Questions and Answers from Industry Day 6 April 2011
As of 15 April 2011 1000
Q-1	How will the Government execute the tech demonstrator for the ACV?  Will it be Government or industry doing it?
A-1     A Technology Demonstrator is being considered as a possible approach to reduce risk for the ACV program.  As currently conceived the effort would be executed in a similar fashion to the MPC Technology Demonstrator.  It would be Government led but with significant industry involvement.

Q-2	Since all three programs (MPC, AAV, and ACV) have been presented under one “banner” of PEO Land Systems, will the AAV PMO be moved from MCSC to the PEO making each of the three programs individual PMO’s within the PEO?
A-2 	It is the intent of the Marine Corps to establish one PMO to manage all three programs. This will allow the government to maintain better oversight and management while gaining personnel efficiencies across all three programs. 

Q-3	Will the PMO for MPC physically remain in Detroit?
A-3	No.  The three programs will be combined into one program office to maximize efficiency and be centrally managed.

Q-4	AA:  Regarding lethality, does the USMC design to have a coaxial weapon with the 30mm RWS?
A-4	The USMC will evaluate the full range of materiel approaches available in the process of developing vehicle and lethality requirements.  The combination of a medium caliber cannon paired with a secondary coaxial weapon is a recognized effective means of providing on-board lethal capability.

Q-5 	AAV:  Will the USMC entertain discussion on our concept of “turret-on-turret” application? (Developed two types of weapon stations that can add scalability, reduced collateral damage, ISR capability)
A-5	The USMC will evaluate the full range of materiel approaches available in the process of developing vehicle and lethality requirements.  

Q-6	MPC:  Does the USMC allow suppliers of subsystems to approach the USMC to discuss their technology or does the USMC want to work through a systems integrator or prime contractor?
A-6	Suppliers are encouraged to approach the appropriate PM in order to make the Marine Corps aware of available products and technologies.  

Q-7 	AAV:  Who is the contracting officer for AAV?
A-7  	The POC for the AAV as shown on the industry day brief is Edwin Wright edwin.wright@usmc.mil.

Q-8	AAV:  Is there a specific payload requirement (for cargo/logistics support)?
A-8	When upgrades are installed, the AAVP7 shall retain the ability to accommodate a vehicle crew of 3 combat-equipped Marines plus a troop carrying capacity of 17 combat-equipped Marines.  A service life extended AAV will not be required to carry bulk/palletized cargo.  The ability to mount four litters in support of battlefield evacuation is desired.   

Q-9	AAV:  What is the acquisition schedule and period of performance?  (Dennis)
A-9   	The AAV SLEP schedule will not be finalized until the requirement has been determined.

Q-10	AAV:  What is the prioritized listing of upgrades for the AAVs should all not be affordable?
A-10	Per the industry day brief (see draft KPP slide), our number one priority is an upgrade in force protection and vehicle survivability.  Minimal related upgrades to the power train and suspension support both land and water mobility requirements.

Q-11  	AAV:  Where is the place of performance for AAVS?
A -11  	The location where the AAVS Service Life Extension, and any other potential AAVS work, will be determined as part of the competitive process.  At this time, it is anticipated that at least a portion of the work will be performed at Marine Corps Logistics Command Depots as part of a partnership arrangement. 

Q-12	AAV:  What is the contract type(s)?
A-12   The contracting approach for the AAVS Service Life Extension and any other potential AAVS work has not yet been determined.

Q-13 	AAV:  What will the award evaluation criteria be?
A-13   The award selection criteria for the AAVS Service Life Extension, and any other potential AAVS work, has not yet been determined.

Q-14	Can we submit a classified RFI response?
A-14	Yes.  Classified material must be properly marked.  MPC classified responses should be coordinated through Ms Suzanne Miller, sue.miller@us.army.mil, (586) 282-8340. 

Q-15	AAV:  When will classified threat list be released?
A-15	A classified annex to the CDD will be released with the draft RFP.

Q-16	AAV:  Who is currently on contract to upgrade the “C” variant?
A-16	The AAVC7A1 upgrade is being executed Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR), Charleston, S.C. 

Q-17	AAV:  What is the schedule for upgrading the AAV?
A-17    The AAV SLEP schedule will not be finalized until the requirement has been determined.

Q-18	AAV:  How many AAVs will be SLEPed?
A-18   The current plan is to apply the initial upgrade to approximately 400 AAVs.

Q-19	AAV:  Does the Government own the Technical Data package for AAV’s?  If so, what level of CAD data is available?
A-19 	The U.S. Government owns the AAVS Technical Data.  It is a level 3 tech data package.   2-D CAD drawings are currently available for approximately 85% of the vehicle.  The remainder of the vehicle is available in 2-D pdf or raster drawings.  The AAVS technical data continues to be updated and it is anticipated that the technical data will be provided with the planned RFP. 

Q-20	Will all upgrades/options be available from the program office or will field activities like Albany Georgia be running RFP’s?  (Dennis)
A-20  	It is anticipated that the AAVS Service Life Extension and any other potential AAVS work will be managed through PM AAVS.  

