INNOVATIVE

METHODS IN

ACTION

THE JOINT ADVANCED
STRIKE TECHNOLOGY (JAST)

PROGRAM

Streamlined Acquisition and Paperless
Proposal Evaluation Process

i article describes the Joint Ad-
vanced Strike Technalogy (IAST)
Program wse of streamlined
acquisition and a paperless pro-
posal evaluation process Lo execule
its first competitive procurement. [t
demanstrates streamlined acquisition
and paperisss procurement in action
and shows that Innovative methods
can be applicd successfully o make
acquisition more efficient, o the muiual
benefit of government and industry.

On 19 January 1994, the JAST Pro-
gram brought together a joint-Service
integrated product team (1PT) to pre-
pane documentation for an open, com-
petitive solicitation. On 6 May 1994,
a scant 15 weeks later, the [AST Pro-
gram competitively awarded 12 con-
cept exploration study coniracts from
among the 154 proposals received.
Before beginning the discussion of
how this was accomplished. let me
introduce the JAST Program and ex-
plain some of its objectives.

The Program and Its
Ohjectives

The JAST Program was spawned
by the Bottom LUp Review (BLR).

Mr. Hersh [s @ JAST Program Project
Manager for Weapon Systems Infegra-
tiow in Arlinglon, Va. He & o PMC
A2-1 producte.
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Somewhat like the Phoenix, JAST
rose from the ashes of the AFX and
MEF Programs and the decision to
discontinue F-16 production. When
the BUR canceled these programs, it
created the JAST Program to deal with
the capabilities shortfall the Services
would experience when existing strike
aircraft aged out of Inventory. The
vislon of the JAST Program is a joint-
Services team creating the bullding
blacks for affordable, successful de-
velopment of next-generation strike
weapon systems.

The JAST Is a new way of doing
business. For the first tdme it brings
together operators, technologists and
developers on a single joint-Service
team with a shared purpose. The team
mission is o Identfy, mature and
demonstrate technologies and con-
cepts which meet warfighter needs,
while reducing the cost of future joint
strike warfare weapon syslems.

Az the name suggests, JAST is
staffed by a joint-Service team con-
alstimg of Mawvy, Air Foroe and Marine
Corps military and civilian personnel.
There is no Executive Service respon-
sible for managing the JAST Program,
and JAST does not report to the De-
partment of Defense (DoD). The pro-
gram stands on its own with support
from the three Services. The Program
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Director, Maj Gen (Sel) George E.
Mueliner, USAF, reports to the Nawvy
Acquisition Executive. When the
General's Deputy, RADM Craig
Steidle, USM, takes over in two or
three vears, he will report to the Alr
Force Acquisition Executive.

The JAST Program is not ong of
technology development nor acguisi
tion. It is the link, oiten missing,
between sclence and technology pro-
grams and engineering and manufac-
turng development (E&MD). In car-
rying out its mission, JAST works with
the research community and helps
them focus investments. But JAST
does not invest in, OF manage, rc-
search. Likewise, JAST will not be
responsible for E&MD

Working with the Services, JAST
will help their operational require-
ments stafis develop and validate
operational requirements and will
pass mature technologies and proven
concepts 1o the Services for develop-
mEnil.

Bacause mamy Navy, Air Force and
Marine Corpe tactical aircralft will
reach the end of their service lives
early In the 21st century, a high prior-
ity of the IAST Program |s o mature
technologics and demonstrate ad-
vanced tactical alrcraft concepts for
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transition into development in time o
achieve initial operational capability
circa 20100 This means the transition
to development must occur around
the year 2000

Lastly, as the model for this new
way of doing business, JAST was
tasked kv Dr. John M. Deutch, then
Under Secretary of Defense [Acquisi-
thon and Technology) to help lead the
way in implementing paperless pro-
cesses and using streamlined acquisl-
tiom methods,

Streamlining Actions

Streamlining of this contract activ-
ity was more than just an experiment
for |AST, it was essential. With a need
o transition demonstrated tactical
aircraft concepts and mature tech-
nologles into development clrca 2000,
the [AST Program could not afford
delavs Im establishing contracts with
industry.

Three sireamlining actions were
taken: use of a broad agency an-
nouncement (BAA) for the solicita-
tion, paperless proposal evaluation,
and wse of a Short Form Research
Contract. Each of these actions will
be described, but since two of these,
the BAA and the Short Form Research
Contract, cannot be used 1o contract
for development and production of
hardware and software. emphasks will
be on the paperess proposal evalua-
tlon process. This can be applied to
improve the efficiency of all procure-
menls.

