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11 July 1988 ·. 

125-5001-0710 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P.o. Box·sooo 
Simi Valley'· CA 93063-8000 

Attn: Mr. Frank Bohler 
Director of Contracts 

Subj: Subcontract 125-001; Iceland Command and Control Enhance­
ment (ICCE), Tactical Air Force (TAF) Trouble Reports 
(TRS) 

Ref: (a) Letter, HQ ESD (Banks) to TechDyn (Hise), dated 5 J·uly 
1988, NADS-597 

(b) Technical Interchange Meeting between TechDyn Systems 
Corporation and WCCS at Los Angeles, CA, 9 June 1988 

Dear Mr. Bohler: 

TechDyn Systems has reviewed and is forwarding the ref­
erenced letter with regard to the subject Tactical Air Force 
(TAF) Trouble Reports (TRs) to Whittaker Electronic Systems (WES) 
::)r information and corrective action. The enclosed TRs are 
being forwarded to WES in accordance with the Whittaker Command 
and Control Systems (WCCS) request made during the referenced (b) 
Technical Interchange Meeting (TIM). 

Performance in accordance with the instructions provided 
herein is considered by TechDyn to be within the scope of the 
existing subcontract requirements. In the event that WES does 
not agree that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechDyn, in writing, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly yours, 

~ >_?.~ c:~ 
__..,-~ 6~'· ~ ~ ./ '----------
Max s. Rosen 
Senior Contract Administrator 

Enclosure: TR Status (Unclassified) 
TAFCT (Classified) 

MSR/dlw 

~··PLAINTIFF'S 
:~ .. EXHIBIT · 
~]!~' .. •· ....... ·-·~·· ::r ··g·_ .. d!"o:_-,: ... _ ... · .. a · .. -~~.····-

2890 
THIS LETTER UNCLASSIFIED WHEN REMOVED FROM CLASSIFIED ATTACHMENT 

6564 LOISDALE COURT. SUITE 600. SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22150 • (703) 922·5100 • TELEX 901013 • FAX (703) 971·3928 



.... 

-
/ 

A£PLYTO 
ATTN OF· 

SUBJECT: 

I 
OOKP~TlAL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS ELECTRONIC S'(STEMS CIVIStON (AFSC) 

HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE. MASSACH~SETTS 01731·5000 

PKTG/{TCN-4/Lt Dalrymple)/NADS-597 

Contract Fl9628-85-c-oo79, Iceland Carmand and Control Enhancement (ICCE), 
Tactical Air Force {TAF) Trouble Reports (TRs) 

..oro: TechDyn Systems Corporation 
Attn: Mr. William c. Hise 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, Va 22150 

Reference: a) TechDyn Letter 124-c-0481 dated 14 June 88 
b) TechDyn Letter 124-c-04 90 dated 29 June 88 
c) 10-11 May 88 Technical Interchange Meeting rTIM) at Langley 

AFB, VA 

1. 'Ibe referenced letters request the Government provide the subject TAF 
TRs that are coosidered to be within the scope of the ccntract. '!he 
classified secald attachment provides these TRs. 'Ibe first attachment 
provides a list of all TRs from the TAF Certificatien Test identified as "In 
Scope", "OUt Scope," and "Required for TAF Certification" and which were 
agreed upon as in scope at the reference b TIM. Dispositioo of TR 1783 has 
not yet been determined but has been included for your informatioo in the 
event that it is determined to be within scope. 

2. Performance of the above task is considered to be within the present 
requirements of the subject contract. In the event that the Contractor does 
not agree that this task is within the present requirements, he/she shall 
take no action but must notify the contracting officer in writing within 
seven (7) calendar days fran this date. 

~/.~ 
UtNM.D A: BANKS 1 CAPl' 1 USAF 
Contracting Officer 
Directorate of Contracting 
Tactical Syst~, JTIDS & AWACS 

· CONFIDENTIAL 

2 Atchs: 
TR Status (Unclas) 
TAF CT TRs (Confid) 

cc: 'ICN-4 
HHA 
MITRE 

**'IHIS LE'M'ER L'OCIASSIFIED WHJ.N REMO'IID REMOVED FROM C[AC)SIFIID ATI'ACHMENI'** 

1EOIDYN D.C. ~ 

~.8 -.c -:-.3.5J~-
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Attac~ruent 1 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

ICCE TAF CEl!IFICAT!ON TR STATUS ~A~ uF !1 KA~ 88) 

TR -
003 

004 
008 
009 
010 
o:.~ 
0::.3 

016 
o:. ... 
o;2 
037 
040 
044 

---~ , __ 

782 
763 

In Scop~ 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
Y. 
X 

v 

Y. 

X 
(a)! 

io~ i: 
7F.~ Y. 

. iB1 

7!.\0 

791 
7~2 
793 
794 
795 

796 
7~7 

. 7~·£. 
7( '1 

X 

X 
1. 
X 
X 

(a):•: 

X 
Y. 

Out scoe~ 
Reguired for TAF 

Cf:rtl fic:--1 tion 
J 

X 

X 
X 

X 

(b)X 

, . ... 

X· 

(b)X 

Y. 

x· 

X 

X 

\ - ~~ ·:':"'\}r•r:n 
, I t ,l "''···~· ,_,i,\.:L..avv•l 1--

Comments 

Re~uires SOCC change 
(sim) 

R~~uires ~occ change 
Re~uires S~CC chanr.~ 

If r~,~t!tion rat~ 
pro~:e:r. 

!f no ~ata cha~r~s 

Eve~ if c: ~~ed ~y 
c~r::a tor . :-rc·-r 

~~'lui=es SOCC c: ... :-:~ · 
(a:so .:· .. t~ 1)•.-.e!·:: 

Non-ICCE prob:e~ 
~~~~~:t!o~ :~:: on!y 
C..:~ :. _ ::.\ nc t ·... ., ""' -. ... (4 .... 

basE-
he"'!uires ~OCC change 
(5~·~~/!r~.: .. -A :.nco::.rat:.­
bi~ity) 

(a) Value • a 
(b) va:ues • 2,3,4 

RP.latf'd to 7?9 
!)-5 :::l~C !nco~s!s~ent; i! 
~./•.:)!!.. 1-:C's i r< .:· ; ': ...,i ~: 
.=-. ·::d ! ~ 

TECHDYN D.C. No.: 

Kt-C-.55:< 
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Attac~ment 1 
!'age 2 

Reguire~ for TAF 
TR In Scope Out Scope CC!rtification Comments -

800 J X Data overlay; requires 

801"/ 
msg check 

X 
802'' ). 

B03/ X 
804 X Related to 799 
805 ,. Re:atcd to 799 
806 X 
807 '.! 

808 X 
809·' X J. 
810 X For vrong amplification 
Ell X Assurni~g gooc socc data 

P~~ ~u operator error 
e " X Re~." tE:d to 7~:? " , J X ... ..1 

8 4 X 
E . .:> ;.: Non-!C~~ ~rob!~m 

U ".! r. f I'; :'"' (: I i i ~ f"\ .,., .. iJ '· ... :· :: 
J ' \.,; -· '~ j o I • ._. • 

TECHOYN D.C. No.: 

g&:-c- 35:PL 2893 - -
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I f(!J!.~ 24 January 1989 · 

125-5001-0801 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P.O. Box 8000 
Simi Valley, CA 93063-8000 

Attn: 

Subj: 

Ref: 

Mr. Frank Bohler 
Director of Contracts 

Subcontract 125-001; Iceland Command and Control 
Enhancement ( ICCE), Status of Systeom Trouble 
Reports (STRs) 

Letter, HQ ESD (Chilson) to TechDyn (Hise), dated 
17 January 1989, NADS-748 

Dear Mr. Bohler: 

TechDyn Systems has reviewed and is forwarding the 
referenced letter with regard to the subject ICCE System Trouble 
Reports (STRs) to Whittaker Electronic Systems (WES) for action 
in accordance with paragraph 1 contained therein. WES is 
directed to provide TechDyn with a current status of said STRs 
no later than COB 27 January 1989. 0 

Performance in accordance with the instructions provided 
herein is considered by TechDyn to be within the scope of the 
existing subcontract requirements. In the event that WES does 
not agree that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechDyn, in writing, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly yours, ~ 

Max s. Rosen 
Manager of Contracts 

Enclosure: As stated 

MSR/kjs 

6564 LOISDALE COURT. SUITE 600. SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22150 • (703) 922·5100 • TELEX 901013 • FAX (703) 971·3928 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS DIVISION (AF~) 

HANSCOM AIR FORCE BAS£. MASSACHUSETTS 01731·5000 · 

•!PLY 1'0 
AnNo' ESD/PK'ro (TCN-4/Lt Cho) /NADS-748 

su1.1ECT: Contract Fl9628-8S-c-oo79, Iceland Command and Control Enhancement (ICCE), 
Status of System Trouble Reports (STRs) 

- To: ~.oyn Systems Corporation 
Attn: Mr William C. Hise 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

References: a. Test Plan ilorkinq Group (TPWG) 118 Minutes, lS December 
1988. 
b. ESDI~ Letter, l-U\DS-550, 3 June 1988, Trouble Reports (TR.s)/Soft·.-~a::e 
Trouble Reports (S'l'I\s) :>isposition. 

l. The Government requests a current status of the System Trouble Reports 
(S'l'Rs) for the Software Qualification Test (SQI') and Tactical Air Force 
Certification (TAF CERT) tests. ·Reference a. Statement for Record (SFR) la-
1, made by the subcontractor, stated that the STRs had not been worked to 
date. The subContractor acknowledged that the TAF CE:RT SI'RS in reference o. 
were within the scope of the current contract. The :.jvernment previously 
understood that the STRs were opened and that proqr-:~d was being made to 
close them. Please provide a current status of the 3TRs. 

2. Point of contact is Lt Sueling Cho at (617)271-8~89. 

3. Performance of the above task is considered to be within the present 
requirements of the subject contract. In the event that the contractor does 
not aqree that this task is within the present requirements, he/she shall 
take no action but must notify the contracting officer in writinq within 
sev~7) calendar ~ays f~om this date. 

r - ~~~~ ; .t/~~ /;-I 
JJJ ·~ /C/.-..~·L----

·.PHILIP a CHILSON, c.!.?!', ·:s;.E cc: ~--! 
Contrac · ng Officer ~I':':'~ 

... '.., ... 
~ .. 

.. --
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13 September 1989 

125-S001-0935 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
PO Box 8000 
Simi Valley, CA 93063-8000 

Attn: Ms. Marie Raymond 
Manager, Contract Administration 

Subj: Subcontract 125-001; ICCE, Correction of System Trouble 
Reports (STRs) 

Ref: Letter, BQ ESD (Chilson) to TechDyn (Rise), dated 
6 September 1989, NADS-885 

·near Ms. Raymond: 

TechDyn Systems has reviewed and is forwarding herewith 
the referenced letter with regard to the subject ICCE, 
Correction of System Trouble Reports (STRs) to Whittaker 
Electronic Systems (WES) for action in accordance with 
paragraph 3 therein. 

Performance in accordance with the instructions provided 
herein is considered by TechDyn to be within the scope of the 
existing subcontract requirements. In the event that.WES does 
not agree that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechDyn, in writing, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Max s. Rosen 
Manager of Contracts 

MSR/clz 

Enclosure: As stated 

6564 LOISDALE COURT, SUITE 600, SPRINGFIELD, VIRGINIA 22150 • (703) 922-5100 • FAX: C703) 971-3928 

2896 



( 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS DIVISION (AFSC) 

HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE, MASSACHUSEn'S 01731·5000 

MPLY10 . · 
Ami Oils PK'm/ ('ICN-4/Lt QlQ) /~885 

0 I SEP lwl 

IU&IICT: Ccntnct: Fl962S-a~-o079, Iceland CclnmaD:3 and Control Enhanceaent (Ica:) 1 
Ccrrectim of System Trcuble Beports (S'l'BS) 

TOs 'n!c:bDyD Systans Corporation 
·Attn: Mr. William C. Hise 

6564 IDisdale Court 
Suite 600 Springfield 1 Va 22150 

References: a) 29 Mar 8 9 Technical Interchange Meeting (TIM) at Whittaker 
Electronics Systems (WES) ; carlsbad, CA 

-b) ESD/'lt:N-4 IA!tter1 NADS-809, dated 11 Apr 89; Subject: Clcsure 
and Verificaticn of S'l'Rs 

c) 12 Mar 89 TIM at WES; Simi Valley 1 CA 
a) 6 Jun 8 9 '1'IM at tl§; Simi Valley I CA 
e) 20 Jul 89 TIM at WES; carlsbad, CA 

l. -Befsenc:e a •• TIM was conducted to induca an approach to software 
CQ~~~»leticn, an area which the. Gcwernnent had seen no mvement since February 
1988. This TIM resulted in reference b. letter in which the Government 
o;tllned a planned approach to software c:alq;)letiCXl including infcmnal 
c:cntractor verification (in-plant and at Govemmen·t facilities), Government 
generated test procedures, a rcmnal Verificaticz Test (FV'I') I ana in-plant 
Government representative visits. 'lbe plan is currently in use. 

2. Beference c, a, and e 'riMs were conductea to: 

a. identify sms requiring correc:tiat t:hrcugh software manipulatim 
b. identify STRs required to be verified thrcugh tbe FV'1' 
c. cane to a oaauiCXl umerstanaing of the problem for which the S'mS wexe 

written 
d. discuss reso~ availability far both fcxmal and informal testing 
e. discuss schedule and crxrec:tim status 

'!his letter provides fomal mtification of the Government's position en t.ilich 
S'1'Rs remain ·to be fixa:l and how they must be verified. 

3. flba c:cntractar··is ·-reqaired to·· fix all S'l'ltS. ~--·Attached is a list of the 
ITB8 ramainiDg ·fran the SOftware ()1Jal1 ficatica 'l'est (5(1r) .-am frcm the 
·ractical Air Force (TAr) Certificaticll Tests (C'l'a), -totaling 83 STRs. 'lbese 
S'I'Rs are identified as requiring verificaticn fran one (possibly ~) of four 
methods: 

· a. Explicit testing in FVT 
b. Proof of software correction through audit of code 
c. Audit of documentatial chanqes . 
d. Acceptance of a contractor initiated Engineering Change Proposal 
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4. Perfomance of the above task is considered to be within the present 
requirements of the subject contract. In the event ·the contractor does net 
agree that this task is within the present requirements, he/she shall take no 
action but notify the Contracting Officer in seven (7) calendar days fran this 

·~~ .... ' (_--- '!_/,13{[L_ 
P B. ~' capt, USA!' · 

Contracting Officer 
Direc:tante of Centra~ 
Tactical Systems 

l Atch: 
cc: 
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Attachment to 
HADS-885 

:..2em 5'I'P.s !egtliiing Correction 

* - Explicit· Verification 'lbrcUgh Fomal Verification Test (Wl') of Softwaxe 
Ccrrecticz ·( 44) 

+ - Prcof of Software carrection Bequired (20) 
D- DocaDentation Qwlge -Audit Bequired (22) 
B- Ccnt:mc:tcr Initiated Engineering Change P:oposal (!a') Bequired (2) 

STll ~ §l! ~ STR ~ - -
87-G69 + 88-298 • 88-683 • 
87-G84 D 88-306 + 88-684 • 
87-127 D 88-413 * 88-685 * 87-128 D 88-414 • 88-853 + 
87-141 • (Note) 88-450 + 
87-146 D 88-580 D 
87-225 D 88-581 D 
87-231 D 88-582 D 
87-232 D 88-609 + 

( 87-233 D 88-610 • 
87-234 D 88-611 D 
87-307 D 88-654 • 
87-566 D 88-655 • 
87-581 D 88-656 • 
81-582 D 88-657 • 
87-596 + 88-658 • 
87-621 D 88-659 • 
87-659 D 88-660 • 
87-686 D 88-661 • 
87-700 D 88-662 • 
87-790 D 88-663 • 
87-825 D 88-664 • 
87-831 E 88-665 * 87-845" E 88-666 • 
87-863 * (Note) 88-667 • 
87-884 + 88-668 • 
87-966 + 88-669 * 87-974 + 88-670 • 
87-975 D 88-671 • 
87-978 + 88-672 • 
87-981 * (Note) 88-673 • 
87-986 + 88-674 * 
87-994 + 88-675 • 
&8-oo6 + 88-676 * 88-Q07 * 88-677 • 
&8-ooa + 88-678 * 
a8-os2 * 88-679 • 
88-Q53 • 88-680 * 
88-280 * 88-681 * 
88-281 * 88-682 * 

. (Note: wrs has stated problem already fixed - Gov • t requires verificaticn at !Vr) 
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3 March 1990 

125-SOOl-1054 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
PO Box 8000 
Simi Valley, CA 93063-8000 

Attn: Ms. Marie Raymond 
Manager, Contract Administration 

Subj: Subcontract 125-0011 Technical Order-validation 

Ref: Letter, RQ ESD (Chilson) to TechDyn (Hiae), dated 
26 February 1990, NADS-973 

Dear Ma. Raymond: 

TechDyn Systems has reviewed and is forwarding the_;_ 
referenced letter with regard to the subject Technical Order 
Validation to Whittaker Electronic Systems (WES) for action 
in accordance with the direction contained therein. 

WES is requested to provide its response no later than 
COB 12 March 1990. 

Performance in accordance with the instructions provided 
herein ia considered by TechDyn to be within the scope of the 
existing subcontract requirements. In the event that WES 
does not agree that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechDyn, in writing, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

MSR/br 

Enclosure: As stated 

6564 LOISDALE COURT, SUITE 600. SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22150•(703) 922-SlOO•FAX:I703l971-3928 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

HUDQUAIIITIRI ILICTROHIC SYITDII DMIIOH (USC) 
HAN1C0t1 Alii POACa MIL IIAIIACHUIE1TI 01731-1000 

II FEB ~9~ 
~cl ESD/PKTG (G. ·Desrosiers)/HADS-973 

....-T: Contract F19628-85-c.0079, Iceland Conmand and Control Enhancement (ICCE), 
TecbDical Order Validation (PDFA o&M) CDRL C0091H003 

,. Tecbl)yn Systems Corporation 
lttn1 Mr. Willia C. Rise 
6564 Loiadale Court 
Suite 600 
Spr1ngtield, VA 22150 

Reterence: a) ESDITCHL NADS-960 Ltr, dated 12 Feb 90. 
b) TechDyn 125-c-o672 Ltr, dat~ 19 Oct 89. 
c) Wi3 Ltr to TechDyn, 891Q-1887~125-001, dated 10 Oct 89. 
d) IS)/TCHL NAIS-909 Ltr, dated 22 Sept 89. . 
e) Meeting between Mr. Steve Jones (W£3) and Mr. Gene 

Desrosiers (ESD/TCHL) oa 1 Feb 90. 
t) Telecon between Mr. Dave Qristensen (W!S) and Lt Scott 

Dalrymple (ESD) on 31 Jan 90. 

1. nD-ing reference e, Whittaker provided the Government with a copy ot the 
validated PDFA 06M manual tor review. The purpose of this review was to 
ensure that the 80S In-Process Review (IPR) CCIIIIIents and the validation 
cCIIIIerlta were incorporated. · 

2. '1'he Goverraent was informed durins reference e and t that the validated 
Oa.M lllftual included the cCIIIIlents trcm the 80S IPR and validation. On 5 Feb 
go, tbe user (CENTAF) was provided with a copy ot the PDFA Validated O&M 
manual tor review. The tollowins cCIIIDeftta are provided fran that review. 

a·. 80S IPR CaDDents 

( 1 ) References to the ICCE and CEHTAF systems are still prevalent 
throu&hout the manual, rather thaD reterencin& the official nCDenclatures, 
i.e., AHIGSQ-235(V)1 and (V)2. the manual mentions the AH/GSQ-235(V); 
hcvever, it never correlates ICCE/CEHTAF to AN/CBQ-235(V)1/(V)2. 

(2) Reference designators are still inaccurate in saDe cases, 
i.e., the digitizer sub-assemblies 1191, A1902, and A1905. 

(3) Official nomenclatures for the remote monitor and large 
screen display, IP-1579/GSQ-235(V) and ID-2~9/GSQ-235(V) respectively, are 
not identified in the manual. 

(~) Table 1-6 should show NSN 6625.01-11~598 for the digital 
mu1 timeter, al~ paragraph 1-8 should state "Procured. equip!lellt sb)uld be as 
identified or the equivalent." nus statement si ves the nexability tor 
i teal subati tutian, when necessary. 

-
.)I 

j . 
' 
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(5) Table 2-1 and paragraph 2-2.4 are still contusing. Does 
cratediUDCrated ~~em with/without transit cases or is it referring to the 
wooden sbippiq cratea it is delivered in? If the reference is to the 
wooden ahippi=J ant., then the dimensions for with/without the transit 
cases are atill required. 

(6) Table 4-3 needs a step between steps 4 and 5 which reads 
"TJpe 21h and press CR." 

(7) Table 6-30 steps 6 and 7 were to be rewritten, in such a 
~~aDDer, to ensure the action in step 7 would be accanplished quickly enough 
after tM response to step 6. 'lbe steps have not been chanaed. 

(8) In Figure 1-2 reference desisnator 120 and A21 are still 
ideatitiecl; however, there is no mention of them throughout the text. liby 
are cable connections siven reference designators? 

b. Validaticn CcmDents 

(1) After reviewing each CCIIIIlent sn~t (reference b) we could not 
ftDd _, ot the cCIIIDeftts to be incorporated. .. 

~. 
~-3. We are concerned that given the lack ot progress on the PDFA 06M manual 

ailloe the all audit that the contractor will have ditticulty ill meeting the 
Feb 91 ccntract delivery date. 1his manual is in the critical path leading· 
to M-Delo, TraininS, Verification, and therefore all installation 
.ativ1t1ea. 

4. Rec~Jeat TechDyn provide the Goverrment a schedule, NLT 10 days after 
receipt ot this letter, showing when the O&M manual will be ready tor 
review. The manual must include the 80S audit cCIIIIlen ts listed above and 
bave the reaults or validation effort either red-lined or incorporated. 

s. Point ot contact is Lt Darryl Glenn· or Mr. Gene Desrosiers, !SDITCNL, 
(617) 271-7175 or 8990 respectively. · 

6. Performance ot the above task is considered to be within the present 
requirements ot the subject contract. In the event the contractor does not 
qree that this task is within the present requirements, he/she shall take 
1» actiOD but azuat notity the Contractins Officer, 1n wri tins seven <7 > 
cal c1aya trcm this date. 

NO.I......,.,", CAPT, USAF 
Officer 

Directora of Contracting 
Tactical Systema 

cc: HQ TAC/DRCS/LGKE 
HQ USCENTAF/OOY 
507TAIRCWILGKA 
SM-ALCIMMBBA/lfttDDCA 
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10 Auqust 1990 

125-C-079.5 

Department of the Air Force 
HQ, Electronic Systems Division/PKTP 
Building 1618 
Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 01731 

Attn: Davids. Glowacki, Capt., USAF 
Contracting Officer 
Directorate of North Warning and 

North Atlantic Defense Systems Contracts 
Deputy for Contracting 

Subj: Contract F19628-85-C-0079; ICCE Proqram Cure Notice 

Ref: (a) Letter, HQ ESD (McKenna) to TechDyn (Hise), 
dated 13 June 1990 

(b) L~tter, WES (Raymond) to T~chDyn (Hise), 
dated 3 August 1990, 9008-3517-MR/125-001 

Dear Capt. Glowacki: 

TechDyn Systems, in response to the referenced (a) ICC! 
Cure Notice, is providing the Government herewith its plan 
for the correction of defiencies noted in said letter in 
accordance with paragaraph 4 contained therein.· 

On 3 August 1990, a meeting was held between the 
Presidents of TechDyn Systems and the directed subcontractor, 
Whittaker Electronic Systems (WES), along with associated 
staff, to discuss the issue of software closure and the cure 
notice which pertains to same. During said meeting, a 
conference call ·took place between the meeting participants 
and Colonel Robert Johnson, Systems Program Director NADS. 
During said conference call, agreements were reached between 
TechDyn/WES/HQ ESC with regard to software acceptance. These 
agreements are as outlined in the referenced (b) letter, 
enclosed herewith. 

Techoyn trusts that this plan for software acceptance as 
agreed to between Techoyn/WES/HQ ESD, and as described in the 
referenced (b) letter, fully responds to the issues raised in 
the referenced (a) letter. 

6564 LOISDALE COURT. SUITE 600. SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22150 •t703l 922-51 2903 
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1o ·August 1990 
125-C-0795 
Page TWO 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
contact the.undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly yours, 

.~C9.~ 
William c. Hise 
Vice President 

WCH/pas 
Enclosure: As Stated 
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03 August 1990 9008-3517-MR/125-001 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

Attention: 

Subject: 

Reference: 

Dear Mr. Hise: 

Mr. William c. Hise 

Subcontract 125-001; Software Acceptance 

TechDynjWES Meeting of 03 August 1990 

This letter serves to confirm the agreements reached between 
Whittaker Electronic Systems (WES) and TechDyn Systems 
Corporation at the reference joint meeting. 

1. WES will prepare and transmit to· TechDyn ICCE software 
version 90-054 on 07 August 1990. 

2. This software, as agreed between the parties, will not be 
subject to further contractor supported testing. 

3. A demonstration of version 90-054 designed to show that the 
version is bootable will be conducted at the test bed at 
Veda during the week of 06 August 1990, on a mutually 
agreeable date. 

4. The software documentation to be delivered will reflect 
software version 90-054 as delivered. 

5. As consideration for acceptance in this manner, Whittaker 
engineers will provide fifty hours of telephonic support to 
the Air Force, should the Air Force require assistance with 
the delivered software. 

If you should have questions regarding this matter, please 
contact the undersigned at 805/584-8200, extension 404. 

Sincerely, 

. 
'" ... 0 

, 
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17 Septe•ber 1990 

125-SOOl-1147 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P.O. Box 8000 
S 1111 V a 11 ey, CA . 93063-8000 

Attn: Ms. Marie Raymond 
Manager, Contract Administration 

Subj: Subcontract 125-001; RSSF Software Acceptance Test 
and Compile Link, and Load Testing 

Ref: (a) RSSF Software Acceptance Test and Compile, 
Link and load Testing, Tyndall AFB, Florida, 
11 - 12 September 1990 

(b) SOW-ECI-1229 

Dear Ms. Raymond: 

During reference (a), Governmental Testing was performed 
to: (a) determine if the subcontractor had met the 
requirements of s.o.w. paragraphs 3.2.1 and 3.2.2, reference 
(b), which essentially focused on providing installation, 

·integration and testing of the additional hardware and 
software required at the ROCC Software Support Facility 
(RSSF), Tyndall AFB to allow software support or· any 
Government accepted modifications and upgrades to the present 
RADIL baseline; and to complete the Compile, Link, Load and 
Edit function, a formally proposed CPT&E activity. 

Government personnel rated both of the above tested 
activities as incomplete, citing the following known software 
yet to be delivered to the RSSF: 

(a) TCOM Source Code 
(b) ccos Source Code 
(c) An updated version of CMS-LIST.PR 
(d) Classify - LISTING.CLI 
(e) MAPGEN Source Code 
(f) HAPDIGIT Source Code 
(g) DOWNLOAD Source Code 
(h) CHS AOS.PENT LIST 
(i) Other Missing Files 

:CCOS:OBG4C 
:CCOS:OEB4C.OB 
CCOS:DIR.CCOSLIB.LB 
CCOS:OIR:CCOS.RESOLVER.LB 

6564 LOISDALE COURT. SUITE 600, SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22150 • <703l 922-SlOC 
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Page 2 
125-5001-1147 
17 SepteMber 1990 

(j} 

(k) 
( 1} 

Directory structure, as delivered, does not 
match the Linker Files for 5 or the 10 CPLSs 
(DCS-TCDH linkage errors; DRR-TCOH linkage 
errors; ORO TCOH linkage errors; and OCS-CCOS.DIR 
does not exist and is set in the Search List). 
Some link modules appear to be missing. 
The above list does not constitute a complete 
picture of the gaps contained in the delivered 
software. 

Request that WES notify TechOyn as to what action will 
be taken to correct the above deficiencies. It is further 
requested that WES provide a proposed date for the completion 
or the above testing activities. 

Performance in accordance with the instructions provided 
herein is considered by TechDyn to be within the scope of the 
existing subcontract requirements. In the event that WES 
does not agree that these instructions ara within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechOyn, in writing, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly yours, 

~@.L 
.l- ·Max Rosen 
~Manager of Contracts 

CC: Capt. David Glowacki; HQ ESD 
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~~~ 16 October 1990 
(f\l '" 1cce 
~ 125-S001-11S6 
tlr7'1 

Whittaker Electroni~ Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P.O. Box 8000 
S1m1 Valley, CA 93063-8000 

Attn: Ms. Marie Raymond 
Manager, Contract Admininstration 

Subj: Subcontract 125-001; ICCE Program Compile, Link 
and Load (CLL) Demonstration, ICCE Software Delivery 
and Software PCA 

Ref: (a) Letter, HQ ESD (Glowacki) to TechDyn (Hise), 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

dated 9 October 1990, TNR-4-899 

Letter, TechDyn (Rosen) to WES (Raymond), dated 
17 September 1990, 125-5001-1147 

Letter, TechDyn (Rosen) to WES (Raymond), dated 
26 September 1990, 125-S001-1150 

Letter, WES (Nienow) to TechDyn (Rosen), dated 
4 October 1990, 9010-3940-DN 

Dear Ms. Raymond: 

TechDyn Systems has reviewed and 1s forwarding the 
referenced (a) letter with regard to the subject ICCE Program 
Compile, Link and Load (CLL) Demonstration, ICCE Software 
Delivery and Software PCA to Whittaker Electronic Systems 
(WES) for action in accordance with paragraphs 3, 4, 5, and 6 
contained therein. The referenced (b) letter partially 
addressed paragraphs 3 and 4 of said letter and the 
referenced (c) 1 etter also addresssed paragraph 3 of same. 
Further, TechDyn requests that WES provide its position with 

"the GovernMent's request in paragraph 6 of the referenced (c) 
letter for telephone support. 

Data provided by WES in the referenced (d) letter 
concerning Final PDFA •c• Specifications delivery was briefed 
at the 9 October 1990 Program Management·Review and will be 
passed to the Government via contract correspondence. Should 
there be changes to the data contained in the referenced (d) 
letter, WES is requested to submit such information to 
TechDyn at the earliest possible date. 



16 October 1990 
"125-C-1156 
Page 2 

Performance in accordance with the instructions provided 
herein is considered by TechDyn to be within the scope of the 
existing subcontract requirements. In the event that WES 
does not agree that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechOyn, 1n writing, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly yours, 

... 
Max S. Rosen 
Manager of Contracts 

Enclosure: As stated 
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DEPARTMENT OF l HE AlA FORCE 
HUOQUARTER8 ELECTRONIC IYITIMI DIVISION CA,IC) 

HANSCOM .AIR 'OAC! lAS! JIASIACHUSITTS 01131·5000 

~ .... -

0 9 OCT 1990 
su~.tlcT: CCntract !'19628-85-C-0079, Ic:c:E Proqra.'n, Canpile, Link and Load (CLL) 

Delncnstratic:n, lo:::E Sofe'-'are Delivery and Sof01are PCA 

To- Tec:hDyn Systems Corp;lration 
A~tn: Mr. William C. Kise 
6564 Loisdale Ccurt 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

1, Reference: 

a. TechDyn letter. l25-C-079i dated 23 Au; 90, CX7l'S Manuals. 
b. TechDyn letter l2~·0799 dated 27 Aug 90, Software Clcsure. 
c. C~ile, Link and Load (CLL) Demonstration at Tync!all ArB, FL 

. 11 and 12 Sep 90. 
d. ICCE Sof-:ware Delivery to Tyndall An, n., 11 through 

13 SeQ 90. 
e. TechOyn letter l2S-c-o813 dated 2 Oct 90, PDFA Software PCA. 

'· 'l'n. r.rn~.a~r ..,; ,_,.~v-n thP c11amnn~t~At-inn nt rP.fPrPnr-P 1 .c: •• abnv•, anc5 
re-;arda the ~ile, LiniC anc1 Load demonstration as successfully canplete:5. 

l. l\e94l~1ng fefe:enc;e l..d,, the Government maintains its request that the 
Contractor provide a complete set of al~. the software r~red ~ perform a 
CQftPlete build of the Io:& executable software fraa source (90-0S' PDFA 
source code, ~iler source (MES' CMS-2 canpiler), c:anpilers, assanblers' 
ftnur~ (nm-rr,), iiRiiP.mblP.rA, ut.ilitiM' ~nurc:a (~ c!evel()Qed), Ubraries, 
~OG library source cede (.I.B files), diagnostics, etc.) The Goverment 
.requests the CCntraetor to perform this canplete System bui.!.d on WE'S M'V 
10000, and ~ovide the resultant tapes for loading to and by the 4702 CSS 
personnel at Tyndall AFB, FL. Partic-lollar atten~ion needs to be paid to 
inaure the inclusion of all utility macros, CLis, etc. that are required to 
suec-.aafully ~lish a •full System build". 

Thus far at the 4702 CSS, the previously delivered software has been 
found to be· missing essential ~nt.s necessary to accanpl1sh this build 
an ca day-by-day basis. A auc:c:ea:6f\.1l Scf~actf PCA c~.nB.Jt ~ c.:uudw.:tw c.Ju o 
partial, inocmplete set of delivered sof~re. 

TechDyn was given a list of required cars dcx:uments at: referenee l.c. 
demonstration. Request status of thes~ documents ~ Sl;txf.itt.ed to ESO, with 
a ~Y goinq to 4702 CSS/cap~ T. Cot~er, by l.9 Oct 90. 
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~V • BV: xEROx TEl.ECCP l ER '?e10 ; U'J- 9-9C Z: t3eo:~ ~ 

• \ J 
'-.) 

.. 

"· Wban the ccntrac:tcr delivers a COI\'lete set of source and a:7I'S sattware 
to the 4'702 CSS tl'hich provi<l~ t.Jwaa\ t..M \:aptbility '-O perform .:1 ~lete 
Syatc build (that is, successfully c~ile and/or assemble, link and loed 
the SystaD Cl\ the 4702 CSS workbenCh) , the Government \llill be ready to begin 
the Software iCA using the del1.vered CSs as the baselined desiqn 
~ntaucn. · 

5. Request c:onuactor submit status of CS COIU. delivery to ESD/TtG'Denise 
Baker by 19 OCt 90. 

6. It ia l'l)t necessary for the ccntrac:~or to ~rtici;ate in the SOftware 
PCA. The GovemMnt team (4702 CSS and ESDI'mR-4/R. Culotta) ~ld 
awraciata tel~ a~rt if requir~. 

7. Point oe ccnt:act i• 'INR-4/Roger Culotta/719 55.&-6341 or TtC/Denise 
· Baker/617 377-7259. 

a. Performance of tbe above task is considered to be within the present 
requirements of the subject centract. In the event tne contractor does n:;,t 
ac;r" that d\is task is within th" I:'L~~~fal. requirements, he/she sh~ll t.'lk<! 
no action but notify the Cont:raeting Ofticer, in writing, within .seven (7) 
cal.encar days fran this date. 

~ ~. \,MA,;;;;'"~"'~~~&'~~, ~~~o;on;"' 
Contracting Officer 
North warning ant5 North Atlantic 

· ~fense Systeftl Directorate 
O.:.i/Contracting 

cc: SM 
ftC/ORCS 
StN.CILHSBM 
4 702 CSS/ADXR 
Mr1'RE D65 
·ma-~IDJC 

tK> 
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'M7tP•C.I)JW MIR ' 
1CIOO Wdlfti,. ~. L01 Aftgelel, Calllomla 9002.t 
11'/471-1411 

......._: Octeber 3, 1985 
~ Robert Murra1 

213/Ja75-9337 

COHHAHD, CONTROL AID COMHUHIClTIOHS COIPORATIOR 
TO MERGE VITR WHITTAKER 

Loa Anaelea -- Whittaker Corporation and Co.aand, Control 
and co .. unioationa Corporation (•CJ today announced ~he 
al&DlDI ot a aeraer •1reeaent UDder vblob •c v111 becoae a 
wholly owned Vhlttaker aubaldl&rJ. !er.a ot tbe aeraer, 
vblch la aubject to approval 'by •c•a abareboldera, were Dot 
dlscloaed. 

Beadquar~ered la torrance, Callforala, •c la a 
oloaely beld corporation eaploylns 200 people. &aons otber 
electronic bardvare and aottvare producta, tbe oo•pany 
develops and aanutacturea 1round te~lnal ayateaa tor 
allltary reconnalaaanoe alrcratt. 'Ita prla&rJ·OUatoaers 
Include ao•eraaent &lencles and dotenae contractor•. 

locordlDI to ottlolala ot both ooapanlea, •c•a 
ayateaa oapabllltJ ooaplementa that ot Vhlttaker•a 
technloa1 product• aroup, vblch develop• and aanutacturea 
adYanced radar ayateaa, •1orovave equlpaent and other 
detenae related produota. Vhlt\aker•a president and oblet 
esecutlwe ottloer, Joaepb r. lllbrandl, aald that the 
aeraer 1a oonalatent vltb Vhlttaker•a baslo arovtb atrate&Y 
ln tbe tecbnlcal •J•t .. a tleld. 

Llated oa the lev Tork and Paoltlo Stook lsch&Diel 
(ayabo1a Ill), Vh1ttake~ reported aa1ea ot t1.• bllllon tor 
the flaoal.Jear ended October 31, 198•. 

' ' ' ' ' 
26-10385 
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COMMAND 
CCNTAOLAND 
CCMMUNICAnONS 

C"r,.~ ., f'.,.~ 
AS.fE~ raLE 

CGAPOIIATICN 23670 Hawthorne Blvd., Torrance, CA 90505 e (213) 373-9651 e Telex: 853578 

8510-490-MR/16386 

24 October 1985 

TechDyn Systems 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Sprinsf.leld, VA 22150 

·Attention: w. Hise 

SUbject: Command , rDntrol and Communications Q)rporation Acquisition 

Dear Mr. Hise : 

Effect! ve 15 October 1985, Command, rDntrol and Communications Corporation (II C) 
became a wholly owned subsidiary or Whittaker Corporation as a result or a merger 
action. 4C will retain its name, to be followed by wor-ds identifying it as a 
subsidiary of Whittaker Corporation, which is headquartered at 10880 Wilshire 
Boulevard, Los .Angeles, CA 90024. 

In conjunction with the merger action, Hr. John Freitag resigned the presidency 
of 4C and has been replaced by Hr. Monte J. Hatchett, previously based at 4C's 
Huntsville, Alabama, office. nte remainder of 4C' s managerial team remains in 
place and will continue to operate in accordance with previously established 
practice. 

Sincerely, 

~f.~ 
Marie E. RaJIIIOnd ~ 
Manager of Contracts 

COMMAND, CONTROL AND COMMUNICAnONS CORPOI\AnON 
Coqlonte HNCiquarten: 23670 Hawthorne Blvd .. Torrance, CA iOS05 • (213) 373-9651 • Telex: 153578 
Huntewtlle OHler. 15158 Sparkman Dr•ve, Huntsville, Alabama 35805 • (205) 837~ • Telex: 584458 
San Diego Office: 3085 Rosecrans Place, San Diego, Califomla 12110 • (611) 221-1811 • Talaa: lln43 

II PalO OHler. P.O. Box 8070, Ft. Bliss, Texas 7110&0070 • (915) 582-..222 
ft. ......_... Oftlce: Poat Office Box 10, FL Monmouth. N.J. 07703 • (201) ~1333 

PLAINnFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

tg~~ 
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9 February 1987 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, Virginia 22150 

Attention: Mr. David Yenowine 

) 
.).i-. 

;.: 

Command. Control and Commuttications Corporation 
A Subsidiary of Whittaker CorporatiOn 
23670 Hawthorne Boulevard 
brranca C81itornta 90505 
2131373-9651 Telex 756886 

\\•hlttiaka! 

8702-0177-MER/16393 

Subject: Subcontract 125-0017 Extension of 4C Proposal for 
CLINs 0057/0058, HF/UHF Upgrade 

Reference: a) 

b) 

TechDyn letter 125-S001-02SO dated 22 January 
1987 
4C letter 8701-0125-MER/16393 

Gentlemen: 

Because of the recent reorganization of the ICCE proqram 
management structure, submission of subject proposal is delayed 
until 16 February 1987. 

If you have questions regarding this delay please contact Mr. 
Mikki Segraves at (213) 373-9651. 

Sincerely, 
·-· &.' ~ . . 
· !lUAt.t... f A.w'Z{ 1-2-L ... 

Marie E. RaymondJ 
Director of Contracts 

MER:nch 

rse e 1 a3~ 

PLAINnFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

~~~:3 

- ··-.- -.._......~ 
~-Olf~: 23670 Hewmome Boulevard. Torrance. CA 10505•(213) 373-9651 Tetex 756886 

.. ·- ·- ttesft!le ... Office: 15158 ~Drive.~-. AJabM\1 3SI18. (205) 137-eo&t 
s.n Diego Office: 30e5 AoMc11111 Pice. San Diego, C.itomia 82110 • (SUI) 226-1816 e Telex: v-· .. 

El Puo Ottlc:e: 1811 Beec:l'l Drive. Suite E. E1 Pao. Texa1W25e(915) 7~~ 
A. Mcnnoutft Office: P.O. Sox 60. Ft. Morwnoulft. N.J. 07703 • (201) ~-671~ 2914 



19 February 1987 

TechOyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Sprinqfield, Virqinia 22150 

· Attention: Mr. David Yenowine 

Command. Control and Communications Corporation 
A Subsidiary cf Whittaker Corporation 
23670 Hawthorne Boulevard 
10rrance. California 90505 
2131373-9651 Telex 756886 

\Vhfttakast 

8612-0222-MER/16393 

Subject: Subcontract 125~001: status of Responses 

Reference: a) TechDyn Letter 125-8001-0264, dated 
February 1987 

b) TechDyn Letter 125-8001-0265, dated 
February 1987 

c) TechDyn Letter 125-SOOl-0261, dated 
February 1987 

Gentlemen: 

11 

11 

11 

Responses to reference correspondence, due 18 and 19 February 
1987, are being prepared and will be forwarded upon completion. 
Changes within the 4C orqanization have caused a delay in 
response time. 4C apologizes for any resultinq inconvenience 
caused to TechDyn. 

Sincerely, 
' . ~ 

)zUJu.J. ~ F flw 11 H./L 
Marie E. Raymond // 
Director of Contracts 

MER/nch 

'-·~--
. ··-· 

Corpotate Otttce 23670 Hawthorne Boulevard. Torrance. CA 90505 • (213) 373-9651 Telex 756886 
foUUivilll Offtee 15158 Spartunan Drive. tvhville. A&aDitM 35816 • (205) 837.ao&C 

SM Diego Offici 3065 RoMct.,. Place. Sen Diego. Calitomia 82110 • (81SI) 226-1116 e Tela: 6979'3 
Et Puo Office• 1611 Beech OrM. Suitt E. El Pao. Texa 7aa25 • (115) ~ 

Ft. Monmaulh Otltce P 0 Box 60. Ft Monmoutft. N.J. 07703 • (201) ~-6714 

PLAINnFF•s 
EXHIBIT 

/d.._~lf 
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~~V BY:xEROx TEL..ECOPIER 7010 ; Z-Z?-97 1:51PM ; 

2& February 1987 

TachDyn Sy•~ema Corporation 
6564 Lcisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Sp~ingfield, Vir9inia 22150 

Attention: Mr. David Yenowine 

CCITT 133-+ ?el:3':r.l3926:= 2 

COiftNnd. eor.rol and Commut'llcationl Corpo'll\On 
A lublldilfVof~Corpor-.on 
23870Mawthome ~ 
1::tnna catfcmia 905eO 
~, TltGI7~ 

\\9hlttaka& 

8702-0260-MER/16393 

Subject: Subcontract 125-0011 Critical Design Review 
. . 

Rete~encea TechDyn letter 125-SOOl-02'4, dated 11 February 
1987 

Dear S1rr 

Again, please excuse the delay in responding to the reference 
communication. As you are aware aigniticant manaqement and 
or;anizational changes have been implemented within the 4C 
corporation. These change will further enhance prog-ram 
visibility and success. 

4C is disturbed by the incomplete CDR and the fact is that 4C was 
not permitted to continue ita CDR presentations. Further, no 
constructive comments other tban "unsatisfactory" were provided. 
4C understands the sequence ot events which must occur tor 
succa•atul CDR completion. Accordingly, 4C is focusing on a 
daliver.y of ei;ht (8) copiaa of the cs apecitications as 
discussed in 8702•0147-MER/163i3. 