Q-21	Will commonality be a requirement/evaluation factor for DoD-wide or USMC products?
A-21	We are not yet sure how the USMC will incorporate commonality into the RFPs, although it is our intent to do so.  We cannot speak for DoD wide acquisitions.

Q-22	Have the operational requirements for this product been changed?  (For example, speed payload, protection, range, water borne speed.)
A-22	Assuming that the question pertains only to the AAV, reference Q-8 for payload, Q-10 for protection and for range, speed and waterborne speed – there is no change – the current operational capability for each of these characteristics stands as it is.

Q-23	Will modifications that improve fuel efficiency be considered?
A-23 	Modifications will be made as appropriate.

Q-24	Are there required human factors modification in the works?
A-24 	Yes.  Human factor considerations and related improvements to the AAVS are being considered as part of the AAVS Service Life Extension.  

Q-25	AAV:  Will bailments be considered for potential primes?  When?
A-25    The provision of AAVS loan to a selected Contractor may be considered as part of the acquisition strategy.  Furthermore, the USMC is considering the value of providing fully or partially functional vehicles or vehicle hulls as a potential approach for both the development of a Technology Demonstrator and the design integration phase for the ACV.

Q-26  	AAV:  When will you release the RFP?  If a draft RFP is coming out, when will that happen?
A-26    The USMC anticipates releasing the TDP with the draft RFP.  The date has not yet been determined. 

Q-27	AAV:  When will the TDP be available?
A-27    We anticipate releasing the TDP with the draft RFP.

Q-28	AAV:  What is the schedule?
A-28   	The AAV SLEP schedule will not be finalized until the requirement has been determined.

Q-29 	Will there be a Tech Demonstrator program for the AAV SLEP and ACV?
A-29    A Technology Demonstrator is being considered as a possible approach to reduce risk for the ACV program.

Q-30	AAV:  What are the requirement/desire for updated communications (SATCOM) and for video centered situational awareness for the upgraded AAV and will tempest requirements be included?
A-30	C4I upgrades to the AAV are under evaluation.  Any upgrade to the AAVP7A1 will be consistent with that applied to the AAVC7A1 Upgrade. 

Q-31	For the external wireless ILS, do you anticipate a requirement to also transmit and receive on the vehicle radios?  (For example a dismounted Marine talking on the ILS wireless and hands free, pushes the PTT button down to communicate with the vehicle radios.)
A-31	C4I upgrades for all three platforms, to include wireless capability, are under consideration.  Wireless capability for MPC is a desired or objective requirement.

Q-32	Crew Survivability:  Is there a requirement to receive audio warnings or text to speech messages from vehicle can bus, external sensors or network connections so Marines remain focused on mission accomplishment rather than looking at gauges or screen?
A-32	There is no explicit requirement for such a capability; however, materiel techniques to reduce operator work load, increase crew effectiveness and improve platform safety are desirable as part of a larger vehicle electronics solution.

Q-33	AAV:  Will AAV use “Victory” architecture?  If not, what architecture?
A-33	 A specific architecture approach has not been selected for any of the three platforms covered by the current RFI series.  The full range of materiel approaches will be assessed as requirements are developed and the scope of AAV service life extension finalized. 

Q-34	Do you need your sensor suite to slew-to-queue the RWS?
A-34	Reference the answer to Q-5

Q-35  	AAV:  Will radio modernization be part of the AAV SLEP?  The current C7 upgrade effort does not address the legacy SINCGARS radios.  P7 variants possess legacy radios only.
A-35	Reference the answer to Q-30

Q-36 	Will C4 upgrades be made available to the P7 fleet? R7?
A-36  The specific C4 requirements for the AAVP7A1 SLEP upgrade have not yet been determined.  (Check against Kurt answer to earlier questions)  

Q-37	What percentage of the AAV fleet will have their C4 (radios) system upgraded?
A-37	Reference the answer to Q-30

Q-38	What is the timeline for radio upgrades to the fleet?
A-38   	The timeline for radio upgrades or refresh for the AAVS fleet has not been determined.  It is anticipated that any future upgrades to radios will be done as part of a comprehensive, synchronized upgrade to Marine Corps combat vehicles.

Q-39 	AAV:  Can the current AAV water jet configuration be provided size, RPM, horse power, weight, drive system, stall thrust and absorbed horse power at stall/ballard?
A-39   The AAVA1 water propulsion system uses two propulsion units (one aft starboard and one aft port) steered by jet deflectors.  Each water propulsion unit capacity is 14,000 gallons per minute, with a thrust of 3,025 lb.

Q-40	AAV:  In an effort to reduce the risk associated with the integration of mature technology into an existing platform, would it be possible for potential prime offerors to have extended access to an AAV7A1?
A-40   Extended loans or extended access to an AAV7A1 for the purposes of conducting may be considered as part of the acquisition strategy.     

