impact on AF and/or Joint warfighting. The solution pathways and requirements document types are
updated periodically to remain aligned with overarching defense department solution policies and
guidelines.

e Urgent Needs. For urgent acquisition of materiel solutions associated with combat/contingency
operations; with a goal of achieving initial fielding within 2 years. Urgent Needs are documented,
reviewed and approved using a streamlined process that does not generate a “requirement
document” (other than the urgent need submission.) For more detail, refer to A5/7 Capability
Development Guidebook, Vol 2E.

e DOTMLPF-P _Changes. For non-materiel and non-developmental materiel solutions only.
Associated Requirements Document(s): DOTMLPF-P Change Recommendation (DCR), either an
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AF-only DCR or Joint DCR. For more detail, refer to A5/7 Capability Development Guidebook, Vol
2G.

Weapon System Modification Proposals. For upgrades and enhancements to fielded systems.
Modification Proposals are documented, reviewed and approved using the AF Form 1067,
Modlification Proposal. For more detail, refer to A5/7 Capability Development Guidebook, Vol 2F.

Major Capability Acquisition. The traditional JCIDS process for new warfighting systems via
development and/or production efforts. Associated requirements documents: Initial Capability
Document (ICD) and Capability Development Document (CDD), including variants for Information
Systems and Software (IS-ICD, IS-CDD, SW-ICD). For more detail refer to A5/7 Capability
Development Guidebook, Vol 2G and Vol 2J).

Middle-Tier of Acquisition Pathway (defined in DoDI 5000.80, previously referred to as Sec. 804).
For materiel solutions via Rapid Prototyping or Rapid Fielding efforts that can be completed within
5 years. To provide the “approved requirements” documentation necessary to support Middle
Tier of Acquisition (MTA) efforts, sponsors have the option to 1) propose using an existing JCIDS
requirements document (if approved by AF/A5/7D) to support the middle tier effort, or 2)
propose developing a new requirements document created specifically for the middle-tier
pathway, i.e. a Rapid Prototyping Requirement Document (RPRD) or a Rapid Fielding Requirement
Document (RFRD). For more detail, refer to A5/7 Capability Development Guidebook, Vol 21.

Software Acquisition (via JCIDS or the Software Acquisition Pathway (defined in DoDI 5000.87,
previously referred to as Sec. 800)). For software-specific capabilities or application development;
there are differences between these pathway in oversight, timing, and documentation.
Associated requirements documents: Capability Need Statement (CNS) and User Agreement (UA)
and the Software-ICD (SW-ICD). For more detail, refer to A5/7 Capability Development Guidebook,
Vol 2J.

Note: Solution pathways for non-warfighting mission and mission support areas such as business
systems, manpower and education, facilities and infrastructure, etc. have their own processes that do
not utilize the documents and processes described in the A5/7 Capability Development Guidebooks.
Sponsors in these other areas wishing to use any of the documents or pathways under the authority
of AF/A5/7D must follow the process and guidelines as described herein. Refer to Section 4 below for
more detail on Sponsor Roles and Responsibilities.

2.4.3. Developing a Plan/Roadmap by Combining Solution Pathways. Solution pathways rarely provide

capability in isolation, and often need to be combined in meaningful ways to achieve the intended
outcome and deliver an actual capability. A Capability Development Plan or Requirements Roadmap
details a list of the capability development activities sponsors intend to pursue to help them identify and
prioritize effective capability solutions for the mission gaps and concept objectives in their portfolios. The
solutions considered usually depend upon multiple lines of effort and multiple Capability Development
activities along interdependent solution pathways to meet the overall capability needs. This may also
include a “bridging plan” to move from a legacy/existing capability solution into a new transformative
solution. The pathway activities may occur in parallel, or follow in sequence (as branches and sequels) or
a combination of both. For example:

Section 804 MTA Pathway for a rapid prototyping of a new sensor combined with a Weapon
System Modification Proposal to install the final product on a mission platform.
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e JCIDS pathway for a traditional materiel development approach, where the analysis of
alternatives reveals a commercially available (non-developmental) product can be pursued using
middle-tier authority for rapid production and fielding as a bridge capability.