With respect ~o ~••t plana and procedures, PDFA Teat Plan change 
page• were transmitted 25 February and H/W Teat Procedure• were 
tran•mit.tecl 17 February 1987. RC! teat document• and the SQ'l' 
Procedure• are achedula4 tor aubmiaaion 16 March 1987. Aaaumin; 
that ESD require• a 30 day review, completion of the CDR can 
comm.nce 11 April 1987. 4 

Sincerely, 

~f. 
Maria E. Rayman~ 
Director ot Cont 

MER/nch 

~ Offtol. 23810 H&wNmtloule¥11G. Torrence. CA aG~•(213) 31$0151 Ttla 7-
~ Cfftce. 11151 SoMaNft Cttve. ~ Al&biiN a11• (201) ..... 

s.n OitOI» ewa: as-...,. ..... SM Oilll. Clllfaml uno • "''l 2a1111 • Te~a: •~ e , .. 0t11c.t ,e,, leecft ~. Suit~ I. 11 ,... , .. ,.. • ttt5l ~ 
R. ~ Qfl'a. '-0 Boa II'. A Mci'WG.Cft. H .1. 011QS e (20,) .._.,,. 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

~~~IJ, 
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Command, Control and Communications Corporat1on 
A Subsidiary of Whittaker Corporation 
23670 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Torrance. California 90505 
2131373-~51 Telex 756886 

Whtttaus 
26 February 1987 8702-0252-MER/16393 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, Virginia 22150 

Attention: 

S\?.bject: 

Reference: 

Dear Sir: 

Mr. David Yenowine 

Subcontract 125-001: Open Action Items 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Raymond) 
dated 11 February 1987, 125-S001-0263 
Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Raymond) 
dated 11 February 1987, 125-S001-0265 
Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Raymond) 
dated 11 February 1987, 125-S002-0261 
Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Raymond) 
dated 11 February 1987, 125-S001-0264 
Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Raymond) 
dated 26 February 1987, 125-SOOl-0271 

As indicated in 4C letter 8702-0222-MER/16393, and in answer to 
you reference e) query, responses to references have been delayed 
due to program manaqement·changes. Response to reference b) will 
be provided by 27 February 1987. Responses to references a), c) 
and d) will be provided no later than 3 March 1987. 

Sincerely, 

71uM. t 
Marie E. 
Director 

MER/nch 

:·r r.·· . ···-- .i-._. "_..:. ~·.:,~ . . 
. i:. ,',: .: . ~ 
1 -:~ ~ . ~·v.~ ~:ie Office 23670 HawthOrne Boulevard. Torrance. CA 90505•(213) 373-9651 Telelc 756886 
! . • ,.,.. · __ j ~lte OffiCe. 15158 Sparkman Onve. H\1\tSYilte. Alabama35816 • (205) 837~ 

~\j ~~ -J . Office: 3)65 Rolecflnl PIDI. San Otego. C&litomia 92110 e (819) 226-1816 • Telex: 697943 
, '!.!. - tle Pa10 Otfsce: 1611 Beech Drive. Su:te E. El Paso. Texas 79925•(915) 779-3904 
~ Ft Monmouth OffiCe P.O Box 60. Ft. Monmouth. N.J. 07703 • (201) 542-671• 2917 



Command, Control and Communications Corporation 
A Subsidiary of Whinalcer Corporation 
23670 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Torrance. Califomia 90505 
2131373-9651 Telex 756886 

\Vhtt=us 
06 March 1987 .8703-0299-ME/16393 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court, Ste. 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

Attention: Mr. Gary Fourney 

·Subject: Subcontract 125-001; Open Action Items 

Reference: (a) Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Raymond) 
11 February 1987, 125-5001-026~ 

(b) Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Raymond) 
11 February 1987, 125-5001-0264 

(c) Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Baymond) 
11 February 1987, 125-SOOl-0261 

(d) Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Raymond) 
25 February 1987, 125-SOOl-0270 

(e) Letter, 4C (Raymond) to TecbDyn (Yenowine) 
27 February 1987, 8702-0263 

(f) Letter, TechDyn (Yenowine) to 4C (Raymond) 
26 February 1987, 125-S001-0272 

(g) Letter, TechDyn (Fourney) to 4C (Raymond) 
2 March 1987, 125-SOOl-0273 

(h) Letter, TechDyn (Fourney) to 4C (Raymond) 
2 March 1987, 125-SOOl-0275 

dated 

dated 

dated 

dated 

dated 

dated 

dated 

dated 

(i) Letter, TechDyn (Fourney)to 4C (Raymond) dated 
5 March 1987, 125-SOOl-0278 

Dear Mr. Fourney: 

In response to reference (1) status of references (a) through (h) is as 
follows: 

References (a), (c) and (f), as previously indicated, have been delayed 
due to organizational restructure. Data for responses is expected by 16 Mar 87. 
Reference (d) is being transmitted this date. Reference (g) response was 
provided under 8703-027G-MER/16393 on 2 Mar 87 and 8703-0277-MER/16393 on 
4 Mar 87. Reference (b) response was provided under 8702-026G-MEB/16393 
dated 26 Feb 87. 

Corpotate Olfa 23670 H8W!homl Boutevard. Torrance. CA ao5e(213) 373-ae51 Telex 758886 
~Office: 15158 ~Drive.~.~ 35818. (205) 137-1064 

s.n Diego Office: 3065 Aollcl•ll fl*a. s.n Diego. Cllitamia 12110 • (818) 226-1818 • T.-: .11C3 
e Pao Office: 1811 8Mctl OrNe. Suite E. e Plio. T ... 7W25e(915) n.lSICM 

Ft. Manmaulh Otfice: P.O. Box eo. R. ~N.J. 07703 • (201) s.2.e11• 
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Mr. Gary Fourney 
TechDyn Systems Corp. 

06 March 1987 8703-0299-MR/16393 
Page 2. 

As indicated in our telephonic discussion of 2 Mar 87, the attachment to 
reference (e) was mailed on 27 Feb 87 and will.again be mailed with the 
original copy of this letter. 

We apologize for the delay and thank you for your patience. 

Sincerely, 

~F 
Marie E. Ba.ymond 
Director of Contracts 

MER/mm 

Enclosure 

· ·.:·~m~@l 
. \~it 

\"%\ t ~ '!A\ 
I I f1 
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Command, Control and Communications Corporation 
A Subsidiary of Whittaker Corporation 

20 March 1987 

TechDyn Systems Corp. 
6564 Loisdale Ct, Ste. 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

Attention: Mr. G. Fourney 

23670 Hawthorne Boulevard . 
Torrance. CaJifomia 90505 
2131373-9651 Telex 756886 

\Vhlttakas 

8703-0387-MR/16393 

Subject: Subcontract 125-001; status of responses 

Reference: TechDyn 125-5001-0304, dated 20 March 1987 

Dear Sir: 

In response to your request for status, please be advised that 
reference d) of your reference letter was answered under 8703-383-MER/ 
16393, dated 20 March 1987 and that reference g) response was sent 
directly to the Government as your letter requested. 

All other references have been delayed as a result of organizational 
change and will be discussed by Mr. Mikki Segraves during the upcoming 
Program Management Review at the TechDyn facility. 

Thank.you for your patience. We apologize for the delay. 

Sincerely, 

&~ymof~~ 
Director of Contracts 

e Office: 23670 Hawthorne Boulevard. Torrance. CA 90505 • (213) 373-9651 Telex 756886 
~Office: 15158 Spattcmln Drive. HI.IUIVille, Alablma 35816. (205) 837~ 

.-.ttiee:ao omc:.: 30e5 RoMer•• Ptllce. Sift Oie;O. Ca!ifomia 92110 • (819) 226-1816 • Telex: 69~ 
B Puo Oftice: 1611 8Md\ Orive. Suite E. El Palo. Texa 79925 • (915) 17'9-3904 

Ft. Monmouth Office: P.O. Box 60. Ft. ~.N.J. 07703 • (201) 542-6714 

2920 



Command, Control and Communications Corporation 
A Subsidiary of Whittaker Corporation 

6. May 1987 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

Attention: Gary Fourney 

23670 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Torrance. Califomia 90505 
2131373-~51 Telex 756886 

\\Yhfttalat! 

8705-0636-MER/16393 

Subject: Command, Control and Communications Corporation, 
Change of Name 

Reference: Subcontract 125-001 

Dear Sir: 

Command, Control and Communications Corporation (4C), a 
subsidiary of Whittaker Corporation, has formally changed its 
name to Whittaker Command and Control Systems, Incorporated. 
This change has been filed with The Secretary of The State of 
California and was certified by that office on 24 March 1987. 
Whittaker Command and Control Systems, Incorporated will remain 
in its present facility locations, retaining, for a time, 
telephone listings under both ~~e old and the new names. 

This letter serves as official notice of that change and is also 
a request that you disseminate this information throughout your 
organization in order to avoid the confusion that may ensue for a 
time. 

In addition, in accordance with reference FAR 42.1205, provided 
herewith are the following enclosures to provide information for 
modifications to the reference subcontract reflecting 4C's name 
change: 

Corporate Office: 23670 HawthOme Boulevard. Tarrance. CA 90505•(213) 373-9651 Tete• 756886 
HuUWie ~: 15158 Spattcman Drive. HwUville, ~ 35818 • (205) 837-8064 

Sin Diego Office: 3065 Aolec:lwaa Plea. s.n Diego. ~ 92110 • (819) 226-1818 • Teta: 6879Q 
9 Puo Office: 1611 8eectt Orive. Suite E. El Pao. Texa 79825 e (915l779-390o& 

Ft. Monmoutl'\ Ottiee: P 0. Box 60. Ft. Monmouth, N.J. 07703 • (201) S.2-671 .. 
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TechDyn Systems Corporation 
Mr. Gary Fourney 7 May 1987 

8705-0636-MER/16393 
·Page Two 

1. Change-of-Name Agreement, provided to 4C ACO 
2. certification of name change by The Secretary of The State 

of California 
3. certificate of Amendment of Articles in Incorporation of 

command, Control and Communications Corporation, a 
California Corporation 

4. Certification by Vice President and Secretary of Command, 
control and Communications Corporation. 

Please advise if you require further data. 

Please sign and return the duplicate copy of this letter to 
acknowledge receipt of this transmi~tal. 

Sincerely, 

~ . r / ,'/~ .. ~--
Marie E. Raymo~~ J'. · 
Director of Contracts 

MER:nch 

Attachments 

Received 

Gary Fourney 
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CHANGE-oF-NAME AGRZZMENT 

The COMMAND, CONTROL AND COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION, a 
corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of 
California and the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, enter into this 
Agreement as of 24 March 1987. 

(a) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

THE PARTIES AGREE TO THE FOLLOWING FACTS: 

The Government, represented by various Contracting Officers 
of the u.s. Army, u.s. Navy, u.s. Air Force and u.s. Marine 
Corps, has entered into certain contracts and purchase 
orders with the COMMAND, CONTROL AND COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION, as shown in the attached list marked nExhibit 
A" and incorporated in this Agreement by reference. 'lhe 
term nthe contracts," as used in this Agreement, means the 
contracts and purchase orders and all other contracts and 
purchase orders, includinq all modifications, made by the 
Government and the Contractor before the effective date of 
this Agreement (whether or not performance and payment have 
been completed and releases executed if the Government or 
the Contractor has any renaininq riqhts, duties, or 
obligations under these contracts and purchase orders). 

The COMMAND, CONTROL AND :coMMtnliCATIONS CORPORATION, by an 
a~endment to its certificate of incorporation, dated 2 March 
1987, has changed its corporate na~e to l\1iiTTAK!:R co~:·:AND 
AllD COUTROX, SYSTEMS, INCORPORATED. 

This amendment acco~plishes a change of corporate name only 
and all rights and obliqations of the Government and of the 
Contractor under the contracts are unaffected by this 
chanqe. 

Documentary evidence of this change of corporate name has 
been filed with the Government. 
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(b) 

(1) 

(2) 

IN CONSIDERATION OF THESE FACTS, 'l'HE PARTIES AGREE THAT-

The contracts covered by this Agreement are amended by 
substituting the name "COMMAND, CONTROL AND COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION11 for the name WHITTAKER COMMAND AND COh"TROL 
SYSTEMS, INCORPORATED" wherever it appears in the contracts; 
and 

. 
Each party has executed this Agreement as of the day and 
year first above written. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

·. 
By: ·. 

Title: 

COMlQ.ND COUTROL A!lD COMMUNICATIONS COP..POP.ATION, 

By: 

Title Director of Contracts 
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CORPOR.a\ TION Dl\'1510~ 

I, MARCH PONG EU, Secretary of State of the 
State of California, hereby certify: 

That the annexed transcript has been compared '''ith. 
the corporate record on file in this office, of \vhich it 
purports to be a copy, and that same is full, true and 
correct. 

IN WITl\'ESS '\l1HEREOF, I execute 
· this certi!lcate and affix the Great 

Seal of the State of California this 

MAR 2 4 1987 

• 
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CERTIFICATE OF AMENDMENT OF 
ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION OF 

COMMAND, COHTROL·AND COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
a California corporation 

EDWARD R. MOLLER and JOHN D. FREITAG certify that: 

1. They are a d~ly elected and acting Vice 
President and Secreta~, respectively, of Command, Control and 
Communications Corporation, a California corporation. 

2. The Articles of Incorporation of said 
corporation shall be amended by revising Article FIRST to read 
as follows: 

FIRST: The name of the corporation is Whittaker . 
Command and contr~l Systems, Inc. 

3. The foregoing Amendment was approved by the 
required vote of the sole shareholder of said corporation in 
accordance with Section 902 of the California General 
Corporation Law; the ~otal number of shares entitled to vote 
is One Thousand (1,000) 1 and that the total number of shares 
voting in favor of the Amendment of Articles of Incorporation 
was One Thousand (1~000). 

4. The foregoing Amendment of Articles of' Incorpo-
ration has been duly approved by the Board of Directors. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executed 
this Certificate on March 2~ 1987. 

· DNJV/AmendCert 

COMMAND, CONTROL AND COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION 
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..... •. 

The undersiqned Edward R. Muller and John D. Freitag, 
Vice President and Secretary, respectively, of Command, Control 
and Communications.Corporation, each declares under penalty of 
perjury that the matters set out in the foregoing Certificate are 
true of his or her own knowledge. 

. 
Executed at Los Angeles, California, on March 2, 1987. 

2927 



,. - .. 6:. I • • •'- - • ...., I "--- - ~; • - I '- - ·- # - - -

26 August 1987 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisaale court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

·Attention: Mr. Gary Fourney 

Whtttlktr Command I Control IJtt.ma, Inc:. 
23670 Htwtt\orne 8oultvarc 
Torrance Catifomia toSOS 
2131313·8651 Ttlea 756886 

8708-1141-MER/16393 

Subject: subcontract 125-001; Change in Program Management 

Dear Sir: 

This serves to ac!vise you that due to a company reorqanization 
enqendered by the forthcoming merger of two Whittaker 
subsi~iaries, Whitta~er Co=mand and Control Systems, Inc. and Lee 
Telecommunications, a change in the program management 
responsibility for subject sUbcontract has occurred. 

Effective 28 August 1987, Mr. Don Salyers will asaume 
reaponsibility as Director of Programs tor wccs and Mr. 
David Bumstea~ will assume responsibility for the ICCE program. 
If you should have questions raqardinq this change, please 
contact Mr. Salyers or the undersigned. 

Sincer~ly, 

-JUAu· 7. 12~ 
Marie E. Raymond 
Director of contrac • 

MER:nch· 
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5 July 1988 

TechDyn systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale court, Suite 6~~ 
Springfield, Virginia 2215~ 

Attention: Mr. Max s. Rosen 

Wblttaaer Command and Control Syatema 
8190 Yarrow Drive 
Carlsbad, CA 92009 
8191438-7336 
Telex 756888 

88~7-~546-MER/16393 

Subject: Subcontract 125-~~1; Merger of 
Whittaker Command & Control Systems 
with Whittaker Elect~onic Systems 

Dear Mr. Rosen: 

Effective 1 July 1988 Whittaker Corporation merged Whittaker 
Command & Control Systems (WCCS) with Whittaker Electronic 
Systems (WES). As a result of this action the WCCS name will be 
changed to WES and, beginning 5 July 1988, all corporate 
functions will be performed at the WES facility in Simi Valley, 
California. The present Carlsbad facility will remain as a 
Technical Center. 

The appropriate Change of Name and Novation Agreements are being 
prepared and will be forwarded upon receipt of certified 
documents from the Secretary o~ the State of California. 

Point of contact for all contractual matters, including 
telephonic inquiries, will be Mr. Frank Bohler at the Simi Valley 
facility, 1785 Voyager Avenue, Simi Valley, CA 93~63-8~~~. 
telephone 8~5/584-82~~. Point of contact for Change of Name and 
Novation Agreement status will be the undersigned at the Carlsbad 
facility, telephone 619/438-7336. 

Sincerely, 

WHITTAKER ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS 

~F. Q ____ I 

Marie E. Raymtn~~ 
Manager ot.contracts 

' ~··. 

MER:bje 

. ·······~·-- ... 
-··· ..... J 
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RCV BY: xEROx TELECOP I ER 7~ : 8-24-88 1:32PM ; - - 9 805 ~-~ 8332-t 
I 

FlJG Z4 '88 U): :32 WHIT"r .iKER-TASKER SYSTEMS 

TO: 

ATT: 

DATE: 

FROM: 

TECHDYN SYSTEMS 

MAX ROSEN 

24 August 1988 

Frank Bohler 

As we art now permanently located 1n S1m1 Valley. 

J1ease send .a11 future Fax correspondence to 

F·a X I ( 8 0 5 ) 5 2 7 • 8 3 3 2 • 

Thank you. 

FB/lg 

?039713928: .. 2 

P.Z 
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26 Auqust 1988 

TechDyn systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Springfield, Virqinia 221SP 

Attention: w. Hise 

Subject: contract Novation/Action 

Reference: 

Whittaker Electronic Sptema 
5931 Pnestty Or~ve. Suate "A"' 
Carlsbad. Cahfomaa 92008 
Telephone: (619) 438-7336 
FAX. (619) 438-7336 Ext 311 

88,88-,9571-MER 

a) FAR 42.12P4/42.12,95 
b) Notice of Intent to Merqe, dated 

11 September 1987 

Dear Sir: 
.. 

Effective 3P October 1987, Whittaker Corporation merqed two 
subsidiary corporations, Whittaker Command and Control Systems, 
Inc. (WCCS) and Lee Telecommunications Corporation (LTC). As a 
result of this merver wccs ceased as a corporate entity, and LTC 
became the surviv1ng corporation, changing its name from Lee 
Telecommunications Corporation to Whittaker Command and Control 
SysteFs, Inc. 

Accordin91y, the contracts held by the disappearing wccs 
corporat1on require novation agreements, while the contracts held 
by LTC, now wccs, require an agreement to effect the chanqe of 
name. In order to allow processing of modifications to these 
contracts as listed in Exhibit A of the attached Novation 
Agreement, the below listed documentation is provided. 

Further, effective 1 July 1988, Whittaker Corporation merged wccs 
into the Whittaker corporation, makinq wccs a part of a Whittaker 
Corporation division known as Whittaker Electronic Systems (WES). 
By operation of this merqer WCCS will be known as WES and will 
have corporate status as a division of the parent Whittaker 
Corporation. Certified copies of the Certificate of Ownership 
and Merger containing corporate resolutions, the Certified 
Resolutions of Merger, and the executed novation aqreement for 
that merger action are herewith provided. In an effort to save 
administrative effort, please consider the possibility of issuing 
a sinqle modification to the listed contracts to cover both 
merger actions. 

Further, compliance with the requirements for modifications to 
reflect novation and change-of-name agreements imposes cash flow 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

J~{,(p 
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TechDyn systems Corporation 
w. Hise 

88,08-571-MER 
26 Auqust 1988 

Page Two 

hardships on contractors by the paying office's refusal to honor 
invoices during the novation/modification process and the 
resultant redundant effort by the contractor in preparing and 
submitting them anew. It is therefore requested that, while WES 
continues to perform in good faith, that your office conclude 
these modifications as expediently as is possible in order to 
mitiqate the resultant financial strain. 

Attached hereto for review and action are the following 
documents: 

1. A certified copy of the Agreement of Merger effecting the 
transfer of wccs assets to LTC. 

2~ A certified copy of each resolution of the Soard of Directors 
of LTC authorizing the transfer of assets from wccs. 

3. A certified copy of each resolut.ion of the sole shareholder 
of LTC authorizing the transfer of assets from wccs. 

4. A certified copy of each resolution of the Board of Directors 
of wccs authorizing the transfer of assets to LTC. 

s. A certified copy of each resolution of the sole shareholder 
of wccs authorizing the transfer of assets to LTC. 

6. Opinion of legal counsel regarding corporate actions to 
effect the merger of the two subsidiaries. 

7. Novation Agreement reflecting the merger and change of name. 

a. Whittaker Corporation Financial Report as financial evidence 
of capability to perform the remainder of the effort on the on­
going contracts. 

9. Novation Agreement reflecting the merger of wccs into 
the Whittaker Corporation. 

1~. Certificate of Ownership and Merger of Whittaker Command and 
Control Systems, Inc. (a California corporation) Into Whittaker 
Corporation (a Delaware corporation). 

11. Certified Resolutions of Merger of wccs into Whittaker 
corporation. 

12 • Opi:nion of legal counsel regarding corporate actions to 
effect the merger of the subsidiary into the Whittaker 
Corporation. 

If you should have questions regarding these documents or the 
requested modif !cations, please contact Ms. Marie Raymond at 
Whittaker Electronic Systems, 5931 A Priestly Drive,· Carlsbad, CA 
92~~8, telephone 619/438-7336. 
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TechDyn systems corporation 
w. Hise 

88,08-j5571-MER 
26 August 1988 

Paqe Three 

In order to siqnify your receipt of this documentation, please 
siqn and return the duplicate copy of this letter. 

Sincerely, 

~7. 
Marie E. Raymon 
Manaqer of cant 

MER:bje 

Received, this ______________________ l9SS 

Name/T~tle of Rec1p1ent 
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Whittakeg .-- ···- · · wtimaur Electronic Syaema 
.............. ~ti8~ Voyager Avenue 

.- - .• =J t ~t!bstPfice Box 8000 
· · · .. ~~ lley, Calitorn~a 93063·8000 

~ . / ,- r~ 7;:: ~ F i LlD one (805) 584-8200 

July 21, 1988 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA. 22150 

'." • I a.~ v I t-. 

Attention: William c. Hise, Vice President 

Subject: Subcontract 125-001, Stoppage of Work 

Reference: Program Management Review at Whittaker Electronic Systems, 
Carlsbad, on July 21, 1988 

Dear Mr. Hise: 

As stated in our many discussions during the course of this subcontract, the·~ 
latest during the referenced meeting, Whittaker Electronic Systems (WES) feels 
a great sence of disparity between its actual effort under the subcontract as 
expected by TechDyn and the division of funding. 

On this $15M program WES has been awarded $7.2M ostensively representing 45%· of 
the effort. In reality TechDyn has assumed WES to be responsible for the major 
portion of the effort while retaining the original division of funding. WES is 
presently in a $2M loss position. 

The problem arises from the ambiguity inherent in a contract made up predominately 
of whole contractual documents between the Government and TechDyn without direction 
as to the responsibilities of WES or t~e division of effort between the two parties. 

In light of the above, Whittaker Electronic Systems must stop its effort under the 
subcontract until the matter is .resolved with TechDyn and a clear understanding of 
the Statement of Work is agreed to by both parties. 

It is requested that TechDyn meet with Whittaker Electronic Systems as soon as 
possible in order to reformat the contract into a mutually understandable document 
which will allow for successful completion of the program and equity as originally 
intended by the contract. 

For any further information, please contact the undersigned. 

Very truly yours, 

WHITTAKER ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS 

~~tfl~ 2934 

Director of Contracts 
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t.l 
'IrS Dye 

9 July 1985 

Command, Control 
and Communications Corporation 

23670 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90505 

Attn: Ms. Marie E. Raymond 
Manager of Contracts 

Subj: Subcontract 125-001; Testbed Facilities 

Dear Ms. Raymond: 

In order to set up the testbed for the subject Subcon­
tract, TechDyn has certain space and power requirements. 
During a visit by our engineers to your facilities, Bay ~rea 
5 appeared to be best suited for our needs. our requirement 
for approximately 300 square feet, power and cabling to the 
crypto room would be satisfied if this area was reserved for 
use by TechDyn. 

TechDyn has also arranged for shipments of equipment 
for testing to be marked to the attention of Mr. Craig 
Smith. It is requested that all shipments be placed in a 
reserved and secure area. Further, all shipments should 
remain unopened until TechDyn pe·rsonnel arrive at 4C. 

The contents of this letter are in no way meant to be 
used as a a basis to change the cost of the subject sub­
contract. 

If you have any questions, please contact the under­
signed at (703) 922-5100. Thank you for your cooperation in 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Davi 
Supe or 
Subcontracts/Purchasing 

2935 
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Command. Control and Communacattons Corporatson 
A Subs•dsary of Whsnal<er Corporatson 

31 January 1986 

TechDyn Systems, Inc. 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

Attention: Mr. David Yenowine 

Subject: Monthly Program Schedule 

Reference: a. Subcontract 125-001 
b. CDRL 301/501 
c. DID # DI-A-3007 

Dear Mr. Yenowine: 

23670 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Torrance. Cahfornta 90505 
2131373-9651 Telex 750886 

\\Yhittakm!t 
8601-064-MR/D85-274 

In accordance with references cited above, transmitted herewith is one copy 
of the Monthly Program Schedule dated 28 Janua~ 1986. 

Accordingly, this submission constitutes delivery of CDRL's 301/501. 

If there are comments regarding this submittal, please refer them to Mr. 
Bob Tobiason at 213-373-9651, extension 337. 

Please sign and return the duplicate copy of the letter to acknowledge 
receipt of this transmittal. 

Sincerely, ..., ·: 

./~.~{~ 
Marie E. Raymond j. ---
Director of Contracts 

MER/tmn 

Enclosure: (1) 

PLAINnFF'S · 

Huntsv111e Office 15158 Soancman Onve. Hun1sv111e. Alabama 35816 • (205) 837·8064 • 
San Diego Otface. 3065 Rosecrans Place. San 01ego. Callfornaa 92110 • (619) 226-18\6 • Telex 69' 

El PII.SO Oftace 1611 Beeen Onve. Suate E. El Paso. Texas 79925 (915} 779-3904 
C:l ......... """' ""' nHo,.A 0 n ~y M 1=1 Mnnmoutl'l N J 07703 • f201 I 542·6714 

(;OBIT ·· l_y.·-:i._ 

2936 



ICCE/CENTAF ... ,, .A SCHEDULE 

·~s 
,,., ,,., 

fASl,. . .. , ~(f OCT IOV llC JAil fll Mil API MAY JUI JUl .,, SIP OCT IOV DlC JAil ru·-. 
IJ 

nutTIIM• A 

UUI IIVIlWS 
It 1 CDI MPOI 

SYSJIII IICIIIIIIIC 

•' I 

e. PllPAII I•J SPICS •• 
•• NIPAII 1·5 SPIU • 

1•o 
c. PUPMI POFA SN 

IIIUfACI SPIC. • PAlYIAl 
A ., 

•• filii~ I SIJIIC StUDY 

MAAWAII DlVUOMIJ 

•• U•tAI UJIIIS (J) • -. 
1._ 

•• CllfAF SPMU -. 
'• c. ICIUID SPAilU -a 
• • PDf A DUll liS IIVU • • • 

SO~ lldlOI'ttUJ 

•· SYSJlll COIJIOl PIOCIM • IUICII COCI I C/0 
--. 

•• lATA Ull NOCIM • ... 
c • ICU COIIJIOl NOGIM 

.. -. 
• I I SPlAY COIJIOl I'IOCUM • .... 

IIMfl COIJitOl SOFlVAil • ... • 
f S/V SYSIIII llllCIAJ 10. • 

• •· NlPAK C•S SNCS 
tnt r-ce•n••• 

1 
\un \uw. 

• tiS I PlWPIDCIDUll PI!P. 
.._ PUll PIOCIDUII ... • 

• liN • SIW IIUCIAIIOII 

• SIW FOIMl GJAl. tUt. 
-i:; 

c 

• • OI•Sitl fiSt CONDUCt ~ '=i 
• • IS SF lltlCIAt 1011 ~ 

I I 



.,.s 
fASIVulMf "" OCT NOV 

.OCISIICS SUPI'Oit (Oll S/C) 

,, Clll AOO' • 0 1 M IWIUAL 

'• CIIL JIJ/SI J • PPSl 

• Clll. )11/SII • IOSitiOU&. ltiiDICI. 

•. CIIL )I.,SI' • Mlllf. Pall. 

• Clll J16/SJ6 • IILIAI. PaiD. 

• Clll )11/SJI - CSUD 

• toiL ))J/SJJ • PSIL 

• tOIL JJS/SJS - CSII 

• COal J)"S26 • UAP • 
• COIL JJ7/SJ1 • tAL/ItlAS. SUM 

• CIIL SW» • fiMS. PLM 

• COIL UOI • SUPPL. NOV. IICN. DOC 

•· Clll IJOI • NOV. PMTS LISf 

'· CIIL UDS • NOV. SCUll DAtA 

lA I IIIIte 

'· ONMI• 11AIIIIIC 

•· MIIITIIIMCl tMIIIIIIC 

'IOCIM fiAUC(It(llf 

•· Dtl DILIVIIY 

•· NDCIM SC .. DULI (JOI) 

• IAIA ACCISSIOIIS LIST (JD') 

• C/SSI IUOII (JIS) 

• COIIF. RCifJ. ACCT. llPT. (JII) 

• Nl CO.UCT • 

ICCE/CENTAF IIA8 ..... 

DIC JM FEI IWl 

1001 )Ol 

API 

~EDULI (CONT.) ,,., 
MY JUII 

lol 

JUL ,..,, 

wPlMt I ~~~ IEVIIW •••• oun 1 I PIILIM. iwiJAl 

• oun filiAl 

• lot 

• JOliN .... 
• DRAFT rtiiAI. 

• FiliAl 

• oun• fiNAl 

• ounw FINAl 

• oun. FINAl 

our' filiAl 

• DlAf'l, f'IIIAI. 
~ • 

• filiAL 
~ 

NOVISICitlllli 

• • COICFIUM:l 

• • 

• COIIDUCI 

• • CONDUtf 
~ 

VI I 
CA~ (A~ CAD 

•" 6
sns .sus sns • 

• • • • ., • • • • • • • 
9 

ACIIOII 11 RS 
a I 

SIP Oct IIDV DlC 

.,., 
JM ,, .. 

VAI.IDAIIOII I lfllll 

IIIUIIIt 
l,_lll I FiliAl 

·-

VI,VS 
II VI 

6 A 

~ 

~ 

• • • 
• • • • • 



... 
-

.., ~ ... 
z -
0 
u ..., 

,. 
' "' ... • c 
~ ... 
c .. 
z .., 
u 
' .., u 
u -

"' ! 

. . 
• 1: 

• 
.., ... • 

I 

~ 

K 

~ ... -
I 

... 
~ 

• ~ 

i 

• .. 
c 

I 
r 

• IIIII .. 
I 
~ 

w ... • 

i· 

~ 

~ 

.i 

.. • .. » 
IIIII 

~ .,. 
c 
~ 

c 
~ 

• 

• 

• 

~ 
• 

• 

!.,. 
-& 
~ ... • .., .. 
c-

~ 

• 

• 

. 

~ 
w 
:;, 

I -~ ! .., 
w 

I c ~ 

~ 
.., 
w 2939 .., .. 
!I • c e .., 
~ .. 



... z 
w 
:E w 
a: = u 
0 
a: 
A. 
en ... 
~ 

~ • • -
~ .. • • Cl • .., .. .. .. 

Q 
w .,. -=­w • 
w 
~ c 

&II 

~ c 

~ ... 
C/1 

z w ... -

~ 

~ --
~ 
CD 

' 0 -.. 
CD 

' G\ .. 
CD 

' CD .. 
CD 

' ..... 
~ 
CD 

' ~ .. 
CD 

' "' .. 
CD 

' ., .. 
CD ., 
fll'\ .. 
CD 

' N .. 
CD 

' -
"' CD 

' N -
. 

~~ 

. 

~~ ~t~t ~~ 

1.1! 

~~-
~ 

~~ ~~t 

~~ 

=4 ' 

.. N .. - .. - N fll'\ 

"' ... 
w 
"' ... 

w 
0 "' I 0 

'"' • ~ - '"' "' u 
0 ... 

0 c w -... I ! ... 
fll\ z - fll'\ 0 

"' - - 0 G\ "' - .. fll\ 

8 • • "' • fll'\ • • "' w • .. • - - " f 2940 

.. 



,. 
I. ~S •. ') 

(VC+4 
eft 
11"00 
.I;{( f. 

Fh.40" 
.. ,y 'JedjDy:n 

• S'I'5TEMS 

9 January 1991 

125-SOOl-1176 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P.O. Box 8000 
Simi Valley, CA 93063-8000 

Attn: Ms. Marie Raymond 
Manager, Contract Administration 

. - ... 

Subj: Subcontract 125-001; ICCE Technical Order 
Verification 

L 

Ref: letter, HQ ESD (Glowacki) to TechDyn (H1se), 
dated 4 January 1991, TNR-4-973 

Dear Ms. Ray~ond: 

TeehOyn Systems has reviewed and 1s forwarding the 
referenced letter with regard to the subject ICC£ Technical 
Order Verif1cat1on to Wh1tttaker Electronic Systems (WES) for 
action. 

A 1 so, WES is hereby advised that TechOyn concurs w 1 th 
the Government's statement and recommendation in paragraph S 
of the aforementioned HQ ESC letter. 

Performance in accordance with the instructions provided 
herein 1s considered by TechDyn to be within the scope of the 
existing subcontract requ1 rements. In the event that WES 
does not agree that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechOyn, 1n writing, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
.contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly yours . 

.. tb~-rpiek 
William C. Hise 
Vice President 

Enclosure: As stated 
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OEPARTMENTOFTHEAIRFORCE ---- .,-5 \ 
HEADQUARTERS ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS DIVISION (AFSC) \ OONiRA c ' ~. 

I ·-·--:-
REPLY TO 

ATTN OF. TNK/TNR-4-973 

HANSCOMAIRFOACEBASE,MASSACHUSETTS01731·5~~ . 0 STE. R f\L'E. \ 

,,,a 0 4 JAN 1991' 

suaJEcT: Contract Fl962a-as-c~o079, Iceland conmiand and Control Enhancement (ICCE) 
Program, Technical Order Verification 

To: TechDyn Systems Corporation 
Attn: Mr. William c. Hise 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

l. References: a) 
b) 
c) 

~ech~n Ltr 125-c-0833 dated 28 Dec 90. 
WES Ltr 9012-4391-MR dated 20 Dec 90. 
ESD/T.NR-4-939 Ltr dated 5 Dec 90. 

2. During the Technical Orde~ (T.O.) verification effort, Mr. Gene 
Desrosiers, Chairman/Technical Order Management Agency (TOMA), granted the 
subcontractor (WES) the opportunity to have a ~echnical Writer present 
during the verification effort. Ms. Laurie Weisbaam represented the 
subcontractor (WES) during this effort. Ms. Weisbaum discussed the comments 
with each Government reviewer to insure the comments were understood and 
clear enough for correction. In regara to reference b, WES states they 
provided a sample manual for purposes of agreement on format. The 
Government is unaware of such agreement or review. 

3. In regard to references a and b, the Government position is that the 
comments (AFTO Form 158's) generated during the verification effort are 
accurate as submitted and properly reflect required changes to make the 
manuals acceptable to the Government. 

4. The verification of the PDFA O&M Manual and the System Level Manual was 
stopped for various reasons and was not taken ~ightly by the Government. 
Every effort to continue was taken, but the problems encountered were too 
great to continue. It is not the Government's task, or intention, to re­
write manuals during verification. That is a task of the contractor during 
validation. In this case, it appears that inadequate validation was 
performed, thus resulting in manuals with too many errors to allow for a 
proper verification effort. 

S. We will support any Technical Interchange Meeting {TIM) with you and 
Whittaker to better understand the technical comments dealing with the •will 
Not Comply and/or Confusing• areas as stated in reference b. Questions 
regarding format should be referred to the appropriate MIL-STD. 

6. Point of contact is Mr. Richard Lemire or Mr. Gene Desrosiers, ESD/TNL, 
(617) 377-72l4 or 7249 respectively. 
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7. Performance of the above task is considered to be within the present 
requirements of the subject contract. In.the event the contractor does not 
agree that this task is within the present re.quirements, he/she shall take 
no action but must notify the Contracting Officer, in writing within seven 
(7) calendar days from this date. 

'>·_ ~QS. Q-w..~ . ~ S. GLOWA~ CAPT, USAF 
Contracting Officer 
North warning and North Atlantic 

Defense Systems Directorate 
DCS/for Contracting 
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6 March 1991 

125-SOOl-1204 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P.O. Box 8000 
Simi Valley, CA 93063-8000 

Attn: Ms. Marie Raymond 
Manager, Contract Administration 

Subj: Subcontract 125-001; ICCE Technical Order Verification 

Ref: Letter, HO ESC (Glowacki) to TechDyn (Hise) dated 27 
February 1991, TNK/TNR-4-1033 

Dear Ms. Raymond: 

Enclosed please find a copy of the reference letter, 
which is provided for your information and action. 

Performance in accordance with the instructions provided 
herein is considered by TechDyn to be within the scope of the 
existing subcontract requirements. In the event that WES 
does not agree that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechDyn, in writing, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions concerning the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Sincerely, 

/~~ca. .. 
Kamran Khan 
Contracts Administrator 

Enclosure: As stated 

6564 LOISDALE COURT, SUITE 600, SPRINGFIELD, VIRGINIA 22150 • (703) 922-5100 • TBLEX 901013 • FAX (703) 971-3928 
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REPLY TO 
ATTN OF: TNK/TNR-4-1033 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS DIVISION (AFSC) 
HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE, MASSACHUSETTS 01731·5000 

2 7 FEB 1991 

suaJecr: Contract Fl9628-8S-c-0079, Iceland Command and Control Enhancement (ICCE) 
Program, Technical Order Verification 

To: TechDyn Systems Corporation 
Attn: Mr. William c. Bise 
6564 Loisdale court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

l. Reference: a) 
b) 
C) 
d) 

TechDyn Ltr 125-C-0836 dated 16 Jan 91 
WES Ltr 9101-0029-MR/125-001 dated 22 Jan 91 
TNK/TNR-4-973 Ltr dated 4 Jan 91 
TNK/TNR-4-999 Ltr dated 28 Jan 91 

2. The Government believes the issues in reference b, were discussed at the 
Technical Interchange Meeting (TIM) held at WES on 17 Jan 91. Once again, 
the Government has no intention of consolidating the Verification comments. 
We will support another Technical Interchange Meeting with you and 
Whittaker, if you feel one is necessary. In addition, the Government 
disagrees with WES (reference b, third paragraph statement) that we, the 
GovGrnment, have to share the responsibility for the Verification slippage 
due to not consolidating the comments. ~e Government position in this 
matter, as stated in reference c, remains unchanged. 

3. The Government agrees that every effort must be made to complete this 
program in a timely manner. We feel that we have gone the extra mile 
already, and now it is time for WES to complete the manuals as required by 
the contract. As discussed during the re.ference d, Technical Interchange 
Meeting, the appropriate way to proceed with this effort is to first 
accomplish a true, Government witnessed, Validation in ~ccordance with the 
approved plans. 

4. As stated on numerous occasions, the Government wants it to be well 
understood, that when WES revisits the Systea Manual, it needs to be looked 
at as a tru• •ayatem• manual. As currently written, it only refers to the 
CFA and PDPlt on independent bases, and does not address the •system• 
parameters. ·ontil this issue is properly resolved, the System Manual will 
not be acceptable to the Government. 
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5. Point of contact is Mr. Ken Andrews or Mr. Gene Desrosiers, ESD/TNL, 
(617) 377-7250/7249 respectively. 

6. Performance of the above task is considered to be within the present 
requirements of the subject contract. In the event the contractor does not 
agree that this task is within the present ~equirements, he/she shall take 
no action but must notify the Contracting Officer, in writing within seven 
(7) calendar days from this date. 

~~~5.9~ 
DAVID S. GLOWACKI, CAPT, USAF 
Contracting Officer 
North Warning and North Atlantic 

Defense Systems Directorate 
DCS/for Contracting 

.. .__...., 

cc: SBA 
SM-ALC/LBFFA/TILBB 
BQ TAC/DRCS/SCLX 
SO 7 TAIRCW/LGK 
ESD/TNR/TNR-4/TNC-OMO 
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6 March 1991 

125-SOOl-1203 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P.O. Box 8000 
Simi Valley, CA 93063-8000 

Attn: Ms. Marie Raymond 
Manager, Contract Administration 

Subj: Subcontract 125-001; Completion of ICCE Software 
Delivery 

Ref: (a) Letter, ESD (Glowacki) to TechDyn (Hise), dated 
20 February 1991, TNK/TNR-4-1034 

(b) Letter, Techoyn (Khan) to WES (Raymond) dated 21 
February 1991, 125-S001-1199 

Dear Ms. Raymond: 

Enclosed please find a copy of the reference (a) letter 
provided for your information and action. This letter 
clearly defines the support software items that WES must 
deliver to complete the software delivery requirements of the 
ICCE program. Techoyn, as indicated many times in the past, 
concurs with the Air Force's interpretation of this contrac­
tual requirement. 

The reference (b) letter indicates that delivery of the 
aforementioned software items is "extra-contractual." WES, 
once again, has failed to provide any contractual justifica­
tion for this interpretation. The refusal of WES to provide 
the necessary source code is unsupported and unacceptable. 
TechDyn and the Air Force have informed WES repeatedly that 
it is a contractual requirement for WES to provide the source 
code software items listed in reference (a) so that the Air 
Force will have the software resources needed to allow soft­
ware support of any Government-accepted modifications and 
upgrades to the present RADIL baseline. 

Pursuant to reference (a), WES is directed to forward 
the nine (9) software items listed in said letter to TechDyn 
immediately. Delay in delivering these items is seriously 
impacting all efforts to complete the ICCE program and may 
result in WES being held further in DEFAULT under its Sub­
contract. 

6564 LOISDALlt COURT. SUITE 600, SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22150 • (703) 922·5100 • TELEX 901013 • FAX (703) 911·3928 
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6 March 1991 
125-S001-1203 
Page Two 

Performance in accordan~e with the instructions provided 
herein is considered by TechDyn to be within the scope· of the 
existing subcontract requirements. In the event that WES 
does. not agree that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechDyn, in writing, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions concerning the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Sincerely, 

"""' ,'"' 

/4,. ~ 
Kamran Khan 
Contracts Administrator 

Enclosure: As stated 
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REPLY TO 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS DIVISION (AFSC) 

HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE, MASSACHUSETTS 01731·5000 

ATTN OF; • 'lNK/TNR-4-1034 2 0 FEB 1991 
SUBJECT: 

TO: 

Contract Fl9628-85-c-0079, Iceland CcmtlaOO and Control Enhanceuent (ICCE) 
Program, Conpletioo of ICCE Software Delivery 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
Attn: Mr. William C. Hise 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

1. Reference: 

a. ESD letter TNR-4-899 dated 9 October 1990, CLL Demonstration, 
ICCE Software Delivery am Software PCA 

b. TechDyn letter 125-c-0834 dated 4 January 1991, Schedule Con::erns 
c. Whittaker Electronic System letter 9012-4386-MR/125-QOl dated 17 

Deceuber 1990 

2. In reference l.b, WES letter 1.!= was quoted as saying that "WES has 
delivered all support software to the PSSF, am has, in fact delivered nore 
than was originally envisioned and nore than is required11

• The government 
takes exception with this positicn and maintains its request stated in 
reference 1. a that the contractor provide a "ca~~plete set of all the software 
required to perform a ca~plete build of the ICCE executable software fran 
source••. 

3. The Goverrnnent has derived a list of source cc:xie which it has detennined 
will suffice to carq;>lete this delivery, and, thus, allow the 4702 CSS to 

• perform a canplete system build. 

4. The Contractor is hereby directed to deliver the following Ia:E Source 
Code in tape format to the 4702 css, TyOOall AFB, FL, in order to carplete the 
software delivery requirements of subject Contract: 

a. DEBUG.LB 

b~ '1tXM AOS 

c: '1CCM C<XS 

d. FIXOL~PR 

e. FIXPR.PR 

f. FIXOV•PR 
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g. CMS2M4C c_anpi1er 

. h. MAPGEN 

i. MAPDIGIT 

5. Point of contact is TNR-4/Roger Cu1otta/719-554-6341. 

6. Perfomance of the above task is coosidered to be within the present 
requirements, of the subject contract. In the event the contractor does not 
agree that this task is within the present requirements, he/she shall take 
no action but notify the Contracting Officer, within seven (7) calendar days 
fran this date. 

~·~~ 5. ~~~"' _. 
DA{;f S. GtaiN:KI, capt, USAF 
Contracting Officer 
North Warning and North Atlantic 

Defense Systems Directorate 
OCS/Contracting 

cc: SBA 
TAC/DICS 
4702 CSSIADXR 
MI'IRE 065 
TNR-4 
'INR-4/DICIR. Cullota 
'IN: 
'INC/ [H) 
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,..,_., Acquisition l•gulation 

<End of clause> 
<R 'l-104..85<a> 19'1'1 DEC> 

$%.%42-11 F.o.b. Origin-Government Bills 
of Lading or Indicia Mail. 

As prescribed in 42.1404-2Cb>, Insert 
the following clause in solicitations 
and contracts when f.o.b. origin ship­
ments are to be made using Govern­
ment bills of lading or Indicia man. If 
mdicla mall has been authorized by 
the U.S. Postal Service. 

P.O.B.-GOVEKNYENT BILLS OP 
LADING OR INDICIA MAIL <APR 1984) 

<a> P.o.b. orfafn abfpmenta 8hall be made. 
on Government bOJs of ladlnc. or, 1f the 
IIJPPUes are maflable. Y1a the U.S. Postal 
System. usiDc "Postace and Pees Paid" fndl· 
da labels. 

<b> U Government bills of 1adlnc are not 
furnished with tbe contract or applicable 
orderfnc ctoc-•ment. the Contractor ahall 
obtain them from the Contraet1n&' Officer 
or desfcn&ted representative. 

<c> Unless othenrtse dfrected. the Contrac­
tor sh&l1 address Oftn eu paree1 post to an 
ultimate DOD constcnee m eare of a desJa· 
nated Army, Air Pon:e, or Navy <fleet) post 
office and not to, or ID eare of, a tnmsport&­
tion offker. or other activity at a CONUS 
water or aerial termfnal for transshipment. 

<End of clause> 

<R '1-UM.85<b> 19'13 APR> 

52.242-12 Report of Shipment (REP­
smP>. 

As prescribed In 42.1406-2, Insert the 
following clause In solicitations and 
contracts when carload or truckload 
shipments w1ll be made to DOD Instal­
lations or. as required. civWan agency 
facWtfes: 

REPORT OP SHIPMENT CREPSHIP> 
<APR 1984> 

52.243-1 

rapid means <electrical U necessary> to be 
received by the consignee transportation of­
fleer at least 24 hoUI'B before the arrival of 
the shipment. When the length of time In 
transit will permit other than electrical 
means of transmJsslon to provide the Infor­
mation 24 hours before the arrfv&l of the 
shipment, the ao.emment bW of ladJng. 
commercial biD of 'ed'nc. or letter or other 
document tbat eoataias all ·of tile foUowina 
shall be addres&ed aad seat PIOIDDtiY to the 
recelviac ~ offieer ft& UDited 
States aWL TIUs cfoel•ment aball be promi­
nently Jder1tU1ed It¥ tile Coatrad« u beiDc 
a ••Report of Sbfpmen«:• or "BEPSBIP POR 
T.O." · 
Messace Example: 

REPSBIP POR T.O. 11 JtJH 01 
TRANSPORTATION OPPICER 
DEPENSE DEPOT. KEMPBIS. TENN. 
SHIPPED YOUR DEPOT 1981 JON 1 540 

CTNSMENS . 
COTI'ON TROUSERS, 30,240 LB, 1'182 

CUBE, VIA XX-YY• 
IN CAR NO. XX 1234S&••-osL•••­

C98000031•••• 
CONTRACT DLA- ETA•••••-JONE 

5 JONES & CO., JERSEY CITY, N.J. 
• Name of ran ca.rrfer, trucker, or other 

carrier. 
•• Vehicle identification. 
••• Government bW of ladJng. 
•••• U not shipped by GBL, identify lading 

document and state whether paid by con­
tractor. 

••••• Estimated time of arrival. 

<End of clause> 

<AV 'l-105.4 1M8 roNE> 

5%.243-1 C'llups-lbeci-Price. 

As prescribed In 43.205<&><1>, Insert 
the followiDc clause In aolicltations 
and contracts when a flxed-prlce con­
tract for supplies Is contemplated. The 
30-da1 period may be varied according 
to agency procedures. 

CBANGES-PL&ED-PRICE <APR 1984> 

Unless otherwise c:llreeted by the Coa· <a> The Contraet1n&' Officer may at any 
tractlng Officer, the Contractor lha1l send a time, bJ written order, and without notice 
prepaid notice of shipment to the eoDSIInee to the sureties, lf any, mate changes within 
transportation officer when a trueklo.d/ the eeneralacope of this contract 1n auy one 
carload shJpment of suppUea wetchiDc or more of the following: 
20,000 pounds or more, or a ahfpment of less C2> Dra'tl'tnls. designs, or specifications 
weight that occupies the full visible C&IMIC· when tbe auppUes to be fumfshed are to be 
fty of a railway car or motor vehicle, Is liven apeclaDy manufaeturec:t for the Government 
to any carrier <common. contract or private) In accordance with the drawlnss, destgna, or 
for transportation to a domestic <i.e., wtthln apeclflcatfom. 
the United States excludina A1ub. or <2> Method of shipment or packing. 
Hawaii, or if shipment orldnates In Al&sta <3> Place of dellveey. 

-------• or Hawaii within Alaska or Hawaii. respec- · <b> U 8D7 such change causes an increase 
tively> destination <other than a port for or decrease Jn the cost of, or the time ·re-

PLAINTIFF~ 
EXHIBIT 

CWOlR 
export). The notice shall be traDsmiUed bJ qutred for, performance of any part of the 
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' • •52.243-1 

work under this contract, whether or not 
challced by the order, the Contracting Off!· 
cer aball make an equitable adJustment in 
the contract price, the delivery schedule, or 
botb. and shall modify the contract. 

