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Contracting for Acquisition Logistics
Time:  14.5 Hours

Terminal Learning Objective: Given access to current DoD policy guidance, lecture notes, and a scenario; develop appropriate contractual requirements for logistics hardware and services.

Enabling Learning Objectives:  

1. Recognize the acquisition logistician’s role in contracting for acquisition logistics.

2. Recognize impacts on that role brought about by Acquisition Reform and changing DoD policies and budgets.

3. Write logistics requirements in performance terms and outputs expected.

4. Given appropriate program acquisition strategy and logistics requirements for a realistic notional system, be able to:

4.1 Prepare the acquisition logistics portion of the “requirements statement” for Section C of the RFP.

4.2 Recommend support alternatives and concepts responsive contractors should include in their proposals in response to a performance-based RFP.

4.3 Develop the minimum number of evaluation for award factors, criteria, and standards for Section M of the RFP.

4.4 Assess an offeror’s proposal to ensure support requirements are adequate for the chosen acquisition strategy and meet the requirements of the RFP, asking for clarification when necessary.
1.  The Acquisition Logistician and Contracting.  Contracting for support is the principal means to implement the government logistics strategy.  Contracting is done within the framework of contract laws and regulations and must be in consonance with the acquisition strategy approved by the milestone decision authority.  Contracting is used to acquire many or all of the following logistics deliverables from commercial/government sources during system acquisition:

·
logistics documentation (analyses, plans, designs, reports);

·
support materials, such as spare and repair parts, support equipment and software;

·
logistics services such as training, component repair, and turnkey maintenance and supply support of selected equipment (e.g., training simulators) or of the system.

Some of these deliverables may be procured under a separate logistics contract; others may be part of an overall program contract.  In either case, the government’s objectives are to satisfy its logistics support needs at a fair price within legal and regulatory boundaries.  The contract will provide specific responsibilities for both parties.

2.  Acquisition and Contracting Strategies and Planning and the Logistician. 

2.1  Source Strategy.  (1) All prospective sources of supplies and/or services that can meet the need, both domestic and foreign must be considered.  (2) Commercial and non-developmental items are to be considered as the primary source of supply.  (3) Using Integrated Product Teams (IPTs), consider the impact on logistics of national policies dealing with contracting and subcontracting with small businesses, small and disadvantaged businesses, women-owned small businesses and businesses in labor surplus areas.

2.2  Contract Strategies and Planning.

2.2.1  Cost Management Incentives.  The AL should be aware of the impact of incentives on the logistics requested under the chosen contracting strategy.  RFPs are structured to incentivize the contractor to meet or exceed cost objectives or increase performance and supportability (improved RAM).  Whenever applicable, risk reduction through use of mature processes are a significant factor in source selection. 

2.2.1.1  Logistics Incentives.  Incentive mechanisms in contracts are used to motivate contractors to execute determined thresholds for performance, delivery, and reliability and maintainability (R&M).  The AL should ensure that logistics incentives address one or more of the following conditions:

· Designs that tend to reduce logistics costs during the operational phase of the life cycle (increased use of standard components, reduced trouble-shooting time, etc.).

· Logistics system accelerated delivery (all elements) commensurate with accelerated program delivery.

· R&M thresholds exceeded.  (Incentives are established for significant goals that will yield increased combat effectiveness or decreased ownership costs.)

2.2.2  Contract Approach.  The strategies discuss the types of contracts contemplated for each succeeding phase, including considerations of risk assessment, reasonable risk-sharing by Government and contractor(s), and the incentive structure for contractors to decrease cost. 

2.2.3  Competition.  Full and open competition is to be used unless one of the limited statutory exceptions apply.  Competitive prototyping, competitive alternative sources, and competition with other systems that may be able to accomplish the mission are used where practicable.

2.2.4  Best Practices.  The strategy should avoid imposing government-unique requirements that significantly increase industry compliance costs.  The AL must be aware of the impact on logistics data and other requirements of these practices.  Practices which could assist in minimizing government unique requirements include:

(1)  Integrated Process/Product Development performance-based specifications, management goals, reporting and incentives;

(2)  open systems approach (that emphasizes commercially supported practices, products, specifications, and standards);

(3)  replacement of government-unique management and manufacturing systems with common, facility-wide systems;

(4)  realistic cost estimates and cost objectives;

(5)  adequate competition among viable offerors;

(6)  best value evaluation and award criteria;

(7)  use of past performance in source selection;

(8)  government-industry partnerships;

(9)  the use of pilot programs to explore innovative practices.

2.2.5  Digital Data.  Since FY97, all new contracts require on-line access to, or delivery of, their programmatic and technical data in digital form, unless analysis shows that life-cycle time or life-cycle costs would be increased by doing so.  Preference is given to on-line access to contractor developed data through contractor information services rather than data delivery.

2.2.6  Streamlining.  The strategy should streamline all acquisitions so that the acquisitions contain only those requirements that are essential and cost-effective.  Contract requirements are to be stated in terms of performance rather than design-specific procedures.  Management data requirements are limited to those essential for effective control.  Early industry involvement in the acquisition effort, consistent with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), is encouraged to take advantage of industry expertise to improve the acquisition strategy.  Various services guides and templates are available to assist in the streamlining effort.

2.2.7  Source of Support.  It is DoD policy to maintain adequate organic core depot maintenance capabilities to provide effective and timely response to demands, ensure competitive capabilities, and sustain institutional expertise.  Support concepts for new and modified systems maximize the use of contractor provided, long-term, total life-cycle logistics support that combines depot-level maintenance for non-core-related workload along with wholesale and selected retail materiel management functions.  Best value over the life cycle of the weapon system and use of existing contractor capabilities, particularly while the system is in production, are key determinants in the overall decision process.  Long-term access to data required for competitive sourcing of systems support throughout its life cycle must be provided.

2.2.8  Contracting Authority, Responsibility, and Participation.  Authority and responsibility to contract for authorized supplies and services are vested in the agency head and delegated to contracting officers.  In turn, the contracting officer is responsible for ensuring that all requirements of the law, executive orders, regulations, and procedures have been met prior to exercising this authority.  Although contracting officers are allowed wide latitude in exercising business judgment, they must ensure that contractors receive impartial and equitable treatment; and they must elicit and consider the advice of specialists in program management, engineering, logistics, and other fields as appropriate.

2.2.9  Role of the Acquisition Logistician in the Contract Process. The AL has some involvement in the entire contracting process from preparation of the procurement package to monitoring contractor performance.  The primary contracting activities for the AL involvement include:  developing the contracting strategy, planning the logistics acquisition, recommending contract method and type, preparing the logistics procurement package, evaluating proposals in the source selection process, and monitoring contract performance.  These are discussed in FAR 7, 34, 35, and 37.  The AL must ensure that they in no way obligate the Government when conducting discussions and negotiations with current or potential contractors.

2.2.9.1  Logistics Contract Strategy.  The logistics contract strategy must be compatible with the overall program acquisition strategy.  The AL must advice the contracting officer of the implications of the chosen contract type.  A wide selection of contract types is available, and provides flexibility in acquiring the needed logistics resources.  These contracts vary according to the degree and timing of responsibility (risk) assumed by the contractor for cost and performance and the amount and nature of profit incentive.

Contract types are grouped into two broad categories: fixed-price contracts and cost-reimbursement contracts.  Specific contract types range from firm-fixed-price, where the contractor is fully responsible for performance, cost, and profit (or loss), to Cost-Plus-Fixed-Fee (CPFF) in which the contractor has minimal responsibilities for performance and cost but receives a negotiated fee.  In Cost-Plus-Incentive-Fee (CPIF) contracts, the government still bears the initial risk; however, the contractor's fee, i.e., profit, will vary based upon the achievement of those objectives that were incentivized in the contract.

2.2.10  Contracting Methods.  The are several methods of contacting.  The two basic competitive methods are sealed bids and negotiations involving competitive proposals.  There are two primary differences between these procedures.  The first difference relates to award factors.  When sealed bids are used, the award will be based solely on price and other price-related factors.  In contrast, competitive proposals permit consideration of other factors, such as technical merit, that go beyond cost in meeting the government's need.

The second difference involves the permissibility of negotiations to arrive at the business agreement.  With sealed bids, discussions are not permitted, other than those needed for purposes of minor clarifications.  Competitive proposals, however, do permit discussions and afford offerors an opportunity to revise their offers subsequent to discussions.  In context, "bargaining” refers to discussion, persuasion, and alteration of initial assumptions and positions.  The give-and-take may apply to price, schedule, technical requirements, and other terms of the proposed contracts.  There are  other “hybrid” contracts that can be used.  The use of "other than competitive procedures" (sole source negotiations) is only authorized when the circumstances of the acquisition meet the criteria of one of seven identified exceptions.  The rewrite of FAR Part 15 made several significant changes in the negotiation process.  These changes will be discussed in detail in ALM-35-8818-GD2.

2.2.11  Use of Work Breakdown Structure.  A program work breakdown structure (WBS) is established to provide a framework for program and technical planning, cost estimating, resource allocations, performance measurements, and status reporting.  It is a product of the systems engineering process.


The WBS and associated WBS dictionary defines the total system to be developed or produced; displays the total system as a product-oriented family tree composed of hardware, software, services, data, and facilities; and relates the elements of work to each other and to the end product.

The WBS for each program maybe tailored using the guidance in MIL-HDBK-881 and cited in solicitations and contracts “for guidance only”.

2.2.12  Keeping Acquisition Logistics in the “Fore-Front”.  Logistics contract considerations, such as identifying logistics deliverables and creating logistics inputs to the SOW, are often viewed as long-term issues that are less important than the immediate development problems.  As a result, logistics concerns are often deferred for later resolution.  It is the duty of the AL to keep abreast of all funding shortfalls and contract problems and keep the PM informed of the impacts if logistics requirements are deferred or not accomplished.

2.3  Commercial and Non-Development Item (NDI) Logistics.

2.3.1  Definitions. 

2.3.1.1  Commercial items (CI) include items, other than real property, used for nongovernmental purposes and: (1) sold, leased, or licensed to general public; or, (2) offered for sale, lease, or license to general public; or (3) evolved through advances in technology or performance and not yet available, but will be available in time to satisfy delivery requirements.  This includes services in support of a commercial item, or a type offered and sold competitively in substantial quantities based on established catalog/market prices for specific tasks with standard commercial terms and conditions.  Modified commercial are acceptable if the modifications is minor.  A modified commercial item is item with modifications available in the marketplace or minor modifications not customarily available in the marketplace made to meet Federal Government requirements.  Modifications are considered minor if the change does not significantly alter the nongovernmental function or essential physical characteristics.

2.3.1.2  Non-developmental item (NDI) is:  (1) previously developed item used exclusively for governmental purposes by Federal Agency, state or local government, or  foreign government with a mutual defense cooperation agreement; (2) NDI that requires minor modification or modifications available in the marketplace in order to meet requirements; or (3) item being produced that does not meet the requirements described in (1) or (2) solely because the item is not yet in use.

2.3.2  Logistics Challenges in CI/NDI Acquisition.  Logistics 

can be a significant challenge to materiel acquisition personnel due to differences in the CI/NDI acquisition process.  Key differences are shown in Table 2-1.  There is less time available to plan for and execute actions that normally would occur during the Program Definition and Risk Reduction (PDRR) and the Engineering and Manufacturing Development (EMD) phases.  Often these actions must be accelerated to ensure effective support for that item.  Unlike a developmental item, with commercial/NDI there may be support in place as well as "real" reliability data and training.  These items are being used, broken, and fixed.  Logistics support may be impacted adversely by proliferation of hardware and software since DoD may not be acquiring sufficient technical data and technical/data rights to maintain configuration control of CIs.

Table 2-1:  CONVENTIONAL & COMMERCIAL/NDI LOGISTICS MGT ACTIONS

	Logistics

Management Actions
	Conventional

(New Development)
	Commercial/

Nondevelopmental Item

	Define


	No use data, requires conceptual/engineering skills
	Fully defined support structure and extensive use of data available

	Advocate


	Analytical studies
	Market research and analysis

	Influence


	Design incomplete - considerable opportunity
	Design completed - no opportunity

	Refine


	Challenging, but possible to refine logistics at same pace as IPT refines item
	Need additional time to refine logistics if item is used in new environment

	Foster T&E


	TEMP interface and $$ will accomplish this
	Inputs to test plan require commercial/NDI support planning

	Acquire

	Configuration instability can hamper efforts
	Stable configuration and use data make the job relatively easy

	Provide


	Start of lessons-

learned process
	Extensive set of non-

proprietary lessons learned available

	Improve


	Modifications and improvement are norm as technology advances
	Immediate improvement renders Acq Strategy “Modified Commercial”


2.3.3  Logistic Issues in CI/NDI Acquisitions.  ALs must understand implementing effective logistics for commercial/NDI will probably require a departure from traditional procedures of a developmental item's acquisition.  Tradeoffs also must be seriously considered when deciding to adopt a commercial/NDI acquisition strategy.

The acquisition strategy should state whether organic, contractor, or a mix of organic/contractor logistics support is the most cost-effective and operationally effective approach to support the item.  Appropriate tradeoff analyses should be conducted to arrive at the most cost-effective and operationally effective support strategy.  Interim contractor support, incremental (block) development and fielding strategies, lifetime contractor logistics support, or full organic logistics support are considered and planned during the development of the acquisition strategy and definitized in the solicitation.

Issues which influence the support approach(es) include:

· Commercial items, specifically the internal configurations of commercial items, change with the market.  Changes are driven by competitive pressures.  Over time, the support problems increase as spares, software, and the entire support base evolve with the changing commercial item.

· CI acquisition and deployment can be fast paced.  Often the acquisition and deployment of CIs outstrip the ability to get support to the field on time and keep it current with the changing commercial configuration.

· Support for changing, fast paced commercial acquisitions is complicated by regulations and processes that are geared to developmental items and processes.  Military services attempt to fit commercial acquisitions into the standard support processes (often not appropriate) for areas such as provisioning, cataloging, technical orders/manuals, common support equipment, test equipment, and engineering data.

2.3.4  Using Contractor or Organic Support.  There are five system-use factors involved in this decision:


(1)  How will the commercial/NDI be used; i.e., from “ as is” to fully militarized modification?


(2)  Where will the commercial/NDI be used; i.e., in what environment - from a fixed/industrial/non-hostile one to a mobile/austere/hostile one?


(3)  What is the projected service life?


(4)  When is the CommerciaI/NDI to be used; i.e., to be deployed immediately or sometime in the future?


(5)  Why is a commercial/NDI being selected; i.e., it is taking advantage of an advancing technology (with changing configurations) or the availability of a proven, stable design?

Each use factor shows a range of support methods.  These methods range from no support, which implies disposal upon failure, to full organic support.  The methods also include full contractor support and combined contractor/organic support.

Utilization of these five system-use factors is flexible and assists in considering a support approach and does not represent a rigid method for decision making.

2.3.5  Technical Data in CI/NDI Acquisitions.

2.3.5.1  Technical Data Rights.  "Data rights" refer to the authority to use, duplicate, or disclose data.  The government acquires data rights to develop specifications, increase competition and foster technological development.  Industry perceives that the release of proprietary data to competitors will erode their competitive edge and is a major impediment in dealing with the government.

DoD buyers should consider depending more heavily on alternatives such as warranties and training, which is a practice their commercial counterparts engage in when they resort to acquiring data rights as a last option.  If necessary, licensing is available as an alternative to purchasing technical data, e.g., exclusive, semi-exclusive, or nonexclusive licenses.

Only minimum data needed to permit cost-effective support of research, development, production, cataloging, provisioning, training, operation, maintenance, and related logistics functions over the life cycle of the item should be acquired.  Preference should be given to contractor format data and maximum use of commercial technical manuals.

Another option, data rights escrow, involves an agreement to deliver a detailed technical data package at a later date, normally when production is nearing completion or when the information no longer represents a competitive advantage for the manufacturer.  This is useful primarily when DoD will be maintaining an older model than that carried in the commercial marketplace.

2.3.5.2  Planning for Future Support.  If the possibility exists that production and support might cease before a time desirable by the government, several options exist:

·
The Government may want to buy upgrades as commercial models evolve.  This is sometimes done in unstable technology areas, such as computer hardware and software.

·
Another alternative is a onetime purchase of spares.  This purchase could be made when the end-item is procured or through an agreement requiring timely government notification so spares can be purchased.

·
Arrangements can be made to obtain technical data sufficient to solicit sources of supply support concurrent with the end of the manufacturer's production/support.  This data rights escrow is often more palatable to manufacturers than providing Level III tech data up front because it does not result in loss of any competitive advantage up front.

2.4  Contractor Logistics Support.

2.4.1  Definition.  Contractor Logistics Support (CLS) is the performance of maintenance and/or material management functions for a DoD system by a commercial activity.  It is DoD policy to maximize the use of long-term CLS in support concepts for new or modified systems.  In addition to maintenance level decisions, support may include provisioning, management, distribution, or repair of system spares.  Planning for CLS should be documented in the support plan.  CLS can effectively be utilized to support depot field teams, low-surge workloads, small workloads, commercial off-the-shelf items, and short life cycle or rapidly obsolete items.  CLS should be considered for high-surge workloads that either involve unique processes for capabilities that cannot be established organically at reasonable cost or for any support factors that clearly demonstrate a potential for lower costs and/or increased readiness.

2.4.2  Performance-Based Service Contracting (PBSC).  With the increased use of CLS, much attention will need to be paid to writing work statements based on performance rather than procedures.  PBSC emphasizes that all aspects of an acquisition be structured around the purpose of the work to be performed as opposed to the manner in which the work is to be performed or through broad, imprecise statements of work which preclude an objective assessment of contractor performance.  It is designed to ensure that contractors be given the freedom to determine how to meet the Government’s performance objectives, that the appropriate performance quality levels are achieved, and that payment is only made for services which meet these levels.  Information on PBSC and performance work statements can be found on the Internet at http://www.arnet.gov/BestP/BestPPBSC.html.

2.4.3  CLS Considerations.  The acquisition logistician (AL) should make appropriate efforts to develop the support program around the following:

· Legislation mandates that at least 50 percent of depot-level maintenance will be performed organically.  This change from the old 60% organic/40% non-government was brought about by the FY98 Defense Authorization Act.  The act also based the calculations on whether the service is performed by private or public sector personnel and not on a facilities-based approach.  The “Depot Level Maintenance and Repair” definition was changed to include interim contractor support (ICS) and CLS activities.

· Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) and the budget processes restrict contract length.  Currently, DoD is restricted to a contract length of one year, with four successive one-year options; the options can be exercised at the pleasure of the government.  With the service life of many DoD systems reaching out to 30 years or more, this limitation adds an element of risk and uncertainty to the CLS approach.  There have been several pilot and other programs where these requirements were waived and multiple year contracts were permitted on a case by case basis.

· Other considerations include providing for wartime surge demands, sufficient organic workload to maintain organic expertise, and appropriate levels of competition in contract awards.  The AL must also cope with the effect of the contractor's learning curve when competition leads to a change of contractors.  The decision to use CLS should also include planning for transition from full CLS to either full or partial organic support or even to another contractor.  The Government must preplan for data and other rights to affect the transfer of support.  Some actions include obtaining configuration data sufficient for reprocurement purposes, collecting usage data, and obtaining reliability, availability, and maintainability data.  While it is not necessary to buy this data in the original contract, it is wise to contract for the option to prevent later inability to obtain the data at a reasonable price.

3. Logistics and Supportability in Performance Terms.

3.1  Concept of Operations.  Supportability requirements grow directly from the concept of operations.  If a clear line from the operational concept to a specific supportability requirement cannot be traced, that requirement should be regarded with suspicion.

3.1.1  Basis of Logistics Requirements Found in the Operational Requirements Document (ORD).  Although logistics elements are no longer addressed as separate “Integrated Logistics Support (ILS)” elements as in the past, they are still an integral part of the acquisition effort and the requirements for them are addressed in DoD 5000.2-R.  DoD commitment to addressing supportability issues as an integral part of the procurement process is clear.  The mandatory ORD format includes the following sections and related logistical impacts: (An example of an ORD is provided as enclosure 1 to ALM-35-8818-PE1.)

1.  General Description of Operational Capability is accompanied by the anticipated operational and support concepts detailed to allow for logistics support planning.

2.  Threat section does not address logistics.

3.  Shortcomings of Existing Systems addresses the difficulty (or impossibility) of supporting a current system and can identify the support required for new system.

4.  Capabilities Required breaks out performance and support considerations including:

a.  System Performance.

b.  Logistics and Readiness. “Measures” and “rates” are key terms.  Parameters such as  mission-capable rates, sortie/mission completion/abort rates, operational availability, and frequency and duration of preventive or scheduled maintenance actions are expressed in measurable terms which can form the basis for performance-based specifications and work statements.  Combat support requirements, mobility requirements, expected maintenance levels, and surge and mobilization capabilities can also be measured quantifiably.

c.  Other System Characteristics.

5.  Program Support.  Initial capability is different from full capability, and surge requirements are totally different still.  A spares program that might be perfectly adequate for full capability might be totally unable to handle the surge requirements of multiple contingency operations.

Support considerations have become more complex because internal system interfaces are far more complex than they used to be.  The following support considerations are stressed and are very similar to the previous “ILS” elements:

· Maintenance Planning tasks must be defined in measurable terms, with threshold percentages or ranges provided.  The cost/benefit ratio between organic repair and contractor support must be scrutinized before any decisions are made.  Contractor support costs must include estimates for increased cost, and DoD-incurred costs for life support, security, and transportation in a forward deployed (hostile) environment.

· Support Equipment must be realistic and affordable.  BITE and common support equipment should be acquired instead of peculiar support equipment when possible and cost effective.

· Human Systems Integration.  Manpower issues are crucial to the supportability of many systems.  Acceptable risk levels, necessary training levels, manpower ratios, and the like must be addressed as supportability concerns.  Initial and continuing training to maintain operator skills is an important consideration.  With the high level of turnover in the military, maintaining operator and maintainer skill is a crucial issue.

· Computer Resources.  The logistician must assess the impact of system changes, interface requirements, and joint service use and determine necessary adjustments to logistics structure.

· Other Logistics Considerations.  Provisioning strategies and special packaging, handling, and transportation considerations need to be addressed.  Unique data requirements are defined.  Logisticians must know how and when they will use the data they request, and they must be able to distinguish between “nice to have to cover possible contingencies” data and essential data.  Packaging, handling, transportation, facilities, disposal, and environmental impact considerations are far from the forefront for system designers, developers, and users, but they are important and potentially expensive considerations.  Logisticians must understand the potential impact of these issues on the system from its inception, and must raise these issues whenever they impact on program planning.

· Command, Control, Communications, Computer and Intelligence areas requires the engineer and logistician to be aware of how this system interfaces with planned and future communications architecture.

· Transportation and Basing.  The logistician must raise these issues.  Who will transport this system?  On what?  Under what situations might other means of transport be used?  Where the system will be based could affect the decision to use organic or contractor support.  Although training, maintenance and repairs in non-combat zones can be done by contractors, the question is:  “If and/or when should these functions be carried out in combat?”  These issues can cross service lines, even for a service-peculiar system.

· Standardization, Interoperability, and Commonality.  Identifying the communications, protocols, and standards that will ensure compatibility and interoperability among our military services and between us and our allies is a painstaking task.  Commonality of equipment not only increases the possibility of interoperable systems, it also has implications for support.

· Mapping, Charting, and Geodesy Support.

· Environmental Support.

6.  Force Structure.  Impact on logistics force structure considerations have two aspects.  The first is any changes to the force structure that must be made to support and operate the new system.  The second is changes in the force structure that can be made because of the system, e.g., reduction in personnel because the system replaces two old systems or because the new system is easier to maintain.

7.  Schedule Considerations.  Only when logistics is an afterthought should it cause delay.  If logistic considerations have been interwoven with the program in all of its phases, then the supportability schedule will have been synchronized with the other system schedules.

8.  Facilities. Special consideration must be given to facilities because of the long lead times involved.

3.2  Describing the Logistical Performance Requirements.  DoD policy mandates the use of performance requirements as the preferred method of preparing specifications.  In the logistics field this policy means that supportability requirements must be expressed in performance terms.  Requirements must express what the desired outcome is, but must not direct how to achieve that outcome.  As acquisition management relies more and more on commercial sources rather than on unique military specifications-driven items, we must be careful not to restrict potential contractors.

The goal is to identify the required outcomes, leaving the supplier free to provide the means and/or method that will produce the outcomes we have identified.

3.2.1 Wording the Performance Requirement.  The specific wording of requirements presents many pitfalls.  Emphasize stating the requirements in performance terms.  There are two good reasons for this emphasis.

First, the requirement needs to be measurable so that all concerned can judge whether a system is functioning as it should.  Subjectivity is not useful in this context, and requirements stated in terms that allow subjective interpretation are harmful.  Second, the wording of the requirement should not reflect the user’s bias as to the design for the product.  The requirement should state what the user needs, not explain how the requirement is to be met.  The goal here is not to stifle initiative or arbitrarily cut off innovative approaches to satisfying the requirement.

Figure 3-1, demonstrates the translation and evolution of an operational requirement into a supportability requirement.  More detailed guidance on the preparation of performance requirements can be found in SD-15 and in MIL STD 961.

THE EVOLUTION OF A SUPPORTABILITY REQUIREMENT

The operational requirement: 


Provide anti-armor protection with air cavalry and air mobile escort.

An operational sub-requirement:


Have a 1.9 hour endurance in a mission scenario.

The relevant overarching logistic requirement:


Have an operational availability of 0.70 to 0.80.

Related logistic sub-requirements:

Have mean time to repair at organization, intermediate, and depot support

levels of 0.65 to 0.90 hours.


Inspections limited to not more than 1.0 maintenance man-hour per flight hour.


Dynamic components have a mean time between removal of not less than 1200 flight hours.


Be designed for combat zone maintainability.

Figure 3-1. From Operational to Supportability Requirement
3.2.2  Logistics Requirements in Specifications.  The AL must be involved in the design process from the beginning.  It is imperative that logistics requirements be expressed in performance terms.  The AL should help develop/review the system’s specification to ensure logistics requirements are incorporated.  The Navy has developed a program to develop performance specifications.  It is know as “SpecRite” and can be accessed from the Navy’s TurboStreamliner acquisition tool.  The Internet address is provided in the last section of this discussion.

3.2.2.1  Types of Specifications and Standards in acquisition programs:

· Mandatory by Law or Regulation
  (OSHA/DOT/EPA/FIPS/NATO STANAGS)
· Performance
Preferred - Output, Not “How To’s”

· Non-Government
ASTM/IEEE/SAE (Voluntary/Industrial)

· Commercial Item Descriptions
Simplified Descriptions/Specifications

· Federal
Two or more agencies (one civilian), commercial / office / industrial items
· Military
Unique/Weapon System/Pure Military

3.2.3  Logistical Performance Requirements.  Examples of performance requirements with logistical impact are discussed in detail in MIL-HDBK 502, “Acquisition Logistics.”  These include availability, operational sustainability, compatibility, transportability, interoperability, reliability, maintainability, manpower supportability, human factors, training requirements, and etc.

3.3  Feedback and Metrics.  Metrics measure things and progress in reaching goals.  The goal of using metrics is to learn what we have.  When we know what we have, we can see how to make changes to improve the product.  Because metrics measure things and tell us what we have, we can make changes.  Feedback loops tell us if the changes we made improved the product.  Figure 3-2 examines the feedback loop.
Figure 3.2 FEEDBACK LOOP
User provides feedback to DoD activities.
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IMPROVED READINESS

3.4  Supportability Issues.

3.4.1  Supportability Requirements.  Supportability issues—constraints, down time, turn around times, life-cycle costs, stockage levels, and the like—become specific logistics objectives.  Examples of supportability (logistics) requirements:

· Operations and maintenance manpower and man-hour

constraints

· Personnel skill level constraints

· Operating and support costs constraints

· Target percentages of system failures (downing events)correctable at each maintenance level

· Mean down time in the operational environment

· Turn around time in the operational environment

· Standardization and interoperability requirements

· Life-cycle costs

· Stockage levels of materiel

· Repair Level

3.4.2  Supportability Design Factors.  Supportability design factors categories include:

· System reliability (mean time between failures)

· System maintainability (mean time to repair)

· Maintenance burden (maintenance man-hours per operating hour)

· Built in fault isolation capability (percent successful isolation)

· Transportability requirements (identification of conveyances on which transportable)

Figures (3-3 and 3-4) are examples of expressing supportability requirements in measurable terms and building supportability requirements into the design.