e Modification Proposal to upgrade mission equipment and hardware or computing capacity, etc.
on a legacy platform, combined with a Section 800 Software Pathway for development of new
software-intensive system to be hosted on the platform.

e JCIDS pathway for a DCR to purchase a new “off-the-shelf” platform to replace a legacy platform
along with a Modification Proposal to migrate the mission equipment from the legacy system
onto the new replacement platform.
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Figure 2.1. Solution Pathways and Requirements Documents Overview

2.4.4. Key Stakeholder Involvement. Thorough development of solution approach/course(s) of action

(COAs) needs to involve key stakeholders across all functional and support areas to include programmers
and requirements SMEs, acquisition life cycle management (SAF/AQ and AFMC, AFLCMC, AF/A4, etc.),
test & evaluation (AF/TE, AFTC. AFOTEC), interoperability (AF/A6), intelligence (AF/A2), strategy and
concepts (AF/A5/7S), and risk/analysis (AF/A5/71, SAF/SA, AF/A5/7DY-OAS). Stakeholders may include
outside agencies, Space Force or other services, joint staff, OSD, etc.

e Refer to Section 5 for further detail on Key Stakeholders and their subject matter areas.

e Sponsors should coordinate with the Lead Agent/MAJCOM’s requirement’s policy team to work
through AF/A5/7DR (Center 2’s Requirements Oversight Enabling Team) to have the HAF initiate a
dialogue with Joint Staff Gatekeeper early in document development process regarding potential
joint-level equity and/or oversight; this will ensure the staffing and approval process goes as
smoothly as possible.
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Figure 2.2. Tailorable AF Process for Requirements Document Development

2.5. Solution Pathway Review (SPR). Following collaboration with key stakeholders to develop and
capture a solution strategy and associated course(s) of action within a System Development Plan (see
Volume 2B for details on the SDP), the Sponsor (working through their Information & Resource Support
System (IRSS) POC and the relevant AF/A5/7D SME) submits a request via IRSS to convene a SPR. The SPR
serves to synchronize the enterprise on the best approach, prevent wasted work, and confirm that the
Sponsor is pursuing not only the right capabilities but is pursuing them in the right way and is ready to
create the appropriate document/artifact.

2.5.1. Purpose of the Solution Pathway Review: The main purpose of the SPR is to ensure the Sponsor’s
System Development Plan (SDP) is adequate, aligns to senior leader capability development priorities, and
they are ready to convene a Document Writing Team to develop the most appropriate (JCIDS or non-
JCIDS) operational requirements document. This includes reviewing the timing, program status, funding,
team membership, and the location/format for the proposed document writing event. The SPR approval
decision is typically delegated by the AF/A5/7D to the AFGK, though the AF/A5/7D may choose to chair
the SPR with GO-level participation highly desired from SAF/AQX, AF/A8X, and AFMC/A5R. GO-level SPR
events are standard if substantial changes have occurred since the original strategy/COA was approved
or since the predecessor document was validated (e.g. significant changes in strategic guidance, CONOPs,
threats, operational mission profile(s), risk assessment, affordability/funding, or schedule/timeframe,
etc.). A SPR decision is specific to a particular solution or program that strives to address validated
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operational need(s) in one or more System Development Plans or Capability Portfolio(s). It is a
requirements pathway and document development decision only, and the SPR decision and authority is
contingent upon alignment and synchronization with relevant acquisition and resourcing strategies.

Selection of the acquisition pathway is an acquisition decision that can only be made by the MDA.
The approval at a SPR of a requirements pathway, particularly a requirements pathway outside of
JCIDS (ex. Middle Tier of Acquisition), is contingent upon pre-coordination and/or MDA approval.
The requirements and acquisition pathways must align.

