“Application of Performance Based Logistics (PBL) in the Assessment of Sustainment Development and Future Contractor Logistics Support (CLS) Performance Objectives within the Ground Based Midcourse Defense (GMD) Program” Statement of Work” T/ORP # 0039-01

SUSPENSE DATE:  __13 May 04____________ 
SUSPENSE TIME:  __3:00 p.m. Central Time __
This action is:

____  a new requirement previously performed under Task Order (T/O)  #0000 with _____________

__X__  a new requirement resulting from a marketing presentation 

____  a new requirement/no precedent

____  other

DESCRIPTION:  
1.0   
INTRODUCTION.  The National Defense Strategy, the Quadrennial Review, and other key defense documents mandate that weapon systems be supportable and affordable, and that both their footprint and cycle times be reduced.  Meeting those objectives requires early and proactive action during the acquisition process to address key logistics criteria that will achieve the goal.  Total Life Cycle Systems Management (TLCSM) and Performance Based Logistics (PBL) emphasize an early focus on sustainment within the system life cycle.  PBL is the preferred sustainment strategy for weapon system product support.  PBL employs the purchase of support as an integrated, affordable performance package designed to optimize system readiness.  PBL meets performance goals for a weapon system through a support structure based on long-term performance agreements with clear lines of authority and responsibility.

1.1    Initially GMD, as a Test Bed, was structured logistically for nominal support infrastructure tailored to provide provisioning at levels designed for the duration of the Test Bed program.  However, National Security Presidential Directive/NSPD-23 specified the fielding of the GMD initial deployment operations (IDO) capability and resulted in a dynamic re-evaluation of the GMD logistics support requirements and objectives. An additional series of associated IDO and lifecycle logistics functional capability challenges was generated, requiring innovative metrics to quantify sustainment performance.  In order to meet the new functional capability challenges, related strategies and tools must be integrated.  All performance metrics associated with the sustainment program must follow the following principles:

1.1.1  Program significant

1.1.2  Achievable

1.1.3  Measurable

1.1.4  Accountable

1.2  There are numerous GMD stakeholders that the sustainment program will impact.  The stakeholders have been identified and will have early involvement in the program.  Early participation by stakeholders will help eliminate future challenges.  Therefore, it is essential that stakeholders:

1.2.1  Know what they have at stake

1.2.2  Are informed

1.2.2.1  Objectives / outcomes

1.2.2.2  Measures / metrics

1.2.2.3  Baseline performance 

1.3  The initial challenge faced during GMD sustainment is limited quantitative requirements. Every step in the process is critical to a successful program. No step in the process can be omitted without weakening the entire process.  It is essential that quantitative performance requirement metrics be established, if improvement is to be realized. Base lining, using predecessor systems and Quality Functional Deployment (QFD), provides a means for translating the "voice of the customer" into sustainment performance metrics.  QFD is a decision model that numerous program offices have used to identify and ultimately meet PBL requirements for program readiness, program flexibility, technical authority and competition while taking into account industry’s need for profit stability and long term contracts.

1.4  Continuous and effective communication with program management and all stakeholders is essential to ensuring acceptance of analysis results. Periodic briefings for program management and stakeholders on the objectives, approach, results, and benefits will help to ensure that results from the process will be recognized and accepted.  All such communication shall be accomplished through the GMD Joint Program Office.

2.0  REQUIREMENTS:  The contractor shall assess and document GMD supportability, including sustainment development strategy.  The contractor shall assess the proposed GMD system prime contract sustainment development award fee evaluation criteria. Subsequently, the contractor shall develop and document candidate performance-based metrics for the future GMD CLS program. Tools such as QFD methodology using PBL program strategy shall be used in the execution of this requirement. The initial emphasis shall be on assessing the sustainment development award fee evaluation criteria, within the GMD system prime contract, for FY05. The contractor shall also provide real time input to refine the award fee criteria as requested by the task order monitor. Next, emphasis shall be given to development and documentation of PBL metrics for future GMD CLS that are applicable to the FY07/08 timeframe. These PBL metrics should facilitate the formation of Integrated Logistics Support (ILS) system performance baseline values and the subsequent comparison to element and component level supportability and sustainment performance objectives within a PBL paradigm.  The documentation requirements specified above shall be submitted to the task order monitor per the task order data requirements.