<c> The Contractor must submit any "pro· 
posa1 for adJustment" <hereafter referred to 
as proposal> under this clause within 30 
days from the date of receipt of the written 
order. However, if the Contracting Officer 
decides that the facts Justify It, the Con· 
tractlng Officer may receive and act upon a 
proposal submitted before flnal payment of 
the contract. 

(d) U the Contractor's proposal Includes 
the cost of property made obsolete or excess 
by the change, the Colitractln&' Officer shall 
have the right to prescribe the manner of 
the disposition of the property. 

<e> Pallure- to acree to any adjustment 
shall be a dispute under the Disputes clause. 
However, aothina In this clause shall excuse 
the Contractor from proceed.IDg with the 
eontract as cb.&ncecL 

<End of clause> 

<R 'l-103.2 1158 J'AN> 

<R 1-'1.102-1) 
AltemaU I <APR 1984). U the re­

quirement Is for serrices, other than 
architect-eDgineer or other profession­
al services, and no suppUes are to be 
furnJshed, substitute the following 
paragraph <a> for paragraph <a> of the 
basic clause: 

<a> The Contracting Officer may at any 
time, by written order, and without notice 
to the sureties, If any, make changes within 
the general scope of this contract In any one 
or more of the following: 

<1> Description of services to be per­
formed. 

<2> TUne of perfo~ance <Le., hours of the 
day, days of the week, etc.>. 

(3> Place of performance of the aervtces. 

CR 'l-1902.2 1911 NOV> 
Altema.te II <APR 1984). If the re­

quirement Is for services <other than 
architect-encfneer services. transporta­
tion. or research and development> 
and supplies are to be furnJshed, sub­
stitute the following pa.racraph <a> for 
paragraph <a> of the basic clause: 

Ca> The Contracting Officer 111&)' at any 
time, b)' written order, and without notice 
to the sureties, If any, make changes within 
the general scope of this contract ID any one 
or more of the following: 

<1> Description of services to be per­
formed. 

<2> Time of performance <Le., hours of the 
day, days of the week. etc.>. 

48 CFR Ch. 1 (10-1-16 Edltloe) 

<3> Place of performance of the services. 
<4> Drawtnss. designs, or specifications 

when the supplles to be furnished are to be 
specially manufactured for the Government 
In accordance with the drawings, designs, or 
specifications. 

<5> Method of shipment or packing of sup. 
plies. 

< 6 > Place of delivery. 

<R 'l-1902.2 1971 NOV> • 

<R 'l-103.2 1858 JAN> 

<R 1-'1.102-2> 
Altema,te III <APR 1984). If the re­

quirement Is for archltect-encfneer or 
other professional services, substitute 
the following paragraph <a> for para­
graph <a> of the basic clause and add 
the following paragraph <f>: 

<a> The Contracting Officer may at any 
time, by written order, and without notice 
to the sureties. If any, make changes within 
the general scope of this contract In the 
services to be performed. 

<f> No services for which an additional 
cost or fee wm be charged by the Contrac­
tor aha11 be fumfshed without the prior 
written authorization of the Contracting 
.Officer. 

<R 'l-80'1.3lrl2 APR> 

Altema,te IV <APR 1984>. If there­
quirement Is for transpodatlon serv­
Ices, substitute the followlnc para­
graph <a> for puacrapb <a> of the 
basic clause: 

<a> The Contrsdm« Oftlcer may at Ul7 
time, by written order, uacl without IIOCJee 
to the aureUeS. If Ul)T, mat.e ebaaaes wttiUD 
the genera18CQPe of this coat.nct fD ~ODe 
or more of the followtac: 

C1> Specfflcattoua. 
<2> Work or aerv1ees. 
<3> Place of orilfD. 
<4> Place of deliver)'. 
<5> Tonnage to be shipped. 
<8> Amount of Govemmeot-flii'Diahed 

property. 

<R 1-'1.'103-2> 
Altema.te V <APR 1984). If the re­

quirement Is for research and develop­
ment and lt Is desired to include the 
clause, substitute the following sub­
paragraphs <a> <1> and <a><3> and para­
graph <b> for subpari.graphs <a><1> and 
<a><3> and paragraph <b> of the baste 
clause: 

<1> Drawtnas. designs, or specifications .. 
C3) Place of IDspectlon. dellvery, or accept­

ance. 

186 
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Federal Acquisition Regulation 

<b> If any such change causes an Increase 
or deerease in the cost of, or item required 
for, performing this contract. whether or 
not changed by the order, the Contracting 
Officer shall make an equitable adJustment 
1n < 1> the contract price, the time of per­
formance, or both; and C2> other affected 
terms of the contract, and shall modify the 
contract accorclln.gly. 

<R '1-304.1 1985 JUN> 

<R 1-'1.304-1> 

52.243-2 Changes-Cost-Reimbursement. 
As prescribed in 43.205<b><1>, Insert 

the following clause in solicitations 
and contracts when a cost-reimburse­
ment contract for supplies Is contem­
plated. The 30-day period may be 
varied according to agency procedures. 

CHANGES-COST-REIMBURSEMENT 
<APR 1984> 

<a> The Contracting Officer may at any 
time, by written order, and without notice 
to the sureties. If any, make changes wtth.ln 
the general scope of th1& contract In any one 
or more of the following: 

<1> DrawiDgs, designs, or specifications 
when the supplies to be furnished are to be 
specially manufactured for the Government 
In accordance with the drawiDgs, designs, or 
speelficatioDS. 

<2> Method of shipment or packing. 
<3> Place of delivery. 
<b> If any such change causes an Increase 

or decrease In the estimated eost of, or the 
time required for, performance of any part 
of the work under this contract, whether or 
not changed by the order, or otherwiSe af­
fects any other terms and conditions of thJs 
contract, the Contracting Officer shall 
make an equitable adjustment In the <1> es­
timated cost, delivery or completion sched­
ule, or both: <2> amount of any fixed fee: 
and <3> other affected terms and shall 
modify the contract accordingly. 

<c> The Contractor must submit any "pro­
posal for adjustment" <hereafter referred to 
as proposal> under thJs clause witbln 30 
days from the date of receipt of the written 
order. However, If the Contracting Officer 
decides that the facts Justify lt. the Con­
tracting Officer may receive and act upon a 
proposal submitted before flnal payment of 
the contract. 

<d> Failure to asree to any adjustment 
shall be a dispute under the Disputes clause. 
However, nothing in this clause shall excuse 
the Contractor from proeeedlng with the 
contract as changed. 

<e> Notwfthstanc:Ung the terms and condi­
tions of paragraphs <a> and <b> above. the 
estimated cost of this contract and. if this 
contract 1s Incrementally funded, the funds 

52.243-2 

allotted for the performance of this con­
tract, ahal1 not be increased or considered to 
be Increased except by specific written 
modification of the contract lndfcating the 
new contract estimated cost and, if this con­
tract is Incrementally funded, the new 
amount allotted to the contract. Untn this 
modification ta made, the Contractor shall 
not be oblJpted to continue performance or 
Incur costs beyond the point established In 
the Umitatton of Cost or Limitation of 
Punds clause of tbJa contract. 

CEnd of clause> 

<R 'l-203.2 196'1 APR> 

<R 1-'1.202-2> 

.Alternate I CAPR 1984). If the re­
quirement Is for services . and no sup­
plies are to be furnished, substitute 
the following paragraph <a> for para­
graph Ca> of the basic clause: 

<a) 'lbe Contracting Officer may at any 
time, by written order, and without notice 
to the sureties, If any, make changes within 
the reneral scope of thJs contract In any one 
or more of the following: 

<1> Description of serviCes to be per­
formed. 

(2) Time of performance CLe., hours of the 
day, days of the week, etc.>. 

<3> Plice of performance of the services. 

<R 'l-1909.2 19'11 NOV> 

.Alternate II CAPR 1984). If the re­
quirement Is for services and supplies 
are to be furnished. substitute the fol­
lowing paragraph Ca> for paragraph 
Ca> of the b&sie clause: 

(&)The CoatnctiDc Offleer JDQ at any 
time, by wrttteD order, mel wftbout notice 
to the sureties. if Ul$', make cbaDces within 
tbe aeoera1 aoope of ttUs eontn.ct In all)' one 
or more of tlle followiac: 

<1> DescrtDUon of servtees to be per­
formed. 

<2> Tlme of perfOI'ID&ftCe <I.e .. hours of the 
day, daJs of the week. *->· 

<3> Place of perfOI'IIIaDCe of the services. 
<4> DrawiDgs, destcDs. or spectfieatloDs 

when the supplies to be fundsbecl aft to be 
specially manUfactured for the Ooftl'llllleDt 
In accordance with the drawinaB. desfiDI. or 
specifications. 

<5> Method of shipment or pacttng of SUP­
plies. 

C 6 > Place of delivery. 
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19 Hay 1986 

125 -C-0096 

-.. 
I 

Department of the Afr Force 
HQ, Electronic Systems Ofvfsfon, PKS-3 
Mitre Bldg. Oak ?a~k. Room 1NS07 
Hanscom Afr Force Base. MA 01731-5000 

A t t n : r-1 r • S t e p he n L • S m 1 t h 
Contractin1 Officer 
Directorate of Strategic 

System Contracts 
Deputy for Contracting 

,.,, 
~---------- ~ 

C f'V' ,..- .- . , r.-~ ,. ~: . ; . i l ·., ,i..J -....) 

I I' .• -'\-:-·'"'"' r-•' :':: , -Y" ~ .... d l:i'\ r;~ 

(~\~{f(, -

Subj: Contract F19628-85-C-0079; Action Items No. 7 and 
No. 8 

Ref: Letter, Hanscom (Smt th) to TechDyn (Hfse) dated 15 
Hay 19"86 

Dear Mr. Smf th: 

As directed 1n paragraph 6 of the referenced letter, 
thfs fs to advfse you that the Government•s position on the 
Technical Manuals and Provtsfonfng requirements of the 
subject contract 1s not considered by TechOyn Systems to be 
wtthfn the scope of the extstfng contract requirements. 
TechDyn ts currently putting to9ether the details of fts 
position and wt11 submit thfs to you when completed. 

If you have any questions concerning thfs a~atter. 
please contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Y r tr~ly.yours. ~ ~. 

~tP.~ 
w f 111 am C. H 1 se 
D 1 rector 
Management Support Operattons 

VCH/meb 

6564 LOISOAL£ COURT. St.:rrz 600. SPRJNCF'IELD. V1RCL'I1A 22150 • (703l9Z 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AlA FORCE 

't, 

HEAOOUO:.ATIAS Et.£CTRO::tC SYSTEMS OlVl~lON CAFSC1 
HAHSCQM AIR ,OAC~ S.U~. MAS$ACHUSEnS 01731 

Zl1".1y 1986 

~ ~ ~risen, PrH idmt 
~~=:~ Systems Corpor3ticn 
•;5~-' ~isc!.41e ~t, Suite 600 
S~rl.~field, VA ZZlSO 

Raf: Ccntract Fl9628-85-c-G019 
, 

~~~~:C ~·cs1 for ycur 1:'cspensiveness to ~ ne-.ds dur1ng the p'C'o;ram mnac;ecl!nt 
:~1:.e'w1 fer t~e Icelan:i Ca:::'and and Ca\t:ol Enhar.cerent Prcqram en 15 - 16 May 
19!5. "leur st41ff and you= sct;ccnt.racto~ kepc ccol wu fire and cbvicusly 
tried =be helpful. In tbis respect, w ~made p:cqnss. 

f!ewi!'-~C', t IIUSt corrvey 'fl¥ ~.ay at the ecntinuinq l~dc of c:cne3i.veness Jk the 
~r-f.i:.~:-2nt: cf the prcqr~::t. Conf lictJ.nrJ schedule data is ir.exc:~le at this 
po:.e'! in the prcqra:~. ,.,. lac:k ct an intec)rated ~- sch-:t;i·.:l'! is totally 
~?Wlo. Without a sound IM&'SaC1fllllmt aPPI"Oich and an inteqrat.ed scheciule, 
you ha·•e m '-"Y or iclmtityl.nq izr;tac:t,s, sucb u tbcle M1ic:h wculd result frcm 
a dalay ill tne Critical cesiqn ReYiw. 

A p.-eqnm mMC)-.ment review n.-st P=Vic!e both thtt c:cntncto&- and the c:wtta:'lt&­
in:;i;~c into tt'.e tasJcs ct the pro;&-a - what they aw, who's rupczsible toe 
the-.·, '-hen they are to be ~leted, how they relate to each ot.~r, and the 
c:-.:::-e~t status of each activity (p!rcent ea:;tlete, pra:»lelfts that z:a:st be 
r3::~lved). The manaqement review is not tne tim for a tutcrial en 
relt~ility, craintai.n.lbility and avai.labil.i.ty. We silr.ply dcn't have the tim 
for that. ~t W do neC to Jmcw tbe Stat\1S of the RI1A ftcqram. '!haC W did 
net to.eu. 

In s~qt, the rwiew en lS Hay •• the "~Xst I have seen in 20 yeua in tfte 
Ai&- rorc:e. '1'tMt presentaticns wn inc:awistent and SCIIW appi'CIIChed 
inc'cl'".erence. 1M lade of COIZ'dination and CCCJ4ftizaticn ~iqnt hAve been IIX'e 
\ftierst.andable euly in the p~zs. but net this fa&- alcnq. TechDyn did not 
~~ate tbe dllc)ree ot ~fesaicnalisl whicb I belian ycu visb to achieve. 

Ycu have siqtly CJOt to qet orqan1ud t:o 111M9't eor.cd succ:esa. You have CJot = ~t pecple -.bo knew hew to a.'\Mfle ant then Usten to them. You have -
~tet peqtle but ycu alao have ICII8 9larin9 ...,__. 
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·' t do n:lt ~~and onl.y one W3Y ef c!oinq sanetninq. I am flexiblt! and willlnq to 
ca-.s1r!;r anyt:sioq that is lcqical, ~ns1bl.c aRJ resp:r\sive. ~hOyn has yet 
to p:-::-:e ~~:i .:btl.ity to rr.anaqa a modf'ratel'l c:ar9lex Air Force preqc.lm. 11\ere 
is t1::·! to c:n~nq.a that ilrl'r~sion. I c1nd cr:; staff are pl.cdq..::d to t:el.p as ax:b 
,::; •-e C.l:'l, CUt the bctta:l lJ.ne iS tnat W't lnSlSt CIJ Cjoc:d ~rformance. 
Tee':~ ard its sutccntrac:tors a~~St prcvide tnat qca;t perfO&'II'di'ICe. 

SLnc:erely 

7fl_c~~K s··-; 
pJ:::. ... ::J C. 1~~, JR, Col, US. 
s~·ltC it'oq:'a:ll Director 
t:at!'l Atlantic Defense systems 
Ci~ty Ccamlander for St:atl!')ic 5ysteall 

\ 
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Tasker Systems Division 
Wh•llal(er Corcorauon 
'785 Voyager Avenue 
Post Qff;ce Box 8000 

05 August 1988 
S•m• Valley. Cahforn•a 93063·8000 
~elecrone r8051 584·8200 
ielex 65·1j29 TWX 910·494·1214 

88-8-1017-FB/ICCE 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

Attention: William· C. Hise, Vice President 

Subject: Subcontract 125-001; Stoppage of Work. 

Reference: A) WES letter Bohler to Hise dated 8 July 1988 
B) WES letter Bohler to Hise dated 21 July 1988 
C) TechDyn letter 125-5001 0718 dated 15 July 1988 
D) TechDyn letter 125-5001 dated 26 July 1988 
E) WES letter Bohler to Hise dated 18 July 1988 
F) TechDyn letter 125-0727 dated 29 July 1988 

Gentlemen: 

By References A) and 8), Whittaker Electronic Systems {WES) 
notified TechDyn that WES must stop work under the Subject 
Subcontract; first on the Remote Control Element. (RCE) software 
development (Reference A) due to TechDyn furnished hardware 
being unsuitable for its intended use and then on the subcontract 
as a whole (Reference B) due to the lack of a clear statement 
of work for WES or distinction of effort between WES and TechDyn 
in the subcontract. The latter created a situation in which it 
was not possible for WES to perform. Work was stopped and a 
request was made to TechDyn for a meeting to clarify and re­
define the subcontract. 

TechOyn responded by Reference C)., D) and F) without reference 
to the requested meeting alleging that the reasons cited by 
WES for stopping work were without merit. 

In Reference C), TechDyn contends that: 2958 
1) WES was awarded the responsibility for the hardware design, 
installation, integration and testing of the Remote Control 
Element {RCE) under CLIN 2AB of Modification No. 3, SIC 125-001. 

DEFENDANT'$ 
··_ EXHIBIT;:.:<~~-



TechOyn Systems Corporation 
Springfield, VA 
05 August 1988 
Page 2 

WES Response: WES did not accept and does not find this 
assignment of effort under CLIN 2AB or any other CLIN in the 
subcontract. WES hereby requests TechDyn to provide the 
specifics of this assignment to WES it claims is in the sub­
contract. 

2) WES's past performance shows that Whittaker prepared and 
submitted all of the design and engineering input for the RCE. 

WES Responce:. WES unequivocally did not prepare or submit the 
design and engineering input to TechDyn for the RCE. Moreover, 
as noted above, WES has no contractual responsi~ility for this 
effort. 

3) Whittaker has also previously acknowledged its responsibility 
for integration and testing of the RCE. 

WES Response: WES has never been responsible for any RCE integ­
ratlon and testing under the subcontract other than for the 
RCE software into the CFE computer and consistant with the lack 
of responsibility has never acknowledged such responsibility. 

4) The equipment that TechDyn procured for the RCE was procured 
in accordance with the data provided·by Whittaker. 

WES Response: WES did not provide such data as it had no respo­
Slbility under. the subcontract to do so. 

5) It is TechDyn's position that the real problem with the 
RCE lies in the fact that Whittaker has been unable to develop 
software that will work properly with the RCE that it designed 
and developed. 

WES Response: It is WES's contention that software developed 
;n accordance with the ICCE specifications will not work on the 
inadequate CFE hardware that TechDyn provided. The matter of 
design and development of the CFE hardware has already been 
dealt with above. 

6) From the inception of the subcontract, Whittaker has provided 
TechDyn with monthly breakdown showing cost incurred by . .£Q!.6.? 
(CLIN). 
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TechDyn Systems Corporation 
Springfield, VA 
05 August 1988 
Page 3 · 

WES RespQnse: WES has met its contractual obligation to sub­
mit such data. None of the submittals included any costs for 
the design, installation, integration and testing of the RCE 
other than for the WES developed software into the CFE computer. 

7) Whittaker has provided a clear record of incurred cost in 
support of the design, installation, integration and testing 
of the RCE. 

WES Response: See Response to 6) above. If TechDyn has a 
.. clear record of incurred (WES} cost for design, installation, 
integration and testing (other than software) of the RCE", they 
are invited to provide it to WES. 

Reference D): 

8) Subsection 1.1 (c) of said SOW clearly provided Whittaker 
with the direction for providing the "Design, fabrication and 
provisi~n" of the RCU. 

WES Response: The SOW itself provides no direction directly 
to WES as it is directed to TechDyn by ESD. As TechDyn acknow­
ledges, this SOW was never included in any contractual documents 
subsequently signed by TechDyn and Whittaker. 

9) Whittaker, in referencing said SOW, has only provided ad­
ditional evidence that it has always been directly responsible 
for the design of the RCE. 

WES Res~onse: To the contrary. As noted in WES Response to 
TechDyn s Contention No. 8 above, the SOW which WES was given 
in the RFQ never became a part of Subcontract 125-001. Amend­
ment No. 1 to this RFQ SOW, referred to in Reference E), deleted 
all WES requirements for the RCE except for the software and 
S/W documentation. This is what WES proposed and what became 
the subcontract RCE requirement for WES. 

10) The Subject Subcontract 125-001 and Modification No. 3 
to same, both of which were accepted and signed by Whittaker, 
provided clear direction to Whittaker for the design, instal­
lation, integration and testing of the RCE. 
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TechDyn Systems Corporation 
Springfield, VA 
OS August 1988 
Page 4 

WES Response: Refer to WES Response to TechDyn Contention No. 1 
above. If TechOyn can provide such clear direction from the 
Subcontract, please do so. 

11) Whittaker has demonstrated a long record of performance 
and admitted responsibility for the design, installation, in­
tegration and testing of the RCE. 

UES Response: Refer to WES Responses under TechDyn Contentions 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7. 

12) Whittaker has billed for, and TechDyn has paid for this 
effort {design, installation, integration and testing of the 
RCE). 

WES Reseonse: WES has never billed and TechOyn has never paid 
for des1gn, installation, integration and testing of the RCE. 
If TechOyn has any other r.ecord of WES bi 11 i ng and TechOyn 
paying for the RCE effort in question, please. provide it. 

13) TechOyn reiterates its position that Whittaker must assume 
full responsibility for the design, installation integration 
and testing of the RCE as tasked. 

WES Response: As noted in all WES Responses above, there is no 
assignment to WES of this task in Subcontract 125-001, nor has 
TechOyn demonstrated that there is. 

14) TechDyn holds Whittaker fully responsible for this blatent 
breach of contract and attendant additional costs incurred by 
TechOyn as a result. 

WES Response: The portions of the CFA which TechDyn provided 
WES access to under the Subcontract for the purpose of testing 
the RCE software developed by WES was not suitable for its 
intended use under the Subcontract. Rather than a blatent 
breach of contract by WES, there is a cost and schedule impact 
to the contract due to inadequate CFE furnish by TechOyn wnich 
resulted in WES being unable to continue work until the CFE is 
repaired or replaced. 
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TechOyn Systems Corporation 
Springfield, VA 
05 August 1988 
Page 5 

Reference· F): 

' 

15) In view of the Stoppage of Work by Whittaker, all Progress 
Payments under the Subcontract are stopped. 

WES Response: While it follows that Progress Payments and 
performance of work are certainly connected, it does not follow, 
nor is it ~xcusable, that Progress Payments for invoices · 
previously submitted by WES for work already properly accomp­
lished in good faith are not paid. There is pres~ntly $1,943,467 
in outstanding invoices owed to WES ~Y T~chDyn. There is no 
justification for this lack of monetary respon~ibility on the 
part of TechDyn and WES h.ereby demands 1 mmedi ate payment of the 
money it has properly invoiced. In view of the fact that 
$854,000 of the outstanding invoices are over 90 days old, in­
voices for accrued 1 nterest are 1 n process for submi tta 1 ·to 
TechDyn. 

Th~ Reference F) notice of Progress Pay~ent suspension is the 
only response WES has received from TechDyn to its 21 July 1988 
stoppage of work notification and request for an fmmediate 
TechDyn/WES meeting. TechDyn is hereby again requested to 
convene this meeting as soon as 1s possible in order to reach 
agreement on and clearly define our respective scopes of work 
and responsibilities so that work may resume and the· program 
brought to a mutually successful conclusion. Until such time, 
the program cannot be concluded by WES nor work continued in any 
meaningful manner. 

Respectfully, 

WHITTAKER ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS 

~~til..Jk--
Frank L. Bohler 
Director of Contracts 

FLB: 1m 
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26 July 1988 

125-S001-:J724 

Whiitakar Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P. o. aox aooo 
Simi Vallay, CA 93063-8000 

Attnz Mr. Prank Bohle' 
Director o! Contracts 

~ DEFENDANT'S 

I .-·~EXHIBIT . · 

;:~'~ .. 

subj: sub~cnt:act llS-001; Remota Control Element, Stoppage of 
Work 

R•f: (a) tetter, W!S (Bohler) to Teehoyn (Hiaa>, datad 18 July 
1988 

(b) Letter, TechDyn (Yanowine) to 4C ~Southerland) dated 
30 April 1985 

(c) ~etter, TechDyn (Hiae) to WES (Brancati), dated 15 
July 1988, 125-SOOl-0718 

Dear Nr. Bahlerz 

'•chDyn Syst••• has :evieved the rafeeancad (a) letter with 
re9ard to the subject Remote con~:al Element (KC!) and finds the 
position statad ther•in untenable. 

Whittaker llactronic systems (WES) cites the eliainatian cf 
subsection 1.1 (b) !rcua tha Stataaent o! wor~ (SOW) proviatd 
under the refar•nced (b) lett•r as the baaia fot its position af 
net havinq any reponsibili ty far the acs. Sovever, subsec~ian 
1.1 (e) of said sow clearly provided Whittaae: vith the direction 
far providing the,· ,.cl•sign, fabrication and provision•, of the 
KCU. Whittaker, in :•ferencin; said sow, haa anly provided 
·adc!i tional evic!enc:• that it baa alwaya been directly responsible 
!or th• aeaign of the acz. 

%t ia !u~th•r ~echDyn'a paaition that any arqument based on 
the Statemen1: af Work rafez:enc:ed above ia moat. 'fhia sow waa 
never included in any contractual document ·au~aequently signed by 
fachDyn and Whittak•r. 'h• subject Su~cntract 125-001 and 
Modification No. 3 to same, both of which were accepted and 
siqned. by Wbi ttaker, prcvided clear direction tc Whi ttak•r tc~: 
the design, installation, int•c;raticn and te8tin9 of the acz. 
TeehDyn haa never taken any subsequen~ action relievini Whittaker 
o: this taak. 

Aa atated in the refar•ncad (c) letter, Whi~taker has demon­
strated a long record of perfcrmanca and admitted responsibility 
for the daaic;n, installation, integra~ion and te1tin9 af the RCZ. 
:n addition, Whittaker haa billed fer, and Tecn=yn has paid fer, 
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thia effort. The fact that. Whi ttaJcer is new experiencinq pro­
blems with the equipment it desi9ned does not relieve Whittaker 
cf ita contractual ~aspansibilitisa. 

'l'ac:hcyn rei taratta 1 ta p=si ticn that Whi ttaltar muat aaaume 
full responsibility fer the aesiqn, installation, integration and 
tastinq al the RCZ as tasked. Further, TachDyn hclds Whittaker 
fully reapcnaible far thia blatane breach of contract and any 
additional costa that Tacngyn incurs aa a result thereof. 

Per~o:mance in acc:crcance with the i·natructiona p:cvided 
herein ia considered by 'l'ec:hcyn to be within the scope cf the 
exi1ting subcontract requirements. In the event that wzs does 
not a9r1e that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, wzs muat notify 'l'achDyn, in vritinq, vit.hin t.en 
(10) calendar days trca receipt cf thia latter. 

IISK/llc 

ques~icna raqardinq the above, please 
at (703) 924-5100. 
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12 January 1989 

12 S-S·O 0 1-0 7 8 7 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P.O. Sox 8000 

REr'~ . i\1'; 1 ~ ~"'·~. ~ u \,),. 1 w .•.• 

Simi Valley, CA 93063-8000 

Attn: Mr. Frank Bohler 
Director of Contracts 

~uuj: ~ubcantract llS-001; Ten Day Cure Notice for the 
Remaee Conerol Element (RCE) 

Ref: < a ) Letter, HQ ESD (Banks) to TechDyn (Hisel, dated 
26 Auqus~ 1988, NADS 676 

(b) 

(c) 

(d). 

Letter, TechDyn (Rosen) to WES (Bohler), dated 
30 Auqust 1988, 125-5001-074 
Letter, TechDyn (Rosen) toNES (Bohler), dated 
6 January 1989, 125-SOOl-0786 
r..-.tter, WES (Bohler) to TeehDyn < aosen), dated 
ll January 1989, 8901-l3l0-FS/l2S-001 

D•ar Mr. Bohler: 

TechDyn Systems Corporation, in accordance with FAR Clause 
52.249-8 "Default (Fixed Price Supply and Service)", 
incorporated into the subject subcontract 125-001 by Section 
2-3'3 of, and Modification No. 3 to same, is herewith issuina 
this Ten Day Cure Notice to Whittaker Electronic systems (WES i 
due to WES' failure to make proqress. so as to endanqer 
performance of the subject Subcontract, with reqard· to the 
Remote Control Element (RCE). WES was subcontraceed to develoo 
the RCE by CLIN lAB and portions of CLIN 57 under said 
subcontract. Due ta WES.' failur-. to demanserate satisfacl:cr'r 
proqress unri~r th'! !ob~'·"e si!«Lttc.i cr...tt;• s, Tecnuyn is cansiderinq 
terminating said CLINs, or relevant portions tnereof, with 
regard to the RCE, for Default. 

TechDyn has provided quiaelines and lenient A-Specification 
interpretation to WES to alleviate on-9oinq RCE de.iqn problems. 
TPchDyn forwarded the referenced (a) letter by the referenced 
(b) letter to WES in this reqar.ri. To date, TechDyn has never 
received a response to this letter. In addition, TechDyn has 
provided consistent guidance to WES with reqard to the acE and 
WES has either provided insuffici~!'t resQonses, or fa.lled to 
respond at all. 

Pendinq a final de-:i!li~!" :.!, t', i!; m~ttl!t:, it t,ill . b'! 
necessary to determine 'llhether ·:ettw: failt.'rl! to cerform l\rose 
from causes beyond vour con~rol ~nd ~tthout fault ~r neqliqence 
on your par~. Accordingly, you are given the opport:unity to 
present, in writing, any facts beari.nq on the queseion to the 
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Pac;e Two 
l25-S001-0787 
12 January 1989 

undersiqned, within ten (10) calendar davs of the date of this 
notice. Your fa1lure to presen1: any excuses w1 thl.n th~s tl.me 
may be considered as an admission that none exist. Your 
attention is invited to the respective riqhts of the 
subcontractor and TechDyn Systems Corporation and the 
liabilities that may be invoked i.f a decision is made to 
terminate for Default. 

Any assistance qiven to you on this contract or any 
acceptance by TechDyn systems Corporation of del~nquent qoods or 
services will be solely for the purpose of mitiqatinq damaqes, 
and it is nat the intention of TechDyn systems Corporation to 
further condone any delinquency or to waive any riqhts that 
Techoyn Systems Corporation has under the contract. 

We consider your reference (d) response to the 
referenced (c) letter to be unacceptable. 

If you have any questions reqardinq the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly yours, 

Max 'S. Rosen 
Manaqer of Contracts 

MSlt/kjs 
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TachDyn systems Corporation 
6564 Laisdala Court 
Sui.ta 6CO 
Sprinr;tiald., VA 22150 

Attention: Mr. Max s. Rcsan 

S~jeC'C: Subcontrac:- 12s-oo1: cure Notice !or Rame-e 
· cantrcl E:leman1: (RC:Z) E~forc of tlla ICC!: i'rcaqram 

Reference: 

Cear Mr. Rcsan: 

a) TachOyn 12S-S.SJl-;1787, Subjec:: su=can-c...-a,c 
US-jlJl, 'ran cay c:w:a Notice for the Remtrc 
cant:cl Element (RCE), 4ate4 12 January .1989 

b) TachOyn 12!-S,SJl-;1742, S~jact: Slmcant=ac 
US-jlJl.; ICCE Ramca1:a C:t?n'Cral El.eman~ (Rel':) Cesic;r. 
4atacl 3.1 Auc;ust 198 s · 

Whitta.Jcar Elect.~nics sys1:am.s has raceivacl reference a) lat-:.e 
and is unGla to 4ata:z::ine tha reascns for tha TechOyn sys-cu 

. alleqation of possi.Cla c!afault in the parfo:manca of the Rame--e 
ccn'C:Cl Element (RC:Z) task unclu sul:ljec: sutaccneac-c. 

As you a:a awara, tha shcrt:ccminqs of the 'rachDyn fu:nishad RC 
tast and c!av•lcpman'C system, ccntaininq the c!aliverabla RC 
hamware, lad to tha WES stcppaqe of wcJ:k en this af~o~ unt: 
such shart:ccminqs wera rasal ved. WES attadmlant 1) latta:', c!a t• 
a July 1988 advisacl, "'Until the 'rac:hDyn ha:'cwu-a pro=lams a~ 
ic!an-ci~iad. and. resolved., c:cmtinuaticn of tha so~t:wara aavelopmeJ 
efforc is net posail:ala. 11 To c!ata, WES has net been notified. th• 
tha RC:Z hamwara has bam~ illlprcvad to allaw cant:'ac:tu4 
compliance. Furt:har, · tha removal of this system, in lata Auqu= 
1988, a~es'C twa weeks prier to tha WES resampticn of work on ~ 
s~jact s~ccntraC'C af~carc, has made it illlpcssible ta rasw 
prcqrass on · Air! tasks ·which raqail:a usa of that system. ~ 
tasks, however, net requirinq tha usa of the en equipment fl 
the RC!: have been 4iliqan-,:ly ac:lc!:'essed. and. ·axacutacl. 
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The misunda:stand.inq which has rasul.tad. in the qaneratian o:t 
reference a) letter appears tc stem frcm tha cantinuinq c:=n:fusior. 
in interpre-ca.-cicn at the sccpa at wark as raqui:ed. uncier the 
subccntract. · The statements in tha reference a) lattar whic.t 
refer tc cn-geinq dasiqn prcblems as wall as the statement ~t 
••Whittaker must assume full responsibility fer the clesi;n, 
installati·en, intaqratian ancl tutinq of the RC:Z" as sta't:ad. ir. 
attachment 2) latter shew that the 'rach!lyn systams positian c~ 
the R.C:Z tasks continues tc include the alleqatian that WES is 
responsible tor bath the haJ:clwua ancl saft:Wara ot tha ICCE RCZ. 
WES maintains ancl has ccmsistantly maintained that its 
responsibility in tha RCE etta:t, a5 naqotiatacl and. incluciac! ir. 
the su.bcantrac=, is far d.avalapmant and. test of the R.CE satt-..rare 
only. 'l'ha tallewinq c!isc:ussian, which tw:thar d.acuman1:s and 
jus-ci~ies t.ha WES pesitian en RC:Z raspansibUity, demonstrates 
that tha ciavalcpment, ~ab:i~atian anc:l test at the RCE ha:d.ware 
has been acccmplishad. by 'racheyn Systems and is ~e 
raspensibi~ity ef 'rachDyn systems. 

Curinq the prcpasa~ phase cf the ICCE sul=ccntract, Techt)yn, via 
latter 12S-c-JJJ7, cia tad. 3• Ap:'il. 1985, fc:wa:Cad. tc WES a 
Statemen1: of Wa:k tar ICCE & CZH"1'AF Pl:Cqrams (Attac:hlllen1: 3) t.'lat 
included. the fallawinq: .. _ 

111..1 Spesial Beqqi:mgen1;: As indicated. abcve, 4C's 
area of ccncan-c:ation is the Prccassinq and Display 
Func:ianal Araa (PDI'A) as stated. in ·Section 3, this 
sow. However, in addition tc tha PDFA, tha sW,ccnt:ac­
tcr is requested tc .plan the ciasic;n, fabrication and 
prcvisian of: (a) spaciaL 2W/4W voice and data briaqes, 
(b) spaciu switchinq cant:'al intanaca carcis, and (c} 
spacial Rca mic:cp:ccasscr Qcnt:cllar/aHF intartace 
cares tc inta:ccnnect vaica and c!ata circuits at Ue 
main switch cont:ol and. at· each af the ciasit;natad 
:emcta ICCE sites. The Sl'•ci~icatianstrequi:am.ants fer 
tha l:lrir!qinq eq!lipmant a:a thcsa p:cposaci by Dr. James 
w. Sut.b.az-l.ancl, 4C, iZl sc:bamatic d.iaqrams ot~ared. tc 
'rachOyn (attached as EDcl.aau:a 1) • 11 

this panc;:aph in the R!'P is important l:lacausa, as shewn, WES was 
ariqinally asked. tc prcvid.e a s;mpls¢a :amota ccntrcl/switehinc; 
unit ta includ.a ha:clwara ancl sa~azta, ~aaad. upon QCncep'CUal 
sketches (nat c!rawinqs) provic!acl ':acheyn ~y tha 4C(WES) Directcr 
af Business Cavalapmant. 

on 7 May 1985, hcwaver, by 'racheyn latter su=jact: Statement af 
Work tar FOC pazticn at tha ICCE Prcc;ram: Amandmen'C Na. ~11'1 
( attachmen1: 4) the requirement was chanqed. as tallaws: 
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nl. The requirement in paragraph 1.1 (b) of the original sow is 
:hereby deleted. TechDyn has selected • switch which does not require a 
wspecial interface cara•. 

2. The fallowing requirement is hereby added: 

a. Deve 1 op ccmq,ute~ software and dacumentat1 on f n 
accordance with section 3.3.8 of the specification 
(ESD-SS-1020) far installation on the remote 
control functions as defined in the ICCE 
specifications ••• • . 

Regarding paragraph 1.1 of the Statement of Work cited above. entitled 
Saeci a 1 Reaui rement. the • sdlemati c d1 agnms• (attachment 5) are 
merely cancep~uai sketches suDJritted by Or.· Sutherland to lay out the 
basis for a switching system ta be used in remotely controlling radios 
at the unmanned GESs and do nat represent tbe deliver, of a system 
design. Amendment number 001 ta tbe RFP deleted the requirement in 
paragraph l.l(b), and the hardware design, as conceptually provided to 
TechDyn, was altered and. therefore. was effectively assumed by 
TechDyn prior ta awar~ of the WES suacantract when selection was made 
of the sw;tcn,.and the aforementioned •special interface card,• to be 
used in the Remote Control Element design. The proposed cost of the 
hardware design, fabrication and test was removed frcm the WES 
proposal prior to award of Modification 1003, which included the RCE 
task, to subcontract 125-QOl. 

Further, TechDyn is ·to be rearinded that pre-award discussions between 
TechDyn and WES changed the original concept of ccaplete design. 
development and test of the entire RCE by WES and led to the TechDyn 
puri:hase, assembly and provision of the RCE hardware. The ~laments of 
hardware sel ectad by TecbDyn were CDJII1'Utars. f ntarface buses. ~~~adems 
and switching 1110dules, which TecbDyn chose to procure. integrate and 
provide to liES far development and test of tbe RCE software, tbe on 1 y 
task far which WES fs res~ans1ble. As further reasoning far the WES 
position of TecnDyn res~ansib11fty, and TechDyn•s previous adariss1on 
of the res~ans1b11ity far RCE hardware design, not only was he RCE 
hardware chose, procurement and assembled by TecbDyn Systems. but all 
of the configuration item product specifications (CIPS) were written 
and submitted l!l TechDY!! based J!e2!l the hardware comaonents !!!!! tney 
SiTected 1gt tne1r proffereG des1qn.~ese ac~1ons clearly snow that 
TecnDyn accepted the respons1b1l1ty far the design and development of 
the RCE hardWare and further shaw that WES can only be responsible for 
the design, development and documentation of the software 
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neecieci t:: assw:a ccmplian1: operation of the hardware, assuminq 
~~a1: tha hardware aesiq.n is opara~ionally ef~ective. 

In adclition, .. c:lurinq t.'1.a pra-tes1:inq phases of t!la Ra task a 
number of pro=lems have parsis~aa in tha TachOyn salec~ea 
hal:Ciwa.ra (a.q. ccmpu1:ar reliability: ovarhea-cinq of ccmpcnenu: 
slew reaction times in the cliqita.l switch). 'rhua pra=lems have 
h~ered. the crciar.ly clesiqn ancl clavalapmant of the sof~.Jara. 
'l'he icianti~icaticn =~ thasa RCE harclwara p:=lems has caen t=.::a 
cansuminq for WES ana is out-of-sccpa ta tha presan1: TechOyn/WES 
sW=ccnt-~ct. Hu:dware prc=lams of tha RC:Z tas1: ancl ciavalcpmen-c 
sys'Cem ralata tc various piacas of ·equipment in tha hard.ware 
aesiqn as describad.balaw: 

a. coptx ts+-48I MQdgm3 
The fi::s'C maciem provided. by Techeyn as a pa~ of t.":.e 
Rema~a can'Cral Elamm11: ciesiqn was t!1a Codex LS~-4Sl 
mcciam. 'l'he fcllawiDq disc:ussicn dacu:ena prcl=lems 
enccun-carad. with this pcrticn of tha dasic;n. Initial 
analysis cf test p:cqrams inclicatad. that these mcd.ems 
would. net ra-train a~ a line intarrupticn af mere 
than 9J saccnc:ls. Withcmt this ra-~in tha mcd.ems 
will net ccmzmmicata with one another over tha analcq 
intauace (ha:d.wi:a or talaphcne~d.a ci:cuits). The 
mcd.ems can ba macia ta re-train manually by pressinq t!:.e 
"Oata Clamp 11 lmttcn on tha front of the mecism. This is 
·an unacca~ta.bla app:cac:h since tha Iceland. aesiqn is 
far, prad.cminantly, unmanned. or una~tandea laca~icns. 

After f~~ar analysis and tastinq, WES enqineers ~ere 
able ta re~rcd.uca the prc=lem usinq ·only the I.S~-48! 
maciems, tha Ir:JS-9JJJ switches ancl the Hew let-: Packar:i 
49!1S Prc-ccccl Analyz~. T.ha Bit-E:rc:-Ra~e ~es1: 
(BER'r) faature a~ tha Prcrt:cccl Analyzer was used. t= 

· raplicata t!la mcclam CC21111UDication tailure. 'rha IDS-
9••• switch mcclula was rul.aci out as a causa at t!Us 
p:atalam bacausa tha mcd81IUI t.hamsalvas inclicataa tha~ a 
va~id. analaq sic;nal. was accap'Cad. f:cm tha switChes, 
i.e., tha ••coed. Data" liqht would illumina'Ca. 

A thcrauc;h raviaw of tha p:c=laa was ccnd.uC'Cacl by WE:S 
anci Ccclax ti.a.ld. anqinaer.s and. app~ica1:icns anqinears 
frcm tha Ccclax t.cnq Beach, C:ali~arnia of~ica. 'rhe 
prc=lem was ciamcns'C:'atacl tc Mr. Guy W•ira , Ccciax. as he 
attellll2taci altarinq t.ha maclam s'C:appinq op~icns and 
switch. ccn~iquraticns. When these attempts failed.. Mr. 
Weira ccn'Cac=ad. tha dasic;n enqinaars a~ the Ccaex 
fac~cry, ana en the basis of thasa conversaticns Ccdex 
infor.:ed. WES that tha 9J saccnci cut-of~ problem was 
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actually a <iesiqnad-in taature of tha LSI-481: mecism 
that was sa~actacl tar usa in the ha.:ciwara ciasiqn b~ 
TachOyn. 'rha rasul.t of these tasu, and. the cau:sa o: 
events laacii.nq ta them, wera rapc~ad tc M:'. Glenn Hal· 
wiq, 'l'ec:hDyn systems , in orc:lar tc qat a ciatar:minaticJ 
of d.asiqn chanqas that 'l'ec:hDyn, as tha sys'Cem/ha:dwa:1 
enqinaan/intac;rata:s ciasuad. to malca. Caciax raquasta. 
that 1'achDyn :atu=% tha mcdULS to clatar:mina tha cc::ar: 
=~ic;u:aUcn a~ the madams. At scmaa pcint, haw.var 
CCclax infa:maci 'rac:hDyn that the I.S%-48I madam waul.cl nc· 
work in tha c!esi;n envi:anmaDt that 'rachDyn hacl salact 
ad, and. that ancther caclax mcdam (C:cd.ax 232S) was me:: 
app:cpriata. 

T.ha LSI-48I prcblsm ccnsidarably slewed. tha RCE satt 
ware ciavalapmant· af~a:t. Many man waeks of efta%'1:" war 
axpend.ad in isalat:inq tha problem, writinq so-ftwar 
tas'C drivers, ratas1:inq, and ccmzllW1ica-cinq with th 
madam anqinaar.s, which was nc'C planned. in th 
ccntrac:tual task and. is beyond. the sccpe of the p:asan 
sul:lccnt:ac:t. -

~odex 6'2' Mgdgms ... 
T.ha Ccdax LS%-48% Madams ware replaced with the CCcie 
2325 Mcclam. 'ruts have p:avan that tha Ccdax 232 
Madams ara abla tc p~c:m the basic cammunicaticn 
~atwaan tha RCE Master Con-c:-=1 Unit (MCC') ancl a sinql 
c;:aunci ent:y statian (GES) tar an extended paricd. o 
time withcut prcl:llams. This is a standard or noma 
usa of thesa mcclams, where thay parfor:: an initia 
"t:ain" to sync:lU:cniza thai: ccmmunica'Cions with aac 
other ancl maintain tha ci:cui.t tea pass data. Ccclax ha 
soma adc!iti.cnal. taatm:'as to anhanca this type a~ c!at 
c:aiiiiUlU.catians. 'rhua ua "'f:ain en Data• an 
•s:iclqinq.• 

Bav..,•~, the p:oblaa is that this off-tha-shal~ equip 
:unt salaceacl })y 'rac:hDyn is ~einq used. in a new ap 
plicaticn tear whicb. the mcd.am dasiqn was not intanclad. 
Spacifical.l.y, tha madus wera nat dasiqnecl tc swi td1 o 
ancl a:~ l:latwaen various mcdams. C:cdax dascrlbas thi 
mcdam as bainq ana capal:ala of point-tc-point c!at 
exc:hanqa ancl/cr multipcint data axc:hanqa. However, th 
ICCZ applica1:icn can ~a bast· ciuc:rlbed as ·switchabl 
pcint-tc-pcint . - in other warcis a nsmarcu madam­
which is nc1: a taatu:a of tha Ccclex 2325 moclem. 
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Spaci:fically, tha prck1lam c~ tha Ccc!ax 2~25 in t.~a ICC! 
desiqn ccnce:ns the nB:z:iciqinq"_ feature. 11 Bricic;inq" 
d.ascribas the ccnclitien when cc:mmnmicaticns ci:cUits 
are capaJ:)la of bainq b:okan anc1 than, when res-ccrecl, 
allcwinq the madams ta pick up tha clata withaut requil:­
inq a ••n-t:ain•. ID tha IC:CZ clasic;n tha Mastar 
central C'nit (MCO) JIIUSt switch l:aatwaen qrcnmc! entry 
statians (GZS) without losinq syncb:onizati.an, sinca 
tha GZSs ua tmmamsacl. Bowav", when this is 
attempted, the mcd ... is .. intal::aptacl, apparan1:ly l:ay the 
noiaa at tha switcb. s8lac:tad by Tac:b!)yn (sae Attacbman'C 
4) and cpantas u if another macl .. is l:aainq n!ric!qacl11 

onto th• samo qs iDstaad of svitchinq ta a naw GZS. 
Synchranizatican is tha:aby lest and tha c~it path is 
broken. · 

. 
All ~a:maticn available to WES en this prok1lem was 
tu:nad. ovar ta 1:1:1• Tac:bDyn eDCJineerinq staf:f in July 
1988, sinca TachDyn was. raapcnsibla far tha salactian 
and dasiqn at the RCZ hamwara. However, a rasclutian 
of tha prcablam has net been data:minad ancl cantinuas as 
an open issue. 

·-
WES has additicanally axpanaad. resources nat envisianea 
c!urinq the subccnt:act naqctiatian · in t:yinq to 
overcame goana:al. ha:clwa:a ral.iability anc:l maintenance 
prc~lams with tha RC:Z hal:c1wara fu:nishea ta WES by 
TechDyn. T.haaa p:a~l ... , which have. cc~ac:l dua ~= 
TachDyn•s refUSal to :eccqniza their responsibility fer 
tha intaqrity of tha RCE ha:clwan dasic;n anc:l opera-cion, 
canca:n reliability .&Del maintenance of tha hara c:lisks, 
kay~caras and Z-3.84 c:cmnmicaticns c:arcls. 

WES has spent many hou:s an the ic!8DtUica1:icn of these prc=lams 
as well as tha attampt ta av~ 1:ha ha:dWan inadequacies with 
so~~..rar• solutions. It is iJK:ampZ'abazsslbla to WES that. cnJ.y 
when it bacama eviclant ta both W2S ancl 'l'achDyn that tha sof~..rua 
dasi;ns and. ra-clasiqns cc:n.llcl ·nat ovuccma tha hard.wara 
deficiencies and maka tha h~ ccmpliant with tha Govecman1: 
raquiremants that TachDyn teak the position that WES is 
acccuntabla fer AlJ. RCE p:cmlUUI, eve thauqh TachDyn had. 
p~aviously assumed. this raapanslbllity. 

TachOyn Systems is raspansil:lla far tha RC:Z hard.wara and has mat 
this responsibility tay· p:cvicli.nq the harciwara tar tha RCZ 
function. It ia t.ha further responsibility of TechDyn systems ta 
previae an RCZ test ancl development system that will allov 
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c=n~:actual. c=mplianca. As shown abcva anct as sutecl j 
a1:-:ac:.~en'C l).~ the RC% hardware is "not acieauata far its ints.nciE 
use" and. is incapable of. P.a~or::inq the RCz task in accaraanc 
with the can:t=ac:ual specifica'Cicns. 'rc data, WES has recaivE 
no incticaticn t!lat t:ha RC!! haraware has been improved. and. j 
available for continua~ion of tha RCE sof~.are aevelcpman~ tas~ 
In fact, in aetachmant 6), on l2 Auqust 1988, 1'ac:h.Cyn sta.tacl tha 
"wa plan to prcpc;asa to tha Air Forca that tha Ramc'Ca ccnuc 
namant ba accaptad. in ita pnsant c:cn~i;uration anc1 with it 
present op~~ional capability. " That cU.scussicns raqaminq 1:1: 
RC:Z ua cn-9ainq is evic:lant by tha WES racaipt a~ SUCh latta:s a 
TechDyn 125-SJJl-~786, aatad 6 Janua:y 1989, (attacamant 7) wbic 
iaenti~ies faur tmF ha:dwara cptians and one HF hazctwara cpcic 
leadinq to a rebasalininq modification for Remota ccnt:cl Elam~ 
implementation. Ccn'Cinuad. eftorc on tha sc~Ara porcion, eva 
i~ presen'C.ly possible, woula be imprud.ant un~il. the harawa:: 
issues are resolved. · 

T.ha alleqation in rafaranca a) latter that WES tailed to raspo~ 
t= reference b) letter af 3J Aw;ust 1988 is inccnact. WES d.i 
responci, in a tilllaly mann~, tc that c=mnmicatian. in latta 
88J9-l~65-FB/IC:CZ, elated. 9 September 1988 (attachment S) 
ad.visinq that "WES ha:ein states its accaptanca of 'l'achOyn • 
ciirec:ian raqartlinq t:ha Ra:." As pr-.yicusly notacl, however, WES 
has bean unaDle ta par~o:: any software cc:rmec:eci task bacaus 
tha RCZ harciware was unavailal2la tc WES d.u:inq tha last qu~e 
of 1987. Althouqh TechOyn lat:ar 125-S~Jl-~767, aataci 27 oc:abe 
1988 (attadmlent 9), ad.visacl that ••-rac:hOyn has since es-eal:llisha 
a cows tas'C bed. anci traininq tacility at Vacla in camarillo 
califcrnia, 11 a query to that tacility as lata as Cacem=ar 198 
resulted. in informa-cian that t!la equipment had. na-e yet arrive 
~'lere. 

!~. is su:prisinq anci f:ustratinq to WES that TachOyn 

l) ccntinuas t:c maintain that tha entire RCZ task is th 
raspcnsil:aility o~ WES, aaspita previous 'l'achDyn ac=iaM t 
tha ccnt:a:y, and. ciaspita the WES stcppaqa of wcrk en th 
task ~asaci upon imp:-cp~U:~Y tunc=ianinq c:n ha=wara, 

2) cansid.ers a ta:minatian tor ciafault ~asacl en the belie 
that WES can ccntinua prcqrass on tha scf~~a pcrt:ion a 
the RC:Z without the RC:Z haz'awara or the IC:CZ aavalopmen 
system, and. 

3) alleqes non-response to issues when response has bee 
prcvicted in a t~aly manner. 
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WES , in all aspects of s~ccnt-...-a,ct parfor.nanca, includinq the RC% 
task, haz actaci in a rsspcnsibla manner, ad.visinq 'rechDyn of all 
prol:llem:J enccuntared.,. pravidinq enqinaerinq analyses o:e the 
prol:llems and. ... their apparent causes, ami stcppinq work on the task 
only when cantinuacl perfomanca was p:"Oven to ba an 
impossibility. It is net tha faUlt cf WES tllat tha harclware 
provid.eci by 'rachDyn fai1acl in its parto:manca of the contractual 
task. Ac:ccrc!inqly, raspenslbil.ity for tha lack cf complatic:an of 
tha RC!: portion cf tha ICC!: c:ant:ac:t can net ba attril::lutac! ta 
fault or naqlic;anca on tha part: of .WES. 

Sincerely, 

WHI'l"!'AXD. EU:CTltOHXC SYS'rEMS 

~.J.rt:il~ 
Frank L. Bahler 
Di:actor of Ccnt:acts 

Attachments: 1) WES latter, s.mjact: Subccnt:'aC1: 125-~J 1, 
dated. 8 Jul.y 1988 .. 

2) 'rachDyn · l25-SJJ1-J724, Subj ec1:: Subcantn.c: 
125-;1.11: RUleta ccnt:cl Element, Stoppaqe of Work, 
dated. 26 July 1988 

3) 'I'achDyn 12S-c--JJ7, Subject: Statement: o: Work 
tor ICCZ ana ~ Proq:ams, dated 3J April 1985 

4) 'I'achDyn lattu, SUbject: Statement: of Work 
fer FOC Pcrtian cf tha ICCE Proqrams, aatad 
7 May 198! 

5) Ccncaptual slcatches ~a~ RCE hardware, 
Enclasu:a 1 Statamem: c~ Wo~Jc fa:- ICC:Z and. 
c:mrru P:cC)nJI8 

6) TacbDyn 12!-5JJ1--731, Subject: ICC!, 
Statement af Wo:k, c:mtL ana Spacificatian Chanqas, 
datad. 12 Auqast 1988 

7) 'I'achDyn 12!-SJJ1-J786, Subject: ICCE Statamant 
at Work, c:mtL ancl Specification Chanqa Proposal 
FOC-1 and FOC-2; datacl 6 January 1989 
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ICZ-M-990 

11 January 1989 

ft!!MORANDUJI 

':'0: 

!'ROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Mr. Morrison ~ 

Don Ellis / C 

ICC£ Rebaseling, RCE Software 

REFERENCE: Teleeon between TeehDyn (Ell1s) and HQ ESD 
(Major Goodrich and Cact Jacobson), subject 
as above, dated 11 January 1989 

Durinq referenced teleeon, .Major Gaodrich and Captain 
Jacobson were apprised of j•our intentions to terminate the RCE 
software efforts of WES and !:clement a hardware solution 
providinq there were no repercussions from. HQ ESD. Both stated 
that such an action vas bet~een TechDyn and WES; therefore there 
~ould b~ no adverse action by HO ESD if the intended tercination 
action vas taken. They concluded by statinq that HQ !SD was 
interested in achieving satisfactory fulfillment of the contract 
requirements. · 

cc: Mr. Bise~ 

DE/Ya 

~S&& LOISDALE COt.'RT. St:ITE &OC'. SPR!NCnELD. \1RCI:\IA 22150 • t7031 9%2 5100 • T'EL 

;II_ DEFENDANrS 
EXHIBIT 

«01'n 
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2i Cctober 1969 

125-C-0678 

Ot!pact~ent of the Air ror-
HQ, Z::lactronl'= Systems Ci·ll.,.ion/PKTG 
~itre G auildinq 
Hanscom Air Force Base, ~A 01731-5000 

Attn: Captain Philip B. Chilson 
Contracting Officer · 
Directora~e of Contracting 
Tactical Systems, JTIDS & AWACS 

I • """ . • 
1-.~· .: :"C t:.,0 , ... 

Subj: Contr3ct F!~~28-8S-C-0079; Software Formal V~rification 
Testinq 

~et: (a) Fonec ·, TechDyn (Ellis) and HQ ESD (Oalrymple), 
25/2-: :tober 1989 

(b) rone~ ··~, Teehoyn (Ellis) and WES (Christensen), 
25/26 ~ctober 1989 

Dear C~ptain Chilson: 

Discussions during the referenced fonecons focused on the 
planned Soft...,~re Formal Verification Testinq at Tyndall ArB 
:h:ring the ·~~~~ek of 13 November 1989. Techdyn and Whitta.ker 
!:lectronic S1ste!11& (WES). have, in the past, expressed concern 
over additional testinq of the ICCE soft~are without clearly 
defined objectives and with beinq subjected to testing with 
govecnment-developed test procedures without contraceor input. 

These concerns must bP. addressed prior to finalizing 
plana for the 13 November 1989 testinq at Tyndall AFB. 
':'here fore, TechDyn requests that the Government define the 
Goftvare testinq objectives and provide TeehDyn with the test 
procedures for comments prior to any further soft~are testing. 

It you have any questions r:eqarding the above, pleaae 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

' 
"ax s. Rosen 
Kanaqer of contracta 

,.SR/c:lz 

2976 
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18 July 1988 

125-S001-072l 

Whittaker Electronic Systems 
1785 Voyager Avenue 
P. o. Box 8000 
Simi Valley, CA 93063-8000 

Attn: Frank Bohler 
Director of Contracts 

Subj: Subcontract 125-001; Subcontract Requirements 

Ref: Letter, WES (Bohler) to TechDyn (Hise), dated 12 July 1988 

Dear Mr. Bohler: 

TechDyn Systems has reviewed the referenced letter with 
regard to Whittaker Electronic Systems' ( WES) position on its 
responsibilities under Statement of Work SOW-ECI-1229 incorp­
orated as a part of the subject subcontract 125-001. TechDyn has 
no intention of revisinq the Statement af Work that Whittaker has 
previously committed to in siqninq the subject subcontract. Any 
self-serving annotations made by WES will not alter or affect 
your responsibilities under the subcontract. 

Performance in accordance with the instructions provided 
herein is considered by TechDyn to be within the scope of the 
existing subcontract requirements. In the event that WES does 
not aqree that these instructions are within the present 
requirements, WES must notify TechDyn, in wr i tinq, within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions reqardinq the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

MSR/llc 

6564 LOISDALE COURT. SUITE 600. SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 221~0 • (703)922-5100 • TEL! 

= DEFENDANT'S J EXHIBIT 
I ;cc,.. 
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cc: in- ~E 61q'f()cj 
;IJ . OJ 1 Ui 1 ;/1~ 

ApL.• 1987 

125-~JOl-0340 

Command, con~rol & communications Corp. 
23670 Hawthorne Blvd. 
Torrance, CA 90505 

Attn: Ms. ~aria Raymond 
Director of contracts 

su~j: Subcontract 125-001: NADS/ICCE Program, Claim 
No. l2S..CL-Ol 

Ref: t.ettar, HQ BSD (S.mith) to 'rechDyn (Biaa), dated 24 
April 1987 

Dear Ma. Raymond: 

~echDyn systems ia in receipt of the ~efaranced letter 
from the Air Pore• relative to the subject Claim aubmitted 
by -rachDyn Systems Corporation which inc!ic:atas that before 
negotiations can be concluclad, it is neceaaaz:y that TechDyr. 
submit the following: 

(a) A ~ealistic, achievable schedule, coordinated at 
the hiqheat laval at both TachDyn and 4C. 

(b) Aclaquata raaourcea in the area of software en­
gineering ana quality aaauranca that will enable 
TachDyn to manage 4C and accomplish TechDyn•s 
taaka, th~ough cont~act completion. 

(c) Indication that ~achDyn will provide full release 
of claims from both TechDyn and 4C, ~:om contract 
awa~d through the date ~ iaauance of any mod­
ification settling thia claim. Identify any 
addi:ional claim impact. 

(d) ~h• in~ormacion on provisioning raqueeted 4uring 
factfindinq, · · ·'!Chad, which was. previously pro-
vided Tachoy 10 April 1987. 

·-- ~ ... ~ ~ -- -- •·•·• #'.-.!!!!!-: ~~~--... ~i,-~···w;,uJa~~; .· J.-~1.:-: ·: .j, .. ~.-~~P-t;iNiiitmsf 1 ·. .. a ~ ... ,_ ·'!- ,, . ! : .. . -.... ~lXIII• ..... """-. a ua·~ t=~ u ~- -'-~~i.:; ••• ... ,~l~ 
.; ~~~ij~·~;Bf~) 
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Paqe TWO 
125-SOOl-0340 
30 April 1987 

.30-87 o1: 26PM ; 703971 CCITT G3; ** : 

Sub-paragraphs a. and c. require input from 4C before 
our raapanse can be made to the Air Force. Therefore, 
you are requested to furnish as soon aa poasi.ble, but no 
later than 30 May 1987, a schedule of 4C dalivarablea 
coordinated at the hi9heat level at 4C as well aa any claim 
to be sub IIi tted by 4C and a release of claim from 4C from 
the data of contract awara throu9h the aata of iaauance of 
any modification settling any claim submitted by 4C. In 
adai tion, your submission should identify any additional 
claim impact. 

Purther, please note that the Government indicates 
it vill not award any option, including CLINa 0057 and 
0058, until it ia demonstrated by tha TechDyn/4C team that 
it can successfully complete the program. 

'rechDyn baa enclosed the Government latta~: referenced 
earlier in this correspondence for your review and action. 

If you have any questions re9arding the above., plaaae 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly youra, 

G~:!n~ 
senior contract Adminiatrator 

Bncloaura: Aa atatad 

Gl'/dlw 
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•· se .. ~ SY: TECHOYN '?03971. CCITT 133:::. 

15:59 NJ. 7 --
·..-~·. 

DIPAPITMINT CP THI! AIRIIORCa 
HUDGUMTIJ!ti&ICTRONIC IYWTIMI OMIION CAJtQ 

HAN1C011 AIR POJIICIIAII. MAIIACMUIITTI 0111,-toOO 
APR 3 0 .13~7-------

~.:-- ...... - .. 
.~• •, 

·, - . . --.~ -~ ~z-t APff 1987 

~: Concract fl9628-8!-c-o079, Iceland Command & ContTol !nha:ca.-nc (ICC!) -
Claim Ro. 125-c%.-ol 

'~ TICb~ S1acama Corp. 
Ar:l: HI'. W11liaa C. Blae 
6564 Loi8dal• Cou~c 
Spl'inatillld, VA zz~o 

1. We have de'e~ed after ifti:ial ttchDical evaluation aad fao:tindin1 
dia~uaaioa. held OD 9 aad 10 Ap~il 87 that you~ cla~ haa •~ m.~ic. 
Koveve~, durina laatfindina 7ou indicated ebac tha aabedula baa alipped 
~ayoud chac ta the claia aad that thara are addicioaal ~~oin~ cla~ 
~ace•. IU~Cbermora, it daaa coc appea~ Cbac ,au b..a addl'e•••d a 
plan to ca.plece Cbe ooncracc with adequate ~aourcea. ~·~·~~e, cbe 
Gava:um~a' ia uada~acaadabl? caftca~ed abouc tba total cote aad aahedule 
riak iD complaciaa ClLI proa: ... 

2. 18qua~ Chac 7'0U add~••• tbe follaviq b•f=• •• c:e caulwla 
ae1o~iacioaa ot tbe ~~·~= · . 

•· A ~••11atic, acb1e•ab1a achadula, c:oordta&ted ac ~· bilb•ac 
1 ... 1 at bo~ TIC~ aad 4C. 

~· Ad•quac• reaouTcea iD the araa of eoftvare •a1in••~ina and 
qua11~7 aaauzaDca ~hac vill enable you to man•1• 4C aad aceca~1£ab 70U~ 
C&ake, lh~oup IOI&CI'&C:~ c:o.plecioa. 

c:. t•ic:ac1oa chac JCN rill prawide full ~•1•••• of c:lailll f:ca 
\ocb TeebD1a aad 4C, 17:011 c:oacz-act aval"cl throup t:h• clat• ot iaauauc:a 
at aa7 wauificacioa aec~lias chi• cla~. %daatify as7 additioaal ela~ ~pacr. 

d. The iDfo~CiOD on p%ovi•ionius requa•ted duzins fac~findins, 
attacbect, which wu ~nioulr provided 7011 011 10 Ap% 87. 

3. '!II• Gonn.nc will not: award any optiou. iDcludiq ctDfa 00!7 azsd 
00!8, ucti1 tecbDya haa damoaac~aced Cbac they eaD aucce••fu11y ca.plete 
Che "••· Acc:ocodizss17, we vl11 aoc uesoti.ate C.Da 0057 and 0051 UllCil 