The SPR specifies the approach the Enterprise will take to pursue a solution (i.e. validation of the
SDP) and, by design, preempts AF Sponsors from investing substantive work into a particular
requirement document or pathway only to find out they did it wrong (e.g. not the right document,
not the right timing, or didn’t have the right people involved). The goal is to decide upon an
effective, integrated, and affordable way forward so that Lead Agent/MAJCOM sponsors do not
have to re-accomplish previous work, or get stuck on a path for a document that is inconsistent
with the best approach for integrated and agile Materiel/materiel solution implementation.

Requirements document development begins only after the SPR when the Lead Agent/MAJCOM
sponsor outlines how they have engaged all key stakeholders to develop a SDP outlining a viable
solution approach and course(s) of action in for the desired solution pathway(s).

With the exception of Urgent Needs and Modification Proposals, formal HAF-level approval (via
the Solution Pathway Review) is required prior to a Lead Agent/MAJCOM sponsor convening a
document writing team or conducting any substantive requirements document development
activity. Specifically, sponsors should not begin development of any requirements document
(other than Urgent Needs or AF Form 1067) until the solution pathway (and associated document
strategy) has been reviewed and approved via an SPR.

o Note: The AF/A5/7D Urgent Needs process begins when a warfighting commander
submits an urgent operational need (UON) for review and validation. The UON validation
criteria determines whether or not it is appropriate to use the urgent needs
process/pathway, and this validation decision serves the same purpose as the SPR.

o Note: For the Modification Proposal process, the AF Form 1067 itself serves as the review
of the solution approach as it is validated and approved along the way through the
process. When appropriate, the Form 1067 can serve as a stand-alone requirements
document, or when necessary, it can be augmented or developed into a more robust
document similar to a traditional JCIDS or AF-specific requirements document. The
iterative review inherent in the Modification Proposal process meets the same intent of
the SPR.

2.5.2. SPR Worksheet. The Sponsor (working through their IRSS POC and the AF/A5/7 CFT/FIT SME)

submits a completed SPR worksheet with their SDP to AF/A5/7DR via IRSS not later than 21 days prior to
the start of the proposed document writing event. See the AF/A5/7DR Portal page (web link in Appendix
1) for SPR Worksheet template and checklist.

SPR Worksheet: completed by the document sponsor (all questions need to be answered) in
collaboration with the applicable AF/A5/7 CFT or FIT. The worksheet must be endorsed by
Sponsor’s requirements policy office (e.g. MAJCOM 0-6 level) and include a proposed Plan of
Action & Milestones (POAM) with a timeline for completion of the document. The applicable
CFT/FIT-developed System Development Plan (SDP) should be submitted along with the SPR
Worksheet. Pro Tip: Integrate the document PoAM data into the SDP.
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2.5.3. SPR - Approval Criteria. The Sponsor must demonstrate that the Solution Pathway / Approach was
developed in collaboration with all key stakeholders, including appropriate resourcing reps (to include
planners and programmers) and Implementing Command reps (to include program manager, systems
engineer, test, sustainment, and acquisition-intelligence analysts.)

e Note: SPR approval also serves as “validation” or approval of the team’s SDP in light of the most
up-to-date information available. The SDP is expected to evolve as a living document to reflect
ongoing activity, including the creation and validation of requirements and acquisition
documentation.

e Note: Each solution pathway and requirement document is tailored to support the proposed
solution approach. Refer to the applicable A5/7 Capability Development Guidebook volume for
further detail on the specific procedures and approval criteria for each particular type of document.

2.5.4. SPR - Decision/Approval. The A5/7D-hosted (or AFGK hosted) SPR event will provide the document
Sponsor with specific guidance and required actions to be accomplished (as necessary). The formal SPR
decision and associated actions and tasks are documented by the AFGK in writing (e.g. memo, email, staff
summary, decision chart, etc.) and archived in IRSS.

e Note: Any SPR direction or action items must be accomplished by the MAJCOM/Lead Agent
sponsor before convening the document writing team or during the document writing event, etc.
(as applicable or as directed). Compliance with SPR direction will be verified before the draft
document will be accepted for review and staffing (or as directed).
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SECTION 3. OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY REQUIREMENTS FUNDAMENTALS

