Questions on the AMDR PCM FRD of 10-29-12
The Naval Sea System Command (NAVSEA) is releasing a draft technical performance specification for Power Conversion Module for the Air and Missile Defense Radar (AMDR PCM) for use in the DDG51 Flight III Program.  The draft technical performance specification is in form of a tabular Functional Requirements Document (FRD) and is now available for comment from Industry by following the Technical Data Package (TDP) link on the Navy Electronic Commerce Online website, https://www.neco.navy.mil/ under solicitation number N0002413R4204. The draft technical performance specification is posted with restricted access controlling sensitive but unclassified document packages (limited to US DoD and US DoD contractors only) and recipients of this information must exercise good judgment on what parts of this technical information they deem necessary to share with suppliers who meet the requirements of the distribution statement.  

This announcement is made on behalf of PMS 320 (the Navy’s Electric Ships Office).  The AMDR PCM is required to provide 4160 VAC to 1000 VDC power conversion to supply the AMDR subsystem at a power level of approximately 1.4 megawatts (MW).  It is desired that the AMDR PCM design be modular/expandable to provide components that enable flexible configuration options that allow units to be scaled to meet future objective power demands while maintaining or reducing the baseline system footprint through pre-planned product improvements (P3I).

Comments shall make reference to the paragraph number in which the comment applies (please use the Industry Comments column in the referenced FRD spreadsheet to capture the comments you may have).  In addition to the general comments from industry, the Navy is interested in responses to questions regarding the AMDR PCM draft FRD.  Responding to these questions will enable the Navy to better understand industry’s perspective on these requirements and have a greater potential to impact the final specification when released.  These questions are listed below.

Comments are requested to be submitted in writing by November 16, 2012.  All inquiries and comment submissions should be emailed to joseph.tannenbaum@navy.mil and labeled with the solicitation number.  Responses are requested to be provided electronically and acceptable formats include Adobe PDF or Microsoft file formats.  The information provided will assist NAVSEA in developing and further defining future procurement and acquisition strategies and should not contain proprietary information.  However, if some of the background on the comments provided is considered proprietary to the respondent, that portion shall be segregated and labeled as such and will be treated as Business Sensitive and will not be shared outside of Government activities and agencies without the permission of the provider.  The Navy will not release any comments/questions that have the potential to reveal a potential offeror's capabilities or business strategy.  This announcement in no way binds the Government to offer contracts to responding companies.  All information shall be provided free of charge to the Government.  No written responses will be returned.

Contracting Office Address:
N00024 NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND, DC 1333 Isaac Hull Avenue S.E. Washington Navy Yard, DC

Point of Contact(s):
Mr. Joseph Tannenbaum at joseph.tannenbaum@navy.mil
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1. Please describe the size and cost implications of configuring the AMDR PCM to provide modular expandability to support future P3I from a single 1.4MW output to two discrete outputs of 1.4MW and 850 KW.

2. Please describe key areas of concern or critical considerations in implementing an Open Architecture (OA) in the AMDR PCM design.  Also, please comment on the best interface locations within the AMDR PCM design to enable OA.  What is the lowest proprietary element that would form these interface boundaries?  Is there a common structure, control, and electrical interfaces that would enhance the interfaces?

3. Please identify how the overall AMDR PCM would scale up (cabinet size and weight, cooling load, etc.) from the required power rating of 1.4 MW (single output PCM) to a higher rating of 2.5 MW (dual output PCM) with your preferred architecture, and describe the components/technologies that drive the electrical power versus size trade space.

4. Please identify the requirements that inhibit the use of commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) products or existing Non-Developmental Item (NDI) components.

5. Which referenced documents do you anticipate will be unavailable to your company through your standard means of obtaining commercial and military standards?  Are any of the referenced documents cost drivers? If so, identify recommend alternatives with sufficient description of the technical differences between the invoked document and the alternative as well as anticipated cost impact to allow the Navy to make a determination if the alternative document would be sufficient to meet the Navy’s needs.   

6. From your company’s perspective, what are the highest cost and schedule driving requirements?  Which ones could be eliminated by substituting a suitable commercial alternative?  What should be considered as a suitable alternative to each of the ones you identified?

7. Please identify the requirements that become cost or schedule drivers for the development non-recurring engineering.

8. Are the efficiency requirements for the AMDR PCM a particular cost driver?  What is the cost of increased efficiency?

9. Is the cycle life requirement for the AMDR PCM a particular cost driver?

10. Is there a particular mechanical limitation for the cabinet (e.g., depth, width, volume, etc.) that drives the selection of component technology and/or the use of COTS electronics?

11. Please identify requirements on the 1000 VDC Interface that are particular cost drivers?

12. Please identify any of the Machinery Control System (MCS) interface or sensor requirements that could be relaxed to make the AMDR PCM more affordable.

13. What specific areas of the FRD require further clarification or definition?  Have you identified any specific conflicts within the requirements?

14.  What level of Modeling and Simulation should be required (what is necessary for you to adequately satisfy the design process)?

15. For any requirements marked TBR/TBD, please provide a recommendation based on your experience.

16. What are the Factory Test facility limitations?   What should the Navy provide to support testing?  

17.  For verification testing, please discuss whether the requirement could be adequately verified by full power testing using hardware in the simulation loop and controller in the simulation loop techniques, Factory Acceptance Testing (FAT), testing at Navy land based test sites, or shipboard testing, where simulation loop testing is simulated input and output with hardware in between.   Please identify any existing test infrastructure and test equipment that could be used to support the PCM test program in general.