2.1   The first phase of the above described effort shall be limited to GMD sustainment development activities that are in place or in process and applicable to the GMD system prime contract during FY 05 and FY 06.   During the first phase, the contractor shall monitor GMD established programs, plans, policies, and procedures, to assist the government with the development of metrics (criteria) that may be presented as candidates for the pending FY05 and FY06 award fee evaluations, under the GMD system prime contract.
2.2  The contractor shall provide a general description of the GMD system prime contractor’s major incentives for involvement in future PBL initiatives.  Furthermore, the contractor shall provide a general description of the measurements of the system prime contractor’s involvement in PBL initiatives.  Both descriptions shall be documented in a special report per the task order data requirements.

2.3  The contractor shall propose metrics to evaluate GMD sustainment initiatives.  The proposed metrics shall be documented in a special report per the task order data requirements.

2.4  The contractor shall perform an iterative process of constructing Houses of Quality for each of the performance objectives and the overall sustainment performance requirement. Furthermore, the contractor shall develop measures and metrics for each.  The proposed metrics shall be documented in a special report per the task order data requirements.

2.5  The contractor shall participate in Technical Interchange Meetings (TIMs), upon request of the task order monitor.  TIMs will be held to discuss and to informally evaluate the contractor’s efforts and accomplishments in relation to specific SOW requirements.  During these meetings, the contractor shall present the data necessary to enable a joint review of its performance of various assigned tasks, along with attendant schedules and resource expenditures.  The contractor shall present and participate in technical discussions and shall inform, the task order monitor of any problems with contract execution.  Furthermore, the contractor shall provide recommendations, if any, for the resolution of problems.
2.6  The contractor shall attend and participate in Program Management Reviews (PMRs), Integrated Process Teams (IPTs), and other meetings, as requested by the task order monitor.

2.7  The contractor shall provide technical orientation briefings, as requested by the task order monitor.
PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE:  Date of T/O award –  31 Oct 2004 

ESTIMATED FUNDING (FY03 through FY07):
$500,000 (FY04) 







$500,000  (TOTAL PROGRAM)

DELIVERABLES

Item/Title


CDRL#

# Copies 
Delivery Date

Task Order Management Plan
A001

1 *

Per CDRL          

Progress  Report


A002

1 .

As directed by Task Order Monitor 
FMER



A003

1 *

Per CDRL

GMK Database

(Accruals)             
A004

3**

As directed by Task Order Monitor

Assessment of GMD    

supportability


A004

1

As directed by Task Order Monitor

Assessment of sustainment

Development award fee criteria
A004

1

As directed by Task Order Monitor

Candidate performance –based

metrics



A004

1

As directed by Task Order Monitor

System prime contractor’s

PBL incentives


A004

1

As directed by Task Order Monitor

Metrics to evaluate 

Sustainment initiatives

A004

1

As directed by Task Order Monitor

Houses of Quality metrices
A004

1

As directed by Task Order Monitor

Final Technical Report

A005

1 *

31 Oct 04
Conference Minutes

A006

1

As directed by Task Order Monitor 
Quarterly Transmittal Listing
A007

1

Per CDRL

* Plus Electronic Version.

**   One copy should be sent to the task order monitor.  One copy should be sent to the GMK Program Integrator, Mr. Richard Thorn (richard.thorn@mda.mil).  One copy should be sent to Ms. Joyce Campbell (joyce.campbell@mda.mil).  See the addresses below for Mr. Thorn and Ms. Campbell:

MDA/GMD JPO

ATTN:  GMC-B (R. Thorn)


       GMC-ER (J. Campbell)

P. O. Box 1500

Huntsville, Al 35807-3801

ESTIMATED TRAVEL: The contractor has no authority to incur travel costs without explicit written approval (email acceptable) of the Task Order Monitor.  The contractor is not authorized to travel outside the United States without the explicit written approval (email acceptable) of the Contracting Officer.  Under no circumstance shall the contractor incur travel costs in excess of the NTE amount stated herein.  NTE:  $25,000

ESTIMATED COST FOR MATERIALS AND/OR SPECIAL TEST EQUIPMENT:  The contractor has no authority to incur material costs without the explicit prior written approval of the contracting officer.  Prior to forwarding requests to the contracting officer, the contractor shall obtain the Task Order Monitor’s concurrence.  Electronic Mail (email) shall be utilized for both steps in this process.  Under no circumstance shall the contractor incur materials costs in excess of the NTE amount stated herein.  NTE: $0
RESPONSES DUE/SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: 

NOTE:  Direct contact with the technical office and/or task order monitor concerning this effort is not permitted.  Any questions pertaining to this requirement must be submitted in writing from the SETAC prime contractor to the contract specialist listed below.