3.1. Key Tenets of AF Requirements Document Development. The main purpose of all requirements
document development activity is to facilitate the most straightforward implementation of both materiel
and non-materiel capability solutions, consistent with AF capability development guidance, resourcing
priorities and acquisition policies. To meet this goal, requirements activities need to be conducted with
the full cooperation and close coordination of all stakeholders and enablers, especially the resourcing and
acquisition communities.

e Note: Validated capability requirements and system level performance attributes provide the basis
for defining the products that are acquired through the acquisition system. The SPPBE process
determines resource allocations and provides the funds necessary to execute planned programs
as well as constraining the entire process to seek affordable solutions.

e Note: Throughout a product’s life cycle, adjustments may have to be made to keep the
requirements, acquisition and resourcing processes aligned. Capability requirements and system
performance attributes may have to be adjusted to conform to technical and fiscal realities.
Acquisition programs may have to adjust to changing requirements and funding availability.
Programmed and budgeted funds may have to be adjusted to make programs executable or to
adapt to evolving validated capability requirements and priorities. These adjustments will be
captured within updated System Development Plans and, as appropriate, the Capability
Development Plan or Requirement Roadmap (more information and details on these products are
found in AF/A5/7 Capability Development Guidebook Volume 2B).

3.1.1. KEY TENET -- STABILITY. Stable support for capability requirements and resourcing are important
for successful solution pathway (e.g. program) execution. Stakeholders and process owners work closely
together to adapt to changing circumstances as needed, and to identify and resolve issues as early as
possible.

e Program stability necessitates effective and ongoing communication between resourcing,
acquisition and user functional leads including but not limited to direct involvement in the SPPBE
review process, and participation in Capability Portfolio Management Reviews (CPMR),
acquisition’s Systems Requirement Document Reviews, and other program reviews conducted
under the governance and/or authority of the acquisition and requirements processes.

3.1.2. KEY TENET -- AFFORDABILITY. Cost-Capability Analysis and investment review is necessary to avoid
starting or continuing solution approaches or acquisition programs that cannot be executed or supported
within reasonable expectations for future budgets. Assessing affordability is crucial for establishing fiscal
feasibility of the program, informing Analyses of Alternatives (AoAs), guiding capability requirements and
engineering tradeoffs, and setting realistic program baselines to control life-cycle costs or other
implementation and support expenses.

o Affordability management necessitates effective and ongoing communication between
acquisition and the user/functional leads on the cost and risk implications associated with
capability attributes and design parameters. For more detail, refer to Section 807 of Public Law
114-328.

3.1.3. KEY TENET -- TIMELINESS. The timeliness of capability development relates to both the timeframe
in which the capability is needed and the schedule for which we should realistically expect to be able to
achieve implementation or initial/full capability fielding. Setting the timing provides the framework for
determining how long we have to accomplish development and fielding of a solution. A program or
initiative doesn’t necessarily have to “go fast” to provide a solution that is “on time.”
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Timeliness depends on when the capability is needed. Timing is expressed in terms of the
expected or desired timeframe for completion of actions necessary to achieve Initial Operational
Capability (10C), also known as initial fielding or initial/limited deployment in some cases. Timing
and schedule are also expressed in terms of the final or “Full” Operational Capability (FOC) which
is when we need or expect delivery of the final full capability (or when the final production and
fielding will be completed).

Urgent/Rapid Process: When time is the most important factor -- when we need something right
away because of the risk to the force, or risk to the mission — we utilize what is known as the
urgent or rapid process. With this approach, we may need to “take what we can get” and trade
off some performance by accepting a less than full capability in order to field a capability solution
as soon as possible.

Normal/Deliberate (or deliberative) Process: When we don’t need the capability right away, we
are required to take our time and find an optimal approach, and we utilize what is known as the
deliberate process. This involves balancing the trades between finding best performance, at the
right price, and which meets our timeline and future funding constraints. We may choose to take
more time, to get the best value product.