~~~~ ~ aodce. /..-........ __ ~_-:__,.. 
PRill • D 

CDcc~ae las Offic•r 
D~ecto~aca of St~acasic 
S~aceaa Coet~acca 
~pucy fo~ coat~acctaa 

l A.tcb 
P~oviaian• Queatioaa f~om 
racttindins 9 & 10 Ap~ 87 
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• SB':o" SY: TECHOYN 30-8? ~: 29PM ; CCITT (33: =* S 

1s:rae 
.. 

. ~ . 
1. valJad.cn lad wl1Att.icn pl.An (f22443) .ttculd be dUal.l.c:wcl u tMy _.. 
n= r:elat.acl to p:o~iaica:IJJJ• 

2. nw.lcp a lcgiia1 ~ of u. ~ == (1·•·, 1a,caa pi-. pau). 

3. ~ tlw ~ tc: ~ bl:un t= -= 1atlcc ~. B:lw dcll8 it 
nlaU ta ~ 8.07 

4. ~a~ af ~ label: ca~• u fl-r nlate .t:o tM 
pmvillicai.at .arr:n. 
5. ~. ~ of tM P=P*I of Mab trip. 

6. aae *iJLAflbl An 1D &ltmat:i.V• \1riiiD draw;tap/ ... U=a C8 no& &fti\,'hle. 
lA c &l~w tMn UQu14 l:ll ao MIU.ticaal =-· ~ tbaal4 be a 
~ ill acMe --.. ~ a:ul.d a= ~ nqutnd ~ c a c:i.ftULt. 
caa:d ~. 

a. I:Cp'•'n 1M~ ;aa•1f1zCPt1m ~ t= -...''!ldDJ ~ JIIIL felt ~ 
am .. tb8 Mal-1/lA ~ bu • :; cia1. DUU&1. with a puU a. =at. 
lb:u1d c:a1y ..s ta ._ ntcJIIM.,, 
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~-11· COMMAND CONTROL AND COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 

_ Whittak.eS 
MEMORANDUM 

MJR1491286 

-~ . 

(_ 

To: 
Location: 

From: 
Location: 

Subject: 

John D. Freitag 
Whittaker Corporation 

Monte J. Hatchett j 1 .. tf 
4C, Torrance )?w.:,pj/Jt,e~ 

TechDyn Contract Status 

Date: 22 December 1986 

Attached is a copy of a letter received from TechDyn last Thursday afternoon, 
18 December 1986, stating that our December invoice would not be processed 
and will be re-considered after the CDR scheduled for 15 January 1987. teo 
Morrison called me 30 minutes after we received the letter, asking that we 
not consider this as a serious matter for this action is part of his overall 
game plan to obtain his overrun costs from the U.S. Air Force. As I stated 
to him, 4C's performance in the past 3 months has been tremendous, as follows: 
(1) shipment of final B5 specs, (2) delivery and acceptance of the CEN!AF 
system, (3) delivery of the draft C5 specs, and (4) conduct of Hardware CDR, 
all of which were completed per schedule. 

In my latest discussions with Colonel Paschall, the Air Force has no reason 
to slip the CDR and they are intending to conduct this CDR on 15 January 1987. 
It remains 4C's intentions to complete the ICCE/CEN!AF system delivery_by 
1 June 1987. 

MJB/cm 

attachment 

cc: Gordon touttit 

;I 
'j 
I 
I 
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18 December 1986 

125 •5001•0219 

Command, Control I Communications Corp. 
23670 Hawthorne Blvd. · 
Torrance, CA 9QSOS 

At~n: Ms. Marie Raymond 
Director of Contracts 

RECEIVED 
DEC 18 1986 

CONTRACTS 

Subj: Subcontract 125•001: Stoppaga of Progress Payments 

Dear Ms~ Raymond: 

Substantial evidence exists that the prograsa to 
date Ynder your Subcontract 12&-001 11 unsatisfactory. 
Your letters of 13 November 1988 and 8 December 1985 fa11 
to estab11 sh a substantive basis for JOUr Company not 
bttng fte1d responsible for tbe delays that exist tn the 
work under 1our Subcon·tract. Therefore, your Progress 
Payment dated 12 December 1986 in tht amount of $12&.125 
11 being returned without processing .for payment. After 
sa tf sfactory complet1 on of the Software Cr1 tical Des1 gn 
Rev1aw and tbt authorization ta tnftfatt 1n•plant PDFA 
DT&E, TecnDyn will reconsider the matter of cont1·nuat1on 
of progress pa·yments. You are adv1 sed that thts action 
should 1n no way.further delay your performance under the 
Subcontract and does not relieve the Command. Control and 
Communications Corporation of any of its obligations 
under the Subcontract. 

Very truly yours, • ;.( • 

~e.~ 
W 1111 am. C • K 1 s e 
Vice President 

WCH/meb 

CCITT 133: =t 2 

C'RlaH 
IDBiASdA 
~l'(..~dJ 

Fvi6JSt-llt-
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20 November 1986 

125-S001-0185 

Command, Control & Communications Corp. 
23670 Hawthorne Blvd. 
Torrance, CA 90505 

Attn: Ms. Marie Raymond 
Director of Contracts 

Subj: Subcontract No. 125-001; Stoppage of Progress Payments 

Ref: Letter, 4C (Raymond) (8611-962-MR/16393) to TechOyn 
(Hise) dated 13 November 1986 

Dear Ms. Raymond: 

We have reviewed your referenced letter of 13 November 
1986, and the conclusion stated therein that 4C is without 
fault or negligence in the delay of the schedule of your 
S u b con t r a c t • T h i s u n i 1 a te r a 1 de te rm i n a t i on of n o fa u 1 t or 
negligence by Command, Control and Communications Corporation 
is not acceptable to TechDyn Systems Corporation. 

We are hereby stopping, effective today, the processing 
of any future claims for progress payments for work under 
subject Subcontract. Triis action will remaih in effect 
until such time as 4C agrees to a revised schedule acceptable 
to TechDyn and to an equitable cost consideration to TechDyn 
for the delay incurred by 4C in the performance of the 
Subcontract. 

As you are well aware, your agreement with TechDyn is a 
fixed-price subcontract and you are therefore under an 
obligation to continue diligently the work under the Subcon­
tract. You are requested to· submit your proposa 1 for 
adjustment of the Subcontract schedule and your offer 
of cost consideration to TechDyn for the delays no later 
than 8 December 1986. You are particularly urged to delay 
in no way the shipment of the First CENTAF RADIL scheduled 
for delivery 30 November 1986. 

We trust that this will permit .a prompt resolution of 
the impact of the delays upon the Subcontract. 

;~~:u~~-~o;,s~ 
~Hise 

Vice Pre-sident 

WCH/meb 

~.~;DEFENDANT'S 

I 
~.~·~,./EXHIBIT . )i, 

·:· ··~·· .. !t,. -· • .• • • • •• :' .. -, ·/.·:.:r1o ·~ 
.... t:··-~D Q 

...... : . ··-- ·'·· ·:. .. ··• . 

6564 LOISDALE COURT. SUITE 600. SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22150 • (703) 922·5100 • TELEX 901013 
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PRO'?cf'\~· •. E on o-R I'"''"'; I 'i . '1'. 't \ 
AITORNEY AND EXPERTS ONLY 

10 February 19R7 

125-C-0178 

Department of t~e Air Force 
HQ, Electronic Systems Division, PKS-3 
Mitre Bldg. Oak Park, Room 1NS07 
Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 01731-5000 

Attn: Mr. Stephen L. Smith 
Contracting Officer 
Director of Strategic 

Systems Contracts 
Deputy for Contracting 

Subj: Contract Fl9628-85-C-0079 (SBA Subcontract 3-85-2-6605}: 
Claim No. 125-CL-01 for Equitable Adjustmen~ 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Having requested on 28 October 1986 an adjustment in 
the price of the subject contract and that request having 
been denied by the Air Force in its subsequent response of 2 
November 1986, TechCyn Systems Corporation respectfully 
submits its claim for an equitable adjustment in the contract 
price and asserts its entitlement thereto under the provi­
sions of the Contract Disputes Act of 1978, and requests a 
timely decision by the Contracting Officer. 

Our claim is based on the schedule submitted to the 
Air Force on 30 January 1987 and other factors presented 
herein. A favorable resolution of this claim should also 
result in a modification of the contract schedule. 

If you have any questions concerning this claim, 
please contact the undersigned at {703) 922-5100. 

Enclosure: Claim No. 125-CL-01 

WCH/meb PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

flOOt 
r ,.,, .. ,,.. ... Q . ' ·.: ,., :. .. "" - ... ·" .... ...., 

6!584 LOISDALE COURT. SUITE 600. SPRINGFIELD. VIRGINIA 22150 • (703) 922·5100 • TELEX 901013 
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Mr. Stephen L. Smith 
125-C-0178 
10 February 1987 
Page Two 

PR .. -·-····· - ... -.-!"1 
~~ ~ :.. !

0 
I • : ' ... o \ • :. t. 

ATTORNEY Ar;D EXPERTS ONLY 

cc: Ms. Mary Thomas, Contracting Officer, SBA (Washington) 
w/Encl. 

Ms. Evelyn Donnelly, A~ministrative Contracting Officer, 
OCASMA, (Baltimore), w/Encl. 

Mr. Samuel Cave, Supervisory Auditor, OCAA (Alexandria) 
w/Encl. 
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PROTECTIVE ORDER 
ATIORNEY AND EXPERTS ONLY· 

C1aim·No. 125-cL-01 

Under 

Contract Fl9628-85-c-o079 

(SBA SUbcontract 3-85-2-6605) 

Submitted to: 
Department of the Air Force 

Headquarters, Electronic Systems Division, 
Air Force Systems Command 

Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 01731-5000 

Submitted by: 
TechDyn Systems Corporation 

6564 Loisdale Court, Suite ·600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

10 Fetruary 1987 
r "'.· .... ~""' .. r· " . ._. J \.1 -
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PROTECTIVE OP.DER 
ATIORNEY AND EXPERTS ONLY 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

A. Narrative 

1. Introduction 

a. Provisions Under Which Requested 

b. Amount of Equitable Adjustment 

c. Major Elements of Reguest for Equitable Adjustment 

2. Major Causes of Requirement for Equitable Adjustment 

a. "Directed" Subcontractor 

b. Misrepresentation of 4C Capability 

c. Fact-Finding/Negotiation Impacts 

d. Subcontractor Performance 

e. Government Contributions to Cost Escalation 

f. Schedule Delays 

g. Diver~ence of TechDyn Resources from Intended 
Funct1ons 

h. ECP 309-2 

3. B(a) as a Contracting Mechanism 

4. Probable Negative Impact of Current Contract on Future 
Business 

S. Why Equitable Adjustment is Needed 

6. Conclusion 
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PROTECTIVE OP.GER 
ATTORNEY AND EXPERTS ONLY 

B. Claim Certification 

c. Standard Form 1411 covering Claim 

D. Breakout of all CLINs reflecting Proposal Negotiated 
Price, Cost to Date, Estimate to Complete, and Plus 
or Minus Differences 

E. Standar~ Form 1411 covering Estimate to Complete 

F. Program Schedule 

a. Original 
b. As of 30 January 1987 

G. Proposal Breakout 

H. Contract Breakout by Modification 

I. Correspondence Relating to Responsibilities of TechDyn 
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1. Introduction 
PROTECTIVE ORDER 

ATIORNEY AND EXPERTS ONLY 

a. Provisions Under Which Reguested 

(l) This Claim is subcnitted under the provisions of 

the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 USC 601-613) 

and Section 52.233-1, Disputes, of the Federal 

Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 

( 2) In meetings at TechDyn' s facilities on 4 November 

1986 and on 25 November 1986, both Mr. Anthony o. 

Salvucci, Deputy Commander for Strategic Systems, 

Electronic Systems Division (ESD), Air Force Systems 

Command (AFSC), and Colonel Richard c. Paschall, 

Systems Program Director for North Atlantic 

Defense Systems Directorate, Electronic Systems 

Divis1on (ESO), Air Force Systems Command 

(AFSC), urged TechDyn to submit its claim for 

equitable adjustment as a means by which 

the Government could consider an equitable 

financial adjustment of the contract. 

b. Amount of Equitable Adjustment 

This claim for Equitable Adjustment in the price of 

Contract Fl9628-85-C-0079 ( SBA Subcontract 3-85-2-6605) 

is in the amount of $1,654,044. 

c. ~ajor Elements/Cost Categories of Equitable Adjustment 
and Respective Dollar Amounts 

-1-
(t , .• " ~ ~ :3 . ·' .. 
\, ~-· . . -" 
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PROTECTIVE: ORGER 
ATTORNEY AND EXPERTS ONLY 

( 1) Composite Cost Summary of the claim is as follows: 

Direct Labor On-Site 
Overhead (117.21\} 
Direct Labor Off-Site 
Overhead (37.56\) 
Other Direct Costs 

Subtotal 
G&A (10.00\) 

Total Costs 
E>rofit 

Total 

$ 208,300 
244,149 
40,300 
15,137 

846,778 
$1,354,664 

135,466 
$1,490,130 

163,914 

$1,654,044 

(2) A detailed break-out of the claim Cost E>roposal 

is set forth in Section c. The indirect rates 

utilized in this claim are the actual indirect 

rates of TechDyn for Fiscal Year 1986 and a projec­

tion of indirect rates for the fiscal year periods 

of 1987 and 1988. 

2. Major Causes of Requirement for Equitable Adjustment 

a. "Directed" Subcontractor 

(1) Background/General 

After extensive discussions between Air Force 

(ESO} representatives and 4C personnel, the Air 

Force was convinced that the RADIL systems designed 

and produced by 4C, used in conjunction with associ-

ated telecommunications equipment, should be acquired 

to satisfy certain air defense requirements of the 

Iceland Command Control Enhancement (ICCE) Project. 

The A.r Force and 4C set about seeking ways of 

getting 4C under contract so as to acquire the 4C 
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R AD I L systems . ESC representatives' knowledge of 

the 4C RADIL equipment apparently derived from the 

fact that the Air Force had purchased several RADIL 

systems from 4C unaer a previous contract. 

TechDyn Systems Corporation, an S(a) telecommu-

nications and systems engineering contractor, was 

contacted by the Air Force and 4C and apprised of 

the Air Force interest in acquiring the 4C RADIL 

equipment. Since it was virtually impossible for 

the Air Force to let a sole-source contract to 4C, 

and since going through the full competition acquisi­

tion process, would occasion unacceptable delay in 

contract award, discussions then took place between 

the Air Force, 4C and TechDyn Systems, as to how a 

contract to acquire the 4C RAOIL systems for the Air 

Force ICCE project under the S(a) program, with 

TechDyn Systems being the 8(a) contractor and 4C 

being a "directed" subcontractor, could be effected. 

The thrust of the Air Force ( ESO) representa-

tives• inputs to these discussions was that the Air 

Force wa~ th~roughly familiar with the 4C RADIL 

equipment, and with the technical capabilities of 

4C, and that the requirements of the prospective 

ICCE project contract were such that 4C was eminently 

qualified in all aspects of engineering, furnishing 

and testing the processing display functional area 
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(PDFA) portion of the ICCE project envisioned for 4C 

execution under the prospective contract. 

TechDyn Systems capabilities in telecommunica-

tions and systems· engineering as related to the 

communications functional area (CFA) aspects of the 

prospective ICCE contract were also discussed. As 

TechCyn had not performed an engineer, furnish, 

install and test (EFIT) contract for the Air Force, 

the Air Force had to be convinced of Techcyn•s 

technical capabilities. 

A series of technical briefings by TechDyn 

representatives, a visit by TechDyn senior personnel 

to senior ESC officials at ESD headquarters, and a 

visit by an ESC technical review team to TechCyn 

Systems corporate headquarters to assess Techoyn • s 

technical capabilities were carried out to convince 

ESC representatives of TechDyn Systems' capabilities 

to perform those aspects, primarily CFA related, of 

the prospective contrct targeted for TechCyn perfor-

mance. Throughout these briefings, disucssions 

and TechCyn capabilities assessment, the ESO repre-

sentative•s confidence in the technical capabilities 

of 4C were re-emphasized. 

TechOyn representatives believed that 4C would 

be a responsive and responsible subcontractor 

largely based on the following: (a) repeated asser-

tions of the Air Force representatives as to the 

-4-
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apparent first hand knowledge possessed by 4C 

representatives of Air Force air defense technical 

plans and operations. Both ESO representatives and 

TechDyn officials realized that it was a virtual 

impossibility for TechDyn to make an in~ependent 

objective assessment of 4C PDFA capabilities in a 

timely fashion. 

Subject contract directed that TechDyn 11 is 

hereby required to obtain all hardware, software and 

related documentation for the Processing Display 

Functional Area (PDFA) as defined in the Statement 

of Work and Specifications from Command, Control -and 

Communications Corporation (4C) ot Torrance, California." 

It is the position of TechDyn Systems Corpora-

tion that the performance of the directed subcontrac-

tor, 4C, is the primary cause of the present require-

ment for subject claim for equitable adjustment of 

contract price. 

(2) !~S~~~~~~!~-~-~~~£~-~~ignating "Directed" 
Subcontractor 

Among other requirements and responsibilities, 

an agency within the Federal Government which 

directs the utilization of a particular named 

subcontractor by a prime contractor has a responsi-

bility to insure that designation of such subcontrac­

tor is a responsible designation which resulted 
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2996 



PROTECTIVE OR!)ER 
AITORNEY AND EXPERTS ONLY 

from an objective and thorough assessment of the 

capability of such subcontractor to perform the work 

it is so directing. In the absence of such a valid 

assessment of prospective directed subcontractor, or 

in the event such assessment was inadequate, the 

agency designating a directed subcontractor must 

bear responsibility for the performance of such 

directed subcontractor. 

It is imperative that the Agency/Client designa­

ting a directed subcontractor understands that the 

directed subcontractor responds to the prime contrac-

tor/S(a) subcontractor as a separate operating 

entity, and not as an operating element of the S(a) 

company. 

(3) Responsibilities of Prime Contractor/S(a) Subcontractor 

The prime contractor/S(a) subcontractor's 

responsibilities, under a contract that directs a 

particular named subcontractor, include insuring 

that the work directed for designated subcontractor 

is levied on that subcontractor, insuring, to the 

extent made possible by the prime and subcontract 

provisions, that the work is performed satisfactorily 

through the normal processes of assigning directed 

work, monitoring performance, assessing performance, 

and advising the agency/client designating directed 

subcontractor of performance/lack of performance of 

directed subcontractor. All of these actions have 

-6-
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been taken by TechDyn Systems with respect to the 

performance of directed work of 4C relating to the 

PDFA portion of subject contract on a continuous 

basis. In no case is the prime contractor/S(a) 

subcontractor expected to actually perform the 

contract work designated for performance by the 

directed subcontractor. 

(4) Assumptions as to Air Force Actions/4C Capabilities 

Prior to, and at the time of subject contract 

award, it was assumed by TechDyn Systems Corporation 

that the Electronics Systems Division (ESD) of the 

Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) had made a thorough 

technical assessment of 4C, and had considered 

previous.4C performance on Air Force contracts with 

respect to the Air Force acquisition of virtually 

identical RADIL systems (PO~A). It was further 

assumed, therefore, that ESO representatives were in 

the best of positions to be thoroughly familiar with 

4C's technical capabilities. 

These assumptions were also based on repeated 

aaaertions and assurances to TechOyn Systems by ESD 

representatives as to 4C capabilities to perform all 

aspects of the contract associated with the PDFA 

portion of the requirements. 

Based on 4C performance on subject contract to 

date, it now appears evident to TechDyn Systems 

that prior to contract award, the procuring activity, 

-7-
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ESD, failed to properly assess the technical 

capability of the udirectedu subcontractor to 

perform the work which had been identified for it to 

perform. 

The primary cause of increased costs of subject 

contract has been the unsatisfactory performance of 

the ~overnment 's "directed" subcontractor, the 

Command Control and Communications Corporation (4C). 

The lack of performance of 4C has resulted in 

extraordinary delays in several significant contract 

milestones which have resulted in an overall "stretch-

out" of the ICCE project schedule. 

(5) ~~ion Expected in Case of "Directed" Subcontractor 
Failure to Perform 

Based on discussions with Air Force (ESC) 

representatives prior to contract award, it was 

apparent to TechDyn Systems representatives that the 

ESO representatives were so certain of 4C capabili­

ties to perform that, though unlikely, in the event 

of 4C failure to perform satisfactorily, the Air 

Force would recognize the failure of its assessment 

of 4C's technical capabilities, and its prediction 

of 4C performance, and would accordingly make 

responsive adjustments to the contract. It was 

largely with this understanding that TechDyn Systems 

entered into subject contract. 

As indicated above, when a "directed" subcon-
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tractor has failed to perform, the primary obligation 

of the prime contractor/S(a) subcontractor is to 

make sure that the directing activity of the Electro-

nics Systems Divi~ion (ESC) of Air Force Systems 

Command, is made fully aware of such failure. The 

prime contractor/8(a) subcontractor is obligated to 

take those steps which a reasonable contractor would 

take -- under a contract which had -limited its 

ability to dismiss or change subcontractors and thus 

permit subcontract work to be done by other means --

to cause the subcontractor to perform satisfactorily. 

The record of subject contract performance is 

replete with indications of 4C lack of performance: 

and TechDyn Systems has taken all reasonable steps 

to insure satisfactory performance of the "directed" 

subcontractor, 4C. Under no circumstances could 

TechDyn Systems have extended its level of staffing 

to the point of actual performance of the directed 

work. 

b. Misrepresentation of 4C Capability 

(1) Air Force Assessment of 4C Capability 

~hroughout the pre-proposal, proposal and 

negotiation stages, the Air Force represent a-

tives constantly advised TechOyn that 4C would be 

specified as the "directed" subcontractor under the 

proposed prime contract with the Small Business 

Administration. The selection by the Air· Force of 
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4C, the assertion by the Air Force of 4C's capabili-

ties to perform the Air Force • s requirement of 

providing the RADIL equipment and associated software 

and documentation support, and the tenor of all 

technical fact-finding sessions, clearly indicated 

that TechCyn and 4C we~e to operate in a technically 

complementary fashion -- without duplication of 

technical capabilities. This is substantiated 

by the fact that throughout contract performance, 

representatives of ESC and its support Contractor, 

Mitre, have on a routine basis used the expediency 

of going directly to TechCyn's directed Subcontractor: 

and, in turn, the directed subcontractor has acceded 

to these channels and has taken every opportunity to 

go directly to the Air Force on contract matters. 

TechCyn has repeatedly expressed its concern to the 

Air Force, and on 5 November 1986 registered such 

concern in a letter to its Subcontractor reflecting 

its objections concerning the direct ·dealing with 

the .Air Force. At the conclusion of discussions, 

extending over ·the period from 12 March 1985 to the 

date the contract was finally signed (13 June 1985) 

TechCyn considered the following assertions of the 

ESC representatives to be statements of fact: 

(a) 4C was a responsive, well qualified contractor 
fully knowledgeable of the PCFA/RACIL require­
ments. 
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(b) 4C was capable of meeting the required 
delivery dates of the proposed contract, 
and at acceptable proficiency levels. 

(c) TechOyn should duplicate 
management nor the technical 
formed by 4c. 

neithe:: 
efforts 

the 
per-

ESC "representation" of the above statements as 

facts as to 4C • s capability of performance has, in 

fact, proven to be a serious misrepresentation of 

facts. 4C, ESC directed subcontractor,. has consis-

tently submitted delinquent and/or deficient data, 

and has been non-responsive to TechDyn requests to 

meet in a timely manner the Air Force requirement 

for correction of deficient data. Details of 4C 

non-compliance with the subcontract delivery schedule 

and required corrective action are presented herein. 

An inordinate amount of TechDyn manhours and 

travel have been devoted to resolving problems 

associated with 4C's non-compliance with the terms 

of their subcontract. The record is replete with 

meetings, telephone calls, travel data, and letters 

that clearly indicate the utilization of manhours 

far in excess. of those contemplated for this effort 

at the time of negotiation. 

During fact-finding/negotiation, TechDyn, as a 

result of the ESD misrepresentation of 4C's capabili-

ty, was misled and reduced the number of manhours 

required to perform the contract from ~Q!Q to 

54,223. Had it not been for the misrepresentation 
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of facts by the Air Force negotiators, i.e., that 4C 

would be a responsive, knowledgeable, capable 

subcontractor able and willing to comt:>lY with the 

Air Force 
. . 

requ1rements, TechDyn would not have 

accepted the ESD offer of $10,411,875 for what 

resulted as Modification 13 to the Contract -- a 

reduction, less options, of $7,100,074 from TechDyn's 

price of $33,792,474 of 5 July 1985. In considera-

tion of this Claim, it is the position of TechDyn 

Systems Corporation that answers by the Air Force to 

the following questions are material to its resolution: 

(a) Was there an assessment of 4C capability? 

(b) If there was an assessment, what were the 
results, and how determined? 

If there was no assessment, this omission was 

extremely serious and reckless with regard to the 

8(a) Company (TechDyn) potential exposure. 

TechDyn asserts that, in addition to other 

facts set forth herein, the Air Force was fully 

aware, or should have been, of the level of capabili-

ty o·f its "directed" subcontractor and, in failing 

to advise TechDyn fully thereof, did in fact mis-

represent to TechDyn, prior to contract award and 

particularly during the long and extensive period of 

technical fact-finding conducted by the Air Force, 

the capabilities of its selected and subsequently 

"directed" subcontractor, 4C. 
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At no point prior to contract award did 

TechDyn consider a full scale technical assess-

men t of 4C to be required, inasmuch as the 

procurement was represented to TechDyn as a 

Non-Development Item ( NDI) Commercial Off the 

Shelf (COTS) project. In fact, pre-proposal 

activities of both 4C and the Air Force solidified 

the TechDyn presumption that participation in 

the ICCE/CENTAF Program was contingent upon 4C 

participation. 

Contact was made with TechDyn regarding 

participation in the ICCE/CENTAF Program with 

preliminary discussions beginning on 12 March 

1984 in Torrance, California. During this 

initial exchange, 4C pro~ided background 

information regarding its participation 

in the North Atlantic Defense Radio System 

(NADRS) through the sale of its RADIL hardware, 

installation of additional facilities in 

Iceland and the complete documentation of the 

system for operational and maintenance support. 

4C indicated at this juncture that the Air 

Force was considering the S(a) program as a 

procurement vehicle to preclude a lengthy 

unrestricted competitive solicitation. Addition­

ally, 4C expressed the desire to use this 

-13-
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initial meeting to determine how the two firms 

should best divide the contract work. 

On 15 March 1985, TechDyn met with repre­

sentatives o·f the Air Force • s Electronics 

Systems Division. A briefing was presented 

which addressed the Iceland requirement. Of 

paramount concern to the Government was the 

acquisition of RADIL hardware manufactured by 

4C. This meeting followed the transmittal of 

an advanced copy of the ICCE RFP on 4 March 

1985. 

In consideration of the solicitation's 

requirement for specific expertise in the 

production, software development and documenta-

tion of RADIL hardware -- the operations of 

which existed entirely at 4C, -- and the 

Government's representation of their demonstra-

ted capability, TechDyn considered the conduct 

of a formal technical assessment to be neither 

prudent nor required and, th~refore, accepted 

the Air Force's prior assessment and associated 

rationale without question in view of the 

NDI/COTS designation of the project. 

c. Fact-Finding/Negotiation Impacts 

TechDyn asserts that during fact-finding and 

negotiating sessions with the Air Force, after certain 

specific descoping actions had been effected, and in 
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order to reduce further the costs to a level within 

its budgetary assets, the Air Force did in fact cause 

the Contractor, TechDyn Systems Corporation, to make . 
aroi trary and unreasonable cuts in its cost proposal. 

TechDyn asserts that on 28 May 1985 it submitted its 

initial response to RFP Fl9628-85-R-0076 in the amount 

of $33,178,659. From 28 May 1985 to 30 August 1985, the 

·proposal was incrementally and substantially reduced by 

fact-finding sessions to the final negotiated contract 

price of $10,411,875. 

A review of the reduction process utilized by the 

Air Force shows that on 12 August 1985, TechDyn submitted 

at the request of the Air Force, a proposal for descoping 

act ions. These descoping actions, as well as those 

that had been submitted on 5 August 1985, resulted in a 

total reduction of $6,506,764. In addition, the CLINs 

associated with the Alaska and Pacific Air Forces effort 

were established as not to exceed options in the contract. 

The descoping· that took place, which re~ulted in an 

$6,506,764 r;educti9n, was based on the following key 

areas of reduction: · 

( 1) All costs associated with the following descoped 
items were identified and removed: 

(a) HF Site 
(b) ICC Console 
(c) Monitor Displays 
(d)_ DTS Modification 
(e) IOC FQT Testing 
(f) Others 
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( 2) Overlaps between TechDyn and 4C in the logistics 
support area were identified and removed. 

(3) Software integration and qualification testing 
for CENTAF were removed as this testing is to be 
performed under ICCE . 

• 
(4) Installation and testing activities were reassigned 

to reduce travel and labor costs. 

(5) Effect of these reductions on overall program costs 
and rates were identified and removed. 

On 25 July 19851 TechDyn provided to the Air 

Force Negotiator, Lt. Ann Gettleman 1 the areas and 

the percentages that it was planning to use in arriving 

at still further reductions that had been that day 

jointly discussed with the Air Force. These percentages 

were: 

(a) Logistics SO\ 
(b) Engineering 25\ 
(c) Management 10% 
(d) Testing 40\ 
(e) Travel 25% 

These and further reductions 1 from 12 August 1985 

to 30 August 19851 reduced the contract price by an addition 

amount of $3,703,156. These reductions were primarily 

made by the Contractor and its subcontractor in the areas 

noted above. 

In the descoping actions·, the Air Force recog­

nized that it was removing from the contract any duplica-

tion of effort on the parts of TechDyn and 4C. Each was 

to perform its portion of the contract. In addition, the 

overall management capability of TechDyn was by such 

action seriously impaired if not essentially eliminated. 
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After contract award, the Air Force, however, has 

demanded of TechDyn a management oversight responsibility 

that was not envisioned by either party during the 

descoping and fact-finding reduction phase that lead to 

contract definitization. 