Q-41  	AAV: Since “communications” is one of the areas of interest and you recently had a successful AAVC7A1 upgrade, would the results to that upgrade be available to industry?  This could help avoid “re-inventing” something already developed. 
A-41    Since the over-all AAV SLEP requirement has not been finalized, specific C4I requirements and possible material solutions have not yet been determined.   Once the C4I requirement is determined, it may be appropriate to provide access to AAVC7A1 data.   

Q-42	AAV:  Will the results of your efforts to improve the up-gunned weapon station (NSWC Crane) be made available to industry?
A-42   	Release of evaluation results related to the Improved Up-gunned Weapons Station work currently being conducted at Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division has yet to be determined.   

Q-43	AAV:  Does the PMO anticipate a single prime contractor managing all aspects of the upgrades or multiple contracts for subsystems?
A-43	The acquisition strategy has not yet been determined.

Q-44	AAV:  What pre-launch measures may be taken to pretest RWS/weapon, as per requirements?
A-44	Reference the answer to Q-5

Q-45	ACV:  When will the ICD be released?
A-45	The Initial Capabilities Document for the ACV is targeted for staffing and signature during the summer of 2011.

Q-46  	ACV:  What is the envisioned production quantity?
A-46	Approximately 600. 

Q-47  	ACV:  What is the definition of “tactical surprise”?
A-47	MCWP 3-1, Ground Combat Operations, offers a doctrinal definition of surprise:

Surprise is the ability to strike the enemy at a time or place or in a manner for which he is unprepared. Surprise is a combat multiplier. He who can achieve it and can protect himself from it gains leverage. It is not essential that the enemy be taken unaware, but only that he become aware too late to react effectively. The effect of surprise is only temporary. To reap the benefits of surprise, the commander must exploit its initial shock, allowing the enemy no time to recover. An enemy taken unaware loses confidence in himself and his leaders, his morale drops, and he is, then, less able to take effective countermeasures. Surprise delays enemy reactions, overloads and confuses his C2 systems, and provides initiative and momentum to the force. By reducing enemy combat power, surprise enables a force to succeed with fewer forces than might otherwise be needed. Achieving outright surprise is never easy, especially with modern surveillance and warning capabilities. While always seeking surprise and being prepared to exploit it aggressively, the commander must also have a plan if surprise is lost. However, surprise can still be achieved by operating contrary to the enemy's expectations. Factors contributing to surprise include —
• Speed
• Use of unexpected forces
• Operating at night/during limited visibility
• Effective and timely intelligence
• Deception
• Security
• Variation in tactics and techniques
• Use of terrain that appears unfavorable

This definition supports surprise achieved at the tactical level of warfare.

Q-48	ACV:  Can ACV be hybrid electric?
A-48    There are currently no prohibitions against that particular technology being proposed as long as it can operate in a marine environment.

Q-49	ACV:  Is the acquisition strategy to award to two or more vendors initially?
A-49    The acquisition strategy is not yet determined.

Q-50	ACV:  What is cargo carrying requirement? Weight? Cube?
A-50	ACV payload requirements are in development.  Reference the answer to Q-8 for approximation.

Q-51	ACV:  Is the expectation that the ACV solution will start with EFV as a baseline?
A-51   While there is a desire to harvest technology from the EFV, it is not necessarily the baseline from which the ACV will be derived.

Q-52	Is the EFV data package (drawing) available to Contractors other than GD?
A-52    The Government is in the process of consolidating EFV technical data as part of program shutdown.  It is the intent of the Government to make available technical data related to the EFV design, as appropriate.

Q-53	ACV:  What are the different variants of the ACV?  i.e.: C, R, and P
A-53	Current planning supports a base vehicle – an armored personnel carrier – and two lower density supporting mission role variants. Current platforms within the ICD call for a personnel, command and control variant, and recovery and maintenance variant.

Q-54	What are the “stand alone” C4 requirements?”
A-54	Reference the answer to Q-30.

Q-55	ACV:  Is the ACV Tech Demonstrator going to be a Government run project, or awarded to an Industry partner?
A-55     A Technology Demonstrator is being considered as a possible approach to reduce risk for the ACV program.  As currently conceived, the effort would be executed in a similar fashion to the MPC Technology Demonstrator.  It would be Government led, but with significant industry involvement.

Q-56	ACV:  The ACV RFI states “The current AAV does not meet the needs of the tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTPs.)” Can you elaborate on which TTPs are not being met?
A-56	Primary shortfalls in capability center on water and land mobility, force protection and survivability, lethality and C4I.

Q-57  	ACV:  The ACV RFI states “with a speed to enable the element of surprise in the buildup ashore.”  Can further definition of the desired time to shore be provided?
A-57   Desired time to shore is a function of sea conditions, the maintenance of embarked infantry combat effectiveness and combat power build-up timelines.

Q-58	ACV:  Are the core characteristics listed in the RFI in order of importance?
A-58	No, they are not.  The ACV requirement set is in development to include the prioritization of attributes.