Agile/Streamlined Process: When necessary, in order to expedite the fielding of capability to the
warfighter and addressing capability gaps, requirements sponsors and solution developers seek
out and utilize courses of action that provide the best option to minimize the time it takes to
develop and field solutions:

o Note: Preferred options include selecting approaches that utilize “off the shelf” or
commercially available items, existing designs with mature technology and proven concepts,
etc. while avoiding options that require lengthy development, use of immature technology or
complex software or other integration challenges.

In the interest of further expediting requirements and solution implementation timelines,
decision makers should utilize the most expeditious means available. Coordination with the AFGK
(via SPR or other activity) should be accomplished to “custom fit” the process pathway to the
capability need and timelines. To that end, the use of electronic staffing and/or direct
communication is the preferred method of document review whenever practical.

o NOTE: Decision/approval authorities should be delegated to the lowest level commensurate
with the activity and in a manner that promotes timely action.

o NOTE: The MAJCOM/Lead Agent sponsor, in conjunction with the Program Office/PM and
resourcing/budgeting community should seek and use all available authorities and/or waivers
to expeditiously provide an acceptable level of information sufficient to support the decision
being made, consistent with governing policies and statutes.

3.1.4. KEY TENET -- FEASIBILITY. Feasibility is the measure of whether or not the solution approach is

considered to be in the “realm of the possible.” The solution approach is considered feasible when we
expect it is something we will actually be able to accomplish given the amount of time, technology and
resources we have available to develop and field or implement the solution.

Feasibility of Non-Materiel Solutions: For non-materiel approaches, this means we need to seek
out and utilize solution approaches that can actually be implemented, within the available
resource and time constraints, and will have the desired impact to provide the capability or
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address the gap. There needs to be solid and coordinated support for taking the action, mainly
by identifying the functional process owner(s) who acknowledge their role and agree to take the
necessary action, including any allocation of resources in the form of funding, manpower, etc.

e Feasibility of Materiel Solutions: For materiel solution approaches that involve materiel system
development or production activity, per acquisition policy, the acquisition program leadership
and specifically, the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) (or simply Decision Authority (DA) in
some cases) participates in the validation review of requirements documents to ensure feasibility.
AF1 63-101/20-101 outline when the implementing command must attest to feasibility.

3.2. The Technology, Mission, Resourcing, Organizational (TMRO) Assessment Framework. This review
paradigm is increasingly used across the HAF to identify challenges in successfully developing resourcing
and acquisition strategies. Using the framework of the four TMRO dimensions can also be a useful tool
to analyze a possible requirements strategy and its suitability for requirements document development.
The TMRO framework is a complementary methodology to help assess alignment to the Key Tenets of
Stability, Affordability, Timeliness, and Feasibility described above.

e Technology. A consideration of the solution approach’s technological readiness in order to
identify challenges to successful implementation; typical questions to be considered: Do we know
component Technology Readiness Levels (TRL) and are we able to scale the technology to what is
needed? Is time to fielding sufficient to allow for suitable TRL? What are the relevant technology
integration challenges?

e Mission. An assessment of the suitability of the proposed solution through the lens of operational
mission and proposed value to the warfighter; typical questions to be considered: Does the
proposed solution support/is the solution supported by the USAF’s First Principles? Does it make
a measurable, defendable difference on mission outcome? Do we understand the attributes that
matter and the supporting analysis? What is the CONOP and what are its interdependencies?

e Resourcing. An assessment of the proposed solution’s resource cost (from development through
sustainment) and the reliability of resource commitments by the sponsoring command/agency;
typical questions to be considered: Do we know the resources needed to implement the solution
(funding, people, and infrastructure)? Is the solution affordable? Do we have the necessary talent
to implement? Is this a resource trade or is this additive? Why is it better than other solutions
vying for the same resources?

e Organizational. From an organizational and cultural perspective, an assessment of the desire for
and alignment of the proposed solution within the gaining units/command; typical questions to
be considered: Do we have the processes, structure, and culture to implement the proposed
solution? Is the solution acceptable within the organizational culture? Are all stakeholders
identified and are they supportive?