F-18 Maintenance Requirements
Direct maintenance:




Man-hours/flight hour








11.02




Operational availability






80%




Turn around time (max. 3 men)




15 min.




Mean time to repair









1 hr. 46 min.




Fault isolate time 









90% in 5 min.




Fault isolate time 









100% in 10 min.




Engine change











21 min. (4 men)




Radar remove and replace






21 min. (2 men)
Figure 3-3

SUPPORTABILTY RELATED DESIGN FACTORS FOR THE F-16 

Terms:





















Range/Value:
Weapon system reliability












4.0 - 5.0 hrs.

Mean time between maintenance (total)







1.6 - 2.0 hrs.

Fix rate



















60% in 2 hrs.
























75% in 4 hrs.
























85% in 8 hrs.

Total not-mission-capable rate maintenance rate



8%

Total not-mission-capable supply rate







2%

Integrated combat turn around time








15 min.

Primary authorized aircraft airlift support





6-8 C-141 (equivalent)

Direct maintenance personnel











7 to 12 AFSCs

Reduced number of Air Force Specialty Codes





4 to 6 AFSCs

Figure 3-4. Designing for Support

3.4.3  Provisioning Objectives.
·   What is the spares to availability target?

·   Want spares to be available when?

·   Want spared to what level?

·   Want what percent inherent availability?

Figure 3-5
SAMPLE PROVISIONING REQUIREMENTS

The prescribed load list will have a 90 percent demand accommodation and 90 percent demand satisfaction on deadlining items at organizational level.

Forward direct support authorized stockage list will have an 80 percent demand accommodation and an 85 percent demand satisfaction.

3.4.4  Supply Support Objectives.
- Fill rates met.

- Order and shipping times minimized.

- Guaranteed percent (X%) of availability.

3.4.5  Support Cost Reductions Through Performance Requirements.  Logistic decisions affect costs.  Figure 3-6 presents two examples of logistic planning decisions that significantly reduced the costs of a submarine and an aircraft procurement.

Figure 3-6

TRIDENT SUBMARINE: LOGISTICS HATCHES

All spaces (except the reactor compartment) are directly

accessible via special, large diameter logistics hatches.

F-16: COMMON AND INTERCHANGEABLE COMPONENTS

Main landing gear assemblies are 80% interchangeable.

Flaperons are interchangeable left and right.

Horizontal tails are interchangeable left  and right.

There are 5 common electrohydraulic servos.

There are 5 common actuators.

4.  Acquisition Strategy, Logistics Integration, Logistics in the Uniform Contract Format, and Performance-Based Contracting.

4.1  The Acquisition Process.  The following flow chart shows the acquisition process with parallel processes which occur throughout its evolution.  It shows the logical flow for RFP development and ensures the connectivity between the different sections of the RFP.   By working together as an IPT (especially with the User and Industry) you can see how each step contributes to and helps build the next step.  That understanding is critical to a successful and smooth source selection. The process begins with the identification of requirements, receiving direction to proceed, and funding for the project.  The first and most important step is to complete a program risk assessment to determine the risks associated with the effort.  This assessment determines the probability of occurrence and the impact each event would have to your program should they occur.   Reviewing the requirements, identifying and classifying risks then helps develop  the key objectives of the program that need to be stated in the requirement document.  It is important to ensure a relationship between program direction, risks and objectives is established, and that your focus is on the risks having the most critical impact.  Once your IPT has identified risks and developed program objectives you will be able to complete your acquisition strategy,  RFP documentation, and identify post award planning and risk mitigation activities.
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4.2  Contracting Strategy and Business Guides for Logistic Support Input.  While readiness and sustainability are primary objectives in the acquisition process, logistics needs, constraints, and activities vary from phase to phase.  It is therefore necessary that the program manager consider supportability just as important as cost, schedule, and performance. 

Logistics considerations are a major consideration during research and development and during the acquisition process   Experience has shown us that properly prepared solicitations and contracts are key ingredients in the success of acquisition programs.  They are, therefore, a large part of the solicitation and ultimately the contract.  All personnel responsible for designing, developing, and acquiring systems must work together to ensure that logistics needs are adequately covered in contractual documents.

The contracting strategy drives the selection of the specific requirements that are included in the contract.  The business strategy is the specific acquisition approach for each element of support.  These strategies determine the structure of the contract.  The acquisition logistician is responsible for ensuring that all essential requirements are included in the contract and that the requirements allow for the consideration of commercial materiel solutions.
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Before a solicitation or contract can be prepared, certain documentation must be reviewed.  It includes: 


Mission Need Statement


Operational Requirements Document 


Acquisition Plan 


Total Cost of Ownership Plan


Source Selection Plan

These documents reflect the baseline strategies and concepts and provide the framework for the acquisition strategy and are written to encourage the acquisition of commercial items.  They serve as a guide during the preparation of the solicitation to ensure that industry thoroughly understands the performance required.  Complete knowledge of the total program strategies, concepts and user needs are the prime drivers in preparing the logistics input.  Supportability is integral to program performance and must be reflected in the requirement identified to industry.
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4.3  The Uniform Contract Format (UCF), outlined on the next page, is the format used in typical acquisition contracts to structure a solicitation, including logistics support for weapon systems.  The Acquisition Logistician must be thoroughly familiar with this format, and understand how the solicitation and its procedures assist them in completing the relevant sections of the UCF.  Since logistics needs are spread throughout the solicitation/contract, the acquisition logistician is concerned with the entire document.

Solicitations are normally developed and issued at the beginning of each phase of the acquisition life cycle (Concept Exploration, Program Definition and Risk Reduction, Engineering and Manufacturing Development, and Production, Fielding/Deployment and Operational Support).  These solicitations and the contracts that follow them are usually based on the results of the previous phase, the present state of program development, and the acquisition strategy.




Figure 4-1

As supportability and logistics needs are defined, it is extremely important to keep the solicitation parts consistent.  They must complement each other, and not contradict each other, to express performance requirements clearly to potential offerors and to establish enforceable contracts.

In the solicitation the objectives for logistics are to:

· Integrate logistics needs wherever support may be required.

· Identify, analyze, and resolve support deficiencies.

· Systematically identify and evaluate support system alternatives.

· Manage support acquisition throughout the contracting process.

· Develop a timely, effective support capability at an economical life cycle cost.

Logistics contents in  the solicitation provides for  an effective acquisition logistics capability by motivating the contractors to meet or exceed acquisition logistics objectives.  These objectives allow for  tracking of performance, and places meaningful controls on the acquisition process.  Figure 4-2 on the following pages provides a summary of the logistics content on each section.  Paragraph 4.3.2 will discuss the more critical areas in greater detail.

4.3.2  Logistic Inputs to The Solicitation/Contract Sections.
4.3.2.1  Section A:  Solicitation/Contract Form. This provides information that the offeror or quoter can use to fill out the Request for Proposal or solicitation documentation. 

4.3.2.2  Section B:  Supplies or Services and Prices/Costs.  Logistics personnel must make sure the logistics items needed for accomplishing acquisition logistics during each acquisition phase are identified.  These requirements must be discussed with the program manager and the contracting officer before they are finalized to ensure that everyone understands the purpose of and need for each requirement.

These requirements are derived from all previous logistic support management activities and the logistics support strategy as documented in the support plan.  They normally address the elements of support (previously Logistic Support Elements) such as Trade Studies, Support Equipment, Training etc.  Figure 4.3 illustrates sample logistics contract line item numbers (CLINs).

Logistics Content of Each Section of the Contract
SECTION
    EXAMPLE OF LOGISTICS INPUTS

	  A.
	None

	  B.
	All line items needed for completing required logistics deliverables by the end of the applicable acquisition phase, including option and warranty needs when applicable.

	  C.
	1. Description (specifications), to the extent needed beyond the description of line items in Section B, of logistics end items.

	
	2. Work effort descriptions, considering life cycle costs, for use in statement of work translating / relating.

	  D.
	All packaging and marking not included in Sections C.

	  E.
	Any peculiar inspection and/or acceptance criteria applicable to the logistics line items in Section B.

	  F.
	The desired or required time period when each logistics line item in Section B is to be delivered.

	  G.
	Normally none, unless determined by contracting officer.

	  H.
	1. Title and/or description and any special language needed for GFP and for controlling or incentivizing logistics, technical, cost, or schedule performance, including special design to cost, incentive, and warranty provisions.

	
	2. Specific paragraphs for use in any special provision for making sure logistics administration is accomplished. 

	  I.
	Normally none.

	  J.
	1. The logistics portion of the preliminary contract work breakdown structure, including the interfaces among deliverable and non-deliverable logistics elements, and descriptions of each logistics element.

	
	2. Support related inputs to life-cycle-cost mathematical models.

	
	3. DID inputs for technical data or logistics management data needs, including configuration control data and integrated support plan.

	
	4. Planned or assumed concepts, ranges, schedules, etc., and inputs to assumptions. 

	
	5. Support equipment exhibits.

	
	6. Provisioning requirements.

	  K.
	Identify support related certification requirements.  

	  L.
	1. Any instruction for making sure proposals:

     a. Are responsive to logistics needs,

     b. Provide alternative support solutions, and

     c. Provide information required for evaluating logistics under Section M.

	
	2. Notification of any logistics conditions or constraints.

	
	3. Any historical information required for the proposals.

	  M.
	The logistics evaluation factors for award, their order of priority, and the recommend relative order of their importance in comparison to all non-logistics evaluation factors. 




Figure 4-2
SAMPLE LOGISTICS CONTRACT LINE ITEMS (CLINs)

	Trade Studies

	Logistics Research and Development

	Support Equipment (peculiar and common)

	Supply Support (spare and repair parts, including spares acquisition integrated with  production )

	Training

	Services

	Equipment

	Contractor Support

	Data

	Product Performance Agreements (including warranties /guarantees)

	Testing

	Facilities

	Logistics Management Systems

	Simulators

	Computer Resources

	Configuration Management

	Technical Manuals

	Packaging, Handling, Storage, and Transportation


Figure 4-3 Logistics Line Items

4.3.2.3  Section C:  Description/Specification/Work Statement. Section includes a description of the requirement including any necessary specifications, standards, or program specifications.  Each military standard and specification included in the program specification or the statement of work must be current, applicable, and tailored to the program.

A statement of work (SOW) or, as an alternative, a statement of objectives (SOO) further defines the scope of work when a supply or service cannot be adequately defined in Section B and the specification.  SOWs or SOOs are usually prepared using the Work Breakdown Structure described in MIL-HDBK-881.  Prior to acquisition reform, a SOW was written in a very prescriptive, task-oriented manner.  Now under acquisition reform, the philosophy is for a SOW to be stated in performance terms (objectives or requirements) as much as possible.

The statement of work is the contractual vehicle for expressing what performance requirements a contractor must meet and the work the contractor is to perform.  It is the keystone of the request for proposal (RFP), the offerors' proposals, and the resulting contract.  The clarity of the statement of work has a direct effect on efficient contract administration because it defines the scope of work to be performed.  Ambiguous statements of work, or statements of work with unduly restrictive requirements, result in unsatisfactory performance, delays, disputes, and higher costs.
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The options for SOWs range from giving the contractor total latitude to propose a complete integrated master plan for the statement of work  to detailed Government written SOWs, including those developed over time through an effective Early Industry Involvement process.  The notional risk trade-off depends on Government assumptions of whether or not a ‘quality’ contractor is available.  If market research indicates quality contractors are available, the Government can lower its risk by giving more responsibility to industry.  Remember, it is entirely possible that industry knows how to handle a particular effort better than the Government.  In these cases, shifting risk to industry makes good business sense.  It’s a question of balance given the conditions in the situation.  When industry is given the freedom to work from an outline or draft SOW, offerors can fill in details in their proposals as well as propose alternatives.
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During proposal evaluation and source selection, the statement of work plays a significant role.  The ability to clearly define the desired performance objectives or requirements of the end product in a clear, precise manner often affects type of contract which will be selected as well as the risk incurred by the contractor.  A well-defined product can often be acquired with a fixed-price contract; a product that cannot be defined precisely is usually acquired using a cost reimbursement contract.

Statement of Objectives (SOO) states basic, top-level objectives of an acquisition and is provided in an request for proposal (RFP) in lieu of a statement of work.  It allows potential offerors to develop cost-effective solutions and gives them the opportunity to propose innovative alternatives to meeting stated objectives.  The program manager approves SOOs.

Statement of objectives should be compatible with the mission need statement, operational requirement document, program management directive, acquisition strategy panel guidance, technical requirements documents or specifications, and the preliminary contract work breakdown structure.  The statement of

objectives should address product-oriented goals rather than performance-oriented requirements
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The offerors use the statement of objectives to develop a statement of work, final contract work breakdown structure, integrated master plan, integrated master schedule, and other documents required by the RFP.  Section L should include instructions that require all offerors to address all aspects of the statement of objectives in their proposals.
4.3.2.4  Section D:  Packaging and Marking.  Section D sets forth the packaging and marking needs for deliverable items.  After a review of the logistics concept, any unusual packaging or marking needs should be determined.

4.3.2.5  Section E:  Inspection and Acceptance.  A review is required, to determine the need for any unusual inspection or acceptance points for logistics items identified in Section B.




4.3.2.6  Section F:  Deliveries or Performance.   The logistician must make sure that the solicitation delivery dates correlate with the support plan (acquisition logistics) and logistics network and that they support program objectives.  It should specify the time of delivery, place, method and period of coverage if a warranty is applicable.

4.3.2.7  Section G:  Contract Administration Data.  Normally logistics inputs are not required in this section; however, if necessary, the acquisition logistician may include special administrative needs.

4.3.2.8  Section H:  Special Contract Requirements. This defines special contract requirements.  The logistician's role in this section have two major components:  procurement request development responsibilities and contract administration responsibilities.  These responsibilities vary based on the contract.  As a member of the procurement request development team, the logistician influences the structure through input to the acquisition plan and the logistics strategy. 

The logistics manager is responsible for preparing, and reviewing with the contracting officer and legal counsel, all logistics special clauses.  Give careful consideration to these special clauses because of their possible effect on the cost and administration of the contract.  Special provisions often result in higher prices to cover the additional risk to the offerors. The logistician must assist in the selection of applicable clauses to support special logistics-related requirements for the procurement including:

- Translating the logistics strategy into any special clause requirements.

- Developing warranty clause.

- Defining requirements for logistics supplies and services.

- Identifying options for logistics supplies and services.

- Identifying logistics-related government furnished property for a contract.

- Defining data rights requirements to support the system maintenance concept.

- Evaluating the logistics impact of contract changes made in negotiations.

- Serving  as the logistics representative on the contracting IPT.

- Developing contract incentives.

- Managing cost using the CAIV concept.

The clauses included are based on the acquisition strategy, the logistics strategy, and the contract strategy.
4.3.2.9  Section I:  Contract Clauses.  Lists general contract clauses applicable to the contract, as published in the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and DoD FAR Supplement (DFARS), and service-specific policies.  The logistician's concern is to make sure the general provisions that are incorporated reflect logistics concerns.  Typically, there is little or no logistics input to this section.

4.3.2.10  Section J:  List of Attachments.  Lists of attachments are developed to expand on other sections of the solicitation and contract.  Areas of concern to the logistician in include:

· Logistics portion of the preliminary contract work breakdown structure including the interfaces among deliverable and non-deliverable logistics elements, and descriptions of each logistics element.

· Data requirements, for technical and logistics management data needs, including configuration control data and integrated support plan.

· Support inputs to the life cycle cost mathematical model.

· Support equipment exhibits.

· Provisioning requirements.

4.3.2.11  Section K:  Representations, Certifications, and Other Statements of Offerors and Quoters.  This section notifies contractors that they must submit selected certifications and statements as required by the Federal Acquisition Regulation and other federal laws.  The logistician is not responsible for any of the information requested in this section.

4.3.2.12  Section L:  Instructions, Conditions and Notices to Bidders, Offerors or Quoters.  This section is designed to accomplish two major tasks.  First, it gives contractors the background information they will need to understand the overall scope of the program.  Second, it gives specific instructions for the preparation of their proposals.  This area should identify areas where the logistician ask the offeror to identify, explain, discuss areas of support which have been identified as potential high risk to program/system performance.  This section should relate to the Statement of Work/Statement of Objectives previously discussed and will be used in the development of the evaluation factors address in Section M (Figure 4-5).

Figure 4-4 - Special Topic Areas Included in Section L

1.  Background information

2.  Assumptions

3.  Alternate proposals (offerors encouraged to submit

alternatives)

4.  Product performance agreements

5.  Military hardware (Identify what information will be provided

by the government on government furnished equipment and in

military specifications and standards.  Give directions to

the offerors for tailoring specifications and standards.)

6.  Commercial hardware (Instruct the offeror to acquire

commercial repairable items from vendors who furnish adequate

technical data)

7.  Provisioning

8.  Standardization

9.  Energy management

10. Lessons learned

The logistics manager supplies solicitation instructions on logistics matters related to these tasks.  Information should be sufficiently detailed to:  let the offerors be responsive to logistics needs; provide and encourage contractors to provide alternative support solutions; and provide basic assumptions and additional information required for evaluating logistics.  It should identify any constraints as well as historical information that may prove useful to the offeror in development of their proposal.  Some examples include:

·  Types of maintenance support at each site;

·  Operational availability requirements;

·  Identification of concepts for reliability, maintainability, supportability, and testability;

·  Use of military hardware;

·  Use of Commercial hardware;

·  Standardization requirements.


[image: image7.wmf]Document

Sequencing

WBS

WORK

BREAKDOWN

STRUCTURE

(SEC C or J)

3.1  Systems

       Engineering

3.1.1 Software

      Engineering

3.1.1.1  Software

      Modification

3.1.1.2  Code

3.1.1.3  Software

      Documentation

SPECIFICATION

AND SOW

SPECIFICATION

(SEC C)

SOW

SOO

(SEC C or J)

Software code shall

meet the computer

software design and

coding requirements

as defined in

International Standard

Organization

(ISO) 9000-3

3.1.1 The contractor

shall modify, integrate

and test software as

specified in the

system specification

3.1.1.3  The contractor

shall prepare a

software modification

plan

The offeror’s

software modification

approach will be

evaluated relative to

the modified

software’s

ability to

accommodate open

architecture, tracking

accuracy, and

reliability

The standard is met if

offeror’s approach is

sound, reflects an

understanding of the

system spec & RFP

requirements, and the

modified software, as a

minimum meets CMM

level 2 or higher

The offeror will

describe its

approach to

software

modification and

explain how the

software will

accommodate

open architecture,

conform to ISO-

9003, track

accurately, and

maintain

reliability.

PROPOSAL

EVALUATION

INFORMATION

Factor - Technical

Subfactor - Software

           Modification

           Approach

EVALUATION

STANDARDS

SEC M

EVALUATION FACTORS,

SUBFACTORS,

AND STANDARDS

SUBMISSION

INFORMATION

PROPOSAL

SUBMISSION

INFORMATION

(SEC L)


Figure 4-5

Acquisition logistics involvement in major planning and program efforts such as life cycle cost management, design to cost management, and management of information systems should be described.

4.3.2.13  Section M:  Evaluation Factors for Award.  For industry, this is the proposal manager’s primary focus.  Critical logistical factors must be contained in Section M to be guaranteed serious consideration by the offeror.  Evaluation factors must be measurable, meaningful, traceable, and limited to contractor controllable items. 

The criteria should be carefully ordered to identify the rank order of importance of technical, logistics, cost, schedule, past performance, and other factors which would help ensure a suitable product is provided.  These factors should be set forth in the Source Selection Plan developed by the program manager. 

If the acquisition logistics is to be meaningful, its rank and value in selection process will be clear.  Fully defined criteria:

· Indicates that the government decision makers have thought out their priorities. 

· Inform the offerors of the order of importance the government has attached to the major needs.

For industry, Section M is the proposal manager’s primary focus.  If the proposal does not do well against the evaluation criteria, it loses.  Critical logistical factors must be contained in Section M to be guaranteed serious consideration by the offeror.

4.5  Acquisition Reform and the Changing Role of the Logistician in Contracting.  The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Action (1994) and the Federal Acquisition Reform Act and the Information Technology Management Reform Act (jointly known as the Clinger-Cohen Act) initiatives are revolutionizing the way systems are acquired.  No-where is this more evident than in the way we procure items.  The Acquisition Logistician now:

· Identifies performance outcomes and requirements rather than procedures (Performance Requirements);

· Manages Risk;

· Evaluates Past Performance;

· Encourages industry input and the use of industry standards and practices;

· Incentivizes contracts based on measurable performance output; 

· Requires the uses Electronic Commerce and Electronic Data Interface (EDI);

· Considers Simplified Acquisition Procedures.

Each of these areas will be discussed in more detail in the following paragraphs.  However due to the dynamics of acquisition reform it is recommend that you visit the acquisition reform homepage on a recurring basis to ensure your knowledge/skills remain current.  The homepage address is <<http://www.acq.osd.mil/ar/>>

4.6  Performance Based Contracting.

4.6.1  Performance Requirements.  Performance requirements identify performance outcomes rather than procedures.  We are challenged to state requirements in terms of functions to be performed, the performance required and essential physical characteristics.  Additionally these requirements must be defined in terms that encourage the acquisition of commercial items to satisfy the need. 

Regardless of what structure your procurement package takes, it is important to write the work requirements in performance terms.  The key is to tell the potential bidder what results you want -- NOT how to accomplish the work.  How the work is accomplished is left up to the contractor.

Development of performance requirements and the performance based work statement should answer the question  “WHAT DO YOU WANT AS A RESULT OF THE WORK !!”

Make sure requirements are clear and that measurable standards are included.  Clear statements of requirements and desired results make it much easier to develop the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan.  Writing the QASP concurrently with the work statement is a good  idea.  If the performance work statement is well written, you can locate the performance standards immediately and use this as a starting point.  A surveillance plan should identify what requirements are being reviewed, and the method of surveillance.
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Remember, the goal of surveillance is to review the total performance of the contractor, not the details of how the work is being performed.  We cannot “inspect in” quality.

Start each paragraph in the work statement with a single idea and add supporting sentences.  Paragraphs and sentences should be as short and to the point.  Try to incorporate the use of commercial practices wherever possible.  This will create a larger base of bidders and sources for equipment and parts.  This will also reduce the cost of specialized procedures, training, and supplies.

There may be instances where you have to reference local or command standards because of technical, safety or organizational interface issues.  If this is the case, try to tailor the use of these documents to the greatest extent possible.  You don’t ask a bidder to plan for more work than is really required.




This requirement provides us with additional challenges in the development of evaluation criteria and in the evaluation itself; however, dividends will result.  The use of performance based requirements will increase competition, provide access to state of the art technology, allow for innovation and provide a catalyst for streamlining the acquisition process.  It will also allow the development of metrics for management purposes and allow the contractor to share in the program risk and responsibilities.
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Tools and information available to aid in the development of performance based work statements are listed in Section 10.

4.7  Risk Management vs. Risk Avoidance .  The DoD risk management concept is based on the principles that risk management must be forward looking, structured, informative and continuous.  The key to successful risk management is early planning and aggressive execution.  Source selection planning, and development of the RFP requirements can then be focused on the risk identified and used to support the selection decision.

Much of the focus behind acquisition reform is the realization that as we downsize we can’t maintain the status quo and continue to get the job done.  Therefore, as opposed to “where we’ve been” when there were sufficient Government personnel and dollars  to manage most of the risk involved with a program, whether it significantly impacted the program or not, now we must focus on and manage only those risks whose occurrence would significantly impact the program.

IPTs play a crucial role and the identification and management  of program risk.  Once determined, the IPT can identify, based on severity of impact and probability of occurrence, those risks that should be managed.
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Risk can be defined as a measure of the inability to achieve overall program objectives within defined cost, schedule, and technical constraints and has two components:  the probability of failing to achieve a particular outcome and the consequences of failing to achieve that outcome. 

Risk management is the act or practice of controlling risk.  There are many ways of handling risk including:  avoidance, control, assuming away the risk, transferring the risk to another program, or through knowledge and research which is the preferred way.
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By identifying risks and determining the significance of their consequence we can begin to manage better the logistics input into the solicitation document.  There are various techniques used, (templating, streamlining, tailoring) to perform this task but their intent is to ensure that risk is managed effectively and in a non-intrusive manner.  Each task imposed upon a contractor  by the system developer or user must demonstrate value added to the end product.  Each program must be tailored to program specific risk which will change relative to program maturity and the business environment.

4.8  Past Performance.  The Department of Defense is committed to utilizing past performance information.  The use of this information is considered a valuable strategic tool.

Past performance is a required element for every evaluation/award for commercial items.  The caliber of a contractor’s performance on previous contracts is required to be included as an evaluation factor in competitively negotiated acquisitions unless the contracting officer documents why it would not be appropriate for the specific circumstances of the acquisition.  This data is available from sources both inside and outside the Government.  

Using a contractor’s past performance as an evaluation factor will provide benefits in many ways.  It provides a reliable tool to predict how an offeror will perform in the future by examining their past record on contracts for similar requirements of the same scope and complexity.  It will also ensure that awards are made to good performers rather than to just good proposal writers.  It allows the Government the benefits of a best value type of procurement, as well as increased flexibility and customer satisfaction.  It also serves as a tool to improve communication between business and industry and provides additional incentives for the contractor to perform on existing contracts.  

A five level rating system has been approved for the measurement of vendor past performance.  Performance appraisal systems include:  Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS), Aviation & Electronic Contract Administration Support System (ACASS) and Construction Contract Appraisal Support System (CCASS).

Consideration of Past Performance in contracts is a time tested idea.  It began in 1961 and has evolved over time.  Contractors should be allowed to provide Past Performance Information (PPI) in their proposals.  PP evaluation weight and type of information needed should be provided to contractors in Sections L & M of the proposal.  The evaluations should ensure that personal opinions are not used in evaluation of Past Performance.  Acquisition reform has help evolve the use of PPI to ensure the following is considered when addressing Past Performance.




4.9  Standards and Industry Practices.  -  In 1994 the Secretary of Defense directed sweeping reforms in the area of military specifications.  The focus changed to a greater use of performance standards with the intent of integrating the military and industrial production bases and providing more rapid access to technology while reducing total cost.  The goal is performance, affordability and readiness through strategic standardization.

A policy letter from the Under Secretary of Defense dated 18 Sep 1997 states 

”It is the Department of Defense Policy to not require standard management approaches or manufacturing processes in solicitations and contracts, but rather to rely on performance based requirements whenever practicable.  Many have interpreted this to apply only to processes described in Military Specifications and Standards.  The policy applies to process from any source whether MIL-STD, industry standard, company process locally prepared technical document, or a process written into the system specification of other solicitation or contract document.  This is mandatory for Major Defense Acquisition Programs (MDAP), and is the preferred approach for all new systems acquisitions.”

This initiative to participate rather than control industry activities can be further exemplified in the area of Single Process Initiatives.  The Single Process Initiative is help the Department move away from military specification and standard culture on one that embraces commercial practices and technology.  It is an expedited method of changing existing contract from multiple military and federal specifications to facility-wide processes.  Industry is encouraged to identify areas where they can continue to provide the performance required on existing contracts without the additional work burden previously imposed by standards (military and commercial).

In addition U.S. Code has been modified (10 U.S.C. affected).  In Feb 1998 the legal requirement for a warranty on weapon systems unless a waiver was authorized was rescinded in lieu of use of warranties where normally available or is cost effective.

In designing the contract warranty clauses, the support systems manager should ensure a realistic mechanism for administering the warranty is in place which maximizes the government's ability to use the warranty, considering PHS&T factors.

4.10  Incentivize Contracts Based on Measurable Performance Output.  With the requirement to write contract to performance outcomes the capability to track and reward based on performed has been greatly enhanced.  This capability allows incentives to the contractor to be based on accomplishments or progress to the satisfaction of measurable outcomes.

