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L&M-100—COMBINED SECTIONS L AND M

This is a combined Sections L and M.  The rationale for the combining is to provide a clear linkage between the required proposal information and the way the Government plans to evaluate the proposal.  The section focuses on the key program objectives as contained in the Statement of Objectives (SOO).  The entire thrust of the proposal instructions and the evaluation criteria is to provide a framework to understand the offeror's approach to meet the program objectives, support the acquisition strategy, and mitigate the existing risks.

L&M-110—SOURCE SELECTION OVERVIEW

(a) For the convenience of the offeror, a summary of the source selection is provided here.  Since this information only summarizes information found elsewhere in this combined Sections L&M, this section cannot be relied upon alone.  The Government reserves the right to deviate from the summary provided here as the need arises.

(b) Source Selection Process
· Receive paper and electronic proposals on a common date, except for the Past Performance Volume which is due two weeks previously

· Evaluate Offerors’ proposals

· Provide Initial Status Briefings to SSAC and SSA

· Determine Competitive Range 

· Release ENs to offerors 

· Brief Initial Status to offerors (includes EN review) 

· Submit EN responses; with follow-ups where necessary

· Evaluate EN responses

· Request FPR from offerors

· Submit FPRs 

· Evaluate FPRs

· Brief SSAC and SSA

· SSA make Award Decision 

· Announce Award 

· Conduct Post Award Contractor Debriefings

(c) The Government will conduct communications with the offerors for the purpose of correcting proposal errors or omissions and clarifying any adverse past performance information prior to the source selection authority’s competitive range determination.  Additionally, the Government reserves the right to award without discussions or to enter into and conduct discussions with all offerors that remain within the competitive range. 

(d) Proposal Submission. The offeror submittal requirements of this acquisition are summarized in L&M-121 below.

L&M 111—PROGRAM SUMMARY

(a) With this solicitation, the Government seeks a new capability for global persistent Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) through delivery of Surface Moving Target Indication (SMTI), Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) imaging, and High Resolution Terrain Information (HRTI) and derived products to DoD and Intelligence Community (IC) users.  We seek in the offeror’s proposal a candidate architecture or multiple architectures for an Objective System
 that satisfies the capabilities described in the SBR Initial Capabilities Document (ICD) and also satisfies the Concept of Operations (CONOPS).  In pursuit of the Global Persistent ISR objective, the Government has anticipated delivery of an Increment 1
 capability that provides military/intelligence utility on an affordable path to the Objective System.  The offeror shall propose multiple candidate Increment 1 architectures and demonstrate that each offers utility and evolves into an Objective System architecture in a sound and affordable manner.

(b)The RFP also requires definition of a process, defined in the Integrated Master Plan (IMP) and other proposal documents, which, through trade studies, modeling and simulation, risk reduction, and technology demonstrations, explores a broad trade space of potential SBR solution sets (at least two candidate Increment One Concepts, at least one Objective System Concept, and the evolutionary paths from legacy through Increment One to an Objective System) for further study.  These different solution sets will be reviewed early in phase A by the Government at an Alternative System Review (ASR).  ASR is designed to provide real time feedback on the strengths and weaknesses of particular approaches/solution sets. Each contractor team will select a single SBR solution set (one Increment One Concept, at least one Objective System Concept and the evolutionary path(s)) after ASR and begin the formal design/development process to arrive at least at SRR prior to KDP-B.  An SDR level of detail is highly desirable, but not required, for a successful Phase A.  Concurrent with this formal development process the Government will be preparing to conduct a Technical Maturity Assessment (TMA) that will objectively demonstrate the major risks in the SBR program prior to Phase B and beyond. At the entrance to Phase B, a contract action will be executed for the design, development, test, production, deployment and sustainment (operations and support) of the Increment 1 system.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

 (c) This SBR Acquisition program is different from many precursors in that it intends to field, from the outset, a system that will address the global persistent ISR needs of both the National Intelligence Community and the Department of Defense to include Theater Combatant Commanders.  As part of Phase A
 and subsequent phases, identification of the requirements for tasking of the system and dissemination of data will have to proceed in parallel with derivation of the System’s technical specifications.  For this reason, the contractor(s) will play an integral part in the evolution of the CONOPS supplied with this RFP. 

(d) In order to realize the full transformational benefit of SBR, we must change the way we think about its use.  Concepts that optimize individual platforms or specific missions are inconsistent with the direction we are trying to head with an integrated ISR system of systems.  As the Analysis of Alternatives has shown, to produce the effects needed by multiple users in near real-time, all of SBR’s radar modes will need to be used in an integrated and flexible manner.  We want to drive towards a technical solution that will allow simultaneous operations in multiple radar modes across the constellation and potentially even within a single platform.   

(e) This program will be executed with shared Government and contractor responsibility for program success.  Mission success will be the Government’s primary driver in the management of this program.  As such, the Government intends to maintain oversight over contractor activities to ensure quality is designed and built into all products delivered.  This oversight will be performed by the Government program office using a robust systems engineering and program management organization, and includes verification of contractor compliance with appropriate specifications and standards, approval of contractor design data packages and other relevant technical data, quality assurance inspections, formalized test and evaluation, and oversight of contractor performance using comprehensive management and technical metrics and performance measures for both hardware and software components.  This program will not use tenets of Total System Performance Responsibility (TSPR).

L&M-112—BASIS FOR CONTRACT AWARD 

(a) In this source selection, the Government anticipates conducting a progressive down select acquisition.  As a first step in this acquisition, the Government anticipates selecting two offeror teams that demonstrate the greatest likelihood of succeeding in the study, design, development, production, test, deployment, and sustainment of an SBR system that meets Government needs.  The Government will conduct this acquisition in accordance with FAR Subpart 15.3, Source Selection, and the Defense and Air Force supplements thereto (especially AFFARS Subpart 5315.3). A best value trade-off process, as described in FAR 15.101-1, will be used in making the source selection decision.  This decision will reflect the Source Selection Authority (SSA)'s integrated assessment of the merits of the offeror’s submittal.  The offeror must recognize that the subjective judgment of Government evaluators is implicit in the evaluation process.  
(b) The Government desires and will evaluate most favorably those proposals that present a credible and affordable approach to evolve to an objective system that achieves global persistence and conforms with the ICD.  The offeror should exceed minimum Government needs if doing so offers the Government a substantial operational benefit without significantly increasing program risk or sacrificing program affordability.  Government needs for Increment 1 are open for trade during Phase A.  The importance of balancing performance, risk, schedule, and cost in Phase A will require a successful offeror to propose robust trade studies over a broad trade space (above and below stated Government needs) and include comprehensive modeling and simulation.  The Government encourages sound, credible approaches that balance the application of innovative technology, performance, risk, scalability and affordability.  The Government encourages system concepts with built-in growth capability and a plan for affordable technology insertion, leading to improved performance over time.  Unsupported claims of performance and unrealistic cost estimates will be evaluated unfavorably by the Government as an indication that the offeror does not have a strong understanding of program challenges and risks.
(c) The five evaluation factors are discussed in summary in L&M-114 and in particular in Provisions L&M-140, L&M-150, L&M-160, L&M-170, and L&M-180.  In addition to these, the SSA’s integrated assessment and decision will include an evaluation of general considerations. These are—

 
(1) Adherence to Terms and Conditions (an evaluation of the offeror’s proposed terms and conditions to ascertain business prudence and compliance with the terms and conditions intended within the solicitation) and

 
 (2) Any proposed incentives and commitments offered by the offeror for the Government’s benefit during the life of the contract.

(d) Contract cost/price (Phase A) will be a factor of the SSA’s integrated assessment and decision, although all other evaluation factors are significantly more important than the cost factor.  

(e) Proposal information provided for one factor may be used to assess other factors if the Government deems it appropriate.  The Government may use other Past Performance data that was not provided by the offeror in its evaluation.  Any deficiency in one area of a proposal may result in the entire proposal being found to be unacceptable.  Past performance problems not addressed by the offeror will be considered to be still in existence.

L&M-113—SPECIAL SECURITY NOTICE (Sept 2003)

In accordance with the attached NRO sponsored DD Form 254, contractors are permitted to submit their proposals at the NRO control system level.  For appropriate protection of information and the authority under which that protection is prescribed, the Government reserves the right to award both an SMC and an NRO contract to each Prime.  This means if two contractors are selected by SMC then the Government may issue two SMC contracts and two NRO contracts.  A deliverable is defined as a product (such as a report or meeting) produced by the contractor and provided to the Government (or agent thereof) during the execution of the resulting SBR contracts.  

Proposals submitted in response to this RFP must identify in Appendix B, Special Security, of Volume 1, Mission Capability, the anticipated classification levels required for each of the contract deliverables.  The classification of the deliverables will be based upon the classification of the proposed information that an individual contractor intends to provide in its contract deliverable.  All deliverables shall be classified at the lowest appropriate level for the information contained, and the Offerors should avoid including information that would raise the classification of the deliverable if that information is not necessary.  If it is the intention of the Offeror to produce deliverables that will be classified at the NRO control system level, the contractor shall provide in Appendix D, for each deliverable, a description of the potential classified information to be delivered, justification for delivery of products at that level, the extent of those deliverables (e.g. estimated pages classified at that level, percent of briefing charts at that level) and any steps that could be taken to minimize the amount of the product at the NRO control system level.  

A Government security team will review the proposal to determine if any elements of that proposal should be executed under a separate NRO contract and/or if any elements of the proposal may be reclassified.  The classification or compartmentation of a proposal’s deliverables (whether unclassified, TK, B, etc.) will have no impact on the decision for contract award.

If dual contracts are required in order to accommodate the NRO compartmented deliverables, the details of the split (technical and cost) will be negotiated after contract award.  It is anticipated that the NRO contract would be of a similar type and contain similar terms and conditions to the SMC contract, however it would contain the NRO specific security requirements.  It is expected that the existence of an NRO contract would have negligible impact to the execution of the contractor’s overall approach.  The SMC and NRO contracts will be executed at the single program level under the guidance of the SBR Program Director.  If a contractor’s proposed approach will contain the provision of NRO compartmented deliverables, all costs of a potential dual contract scenario are to be included in the initial proposal submission.

L&M-114—EVALUATION CRITERIA

The Government will evaluate proposals against the factors and subfactors as depicted in Table 114-1, and in accordance with AFFARS 5315.  Factors 1, 2, 3 are equally weighted and individually more important than Factor 4 which is more important than Factor 5.  However, cost will be a significant consideration in the selection decision (see FAR 15.304(e)).  Within Factor 1, Subfactor 3 is more important than Subfactors 1or 2, which are equally weighted. The Factor 2 subfactors are equally weighted.  Subfactors in Factor 4 are weighted the same relative importance as the five subfactors within Factors 1 and 2. For each Offeror the government will determine a probable cost and use it for the source selection consideration.  Offerors whose proposed cost differs significantly from probable costs may be assessed negatively in Proposal Risk (Factor 4) and in Cost Realism (Factor 5).

	Table 114-1—Evaluation Matrix

	Evaluation Factors/Subfactors
	Factor 1. Mission Capability

1. Concepts to Achieve Global Persistent ISR
2.   Trades/Requirements Approach

3.    Risk Mitigation Approach
	
	
	
	

	
	
	B
	G
	Y
	R

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	B
	G
	Y
	R

	
	
	B
	G
	Y
	R

	
	Factor 2. Team Capability

1.  Resources

2.  Organizational Capabilities
	
	
	
	

	
	
	B
	G
	Y
	R

	
	
	B
	G
	Y
	R

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Factor 3. Past Performance
	High Confidence/Exceptional

Significant Confidence/Very Good

Confidence/Satisfactory

Unknown Confidence/Neutral

Little Confidence/Marginal

No Confidence/Unsatisfactory

	
	Factor 4. Proposal Risk (Mission and Team Capability Subfactors)

1-1  Concepts to Achieve Global            Persistent ISR
1-2  Trades/Requirements Approach

1-3  Risk Mitigation Approach

2-1  Resources

2-2  Organizational Capabilities
	

	
	
	Low
	Moderate
	High

	
	
	Low
	Moderate
	High

	
	
	Low
	Moderate
	High

	
	
	Low
	Moderate
	High

	
	
	Low
	Moderate
	High

	
	Factor 5. Cost
	Realism
	Reasonableness

	
	
	Y
	N
	Y
	N

	
	
	Proposed Cost:
$________
	Probable Cost:
$________


L&M 115—INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK (IMF)

The Government is implementing the Integrated Management Framework (IMF) approach for managing the SBR program. The IMF approach provides the offeror a product orientation to the management of his effort while providing the Government greater visibility into the proposed efforts.  To achieve the product orientation of the IMF philosophy, the offeror structures an integrated management system to logically flow down requirements through broad-level tasking within an event driven Integrated Master Plan (IMP).  

The major feature is an approach for planning the contract effort and preparing the contract documentation, see Figure 115-1. The Government’s RFP provides the offeror with the elements shown in the left column of the table; e.g., Model Contract (Sections A - J plus attachments), Section L&M, Statement of Objectives (SOO), Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), and Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL), in accordance with the detailed proposal preparation instructions found in this RFP.  The definitive contract contains the elements shown in the right hand column of the figure.  These offeror-generated documents will be used in the evaluation of the proposal.
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Figure 115-1

L&M-120—GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

(a) General Guidance

The paragraphs below contain the instructions for preparing and submitting a proposal in response to the Space Based Radar Concept/System Development Request For Proposal (RFP).  The offeror shall provide a single proposal that is fully integrated across all functional areas and is responsive to the SBR SOO, this Section and all other aspects of the solicitation.  Requested information may be satisfied by a range of substantiating data from design philosophy, analysis, laboratory and other data.  However, any information submitted shall have a clear explanation as to where it came from and how it was derived.  The offeror’s proposal must contain all the pertinent information in sufficient detail to permit evaluation of the proposed program.

(b) Point of Contact
The Procuring Contracting Officer (PCO), Mr. David Block, is the point of contact for this acquisition.  Address any questions or concerns to Mr. Block at (310) 363-3819.  Written requests for clarification may be sent to the PCO at the address located in Section A of the model contract of the RFP or via email to david.block@losangeles.af.mil.

The SMC ombudsman is Dr. David Ganger, SMC/PKC, (310) 363-0588. The ombudsman is available to address any concerns you have. 

(c) Debriefings
The PCO will promptly notify Offerors of any decision to exclude them from the competitive range, whereupon they may request and receive a debriefing in accordance with FAR 15.506. 

(d) Discrepancies, Errors, and Omissions
If an Offeror believes the requirements in these instructions lack clarity or contain an error, omission, discrepancy, or unsound requirement, the Offeror shall immediately contact the PCO in writing with supporting rationale.  Government responses will be placed in the Bidder’s Library and posted to the Internet for access by all Offerors.

(e) Non-Government Advisors
Offerors are advised that personnel from The Aerospace Corporation, MITRE Corporation, PRICE Systems, Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC), Tecolote Research Incorporated (TRI), Aeronautical Radio Incorporated (ARINC), SRS Technologies, Integrity Applications Inc, Scitor, OASIS Systems, AAAlias Communications Inc., Jet Propulsion Laboratory, and MIT Lincoln Laboratories may assist the Government in the evaluation of proposals.  This includes and is not limited to the mission capability and team capability evaluations.  Refer to AFMCFARS 5352.215-9007 for procedures in providing written objection to the use of non-Government advisors.

(f) Budget/Funding Information
The SBR program has allocated funding to the contract, including fee for the execution of the SBR development (excluding special studies) as shown below:

	CLIN
	FY04
	FY05
	FY06

	On Each Contract* 
	$30.5
	$102.5
	$87

	0001 – SBR System Development
	**
	**
	**

	0002 – Payload Technology Maturation
	**
	**
	**

	0003 – Technology Risk Reduction 
	**
	**
	**


Amount shown above is in millions.

* Funding amounts are per contract assuming two awards

**Contractors will propose per CLIN in section B of the model contract

(g) Content
The offeror’s proposal must clearly demonstrate that the offeror has a thorough understanding of the solicitation and associated risks; has valid and practical solutions for all requirements; and has processes and resources or can obtain access to required resources to fulfill all the requirements.  Unsubstantiated statements that the offeror understands, or can or will comply with the requirements, and statements that only paraphrase the requirements or parts thereof are inadequate.  The offeror is advised that the quality of information is more important than the quantity.  Clarity, brevity, and logical organization should be emphasized during the proposal preparation.  The offeror must include any data necessary to substantiate his system performance baseline and illustrate the adequacy of the various assumptions, design approaches, and solutions to problems.  There is no need to repeat information in more than one section if an overlap exists; the detailed information should be included in the most logical place and summarized or referenced in the other areas.  Unnecessarily elaborate proposals are neither necessary nor desired.  The offeror shall submit an offer and other written proposal information in accordance with instructions within this Section.

(h) Contractor Investment
Consistent with the USD/AT&L memo “Contractor Cost Sharing” dated May 16 2001 and SAF/AQ memo “Contractor Cost Sharing” dated Jul _ 2001, the Government will not accept any proposal which includes use of contractor independent research and development (IR&D) funds to execute in-scope contract activities.  Offeror-proposed investments such as those described in these memos will be excluded from consideration during the source selection process.

(i) Alternate Proposals
Alternate proposals are not permitted in response to the solicitation. 

(j) Classified Proposals

The Government anticipates that proposals will include classified information.  Reference Table 121-1 for classification requirements for each volume.  Each entry in the classified addendum(s) shall reference the proposal volume, page number, and paragraph number to which it applies. Similarly, a reference shall be placed in the unclassified volume where the classified insert applies, giving the page and paragraph numbers within the addendum where it can be found.  Binding shall conform to the same directions as those given in this ITO for unclassified portions.  The classified addendum shall be separately bound with an applicable security designation color cover, conforming to the DD Form 254 provided in this solicitation.  Pages in classified addendum will be included in the page count for the applicable volume.  Please contact the Contracting Officer for specific classified delivery instructions.

When it is appropriate and in the best interest of the Government, contractors are allowed to submit proposals that include NRO compartmented or other SAP/SAR technology.  Proposals that include NRO compartmented or other SAP/SAR technology should be coordinated in advance through the contracting officer, Mr. David Block.  Compartmented or SAP/SAR information shall be provided in a separate annex to Volume 1, 2 or 3.  Pages in compartmented addendum will be included in the page count for the applicable volume.

(k) Bidders’ Library

This library will include relevant programmatic, technical and solicitation documentation.  The SBR Electronic Library is available at the following Internet address: http://www.losangeles.af.mil/smc/sbr/BusinessOpportunities.htm.  The SBR Classified Electronic Library is available at the following CWAN/GWAN address: http://webster.ticom.npa.gov/.

L&M-121—PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS SUMMARY

The due dates and page limits of the offeror’s proposal are shown in Table 121-1. The offeror must consult the reference citation for specifics on proposal volume content and arrangement, including section page limits.

	Table 121-1 -- PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS SUMMARY

	Due Date
	Title
	# Of Copies to CA
	# Of Copies to VA
	Page Limit
	Volume/Annex

Maximum Classification

	(*)
	Test of electronic media on CD-ROMs
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	

	17 Feb 2004
	Volume 3–Past Performance (paper)
	10
	0
	75**
	SCI or Secret with SCI Annex

	1 March 2004
	Common cut-off date for submission of proposals—
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Executive Summary (paper)

Attachment 1 
	5

5
	5

5
	10

***
	SCI

SCI

	
	
	Vol. 1–Mission Capability (paper)

Appendix B-Special Security 

Appendix C-Key Performance Parameters


	30
	15
	150****

n/a

3 per concept
	SCI or Secret with SCI Annex

SCI

SCI

	
	
	Vol. 2–Team Capability (paper)
	20
	10
	65*****
	Secret with SCI Annex

	
	
	Vol. 4–Cost (paper)
	10
	5
	n/a
	U with SCI Annex

	
	
	Vol. 5–Model Contract (paper)

Appendix A - Classified GFP
	3

      
	1

     
	n/a
	Unclassified

       SCI

	
	
	Vol. 6-IMP/IMS
	30
	15
	n/a
	U with SCI Annex

	
	
	Proposal CD-ROM(s)–Volumes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6
	3
	2
	n/a
	All SCI Annexes on one CD-Rom

	*At the offeror’s convenience but at least two weeks before proposal submission.

**This limit does not include questionnaire, tracking records, award fee letters, subcontractor/teaming partner consent form, or client authorization letters.

***Three charts plus three facing pages per proposed concept.

****This limit does not include tables of contents, cross reference matrices, acronym lists or appendices.

*****This limit does not include table of contents, cross reference matrices, acronym lists, appendices or resumes (2 pages each) as described in Table 150-2


Proposal Delivery

(a) Official Electronic and paper copies of proposals in response to this RFP shall be submitted between 0900 and 1600 Pacific Standard Time (PST), 1 March 2004, in accordance with Table 121-1.  Proposals will be deemed late if received after 1600 PST on 1 March 2004.  Proposals shall be delivered to the address listed in Section A of the model contract to the attention of Mr. David Block (310) 363-3819.  The contracting officer should be notified of an approximate time of delivery at least two (2) hours prior to proposal delivery on day of delivery.  Proposals received after the cutoff date and time specified herein shall be treated in accordance with FAR 15.208.  The Government requests early proposal information to be submitted to the above address.  Early delivery of proposals shall be coordinated with the Contracting Officer and will not influence the evaluation.

(b) Courtesy copies of the proposals are also required to be delivered to the JPO East location in Virginia to facilitate proposal evaluation.  Arrangements must be made with Ms. Dawn Colgan at (703) 808-1436 to deliver the proposals within one business day of the delivery described in paragraph a.  The quantity of proposals is described in Table 121-1.  The requirements of FAR 15.208 do not apply to the delivery of these courtesy copies.

JPO East Proposal Delivery Address:

TICOM, Inc.