3.3. Classification and Releasability. Document Sponsors will follow classification marking guidance and
DAF direction that the “Not Releasable to Foreign Nationals” (NOFORN) caveat shall not be applied to
non-intelligence Department of Defense (DoD) Information, to include contract documents, except for
Naval Nuclear Propulsion Information and other circumstances defined in the National Disclosure Policy
document (NDP-1).
e Note: Parallel processes utilizing the same fundamental approaches are managed by AF/A5/7XX
Special Programs Team at classifications above the secret level or when otherwise protected by
SAP/SAR or ACCM designations.
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SECTION 4. REQUIREMENTS OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNANCE

4.1. Purpose. This section describes the levels of oversight and decision authority for review, processing,
validation and decision making regarding AF-sponsored operational capability requirements
documentation.

4.1.1. Authority. US Code Title 10, Section 2547, assigns the Chief of Staff of the Air Force (CSAF) the
responsibility to assist the Secretary in “Acquisition-related functions” by developing requirements for
equipping the Air Force. This effectively designates the CSAF as the Chief Requirements Officer for the Air
Force. The Deputy Chief of Staff, Air Force Futures, AF/A5/7 (through the Center 2 Lead, AF/A5/7D) is the
CSAF’s OPR for implementation of AF operational capability requirements development, as described in
the HAF Mission Directive 1-7. The AF/A5/7DR Requirements Oversight Team Lead is the process owner
and AF waiver authority for activities of the AF/A5/7 requirements document processes.

4.1.2. Staffing Tools. The services and Joint Staff operate independent staffing tools and processes for
review and approval of capability requirement documents.

4.1.2.1. Information & Resource Support System (IRSS). IRSS (pronounced “iris”) is the Air Force’s web-
based tool on DISA’s SIPRNet MilCloud and is designed to facilitate processing and tasking of AF and non-
AF sponsored capability requirements documents, assessments and analysis for AF review. IRSS is also
used for archiving AF-sponsored capability requirements documents and all associated
decision/validation memoranda.

e Note: Formal HAF-level approval/validation decisions are captured in writing (e.g. Requirements
Decision Memo, meeting minutes, email, staff summary, decision chart, etc.) and archived in IRSS.

e Note: Each AF organization/office responsible for reviewing capability-requirements documents
(including documentation and briefings related to the CBA/study or AoA) must designate an IRSS
POC responsible for receiving and responding to taskings, and uploading sponsored documents
and supporting materials into IRSS (if applicable).

e Note: For documents and related data classified above the secret level or protected by SAP/SAR or
ACCM designations, contact AF/A5/7XX, Special Programs Team. Documents are processed and
tasked in IRSS by providing pointers to the systems where the documents can be found.

e Note: Access to the IRSS system requires users to first obtain a SIPRNet AF Portal account.

4.1.2.2. Knowledge Management/Decision Support (KM/DS). KM/DS is the Joint Staff electronic staffing
and repository system on SIPRNet designed to facilitate joint staffing and review of JCIDS documents. The
Joint Staff Gatekeeper manages the organization of requirements data on the KM/DS system and ensures
Sponsors provide studies or other data supporting their capability requirement documents prior to
initiation of formal joint staffing, when required.

e Note: AF/A5/7DR Requirements Oversight Team ensures copies of AF-sponsored documents are
archived in both IRSS and KM/DS.
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Section 4A — Headquarters Air Force (HAF)-Level Requirements Oversight

4.2. HAF Requirements Subject Matter Expert (SME). AF/A5/7D (Air Force Futures Center 2) provides
subject matter expertise on operational capability requirements to support HAF-level review and decision-
making. When a functional requirements SME does not reside within a Cross Functional Team (CFT) or
Functional Integration Team (FIT), the AF/A5/7D Enabling Teams (A5/7DR Requirements Oversight Team,
A5/7DX Joint Integration Team, and/or A5/7DY Office of Aerospace Studies) will work with the
appropriate stakeholder organization to identify an appropriate HAF SME to support the topic (e.g. SME
from AF/A3, AF/A4, AF/A2/6, etc.) The HAF SME works alongside the Lead Agent/MAJCOM in capability
development activities and facilitates communication between the Lead Agent/MAJCOM sponsor and the
various HAF and Joint requirements process owners and stakeholders. The HAF SME also assists in
providing prep sessions for senior HAF leaders prior to decision meetings and other forums. The CFT, FIT
Lead (or otherwise designated SME) provides an O-6 level endorsement for Lead Agent/Command-
submitted Solution Pathway Reviews and other activities that require AF Gatekeeper review (as described
below).