— Broad Apency Announcement.
The IAST Program elected o wse a
BAMA for this procurement because it
provided an almost perfect match with
two important program objectives —
use of streamlined acquisition and
the desire to obtain a range of innova-
tve kdeas.

The purpose of the BAA was early
initizttion of industry studies focused
on identifying innovative concepls
and technologics which could con-
tribute to reduced cost for joint striloe
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warfare. The BAA was drafted by an
IPT consisting of personne]l from the
IAST Program, Naval Air Systems
Command (NAVAIR), Wright Labo-
ratories, and the Aecronautical Sys-
tems Center.

Lise of BAAs is permitted under
provisions of the Federal Acquisition
Repulation (FAE) 35.001. Many re-
guirements of a traditional Request
For Proposal (RFP) are not relevant to
a BAA The BAA process |s exception-
ally straightforward. The solicitation,
in its entirety (RFP equivalent), was
published in Commerce Busimess Doy
(CBLY.

Offerors submit proposals based
on the CBD, and contracts are awanded
solelv on the merit of each individual
proposal based on “peer” evaluatlon,

Jd

Diiscussions with offerors are permit-
ted to clarify and reflne proposals to
better meet the needs of the govern-
ment. Multiple contracts, or no con-
tracts, may be awarded.

The BAAs are permitted when the
intent of the procurement is: scientific
study to advance the state-of-the-art.,
te increase knowledgerunderstanding
when reasonable proposals are an-
ticipated. when a conventional State-
ment of Work would stifle ldeas and
concepts, andfor when a “normal”
(RFP) solicitation would unintention-
ally omit a viable source.

The BAAs may be used to solicit
proposals for basic or applied re-
search, to Identlfy improvements in
technology, materials, processes,
methods, devices; or o atmempl o
advance the state-of-the-art.

A BAA should state needs In the
most baslc form, cannot restrict any
approach, and should not segment or
scope the work. The BAAs cannot be
related to development of a specific
syatem or hardware solution. Conse-
guently BAAs are seldom used by
development agencies. Program
Research and Development Agree-
ments (FRDAs), which are similar,
are used frequently by Alr Force labo-
ratories, for purposes analogous 1o
this BAA

The first meeting to begin drafting
the BAA was held on 19 [anuary 1964,
The BAA was published in the CBD
on 17 February 1994, and 154 pro-
posals were received by 15 April 1994,
Compare this to the time normally
required to draft and release an RFP
and recelve proposals. and onc of the
many benefits of uvsing a BAA 1o
streamline acquisition becomes ap-
parent. Use of a BAA or PRDA should
be considered whenever the above

criteria  pertain

— Short Form Research Conbract.
Before proceeding to the main thrust
of this article, paperless proposal
evaluation, addressing the Short Form
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Research Contracts used for the 12
contracts awarded is appropriate.

Shart Form Research Contracts are
greatly abbreviated contracts permit-
ted under DEARS 235.015-71 (] {2)
(t), if the principal purpose of an ac-
guisition is research (rom an educa-
thonal imstitution or a nonprofit onga-
nization. As contracting agency
supporting JAST in execution of this
procurcment, on behall of [AST, the
Mawval Alr Systems Command re-
gquested a Class Deviatbon 1o the De-
fense Acquisition Regulations to per-
mit use of the Short Form Research
Contracts. The deviation was en-
dorsed by the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of the Mavy (Research, De-
velopment and Acquisition) and ap-
proved by the DoD, Defense Acquisi-
tiom Regulation (DAR] Council,

Use of Short Form Research Con-
tracts reduced the length of each con-
tract awarded from approximately 100
pages, o about 12 pages, Actual length
of each contract varied. because of
the length of the Statement of Work.

Several benefits were derived from
use of the Short Form Research
Contract. Because the length of the
contract was reduced substantialby,
fast completion of the contract nego-
tiation and award process was pos-
gible. Less than a week was requined
to award 12 contracts, The Short Form
Research Contracts are clear, concise
and easier to understand; thus, man-
power assets required for administra-
tiom. management and execution of
the contracts is reduced. 1o the mu-
tual benefit of government and
industry.