3810 Concord Parkway

Suite 2200

Chantilly, VA 20151-1146

Attn: Dawn Colgan

L&M-122—PROPOSAL FORMAT FOR PAPER SUBMISSIONS

(a) Proposal Organization and Page Limits

The offeror shall submit its proposal in hard copy and electronic format delivered on CD-ROM.  Cover pages, table of contents, listing of figures, indices, and cross-reference matrices may be used and will not be included in the page count.  Annexes, appendices, and attachments to the proposal will be included in the page count unless the RFP specifically excludes them elsewhere.  Any pages in excess of the limit will be deleted from the end of the proposal and will not be read or evaluated.  A transmittal letter to forward the proposals to the Contracting Officer will not count against the page count.  The evaluators or the Source Selection Authority (SSA) will not read the letter.  Unless otherwise specified, the offeror may use presentation forms such as narrative, graphics, photographs, pictures, tables, graphs, and block diagrams to provide a concise description of the information to be conveyed.  Footnotes to the text are allowed and may be used in the tables and figures.
(b) Quantities/Numbering of Copies
The offeror shall provide an original and additional paper copies (each identified by Copy Number) of the volumes of its proposal according to L&M-121.  Submissions need not be in color.  Copy Number 1 of the paper copies shall contain all required original signatures (the cover page of the offer, the proposed model contract, and Representations and Certifications (Section K)).
(c) Transmittal Letter
Include a hard copy transmittal letter with the proposal.  The letter shall include a statement that the proposal will remain valid for no less than 180 calendar days from the date the proposal is due.  This letter is not to exceed two pages; it will be used administratively and will not be evaluated.  The transmittal letter shall also affirm the electronic media by which the offer is transmitted to the Government does not contain a “virus”, a self-replicating program that has the ability to destroy data or deny services, and that the media has been checked and cleaned in its entirety with anti-virus software.  The offeror shall reference the anti-virus program name and version number.

(d) Submission of Hard Copy Proposals
This section provides general guidance for preparing hard copy proposals as well as specific instructions on the format and content of the proposal.  Non-conformance with these instructions may result in an unfavorable proposal evaluation. 

(e) Binding and Labeling

Each volume of the paper copy proposal should be separately bound in a three-ring loose-leaf binder that shall permit the volume to lie flat when open.  Staples shall not be used.  A cover sheet should be bound in each book, clearly marked as to volume number, title, copy number, RFP identification and the offeror’s name.  The same identifying data shall be placed on the spine of each binder.  Tab indexing shall be used to identify sections.  All unclassified document binders shall have a color other than red.  Be sure to identify appropriate markings such as the legend at FAR provision 52.215-1(e), Restriction on Disclosure and Use of Data.

(f) Page Format Restrictions and Limitations

Page size for all proposal volumes shall be 8.5 x 11 inches, not including foldouts.  Except for the reproduced sections of the solicitation document, the text size shall be no less than 12-point Times New Roman font, black (except hypertext links), and 1.5-line spaced.  PowerPoint charts should be limited to font sizes no smaller than 8-point. Kern modification or other techniques to reduce character size or spacing are prohibited.  All text within illustrations and tables shall be Arial, legible, and at least 8-point in height.  Figure titles shall be at least 10 points in height.  Matrixes, spreadsheets, focus boxes and tables will be at least 8 point Arial, single-line spaced.  These restrictions do not apply to forms provided by the Government in this RFP to be included in the SBR contract (Standard Form 33, DD Form 254, DD Form 1423-1 and DD Form 1664).  Use at least 1-inch top and bottom margins and ¾-inch side margins.  All information except for documentation number, proprietary markings, classification markings, and page numbers must be contained within the margins.  Margin restricts do not apply to cost volumes.  Pages shall be numbered sequentially by volume.  Sectionalized page numbering within sections may be used.  When both sides of a sheet display printed material, it shall be counted as two (2) pages. 

(g) Proposal Background Coloration
All proposal documentation shall be delivered in a single color.  This shall include all binder/CDROM covers, paper, enclosures, foldouts or any other document associated with the proposal.  The color shall be chosen by the contractor and coordinated with the contracting officer.  The contractor may not choose blue, green, white or any variation of these colors.  The contracting officer will approve the colors on a first come basis and will only ask for a different color to de-conflict the individual contractors.     
(h) Foldouts
Legible tables, charts, graphs and figures shall be used wherever practical to depict organizations, systems and layout, implementation schedules, plans, etc.  These displays shall be uncomplicated, legible and shall not exceed 11 by 17 inches in size.  Foldout pages shall fold entirely within the volume and count as two pages toward the page limitations.  Foldout pages may only be used for large tables, charts, graphs, diagrams and schematics, not for pages of text.  All segments of the document that are primarily text shall use 1.5-line spacing and no smaller than 12-pt Times New Roman font.  Matrixes, spreadsheets, focus boxes and tables will be at least 8 point Arial, single-line spaced.  Use at least 1-inch top and bottom margins and ¾-inch side margins. All information except for documentation number, classification markings, and page numbers must be contained within the margins.  Text may be used sparingly to describe the depicted pictures or graphics and shall use single line spacing and be no smaller than 8-pt Arial font.

(i) Cross Referencing
Each proposal volume shall be written to the greatest extent possible on a stand-alone basis so that its contents may be evaluated with a minimum of cross-referencing to other volumes of the proposal.  Information required for proposal evaluation must be in its designated volume to be evaluated.  Cross-referencing within a proposal volume is permitted where its use would conserve space without impairing clarity.  Cross-referencing from the Contract documents to non-Contract proposal documents is not acceptable.  For process descriptions, references to the IMP are encouraged.

(j) Cross Reference Matrix
The offeror shall complete a Cross Reference Matrix.  The offeror is responsible for completing the matrix and including it with the Mission Capability and Team Capability volumes.  The Government will use the completed matrix to evaluate the adequacy of the proposed Contract WBS and IMP (Table 122-1).  In the event any conflict is found to exist between the matrix and any other element of the solicitation, the other element of the solicitation shall have precedence.

	Table 122-1—Cross–Reference Matrix

	SOO
	RFP L/M
	CDRL
	Contract
	Proposal Volume
	CWBS
	IMP

	2.1
	140-2

140-3

140-4

140-5
	A006

A007

A008

A021
	
	
	
	

	2.2
	140-2

140-3

140-5

140-6
	A010
	
	
	
	

	2.3
	N/A
	A020
	N/A
	
	
	

	2.4
	N/A
	A020
	
	
	
	

	2.5
	140-4
	A010
	
	
	
	

	2.6
	150-4
	
	DD 254
	
	
	

	2.7
	140-2

140-3

140-4


	A007

A008

A010

A021
	
	
	
	

	2.8
	140.7
	A007

A008

A021
	
	
	
	

	2.9
	140.4
	A020
	
	
	
	

	3.1
	140-2 through 150-9
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2
	150-8
	A001

A002
	
	
	
	

	3.3
	150-6
	
	Subcontracting

Plan
	
	
	

	3.4
	150-7
	A007

A008

A016

A021
	
	
	
	

	3.5
	140-8

140-9
	A005
	
	
	
	

	3.6
	140-5

150-7
	A011
	
	
	
	

	3.7
	140-6
	A010
	
	
	
	

	3.8
	140-2

140-3

140-4
	A020
	
	
	
	

	3.9
	150-5

150-7
	A019
	
	
	
	

	3.10
	150-9
	A009

A012
	
	
	
	

	3.11
	150-7
	A007

A008

A015

A021
	
	
	
	

	3.12
	150-7
	A014
	
	
	
	

	3.13
	150-7
	
	H008
	
	
	

	3.14
	150-7
	A013
	
	
	
	

	4.1
	140-2

140-4

140-6
	A010
	
	
	
	

	4.2
	140-5
	A010
	
	
	
	

	4.3
	140-3
	
	
	
	
	

	4.4
	140-7
	A012
	
	
	
	

	4.5
	140-5

150-7
	
	
	
	
	

	4.6
	150-5
	
	
	
	
	

	4.7
	140-4

140-9
	A016
	
	
	
	

	4.8
	140-5
	A004
	
	
	
	

	4.9
	140-4
	A020
	
	
	
	

	4.10
	140-All

150-7

150-8
	All
	
	
	
	

	4.11
	
	Various
	H012

H013
	
	
	


L&M-123—ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION OF PROPOSAL

(a) General
To enable the Government to successfully view the proposals electronically, the offeror shall submit electronic files compatible with Microsoft Office 2000 Professional Suite (Word 2000; Excel 2000; PowerPoint 2000; Access 2000).  Adobe Acrobat Reader 5.0 will be used to view PDF files which cannot be readily transferred into Microsoft Office 2000 Professional Suite Products.  The offeror shall provide hypertext links in a table of contents linked to each file provided in the proposal.  The offeror shall provide hypertext links in the cross-reference matrix linked to the appropriate sections of the proposal.  Use of hypertext links within the proposal is permitted.  There shall be no links from any other volume into the cost volume.  The Integrated Master Schedule shall be developed using software compatible with Microsoft Project 98 or 2000.  The offeror shall not embed sound or video (e.g., MPEG) files into the proposal files.  For each submission, all CDs shall be placed in plastic sleeves in one separate binder.  If classified information is required in your response, the information shall be provided on a separate CD conforming to the DD Form 254 provided in this solicitation.  No file compression is allowed.

(b) Operating System

The proposals will be accessed in a client-server environment using Microsoft Windows 2000 Server and Windows 2000 professional workstation (client). 

(c) Proposal Test Period

To ensure offeror proposals are compatible with the Government’s hardware configuration, the offeror may personally deliver a test CD-ROM containing sample files to the source selection facility, prior to the due date for past performance information at a time and date agreed upon by the contracting officer.  The Government will test the CD-ROM in the offeror’s presence to determine whether the files are readable and the hypertext links properly connect the linked documents.  This test is offered for the offeror’s benefit.  The offeror remains solely responsible for ensuring its proposal can be accessed as required in the source selection evaluation environment.

(d) Format and Structure

Each CD-ROM shall include proposal files as indicated below.  The offeror may replace RFP sample file names with other unambiguous titles and may use different file types (but see (a) above) to provide linking flexibility.  The electronic files must match the paper files in every respect.  Each directory shall contain a cover page and a table of contents for that directory.  Additionally, the offeror shall provide a glossary of all acronyms used, with an explanation of each and a list of technical reference material, if applicable, in File Directory 1 (DIR_1).


(1) Root Directory

Provide three files in the root directory of the CD-ROM. The first is a file (TBLCONT.DOC) that serves as a table of contents for the entire proposal.  The second file (PROPINFO.DOC) shall contain information to assist the Government evaluators in navigating through all the proposal files. The third file is a “tab-delimited ASCII file” (KTRINFO.TXT) containing the information as shown in the table below entitled “Root Directory Contents” in exact order with a tab between each entry.  As all links between directories will be broken when inserted into the evaluation software tool, each directory must contain all links desired for substantiation or increased insight within that directory.

	FILE NAMES
	ROOT DIRECTORY CONTENTS
	SECTION L&M REF

	TBLCONT.DOC
	Table of Contents for Entire Proposal
	123

	PROPINFO.DOC
	Proposal Information
	123

	KTRINFO.TXT
	Offeror Information Containing:
	123

	
	Name of offeror
	XYZ Inc
	

	
	Name of Official Point of contact (POC) 
	Ms. Jane Smith
	

	
	Title of POC
	President
	

	
	POC Phone Number
	310-555-1234
	

	
	E-Mail Address
	contractor.com
	

	
	Address Line 1
	123 West St
	

	
	Address Line 2
	Suite 500
	

	
	Address Line 3
	Mail Stop 422
	

	
	Address Line 4
	Blank
	

	
	City
	Any town 
	

	
	State
	Any state
	

	
	Zip Code
	11111-1111
	

	
	Title of Proposal
	SBR Concept Development
	

	
	Classification of Proposal
	Unclassified 
	



(2) Proposal Organization


To aid in the evaluation of volumes, all proposals shall follow the same general format.  Proposal volumes and page limits are identified in the tables below. 


(3) File Directory 1 – Proposal Information

This directory DIR_1 shall include the following files as named.  The offeror shall hypertext link each table of contents entry to the appropriate file.  Specific instructions for these files are in the corresponding Sec. L&M reference.

	FILE NAMES
	DIRECTORY 1 CONTENTS
	SECTION L&M REF

	DIR1CVR.DOC
	Cover page for proposal
	123 (a)

	TBLCONT1.DOC
	Table of Contents for Directory 1
	123(d)

	PROPINFO1.DOC
	Proposal Information for Directory 1
	123

	REFMAT.DOC
	List of Technical Reference Material (if applicable)
	123 (d)

	ACRONYM.DOC
	List of acronyms for entire proposal
	123 (d)

	Executive Summary

	EXECSUM.DOC
	Executive Summary
	130

	EXCHART.PPT
	Concept Charts and Facing Pages
	130

	Volume 1–Mission Capability 

	MC.DOC
	Mission Capability
	140

	Appendices 

Volume 1 - Mission Capability

	XREF.DOC
	Appendix A–Cross-Reference Matrix (Vols. 1&2)
	
	122

	SECURITY.DOC
	Appendix B – Special Security
	
	113

	KEYPARAM.XLS
	Appendix C – Key Performance Parameters
	
	Table 140-3

	Volume 2 - Team Capability 

	TC.DOC
	Team Capability
	150

	Appendices 

Volume 2 - Team Capability

	RESUME.DOC
	Attachment A–Resumes
	
	150

	Volume 3 - Past Performance

	PASTPERF.DOC
	Past Performance
	160

	Volume 4 - Cost/Price Proposal

	INTRO.DOC
	Section 1–Cost Information
	180

	COSTA.DOC
	Cost Formats
	180

	COSTB.XLS
	Info Other than Cost or Pricing Data
	180

	COSTBOE.DOC
	BOE sheets
	180

	COSTSUB.XLS
	Subcontractors, Materials, Rates
	180

	COSTMOD.XLS (or COSTMOD.MDB)
	Cost Model
	180

	OTHER.DOC
	Section 3–Other Information
	180

	Volume 6 - IMP/IMS

	IMS.MPP
	IMS
	190

	IMP.DOC
	IMP
	190



(4) File Directory 2 – Model Contract, Attachments & Supporting Documentation

This directory DIR_2 shall include the listed files.  No signatures are required in the electronic files. 

	FILE NAMES
	DIRECTORY 2 (DIR_2) CONTENTS

	DIR2CVR.DOC
	 Cover page for model contract

	TBLCONT2.DOC
	 Table of Contents for Directory 2

	Volume 5 - Model Contract

	SF33.DOC
	 Solicitation Offer and Award (Section A)

	MODEL.DOC
	 Model Contract (Sections B - J) 

	EXHIBITA.DOC
	 Exhibit A - Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL)

	ATCH1.DOC
	Atch 1 – Statement of Objectives (SOO)

	ATCH2.DOC
	Atch 2 - Integrated Master Plan (IMP)

	ATCH3.DOC or ATCH3.XLS
	Atch 3 -Contract Work Breakdown Structure (CWBS)

	ATCH4.DOC
	Atch 4 – Unclassified Government Furnished Property (GFP)

	ATCH5.DOC
	Atch 5 - Contract Sec Classification Spec (DD Form 254)

	ATCH6.DOC
	Atch 6 - Technical Data Restrictions 

	ATCH7.DOC
	Atch 7 - SB/SDB Subcontracting Plan 

	ATCH8.DOC
	Atch 8 – Alternative Disputes Resolution (ADR) Agreement 

	ATCH9.DOC
	Atch 9 – Organizational Conflict of Interest (OCI) Avoidance Plan 

	ATCH10.DOC
	Atch 10 – Compliance & Reference Documents 

	ATCH11.DOC
	Atch 11 – Classified Government Furnished Property (GFP)

	Additional Documentation as Appendices to Volume 5

	APPENA.PDF
	 Appendix A–Representations And Certifications

	APPENB.DOC
	 Appendix B–Exceptions

	APPENC.DOC
	 Appendix C - GFP Written Authorization


L&M-124—PROPOSAL ASSUMPTIONS  

The assumptions provided in Table 124-1 are to allow the offerors to prepare their proposals on a common basis.  The offeror’s IMP, IMS, and Cost proposal should include these assumptions.  However, the Government does not warrant that the assumptions will translate to actuality during the life of the SBR contract.

	Table 124-1—Proposal Assumptions 

	Contract Award
	30 Apr 04

	Draft Capability Development Document (CDD)
	Provided at ATP

	Alternative System Review (ASR)
	90 to 150 days after ATP

	System Requirements Review (SRR)
	Contractor Proposed but Not Later Than 12 months after ATP

	System Desing Review (SDR)
	Desired by Sep 05; no SDR between CFI Release and Award

	Technology Maturity Assessment (TMA)
	Sep 05

	Call For Improvement (CFI) Release
	1 months after TMA

	CFI Proposals Due
	2.5 Months after TMA

	Key Decision Point-B (KDP-B)
	Mar 06

	CFI Award
	KDP-B + 1 week


L&M-130—PROPOSAL INSTRUCTIONS—EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Executive Summary will be comprised of two sections:

(a) Section 1 – Executive Summary

The offeror should discuss how its proposal addresses all of the key concepts in L&M 111 Program Summary.  A brief and integrated overview of the offeror’s total proposal describing how the SOO will be met, with emphasis on achieving global persistent ISR through an evolutionary path. The offeror should provide a brief description of candidate Objective System(s) and Increment 1 concepts and projected utility in achieving or enhancing tasks within DoD’s Joint Mission Areas and the National Security Intelligence Mission Areas.  Additionally, the offeror should provide a description of the trade process that will be used to select the final concept, and other activities proposed to support an SRR and SDR (if proposed).  The offeror should also provide a brief assessment of key program risks and a summary of risk mitigation activities proposed to meet Phase A TMA.  The executive summary will balance the near term objectives of getting to Increment 1 SRR (and SDR if proposed) and successful TMA with the contractor’s overall plan for meeting all SBR objectives as defined in the SOO.  

As an attachment to the Executive Summary the offeror should provide summary descriptions of each Objective System and Increment 1 concept proposed in Volume 1 in the form of Power Point charts and facing page text.  Charts should address how the concepts define the trade space and the evolutionary path to global persistent ISR.  This attachment is limited to three charts and three corresponding facing pages per concept.  These charts will be used to brief senior level DOD and IC leadership. 

(b) Section 2 – Subcontracts

Offerors should briefly describe the team that they propose to lead in order to achieve all SBR objectives along with the capabilities and relevant experience of that team.  A summary outline of how the effort required by the solicitation will be assigned for performance within the offeror's corporate entity and among proposed subcontractors.  Subcontractor information should also be included where appropriate in the other volumes of the proposal.  Offerors should highlight relevant past performance experience related to successfully executing the SBR program.

L&M-140—MISSION CAPABILITY – VOLUME 1

Mission Capability Factor Evaluation

The Mission Capability evaluation is divided into three subfactors.  Subfactor 1 provides the offeror an opportunity to describe its evolutionary path to global persistent ISR including description of candidate Objective System(s) and Increment 1 concepts.  Subfactor 2 provides the offeror an opportunity to identify the  trades and analyses that will be conducted to balance performance and cost of Increment 1 and subsequent increments. Subfactor 3 details the risk mitigation approach to drive Phase B risk to acceptable levels. These subfactors will be evaluated for depth of understanding, soundness, completeness and consistency.  The Mission Capability Factor is evaluated at the subfactor level.

The rating definitions in Table 140-1 will be used to evaluate each of the Mission Capability subfactors.  The subfactor ratings will not be rolled-up into an overall Mission Capability rating.  For ease in categorizing evaluator comments, each Mission Capability subfactor is divided into parts—however, these parts are not assigned ratings and are not listed in any order of priority.

	Table 140-1—Mission Capability Evaluation Ratings

(assigned at the subfactor level)

	Color—
	Rating—
	Definition—

	B
	Exceptional
	Exceeds specified minimum performance or capability requirements in a way beneficial to the Government.

	G
	Acceptable
	Meets specified minimum performance or capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance.

	Y
	Marginal
	Does not clearly meet some specified minimum performance or capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance, but any proposal inadequacies are correctable.

	R
	Unacceptable
	Fails to meet specified minimum performance or capability requirements. Proposals with an unacceptable rating are not awardable.

	Source: AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(i).


Proposal Volume 1 Instructions—Mission Capability

The offeror will submit a paper and an electronic version of this Volume, but the two must be identical in every respect.
This volume is divided into three sections, as follows—



Section 1–Subfactor 1– Concepts to Achieve Global Persistent ISR


Section 2–Subfactor 2–Trades/Requirements Approach 



Section 3–Subfactor 3–Risk Mitigation Approach

The entirety of Volume 1 is limited to 150 pages. 

Subfactor 1–Concepts to Achieve Global Persistent ISR

This section outlines the proposed Objective System architecture(s), candidate Increment 1 concepts, and the evolutionary paths to achieve Global Persistent ISR. 

Soundness and Understanding of Objective System(s) (see Table L&M 140-2);

Soundness and Understanding of Increment 1 Concepts (see Table L&M 140-3); and

Evolution to Global Persistent ISR (see Table L&M 140-4).
	Table L&M 140-2 Soundness and Understanding of Objective System(s)

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—   

(a) Detail and justify one or more system architectures for candidate Objective System(s) that meets the requirements of the ICD, CONOPS, and SOO.  This candidate Objective System(s) should represent the starting point for trade studies you propose to conduct in Phase A.  Detail and justify the capabilities and attributes of the Objective System(s) and how they relate to ICD, CONOPS and SOO objectives.  Provide an end-to-end functional description of the candidate Objective System(s), explaining how the system will work from tasking through dissemination.  Describe and justify functions to be performed by each segment.   Describe and justify the system orbitology and the interfaces to wideband communications and ground infrastructure where applicable. Describe how the Objective System(s) will interface with key DoD and national systems/architectures.  Describe how the proposed Objective System(s) will contribute to global persistent ISR.

(b) Explain the feasibility of achieving each candidate objective system including performance, technical, schedule, and cost risk.  Describe where the proposed Objective System(s) may be at risk of not meeting the ICD and provide rationale.

(c) Describe the potential performance provided by the proposed Objective System(s).  Explain the relationship between potential performance provided by the Objective System and utility in achieving or enhancing tasks within Joint and National Mission Areas.  