Earned Value Management (EVM) is a concept based on the old Cost/Schedule Control System Criteria (C/SCSC) that is used as a basic for incentives as well a management. It incorporates most of its tenets of C/SCSC but with one very important difference--Earned Value Management is contractor-owned, rather than perceived as government-imposed.  The DoD Earned Value Management Systems (EVMS) Criteria [DoD 5000.2-R, Appendix VI] describe widely accepted, sound management principles that provide for integrated cost, schedule and technical performance, and risk management using earned value as an integrating tool.  The development of a Work Breakdown Structure, addressed in Mil-Hdbk-881, is key to the integration of those activities.

Earned value (EV) is a management technique that relates resource planning to schedules and to technical performance requirements.  It is useful in monitoring the effectiveness of risk-handling actions in that it provides periodic comparisons of the actual work accomplished in terms of cost and schedule with the work planned and budgeted.  These comparisons are made using a performance baseline that is established by the contractor and the PM at the beginning of the contract period.  This is accomplished through the Integrated Baseline Review (IBR) process.  The baseline must capture the entire technical scope of the program in detailed work packages, and includes the schedule to meet the requirements and the resources to be applied to each work package.

Earned value management supports the concept of Cost As an Independent Variable (CAIV) providing the earliest possible objective cost metric during execution of contracts; and serving as a tool for analyzing possible cost trade-offs with technical and schedule performance objectives.

The implementation of an earned value management system (EVMS) is required on selected contracts where the program cost exceeds 70 million in developmental cost or 300 million in production cost.

When the solicitation document, e.g. request for proposal, request for quotation, etc., specifies application of the criteria, an element in the evaluation of proposals will be the prospective contractor's proposed system for planning, controlling and reporting contract performance.  The prospective contractor will describe the systems to be used in sufficient detail to permit its evaluation for compliance with the criteria.
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Contractors should be provided flexibility under the criteria approach to develop a system most suited to management needs.  This approach allows contractors to use earned value management systems of their choice, provided they meet the criteria.  Earned value management systems that range from fully manual processes to totally automated (paperless) systems are acceptable.  Contractors are encouraged to establish and maintain innovative, cost effective processes, and to improve them continuously.

It is the contractor’s responsibility to develop, implement, maintain, and use an EVMS which meets contractual requirements. DCMC provides a valuable service for the Buying Command by validating the contractor’s EVMS, and by providing program insights.

4.11  Electronic Commerce (EC) and Electronic Data Interface (EDI).  EC/EDI are two areas that the contractor is required to address in their solicitation.  Therefore they must be included in instructions to the offeror.  Use of contracts that require Contractor Integrated Technical Information Services (CITIS) has improved access to data.  As new weapon systems are delivered, their data will be delivered by CITIS and made available through the National Information Infrastructure

Defense Secretary William S. Cohen issued the “Defense Reform Initiative,” charting a new business strategy for the Defense Department.   The report noted that paper is “not only driving the business culture of DoD, it is choking many essential systems.”  The Logistics Strategic Plan for 1998 identifies the requirement to digitize all applicable logistics business and technical data, publications, and repositories, and ensure all data transactions are EC/EDI compliant.  The goal is to decrease paper transactions by 50% through electronic commerce and electronic data interchange (EC/EDI) and achieve 100% conversion to digitized data documents by FY 2002.

Electronic Commerce (EC) is the paperless exchange of business information (goods and services) or ideas using electronic data interchange (EDI), electronic mail (email), electronic bulletin boards, electronic funds transfer (EFT), facsimile, video conference, and other similar technologies.

Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) is the computer-to-computer exchange of business transaction information in a public standard format.

 The DoD’s Continuous Acquisition and Life Cycle Support (CALS) strategy supports the use of electronic commerce and electronic data interchange for business transactions.  This effort is creating an integrated data environment to improve DoD    business and operational missions and is being applied to new programs, and to legacy data systems where appropriate.

DoD Electronic Commerce (EC) Office was established in 1994 to manage the implementation of EDI-based contracting systems.  The objectives of this electronic commerce initiative are to:

· exchange procurement information; 

· provide businesses with greater access to Federal procurement. Opportunities;

· ensure that potential suppliers are provided simplified access to the Federal Government's electronic commerce system.

4.12  Simplified Acquisition Procedures.  We have addressed areas that are of concern to major contracts.  However there are many contracts that are for smaller amounts.  Part 13 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) prescribes the policies and procedures for the acquisition of supplies and services, including construction and research and development, the aggregate amount of which is greater the $2,500 but not exceed the simplified acquisition threshold of $100,000.

Special simplified procedures can be used for the purchases of property and services for amounts greater than the simplified acquisition threshold of $100,000 but not greater than $5,000,000 when it anticipated that the requirement will be met using commercial items.

The purpose of simplified acquisition procedures is to provide an administrative service necessary to obtain goods and services.  FASA streamlined some of the steps, for both the Government and the contractor, reducing costs, and speeding up delivery.
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Agencies are encourage to use the Government wide commercial purchase card and electronic purchasing techniques to the maximum extent practicable in conducting simplified acquisitions.
5.  Logistics Data Acquisition
5.1  Overview.  In the past, a major data problem has been the incomplete identification of data requirements and the lack of emphasis on procedures that ensure legible, complete, and correct drawing practices.  Contract requirements for a Technical Data Package (TDP) must be traceable to the government configuration management plan, which, in turn, must implement the acquisition strategy approved by the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA).

It is not easy to verify that the delivered product drawings and associated lists; (e.g., specifications; software documentation; preservation, packaging, packing, and marking data; test requirements data; and quality assurance provisions) will satisfy all needs for competitive procurement.  The following guidelines are offered for developing technical data packages:

· Determine the level of specificity required for procurement purposes.

· Ensure that the parts descriptions and drawings are available to other participants in the acquisition so they understand what is being bought.

· Establish prices and options for data delivery only after the design is stable enough to make it useful.

· Obtain technical data on a phased schedule to permit breakout of vendor components for future competitive acquisitions.

· Inspect and validate the completeness, accuracy, and adequacy, of data promptly after its receipt.

· Consult with the contracting officer to ensure that the current regulations concerning data rights and data restrictions (FAR 27) are incorporated in the solicitation.

· Technical personnel should review proprietary or other restrictive markings on drawings and, when appropriate, request the contracting officer obtain a written justification from the contractor for the restrictive markings.

5.2  Support Data.  Data requirements must be consistent with the planned support concept and represent the minimum essential to effectively support the fielded system.  Government requirements for contractor developed support data are coordinated with the data requirements of other program functional specialties to minimize data redundancies and inconsistencies.

The different functional elements of support must coordinate with each other in order to eliminate buying redundant support data.  For example, it would be possible for a logistician to get reliability and maintainability data through one of the logistics management information (LMI) summaries or, as Figure 5-1 indicates, from commercial or government sources.  However, if the same information is being delivered to the reliability availability and maintainability (RAM) community via industry standards, then the logistician should utilize it and not buy redundant data.  On the other hand, some of the reliability and maintainability data a logistician would like to see may not be delivered to the RAM community.  In this case, one of the LMI summaries, such as Maintenance Planning, could be utilized to get the necessary data.  If RAM data is requested on this summary, the data should be in the same format and have the same definition that is specified in appropriate RAM standards.  This restriction precludes levying government-unique requirements on the contractor.

SOURCES FOR SUPPORT RELATED DATA
Consider obtaining these types of data:
Reliability Availability and Maintainability (RAM)

Logistics Management Information (ALI)

Technical Publications

Transportability

Training

From these kinds of sources:

Industry standards

Other commercial or military customers

LMI specification summaries

Contractor’s in-house data
Figure 5-1. Support Data Sources

The remainder of this section will focus on using the LMI performance specification as a source for support data.  Remember, this specification is not the only source of support data.  In fact, its specific definitions in Appendix B are mainly for provisioning, packaging, cataloging, and support equipment, but the LMI specification summaries can be used to obtain information in other support areas. 

5.3  MIL-PRF-49506, Logistics Management Information.  As a result of the Secretary of Defense’s policy on usage of specifications and standards, MIL-PRF-49506, LMI, has been developed to replace MIL-STD-1388-2B.  It is not a revision of MIL-STD-1388-2B.  Rather, it represents a fundamental change in the way data requirements are levied on contracts.  MIL-PRF-49506 does not contain any “how to’s.” The new specification is designed to minimize oversight and government-unique requirements.  The underlying philosophy of MIL-PRF-49506 is to allow contractors maximum flexibility in designing systems and developing, maintaining, and providing support and support related engineering data.  In order to achieve this objective, the new specification has the following characteristics:

1.  The principal focus of MIL-PRF-49506, LMI, is on providing DoD with a contractual method for acquiring support and support-related engineering data.  The Department of Defense uses this data in-house in existing DoD materiel management automated systems such as those for initial provisioning, maintenance planning, cataloging, support equipment data, and item management.

2.  Data products intended primarily for in-house use by contractors during their design process or those developed internally by the Department of Defense are beyond the scope of this specification.

3.  MIL-PRF-49506, LMI, is not intended to specify, define, or imply a requirement for contractors to establish or maintain any logistic database.

4.  Electronic data interchange, on-line access, and all other automation issues are outside the scope of the specification and must be addressed separately using other appropriate documents such as MIL-STD-1840.

5.  Information summaries are only examples of support information that DoD managers may want to request from contractors.  These sample summaries are not all inclusive or exclusive and are intentionally stated in general terms to encourage maximum contractor flexibility.  Project offices can tailor samples to fit their information needs.

6.  Contractors are strongly encouraged to offer support and support related engineering data to the government in their own commercial formats if the data is readily available and can cost-effectively meet DoD’s needs. 

7.  MIL-PRF-49506, LMI, contains verification criteria based strictly upon performance.

8.  The LMI specification may be tailored up or down.

5.3.1  LMI Summaries.  LMI summaries contain information that the government needs in order to assess design status, conduct logistics planning and analysis, influence program decisions, and verify that contractor performance meets system supportability requirements.  Appendix A of the LMI specification identifies eight types of summaries in broad, general terms and contains associated worksheets that can be used to identify the content of the summaries.  Please note that these summary titles do not have to be used.  For example, the requiring authority could identify on the worksheets a summary for a Long Lead Time Items List with the necessary content, instead of specifically calling out a Supply Support summary.  The LMI summaries may include any information deemed necessary by the requiring authority.  The summaries can include data products from Appendix B of the LMI specification, or they may include information not in Appendix B.  If a summary contains data or information not defined in Appendix B, the requiring authority must specify the definition and format (or reference the governing or appropriate standard or specification) for such information. 

The LMI summaries can be delivered as stand-alone reports or as an integral part of other systems engineering documentation.  Requirements for these summaries should be coordinated with data requirements of other program functional elements (e.g., RAM, TMs/TOs, etc.) to minimize redundancies and inconsistencies.  There is one hollow data item description (DID), DI-ALSS-81530, which can be used to contract for one or more summaries.  If multiple summaries are required at different times, this DID can be called out multiple times, and for each separate contract line item the specific summary and delivery date(s) can be identified. 

MIL-HDBK 502, “Acquisition Logistics.” Provides examples and detailed descriptions of the following summaries:

· Maintenance Planning.

· Repair Analysis.

· Support and Test Equipment.

· Supply Support.

· Manpower, Personnel, and Training.

· Facilities.

· Packaging, Handling, Storage, and Transportation (PHS&T).

· Post Production Support.

5.4  Explanation Of LMI Data products.  The 159 LMI individual data products are organized alphabetically in Appendix B of the LMI specification.  Appendix B contains definitions and format criteria for each of the data products.  The hollow data item descriptions (DID), DI-ALSS-81529 (Data Products) and DI-ALSS-81530 (LMI Summaries) can be used to contract for one or more data products.  If multiple data product deliverables are required at different times, this DID can be called out multiple times.

6.  Solicitation Process Overview.

6.1  General.  ALM-35-8818-GD2 will provide a detailed description of the remainder of the solicitation process by further describing the source selection process.  The following paragraphs provide a summary of the solicitation process so far.  The contracting strategy drives the selection of the specific requirements that are included in the contract.  The business strategy is the specific acquisition approach for each element of support.  These strategies determine the structure of Sections B, C, and H of the contract.  The contracting and business strategies are translated into Section B by breaking down each strategy into requirements by year and by support element.  Section B is organized by contract line item and contract year.  The support system manager is responsible for ensuring that all essential requirements are included in the contract.
Since logistics needs are spread throughout the solicitation/

contract, the acquisition logistician is concerned with the entire document.  As supportability and logistics needs are defined, it is extremely important to keep the solicitation parts consistent.  They must complement each other, and not contradict each other, to express requirements clearly to potential offerors and to establish enforceable contracts.

In the solicitation the objectives for logistics are to:

· Integrate logistics needs wherever support may be required.

· Identify, analyze, and resolve support deficiencies.

· Systematically identify and evaluate support system alternatives.

· Manage support acquisition throughout the contracting process.

· Develop a timely, effective support capability at an economical life cycle cost.

7.  Proposal Evaluation, Discussions, Negotiations, Award, and Monitoring Overview.
7.1  Evaluation of Proposals, Discussions and Negotiations. The purpose of these paragraphs is to summarize the AL’s roles in these processes.  The AL identifies and defines what logistic considerations should be addressed in the offeror's proposals and helps to determine the relative importance (weight) of evaluation factors such as understanding of the problem, technical approach "other technical factors," experience, and cost.  Other technical factors should provide measurable and meaningful criteria related to the specific logistics support requirements of the proposed system.  These logistics considerations are also incorporated in the overall Source Selection Plan (SSP) which contains the evaluation factors and weights for each factor.  These must be on record with the contracting officer and incorporated into the Request for Proposal (RFP) prior to RFP release.  When preparing for evaluation working group meetings, the AL should independently evaluate all technical proposal items related to logistics in order to contribute meaningful leadership in the discussions leading to source selection.  Although the formal discussions and negotiations fall under the oversight of the contracting officer, the AL must fully participate at all times to ensure that logistics requirements are not minimized or completely left out.

7.2.  Contract Award.  Most contracts for acquisition logistics are a result of negotiated contracts.  The basis for award of such contracts is the “BEST VALUE” and not price alone.  The AL must ensure that the award is based in a large part on the acceptability of the supportability process in the successful contractor’s offer as supportability is an integral part of system performance.

7.3  Contract Monitoring.  A comprehensive contract file is a useful management tool.  This file should include all procurement and administrative contract modifications.  Data in the contract file directly relate actual performance to actual cost and, when automated, do so in a timely manner.  During the performance period, this data should be used to rapidly identify, examine, and resolve logistics problems that arise.

8.  SUMMARY.

The goal of this overview of the logistics inputs to solicitations and contracts has been to make you realize role of the acquisition logistician in the development of the system and its support documentation.  It is even more important that you realize these inputs are not made unilaterally but in coordination with all that have a stake in the success of the program (i.e., IPT’s).  Considerable interface with the other parties -- the program manager; the users; and representatives from engineering, contracting, and other support agencies -- is necessary.  Start working early with these groups through IPTs, partnering, and teaming.  Basic guidelines should include: 

· Do thorough front-end planning.

· Clearly and concisely identify requirements in the solicitation and contract.

· Use the expert personnel resources available for initial planning and problem resolution.

· Be prepared to cope with the oversights and program changes.

· Maintain the goal of optimizing supportability with cost, schedule, and performance.

· Work through IPTs, partnering, and teaming.

Remember:

· Participation in the contracting process is part of the AL's job.

· The AL must know how to determine logistics requirements and state those requirements in performance terms.

· Contract knowledge, initiative, and determination are essential in managing logistics programs.

· Correctly identifying and procuring logistics data is critical.

· Logistics program success is a direct reflection of contract success.

9.  REFERENCES.

1.  The Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR).

2.  SD 15, Performance Specification Guide, June 29, 1995.

3.  MIL-HDBK-245D, "Preparation of Statement of Work (SOW)."

4.  Defense Federal Acquisition Regulations Supplement (DFARS).

5.  MIL-HDBK 502, “Acquisition Logistics”.

6.  MIL-PRF-49506, November 11, 1996, “Logistics Management Information Performance Specification”.

7.  DoD 5000.2-R, March 15, 1996, “Mandatory Procedures for Major Defense Acquisition Programs (MDAPs) and Major Automated Information System (MAIS) Acquisition Programs”.

10.  CONTRACTING TOOLS.
10.1  Defense Acquisition Deskbook.  The Deskbook is an automated reference tool that provides acquisition information for all DoD components across all functional disciplines.  This reference tool is easy to use and provides access to the most current mandatory directives, discretionary guidance, practical advice, and software tools.  Deskbook originated from an Acquisition Reform initiative to reduce mandatory directives while assisting program managers and acquisition logisticians in making informed decisions.  The system is available on both the Internet and CD-ROMs.  Access information can be obtained from the following:

Defense Acquisition Deskbook JPO

2275 D Street, Bldg 16

WPAFB, OH 45433-7233

Customer Support:  DSN 785-0423 / COMM (937) 255-0424

FAX number:  DSN 785-1402 / COMM (937) 255-1402

TOLL FREE (800) 711-0230

Email:  deskbook@deskbook.osd.mil

Internet:  http://www.deskbook.osd.mil
10.2  LOGPARS (The Logistics Planning and Requirements System). This system was developed for use on a desktop PC.  It is an expert system, which leads a AL through the thought process necessary to plan and execute a logistics program.  The latest versions includes important acquisition reform emphases.  This tool is available on the Internet at:

http://www.logpars.army.mil/
The system was developed by USAMC Logistics Support Activity, Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, and incorporates the required policy, lessons learned, and expert’s experience to produce critical logistics program documentation.  The systematic, user-friendly approach that LOGPARS offers ensures all considerations are addressed, encourages compliance with existing policy, and eliminates potential for contracting redundant information

10.3  Turbo Streamliner.  This tool was developed and is maintained by Navy Acquisition Reform Office and is available on the Internet at:

http://www.acq-ref.navy.mil/turbo/
It provides a checklist of Acquisition Reform topics, an RFP checklist, guidelines for reporting metrics, lessons learned, and guidelines for streamlining an RFP.  It also provides a guide for assessing the effectiveness of the Acquisition Reform initiatives in the contracts awarded, based on RFPs evaluated during Phase I of the RFP Benchmarking effort.

RESUMP Performance Requirements

Practical Exercise

1.
Introduction.  The purpose of this practical exercise is to determine critical performance requirements that should go into a performance specification and/or a performance-based work statement.

2.
Objectives.

a.  Using the documentation provided in ALM-35-8817, Supportability Integration Planning (RESUMP) practical exercise and handouts and the Operational Requirements Document (ORD) in enclosure 1 of this PE, determine performance requirements to address critical risk areas your group identified while developing the supportability plan and briefing for the RESUMP Project Manager.

3.
Tasks:

a.
Identify the three supportability-related risks facing the PM in the RESUMP program.


b.
Develop performance requirement statements that your group feels will help manage the risks.

4.
Your decisions will be discussed after completion of the PE.  The following are examples of performance requirements or characteristics and some of the areas in which performance requirements can be stated.

5.
RESUMP performance characteristics examples and areas (not all inclusive by any means):


a.
Availability:  The RESUMP will have a operational__________

availability of 80% (.80) measured by the total operating time___

divided by the sum of total operation time, total corrective_____

maintenance time, total preventive maintenance time and total____

administrative and logistics down time (MNS)_____________________


b.
Operational Sustainability:  (1)  The RESUMP system shall__

be capable of completing a minimum of 12 hours of passive________

operations and 72 hours of continuous operations. (MNS)__________

c.
Compatibility: (1)  The RESUMP shall be capable of ________

accepting, supporting, and mounting of a M2 machine gun._________

d.
Reliability

e.
Transportability

f.
Interoperability


g.
Maintainability


h.
Manpower Supportability


i.
Human Factors

j.
Documentation

k.
Warranty


l.
Environmental Conditions

m.
Safety


n.
Manpower/Personnel


o.
Training

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS DOCUMENT (ORD)

FOR THE

RECONAISSANCE AND SURVEILLANCE MOBILITY PLATFORM (RESUMP) SYSTEM

1.
General Description of Operational Capability.

a.
Mission Area.  The RESUMP System addresses the needs of maneuver forces, battalion and below.  The RESUMP system, with its onboard suite of capabilities, will serve the Army as a force multiplier through its ability to perform the following unmanned tasks for a ground maneuver commander: reconnaissance, surveillance, target acquisition (RSTA) , and biological chemical vapor detection.  For the United States Marine Corps (USMC), the RESUMP will also reduce deficiencies in the following Marine Corps Mission Areas (MA): 12, Intelligence; 15, Special Operations; 22, Ground Tactical Mobility/Countermobility; and 24, Fire Support.  Other potential user's may include Field Artillery, Forward Observers, Engineers, and Scouts.

b.
System Type.  The RESUMP will be the first in a family of future unmanned systems.  The first variant in a family of unmanned vehicle (UV) platforms, the RESUMP will be employed under its own power, be easy to operate, be of modular design to facilitate maintenance and future mission payloads, and be economical to operate and maintain.  It will utilize a variety of electro-optic systems, Nuclear Biological Chemical (NBC) sensors, and a laser range finder to perform RSTA tasks.  The RESUMP modular design will be sufficiently robust to facilitate future system improvements, upgrades and modifications under an active Pre-Planned Product Improvements (P3I) program.  Future modular systems may include the following: Engineer Breaching; Route Reconnaissance; Resupply; Reconnaissance in Urban Terrain; and Obscurant Production.  The RESUMP system, teamed with its Soldier/Marine operators, is comprised of the following basic elements: a Mobility Platform (MP); a modularly inserted lethal/non-lethal mission payload capability (the initial payload being RSTA); an Operator’s Control Unit (OCU); and a transport vehicle, if required.  The MP (unmanned) is the portion of the system that is remotely operated (teleoperated, semi-autonomously, or autonomously) forward and transports the mission payload module.  The OCU (manned) remains in a remote and relatively safe overwatch location while the MP is being controlled through teleoperation.

c.
Operational Concept.  The RESUMP will augment and/or enhance the ability of Soldiers and Marines to accomplish mission assigned tasks in war and Operations Other Than War (OOTW).  It will be organic to the U.S. Army Light Infantry battalions, Mechanized Infantry battalions, Airborne (Air Cavalry) battalions, and Armor battalions and will be employed by the Marine Corps in individual infantry battalions, and separate battalions as well as division support units.  Operating forward, the RESUMP equipped with a RSTA mission payload capability will enable the maneuver commander to reach deeper and rapidly cover assigned battle space.  The RESUMP will enable commanders to monitor areas of interest where domination of terrain, control of populations or critical man-made and natural features, including rear areas, is essential to victory.  As part of the acquisition strategy, it is anticipated that an increase in MP autonomy will create an environment in which additional requirements for mission payload modules will be identified.  With proper-validation and approval, additional mission payload packages will be developed, tested, produced, and fielded.  With a multitude of future roles calling for the employment of unmanned systems, commanders will be able to optimize their unmanned vehicle platform using the principles of Mission, Enemy, Terrain, Troops, and Time Available (METT-T) analysis.  The completion of this analysis will enable the commander and his staff to optimize the RESUMP platform by configuring it with an appropriate mission payload module; one which will allow the RESUMP system to best support the units assigned mission.

The RESUMP will perform its assigned tasks in non-lethal, lethal, and contaminated or otherwise hazardous environments at minimum risk to friendly personnel.  The RESUMP will provide battalion/task force commanders with remote, line-of-sight (LOS) and non-line-of-sight (NLOS) reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition capabilities.  Once properly positioned, Soldier and Marine operators will monitor mission essential RESUMP functions in order to provide real-time or near-real-time operational/tactical data and information necessary to support the commander's concept of operations and decision cycle.

Equipped with chemical detectors and operating well forward of friendly forces, the RESUMP will provide advanced warning as to the presence of chemical vapors.  By entering these contaminated areas unsuitable for manned combat units, the RESUMP will provide valuable tactical information which will enable commanders to issue appropriate orders.

d.
Support Concept.  The RESUMP will be designed to facilitate maintenance and servicing with minimum personnel.  Repairs will be performed at the lowest maintenance category/echelon and, in a tactical environment, as far forward as possible using a repair by replace concept.  An actual maintenance concept for the RESUMP system will be developed during the Program Definition/Risk Reduction Phase using early surrogate lst generation prototype hardware.  The actual category/echelon of maintenance will depend on the type of repairs, time factors, parts and tools required, equipment, and personnel available.  Logistics and maintenance support will be accomplished using standardized military supply and maintenance systems.  Specific levels of maintenance will be determined by level of repair analysis (LORA) and supportability analyses.

e.
Requirement Development.  An Operational and Organizational (0&0) Plan was prepared for the Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform (RESUMP) system by the U.S. Army infantry School and approved 13 November 19XX.  A Trade-off Determination (TOD) was performed that evaluated a variety of automotive and electronic components capable of being integrated onto a platform that could fit the needs of the users.  Based on the TOD, a Trade-Off Analysis (TOA) was approved on 5 October 19XX which addresses the required characteristics of a tactical unmanned ground vehicle capable of performing a variety of infantry and Marine missions in varied terrain.  The Marine Corps Combat Development Command developed the RESUMP Mission Need Statement (MNS), and it was approved 4 November 19XX.

2.  Threat.

a.
General. The general enemy threats confronting the individual infantry and Marine operator and his equipment are discussed in the Mid-Range Threat Estimate, 1992-2002, System Threat Assessment for the Individual Soldier, Clothing and Equipment, and various Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) scientific and technical reports and general military intelligence studies.  These documents describe the expanding capabilities of potential enemies in all aspects of warfare and OOTW.  Army and Marine forces must be prepared to deploy worldwide to deter aggression and if necessary, defeat threat forces which will range from light infantry and insurgent forces to heavily mechanized and or armored formations with large amounts of artillery.  These potential threats will continue to increase as the proliferation of modern weapons systems and technological advances continue throughout a multi-polarized world.  Future battlefields are expected to be non-linear, faster paced, less dense and more lethal.

b.
System-Specific Threat.  Depending on the scenario, weapons that threaten the Soldiers and Marines will also effect the RESUMP and include any of the following: small arms, directed energy weapons, artillery, radio-electronic combat systems, attack helicopters, mines, chemical and biological weapons and nuclear or non-nuclear electromagnetic pulse.  Currently, there are no known system specific threats to the RESUMP as a whole, but it will be vulnerable to the same general threats facing the Soldiers and Marines and their mission equipment.

The system's remote sensor communications links will be vulnerable to enemy command and control warfare (C2W) , such as communications intercept, jamming, or exploitation of unsecured voice communications.  Anti-sensor laser weapons are expected to be fielded with the capability to detect and destroy the optics of surveillance systems.  In addition, radio frequency weapons using high-power microwave could be used to cause electronics failure.

c.
Pertinent Reference Documents.  DIA studies:  Laser Battlefield Systems -- Foreign; Laser Capabilities -- Middle

East; Southwest Asia; and North Africa; Ground Combat Laser Weapons -- Foreign; Directed Energy Weapons – Foreign Overview; Radio frequency Weapon Technology -- Foreign;  and Electro-Optical Countermeasures -- Worldwide.  Army Study:  System Threat Assessment for the TUGV.

3.
Shortcomings of Existing Systems.   There are no known unmanned ground vehicle systems which will satisfy the operational needs of maneuver battalion commanders.  This deficiency will impact the conduct of future military operations both in war and in OOTW in the twenty-first century, especially since maneuver forces will be required to fully execute full-dimensional operations throughout the depth, height, width, and time of a designated battle space.  There are no changes in doctrine, tactics, organization, or training that will provide this reconnaissance capability to the Army and Marine Corps.

Currently, Soldiers and Marines are accomplishing many reconnaissance related tasks with the risk of injury or death.  Current Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV do not meet this requirement because of their logistics burden, short time-on-station (loiter), inability to fly in adverse weather conditions, reliance on trained operators, and lack of survivability when confronted with a sophisticated enemy air defense umbrella.  Static sensors do not meet the stated requirements because they must be emplaced well before the military operation begins, have a limited battery shelf life, and may be rendered useless if uncovered early in fast-paced offensive operations.

4.
Capabilities Required.  The initial RESUMP system will consist of the Mobility Platform (MP) , a sensor (RSTA) payload module, the Operator's Control Unit (OCU), and a transport vehicle, if required.  This ORD will focus on the attributes and minimum acceptable performance requirements (required) that define system capabilities needed to satisfy the mission need for the RESUMP system.

a.
System Performance.