The Short Form Besearch Conftract
Is not a panacea for all contracting
requirements. Clearly, a research,
development, test and evaluation con-
tract requiring fabrication and test of
hardware, or a hardware production
contract. will require more substance.
Howewer, it does illustrate that sub-
stantial reductlons in contract magni-
tude are achievable.
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FIGURE 1. The Step Evaluation Process
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— Paperless Proposal Evaluation,
In a 24 [anuary 1994 meeting, Maj
Gen (Sl Muellner decided o use
paperless processes to execute the
JAST Program BAA. Specifically, pro-
posals were to be submitted electroni-
cally, the source selection accom-
plished without the use of paper. and
all contract deliverables (studles) pro-
vided electronically.

To demonstrate his committment,
Maj Gen (Sel) Muellner told the chief
executlve officers of 50 of the largest
defense companies in the natlon, at a
briefing. that JAST would use these
paperless processes. Also attending
the bricfing in which the General made
this announcement was Dr. Deutch
(LSD{AGT), now Deputy Secretary
of Defense), Mr. R. Moel Longuemare
(now acting USD(A&T)), and Ms.
Mora Slatkin (Mavy Acquisition Ex-
ecutive). Maj Gen (Sel) Muellner re-
affirmed this commitment before 207
industry representatives ar the TAST
Industry Day presentatlon held 25
February at DSMC. There was no
backing down; credibllity of the [AST
Program was at stake. Few, believed
that JAST could execute this paperless
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process to the General's Incredibly
challenging schedule — two weeks
for proposal evaluation and one week
for contract award.

How did the JAST Program meel
this challenge? At the time of the
decision to po paperless, there was no
plan, no hardware and no software 10
do the job.

Following the decision o execute
the BAA paperless, a broad search
was Initiated to identify experenced
personnel, processes and tools to sup-
port achleving this objective. All leads
were pursucd. Discussions were held
with personnel from the office of the
Assistant Deputy Secretary of Defense
(Acquisition Processes and Poliches),
responsible for Dol participation in
the Electronic Commerce Initlative
(ECI), the Defense Information Sys-
tems Agency, MNavy procurement ac-
thvities, Air Force procurément activi-
tiez, the Defense Logistics Apency,
and the Defense Systems Manage-
ment College.

As a result of this search, it was
determined that throughout Dol and
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the LS. Government there exists little
useful experience and a lack of avail-
able wols for paperless conmracting
and proposal evaluation. While some
work had been accomplished in this
area, the tools used were not docu-
memnted. and developersusers felt their
software was not suitable for use by
other programs, either due to lack of
documentation or because the soft-
witre was Immature or had not been
tailored 1o specific efforts.

The ECI is working toward imple-
menting standards and toals for elec-
tronlc contracting, but they are re-
ported to be approedmately bwo vears
awedy from Implementation.

Inventing a New Approach
With no existing paperless con-
tracting and proposal evaluation tools
identificd as available, the conclu-
sbon was that Inventing a new system
to meet the TAST requircments was
necessary. The approach selected wis
designed for ease of use, high neliabil-

ity, and the capability to accommo-
date and track the large number of
proposals anticipated. The short time
frame available for developing and
implementing the system and con-
ducting the evaluation were also im-
paortant considerations.

Holding to the tenet that this initial
attempt at paperess proposal evalla-
ton should be kept simple, we only
required contractor proposals on dis-
kette, While direct electronle submis-
sion would be preferred, the |udg-
ment was that there were oo many
uncertainties and risks associated with
attempting to accomplish this in the
time available.

Direct electronic submisslon would
have required resolving several chal-
lenging issues, including protecting
classified and proprietary data, data
integrity, legality of electronic signa-
turcs and data transmission stan-
dards. To avoid these issues, the pro-
curing contracting officer concluded

FIGURE 2. Evaluation Step One Summary Screen
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that a single original “paper” copy of
each proposal would be required, This
also provided a fallback in the event a
proposal was not readable electroni-
cally.

A local area network (LAN]. con-
sisting of 12 personal computer work-
stations, was established o suppor
the evaluation. All workstations were
equipped with 21-inch monitors and
approptate operating and applica-
tion software. Two workstations were
positioned in a conference room 1o be
used for group meetings and voting.

Either of these conference-room
workstations could be selected o drive
six additional monitors which oper-
ated as repeaters. These monitors al-
lowed the voting evaluators to view
proposals and review the results of
each phase of the evaluation together.
Computer video projection equipment
was considered but rejected, becauwse
it could mot be procured in the time
available,

The electronic evaluation tools
used were developed employing a
powerful relational database applica-
tion. Tools included worksheets, dis-
play screens, a summary screen, and
an infinite variety aof useful repars.
The system provided significant ben-
efits which contributed w0 an incred-
ibly thorough and highly efficient
evaluation.