(d) Describe how the proposed Objective System(s) will be operated consistent with the SBR CONOPS.  Detail and justify any challenges in meeting CONOPS requirements.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it demonstrates:  

(a) Sound candidate Objective System architecture(s) that meet the capabilities of the ICD and are consistent with the CONOPS, SOO and global persistent ISR. 

(b) Understanding of the challenges and risks associated with the proposed candidate objective system architecture(s)

(c) Understanding of the potential performance offered by the candidate objective system(s) and the relationship between performance and utility in achieving or enhancing tasks within DoD’s Joint Mission Areas and the National Security Intelligence Mission Areas.

(d) Understanding of the capabilities needed to support the missions and achieve the effects of the CONOPS and the challenges associated with operating the candidate objective system(s) by theater and national users.




	Table L&M 140-3 Soundness and Understanding of Increment 1 Concepts

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Detail and justify system architectures, capabilities and attributes for multiple candidate Increment 1 concepts that meet the SOO and provide a significant utility enhancement over current capabilities and that look at a broad variety of implementation solutions that include direct links between users and individual platforms as well as networks for delivery and tasking options.  These candidate Increment 1 concepts should represent the starting point for trade studies you propose to conduct in Phase A.  Describe the end-to-end functional description of each Increment 1 concept, explaining how the system will work from tasking through dissemination.  Describe and justify functions to be performed by key elements.   Present and justify a high level concept design for the key elements of your system concept, including as a minimum, payload, bus, communications infrastructure, tasking & control, ground stations, software, theater, national, and spacelift interface.  Describe and justify the system orbitology and the interfaces to wideband communications and ground infrastructure where applicable.  Describe how the concepts will interface with key DoD and national systems/architectures.  Offerors may define each concept completely or define one concept completely and define the deltas for other proposed concepts.  

(b) Explain the rationale for choosing the candidate Increment 1 concepts, why these are the proper starting points for Phase A trade studies, and how these concepts represent a broad performance, risk, schedule, and affordability trade space.

(c) Explain the feasibility of achieving each candidate Increment 1 concept including technical, schedule, and cost risk.  Provide a high-level breakout (WBS level-2, or level-3 if available) of costs for each concept (costs to design, build, test, launch, operate, and maintain each Inc 1 concept through Inc 1 FOC), and a description and comparison of the cost drivers for each candidate Increment 1 concept with enough detail to demonstrate understanding of the affordability issues associated with each concept.

(d) Describe and justify the potential performance provided by the candidate Increment 1 concepts.  Explain the relationship between potential performance provided by the candidate increment 1 concepts and utility in achieving or enhancing tasks within Joint and National Mission Areas.  Explain and justify the extent to which each candidate Increment 1 concept enhances capabilities over current DoD and IC capabilities.  As a minimum, discuss and, where possible, quantify the following capabilities: Total Access time per day, Fixed or Mobile Target Characterization (ability to perform Combat ID or classification), Target Tracking, Responsiveness (from user request through sensor collection), Latency (from sensor collection to product delivery to end user), Assuredness (system architecture and segment consideration), Flexibility (support broad range of mission tasks, preplanned, ad-hoc), Quantity/Quality (total GMTI and SAR area per day needed to support the Joint and National Mission Areas).  To the extent possible for each candidate Increment 1 concept, provide in Appendix C to Volume 1 the information requested in Annex B of this solicitation (Key Performance Parameters) in order to support performance claims.

 (e) Describe how the candidate Increment 1 concepts will be operated consistent with the SBR CONOPS.  Detail and justify any challenges in meeting CONOPS requirements.


	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it demonstrates:  

(a) Candidate Increment 1 architecture(s) that represent sound approaches to meet the SOO and significantly enhance capability compared to current capabilities.

(b) Candidate Increment 1 concepts adequately represent a broad trade space to balance performance, risks, schedule, and affordability.

(c) Understanding of the risks and affordability issues associated with the proposed candidate Increment 1 concepts

(d) Understanding of the potential performance offered by the candidate Increment 1 concepts and the relationship between performance and utility in achieving or enhancing tasks within DoD’s Joint Mission Areas and the National Security Intelligence Mission Areas.

(e) Understanding of the capabilities needed to support the missions and achieve the effects of the CONOPS challenges associated with operating the candidate Increment 1 concepts by theater and national users


	Table L&M 140-4  Evolution to Global Persistent ISR

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) For both 1. and 2. below, offerors may define each evolutionary path completely or define one path completely and define the deltas for other proposed paths:

1. Describe and justify an approach to transition the existing operational infrastructure to proposed Increment 1 concepts (through FOC).  Include discussion of transition of ground assets, population strategy for Increment 1 satellites, impacts to ongoing operations, and system performance capabilities through the transition.    

2. Describe and justify incremental development strategy that supports the transition of SBR from proposed Increment 1 concepts to proposed Objective System(s).  Detail the architecture features and standards that will make the proposed Increment 1 concepts flexible, adaptable, scalable and affordable to changing requirements and technology.  Describe the steps along the transition to an objective system.  Explain how this evolution can be accomplished affordably.

(b) Provide a technology development roadmap to support your evolutionary approach to the objective system.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it demonstrates:  

(a) Understanding of the evolutionary challenges through presentation of a sound evolutionary path(s) from:

1.  current systems, through proposed Increment 1 concepts, and

2.  from Increment 1 to the proposed Objective System(s)

(b) A technology development roadmap that supports and is consistent with the proposed incremental development strategy




Subfactor 2–Trades/Requirements Approach. 

The focus of the section is the offeror’s approach to trade studies, interface definition and requirements analysis leading to successful SRR and SDR (if proposed).  To facilitate evaluation of this subfactor, and for no other purpose, it is subdivided into three parts (but the evaluation remains at the subfactor level)—

Trade Studies (see Table L&M 140-5);

Interface Definition (Internal and External) (see Table L&M 140-6); and

Requirements Analysis (see Table L&M 140-7); 

	Table L&M 140-5–Trade Studies

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Provide a detailed description in the IMP and describe in this volume the approach as well as the specific processes, methodologies, major tasks, resources, techniques, tools, and criteria that will be used to define and perform trade studies leading to the Alternative System Review (ASR).  Outline and justify specific trades that will be performed to assess and balance performance, capability evolution, risks, schedule, and affordability, including a description of the open trade space, candidate trades within the trades space, and criteria, including operational measures of effectiveness, for evaluation of candidate concepts and selection of the initial Increment 1 concept. 

(b) Provide a detailed description in the IMP and describe in this volume the approach as well as the specific processes, methodologies, major tasks, resources, techniques, tools, and criteria that will be used to define and perform trade studies to refine the initial concept identified at ASR into a final concept by SDR (whether in Phase A or later).  Outline and justify specific trades that will be performed to balance performance, availability, affordability, capability evolution, schedule, and risk, including a description of the open trade space, candidate trades within the trades space, and criteria for evaluation of candidates. Associated studies should include, but not to be limited to: the trade space and balance between the number of years the Increment 1 constellation must be maintained and replenished after initial constellation deployment; satellite mission life; intra-Increment 1 capabilities/technology improvement; satellite/overall cost, options for dissemination of data including network delivery and direct links to users/individual platforms; options for tasking including dynamic theater tasking, and on-orbit servicing.

(c) Describe the approach and schedule to define and perform SBR modeling and simulation (M&S) activities.  Describe the portions (e.g., components or subsystems) and/or characteristics of SBR to be simulated, the level of detail to which they will be simulated, and the specific M&S tools used to simulate them.  Explain how the approach and tool set (including simulators) will be developed, if required, and integrated and used to support trade studies defined above.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it:

(a) Demonstrates a sound plan and methodology to balance performance, capability evolution, risks, schedule, and affordability across a broad trade space to select an initial Increment 1 concept and evolutionary path to the Objective System at ASR for further trades.

(b) Demonstrates a sound plan and methodology to thoroughly trade requirements, capabilities, CONOPS, technologies, risks, and design solutions across a broad trade space to achieve an affordable final Increment 1 concept that optimizes system performance while meeting required capabilities

(c) Proposes a sound modeling & simulation approach and sufficient modeling, simulation, scenarios, and analysis tools to execute planned trades.

(d) It demonstrates clear consistency between the plans to conduct trade studies and the plans to analyze and allocate requirements, define interfaces, and manage and mitigate risks in the development of the final Increment 1 concept.


	Table L&M 140-6–Interface Definition (Internal and External)

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Describe the key internal and external interfaces for your candidate Increment 1 concepts with enough detail to demonstrate a clear understanding of the interface requirements and challenges.  Discuss the potential evolution of key external interfaces and the impact of those changes on SBR development.  Also address how your concept is responsive to the SOO horizontal integration objectives.

(b) Document within the IMP and describe in this volume, the methodology, including interaction with the SBR JPO, other Government organizations, and other contractors, to develop appropriate interface control documentation by SDR. Describe alternatives to mitigate the risk presented by dynamic interfaces.

(c) Describe your approach to providing and using an Integration and Test capability that can interface with other services’ and agencies’ end-to-end interoperability testing and M&S capabilities.  Describe your approach to test and integrate internal interfaces.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it demonstrates:

(a) A clear understanding of the interfaces (internal and external) that need to be defined by SDR.

(b) A sound plan and methodology to thoroughly define internal and external interfaces to an appropriate level by SDR.

(c) A sound approach for internal and external interface verification.
(d) Clear consistency between the plans to define interfaces and the plans to conduct trade studies, analyze and allocate requirements, and manage and mitigate risks in the development of the final Increment 1 concept.




	Table L&M 140-7–Requirements Analysis 

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Document in the IMP and describe in this volume the approach to derive Increment 1 system specifications from the system requirements documents (ICD, CONOPS, and CDD when available), to allocate requirements to segments, interfaces, and software configuration items, and to trace the requirements allocations. Describe the relationship between trade studies and requirements allocation, with focus on segment level requirements allocation. Describe the process to develop SBR system and segment, interface, and software configuration item functional and performance specifications including requirements testing.

(b) Document in the IMP and describe in this volume the approach to update requirements and requirements traceability in the face of evolving concept definition, technology, requirements and interfaces.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when:    (a) It demonstrates a sound plan and methodology to conduct requirements analysis and allocation in support of SRR and SDR.

(b) It demonstrates a sound plan to update requirements and requirements traceability in the face of evolving concept definition, technology, requirements and interfaces

(c) It demonstrates clear consistency between the plans to analyze and allocate requirements and the plans to conduct trade studies, define interfaces, and manage and mitigate risks in the development of the final Increment 1 concept



 Subfactor 3–Risk Mitigation Approach. 

This section outlines the information required to make an assessment of the offeror’s understanding of and approach to identify, respond to, and manage key program risks. To facilitate evaluation of this subfactor, and for no other purpose, it is subdivided into two parts (but the evaluation remains at the subfactor level)—

Risk Management (see Table L&M 140-8); and

Risk Mitigation (see Table L&M 140-9).

	Table L&M 140-8–Risk Management

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Provide a risk assessment for the candidate Increment 1 concepts that addresses technology, affordability, schedule, integration, producibility, and other key risks that must be addressed to achieve mission success.  Identify and justify those risks that need to be mitigated prior to Technology Maturity Assessment (TMA) and those that can be delayed until after TMA.  Include risk assessment in the following areas as applicable: OBP, phased array production and performance, ECCM, mission management/dynamic tasking, SAR/SMTI performance, and spacecraft bus electrical power requirements.  Additionally assess wideband communication link risks, and describe approaches to ensure Increment concepts are not initially reliant on TCA.

(b) Describe in your IMP the processes and tools that will be utilized throughout the program to identify, assess, mitigate, and monitor key risks.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it:

(a) Demonstrates a clear understanding of technology, affordability, schedule, integration, producibility, and other risks associated with its Increment 1 system concepts.

(b) Demonstrates a sound plan and methodology to effectively manage significant program risks throughout SBR development and production

(c) Demonstrates clear consistency between the plans to manage risks and the plans to analyze and allocate requirements, conduct trade studies, define interfaces, and mitigate risks in the development of the final Increment 1 concept


	Table L&M 140-9–Risk Mitigation 

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall provide the following:

(a) Detail and justify specific risk mitigation activities that you propose to execute, including, but not limited to the following areas as applicable: OBP, phased array production and performance, ECCM, mission management/dynamic tasking, SAR/SMTI performance, and spacecraft bus electrical power requirements.  For each key risk area addressed, define the present risk level and the level of risk you will attain by TMA (as defined by level of maturity of technology, improvement in affordability, reduced schedule risk, etc.)   Describe and justify your recommended optimum success criteria for TMA and how these will be attained.   
	EVALUATION CRITERIA. 

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it: (a) Proposes a sound and comprehensive approach to achieve appropriate technology maturity and affordability at a pre-KDP-B TMA.

(b) Demonstrates clear consistency between the plans to mitigate risks and the plans to analyze and allocate requirements, conduct trade studies, define interfaces, and manage risks in the development of the final Increment 1 concept


L&M-150—TEAM CAPABILITY – VOLUME 2

Team Capability Factor Evaluation

The Team Capability evaluation provides the offeror an opportunity to describe its proposed team capability to achieve all the objectives of the SOO. The Team Capability factor is divided into two Team Capability subfactors: Resources and Organizational Capabilities. The Team Capability Factor is evaluated at the subfactor level.

The rating definitions in Table 150-1 will be used to evaluate each of the Team Capability subfactors.  The subfactor ratings will not be rolled-up into an overall Team Capability rating.  For ease in categorizing evaluator comments, each Team Capability subfactor is divided into parts—however, these parts are not assigned ratings and are not listed in any order of priority.

	Table 150-1—Team Capability Evaluation Ratings

(assigned at the subfactor level)

	Color—
	Rating—
	Definition—

	B
	Exceptional
	Exceeds specified minimum performance or capability requirements in a way beneficial to the Government.

	G
	Acceptable
	Meets specified minimum performance or capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance.

	Y
	Marginal
	Does not clearly meet some specified minimum performance or capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance, but any proposal inadequacies are correctable.

	R
	Unacceptable
	Fails to meet specified minimum performance or capability requirements. Proposals with an unacceptable rating are not awardable.

	Source: AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(i).


Proposal Volume 2 Instructions—Team Capability

The offeror will submit a paper and an electronic version of this Volume, but the two must be identical in every respect.

This provision is divided into two sections, as follows—



Section 1–Subfactor 1–Resources; and



Section 2–Subfactor 2–Organizational Capabilities

The entirety of Volume 2 is limited to 65 pages.

Subfactor 1–Resources. 

This section outlines the information required to make an assessment of the capability of the team proposed by the offeror to successfully perform all activities necessary to develop, produce, and support the SBR Increment 1 system.  To facilitate evaluation of this subfactor, and for no other purpose, it is subdivided into four parts (but the evaluation remains at the subfactor level)—

Expertise (see Table L&M 150-2); 

Staffing (see Table L&M 150-3);

Security (see Table L&M 150-4); and

Facilities and Equipment (see Table L&M 150-5); 

	Table L&M 150-2–Expertise

	This standard assesses the expertise available to the proposed team (Prime, teammates, and proposed subcontractors) through current staff.  This is not an assessment of the past performance or experience of the companies but rather the expertise of the personnel assigned to these contract tasks and their accessibility to the government team.  

INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Provide a matrix of proposed key management, technical, business and subcontractor staff with demonstrated expertise in the nine evaluation criteria areas, years of experience in these areas, a short description of relevant education/experience, and a resume reference number.  Contractors shall propose key personnel at any level in the proposed organization that demonstrates the offerors expertise. 

(b) Provide, in Attachment A, resumes for each person listed in the matrix, with relevant education and experience highlighted.


	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it demonstrates that the proposed team currently holds the expertise necessary to perform the following:

(a) Program Management

(b) Systems Engineering, including radar system performance analysis

(c) Develop, produce, and integrate the proposed SBR radar payload components to include, as applicable, Electronically Steered Array (ESA), Front End Processor (FEP), Back End Processor (BEP), and associated radar electronics and signal processing

(d) Develop, produce, and integrate a satellite bus with key characteristics (orbit, size, weight, power, communications, processing) similar to the candidate Increment 1 concepts proposed for SBR.

(e) Develop software architecture and code for software intensive space-qualified and ground processing and control systems.

(f) Integrate candidate Increment 1 concepts proposed with National Intelligence Community infrastructure.

(g) Integrate candidate Increment 1 concepts proposed with Theater BMC3 and other appropriate DoD systems.

(h) Ground segment design and development

(i) Operation and maintenance of the candidate Increment 1 concepts


	Table L&M 150-3–Staffing

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Describe a notional staffing plan for one of the proposed candidate Increment 1 concepts over the life of the program (Phase A, B, C), including personnel needed to study, design, test, produce, deploy and sustain the SBR system.  Include skill categories, clearance requirements, and quantities by Government fiscal year at level three of the WBS.  Focus on the changing staffing needs through the different stages of the program and how you will meet the needs with the right people.  For other proposed candidate Increment 1 concepts, describe significant staffing plan deltas, if applicable. 

(b) Describe your approach to staffing up to meet the Increment 1 staffing plan.  Describe the internal and external resource pools you intend to access to acquire personnel in all critical skill categories to support your staffing plan.  Identify critical skill categories that will be hard to staff and any unique programs to recruit personnel in these areas.  Describe how security clearance requirements will be addressed in meeting the staffing plan.  Describe the employee incentive structure that will be used to attract and retain the qualified personnel necessary to meet the staffing plan and maintain program stability.  Provide any additional information that will provide the Government with confidence of your ability to hire and retain personnel to meet the staffing plan.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it:

(a) Demonstrates a clear understanding of the quantity, skill mix, and clearance requirements of personnel needed to complete Phases A, B, and C of the Increment 1 SBR system. 

(b) Proposes a sound staffing approach to obtain and retain personnel required to execute the Increment 1 program.


	Table L&M 150-4–Security

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Provide a detailed description of your Program security processes that will be used to meet the program objectives at the SCI and SAP/SAR levels, per the requirements of the DD Form 254.

(b) Describe your ability to execute the SBR development effort in an environment with multiple levels of security.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it: 

(a) Proposes sound Program security processes that comply with the requirements of the DD Form 254. 

(b) Demonstrates the offeror’s capability to execute the SBR development effort in an environment with multiple levels of security.


	Table L&M 150-5–Facilities and Equipment

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

For each critical facility:

(a) Identify critical internal and external facility and equipment requirements, including interfaces to Government facilities and communications, to support design, development, test, production, deployment, operation, and pre-operational support of the Increment 1 SBR system.

(b) Describe the characteristics that make the equipment/facility suitable for SBR activities. 

(c) Describe the needed periods of use. 

(d) Identify any capital investment anticipated and construction that may be necessary to support the program.

(e) Identify any potential scheduling conflicts and how it plans to manage the potential conflicts.

(f) Identify any potential capacity issues and how they will be mitigated.

(g) Identify any GFE/GFI or Government facilities required as part as the offeror’s system architecture. 
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it demonstrates appropriate facilities and equipment with the available capacity to support SBR Increment 1 activities, including those for:

End-to-End System integration

Software development

Modeling and Simulation

Testing

Production

Security (i.e. SCIFs, CWAN)


Subfactor 2–Organizational Capabilities. 

The focus of this section is the offeror’s ability to execute the SBR Increment 1 program.  To facilitate evaluation of this subfactor, and for no other purpose, it is subdivided into four parts (but the evaluation remains at the subfactor level)—

Organization (see Table L&M 150-6); and

Systems Engineering (see Table L&M 150-7); and

Program Management (see Table L&M 150-8); and 

Software Engineering Capability (See Table L&M 150-9)

	Table L&M 150-6– Organization 

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Describe each subcontractor, supplier, and interdivisional team outlining its location, its leadership and membership and its capabilities / expertise of each to show why they were chosen to serve in that role.  Specifically explain relevance of skills and prior experience with the SBR segment requirements.  For each team member, including the SBR JPO, describe the roles and responsibilities to the team as a whole.  Describe the teaming agreements throughout the scope of the proposed effort.  Place emphasis on initial effort through Phase-A and outline post-Phase-A agreements.

(b) Describe your approach to creating a seamless organization to efficiently execute your proposed program.  Explain how Government, Prime, interdivisional and subcontractor program management activities will be fully integrated, including relevant tools, personnel, processes, and incentives.  Explain how interdivisional and subcontractor engineering activities will be fully integrated into the prime’s systems engineering framework, including relevant tools and processes.

(c) Provide a description of the organization and processes that will be put in place to provide the Government with direct access to senior leadership and resources at the corporate level across the contractor team.

(d) Describe the proposed participation of small disadvantaged businesses in performing the work.  Offerors shall also describe proposed participation by HUB Zone, HBCU, MI, women-owned, disabled veteran owned and other classes of businesses as defined in FAR 19.  Offerors shall describe planned dollars and percentages of total contract value to be awarded to SDBs or other classes of businesses and shall identify the type of work to be performed by each.  The Offeror's submission shall address the extent of commitment by the Offeror to promote participation by small disadvantages businesses as required by FAR Part 19, and any other classes of businesses described in their proposal.  A list of businesses proposed for participation in executing this contract, the status of each business, and commitment to meeting proposed goals for participation in terms of planned dollars and percentages of the total contract value will be incorporated into the contract resulting from this solicitation.  Actual participation in the work by these businesses will be reported to the Government at the end of contract period of performance.  Results will be considered in CPAR assessment under Program Management.  (If the Offeror is other than a small business, the Offeror shall submit a Small Business Subcontracting Plan in accordance with FAR 52.219-9.)
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it proposes:

(a) A sound organization, including teaming and subcontract relationships, with clear lines of authority and responsibility to execute the program within cost, schedule, and performance. 

(b) A sound approach to integrating teammate management and systems engineering processes and systems into a seamless organization to include the Government.

(c) A sound approach to provide the Government with direct access to corporate-level leadership across the contractor team.