At no time during the fact-finding/negotiation 

process did the ESD representatives assert that the 

contractor's proposal was excessively high in cost, but 

that the contract cost must be brought in line with the 

dollar amount which ESD had available to allocate the 

ICCE project. The thrust of the reduction actions was 

one of descoping the·effort. It must be noted that 

although a reduction of $10,209,920 was effected during 

the fact-fin~ing/negotiation process, at the time the 

contract was signed on 30 August 1985 no revisions to the 

Statement of Work or the Technical Specifications had 

been made, except as related to the Option CLINs, to 

effect or recognize the descoping actions. The Contractor 

submitted to the Contracting Officer on 14 February 1986 

an ECP 309-2, System Specification Update to Reflect 

Negotiations, which TechDyn requested be processed on an 

•urgent • basis in order to bring the technical require­

ments of the contract in line with the contract negotia-

tions. On 11 March 1986 the Contracting Officer reduced 

the handling priority from Urgent to Routine. The Air 

Force response to the TechDyn submission reflected 

seventeen technical areas of disagreement. To date, 
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During fact-finding/negotiations, the ICCE project 

was characterized by ESC representatives as a "non-develop-

ment item/off-the-shelf: buy or NDI/COTS buy. The 

suggestion being made that since the principal items 

exi~ted, namely the RADIL, and communications equipments, 

no development 

with all of its tedious first time capabilities having to 

be demonstrated, was required. It was extremely important 

to TechDyn's requirements analysis for contract.staffing, and 

subsequent decision-making, that essentially acceptable 

software associated with the RADIL existed, and with 

relatively minor modification would satisfy ICCE project 

requirements. 

Another major misleading factor on the part of ESD 

in Doth pre-contract and post-contract award discussions 

and fact-finding deliberations which materially affected 

TechDyn's approach to project staffing and associated 

costs, particularly in the software development area, was 

the failure of ESD representatives to reveal the primary 

purpoae or objective of the ICCE project as being "to 

acquire software documentation for the PDFA/RADILs which 

were purchased earlier, under a separate contract, without 

proper software documentation. • This fact was not 

revealed until the Fall of 1986 during a meeting between 

senior ESD representatives and TechDyn and 4C management 

-- well over a year after contract award. 
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At the provisioning guidance conference conducted by 

the Air Force on 19-20 November 1965, the Government took 

a position with regard to the level of provisioning which 

has not.been accepted by either TechDyn or its Subcontrac-

tor as being in accordance with contract negotiations. 

TechDyn has asserted to the Air Force that its position 

on provisioning is that the level of provisioning 

data required is to the lowest replaceable unit (LRU) and 

not to the lowest piece part level. It is our opinion 

that the fact-finding and negotiations which substantially 

reduced the Contractor's logistics effort could only have 

reflected the level of provisioning as set forth in our 

position which was last identified to the Air Force on 3 

September 1986. 

The Air Force position that all provisioning 

is to be to the piece-part level is not properly supported. 

Examination of contractual documentation does not substan-

tiate the contention that top-down-piece-part provision-. 

ing was intended in either the solicitation or in the 

basic: contract. Statement of Work (SOW) paragraph 3.6.4.2 

indicates that provisioning will be provided in accordance 

with DD Porm 1949-1, DO Form 1949-2 and AFLC Form 718 

(with attachments) appended to the CDRL. Only AFLC 

Form 718, with an incomplete set of attachments was 

provided. The System Specification does not specifically 

call out piece-part provisioning. In fact, paragraph 

3.5.2 of the System Specification states that "all 
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supply suppo~t ~equi~ements and stock levels for all 

items utilized by the System shall be determined by the 

contractor ... 

The total number ot CFA piece-part items is estimated 

to be approximately 10,000. This is predicated upon 

the_assumption that GFE will be nomenclatured to at least 

the LRU level and that the current trend of COTS vendors 

claiming proprietary data rights will continue. Based on 

the above discussion, the following estimate of funding 

required to adequately provision the ICCE/CENTAF System 

is provided: 

PROVISIONING FUNDING PROFILE 

CFA Provisioning of 1~,000 
piece parts by Veda Corp. 
@ $68.50 per piece. 

Validation and Validation 
Plan preparation {Veda) 

PDFA Provisioning under 
subcontract to 4C 

Subtotal 
G&A (Estimated at 8.95%) 

Subtotal 
Fee (Estimated at 11.0\) 

Total Provisioning Costs: 
Less: Negotiated (CLIN 0047) 

Balance (Equitable Adjustment) 

COST 

$ 685,000 

22,443 

98,740 

$ 806,183 
72,153 

$ 878,336 
96,617 

$ 974,953 
<305,926> 

$ 669,027 

The use of a subcontractor (Veda) to perform CFA 

provisioning tasks is considered to be most prudent and 

advantageous to the Government, when compared with the 

costs and time required for TechDyn to perform the same 

effort in-house. 
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(3) Promises of Air Force Assistance in View of Directed 
Cuts 

As a result of descoping actions, TechDyn 

reduced direct labor hours that would have been 
~ 

directed toward oversight of software development 

and, specifically, software quality assurance. The 

Air Force, through the Statement of Work, offered 

assistance to the contractor in the form of "assist 

audits." TechDyn, after expending significant 

resources in an attempt to rectify subcontractor 

deficiencies, requested such assistance following 

the September 1985 Program Management Review. An 

audit was subsequently conducted during period 6-7 

February 1986. This audit identified deficiencies 

in subcontractor software development, but did 

little to iaprove "directed" subcontractor performance. 

(4) Concept for Staffing Project 

The Air Force's concept for project staffing 

evolved, as a result of descoping, into a team 

concept with complete complementarity between 

TechDyn and 4C, while eliminating any and all 

duplication of effort, to include staffing capabili­

ties and specific.perfor~ance. TechDyn staffing was 

concentrated in telecommunications hardware, techni-

cal control functions, installation and related 

documentation. 4C was to staff so as to provide the 

requisite PDFA hardware, software and documentation 

expertise. Logistics staffing was to follow the 
ll""'",.n':' 
" I. t . '.· ") \~ \J 
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team concept with TechDyn electing, as a result of 

descoping, to convert remaining direct labor resources 

to Other Direct Costs (Subcontractor), in an attempt 

to complete the ·logistical effort in the most 

technically prudent and cost effective manner. 

This staffing concept was intended to achieve 

satisfactory contractual performance, despite severe 

reductions of overall management resources imposed 

by the descoping effort. As a result, the Air Force 

and its support contractor, Mitre, have on a routine 

basis established direct communications channels 

with the subcontractor, 4C, which included provisions 

for the submission of·contract deliverables and the 

review/comment to the same, while completely 

by-passing TechDyn under the guise of expediency. 

Another aspect of fact-finding/negotiations which 

was extremely misleading to TechDyn, on the part of the 

Air Force, was the failure to fully disclose to TechDyn 

the priority nature of the PDFA/RADIL software development 

aspect of the ICCE project, and the emphasis which the 

Air rorce would place on the software development function 

of the project. In precontract discussions with both Air 

Force representatives and 4C officials, software develop­

ment was de-emphasized, and TechOyn was led to believe 

that the Air Force had taken positive steps to assess the 

status of both the applicable RADIL software and the 

capability of 4C to modify existing software so as to 

02~~584 
-22-

3013 



PR , ... ,.r.,.l' ... G""' .... ..... 
u I e.· .. I y t. 'i'\ i . .'!:~ 

ATTORNEY AN~ EXPERiS ONLY 

bring in line with the ICCE requirements, and to produce 

the software documentation required. 

It is TechOyn's position that in precontract . 
discussions and negotiations, the Air Force either 

intentionally or unintentionally failed to acknow­

ledge its awareness of and commitment to the need 

for the application of management resources and methodolo-

gies by TechDyn to the software development function of 

this software dependent project. Air Force representa-

tives insisted that TechDyn did not need software develop-

ment staff resources commensurate with the complexity of 

the RADIL software development requirements. Air Force 

Representatives suggested that contract costs could be 

significantly reduced by not "duplicating" software 

development management and programming resources possessed 

by the "directed" subcontractor, 4C. 

Accordingly, the Air Force must bear responsi­

bility for failures which occurred in the RADIL software 

development -- which led to inordinate delay in the 

project schedule. 

d. Subcontractor Performance 

An analysis of the technical performance of TechDyn's 

"directed" subcontractor, Command, Control and Communica-

tions Corporation (4C), indicates that its performance 

contributed directly to the delay which has been experi­

enced to date in the establishment of.allocated baselines 

for both hardware and software and, therefore, a resultant 
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delay in the successful conduct and completion of critical 

design reviews. The current delay in acquiring a modified 

Data Terminal Set is a serious issue warranting an 
. . 

equitable adjustment to the contract price since specifi-

cation details of said equipment design were not provided 

in ti~e for conduct of the software Critical Design 

Review, in January 1987. 

Resources expended or to be expended by TechDyn 

during the period of the slippage were or are to be 

incurred in order to maintain minimal staffing levels 

required for contract performance. Due to the incremental 

nature of the program slippage, it would not have been 

technically prudent for Te-chDyn to conserve funding 

through personnel lay-offs. Add i t ion ally , a le ve 1 o f 

effort for a period equal to the program slippage at this 

time will be required in order to successfully complete 

the contractual effort, once the critical design reviews 

are completed. Due to management resource limitations 

brought about as a result of descoping effo~ts prior to 

contract award, intensive management actions by TechDyn 

were directed toward resolution of "directed" subcontrac-

tor software development problems/issues through the 

increased efforts of the TechDyn ICCE Project Manager and 

other TechDyn personnel. The resultant laborious process 

of resolving software specification deficiencies (the 

issues of R2, Correlation and Digital Handover being 

still unresolved) has been a costly effort to bring the 
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directed subcontractor's specifications int~ conformance 

with the system specification and its references. 

The approach taken by 4C in software quality assurance 

has not been satisfacto~y and is not an adequate substi­

tute for disciplined softwa.re development, software 

modifications and complete detailed documentation 

which would allow for tracking and evaluation of the 

on-going software development effort. 

The slippage of the Hardware CDR, although less than 

that of the Software COR, was due in no small way to the 

same software and development specification issues, 

identified above, as they pertain to the Remote Control 

Element. In an attempt to reduce slippage, TechDyn 

agreed to "work-around" these issues by conducting 

an incremental CDR on 10 and 11 December 1986: with the 

intent of resol~ing all outstanding issues at the software 

CDR in January 1987, or during the second hardware CDR to 

follow. 

Tables 1 and 2 portray the submittals of Critical 

Item Development Specifications and Computer Program 

Product Specifications which should have been submitted 

in final acceptable format and content thirty days after 

the Preliminary Design Review. Timely submittal in 

February 1986 would have established an allocated base­

line and allowed for a Critical Design Review in March 

1986. The only specifications authorized at this time 

are document numbers R/001495 and R/001499. 
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Table 3 itemizes estimated resources that were or 

will be incurred by TechDyn as the direct result of a ten 

month slippage in the successful completion of a Software 

Critical Design Review (CDR) and those efforts of the 

TechDyn Project Manager requ~red to monitor software 

development by 4C. 

e. Government Contribution to Cost Escalation Associated 

with Data Terminal Set (OTS) Acquisition 

TechOyn' s original concept for integration of 

the DTS into the ICCE System called for said equipment to 

be furnished as GFE and modified into the V(lO) configura-

tio~ through a purchasing action between 4C and Magnavox, 

separate from the Air Force Peace Sheild Program. By not 

accepting this proposal, the Govern~ent technically bears 

the liability for the current and projected delays as a 

result of Peace Shield work stoppages brought about by 

pend~ng Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs). 

The delay in fielc~ng the modified DTS will directly 

impact the finalization of a hardware allocated baseline 

and the conduct of requisite in-plant testing, training 

and provisioning activities necessary to achieve a Final 

Operating Capability (FOC) system. 

f. Schedule Delays 

Schedule delays were caused by delinquent and 

substandard "directed" subcontractor, 4C, performance in 

the development of software and related computer program 

development specifications, as well as critical item 
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development specifications. The impact of such perfor-

mance has prevented the au thor i za t ion of an allocated 

baseline for the ICCE System and, in turn, the successful 

completion of critica-J. design reviews. The latest 

schedule delay is ten months, and will undoubtedly 

experience further slippage since the software critical 

design review was not completed in January 1987. The 

associated costs of the schedule delay, in terms of 

TechDyn resources expended, are depicted in Tables 3 and 

4 above. 

As previously stated, the delay incurred by 4C in 

completing the design and product specifications impacts 

the program schedule conservatively by 10 months. This 

delay has i~ turn impacted other schedule milestones 

which are just becoming apparent at the presen.t time. 

The most current and important example of this involves 

software qualification testing. 

The "directed" subcontractor has insisted that lower 

level tests they conduct prior to the Software Qualifica-

tion Test (SQT) are informal and do not require USAF 

approval of specific procedures. This is true if all 

allocated test requirements to be verified as called out 

by sow and a-Level specification are so verified during 

the conduct of SQT. However, 4C is not allocating all 

test requirements at the SQT. Some are being verified 

during two lower level "informal" tests at an earlier 

date. TechDyn and USAF have insisted that these require-
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ments be exposed at their various testing levels, and 

that plans and procedures for their testing be submitted 

to USAF for prior review and approval. 4C has indicated . 
in their latest schedule submission {6 January 1987) at 

least a 3 week slip in testing. This is in addition to 

the 10-month delay incurred to date. 

g. Divergence of TechDyn's Resources 

As previously indicated above, due to the lack of 

performance of the "directed" subcontractor, TechDyn was 

required to redirect certain resources from intended and 

required functions, as well as maintain a minimal staffing 

level for a period of time currently equal to the present 
-schedule slippage. Redirected resources included the 

TechDyn Project Manager, whose time and effort were 

required, by Air Force direction, at additional review 

sessions held at Torrance, Califorinia totalling fifty-

four days. Those additional staffing resources alluded 

to above and itemized at Tables 3 and 4 are necessary to 

complete those contractual efforts (testing, training, 

logistics, contractor technical support for the IOC) 

directly related to critical design review completion or 

achievement of FOC. At no time during the negotiation of 

a definitized contractual level of effort or dollar 

amount did TechDyn anticipate or expect to encounter the 

requirement to extend the contractual period of perfor-

mance for a period of ten months. This was due in no 

small part to the contractor's reliance upon the Air 
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For~e -- that their directed subcontractor was ~echnically 

qualified to enhance and document the ICCE System as 

called out in the Contract. 

h. ECP 309-2 

The purpose of ECP 309-2 was to state TechDyn•s and 

4C's views of the .system specification after fact-f•nding 

and negotiation sessions. TechDyn submitted the ECP on 

14 February 1986. As of this time, there is no approved 

final ECP 309-2. 

As the result of a specification for the contract 

not being agreed to, many facets of the contractural 

performance were adversly impacted and resulted in 

additional cost to 'rechOyn. Much of these costs arose 

from increased 'rechOyn program management functions 

associated with working out differences with 4C in the 

interpretation of the understanding of the specification 

based on meetings held during the period of fact-finding 

negotiations. Much time has been spent discussing when 

and where specifications were discussed and what changes 

were made. At one point the Contracting Officer indicated 

that the final 'rechDyn proposal did not have to be 

accepted, and that everything we wanted may not have been 

accepted in its entirety. A chronology of events related 

to ECP 309-2 is presented below. 

Roland J. Igo, ESO/SCUC, requested on 25 November 

1986 that for the purpose of having a baseline, TechDyn 
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acknowledge the 6 September 1985 specification and the 20 

August 1985 specification to be the same. TechDyn 

acknowledged this with the condition that this acknowledg­

ment cannot be construed as acceptance of everything in 

the specification. 

At t~e Preliminary Design Review held 8-10 Janurary 

1986 the issue of an agreed-to specification was again 

discussed. This time the questions were whether online 

diagnostics to the LRU were removed at negotiation, the 

level of maintenance support under contract and whether 

the requirement to upgrade commercial manuals existed. 

None of these questions were resolved because of the lack 

of an agreed upon specification. Barbara Lawrence, 

then contracting officer, stated that the Air Force 

was meeting the following week to finalize their version 

o( the specification. 

As indicated above on 14 February 1986, the first 

submittal of ECP 309-2 was made via TechDyn letter 

ICE-I-066. Again, the purpose of this ECP·was to state 

TechOyn's and 4C's view of the system specification to 

reflect negotiation. There were 37 proposed changes in 

this submittal. The ECP was marked by TechOyn in Block 

4 of DO Form 1692 as urgent. This was done as an attempt 

to get the review of this ECP expedited because of its 

importance to the successful completion of the contract. 

The Air Force responded to the ECP on 11 March 1986 by 

downscoping the "Priority" of this submittal from urgent 
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to routine. This action further delayed the resolution 

of this serious issue. Also, in the 11 March 1986 

letter, the Air Force stated that their technical review 

would be completed by 2•April 1986. 

The Air Force responded to TechDyn on 29 May 1986 

with comments to the 14 February 1986 submittal of ECP 

309-2, fifty-seven days after their original due date. 

The Air Force's response include three attachments: 

Attachment 1 was a list of comments which the Air Force 

concurred were discussed at negotiations: Attachment 2 

listed comments that the Air Force concurred with, but 

said that they were not discussed a~ negotiations: and 

Attachment 3 listed comments which the Air Force stated 

were out-of-scope but worthy of discussion. Seventeen of 

the 37 comments TechOyn submitted with ECP 309-2 were on 

Attachment 3. 

Another example of the specification issue and 

the failure of the Government to expedite the resolution 

of a TechDyn ECP aimed at resolving the ·specification 

issue is an ESD letter dated 24 June 1986 which stated 

that the Air Force was meeting on 25 June to expedite 

agreement of an allocated baseline. Because this effort 

would not be completed in time for the Critical Design 

Review to take place, the CDR would be delayed. These 

delays had a substantial cost impact on TechDyn. 

TechDyn via letter number ICE-I-290.dated 15 August 

1986 resubmitted ECP 302-9 incorporating the comments 
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from Attachments 1 and 2 of the 29 May Air Force letter • 
. 

The letter stated that the comments of Attachment 3 

"would be effected following technical agreement on the 

specific changes that the Government wishes to implement 

under cover of a separate ECP." These remaining open 

comments included the issues of fault isolation to the 

LRU's, vendor documentation and maintainability. 

The Air Force responded on 10 October to the above 

TechDyn submittal by saying discrepancies were found in 

TechDyn's 15 August and 18 September 1986 submittals. 

The Government also retracted its postion on a comment 

previously agreed to that Paragraph 20.3.3.3.2 of CENTAF 

System Specification does not apply. Their new position 

is that contractor shall provide all equipment required 

to filter the power sources and supplies in accordance 

with NACISM 5203. The contractor shall provide all 

special software required to produce specific: displays 

and message transmissions for conducting tempest testing. 

TechDyn submit ted its last post ion on ECP 309-2 on 24 

November 1986 incorporating the Air Force comments of 10 

October 1986. 

At this time, ECP 309-2 is still being reviewed by 

the Air Force. As a result of the ECP being not given 

the urgent review requested originally by TechDyn, the 

impact of not resolving specification issues were allowed 

to grow until they caused major c:ost impacts on TechDyn. 
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Section S(a) of the U.S. Small Business Act resulted 

from both Executive and Legislative branch initiatives, and 

provides a means for the Fe·deral Government to contract with 

certified small and disadvantaged businesses as a means to 

ameliorate the conditions of socially and economically 

disadvantaged groups, by providing them the opportunity for 

full participation in our free enterprise system and thereby 

contribute to the improvement of our national economy. 

Under the S(a) program, all organizational entities have 

responsibilities, i.e., the procuring agency (ESO), the prime 

contractor (Small Business Administration), the 1st tier 

subcontractor (8 (a) company - TechDyn Systems Corporation) 

and lower tier subcontractor (4C). 

a. Responsibilities of the Procuring Agency 

The Responsi~ility of the Procuring Agency, ESC, 

is to set-aside certain procurements for the Small 

Business Administration (SBA) which will in turn 

subcontract with an S(a) certified company, in this 

instance TechDyn Systems. The procuring agency, ESC, 

in addition to ~ts normal procurement responsibilities, 

must acknowledge its special commitments and responsi-

b i 1 i t i e s u n'd e r the sub j e c t con tract in which i t 

directed that a majority, non-S(a) company, 4C be 

subcontracted with by the S(a) company, TechDyn, to 

perform a substantial amount of the overall contract, 

i.e., approximately SO\ of contract costs. As 

-33- O ..,~f\~95 'J ... -' J 

3024 



pointed out above, in order for the direction of the 

subcontract award to the non-S(a) subcontractor to 

h a v e bee n a '' res po n s i b 1 e d i r e c t i o n , " i t was t he 

responsibility of t-he Air Force (ESC) to adequately 

assess the technical performance capability of such 

subcontractor prior to directing the subcontract --

and then represent that Technical assessment fairly 

and accurately to TechDyn Systems. In the absence of 

a thorough technical assessment of the "directed" 

subcont-~ctor's, 4C's, technical capabilities by ESD, 

or in the instance of an inadequate or inaccurate 

assessment of 4C technical capabilities, ESD must 

bear responsibility for fai~ing to reveal that no 

adequate technical assessment was made or that such 

assessment was inadequate. 

Finally, having directed under the S(a) program 

that a subcontract of the proportion, approximately 

50\ of the contract value of subject contract be let 

to the non-S(a) majority company, 4C, and in the 

instance of non-performance by such "directed'' 

majority subcontractor which had by then become 

big business by virtue of ownership by the Whittaker 

Corporation, a Fortune 500 company, it is paramount 

that the Air Force accepts full responsibility for 

directing that TechDyn subcontract with the 4C 

Corporation, and for the subsequent non-performance 

of 4C which has resulted in inordinate delay of the 

ICCE project and the escalating contract costs. 
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b. Responsibilities of the Small Business Administration {SEA: 

The primary mission of the SBA is to provide 

assistance to all small businesses. The SBA adminis-

ters a Minority Small Business and Capital Ownershi~ 

Development Program (S(a)) to promote and facilitate 

equal access opportunities for socially and economi-

cally disadvantaged individuals to participate in the 

small business sector of the nation's economy. It 

h a s the res po n s i b i 1 i t y to i n s u r e t h a t the 8 ( a ) 

program is legally and effectively being carried 

out. 

c. Responsibilities of TechDyn (1st Tier Subcontractor) 

The responsibility of TechDyn (the first tier 

subcontractor) is to perform that portion of the 

contract for which it is directly responsible, and to 

subcontract to the •directed" subcontractor that 

portion of the work so directed by the prime contract: 

and to insure during the performance period that the 

subcontractor performs satisfactorily to the extent 

possible within the resources authorized for manage­

ment and supervision by the contract, take notifica­

tion action to the Government when non-performance 

occurs, and to take action against the "directed" 

subcontractor as ppropriate (See Attachment No. 

8) • 

TechOyn has been in constant contact with ESD and the 

"directed" subcontractor, 4C, with regard to the 
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unsatisfactory performance of the "directed" subcon-

tractor, and the resultant project schedule delays. 

d. Responsibilities of 4C (2nd Tier Subcontractor) 

The responsibi!ities of 4C {the 2nd tier subcon­

tractor) are to perform portions of the contract as 

specified in the prime contract and as directed in 

the subcontract from TechDyn Systems. 4C has not 

satisfactorily performed its portion of the subject 

contract, and its performance to date has resulted in 

significant schedule delays with concomitant escala-

tion of contract costs. 

Probable_Negative Impact of Current Contract on Future 
Business · 

The non-performance by the "directed" subcontractor 

has delayed and put in jeopardy existing contract 

options and other planned add-ons to the basic 

contract. Moreover, the delay has caused TechDyn to 

utilize resources that would have been devoted to 

expanding its competitive base prior to expiration of 

its 8(a) status. 

5. Why Equitable Adjustment is Needed 

An equitable adjustment of the price of this contract 

is needed in order that TechDyn Systems Corporation can 

continue to perform its contractual obligations under the 

contract. The delay and sub-standard performance by the 

"directed" subcontractor has seriously impacted the 

contract funds available to TechDyn to meet its financial 
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obligations in carrying out the subject contract work. 

6. Conclusion 

~echDyn Systems Corporation has acted in good faith 

from the point of precontract discussions through fact­

finding/negotiations, and during the contract performance. 

It was our assumption that Air Force representatives 

would likewise act in good faith throughout all phases of 

the project -- from precontract discussions through 

con tract performance. However, our experience to date 

suggests otherwise in those areas presented above where 

it appears that TechOyn was either intentionally or 

unintentionally misled or deceived with respect to such 

important contract aspects as: 

a. Primary ~urpose of the project, i.e., to acquire 
software documentation for previously acquired RADIL 
systems, as well as the RADIL hardware associated 
with subject contr~ct. 

b. Representation of the Air Force assessment of the 
technical capabilities of the "directed" subcontractor, 
4C, specifically in the area of software development. 

c. Representation of the ICCE project as an NDI (Non­
Development Item)/COTS (Commercial off the Shelf) 
project which would not require the complete set of 
software development steps and documentation thereof 
which ac-e required in formal development projects. 

d. Allowable staffing requirements of TechOyn in the 
RADIL software development management and programming 
areas of the project. 

In summary, TechOyn Systems Corporation submits this 

claim for equitable adjustment of the contract price and 

asserts its entitlement thereof on the basis of the 

following: 

-37-

3028 



PRG~~c~l''~ f'\,.. ... -'1:. I •t arr ~-? 

ATTOR.~::y AND EXPERf3' ONLY 

a. TechDyn was "directed'' by contract to use Command, 
Control and Communications Corporation for the 
RADIL equipment and supporting software documentation 
-- the qualifications of 4C having been misrepresented 
by the Air Force to TechDyn 

b. The "directed" su'bcontractor has not performed 
satisfactorily. 

c. During negotiations, management hours associated 
with all task areas of the contract were substan­
tially descoped. 

d. TechOyn, since contract award, has been directed by 
the Air Force to perform a management supervisory 
role inconsistent with the level of effort placed 
in the contract. 

e. The Small Business Act, specifically Section S(a), 
puts a unique obligation on the procurement process 
not to effect a procurement vehicle inconsistent with 
the objectives of the law and the program it established. 

We respectfuly request your favorable consideration 

of subject claim, that the Electronic Systems Division 

(ESD) of AFSC follows the lead of the Department of the 

Defense which has served as the bellwether for all 

Federal departments with respect to small and disadvan-

taged business support, and grant the claim requested. 

The urgency of the situation requires immediate 

attention and approval actions to assure project execu-

tion continuity. 
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CRITICAL ITEM DEVELOP~ENT SPECIFICATIO~S 

Due Date 
Specification E.!E..! Submitted 

POFA B-l 29 Nov as 29 ~ov as 

l.st Rev. 27 Feb 86 5 May 86 

2nd Rev. 17 Aug· 86 13 Aug 86 

3rd Rev. 21 Nov 86 16 Nov 86 

PDFA S-2 29 Nov 8S 29 Nov 86 

lst Rev. 27 Feb 86 S May 86 

2nd Rev. 17 Aug 86 13 Aug 86 

RCE-S-1 29 Nov as 10 Feb 86 

1st Rev. 6 Jun 86 3 Jun 86 

2nd Rev. 29 Aug 86 

3rd Rev. 10 Nov 86 31 Oct 86 

4th Rev. S Nov 86 

5th Rev. 8 Jan 87 

RCE B-2 29 Nov 85 10 Feb 86 

l.st Rev. 6 Jun 86 S Jun 86 

29 Aug 86 

3rd Rev. 10 Nov 86 6 Nov 86 
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Table 2 

COMPUTER PROGRA~ OEVELOP~E:NT SPECIFICATIONS 

Due ~ Date 
Specification Date Submitted -
a-s (R/001494) 29 Nov as 29 Nov as 

1st-Rev. "27 Feb 86 20 Mar 86 

Appendix 10 27 Feb·a6 28 Mar· 86 

2nd Rev. 30 May 86 9 Jun 86 

3rd Rev. 17 Aug 86 13 Aug 86 

4th Rev. 9 Oct 86 

Fig. 3-3 Rev. 10 Oct 86 1S Oct 86 

Sth Rev. 1S Dec: 86 5 Dec: 86 

a-s (R/001497} 29 Nov as 29 Nov as 

1st Rev. 27 Feb 86 20 Mar 86 

2nd Rev. 30 Hay 86 10 Jun 86 

3rd Rev. 17 Aug 86 13 Aug 86 

4th Rev. 3 Dec: a6 5 Dec: 86 

a-s (R/001496) 29 Nov 8S 29 Nov as 

1st Rev. 27 Feb 86 28 Mar 86 

2nd Rev. 9 Jun 86 19 Jun 86 

3rc! Rev. lS Oct 86 

4th Rev. 1S Dec: a6 

a-s (R/001496) 29 Nov as 29 Nov as 

27 Feb 86 20 Mar a6 

30 May 86 10 Jun 86 

17 Aug a6 13 Aug a6 * 02~0702 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

COMPUTER PROGRA~ DEVELOPMENT SPECIFICATIONS 

Due Date 
seecification £!!!. Submitted 

a-s (R/001498) 29 Nov as 29 Nov as 
1st Rev. 27 Feb 86 20 Mar 86 

2nd Rev. 30 May 86 10 Jun 86 

3rd Rev. 9 Oct 86 

4th Rev. lS Dec 86 5 Dec 86 

a-s (R/001499) 29 Nov as 29 Nov 85 

1st Rev. 5 Apr 86 20 Mar 86 

2nd Rev. 30 May 86 9 Jun 86 

3rc:l Rev. 17 Auc; 86 ll Aug 86 * 

*Authorized on 10 October 1986 
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Table 3 (a:mtinued) 

Activiti: S/W OlR 

RESOURCES INaJRRFD DUE '1'0 LATE <DtPLETION 
CY 1987 

Cost Element Jan Feb Mar ~ May Jun Jul ~ Sep Oct Nov Uec 

D/L Hours: 
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Test Dir. 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 
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Table 4 

Activity: <DR (H/W) 
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RESOURCFS INCURRED DUE 'ro LATE <DIPLETIOO 
a 1986 

Cost Element 

D/L Hours: 

Sr. Log. Qlgr. 

tngr. (Sr.) 

Sr. Log. Analyst 

Draftsman 

Field Haint. Engr. 

Olnsul tant: 

Engr. <bord 

Sperry 
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160 160 

160 

80 
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Table 4 (Continued) 

Activit~: O>R (HJ\11) 

RESOORCES INaJRRED DUE TO LATE mtPLETIOO 
CY 1987 

Cost Element Jan Feb Mar ~ May Jl.Ul Jul ~ Sep Oct Nov Dec 

D/L Hours: 

Sr. Log. Fngr. 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 

Ebgr. (Sr.) 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 

Sr. Log. Analyst 00 80 80 80 00 80 00 

Dl"aftSibi)R 160 160 160 160 160 160 I60 160 160 160 .. 
Field Maint. &lgr. 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 

Cl:>nsu1tant: 

&lgr. Q)ol"d. 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 

Sperry 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 
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PROTECTIVE OR~rP. 
ATTORNEY A·'VD [XJ:;~~·~,·· QA'LY 

CLAIM CERTIFICATION 
Claim No. 12,-CL-Ol 

Under the provisic:>ns of Section 33.207 of the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (E'AR), TechOyn Systems Corporation 
hereby certifies as follows: 

(1) Claim No. 125-CL-01 is made in good faith: 

(2) Supporting data for Claim No 125-CL-Ol are complete 
to the best of the contractor's knowledge and 
belief: and 

(3) The amount requested under Claim No. 125-CL-01 
reflects the contract adjustment for which the 
contractor believes the Government is liable. 

----~· 
Date: 10 Pebruary 1987 
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PRPGRAM SCHEDULE 
FOR 

PROTECTIVE OR!JER 
ATIORNEY AND EXPEP.iS ONl 

ICELAND COMMAND AND CONTROL ENHANCEMENT SYSTEM 
AND 

U.S. CENTllAL AIR FORCE SYSTEM 
30 SEPTEMBER 1985 

CDRL I 301-1 AND CDRL I 501-1 
CONTRACT NUMBER Fl96Z8-85-C-0079 

PREPARED FOR 
ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS DIVISION (ESD) 

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND 
HANSCOM AIR FORCE BASE, MA 01731-5000 

PREPARED BY 
TECHDYN SYSTEMS CORPORATION 

6564 LOISDALE COURT 
SUITE 600 

SPRINGFIELD, VIRGINIA 22150 
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PROG~~ SCHEDULE 

FOR 

PROTECiiVE ORDER 
ATTORNEY AND £Xt:o£RTS 0 

ICCE/CEN!AF SYS~EHS 

1.0 GENERAL 

This Program Schedule is submitted ia accordaace with: 

a. Paragraph 3.5, ICCE Statement of Work (SOW-ECI-1229), dated 20 

August 1985. 

b. Paragraph 3.5, CENTAF Statemeat of Work (SOW-ECI-1229A), dated 6 

August 1985. 

c. Data Item Descriptioa, DI-A-3007/M-103-1, dated 1 November 1971. 

d. AFSCM 375-4. 

1.1 PURPOSE 

The purpose is to portray the phases, major mileatones, and major 

segments of the development, test, production, and support activities 

aecessary to accomplish the objective of de~ianiag, testiag, and fielding 

the ICCE and CENTAF systems. Symbology used in the preparation of the 

schedule lay-out is defined in AFSCM 375-4 and is provided at Figure 1. 

Figure 2 provides the achedule lay-out vbich vill be updated monthly to 

show significant chanaes (proaresa or delays) between reporting dates. 

2.0 MAJO& PBASES/MIL!STON!S 

The ICCI/CEHTAF Program has been broken dovo into 13 major 

tasks. The intent vas not to show all tasks but only those which can be 

used to measure progress. For scheduling purposes, these tasks are 

expressed as phases/events which cover a span of time or milestones 

which can be scheduled for completion by a specific point-in-time. 

1 
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Figure 1 Syrnbol~gy 
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PROIECiiVE OP.:JE~ 
ATTOR~EY Ar~~ fXt·f.DT~ ONLY 

the following paragraphs provide a brief explanation of the tasks 

shown at Figure 2, and where applicable, reference is made to applicable 

paragraphs of the Statement of Work (SOW). 

a. Formal Technical Reviews (SOW Paragraph 3.3.1.1). All technical 

review meetings for the ICC! and CENTAF systems will be conducted 

concurrently. Periodic technical review meetings are scheduled 

for 45 and 120 days After Contract Avard (ACA). The Preliminary 

Design Review (PDR) will be conducted within 90 days ACA and the 

Critical Design Review (CDR) within 180 days ACA. 

b. Prosram Management (SOW Paragraph 3.5). A complete Program 

Management review will be conducted concurrently with all 

technical reviews, PDR, and CDR and then quarterly thereafter. 

c. ICC Installation and Field DT&E (SOW Paragraph 3.3.18.2). This 

task is currently in progress with an estimated completion date 

of 30 October 1985. The Field DT&! is scheduled to commence on 

27 October 1985. 

d. IOC O&M (SOW Paragraphs 3.1.3.1.1 and 3.6.3.2). The ICC O&M 

phase begins with the acceptance of the IOC system by the 

Government for operational purposes and ends with the completion 

of FOC DT&E. Durins this phase, approximately 14 months, TechDyn 

~11 furaiab a full-time maintenance person vith necessary spares 

.ad teet equipment. 

e. System Design (SOW Paragraph 3.3). The design phase is a 6 month 

effort which essentially ends with the CDl, around February 1986. 

B-2 and C-2 Specifications for nev development or modifications 

will be presented at the PDR and the B-5 and C-5 Specifications 

vill be preaented at the CDR. 

3 
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PROTECTIVE OR~tR 
ATTORNEY Af~D EXPERTS I 

f. Hardware (H/W) Acquisition and Development (SOW Paragraphs 

3.1.3.1.1 and 3.1.3.1.2). Both the ICCE and CE~TAF systems 

consist of many off-the-shelf items or items which have been 
• 

designed and ready for procurement and/or production. Therefore, 

the procurement and production phase for these items can begin 

prior to completion of ~he system design phase. For example, 

production of the "basic" RADIL hardware has already begun. 

Production of the remote control microprocessor and procurement 

of 0-T-S items are scheduled to begin on/about November 1985. 

Production items and receipt and Acceptance Check-out (ACO) for 

all 0-T-S hardware items will be completed by Karch 1986. ACO 

will be performed at the 4Cs Torrance Facility. 

g. Software (S/W) Development (3.1.3). The S/W development phase 

will consist of a 6-moath effort. It will commence following the 

completion of development specification to be presented at the 

PDR. Since the remote control system is a new application (i.e. 

limited previous experience) a two-month period bas been 

allocated for the H/W-S/W integration of the subsystem. 

h. In-Plant Testing - ICC! and CENTAF (SOW Paragraph 3.-3.18). The 

In-Plant teatins phase is scheduled from July 1986 to February 

1987. Durin& this phase, the ICC! FOC, CENTAF-1, and CENTAF-2 

systems will be tested. The ICC! S/W and ICC! CFA will be tested 

utilizing the CENTAF-1 RADIL hardware. The ICCE FOC system will 

be tested first, followed by testins of CENTAF-1, thea SQT/JTAO 

certification. The latter is scheduled for September 1986. 

Concurrent with SQT, the ICCE CFA items will be packed and 

4 
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shipped. In-plant DT&~ for CEN!AF-2 will be conducted in January 

1987. 

i. Training (SOW Paragraph 3.6.10). All training material wiLl be 

prepared by the end of June 1986. A two-week on-site (Torrance, 

California) training period is scheduled commencing at the end of 

system integration testing and prior to FOC Dt&E. Exact dates 

will be determined at the CDR. 

j. Installation and Field DT&!- ICCE System (ICC! SOW Paragraph 

3.3.18.1.1). The ICC! installation and test phase will consist 

of a 3-month effort commencing on/about 1 September 1986. 

Approximately 2 months are allowed for site preparation and 

installation. One month is scheduled for aystem burn-in, QA 

teating and formal Dt&E. Formal Dt&E ia scheduled for completion 

by the latter part of December 1986. 

k. Field DT&E - CENTAF System (CENTAF SOW Paragraph 3.3.18.1.1. and 

3'.3.18.1.2). The first CENTAF System (C!NtAF-1) will undergo a 

field DT&E and an Air Force conducted OT&E; the second C!NTAP 

system will underso a field DT&E only. The C!NTAF-1 DT&E is 

scheduled for November 1986 (15 months ACA). The C!NTAF-2 DT&E 

is scheduled for February 1987 (18 months ACA). 

1. Inatall ISSF S/W (SOW Parasraph 3.2.1). Installation of the 

IADIL baseline (primarily software) will be installed at the IOCC 

Software Support Facility (LRSSF), tyndall AFB prior to delivery 

of the la•t syatem (CENTAF-2). this is currently scheduled for 

the month of February 1986. 

m. Formal qualification leviev (SOW Paragraph 3.4.1.5). Formal 

Qualification Review (FQR) will be conducted concurrent with the 

O""nss-,.. "-' I 

5 

3044 



Functional Configuration Audits (iCAs) during In-pLant Dt&E. 

Certification documents will be signed by test personnel 

{contracts and Government). Sue~ certifications will be 
~ 

considered as accomplishment of the FQR. 

6 
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Claim No. 125-ct-ol/Rl 

under 

Contract Fl9628-85-c-oo79 

(SBA Subcontract 3-85-2-6605) 

SUbmitted to: 

Department of the Air Force 
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Submitted by: 

TechDyn Systems Corp)ration 
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Springfield, VA 22150 

18 May 1987 
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INTRODUCTION -----------
1.0 f~~!!!io~!~de~-~~ic~~~~ted 

P~OTECTIVE ORDER 
AITOR~J.:. y t.ND EXPERTS ONl 

1.1 This Revision to G1aim 125-CL-Ol is submitted 

under the provisions of the Contract Disputes 

Act of 1978 (41 USC 601-613) and Section 

52.233-1, Disputesi of the Federal Acquisition 

Regulation (FAR) 

1.2 It is submitted in response to Letter from the 

Contracting Officer to TechDyn, Subj: Contract 

Fl9628-85-C-0079, Iceland Command & Control 

Enhancement ( ICCE) - Claim No. 125-CL-01 dted 

24 April 1987 

2.0 ~~~-of~!~e Adju!tment 

2.1 This claim for Equitable Adjustment in the 

price of Contract Fl9628-85-C-0079 (SBA Subcon­

tract 3-85-2-6605) in the amount of $1,654,044 

is revised by this submittal to the amount of 

$6,670,468 (provisioning price based on 10,000 

piece parts). 

2.2 A detailed break-out of the revised claim Cost 

Proposal is set forth in Section c. The 

indirect rates utilized in this claim are the 

actual indirect rates of TechDyn for Fiscal 

Year 1986 and a projection of indirect rates 

for the fiscal periods of 1987 and 1988. 

n "' !" " Q : .t 
I)'-- · ... •. • •4 ... 
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TECHNICAL JUSTIFICATION 

1.0 Background 

PROTECTIVE CRDF.R 
ATTORNCY ~.r~D EXFt.F:TS ONL 

1.1 The technical basis for equitable adjustment of the ICCE 
contract, Fl9628-85-C-0079, deri~es from a need for extraordinary 
management of program activities, particularly those of the directed 
subcontractor, Whittaker Command and Control Systems (WCCS), in order to 
achieve satisfactory completion of the ICCE/CENtAF Project. 

1.2 It is always the intention to avoid intrusion into the on-going 
business practices of~ or even becomin~ involved in the 1nternal control 
of, the subcontractor's program practices. However, certain areas of the 
subcontractor's program management have resulted in delays in techDyn's 
contractual commitments, and thereby intensive management and oversight are 
required in the following areas: 

o Systems Engineer and test Planning Management 

0 Risk Identification and Assessment 

o Configuration Management 

o Schedule Planning and Management 

1.3 The basis for this viewpoint is TechDyn's need to assess and 
evaluate the subcontractor's understanding and ability to implement his 
responsibility in the role of coordinating and managing the objectives of a 
complex program. Particular areas of concern are past problems with the 
subcontractor pertaining to: 

0 Whether controls over functional project areas (Engineering, 
Logistics, Testing, etc.) are held by some individual not under directional 
control of the Project Manager. 

0 The frequency and severity of slippages in the schedule and the 
realism of adjustments to the schedule after slippages occur •. 

0 Non-responsiveness or evasiveness to requests from TechDyn for 
information on status. 

o Unrealistic forecast estimates as determined by scheduled 
events and past experience. 

o Frequent changes in subcontractor's project organization and 
the resultant steepening of the learning curve. 

o Design problems with the remote control element concerning both 
hardware and software that will directly affect compliance with system 
level performance requirements. 

o TechDyn concerns that the subcontractor's (and. in some 
instances the government's) desire to meet an early schedule, and 

3051 



sucess-oriented testing take precedenCe over syst~6P.~~If~~¥i.9~GF.R 
reliability. " '- ,[) r.Xrt.RTS ONLY 

2.0 Management Re-Em~hasis 

2.1 The perception of sched\,\le emphasis is that there is only one 
level of delivery, whether documentation or hardware, without visibility 
into the inter-relationships of various program elements. No matter how 
many problems arose or milestones missed there was a perception of a 
single, set schedule. Clearly, the contractor must accept the burden of 
risk upon signing the contract for work to be delivered. However, in the 
case of directed subcontractors and assumption of high risk acquisition 
direction (in the case of the Modified Data Terminal Set), a greater share 
of responsibility for that risk must be assumed by the government. 

2.2 TechDyn proposes to lower risk and assure project completion 
through application of rigorous management practices. this exceptional 
management emphasis will be directed toward selected key areas from the 
various functions. These key areas include: 

o Design review - focused on the Remote Control Element for ICCE 

o Qualification Systems - Hardware and Software Testing - to 
include fall-back software testing in event of problems related to: 

o Product Assurance 

o Schedule Management 

2.3 TechDyn will establish a special task force, or Red Team, to 
assist the Program Director in monitoring the highest risk areas. This 
team will be made up of individuals representing the functional areas, 
e.g.; design, test, production, of critical risk items. 

2.4 this Red Team will consider each high risk item/area by 
emphasizing the following: 

0 Statement of the Problem 

o Assessment of the Problem and its Inherent Risk 

o Consequences of Failure 

0 Recommended Risk Reduction Actions 

o Establishing Decision Points for Program Management 

o Recommending Backup Solution/Tests 

2.5 A small element of the Red team vill be based in California near 
the WCCS plant in order to: 

o Help focus TechDyn management attention on major problem areas 

02:092C 
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o Focus wccs management at tent ion on ICCE problems ~~~OTEq,TIVE ORDER 
ATTOR,.L. y P.:,'J ,..,.J:·· ~i~ nA 

o Provide a faster means of offering recommendations for ~r'obtte&t' U•~lY 
solutions and risk reduction 

o Assist techDyn management in evaluating how the overall job is 
being accomplished 

2.6 In summary, the use of the Red Team is the expeditious and 
practical way of assuring that WCCS re-directs its present project 
management techniques in a way that will allow techDyn and WCCS to approach 
project goals and objectives in a more cooperative manner. 

3.0 Special Task Force (Red Team) 

3.1 The Special Task Force, or Red Team, will be established under 
the TechDyn Program Director, ICC!, on or about 15 June 1987. the Red Team 
will be given an initial on-site briefing at corporate headquarters to 
familiarize the members with the task of redirecting management of areas of 
critical risk. Other briefings to be conducted when and as required. 

3.2 the Team organization is to be as follows: 

Program Director 
Senior Management Engineer 
Senior Systems Engineer 
Senior Software Systems Engineer 
Clerk Typist/Wordprocessor 

Location 

Springfield, VA 
Springfield, VA 
Torrance, CA 
Torrance, CA 
Torrance, CA 

3.3 Facilities and resources will be provided the Red team to assure 
proximity to the WCCS plant and also office integrity needed to discuss 
matters in private when corporate confidentiality is required. 

3.4 In justifying this requirement it must be understood that there 
is a deviation from the normal Prime/Subcontractor relationship that 
results from ESD~s directed action. Normally, the Prime Contractor is 
responsible for securing co~liance by a subcontractor through incentives, 
and where necessary, penalties. In the normal situation the Prime 
Contractor would only deal with subcontractors or vendors who would accept 
these term• and conditions. Howev.er, techDya is inhibited in effecting the 
most draatic penalty, beins termination, because in our present contract, 
without WCCS services and products techDyn is non-compliant. It is clear 
from the nature and length of delays due to non-compliance by WCCS, that 
the termination "lever" may have attracted more management attention and 
response on the part of WCCS. 

3.5 TechDyn will ensure that all areas examined are coordinated 
directly with WCCS management prior to any re-direction or change. TechDyn 
will make a concerted effort to avoid an adversary relationship which 
sometimes results from the pressures of schedule and funding limits. 

C -~ ..... 9· ... -: .;,.v .. , 
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3.6 Detailed job descriptions and justification of ~TEtfk)~_ b.*.,_,,s~, 
Force (Red team) follow in lat~r sections. 1 ~ t~ 

ATTORi!~Y ~ '-·~D EXFtRTS ONLY 

4.0 Schedule 

4. l The schedule, attached as enclosure, is our best 
forecast/estimate of activities/milestones required to complete the basic 
contract. This schedule has been agreed upon in principle by the 
Presidents of techDyn Systems Corporation and Whittaker Command and Control 
Systems, Inc. 

4.1.2 Regarding schedule risk, the one area of concern that was not 
fully addressed by techDyn and WCCS in reaching an agreement upon the 
schedule, is in the area of provisioning. time in presenting· this case co 
USAF has not permitted 4C to adequately and completely address the cost and 
schedule of provisioni~g to the piece-part level for all vendor items. Mr. 
Hatchett, President WCCS, indicated that the schedule for provisioning 
activities, that he had agreed to, covered only the 1700 plus parts that 
were originally proposed by his company. He stated that his staff had 
indicated that it would take considerably more time to provide the level of 
provisioning processing as directed by ESD and tecbDyn. Further, there 
were some minor areas of disagreement in scheduling of testing between the 
two companies that were discussed. However, it is felt that the 
understandings reached, which mainly involve a re-statement of direction to 
be given WCCS concerning their participation in hardware and system level 
testing activities, will not in any way cause perturbations in the 
schedule. 