(1)
The RESUMP System (operator control unit, mobility platform with RSTA module and transport vehicle, if required) will have the following capabilities:

(a)
Be self deployable by a crew of one Soldier or Marine.  Be air transportable to the area of operations by standard tactical military aircraft such as the C-130, C-141, C-5, CH46, CH47 and UH60.

(b)
Be operable 24 hours a day.

(c)
Be operable in hot and basic climates (required).

(d)
Be decontaminable to the same level that HMMWV is decontaminable.

(e)
Be operable by Soldiers or Marines wearing appropriate climatic clothing or protective clothing (MOPP IV).

(f)
Have voice and data communications capability within common operating environments and projected Army and Marine Corps Tactical C4I systems.

(2)
The operator control unit (OCU) (the part of the system that controls a remotely controlled mobility platform and RSTA package) will have the following capabilities:

(a)
Operate while mounted in the transport vehicle or while ground mounted.  The OCU will connect to the transport vehicle power supply when mounted.  The crew will be able to dismount the OCU from the transport vehicle in less than 10 minutes.  When dismounted from the transport vehicle, the OCU will use SINCGARS military batteries to operate for at least 2 hours continuously without battery replacement.  OCU must be capable of operation on U.S. standard 115v/60 cycle commercial power.

(b)
Weigh no more than 18kg.

(c)
Be undetectable by the unaided enemy soldier beyond 100 meters, day or night, while operating from the transport vehicle (engine off) or dismounted.

(d)
Be weatherproof to the same extent SINGARS radios are weatherproof

(e)
Be capable of remotely controlling the movement of the mobility platform and RSTA sensor package to an observation position 4 kilometers from the OCU (required) and 10 kilometers (desired).  Degradation similar to SINGARS in very hilly or mountainous terrain is acceptable.

(f)
Permit the operator to see the location of the MP on a grid only map (required) and digital map (desired).  This display will be separate from that which the operator uses to control movement of the MP and RSTA package.

(g)
Accept situational awareness information from the Army common operating environment and display it to the operator so he is aware of friendly units in the area.  The OCU will provide automatic digital updates on the location of the OCU and the MP with RSTA package to other friendly units in the same situational awareness operating environment.

(h)
The display that the operator uses to control movement of the mobility platform and RSTA package will include:


-
The azimuth the mobility platform is moving on.


-
The distance it has traveled.  The operator will have the capability of resetting this “odometer” remotely.


-
The display will have a reticle to permit accurate use of the laser range finder.  After using the RSTA package laser range finder, the display will include the grid coordinates of the target lazed with +- 50 meters out to a range of 2 km.


-
Display will show fuel levels, battery life, date, time, location, and call sign or ID code of the mobility platform that is being remotely operated.

(i)
Be connectable to a SINGARS radio on the vehicle or manpack SINGARS.

(j)
Be able to digitally send a call for fire using input from the MP’s target location function.  This report will be filled out automatically, as much as possible.

(k)
Permit the operator to type in information to Variable Message Format (VMF) report.

(l)
Permit the operator to freeze frame an image from the RSTA package on the MP (desired), type in explanatory information on the image (desired), and send it to the battalion using standard image transmission (desired).  Later, compression of data will be provided during pre-planned product improvement (P3I).  This freeze frame can be a snapshot of the display seen by the operator which would include location, status, date time group, call sign or ID, reticle and guide coordinate of target at center of reticle (desired).

(3)
The MP (a remotely controlled ground platform) which moves a RSTA package to a designated observation point) will have the following capabilities:

(a)
Provide power to a RSTA module for at least 12 hours of continuous observation and still have enough fuel to move 20 km for refuel.

(b)
Permit the operator at the OCU 10 km away to move the MP forward at 1kph cross country, 5kph over unimproved roads, 50kph over improved roads, ford .5 meters of water, cross gullies .2 meters deep, and obstacles .2 meters high, day or night.  Be able to back up at 1kph.

(c)
Allow operator to stop movement of MP from the OCU, if the MP becomes unsafe to operate.

(d)
Be capable of being towed or carried by a standard military vehicle (HMMWV required).

(e)
Permit the operator at the OCU to remotely disable the mobility platform if it becomes lost or captured.  Operator will be able to enable the mobility platform if it is recovered.

(f)
Be remotely controllable, day or night without the RSTA module mounted.

(g)
Must not reveal the operator’s position, because of color or reflection.

(h)
Moving at 5kph, should not be detectable by the human ear beyond 300 meters in rolling terrain.

(i)
Allow the operator at the OCU to control all functions of the MP (stop, start, park, forward, reverse, speed, power to sensors package).

(j)
Provide growth capability to accept additional payload modules.

(k)
include on board GPS which will automatically transmit the location of the MP to the OCU at predetermined interval.

(4)
RSTA Package 1 (sensors that mount on the mobility platform) will have the following capabilities:

(a)
Be mountable, and dismountable from the mobility platform in no more than 30 minutes.

(b)
Permit the operator to conduct reconnaissance in 360 degrees.

(c)
Allow its operator to recognize exposed stationary and moving vehicles at 2000 meters and exposed stationary and moving enemy personnel at 1000 meters day or night; 5 km day (desired).

(d)
Include azimuth, vertical angle measurement, laser range finder and software (integrating PU GPS), which permits target locations to be determined +- 50 meters at 2000 meters (10km desired).  The LRF will be boresightable (to the operator display) by the operator prior to the mission and will retain boresight for 50km, 24 hours or mission duration.

(e)
Transmit to the OCU the azimuth and range fired by the LRF for visual display on the operators map (desired).

(f)
Possess power management which permits the operator to remotely control all functions of the RSTA module, to include the “go to standby” mode.

(g)
Weigh no more than 18kg.

(5)
RSTA Package 2 (sensors that mount on the mobility platform) will have the following capabilities.

(a)
Be able to attach standard chemical alarms.

(b)
Be able to detect and identify the presence of Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical contamination.

b.
Logistics and Readiness.  The RESUMP system will be capable of achieving an operational availability of .80 or greater, based on a reliability of 200 operating hours (OHs) mean time between operational mission abort (MTBOMA) , an unscheduled maintenance ratio (MR) of 0.13 maintenance man-hours per system OH, and the projected administrative and logistics downtime of 20.9 hours associated with each mission aborting failure of the RESUMP.  The RESUMP will demonstrate at least a .90 probability of completing a 72 hour mission without an operational mission failure; a mission failure is described as any malfunction which causes a loss of any mission essential function and which an operator can not fix by adjustment, repair or replacement action using controls or on-board tools and spares within 5 minutes- (required), 3 minutes (desired) if the MP is in proximity with the operator.  It shall be considered a mission failure if the system fails in a remote position/configuration and the operator is unable to recover it within 20 minutes (required), 10 minutes (desired) and perform the fix in the time limits given for operator proximity failure.

The RESUMP maintenance ratio will not exceed .05 mmh/oh (maintenance man-hours/operating hours).   The mean time to repair (MTTR) for mission aborting failures of the RESUMP system will be .75 hour at the unit level.  Logistics and maintenance support will be accomplished by the standard military supply systems and with additional contractor support provided on an as-needed basis (e.g., during initial system fielding and train-up). The system should be designed to expedite repair through removal and replacement of line-replaceable units

c.
Critical System Characteristics.  If the teleoperational control of the MP and mission payload module is disrupted then the MP will automatically place itself in a safe operating mode.  A component or subsystem failure will not cause the RESUMP to issue false functions such as alerts or warnings.  System electronics will be hardened against Electronic Magnetic Interference (EMI).  NBC decontamination survivability is required.  The system will be designed to prevent the accumulation or penetration of NBC contaminants and be operated, maintained and resupplied in full ensemble (MOPP IV).

The RESUMP system shall be capable of being stored in all climates and environments and operated by designated operator(s), day or night, in hot and basic climates (as stated in AR 70-38).  The system will have easy-to-use controls and switches that can be operated by Soldiers and Marines while wearing either their full NBC Protective Ensemble (MOPP IV) , Arctic uniform (minus Arctic mittens), or any other uniform that a soldier may be required to wear while participating in a military operation.

5.
Logistics Supportability.

a.
Maintenance Planning.

(1)
RESUMP will be maintained by Soldiers and Marines using standard tools, test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment (TMDE).  The actual tasks performed at each echelon will be defined using Supportability Analysis.  Logistics supportability will also be evaluated during user assessments to determine an appropriate support/maintenance concept.

(2)
Existing Table of Equipment (TOE) tools, TMDE, support equipment and current MOS qualified personnel will be used to the maximum extent possible.

(3)
Logistic requirements will be jointly determined and documented.  An Integrated Product Team (IPT) will be formed early in PD/RR.  A Logistics Supportability Plan will be developed and updated throughout the acquisition process.

(4)
Corrective maintenance will include BIT/BITE capability to isolate faults to the major subassembly or Line Replaceable Unit (LRU).  The mission modular design of the RESUMP system will facilitate repair-by-replacement and will minimize on-site maintenance time.  Upon fault isolation, an operator, technician, or maintenance team will remove the faulty LRU, replace it with a serviceable one, and evacuate the faulty one to the maintenance facility for further disposition.

b.
Support Equipment.  The supportability analysis process will be used to define logistics support, personnel tasks and skills for the operation, maintenance and support of the RESUMP.  The system will be designed to be tested by either the integrated family of test equipment (IFTE) or the General Purpose Test Equipment (GPTE) for all its automatic test equipment (ATE) requirements and be repaired using common tools.  Every effort shall be made to minimize the development of test program sets (TPS) and support equipment.  A system support package will be developed and validated during IOT&E in the EMD phase.  A full compliment of initial issue provisioning repair parts, instructor and key personnel training, and new equipment training will be developed, procured and delivered to each fielded location.

c.
 Human Systems Integration.

(1)
The RESUMP system shall permit maximum operational effectiveness through consideration of human engineering design criteria.  Human Systems Integration Analysis will be conducted.

(2)
The RESUMP will not generate additional manpower requirements and will be optimized based on present and future projected force structure.

(3)
The operators will support the system on a continuous 24 hour basis.

(4)
The RESUMP will not generate any new military occupational specialties (MOSs).  Army MOS 11 series and Marine Corps 03 series equivalents will be the primary operators and will perform operator preventive maintenance.

(5)
Direct support maintenance of the MP will be performed by the appropriate MOS, depending on the specific type and size of the MP produced.  The same personnel maintaining the sensors that are currently in the Army and Marine Corps force structure will maintain the RSTA payload module components.  Follow-on systems and P3Is may have an additional impact on user and maintainer personnel requirements and will be evaluated when developed.

(6)
Training will be balanced between institutional, new equipment training (NET), and unit training.

(a)
 New Equipment Training.  New equipment training will be required to support the initial fielding of the system.  Technical manuals and materials will be integral to training the operators and maintainers.  Manuals will be verified and validated prior to the initial operational test and evaluation (IOTE).

(b)
Institutional Training.  Training devices, to include present and future simulation based systems, are not required for the institutional training base.

(c)
Unit Training.  An Instructor and Key Personnel Training (I&KPT) course syllabus will be developed and handed over at fielding for training.  Embedded training hardware and software will be incorporated to assist in training under the designated rather than dedicated system operator concept.

(7)
The RESUMP must be operable and maintainable by the 5th percentile through 95th percentile (physical dimension) soldiers dressed in the full range of environmental clothing (arctic, Mission- Oriented Protective Posture (MOPP) IV, load bearing equipment (LBE) and protective mask).

d.
Computer Resources.  No unique computer resources are expected at this time.  The data link between the robotic device and the operator must be identified prior to the determination of software requirements.

e.
Other Logistic Considerations.      As determined by the supportability analysis, appropriate LRUs, parts and assemblies will be acquired and placed in the wholesale supply system.

f.
System Safety.   A system safety program will be developed to identify, evaluate and minimize safety and health hazards for user personnel during transportation, storage, maintenance, operational employment, and disposal.  This system safety program will be established IAW the latest military standards and regulations.

6.
Infrastructure Support and Interoperability.

a.
Command, Control, Communications, Computers, and Intelligence (C4I).  The RESUMP system will be capable of providing information from the MP/payload module via the data link(s) to the OCU/operator to allow for his use of the unit' s organic radio system and the established information reporting system.  The RESUMP will be capable of interfacing with current and projected Army and Marine Corps tactical C4I systems to accommodate the transparent digital exchange of battlefield information.  RESUMP will not interfere with other military communications electronic equipment, weapons or ammunition.

b.
Transportation and Basing.  The RESUMP system will most likely be inserted close to an area of operations by air transport, airborne operations, Maritime Propositioned Ships (MPS) and landing craft used in amphibious assault operations.  The RESUMP will then be tactically configured to move out to support the commander's concept of operation.  The RESUMP will be internally transportable by C-130 and larger fixed-wing aircraft and medium and heavy lift helicopters; be capable of external air transport by UH-60 and larger rotary wing aircraft in the high-hot scenario; and be capable of Low Velocity Air Drop (LVAD) . The RESUMP system, designed for battlefield use, will be subjected to rough handling typical to that found in tactical and theater transportation.  No additional facilities will be required to support the RESUMP.  The RESUMP must meet these embarkation requirements without any disassembly other than removing the payload module from the MP.  Desired system requires no disassembly.

c.
Standardization, Interoperability, and Commonality. in accordance with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Quadripartite Standardization agreements, components will be designed so that plugs, fittings and attachments are compatible with allied systems.  Slave receptacles (if required) and external power requirements must be NATO compatible.

d.
Mapping, Charting, and Geodesy Support.  The RESUMP will use standard Defense Mapping Agency (DMA) Digital Topographic Data (DTD) products.  Any processing, transforming, or reformatting of these products will occur automatically within the system.

e.
Environmental Support.  The RESUMP will require no meteorological data to support its operation.

7.
Force Structure.  The tentative basis of issue (BOI) is four (4) RESUMP systems per Light Infantry and 82nd Airborne battalion; twelve (12) per heavy (Armor) battalion; sixteen (16) per heavy (Mechanized Infantry) battalion; and 80 per heavy division for Target Acquisition, Cavalry, and MI battalions.  Each heavy division will have one system for float.  TRADOC will receive 7 systems for training purposes.  Based on the current force structure, for Force Package I will require 582 systems.  The Marine Corps requirements are for 154 systems: 72 systems for the two active divisions; 40 systems per heavy division for Target Acquisition and Reconnaissance; and 1 per heavy division for float.

8.
Schedule Considerations.  The Initial Operational Capability (IOC) for the RESUMP will be attained when one battalion has fielded the system with ILS procurement (training, spares, technical publications) and testing completed.  The level of performance necessary to achieve IOC requires one unit in a final configuration with operators and maintenance personnel trained and initial spares with interim repair support in place.  Full operational Capability (FOC) will be achieved when all maintenance and repair support, software support, test equipment and spares are in place and the systems are effectively employable.

ANNEX A - RATIONALE (not included)

ANNEX B - OPERATIONALMODE SUMMARY/MISSION PROFILE (not included)

ANNEX C - TRAINING (not included)

ANNEX D - COORDINATION (not included)
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PROPOSAL EVALUATION/SOURCE SELECTION
Time:  14 Hours in conjunction with GD1.

(Note:  This guided discussion continues the objectives listed in GD1.)

Terminal Learning Objective:  Given access to current policy guidance, lecture, discussion, and scenarios, correctly recognize impacts of chosen acquisition strategy (commercial item, non-

developmental item (NDI), developmental item, and combinations) on development of acquisition logistics requirements to include requirements in proper contractual documents and formats.

Enabling Objectives:  (GD2 only)

3.2.  Evaluate existing evaluation factors and develop new factors needed for Section M of the Request for Proposal to ensure logistics performance requirements are included as critical requirements of the acquisition.

3.3.  Evaluate an offeror’s proposal to ensure support requirements are adequate for the chosen acquisition strategy and meet the requirements of the RFP.

1.  Introduction.  Source selection is the process used in competitive, negotiated contracting to select the proposal expected to result in the best value to the Government.  The source selection approach must be tailored to the acquisition.

1.1  Goal.  The goal is to obtain the best value for the Government.  Best value is the outcome of any acquisition that ensures we meet the customer's needs in the most effective, economical, and timely manner.  It's the result of the unique circumstances of each acquisition, the acquisition strategy, choice of contracting method, and award decision.  Under this concept, best value is the goal of sealed bidding, simplified acquisition, commercial item acquisition,

negotiated acquisition, and any other specialized acquisition methods or combination of methods the Government chooses to use.
2. Participants.
2.1  Importance of Source Selection Authority (SSA).  Consequences of the selection decision can be far-reaching.  In most cases the contracting officer is selection official.  In some acquisitions, or class of acquisitions, the agency head or other official acting under authority of service acquisition executive may be selection official, or will appoint someone else to make the selection.  Source selection authority must be at a level that is fully accountable for results of the decision and knowledgeable of factors necessary to determine best value.  In addition, successful execution of an acquisition using the tradeoff process requires early involvement of the source selection authority so that person is prepared to make a rational selection decision consistent with the solicitation.  The amount of time and effort required obviously needs to be considered when making the appointment.
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2.2  Others.

2.2.1  Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC).  A SSAC may be appointed by the SSA to advise the SSA and may be requested to prepare a comparative analysis of the evaluation results.

2.2.2  Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB).  The SSEB is responsible for evaluating complex proposals against the requirements of the solicitation documents and reporting the findings to the SSAC or the SSA, as applicable.  For less complex proposals, an evaluation team led by the contracting officer and including functional experts may be formed for source selection.

2.2.3  Program/Project/Product Manager (PM).  The PM is responsible for developing and implementing acquisition strategy, preparing source selection plan (SSP), and for obtaining SSA approval of the plan before issuance of the solicitation.

2.2.4  Contracting Officer (KO).  KO is responsible for preparation of solicitations and contracts, any communications with potential offerors, consistency of SSP with requirements of the FAR, including the DFARS and agency regulations and instructions, award of contract, and any other functions and requirements specified in the FAR, except for source selection responsibilities of the SSA.

2.2.5  Acquisition Logistician (AL).  One of the most important roles for both PM and acquisition logistician is to ensure they participate on all SSACs and SSEBs.  They must be involved in selecting a contractor who will produce the required logistics program throughout the acquisition life cycle.

2.3  Procurement Integrity.  There are stringent requirements for maintaining the integrity of the procurement process that MUST be adhered to by all participants involved in source selection.  This includes both technical and contracting personnel.  Procurement integrity rules provide for both civil and criminal penalties for violations.  The guiding principle behind these requirements is that all offerors are treated fairly, and no one obtains an unfair advantage.

3.  Source Selection Planning.
3.1  Designing an Acquisition Strategy.  As soon as possible after a need to acquire products or services has been identified, an acquisition strategy meeting should be held.  Attendees should include the person responsible for managing the program or project, acquisition and legal representatives, potential evaluation team members, and others as needed.

3.2  Source Selection Team Formation.  Source selection should be a multi-disciplined team effort from earliest planning stages.  Size and composition of team should be tailored specifically to the acquisition.  In complex source selections you may have a larger team (e.g., 8 to 10 people) from various functional disciplines.  In streamlined source selections, however, the team may consist of one or more technical evaluators and the contracting officer, who is also the source selection authority.  Whether team is large or small, it should be established to ensure continuity and active ongoing involvement of appropriate contracting, technical, logistics, legal, user, contract administrators, and other experts to ensure a comprehensive evaluation of each proposal.

3.3  Source Selection Approach.  One of the first steps in designing an acquisition strategy is to determine source selection approach or combination of approaches that you will use to obtain the best value.  The simplest approach is sealed bidding in which price and price related factors are determinants.  Since in logistics acquisition, we are often dealing with the unknown, some form of negotiation is usually employed.  At either end of the best value continuum in negotiation are the tradeoff process and the lowest price technically acceptable process.

Other source selection procedures can be designed to fit particular circumstances.  You could tailor the procedures to combine elements of these two approaches.  You could also use oral presentations of the RFP as part of the proposal submission.  Oral presentations allow the offerors to verbally present all sections of the RFP except the certifications and representations.  The point is that source selection procedures or techniques must be appropriate to the acquisition.

3.3.1  Separation of Evaluation and Selection Functions.  Clear separation, but not isolation, of the functions of evaluation and selection is provided by formal source selection procedures.  Intent is to give SSA maximum latitude in the selection decision.  For this reason, SSAC does not make selection recommendations to the SSA, unless specifically requested.  After SSEB evaluates the proposals, a comparative analysis of each proposal by SSAC is presented to SSA, and members of both SSAC and SSEB thereafter remain available for consultation with SSA.  This arrangement has the advantage of enabling SSA to:

· Make a careful judgment in a situation where there are only narrow differences in the relative merits of competing proposals.

· Apply greater experience and visibility than is normally available to evaluators on the SSEB.

· Segregate scoring and weighting functions to minimize bias and realize an optimum measure of objectivity. 

3.3.2 Tradeoff Process.  Cost or price is always an evaluation factor in any source selection.  However, many times other factors need to be considered.  The Government may need technical capabilities, qualifications, or experience that a low cost/price offeror may not possess.  These factors may or may not be more important than cost/price, but they do have a strong bearing on source selection decision.  Source selection authority needs flexibility to select best value that may not be lowest cost/price or highest technically rated offeror.  Decision will involve a comparison of combination of non-cost strengths, weaknesses, and risks and cost/price offered in each proposal and judgment as to which provides best combination.  SSA will have to document decision and why the selected source represents best value to the Government.
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3.3.2.1  Use of Tradeoff Process.  The tradeoff process is particularly appropriate if:

· Government's requirements are difficult to define, complex, or historically troublesome;

· Measurable differences in the design, performance, quality, reliability, or supportability expected;

· Services not clearly defined;

· Highly skilled personnel required;

· Government willing to pay extra for capability, skills, reduced risk, or other non-cost factors, when added benefits are worth the premium.

3.3.2.1.1  Strengths:
· Allows greater flexibility to subjectively compare technical and cost factors to determine value of relative strengths, weaknesses, and risks of proposals.

· Enables selection of best approach among a range of solutions and increases likelihood of selecting suppliers who are most likely to provide quality products and services, on time, and at reasonable cost/price.

· Takes advantage of experience and independent judgment of source selection official.

3.3.2.1.2  Potential Pitfalls:

· Using evaluation factors and subfactors that are not derived from the market place and do not accurately reflect Government's requirements may result in award to offeror that may not be best value.

· Using too many evaluation factors and subfactors dilutes consideration of those truly important.

· Failure to make appropriate investment in resources needed for a competent and defensible value analysis.

· Inherently subjective nature of procedure makes it more difficult to evaluate and document.

3.3.2.2  Major Steps in Tradeoff Process generally consist of the following:

· Design strategy that best reflects results of market research and specific circumstances of the acquisition.

· Establish and document a source selection plan (SSP) including acquisition goals and objectives, identification and relative importance of evaluation factors and subfactors, evaluation standards, and selection process.

· Structure solicitation to effectively communicate Government's requirements, mission objectives, factors and subfactors and relative importance, information offerors must submit for evaluation against the stated factors and subfactors, and methodology for evaluating proposals.

· Evaluate offers on basis of source selection plan and evaluation factors and subfactors in solicitation and hold discussions as needed.

· Compare strengths, weaknesses, risks, and cost/price or most probable costs of proposals and decide which combination, in accordance with solicitation factors and subfactors, represents best value.

· Document source selection decision including tradeoffs and rationale used.

· Award contract, notifying offerors and debriefing them upon request.

· Document lessons learned that may benefit future source selections.

3.3.3  Lowest Price Technically Acceptable (LPTA) Process.  In some situations simply comparing cost or price of proposals meeting or exceeding solicitation's requirements for acceptability can be expected to result in best value.  Cost/price is the overriding consideration.  While there may be a need for discussions there is no need to make tradeoffs.

Lowest price technically acceptable process is similar to a sealed bid approach in that award is made to acceptable offeror with lowest evaluated cost or price.  Major difference is that discussions can be held with offerors prior to source selection to ensure offerors understand requirements and to determine acceptability.  Tradeoffs are not permitted and no additional credits are given for exceeding acceptability levels. 

Lowest price technically acceptable process may be appropriate where requirement is not complex and technical and performance risks are minimal, such as acquisitions where service, supply, or equipment requirements are well defined,  but where discussions may be necessary.
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3.3.3.1  Major Steps in Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Process.  This process generally consists of following steps (first three are same as tradeoff process):

· Design strategy.

· Establish and document a source selection or technical evaluation plan.

· Communicate Government's requirements, required information to determine acceptability, and basis for award.

· Evaluate and rate proposals on a pass/fail basis against acceptability requirements in solicitation.

· Conduct discussions or other exchanges as needed.  Compare cost or prices of acceptable proposals and award contract to offeror with lowest evaluated price meeting acceptability requirements.

3.3.3.2  Past Performance in Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Process.  If past performance is a discriminator, state criteria that will be used to evaluate it on a pass/fail basis.

If select a hybrid strategy that combines the lowest cost/price technically acceptable and tradeoff process, evaluate technical proposals on a pass/fail basis, basing final selection decision on a tradeoff between past performance and price.

4.  Presolicitation Discussion with Potential Offerors.  Effective dialogue with industry even before a solicitation is written or released can pay dividends during later phases of the process.  Earlier and more effective currency in the market and new technology and ensuring market knows requirements are better for both parties.  Growing trend is providing more information, not less, to potential offerors.  With more information, offerors can make informed decisions about whether to compete, they can offer better proposals, evaluation and selection process will be quicker and smoother, and there is less chance of miscommunication and protest.  Some mechanisms to maintain contact with potential offerors include:

· Advanced planning briefings for industry to provide a forecast of future direction and requirements;

· Market research to stay abreast of advances and capabilities;

· Information centers to provide access information on documents relevant to acquisitions;

· Requests for Information and draft RFPs to obtain information on price, availability and comments on proposed solicitation;

· Meetings and conferences, including one-on-one meetings with potential offerors and presolicitation conferences.

In presolicitation dialogues, ensure that the Government:

· Releases information to all potential offerors on a fair and equitable basis IAW regulatory and legal restrictions.

· Establishes clear ground rules for conduct, timing, and documentation of any one-on-one meetings to ensure potential offerors are given equal access to information needed to prepare proposals.

· Protects proprietary information that you are given access to.

· Uses contracting and legal counsel advice for any questions about presolicitation exchanges.

5.  Source Selection/Evaluation Plan (SSP) or Technical Evaluation Plan (TEP).  A thoroughly contemplated plan for selecting best value source is vital to any source selection.  The plan is tailored to reflect complexity of the acquisition.  In more complex source selections, this plan is called the Source Selection Plan and should be prepared for source selection authority's approval.  In less complex acquisitions the plan is often referred to as the Technical Evaluation Plan.  The plan is developed prior to or concurrently with preparation of solicitation.  It states intentions for organizing and conducting evaluation and analysis of proposals and source selection.  It contains acquisition sensitive information and is not released outside contracting activity's source selection organization.

Acquisitions using tradeoff procedures are often subject to dynamic internal and external influences including:

· Differing missions or functions to be supported.  Such situations influence how agency specifies its requirements which influence offerors' proposals.

· Rate at which technology and market factors are changing.  Between time agency identifies a requirement and offerors submit proposals, technology may have developed efficiency and productivity benefits unanticipated by the agency.

Accordingly, structure selection plan and solicitation to consider these influences and assure that proposal selected provides best value to the Government.

5.1  Purpose of SSP or TEP:
· Defines specific approach for soliciting and evaluating proposals.

· Describes evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance, and methodology used to evaluate proposals.

· Provides essential guidance to solicitation developers, especially for putting together solicitation sections dealing with proposal preparation and evaluation.

· Serves as charter and guide for source selection team on roles of members and conduct of entire source selection.

5.2  SSP Development.  Although there isn't a specific format for the SSP, its size and detail should reflect complexity of the acquisition.  Include, at a minimum, discussion of:

· Description of what Government is buying, stated in functional terms, using minimum technical language.

· Description of evaluation organization structure including:

 - Organization chart, of evaluation team's structure, or a brief description of how team is organized.

 - Duties and responsibilities of each element of team.

 - Team's agenda and schedule.

 - Information on need for preparation and training of evaluation team.

 - Security procedures to be used to protect classified, proprietary, or source selection information.

· Plans for presolicitation activities such as issuing a draft solicitation and holding presolicitation and/or preproposal conferences

· Acquisition strategy summary including explanation of contract type to be used (e.g., firm fixed price).