(d) A meaningful commitment to participation by small businesses (including small, small disadvantaged, disabled veteran owned, woman-owned, and HUBZone business concerns), historically black colleges or universities, and minority institutions in the performance of the contract.


	Table L&M 150-7–Systems Engineering 

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Provide a fully integrated IMP and IMS that describe processes, key milestones, events, significant accomplishments and accomplishment criteria for Phase A to accomplish the SBR SOO.  Provide a high-level integrated IMP and IMS that describe key milestones, events, significant accomplishments and accomplishment criteria for Phase B and C.  

(b) Document in the IMP and describe in this volume the systems engineering processes and tools that will be used through out the life of this program.

(c) Describe and justify the indicators/metrics to be developed and used to measure system maturity, risk, cost, schedule, and predicted performance.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it:

(a) Proposes an IMP and IMS that represent a complete, consistent and achievable plan to accomplish the SOO objectives.

(b) Demonstrates a sound systems engineering capability through the use of mature processes and tools appropriate for the complexity of the SBR program.

(c) Proposes a sound approach to develop and track indicators that thoroughly measure system maturity, risk, cost, schedule, and predicted performance.


	Table L&M 150-8–Program Management

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Document in the IMP and describe in this volume the program management processes and management systems that will be used through out the life of this program. Highlight your initiatives to ensure the Government’s ability to achieve real time program insight, provide timely approval when necessary, and participate in program critical decision-making.  

(b) Describe and justify your program control approach for assessing and reporting program execution.
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it:

(a) Demonstrates a sound program management capability through the use of mature processes and management systems.  Describes a sound process for integrating Government activity into program management processes.

(b) Proposes a sound, thorough and seamless program control approach that effectively assesses and reports program execution against clearly defined events in the IMP and IMS.


	Table L&M 150-9–Software Engineering Capability

	INSTRUCTIONS. The offeror shall—

(a) Document in the IMP and describe in this volume the software engineering activities and processes that will be performed during Phase A to meet the Phase A objectives and to prepare for Phase B/C software development activities.

(b) Describe the software methods and tools that will be used during Phase A to ensure effective and efficient performance of the Phase A software engineering activities and processes.

(c) Describe your approach to achieving a balanced, best-value solution of COTS, reuse and newly developed software to meet the SBR requirements, including your COTS and reuse software evaluation and selection processes. Also describe, your approach to long term management, update and support of all reused software.

(d) Describe how software engineering activities will be integrated across team members throughout the SBR development life cycle (Phases A, B and C) to ensure program success.  

(e) Describe the software project management and control processes, including metrics, that will be used to ensure the successful management of the SBR software development effort across all software team members throughout the SBR development life cycle (Phases A, B and C).  
	EVALUATION CRITERIA.

The offeror’s proposal meets the criteria when it demonstrates sound and effective approaches to:

(a) Performing the Phase A software engineering activities, using mature software engineering processes, methods 

(b) Providing software methods and tools for software Phase A activities.

(c) Achieving a balance, best-value software solution with COTS, reuse and new code.

(d) Integrating the software engineering activities across team members and managing and controlling the entire SBR software development effort throughout all SBR program phases.

(e) Mitigating SBR software development risks with management processes including metrics and control processes across all software teams throughout the lifecycle.


L&M-160—PAST PEFORMANCE – VOLUME 3

Past Performance Factor Evaluation

Under the Past Performance factor, the past performance evaluation represents an integrated assessment of an Offeror’s present and past work record to determine confidence in the Offeror’s probability of successfully performing as proposed.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s demonstrated record of contract compliance in supplying products and services that meet user’s needs, including cost and schedule adherence.  In determining relevance, consideration will be given to similar technology, type of effort (development, integration, contract scope, schedule and type).  The relevancy tables, Tables 160-2 through 160-7, will be used as a guide for determining relevancy.

Past performance evaluation will be conducted according to the following procedure:

STEP 1.  OBTAIN PAST PERFORMANCE INFORMATION ON EACH OFFEROR: 
The Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) obtains Offeror’s Past Performance Volume, responses to questionnaires, CPARs and DCMA historical data on the bidding/performing business units, interviews, and other external sources.
The Government intends to conduct a Past Performance evaluation using information in Volume 3 of the offeror's proposal, along with any other past or present performance information available.  It is incumbent upon the offeror to explain the relevance of all data provided.  Relevant past performance information will be obtained through CPARS; questionnaires tailored to the circumstances of this acquisition; Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) channels; and interviews with program managers and Contracting Officers, or other sources known to the Government, including commercial sources.  In conducting the performance confidence assessment, the Government will use both data provided by the offeror and data obtained from other sources.  This information may include data on efforts performed by other divisions, critical subcontractors, or teaming contractors, if such resources will be brought to bear or significantly influence the performance of the proposed effort.  Offerors will be provided an opportunity to address any negative or adverse past performance information received by the PRAG during this evaluation (subject to the restrictions of FAR 15.306(e)(4)), which they have not had an opportunity to address in the past.

STEP 2.  ASSESS CONTRACT RELEVANCY FOR EACH FOCUS AREA: 
The PRAG will evaluate all contracts submitted by the Offerors in their Volume 3 and any contract related to the offeror found by the PRAG, through discovery or by referral, for relevancy in the following areas; Major System Development, End to End Integration, Satellite Bus, Payload, Software Development, and Ground Systems.  

For each of the focus areas, all contracts will be reviewed and assigned one of the numeric relevancy ratings indicated in Table 160-1 based upon the Relevancy Criteria in Table 160-2 through 160-7.  Contracts involving tasks and products that most closely resemble the work that the contractor/subcontractor will accomplish on SBR will have the most relevancy.  Additionally, contracts involving tasks that were predominantly completed more than 10 years ago may be assessed as being less relevant than equivalent work that is more current.  In these cases, the PRAG may decrement the relevancy ratings assessed from Tables 160-2 through 160-7 to adjust for the age of these older contracts.  The numeric ratings will help the PRAG focus on the most relevant contracts per focus area.  Experience of the offeror as a subcontractor on similar efforts, commercial work, and independent research and development (IRAD) may also be considered relevant.

	Table 160-1—Relevancy Ratings

	Focus Areas
	Relevancy Ratings 

	Major System Development
	    NA
	 Low = 1
	Medium = 3
	High = 5

	End to End System Integration
	
	
	
	

	Satellite Bus 
	
	
	
	

	Payload
	
	
	
	

	Software Development
	
	
	
	

	Ground Systems
	
	
	
	

	NOTE: A rating of 4 or 2 is possible. A 4 rating shall be given when past performance data significantly exceeds the criteria of a 3 but does not fully meet the criteria of a 5. A 2 rating shall be given when past performance data significantly exceeds the criteria of a 1 but does not fully meet the criteria of a 3.


	Table 160-2-Past Performance Focus Area 1


	Major System Development 

	Relevancy
	

	Highly Relevant =5
	The Offeror exhibits experience as the Program Management lead and Systems Engineering lead, as a prime or subcontractor, on a >$2B Space-Based ISR development Program

	Medium Relevant =3
	The Offeror exhibits experience as the Program Management lead or Systems Engineering lead, as a prime or subcontractor, on a >$2B Space or ISR development program; or

Program Management lead and Systems Engineering lead on a >$500M Space or ISR development Program

	Low Relevant = 1
	The Offeror exhibits experience as Program Management or Systems Engineering lead, as a prime or subcontractor, on a >$100M Space or ISR development Program


	Table 160-3-Past Performance Focus Area 2


	End to End System Integration 

	Relevancy
	

	Highly Relevant =5
	The Offeror exhibits experience integrating large-scale ISR, command/control, ISR payload processing, and data delivery systems (Greater than $1 Billion) with National and Theater systems.  These criteria include End-to-End systems integration encompassing a significant portion of the TPED/TPPU process as an integral part of the systems architecture.  Work should have included interfaces to the DoD and Intelligence Community.

	Medium Relevant =3
	The Offeror exhibits experience integrating large-scale ISR platforms, command/control, ISR payload processing, and data delivery systems (Greater than $1 Billion) with National or Theater systems.  These criteria include End-to-End systems integration encompassing a significant portion of the  TPED/TPPU process as an integral part of the systems architecture.  Work should have included interfaces to the DoD or Intelligence Community.

	Low Relevant = 1
	The Offeror exhibits experience integrating a significant portion of small-scale ISR platforms, command/control, ISR payload processing, and data delivery systems with National or Theater systems. 


	Table 160-4-Past Performance Focus Area 3


	Satellite BUS 

	Relevancy
	

	Highly Relevant =5
	Demonstrated capability to develop and produce a satellite bus with characteristics similar to or more stringent than those within the Increment 1 concept trade space being proposed.  Analogous buses have 5 of 7 parameters which are substantially similar to those of the proposed bus concepts or have requirements which are demonstrably more stringent than those proposed.  Characteristics for comparison include orbit altitude, bus mass, power generation, size of payload accommodated, platform attitude (knowledge and control), Communication data rates, and design life.

	Medium Relevant =3
	Demonstrated capability to develop and produce a satellite bus with 3 of the above 7 characteristics which are similar to or more stringent than those within the Increment 1 concept trade space being proposed. 

	Low Relevant = 1
	Demonstrated capability to develop and produce a satellite bus with 2 of the above 7 characteristics which are similar to or more stringent than those within the Increment 1 concept trade space being proposed. 


	Table 160-5-Past Performance Focus Area 4

	Payload

	Relevancy
	

	Highly Relevant =5
	See ANNEX C

	Medium Relevant =3
	See ANNEX C

	Low Relevant =1
	See ANNEX C


	Table 160-6-Past Performance Focus Area 5

	Software Development

	Relevancy
	

	Highly Relevant =5
	Developed and delivered greater than 2 Million ESLOC which included both space operations and ISR system functions.  This code may include payload data processing, command and control, mission management, exploitation, tasking, and/or data dissemination for DoD and Intelligence community user systems. 

	Medium Relevant =3
	Developed and delivered greater than 500K ESLOC which included both space operations and ISR system functions; or

Developed and delivered greater than 2 Million ESLOC which included either space operations or ISR system functions

	Low Relevant =1
	Development in progress of greater than 500K ESLOC which includes either space operations or ISR system functions.


	Table 160-7-Past Performance Focus Area 6

	Ground Systems

	Relevancy
	

	Highly Relevant =5
	Demonstrated capability to develop, operate, and maintain a robust ground system that supports operations and maintenance of a large constellation of space vehicles in one or more of the following areas: command and control of a large, complex mission-critical constellation of space vehicles; monitoring and maintenance of its health; planning, optimal scheduling and dynamic tasking of its services, maintenance of the quality of its products and services; and processing and dissemination of its products to a large community of National and/or Military users with diverse requirements and in varying security domains.

	Medium Relevant =3
	Demonstrated capability to develop or operate and maintain a robust ground system that supports operations and maintenance of a few space vehicles in one or more of the following areas: command and control of a few space vehicles, monitoring and maintenance of its health; planning, scheduling and tasking of its services, maintenance of the quality of its products and services; and processing and dissemination of its products to a community of users with diverse requirements.

	Low Relevant =1
	Demonstrated capability to develop or operate and maintain a ground system that support operations and maintenance of a single space vehicle in one or more of the following areas: command and control, monitoring and maintenance of its health; planning and scheduling of its activities; and processing and dissemination of its products to a community of users.


STEP 3.  ASSESS CONTRACT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH FOCUS AREA: 
In order to address past/present performance by the Offerors, the PRAG will then assess the data obtained and assign past/present performance ratings by focus area by contract.  The Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) will evaluate relevant current and past performance to assess confidence in the ability of the offeror’s team to meet the requirements of this solicitation.  The PRAG will assess the demonstrated record of performance of each offeror’s team in relevant management, cost, and technical experience with the life-cycle development of similar systems.  The Government will consider the team’s demonstrated record of contract compliance, including cost and schedule, in supplying products and services that meet users’ needs.  For each of the Focus Areas, all contracts with relevancy of at least 1 will be reviewed and given one of five performance ratings in Table 160-8. 

	Table 160-8—Past/Present Performance Ratings

	Rating—
	Definition—

	Exceptional
	The Contractor met all contractual (cost, schedule, and system performance) requirements.  

	Very Good
	The Contractor met all the key contract (cost, schedule and system performance) requirements.  Contractual requirements not met did not adversely impact the Government. 

	Satisfactory
	The Contractor met most of the key contract requirements, and those that were not met did not result in significant adverse impact to the Government

	Marginal
	The Contractor met most of the key contractual requirements.  Those contractual requirements that were not met resulted in significant, but manageable adverse impacts to the Government.  

	Unsatisfactory
	The Contractor did not meet key contractual requirements, resulting in significant, unmitigated adverse impact to the Government.

	Not Applicable
	No record of past performance or the record is inconclusive


STEP 4.  ASSIGN CONFIDENCE RATINGS TO EACH OF THE FOCUS AREAS: 

For each focus area the PRAG will assess the Offeror’s performance confidence and assign a confidence rating based on the criteria defined in Table 160-9.  These overall focus area confidence ratings will be based on an integrated assessment of the relevancy and performance of all relevant contracts in each focus area.  For each focus area, more recent and relevant performance will have a greater impact on the Performance Confidence Assessment than less recent or relevant effort.  
	Table 160-9—Past Performance Confidence Ratings

(assigned at the Focus Area and Factor level)

	Rating—
	Definition—

	EXCEPTIONAL/HIGH CONFIDENCE
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, essentially no doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	VERY GOOD/SIGNIFICANT CONFIDENCE
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, little doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	SATISFACTORY/CONFIDENCE
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, some doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	NEUTRAL/UNKNOWN CONFIDENCE
	No performance record identifiable (see FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iii) and (iv)).

	MARGINAL/LITTLE CONFIDENCE
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, substantial doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort. Changes to the offeror’s existing process may be necessary in order to achieve contract requirements.

	UNSATISFACTORY/NO CONFIDENCE
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, extreme doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Source: AFFARS 5315.305 (a)(2)(S-92)


STEP 5.  RECOMMEND PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR CONFIDENCE RATING: 

The PRAG will assess each Offeror’s focus area performance confidence ratings and recommend an overall Offeror “Confidence” rating for the Past Performance Factor, based on the criteria defined in Table 160-9.  Offerors and their team(s) without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance and, as a result, will receive a “Neutral/Unknown Confidence” rating for the Past Performance Factor.

Proposal Volume 3 Instructions—Past Performance

(a) Offerors shall submit current and past performance data for themselves and for each proposed critical subcontractor (as determined by the offeror based on the scope of each subcontract and relevance to the program) and/or joint venture partner, that they consider relevant in demonstrating the ability to perform the proposed effort.  The offerors’ past performance information may include data on efforts performed by other divisions or corporate management only if such resources will be used or significantly influence the performance of the proposed effort.  Contracts listed may include those with the Federal Government, state and local Governments or their agencies, and commercial customers.  Offerors that are newly formed entities without prior contracts or that do not possess relevant corporate past performance shall list contracts demonstrating the past performance of all key personnel.

(b) Each Offeror with relevant performance information must send a Performance Questionnaire (Attachment 1 of Section L&M) to at least two of the following points of contact for each contract described in the Past Performance Volume.  Preferred points of contact are, in order of descending preference: program manager, PCO, technical or engineering lead, or Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO).  The points of contact shall return completed questionnaires to the PCO.

(c) The Volume 3 page count limit is no more than four pages per contract, not to exceed 75 pages total.  The attachments (questionnaire tracking records, award fee letters, and client authorization letters) are excluded from the page count limit.

(d)The Past Performance Volume shall contain the following sections:

(1) Section 1–Offeror’s Experience Summary Table.

Offerors shall submit an experience summary as illustrated in Table 160-10 that depicts related experience by any part of the offeror’s team.  At a minimum, the table shall reference programs submitted in Volume 3.  Work must be applicable to the SBR contract, but could have been performed anytime.  This section shall consist of one page using the table format shown below.  The first column will denote whether the contract was accomplished by the prime contractor or by a sub-contractor.  The second column will contain the name of the program being submitted for evaluation. The remaining columns will contain one of the following symbols:

	Table L&M 160-10-–Offeror’s Experience Summary Table

	Contractor
	Program Element/ Proposal Requirement

Program
	Major System Development
	End to End Integration
	BUS (Space)
	Payload
	Software
	Ground System

	Contract 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: A filled in circle (() if effort performed for a particular program element since Jan 1993. An open circle (o) if effort performed for a particular program element was earlier than Jan 1993. A blank, if offeror or sub-contractor has no experience in this area. 


(2) Section 2-Candidate Increment 1 Concepts Description
The offeror shall describe the key aspects of its proposal that relate to the relevancy criteria in Tables 160-2 through 160-7 in enough detail to allow evaluation of this section without reference to other volumes.  For example, definition of the key satellite bus parameters of your concepts (e.g. orbit altitude, bus mass, power generation, etc) in this section will allow the PRAG to evaluate the relevancy of past and present bus development efforts with respect to your proposed concepts for satellite bus. 

(3) Section 3–Contract Descriptions

The offeror shall submit a description of contracts where it performed or is performing work similar to the work contemplated by the RFP.  This section shall be organized by contract and shall include the information below for each contract discussed.  It is permissible to combine one or more contracts together on one contract description to describe a program that uses multiple contracts for program execution under a common management structure. 

i. Contractor/Subcontractor places of performance, CAGE Codes and DUNS numbers

ii. Government contracting activity, address, telephone, and fax number

iii. Name, address, telephone, and fax numbers for:

a. Procuring Contracting Officers, Contract Administrators, Administrative Contracting Officers

b. Program, Project, or subcontract Managers–Procuring Agency

c. Technical representative–Procuring Agency

d. Other Cognizant Authorities (e.g., previous program managers, Contracting Officers, technical leads)

iv. Contract Number

v. Contract Type

vi. Award date

vii. Awarded price/cost

viii. Final, or projected final, price/cost -

a. Actual contract cost for the time period being evaluated vs. cost of the contract over the entire period of performance.

b. Actual contract cost by subcontract vs. cost of entire contract (when applicable)

ix. Original delivery schedule

x. Final, or projected final, delivery schedule

xi. If a fee or incentive type contract, specify the percentage of the fee for each period. Provide rating and accompanying rationale.

xii. Performance and Relevancy Narratives. 

a. Offerors shall provide a specific narrative explanation of each contract listed describing the objectives achieved and detailing how the effort is similar to any requirements of this solicitation.  (NOTE: Not all submitted contracts need to address all requirements.)  Include a brief explanation and corrective action for any contracts that did not meet original cost, schedule, or technical performance requirements.  List each time the delivery schedule was revised and provide an explanation of why the revision was necessary, including clarification of whether cost and or schedule revision(s) were Government directed. If final or projected costs are greater than award costs, quantify how much of the cost growth was not due to Government directed added scope, schedule slips, etc.  Provide a copy and a summary of any cure notices or show cause notices received on each contract listed and a description of any corrective action taken. Indicate if any of the contracts listed were terminated and the type and reasons for the termination.

b. The offeror shall also include a narrative description of the relevance of the offeror’s past performance to each of the Past Performance Sub-factors identified in the relevancy matrix below, and shall point out how the contract met or achieved those critical areas.  The narrative shall also include a description of how that past performance is relevant to the proposed SBR effort.  The relevancy description shall focus on the similarities between the work performed on that contract and the work that contractor will perform on SBR, rather than a description of how that experience, expertise, and/or product will benefit the SBR program in general.  For contracts involving tasks that were predominantly completed more than 10 years ago, the offeror shall explain why that work should still be considered relevant.  This explanation should discuss the continuity of management, technical expertise, processes, facilities, and any other information that would demonstrate relevance of this older work.

c. The offeror may describe any current quality awards, provided to the segment of the company that will support the SBR effort or certifications that indicate the offeror possesses a high-quality process for developing and producing the product or service required.  Examples of such awards or certifications include: the Malcolm Baldrige Quality Award, other Government quality awards, and private sector awards or certifications.  Identify the segment of the company received the award or certification, the award duration (i.e. yearly, quarterly, etc), when it was bestowed, and why they received this award.  The offeror shall not include performance data from other divisions or “corporate management” entities not planned for direct involvement during the execution of the program. 

d. For those efforts in which the offeror is aware of unfavorable and/or Marginal past performance, but in which the offeror has made significant progress not yet credited or formally documented, the offeror shall provide a narrative explaining “fixes” made to date or any other information regarding the unfavorable/Marginal assessment.  The offeror shall include similar language for each critical subcontractor, teaming contractor, and/or joint venture partner for whom this is applicable.  The narrative shall contain evidence of the offeror's ability to isolate the root causes of problems and shall describe programs or actions taken to resolve those causes.  Problems not addressed by the offeror, but found by the Government during the evaluation of the information in this volume or independently obtained, will be assumed to still exist.  Note: In the case of the Air Force’s Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS), if the offeror has already provided input and the rationale/ circumstances have not changed, DO NOT repeat them here.  The Government will use data provided by each offeror in this volume and data obtained from other sources in the development of performance risk assessments.  Also, the Government will use the Past Performance Questionnaire (Attachment 1) to obtain past performance information.  The Government reserves the right to change and/or supplement the questionnaire. 

xiii. Performance/Relevancy Matrix. Offerors shall also submit a performance/relevancy matrix (Table 160-11) for each contract with the information provided in the matrix corresponding to the narrative provided above.  Each contract or subcontract on which relevant experience was gained in a Past Performance sub-factor shall have a matrix filled in as shown below.  The “P/S” column must have a P or S to denote that the experience was either as a prime contractor or as a sub-contractor.  The “Relevancy” column shall denote relevance, using the relevancy ratings defined in Table 160-11, of the team’s performance/relevancy in the contract with respect to the role that team will perform on the SBR effort.  Fill each space in the columns, unless the contract reflects no performance/relevancy in that area, in which case the space is to be left blank.

	Table 160-11—Performance/Relevancy Matrix

	CONTRACT:
	P/S
	Relevancy

“1” to “5”

	Past Performance Subfactors
	Major System Development
	
	

	
	End to End Integration
	
	

	
	BUS (Space)
	
	

	
	Payload
	
	

	
	Software Development
	
	

	
	Ground System
	
	


(4) Section 4 – Subcontracts
Offerors shall provide a summary outline of how the effort required by the solicitation shall be assigned for performance within the contractor’s corporate entity and among the proposed subcontractors.  Offerors shall provide the information required above for any proposed subcontractor who shall perform a significant portion of the SBR effort. 