4.1.3 It will be noted that we have included in the schedule the entire 
range of activities, particularly those that include pre-operational 
support, which continue through the completion of Ot&E. Additionally, the 
Contractor technical Support and Interim Contractor Services that follow 
Ot &E are a l"so covered. In this regard, the schedule and those related cost 
impacts do not include contract options. 

4.2 As compared with the October 1986 Program Schedule the key 
variances in the schedule are due to the following: 

o Software Critical Design Review (CDR) vas delayed due to 
inadequacy of both C specifications and presentation material that would 
explain the software design of the Computer Program Configuration Items of 
the PDFA. 

o Hardware CDR is delayed due to problems in the design of the 
ICCE Remote Control Element. the B level specifications for both hardware 
and software are incomplete. It is not clear at this time whether a 
hardware solution to RCE problems has been identified by WCCS. An analysis 
of the problem is delinquent. 

o Delivery of systems for the CONUS Upgrade program is delayed 
due to lack of approved test plans and procedures. WCCS, as of this date, 
has not submitted these test plans and procedures for review/approval. 

02:"-0928 
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o Software Qualification Testing is delayed due to late 
completion of CDR activitiies. 

o TAF Certification Testing of the TAD!L A link is delayed due to 
delay in Software Qualification Testing. 

4.3 The following activities are keyed to completion of the above 
events and cause program delays because they must be completed ~rior to 
system delivery to field locations: 

o Completion of In-Plant Testing· 

o Tech Order Completion 

o Provisioning Activities {proportionally incremental) 

o Training 

o Functional Configuration Audit 

o Physical Configuration Audit 

o Packing and Shipping 

o Field Installation 

0 D'I&E 

o System Acceptance 

4.4 From a Program Management standpoint these causes for schedule 
stretch-out increase the need for more (both quantitative and qualitative) 
management by both 'IechDyn and ESD. There will be an increase in technical 
interchange ~eetings; red-lining sessions; Program Management Reviews, with 
their resultant action/open items, etc. This situation is reflected in the 
schedules for personnel and travel. 
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DIREcr LABOR 

Program Director Johnson 

The Proqram Oi rector's labor hours continue full time through the period of 
the contract. Extended hours are shown against prtigram milestones where it is 
felt additional hours may be needed to cover travel and increased effort, 
particularly during periods of testing and project audits. the Proqram 
Director ~11 chair the Special Task Force (Red Team) and extended hours are 
shown against tasks and travel requirements as required. 

Cost Analyst Catlin 

Cost Analysis support will continue through the period of the contract. The 
·scope of the work will be intense periodically, and the cost analyst will 
assist the proqram manager in project support areas nor.mally covered 
previously by the executive secretary. 

Data Manager Bell 

T.he data manager is responsible for coordination and accountability of project 
configuration management and identification actions in addition to the classic 
data management responsibilities. The data manager is also responsible for 
coordination of input from the functional directors to the proqram schedule. 
He is also responsible for the production and distribution of the program 
schedule. These data management activities will continue through the period 
of the contract. It is not expected that the scope of the activities will 
diminish, because of the number and variety of audits (functional 
configuration audit, physical configuration audit, etc.) that will continue 
until after all deliveries in the proqram are met. ).dditional hours are 
included to cover travel and increased effort that will be required during the 
various audit activities. 

Senior Systems Engineer/ u 

Test & Evaluation Manager 
'11\omton 

The Senior Systems Enqineer;Test ' Evaluation Manager will continue full-time 
throughout the contract period. During the period of ICCE delivery Quality 
Assurance responsibility will come·under the direction of the Senior Systems 
Engineer, a member of the Special Task Force. Mlen the Task Force is 
dissolved, this manager will assume program quality assurance 
responsibilities. Extended hours are shown against program milestones/tasks 
where. it is felt additional hours are needed to cover travel and increased 
effort. 

Logistics Manager 

'ftle requirement for a Logistics Manager will continue full-time through the 
period of the contract. TechDyn will have responsibility for all echelons of 
logistic support for fielded system through the periods of Contractor 

n~~"!'O·C 
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Technical Support and Interim Contractor Support. The preoperational ·~d··· -·· · 
operational support requirements dictate a quick-reaction capability which 
will continue through the contract period. Extended hours are shown against 
program milestones/tasks where it is felt additional hours are needed to cover 
travel and increased effort. 

Logistics Analyst Bethel 

'ltle Loqistics Analyst will assist the Logistics Manager in the tasks and 
efforts shown above. The period of performance will end 31 July 1988. 

Field Maintenance Engineer · Allen 

'ltle Field Maintenance Engineer is presently stationed in Iceland providing 
preoperational support for the ICCE IOC system. Preoperational support will 
be followed illmediately by operational support (Contractor Technical 
Services). 

Senior Engineering Technician Southard 

The Senior Enqineering Technician is responsible for supervising all 
installation and installation check-cut activities for the ICCE/CENtAF 
prOCJram. 'ltlis position will be required full time through July 1988. 
Additionally, there are requirements for part-time close-out actions on .this 
individual's part at the end of installation activity. 

CoJzaunications Technician Tilley 

The Communications Technician is responsible for installation and installation 
check-out activities for the ICCE/CENTAF program. This position will be 
required full time through July 1988. 

Electronics Technician ... 
The Electronics Technician supports engineering activities (e. CJ. drawinq 
review, preparation of bills of material, identification of vendors, etc. ) • 
Additionally, this technician supports the installation and installation 
check-out activities for the ICCE/CENTAF prOC)ram. The position will be 
required full U. through June 1988. FUrther, the electronics technician 
will provide support required under Contractor Technical Services for the 
CJ!NrA1P systa aa shown in the schedule and in accordance with the Statement of 
Work. 

SecretaFY/ Wtp Operator Harris 

This position is required full time through the period of the contract 
providing program management support. 

Computer Operator Bolden 

('"~!'9'"'1 . ... . .• . .,) 
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This position is required to complete ICCE/CEN'W' test plan and procedure 
submittals through the period 12 June 1987. 

(' ,.,,,. ~Q3" .... ·• - .... '-
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Other Direct Consultants 

Project Coordinator Thomas 

The project coordinator is required tull time through the period of the 
contract. The responsibilities include the coordination of tasking and 
activities of the various program functional managers. The period of 
performance would be through 22 November 1989. 

Senior 5ystems Engineer ·Helwig 

'Ibis individual will fill this position throuqh 30 June 1987. 

Senior Test Engineer Ashley 

The Senior Test Engineer will '«<rk on a part time basis through software 
quality testing. This effort should be completed by the end of September 
1987. He is responsible during this period for preparation and coordination 
of the CFA test plans and procedures and for oversight of subcontractor 
software development efforts. Additional hours are added to cover travel and 
extended hours for the second incremental hardware critical design review. 

Senior Draftsman carmichael . 

Drafting support will be required for project management, engineering 
management, test management and logistics support management through July 
1988. 

.. 
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Other Direct Consultants~tew Hires 

The followinq positions will be filled as new hire consultants as shown on the 
labor schedule. This qroup includes the Special Task Force (Red Team} and 
additional persoMel to provide TechOyt\ with an in-house quality assurance 
team to oversee the installation and test activities of the functional 
organization. Since some of these positions are new, brief job descriptions 
are included. 

Senior Systems Engineer Consultant/New Hire 

'!his position represents the senior member of the Red Team and will perform 
additional duties as Quality Assurance Manager, reporting directly ·to the 
Program Director. His immediate area of concentration will be in identifying 
risk areas in the proqram, performinq risk analysis and establishing a risk 
manaqement plan that would be followed by the prime subcontractor. The area 
of concern to date in monitorinq the subcontractor's development proqress has 
been inability to determine and track testing that is done in the engineering 
phase, the production phase as opposed to testing being conducted by their 
quality assurance team. In order to have more confidence in reliability of 
subsystems, it is necessary to assure that more test data is available to the 
program from the engineering element at wccs. This concern relates to both 
hardware and software testing requirements. 

'lhis position is required. full time through the period of the contract. The 
individual will be based in a TechDyn facility to be established in Torrance, 
california. 

Senior Software SY&tems EngineerConsultant;New Hire 

'lhis position will be that of a Bed Team member with additional duty as 
software quality assurance team leader. Justification for the position 
follows the rationale above. 

'lhe position is required full time through the period of the contract. The 
individual will be based in a TechDyn facility to be established in Torrance, 
california. 

Clerk TYpist{!! Operator Consultant/NeW Hire 

'rhe position provides clerical support to the Torrance, california office. 
Duties include typing, record keeping, file maintenance and message control. 
'lhe position is required through July 1988. 

Senior Management Engineer Consultant/NeW Hire 

'Ibis position will be that of a Red Team member with duties oriented toward 
quality assurance aspects of engineering audits, test and evaluation plans and· 
procedures and review of hardware design considerations of the ICC!tcENrAF 
systems. 

O"'"r193 .. '·. u ~ 
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'this position will be required through April 1988. 'Ihis individual will 
operate from corporate headquarters in Springfield, Virginia. 

Hardware/Software Engineer Consultant/New Hire 

This position will assist the Red Team and the quality assurance organization 
on a part time basis. The duties will supplement those of the engineering 
positions · shown above in the project areas of concern shown in the labor 
schedule. 

This position will be required through June 1988. This individual will 
operate from corporate headquarters in Springfield, Virginia. 

Senior Test Technician Consultant/New Hire 

'nle position will be assigned through the quality assurance organization. 
'11'lis individual will be responsible for assisting in verification of subsystem 
and system level requirements during qualification and acceptance testing. 
This individual should have knowledge of electronic apparatus, components or 
circuitry for use in electronic and electromechanical equipment and devices. 

This position is required through June 1988. This individual will be based in 
Springfield, Virginia. 

Test Technician Consul tant,/New Hire 

'Ibis individual will assist the Senior Test Technician in the duties described 
above. 

'Ibis position is required through June 1988. 'l'his individual will be based in 
Springfield, Virginia. 

Senior Installation Techni~ian Consultant/New Hire 

'this individual will assist and come W1der the supervision of the senior 
engineering technician. 'rhe duties involve installation and installation 
check~t of ICCI:/Cl!HrAI' systems at various sites. Emphasis of the effort 
will be aaaiatance at the CENrAF installation and acceptance tasks and any 
residual work required during the CCNJS Upgrade portions of the contract. 

'the position is part time through June 1988, as described in the labor 
schedule. This individual will be based in Springfield, Virginia. 

Installation Technician Consul tant;New Hire 

T.his position calls for a lesser degreee of responsibility than that of the 
senior installation technician. 'rhe job description is the same as that 
described above. 

O ,.,,.cg~r. 
(w:.· ....... 
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'I'he position is full time through June 1988. This individual will be based in 
Springfield, Virginia. 

Maintenance Technician consultant/New Hire 

'I'his position provides field support for the TechDyn logistics manager. For 
those systems not based in Iceland, he will perfor.m diagnostic and 
troubleshooting routines on both PDFA and CFA equipments. Position requires 
an individual capable of working with limited direction while maintaining some 
latitude for independant action and decision. 'I'his position calls for a 
person with knowledge of the fabrication, modification and evaluation of 
electronic circuitry pertaining to electronic and electromechanical equipment 
and devices • 

.. 

02~0936 
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Contract Administrator: Interface with the government to ensure TechDyn's 
contractual compl1ance ~th the prime contract's terms and conditions. 
Responsible for expedient movement of contractual documents received from the 
Government, TechDyn Project Management or the subcontractor. Maintain proper 
document control to ensure that delivery/due dates set forth in the contract 
are met. 

Subcontract Administrator: Sole interface between TechDyn and the 
SUbContractor on all contractual matters. Ensure that the work awarded to the 
subcontractor is satisfactorily performed through assigning/directing work, 
monitoring perfor.mance, and advising the Procuring Agency of the 
subcontractor's level of performance. Responsi.ble to keep a central 
subcontractor file to ensure con~ractual compliance with the prime contract • 

.. 
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P!'87E~TI\'C: C:>O~R 
CLAIM CERTIFICATION ·':1~~'·.·)' ~!~~; EXPERTS ONLY 
c!a1m No. 125-cL-ol/Rl 

Under the provisions of Section 33.207 of the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation {FAR), ~TechDyn Systems Corporation 
hereby certifies as follows: 

(1) Claim No. l25-CL-Ol/R1 is made in good faith: 

(2) Supporting data for Claim No 125-CL-01/Rl are 
complete to the best of tne contractor's knowledge 
and belief: and 

(3) The amount ·requested under Claim No. 125-CL-01/Rl 
reflects the contract adjustment for which the 
contractor believes the Government is liable. 

President and Chairman 

Date: 18 May 1987 
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13 July 1987 

125-C-0330 

Department of the Air Force 
HQ, Electronic Systems Division, PKS-3 
Mitre Bldg. Oak Park, Room 1N507 
Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 01731-5000 

Attn:· Mr. Stephen L. Smith 
Contracting Officer 
Director of Stragetic 

Systems Contracts 
Deputy for Contracting 

PROTECTIVE QP 
ArrORNEY AND E'.,~.:.:D!R 

''· tP IS ONLY 

Subj: Contract F19628-85-C-0079 (SBA Subcontract 3-85-2-6605); Claim 
No. 125-Cl-01/R2 for Equitable Adjustment 

Ref: (a) letter, TechDyn (125-C-0178) (Hise) to ESD-PKS-3 (Smith) 
dated 10 February 1987 

(b) lettet. ESD-PKS-3 (Smith) to TechDyn (Hise) dated 24 April 
1987 

(c) letter, TechOyn (125-C-0283) (Hise) to ESD-PKS-3 (Smith) dated 
18 May 1987 

(d) Letter, ESD-PKS-3 (Smith) to TechOyn (Hise) dated 17 June 
1987 

(e) Red-Line Revisions to Cost Proposal, Claim No. 125-CL-01/R1 
Presented to ESD (Smith) on 22 June 1987 . 

(f) Further guidance furnished by ESD (Smith) on 23 June 1987, 
concerning Red-Line Revisions submitted to ESD on 22 June 
1987 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

In accordance with further guidance received from the Contracting 
Officer on 23 June 1987, we are furnishing the Errclosed formal revision 
of our Claim 125-CL-01 marked as Revision 2 for equitable adjustment 
to the subject co~tract. 

It should be understood that this Revision 2 to our Claim is based 
on the following considerations: 

( 1) The contract schedule submitted in Revision 1 as adjusted for 
a FOC System del~very completion date of 31 January 1989. 

6S64 LOJSDALE COURT. SUITE 800. SPRINOFIELD. VIROINIA 221!0 • (703) 922·5100 • TELEX 901013 
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Hr. Stephen L. Smith 
125-C-0330 
13 July 1987 
Page Two 

PROTECTIVF 0Rr'€R 
ATTORNEY 1 r.1:l r.~· ·;· r.r: 1 

(2) TechDyn's Claim fs decoupled from the Claim that has been 
submitted by TechDyn's directed Subcontractor, WCCS, and does 
not include TechDyn's costs incident to processing and settlement 
of the WCCS Claim. 

(3) This Revision 2. deletes and reserves for future settlement 
TechDyn's Claim for provisioning related efforts. 

(4) This Revision 2 is based on those causes known to TechOyn and 
as are identified in this Revision 2, which constitute a basis 
for equi tab 1 e adjustment as of the date of thf s submission, 
13 July 1987. 

As pointed out in the initial Claim package submitted on 10 February 
1987, TechDyn has lost substantial revenue and profit which would have 
been generated by assigned ICC£ project -- dedicated personnel resources. 
had it not been for delays incident to the directed subcontractor's 
performance. It is estimated that this profit would have approximated 
$2,200,000.00. 

As per earlier agreement, TechDyn representatives are planning to 
meet with you starting at 0900 hours on Thursday, 16 July 1987, to begin 
fonnal negotiations of the Claim settlement. Our negotiating team will 
be as follows: 

William C. Hise, Director, Management Support Operations· 

Alfred H. Johnson, III, Director, Technical Operations 

If you have any questions concerning this submission, please contact 
the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly ,yours. ~ 

.·~e~• • 
Director 
Management Support Operations 

Enclosure: As.stated 

WCH/meb 
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Mr. Stephen L. Smith 
125-C-0330 
13 July 1987 

PROTECTIVE ORDER 
ATTORNEY AND £XP~~TS ONLy 

Page Three 

cc: Ms. Mary Thomas, Contracting Offi~er, SBA (Washington) w/Encls. 

Ms. Evelyn Donnelly, Administrative Contracting Officer, OCASMA 
(Baltimore) w/Encls. 

Mr. Samuel Cave. Supervisory Auditor, DCAA (Springfield) w/Encls. 

0, .... f 'l34 
I.' .. w 
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P~OTECTIVE c~nER 
AITORN.;Y AND EXNFii:; ONLY 

Claim No. 125-cL-Ol/R2 

Under 

Contract Fl9628-85-C-0079 
(SBA SUbcontract 3-85-2-6605) 

SUbmitted to: 

Department of the Air Force 
Headquarters, Electrcnics Systems Divison, 

Air Force Systems Command 
H'arusc:cm Air Force Base, MA 01731-5000 

Submitted by: 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale court, SUite 600 

Springfield; VA 22150 

13 July 1987 
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TECHNICAL JUSTIFICATION 

PROTECTIVE ORDER 
For Claim 125-CL-01/R2 ATTO [I~Il"'V ,. nl'\ [VC·-i"\r(" ONLY n.H.• l-oi"11J IH t.i~ w 

. 
The previous submission of the claim has looked at the 

Critical Design Review (CDR), within the program schedule, as 
the poi~t at which the basis for equitable adjustment has been 
identified. Thia was done to simplify the need for a detailed 
analysis that would have taken considerably more time and 
analysis in terms of manpower and simple chronology . than was 
felt justified. However, since the Air rorce has indicated that 
the CDR slip and Provisioning requirements are the only bases 
that have been justified to this point, a more detailed analysis 
is re~uired. When analyzing the overall program, the aaount of 
work that had to be redone because of the directed 
subcontractor' a poor performance is really identified by the 
program Preliminary Design Review, and that period of time when 
the system design was not quite identified, during calendar year 
1986. If we ·look at the various schedule elements such as the 
Preliminary Design Review, the Critical Design Review and the 
events regarding system testing, then a more clear picture can 
be seen as to the culpability of the directed aubcontractor, and 
in some cases, the Governaent, in the slips that have occurred 
to date. 

In performing this analysis, there has to be established at 
leaat an understanding of what happened during the fact-finding 
seaa1o97 ft~!t led negotiations to the present contract. After 
TechDyn and wccs had submitted their proposal, the Government in 
reviewing this, clearly saw that there was·insufficient funding 
to cover the proposed amount in the contract. As a result of 
this, clear statements of intent were made by the Government to 
descope parts of the contract. This descoping, which involved 
the establishment of options for the ·additional ground entry 
stations in Iceland and Alaska and Hawaiian requirements, were 
easy enough to identify ·in terms of level of effort, materials 
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and other coats involved. As the fact-finding progressed, and 
other adjustments had to be made downward in the costs, the 
audit trail on cost savings or cost reductions became more 
subjective. It was very clear during the fact-finding sessions, 
that ESD and Mitre objected to areas in the functional 
organizations of TechDyn and its subcontractor where there were 
duplications in staffing within the various engineering and 
logistics disciplines. The Government made it clear that 
TechDyn was to implement the Communications Functional Area 
portion of the program, and to provide the necessary manageaent 
overview of the project. The seeming intent on the part of the 
Government was that TechDyn needed only to provide management 
disciplines in their organization, except where detailed 
engineering and logistics were applicable to the Communications· 
Functional Area. Whereas TechDyn had proposed a detailed 
engineering capability for the Processing and Display Functional 
Area, the Government insisted that the directed subcontractor 
alone needed to provide those disciplines in their organization. 
The implication being that WCCS was the more experienced company 
and would have no problem covering those areas without any 
oversight1 or a·t least with only liaited overaight by TechDyn 
management. With this understanding, TechDyn reduced staffing 
to a minimum, covering the oversight of engineering, test, 
logistics, configuration and data management. Additionally, 
TechDyn proposed in its organization, an austere element to be 
based at the wcci plant for purposes of supervision and 
coordination that was felt needed in a complex program, 
However, this too waa considered redundant by the Government and 
was deacoped by TechDyn. The point being made here ia that in 
each of theae areas the aubatandard performance by the directed 
subcontraetor belied the Governaent's confidence and established 
a series of cause-effect problems that impacted both the 
ICCE/CENTAr program and the contractual delivery schedule. 

Another consideration that is relevant, and should not be 
neglected during the evaluation of this claim, is the importance 

O ,.,~·J"C' ,.;.\.!. Jo 
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PROTECTIVE ORDER 
ATTORNEY AND EXPERTS ONLY 

of continuity in the overall program management, particularly 
during period of lengthy delays as have been experienced in this 
project. TachDyn has not been in a position to lay-off 
personnel in order to cut costs and losses. The nature of 
delays and slippages have been such that documents and progress 
have been promised as being imminent or at least reasonable when 
considered in the time-frame of days or weeks. However, these 
delays and promises have been extended over longer and longer 
periods of time, causing managers to continually work the 
problems at the expense of the overall program or project. We 
have had to maintain a minimal staff of managers as problems 
occurred -- a case in point being software quality assurance 
audits. Additional technical manpower had to be called in, in 
the way of augmentation. This fire brigade approach to 
operations keeps the program in a reactionary mode and does not 
allow a disciplined approach to problem solution with valid 
application and understanding of the lessons learned. The 
position of the directed subcontractor's effort and the program 
critical path has caused a geometric effect when delays 
occurred, mainly because it was never readily apparent that wccs 
had an understanding of the problem or a solution. In a number 
of instances, which will be cited, the Governaent comaents or 
guidance was not received as agreed upon in various technical 
interchange meetings. There is no doubt that these delays may 
have been aggravated by lack of information through contractor .. 
channels, however, this does not eliminate the need for 
consideration of the delay's cost. 

A curaory review of .the wccs claim against TechDyn 
indicatea a serious misunderstanding of requirements and at 
least, in a number of situations, a failure to believe that wccs 
would be held responsible for the verification of any 
requirements. Programs of this nature,. when considering the 
diversity of users and the interaction between the users and 
developing command auat have a Systems Requirement Review and at 
least the establishment of a Functional Baseline. The fact that 

(':~!J39 
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the Governaent did not feel these relevant is the basis for a 
perception that has caused a technical and certainly a 
philosophical rift between TechDyn and the subcontractor. At 
each turn in the program whe~e requirements have become an 
issue, and wccs was found deficient, their response was that the 
Government wanted the "old RADIL everyone has come to love" and 
that changes were therefore "out of scope." 

Documentation across the board has been a point of 
contention with wccs (the references and MIL Standards 
notwithstanding) and their failure in this area has inhibited 
progress in this program. This difference in approach to 
requirements can be applied to a majority of the TechDyn costs 
incurred during calendar year 1986, and the trend, with its 
concomitant causes and effects, continues. As previously 
indicated, the Preliminary Design ·Review should be the key 
measure or basepoint for assessing the causes that justify 
TechDyn's claim for equitable adjustment. The Preliminary 
Design Review held 8-9 January 1986, cannot be considered a 
valid milestone in terms of completion because it did not 
satisfy its inherent prerequisites. The reason that it did not 
satisfy these prerequisites is because the development 
specifications submitted by WCCS were too far below standards to 
dignify the substantive review and comments. A Preliminary 
Design Review should not be held until after acceptance, if not 
approval, of part I•of development specifications. The majority 
of tbe8e,4 apecl!lcationa were not sufficient until the 
octobe~s£1•h.., 1986 tiae fraae. The Remote control Element 
developaent specification, which is a wccs responsibility, is 
still outstanding. During calendar year 1986, all of TechDyn 
Systems' management focus was directed toward completion of 
Preliminary Design Review related actions. WCCS's reaction was 
not to apply all of their resources and efforts toward this end, 
but to continue software coding and movement toward testing 
which should not have been done until completion of the Critical 
Design Review and its normal cycle of approvals. Their reaction 
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to moat of the deficiencies brought out dur1ng and a£ter the 
Preliminary Design aeview was that the requirements were out of 
scope, that they were negotiated out of the contract. 
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CLAIM CERTIFICATION 
Cla1m No. 125-CL-0l/R2 

PROTECiiVE ORDER 
ATIORNEY AND EXPERTS ONL 

Under the prQvisions of Section 33.207 of the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), TechDyn Systems 
Corporation hereby certifies ag follows: 

(1) Claim No. 125-CL-01/R2 is made in good faith; 

(2) Supporting data for Claim No 125-CL-01/R2 are 
complete to the best of the contractor's 
knowledge and belief; and 

(3) The amount requested under Claim No. 
125-CL-01/R2 reflects the contract adjustment 
for which the contractor believes the 
Government is liable. 

President and Chairman 

Date: 13 July 1987 -----------------------

... 
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PROTECTIVE ORU~!{ 
ATIORNEY ANJ EX! .. [!?!~ ONLY 

Claim No. 125-CL-02 
Under 

Contract F19628-85-C-0079 
(SBA Subcontract 3-85-2-6605) 

Submitted to: 

Department of the Air Force 
Headquarters, Electronics Systems Division, 

Air Force Systems Command 
Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 01731-5000 

Submitted by: 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 

Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

28 December 1987 
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28 December 1987 

125-C-0430 

Department of the Air Force 
HQ, Electronic Systems Division, PKS-3 
Mitre Bldg. Oak Park, Room 1N507 
Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 01731-5000 

Attn : Mr. Stephen L. Sm i t h 
Contracting Officer 
Directorate of Strategic 

Systems Contracts 
Deputy for Contracting 

Subj: Contract Fl9628-85-C-0079; TechOyn Systems Claim 
for tquitable Adjustment No. 125-CL-02 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

TechDyn Systems Corporation is pleased to submit 
its subject Claim for Equitable Adjustment in the amount of 
$1,509,744.00. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Very truly yours, 

~ j # 

rg_ ~ 
William c. Hise 
Director 
Management Support Operations 

Enclosure: As stated 

WCH/dlw 

0~~1130 
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· PROTECTIVE 0~ DER 
ATTORNEY AND EXt·EPT~" 0NLY 

Introduction 

1.0 Provisions Under Which Requested 

1.1 

1.~ 

Claim No. 125-CL-02 is submitted under the pro­
visions of the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 ( 41 
usc 601-613) and Section 52.233-1, Disputes, of the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR). 

This Claim is submitted in response to those areas 
covered under WCCS' Request for Equitable Adjust­
ment No. D87-076R2, dated 15 December 1987. These 
areas were excepted from TechDyn's Claim for 
Equitable Adjustment 125-CL-01/Rl by Letter No. 
125-C-0429 from TechDyn to the Contracting Officer, 
Subj: Contract F19628-85-C-0079; Claim for 
Equitable Adjustment 125-CL01 (R-2), dated 23 
December 1987. 

2.0 Amount of Equitable Adjustment 

2.1 This Cl~r.m for Equitable Adjustment in the price of 
Contract F19628-85-C-0079 (SBA Subcontract 3-85-2-
6605) is submitted in the a~ount 9f-$1 1 509~744.n~ 

2.2 A detailed break-out of the revised c~aim Cost 
Proposal is set forth in Section c. 
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ICE-M-703 

24 Dece111ber 1987 

TO: W. C. Hise 

FROM: . A. H. Johnson 

F ... --,.,r.,,,.. o~ ...... f"\ t'! : I ~I I "' :" :. : ... •=-, • .. J ... - .•.••• 

· ~ ... ". =-··' r.~··1 ,..,.. .•.• ;:)T' O"ILY 
-· • ! !-' !'\: ; •.. ~ ;\ •. i...; ~ :" w r 

SUBJECT: Review of wccs Claim for Equitable Adjustment 
under Subcontract 125-001 

1. The WCCS Claim for Equitable Adjustment has been reviewed for 
technical accuracy and compliance and the following commentg 
apply thereto. These comments apply to Volume I, •Technical 
Discussion• without any attempt to substantiate costsJ comments 
are made with a view toward supportinq or, in some measure, 
justifyinq the rationale ~resented by wccs. 

2. Th9 review indicates 3 major areas of possible responsibility 
on the part of the government warrantinq equitable adjustment: 

a. Documentation Review Delay 

b. Additional Scope Areas 

c. Manaqement Support Costs - LOB resultinq from a and b 
above. 

3. In order to relate these areas for discussion purpose to the 
WCCS Claim the followinq breakout of WC~S paraqraphing in Volume 
I was made. 

a. Documentation Review Delay 

PuDctional Area 

-Loqistics Related Delay 
Positional Bandboo~ 
GIDEP 
Increased Traininq 

-Preparation for CDR 
Meetings 
Incremental CDR's 
Specification Reviews 
External IDS 

WCCS Para. 

1.1.1 
1.1.2 
1.6.3 
2.4 

1.4 
l.S 
1.7 
2.7 

6564 LOISDA.L& COURT. SUITE 600. SPRDfQf'Dti.D. VDtQJHIA 22150 • C703) 922·5100 • TEL&X 101013 • PAX C703) 971·39:l 
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MEMORANDUM 
Paqe 2 

Functional Area 

-Preparation for SQT 
SQT Delay 
RCE Software 
OTS Timinq Analysis 

b. Additional Scope Areas 

-IOC Support. 
-OTS Repair 
-CENTAF 1 Delivery 

c. Management Supcort Costs 

-Level of Effort Spt 

4. Comments 

a. Documentation Review Delay. 

PROTECTiVE Q::':--,;:~ 
ATTORN£~' A!l.iD £'-~&:i~l-~\ QMLY • ,,, ._,.,._; le 

WCCS Para. 

1.2 
2.5.1 
2.6 

2.1 
2.2 
2.3 

1.6.1 

(1) Loqistics Related Delay Documentation. This is a 
possible area of claim for adjustment. wccs 
accepted some risk in establishinq due dates for 
their subcontractor, OTI, to provide deliverables 
within the contract schedule. TechDyn had requested 
a reasonable delay from the government in its 
4oc~tation, however, the request was not acted 
ut·oil4- The indication is that wccs submit~ed 
~~ .. atation that.was either not commented on by 
tbe government or their coaments were late in being 
received by wccs. 
-Positional Handbook - Agree with WCCS position. 

-GIDEP - Agree with WCCS position. 

-Increased Traininq - Agree with WCCS position. 

3090 



MEMORANDUM 
Page 3 

~~OTECTiVE O~D£R 
ATTOR;·lLY #J;:J EXF ~RTS ONLY 

NOTE: Prior to negotiation and durinq factfindinq there 
was very little exchange with loqistics experts or 
technicians who would be involved in implementation. 
These personnel became involved after contract award 
and were not knowledqeable of what was actually bid 
or the interactions during factfinding that resulted 
in reductions in planned resources by TechDyn and 
wccs. 

<2> Preparation for COR comments apply to the four 
subparagraphs (Meetings, Incremental CDR's; 
Specification Reviews; External IDS>. These 
functions are all related to the contractual 
objective of reaching an agreed upon Allocated 
Baseline for the ICCE System. It is evident that 
TechDyn's Claim for Equitable Adjustment, in the 
main, was based upon the inability of WCCS to 
perform its obligation in such a manner to reach an 
Allocated Baseline on time. Further, that the 
functions shown e.q., Technical Interchange 
Meetings, were all required because of 
unsatisfactory delivery of specifications, etc. 
However notwithstanding the above, WCCS may be 
justified in their claim for the following reasons: 

- Government comments were seldom transmitted 
officially to the contractor prior to interchange 
meetings. Generally, with several commands 
represented at the meetings, it was necessary for 
the government representatives to caucus 
continually, to ratify their own positions. This 
made for confused meetings with no clear 
unde~standing that verbal dictates were actual 
government positions on various issues. 

- Government attendance and chairmanships changed 
for most meetings. The flow of information to 
wccs was not coherent and could have added to 
delays and misunderstanding. 

02~11 
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MEMORANDUM 
Pa;e 4 

- It was believed after these Technical Interchanqe 
Meetinqs that official comments would follow, 
however, they were usually followed by another 
meetinq and more direction. The best illustration 
of this is the fact that the statement of the most 
complex software problems (diqital handover, 
reportinq responsiblity and correlation) were not 
transmitted to the contractor until 9 months after 
the specification review process beqan. The fact 
that there were problems with these areas of 
software development was brouqht up 6 months after 
the beqinninq of the review cycle, however, 
qovernment direction was not qiven before an 
additional 90 days had elapsed. · 

- For the above reasons the documentation review 
process prior to CDR was prolonged and may have 
caused continual resource adjustments on the part 
of WCCS. 

(3) Preparation for SQT. 

- SQT Delays - Agree with WCCS position. 

- RCE Software - Agree with WCCS position. WCCS 
claims that the descoping of ground entry stations 
CGES) during factfinding caused them to descope 
the software for these sites. 

- DTS Timing Analysis - Agree with WCCS position. 
The 60t reduction in frames for timing sequence 
waa a result of changes in the Peace Shield 
program. TechDyn feels that the qovernment made 
the decision to take advantage of design changes 
to the DTS in the Peace Shield program, thereby 
saving non-recurring development costs bid by wccs. 
The responsibility for this added task rests with 
the government since TechDyn had no control or 
access to the DTS design/modification process. 

b. Additional Scope Areas. 

(1) IOC Support - Agree with WCCS position. 

0"'-"'• ,,.,r. ..,. l•e.JO 
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MEMORANDUM 
Page S 

PROTECTl'IE O~DF.R 
ATTORN[Y AND EXPt:RiS ONLY 

C2> OTS Repair - Agree with wccs position. 

(3) CENTAF 1 Delivery - Agree with WCCS position. 

c. Management Support Costs. 

Cl> Level of Effort Spt - Agree with WCCS position. 

d. WCCS Claim Areas not supported. 

- RCE CFE para 1.3. 

- wccs claims reliability problems with TechDyn 
furnished equipment. However, during the entire 
period that WCCS used the equipment in developing 
their design no trouble reports or fault analysis 
reports were submitted to TechDyn. Further, it was 
learned, modification's were made by wccs to 
equipments prior to approval by TechDyn/O.S. 
Government. 

- CFA Storage Costs para 1.6.2 

- CFA Storage Costs. This is not accepted because 
storage of equipment for in-plant testing was 
extended due to program slippages caused by wccs. 
These slips were part of the basis of TechDyn's 
claim for equitable adjustment. 

C "~"114)-..... •. v' 
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Attachments 

1. Claim Certification 

2. Standard Form 1411 Covering Claim 

PP.OTECTJ';E ORDER 
ATTORN[Y AND EXPERTS Or~ 

3. WCCS Request for Equitable Adjustment D87-076R2, 
dated 15 ·December 1987 
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Claim Certification 
claim No. 125-CL-02 

PROTECilVE O~DER 
ATTORNEY Ai~D EXPLRTS ONL' 

Under the provisions of Section 33.207 of the Federal Acquisi­
tion Regulation (FAR), TechDyn systems Corporation hereby certi­
fies as follows: 

1. Claim No. 125-CL-02 is made in g~od faith; 

2. Supporting data for Claim No. 125-CL-02 are complete to the 
best of the contractor's knowledge and belief; and 

3. The amount requested under Claim No. 125-CL-02 reflects the 
contract adjustment for which the contractor believes the 
Government is liable. 

L~orri~on, Jt' 
President and Chairman 

Date: 28 December 1987 

0"". f .•.• . . .. 
. ·- .• .l ... .:: 
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CONTRACT "'ICING 'ROPOSAL COVER SHEET 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court, Suite 600 
Sprin9field, VA 22150 

OC'III 

Sprinqfield, VA: Torrance, CA: Iceland 

PRCTECiiVE ORDER 
AITOR~~EY AND EXPERTS ONLY 

1 l.•tt .,.o ,. • .,...s ,,. •"'''·CitiOft. Q'*'t•I'Y ... a tow or•ce OfODOIIG tor-" ca,.,,., .. ,.. ,,..,. A .. ,.,_.. COlt~~~-- tue~DD~t•~'~t ~"•• ,.,. ,, ,.. 
Gill,..""'- o ........ _. .... aw tN COfttrlltl"f Ottomr tc: •• , ...... ........ ~ ,.... ...... ,_. ,,......_, u .... ....... , 
A l.ll'ltt 1Titoti'IIO I •OE'-fT.-tCATIO,. C. QUA,.TITV 0 TOTAL "••CE 

Claim for Equitable Adjustment ~1,509,744.00 

-

A cb•niaC!+ AGMINISTiAnoW 6"•C!i •. 1"'6" dh•ci 

DCASMA, Baltimore 
Attn: Ms. Evelyn Donnelly 
(301) 321-4964 

• ,. v y u .. ..... ,.., 
_.0. T ... C SAMC o• IIMti,.Aa ,., • ._ Wl'f ... IN 'f .. C IIAS'f I vuaa• 
til .. ,..._ .. .,..,.,., ,,.,.,, .... ,.,...,., _. .. c..r ,. ..... ,., 

0 VIS (EJ NO 

DCAA, Rosalyn 
Attn: Mr. Irvinq Anderson 
(703) 696-5386 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 

o:~114U 

E •E-= 

"ttacl 
A 

use or disclosure of data contained in this she•t i• subj•ct to the re•triction• 
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Direct Labor On-Site 

Overhead (124.63%) 

Travel 

Other Direct Costs 

Subtotal 

G&A (8.34%) 

Subtotal 

Profit 

Total 

Cost S\.llm\ary 

Techeyn Systems Corporation 
Attachment A . 
Paqe 1 of 6 

$ 

PRCTECiiVE ORD~R 
ATTORNEY AND EX?ERTS ONL' 

39,343 

49,033 

36,138 

1,130,913 

1,255,427 

104,703 

1,360,130 

149,614 

1,509,744 

Use or disclosure of data contained in this sheet is subject to c~; !JsMctions 
on the ti Ue paqe of this proposal or quotation. 
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""Q.- .. 1")..,,., C::v~•A,.e ~t"'' ..... ,.. .. ~·• 
PrOJect Name Cant. Code At1:achmen1: A Paqe 2 of 6 

LABOR PROJECTION Fl9628-85-C-0079 125-CL-02 On-Site 
Task Haae Prepared ay 11 Date Approved By • Date 

MSO 12/28/87 DIR, MSO 12/28/..S.:Z.. .• n:: O"nf:R 
n·rinT~r ,,v ... .~ .. 

Job Classification No. of Rate A'"' TnP.'~ir<tU!lD i.i,iiF. ,·s U 
Code Job 'l'itle Persona Per &our Hours Dollars 

E Director, Technical Operations 1 34.70 380 13,186 

E Computer Operator 1 9.62 120 1,154 

E Senior Loqistics Analyst 1 20.20 217 4,383 

E Senior Systems Znqineer/Test 1 21.82 344 7,506 

E Senior Loqistica Enqineer 1 21.82 264 5,760 

E Contract Admin. (Composite) 6 15.18 208 3,157 

E Subcontract Admin. (Composite) 6 12.45 260 3,237 

I 

i 
. 

! 

-

Total &ours ' Dollars 1,793 38,383 

Total a Raise @ 2.5, 960 

TOTAL 39,343 

Code: B • Employee 
NB • New Bire 

use or disclosure of data contained in this sheet is subject to 
the restrictions on the title page of tbia propoaal or quotatto'2~ 114 ;,. 
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Director, Technical Operations 

Springfield, ~ to Carlsbad, CA 

4 Days, 3 Nights 
Air Fare (l\IT) 
Per Diem ($100/day) 
car Rental C $60/day) 
Ground Transportation 

·Number of Trips 

Springfield, ~ to Boston, MA 

3 Days, 2 Nights 
Air Fare (1\IT) 
Per Diem ($108/day) 
Ground Transportation 

Senior togistics Analyst 

Springfield, VA to carlsbad, CA 

4 Days, 3 Nights 
Air Fare ( 1\11') 
Per Diem ( $100/day) 
Ground Transportation 

Number of Trips 

Springfield, VA to Boston, MA 

2 Days, 1 Nic;hts 
Air rare ( 1\1'1') · 
Per Diem ($108/day) 
car Rental ( $49/day) 
Ground Transportation 

Travel 

TechOyn Systems Corporation 
Attachment A 
Page 3 of 6 

PROTECilVE O?.DF.R 
ATTORNEY tiND EXPERTS ONLY 

$1,090 
350 
240 

20 
$1,700 

x4 

$ 342 
270 

20 

$1,090 
350 

20 
$1,460 

x2 

$ 342 
162 

98 
20 

$ 6,800 

632 

$ 2,920 __ 

622 

Use or disclosure of data contained in this sheet is subject to the restrictions 
on the title page of this proposal or quotation. 02C114.., 
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Senior Systems EnqineerjTest 

Scringfield, ~ to Carlsbad, CA 

4 Days, 3 Niqhts 
Air rare ( 1\IT) 
Per Diem ($100/day) 
Car Rental ($60/day) 
Ground Transportation 

Number of Trips 

Springfield, ~ to Boston, MA 

2 Days, 1 Niqhts 
Air rare (1\IT) 
Per Diem ($108/day) 
Car Rental ($49/day) 
Ground Transportation 

Senior Logistics Engineer 

Sprin9field, VA to carlsbad r 

4 Days, 3 Nights 
Air rare (EVf) 
Per Diem ( $100/day) 
Gr~ Transportation 

Number of Trips 

52rin~ield, VA to carlsbad£ 

3 Daya, 2 Nighta 
Air rue (IV'!') 
Per Di• ($100/day) 
car aental ($60/day) 
Ground Transportation 

Number of Trips 

CA 

CA 

Teeheyn Systems Corporation 
Attahment A 
Page 4 of 6 

PROTECTIVE ORDER 
ATTORNEY AND EXPERTS ONJ 

$1,090 
350 
240 

20 
$1,700 

x4 

$ 342 
162 

98 
20 

$1,090 
350 

20 
$1,460 

x2 

$1,090 
250 
180 

20 
$1,540 

x4 

$ 6,800 

622 

2,920 

6,160 

Use or disclosure of data contained in this sheet is subject to the restrictions 
on the title page of this proposal or quotation. 

02C·114 t 
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Contracts AdDdnistration 

Springfield, ~ to Carlsbad, CA 

4 Days, 3 Nights 
Air Fare CIVI') 
Per Diem ($100/day) 
Ground Transportation 

NUmber of Trips 

Springfield, ~ to Boston, MA 

3 Days, 2 Ni9hts 
Air Fare (IVT) 
Per Diem ($108/day) 
Car Rental ($49/day) 
Ground Transportation 

NUmber of Trips 

Subcontract Admdnistration 

Springfield, ~ to carlsbad, CA 

4 Days, 3 Nights 
Air Fare (R/1') 
Per Diem ($100/day) 
Ground Transportation 

NUmber of Trips 

Springfield, ~ to Boston, MA 

3 Days, 2 Nights 
Air rare ( JV'1') 
Per Di• ( $108/day) 
Ground Transpcrtation 

Number of Trips 

Total Travel 

TeehCyn Systems Corporation 
Attachment A 
Page 5 of 6 

PROTECTIVE O~DER 
ATTORNEY Ar~D EXPERTS OrR 

$1,090 
350 

20 
$1,460 

x2 

$ 342 
270 
147 

20 
$ 799 

x2 

$1,090 
350 
20 

$1,460 
x2 

$ 342 
270 

20 
$ 632 

x2 

2,920 

1,558 

2,920 

1,264 

$ 36,138 

Use or disclosure of data contained in this sheet is subject to the restrictions 
on the title page of this proposal or quotation. 

02C1145 
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Other Direct Costs 

Subcontractor 

Whittaker Ccumand and Control Systems 

Consultant 

K. Thomas (225 hours x $28.35 hour) 

Total Other Direct Costs 

Techeyn Systems Corporation 
Attachment A 
Page 6 of 6 

PROTECTIVE O~DER 
ATTORNEY Af~D EXPERTS 0 

$1,124,534 

6,379 

$1,130,913 

Use or disclosure of data contained in this sheet is subject to the restrictions 
on the title page of this proposal or quotation. 

02C114E 
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15 December 1987 

TechDyn Systems 
Loisaale court 
Springfield, VA 

Attention: w. ·c. Hise 

Pr "~rCTI'',.. QO!" ... ,.. .JI._ 1 .. ~ :••:-t' 

~TTf'lj)•::.'r' At ~I ·E-X"':~~.::t'\· or 
·'· \'. ··- •1:.J rt.rU\l 

Whittaker Comntlnd • Controt Syet1ma. Inc. 
23670 Hawtl"'or,e Boutevara 
Torra,ce. Cahtorn.a 90505 
2131373-9651 Tetex 756886 

8712-1548-MER/087-J76R2 

Su))ject: wcs Request For Equitable Acij ustment under 
Subcontract 125-~~1 

Reference: 

Dear Mr. Hise: 

a) Request for Equitable Adjustment 087-~76, 
aatea 29 May 1987 as revised 9 September 1987 

b) Meeting of 1 December 1987 between R. Jackson, 
B. Graney, M. Raymonci/WCCS ana A. Johnson/Techciyn 

c) Meeting of 15 December 1987 between Al Johnson 
and M. Raymond 

Transmitted herewith is subject request for equitable adjustment, 
revised to include the agreements made with Mr. Johnson during 
reference b meeting and as reviewed by Mr. Johnson aurinq 
reference c meeting. As you are aware, these agreements 
concerned the inclusion of certain issues ana the worainq of 
Volume I - Review of Impact. In addition, this document has been 
further updated to reflect the costs incurred to 1 November 1987, 
rather than 3 May 1987, and to reflect the wccs FY87 end-of-year 
rates, which increased from an expected overhead rate of 115% to 
122.55% and an expected G&A rate of 2•t to 22.5%. 

Whittaker Command & Control Systems is eagar to have this 
document forwarded to and reviewed by ESC. If you require any 
assistance in this· regard, we will be pleased to support you as 
you reqqire, to include direct·interface and handling of matters 
concerning this request for equitable adjustment with ESD 
personnel. 

Any questions regarding this revision are to be directed to the 
undersigned or to Mr. Bob Graney at (619) 438-7336. 

~:erely, . 

~?k! 
Marie E. aaYmt:/0~ 
Director of contracts 
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PP.OT£CTI"~'E o:~f!=w 
AITOR~'r" A··o ·· · · ·~a: r 11• E::: ;:~:'"· o··· y · -···~ ·;vL 

SUBCONTRACT 125-JJl 

REQUEST POR EQUI'l'ABLB ADJUS'DIZH'l' 

Volume I - Technical Discussion 

087-J76R2 
15 December 1987 

WHI'rl'AXER COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEMS, INC. 
619J Yarrow Drive 

Carlsbad, California 92JJ9 

0 ,..,..14~ I.'. J I,J 
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IMTROOUCTIOH 

D87-J76R2 
15 December 1987 

PR~'j~t'T•\' • ("f'\,.. r" :"\ 
u.~,.,, ·:· ,~~-· ·-.~ .. . - ~ .... Arrf'P. Ill,.,, I, '• "'\ l"' I • • • • 

I \} '" c I I"! .• ; I r :. •• •· :: ' 0 r 'LV 
•• _, ... ' -!·'\.IIi '" I 

Whittaker command and Control Systems • Request for Equitable 
Adjustment ot costs incurred because ot program delay and added 
scope is separated into two volumes._ Volume I presents the 
narrative discussion of impact to wccs, while Volume II provides 
detail on costs. 

ii 02Cl.14 
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Section 

l.J' 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

2.J 
2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

2.4 
2.5 

2.6 
2.7 

2.8 

PROTECTiVE oo~.~o 
ATTOR ,., .• ,. ~ ,.... . ·····&..·t ........ ,.,_ ., 

. -· ···• t ..• -ur;~ ONLY 
TABLB OP CONTENTS 

Title 

DBIA~ •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Logistics Documentation •• · ••••••••••••••••••• 

Software/Formal Qualification Testing 
(SQT or FQT) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Remote Control Element (RCE) CFE •••••••••••• 
PDFA Teat Plan •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Support of Technical Interchange Meetings ••• 
Critical Desiqn Reviews (CDR) ••••••••••••••• 
Time Related Impact ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Delay of Program Due to B1, B2 and BS 

Specification Submittal, Review 
and Approval ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

ADDED EFFORT ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
IOC Test Support •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CFE DTS Repair •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Delivery of CENTAF System Number 1 •••••••••• 

Increased Training •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Remote Control Element (RCE) Software 

Development •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SRU Inclusion ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
DTS Ttminq Analysis ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
External Interface Desiqn 

Specification (IDS) •••••••••••••••••••••• 

I-iii 

1 

1 

4 

4 

5 

5 

7 

8 

8 

12-

12 

12 

13 

13 

14 

14 

14 

15 

02~1150 
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2 

LIST OF TABLES 

Title 

PROTECTIVE ORGER 
AnoRrF·v AN=' E''~~~r~ o~:~ v 

•'-• • V 1\t -'-•w ·•'-

D87-J76Rl 
15 December 1987 

Logistics. Delivery Status ...................... 2 

5 Technical Meetings Supported ••••••••••••••••••• 

I-iv 
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Request fer Equitable Adjustment under Subcontract Nc. 
125-001, between TachOyn Systama Corporation (TachDyn) 
and Whittaker command & Control systams, Inc. (WCCS), 
formerly known as Command, Control and Communications 
Corporation (4C). 