Q-59	ACV:  What are the sea conditions associated with the ACV water speed requirement?
A-59	The ACV requirement set is in development; initial threshold analysis assumes a significant wave height of 3 feet with degradation in speed beyond those conditions.

Q-60	ACV:  What is the program time line?
A-60    The ACV acquisition strategy has not yet been determined.  We are looking to industry for innovative approaches which will lead to the rapid acquisition of a modern amphibious combat vehicle.

Q-61 	ACV:  Is there any commonality requirements with the Ground Combat Vehicle (GCV)?
A-61    There are no specific commonality requirements for any of the platforms.  However, we are looking first and foremost at commonality across these platforms as they all will be fielded to the same AA battalions.  In addition, we are certainly interested in the potential cost savings (either R&D or procurement) associated with commonality with other vehicles across the DoD, such as the GCV. 

Q-62 	ACV:  Will this be structured as a clean sheet design or will the EFV data and lessons learned be made available?
A-62     The ACV acquisition strategy has not yet been determined.  We are looking to industry for innovative approaches which will lead to the rapid acquisition of a modern amphibious combat vehicle.   While there is a desire to harvest technology from the EFV, it is not necessarily the baseline from which the ACV will be derived.

Q-63	ACV:  Will hybrid electric technology be considered?
A-63    There are currently no prohibitions against that particular technology, as long as it can operate in a marine environment.

Q-64	ACV:  Please define “element of Surprise?”  What speed is that?
A-64	Reference answer to Q-49

Q-65 	Competition is the enemy of commonality.  USG/USMC goals are a dichotomy.  What will give?
A-65  	USMC intends to develop common interfaces wherever practical to support driving down operation and support costs.  Affordability over the life cycle will be the key to attaining this goal. Industry should be looking at a new business model to support this approach. 

Q-66	How can solution be “common” if there are different teams working on it?
A-66  	By establishing a collaborative environment among the teams, to include communication from the leadership to the design engineering, production, reliability and cost teams.  Establishing form, fit and function interfaces will drive common/interchangeable solutions.   

Q-67	Is the platforms going to be 600 volt DC?
A-67	The appropriate electronics voltage for each platform is yet to be determined.

Q-68	Do you have predictive analysis software for logistics sustainment and maintenance support?
A-68	The Government has not made a final decision on which predictive analysis software for logistics sustainment and maintenance support it will use; however, the Government will be using Modeling and Simulation (M&S) Software to plan for the life cycle support of all three vehicle platforms and to confirm or validate Contractor modeling predictions.  

Q-69	What are the plans to capture work instructions/ field manuals for support and maintenance? 
A-69	The Government anticipates the vehicle platform (OEM) contractor will develop work instructions and field manuals in conjunction with the hardware development effort.  

Q-70	What’s the KPP for water mobility for AAV, MPC and ACV?
A-70     Water mobility requirements for ACV and MPC are in development.  For MPC, it is not a KPP; it is identified as the most important KSA.  The AAV requirement is stated in its Required Operational Capability document.  Reference the Industry Day Brief for each platform and the Annex to the MPC RFI for additional information.

Q-71	Digital interoperability is an initiative the aviation community is revisiting as digital electronic equipment and capability both replaces and interacts with legacy command & control systems used by the MAGTF.  Currently there are gaps in digital interoperability between aviation platforms both within the ACE, and between the ACE and GCE platforms.  The quest for commonality is avionics systems in the improved AAV/ACV and MPC should include adherence to a commonality with ACE and LCE systems for data exchange (links), voice, and video exchange in the battle space.  Is it possible to make every reworked and new vehicle capable of receiving, processing and in some cases displaying digitally transmitted information in addition to mandated BFT/JCBP requirements?  At a minimum, can all vehicles be capable of retransmission of digital signals to and from the ACE and LCE platforms.  This is an opportunity to ensure digital compatibility and modern C4I is an ambiguous term.
A-71  	C4I capabilities and/or upgrades for all three platforms are under evaluation.

Q-72	Will the C2(C3) systems include Blue Force Tracking, movement tracking systems, mapping and route planning on road-off road?
A-72	Reference answer to Q-71.  It is reasonable to assume that that a modern APC will possess the capability to host BFT systems/inputs.

Q-73	Is the intention to have one OEM for all 3 programs to maximize commonality?
A-73    It is our intent for competition to determine the OEM for each program.

Q-74	What are the program schedule/key milestones for the three programs?
A-74    This is undetermined, as of yet.  We are looking for industry input to inform our plans.

Q-75	Will driver’s vision be provided as GFE to all three programs?
A-75    GFE content for the three programs is being determined.

Q-76	Will Situational Awareness subsystems (i.e. 360 SA) be provided as GFE to all three programs?
A-76    Utility of a 360 SA system will be evaluated for each system individually.  GFE content for the three programs is being determined.

Q-77	If SA and driver’s vision are not GFE, how will the Government promote common solutions among potentially different primes?  Directed Procurement?
A-77    Strategies for commonality are still being determined and could be different for different components, but GFE or directed procurement are potential approaches being considered. 