(5) Section 5 - New Corporate Entities

New corporate entities may submit data on prior contracts involving its officers and employees.  However, in addition to the other requirements in this section, the offeror shall discuss in detail the role performed by such persons in the prior contracts cited. 

(6) Section 6–Terminations

The offeror shall provide a listing of all space-system-related and ISR system-related study, development, Operations, and Maintenance contracts with a total contract value greater than $50M that have been terminated since Jan 1993 with a summary of the termination rationale. 


(7) Attachment A-Questionnaire Tracking

The Prime Offeror shall send out Performance Questionnaires (Attachment 1 of Section L&M).  The Offeror shall send a standard transmittal letter (Attachment 3 of Section L&M) to request that all POCs complete a Performance Questionnaire and to submit (mail or fax) the questionnaire within five (5) working days.

The Offeror shall track the completion of Performance Questionnaires and document all exchanges and follow-ups with each of the POCs identified in the Summary Information.  Initial Performance Questionnaire tracking status will be provided with the Past Performance Volume 3.  The Offeror shall exert its best efforts to ensure that at least two (2) POCs per contract or subcontract submit completed performance questionnaires by the time of proposal submission.  A final tracking record shall be submitted on proposal due date in electronic format as well as printed form.  The PRAG may conduct follow-up discussions with any of the POCs and reserves the right to send out additional questionnaires.

(8) Attachment B-Award Fee Letters


For submitted contracts that have award fee, offerors shall submit Fee Determining Official award fee letters.  Only submit letters from within the last ten years.  These letters shall not count toward the page count of this volume.  If a letter(s) cannot be found, provide an explanation of efforts accomplished and a point of contact used to obtain other letters for the contract.  If an award fee percentage is available where there is no letter available, submit the percentage.


(9) Commercial Client Authorization Letters

	TABLE L&M 160-12 – L&M Attachments for Present/Past Performance

	SECTION L&M Attachment 1
	Performance Questionnaire

	SECTION L&M Attachment 2
	SBR Introduction Letter for Questionnaire Respondents

	SECTION L&M Attachment 3
	Transmittal Letter

	SECTION L&M Attachment 4
	Subcontractor/Teaming Partner Consent Form

	SECTION L&M Attachment 5
	Commercial Client Authorization Letter

	SECTION L&M Attachment 6
	Past Performance Questionnaire and Tracking Record


L&M-170—PROPOSAL RISK FACTOR EVALUATION

(a) The Proposal Risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with an offeror's proposed approach.  Assessment of risk is done at the Mission Capability and Team Capability subfactor levels, and includes potential for disruption of schedule, increased cost, degradation of performance, and the need for increased Government oversight as well as the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  The subfactor evaluations are not rolled-up into an overall Proposal Risk rating but are presented at the subfactor level. 

(b) There is no separate proposal volume for the Proposal Risk Factor.  Information from the IMP, IMS, and other proposal volumes will be used to rate proposal risk.  The proposal risk ratings will reflect the Government’s assessment of the risk associated with each offeror’s approach in meeting performance and capability requirements, using the rating definitions in Table 170-1 (Proposal Risk Evaluation Ratings). 

	Table 170-1—Proposal Risk Evaluation Ratings

(assigned at the Mission Capability and Team Capability subfactor levels)

	Rating—
	Definition—

	H
	High. Likely to cause significant disruption of schedule, increased cost or degradation of performance. Risk may be unacceptable even with special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring. 

	M
	Moderate. Can potentially cause some disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance. However, special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties.

	L
	Low. Has little potential to cause disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance. Normal contractor effort and normal Government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties.

	Source: AFFARS 5315.305(B) for H, M, and L ratings.


L&M-180—COST – VOLUME 4

Cost Factor Evaluation

(a) Cost/Price Volume evaluation is based on information provided in accordance with Cost/Price Volume instructions provided below, which requires cost/price information in support of the proposed effort required to accomplish the statement of objectives of the basic contract for Phase A completion. 
(b) The offeror’s proposed cost/price will be evaluated to determine the Probable Cost (PC). The probable cost is determined by adjusting each offeror's proposed cost, and fee when appropriate, to reflect any additions or reductions in cost elements to realistic levels based on the results of the cost realism analysis. The cost realism analysis will measure the degree of confidence the Government places on proposed cost as being an accurate indicator of the actual cost necessary to perform in accordance with proposed approaches.  The offeror's proposed estimated costs shall not be controlling for source selection purposes.  The burden of proof regarding cost credibility rests with the offeror. Proposal risk will be increased in any offer determined unrealistically low compared to the anticipated costs of performance and without reasonable and complete explanation.  In this case, the Government will assume the offeror does not have an understanding of the technical requirements of the corresponding mission capability subfactor(s).  Evaluators may factor this assumption into the PC determination. 

(c) The offeror’s cost/price proposal will be evaluated, using one or more of the techniques defined in FAR 15.404, in order to determine if it is reasonable and realistic.  If the Contracting Officer determines that Adequate Price Competition (APC) has not been obtained, reasonableness will be evaluated using cost analysis techniques described in FAR Subpart 15.404-1(c).  A price is determined to be reasonable when the offeror’s proposed price represents a price that a prudent and competent buyer would be willing to pay, given available data on market conditions, alternatives to meeting the requirement, the evaluated price of each alternative, and technical evaluation factors.  Cost realism analysis is the process of independently reviewing and evaluating specific elements of each offeror's proposed cost estimate to determine whether the estimated proposed cost elements are realistic for the work to be performed; reflect a clear understanding of the requirements; and are consistent with the unique methods of performance and materials described in the offeror's technical proposal.  The Cost/Price Realism Assessment (CPRA) will consider technical/management risks identified during the evaluation of the proposal and associated costs.  When the Government evaluates an offer as unrealistically low compared to the anticipated costs of performance and the offeror fails to explain these underestimated costs, the Government will consider, under the applicable Proposal Risk subfactor, the offeror’s lack of understanding of the technical requirements of the corresponding Mission Capability subfactor.  
(d) Compliance with Near Term Funding Profile. The offeror’s proposed cost will be evaluated to ensure that it complies with the near term funding profile provided in L&M-120.  

Proposal Volume 4 Instructions—Cost

General Instructions

(a) This volume will include complete cost information in support of the proposed effort required to accomplish the statement of objectives for Phase A completion. 
(b) Cost Price Reasonableness and Realism
These instructions are provided to assist you in submitting information other than cost or pricing data, which is required to evaluate the reasonableness and realism of your proposed cost/price. Compliance with these instructions is mandatory and failure to comply may result in rejection of your proposal.  Note that unrealistically low or high proposed costs or prices, initially or subsequently, may be grounds for eliminating a proposal from competition either on the basis that the offeror does not understand the requirement or has made an unrealistic proposal.  Offers should be sufficiently detailed to demonstrate their cost reasonableness and realism.  The burden of proof for cost credibility of proposed costs/prices rests with the offeror.

(c) Cost or Pricing Information Requirements
In accordance with FAR 15.403-1(b) and 15.403-3(a), information other than cost or pricing data is required to support price reasonableness and cost realism.  Information shall be provided in accordance with the tailored formats specified hereunder.  Use of contractor formats is encouraged providing that all the required information is made available.  This information is not considered cost or pricing data and thus certification is not required in accordance with FAR 15.406-2.  If after receipt of proposals the PCO determines that there is insufficient information available to determine price reasonableness and none of the exceptions at FAR 15.403-1 apply, the offeror shall be required to submit cost or pricing data.

(d) Rounding

All dollar amounts provided shall be rounded to the nearest dollar.  All labor rates shall be rounded to the nearest penny.

(e) Estimating Techniques and Methods. The offeror and its subcontractors may submit cost estimates using appropriately validated parametric models that are part of its disclosed cost estimating systems. These cost estimates shall include contemporary estimating methods such as cost-to-cost and cost-to-non-cost estimating relationships (CERs); commercially available parametric cost models; and in-house developed parametric cost models. If necessary, reasonable and supportable allocation techniques may be used to spread hours and/or cost to lower levels of the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS). 

Cost Volume Organization

Section 1–Introduction. This section shall include a Table of Contents, specifying, by page number, where each cost/price format and each piece of narrative data is located.

Section 2–Cost Information. 

 
(a) Cost Formats. 

 
 
(1) Overview. The proposal Cost/Price Volume  overview shall provide comprehensive narrative support for the proposed cost/price.  The narrative shall explain the philosophy and methodology used in developing the estimates along with appropriate historical cost data illustrations, labor categories and hours.

 
 
(2) Estimating Methodology. The offeror shall—

 
 
 
(i) Provide a summary description of the standard estimating system or methods. The summary description shall cover separately each major cost element (e.g., Direct Material, Engineering Labor, Manufacturing Labor, Indirect Costs, Other Direct Costs, Overhead, G&A, etc.) unless a parametric model was used that does not provide this level of data. If a parametric model was used, provide a description of the model and the input parameters required. Also, identify any deviations from standard estimating procedures in preparing this proposal volume. Indicate whether the Government has approved the estimating system and /or parametric model and, if so, provide evidence of such approval.

 
 
 
(ii) Provide a summary description of the proposed purchasing system or methods (e.g., how material requirements are determined, how sources are selected, when firm quotes are obtained, what provision is made to ensure quantity and other discounts). Also, identify any deviations from standard procedures employed in preparing this proposal. Indicate whether the Government has approved the purchasing system and if so, provide evidence of such approval.

 
 
 
(iii) Indicate whether the Government has approved the accounting system, and, if so, provide evidence of such approval. Also, identify any deviations from standard procedures used in preparing this proposal.

(iv) If estimated costs required to perform the proposed effort have been decreased due to a management decision (for example, based on company IR&D or leveraged capital investments) provide a summary of the reduction by major cost element.  Also provide complete rationale for the reduction.  If the management reduction does not impact the estimated cost to perform the proposed effort, provide a description of the contractual mechanism proposed to make the management reduction contractually binding.  NOTE:  The Air Force does not encourage nor require an offeror to supplement DoD appropriations by bearing a portion of defense contract costs, whether through use of their IR&D funds or profit dollars.

 
(b) Information Other than Cost or Pricing Data. The offeror shall—

 
(1) Submit then-year funding requirements by Government Fiscal Year, supported by monthly projections of accrued expenditures, commitments, and termination expense.  Funding schedules must be consistent with Government imposed budgetary constraints provided at L&M 120.  

 
 
(2) Provide a cost summary for the instant contract by major cost elements by CLINs for each FY. The offeror also shall include a cost summary sheet that totals all CLINs by Government FY (see sample at Table 180-5 (Cost Summary by CLIN by Fiscal Year)).

 
 
(3) Submit a CWBS summary schedule in the example shown at Table 180-4 (CWBS Summary Schedule). In the first column, "CWBS No.", insert the proposed CWBS to correspond to the elements of cost stated in the "Description" column. The CWBS number shall be at least level 3 and at a sufficient level of detail to allow an assessment by the Government of the offeror’s ability to credibly complete the proposed effort described in the offeror’s IMP/IMS.  Provide summations to all higher CWBS levels. All hours shown in this table shall be consistent with hours stated in the cost summary. This documentation shall include but is not limited to un-priced BOE sheets and the proposed labor skill mix.

 
 
(4) Provide a BOE sheet(s) for each WBS element shown in the WBS cost summary.  BOE sheets will contain relevant documentation for both prime offeror and major subcontractor effort to explain the rationale for the proposed labor, material and other direct costs in sufficient level of detail to enable the evaluator to reconstruct the proposed cost/price.  The offeror shall describe how the hour estimate for each WBS element was developed (estimating methodology and basis), and specify the type of data used to develop the estimate, i.e., historical experience from XYZ program, why that program was relevant, engineering judgment, and cost estimating relationships (CERs, etc.).  The offeror shall include an identification and brief description of each WBS element to ensure traceability to the technical and management sections of the proposal.  The offeror shall also include for each WBS element a skill mix identification and position description for both prime and subcontractor effort; see Table L&M 180-1 (BOE Labor Skill Mix).


(i) For each computer software configuration item (CSCI) the offeror shall provide the number of new and pre-existing (designed for reuse & not designed for reuse) source lines of code (SLOC). Existing software intended for reuse should be explicitly identified as to the origin of the software, and whether it is commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS), a tailored development effort from a named program, or other origin. 

The offeror shall provide the basis for each cost estimate in sufficient detail to permit Government verification. This should include the identification of cost estimating tools/methodologies and the corresponding input parameters.

Where parametric models are used as a primary or crosscheck methodology, it is highly encouraged that all model input files be provided. Such parametric inputs and resulting model outputs must be clearly reconcilable with the offeror’s proposal and enable the Government to recreate the estimate of software costs by CSCI.

	Table 180-1—BOE Labor Skill Mix (Sample)

	Skill Mix
	CWBS No.
	Hours

	Senior Engineer
	
	

	Lead Engineer
	
	

	Technician
	
	

	Total Hours
	
	


 
 
(5) Submit a listing of the proposed probable subcontractors and inter-divisional transfers showing (a) the supplier; (b) description of effort; (c) type of contract; (d) price and hours proposed by each, and (e) price and hours included in prime's proposal to the Government (see example at Table 180-2 (Schedule of Probable Subcontractors)).

 
 
(6) Submit by CWBS element a listing of each major material item with an extended value exceeding $100,000 showing nomenclature, part number, quantity required, unit price, and extended price. (See example at Table 180-3 (Schedule of Major Material Items)). Identify if item is part of prime contract or subcontract.

	Table 180-2 —Schedule of Probable Subcontractors (Sample)

	SUPPLIER
	DESCRIPTION

OF EFFORT
	TYPE

CONTRACT
	SUBS

HRS
	SUBS

PRICE
	PROP

HRS
	PROP

PRICE

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 180-3—Schedule Of Major Material Items (Sample)

	CWBS No.
	NOMENCLATURE
	PART 

NUMBER
	QTY

REQ’D
	UNIT

PRICE
	TOTAL

PRICE

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TOTALS
	
	
	
	


 
 
(7) Provide a schedule of rates—

 
 
 
(i) Submit a schedule showing proposed direct and indirect rates by year. This schedule is to include (but separately identify) offeror, subcontractor(s) and inter-divisional transfer(s) rates. Note, if subcontractor cost proposals or inter-divisional rates are not available to the offeror, the offeror shall have this data sent directly to the Contracting Officer by the proposal deadline and reference this solicitation number (see example at Table 180-6 (Schedule of Rates)).

 
 
 
(ii) Each offeror shall indicate whether the proposed indirect rates are those negotiated under a Forward Pricing Rate Agreement (FPRA). If the offeror has a current FPRA and has proposed rates other than the FPRA rates, the offeror shall identify the proposed rate versus the FPRA rate and state the estimated total cost difference and the reason for the deviation. In addition, each offeror shall explain the method and basis of allocation for each rate.

 
 
(8) Submit an electronically encoded cost/price model in support of the proposed price. The cost/price model submitted must be consistent with the offeror's approved estimating system and must duplicate the logic and mathematical formula reflected in the paper copy of the proposal, to include extension of hours and rates into dollars at the CWBS level. Data file(s) shall be in MS Excel 2000 or MS Access 2000 format. Cost/price models submitted shall comply with this section. Major subcontractor data may be provided to the Government separately, if needed.  

Section 3–Other Information. 


(a) The offeror shall provide any other relevant cost assumptions and information, which form the basis of its proposal. These cost assumptions and information include, but are not limited to, the use of Government-furnished property, Government-furnished equipment, advance procurement costs, termination costs, inflation rate summary and explanation, special tooling, special test equipment. The offeror shall list any exception or qualification it has taken to the ground rules and assumptions provided in the solicitation, and provide complete rationale. 

(b) Describe the cost impact of associated with execution of contractor effort in a multi-level security environment.  This information will assist evaluators in the determination of cost/price realism. 
(c) Any cost reductions made in the proposal that are attributed to commonality with other programs, company‑funded efforts, or capitalization of equipment must be supported with the following: (This information enables the Government to evaluate the value of “leveraged” resources at the offeror’s disposal.  The addition of these resources, if supportable, supplements the proposed costs in the Government’s evaluation.)

	  (i) Commonality
	‑ Identify the specific program(s) and why it is applicable.

‑ Address the cost allowability and allocability of this action per FAR and the offeror’s CAS Disclosure Statement.

	  (ii) Company-Funded Efforts
	- Identify the specific efforts, the planned start and end dates, the applicability to the current solicitation, the source of company funding and how you plan to account for or allocate these costs in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles, and the offeror’s CAS Disclosure Statement, if applicable.

	  (iii) Capital Equipment
	- Identify the specific item(s) capitalized and what other applications exist for the equipment, provide corporate approvals for each action, and address the cost allowability and allocability of the action per the FAR and the offeror’s CAS Disclosure Statement.


	Table 180-4—CWBS Summary Schedule (Sample)

	CWBS 

NO.
	DESCRIPTION
	FYXX
	FYXX
	FYXX
	etc.
	TOTALS

	X.X
	Sensor Suite
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Prime Hours
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Sub 1 Hours
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Sub n Hours
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Inter-divisional Hours
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Material - Prime
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Material - Sub 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Material - Sub n
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Material -

  Inter-divisional
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Total - Prime
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Total - Sub 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Total - Sub n
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Total -Inter-divisional
	
	
	
	
	

	X.X
	EDR Algorithms
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Prime Hours
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Sub 1 Hours
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Sub n Hours
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Inter-divisional Hours
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Material - Prime
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Material - Sub 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Material - Sub n
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Material -

  Inter-divisional
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Total – Prime
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Total – Sub 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Total – Sub n
	
	
	
	
	

	
	  Total –Inter-divisional
	
	
	
	
	

	Etc.
	Etc.
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 180-5—Cost Summary by CLIN by Fiscal Year (Sample)

	CLIN: XXXX

	COST ELEMENT
	FY01
	FY02
	etc.
	TOTAL

	  Prime Hours
	
	
	
	

	  Sub 1 Hours
	
	
	
	

	  Sub n Hours
	
	
	
	

	  Inter-divisional Hours
	
	
	
	

	  Total Hours
	
	
	
	

	Direct Labor – Prime
	
	
	
	

	Overhead – Prime
	
	
	
	

	Material – Prime
	
	
	
	

	Subcontractor 1
	
	
	
	

	Subcontractor n
	
	
	
	

	Inter-divisional
	
	
	
	

	Other Direct Costs – Prime
	
	
	
	

	  Subtotal
	
	
	
	

	G&A
	
	
	
	

	  Estimated Cost
	
	
	
	

	Facility Capital Cost of Money
	
	
	
	

	Fee
	
	
	
	

	Total Cost Plus Initial Target Profit/Fee
	
	
	
	

	Material – Subcontractor 1 (non-add)
	
	
	
	

	Material – Subcontractor n (non-add)
	
	
	
	

	Material – Inter-divisional (non-add)
	
	
	
	


	Table 180-6—Schedule of Rates (Sample)

	ELEMENTS OF COST

(RATE CATEGORIES)
	PRIME

2001
	PRIME

2002
	SUB1

2001
	SUB2

2001
	IDT

2001

	(all categories of labor such as:)
	
	
	
	
	

	LC-1 Program Manager
	
	
	
	
	

	LC-2 Program Engineer
	
	
	
	
	

	Etc.
	
	
	
	
	

	(all indirect rates and profit/fee)
	
	
	
	
	

	Material Overhead
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L&M-190—IMP/IMS – VOLUME 6

(a) The IMP/IMS shall be proposed as follows:

Phase A Baseline IMP/IMS
Shall include all events and narratives necessary to accomplish CLINs 0001, 0002, and 0003.

Appendix 1
Shall include IMP/IMS key events and significant accomplishments for Phase B and C IMP/IMS through Full Operational Capability (FOC) of Increment 1.  This appendix is intended to provide the Government insight into the Offeror’s approach for executing Phase B and C activities.  This IMP will not be included in the contract.  Multiple IMP/IMS for Phase B and C (or description of deltas) may be proposed if necessary to address multiple concepts being investigated in Phase A.  NOTE: Narratives are not required for Phase B and C activities.

(b) Contractual Relationship Between The IMP And IMS.


(1) The IMP describes in detail how the work will be accomplished. The IMP (will take the place of a separate SOW) defines in detail what work is to be accomplished.  The IMP will be contractually binding and becomes Attachment 2 to the awarded contract.  After contract award, the IMP cannot be changed except through normal contract change actions.


(2) In contrast, the IMS is a contract deliverable item under the CDRL and is to be updated “as required” (to maintain schedule flexibility) in accordance with the requirements of the offeror’s CDRL.

(c) Integrated Master Plan (IMP).

A Contract Work Breakdown Structure (CWBS) and associated dictionary have been provided in Annex A.  The proposed CWBS shall be delivered as part of Volume 5 of the proposal.  All tasks in the IMP shall be correlated to the CWBS proposed by the offeror.  There should be a correlation between the CWBS and the IMP.  The IMP and IMS shall use a numbering system that facilitates contract requirements traceability.

The Offeror’s IMP, shall be provided.  The purpose of the IMP is to provide an up-front summary plan, which establishes a commitment to the development of SBR.  It also provides a basis for subsequent detailed planning, and is intended to instill a balanced design discipline, to measure progress of SBR program life-cycle requirements, and to provide management with in-process verification of requirements in order to make informed milestone decisions.

The IMP is a contractor-generated document, capturing the core activities and processes necessary to implement the program.  The IMP shall be written as an event-based plan containing significant accomplishments and accomplishment criteria needed to successfully complete each major program milestone.  IMP milestones shall be event-oriented and represent integrated product development (encompassing all functional disciplines) of the CWBS elements.  The IMP measures program maturity by marking the initiation/conclusion of events/milestones, significant accomplishments, and associated completion criteria that describe the total work effort necessary to acquire a system, which meets contract requirements.  The IMP shall contain narratives that provide the Government additional insight into the Offeror’s total work effort and for addressing how the Offeror will develop, implement, and commit to the total contracted effort.