GENERAL STATEMEHT OP '1'BB CIAni 

The parties entered into Subcontract No. 125-JJl on 16 July 1985, 
initially requiring the subcontractor to perform specified tasks 
in support of the Iceland Command and Control Enhancement System 
(ICCE). As a result cf twenty modifications to the subcontract, 
the scope of work was expanded to require wccs ·to perform 
additional tasks and to deliver specified hardware, software, 
testing, training and documentation items. Aa a result of the 
mentioned added work, the price of the aubcontract grew from 
$428,J55 to $7,236,344.38. 

wccs has prosecuted the work under the sul)contract in a diliqent,. 
efficient and responsible manner, applying at all times ita good 
faith efforts to perform on time and in full compliance with all 
the terms and conditions of its contractual obligations. Never• 
theless, wccs•s progress has been seriously delayed and disrupted 
as a direct result of events beyond the control and without the 
fault or neqligence of wccs, but rather caused by TechDyn or by 
events within the control and responsibility of TechDyn. 
Additionally, wccs has been made to perform work beyond that 
which was required by the subcontract and modifications thereto. 

As a direct result of these delays, disruptions and added work, 
wccs has suffered an increase in costs of performance, thereby 
entitling wccs to an equitable adjustment under the •ubcontract. 
The specific events entitling wccs to an equitable adjustment are 
detailed below. 

3112 



Implicit in every contract is a provision that neither party will 
do anything to prevent, hinder, or dslay performance by the other 
party. Not only must the Government or prime contractor refrain 
from obstructinq performance, but he must do what is necessary to 
ena):)le his subcontractor to perform. In addition, the prime 
contractor is obliqated to perform his work in a reasonable 
manner, and to ensure that his customer also complies with this 
expectation in order not to hinder the subcontractor's perform­
ance. In the case of WCCS/TechDyn Subcontract 125-SJJ1, wccs is 
entitled to performance coats incurred and resulting from delays 
caused by the Government and the prime contractor on the ICC:E/ 
CENTAF contract. These are detailed below. 

1. 1. IDGISTICS DOCOKEH'rATIOH 

1.1.1. Delay in Review of Logistics Documentation. wccs sub­
contracted for delivery of the logistics deliverables for ICCE/ 
CENTAF under Purchase Order Number 33.173T, awarded to ocean 
Technology, Inc. (OTI), and affective 2 October 1985. This 
occurred after the negotiation for the FOC/CENTAP effort, but 
prior to receipt of TechDyn subcontract Modification .IJ3, on 27 
November 1986, which included the lOC)istica tasks. This sub­
contract was entered into at wccs•s risk in an effort to meet the 
contractual schedule. 

In October of 1985 TechDyn Systems submitted a Task Change Pro­
posal (TCP) petitioning for relief of the CDRL directed schedule, 
as a number of the logistics deliveries were clue 3.1, 6J and 9J 
days after effective data of contract, 31 Auquat 1985. This TCP 
was rejected and TachDyn (ancl thereafter WCCS) was verbally 
requested by the ICCE Project Manager to deliver theae CDRLs as 
soon as practicable. 

wccs worked diligently to catch up with the contractual delivery 
schedule for th~ logistics documentation after customer refusal 
to change the directed dates. (Table 1 presents a liat of 
logistics deliverable•, their contractual due datea, dates 
delivered ~o TechDyn, and dates when review comments were 
received.) T.be WCCS/OTI •ubcontract provides tor a 75 day review 
cycle (the 45 day• required by the Government, a 21 day WCCS/ 
TechDyn review and 9 day• for mailing.) If no comments are 
received within that period, approval of the document i• a••umecl. 
This review period was generally exceeded. Accordingly, once OTI 
had a••umed approval, wccs was obliged to incorporate any 
comments which were finally made to the doCWDents, incurrinq 
further in-hou•e costs, or to provide additional funding to OTI 
so that OTI would finalize the document•. 

02~1153 
I-1 
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Table 1. 

~ ~ 

316 Traininq & 
Traininq 
Equip. Plan 

319 Inteqrated 
support 
Plan 

32~ CFE/CFAE 
Notices 

321 Positional 
Handbook 

324 Maintain-
ability 
Prediction 

326 Reliability 
Prediction 

328 GSERDS 

333 Priced 
support 
Equipment 
List 

087-,976Rl 
15 December 1987 

Loqistics Delivery sta;ftffl PP.arE~r•:,~ 
\..R~,.-v .., 'f" 0·'""~"-.• , ... , ~,..... - .; .... fl . :ur-,,.._ ..... , 

... ~ ,-, ,::,.,.1, 
wccs . ~.,\)ONLY 
DUE DEL *REVIEW 
l2A:tE l2A:tE STATUS 

~· ,t,..ljf~ 

11/22/85 1/27/86 6/17/87 (accepted) 
6/1/86 5/29/86 

9/3J/86 9/26/86 11/26/86 
(!SO) 

1/5/87 2/J6/87 12/24/86 
(WCCS) 

11/22/85 1/31/86 7/31/86 
2/26/87 NC 

Prior to 4/J1/86 
6/J1/86 4/18/86 NR 

4/22/86 

Prior to 
D'l'&E NS 

9/1J/86 8/28/86 HC 

9/21/86 7/25/86 2/1J/87 
3/25/87 NC 

11/22/85 1/16/86 NC 
3/1J/86 NC 
4/11/86 NC 
5/2J/86 NC 
2/6/87 J9/J2/87 

11/22/85 1/16/86 NC 
3/1J/86} NC 
4/11/86} NC 
5/2J/86} NC 
2/J6/87 NC 
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Table 1. Loqistics Delivery Status (continued) t..,..., t:\~t..:~;~ 

wccs 
DUE DEL *REVIEW 
~ ~ STATUS 

COHMEHTS 

Support 1/22/85 12/1!/85 7/31/86 
Equipment 12/15/86 2/26/87 NC 
Plan 

Ground 11/27/85 1/16/86 NC 
support 3/1.1/86. NC 
Equipment 4/11/86 NC 
Illustrations 5/2.1/86 NC 

2/.16/87 NC 

Loc;istics Stop NC 
Support Work 
Analysis Directed 
Plan 

Calibration 12/22/85 2/2.1/86 9/.13/86 
' Measure- 1/23/87 6/17/87 (accepted) 
mant Summary 

Tech 1.1/22/85 9/2.1/85 6/17/87 (accepted) 
Manual 
Plan 1/25/86 12/.16/85 5/19/86 

7/18/86 6/25/86 11/25/86 
1/28/87 9/.12/87 (accepted) 

COTS Manuals 12/22/85 1/27/86 NR 
1/31/86 NR 
4/.11/86 NR 
4/18/86 NR 
4/22/86 NR 
5/15/86 NR 

Tran•- 1/22/86. 3/1.1/86 9/.12/86 (accepted) 
portation 
Plan 

*Baview statug; 

HC • No comments Received 

NR• No Comments Received, Needs Resolution, Therefore 
Con•idered a Riak 

NS • Hot Yet Submitted 

02C1155 
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1. 1. 2. FUrther impact to the loc; istics documentati~~ H~l~~~NLY 
occurred a• follows. CDRL 321, Positional Handbook, has been 
revised with oac:h new softwara raquirament addad to the B-5 
specification. In order to ~aep up with tha customer qenerated 
chanc;es and in an attempt to meet the .need dates in a timely 
manner, wccs was required to fund OTI to provide an in-house 
representative to coordinate the chanqes, and ensure that 
technical quality and schedule were adhered to. The delay caused 
by redirection added unplanned costs to the production of CDRL 
321. 

1.2 SOP'l'WARE/PORMAL QUALinCATIOH TESTDIG (SQT OR PQT) 

The SQT was initially scheduled for the last week in· September 
1986. In July 1986, this was postponed since the initial 
baseline did not include R2, digital handover or correlation, 
requirements made known in June 1986. 

Requests for the E-3 Simulator at Tinker AFB and the ROCC at 
Tyndall AFB were then made by wccs to support SQT in December 
1986. This SQT was to include the R2 and digital handover 
procedures implemented in the new (current) software baseline. 
Prior to requesting this support from the Government, TachDyn · 
revised the anticipated schedule, moving SQT to the end of March 
1987. 

For each of these scheduled SQT periods, wccs supported Technical 
Interchange Meetings (TIM) to discuss planned acenarios, support 
required by the E-3 Simulator and the ROCC during conduct of 
test, and for data reduction and analysis following conduct of 
the real-time portion of the test. 

At each TIM (and/or Test Working Group Meeting) actions were 
generated for the Government to review the acenarios and provide 
comments to wccs. None were received. As a result, wccs sub­
mitted SQT procedures in January 1987. These procedures required 
major overhaul as the result of a TIK held at Tinker AFB in March 
1987 where it was learned that the E-3 simulator was unable to 
support aome of the planned scenario events ( i. •. , subsurface 
tarqet generation · and processing). This information -was 
requeated at the Harcb 1986 T~ but was not received until the 
March 1987 TDI. 

1.3 ltBJIOTB COimlOL BLE11E11T (RCB) CI'B 

TechDyn tasked WCCS to deaign and develop RCE software for con­
trolling CFA voice and data circuits. It was TechDyn's respon­
si~ility to supply the necessary el .. enta of the CFA for the RCE 
software development: that is, the ho•t processor• (IBM PC/Zenith 
15.1), modems, the IDS 9.1/1.1 avitch components and technical 
documentation. 

The units aupplied were provided later than agreed to: they 
experienced reliability problems, and no technical documentation sc 
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on the IDS 9JJ• was provided. wccs coordinated the repair ot 
the TDS aupplia4 equipment to expedite the rapair; their unrelia­
bility, howev•r, caused delays in the software dovelopment. 

1. 4 stJPPORT OP TECHNICAL IH'l'ERCHAHGB MEETINGS 

wccs had estimated and costed, in addition to the PDR and CDR, a 
technical interchange meeting of 1-2 days duration each month 
from commencement of performance until SQT. Thia eatimate 
involved approximately .13-26 days of meetinqa (plua travel days) 
over a 16-month period. Table 2 detail• a portion of the 
meetings wccs has been required to support in the 19 montha 
between September 1985 and March 1987. As liated, these reviawa 
involve 87 days (plus any required travel days). 

Table 2. Technical Meetinqs Supported 

Coordination Meeting at TechDyn Systems 

Coordination Meeting at wccs 

Coordination Meeting at TachDyn Systems 

4 - 5 September 1985 

3 - 4 october 1985 
-

13 - 14 November 1985 

1985 Provisioning Guidance Meeting at AFLC 19 - 21 November 1985 

1985 Spec Raview/PMR at TechDyn Systems 

1985 Fourth Technical Review at wccs 

Coordination Meeting at T•chDyn Systems 

Software Quality Review at WCCS 

AAC/PACAF Meetinq at WCCS 
. . 

3Jt IPR for Technical Manual• at wccs 

ICWG • Teat Keetinq· at ESD 

Coordination Meeting at TechDyn syateas 

TADIL-A/B Implementation Meeting at wccs 
Syatam Teat Program Meeting at wccs 

ECP Review at WCCS 

1986 Program Management Review at 
TechDyn Sy•tems 

I-5 

24 - 26 November 1985 

1J January 1986 

22 - 24 January 1986 

JS February 1986 

JS - J6 February 1986 

J4 - J6 March 1986 

19 - 21 March 1986 

26 - 28 March 1986 

J2 - J4 April 1986 

J9 - 1J April 1986 

29 April-J2 May 1986 

14 - 15 Kay 1986 

O":'"'J rs-..... . t 
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TADIL-A/B Implementation Review at WCCS 2J - 21 May 1986 

Technical Interchange Meeting at 
TechDyn Systems 

85 Spec Review at WCCS 

1986 BS Spec Review at WCCS 

a-spec Review at TachDyn Systems 

Software Status Review at ESD 

Review at wccs 
Provisioning at wccs 
Technical Interchange Meeting at wccs 
Software Control Review at wccs 
UHF/HF Option Fact Finding at ESD 

Logistics coordination Meeting at wccs 
CENTAF tl Delivery Meeting at WCCS 

PMR at TechDyn 

PMR at TechDyn 

11 - 12 June 1986 

23 June-Jl July 1986 

J7 - 18 July 1986 CFA 

J4 - J6 April 1986 

12 August 1986 TTEP 

28 August 1986 PDFA 

Jl - J5 Sept 1986 

J4 September 1986 

-3 - J4 october 1986 

Jl - J9 October 1986 

21 - 22 october 1986 

23 o=ober 1986 

19 - 22 January 1987 

24-26 March 1987 

It was further anticipated: that only two people, the PrOC)ram 
Manager and a technical repre•entative, would be required to 
attend the•e meeting•. T.be•e technical meeting• have generally 
raquire4 •ore indi vidual• than planned to discus• the agenda 
topic• pftWided. Thi• not only affected co•t but also caused 
proqraa delay a• technical personnel vera raquired to interrupt 
their effort• to •upport tbe meeting•. 

1.5 CR%TICAL DZSIGH REVDWS (CDR) 

wccs had co•ted and negotiated a •ingle CDR, to include hardware 
and •oftware and to be held at the wccs facility. Sub•equantly, 
this one C:DR waa divided into a •eparate hardware CDR and a 
•eparate •oftware CDR. 

1. 5 .1. TechDyn directed the Hardwara CDR be held in their 
facility in Springfield, Virginia in December 1986. wccs advised 
Te·chDyn of the adcli tional effort and cost• over and abova tha 

o2~t.t5s 

3118 



negotiated CDR taak. In reaponse, TechDyn directed wccs atten­
dance. Accordingly, wccs incurred unplaMed labor and travel 
costs to aupport this Hardware CDR (which ·vas to include the 
PDFA, RCZ and logistics topics). Attar the wccs presentation of 
the PDFA and RCE hardware and loc;iatica data (tho Government 
representatives advised that this presentation was acceptable), 
TechDyn was not permitted to continue, as they did not have all 
the data necessary (i.e., Data Terminal Set (DTS) design informa­
tion) to preaent a complete CFA presentation. A modification to 
the DTS waa on-goinq, but waa funded under a aeparate contract, 
the Boeinq Aerospace Company/U.s.A.P. Peace Shield contract, 
under the coqnizance of lSD. Accordingly, neither TechDyn nor 
wccs had control over the modification achedule, which was 
delayed because of three aeparate changes directed by the Peace 
Shield prime contractor in the design of the modification. Based 
on this lack of desiqn data, a second Hardware CDR was required 
and .was achedulad, again at TachDyn facilities, with support 
again required from wccs. 

1.5.2 The PDFA Software CDR was initially acheduled 1 March 1986 
(baaed on 31 Auqust contract award). TechDyn Syatems eatabliahed 
27 September as contract award which moved the scheduled CDR to 
28 April 1986. 

ESD letter of 18 June 1986, subject CDR, transmitted by TechDyn 
125-SJJ1-J97, dated 24 June 1986, scheduled the CDR for 8-11 July 
1986. 

Thereafter, TechDyn 125-SJJ1-J1J1, dated 3 July 1986, forwarded 
an ESD letter indicating the need for validated 85's and aubmit-
·tal of C5's prior to CDR. 

The B5 apecifications were not authenticated to support a July 
1986 CDR aince they did not include R2, digital handover and 
correlation as directed by lSD during June 1986. The C5'a were in 
process but required chanqe each time additional comments or 
requirement• for. apecific implementation of requirements ware 
directed. 

CDR oc~ 3J daya after aubmittal of C5 drafts, or 13 January 
. 1987 and vas held in the wccs facility in Torrance, CA. The 
int•nt of aubmiaaion of cs•a 3J day• prior to CDR wa• to allow 
ttae to~ Government review. Only a cursory review of the draft 
cs•s vas .. de by the Government, ahowinq tha to be incomplet• 
(•oa• PDL •iaainq, flow diaqrama not complete). Accordingly, the 
Government wa• not prepared to accept the CDR a• beinq complete. 
Hevertheleaa, CDR attendants arrived on ac:hedule and wccs waa 
directed to proceed with the CDR even thouqh there vaa no chance 
to complete the deaiqn review. 

The C!a were reaubmitted, and a second aoftware CDR va• held in 
April 1987, requiring additional expenditure of labor and 
funding. 

I-7 
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In addition, each time each of the CDRsA~~~E,~~i!~f~~LY 
rescheduled, considerable effort. _was expended to review the 
presentation charts, moaity the aqenda, incorporate any updates 
and dry run the entira presentation. Nona of this restart 
activity was planned. 

1. 6 TDm RELATED IMPACT 

1.7.1. Level of Effort Tasks. A number of the WCCS tasks were 
proposed baaed on a level of ettort over the lite of the con­
tract. ·These included Proc;ram Manaqement, Product Assurance, 
Configuration Control, Technical Publication• Support, Computer 
operator support, Sustaining Enc;ineering, Supply Support and 
Failure Data Raportinq. These efforts were proposed based on the 
level of attort required over the period ot oriqinal contract 
schedule. Because ot delays incurred, these LOB tasks hacl to ba 
extended, and further costs ware incurred. 

1. 6 • 2 • CFA Storaqa Cost. wccs aqreed to store CFA equipment 
until it was integrated with the PDFA for in-plant system laval 
tastinq. This system laval testing has been delayed, resulting 
in a requirement tor wc:cs continue •to rage of CFA equipment,. 
mainly in commercial off-•ite locations C•ince other contracts 
required the same space). Storage of this equipment is expected 
to be required until such time that the ICCE/CEHTAF system 
Tasting can be completed. 

1. 6. 3. GIDEP Participation. The ICCE SOW •tates that "the 
contractor shall participate in GIDEP to the extent necessary to 
receive data from the Failure Experience Data Base (FEDB). The 
contractor shall screen all parts prior to their •election IAW 
paragraph 3. 3 .1.1 of the Syatem Specification (SS) when appli­
cable." Paraqraph 3. 3 .1.1 of the ss raters to newly desiqned 
hardware only. The methodolOCJY for receivinq FEDB data was 
established and failure reports reviewed vera against parts used 
in the PDFA. (There was no new· design associated with this 
procurement, only delivery of unit• id•ntical to the RADIL units 
in the ROCC sy•taa (SOW paragraph 3.1.2.a). 

wccs was directed to set up a GIDEP •Y•tam to screen all parts 
used, to eatabli•h a computer-to-computer acces• to the GIDEP 
facility, and to •ubsequently ·host an audit for compliance with 
TechDyn and ESD. This activity ha• exceeded the minimal effort 
proposed within the Program Management ta•k, •ince one hardware 
engineer has been required to •upport thi• activity since 
November 1986. 

1.7 DZL&Y OP PR0G1W1 DOB TO 81, 82 AJID 85 SPBCinCA'fiOH 
SUBIUTTAL, REVIEW AHD APPROVAL 

The following sequence of events occurred in the . specification 
review and approval cycles which delayed critical milestone•, 
ultimately delaying the entire program. 

I-8 OZ~!.lGO 
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1.1.1 Pr•liminary drafts of the ICCE 85, dated 2 December 1985, 
as well a• a preliminary Bl •pacification, dated 4 December 1985, 
were submitted tor the purpo•e of eliciting comments and quidanee· 
on the structure and content. No comments or quidance was 
received. wccs was not informed of any adverse reaction to the 
preliminary BS drafts during the time that the next iteration of 
these documents was in production. 

In TechDyn letter 125-SJJ1-JJ63, dated 13 March 1986, the results 
,of a fact finding session held on 24-25 January were communicated 
to wccs. This latter stated that the B5a had been received for 
review and comment, but the letter (Attachments I, II, and III) 
·confined its comments to the 81 specification and contained no B5 
comments. 

Lacking any adverse 85 comments about structure and content at 
that time, wccs prepared.a •et of BSs that followed the structure 
and content of the earlier document set, filled in any additional 
information, and conformed closely to the format and content 
requirements of the applicable specification• (MIL-STD-49J and 
MIL•STD-483). These documents were submitted to TechDyn in March 
1986, and were then forwarded to the Government. A letter, 
transmitted to wccs on 31 March 1986, although not containinq 
specific comments about the B5a, required that extensive informa­
tion (per MIL-STD-1521) be provided at ~e CDR, which was then 
scheduled tor 28 April 1986 • 

. 1.7.2 On 21 ~ay 1986, four months after end of the specified 
45-day review cycle, wccs received, for the first time, comments 

,on the B5 •pacifications. 

'l'heae comments were generated by the Government. The comments 
objected to the structure of the ass, specifically the fact that 
wccs had defined a auper-CPCI (1JJ5J) called the PCFA Operational 
and Support Program Set in which the four inter-related opera­
tional CPCis (1JJ51 thru 1JJ54) for the DCU, DLC, MNC, and DSC, · 
and the Support P~ograu (CPCI 1JJ55) were treated aa an in­
teqrated •Y•t... Thi• atzucture, which vas defined in the 
Dece=er 1985 •u!)mittal• and not challenged, allowed. wccs .. to 
deacribe tbe -r•t .. aapecta in the B5 for CPCI 1JJ5J. Included 
in the May comment• vaa a complaint that the •ix B5s to~ CPCis 
1JJ5J ~ 1JJ55 did not provide the interface details. However, 
CPCI 1JJ5J ~•ferenced an External Interface De•ic;n Specification 
(IDS) which treated the data link, man-machine, and data reduc• 
tion interface• on a ayat.. requirement• ~aaia and would provide 
the ~eqgired interface cletail•. Thi• External IDS waa not 
requi~ed by the contract but vaa created by wccs •pacifically 
to provicle the interface detail• fo~ the varioua wccs •oftware 
peraonnel involved in the •oftware effort. The Government 
further required that wccs provide complete detail• of the TCOM 
(TOOK Interta•k and Network communications Product, a wccs 
product uaed in the operational aoftvare) interface• between 
CPCis 1JJ51 (Syatam control), 1JJ52 (Di•play control), and 1JJ53 
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cata Linlc Control). 'l'hese detail• and the detail• demanded in 
the External IDS constituted 11ottwar• design infcrmaticn rathar 
than ·system r1quiremanta information callad out by MIL-STO 
483/49,. 

curinq an intensive review session in lat•.May 1986, wccs aqraed 
to restructure the B5s by deleting the CPCI 1JJ5- 85 and convert­
inq it to a System IDS. wccs also aqreed to incorporate custcmer 
comments into the remaining 85s as well a• into the 81 and B2 
apeciticationa, to prepare the External IDS to the cuatomer­
demanded level of desiqn detail, and to produce a preliminary 
version ot the internal (TCOM) interfacaa ~etveen CPCia (Internal 
IDS) to the demanded level of desiqn detail. It aqain ahould ~· 
noted that B5-type specification• are not intended to contain 
desiqn -- only requirements: design detail 1• normally contained 
in the c-level specifications. 

These documents, as well as the Bl and B2 specifications tor the 
PDFA, were to be prepared in time tor a apecitication review in 
advance of the CDR scheduled to begin 23 June 1986. Bacauaa of 
several cuatomer caused delays, the •pacification review itaelf 
did not begin until 23 June delayinq the CDR. on the day the 
review bee; an, a set of additional colllllenta, not previously 
prcvided, were given to wccs. This •pecification review led to a 
set of red-lined B1/B2/B5 specifications and identified three 
open issues (~echDyn letter 125•SJJ1-1J4, Attachment: ESD lett•r 
to TechDyn Systems dated 31 July 198a) which would impact three 
of the 85 specifications. Red-lined comment• ware incorporated 
into the specification• not impacted, and updated ver•ions, dated 
1 Auqust 1986 were transmitted to TechDyn on 5 August 1986. 

1. 7. 3 The open issues which impacted ~e remaining t:hree 
volumes were based on three additional capabilitia•: Reporting 
Responsibility (RR), Diqital Handovar, and Corr•lation. 'l'he 
implementation of ~••e capabilitie• vas not previou•ly •pecified 
aa au~ in the •ystem •pecification. AccordinCJlY~ •inca these 
were newly •pecified tmpl .. entations, wccs transmitted a •elution 
which wa• intended to provide for the•• capabiliti•• in a timely 
maMer. R••pon•e• to the propo•ed method• ware to be received by 
wccs no later than 11 AuCJU•t 1986 in order to allow production of 
updated 85 •pacification• by 9 September 1986. 

C:oJIDilenta vere not received until 17 Sept.-ber 198S. The three 
newly updated 85s, dated 1 October 1986, were tranamittect to 
TechDyn on 2 october. 

1.7.4 Ho further respon•e reqardinCJ either the 1 october or 1 
Auqu•t revi•ion• va• transmitted to wccs until receipt of TechDyn 
letter 125-SPJ1-J179, dated 6 November 1981, forwardinCJ lSD 
correspondence which contained one two-•entence chanCJe to the Bl 
specification (R/JJ1422) and accepted the Sy•t.. Control B5 
CR/.1.11497). 
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on 15 october 1986, wccs received TechDyn letter 125-SJ.S1-J147, 
which accepted the DCU BS (R/JJ1495) and the Support B5 
(R-;11499). 

on 11-21 November 1986, a review of the three remaininq B5 
specifications was held at WCCS. Althouc;h this session waa 
conducted 45 days after specification su]:)mittal, comments to 
these specifications were first presented at this meetinq in the 
form of three separate non-coordinated ••t• of comments. These 
comments ware later formally received under TechDyn letter 
125-S.S.Sl-J197, dated 25 November 1986. Conduct of tha rad-lininc; 
session was made more difficult because many comment• were 
duplicated. No advance warning was received rac;ardinq comments 
which had aiqnificant impact upon da•ic;n, cost, and schedule. 
Since the objective was·to close out all outstanding action items 
by the end of the review session, the assessment and response to 
many comments had to ba made while tha red-lininq session was in 
process. Additionally, althouqh the accompanyinq letter (to the 
comments) stated that the comments were either discrepancies 
between the red-lined version and the october version or based on 
new information provided, many of the comment• dealt with 
information that had bean unchanged from •• tar back a• the March 
1986 version of the 85. An example of thia concerned the 
mathematical equations presented in the Appendix 3J of the Data 
Link 85. These equations were first presented in the March 1986 
version, appeared unaltered in the June and october versions, and 
were finally commented on in the November meeting. Host of the 
comments received on the mathematical equations have required 
wccs to educate the reviewer on the derivation of the equations 
rather than provide updated information to the 85. 

Of the 274 comments presented at the November review ••asian, 
all but the comments on the mathematical equation• were either 
:resolved or withdrawn. 'l'ha mathematical comments were later 
telephonically resolved. If WCCS had received the comments prior 
to the meeting, the review could have been shortened from four 
.clays to two day•, a •ub•tantial •avinc;a in man-hour•. 

Updated ver•ion• of the Data Link control, Display Control, and 
Syat.. control 85 •• a• vall a• the syste Level IDS, dated 1 
Deculber 1986 vere· tran•mitted to TechDyn on 2 December 1986 • 
. on 12 Juuary 1987, comment• on the Data Link Control 85 vera 
received in TechDyn latter 125-SJJ1-J237. The comment• pointed 
out editorial error• aa vall as an error in the incorporation of 
red-lined comment• troa the November review. Additionally, · a 
comment pertaining to the mathematical equation• va• received. 
Thi• comment again aaked tor clarification of equation derivation 
rather than pointing out any error• in the 85 document. 

on 2J January 1987, chanc;e paqe•, dated 16 January 1987, were 
aubmitted to the Data Link control 85. Again, on 23 March. 1987 
in TechDyn latter 125-SJJ1-J3J6, an editorial error in one of tha 
mathematical equation• (preaant since the March ver•ion ot the 
85) waa pointed out. Aa a result, chanCJ• 2 to the Data Link 

1•11 

3123 



D87--76Rl 

. ~~o~~t~~~t:,:~~~s 7 i 
ATTOR~~:Y ~.!·,~ (Xf~:,,.) Q~,LY 

Control 85, dated 31 March 1987, was transmi.tted to TechDyn 26 
March 1987. 

on 1- April 1987, in TachDyn letter ICE-I-564, it waa laarned 
that the system control 85 and the System Laval IOS had been 
authenticated. 

The numerous BS Specification review and approval cycles were in 
excess of what is normally experienced and reasonably expected in 
a developmental proqram. The level of detail required has been 
greater than what is specified in MIL-STD 483/49J, i.e., incorpo­
rating design and implementation details veraus requirements. 

cuatomer fluctuations on apecific iasuea cauaing directed chanqes 
to be reversed, the impoaition of new requirements late in the 
review cycles, the slow customer respon•• to each new BS submis­
sion (typically exceeding 45 days), and the directed level ot 
detail to be specified have all contributad to the delays exper­
ienced, which are substantially beyond the •xpected, proposed and 
naqotiated review cycle. 

2.- ADDED BPPORT 

wccs incurred additional costs as a result of performance of the 
efforts described below. These efforts were out of scope of 
Subcontract 125-JJl and not previously proposed or negotiated. 

2 .1. IOC 'l'BST SUPPORT 

The in-Iceland support of IOC was to conaiat of installation and 
checkout of the PDFA, and operation of the PDFA during •ystem 
teatinq to !:»e conducted by TechDyn. 'l'he aupport requested of 
wccs was greater than that agreed upon. 

wccs personnel in Iceland held coordination meeting• with the 
USAF, prepared detailed _ayatem level teat procedure•, and 
eaaentially conducted the teata. In addition, OJT waa provided 
to local Air Force operatora, and wccs peraonnel were requeatad 
to trou!)leahoot DTS (GJPZ unit) malfunction• and aubsaquently 
repair th• unit. T.heae additional activitiea extended the wccs 
peraonnel in Iceland, re•ulting in increased labor and per diem 
char;•• above thoae planned. 

2. 2. en l7rS UPAIR 

During in-plant· integration ~es~ing of the IOC aya~ea, a CPB DTS 
unit malfunctioned. wccs vaa directed to contact Mac;navox and 
request maintenance aupport. Thia waa done' the unit vas 
repaired, and Maqnavox waa paid for travel, per diem and labor. 

wccs was never reimbursed. 

I-12 

3124 



2. 3. DBUVDY OP CEH'l'AP SYSTZM HmiBER 1 

D87-.176Rl 
15 December 1987 

PROTECTIVE c:;o:R 
AITORNEY AND EXPERTS ONLY· 

2 • J • 1. · TachDyn adv is ad wccs that the CFA pac!caq inq, which had 
been bid to them as an option, would not be raquired and that 
TachDyn planned to provide this themselves. Wh~n the Air Force 
required delivery of the first CENTAF system, TachDyn advised 
that they did not plan to packaqe the DTS (TD 125-SJJl-.1174, · 
dated 5 November 1986). wccs, in order to deliver a usable 
•Y•tem, not only had to packaqe the DTS but also had to provide 
cables which were the contractual responsibility of TeehDyn. 

2.3.2. Shippinq requirements, aa •tated in the SOW/System 
Specification (and reiterated in the approved Transportation 
Plan- CDRL 54-), ware to provide protective packaqinq tor one­
way air shipment to Shaw AFB; that is, the containers were not 
reusable. wccs was directed to provide reuaable cartons at a 
cost exceedinq the planned tor shippinc; containers. Reusable 
containers for the DTS were provided as well, but were never to 
ba acquired at wccs cost. 

2.3.3. Durinq the acceptance testinq of the CEHTA7 1 unit with 
GFE software, CENTAF personnel required OJT tor their asaiqned 
operations personnel. wccs provided console operations support, 
and trained Air Force personnel in the use of the Map Dic;itizer 
(not included in CENTAF tl delivery) to qenerate backqround maps 
tor known areas of deployment. Hone of this effort was required 
by the contract. 

2. 4 IBCRDSED TRADIIHG 

The PDFA traininc; program was proposed and nec;otiated to provide 
separate operator and maintenance traininq couraes. The number 
ot students was to ba limited to 1J for each course. (Thia ia the 
maximum number of atudenta aa the syatem ia not larqe enouqh to 
provide acceaa to more than lJ. The optimum claas size is 5 
:students.) Baaed on theae parameter•, a Training and Training 
Equipment Plan ('rl'EP) the PDFA waa vrepared and aubmitted in 
'April 1986. 'l'he intec;rated ICCE TTEP ·waa •~mitted to the Air 
Force and vaa rejected aa being deficient. A Technical Inter-
change Meeting wa• held in September 1986 which resulted in 
direction to revise the training effort neqotiatad. The number 
of atudenta to be trained waa increaaed from 1- to 14, necea­
•itatinCJ tva clasaea for each cour•e versus one. 'l'hia doul:)led 
the number·ot inatructora required, •• a two-shift operation vas 
part of the direction. 

2. 5 DIIOTB COH'rROL BLEIIBH'r (RCB) SOrl'lfARB DBVBIDPIIBII'f 

2.5.1 'l'he RCZ baseline development waa for control of two Ground 
Entry Station• (GES). 'l'he aoftvare architecture vaa to be 
designed to eventually aupport four GESa. wccs vaa directed to 
expand the baaeline syatem, wall into the development of the 
•ottware, to control the additional two GESa rather than allowinq 
tor a later •ottware modification to add the control of the two 
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PR0TECTIVE OR~ER 
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additional GESs. As a result, receding was reqUired, all control 
and statu• manus had to be revised, control. lQ9iC had to be 
updated to includ• the additional GES addresses, etc. All previ­
ously r•loased documentation had to be r•vi~ed to rsflact thaaa 
updates. Direction for this upgrade impacted both cost and 
achedule. 

2.6 DTS Tiainq Analysis 

wccs was tasked at the PMR held in 25-26 March 1987 (PMR Action 
Item 5), to analyze the capability of the ICCE software to 
operate with a modified DTS utilizing a two-frame timing sequence 
(vice the normal five-frame delay). 

A timing study was started requiring software modifications to 
collect the data, analyze the results, and to recommend any 
software redesiqn/modification rsquired to make th• software/ 
modified DTS compatible. 

The study has been completed and the results are baing analyzed. 
The costs identified herein are tho•• a••ociatad with the 
collection, analysis and reporting of the re•ults. A separate 
proposal will be provided to cover the software modifications (if 
any) required to work with the new (modified) DTSs. 

2.7 EXTERNAL INTERFACE DESIGN SPBCIPICATIOH (IDS) 

It is wccs procedure to prepare an External IDS to pres~nt the 
data link design requirements for use by wccs proqrammers, and to 
provide further visibility into the processinq required for the 
Government. This IDS document, internal to wccs , was prepared 
and, in accordance with contractual requirements, listed on the 
Data Accessions List. 

Requesta for this document vera made and complied with. 

wccs was than directed to include this informal aubmittal a• part 
of the a-s documentation package. T.his ICCE IDS was formatted in 
three volumes: 

Volwae 1 presante~ the Transmit/Receive Codas inter­
pretecl from JCS Pub 1-. 
Volume 2 presented the Man Machine Interface detail•. 

Volume 3 presented the Data Reduction detaila. 

Bach volume was subjected to reviews by Government personnel, who 
directed inclusion of implementation details versus dasiqn 
requirements a• called tor in MIL-S'l'D•483/49J. 

Documentation review• were hale! attar .each •ubmittal (Volume 1 
ha• been is•ued 6 tim••> and recommended chanq•• ware made. 

02~11 
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Followinq is the aequenca of event• pertinent to tM'Jtmii'-'J~ 
tion. . ATIORr..r•:v '~,·;, E ..... 17 ·~r~ 0~11 Y nt:.t ,.1~ .,r~~.... ,,~ 

The Extarnal Int3rface Oesi;n Specification (IDS), Volume 1 waa 
delivered to TechDyn on 24 February 1986. This IDS was based on 
the JCS PUB 1,1 version earlier received by wccs, ainca the 
veraion pertinent to the contract had not yet been r•caived from 
the Govarnment/TechDyn. When the correct version of JCS PUB 1,1 
waa received in Karch 1986, the IDS had to be revised and 
reissued on 26 March 1986. 

A Data Link Implementation (DLI) meetinq waa bald at WCCS on 2-5 
April 1986, to review the data link implementation preaented in 
the External IDS. No comment• hacl bean provided prior to the. 
m•etinq, -and only one set of written comaanta vaa provided at the 
meetinq. The ramaininq comments vera verbal aa the review pro­
gressed. In addition, Appendix III to th• Data Link Computer B! 
specification was reviewed. 

some of the comments on the External IDS vera baaed on Block 
2,1-25 (AWACS E-3) change• to JCS PUB lJ aa vall aa approved. 
OICPs, neither of which hava been mada available to wccs. An 
action item vas taken by ESD to provide wccs with the E•3 Block 
2,1-25 System Specification as well aa with approved copiea of the 
OICPs by 3,1 April 1986. This information waa racaived on 11 June 
1987. 

In the areas most affected by the BlocJc 2J•25 changes and tha 
OICPs, direction concerning ESD-daairec! implementation waa 
verbally provided at the meeting by MITRE personnel. 

A Technical Interchange Keating waa held at wccs on 2J-25 May 
1986. During this meeting, all of the action itema from the April 
meeting wara discussed.. The action itaa concerning the Block 
2,1-25 chang•• and the OICPa waa left open. Other action itus 
ware answered.: .in aoma caaaa the anavara provided. in the May 
meeting vera reversed. in the 17-21 Hovember meeting. 

An example of this reversal in diraci:ion concarna the Voice 
control ~ency and the TADIL-C rreqgency. At the April DLI 
meetinCJ, an aci:ion itu was taken to •provide information on 
operator input required for • • • Voice Control Frequency• and 
TADIL-C Prequency. At the May meeting, the provided reaponae 
atated., in part, •cuatomer aqra.. to leave the input aa actual 
freqgency. Thera is no change to tbe current ltADIL impl .. enta­
tion which ia in accorclance with JCS PUB 1J. • In ccnaaenta 
received on 26 Hovembar 1986 &CJainat the octo!:»er 1981 version 
of the ZXtamal IDS, it vaa raco1111landed (and later dir~ctad) 
that the •contractor include in the deacription of tha. TC l'REQ 
and 'VC P'RZQ fields that these field• may be usecl tor channel 
data". Although, this comment waa made in reference to the 
~aadout information, it was later (at the November Review 
meeting) extended to include the operator inputs. 

0 "'"11·(:~ .:.. \,; . 
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An updat•d 2xter.nal IDS vas delivered to TechDyn on 3J May 1986 
(WCCS lettar 86J5-344-MR/16393). This IDS vas reviewed durinq a 
meetinq held from 24 June to 16 July 1986. 

Aqai.n, comments to the IDS were not submitted to WCCS ahead ot 
time. 

Another update, incorporatinq these comments of the External IDS, 
waa delivered to TechDyn on 2 October 1986 (sea WCCS latter 
861J-813-MR/16393 and 861,8-814-MR/16393). This version of the 
External IDS was reviewed on 17-21 November 1986 (comments·ware 
var):)ally received at the meeting and formally transmitted on 
26 November 1986). 

Aqain, an updated External IDS was delivered to TechDyn on 
2 December 1986 (WCCS letter 8612-1,81,8-MR/16393 and 8612-
1J55-MR/16393). The comments received on 12 January 1987 to the 
IDS were not J:)asad on discrepancies J:)atween the red-lined version 
(from the November meatinq) or on new material added to the IDS 
as was stated in the ESD letter, but on information which had not 
bean changed from earlier versions of the IDS. 

The current External IDS has had four chanqa packages issued to 
it: (1) Change 1, dated 16 January 1987 incorporating changes 
required by comments received on 12 January 1987; (2) Change 2, 
dated 2,8 March 1987 incorporating -the comment received via 
TechDyn letter 125-S,IJ1-,8295 dated 16 March 1987; (3) Change 3, 
dated 17 April 1986 incorporating mainly editorial comments, and 
(4) Chang~ 4, dated 28 April 1987 incorporating ECP-,811. 

Additional coat was incurred by the formalization of a planned 
informal and internal document. Further, the number of reviews 
held, the extent of the comments made and the direction/redirec­
tion received has impacted both cost and •chadula. 
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REQUEST POR I!QUITABLB AJlJOS'l'JIEH'l' 

Volume II - Cost 
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WHITTAXER COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEMS, INC. 
619J Yarrow Drive 

carlsbad, California 92JJ9 
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IH'l'ROOOCTZON 
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15 Cecember 1987 

PROTECTIVE ORDER 
ATIORN~Y At·i:) EXPERTS O~lLY 

Whittaker Command and Control Systems 1 Request for Equitable 
Adjustment of costs incurred because of program delay and added 
scope is separated into two volumes. Volume I presents the 
narrative discussion of impact to wccs, while Volume II provides 
detail on costs. 
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1.- DElAY 

087-J76Rl 
15 December 1987 

1.1.1 Delay in review of Loqistics Documentation. The wcc:s 
impact is baoed on the OTI contract modification required to 
complete tha effort. 

Subcontract modification (OTI) 
G'A (22.5t) 
Profit (11.,8t) 
Total 

$ 83,572 
18,8.84 
11.2§2 

$113,638 

1.1.2 Further impact on Loqistics Documentation effort. To 
achieve the necessary direct contact with all logistics personnel 
(OTI, VEDA, TechDyn~ ESD, AFLC, etc.), and to ensure a rapid 
review of chanqinq deliverablas, asaeaament of comments, and to 
provide technical continuity, wccs aubcontracted with OTI to 
provide a full-time logistics representative, resident at wc:cs. 
This support was provided from June 1986 through February 1987. 

Subcontract modification (OTI) 
G'A (22.St) 
Profit (11.,8t) 
Total 

1.2 SQT DELAY 

$ 69,889 
15,725 
!,418 

$ 95,Jf32 

After submittal of tha preliminary PDFA test plan, wccs was 
obliged to start on the SQT teat procedure• in order to support 
the planned test conduct •chedule. Two test working group 
meetinqs were held (only one vaa planned), both requiring travel 
(also not planned), the •econd of which resulted in information 
requiring aubstantial revisions since the Government facilities 
are unable to provide the •upport planned for and described in 
the test plan. This rewrite could have been avoided with a 
timely review ot the te•t plan and Government discussions durinq 
WCCS/TechDyn briefings. 

Original Budqet 
Co•t at Completion 
coat Growth 
Profit (11.,it) 
Total 

$ 51,495 
132,414 

Enqinaerinq tabor 
overhead (122.55t) 
G ' A (22.5t) 
Total coat 

II-1 

$ 8.8,919 
8,9.81 

$ 29,681 
36,375 
14,863 

$ 8.8,919 

$ 89,82.8 
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087-J76Rl 
15 December 1987 

PRQTECiiVE C~DE~ 
ATTOR flr"\' ~~::1 ~-.,;;.r.i)"!'' 0~·!1 y 

!'&~· "'·"·J -~·· ..... .., ·"· 

The zenith l!J hast processor provided to wccs for the RCE 
development did not perform as described in the us•r documen­
tation. This caused unnecessary software clesiqn changes and 
minor modifications to the atandard Z-15J interface card. None 
.of this effort was planned, as it was assumed that CFE would 
operate as advertised, and would be reliable. 

The claim i• based on the planned effort versus the actual costs 
incurred for the Code/Checkout and the Inatallation/Inteqration 
tasks. 

wccs will absorb all costa incurred for the testing of the final 
RCE software product. 

oriqinal Budc;at 
cost at Completion 
cost Growth 
Profit (11.J') 
Total 

$ 66,J17 
127,932 

$ 61,915 
6,811 

Enqineerinq Labor 
overhead (115.Jt) 

$ 23,998 
27,598 
1.1,319 

$ 61,915 
G ' A (2J • .It) 
Total cost 

1. 4 SUPPORT OP 'l'ECBHJ:CAL IH'l'ERCBAHGB IIBB'riHGS 

$68,726 

wccs support of TIMs exceeded the planned support by approx­
imately 1.1.1' (31 TIM supported versus 16 planned). The antic­
ipated number of personnel required to attend has also exceeded 
that planned. 

The claim is estimated on the basis of 15 unplanned TIMs, 48.3t 
more than planned. 

Actual travel co•ta incurred vera $29,698. It is estimated that 
48.3' of these coats were related to the 15 additional 'riMa. 

Ba•ed on previou. meetings, it ia asaumed that half (8) of these 
trips will be to the eaat coast. Travel coat• for 15 trips to 
the eaat coasta totaled $29,698, or $1,916/trip. Accordingly, 8 
trips x $1,916 • $15,328. 

Original Buctqet 
Cost at Completion 
co•t Growth 
Profit (11.,8t) 
Total 

$ 93,232 
184,944 

II-2 

$ 91,712 
1.1,.188 

$1J1,8.11 

02:'1!73 

3133 



Engineering Labor 
overhead (122.55%) 
Travel 
G ' A (22.St) 
Total cost 

1. 5 CRITICAL DESIGH REVIEW 

087-,it76Rl 
15 December 1987 

$ 27,195 pROif.C~l'J~ ~~~~~ ONL~ 
33 I 328 o~"'c~ ~Nu t~-' \:.rd 
141 3fi\ {\,t~o. 
16,845 

$ 91,712 

A separate task was established to collect costs for preparing 
CDR materials and for supporting the CDR. Because of the delays/ 
restarts, and the requirement to conduct two Hardware and two 
Software CDR's a cost growth was experienced in this task. 

The first hardware CDR, conducted on the eaat coast in February 
1987 as well as the second hardware CDR required WCCS support. 

original Budget $ -cost at completion 31,316 
Cost Growth $ 31,316 

Engineering Labor $ 11,487 
overhead (122.5St) 14,J77 
G ' A (22.5t) 5,752 
Total cost $ 31,316 

Because of an incomplete software CDR caused by only cursory cs 
review, a second software CDR was conducted in April 1987 at wccs 
in Torrance, California. 