Q-78	Will RWS be GFE?  Off the shelf?
A-78    Utility of a remote weapon system as a lethality option will be evaluated for each system individually.  GFE content for the three programs is being determined.

Q-79	Can you define Blue Force Situation Awareness?
A-79	Blue Force Tracking (BFT) is a critical operative process in maintaining BFSA.  Employment of techniques to actively or passively identify or track US, allied, or coalition forces for the purpose of providing the combatant commander enhanced situational awareness and reducing fratricide.

Q-80	Is the Government willing to do a GFE processor and thus drive electronics software to open systems/best of breed?
A-80    Strategies for commonality are still being determined and could be different for different components, but GFE or directed procurement are potential approaches being considered.

Q-81	I noticed that training was only mentioned during the MPC brief.  Is PEO LS looking for a common embedded training system?
A-81   Specific training methodologies/approaches are not yet determined.

Q-82	If we are only recommending one or two common solutions, do we respond to one or more RFI’s?  Should we title our response to highlight that it is for a common solution?
A-82   Reply to each RFI, as appropriate, and highlight that it is for a common solution.

Q-83	What assertive steps will the Government take to both facilitate and enable commonality between industry parties?
A-83    Strategies for commonality are still being determined and could be different for different components, but GFE or directed procurement represent potential approaches.

Q-84	Outstanding commonality and affordability goals.  How will USMC facilitate individual industry efforts coordinated and collaborative across all three program efforts?
A-84    Strategies for commonality are still being determined and could be different for different components, but GFE or directed procurement are potential approaches being considered.

Q-85	AAV:  Please confirm continued interest in COTS integration vice sub-system development and integration.  
A-85  	As currently envisioned, the AAV SLEP schedule will be aggressive and the use of Commercial Off the Shelf and possibly Government Off the Shelf technologies will be leveraged in order to reduce schedule and performance risks.

Q-86	What is the relative commonality tool and can you describe the capabilities that it provides?  This topic was discussed by Mr. Taylor during the commonality topics.
A-86 	A relative commonality potential model was developed and applied to perform
a top-level analysis for each (AAV/MPC/ACV) vehicle work breakdown structure elements.   The model itself was founded on using the MIL-STD-881Work Breakdown Structure and also based on multiple subjective inputs provided by a group of subject matter experts from each program office and Combat Development Command.  The collective experience of the multi-disciplined SME team judged each element based on several applied criteria in two distinct areas of focus.  These two areas of focus were "Schedule Impact" and "Cost Impact."  Each area of focus was then further analyzed and weighed in three separate but not mutually exclusive factors.
Specifically, the schedule impact area of focus was analyzed relative to 3 factors:  1) Technology Readiness Level; 2) Integration Complexity; and 3) Manufacturing Readiness Level.  The cost impact was also analyzed relative to: 1) Non Recurring Engineering (NRE) cost; 2) Subsystem cost; and 3) whether or not each investigated area had favorable O&S cost impact.  Once
scored, the list of potential candidates for commonality was ranked and filtered so that the most beneficial ones were presented to industry.  These were the 26 items briefed.   As briefed during Industry day, Industry partners are not limited to the 26 items briefed and the government welcomes your exploration of others that we may have ranked as yielding a low return on investment.

Q-87	Does USMC intend to award all 3 programs to one prime to ensure commonality?
A-87    The acquisition and contracting strategies for the three programs have yet to be developed; however, we currently do not plan to combine the three programs into a single contract.

Q-88	Has an APUC target for AAV SLEP vehicles been established?  If so, what is it? 
A-88 	The Average Procurement Unit Cost (APUC) has not yet been determined. 

Q-89	What are main KPP requirements for AAV SLEP?
A-89	Reference answer to Q-10 and the Industry Day Brief. 

Q-90	Will classified threat requirements be released?
A-90	Reference the answer to Q-15.  Anticipate a similar release process / timeline for ACV.  A draft classified annex for MPC is available upon request from PM-MPC.

Q-91	For the 26 common areas, will the PEO LS consider putting together a candidate common component list/spec for each area?  By publishing a “parts” box for each area, it will help industry to address the commonality challenge in their trade studies and help the Government to evaluate the various offerors.  These parts boxes would not be mandatory but rather to establish a common knowledge of what is available for trades and capabilities?
A-91    The acquisition strategies for the three programs have yet to be developed, but the Government will take this under advisement.

Q-92	Will upgrades and repairs be made in deployed areas? 
A-92  	It is envisioned that SLEP upgrades will be applied in coordination with cyclical maintenance conducted at USMC Depots.  This may mean that upgrades will be installed at a Contractor facility either immediately before or after cyclical maintenance or done as part of a partnership arrangement with LOGCOM at the depots.   It is also possible that selected upgrades or minor changes may be applied at unit locations although there is no plan to field upgrades to units deployed to combat areas. 

Q-93	Will there be any requirement related to signature, IR – visual, radar?
A-93	Requirements for each platform are in development.  Signature reduction techniques, as part of a larger platform survivability approach, are desirable.	