4.3. AF Gatekeeper (AFGK). The Portfolio Manager and Lead of Center 2’s Requirements Oversight and
Joint Integration Enabling Teams (0-6/GS-15 level) serves as the AFGK. The Requirements Oversight
Enabling Team operates the day-to-day AF requirements processes and does so in coordination with the
A5/7 Special Programs Team for topics classified higher than Collateral Secret or with special access. The
AF Gatekeeping function serves as the entry point for formal review of requirements documents and
topics at the HAF level and is the single point of entry to the Joint Staff for the JCIDS process. Sponsors
(including any HAF organizations wishing to utilize the JCIDS process or JCIDS documents or non-JCIDS AF-
specific requirement documents) are not to go direct to Joint Staff without first contacting the AFGK.

e AFGK Review and/or Solution Pathway Review may be conducted via various communication
methods including (but not limited to) face-to-face meetings, email, phone call, teleconference,
SVTC, etc. Formal AFGK decisions are documented in writing and archived in IRSS.

4.4. AF Executive Leadership Team (ELT) and Strategic Integration Forum (SIF). The ELT and SIF are the
demand-driven decision-making venues of the AF corporate governance structure (replaces the AF
Council, AF Board, and Capability Development Council). The ELT is an agile decision-making body for the
top leaders of the DAF to debate issues that cannot be resolved at lower levels and the SIF, when needed,
supports the ELT as a decision-support forum for streamlining and simplifying coordination and
developing a common operating picture on key cross-cutting issues. At these high levels of authority, the
ELT and SIF serve to prioritize, integrate, and drive force design and related capability development efforts
across the Air Force. The ELT and SIF decisions are strategic in nature and typically oriented towards
resource allocation, budget planning, and large force design decisions; they are not consulted for
Operational Capability Requirements validation decisions but their strategic decisions will impact Air Force
Futures activities and priorities.

4.5. AF Futures’ Directors Alignment Meeting (DAM). The DAM is the nexus for strategy, concepts, force
design, capability development and requirements within the AF/A5/7. This meeting functions to
synchronize and fully-integrate CD activities via a GO-level forum. The DAM orchestrates all AF/A5/7
efforts across the full CD continuum from overarching strategy to detailed capability needs analysis and
documentation. Although the DAM is not a decision venue, it enables the AF/A5/7 Center Directors to
inform and influence each other’s decisions in their respective areas of responsibility, ensuring they are
able to make fully informed and more collaborative, cross-cutting, transparent and inclusive decisions.
The DAM meets as required and, while it is not a DAF governance body, it is greatly enhanced by active
and ongoing GO-level participation by the acquisition and resourcing communities, in addition to the
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MAJCOMs. The DAM works to ensure key strategic questions driving operational capability development
have consistent senior leadership direction and engagement and that decisions are made with the
appropriate levels of authority and integration.

Directors Alignment Meeting Activities. The DAM GOs meet as required to discuss, integrate, and

align activities to drive strategic capability development. Agenda items at these forums could
include but are not limited to:

@)

Special |

Review and coordination of Capability Development Plan / Roadmap activities for
complex or sensitive efforts; as required

Alignment of Requirements/Acquisition/Resource Strategies for specific solutions;
Ensuring integration of new or updated AF Supporting Concepts or strategies;

Aligning priorities for development planning resources and levels of effort for CD
Activities;
Prioritizing Strategic Questions to drive wargaming, analysis, and experimentation efforts;

Aligning recommended priorities for the Annual Force Design Gui