The Offeror’s overall approach shall provide traceability from the system-level requirements through activities in the Offeror’s CWBS to the IMP and IMS, and to the IPT organization.  The IMP shall be a single plan for the entire effort, including associate and/or major subcontractor activities.  There shall be an IMP section/subsection for each of the elements in the Offeror’s proposed CWBS.  Each section/ subsection of the IMP shall contain Events, Significant Accomplishments and Accomplishment Criteria.  Selected Narratives, as called for below, shall also be provided.  The traceability to IPT organization allocates responsibility and accountability and should indicate primary and supporting IPTs.

(1) Event

An IMP event is a key contractual or programmatic event defined by the Government or the Offeror, which defines progress at a specific point in time.  IMP events mark the conclusion/initiation of intervals of major program activity and serve as decision-oriented measures of program activity related to the program’s maturity associated with continued system development.  The Offeror is encouraged to identify incremental reviews and milestones and additional events that best reflect the proposed program approach.  The Offeror shall include definitions of each event at the beginning of the IMP.  IMP events shall be properly sequenced and may include demonstration milestones, technical or program reviews and audits, system, space, and control segment reviews, and other key decision points. For each IMP event, there shall be one or more entry or exit significant accomplishments (either entry or exit).

(2) Significant Accomplishment

Significant accomplishments are interim or final critical efforts that must be completed prior to entering or exiting an event. Significant accomplishments are organized first by the CWBS element/product and then by functional area.  Entry accomplishments reflect what must be complete to initiate an event.  Exit accomplishments reflect what must be done in order for the event to be successfully closed and that SBR Development is ready for the next event.  For each significant accomplishment, there shall be one or more accomplishment criteria.  Significant accomplishments include:

A desired result at a specified event, which indicates a level of design maturity,

A discrete step in a process,

A description of interrelationship between different functional disciplines.

The Government is seeking Significant Accomplishments that provide sufficient insight to the process for achieving objectives of the SOO. The accomplishments shall be sequenced in a manner that ensures a logical path is maintained throughout the effort and tracks against key events.

(3) Accomplishment Criteria

Measurable and useful indicators demonstrating that the required level of maturity/progress in an associated significant accomplishment has been achieved. Accomplishment criteria include:

Completed work efforts,

Activities which confirm the value of the technical parameters,

Internal documents which provide results of in-process verification (successfully completed analysis or other testing activities), 

Completion of critical activities required by the Offeror’s internal program plans/operating instructions.

The accomplishment criteria should avoid the use of ‘percent completed’, and avoid citing data item report numbers rather than identifying and summarizing results.  Criteria should include a measure of sufficient detail that demonstrates the accomplishment is achieved consistent with the level of the design.

(4) Narratives

A collection of concise statements, with flow diagrams as necessary, describing the Offeror’s key functional/management processes and procedures.  The IMP narrative is used to supplement IMP accomplishments and associated criteria, provide insight into any tasks and activities not described by IMP accomplishments /criteria, and implement the IPD process.  In particular, a narrative should provide enough information to identify where the accomplishment criteria apply, (i.e., “pickoff points”) on the associated process.  The narrative describes the minimum essential processes that the Offeror will apply to their products in conformance with Government requirements.


The narratives shall complement the significant accomplishment and accomplishment criteria by indicating where in the particular process the criteria apply.  The concise statements, in addition to describing the Offeror’s key functional/management processes and procedures, shall describe their relationship to the IPD process and an overview of the efforts required to implement them.  The narrative shall address only the key elements of implementing or developing a process/procedure (i.e. what the process/procedure will be and how it will be implemented and tracked), since the narrative will be included in the contract.  The narrative is not the forum for providing supporting information/rationale (i.e. why a particular approach has been taken).  Each narrative subject area shall be arranged in the following format: A. Objective: B. Identification of Governing Documentation: and C. Process (if applicable).  The Objective is a brief statement of desired results, and is to be traceable to the SOO.  The Governing Documentation lists the Government documents and/or Offeror practices or procedures to be used to achieve the objective.  The Offeror shall clearly state which of these documents are compliance and which are reference and which of these will be tailored.  Compliance documents are contractually binding, while reference documents are for guidance only and are not contractually binding.  The Offeror shall clearly state whether Government documents will be tailored further and reference in which of the Offeror’s compliance documentation they will be tailored.  The narrative shall be consistent with applicable technical and management approaches described in the Mission Capability volume of the proposal.

(d) IMP Considerations

(1) Events:  The Offeror shall include the following reviews in the IMP as a minimum: Alternative System Review (ASR), System Requirements Review (SRR), an Integrated Baseline Review (IBR) for EVM, System Design Review (SDR) if proposed, and Technology Maturity Assessment (TMA).  

(2) The Offeror shall include the following specific areas of Government interest with narratives in the IMP that detail the relevant processes needed to execute Phase A of this program.

	Table 190-1—Minimum Required IMP Narratives

	Systems Engineering.  Define the plans, governing documents, processes, procedures, and metrics for systems engineering including, but not limited to the following:

Interface Definition and Control 

Joint Technical Architecture (JTA) Compliance 

Tracking new technical advances and incorporating new technologies through technology insertion and evolutionary acquisition processes

Life Cycle Cost (LCC) and schedule estimation

Configuration Management Process

M&S use and process for supporting SRR, SDR, and Verification & Validation

Quality Assurance

System Security Engineering

Trade Studies.  Define the processes that will be used to conduct trade studies leading to the ASR, to select an initial Increment 1 concept at ASR, and trades to take the ASR-selected initial concept to a final Increment 1 concept.  Describe trades that will be conducted on candidate Objective System(s).  Include the types of trades to be conducted, methodology, tools, concept assessment criteria including measures of effectiveness, and means of communicating this information to the Government.

Requirements Development.  Define requirements analysis and allocation processes.  Define the processes/plans to develop and refine the SBR System Specification to reflect the maturing SBR requirements and design.  Outline how relationship between trade studies and requirements development processes.  Show how the draft System Specification will mature into the SBR system specification by SDR.  Describe processes/plan to participate in the progressive maturation of the government produced CONOPS and CDD. Special attention should be given to procedures to be used in communicating initial definition or modification of draft System Specification and CONOPS with the Government, especially those which result from system design decisions made during this phase.  Detail the processes/plans for developing any segment-and lower-level specifications that you propose to undertake in Phase A.  M&S requirements development capabilities should be described.

Risk Management.   Define risk management processes, risk reduction/technology maturation processes, process to participate with and leverage government-sponsored risk reduction activities, and the process to achieve TMA.

Technical Program and Planning.  Describe the engineering program integration across all technical disciplines, including design engineering, test engineering and logistics engineering to meet cost, technical performance, and schedule objectives.  This should include, but is not limited to the following:

Major trade studies planning and control

Technical Performance Measurement (TPM) development and tracking

Alternative System Review

Systems Requirements Review

System Design Review

Technology Maturity Assessment

System Protection and Assurance (SP&A) processes. Define the SP&A processes including technical interchange meetings with the JPO SP&A office to report progress on program protection planning efforts, work on the PPP, and accomplishment of major milestones and participation in the System Security Working Group. Define the processes to be used for safeguarding critical aspects of the program identified in the SBR Program Protection Plan (PPP).

System Security Engineering

Describe how System Security Engineering (SSE) principles shall be infused into system engineering architectures at all levels to ensure a certifiable, accreditable (by all Cognizant Authority (COG) Designated Approval Authorities (DAA)) and cryptologically secure Increment 1 system.   Specifically, ensure all SSE trades include the traditional security disciplines (e.g., physical, communications, emission, information systems, information and personnel security) as part of the trade space.  The narrative shall include the process to develop and execute a System Security Plan (SSP) which describes the details to achieve a certified, accredited and cryptologically secure system.

System Test approach and considerations during Development

Describe the test and integration approach to the SBR program as well as methods to characterize the SBR system behavior early, including but not limited to:

M&S process for supporting SRR and SDR

Early Operational Assessment proposals

Use of test beds and integration facilities

Prototyping

Strategies for early interface testing including External User Organizations

End-to-end system-of-systems testing and integration

Software Development Process.  Define the Phase A software development process including integration between systems engineering, hardware development, and software development processes; the approach to new development, modification, reuse, integration including NDI and/or COTS and/or GOTS, software testing, maintenance, and all other activities, including certification processes, that result in software products.  Differentiate between processes used for Phase A product deliveries (e.g. models, tools, test beds, algorithms) and those used for Phase A activities related to the system software, if applicable. 

Management Processes.  Describe the program management process, including the Offeror’s program organization; approach to the management, coordination, and control of company divisions, subcontractors, and teaming partners; and the approach to partnering with the Government and supporting the evolution of the SBR program.  Describe how the prime will implement/operate/maintain process integrity and consistency across the team. This narrative should include, but is not limited to, the following:

Subcontractor/vendor management

Communication process including EDI processes

Cost control process

EVMS implementation/operation across the prime/subcontractor team

Integrated Master Schedule implementation/operation across the prime/subcontractor team

Environmental Compliance. Define the processes to be used for integrating environmental protection considerations into the overall SBR system architecture and engineering process

System Safety. Define the processes to be used to develop and implement a system-wide safety program to ensure that all aspects of system safety (including hazard control and cost, performance and schedule impacts) are optimized within system and program constraints throughout lifecycle ensuring that safety engineering requirements are identified and factored into the design of the SBR system. 
Hazardous Materials Management. Define the processes to be used for identifying, justifying, minimizing, eliminating, and controlling hazardous materials that will be used during manufacture, processing, maintenance, repair, and disposal of systems components and associated support items. 

Design Considerations. Define the processes to be used for developing design criteria and special test requirements that will ensure the integrity of the structure, moving mechanical assemblies, and propulsion systems. 

Data Management. Define the processes to be used by which all program data (both technical and cost data) will be developed, maintained, and made available to the Government electronically.

Integrated Logistics Support (ILS). Describe the logistics support analysis approach and how that process will be used in developing supportable systems. 


(e) Integrated Master Schedule (IMS)


(1) In support of the IMP, the IMS provides a schedule for all the events, significant accomplishments, and accomplishment criteria described in the IMP.  The IMS also outlines the detailed tasks and the corresponding calendar schedules (dates) necessary to show how each significant accomplishment will be achieved.  All tasks outlined in the IMS should be related to specific IMP accomplishments. 


(2) The IMP and the IMS employ a single numbering system based on the Contract Work Breakdown Structure (CWBS), which is also the cornerstone of the Earned Value Management Systems of both the Government and its contractors. The single numbering system provides traceability between the Significant Accomplishments and Accomplishment Criteria (IMP) and the Detailed Tasks (IMS).


(3) The offeror shall provide an IMS as part of its proposal. Updates shall be maintained and made available to the Government during contract performance upon request. The IMS is intended as a tool for day to day tracking of the program/project that rolls up to increasingly higher summary levels. The IMS is an integrated and networked multi-layered schedule of program/project tasks. The IMS identifies all IMP tasks, events, accomplishment, and criteria and the expected dates of each. For all events significant accomplishments and accomplishment criteria provide a task number, task name, duration, predecessor tasks, start date and finish date. Illustrate the proper interdependencies of all activities, events and milestones. Define the program’s critical path for the period of performance of this contract, and provide supporting narrative that explains the critical path and any unusual program aspects. Any required Government support must be identified by the offeror.

L&M 200—INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTRACTOR WBS (CWBS)

The Offeror shall create a CWBS in accordance with Annex A that will be incorporated into the Model Contract as Attachment 3.  The contractor is free to tailor (add elements and/or sub elements) to better reflect their proposed architecture. 

a.  Example: a communications segment (level II) could be added if an architecture includes the effort and associated costs to provide a dedicated SBR communications constellation or to modify an existing communications constellation.

b.  Example:  a payload may require a special thermal control subsystem.  The spacecraft bus has a TCS but typically the spacecraft TCS is not designed to cool or heat a payload element.  Thus, if applicable, a TCS sub element would need to be identified for and within the affected payload WBS element.
L&M 210—SECTION L CLAUSES

NOTICE:  The following solicitation pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference:

A.  FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION SOLICITATION PROVISIONS

	52.204-06
	DATA UNIVERSAL NUMBERING SYSTEM (DUNS) NUMBER (JUN 1999)

	52.211-14
	NOTICE OF PRIORITY RATING FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE USE (SEP 1990) Rated Order: ‘DO’

	52.215-01
	INSTRUCTION TO OFFERORS—COMPETITIVE ACQUSITION (MAY 2001) – ALTERNATE 1 (OCT 1997)

	52.216-01
	TYPE OF CONTRACT (APR 1984)

Type of contract is ‘Cost Plus Fixed Fee (CPFF)’ or ‘Cost Plus Award Fee (CPAF)’

	52.222-24
	PREAWARD ON-SITE EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMPLIANCE EVALUATION (FEB 1999)

	52.232-38
	SUBMISSION OF ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER INFORMATION WITH OFFER (MAY 1999)

	52.233-02
	SERVICE OF PROTEST (AUG 1996)
Para (a) Official or location is ‘David Block, SBR Contracting Officer
2420 Vela Way, Suite 1467
LAAFB
El Segundo, CA 90245’


B.  DEFENSE FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION SUPPLEMENT SOLICITATION PROVISIONS
	252.227-7028
	TECHNICAL DATA OR COMPUTER SOFTWARE PREVIOUSLY DELIVERED TO THE GOVERNMENT (JUN 1995)

	252.234-7000
	NOTICE OF EARNED VALUE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (MAR 1998)


NOTICE: The following solicitation provisions pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated in full text:
A.  FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATIONS SOLICITATION PROVISIONS IN FULL TEXT
52.211-02
AVAILABILTY OF SPECIFICATIONS LISTED IN THE DOD INDEX OF SPECIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS (DODISS) AND DESCRIPTIONS LISTED IN THE ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AND DATA REQUIREMENTS CONTROL LIST, DOD 5010.12-L

Copies of specifications, standards, and data item descriptions cited in this solicitation my be obtained –

(a) From the ASSIST database via the Internet at http://assist.daps.mil; or

(b) By submitting a request to the –

Department of Defense Single Stock Point (DoDSSP)

Building 4, Section D

700 Robbins Avenue

Philadelphia, PA  19111-5094

Telephone (215) 697-2667/2179

Facsimile (215) 697-1462

52.252-01 SOLICITATION PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE (Feb 1998)
This solicitation incorporates one or more solicitation provisions by reference, with the same force and effects as if they were given in full text.  Upon request, the Contracting Officer will make their full text available.  The offeror is cautioned that the listed provisions may include blocks that must be completed by the offeror and submitted with its quotation or offer.  In lieu of submitting the full text of those provisions, the offeror may identify the provision by paragraph identifier and provide the appropriate information with its quotation or offer.  Also, the full text of a solicitation provision may be accessed electronically at this/there address(es): http://farsite.hill.af.mil/
52.252-05 AUTHORIZED DEVIATIONS IN PROVISIONS (APR 1984)
(a) The use in this solicitation of any Federal Acquisition Regulation (48 CFR Chapter 1) provision with an authorized deviation is indicated by the addition of “(DEVIATION)” after the date of the provision.
(b) The use in this solicitation of any Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (48 CFR Chapter 2) provision with an authorized deviation is indicated by the addition of “(DEVIATION)” after the name of the regulation.
B.  OTHER SOLICITATION PROVISIONS IN FULL TEXT
5352.215-9000 FACILITY CLEARANCE (MAY 1996)
The offeror must possess, or acquire prior to award of a contract, a facility clearance equal to the highest classification stated on the Contract Security Classification Specification (DD Form 254) attached to this solicitation.

L011 APPLICABLE CLAUSES (MAY 2002)
The appropriate clauses to be included in the contract will be determined based on Offeror’s response to the Section K representations.
(a) Patent Rights.  If the Offeror is a small business firm or nonprofit organization, the FAR 52.227-11, PATENT RIGHTS-RETENITON BY THE CONTRACTOR (SHORT FROM), DFARS 252.227-7034, PATENTS – SUBCONTRACTS, and DFARS 252.227-7039, PATENTS – REPORTING OF SUBJECT INVENTIONS will be used in Section I.  Otherwise FAR 52.227-12, PATENT RIGHTS – RETENTION BY THE CONTRACTOR (LONG FORM), will be included in Section I consistent with FAR Part 27.
(b) Cost Accounting Standards.  Section I of this solicitation may contain the three Cost Accounting Standards clauses at FAR 52.230-3, 52.230-4, 52.230-5, and/or 52.230-6.  The resultant contract will contain only those clauses required based on the Offeror’s response to the Section K certification titled Cost Accounting Standards Notices and Certification (National Defense).
(c) State of New Mexico.  Section I of this solicitation may contain the clause at FAR 52.229-10, STATE OF NEW MEXICO GROSS RECEIPTS AND COMPENSATING TAX.  The resultant contract will contain this clause only if performance is in whole or in part within the State of New Mexico and the contract directs or authorizes the contractor to acquire property as a direct cost under the contract.
(d) Education institutions and nonprofit organizations.  If a cost-reimbursement type contract is contemplated and the offeror is an educational institution, paragraph (a) of the clause at FAR 52.216-7, Allowable Cost and Payment shall be altered in the resultant contract to refer to FAR Subpart 31.3 for determining allowable costs.  Similarly, if the offeror is a nonprofit organization (other than an educational institution, a State or local government, or a nonprofit organization exempted under OMB Circular No. A-122), paragraph (a) of the clause at FAR 52.216-7 shall be altered to refer to FAR Subpart 31.7.  In addition, if the offeror is an education institution, DFARS 252.209-7005, MILITARY RECRUITING ON CAMPUS, will be added to Section I of the resultant contract.
(e) Subcontracting Plan. If the offeror has a comprehensive subcontracting plan under the test program described in 219.702(a), and DFARS 252.219-7004, SMALL, SMALL DISADVANTAGED AND WOMEN-OWNED SMALL BUSINESS SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (TEST PROGRAM) will be used in Section I in lieu or FAR 52.219-9, FAR 52.219-10, FAR 52.219-16, DFARS 252.219-7003, and AFMCFARS 5352.219-9000.
SMC-L001 USE OF NON-GOVERNMENT ADVISORS (JUN 2003)
Offerors are advised that data submitted to the Government in response to this solicitation may be released to non-Government advisors for review and analysis.
SMC-L002 TEAMING ARRANGEMENTS FOR PAYLOAD AND PRIMES (AUG 2003)
(a) The Government has made a substantial investment in Space Based Radar payload technology in the past.  The Government has an interest is making sure that this investment is available to all potential primes on an equal basis.   In order to protect this investment the Government requires the following to participate in the competition:
(1) Restrictions are needed to ensure that the payload providers establish individual contractor integration teams that will provide their payload contract information to all primes on an equal, non-exclusive basis.  In order to accomplish this, the prime will be responsible to submit the intent to subcontract agreements to the contracting officer when available.  The agreements must identify integration team members by name and establish appropriate firewalls to protect information.  The contracting officer will approve the firewall arrangements of the integration team members.  
(b) If award is made to the offeror, the resulting contract may include an organizational conflict of interest limitation.  During evaluation of proposals, the Government may, after discussions with the offeror and consideration of ways to avoid the conflict of interest, insert a special provision in the resulting contract.
(c) The organizational conflict of interest clause included in this solicitation may be modified or deleted during negotiations.
SMC-L003 Notification to Offeror’s Regarding Northrop Grumman Corporation Final Judgment (JUL 2003)
(a) The purpose of this clause is to notify offeror’s of the Final Judgment in the matter of the United States v. Northrop Grumman Corporation and TRW, Inc., Case Number 1:02CV02432, signed 10 June 2003.

(b) Northrop Grumman, in the context of the SBR Program, is both a potential radar payload provider (Northrop Grumman Electronic Systems Sector (NGES)) and satellite prime (Northrop Grumman Space Technology Sector (NGST)). Offeror's should refer to the Final Judgment for specific instruction on how Northrop Grumman will comply with the Final Judgment in the context of the SBR Program and contact the Contracting Officer and DoD Compliance Officer in writing with any questions.
(c) All offerors are instructed to notify the SBR Contracting Officer and the DoD Compliance Officer in writing if they have reason to suspect that NGES or NGST are not in compliance with the Final Judgment.  The address of the DoD Compliance Officer is:

Maj Gen C. Robert Kehler

1670 Air Force Pentagon, Room 4C1000

Washington, DC 20330-1670

ANNEX A—GOVERNMENT REFERENCE WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE

	1
	SBR [TOTAL PROGRAM]
	This element is a roll-up of segment level elements of the SBR Program, which includes a space segment, ground segment, user segment, launch segment, and additional segments as follows; Software segment- to aggregate software development and production costs and elevate visibility into the contractor's integrated approach to software management; Operations and Support Segment- lends itself to ease in evaluation of O&S costs; System-Level Segment- to capture system and system-of-systems engineering and other costs managed by the contractor above the segment level. 

	1.1
	
	System Level Segment
	This segment is a roll-up of elements that include System Engineering, Integration and Test (to account for system and system-of-systems engineering activity), Program Management, Data, and any additional elements as applicable to a contractor's architecture for system level products.

	1.1.1
	
	
	Systems Engineering, Integration & Test (SEIT)
	This element includes the effort to integrate and test the SBR system into the ISR environment.  It includes System-of-Systems Integration, system-level performance (MTI and SAR quality & quantity), timeliness, reliability and integration and test of the Space Segment and Ground Segments.  It also includes identification, monitoring, and technical interchange with organizations and related development efforts that have bearing on the operational integration of SBR.  This may include external interface analysis, system to segment requirements allocation, CONOPS and OPSCON analysis, supportability and logistics planning and configuration may also be included if applicable.  The effort to test the cross-system and system-of-system requirements validation is included as necessary.  