Q-94	What are the transportability requirements?
A-94  	Reference annex to MPC RFI.  ACV and AAV are required to be transportable by air via C-17 and C-5.  U.S. Navy – all classes of amphibious shipping ; LCU and LCAC Connectors.  Commercial – all classes of Maritime Prepositioning Shipping (MPS).  Rail – compatible with and transportable on railway systems worldwide (primarily in the U.S. and secondarily in NATO countries.)  Truck – compatible with and transportable by military and commercial flat bed and/or lowboy motor transportation.

Q-95	Will main gun be GFE?
A-95  	GFE content for the three programs is being determined.

Q-96	CoAx will it be GFE?
A-96  	GFE content for the three programs is being determined.

Q-97	What type of targets will be engaged while during amphibious assault?
A-97	Fixed defensive positions, combat and tactical vehicles, troops.

Q-98	What is the expected with limits for remote weapons or turrets?
A-98	The Service will evaluate the full range of materiel approaches available in the process of developing vehicle and lethality requirements.  Specific dimensional limit are a function of aggregate vehicle solutions.  

Q-99	What is the required protection level of sub systems in a remote turret?
A-99  	Reference answer to Q-98.  It is reasonable to assume that the protection requirement for an unmanned system will be consistent with chassis survivability requirements and less than those applied for force protection purposes.

Q-100	What will be the most preferred weapon application MK 19, 50 Cal?
A-100	Reference the answer to Q-97 and Q-98.

Q-101	Remote weapon will it be common to all platforms?  Can it be GFE?
A-101  GFE content for the three programs is being determined.

Q-102	Will submersion requirement be MIL STD/Navy?
A-102	 Yes.

Q-103	Are there specific requirements regarding the elevation of the CMS to increase range?
A-103	The USMC will evaluate the full range of materiel approaches available in the process of developing vehicle, lethality and situational awareness requirements.

Q-104	Are there specific requirements regarding elevation of the vision system, which would better enable the driver’s protection and driving ability while operating the vehicle?
A-104	Reference answer to Q-103.

Q-105	How do you plan to contractually connect the three programs to achieve commonality?
A-105  Strategies for commonality are still being determined and could be different for different components, but GFE or directed procurement are potential approaches being considered.

Q-106	Do you have a definition of “existing technologies?”
A-106	TRL 6 or higher.

Q-107	Will common user interfaces be required across vehicles to reduce training device costs?  And will the government require M&S based validation of the ability of crew to operate the common UI’s within acceptable workload limits?
A-107	Common user interface is preferred, if affordable.  M&S will be used if appropriate to validate concepts and applicability across platforms.

Q-108	How will commonality be obtained if 3 different companies are building the 3 vehicles?  For example, if MPC is an existing off-the-shelf vehicle, how would commonality be maintained with the ACV?
A-108	Associate Contract Agreements may be used.  Commonality could be pursued through pursuing most mature technology and directing its use on subsequent acquisition efforts could be done through GFE, directed subs, or other partnerships yet to be determined.

Q-109	With respect to subsystems and components, given there could be three separate OEMs and one per platform who will make the decision of the inclusion of – sufficiency for aforementioned systems.  How will cost be controlled for OEM if Government forces/recommends introduction of non-OEM or Non OEM team’s system component?
A-109	The Government is interested in suggestions on the best way to implement commonality.  If commonality becomes a significant negative cost driver, then commonality may not be practical.  The final decision will rest with the Government.

Q-110	Will you contract separately for any/all of the common components noted today and provide them as GFE?
A-110   Strategies for commonality are still being determined and could be different for different components, but GFE or directed procurement represent potential approaches.

Q-111	Has a common architecture been selected?  Is the USMC considering the “VICTORY” architecture?  If so, what version?
A-111  The requirement for the AAV SLEP has not yet been finalized. 

Q-112	Is there a common power outlet on all vehicles?  
A-112	NATO receptacles are required.

Q-113	To insure the highest rate of commonality across industry for vetronics, will the government issue architectural ICD/SPEC?
A-113  There is currently no intent to issues an architectural ICD/SPEC.

Q-114	Will there be an assigned Government team to lead “vetronic” commonality?
A-114  As currently envisioned the three programs will be managed in a single integrated program office with shared personnel resources, including engineers.  We believe that this approach will facilitate the development of a common vetronics solution. 

Q-115	Do you have a contract management system in place that starts with requirements and links them to both the contract deliverables as well as the design and analysis data so that the impact of a requirement change can be quickly evaluated?
A-115 	No, we do not currently have such a system.  We do intend, however, for warfighter capabilities to be derived and allocated to lower levels in accordance with systems engineering management processes and best practices.  Engineering Change Proposals (ECP) will be handled through the requirements and configuration management process(es).

Q-116	Will you direct the use of collaborative 3D modeling and simulation be used to address commonality and risk in a 3D virtual world before production of a system or sub system?
A-116   The Government recognizes the many benefits that modeling and simulation provide, and that M&S is an integral part of the development and integration effort.  We will certainly consider the use of M&S to the maximum extent practicable in order to achieve cost, schedule, and technical performance requirements at acceptable levels of risk.