An electronic version of the written proposal (to include the technical/management, key personnel/staffing, pricing, OCI and Data Right Identification/Assertion portions) is due to the Task Order Monitor (with an electronic copy furnished to the SMDC Contract Specialist) on _13 May 04_  at _3 p.m._  Central time.
A copy of the required SETAC Proposal Format is posted on the SETAC webpage under “SETAC Forms”.

The technical/management portion shall not exceed __3_  pages.  The font for the technical/management proposal shall be no smaller than Times New Roman 12.  

The key personnel/staffing portion shall not exceed a total of _2__   pages.  The font for the key personnel/staffing response shall be no smaller than Times New Roman 12.  The key personnel/staffing portion shall consist of mini resumes (4 or 5 bullets), which are limited to significant capabilities directly related to the instant requirement.  Up to _3__  mini resumes may be submitted for key personnel.  Up to _3__   mini resumes may be submitted for other personnel.    
The pricing portion shall not exceed a total of five (5) pages.  The pricing proposal shall be in landscape format with each twelve-month period detailed on a separate page.  The font for the pricing proposal shall be no smaller than Times New Roman 10.    

The OCI portion (if applicable) shall not exceed a total of two (2) pages.  The font for the OCI response shall be no smaller than Times New Roman 12.  

The Data Right Identification/Assertion portion (if applicable) shall not exceed a total of one (1) page.  The font for the Data Right Identification/Assertion response shall be no smaller than Times New Roman 12.  
Cost data shall be segregated/vouchered/reported/paid at the ACRN level.

The "Limitation of Funds" clause is applicable at the ACRN level.

The effort described in the Task Order Statement of Work anticipated to be performed in FY04 and FY05 is subject to the Clause at FAR 52.232-18, Availability of Funds.

All of the terms and conditions of the contract listed in Block 1 above are applicable to this T/O.

All of the provisions and clauses of the contract listed in Block 1 above are applicable to this T/O.

It is incumbent upon the contractor and/or subcontractor to ensure that appropriate Technical Assistance Agreements (TAAs) and/or applicable export licenses are in place before conducting any activity under the SOW which requires such approval and documentation.

No Government Furnished Property or Test Facilities are available for use in performance of this Task Order.

SMDC CONTRACT SPECIALIST:  Pam Willis, (256) 955-3388 (Voice), (256) 955-4240 (Fax), Email: pamela.willis@smdc.army.mil

TASK ORDER MONITOR:  Jerry Messer, (256) 313-9756, FAX:  (256) 313-9603, jerry.messer@mda.mil

MAILING ADDRESS:  MDA/GMD JPO, Attn: GMK (Jerry Messer), P. O. Box 1500, Huntsville, Al 35807-3801

ALTERNATE TASK ORDER MONITOR:  Gordon Porter, (256) 313-9891, FAX (256) 313-9603, gordon.porter@mda.mil

MAILING ADDRESS:  MDA/GMD JPO, Attn:  GMK (Gordon Porter), P. O. Box 1500, Huntsville, Al 35807-3801

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT POC:  Kirk Ritter, (256) 313-9889, FAX: (256) 313-9736, kirk.ritter@mda.mil  

ALTERNATE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT POC:  Dianne Morris, Voice (256) 313-9572, FAX (256)313-9736, dianne.morris@mda.mil

MAILING ADDRESS OF PROGRAM MANAGEMENT POC:

 MDA/GMD JPO, Attn:  GMC (Kirk Ritter), P. O. Box 1500, Huntsville, Al 35807-3801

MAILING ADDRESS OF ALTERNATE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT POC:

MDA/GMD JPO, Attn:  GMC (Dianne Morris), P. O. Box 1500, Huntsville, Al 35807-3801

EVALUATION CRITERIA/ORDER OF PRECEDENCE: 

This task order will be awarded to the contractor with the proposal that represents the overall best value to the Government considering its assessment of:   

a.  Order of Precedence:  Technical is more important than Management and Management is more important than Price.