	1.1.2
	
	
	Program Management (PM) (may break out at segment level)
	This element includes the business management and administrative planning, organizing, directing, coordinating, controlling, and approval actions designated to accomplish overall program objectives which are not associated with specific hardware or software segments.    This element excludes program management functions that are more appropriately identified at the segment or lower level.  

	1.1.3
	
	
	Data (or rolled up in PM)
	This element includes the effort to provide data and data management functions: (1) archiving documents, (2) establishing and operating a program data center, which may include an electronic data depository, (3) maintain the documentation data base, (4) monitor and status CDRL deliveries to assure timely delivery to the Government (5) provide the Government and the SBR Program the required documentation handling assistance necessary to effectively manage the program, and (6) track Government Furnished Equipment.  If data cost elements are recorded at lower levels of the WBS, they must be identified as a separate WBS element.  

	1.1.4
	
	
	System level products (if applicable)
	This element includes any additional elements as applicable to a contractor's architecture for system level products. 

	1.2
	
	Space Segment
	This is a roll-up of elements that include; a complete group of SBR space vehicles placed into operational orbit.  This segment may be replicated for the addition of differently configured satellites (e.g. MEO, LEO, GEO).  This element consists of space segment level system engineering, assembly, integration and test, a radar payload, a communications payload, a spacecraft element/bus, a space vehicle-to-launch vehicle adapter, mission unique integration, and launch and on-orbit operations support through SCA.  (O&S following transfer of satellite control authority will be accounted for in 1.7)   

	1.2.1
	
	
	Space Segment Systems Engineering/Program Management (SE/PM)
	This element also includes the systems engineering and program management functions directly associated with the Space Segment.  It includes all technical, management and functional activities associated with the design, development, and production of mating surfaces, structures, equipment, parts, materials, and software (only that associated with software/hardware design interface) required to assemble level 3 the space segment (hardware/software) elements into a level 2 mission equipment.  

	1.2.2
	
	
	Space Segment AI&T
	This element includes the assembly, integration and test of the SBR payloads and spacecraft bus into a space vehicle.  It includes all activities associated with the assembly, integration, and test of the level 3 space segment hardware and software elements into a space vehicle, including space vehicle systems ambient and environmental tests and intersegment tests to verify space vehicle performance prior to transporting the space vehicle to the launch site. It excludes integrated Space-Ground testing captured in WBS 1.1.1

	1.2.3
	
	
	Radar Payload
	This element includes all activities necessary to design, develop, and produce a completed radar sensor ready for integration with the spacecraft and other elements of the satellite.  The radar payload includes all RF, digital, mechanical, thermal, and electrical components of the sensor, including the ESA, FEP, BEP, Data Storage, Rate buffers and controllers that may be needed.

	1.2.3.1
	
	
	
	Radar Payload SE/PM
	This element includes the systems engineering and technical control as well as the business management of the Radar Payload.  It includes the overall planning, directing, and controlling of the definition, development, and production of a radar payload, including supportability and logistics planning directly associated with the radar payload.   

	1.2.3.2
	
	
	
	Radar Payload AI&T
	This element includes all activities to assemble, integrate, and test the hardware and software elements of the radar payload as well as the STE, test software and simulators. This element excludes radar payload software.

	1.2.3.3
	
	
	
	Radar Payload subsystem (as many as applicable)
	The radar payload subsystems element includes all costs to design and develop hardware that is integrated into a radar payload.  The radar payload subsystems include the major elements of the radar payload.  These major elements should include any radar antenna, electronics, on-board processor, controllers, thermal control, structures, etc. directly associated with the radar payload.  A mass data storage subsystem, if applicable, should be identified with a unique WBS. 

	1.2.4
	
	
	Communication Payload
	This element includes all activities necessary to produce a completed communication payload ready for integration with the spacecraft and other elements of the satellite.  

	1.2.4.1
	
	
	
	Comm SE/PM
	This element includes the systems engineering and technical control as well as the business management of the communication payload.  It includes the overall planning, directing, and controlling of the definition, development, and production of a communications payload including supportability and logistics planning directly associated with the communications payload.   

	1.2.4.2
	
	
	
	Comm AI&T
	This element includes all activities to assemble, integrate, and test the hardware and software elements of the communications payload. .  This element excludes communications payload software.

	1.2.4.3
	
	
	
	Comm Payload subsystem (as many as applicable)
	The communications payload subsystems element includes all costs to design and develop hardware that is integrated into a complete communications payload.  The communications payload subsystems include the major elements of the communication payload.  These major elements may include any antennae, electronics, controllers, structures, etc. directly associated with the communications payload.    A mass data storage subsystem, if applicable, should be identified with a unique WBS. 

	1.2.5
	
	
	Spacecraft Element/Spacecraft Bus (SCE)
	This element includes the cost of the structure; and any thermal, attitude determination and control (ADCS), electrical power supply (EPS), telemetry, tracking, and command (TT&C); and propulsion systems, if applicable.

	1.2.5.1
	
	
	
	Spacecraft SE/PM
	This element includes the systems engineering and technical control as well as the business management for the spacecraft bus. It includes the overall planning, directing, and controlling of the definition, development, and production of a spacecraft, including supportability and logistics planning directly associated with the spacecraft bus.   

	1.2.5.2
	
	
	
	Spacecraft AI&T
	This element includes all activities to assemble, integrate and test the hardware and software elements of the spacecraft.

	1.2.5.3
	
	
	
	Attitude Control Subsystem
	This element includes the costs to design, develop, produce, test, and integrate the hardware necessary to perform the spacecraft attitude control functions.  This element excludes any payload costs for AD&C purposes that are not intrinsic to the spacecraft/bus design.

	1.2.5.4
	
	
	
	Structure & Mechanisms Subsystem
	This element includes the effort to design, develop, fabricate, test and integrate (as necessary at the subsystem level) the structures and electro-mechanical subelements that supports spacecraft subsystems, payloads, and provides for deployment of appendages. This element excludes the LV adapter/dispenser, which is recorded in WBS 1.2.6.

	1.2.5.5
	
	
	
	Propulsion Subsystem
	This element includes the equipment used for orbit insertion, station keeping, and end-of-life de-orbit of the satellite.  This element includes the effort to allocate requirements, design, develop, fabricate, test and integrate (as necessary at the subsystem level) the propulsion subsystem. 

	1.2.5.6
	
	
	
	Electrical Power Subsystem
	This element includes the equipment used to generate, convert, regulate, distribute and/or store electrical power for use by the space vehicle (spacecraft bus and payloads).  This element also includes the effort to allocate requirements, design, develop, fabricate, test and integrate (as necessary at the subsystem level) the electrical power subsystem.  

	1.2.5.7
	
	
	
	Thermal Control Subsystem
	This element includes the costs to design, develop, produce, test and integrate (as necessary at the subsystem level) the hardware necessary to control the spacecraft temperatures..  This element excludes thermal control systems or equipment for the payloads.

	1.2.5.8
	
	
	
	Command and Data Handling and TT&C
	This element includes the cost to develop, design, produce, test and integrate (as necessary at the subsystem level) the hardware necessary to control the spacecraft bus.  This element includes the function for Telemetry, Tracking and Control, which should be segregated within this element.

	1.2.5.9
	
	
	
	Aerospace Ground Equipment
	This element includes the design, development, production, integration and testing of those deliverable items required to support and maintain the system or portions of the system while the system is not directly engaged in the performance of its mission, and which are not common support equipment.  This includes all costs associated with electrical ground support equipment (EGSE) and mechanical ground support equipment (MGSE) at the Space Segment level.  This excludes the any systems engineering/program management efforts and/or common support equipment, presently in the DoD inventory or commercially available, bought by the using command, not by the acquiring command.

	1.2.6
	
	
	SV/LV adapter 
	This element includes the cost to design, develop and test the hardware necessary to attach the satellite to the launch vehicle. 

	1.2.7
	
	
	Mission Unique Launch Integration
	This element includes first time mission unique SV to LV integration activities required to mate the satellite vehicle to the launch vehicle and to incorporate mission (launch/flight) parameters.  It includes costs for which both the SV contractor and LV contractor will incur to make modifications to the EELV standard interface specification (SIS) and to tailor LV flight software.  These cost occur only once for the first mission and will not occur again for subsequent missions unless the SV-LV interface and/or mission parameters change.   

	1.2.8
	
	
	Launch and Orbital Operations Support (LOOS)
	LOOS includes effort associated with prelaunch planning, launch and ascent, and initial on-orbit operations.  The prelaunch activities include bus and payload preparation, as well as interface activities with the launch vehicle contractor, the Eastern and Western Test Ranges, the Air Force Satellite Control Facility (AFSCF).  The launch and ascent period includes final assembly, checkout, and fueling; liftoff; telemetry, pre-launch TT&C, and recovery operations; and post-processing of liftoff data.  Final on-orbit support includes maintenance of the ADCS operation; attitude and orbit control; support of on-orbit testing; routine monitoring and fault detection of space vehicle subsystem functions; and support of anomaly investigation and correction.  This period ends when the newly deployed satellite is turned over to the operational user, typically after 30 days (or up to 90 days for first unit). After transfer of SCA of the satellite, these operations costs are recorded within the O&S Segment.   

	1.3
	
	Ground Segment

	This roll-up of elements includes the costs of requirements allocation, design, development, production, integration, test and verification of the SBR ground segment.  The ground segment is defined as those elements necessary for command and control of the space segment necessary: to monitor and maintain its state of health; to plan and schedule the constellation collection activities; and, to process and deliver collection data.  It also includes all elements necessary for simulation, evaluation and anomaly resolution.  All necessary hardware and materials necessary for operations crew training are included.  This element also includes central security management (such as COMSEC, TRANSEC, Authentication) as appropriate.

	1.3.1
	
	
	Ground Segment SE/PM
	This element includes the systems engineering and technical control as well as the business management for the ground segment.  SE/PM is the overall planning, directing, and controlling of the definition, development, production, and operation of the ground segment including supportability and logistics planning.     

	1.3.2
	
	
	Ground Segment AI&T
	This element includes the overall assembly, integration and testing for all ground segment elements, hardware and software, into a complete ground system.  It excludes integrated Space-Ground testing captured in WBS 1.1.1

	1.3.3
	
	
	Mission Ground Station  (replicate as necessary for MGS, Backup MGS, TGS, Ground Comm, Training Center, factory nodes, etc. if applicable, place in 1.3.3.1)
	This element includes all activities necessary to produce a mission ground station or stations This WBS element should expanded with specific subelements or replicated as necessary to identify any additional ground elements (e.g., , back-up mission ground station, development facility, training facilities, or others_.  This element excludes software that is recorded in the Software Segment WBS.

	1.3.3.1
	
	
	
	Ground Station SE/PM
	This element includes the systems engineering, technical control and business management efforts to directly associate with the Mission Ground Station element.  This includes the SE/PM costs associated with the initial purchase of certain dedicated communications links necessary for system connectivity for MGS, TGS, Ground Communications and any other equipment (hardware and/or software), if applicable

	1.3.3.2
	
	
	
	Ground Station AI&T
	This element includes the overall assembly, integration and test for Ground Station subelements.  This includes the MGS, TGS, Ground Communications and any other equipment (hardware and/or software), as applicable.  This effort also includes any efforts necessary for identification, integration, and test of GFE directly associated with the Ground Station.  

	1.3.3.3
	
	
	
	Facilities 
	This includes the costs to design, develop and operate facilities necessary to support the ground station.  Any costs for new or modified Government provided facilities will be incurred by government using military construction and RDT&E funding, as appropriate, and should be identified as GFE.    

	1.3.3.4
	
	
	
	Mission equipment 
	This includes the costs to design, develop, build test and integrate equipment necessary to support ground segment data processing.  This element also includes all data processing equipment used this ground station (or other defined node).  

	1.3.3.5
	
	
	
	Ground Antenna
	This element, if required, includes the ground antenna hardware necessary to communicate with the satellite (or via a relay satellite) needed to maintain command & control of the space vehicle, and transmit/receive mission data from the space vehicle.  It may or may not be co-located with the MGS and may appear as a separate ground node or as a subelement of a node (e.g. subelement of a MGS).  

	1.3.3.6
	
	
	
	Additional Elements (software in 1.5.2)
	Create additional elements at this level for additional Mission Ground Station hardware. This WBS includes the costs to design, develop, and build additional equipment necessary to support the ground station.   

	1.3.4
	
	
	Terrestrial Communication
	This includes the costs to design, develop, and test terrestrial communications links between ground station and other ground elements.  This element also includes costs as necessary for integration of identified TCOMM GFE, if applicable, but should be identified as a specific subelement to this element. 

	1.3.5
	
	
	Additional Elements (e.g. Replicate as necessary for Backup MGS, etc. if applicable & provide lower levels consistent with 1.3.3)
	This includes the costs to design, develop, and test other elements to support additional elements in the ground segment.  

	1.4
	
	User Segment (Direct Support to the Warfighter)

	This is a roll-up of elements that include all activities necessary to design, develop, produce, and operate the user segment that provides direct support to the warfighter.  Sufficient elements should be included as applicable to address all user interactions with the system for Tasking, Planning, and Exploitation.

	1.4.1
	
	
	NATIONAL Exploitation Element
	This element includes the costs to design, develop, and produce all the hardware, if required, to operate a SBR system in conjunction with the existing National Security infrastructure.  Cost in this WBS element will include the system engineering effort to define the user element ICD's.  This element excludes the development of special products and fusions with other data that would further exploit the data provided by SBR.  

	1.4.1.1
	
	
	
	National SE/PM
	This element includes the Systems Engineering (SE) costs to oversee the design, development, and production of all the ground hardware, if required, needed to implement and operate the SBR system into and in concert with the existing National Security infrastructure. It also includes the business management and administrative planning, organizing, directing, coordinating, controlling, and approval actions directly associated with the National Exploitation Element. 

	1.4.1.2
	
	
	
	National AI&T 
	This element includes the assembly, integration and test of the SBR ground system in conjunction with the existing National Security infrastructure. 

	1.4.1.3
	
	
	
	Additional Sub elements 
	This element includes the additional sub-element costs to design, develop, and produce all the hardware to operate a SBR system in conjunction with the existing National Security infrastructure. 

	1.4.2
	
	
	Warfighter (CONUS and OCONUS) Element
	This element includes the costs to design, develop, and produce all the hardware, if required, to provide SBR mission data suitable for inclusion in warfighter systems.  This element and its sub elements exclude the procurement of the software necessary to deploy this capability throughout warfighter forces identified in WBS 1.5.4.2.  

	1.4.2.1
	
	
	
	Warfighter SE/PM
	This element includes the Systems Engineering (SE) and Program Management (PM) costs to oversee the design, development, and production of all the hardware, if required and software needed to provide SBR mission data in a format suitable for use by warfighter systems.  Also included are any systems engineering and program management of modifications to existing hardware to allow the acceptance of SBR data by existing systems.  

	1.4.2.2
	
	
	
	Warfighter AI&T
	This element includes the assembly, integration and test needed to provide SBR mission data in a format suitable for use by warfighter systems.  This includes the assembly, integration, and test of modifications to existing hardware to allow the acceptance of SBR data by existing systems.  

	1.4.2.3
	
	
	
	Additional Sub elements (software in 1.5.4.2)
	This element includes the additional sub element costs to design, develop, and produce all the hardware needed to provide SBR mission data in a format suitable for use by warfighter systems.    This includes modifications to existing hardware to allow the acceptance of SBR data by existing systems.  

	1.4.3
	
	
	Terrestrial Communication
	This element includes the costs to design, develop, and start-up terrestrial communications links between user elements.  This element also includes costs necessary for integration of identified GFE.

	1.4.4
	
	
	Additional Elements (replicate as necessary if applicable)
	This element includes the costs to design, develop, and other elements to support additional elements in the user segment.

	1.5
	
	Software Segment 
	This roll-up segment includes the cost to design, develop, build and operate SBR software; space, ground, and user.  This includes costs of requirements analysis, design, development, integration, test, qualification and problem analysis/error correction.   This element does not include software maintenance that is captured in the O&S software costs in WBS element 1.7.1.5.

	1.5.1
	
	
	Software SE/PM
	This element includes the systems engineering and technical control efforts, as well as the business management efforts, to oversee the design and development of the Space Segment, Ground Segment, and User segment software.  

	1.5.2
	
	
	Space Software 
	This element is a summation of the cost to design, develop, & implement SBR flight software.  Systems engineering and program management for software should be embedded in their respective software cost elements.  At the contractor's discretion, software systems engineering and program management could be accumulated and tracked separately at the software segment level.  

	1.5.2.1
	
	
	
	Bus
	This element includes the cost to design, develop, implement, verify, and test spacecraft software to perform standard spacecraft bus functions.  This element excludes the cost of mission specific software directly associated with the communications or radar payload.  

	1.5.2.2
	
	
	
	Radar/mission
	This element includes the cost to design, develop, implement, verify, and test space based radar software to perform mission functions.  

	1.5.2.3
	
	
	
	Communications
	This element includes the cost to design, develop, implement, verify, and test space based communications software to perform mission specific communications functions.  

	1.5.3
	
	
	Ground Software
	This element includes the cost to design, develop, implement, verify, and test SBR ground software.  

	1.5.3.1
	
	
	
	Capture Process Disseminate
	This element includes the cost to design, develop, implement and test ground software needed to perform capture, process, and dissemination functions in support of the SBR mission.  

	1.5.3.2
	
	
	
	Tasking, Command & Control
	This element includes the cost to design, develop, and implement ground software to perform tasking, command, and control of the space vehicle.  Unique mission functions, which affect the bus tasking and control should be segregated where feasible and included as a subelement to this element.  This element excludes the cost of processing SBR data to produce mission products.  Also included if applicable is all software necessary for security management (examples may include crypto key management and user authentication).

	1.5.3.3
	
	
	
	Simulation
	This element includes the cost to develop, design, and implement ground software to simulate the SBR system test, evaluation, training, and command verification.

	1.5.3.4
	
	
	
	Ground Test and Support Software
	This element includes the cost to design, develop, implement and perform a ground test on hardware and support software associated with operational activation of the SBR system.  This element excludes the effort in 1.5.3.3 above to simulate the SBR system test, evaluation, training, and command verification.

	1.5.4
	
	
	User
	This roll-up element includes the costs to design, develop, produce, implement and test all the software to provide SBR mission data, mission planning, and tasking suitable for inclusion in the User segment of the SBR system. 

	1.5.4.1
	
	
	
	National
	This element includes the costs to design, develop, produce, implement, and test all the software to provide SBR mission data in a format suitable for use by the National portion of the User segment in the SBR system.

	1.5.4.2
	
	
	
	Warfighter
	This element includes the costs to design, develop, produce, implement, and test all the software to provide SBR mission data, mission planning, and tasking in a format suitable for use by the Warfighter portion of the User segment in the SBR system.  

	1.6
	
	Launch Segment
	This roll-up of elements consists of booster hardware and common booster/satellite integration and services associated with launching a satellite into orbit.  

	1.6.1
	
	
	Launch Vehicle Services
	This element includes the launch vehicle (LV) services provided by the government (EELV) and includes standard SV-LV launch integration activities accomplished by the LV contractor directly associated with the LV and SV-LV interface.  This element is Government furnished.

	1.6.2
	
	
	Standard SV-LV Integration & Launch Operations
	This element includes standard SV-LV launch integration, preparation, post-launch closures, launch base procedures directly associated with the SV and SV-LV interface and excludes the government provided standard LV contractor SV-LV integration in WBS 1.6.1, above.  This element includes the effort to transport the SV and equipment to the launch base, test and fuel the SV, mate the SV and perform health checks, support launch and ascent simulations and check-out activities and perform close out tasks consisting of returning SV support equipment and AGE as applicable.  This element excludes the unique mission integration 

	1.7
	
	Operations & Support Segment
	The Operations & Support (O&S) element includes contractor support to Air Force conducted on-orbit operations.  This includes O&S planning, O&S readiness, SBR payload on-orbit testing of modifications, new development driven by an engineering change order, hardware & software sustainment, and any contracted SBR manpower staff support for center development & sustainment, as applicable.

	1.7.1
	
	
	Integrated Logistics Support
	This element includes the costs to design, develop, and produce or provide all hardware & software maintenance provided as Integrated Logistical Support (ILS) for the SBR system.      

	1.7.1.1
	
	
	
	Facilities 
	This includes the costs to design, develop and operate facilities necessary to support the ground and user segments.  The costs for new or modified facilities costs will be incurred by government using military construction and RDT&E funding, as appropriate, and should be identified as GFE.    

	1.7.1.2
	
	
	
	Sustaining Engineering/PM
	This element includes the sustaining engineering and program management functions necessary to maintain the SBR system; space, ground, and user, in an operational ready status. 

	1.7.1.3
	
	
	
	Hardware Maintenance
	This element includes the hardware maintenance effort to provide engineering, integrated logistics support (ILS) analysis, performance analysis and technical manual support to certified operational sites.  

	1.7.1.4
	
	
	
	Hardware Refresh
	This element includes for the procurement of replenishment spares and repairs to supplement maintenance efforts specified in 1.7.1.2.  This element excludes efforts and materials specified in initial spares element 1.7.1.6.

	1.7.1.5
	
	
	
	Software Maintenance support
	This element captures the space, ground, and user segment diagnostic and maintenance software required for planned software maintenance functions including system engineering, software engineering, system verification, configuration management, quality assurance, documentation, and delta training.  This element excludes hardware maintenance specified in element 1.7.1.3.

	1.7.1.5.1
	
	
	
	
	Space  Software Maintenance support
	This element includes the space segment diagnostic and maintenance software required for planned software maintenance functions including system engineering, software engineering, system verification, configuration management, quality assurance, documentation, and delta training.  

	1.7.1.5.2
	
	
	
	
	Ground Software Maintenance support
	This element includes the ground segment diagnostic and maintenance software required for planned software maintenance functions including system engineering, software engineering, system verification, configuration management, quality assurance, documentation, and delta training.  

	1.7.1.5.3
	
	
	
	
	User Software Maintenance support
	This element includes the user segment diagnostic and maintenance software required for planned software maintenance functions including system engineering, software engineering, system verification, configuration management, quality assurance, documentation, and delta training.  