Q-117	Will you require model based producibilities and maintainability simulations as part of the CDR and PDR deliverables?
A-117   Although we may not necessarily require the use of simulations, we do anticipate they will be conducted and delivered as part of PDR and CDR in order to provide objective evidence for, and assess compliance with, a proposed design against established criterion and requirements.

Q-118	Do you have an integrated data environment?
A-118   It is the intent of the Government to establish an integrated data environment for the three programs. 

Q-119	When will LRIP occur based on current funding?
A-119   The acquisition strategies and the associated budgets are still in development.  

Q-120	Will an operating prototype be required to be provided with RFP?
A-120   This is still to be determined.

Q-121	Will a draft RFP be posted for industry comment?  If so, when?  
A-121	 It is our intent to post draft documents as soon as practicable.

Q-122	Will life cycle support be an option on initial contract for production?
A-122	The Government has not made a final decision on including an option for life cycle support in LRIP contracts.

Q-123	Has funding for each program been identified?  If so, what program elements?
A-123 	ACV, R-1 line 52, PE 0603611M, Project = C0025; MPC, R-1 line 190, PE 0206623M, project = 9C85; AAV, R-1 line 190, PE 0206623M, project  = 0021

Q-124	Regarding crew protection what systems are being evaluated to reduce noise and heat mitigation within the cab?
A-124  We have no ongoing effort in this area.  However, given the nature of ground combat systems, we would expect that human factors considerations such as this will need to be addressed in all vehicles.

Q-125	MPC:  If EMD vehicles do not have to meet all KPP requirements how will development test and operational test requirements be handled to satisfy regulations and prevent non compliance in EMD to be judged as a failure?
A-125	It is preferred that EMD vehicles meet all KPP requirements.  However, in the interest of time, the EMD vehicles may not be fully compliant.  For any KPP requirement that is not demonstrated on the EMD vehicles, a very robust, well supported “get well” plan must be provided.

Q-126	MPC:  Are tiered requirements listed in priority order within the tiers for MPC?
A-126	Yes.

Q-127	MPC:  Will the requirement for swim operation be promoted to tier 1?
A-127	Swim operations are expected to remain as the most important KSA.

Q-128	MPC:  Can the Marine Corps provide a specification reference, or simulation reference, or a metric by which the USMC evaluate “effective employment with M1A1?”
A-128	Appropriate metrics will be part of the MPC performance specification.

Q-129	MPC:  Is there an established GFE list for MPC C4ISR?
A-129	Not at this time.  The GFE listing will be part of the MPC solicitation.

Q-130	MPC:  Will the USMC release additional details of the MPC mission profile?
A-130	The MPC Design Reference Mission Profile and performance specification fully describe the mission profile.

Q-131	MPC:  Will the turning radius specification remain 84 feet for MPC?
A-131	The MPC turning radius threshold is 55 feet.

Q-132	MPC:  Will additional detail on maintenance organization and other USMC overhead cost be provided to support ownership calculation?
A-132	MPCs will be fielded to the current Assault Amphibian Battalions.

Q-133 	MPC Silent Watch:  Will a mission profile for silent watch be provided for MPC?
A-133	This information will be provided as part of the solicitation.

Q-134	MPC:  RFI Para 6(1)A implies that the first 7 vehicles need to be production ready and that there won’t be an EMD phase.  Is this correct?  If not, what is intended and where should non-recurring costs be identified?
A-134	The first seven vehicles will be used in support of EMD test and evaluation.

Q-135	MPC:  Is the requirement for a total of 7 vehicles for competitive testing and PVT or are 14 vehicles required?
A-135	The first seven vehicles will be used for competitive EMD testing.  An additional seven vehicles will be used for PVT.

Q-136	MPC:  There is reference to FY07.  The FY07 dollars were greater than the discounted dollars.  Is this correct or was FY07 supposed to be FY27?  Does the cost represent 106 vehicles or 600 vehicles?
A-136	The MPC RFI asks for cost information in FY11 dollars. The LRIP production is separated into two increments: first increment of 50 vehicles and the second increment of 56 vehicles for a total of 106 vehicles. 

Q-137	MPC:  Should industry do trade space analysis on tier 1 requirements in order to understand impacts to cost, schedule and performance?
A-137	Yes.

Q-138	MPC:  Is the NATC TDP being made available for the MPC Demonstrator?
A-138	The TDP will not be provided.  Lessons learned from the design, fabrication and test will be provided.

Q-139	MPC:  Will validation /verification testing be done at NATC or are they available to work with industry?
A-139	MPC test locations have yet to be determined.  Please contact NATC for availability to support industry.

Q-140  MPC:  What are the planned final numbers of MPC-C, MPC-P and MPC-R vehicles?
A-140	Current planning has MPC-Ps = 527, MPC-Cs = 34 and MPC-Rs = 18 for a total of 579.