b.  TASK-SPECIFIC TEAM COMPOSITION: While not separately rated, the contractor’s proposed Task-Specific Team Composition response and the government’s assessment thereof will be utilized in relation to the task-specific evaluation criteria and during the best-value determination/recommendation provided to the Contracting Officer.  

c.  OVERALL APPROACH:  While not separately rated, the contractor’s Overall Approach response and the government’s assessment thereof will be utilized in relation to the task-specific evaluation criteria and during the best-value determination/recommendation provided to the Contracting Officer.  
d.  TASK-RELATED PAST PERFORMANCE EXAMPLES:  While not separately rated, the contractor’s proposed Task Related Past Performance Examples and the government’s assessment thereof will be utilized in relation to the task-specific evaluation criteria and during the best-value determination/recommendation provided to the Contracting Officer.  

e.  PRINCIPAL TEAM DISCRIMINATOR:  While not separately rated, the contractor’s Principal Team Discriminator response and the government’s assessment thereof will be utilized in relation to the task-specific evaluation criteria and during the best-value determination/recommendation provided to the Contracting Officer. 

f.  TASK-SPECIFIC EVALUATION CRITERION #1:  The contractor’s demonstrated, current knowledge of contractor logistics support (CLS) issues relative to a major weapon system.

g.  TASK-SPECIFIC EVALUATION CRITERION #2:  The contractor’s demonstrated expertise at applying performance based logistics (PBL) techniques to the assessment of CLS strategy.

h.  TASK-SPECIFIC EVALUATION CRITERION #3:  The contractor’s demonstrated expertise at applying quality functional deployment (QFD) methodology to the application of PBL techniques.

i.  GFE REQUIREMENTS:  While not separately rated, the contractor’s proposed GFE Requirements and the government’s assessment thereof will be utilized in relation to the task-specific evaluation criteria and during the best-value determination/recommendation provided to the Contracting Officer.  

j.  TRAVEL REQUIRMENTS:  Not rated.  The offeror shall include the Government NTE amount in the Price/DPPH Matrix which is provided in response to this T/ORP.  
k.  MATERIALS/ODCs REQUIREMENT:  Not rated.  The offeror shall include the Government NTE amount in the Price/DPPH Matrix which is provided in response to this T/ORP.

l.  SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS (i.e., Security, SCI Billets, Technical Assistance Agreement (TAA), Travel Outside the U.S., or other such requirements):  While not separately rated, the contractor’s proposed Special Requirements and the government’s assessment thereof will be utilized in relation to the task-specific evaluation criteria and during the best-value determination/recommendation provided to the Contracting Officer.

m.  KEY PERSONNEL/STAFFING:  While not separately rated, the contractor’s Key Personnel/Staffing response and the government’s assessment thereof will be utilized in relation to the task-specific evaluation criteria and during the best-value determination/recommendation provided to the Contracting Officer.

n.  PRICE/DPPH MATRIX:  The contractor shall provide a separate price/DPPH matrix for each year of task order performance.  Each yearly matrix shall specify the hours and price proposed, by month, for each labor category proposed.  A separate matrix which rolls up the information detailed in the yearly matrixes shall also be submitted.  Note:  While not separately rated, the price of the T/O based on the proposed labor mix and the government’s assessment thereof will be utilized in relation to the task-specific evaluation criteria and during the best-value determination/recommendation provided to the Contracting Officer.  This competitive T/ORP action is a “best value” competition and not intended to be a “price” competition.  The projected funding information specified in this T/ORP represents the Government’s anticipated budget for the effort described.  Offerors should demonstrate how they can best utilize the anticipated budget to support the proposed effort.

o.  OCI ISSUES:  The proposal will be evaluated relative to any organizational conflict of interest (OCI) involving either the prime and/or any of its proposed team members or subcontractors.  If an actual or potential OCI is identified, the evaluation will include an assessment of the task-specific risk mitigation plan submitted by the prime contractor.  
p.  DATA RIGHTS IDENTIFICATION/ASSERTION:  During evaluation of the proposal, consideration will be given to the offeror’s response to the Data Right Identification/Assertion response.  While not separately rated, the offeror’s response and the government’s assessment thereof will be utilized in relation to the task-specific evaluation criteria and during the best-value determination/recommendation provided to the Contracting Officer.