	1.7.1.6
	
	
	
	Initial Spares
	This element includes the effort to: (1) support logistics engineering to generate spares listings; (2) provide maintainability and reliability data, and device test as required; (3) order initial hardware and software spares; (4) track order input from material requisition generation to initiation of the purchase order; (5) resolve vendor questions; (6) support pre-ship audit/pre-ship review activities as they pertain to spare parts; and (7) support safety engineering in the collection and validation of parts for use in the SBR program.  This element does not include recurring spare hardware or software for sustainment.

	1.7.1.7
	
	
	
	Training
	The training element includes the material deliverables, used to sustain training services, devices, accessories, aids, equipment, and parts, in order to facilitate instruction through which personnel will acquire the capability to operate and maintain the SBR system.  This element excludes the cost of a facility to facilitate SBR system instruction and operating utilities for life support sustainment. 

	1.7.1.8
	
	
	
	Technical Data
	This element includes the equipment & materials necessary to provide technical order management functions, which include: (1) archiving documents; (2) establishing and operating a technical order depository; (3) maintain the documentation data base; and (4) track Government Furnished Equipment.  

	1.7.2
	
	
	Operations
	This element includes costs associated with operation of the SBR Ground segment.

	1.7.2.1
	
	
	
	Operations Personnel 
	This element includes costs for DoD and contractor personnel to operate the SBR Ground segment. 

	1.7.2.2
	
	
	
	TComm
	This element contains all the technical and functional labor efforts and activities associated with Operations & Maintenance (O&M) requirements allocation, design, development, procurement, assembly, integration, test and verification of all items that may be necessary for maintaining and upgrading the Terrestrial Communication element.  This element includes all the cost to maintenance the Terrestrial communication links between the MGS, Back-up MGS and other identified nodes.  This element may also include the cost to maintain "Non-GFE" communications links.

	1.7.3
	
	
	User Operation and Maintenance
	This element provides for the operation and maintenance of all SBR system related hardware and software required to provide SBR mission data in a format suitable for use by both the National and Warfighter portions of the User segment. This element is reserved for total ownership cost trade studies and is not expected to be incurred by SBR contractors.

	1.7.3.1
	
	
	
	National 

Infrastructure
	This element provides for maintenance of National user efforts associated with strategy, policy, guidance, people and training, information management, processing, exploitation, archiving, and dissemination.  This element is reserved for total ownership cost trade studies and is not expected to be incurred by SBR contractors.  

	1.7.3.2
	
	
	
	Warfighter (CONUS and OCONUS)

Infrastructure
	This element includes Warfighter (a.k.a., BMC3) operations and maintenance costs for sustaining support of the Warfighter.  Sustaining support includes, but is not limited to, support equipment replacement, sustaining engineering support, and software maintenance support.  This element is reserved for total ownership cost trade studies and is not expected to be incurred by SBR contractors.  


ANNEX B – KEY PERFORMANCE PARAMETERS

	Space Segment

	  Constellation
	

	    Constellation altitude(s) (km)
	

	    Orbital inclination (deg)
	

	    Orbital configuration / phasing
	

	    Number of satellites to meet proposed increment 1 performance
	

	  General
	

	    Spacecraft design life (yrs)
	

	    Satellite Average Unit Production Cost (AUPC)
	

	    Spacecraft mass (total, wet) (kg)
	

	    -  Bus (dry) (kg)
	

	    -  Payload (kg)
	

	    Payload operate time (All modes + calibration) per day
	

	  Radar Payload – General Parameters
	

	    Min/Max operation frequency
	

	     - Transmit
	

	     - Receive
	

	    Max instantaneous bandwidth 
	

	    - Transmit
	

	    - Receive
	

	    Effective aperture size (length and width) (m)
	

	    Beam steering limits (azimuth and elevation) at upper band edge (deg)
	

	    Beam steering loss as a function of azimuth and elevation steering angle
	

	    Average antenna gain (over proposed RF bandwidth)
	

	    Effective noise figures (measured at antenna face)
	

	    Effective number of A/D bits
	

	    IF bandwidth (frequency and attenuation at band edge)
	

	    A/D sample rate
	

	     # Receive channels (main)
	

	     # Receive channels (aux)
	

	    Calibration frequency and duration
	

	    Primary payload input power (without BEP)
	

	  On-Board Processor
	

	    Max data rate out of FEP
	

	    Word length out of FEP
	

	    Max BEP Flops (if BEP is proposed)
	

	    BEP Flops/Watt (if BEP is proposed)
	

	  GMTI Parameters (Provide the following values for a WAS at the minimum, average, and maximum range offsets at a set, offeror-chosen squint angle.  Include all assumptions.)  
	

	     Minimum Range (km)
	

	     Average Range (km)
	

	     Maximum Range (km)
	

	     Squint Angle (deg)
	

	
	Min
	Ave
	Max

	    Peak Transmit Power (W)
	
	
	

	    Transmit duty factor (%)
	
	
	

	    Radio Frequency Bandwidth (Hz)
	
	
	

	    Waveform type (stretch, chirp, etc.)
	
	
	

	    Number of pulses per coherent processing interval (CPI) (or equivalent CPI time)
	
	
	

	    Number of CPI’s per beam dwell
	
	
	

	    Beam dwell time 
	
	
	

	    Pulse repetition frequency (PRF)
	
	
	

	    -  Minimum
	
	
	

	    -  Maximum
	
	
	

	    Area rate (and assumptions)
	
	
	

	    Number of FEP output channels
	
	
	

	    Target location measurement error (azimuth and elevation)
	
	
	

	    GMTI losses 
	
	
	

	     GMTI Tasking Efficiency: The degree to which the non-space elements of the system can utilize the capabilities of the space element (Stated as a percent of space capability).
	
	
	

	     GMTI Modeling Assumptions
	
	
	

	  SAR Parameters (Provide the following values for a high-resolution SAR image at the min., average, and max. range offsets at a set, offeror-chosen squint angle.  Include all assumptions.)  
	

	     SAR Grazing Angle Limits
	

	     RNIIRS (Max) Grazing Angle and Squint Range
	

	
	Min
	Ave
	Max

	    Computed sigma-n requirement
	
	
	

	    Computed range and azimuth IPR requirement
	
	
	

	    IPR weighting
	
	
	

	    Peak Transmit Power (W)
	
	
	

	    Transmit duty factor (%)
	
	
	

	    Radio Frequency Bandwidth (Hz)
	
	
	

	    Dwell Time (sec)
	
	
	

	    Waveform type (stretch, chirp, etc)
	
	
	

	    MNR
	
	
	

	    Sigma n assumptions for performance estimates
	
	
	

	    Frame Size (km)
	
	
	

	    Receive beam weighting (azimuth and elevation)
	
	
	

	    SAR Tasking Efficiency: The degree to which the non-space elements of the system can utilize the capabilities of the space element (Stated as a percent of space capability).
	
	
	

	  Communications Payload (to CONUS, etc)
	

	    Mission data (e.g. direct to theater) link 
	

	    -  Data rate (bps)
	

	    -  Frequency (RF band, optical, etc)
	

	    Other
	

	    -  Data rate (bps)
	

	    -  Frequency (RF band, optical, etc)
	

	    Telemetry, Tracking, and Control (TT&C) link
	

	    -  Data rate (bps)
	

	    -  Frequency (RF band, optical, etc)
	

	    Payload command link
	

	    - Data rate (bps)
	

	    - Frequency (RF band, optical, etc)
	

	  Spacecraft Bus
	

	    Mass Data Storage (MDS) storage capacity (Gb) @ EOL
	

	    MDS input and output data rate (Gbps) 
	

	    Solar Array
	

	    -  BOL/EOL power (W)
	

	    - Area (m^2)
	

	    - Efficiency (%)
	

	    - Articulated or Fixed
	

	    Battery mass (kg)
	

	    Battery capacity (Amp hours)
	

	    Max Battery Depth of Discharge (%)
	

	    Regulated bus voltage (V)
	

	    Bus Pointing Accuracy
	

	    Mechanical Slew rates (degrees / sec)
	

	    Settle time (sec)
	

	    Electronic Stability (jitter, drift rate, etc)
	

	Ground / User Segment
	

	    Primary MGS site
	

	    Backup MGS site
	

	    Number of other sites
	

	    Primary user segment mission data injection points (DCGS, MC2A, AOC, etc…)
	

	Launch Segment
	

	    Launch vehicle
	

	    Earliest launch date capability
	


ANNEX C – CLASSIFIED PAST PERFORMANCE RELEVANCY CRITERIA

See classified Bidders Library.

ATTACHMENT 1—PERFORMANCE QUESTONNAIRE

Performance Questionnaire

Background Information (for person filling out the survey):


	Name: 
	Rank and Service, if Military: 

	Title: 
	Organization: 

	Phone (commercial, not DSN): 
	FAX: 

	E-Mail Address: 
	Dates of Involvement

From: 

	Mailing Address: 







Contract Information (for the contract involved):

	Company Being Rated: 
	Contract Number: 

Contract Name:

	Division, if any: 
	Total Contract Value: $

	Brief Description of Work: 
	Complete

formcheckbox 

	Ongoing

formcheckbox 


	Award date: 
	End Item Description(s) (In addition to describing end item deliverable, please indicate any significant products delivered in the past five years):



	Major Design Milestones (Ex: SRR/SDR/PDR/CDR etc. describe only those which have occurred in the past 5 years): 




	Significant Testing Milestones (Ex: Developmental, Acceptance, Integration, Operational, Flight Tests - list only that which has occurred in the past 7 years):




	Cost:
	Below Estimate

formcheckbox 

	On

Target

formcheckbox 

	Above

Estimate

formcheckbox 

	by %
	Schedule:
	Behind

formcheckbox 

	On

formcheckbox 

	Ahead

formcheckbox 

	by 

months

	Signature:



	Date:






Based on your knowledge of the contract identified above, please provide your assessment of how well the contractor performed on each of the following topics.  Only performance in the past 10 years is relevant.  (Please check the appropriate rating and comment on all responses other than those rated Satisfactory or N/A)
	PERFORMANCE RATING DEFINITIONS

	E: Exceptional
	V: Very Good
	S: Satisfactory
	M: Marginal
	U: Unsatisfactory
	N: N/A

	Indicates performance clearly exceeded requirements.  Area of evaluation contains few minor problems for which corrective action appears highly effective
	Indicates performance exceeded some requirements.  Area of evaluation contains few minor problems for which corrective action appears effective
	Indicates performance clearly meets contractual requirements.  The area of evaluation contains some minor problems for which the corrective actions appear satisfactory
	Indicates performance meets contractual requirements. The area of evaluation contains a serious problem for which corrective actions have not yet been identified, appear only marginally effective, or have not been fully implemented
	Indicates the contractor is in danger of not being able to satisfy contractual requirements and recovery is not likely in a timely manner.  The area of evaluation contains serious problems for which the corrective actions appear ineffective
	Not applicable


Circle the appropriate letter for each item on the questionnaire and please provide illustrating strengths and weaknesses that support your rating.  This questionnaire will be used to evaluate contractor’s Present/Past Performance to potentially award space systems development contract.  Please answer the following questions in the context of the contractor’s ability to complete all phases on a major, complex acquisition program.
Section 1:  Major System Development

(1-1) How well did the contractor perform Program Management?  Describe the effectiveness of the contractor’s cost and schedule control, management of teammates and interaction with Government.

E

V

S

M

U

N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(1-2) How well did the contractor perform Systems Engineering?  Describe the effectiveness of the contractor’s trade studies, requirements control, risk management and modeling & simulation processes.

E

V

S

M

U

N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 2:End to End System Integration
(2-1) How well did the contractor fully develop, document, and/or validate system interface requirements between the developed system and other ISR systems?

E

V

S

M

U

N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 (2-2) How well did the contractor-developed system integrate with required user/operator systems?

E

V

S

M

U

N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Section 3:  Satellite Bus

(3-1) Overall, how would you assess the contractor’s development and production of satellite bus, to include power, communication, propulsion, control and other non-mission components? Describe the satellite bus developed and produced: Satellite Bus Mass (kg), Solar Array BOL Power (W), Orbit Attitude (km), Orbit inclination (deg), Bus Design Life (yrs), Attitude Stability (deg), Attitude Control (ability to reorient based on mission tasking; slewing rates), and Protection from and Mitigation for natural and threat environments (techniques and levels). Discuss any significant performance/cost/schedule problems related to specific major subsystems.
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N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(3-2) How well did the contractor meet satellite protection requirements, relative to required levels of natural and manmade environments and specified adversary attack?
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N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(3-3) If the contractor was responsible for payload-bus integration, how well did the contractor manage this integration effort?
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N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 4:  Payload 

(4-1) If the contractor was the payload developer, how well did the contractor develop the payload component of the program? (Specific concern to SBR is a contractor’s ability to design/produce/deploy a large multi-center, phase array antenna and/or extensive on-board digital signal processing associated with Radar imaging and/or tracking).
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N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 5: Software Development:

(5-1) How well did the contractor organize, manage and control the software development, software integration, and software test effort in development of the system? Please describe specific major strengths and weaknesses 
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N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(5-2) If applicable, how well were common software processes established and followed across various subcontractors or geographically separated sites?  Describe major strengths and weaknesses.
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S

M

U

N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(5-3) How accurately did the contractor estimate the software size? Was the software development able to be completed on schedule and within cost? If possible, provide the percentage code growth from contract award until completion (or present) (assuming no major increase of requirements or functionality).
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N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(5-4) Describe the quality of the delivered software and documentation. Was contractor able to control number of discrepancies and manage and resolve them effectively and within acceptable timelines?
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S
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U

N

____________________________________________________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 6: Ground System

(6-1) Overall, how would you assess the contractor’s development of a Ground Segment (mission ground stations, terrestrial comm., data processing, etc.)? Discuss major strengths and weaknesses.  Discuss any significant performance, cost, and schedule problems
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N

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(6-2) How well did the contractor manage and engineer the internal and external interfaces to the Ground Segment working with the various responsible organizations? Discuss how well the contractor managed the testing and integration of the Ground Segment to user external systems. Discuss also how well the contractor supported the transition of the Ground Segment to operational and sustainment status with respect to preparation of the operational and user community. Comment on strengths and weaknesses. 

E
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U

N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(6-3) How well did the contractor develop and sustain a Ground Segment that is robust, flexible, and healthy to the degree that meets the performance requirements?  Comment on strengths and weaknesses. 

E
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N

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 7: Overall

(7-1) What is your overall rating of the contractor’s performance?  Describe major strengths and weaknesses.

E
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N

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(7-2) Given the choice, would you award a similar effort to this contractor again?

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(7-3) Are you aware of any other contracted efforts performed by this contractor similar in nature to this contract?  Please identify contract/program and point of contact.

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

(If more comment space needed, write on back, or attach pages.)

Please provide the name, title, address, and phone number of the person completing this questionnaire.

____________________________________________
____________________________________________
____________________________________________
____________________________________________

Phone__________________

FAX___________________

Thank you for your assistance in this source selection.  If you have any questions, please call Mr. David Block at 310-363-3819.

DSN 833-3819

E-mail david.block@losangeles.af.mil

ATTACHMENT 2—SBR INTRODUCTION FOR QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONDENTS

First, let me thank you for helping the Space-Based Radar (SBR) JPO with our SBR System Development acquisition.  SBR is key to many changes in the future warfighting posture of the U.S. and making a right choice of contractor partner(s) now is a key to success for years to come.  You are making a difference by answering these questions for us.

The Space-Based Radar (SBR) system is a transformational system for the DoD and the Intelligence Community that will provide persistent global collection of Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) products.  The system will have the following core capabilities: Surface Moving Target Indication (SMTI), Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) imaging, and High-Resolution Terrain Information (HRTI) data.  

Thank you again,

James V. Painter, Col, USAF

SBR System Program Director

ATTACHMENT 3—TRANSMITTAL LETTER TO ACCOMPANY PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRE

[TO BE COMPLETED BY OFFEROR]

RFP FA8820-040R-0001

MEMORANDUM FOR:  [OFFEROR’S POC]

FROM:
[OFFEROR’S ADDRESS AND POINT OF CONTACT]

SUBJECT:
Present/Past Performance Questionnaire for Contract(s)
We are currently responding to the Department of the Air Force (AF), Space & Missile Systems Center (SMC), Request For Proposal (RFP) FA8820-040R-0001 for the procurement of the SBR System Development.  This RFP is being conducted as a Source Selection and specifically requires that we, as an Offeror, do the following:

The Offeror shall send out, and track the completion of, the Present/Past Performance Questionnaire to each of the Offeror’s critical subcontractors’, teaming subcontractors’ and/or joint venture partners’ Points of Contact (POCs).  The responsibility to send out and track the completion of the Present/Past Performance Questionnaires rests solely with the Offeror - i.e., it shall not be delegated to any subcontractors, team contractors, and/or joint venture partners.  The Offeror shall exert its best efforts to ensure that at least two POCs, per relevant contract, submits a completed Present/Past Performance Questionnaire directly to the Government not later than (insert date). For hand delivery of classified questionnaires, please contact the PCO for specific instructions.  With one hour prior notification to the PCO, classified questionnaires may be directly faxed to the classified telefax below.  For unclassified questionnaires, each of the Offeror’s POC's shall preferably telefax its completed Present/Past Performance Questionnaire directly to:

SMC/SBK

Attn: David Block

2435 Vela Way 

El Segundo, CA 90245-5500

FAX: 310-363-3819

CLASSIFIED FAX:  310-363-2297

VOICE: 310-363-3819

Reference:  RFP FA8820-040R-0001
Mailing the unclassified questionnaire(s) to the address above is an acceptable alternative method of transmission.  If mailing, the outside envelope must be marked as follows:

NOTE:  TO BE OPENED BY ADDRESSEE ONLY

SOURCE SELECTION INFORMATION  - See FAR 3.104

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

2.  We have identified subject contract(s) as relevant to this acquisition and you as our POC.  As such, please take a few moments of your time to fill out the attached questionnaire and send it directly back to LAAFB.  The information contained in the completed Present/Past Performance Questionnaires is considered sensitive and cannot be released to us, the Offeror.  If you have any questions about the acquisition or the attached questionnaire, your questions must be directed back to the Government’s points of contact identified above.  Thank you for your timely assistance.







Sincerely,

Attachment(s)




[OFFEROR’S POINT OF CONTACT]
Present/Past Performance Questionnaire

[Client Authorization Letter(s), if applicable]

ATTACHMENT 4—SUBCONTRACTOR/TEAMING PARTNER CONSENT FORM

Consent Form for the Release of Present and Past Performance Information

(TO BE ACCOMPLISHED BY Subcontractor/Teaming Partner)

Dear (Contracting Officer)

We are currently participating as a (subcontractor/teaming partner) with (prime contractor or name of entity providing proposal) in responding to the Department of the Air Force, (location) Request for Proposal (solicitation #) for the (program title or description of effort). 

We understand that the Government is placing increased emphasis on past performance in order to obtain best value in source selections.  In order to facilitate the performance confidence assessment process we are signing this consent form in order to allow you to discuss our present and past performance information with the prime contractor during the source selection process.

__________________

__________________

(Signature and title of individual who has the authority to sign for and legally bind the company)

Company Name:

Address:

Cage Code:

Phone Number:

Fax No: 

ATTACHMENT 5—COMMERCIAL CLIENT AUTHORIZATION LETTER

Commercial Client Authorization Letter

(TO BE ACCOMPLISHED BY OFFEROR)

NOTE TO OFFERORS:  This procurement could be similar to commercial supplies/services.  Therefore, to assist the Government’s Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) in assessing your present and past performance on relevant commercial contracts, the following letter must be sent to your points of contact (POCs) for those commercial efforts that you identify to us in your past performance volume.  Should you propose to use critical subcontractors, teaming contractors, and/or joint venture partners, you must obtain a similar client authorization letter from each entity.  HOWEVER, it is the your sole responsibility, as the Offeror, to send out these authorization letters with the questionnaires to your own POCs and to those of your subcontractors, teaming contractors, or joint venture partners.

Dear (Client):

We are currently responding to the Department of the Air Force (AF), Space & Missile Systems Center (SMC), Request For Proposal (RFP) FA8820-040R-0001the procurement of the SBR System Development program.

As you know an Offeror’s past performance has become an element of increased emphasis in the AF’s acquisitions.  They are requesting that clients of companies who submit proposals in response to their RFP for the SBR System Development program be contacted, and that their participation in the validation process be requested.  We, therefore, respectfully request and hereby authorize you to complete the attached Questionnaire with regards to work we have performed for you, and forward it directly to the Government Point(s) of Contact at the following address:  

SMC/SBK
ATTN:
David Block

2435 Vela Way Suite 
El Segundo, CA 90245-5500

Reference:  RFP FA8820-040R-0001
We have identified Mr./Ms. (Name) of your organization as the point of contact based on their knowledge concerning our work.  Your cooperation in this matter is appreciated.  Any questions may be directed to: [NAME, PHONE NUMBER, FAX NUMBER FOR THE OFFEROR’S POINT OF CONTACT]






Sincerely,

[OFFEROR'S POINT OF CONTACT]

ATTACHMENT 6—PAST PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRE AND TRACKING RECORD

[TO BE ACCOMPLISHED BY OFFEROR]

	OFFEROR’S NAME:



	Date Of Action
	Type Of Action (E.G., Sent Questionnaire, Follow-Up Call)
	Person Contacted/

Phone #
	Company Position Of Person Contacted
	Contract
	Status Of Questionnaire

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































� The SBR system as defined by the ICD.  Any SBR Increment 1 system shall evolve into the Objective System.


� The final SBR Increment 1 system will be defined by the final CDD to be approved by the Government at the end of Phase A.


�  The Study or Concept Definition phase of a National Security Space Acquisition Policy, as defined in NSSAP 03-01.  For this program, Phase A includes activities through System Requirements Review and a Technology Maturity Assessment, and ends after successful completion of a Key Decision Point B (note: SDR level of detail is highly desirable but not required for KDP-B).
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