Llsing the capabilities provided by
this system, the head of the evalua-
thon team (RADM Steidle) was able to
assess instantly the progress of every
evaluator. After every voting sesslon,
results were immediately available.
Technical advisors and cost analysts
did not have 1o prepare briefing chants.
All of the information needed was
available on the existing screens.

Lilewise, the evaluation panel did
not have to prepare materdals to brief
the Source Selection Authority [55A)
on their recommendations. The mo-
ment the SSA made decisions, the
results were completaly documenied,
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Use of passwords controlled acoess
levels and provided data integrity.
Tools available in the system facili-
tated preparation of post-evaluation
letters o each offeror, and penerated
data needed to debrief offerors. The
following discussion briefly describes
the evaluation process and how the
electronic toels were used. Additional
information available from JAST ls
identified at the end of this anicle.

The three-step process used is de-
picted in Figure 1. The process was
tailored 1o satisfy the unigue charec-
teristics of this solicitation, and effi-
ciently neck dewn from the lange num-
ber of proposals anticipated.

Lsing this and the electronic tools,
each of the 10 voting evaluators read
all 154 proposals, conducted an ex-
ceptionally comprehensive review,
and quickly necked down to the 12
contracts awarded. The entire evalu-
ation was accomplished in nine work-
ing days without a need for evaluators
to work extended hours or weekends.

In accomplishing Step One, all
evaluators read every proposal and
recorded their evaluation by complet-
ing a user-riendly worksheet. Large
monitors permitted simultaneous. dis-
play of the worksheet and the pro-
posal. Periodically. the evaluators
gathered in the conferemce room, re-
viewed the results of their indepen-
dent assessments, and wvoted.

The color-coded summary screen
depicted In Figure 2. was used 1o
support the voting. The screen identi-
fies the offeror and includes other
pertinent information. The screen also
shows the individual color-coded re-
sponse of each evaluator o ques-
tions, and their overall assessment. A
simple tool, not depicted, permitted
display of Individual evaluator
cormments.

Step Twao of the evaluatlon was
conducted in a similar manner. How-
ever in this step, three evaluators rep-
resenting the TAST Reguirements
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Group (the war fighters), the Technol-
ogy Maturation Group, and the Inte-
gration Group thoroughly reviewed
each proposal forwarded from Step
One and completed a qualitative as-
ggssment. To accomplish, this they
reread each proposal brought forward
and answered guestions contalned
on the Step Two worksheet with a
qualitative response (e, outstand-
ing, excellent, good). They indepen-
dently rated each proposal, but col-
laborated on a joint presentation of
their assessment to the other mem-
bers. A summary screen similar to
Figure 2 was used to support the brief-
ings. Following the presentation and
associated discussion, the evaluation
team members voted to determine
which proposals should be brought
forwarded o Step Three.

Step Three was used to identify
proposals to be recommended for con-
tract award, In this step, proposals
forwarded were evaluated by techni-
cal advisors and cost anabysts ar the
workstatlons, They reconded their as-
sesament on a proposal summary
screen. This screen was then used to
present their findings and recommen-
datbons to the voting members. The
voting members then met, held dis-
cussions supported by the proposal
summary screen, and voted on the
proposals to be recommended 1o the
5SA for award. The same proposal
summary screens were used to brief
the S5A on the evaluation results and
obtain his award decisions.

The most frequently asked ques-
tion, and the most difficult o answer
relative o this process, s How much
money did you save? A quantifiable
response to this question is probably
unattainable. There is no direct com-
parison between what was accom-
plished in execution of this procure-
ment and any other known
procurcment. Howewver, metrics exist
which illustrate the savings. The cost
of the computer hardware and soft-
ware used to accomplish the evalua-
tion is not consklered an evaluation
cost. The hardware and software will
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be used to support a variety of pro-
gram activities, including future pro-
curements.

Routhby estimated, the paperiess
process saved about 132,000 pieces
of paper. Llse of electronic vs. paper
proposals saved about 75,000 pages.
Electronic vs. paper worksheels saved
another 2,000 pages, The Short Form
Research Contracts saved about 5,000
pages, and the electronic deliverables
from the contracts will save another
50,000 pages.