· Proposed evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance, and associated evaluation standards.

· Description of evaluation process (i.e., lowest cost/price technically acceptable, tradeoff, or hybrid) and any innovative techniques such as multiple phases or oral presentations, or tailoring.  Include a description of rating system used.

· Schedule of significant milestones.

5.3  Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and their relative importance should be clearly stated in the solicitation and SSP.  Factors and subfactors inform offerors of all significant considerations in selecting best value source and relative importance Government attaches to each of these considerations.  Offerors should understand basis upon which their proposals will be evaluated and how they can best prepare their proposals.

A multidisciplined team chooses evaluation factors and subfactors based on user requirements, acquisition objectives, perceived risks, and thorough market research.  Team then selects only those factors that will help differentiate among offerors and surface most advantageous proposal.
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5.3.1  Cost Factors.  The Competition in Contracting Act (CICA), as implemented in the FAR, requires that price or cost to the Government be included as an evaluation factor in every source selection.  This is because affordability must always be a consideration when spending taxpayer dollars.

Relative importance between cost or price and non-cost factors must also be reflected in both solicitation and weights or priority statements and in SSP.  Cost/price is not numerically scored in evaluation of proposals, because of possible distortions that can result when arbitrary methods are used to convert cost/price into scores.

Cost-related factors and considerations will vary depending on type of contract.  Reasonableness must always be a consideration, as FAR requires that contracts be awarded only at prices or costs that are fair and reasonable.

Cost realism analysis is an independent review of each offeror's cost proposal to determine if specific estimated proposed cost elements are realistic for work to be performed; reflect a clear understanding of requirements; and are consistent with unique methods of performance and materials in offeror's technical proposal.

The solicitation must clearly state what costs will be evaluated.  These costs may include costs for basic effort only, basic plus all options, or costs incurred as result of acquiring or owning an item (e.g., transportation, life cycle costs).  Solicitation should also clearly indicate to offerors how cost factor will be assessed for that acquisition.

5.3.2 Past Performance.  Caliber of a contractor’s performance on previous contracts shall be included as an evaluation factor in competitively negotiated acquisitions unless contracting officer documents why it would not be appropriate for specific circumstances of the acquisition.  A thorough evaluation of past performance, to include information that is outside of offerors' proposals, serves to ensure that awards are made to good performers rather than to just good proposal writers.
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5.3.3  Technical Factors.  Technical evaluation factors address proposal's technical and performance efficiency.  These factors may include such considerations as technical approach and capabilities, management approach and capabilities, experience and personnel qualifications relative to satisfying critical aspects of the Government's requirements.  Technical factors must be developed specifically for each acquisition, taking into consideration the particular objectives and requirements of the acquisition.  These factors should be those discriminators that are determined after thorough market research as most likely to reveal substantive differences in technical approaches or risk levels among competing proposals.

The source selection team has broad discretion in determining technical evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance, and way in which they will be applied.  However, too many factors and subfactors can lead to a leveling of ratings, in which the final result may be a number of closely rated proposals with little discrimination among competitors.

Number of non-cost factors is not critical, but having the right factors is.  Basic requirements for non-cost evaluation factors are:

· Reasonable expectation of variance among proposals in that area.

· Variance that can be measured either quantitatively or qualitatively.

· Factor must be true discriminator.

An evaluation factor should be chosen only if your requirements warrant a comparative evaluation of that area.  The simplest way to assess a potential evaluation factor is to ask:  "Will superiority in this factor provide value to the Government and is the Government willing to pay more for that superiority?"

5.3.4  Selecting Evaluation Factors is one of the most important decisions in designing the evaluation process.  The Government is often faced with the triple problems of less time, less funds, and fewer available personnel for source selections, resulting in a weak evaluation that doesn't give source selection authority information needed to make a good selection.

Price/cost is an automatic factor always considered.  Also consider past performance in your evaluation process unless contracting officer documents why it is not appropriate for circumstances of the acquisition.  In addition, add factors that are required by regulation.  From here, add other factors and subfactors that discriminate among offerors and are important to deciding which is the most advantageous proposal.

Consider following to select additional factors/subfactors:

· Research market for what is needed and the probable number of offerors.

· Form an Integrated Product Team (IPT) and brainstorm critical factors and subfactors.

· Select only those factors and subfactors likely to surface most advantageous proposals.

· Define key discriminators and prioritize the list.

· Get source selection authority approval of list of factors/subfactors.

· Clearly and concisely tell offerors, in the solicitation, factors/subfactors and their relative importance.

· Listen carefully to industry input from presolicitation exchanges to see if your choices are right.  If necessary, change factors/subfactors before solicitation.

5.3.5  Factors and Subfactors Weighting.  After determining evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance to each other must be established.  Relative importance of factors and subfactors must be consistent with stated solicitation requirements.  If their relative importance does not accurately reflect the Government's requirements and objectives, source selection authority may later award to an offeror whose proposal may not be best value.  As a general rule, the higher the technical or performance risk, the greater the emphasis on noncost factors.  Relative importance between all noncost factors combined and cost or price must also be described using terms such as, "significantly more important," "approximately equal," or "significantly less important." This relative ranking must be reflected in both the solicitation and weights or priority statements in the SSP.

  Priority or tradeoff statements relate one factor to others.  For example, in a priority statement, the cost/price factor may be said to be slightly more important than a noncost factor called "performance risk" but slightly less important than a noncost factor called "technical merit.”

  Numerical weighing involves signing relative importance to factors and subfactors using points or percentages.  Although numerical weights may be used in making the tradeoff analysis and decision, weights themselves may, but need not be disclosed in the solicitation.  If you don't disclose numerical weights themselves in the solicitation, they must be described in terms of priority or tradeoff statements.
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Cost/price as an evaluation factor is never scored or rated as part of the evaluation.  But, just like all the other factors and subfactors, cost/price has to be weighted to indicate its importance relative to the other evaluation factors and subfactors and the overall evaluation.  The weight given to cost/price reflects its relative importance in selecting best proposal for award.

5.4  Developing Evaluation Standards.  Evaluators must be able to determine relative merit of each proposal with respect to evaluation factors.  Evaluation standards provide guides to help evaluators measure how well a proposal addresses each factor and subfactor identified in the solicitation.  Standards permit evaluation of proposals against a uniform objective baseline rather than against each other.  Use of evaluation standards minimizes bias that can result from an initial direct comparison of proposals.  Standards also promote consistency in evaluation by ensuring that evaluators evaluate each proposal against the same baseline.  Consider the following:

· As evaluation factors are developed, concurrently draft a standard for each factor and subfactor.

· Define standard by a narrative description that specifies a target performance level that proposal must achieve in order to meet the standard for factor or subfactor.

· Describe guidelines for higher or lower ratings compared to standard "target."

· Overly general standards should be avoided because they make consensus among evaluators more difficult to obtain and may obscure differences between proposals.  A standard should be worded so that mere inclusion of a topic in an offeror's proposal will not result in a determination that proposal meets the standard.

· Although quantitative standards are easier because of their definitive nature, qualitative standards are commonly used in source selections.  Standards, as part of source selection methodology, should be included in the SSP.


Appendix A gives examples of both quantitative and qualitative standards.

5.5.  Developing Rating Method.  A rating system uses a scale of words, colors, numbers or other indicators to denote the degree to which proposals meet the standards for the non-cost evaluation factors.  Some commonly used rating systems include:
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5.5.1  Adjectival.  Adjectives (such as excellent, good, satisfactory, marginal, and unsatisfactory) are used to indicate degree to which offeror's proposal has met the standard for each factor evaluated.  Adjectival systems may be employed independently or in connection with other rating systems.

5.5.2  Color Coding uses colors to indicate degree to which offeror's proposal has met standard for each factor evaluated.  For instance, colors blue, green, yellow, amber, and red may indicate excellent, good, satisfactory, marginal, or unsatisfactory degrees of merit, respectively.

5.5.3  Numerical.  This system assign point scores (such as 0-10 or 0-100) to rate proposals.  This rating system generally allows for more rating levels and thus may appear to give more precise distinctions of merit.  However, numerical systems can have drawbacks as their apparent precision may obscure the strengths, weaknesses, and risks that support the numbers.

5.5.4  Narrative.  A narrative is used in conjunction with a rating system to indicate a proposal's strengths, weaknesses, and risks.  Adjectival, and numerical ratings must be supported with narrative statements.  Narrative statements can describe proposals' relative strengths, weaknesses, and risks to source selection authority in a way that adjectives, colors and numbers alone cannot.  A narrative is required when evaluation standards are being applied, when a comparison of proposals is being made, and when a cost/technical tradeoff is conducted.  The narrative provides a reasonable and rational basis for selection decision.

6.  Evaluation Preparation.  It is important to note the evaluation plan is based on the SOW.  The evaluation plan, and consequently the proposal evaluation, can only assess an offeror's response to stated requirements.

To provide offerors opportunity to make tradeoffs and propose innovative solutions, SOW should include a description of mission need and should be written in terms of performance requirements rather than design requirements to the maximum extent practicable.

Proposal evaluators must consider the technical, schedule, operational readiness and support, and financial risks inherent in a proposal.  One means of assessing risk is to review an offeror's recent actual performance in relevant areas.

6.1  Coordination in Preparation of the RFP.  The task of writing, assembling, and correlating components of RFP varies with size and complexity of the system being acquired.  Expertise of many professions and skills are needed to effectively communicate to industry what Government needs.  Needed scientific and engineering capability comes from research and development directorate, laboratory, or similar element of the materiel developer.  Other functional directorates and staff elements may be expected to furnish logistics, quality assurance, management, cost, legal, and contract specialists.  Representatives of these organizational elements participate as members of the RFP preparation team and work closely with requiring activity.

[image: image21.wmf]Evaluation Information

Basis for decision

Evaluation factors

Cost, Non-Cost, Relative Importance

Proposal Submission Information

Format

Substance

Government's performance requirements 

Government's performance requirements 

Evaluation Information

Basis for decision

Evaluation factors

Cost, Non-Cost, Relative Importance

Proposal Submission Information

Format

Substance


6.1.1  Review of Draft RFP.  Key members of the SSEB, e.g., committee chairpersons or group chiefs, participate in reviewing draft RFP.  The acquisition logistician is a part of all reviews of draft RFP.  This permits selection team to influence format and content of the RFP and results in more efficient evaluations.  It also ensures an interrelationship and flow of requirements between SOW, SSP, RFP Sections L (Instructions, Conditions, and Notices to Offerors) and M (Evaluation Factors for Award) and the resulting proposals.

6.1.2  Review Characteristics.  Each review of the RFP includes comparison with all available key plans and strategies to ensure consistency, accuracy, and completeness.  Review also challenges military specifications and standards, overstated requirements, and unnecessary data.

6.1.3  Early efforts in preparing RFP.  Preparation of RFP begins before decision to use formal source selection procedures.  Preliminary planning of RFP precedes actual drafting of basic solicitation document.  Whenever possible, draft RFPs are distributed to potential contractors for views and constructive criticism.  Discovering and correcting potential problem areas, confusing language, or excess requirements before award is much better than paying for changes or contractor claims later.

6.1.4  Relationship Between SSP and RFP.  SSP and RFP efforts are coordinated and synchronized.  The relative importance of the evaluation factors for award, as well as the other basic tenets of the SSP, should be firm and available to RFP preparation team before it proceeds with detailed final composition of RFP. Drafting RFP starts long before it is issued since the detail needed in the specifications, SOW, and other documents requires a substantial investment of effort.  Preparing RFP is an iterative process.  Starting as early as possible provides a better final product

7.  Submission Instructions.  Instructions for preparing and submitting proposals are critical to an acquisition using the tradeoff approach.  There has to be a linkage between solicitation requirements, each evaluation factor and subfactor and proposal preparation instructions.  If solicitation requirements, factors/subfactors and proposal instructions cannot be cross-walked, there is a conflict needs correcting.

7.1  Requesting Information.  Request only information needed to evaluate proposals against evaluation factors and subfactors.

Information requested from offerors must correlate with evaluation factors and subfactors.  However, instructions that require voluminous information can cause potential offerors to forego responding to the solicitation in favor of a less costly business opportunity.  Furthermore, excessive size of proposals may increase Government's costs to perform evaluation and length of evaluation period.  In order to simplify preparation of proposals and to make evaluation easier, consider imposing a realistic limit on number of pages and foldouts to be submitted.
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Section L Information
7.1.1  Section L Information.  Instructions on preparation and submission of proposals must:

· Be clearly and precisely stated.

· Be keyed to evaluation factors and subfactors.

· Describe type, scope, content, and format of information to be submitted.

· Describe order in which proposal responses and materials are to appear.

· Be limited to information needed to do evaluation.  Properly written proposal preparation instructions simplify evaluators' jobs; they can evaluate same requirements in each proposal in the same way.  With a sufficient degree of structure in preparation requirements, acceptance of proposals in electronic format and use of automation in evaluation may be possible.

7.1.2  Other Information.  Clearly state in the solicitation basis upon which Government will make source selection decision.  Information from SSP provided in the solicitation on evaluation factors and subfactors and their relative importance forms basis for evaluating offerors' proposals and making cost/ technical tradeoff.  The solicitation is the official vehicle to communicate which factors and subfactors or ground rules the Government will use to select most advantageous proposal for award.

Consider the following in designing the solicitation:

· Provide evaluation factors and subfactors verbatim from SSP.

· Provide actual numerical weights at factor level.

· Provide an estimate of what you've identified as an affordable target price range for the acquisition, based on your market research or other reviews.

The solicitation must also inform offerors of any minimum requirements that apply to particular evaluation factors and subfactors.  Distinguish between minimum acceptable requirements and desirable objectives or features that Government is willing to pay extra for.  If desirable objectives or features in addition to minimum requirements are included, the solicitation must clearly explain how they will be evaluated and whether or not credit will be given in the evaluation for exceeding such desirables.

8.  Conducting the Evaluation.  Source selection evaluation process includes examining each proposal in detail against evaluation factors and subfactors and requirements set forth in the solicitation, and assigning a rating, with a supporting narrative.  Proposal evaluation process assesses proposal and offeror's ability to perform.  At this stage, it does not analyze proposals against each other and it must be conducted in a fair, comprehensive, and impartial manner.

8.1  Evaluation Tasks:

8.1.1  Familiarization.  Prior to receipt of proposals, each evaluator should become familiar with solicitation's requirements, source selection plan, and rating system.  Conduct training that includes overview of the solicitation and of work expected throughout the source selection process.  Training should also include how to properly document each proposal's strengths, weaknesses, and risks.

8.1.2  Cost Evaluations.

For fixed price contracts, evaluation normally should be as simple as a comparison of offered prices to ensure the contract price is fair and reasonable.  Other techniques of price analysis may also be used.  Do not perform a cost analysis unless there is no other way to determine if the price of the otherwise successful offeror is reasonable.

For cost-reimbursement contracts, you must analyze costs for both realism and reasonableness.  The cost realism analysis enables determination of probable cost of performance for each offeror.  This precludes an award decision based on overly optimistic offeror's cost estimates where risks of an overrun may be significant.

A cost realism analysis requires an independent review of specific elements of each offeror's proposed cost estimate to determine whether the estimated proposed cost elements for contract resources (e.g., labor and material) are realistic, show understanding of the work, and are consistent with the demands of the work.

8.1.3  Past Performance Evaluations  Unless using a lowest cost/price technically acceptable approach, past performance evaluation involves a comparative assessment of performance risk associated with each proposal.  It describes degree of confidence Government has in offeror's ability to perform based on that offeror's demonstrated record of past and present work similar to work to be performed.  If properly conducted, past performance evaluation and preaward survey will complement each other and provide a more complete picture of an offeror than either one could by itself.

8.1.4  Technical Evaluations.  Normally, technical evaluations should be conducted independent of cost/price evaluations so that technical findings and conclusions will not be influenced by knowledge of offered costs.  However, in some instances, it may be appropriate to give entire evaluation team access to price/cost information to ensure best possible overall evaluation and enhance evaluation of cost realism.  Such a review can help verify perceived technical strengths, weaknesses or risks and/or ensure consistency between cost/price and technical segments of the proposals.

8.2  Proposal Ambiguities and Inadequate Substantiation- Clarifications.  Evaluators should first document problems in evaluating a proposal because its language is ambiguous, its meaning is unclear, or it has failed to respond to the solicitation instructions.  Evaluators should also identify, in writing, instances in which an offeror has not provided enough information to evaluate the feasibility and merit of its proposed approach.  The contracting officer can then seek clarification and additional information to address such issues.

8.2.1  Clarifications (sometimes referred to as Errors, Omissions, and Clarifications) are items requiring further information before being evaluated.  They are things such as apparent errors, questionable data, unsupported assumptions, i.e., anything the selection team needs to satisfy any questions they may have concerning an offeror's proposal.

8.3  Identifying Strengths, Deficiencies, Significant Weaknesses, and Risks.  Proposals that materially fail to meet Government requirement or that contain a combination of significant weaknesses that increase risk of unsuccessful performance are considered to be deficient.

8.3.1  Narrative Statements must be used to establish a written record.  Numerical scores and other rating techniques are not conclusive data to make source selection decision.  Only evaluations and ratings substantiated by specific strengths, weaknesses, and risks can be credible and justifiable.  General terms such as “weak,” “poor,” or “excellent’ must be supported with specific reasons as to why the proposal is "weak," "poor," or "excellent" in relation to the standard for the specific factor and subfactor being evaluated.  Strengths, weaknesses, and risks of each proposal form a large part of basis for source selection decisions

8.3.2  Deficiencies.  Generally, the fact that a proposal is deficient as submitted does not necessarily mean that it is excluded from further consideration.  Identification of these vital items provides:

· An element for the contracting officer to consider in determining competitive range.

· Framework for any necessary discussions between the Government and the offeror.

· Specific information on relative strengths and weaknesses of competing proposal.  This is critical to successful completion of an acquisition using the tradeoff approach because it is an essential element of evaluation report provided to source selection authority.

· Basis for tradeoff analysis ultimately performed by source selection authority or advisory council to determine if differences in merit between proposals justify any cost/price differential.

· Framework for offeror debriefings.

8.4  Technically Unacceptable.  A separate evaluation finding, regardless of offered cost or price, can be a determination that a proposal is technically unacceptable.  This finding is based on failure to meet requirements, or even basic intent of the acquisition, and that a complete revision of proposal would be required.  In this case, you would be put in position of leading offeror to a solution or approach, which is unfair to other offerors.

8.5  Basis for Final Rating.  The final rating of each proposal should be assigned by consensus of the evaluators.  Simple averaging of individual evaluation results does not constitute consensus.  Consensus requires a meeting of the minds on suitability of clarifications, deficiencies, strengths, weaknesses, and risks.  In exceptional cases where evaluators are unable to reach agreement without unreasonably delaying the acquisition process, the evaluation report may include majority conclusion and dissenting view(s), each with a supporting rationale.

9.  Discussions with Offerors.  Dialogue with offerors after receipt of proposals allows the Government to get information needed to better understand proposals and make best value decisions.  While all such dialogue must be conducted in a fair and impartial manner, its nature and extent will vary depending upon when it occurs after receipt of proposals.

9.1  Role of Contracting Officer.  The contracting officer remains the focal point for all information exchanges with prospective contractors from release of a solicitation through contract award.  Once proposals are received, the contracting officer will conduct exchanges with offerors
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9.2  Discussion Guidance.  Before exchanging any information with offerors, the contracting officer should ensure that team members who may participate in such exchanges receive instructions not to:

· Favor one offeror over another (i.e., provide the offeror with suggested ways to correct its proposal relative to other offerors) (technical leveling);

· Reveal an offeror’s solution, technology, or intellectual property to another offeror (technical transfusion);

· Reveal an offeror’s price without that offeror's permission;

· Reveal name of individuals providing past performance information; or

· Furnish source selection information.

9.3  Award Without Discussions.  Before issuing the solicitation, decide whether or not to award without discussions and communicate intent in the solicitation.  In making this decision, consider the likeliness of obtaining best value without discussions.  An award without discussions is most likely to result in best value when requirements are clear, commodities are known or stable, and marketplace is extremely competitive.

If the solicitation advised offerors of intent to award without discussions, they still may be held, if appropriate, provided you document why discussions are necessary.

If, after proposal evaluation, it is clear that the cost of conducting discussions would more than offset potentially lower prices or increased functionality resulting from discussions, then it may be appropriate to award on initial proposals.

9.3.1  Requesting Clarifications When Awarding Without Discussions.  The most limited exchanges are clarifications that occur if award will be made without discussions.  Under these circumstances, Government may give offerors opportunity to clarify certain aspects of their proposals such as questions about relevancy of their past performance or adverse past performance information on which an offeror hasn't yet had an opportunity to comment.  These exchanges may be used to resolve minor irregularities, informalities, or clerical errors.  Such clarifications provide minor explanations but do not revise or modify the proposal, except to extent that correction of apparent clerical mistakes results in a modification.

9.4  Communications before Competitive Range Determination.  Before making competitive range decision, Government may need to hold communications with some offerors to determine whether or not to include a proposal in competitive range.  Objective of these precompetitive range exchanges is to help evaluators understand and evaluate the proposal.

Communications must be held with any offeror who will be excluded from competitive range because of their adverse past performance information.  Otherwise, hold communications only with those offerors who are neither clearly in nor clearly out of the competitive range.  If know that you will include an offeror in the competitive range, then wait until open discussions to address your concerns.  Offerors should ensure that initial proposals are as clear and complete as possible.  When holding communications, ask only those questions necessary to understand the proposal and make the competitive range determination.  Communications to solicit information that will clear up gray areas, such as perceived deficiencies, omissions, and errors, or questions about an offeror's capability or preaward survey may be used.  During communications, give offerors an opportunity to address any adverse past performance information to which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment.  This ensures that offerors are not excluded from the competitive range on the basis of incorrect past performance information that they had not had a prior opportunity to address.

Information obtained during communications, however, may not be used to revise a proposal, correct any deficiencies or material omissions, or change any technical or cost elements of a proposal, except for correction of mistakes.

Once decide that have enough information to decide how the proposal should be rated, (e.g., decided whether a potential deficiency is, indeed, a deficiency), then STOP.  Never accept a revision before opening discussions.

10.  Competitive Range.  The competitive range consists of all the most highly rated proposals, unless it is further reduced for efficiency.  Establishing competitive range results in greater efficiency by limiting number of offerors with whom Government must hold discussions to finalists or leading contenders for contract award.  However, failure to properly establish a competitive range can result in higher costs because of protest or eliminating potentially competitive offerors.  Consider the following:

· Determine competitive range only after an initial evaluation of each proposal in accordance with all cost and noncost factors in the solicitation.

· Limit competitive range to most highly rated proposals, considering initial evaluation of both cost and noncost factors.  Predetermined "cut-off" ratings cannot be used to exclude a proposal from competitive range.

· If there are very few highly rated proposals, consider including all of them in the competitive range.

· If there are too many highly rated proposals to evaluate efficiently, limit competitive range further, provided notification sent to offerors of intent to do so is in the solicitation.

· It may not always be necessary or even advisable to further narrow competitive range for efficiency. When faced with the need to restrict the size of the competitive range, consider factors such as expected dollar value of award; complexity of the acquisition and solutions proposed; or extent of available resources and other relevant matters consistent with need to obtain best value.

· When further reducing competitive range for efficiency, select from among most highly rated proposals, largest number that will still permit an efficient competition.

· Contracting officer determines the competitive range.  In case of more complex source selections, determination is made with approval of source selection authority.

· Document competitive range determination and supporting rationale in contract file.

· Maintain an efficient competitive range that doesn't waste resources for either side.  Competitive range should be continually reassessed as discussions and evaluations continue.  The contracting officer should remove from the competitive range any proposal that, during or after discussions, is no longer considered to be a leading contender for award.

· For excluded proposals, the KO shall promptly notify unsuccessful offerors.  KO will also have to provide debriefing that explains basis for decision.
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Competitive Range Determination
10.1.  Discussions after Competitive Range Determination.  Most detailed and extensive discussions are negotiations that are held after establishment of competitive range.  Unless solicitation informs offerors that award may be made without discussions, Government must hold meaningful discussions with each offeror in competitive range.  The primary purpose of discussions is to maximize ability to get best value.

During discussions, the objective should be to reach complete agreement between and understanding by Government and offeror regarding all basic requirements in the solicitation.  Obtaining a contract that has the greatest promise of meeting requirements with no surprises after award is the goal of both Government and offeror.  Discussions must meet fundamental requirements to be meaningful and fair.

Confine and tailor discussions exclusively to each offeror's proposal relative to solicitation requirements and evaluation factors and subfactors.  Identify those things in the proposal that could clearly limit an offeror's award potential.  Seeking the advice of legal counsel during the discussion process may help avoid protests.

10.1.1  Discussion Topics.  You can facilitate meaningful discussions by addressing the following as a minimum:

· Deficiencies - A material failure to meet a requirement.  It is a deficiency whenever the offeror specifically says a requirement cannot or will not be met, offers an approach that clearly doesn't meet a requirement, or submits a proposal that contains a combination of significant weaknesses.

· Significant Weaknesses (and Strengths) - Include noncost and cost weaknesses that appreciably increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  It is a weakness whenever the proposal has a flaw important enough to cause a factor to be rated marginal or poor, or the probability of meeting a requirement to be high risk or moderate to high risk.  This includes even relatively minor weaknesses if their cumulative impact is significant.  For example, if an approach affects several areas of the evaluation, but makes no individual factor rating marginal or poor, include it in discussions if cumulative impact is significant enough to impact the overall rating.  Listing obvious strengths may help decide between two highly competitive proposals.

· Past Performance Information - Include any concern about an offeror's past performance, including relevancy and any adverse past performance information on which offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment.

· Uncertainties or apparent mistakes - Include any suspected errors, any significant omissions, and any uncertainties necessary to understand what is being offered.  However, perfect knowledge isn't necessary.

Identify deficiencies and significant weaknesses in terms of a clear declarative statement.  Advising offerors of strengths in their proposals can also give offerors insight into areas to consider in making tradeoffs to correct deficiencies or weaknesses.

10.1.2  Proposal Revisions.  Confirm all information obtained through discussions by requesting or allowing proposal revisions, as appropriate, from all offerors in the competitive range still eligible for selection.  Proposals are rarely alike, nor are the depth and range of discussions, therefore, tailor the number and content of revisions to each offeror's proposal.  Ask offerors to submit written changes to their proposals resulting from discussions before requesting final proposal revisions, particularly if a number of significant issues need resolution.  This allows further discussions, if necessary before the final cutoff date.

After receiving responses to issues raised to offerors during discussions, reevaluate proposals.  Any factor impacted by the responses must be rated again in same manner as in the initial evaluation.  Ensure that all issues are resolved or understood by each offeror and the Government prior to concluding discussions.

At conclusion of discussions, give all offerors remaining in competitive range an opportunity to improve their proposal by submitting a final proposal revision (FPR) within a common cutoff date and time (previously known as “Best and Final Offer (BAFO)”).  If, after receipt of final revised proposals it becomes necessary to subsequently clarify minor irregularities, you can, without any additional request for final proposal revisions from all offerors.  However, if you need to negotiate further, a second final revision opportunity must be extended to all offerors.

11.  Selection Decision.  After the team has completed evaluation of individual proposals, source selection authority compares competing proposals to each other.

When using the lowest price technically acceptable process, source selection authority compares proposals on basis of cost or price alone and selects offeror with lowest evaluated cost/price meeting acceptability requirements for all factors and subfactors.

When using tradeoff process, source selection authority compares proposals on basis of cost/price, technical or other noncost ratings, and how its strengths, weaknesses, and risks will impact specific objectives of the acquisition.  Source selection authority may request evaluators to conduct comparative analyses of proposals and make a recommendation concerning the source selection.  Source selection authority will use all information on proposals and evaluation to make an independent judgment of best value.

Consistent with the solicitation, possible outcomes of this comparison are:

· Proposal with superior noncost merit is lowest cost/price proposal.  Award should be made to offeror submitting proposal with lowest evaluated price or cost.

· Proposals may be determined to be essentially equal in terms of noncost factors.  Award should be made to offeror submitting proposal with lowest evaluated price or cost.

· When proposal with lowest evaluated price or cost is other than proposal(s) with higher noncost merit, source selection authority must perform cost/technical tradeoff analysis to decide whether technical superiority of other proposals warrants payment of additional price or cost.