Q-141 MPC:  Is it true that the Program Office will be moving to Quantico?
A-141	Yes.

Q-142	MPC Can you confirm a change to 8 vehicles for testing versus the 7 previously changed?
A-142	The Industry Day slide contained an error which has been corrected on the published version.  The correct quantity of EMD vehicles is seven.

Q-143 	MPC:  How long is the EMD phase for the seven vehicles?
A-143	That is dependent upon the responses to the RFI, which will identify the time ARO to vehicle delivery. 

Q-144	MPC:  Is the MPC considering a laser warning system?
A-144	No.

Q-145	MPC:  Will the MPC look to industry to offer a “Battlefield Management System?”
A-145	Appropriate Battlefield Management System requirements will be part of the solicitation.

Q-146	MPC:  How will “robust tactical swim” capability be assessed/measured for MPC?
A-146	Appropriate swim metrics will be part of the solicitation.

Q-147	What is the definition of "Marine infantry squad?”   Is it a fully reinforced squad of 17 Marines or just a basic of 14 Marines (exclusive of vehicle crew)?
A-147  Reference the answer to Q-8.

Q-148	Does the term "Total Program Cost" mean "Program Acquisition Cost" to include: (1) developmental costs (2) procurement costs (3) procurement support items (i.e. ST/STE) (4) initial spares (5) military construction need for the ACVs (6) GFE and (7) Government operations costs? Please clarify which items should be included in the Total Program Costs and provide any additional detail if possible. 
A-148  Total Program Cost for the purpose of this exercise related only to the RDT&E and PMC costs borne by the contractor for:
a. Development (Design and Integration), (RDT&E)
b. Prototypes for DT&E & LFT&E (RDT&E)
c. Vehicle Procurement Costs, Including Initial Spares (PMC)
d. Production Systems Engineering/Program Management (PMC)
e. Production Tooling (PMC)

Q-149	 Does the term "Flyaway Cost" include: (1) vehicle production cost, (2) Systems Engineering (SE), (3) Program Management (PM), (4) Test and Evaluation (T&E), (5) Warranty, and (6) Engineering Change Orders?  Please confirm our approach is consistent with MCSC expectations and/or supply additional detail if possible. 
A-149   Vehicle Total Flyaway Cost Includes:
a. Vehicle Production Cost
b. SE/PM
c. Government Furnished Equipment (Could be estimated or ignored)
d. Nonrecurring Engineering and Tooling
e. Engineering Change Orders
f. Ancillary Vehicle Mods

Q-150	 How many total ACVs does the U.S. Marine Corps intend to procure as part of the program of record?  Can the planned vehicle buys be broken down into engineering prototypes, live-fire test vehicles, Low-Rate Initial Production (LRIP) vehicles, and Full-Rate Production (FRP) vehicles?  Is there a time-phasing of vehicle buys by Fiscal Year? 
A-150   The current proposed acquisition objective (AO) for the ACV is approximately 600 vehicles.  Of that number, up 10 percent could be purchased as LRIP assets to support an orderly ramp up to production and the Initial Operational Test and Evaluation.  Engineering prototypes are not part of the AO and would be procured used RDT&E funding.  The procurement rate will be based on vehicle cost and overall affordability within the Marine Corps ground combat tactical vehicle portfolio.

Q-151	Will USMC provide AAV TDP and/or Bailment vehicle for development activities?
A-151	It is the intention on the USMC to provide the AAV TDP with the draft RFP.  The provision of AAVS loan/bailment to a selected Contractor may be considered as part of the acquisition strategy.  

Q-152  Given the guiding parameters driving the goals stated for these three programs, why is the LAV Family not being considered in the requirements analysis?
A-152	 The Marine Corps systematically manages all of its vehicles within the Ground Combat & Tactical Vehicle (GCTV) Portfolio.  The GCTV Strategy is updated annually, reflects capability and capacity requirements, investment portfolio decisions and is under the supervision of the Deputy Commandant for Combat Development and Integration.  The focus of Industry Day was on the trio of armored personnel carriers that are currently in, or are planned for, the Assault Amphibian Battalions of the Marine Divisions and reflect Service efforts to reinvest GCTV resources in the wake of Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle Program cancellation.  Light Armored Vehicles are in a separate GCTV capability category, serve a different function and are governed by a separate investment strategy from that of the trio of APCs. 

Q-153  Will industry receive digital storage, video recording?
Q-153	 No.

Q-154	Will there be a website portal for interested subcontractors as a tier II/III?  
A-154  There is a website that addresses industry day and Q&A’s for companies at all tiers http://www.marcorsyscom.usmc.mil/peolandsystems/ 

Q-155	Will the Marine Corps do this?  In order for the Marine Corps to minimize negative lessons learned, a fresh approach in R&D&A is required.  Industry should be required to submit a “balanced” response to an RFP by including Operator and advanced driving as well as Field Expedient Repairs and vehicle Self-recovery.  This can reduce operating costs for a system life cycle.  
A-155  Requirements for such issues will be addressed as appropriate in the draft RFPs.
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