Conclusion

This article has stated throughout
that the process used was thorough
ard exceptionally efficient in the use
of resources. The following items il-
lustrate the efficicncies achieved.

Lising the three-step paperless pro-
cess, 10 evaluators read all 154 pro-
posals and identified those which were
of interest 1o the JAST program. In
Step Twe the remaining proposals
were each reread by three evaluators.
who briefed the other evaleators, all
of whom had already read the

proposals,

In Step Three, proposals brought
forward were reviewed thoroughly by

technbcal advisors and cost analysis,
and briefed 10 the voting members —
the third review for each of these
proposals. This was accomplished in
nine working days without the need
for extended hours. On the moming
of the 10th day, the SSA was briefed
and awand decisions sede.

Assessment of all ten highly expe-
rienced evaluators was that this pro-
cess was the most thorough and effi-
cient proposal evaluation in which
they had ever participated, Thus, even
if there were no fiscal savings, the
efficiency and thoroughness of the
process is adequate justification for
using paperless evaluation processes.

The subjective assessment of the

evaluators, and other close obsery-
ers, was that a “paper evaluation”
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FEDERAL ACQLII
STREAMLINING AC
1587) PAS
PRESIDENT SIGNS

—

On 20 September, the House of Representatives, by a vote of 425 to 0, agreed 1o the
conference report o accompany 5.1587: To revise and streamline the acquisition laws
of the federal government, and for other purposes. The Senate had adopted the conference
report by volce vote on 23 August. The President signed the bill into law on 13 October.

The NovemberDecember 1994 issue of Program Mamager will include an article by Mr
loseph Drelicharz, Professor of Systems Acquisition Management, DSMC, outlining the
provisions of the Act and its implications throughout the acquisition community.

equally thorough and of the same
magnitude, would have required two
months time. Using this metre, the
savings amount to siv-wecks time for
10 evaluators and four support per-
sonnel. The technical and cost advi-
sors, 20 Individuals, completed their
work in two days. In a traditional
evaluation, they probably would have
required three weeks for the same
effort.

Data management and documen-
tation is another arca where this pro-
cess provided significant savings.
Execution of a source selection is
always a major exerclse In data man-
dgement. Data manapement is directhy
proportional to the number of propos-
dls, evaluators and steps in the evalu-
atien process. In this case, the data
manapgement task was monumental:
154 proposals, 10 wvoting evaluators,
three steps and 20 technical and cost
advisors. More than 2,000 worksheets
were penerated.

The database system used made
this task incredibly efficient. One per-
son administrated the entire evalua-
tion and no additional personnel re-
sources were required o perform the
data management task. A paper evalu-
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ation of equal mapgnitude would hawve
required about four full-time individu-
als, and would heve had a high poten-
tial for errors. Lsing this system, all
data was automatically and accurately
compiled and available instanthy.

Lsing the vast quantity of informa-
tion available in the database, reporis
in amy format desired and containing
any of the information recorded could
be produced easily and quickly. Fur-
ther, the entire evaluation process
was fully documented the moment
the S5A made his award decisions, In
a typical. nonelectronic evaluation,
documentation of the source-selec-
tion process takes about two months
o accomplish after the source selec-

tion is completed.

Time to accomplish the solicita-
ticn is another imporant consider-
atien. This solicitation required less
than four months from idea o con-
tract award, A comparable procure-
ment for tactical aircraft concepl ex-
ploration and definition studies which
was consldered a model efior, ook
dlmost 11 months. Another compari-
som drawn from the NAVAIR Pro-
curement Planning Guide shows a
typical procurement execution

Ll

timeline of 63 weeks o complele a
similar procurement process.

This initial acquisition activity was
a small first step, but it demonstrated
clearly the benefits of electronic com-
merce o both government and tndus-

try.

The space available in this amicle
is insufficient to fully describe the
processes we used and to present the
lessons learned. IF vou would like to
learm more, the JAST Program has
three products available free o LS.
Giovernment organizations: (1) a video
describing the streamlined and
paperdess processes used: (2) a paper
containing lessons leamed and which
describes more fully the approach
used o streamlineg the procurement
and execute the paperless evalua-
tion; and (3) a manual providing docu-
mentation of the database software
developed for this paperless evalua-
tion.

To request any of this infor-
mation, call Dave Hersh in the
JAST Program Offlce atr {(703)
GO2-7390, Ext. 6642, via Internet at
hershds@ntrprs.jast.mil, or Fax
(703) 416-8440.
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