11.1  Making the Decision.  Ratings are merely guides for decision making.  The source selection authority is responsible for independently determining whether noncost advantages are worth cost/price that might be associated with a higher rated proposal.  Decisive element is not difference in ratings, but source selection authority's rational judgment of significance of that difference, based on an integrated comparative assessment of proposals.

Cost/technical tradeoff and source selection decision, which must be consistent with the solicitation, require that the source selection authority exercise reasonable business judgment in selecting offeror for contract award.  Information considered should include an analysis of the following:

· Proposals' total evaluated price or cost.

· Significance of differences in the noncost ratings as indicated by each proposal's strengths, weaknesses, and risks.

· Strengths, weaknesses, and risks for each factor must be considered in light of relative importance of each factor stated in the solicitation.

· Compare proposal differences that surfaced during evaluations.

· Define these differences and analyze their impact on performance objectives.

· Make paired comparisons, comparing each proposal to each of the others;

· Assess best mix of cost and noncost benefits and determine whether strengths of higher rated proposals are worth price premium.

It is essential to document cost/ technical tradeoff judgments with detailed narrative explaining relevant facts and supporting rationale.  Mere statements of conclusion based or ratings or scores alone are not acceptable.  Justification is required even when solicitation indicates that noncost factors are more important than cost/price.  Justification must clearly state what benefits or advantages Government is getting for added cost/price and why it is in Government's interest to expend additional funds.

Where determined that noncost benefits offered by higher priced, technically superior offeror are not worth the price premium, an explicit justification is also necessary.

11.2  Proposal Comparison Documentation.  Documentation explaining final results of evaluation should be prepared for the source selection authority to use in making selection decision.  This documentation should include technical and/or past performance evaluation results, cost/price evaluation, and comparative value analysis, if applicable, for each proposal in competitive range.  Analysis and comparisons documentation should be used as an aid to source selection authority's judgment - not as a substitute for judgment.  Documentation may contain:

· Introductory information such as:

- Data about source selection plan.

- Basis for award and evaluation factors and subfactors.

- Participants in the evaluation process.

- Solicitation requirements.

- Number of offerors solicited.

- Offerors who responded and those in competitive range.

- Summary of each proposal within competitive range

· Comparative analyses of both cost and noncost factors of the proposals within the competitive range.  Comparative cost analysis should explain reasonableness, realism, and rationale of each offeror's price or cost proposal.  Each proposals major strengths, weaknesses, risks, as well as details and results of tradeoff analysis should be included.

· Discussion of overall impact of significant risks associated with each proposal within competitive range, addressing:

· Technical risks inherent in offeror's proposed approach.

· Degree of confidence in realism of offeror's cost or price proposal taking into consideration technical and schedule risk.

· Production risks relating to new technologies and overall production competence.

· Performance risks relative to offeror's record of recent and relevant past performance.

· Summary of comparative analyses, expressed in brief statements, of issues considered significant to source selection authority's decision.  If requested by source selection authority, a selection recommendation would be included.

11.3  Selection Decision Documentation and Contract Awarding.  Documentation setting forth decision rationale must be prepared to support source selection authority's decision.  Selection statement must be a stand-alone document that succinctly and accurately provides rationale for the selection.  It should explain how successful proposal measured up against other offerors based on the evaluation factors and subfactors in the solicitation.  It should also explain tradeoff judgments, including benefits associated with additional cost.
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This document becomes part of official contract file and can even be released, provided that any information exempt under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) is not released.  This can ease debriefing process by showing offerors who request a debriefing the rationale and logic used by the source selection authority.  After source selection authority has signed the selection decision document, contracting officer may execute and distribute the contract.

11.4  Notification and Debriefing of Unsuccessful Offerors.  When a contract is awarded as the result of a source selection, unsuccessful offerors must be debriefed and furnished the basis for the selection decision and contract award upon their written request.  In addition, offerors excluded from the competitive range or otherwise excluded from the competition before award may request either a preaward or postaward debriefing.  A debriefing may also be provided to the successful offeror. The requirement now is that if the offeror requests a briefing within three days, then the briefing must be provided in 5 days.  The goal is to try to prevent as many protests as possible.

Since each offeror puts considerable resources into preparing and submitting a proposal, fairness dictates that an explanation of why a proposal was unsuccessful.  Early notification will also permit unsuccessful offerors to release resources that would have been devoted to the contract effort so they can be used for other work. It is also in the Government’s best interest to fully inform the offeror of the proposal’s shortcomings so that the same mistakes are not repeated in future acquisitions.

12.  Summary.  The formal source selection process is very complicated, expensive, and time consuming.  Early planning and preparation is absolutely essential.  Managers must select SSEB members with great care and members must fully appreciate their role.  Most of the work in the formal source selection process is done by members of the SSEB or source selection team.  Their product is an evaluation of how well each offeror meets the requirements of the RFP. A comparison of contractor versus contractor is provided the SSA who makes final decision.  With all the new initiatives, acquisition logisticians as well as all other players must make careful decisions and chose proper procedures to ensure Government receives “Best Value” to accomplish its basic missions.
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APPENDIX A - EVALUATION STANDARDS EXAMPLES

1.  EXAMPLE OF QUANTITATIVE STANDARD



AREA:  TECHNICAL



FACTOR:  OPERATIONAL UTILITY



SUBFACTOR:  MISSION PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS



ELEMENT:  PAYLOAD/RANGE

DESCRIPTION:


This element is defined as the payload required, considering the basic design gross weight, in a given range, when operational utilization of the aircraft is considered (Load Factor 2.5).

STANDARD:


At a weight not exceeding the basic design gross weight, the aircraft is capable of transporting a payload of:



a.
30,000 lbs. over a 2800 nm. distance; and



b.
48,000 lbs over a 1400 nm. distance.

2.  EXAMPLE OF QUALITATIVE STANDARD



AREA:  TECHNICAL



FACTOR:  SYSTEM INTEGRATION



SUBFACTOR:  SYSTEM SAFETY

DESCRIPTION:


The proposed system safety program will be evaluated for adequacy if effecting the design of changes or modifications to the baseline system to achieve special safety objectives.  The evaluation will consider the specific tasks, procedures, criteria, and techniques the contractor proposes to use in the system safety program.

STANDARD:


The standard is met when proposal:



a.
Defines the scope of the system safety effort and supports the stated safety objectives;



b.
Defines the qualitative analyze techniques proposed for identifying hazards to the depth required; and



c.
Describes procedures by which engineering drawings, specifications, test plans, procedures, test data, and results will be reviewed at appropriate intervals to ensure safety requirements are specified and followed.
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Request for Proposal

Practical Exercise

1.  Introduction.  ALM-35-8818-GD1/2 stress the importance of ensuring acquisition logistics requirements are carefully considered and included in the solicitation documentation for the chosen acquisition strategy and process.  The prime instrument for stating acquisition requirements is the Request for Proposal (RFP), more specifically the Statement of Work (SOW) located in Section C or referenced as an attachment in Section J of the RFP.  The Statement of Objectives (SOO) is now being used by some to initiate the requirements statement procedures.

2.  Objectives of Practical Exercise.
2.1  Present the student a scenario requiring knowledge of the input into the acquisition logistics portions of the solicitation documentation for a notional weapon system (RESUMP).  Although there are many players and alternatives in the SOW/RFP preparation process, this exercise stresses the integration of the acquisition logistics paragraphs and subparagraphs in the solicitation documents for the RESUMP acquisition effort.

2.2  Familiarize the student with the portions of the Request for Proposal (RFP) which must be adequately addressed (instructions to offerors and evaluation factors for award) in order that the offerors prepare proposals that include and can be evaluated for supportability.  Emphasis is placed on performance statements and consideration of contractor logistics support.

3.  Scenario.  You are a member of the Logistics Integrated Process Team (LIPT) for the RESUMP acquisition.  The draft SOW and RFP is being prepared and must be reviewed to ensure that supportability requirements are properly stated and included in applicable portions of the SOW and RFP.

4.
Tools/Sources of Information.

4.1  ALM-35-8818-GD1 and GD2.

4.2  System Specification for RESUMP (Attachment 1).

4.3  Draft SOW for RESUMP (Attachment 2).

4.4  Partially completed Request for Proposal (RFP) for RESUMP.  (Enclosure 1 to this PE).

5.
Tasks.  The team will:

5.1 Develop any Section L instructions to offerors associated with the “at risk” supportability requirements statements identified in PE1 that you feel will enable the offeror to present a more responsive proposal.  Review Section L of the enclosed RFP to determine if any other additional instructions to offerors are needed; if so, include them in Section L.

5.2  Develop Section M evaluation factor(s) and standard(s) for each supportability requirement that addresses the risks identified in PE1.  Review Section M of the enclosed RFP and prepare additional factors if needed for inclusion in Section M.

6.  Solution.  There is no “school” solution as acquisition logistics requirements are subjective in many aspects and can be met in alternative ways as long as properly identified, included, and evaluated.  The different student developed instructions to offerors, evaluation factors for award and reviews will be discussed in class.
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Section A -- Solicitation/Contract Form:  Omitted from example RFP

Section B -- Supplies or Service and Price/Cost:  Omitted from example RFP

Section C -- Description/Specifications/Work Statements
Statement of Work (SOW): -- See Section J.

Performance Specification: -- See Section J.

Section D -- Packaging and Marking:  Omitted from example RFP

Section E -- Inspection and Acceptance:  Omitted from example RFP

Section F -- Deliveries or Performance Section:  Omitted from example RFP

Section G -- Contract Administrative Data:  Omitted from example RFP

Section H -- Special Contract Requirements:  Omitted from example RFP

Section I -- Contract Clauses:    Omitted from example RFP

Section J -- List of Attachments
	Attachment 1:
	MIL-PRF-123:  Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform (RESUMP)


	Attachment 2:
	RESUMP Statement of Work


	Attachment 3:
	Schedule


	Attachment 4:
	Program Data Requirements


Section K -- Representation, Certifications, and Statements of Offerors or Quoters:
(Omitted from example RFP)

Section L -- Instructions, Conditions, and Notices to Offerors and Quoters

L.1  PREPARATION OF OFFERS
L.1.1  Bidders are expected to examine the drawings, specifications, schedule, and all instructions.  Failure to do so will be at the bidders risk.

L.1.2  Each bidder shall furnish the information required by the bid.  Bids for supplies or services other than those specified will be considered only if the bidder has first responded in full to the bid requirements.

L.1.3  Bidders must state a definite time for delivery of supplies or for performance of services, unless otherwise specified in the bid.

L.1.4  Time, if stated as a number of  days, will include Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.

L.2  PROPOSAL INSTRUCTIONS AND CONTENT
L.2.0  The proposal shall be submitted in three separate volumes:  Volume 1 – Past Performance, Volume 2 – Price, and Volume 3 – Technical/Management.

L.2.0.1  The bidder shall submit eight (8) copies of the Technical/Management and Past Performance volumes and three (3) copies of the Price volume of the proposal.

L.2.1  Volume 1 - Past Performance  (Abbreviated).  The offeror shall give examples of past performance for not only similar government efforts but also include examples of commercial/private similar efforts.  In case of problems in past performance, the offeror shall explain the measures taken to correct causes of poor performance.

L.2.2  Volume 2 - Price.  (Omitted from example.)

L.2.3  Volume 3 - Technical/Management.

L.2.3.1  The Technical/Management volume shall be limited to 200 pages.  A page is defined as one side of an 8-1/2-by-11 inch sheet of paper containing printing.  A maximum of fourteen (14) 11-by-17 inch foldouts are permitted.

L.2.3.2  The Technical/Management volume shall describe how the bidder proposes to meet the requirements as set forth in the Statement of Work and the Specification included with this RFP.  The technical data, documentation and supporting rationale shall be complete and specific.

L.2.3.3  The Technical/Management volume shall at a minimum consist of the following sections:

L.2.3.3.1  Supportability Planning.  This section shall address the supportability elements specified in the system performance specification and the statement of work including:  

L.2.3.3.1.1  Supportability Services Plan.  This section shall describe the bidder’s plans to accomplish the intermediate (field) repair and services, including the overall approach, kind and quantities of items stocked, resources required (facilities and people), training and other pertinent data.  This section shall contain the manufacturer’s proposed warranty.

L.2.3.3.1.1.1  To be responsive, this section shall also include the bidder’s plan for verifying that its supportability service includes method(s) for verifying supportability parameters are being met.

L.2.3.3.1.1.2  A separate section of this plan shall contain transition planning required by the Requirements Statement.

L.2.3.3.2  System Design and Development.  This section shall describe the components of the RESUMP (excluding the mission payload/RSTA module) and demonstrate that the proposed RESUMP meets the requirements specified in MIL-PRF-123.  The section shall contain the rationale for the design and choice of equipment, design analyses and tradeoffs, and any component development required.  Include your approach to, and analysis of, vehicle reliability and maintainability.  In addition, the section shall describe the vehicle integration, and the test and quality assurance programs to ensure high confidence that the RESUMP will meet its intended performance over its lifetime.

L.2.3.3.3  Project Management.  This section shall describe the proposed approach to management of the RESUMP Program, including how the bidder plans to ensure that the schedule will be met.  Describe the resources that will be applied to the program.  Include a description of the bidder's experience and recent past performance (within the past 5 years) in executing program of a similar nature to RESUMP.

L.2.3.3.4  Production Plan.  This section shall describe the plan for RESUMP production.

L.2.3.3.5  Additional Instructions to Offerors.  The RFP preparers/reviewers, i.e., your group, should add any additional instructions that you think are necessary to ensure the potential offers will understand exactly what is required.  Attach any Section L requirements to the end of the RFP or use the digital worksheet.
Section M -- Evaluation Factors for Award

M.1
Clauses Incorporated by Reference.  (Omitted from example.)

M.2
Notice of Basis for Equitable Evaluation of Use of Government Owned Production and Research Property.  (Omitted from example.)

M.3
Basis for Award.
M3.1  Evaluation Guidance.  Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with DoD Directive 4105.62.  In the course of the source selection process, evaluators will be examining the adequacy of contractors' proposal in various areas. Unless otherwise specified, adequacy shall be determined by the SSEB Chairman.

M.3.2  Government Rights.  The award for the RESUMP program will be predicated on evaluation of the proposals submitted in response to this RFP.  Military Mobility Command reserves the right to make no award as a result of this bid.  The Government also reserves the right to award this contract without discussion and/or to use oral presentations to supplement written proposals.

M.3.3  Evaluation Concept.  Military Mobility Command will perform a detailed evaluation of each proposal submitted.  In order to provide for a proper, prompt, fair, and equitable assessment of each proposal, proposal evaluation will be performed against the stated RFP requirements and in accordance with paragraph M.4.1, Evaluation Approach, utilizing the information submitted in response to Section L.2.

M.4
Evaluation Approach.
M.4.1  Selection of the successful bidder shall be made based on the evaluation guidance stated below.  However, any proposal which is unrealistic in terms of technical or schedule commitments or unrealistically high or low in cost will be deemed reflective of an inherent lack of competence or indicative of a failure to comprehend the complexity and risks of the requirements as set forth in this RFP and may be grounds for rejection of the bidder.

M.4.2  Evaluation Factors and Criteria.  The Technical /Management proposal will be scored, and the resultant score weighed against the proposed price to achieve the best value for MMC.  The following General Criteria apply to the separate factors and subfactors of the Technical/Management volume.  Offeror’s must demonstrate compliance in each area.

NOTE:  For uniformity of evaluation of contractor’s proposal in practical exercise 3, the following factors will be used.  These are not necessarily the only evaluation factors needed, but they will serve for proposal evaluation in the practical exercise.
M.4.2.1  General Criteria.  The following criteria are all of equal importance.

M.4..2.1.1  Understanding the Requirements.  To demonstrate understanding of the requirements, the bidders proposal  must:

M.4.2.1.1.1  Present evidence of the bidder's understanding of the RFP, statement of work and specification, and their relationships.

M.4.2.1.1.2  Illustrate the bidder’s familiarity with the detailed aspects of the problems involved.

M.4.2.1.2  Compliance with Requirements.  To demonstrate compliance with requirements, the bidder's proposal must:

M.4.2.1.2.1  Provide a complete response to each requirement of the RFP.

M.4.2.1.2.2  Clearly state and justify any exceptions and/or variations to the requirements.

M.4.2.1.2.3  Present evidence( that the bidder's approach will meet the needs and objectives of the specified requirements.

M.4.2.1.3  Soundness of Approach.  To demonstrate soundness of approach, the bidder's proposal must:

M.4.2.1.3.1  Provide realistic, feasible, and sound technical/management approaches, identifying risk factors and uncertainties and the methods by which these factors are eliminated or minimized.
M.4.2.1.4  Past Performance.  To demonstrate past performance for evaluation:

M.4.2.1.4.1  The bidder's proposal must demonstrate an ability to achieve program objectives as indicated by performance on past related efforts. Relevant considerations include program size and technical complexity similar to the RESUMP program, and demonstrated ability of bidder to incorporate systemic technical and management t improvements based on past performance deficiencies.

M.4.2.2  Specific Evaluation Factors.  The technical/management evaluation will be based on the following factors and subfactors as shown below.  The relative order of importance is as follows:  Factors 1, 2, and 3 are of approximately equal importance.  Factor 4 is of least importance.  Within the factors, the subfactors are of approximately equal importance, except for Factor 3, where Subfactor b is of highest importance.
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M.4.2.3  Additional Evaluation Factors.  The RFP preparers/reviewers, i.e., your group, should add any additional evaluation factors that you think are necessary to ensure the potential offerors understand exactly what will be evaluated.  Attach any additional Section M requirements to the end of the RFP or use the digital worksheet.
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1. SCOPE.
  This specification covers the performance and acceptance requirements for the Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform.  This is the prime item, herein referred to as the equipment.

1.1. Identification.  (omitted)

1.2. Entity type description.  (omitted)

1.3. System overview.  (omitted)

2. APPLICABLE DOCUMENTS.
  The documents listed in this section are needed to meet the requirements specified in Sections 3,4, and 5 of this specification.  This section does not include documents cited in other sections of this specification or documents recommended for additional information or used as examples.  While every effort has been made to ensure the completeness of this list, document users are cautioned that all specified requirements documents cited in Sections 3, 4, and 5 of this specification must be met, whether or not the documents are listed.

2.1. Government documents. 

2.1.1. Specifications, standards, and handbooks.  The following specifications, standards and handbooks of the exact revision listed below form a part of this specification to the extent specified herein. 

    SPECIFICATIONS

      DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE (DoD)

      COMMAND

    STANDARDS

      FEDERAL

      DoD

    HANDBOOKS

      MILITARY

2.1.2.  Other Government documents, drawings, and publications.  The following other Government publications of the exact revision listed below form a part of this specification to the extent specified herein.

2.2.  Non-Government documents.  The following documents form a part of this specification to the extent specified herein.

2.2.1.  Non-Government publications.  The following documents form a part of this specification to the extent specified herein.

2.3.  Order of Precedence.  In the event of a conflict between the text of this specification and the references cited herein (except for associated detail specifications, specification sheets, or MS standards), the text of this specification shall take precedence.  Nothing in this specification, however, shall supersede applicable laws and regulations unless a specific exemption has been obtained.  The order of precedence of documents shall be:

1.  The procurement contract.

2.  The requirements contained in this specification.

3.  The requirements contained in documents referenced in this specification.

3. REQUIREMENTS. 

3.1.  Functional and performance requirements.  (omitted)

3.1.1.  Missions.  (omitted)

3.1.2.  Threat.  (omitted)

3.1.3.  Required states and modes.  (omitted)

3.1.4.  Entity capability requirements.  (omitted)

3.1.5.  Reliability.  The RESUMP shall conform to a minimum mission reliability requirement of 600 miles for the Mobility Platform and 200 hours for the RSTA module for mean time between failures (MTBF).  The RESUMP System shall have a probability of success without critical failure of 0.90 for a seventy (72) hour mission.

3.1.6.  Maintainability.
3.1.6.1.  Mean-Time-To-Repair.  The RESUMP shall conform to a mission maintainability requirement at the unit level of maintenance of .75 hours.  Intermediate level MTTR shall be calculated for either organic and contractor logistics support.

3.1.6.2.  Preventive Maintenance and Repair Cycles (O-Level).  Preventive maintenance of the equipment shall be limited to the maximum extent practical.  Preventive maintenance should be limited to cleaning or replacing air filters, servicing fans, and performing checks to ensure proper system operation.  The definition and description of maintenance and repair cycles shall be modified to meet configuration requirements and mission constraints.  For the RESUMP, mean time for preventive maintenance shall be one hour or less.

3.1.7.  Deployability.  The RESUMP shall be self deployable to the area of operations by a crew of one. It shall be air transportable to the area of operations by standard tactical military aircraft the size of the C-130 or larger; as well as CH46, CH47, CH53, and UH60 helicopters.  It shall be easily towed or trailered by the HMMWV, Bradley Fighting Vehicle or 5 ton or greater trucks.

3.1.8.  Availability.
3.1.8.1.  Operational Availability.  The operational availability (Ao) shall be a minimum of .80 for all environments specified for operation of the equipment.

3.1.9.  Environmental Requirements.  General Environmental Requirement.  The equipment shall operate satisfactorily in the environmental service conditions/climatic types of basic (110 degrees F to -25 degrees F) and hot (110 degrees F to 140 degrees F) and reasonable combinations of the condition specified herein. 

3.1.10.  Interchangeability.  The RESUMP shall be designed so that all payload modules are interchangeable and so that any given modules will fit on any given mobility platform.

3.1.11.  Safety.
3.1.11.1.  Equipment(Safety).  The equipment must be designed to eliminate or reduce risk.  New technology must be analyzed for potential injury producing defects.  All equipment shall include fail safe features for safety of personnel during installation, operation, maintenance, and repair activities in accordance with MIL-STD-454, Requirement 1.

3.1.11.2.  System Safety.  A system safety program shall be developed to identify, evaluate, and minimize safety and health hazards for user personnel during transportation, storage, maintenance, operational employment, and disposal.  Known hazards shall be controlled to protect personnel, equipment, and property.  System safety shall be consistent with the operational requirements of the system.  Potential hazards shall be consistent with the operational requirements of the system with MIL-STD-882 as a guide.

3.1.11.3.  Design Safety.  Design safety is preferred over procedural safety. Where design safety features must be compromised to achieve optimum system performance or reliability, the contractor shall recommend alternate means for approval by the procuring activity.

3.1.12.  Security and privacy. 

3.1.12.1.  Encryption Devices.  Data/signal encryption:  Classified data shall be encrypted using an approved encryption method prior to transmission.

3.1.12.2.  Secure Spaces.  The encryption device of the radio controlled version of the RESUMP (if selected) shall be located in a (GENSER/SI) secure space to protect (classified(RED) and/or unclassified (BLACK/unencrypted) data.

3.1.12.3.  TEMPEST.  The equipment shall be designed to meet the TEMPEST requirements of NSTISSAM TEMPEST/1-92 for level III equipment and NACSEM 5112.

3.1.12.4.  Equipment Classification.  The equipment shall be classified as UNCLASSIFIED, CONFIDENTIAL, SECRET, or Top Secret following each mission.

3.1.13.  Computer resource requirements.
3.1.13.1.  Computer hardware resource utilization requirements.  No unique computer resources are visualized at this time.

3.1.13.2.  Adaptation requirements.  The data link between the robotic device and the operator must be identified prior to the determination of software requirements.

3.1.14.  Logistics.
3.1.14.1.  Maintenance.  RESUMP will be maintained by Soldiers and Marines using standard tools, test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment (TMDE).  Corrective maintenance shall include BIT/BITE capability to isolate faults to the major subassembly or Line Replaceable Unit (LRU).  Mission modular design of the RESUMP shall facilitate repair by-replacement and shall minimize on-site maintenance time.  Upon fault isolation, an operator or maintainer shall remove the faulty item, replace it with a serviceable one, and evacuate the faulty one to the maintenance facility for further disposition.  Actual tasks for each level/echelon will be determined by supportability analysis.  Current MOS qualified personnel will be used to the maximum extent possible.

3.1.14.1.1.  Diagnostics.  Ninety-five (95) percent of faults shall be detectable by the operator using onboard equipment.  The operator shall be able to determine the mission status of the platform and payload using onboard diagnostic equipment.

3.1.14.2.  Standardization, Interoperability, and Commonality.  In accordance with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Quadripartite Standardization Agreements, all components will be designed so that plugs, fittings, and attachments are compatible with allied systems.  Slave receptacles, if required, and external power requirements must be NATO compatible.

3.1.14.3.  Supply.  The equipment design shall utilize to the maximum extent, Commercial Off-The-Shelf (COTS), standard Federal or Naval Stock items.

3.1.14.3.1.  Support Equipment.  The system will be designed to be tested by either the integrated family of test equipment (IFTE) or the General Purpose Test Equipment (GPTE) for all its automated test equipment (ATE).  A system support package will developed and validated during IOT&E in the EMD phase.  

3.1.15.  Personnel and training. 

3.1.15.1.  Human Systems Integration.  The RESUMP system shall permit operational effectiveness through consideration of human engineering design criteria.  Human System Integration Analysis will be conducted.  The RESUMP shall not generate additional manpower requirements and will be optimized based on present and future projected force structure.  The mission modules shall be loadable by two 5th (physical dimension)personnel using the vehicles own power and small, light ramps or a small crane.

3.1.15.2.  Personnel.  RESUMP shall be designed for human-machine interface to be operable and maintainable by the 5th percentile through 95th percentile (physical dimension) soldiers dressed in the full range of environmental clothing (arctic, Mission-Oriented Protective Posture (MOPP) IV, load bearing equipment (LBE) and protective mask).

3.1.15.2.1.  Operator.  The RESUMP shall not generate any new military occupational specialties (MOSs).  Army MOS 11 series and MC 03 series equivalents will be the primary operators and will perform operator preventive maintenance.

3.1.15.2.2.  Maintenance Personnel.  Direct support maintenance of the MP will be performed by the appropriate MOSs, depending on the specific type and size of MP produced.  The same personnel maintaining the sensors that are currently in the force structure will maintain the RSTA payload module components.  Follow-on systems and P3Is may have additional impact on user and maintainer personnel and will be evaluated when developed.

3.1.15.3.  Training.  Training will be balanced between new equipment training, institutional training, and unit training.

3.1.15.3.1.  New Equipment Training.  NET shall be required to support the initial fielding of the system.  Technical manuals and materials will be integral to training the operators and maintainers.  Manuals will be verified and validated prior to the initial operational test and evaluation (IOTE).

3.1.15.3.2.  Institutional Training.  Training devices, to include present and future simulation-based systems are not required for the institutional training base.

3.1.15.3.3.  Unit Training.  An instructor and key personnel training (IKPT) course syllabus will be developed and handed over at fielding for training.

3.1.15.3.4.  Embedded Training.  Embedded training shall be incorporated as part of the system and shall be comprised of proper and safe use, operation, maintenance, repair].  The system shall be capable of supporting embedded training while in an operational state.  Embedded training hardware and software will be incorporated to assist in training under the designated rather than dedicated system operator concept.

3.2.  Interface requirements. (omitted)

3.2.1.  Government-Furnished Property (GFP) interfaces. (omitted)

3.2.2.  Communication Interface.
3.2.2.1.  Supports OSA.  RESUMP shall employ the use of open system interface standards, developed in the commercial sector, for military performance specifications as it supports the DOD policy. This approach allows DOD to leverage off the commercial sector and facilitates the use of off-the-shelf communication interface products.

3.2.3.  External interface requirements.
3.2.3.1.  Human factors engineering.
3.2.3.1.1.  Human Machine Interface.  The equipment shall provide a human machine interface (HMI) which will enable inexperienced operators to initiate and control all equipment functions.  The equipment shall require minimal interaction.  The HMI shall minimize the requirement for operator typing and keypad skills and shall require no memorization of command sequences or system responses.  The system command structure and operator interface shall be simple, flexible, responsive and error tolerant.

3.2.3.1.2.  Simplicity (Homogeneity).  Simplicity shall be attained by providing a common command structure which is applicable to all modes and functions of the equipment.

3.2.3.1.3.  Flexibility.  The equipment shall adjust and adapt to the experience level of the operator.  [Help functions/dialog boxes/panel light indicators/etc.]  shall be provided for less experienced operators.  [Short dialog boxes/panel indicators/audio alarms] shall be available for more experienced operators.

3.2.3.1.4.  Responsiveness.  The equipment shall provide feedback information to the operator within specified response time for all operator-initiated activities.

3.2.3.1.5.  Discourse Structure.  The Human Machine Interface (HMI) discourse shall be hierarchical in structure, (that is, command and subcommands).  There shall be functional separation of each command (that is, one command for each function).  The HMI discourse shall be deterministic.  The result of every command or command sequence shall be fully determined by the command, its operands, and default or preset options.  No undefined discourse states shall exist.  All states shall exist as default states until initialized by the operator.  The operator shall be able to enter a command in the ways specified in a through c: 

a.   With all parameters in one entry.

b.   With only partial parameters supplied and respond to the system prompt with remaining parameters.

c.   With no parameters supplied and respond to the system prompt for all parameters.

3.2.3.1.6.  Error Handling.  The equipment shall provide clear unambiguous error messages.  Error correction shall be provided where possible.

3.2.3.2.  Interchangeability.  Parts, subassemblies, and assemblies to be used in parent assemblies shall be fully interchangeable, without modification, regardless of the source of supply or manufacture.  System software shall be reusable to the extent that existing software may be used in whole or partially to satisfy the requirements stated herein.

3.2.3.3.  Mechanical Interface. (omitted)

3.3.  Design and construction.
3.3.1.  Workmanship.  The RESUMP shall be completed to acceptable commercial standards of workmanship, be free from defects, and have general appearance equal to the commercial sector.  The systems shall be rejected in those cases where workmanship is such that the item is unsuitable for the purpose intended.  Generally, visual examination of workmanship should be applicable to these requirements

3.3.2.  Process definition.
3.3.2.1.  Materials.
3.3.2.1.1.  Temperature Hazard:  Handles.  The equipment handle and knob temperatures shall be in accordance with (MIL-STD-454 Requirement 1), UL, or specified consensus standards.

3.3.2.1.2.  Temperature Hazard:  Fire.  Under conditions (test, operation, maintenance) of maximum load, the equipment shall not attain a temperature at any location which constitutes a risk of fire, damages any materials used in the equipment, or exceeds temperatures above the ambient as allowed by UL or specified consensus standards.

3.3.2.1.3.  Toxic Hazards.  The equipment shall not expose personnel to toxic substances in excess of the threshold limit values in accordance with ACGIH ISBN 0 936 712 39 2.

3.3.2.1.4.  Prohibited Materials.  The materials listed in 29CFR1910.1001 to 1910.1101, shall not be used.  Waivers for the use of prohibited materials may be granted in accordance with current DOD acquisition directives.  Waivers shall not be granted for the use of radium and its daughter products (radioactive materials).  The use of hazardous material (see below) as defined in FED-STD-313 must be approved by the procuring activity.

  -  Asbestos; asbestos compounds; and asbestos-filled molding compounds

  -  Cadmium, Carcinogens, Chlorofluorocarbons (CFC), that is, freon

  -  Flammable materials

  -  Lithium and lithium compounds

  -  Magnesium or magnesium alloys

  -  Mercury or its compounds and amalgams

  -  Polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB), Polyvinyl chloride (PVC), except when used for component leads

  -  Radioactive material

  -  Zinc or zinc alloys unless otherwise specified

3.3.2.1.5.  Flammability.  Equipment shall be noncombustible or fire retardant in the most hazardous conditions to be expected in the application.  Fire retardance shall not be achieved by use of nonpermanent additives to the equipment.

3.3.2.1.6.  Radiation.
3.3.2.1.6.1.  Radiation Hazards: Laser.  Equipment emitting laser radiation shall be in accordance with 21 CRD 1040.10. (Those exempt military lasers or military lasers not covered by 21CFR1040.10 shall use the hazard classification of 21CFR1040 which indicates the level of control required to minimize personnel injury potential based solely on laser accessible emission levels.  Exempted lasers and associated support equipment shall be in accordance with MIL-STD-1425.

3.3.2.1.6.2.  Radiation Hazards: RF.  Equipment containing RF transmitting elements shall have provision for inhibition of radiation upon sensing of a fault or by local or remote command, and shall provide for the generation of an inhibit signal.

3.3.3.  Material definition 

3.3.3.1.  Stability. (omitted)

3.4.  Precedence and criticality of requirements.  The RESUMP safety and security shall be the most critical requirements.  Other requirements shall have equal weight.
4.  VERIFICATION.
4.1.  Methods of Verification.
4.1.1.  Requirement Verification by Demonstration.  Verification shall be accomplished by operation, adjustment or reconfiguration of items performing their design functions under specific scenarios.  The items may be instrumented and quantitative limits of performance monitored, but only check sheets rather than actual performance data are required to be recorded.

4.1.2.  Requirement Verification by Test.  Verification shall be accomplished through systematic exercising of the application item under appropriate conditions, with or without instrumentation, and the collection, analysis, and evaluation of quantitative data.

4.1.3.  Requirement Verification by Analysis.  Verification shall be accomplished by technical or mathematical evaluation, mathematical models or simulation, algorithms, charts, or circuit diagrams, and representative data.

4.1.4.  Requirement Verification by Inspection.  Verification shall be accomplished by a visual examination of the item, reviewing descriptive documentation, and comparing the appropriate characteristics with predetermined standards to determine conformance to requirements without the use of laboratory equipment or procedures.

4.2.  Classes of Verification.
4.2.1.  Design Verification.  Specific number of units and section and figure numbers noted below must be provided by the specification developer.

  Unless otherwise specified, two units shall be submitted for design verification inspection.  Design verification inspection shall consist of all examination and testing necessary to determine compliance with the requirements of this specification.  Design verification inspection shall include the tests specified in specific sections and/or tables.

4.2.2.  First Article Inspection.  (omitted)

4.2.3.  Acceptance Inspection.  (omitted)

4.2.4.  General Inspection Requirements.  (omitted)

4.3.  Detailed Inspection Requirements. (omitted)

4.4.  Requirement for Performance Qualification Tests.
4.4.1.  Success/Failure Criteria.  The acceptance criterion will be evidenced by the ability of the system to meet the requirements of the performance specification within the tolerance specified.

  In the case of mechanical tests (vibration, shock, blast, inclination, etc.) minor damage to distortion may be permitted as a result of the test, providing the ability of the equipment to meet its electrical and mechanical performance requirements is not impaired.

  In the event of a failure of a qualification or acceptance test, the failure shall be analyzed and corrective action instituted subject to approval by the cognizant Government representative.

  Where a major critical defect has been noted during a test cycle, and an interim repair can be initiated, such repair shall be made, noted in a test log and the test shall progress to completion.  Each instance shall be evaluated by the contractor and the cognizant Government representative to determine whether progress in the test can lead to a meaningful conclusion.  Subject to confirmation by action or the applicable Material Review Board (MRB) a minor defect shall not generally be cause for rejection for qualification.

  Resolution of any problems may be by redesign or substitution of a component.  Substitution of a qualified component for a failed component, subject to failed parts analysis, shall not be cause to rerun the complete test cycle.  Decisions for the recycle of any test shall be made by the contractor and the cognizant Government representative.

4.4.2.  System Level Qualification Tests. (omitted)

4.4.3.  Environmental Tests.  Environmental tests shall be conducted to ensure that the system meets its specified operating requirements at the specified environmental conditions.

4.4.4.  Reliability Analysis.  Reliability parameters shall be verified by analysis.  This analysis shall consist of reliability predictions supplemented with data collected during system  acceptance and qualification testing.

4.4.5.  Maintainability Demonstration.  The equipment shall be used for the maintainability demonstration.  It shall have passed all applicable tests required for a typical production system.  All faults shall be inserted internally and dust covers shall be in place on the equipment prior to the initiation of this test.  Before beginning the test, the equipment shall be checked to determine that it is operating normally.  Test equipment, tools, spare parts, diagnostic programs, and documentation shall be provided by the contractor.  Contractor in-plant test equipment shall be used for the intermediate level WRA and SRA demonstration. Technical documentation for the demonstration shall be limited to the technical manual(s).

4.5.  Overall Quality Verification.
4.5.1.  Requirement for Parts Control.  Parts, materials, processes and standards shall be in accordance with best manufacturing practices for NDI equipment and MIL-STD-2036A for militarized items.

4.5.2.  Requirement for Environmental Stress Screening.  Environmental stress screening shall be developed and performed in accordance with Tri-Service Technical Brief 002-93-08. 

4.5.3.  NDI Screening.  When creating a performance specification for equipment which is known to be available as NDI, responsibility for verification of requirements rests with the buyer; therefore, you should not populate the quality provisions section of your specification.

  NDI candidate equipment shall be screened against the application specifications.  The screen shall include an engineering evaluation of design, production, and test specifications; inspections of visual attributes; and tests of performance, environmental and suitability characteristics.

  The NDI supplier shall submit design and test data as required by the procuring activity to support the engineering evaluation.  When the available data or visual inspection is insufficient to determine the ability of the equipment to conform to an application requirement, a suitable test shall be conducted to assess the equipment's capability against the application requirement.  Application critical performance characteristics shall be tested regardless of available data.  Screening tests employing combined functional and environmental performance are preferred over individual tests of attributes.  The test articles shall be selected at random from production lots of NDI equipment.

  The NDI supplier shall normally be entitled to all test and evaluation data specific to the equipment, unless otherwise specified in the solicitation, order, or contract.  The evaluation of suitability characteristics shall consider the acquisition strategy, including maintenance and support provisions and warranties.

  Note:  Normally at least three test articles are required to satisfy all screening test requirements; screening tests normally require from 90 to 180 days.  Mission critical equipment may require more test articles or longer test durations.

5. PACKAGING. 

  For acquisition proposes, the packaging requirements shall be as specified in the contract or order.  When actual packaging of material is to be performed by DoD personnel, these personnel need to contact the responsible packaging activity to ascertain requisite packaging requirements.  Packaging requirements are maintained by the Inventory Control Point's packaging activity within the Military Department or Defense Agency, or within the Military Department's System Command.  Packaging data retrieval is available from the managing Military Department's or Defense Agency's automated packaging files, CD-ROM products, or by contracting the responsible packaging activity.

  The preparation for delivery requirements specified herein apply only for direct Government procurements.  Preparation for delivery requirements of referenced documents listed in Section 2 do not apply unless specifically stated in the contract.  Preparation for delivery requirements for products procured by contractors shall be specified in the individual order.  Unless otherwise specified herein, preparation for delivery shall be in accordance with the guidance of ASTM-D3951 for commercial procedures.

6.  NOTES. (omitted)

6.1.  Intended use.
6.2.  General Definitions.
6.2.1.  Reliability Definitions.
6.2.2.  Maintainability Definitions.
6.3.  Regulatory Requirements.
6.4.  Government-Furnished property.
6.4.1.  Government-Furnished Property List.
       ITEM #     Part/Stock/Identifying Number      Quantity

6.4.2.  Government-Loaned Property List.
       ITEM #     Part/Stock/Identifying Number      Quantity
6.4.3.  Government-Loaned Property.
6.5.  International standardization agreements.  (STANAGS)
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STATEMENT OF WORK

(SOW)

DESIGN, DEVELOPMENT, PROTOTYPE PRODUCTION

AND

Logistics Supportability REQUIREMENTS

FOR THE

Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform

(RESUMP)
1.0  SCOPE.

1.1  REQUIREMENTS.  This SOW shall be for the design and development of the Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform (RESUMP), and fabrication, test, and delivery of two (2) prototype vehicles which are fully representative of the follow-on production hardware and software.  Contractor tasks include analyzing, designing, developing, testing, fabricating, assembling, and delivering prototype vehicles which meet all requirements.  The above tasks include development or procurement of the software needed to accomplish the automated functions.

1.2  TYPE OF ACQUISITION.  It is anticipated that this will be a minimum development program, relying heavily on commercial or non-developmental items.  The contractor is encouraged to tailor the acquisition phases and milestones to maximize the development of the vehicle.  Life cycle phases may be combined or eliminated with the approval of the Government PM.  The development of the reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition (RSTA) mission payload shall be under a separate statement of work, RFP, and contract.

1.3  GOVERNMENT RIGHTS.  MMC reserves the right to select another contractor for the follow-on phases.  The Government may also award this contract without discussion but reserves the right to hold discussions as it deems necessary.  If discussions are held, at least discussion will be held with all offerors in the competitive range.

1.4  DESCRIPTION.  The Reconnaissance and Mobility Platform (RESUMP) is the first in a family of future unmanned systems.  RESUMP will be employed under its own power, easy to operate, of modular design to facilitate maintenance and carriage of future mission payloads, and be economical to operate and maintain.  The initial mission payload will be a reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition (RSTA) module.  It will utilize a variety of electro-optic systems, NBC sensors, and a laser range finder to perform RSTA tasks.  The initial system consists of the Mobility Platform (MP) which will be a commercial or NDI if possible, the Operator Control Unit (OCU), and the RSTA module.  The MP (unmanned during missions) is the portion of the system that is remotely operated (teleoperated, semi-autonomously, or autonomously) forward and transports the mission payload module.  The OCU (manned) remains in a remote and relatively safe overwatch location while the MP is being controlled through teleoperation.  This statement of work will deal with the Logistics Supportability of the MP and OCU.

2.0  DOCUMENTS.

2.1  PERFORMANCE SPECIFICATIONS.

MIL-PRF-49506

Logistics Management Information

MIL-PRF-123

Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility





Platform (RESUMP)

2.2  HANDBOOKS.  (Guidance Only)

MIL-HDBK-502

Department of Defense Handbook - Acquisition





Logistics

3.0  REQUIREMENTS.  The selected contractor shall perform the following tasks:

3.1  TECHNICAL.  The contractor shall perform analyses, design, fabrication, assembly, integration, test and delivery of prototype vehicles.  In addition, the contractor shall provide troubleshooting, maintenance, repair and operation manuals.  The RESUMP shall meet all requirements of Performance Specification MIL-PRF-123.

3.1.1  Logistics Supportability.  The Contractor shall conduct a Logistics Supportability management and technical effort to influence the design with respect to logistics support and to identify and acquire the elements of support.  The elements of Logistics Supportability are maintenance planning; supply support; support and test equipment; manpower and personnel; training/training devices; computer resources support; technical data; facilities; packaging, handling, storage and transportation; and design interface.  In accordance with DoD 5000.2-R, the supportability factors are integral elements of program performance specifications.  However, support requirements are not stated as distinct logistics elements, but instead as performance requirements that relate to a system’s operational effectiveness, operational suitability, and life-cycle cost reduction.  For the purposes of planning for supportability, they will be addressed in the following paragraphs.

The Logistics Supportability effort shall be conducted as an integral part of the development process and energetically pursued to ensure realistic application of each Logistics Supportability element, define support requirements with respect to logistics support, and to identify and acquire the elements of support.

3.1.16 SUPPORTABILITY INTEGRATED PROCESS.

3.1.2.1  Supportability Integrated Product Team (SIPT).  The SIPT shall be established to serve as the primary management vehicle for monitoring the status of the Logistics Supportability program implementation.  The chairperson of the SIPT shall be appointed by the Government with the Contractor Logistics Supportability manager acting as co-chairperson.  The SIPT shall provide a means for coordinating, monitoring schedules and contract performance, thereby insuring adequacy, timeliness, and compliance with established regulatory guidance and contractual requirements.

3.1.2.2  SIPT Meetings and Participation.  The SIPT planning conference shall be convened by the chairperson for the purpose of organizing the Government/Contractor Logistics Supportability effort.  Conference shall serve to achieve mutual understanding of the scope of the effort assigned to SIPT members.

3.1.2.3  The SIPT will meet, approximately monthly, to review the Logistics Supportability program progress.  The supportability start of work meeting will be convened approximately 15 days after contract award.  The Contractor shall participate in the SIPT meetings.

3.1.3  SUPPORTABILITY ANALYSIS.  The Contractor shall perform supportability analysis to identify the logistic resources required for system/equipment support.  All logistics support items and resources shall be documented in required Logistics Supportability summaries.  Information on components and repair parts shall be documented to the reparable assembly level.

The Contractor shall document and maintain data generated from the supportability analyses in the format specified by the appropriate Data Item Description (DID).  In most cases, commercial formats shall be specified.  If no commercial format exists, then the data will be in accordance with the logistics management information (LMI) IAW MIL-PRF-49506, and the requirements contained in the Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform performance specification herein.

3.1.4  DESIGN INTERFACE.

3.1.4.1  Design for Supportability.  The Contractor shall perform logistic tradeoff studies/analyses to influence the design to achieve reliability, availability, and maintainability requirements and minimize life cycle support costs.

3.1.4.2  Standardization.  The Contractor shall achieve maximum subsystem, component and repair parts commonality by influencing design of equipment.

3.1.5  MAINTENANCE PLANNING.  The Contractor shall plan maintenance for the end item.  Maintenance planning summaries are the effort to establish and document an effective and economical way for performing the total range and quantity of maintenance tasks inherent to the end item.  The Contractor shall perform maintenance planning for all required maintenance levels.

3.1.5.1  Documenting Requirements.  The Contractor shall document maintenance requirements in the LMI data summaries in formats specified by the Government.

3.1.5.2  Repair Level Analysis.  The Contractor shall perform repair level analysis to evaluate the effect of design alternatives on support costs and operational readiness, to assess logistics risks, and to assist in translating hardware design into detailed logistic support requirements.  The Contractor will provide the results of the repair level predictions and sensitivity analyses in a repair analysis summaries IAW the contract data requirements list and appropriate DID. (DI-ALSS-81530)

3.1.6  HUMAN SYSTEM INTEGRATION.  The Contractor shall identify the requirements for manpower and personnel and document these requirements in a format as specified by the Government. (DI-ALSS-81530)

3.1.7  SUPPLY SUPPORT SUMMARIES.  The Contractor shall identify the components/repair parts to be replaced/repaired and provide projected failure rates.  Tools required to maintain and repair the Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform  shall be identified.  Common tools shall be used to maximum extent possible.  The Contractor shall develop the required supply support summaries IAW the specified format. (DI-ALSS-81530)

3.1.8  SUPPORT AND TEST EQUIPMENT SUMMARIES.  The Contractor shall identify all support and test equipment required that is not issued with the RESUMP and identify if those assets/resources currently exist.  Identify those test, measurement and diagnostic equipment within the inventory which can support the Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform. (DI-ALSS-81530)

3.1.9  TRAINING AND TRAINING SUPPORT.  The Contractor shall identify training requirements IAW the format specified by the Government. (DI-ALSS-81530)

The Contractor shall provide a training program IAW the CDRL.  This program shall consist of two separate courses; one for vehicle operations and the second for operator troubleshooting, maintenance and repair courses.  With this training program, 95 percent of the representative soldiers must be capable of performing all critical tasks for their respective military occupational specialties to the assigned training standard. 

(DI-ALSS-81530)

3.1.10  RELIABILITY AND MAINTAINABILITY.

3.1.10.1  Reliability and Maintainability Planning and Analysis.

3.1.10.1.1  Reliability Analyses.  The contractor shall calculate the mean time between failures (MTBF).

3.1.10.1.2  Maintainability Analyses.  The contractor shall calculate the mean time to repair (MTTR).

3.1.10.1.3  Reliability and Maintainability Planning.  The contractor shall assure reliability and maintainability are designed into the RESUMP to the maximum extent possible.  The bidder shall describe in the proposal how this will be accomplished.

3.1.11  SUPPORTABILITY SERVICES PLANNING.

3.1.11.1  The contractor shall accomplish the detailed planning necessary to provide intermediate level (field) repair services for the RESUMP for a period of three (3) years from delivery of vehicles to their respective sites.  Services include any repair/replacement which can not be performed by the RESUMP operator.  Planning shall include spares, personnel (numbers and type), facilities and equipment, services performed, and timeliness.  No total vehicle overhaul that cannot be accomplished by replacement of major components (e.g., engines, transmissions, drive trains, etc.) in the field is envisioned during the life expectancy of the vehicle.  The contractor’s warranty shall be stated in this planning.

3.1.11.2.  The Government reserves the right to award the production contract to one offeror and the service contract to another although the preferred acquisition strategy is to award one contract to the same offeror.  The offeror shall separately price the Maintenance Support Plan along with option(s) for continuing OEM CLS for additional three year periods.

3.1.11.3  Verification.  The offeror shall include as part of supportability service planning, his/her method of verifying to the Government that the supportability requirements as called for in MIL-PRF-123 have been met.

3.1.11.4  Transition Planning.  The offeror shall propose transition planning to the Government indicating how transition to either organic or other support would occur at the end of the initial three year support period.  The planning shall include but not be limited to parts identification for reprocurement, current configuration data, usage/demand rates and average MTTR and MTBF.  The Government reserves the right to buy this data at the end of the three year period and the offeror shall price this option at a separate CLIN in Section B.

3.1.11.5  Supportability Service Analysis.  The contractor shall estimate (project) the approximate percentage of repairs during the services period and their duration.  This data shall be factored into the MTTR calculated in paragraph. 3.10.1.2.

3.1.12  PACKAGING, HANDLING, STORAGE AND TRANSPORTABILITY REQUIREMENTS.

3.1.12.1  Packaging, Handling, Storage Requirements.
3.1.12.1.1  System Requirements.  The Contractor shall provide adequate preservation and packaging to provide protection of the system/end item for worldwide handling, shipment and storage.

3.1.12.1.2  Data Requirements.  The Contractor shall identify any requirements for packaging, handling, and storage of the system/equipment being procured.  The Contractor shall develop and provide techniques and methods for preserving, transporting, loading and unloading, and storing material systems, their support equipment, and supplies of all classes.  These requirements shall be identified for the end item, major components, subassemblies, spares, and repair parts.  Packaging, handling, and storage requirements shall be formatted IAW LMI data product worksheet. (DI-ALSS-81530)

3.1.12.2  Specialized Containers.  Use of existing containers listed within the DoD Container Design Retrieval System will be maximized.  The requirement to design new containers must be analytically justified.

3.1.12.3  Treatment of Hazardous Materials.  Based on the DoD and/or Department of Transportation hazard classification (proper shipping name) of the item, mode of transportation and destination; hazardous materials shall be prepared for shipment in compliance with the requirements of the United Nations Transport of Dangerous Goods regulations, Code of Federal Regulations Title 29, CFR Title 49, FR 71-4, the International Civil Aviation Organization, Technical Instructions for the Safe Transport of Dangerous Goods by Air and the International Maritime Dangerous Goods Code.

3.1.12.4  Transportation.  The Contractor shall develop a transportation summary that demonstrates that the RESUMP fully meets all transportability requirements of MIL-PFR-123 and address all transportability issues of that specification and this SOW. (DI-ALSS-81530)

3.1.13  TECHNICAL DATA.

3.1.13.1  The Contractor shall prepare technical manuals in a commercial format acceptable to the Government.  Each manual shall be prepared at the reading grade level and comprehension level described in the target audience description.  The LMI shall be used as source data for equipment publications prepared by the Contractor, consisting of the following manuals:

3.1.13.1.1  Operator Operations Manual(s).  Operator Troubleshooting, Preventive Maintenance, and Corrective Maintenance Manuals for tasks identified to be performed by the operators.  (DI-TMSS-80527).

3.1.13.2  Forms of Technical Manual Delivery.  The Contractor shall deliver the publications developed in the following form(s):

   Portable document format (PDF).

3.1.13.3  Start of Work Meeting.  A publications start of work meeting shall be held within 15 calendar days after contract award.  Exact date, location, and administrative arrangements for this meeting shall be made between the Contractor and Government.  The Contractor shall present at this meeting a brief synoptic outline of each publication to be developed.

3.1.13.4  Task Analysis and Equipment Analysis.  The Contractor shall perform and submit the results of a task analysis and an equipment analysis on the system in accordance with the contract data requirements list. (DI-ALSS-81530)

3.1.14  COMPUTER RESOURCES SUPPORT.  

The Contractor shall identify the potential computer resource requirements and the associated logistics resource implications for the system/end item.  The Contractor shall maximize operational software standardization through use of common data elements, message formats and computer programs.  No special computer requirements are forecast at this time.

3.1.15  FACILITIES SUMMARIES.

When the supportability analysis indicates a need for new or modified facilities to support the system, the Contractor shall apprise the Government within 10 working days.  The Contractor shall prepare facilities summaries to document facilities requirements.  Data on facilities summaries requirements shall be completed IAW MIL-PRF-49506 and the contract data requirements list. (DI-ALSS-81530)

3.1.16   ADDITIONAL SUPPORTABILITY REQUIREMENTS.  List any additional supportability requirements your team feels should be added to the Statement of Work.

3.2  SYSTEM DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT.

3.2.1  Prototype Design, Fabrication, and Assembly.  The contractor shall design or procure the hardware and software necessary and fabricate and assemble two (2) prototypes which are fully representative of the production RESUMPs.

3.2.2  Detailed Technical Description.  The contractor shall provide a detailed technical description.  At a minimum, this description shall include vehicle characteristics (dimensions, internal volume, etc.), transportability analysis (air, sea, land), specific performance analyses such as fuel efficiency/fuel range, and verification of structural integrity over all operational conditions necessary to validate the design and physical characteristics.  Detailed descriptions of each component identified in the system specification shall also be provided.

3.2.3  Testing.  The contractor shall perform tests in accordance with MIL-PRF-123

3.2.4  System Safety and Health Hazards.

The Contractor shall implement a System Safety Program that applies safety design requirements and management controls.  The Contractor shall ensure early hazard identification, evaluation of hazards, and procedures to eliminate or control hazards to preclude injury or death to users of the Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform .

The Contractor shall meet all Safety/Health related requirements, as specified in the Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform  Performance Requirements.

3.3  PROJECT MANAGEMENT.

3.3.1  Contractor Schedule.  The contractor shall develop, continuously update and maintain a Integrated Master Schedule.  (DI-MISC-81183A].

3.3.2  Data.  The contractor shall coordinate the generation and flow of data to meet contract requirements and coordination requirements with MMC.

3.3.3  Monthly Progress Reports.  The contractor shall provide monthly progress, status, and management reports with the first one being due 65 days after contract award [DI-MGMT-80227].

3.3.4  Contractor Control and Coordination.

The Contractor shall use best commercial practices to:  assure configuration management after contract award; review the requirements of the contract data requirements list; coordinate the training materiel development schedule; display the relationship of the schedule to associated program events; and define the frequency and scope of applicable training material reviews.

3.4  PRODUCTION PLANNING.  The contractor shall conduct the production planning necessary to assure a smooth transition to full-scale production sufficient to deliver vehicles at an average rate of thirty (30) vehicles per month.

(This page is intentionally blank.)

Attachment 3

PROGRAM SCHEDULE


PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE:


The contractor effort set forth in the Statement of Work shall be completed 24 months after date of contract award.



The schedule is as follows:





Months  After  Contract


Software Requirements Review







2



System Design Review










10



Production Readiness Review







20



Deliver First Prototype










22



Deliver Second Prototype









24
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Attachment  4  to RESUMP Request for Proposal
PROGRAM DATA REQUIREMENTS

SUMMARY

The following data are required to be submitted during current phase I of the Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform (RESUMP) Program. Format and content are as specified in the appropriate Data Item Description (DID) on the following pages and as summarized on the associated CDRL.

Data Item Description



Title






Frequency*


Remarks*
Description Number

1.
DI-MISC-81183a

Integrated Master
 Schedule

As required

Update and maintain

























continuously.  First

























submittal with proposal.

2.
DI-MGMT-80227
Contractor’s Progress, Status

Monthly


First  report due 65 days









and Management Report







after contract award.

3.
DI-CMAN-80038
Graphic Illustration Charts


As required

Submit appropriate data

























15 days prior to all

























formal reviews.  Submit

hard copies of

presentation materials at

time of meetings and

reviews.

4.
DI-TMSS-80527

Commercial Manuals



As required

Prior to prototype

delivery of

























operator/maintainer

























training.

5.
DI-ALSS-81530

Logistics Management



As required

(This DID is called out 









Information (LMI) Summaries





11 times.  In reality it

would be listed

separately as items 5-15.

Preparation Instructions*
Data Item:

1

Preparation Instructions:
Delete Block 10 and replace with “Prepare in contractor format using Gantt-type presentation technique.”

Data Item:

02

Preparation Instructions:
Delete Block 10 and prepare a letter-type progress report in contractor format.  The report shall include, but not be limited to:



a.  A summary of all work performed, and any problems found and their solutions, during the reporting period.



b.  Photographs and illustrations, as appropriate.



c.  An outline of the work to be performed during the next reporting period.



d.  A statement of the overall status of the program.



e.  Risk assessment and mitigation plans.



g.  An updated Integrated Master Schedule.

Data Item:

03

Preparation Instructions:
Delete Block 10 and replace with “Include text of verbal presentation material.  It shall include a brief description of each viewgraph or slide used, with highlights noted.”

Data Item:

04

Preparation Instructions:
Use commercial format or prepare in manner understandable by target audience described in MIL-PRF-123.

Data Item:

05-15

Preparation Instructions:
Prepare each summary as specified in each “call-out” of the DID.

*  Normally delivery instructions and preparation instructions are found on the DID (DD Form 1664) and the Contract Data Requirements List (DD Form 1423) but as presented in this attachment for brevity and summarization.
Practical Exercise 3

Proposal Evaluation

1.  Introduction.  One of the most important roles of the Acquisition Logistician is ensuring that supportability requirements are actually an integral and important part of the offeror’s proposal and subsequent contract.  This is accomplished by the AL being a knowledgeable, well-trained and experienced member of the source selection/technical evaluation team.

2.  Objective of Practical Exercise.  Give the student an opportunity to evaluate an offeror’s proposal and identify risks, strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies and issues needing clarification.

3.  Scenario.  The RFP has been finalized and properly released.  The date for proposal submission has passed and proposals have been received.  The LIPT members have also been named as technical representatives on the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) and given the responsibility of evaluating the supportability/logistics portions of the offeror’s proposal.

4.
Tools.

4.1  RESUMP Request for Proposal (Previously provided in ALM-35-8818-PE2).

4.2  Executive Summary for RESUMP (Enclosure 1).

4.3  Contractor’s Proposal for RESUMP  (Enclosure 2).

5.  Tasks.  Based upon supportability requirements in the SOW, instructions in Section L, and evaluation factors in Section M, evaluate  an offeror’s proposal submitted for the RESUMP acquisition.    The goal is to ensure that the proposal evaluated will provide a mobility platform that is mission capable and supportable.  As part of the evaluation, first prepare a list of possible deficiencies and/or parts of the proposal which need clarification by the offeror.  Second, using the premise that the proposal may be accepted without discussion(s) with the offeror, develop a risk statement and identify strengths and weaknesses for the evaluated proposal as initially presented.

After the group has an opportunity to discuss the proposal with the offeror (instructor), determine if and how your risk assessment would change.


Note:  This proposal covers only the supportability services requirements and RAM characteristics of the RESUMP SOW.  System design (with the exception of RAM characteristics), AVMS design, general program management, and the production plan have been omitted from the proposal in the interest of time and efficiency.

6.  Solution.  Again there is no “school” solution.  Each group will hand in the list of deficiencies and/or clarifications and the risk assessment.  The groups then will have the opportunity to discuss the proposal with the offeror.

DEPARTMENT OF THE MILITARY

MILITARY MOBILITY COMMAND

1000 MOVEFAST AVENUE

MONKEY’S EYEBROW, KY 42921

REPLY TO ATTENTION OF:  MMCPM-Z
                    NOV 11, 19XX

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

1.  The Military Mobility Command (MMC) is pleased to solicit your proposal for the design, development and procurement of two prototype Reconnaissance and Surveillance Mobility Platform (RESUMP) basic mobility platforms (MPs) and operator control units (OCUs).

2.  Objective.  The objective of the RESUMP procurement is to design, develop, and field four-wheel drive, remotely-controlled (teleoperated) light-duty platforms to carry a variety of mission modules, the first of which will be a module to accomplish reconnaissance, surveillance and target acquisition (RSTA) missions.  The primary use of the RESUMP is to replace human scouts and thereby reduce casualties and enable commanders to better perform the RSTA mission.  The need for the RESUMP is critical.

3.  Description of Proposed Acquisition.


a.  Military Mobility Command (MMC) intends to procure, through a single, multiphase contract, the RESUMP as a firm fixed-price procurement of platforms intended to support initially Army, and Marine Corps RSTA and NBC missions.  The Air Force and Navy have also expressed an interest in similar remote-controlled platforms for airfield/port security and NBC missions.  The system must be adaptable to a universal fuel (currently JP-8) and different climates and environments.


b.  It is anticipated approximately 750 vehicles will be initially procured after acceptance of the performance of the two initial prototypes.  RESUMP is a minimum development program, with maximum use of commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) and commercially available equipment expected.  The only potentially new development  identified will possibly be for the different mission modules which will be procured under separate RFPs and contracts.


c.  The upcoming Request for Proposal (RFP) will be for the RESUMP combined Program Definition/Risk Reduction and Engineering and Manufacturing Development Phases, during which vehicle analysis, design, and development will be performed.  In addition, two prototype vehicles will be fabricated, assembled, tested, and delivered.  These vehicles are to be fully representative of the production units. Production planning is also to be performed, as well as planning for complete supportability (field servicing and maintenance support) of the vehicles wherever they are used.  This support includes personnel, equipment, spares, facilities and services for an initial three years contractor logistics support following delivery of the vehicles to their respective sites with probable options for additional periods of support.


d.  The RESUMP Statement of Work defines the tasks to be accomplished by the RESUMP mobility platform contractor for the combined phases of the contract.


e.  The combined phases are initially a 24-month program with contractor suggestions for a more efficient and cost effective schedule welcome.


f.  It is understood and agreed the bidder shall exert best effort to assure the work and deliverables described herein are completed.  Because of the criticality of RESUMP on-time delivery worldwide, the bidder must include assessment of risk impacts in all applicable proposal sections.

4.  Evaluation of Proposal.


a.  The underlying thrust of this solicitation, and the basis for weighting each of the evaluation factors in Section M, is to select candidate(s) for production that will provide the trained soldier, in the combat environment, the highest likelihood of defeating the postulated threat with the least risk.  Also critical is the selection of a system with the best potential for subsequent Preplanned Product Improvement (P3I) in all mission capabilities and reliability, within the specified characteristics.


b.  The cost evaluation will consider projected total system life-cycle cost based upon Design-to-Unit Production Cost (DTUPC) and O&S cost including manpower and personnel costs, and the cost of planned contractor provided supportability.  Selection will be based upon system effectiveness, system survivability, and life cycle cost.  Offerors should be aware proposal evaluation will be based upon examination of such factors as listed in section M of the RFP.


c.  Life Cycle Cost will be a major evaluation factor; hence offerors should propose inherently cost-effective designs.


d.  The goal is to award the production and supportability contracts to the successful bidder for this contract but the Government reserves the right to award the succeeding contracts to other offerors and/or support the vehicles organically or by the use of other service contractors; therefore it is essential that all offerors present the best supportability plan possible.

I. M. Karefil








Contracting Officer

SUPPORTABILITY PLANNING
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Volume 3  TECHNICAL/MANAGEMENT

SECTION 3.0.  SUMMARY

(Omitted from example)

SECTION 3.1  SUPPORTABILITY PLANNING

3.1.1  Summary / Logistics Supportability. (SOW 3.1.1)

GoGetUm Enterprises, through its motor vehicle division, Mega Motors, will develop the RESUMP prototypes and provide Supportability Program Planning for the RESUMP.  The program will begin at contract award and run until the end of the combined Program Definition/Risk Reduction and Engineering and Manufacturing Development Phase.  The supportability program will fulfill the requirements listed in the Statement of Work that are specifically addressed below:

Mega Motors proposed RESUMP is based on our standard K integrated body structure and a multi-fuel derivative of our dependable 2.5 liter V4 diesel engine.  The resultant vehicle will meet all Military Mobility Command (MMC) requirements, when some redundant components and special features for extensive diagnostic capabilities and operator-performed maintenance are added.  We claim a very high percentage of Commercial-Off-The-Shelf (COTS) components (94%) because we will use our commercial component base, and only modify it as necessary for accessibility and diagnostic sensor and video display requirements.  Our  proposed RESUMP is a very "high-tech" vehicle, but based on 100% commercial technology.

Remote Control. - We have many existing systems in the field which are both radio frequency and fiber optic operated.  No new development will be required for the RESUMP.

Automated Vehicle Management System. - The key management system for the RESUMP is the AVMS.  This AVMS is a very sophisticated system for total vehicle management, including engine and fuel system control, and also total vehicle diagnostics for routines, preventive maintenance and failures.  Fortunately, we had previously developed an onboard diagnostic computer (ODC) which connects to a portable engine analyzer.  Our ODC program has been underway for four years at Mega Motors.  Our goal was similar to MMC’s - to develop a vehicle that employs advanced maintainability design techniques and a computer-based system that helps to diagnose failures.  We have been very successful so far, and have a good design and test data base for fuel management (equipment, operator interfaces, and certain engine diagnostic sensors, such as anti-knock and vibration.  We have developed a multiple of fuel injection systems and have modules for gasoline, diesel, propane/butane and are developing use of other exotic fuels.  As the injection system is computer run, we will have no problem replacing the circuit card/chip to allow use of JP-8.  However, our ODC program has resulted in a few additional features which we will include in the RESUMP, including a Global Position System (GPS) locator and direct satellite communications of vehicle management information to our Supportability Services Center (SSC) (the support and maintenance division of GoGetUM Enterprises) headquartered in Memphis, Tennessee.  We will be able to fit GFE laser range finder, NBC detection (although we could modify existing chemical detection equipment already in our inventory), and forward-looking infrared cameras.  We already have stereo-optic cameras with 360 degree field of vision.

Mega Motors Experience Base.  We have an extensive experience base for this program.  Not only are we a major designer and producer of commercial and industrial vehicles for the construction and oil industries, we also have a good reputation in rugged, four-wheel drive vehicles.  We have built and produced many vehicles similar to the proposed RESUMP.  These recently include:

  #  The K2500 four-wheel drive remote-controlled oil-field fire fighting vehicle.

  #  The K60 high-performance bio-hazard detection model.

  #  The K series of  vehicles which utilize our integrated body structure.  (We have over 420,000 vehicle-years of experience).

This document describes our, current design and program baselines.  We are bidding this without any major hardware or software subcontractors.  We will be using our typical array of suppliers and vendors at the subsystem and component level.  This "go it alone" approach will enable us to control total production and support for the RESUMP. 

3.1.2  Supportability Integrated Process Team (SIPT).(SOW 3.1.2)  Mega Motors will appoint a project manager equivalent to a GS-15 or higher who has a degree in both mechanical and electronics engineering.  He will serve as co-chairperson at all SIPT and other meetings held in accordance with the required schedule.  Other supportability personnel from Mega Motors will be appointed to the SIPT as agreed upon in the start of work meeting to be held approximately 15 days after contract award.

3.1.3  Supportability Analysis.(SOW 3.1.3)  Mega Motors has performed numerous supportability analysis on similar vehicles.  The summaries will be provided in the format specified to the appropriate data item description (DID).  Since the majority of the analyses already exist to the piece/part level, we will have no problem in documenting them to the reparable assembly level.  The Logistics Management Information (LMI) requirements in MIL-PRF-45906 will be complied with although the majority of the DIDs require the data to be provided in contractor/commercial format.

3.1.4  Design Interface.(SOW 3.1.4).  As the mobility platform (RESUMP) is a commercial item with the exception of Government furnished equipment (GFE), Mega Motors has performed numerous tradeoff studies/analyses to maximize RAM and reduce life cycle costs.  Particular attention will be given to interface requirements to ensure both GFE and mission modules are readily accepted to minimize down time and increase supportability. 

Standardization will be maximized at all levels as this is the current practice in existing remotely operated vehicles.  This is a built-in design factor of our proposed platform.  All the mechanical components of the RESUMP will be compatible with our other commercial vehicles.  We utilize standard commercial filters; lubricants, and coolants.

3.1.5  Maintenance Planning.(SOW 3.1.5)  Mega Motors will perform the analyses and studies necessary to perform maintenance at all levels to provide the best combination of organizational and contractor provided intermediate level maintenance.

Intermediate Repair and Services Analysis and Approach.  Mega Motors has used Supportability Analysis programs for years for both commercial and military applications.  Complete task analysis was performed on the RESUMP using our company’s SLIC-2B LSA program which we have found highly satisfactory.  We can provide the output in any form including the format specified by the DIDs, although contractor format is authorized.  As summarized, we have identified which tasks can be performed by trained operators and which will be performed by our SSC personnel.  Initially we will have a 60/40 ratio with continued product improvement changing it to 80/20.  SSC was continually involved in the design which resulted in reliability and maintainability being designed into the system.  Field maintenance engineers were an integral part of our IPT and had decisive input into all design reviews.  Our ODC program provided continued analysis during all development efforts.  As this vehicle is proven commercial technology, the only completely new analysis involved the integration of the onboard video display into the existing diagnostic computer and the tasks to maintain that display.  The analysis provided a module remove/replace policy with the module being sent to our Memphis facility for repair.  The other new analysis was on the developed JP-8 fuel-management circuit card.  This analysis also proved the task could be done by operators in the field. The Operator Display (AVMS operator interface) has been incorporated into the operator’s console using a ten-line full alpha- numeric display, and also a solid-state four-inch square full-color display.  There is additionally a twelve-key input panel for accessing AVMS data, tuning, and diagnostic support. 

Maintenance and Repair Program Approach.  We have designed a complete maintenance and repair approach into the RESUMP.  All repairs and module removal and replacement will be done in the “field” by either the trained operator or SSC personnel.  We will have semi-fixed facilities located at the CONUS and OCONUS sites specified in the distribution plan.  Any isolated breakdowns beyond the repair capability of the operator and outside of towing distance will be repaired by mobile contact teams with full capability to perform all maintenance operations including engine and transmission replacement.  Due to our onboard diagnostic system, all required spares and repair parts will be identified along with the malfunction diagnosis.  If not in the onboard spares kit, these parts will be dispatched with the contact team.  Engines, transmissions, reparable modules, and other reparables will be dispatched to our Memphis facility for repair and redistribution as described in our spares program in paragraph 3.1.15.  Our approach minimizes risk and will enable us to maintain the RESUMP in maximum operational availability.

Intermediate Repair and Services Risk Assessment.  Little or no risk of loss of operation is expected due to the AVMS, satellite communications, site locations, site service vehicles, expedited parts delivery and other innovative SSC maintenance policies and procedures.  All contingencies will be pre-planned through the development phase with SSC having a say in all design considerations which affect serviceability.

3.1.6  Human System Integration (Personnel).(SOW 3.1.6)  Mega Motors will document the requirements for manpower and personnel in the format specified in the DID.  Mega Motors recognizes the requirement that no new military specialties and no additional manpower requirements will be permitted.

As part of the requirement for contractor logistic support at the intermediate level, SSC will provide fully trained personnel for all field sites.  These personnel have an average of over 10 years experience on vehicles similar to the RESUMP.  All personnel are both fully factory and American Society for Automotive Excellence certified.  Additional training on the AVMS will be provided by the Electronics/Computer Institute.  All personnel at the central facility are similarly trained and certified.  SSC will provide a full time manager to Mega Motor during all aspects of the development phase.  This manager will be the overall Supportability Manager and will have full commitment authority for SSC on the Mega Motors RESUMP IPT.  The manager has a master degree in both industrial and electronics engineering and is equivalent in grade and experience to a Government GS-15.  SSC emphasizes employee decision making and utilizes a team concept for supportability services.

3.1.7  Supply Support Summaries (Spares).(SOW 3.1.7)  Mega Motors/SSC will use a just-in-time delivery approach to minimize storage and handling costs of all spares.  All common spares and repair parts will be stocked at the field sites based on expected demand.  Any unusual requirements will be air expressed with no greater than 48 hour delivery for all items.  As previously stated, SSC uses an advanced satellite communications system with an onboard transmitter located in the onboard diagnostics computer.  Parts requirements are known at both the field site and the central facility in Memphis simultaneously with the identification to the maintainer.  Any parts not available in the comprehensive onboard spares kit or field site will be immediately dispatched to the needed location.  A high degree of reliability was built into the RESUMP and low spares utilization is anticipated other than those required for routine maintenance.

3.1.8  Support and Test Equipment Summaries.(SOW 3.1.8)  Mega Motors will identify all test and support equipment required.  We will utilize existing equipment and all diagnostics can be accomplished with the onboard built in test equipment previously described in paragraph 3.1.1 (Automated Vehicle Management System).  All tools with exception of the special bracket for the vehicle jack are standard commercial SAE tools and are readily available in both the commercial market and military supply system.

3.1.9  Training and Training Support.(SOW 3.1.9)  SSC will provide full training to MMC personnel emphasizing a “train-the-trainer approach.”  The SSC instructors are not only fully certified mechanics but have also received Bachelor of Science level training in educational development and instruction.  The training has already been pre-planned based on similar experience with training commercial users.  The trainers will incorporate the computer/electronics training provided by ECI into all training.  The training will be geared to the 10th grade level as the SOW did not specify a target audience but designated that the vehicle be maintainable by licensed operators.  The average age for license is 16 years which provided the basis for the target training.

Training Program.  We have an extensive institutional training base and have many courses already developed which will meet the requirements for the two courses dealing with operations and trouble shooting/maintenance procedures at the organizational level.  In addition, we have a co-operative agreement with the University of P.T. to develop any additional courses using the latest computer-based systems.

3.1.10  Reliability and Maintainability.(SOW 3.1.10)

Analyses and Tradeoffs.  We have very carefully designed similar entire vehicles using the latest approaches, including integrated design teams, and systems engineering along with concurrent coordination with our Supportability Services Center.  Several analyses and studies have been performed to establish this design, where we traded-off various features and operational parameters. For the top-level trade studies, we initially developed a weighting methodology, where the various major requirements were prioritized and weighted relative to their impact on the trade-off outcomes.  Highest weighting was given to safety.  Next was maintainability, both the accessibility requirements and the mean-time-to-repair (MTTR).  Reliability was third followed by operator interface and human factors considerations.  Producibility was next in the weighting, with the relatively low production rate (30 vehicles per month); which we can easily exceed if the government requests [at no additional per unit cost) factored in.  Fuel efficiency, first current then future, was the next highest consideration.  Gross vehicle weight was sixth.  The resultant RESUMP will meets all MMC requirements, and exceeds many.  This is a real rugged vehicle, with good performance.  It has a top speed of at least 60 mph and can accelerate from 0 to 55 mph in under eighteen seconds, and from 25 to 55 mph in under eight seconds, both under conditions of full mission payload capacity.

Reliability and Maintainability.  We worked to make the RESUMP reliable and maintainable.  This required the use of redundant components (in most cases, sensors; but in some cases, critical electronic modules) and relocation of certain engine and transmission normal maintenance components to provide very easy operator accessibility.  Analysis shows our vehicle has an overall mean- time-between-failures (MTBF of 800 miles under normal conditions, and 650 miles at the severe ends of the operating environment).  The MTTR is .65 hour.  Intermediate level times for both contractor and/or organic will be determined by LORA.  We will be using our new “Quality First Implementation System” on the RESUMP program which has shown dramatic results over the past year.  In this program, each component is rigorously tested and checked before going to the next higher assembly.

3.1.11  Supportability Services Planning.(SOW 3.1.11)

Summary.  The RESUMP supportability services will be performed by GoGetUm’s field services division, centrally located in Memphis, the Supportability Services Center (SSC).  They have an exceptional record in field service operations for all types of commercial construction and oil industry on and off-road vehicles.

Experience.  They have direct experience in working in the severe environments expected for RESUMP.  SSC has been deeply involved with the conceptual design and development of the proposed RESUMP.  Because of their experience base and understanding of repair services, SSC has been working with us in the company-funded ODC program, and has helped to develop several of the design, diagnostic, and repair techniques that we are proposing on RESUMP.  Similar to the system to be used on the F-22 fighter aircraft, SSC developed the idea for field location reporting and satellite networking of field maintenance data, and have developed a prototype information transfer architecture which will be bid with RESUMP.  This network is key to meeting rapid field servicing for the RESUMP when the operator cannot perform the activity.  Each vehicle is tracked and monitored, such that incipient failures are noted at the same time the operator notes them through the AVMS.  Parts kits and required repair services can be preplanned, thus saving extensive amount of time over standard techniques.

Supportability Services Plan.  SSC developed the intermediate repair plan for RESUMP being submitted with the proposal.  A key part of the plan is development and preparation of the troubleshooting, maintenance and repair manuals. SSC is expert in this area, and has a full-time department devoted to technical manuals.  As part of our own ODC program, SSC has been investigating some advanced techniques for assuring operator understanding of information presented in the manuals, and have combine the results of these investigations with their new operator training techniques.  These techniques will be part of our train-the-trainer' program for MMC, where SSC will train MMC personnel, who will then train the RESUMP operators.  Since there are expected to be many operators with significant operator turnover and required repeat training, this is a significant aspect of the total program.

Resources.   SSC will use its 150,000 square foot Memphis headquarters facility to support this program.  Located there are the facilities and equipment for developing the manuals and technical support documentation, the on-line computer systems for managing the services activities, and the satellite network control room. (an added benefit on this program).  All SSC work will be performed at their facilities, approximately 150 miles from our Possum Trot production facility.  SSC plans to have a full-time manager who will work with us on the RESUMP program.

Supportability Services Analysis.  SSC performed the preliminary analysis of required intermediate service operations for the highly-self-diagnostic RESUMP. The AVMS is estimated to be capable of identifying 96% of all potential failures.  SSC estimates that 60% of the required service operations will be performed by trained operators in the field at the beginning of RESUMP delivery.  Major services resulting from such items as engine or transmission failures can be performed completely in the field because of the design features built into RESUMP.  Forty percent (40%) of the field repair must be performed by SSC personnel at the beginning of the program.

Supportability Services Cost Improvements.  This 40 percent initially results in somewhat higher costs for the services portions of the program; additional analyses were performed showing that great improvements can be expected in both the diagnostic capabilities and accuracy of the AVMS and the repair operation capabilities of the operators (through interactive/improved manuals, design upgrades, improved diagnostics, and improved training).  SSC predicts that within the first two years after initial production delivery, the diagnostic rate will increase from 96% to 98%, and the operators will be able to perform about 80% of the repairs, resulting in only about 20% of the repair operations being performed by SSC.

Supportability Services Schedule.  SSC has developed a complete, detailed intermediate services schedule for the  program.  This schedule includes up-front involvement in the design and development of the RESUMP itself.  Maintenance parts, field service parts, and major repair parts, manuals, part kits, and training will be available at delivery of the first prototype (not the first production unit).  In addition, SSC has developed several detailed maintenance schedules for key repair services which they would perform.  These schedules back up the initial estimate on mean-time-to-repair, by demonstrating that even major, field-supported repair operations can be completed on a time scale that supports the overall average MTTR for the intermediate level.

Tool Kit.  SSC was also key in the development of the RESUMP on- board tool kit.  They identified the key maintenance operations required, and came up with some very clever multiple uses of tools, such as using the vehicle jack with special adapters to enable the removal of the transmission without a special transmission lift/dolly.  The tool kit is currently envisioned to include 23 different tools (described in appropriate manuals) to meet the operator-performed maintenance requirements.  Onboard ramps will ease the removal and replacement of the RSTA and other mission modules by the personnel designated in the specification.  A separate small crane will not be necessary.

Record Keeping.  SSC will utilize an advance accounting system which in conjunction with the AVMS and the satellite system, keeps a real time record of all spare and repair part usage.  It also shows the actual costs of all parts as well as time and personnel records.  The AVMS transmits actual downtime so SSC will instantly be able to provide MTTR/MTBF data.  Additionally, the system provides “flags” when any part usage exceeds estimated demands and any metrics exceed pre-established boundaries.  This system has been pre-planned and is already being utilized by many commercial customers.  SSC will provide MMC access to non-proprietary data as needed.

Quality.  Mega Motors has preplanned its quality program for the RESUMP.  It will use a Total Quality Management approach with quality check during each step of the service process.  All intermediate services for the RESUMP will receive a 100% quality control check by the use of the AVMS plus will employ random checks with external diagnostic equipment.  Additionally, the AVMS itself will contain built in test equipment (BITE) to ensure the accuracy of its diagnosis and calibrations.  The quality of similar vehicles has been outstanding and will be backed by a 100% warranty during the life of the service contract.

Verification Planning.  Performance of the services performed by SSC on the RESUMP will be verified by continuous real time monitoring of the specified performance parameters as called for in the system specification.  Parts usage/demand will also be verified.  Supportability analyses have proven the parameters can easily be met.  Mega Motors/SSC will provide replacement vehicles for any conditions outside the parameters specified.

Transition Planning.  The SSC accounting and record-keeping system will provide all necessary information to provide for transition to organic or other support.  SSC expects to provide such superior service that MMC will find it much more efficient to maintain SSC intermediate service, but SSC will have no problem providing for the transfer of data necessary to identify component parts, demand rates and other maintenance information.  SSC will provide the necessary training to ensure proper operation of all maintenance/support equipment.

Warranty.  Mega Motors warrants 100% all services (parts and labor) provided by SSC for the initial 3 year contract period.  Any maintenance/service not performed correctly the first time will be reaccomplished at no cost to the Government.  Additionally, each field site will maintain an “operational readiness float” vehicle at no expense to the Government.  This vehicle will be supplied as a replacement for any vehicle in which repairs cause MTTR to exceed the specified times, although no such incidents are expected.  Basic warranty on the vehicle itself will be covered under different sections of GoGetUm Enterprices’s proposal

3.1.12  Packaging, Handling, Storage and Transportability Requirements.(SOW 3.1.12)  

Mega Motors has shipped hundreds of similar vehicles worldwide.  The vehicle will be properly prepared for shipment on all forms of transportation identified in the specification and the SOW.  This preparation will provide adequate storage protection until first use.  Secured storage will be required for encryption devices used in the extra low frequency radio unit.


All packaging, handling, and storage requirements will be identified in the data product worksheet specified by the DID.

Utilizing requirements identified in the specification, no unique or specialized containers are envisioned for the RESUMP.


Other than normal petroleum, oils and lubricants, no hazardous materials are required for the basic mobility platform.

The transportability summary will show that RESUMP can be transported by all sources identified in the system specification.  This summary will not address the availability of transportation assets, but will only summarize the modes specified.

3.1.13  Technical Data (Manuals).(SOW 3.1.13)

Data Deliverables.  All data products called for by Data Item Descriptions (DIDs) and summarized on the Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL) will be delivered as specified in the appropriate DID.

Manuals.  SSC will provide full commercial operator, trouble-shooting, maintenance and repair manuals geared to the same level.  We will develop online, real time manuals utilizing electronic processing-printing interface.  The manuals will also be available on disk and CD-ROM and SSC will offer MMC the option of notebook computer type electronic manuals.  The manuals are already extremely simple and easy to understand as most diagnosis in done by the AVMS.

3.1.14  Computer Resources Support.(SOW 3.1.14)  No new developmental hardware is required.  All software will be developed with open system architecture to enable continuous update by our programmers.  Except where required, existing commercial software will be utilized.

3.1.15  Facilities Summary.(SOW 3.1.15)  SSC has full facilities to accomplish all required services.  We will establish field sites with state-of-art equipment.  Each site will have a minimum of four bays to handle all projected repairs that cannot be accomplished by the operators or SSC field personnel.  Additionally, each sites will have fully-equipped service vehicles which will handle all repairs to include engine and transmission replacement.  Minor engine and transmission rebuild will be accomplished at field sites with the remainder being done at our fully-equipped central facility at Memphis.

The central facility is a 150,000 square foot industrial type building located at Memphis, Tennessee.  In addition to repair facilities, it also contains the central parts location and the state-of-the-art SSC Satellite control room.  Our facilities are manned on a 24 hours a day basis and we are in constant communications with all facilities/personnel.  Additionally, our built-in GPS/satellite system allows us to know the location of all vehicles at all times.


Military Facilities.  Mega Motors will provide a facilities summary as specified in the DID.  However, no additional maintenance facilities are envisioned for the mobility platform alone.  Any new facilities would probably be dependent on the mission payloads.

SECTION 3.2  SYSTEM DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT

(Omitted from example)

SECTION 3.3  PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

(Omitted from example)

SECTION 3.4  PRODUCTION PLAN

(Omitted from example)
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