Oriqinal.Budget 
Cost at completion 
Cost Growth 

Engineering Labor 
overhead (122.55t) 
G ' A (22.5t) 
Total Coat 

Profit (11.Jt) 

Total 

$ 28,944 
62,133 

II-3 

$ 12,174 
14,919 

6,J96 
.. $ 33,189 

$ 33,189 

$ 7,J96 

$ 71, &Jl 
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1. 6 TDIB RELATED DIPACT 

087-~76Rl 
15 December 1987 

PROTECTiVE ORDER 
ATTOR~JfY A~D EXPERTS ONLY 

1.6.1 Level of Effort Tasks. Delay of the proqraa has impacted 
several ot the tasks which ars level-of-effort activities. wccs 
accepts some responsibility for prcqram dalay, but asaerta that 
the delay experienced is because of proqram interference and 
addition tc the scope of the contract. The IDE taaks affected 
are Program Management, Data Management, Scheduling, Configura­
tion Manaqement, Technical Publications, Computer Operations, 
Failure Reporting and Sustaininq Engineering·. These efforts are 
as follows: 

Original Budqet 
Cost at Completion 
Cost Growth 
Profit (11.,1') 
Total 

Enqineerinq Labor 
overhead (122.55') 
G ' A (22.5') 
Total Cost 

J 
$117,59,1 

$ 43,133 
52,859 
21,598 

$117,59.8 

$117,59J 
12,935 

$13.1,525 

1.6.2 CFA Storage Costs. Because of the project delay, wccs was 
required to rant off-site storage space for TechDyn CFA equip­
ment, as other ongoing wccs proqrams required the wccs in-plant 
space. Storage cost~ and incidental labor for receiving ancl 
inventory monitoring is included. 

Inventory Movement 72 hrs x $9.36 
Inventory Monitoring 48 hrs x 7.28 

Direct Labor 
overhead (122.55') 
Storage (9 month• I $2.8.8/month) 
G'A (22.5,) 

Total Co•t 

Profit (ll.Jt) . 

Total 

II-4 

$ 

$ 

674 
349 

1,.823 
1,254 

·1,8,1.8 
917 

$ 4,994 

S49 

$ 5,543 
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1. 6. 3 GIDEP Participation. Continued participation by a wccs 
hardware anqineer in the directed GIDEP activity has required 
additional hours of effort. 

Enqineerinq Hours 
12.9 hrs x $18.27 

Overhead (122.55t) 
G&A (22.5') 
Total Cost 
Profit (11 • .1') 
Total 

1.7 SPBCIPICATIOH REVXEW DELAY 

$ 2,192 
2,686 
1,.198 

$ 

$ 

5,976 
657 

6,633 

Cost growths were experienced in the preparation of B-level 
specifications because of the many updates, and the addition of 
R2, digital handover, and correlation logic. 

A separate task was originally established to collect costa for 
s-5 preparation. 

B-S Preparation 

Original Budget 
Coat at Completion 
Cost Growth 
Profit (ll • .f') 
Total 

$ 26,172 
82,J1J 

$ 55,838 
6,142 

Engineering Labor 
overhead (122.55t) 

$ 2J,482 
25,1.1.1 
1J,256 

$ 55,838 
G ' A (22.St) 
Total coat 

$ 61,98.1 

Additional costa as•ociated with normal software development 
(i.e., design, code, checkout) are included in the cost qrowth 
associated with the •oftware developmental effort. Of this 
$199,897 coat growth, wccs accepts 3Jt ($59,969) a• being their 
responsibility. The direction to update the specifications to 
include R2, digital handover and correlation is ••timated to be 
responsible for 5Jt ($99,948) of this co•t growth. Impacts to 
the B-5• are estimated at lJt ($19,99J) of the cost growth. The 
impact to the IDS 1• estimated to be 1Jt ($19,99J) of the cost 
growth, but ia included in Section 2.7 herein. 

Softwar• Deyelgpmont 
(Desiqn, Code, Checkout) 

Original Budget 
Co•t at completion 
co•t Growth 

II-5 

$298,92J 
498,817 

$199,897 
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s~ecification Update (1.1') 
R~, Diqital Handover and 

Corralation (!J') 
Protit (ll • .lt) 
Total 

2.- ADDED EFFORT 

2 .1 IOC TEST SUPPORT 

D87-J7SR1 
15 December 1987 

99,948 
13,193 

$133,131 

Effort to aupport IOC testing waa planned. to include on-site 
labor, travel and per diem. wccs personnel were required to 
expand their efforts by remaining in Iceland longer than planned, 
resulting in cost growth. The claim ia tor the co•t growth over 
the planned amount. 

roc Test suppo£t 

original Budget 
cost at Completion 
cost Growth 
Profit (11.J') 
Total 

2. 2 GPB DTS RBPAXR 

$ 25,699 
32,3.16 

$ 6,6.17 
727 

$ 7,334 

Durinq ICC inteqrat-ion and taating in Torrance, a DTS ultunc­
tioned. and required repair. wccs waa directed to contact 
Maqnavox, the vendor who provided the two units to the USAP for 
this effort, to repair the unit in Torrance. The amount claimed 
represents the actual charges from Magnavox. 

Original Budqet 
Co•t at Completion 
Co•t Growth 
Profit (ll.Jt) 
Total 

$ J 
1,474 

$ 1,474 
162. 

2. 3 ADDI'nOHAL CQS11'S Jmi.AftD '1'0 DBLIVZRY OP CZift'AP 
SY&Tml JIIDIBD l. 

$ 1,635 

2.3.1 wccs vas directed to package the DTS and radios for CEHTAP 
1. Thi• vas not part of the wccs effort. A separate coat 
account vas es~lished to collect la!tor and aaterial coats 
associated vith the effort. The amount claimed herein is the 
actual amount incurred to perform this task. 

Original Budqet 
Co•t at Completion 
Cost Growth 
Profit (11.J'> 
Total 

$ .. 
29,566 

$ 29,555 
3,2&3 

$ 32,929 
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Engineering Labor 
OV•rhead (122.55t) 
Material 
Handling (34.87') 
G ' A (22.5) 
Total Cost 

087-,976Rl 
15 December ~a~~-Q 

PRQTEGT\'J::. u:·.:.!t ._. ~·· 
ATIORtli:'f AND E;~?EHT:; 0:\; 

$ 3,912 
4,794 

11,5.11 
4,Jl.l 
5,449 

$ 29,656 

2. 3. 2 Reusea):)le shipping containers were provided at a cost 
exceeding that of the containers proposed. The planned costs 
were based on vendor estimates for ahippinq two CENTAP systems of 
$9,2J8 (or $4,6.14 tor one system). The actual coats tor one unit 
were $7,84J, resulting in cost growth. 

Original Budget (2· Systems) 
Original Budget (1 System) 
Cost at Completion 
Cost Growth 
Profit (ll.,lt) 
Total 

Containers 

$ 9,2.18 
$ 4,6.14 

8,J1SJ 

G ' A (22.5t) 
Total Coat 

$ 2,78J 
626 

$ 3,4J6 

$ 3,781 

2. 3. 3 The planned value of integrating and tasting both CENTAF 
units was $4J,J66 (or $2J,J33 per unit). WCCS was directed to 
provide OJT to USAF oparatora, and to prepare and train operators 
in map generation, in addition to integrating and tasting the 
unit. 

Original Budget (2 Systems) 
Original Budget (1 System) 
Cost at Completion 

(1 Sy•tem) 
Coat Growth 
Profit (11.Jt) 
Total 

34,455 

Engineering Labor 
overhead (115.Jt) 
G ' A (2J ... t) 
Total Coat 

2. 4 IHCRIWIJ:D TRADfiHG Bl'J'ORT 

$ 14,422 
1,586 

$ 5,589 
6,429 
2,4.14 

$ 14,422 

$ 16,JJ8 

The lateat Training and Training Equipment Plan (TTEP) •ubmitted 
included directed deviation• from the original ba•eline; namely, 
the cla•• •izea for both operator and maintenance training 
courses increaaed from 1.1 to 14 student• each. Thia neceaaitates 
coordinating two separate couraaa for each claaa of 7 atudanta. 

II-7 
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r:"·~~rTIVE ORDER 
~- ... · . . . :' r ··'!jFR,.:" 0~1 y 

This claim ia baaed on the labor require~::t;o•:...aupp'ort' -.,:~econcl 
clasa tor both the operators and the maintenances. 

Original Budget 

Maintenance Training 
Operator Training 
Total 

$ 12,415 
7,188 

Claaa aize dictates an additional claaa with required 
budget. 

Estimate for Class $ 19,6J3 
Profit (11.Jt) 2,157 
Total 

Enqineerinq Labor 
overhead (115.J') 
G ' A (2,8.Jt) 
Total cost 

$ 21,76.1 

$ 7,598 
8,738 
3,267 

$ 19,6.13 

2. 5 REIIOTB COHTROL BLEMEII'l' SOP'l'WARB DBVBLOPimH'r 

2. 5. 1 wces vaa directed to modify the RC:Z baseline aottware to 
include the control and statusinq of radio equipment at four 
Ground Entry Stations (GES), rather than two GESs. A •aparate 
cost account was established to collect costa associated with 
this upclate. 

Original Budget 
coat at Completion 
coat Growth 
Profit (11.J') 
Total 

2.1 D'1'S 'tDilHG AHALYSUI 

$ J 
73,926 

.... 

$ 73,926 
8,132 

$ 82,J58 

wccs wa• directed to conduct a timinq analy•i• of the com­
patibility of the ~i•ting aoftwar• •Y•t .. with the moclifiecl DTS 
(incorpozatin; a •horter ttae-out delay). A •eparate cost 
account v .... tabliahed to collect coata. 

OriCJiDal Budqet 
Co•t at completion 
Co•t Crowtb 

Profit (ll.J') 

Total 

II-8 

$ J 
42,584 

$ 42,584 

4,684 

$ 47,268 

·02t' J 17 9 
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Enqineerinq Labor 
overhead (122.55J'> 
G ' A (22.5') 
Total Cost 

2. 7 EXTERNAL IHTERPACE DESIGH SPECIPICATIOH 

087-S'76Rl 
15p:o1E~t~t!? , ..... ~ '1 

ATTORHtY "NJ [~·.,··::.~·.~ ... "" ·-

$ 15,62J 
19,142 
7,822 

$ 42,584 

wccs established a cost account for initially preparing an 
informal IDS tor internal use. After direction to include this 
as a part of the B-5 deliverables, additional unforeseen costs 
ware accumulated. 

Oriqinal Budqet 
cost at Completion 
cost Growth 
Profit (11.J') 
Total 

$ 6,755 
56,992 

Engineering Labor 
overhead (115.J') 
G ' A (2J.J') 
Total Cost 

$ 5J,237 
5,526 

$ 19,472 
22,393 
8,372 

$ 5.8,237 

$ 55,763 

Ten percent of the cost growth associated with the FOC Software 
Desiqn/Code, Checkout task as described in paragraph 1.7 has been 
attributed to the production of this IDS. 

Software Development 
(Dasiqn, Coda, Checkout) 

Original Budget 
Cost at Completion 
cost Growth 

IDS (1J') 

Profit (ll • .ft) 

Total 

II-9 

$298,92.8 
498,817 

$199,897 

19,99J 

2,199 

$ 22,189 

02C1180 
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2. 8 COST OP CIADI PREPARATION 

087-,t76Rl 
15 December 1987 

PROTECTIVE ORDER 
ATTORNEY AND E~?EP.TS ONLY 

wccs haa accumulated costs required to produce this claim. Direct 
labor as well as indirect labor is included. 

Direct 

Labor $ 4,.192 
overhead (122.5St) !5,.115 
Consultant ---
G'A (22.!5') 2,.149 
Profit (11.J'> 1,227 

Total $12,383 

TOTAL CLAIM 

II-1.1 

Indirect 

$ 3,983 
4,881 
8,4.1.1 ------

$17,264 

Tgtal 

$29,647 

$1, 198, 8.13• 

02~1181 
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PROTECiiVE ORDER CO"-'T~ ~ r.TS 
ATTORr·lEY AND EXPERTS P~A~ i a: k ~ ... E --·------25 April 1988 

125-C-0462 

Department of the Air Force 
HQ, Electronics Systems Division, PKS-5 
Mitre Bldq. Oak Park 
Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 01731-5000 

Attn: Captain Anne E. Gettelman 
Contracting Officer 
Directorate of Strategic 

Systems Contract$ 
Deputy for Contracting 

Subj: Contract Fl9628-85-C-0079; TechOyn Systems Claim for 
Equitable Adjustment No. 125-CL-02/Rl 

Ref: (a) L~tter, TechDyn (Hise) to HQ ESD (Smith), 
dated 28 December 1987, 125-C-Ot30 

(b) Letter, TechDyn (Hise) to HQ ESD (Smith), 
dated 13 January 1988, 125-C-0432 

(c) Letter, TechDyn (Hise) to HQ ESD (Smith), 
dated 15 January 1988, 125-C-0434 

Dear Captain Gettelman: 

TechDyn Systems Corporation is submitting herewith its 
Revision 1 to its Claim 125-CL-02 for Equitable Adjustment of 
the subject Contract F19628-8S-C-0079, in the total amount of 
$1,920,273.00. 

As a result of guidance received from the Air Force 
following our initial submission of Claim 125-CL-02, TechDyn's 
directed subcontractor, Whittaker Command and Control systems, 
Inc. (WCCS), has revised its claim submission in a manner that 
we believe is more acceptable for review and consideration by 
·the Air Force. 

Baaed on our review and analysis of the WCCS claim for 
equitable adjustment and discussions held during the fact 

· finding sessions, there have been deleted from the WCCS 
submission those claim areas which were not attributable to the 
Air Force. Therefore, in submitting this claim, we feel that 
the subcontractor has clearly identified areas wherein the Air 
Force was responsible for delays in contract performance and/or 
areas where, in fact, the Air Force has increased the scope of 
the work of the contract. To this Sl:lbmission by its directed 
subcontractor, TechDyn has added the costs it has incurred as a 
result of the Air Force delays and/or increased scope and the 
estimate of costs associated with this claim preparation and its 
negotiation. 

f"~,..tl'<) 
\,; ... :. .. 

6564 LOISDALE COURT. SUITE 600. SPRJNOFJELD. VIRGINIA 22150 • (703) 922·5100 • TELEX 901013 • FAX (703) 971·3928 
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Page Two 
125-C-0462 
25 April 1988 

PROTECTIVE Qr?P~::? 
ATTaR ~·!:" , ;\j;·, £:! :. .. '::". n~~LY I~~ I , I\.... -· I I. t ••. . • 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please 
contact the undersigned at (703) 922-5100. 

Support Operations 

Enclosure: As stated 

WCH/dlw 
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Ll n •• u ''·' '-·· "" · 

Claim.No. 125-CL-02/R1 
Under 

Contract Fl962~-85-C-0079 
(SBA Subcontract 3-85-2-6605) 

Submitted to: 

Department of the Air Force 
Headquarters, Electronics Systems Division, 

Air Force Systems Command 
Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 01731-5000 

Submitted by: 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 

Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

25 April 1988 
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2~ April 1983 

TechDyn systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

Attention: Mr. William Hise 

Subject: Subcontract 125-001: 
Adjustment 

Whltt•ker Comm•nd •nd Control Systems 
6190 Yarrow Or•ve 
Carlsbad. CA 92009 
619"38· 7336 . 
Telex 756886 

PROTE~TiVE C~SF~ 
ATTORr i-v A~::1 -·.t;-D.,."·' r.\:t y ' t I il Ll tl\ I c. I • ! .., u I"~ 

Request for Equitable 

Reference: TechDyn 125-S~~1-~645, dated 2J April 1988 

Dear Sir: 

In response to reference letter, transmitted herewith are the 
following items: 

1. Claim certification, corrected to include the u. s. Air Force 
in subparagraph 2) 

2. Standard Form 1411 

3. Final page of ·volume II cost data corrected to read total 
claim value of $1,142,494. (Previous 1,242,494 was typographical 
error.) 

In regard to the request for specific detail on cost, as noted in 
the Introduction to Volume II, Cost, composite rates were used in 
order to condense the vast amount of detail required to provide a 
break out by cost category. This information is available and 
will be provided at a later date, most easily for audit at the 
wccs facility. 

In addition, the direct labor rates used were actual rates paid 
to the personnel performing on the ICCE project: the burden rates 
were actual rates experienced and have been audited by Ernst & 
Whinney, Whittaker outside auditors. 

The latest audit on wccs rates and factors was performed at the 
request of ESD. ·Verification of rates will, as a result, be 
available at ESO. 
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TechDyn Systems 
Mr. w. Hise 21' April 1988 

J;f you should have further questions concerning Revision 4 of 
this request, please contact the undersigned at 619/438-7336, 
extension 21~. 

In order to signify your receipt of this submittal, please siqn 
~and return the duplicate copy of this letter. 

Sincerely, 

-~t /'~ 
Marie E. Raymo~ 
Manager of Contracts 

MER:bje 1 w. c. Hise 

0'"'~1'>3'" ,. . - ..., 
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18 April 1988 

TechDyn Systems Corporation 
6564 Loisdale Court 
Suite 600 
Springfield, VA 22150 

Attention: Mr. William Hise 

Whittaker Comm•nd 1nd Control Syatema 
6190 Yarrow Onve 
Carlsbad. CA 92009 
s,9,43a-7336 PRr 
Telex756886 ATT _,,,.~:i£CTI'v'f QOr,c 

IIOR:It_ ~ ":,;' ... ~1 ... : .- •• .'? 
. :;./ t.-,.-t_;.Jr,~ o~~· . 

. l..., nlr 

88~4-~3~4-MER/16393 

Subject: Subcontract 125-001: Request for Equitable 
Adjustment 

Reference: Meetings of 15-16 April 1988 

Dear Sir: 

Transmitted herewith is subject Request for Equitable Adjustment, 
Revision 4. This revision incorporates the comments; agreements 
made and reached during the reference meetings. 

The copies provided to Mr. Ellis and Mr. Thorton on 16 April 1988 
were advance copies of this submittal and are superceded by this 
transmittal. 

If you should have· questions 
request, please contact the 
extension 2l.'J. 

concerning Revision 4 of our 
undersigned at 619/438-7336, 

In order to signify your receipt of this submittal, please sign 
and return the duplicate copy of this letter. 

Sincerely, 

I· c ,~ 
/JU.A.Li 1'. 4llkn .. _t_ 

Marie E. Raymon·d. 
Manager of Contracts 

MER:bje 

() ... "1 ') ..... ...:,.. -~<l 
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SUBCONTRACT 125-JJl 

REQUEST POR EQUITABLE ADJtJSTJIEH'l' 

Volume I - Technical Discussion 

D87-J76lt4 
15 April 1988 

PP.OTECTfv'J: 0" ~cP. ATTOR"':"'V ,., .... - ..••. \ 
" 1 ~' ·""':~·· [K:;:,~, .. O"·''V ... ' ' ... ·! ~ i•Lr 

WHITTAXER COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEMS, INC. 
619J Yarrow Drive 

Carlsbad, california 92JJ9 
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D87-J76Rl 
9 September 1987 

D'l'RooocrioN AnoR~~Or£rrr1:: c~·~ ... P 
,,1&.. }' A!.:D i· ...... -·:-·: .. , 

•• ·- .... I .. ~ '-'" ::.,or I '· 0 Af. 

Whittaker Comnand and Control Systems • Request for Equitable 
Adjustment of costs incurred because of proqram delay and added 
scope is separated into two volumes. Volume I presents the 
narrative discussion of impact to WCCS, while Volume II provides 
detail on costs. 

ii 
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D87-J76R4 
15 April 1988 

Request-for Equitable Adjustment under Subccntract Ho. 
125-ool, between TechDyn Systems Corporation (TechDyn) 
and Whittaker Command 5 Control Systems, %De. (WCCS), 
formerly known as Command, Control and Communications 
Corporation (4C). 

GENERAL STA'l'EMEH'l' OF THE CIAni 

The parties entered into Subcontract No. 125-JJl on 16 July 1985, 
initially requiring the subcontractor to perform specified tasks 
in support of the Iceland Command and Control Enhancement System 
(ICCE). As a result of twenty modifications to the aubcontract, 
the scope of work was expanded to require WCCS to perform 
additional tasks and to deliver •pacified hardware, •oftware, 
testing, training and documentation items. As a result of the 
men~ioned added work, the price of the •ubcontract grew from. 
$263,1JJ to $7,236,34~.38. 

wccs has prosecuted the work under the •ubcontract in a diligent, 
efficient and responsible manner, applying at all times its good 
faith efforts to perform on time and in full compliance with all 
the terms and conditions of its contractual obligations. Never­
theless, wccs•a progress has been •eriously delayed and disrupted 
as a direct result of events beyond the control and without the 
fault or negligence of wccs. Additionally, wccs has been made to 
perform work beyond that which was required by the &ubcontr&ct 
and modifications thereto. 

As a direct result of these delays, disruptions and added work, 
wccs has suffered an increase in costs of performance, thereby 
entitling WCCS to an equitable adjustment under the subcontract. 
The specific events entitling wccs to an equitable adjustment are 
detailed below. 

I-v 
02~1239 
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l.J DELAY 

D87-,176R4 
15 April 1988 

F :qjtr,'Ti\.'f' o~:,C'o 
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Implicit in every contract is a provision that neither party will 
do anythinq to prevent, hinder, or delay performance by the other 
party. Not only must the Government or prime contractor refrain 
from obstructing performance, but he must do what is necessary to 
enable his subcontractor to perfonn. In addition, the prime 
contractor is obligated to perform his work in a reasonable 
manner, and to ensure that his customer also complies with thia 
expectation in order not to hinder the aubcontractor•a perform­
ance. In the case of WCCS/TechDyn Subcontract 125-SJ,Il, wccs is 
entitled to performance costs incurred and resulting from delays 
which occurred as a result of events beyond the control of wccs. 
These are detailed below. 

1.1. LOGISTICS DOCOMENTATIOH 

RESPONSIBLE AGENT: Air Force/TachDyn 

DEVIATION FROM CONTRACT: Lack of timely comments on documents 
submitted. 

1.1.1. Delay in Review of Loqiatics Documentation. WCCS •ub­
contracted for delivery of the logistics deliverables for ICCE/ 
CENTAF under Purchase Order Number 33,173T, awarded to Ocean 
Technoloqy, Inc. (OTI), and effective 2 October 1985. 
A number of the loqistica deliverable& were due 3,1, 6,1, and 9J 
days after the effective date (31 August 1985) of the prime 
contract. In an effort to meet the prime contract achedule wccs 
awarded the logistics aubcontract at risk. Modification J,ll to 
the TechDyn/WCCS aubcontract, providing tor the loqiatica effort, 
was not received until 27 November 1985. 

TechDyn aubmitted TCP 3J2-3, petitioninq for relief of the CDRL 
directed schedule, which •tated: 

"This is a request to extend the due dates for the aforementioned 
data deliverable•. Integrated Log'istic Support Planning and 
System Design are two aeparate but closely related development 
activities whicb •hould be accompliahad in a timely and 
coordinated manner. These activities ahould progress in uniaon 
during the pre-contract award phase aa well as during the post­
contract award phase. However, durinq the pre-contract phaae, 
significant last-minute change• in the system 
Specifications/Design were made. Thia, coupled with the 
uncertainty in contract award date, aeverely impeded the 
contractor'• logistic support planning and preparation efforta. 
Approval of this request would: (a) Allow the contractor to 
effect more timely and coordinated logistic support events, (b) 
Significantly improve the quality and completeness of these data 
deliverables, and (c) Allow time to incorporate •yatem changes, 
such as, the proposed "RADIL Up-grade• and the "HF Option• ahould 

I-1 0 '"' ,. '· .., • 0 ,.., ·- .[-" 
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PRoiECTi ·~ L:"'\:; :.·=~! 
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these events materialize in the near future. ATitlR~~~ be~titiieQ:·lLY 
that approval of this request will not affect the contractor • a 
on-going Loqiatic Support Program which include the performance 
of tasks l•ading to the documentation of these deliverables." 

Because this ~ask Change Proposal was rejacted, the original CDRL 
schedule remained firm. Accordingly, wccs and OTI worked 
diligently to catch up with the contractual delivery achedule for 
this documentation. 

Once these documents, however, were delivered to 'l'echDyn, no 
comments or other disposition vas received regarding these 
documents within the contractually atipulated period. (Table 1 
presents the Logistics delivery atatua and presents reasons for 
delay and confusion.) wccs incurred additional cost because the 
WCCS/OTI subcontract provides for a 75 day customer review cycle 
(the 45 days required by the Government, a 21 day WCCS/ TachDyn 
review and 9 days for mailing.) If no comments are received 
within that period, approval of the document is assumed by OTI. 
This subcontracted review period was generally •xcaeded. 
Accordingly, once OTI had assumed approval, wccs was obliged to 
incorporate any comments which vera finally aade to the 
documents, incurring further in-house costa, or to prov.ide 
additional funding to OTI ao that OTI would finalize the docu­
ments. 

TABLE 1. IDGISTICS DELIVERY STATUS 

316/516, Training and Training Equipment Plan (TTEP) 

CONTRACTUAL DUE DATE 
DELIVERY DATE TO TECHDYN 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCS - HLT 
DATE COMMENTS RECEIVE 
RESUBMITTAL DATE 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCs - HLT 
DATE COMMENTS RECEIVED 
RESUBMITTAL DATE 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCS - HLT 
DATE COMMENTS RECEIVED 
RESUBMI'rl'AL DATE 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCS - HLT 
DATE ACCEPTANCE RECEIVED 

11/22/85 
1/27/86 
3/27/86 

/86 
5/29/86 
7/27/86 

/86 
9/26/86 

11/2./86 
12/2./86 

2/J&/81 
•IJ&/&1 
6/17/87 

Delays were due to the Governme~t rejecting a TechDyn ap~roach in 
the preliminary delivery that consisted of a CFA port1on and a 
PDFA portion. The Government required a System approach, causing 
a resubmittal by TechDyn and an excessive delay in receipt of 
comments by wccs. The resubmittal in May.1986 vas a preliminary 
submittal of the TTEP. Incorporation of customer comments into 
this plan was delayed ancl then abandoned after review of the 

I-2 
02C124I 
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TABLE 1. 

PP.IJTECTJ'~'E o~ ~c~ 
ATTO~;~ CY 1-.:~:::; ~ ·t. .: ;.~ i"~ 

LOGISTICS DELIVERY STATUS (continued) . -·'· -. · .. u .• 

inteqratad 'rl'EP. At the September 1986 Technical Interchanqe 
Meeting (T!M) held at the wccs facilities in Torrance it vas 
decided that a working qroup from wccs, OTI, Veda, and TechDyn 
would meet the followinq week and prepare a new TTEP. The TTEP 
was resubmitted in September 1986. CUstomer comments required 
clarification and were addressed at the CDR held at TechDyn in 
December 1986. The final submittal of the TTEP was accepted in 
June 1987. 

319/519, Inteqrated Support Plan (ISP) 

CONTRACTUAL DUE DATE 
DELIVERY DATE TO TECHDYN 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCS - NLT 
DATE COMMENTS RECEIVED 

. RESUBMIT'I'AL DATE 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCS - NLT 

11/22/85 
1/31/86 
3/21/86 
7/31/86 
2/26/87 
4/26/87 

The second •ubmittal of the ISP on 26 February 1987 vas a 
resubmittal of the preliminary ISP. Incorpo~ation of Government 
comments into this plan was delayed because comments were late in 
arriving from TechDyn, and there was a disagreement as to an 
acceptable definition of a I..ine Replaceable Unit (I..RU). This 
disagreement was finally aettled at the CDR held at TechDyn in 
December 1986. 

32-/52-, Technical Order CFE/CFAE Notices 

All hardware manuals used in-aupport of the aystem were reviewed 
by wccs, and CFE/CFAE Notices vera aubmitted to the Government 
with the results of the review. The Notices stated that the 
Commercial Off-the-shelf (COTS) manuals were not in conformance 
with MIL-M-7298C. As of this date wccs has only received copies 
of the Government review comments of the manuals, nothing as to 
disposition of thi• CDRL item. Aa part of the required 
information supplied on the Notices, cost and schedule for 
addition ·Of a aupplement ware provided by wccs. During a 
September 1986 Technical Interchange Meeting (TIM) held at the 
Torrance facility, it was atatad that the manuals would be used 
as source data only in support of tbe maintenance leyel 
requirements of the PDFA during the preparation of the PDFA O'M 
Technical Order. Suspension of the Loc)iatic Support Analysis 
Plan (LSAP) delayed the establishment of acceptable main~enance 
level requirement for the PDFA, which in turn delayed all other 
maintenance related logistics ta•ka. 

321/521, Positional Handbook 

The production of the Positional Handbook was delayed due to the 
redirection required because of the continuing changes in the BS 
specifications. 

I-3 
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"TC'"'T" ·~ c~ncR TABLE 1. LOGISTICS DELIVERY STATUS (continu~.:.,J d\' .. ;:--,,J.... ,. . 
ATIO~N~Y A~.;~ EX~ERTS Q,~L) 

CDRL items 324/524, Maintainability Analysis and Prediction 
Report, and 326/526, Reliability Prediction Report 

These CDRLs were delayed due to the Government rejectinq a 
TechDyn approach in the preliminary delivery that consisted of a 
CFA portion ana a PDFA portion. The Government required a system 
approach, causing a resubmittal by TechOyn and an excessive delay 
in receipt of comments by wccs. 
CDRL items 328/528, Ground Support Equipment_Recommendation Data 
(GSERD), 333/533, Priced Support Equipment List (PSEL), and 
335/535, Ground Support Equipment Illustrations (GSEI) 

These CDRLs were delayed due to the delay in Government 
acceptance of CDRL items 319/519, Inteqrated Support Plan, and 
334/534, support Equipment Plan. 

334/534, Support Equipment Plan (SEP) 

Incorporation of Government comments into this plan was delayed 
because comments were late in arriving from TechDyn, there was a 
disagreement as to an acceptable definition of a Line Replaceable 
Unit (LRU), and the maintenance requirements had not been 
properly defined by the sow, apecificationa or the Government. 

336/536, Logistica'Support Analyaia Plan (I.SAP) 

After a preliminary aubmittal of this CDRL item to TachDyn, the 
Government suspended any further work on thia CDRL. In the sow 
and Specifications, the LSAP and LSA are referenced as the basis 
of the maintenance requirements for thia aystem. Since the LSAP 
was suspended, no clear definition •• to the maintenance 
requirements was established. 'l'herefore, WCCS established the 
maintenance requirements for the manual based upon the LRU 
listing and discussions with the Government. 

337/537, calibration and Measurement Summary Report 

CONTRACTUAL DUE DATE 
DELIVERY DATE TO TECHDYN 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCS ·- NL'l' 
DATE COMMENTS RECEIVED 
RESUBMITTAL DATE 
DATE COMMEN'l'S DUE TO WCCS - HL'l' 
DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 

12/22/85 
2/2J/86 
I./2J/86 
9/J3/86 
1/23/87 
3/23/87 
6/17/87 

This CDRL item delay was caused by the delay in receiving 
comments from the Government. 
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TABLE 1. LOGISTICS DELIVERY STATUS ( cont~~~,~~1£':_T!V§ 9~uff. 
A IT v": 1 L. I k .. D :.:: i c. R T ~ 0 N L y 338/538, Technical Manual Plan (TMP) 

CONTRACTUAL DOE DATE 
DELIVERY DATE TO T%CHOYN 
DATE COMMENTS DUE·TO WCCS- NLT 
DATE COMMENTS RECEIVED 
RESUBMITTAL DATE 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCS - NLT 
DATE COMMENTS RECEIVED 
RESUBMITTAL DATE 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCS - NLT 
DATE COMMENTS RECEIVED 
RESOBMITTAL DATE 
DATE COMMENTS DUE TO WCCS - HLT 
DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 

lJ/22/85 
9/2J/85 

ll/18/85 
lJ/17/85 
12/J6/85 
2/Jl/86 
S/19/86 
6/25/86 
8/23/86 

11/25/86 
1/28/87 
3/28/87 
9/J2/87 

The submittal in· May 1986 vas a resubmittal of a preliminary 
plan. Incorporation of Government comments to this delivery was 
delayed because of the disagreement in the definition of an LRU. 
Another submittal was made by TechDyn in November 1986 without 
input from wccs. This plan was rejected by the Government. When 
received, wccs incorporated Government comments and resubmitted 
the plan. The plan was then accepted by the Government. 

339/539, commercial Off-the-ahelf (COTS) Manual• - Reference CDRL 
item 32J/52J above. 

54-, Transportation Plan 

CONTRACTUAL DUE DATE 
DELIVERY DATE TO TECHOYN 
DATE COMMENTS DOE TO WCCS • NLT 
DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 

1/22/86 
3/lJ/86 
5/JI/86 
9/J2/86 

The delivery of thia plan in March 1986 was a· preliminary 
submittal. certain aection• of the preliminary plan were atill 
being researched. The work effort progressed on this effort. 
TechDyn received comments from the Government, incorporated the 
comment•, then resubmitted the plan. WCCS was not allowed. to 
respond to the Covernment commenta, add to thia plan, or ••• the 
revised plan until after Government acceptance. 

1.1. 2. Further impact to the loqistics documentation effort 
occurred aa follows. CDRL 321·, Positional Handbook, has been 
revised with each interpretation of aoftware requirements as 
added to the B-5 specification. In order to keep up with the 
customer requested changes and in an attempt to meet the need 
dates in a timely manner, wccs was required to fund OTI to 
provide an in-house representative to coordinate ·the changes, and 
ensure that technical quality and schedule were adhered to. The 
delay caused by redirection added unplanned costa to the 
production of CDRL 321. 
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1.2 SOPTWARE/PORMAL QOALIPICATIOH 'l'ZST PROCBDORESAT7i P~~~TECT/V£ ''."c 
0.,,,'- ~ t. t·:-· C .. ·-'· !? 

RESPONSIBLE AGENT: Air Force/TechDyn ··. oJ [,~.c.::.1;,~ ON 
-~d~ LY 

DEVIATION FROM CONTRACT: Untimely provision of diraction. 

The SQT was initially scheduled for the last week in September 
1986. In July. 1986, this was postponed •ince the initial 
baseline did not include R2, diqital handover or correlation, 
requirements made known in June 1986 during the BS redline 
meetings. 

Requests for the E-3 Simuiator at Tinker AFB and the ROCC at 
Tyndall AFB vera made by wccs to •upport a delayed SQT in 
December .1986, which was •ubsequently acheduled in March 1987, 
rescheduled as a result of CDR delays and finally conducted in 
December 1987. SQT vas to include the R2 and digital handover 
procedures implemented in the revised aoftware baseline. (See 
paragraph 1.7) 

For each of the scheduled SQT periods, WCCS •upportad Technical· 
Interchange Meetings to· discuss planned acanarioa, aupport 
required by the E-3 Simulator and the ROCC during conduct of 
test, and for data reduction and analyaia following conduct of 
the real-time portion of the test. 

At each TIM (and/or Test Working Group Meeting) actions were 
generated for the Government to review the acenarios and provide 
comments to wccs. None were received. As a result, wccs aub­
mitted SQT procedures in January 1987. These procedures required 
major overhaul as the result of the TIM held at Tinker AFB in 
March 1987 where it was learned that the E-3 aimulator was unable 
to support aome of the planned acenario events (i.e., aubsurface 
target generation and processing). Thi• information waa 
requested at the March 1986 TIM but waa not received until the 
March 1987 TIM. 

During the June 1987 TIM WCCS/TechDyn waa directed· to uae the 
JSTE Scenario Driver for SQT, necessitating receipt of t.hi• 
driver in order ~o include the scenario in the test procedures. 
The JS'l'E tape was finally received and reviewed in September 
1987. Further overhaul of the procedures was required once thia 
tape was received. 

1.3 REMOTE CONTROL BLEMEH'r (RCB) QB 

RESPONSIBLE AGENT: Air Force/TechDyn 

DEVIATION FROM CONTRACT: Recommended CFE unreliable and did not 
work in accordance to specification. 

As a part of modification JJ3 to aubcontract 125--,11, TechDyn 
tasked wccs to design and develop RCE aoftware for controlling 
CFA voice and data circuits. It was TechDyn's responsibility ~o 
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supply the necessary elements of the CFA for the RCE aottware 
development: that is, the host processors (IBM PC/Zenith l5J), 
modems, the IDS 9JJ• awitch components and technical 
documentation. TechDyn and wccs had proposed the use of an IBM 
personal computer as the host processor, but the Government 
suggested that the Zenith lSJ be used, as this unit was already 
existent in the Government inventory. These units did not work 
as advertised and experienced a multitude of reliability 
problems. wccs _ coordinated the repair of this equipment to 
expedite the repairr its unreliability and incorrect desiqn, 
however, caused delays in the software development. 

1.4 SIJPPORT OP 'l'ECBHICAL Drl'ERCBAHGZ iitttiHGS 

RESPONSIBLE AGENT: Air Force/TechDyn 

DEVIATION FROM CONTRACT: contract assumed raaaon&Dle numl:>er of 
Technical Interchange Meetings. Government caused ·extension of 
meetings with multiple caucuses. 

wccs had proposed and coated, in addition to the PDR and CDR, a 
technical interchange meeting of 1-2 days du.ration each aonth 
from commencement of performance until SQT. T.bis estimate 
involved approximately 13-26 daya of aeetings (plus travel days) 
over a 16-month period. During the firat nineteen months of 
contract, wccs was required to aupport meetings involving 87 work 
days in addition to the travel days required to attend them. 

It was further proposed that only two people, the Program Manaqer 
and a technical representative, would be required to attend these 
meetings. The agendas provided for the meetings, have, however, 
generally required more individuals than planned to discuss the 
topics provided. Thia not only affected cost but also caused 
program delay as key technical personnel vera required to 
interrupt their efforts to aupport the aeetinga. 

In addition, the majority of the meetinqs vera . replete with 
contusion bacauaa of the unwillingn••• of the Government 
representatives to coordinate their position on various topics 
and document submittals prior to convening the meetings. Thia 
not only resulted in the proviaion of contused or contradictory 
guidance, cauainq further program delay, but alao lengthened the 

·meetings, •• the Government representatives caucused for aeveral 
hours before, during, and after each meeting. 

1.5 CRITICAL DESIGH REVIEWS (CDR) 

RESPONSIBLE AGENT: Air Force/TechDyn 

DEVIATION FROM CONTRACT: Contract called for single CDR. 

wccs had costed and negotiated a single CDR, to include hardware 
and software and to be held at the wccs facility. Subsequently, 
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this one CDR was divided into a separate hardware CDR and a 
separate aoftware CDR. 

1. S .1. TachDyn directed the Hardware CDR be held in their 
facility in Springfield, Virginia in December 1986. wccs advised 
TechDyn of the additional effort and costa over and above the 
negotiated CDR task. In response, Te~hDyn directed wccs atten­
dance. Accordingly, wccs incurred unplanned labor and travel 
costs to aupport this Hardware CDR (which was to include the 
PDFA, RCE and logistics topics). After the wccs presentation of 
the PDFA and RCE hardware and loqiatics data (the Government 
representatives advised that this presentation vas acceptable), 
TechDyn was not permitted to continue, as they did not have all 
the data necessary (i.e., Data Terminal Set (DTS) desiqn informa­
tion) to present a complete CFA presentation. A modification to 
the DTS was on-going, but vas funded under a separate contract, 
the Boeing Aerospace Company;u.s.A.F. Peace Shield contract, 
under the cognizance of ESD. Accordingly, neither TechDyn nor 
wccs had control over the modification •chedule, which was 
delayed because of three separate changes directed by the Peace 
Shield prime contractor in the design of the modification. Based 
on this lack of design data, a aeconcl Hardware CDR vas required 
and was acheduled, with aupport again requ~red from wccs. 

1.5.2 The PDFA Software CDR vas initially acheduled 1 March 1986 
(based on 31 Auqust contract award). TechDyn Systems eatablished 
27 September as contract award which moved the achedulecl CDR to 
28 April 1986. 

ESD letter of 18 June 1986, aubject CDR, transmitted by TechDyn 
125-SJJ1-J97, dated 24 June 1986, scheduled the CDR for 8-11 July 
1986. 

Thereafter, TechDyn 125-SJJ1-J1Jl, dated 3 July 1986, forwarded 
an ESD letter indicating the need for validated BS'• and aubmit­
tal of C5 1 a prior to CDR. 

The BS apecificationa were not authenticated to support a July 
1986 CDR since they diet not include R2, digital handover and 
correlation as directed by ESD during the June 1986 BS redline 
session. T.he cs•a were in process but required change each time 
additional comments or requirements for apecific implementation 
of requirements were directed. 

Due to the extensive reviaiona required and necessary 
review/approval cycle for the a· level •pacification•, an agreed 
upon baseline va• not achieved until October 1986. C5 
specifications were then finalized and aubmitted. 

CDR occurred 3J days after submittal of C5 drafts, or 13 January 
1987 and was held in the wccs facility in Torrance, CA. The 
intent of submission of cs•a 3J days prior to CDR vas to allow 
time for Government review. ·only a cursory review of the draft 
cs 1 s was made by the Government, ahowing them to be incomplete 
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(some POL aisaing, flow diagrams not complete). ATI-miaE~<Wetiii!iat.TS Oi~LY 
did not convey these deficiencies to wccs prior to the COR. Thus 
wccs was not given the opportunity to incorporate necessary 
changes or further details prior to the CDR. Accordingly, the 
Government was not prepared ~o accept the CDR as being complete 
without auch data being presefl.tecl and explained. Nevertheless, 
CDR attendants arrived on •chedule and wccs was directed to 
proceed with the CDR even though there was no chance to complete 
the design review. 

The css were resubmitted, and a •econd (complete agenda) •ottware 
CDR was held in April 1987, requiring additional expenditure of 
labor and funding. 

In addition, each time each of the tour CDRs vas •cheduled and 
rescheduled, considerable effort vas expended to review the 
presentation charts, modify the agenda, incorporate any updates 
and dry run the entire presentation. Nona of this restart 
activity had been·planned. 

1. 6 TIME REIATZD IMPACT 

RESPONSIBLE AGENT: Air Force/TechDyn 

DEVIATION FROM CONTRACT: Contract 8chedule extended. 

1.6.1. Lev•l of Effort Tasks. A number of the wccs tasks were 
proposed based on a level of effort over the life of the con­
tract. These included Program Management, Procluct Assurance, 
Configuration Control, Technical Publications Support, Computer 
Operator Support, sustaining Engineering, Supply Support and 
Failure Data Reporting. These efforts were proposed based on the 
level of effort required over the period of original contract 
schedule. Because of delays in the review and approval of the 
software and logistics documents, which affected the scheduling 
of critical milestones, these LOE tasks had to be extended, and 
further costa were incurred. 

1.6.2. GIDEP. The ICCE sow states that •the contractor ahall 
participate in GIDEP to the extent necessary to receive data from 
the Failure Experience Data Base (FEDB). The contractor ahall 
screen all parts prior to their selection tAW paragraph 3.3.1.1 
of the System Specification (SS) when applicable. • Paragraph 
3.3.1.1 of the SS refers to newly designed hardware only. As a 
result of TechDyn direction under TechDyn 125-S.I.I1-J22.1, the 
methodology for receiving FEDB data vas establiahed and failure 
reports reviewed were against parts used in the PDFA. 

wccs was directed to sat up a GIDEP •ystem to •creen all parts 
used, to establish a computer-to-computer access to the GIDEP 
facility, and to subsequently host an audit for compliance with 
TechDyn and ESD. By delay of the program schedule, thia activity 
has exceeded the minimal effort proposed within the Program 
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Man,agement task, since one hardware engineer has be~e,!~~·~71¥~~,~: Ot''LY 
support this activity since November 1986. ~.n.:·, ::. ~ .. ~:.: ::.·. t. .. t~ , 

1.7 DELAY OP PROGRAM DOE TO Bl AND BS SPECIFICATION 
REVIEW ANO APPROVAL 

RESPONSIBLE AGENT: Air Force;TechDyn 

DEVIATION FROM CONTRACT: Untimely review of and contradictory 
comments on specifications impacted achedule and performance. 

System development which is performed in accordance with MIL-STD-
483/49- requires that the a-level apecificationa atate the 
requirements for the design or engineering product during the 
development period. The Prime Item Development Specificat;ion 
(i.e., the Bl Specification) is used as the functional baseline 
for a single item development. The Critical Item Develop111ent 
Specification (i.e., the 82 Specification) is applicable to an 
item which is below the level of complexity of a prima item but 
which is engineering critical or logistical critical. The 
Computer Program Development Specification (i.e., the 85 
Specification) ia used to descri):)e in operational, functiorlal, 
and mathematical language all of the requirements ftecessary· to 
clesiqn and verify the required computer proqrams in terms of 
performance criteria. As auch, these B-level •pacificat:Lona 
provide the ):)asia for the development of the c-lcavel 
specifications and, in the case of the 85 Specification, the 
software programs. Normal development, performed in accordclnce 
with this standard, requires the acceptance of the B-l(avel 
specifications prior to further detailed design activities. 

Because of the delays in the review and approval of the 8-l,avel 
specifications, the entire ICCE program achedule was jeopardized. 
The following paragraphs describe the aequence of events v:t1ich 
occurred in the review and approval cycles of the B-level 
specifications ·(in particular the BS Specification) which delayed 
critical milestones and ultimately delayed the entire develop·ment 
cycle. 

1.7.1 Preliminary drafts of the ICCE 85, dated 2 December 1985, 
as well a• a preliminary 81 apecification, dated 4 December 1985, 
were •Ubmitted for the purpoae of eliciting comment• and guidance 
on the atructure and content. Ho comment• or quidance vaa 
received. wccs vas not informed of any adverse reaction to the 
preliminary 85 drafts during the time that the next iteration of 
these documents was in production. 

In TechDyn letter 125-SJJ1-J.f63, dated 13 March 1986, the res.ulta 
of a fact finding session held on 24-25 January were communic:ated 
to wccs. This letter stated that the 85s had been received for 
review and comment, but the letter (Attachment• I, II, and III) 
confined its comments to the Bl specification and contained rLo 85 
comments. 
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Lackinc; any adverse BS comments about •tructu~; ... and:: ~oht~rat 
that time, wccs prepared a set of BSa that followed· the .:a~~t}J.re.~' 
and content of the earlier document •et, filled in any addit1oh~~'vLY 
information, and conformed closely to the format and content 
requirements of the applicable specifications (MIL•STD-49J and 
MIL-ST0-4~3). These documents were submitted to TechDyn in March 
1986, and were then forwarded to the Government. A letter, 
transmitted to wccs on 31 March 1986, althouc;h not containing 
specific comments about the BSs, required that extensive informa­
tion· (per MIL-STD-1521) be provided at the CDR, which was then 
•cheduled for 28 April 1986. 

1.7.2 on 21 May 1986, fou~ months after the end of the specified 
45-day review cycle, WCCS received, for the first time, comments 
on the BS specifications. 

These comments were qenerated by the Government. The comments 
objected to the structure of the BSs, apecifically the tact that 
wccs had defined a auper-CPCI (lJJSJ) called the PDFA Operational 
and Support Proc;r-.m Set in which the four inter-related opera­
tional CPCis (1JJS1 thru 1JJS4) for the DCU, DLC, MNC, and DSC, 
and the Support Programs (CPCI 1J.JS5) vera treated as an in- · 
tec;rated system. This •tructure, which was defined in the 
Decem):)er 1985 •ubmittals and not challenged, allowed wccs to 
describe the system aspects in the BS for CPCI lJJSJ. Included 
in the May comments was a complaint that the •ix B5s for CPCia 
1•JS.J thru 1.JJSS did not provide the interface detail•. However, 
CPCI l.JJSJ referenced an External Interface Desiqn Specification 
(IDS) (see paragraph 2. 6) whi.ch treated the data link, man-
machine, and data reduction interfaces on a •yatem requirements 
))a sis and would provide the required interface details. This 
External IDS was not required by the contract but was created ))y 
wccs specifically to provide the interface details for the 
various wccs software personnel involved in the aoftware effort. 
The Government further required that WCCS provide complete 
details of the TCOM ('l'COM Intertask and Network Communications 
Product, a wccs product used in the operational aoftware) 
interfaces between CPCia 1J-51 (System Control), 1JJ52 (Display 
Control),· and 1-.153 Data Link Control). These details and the 
details demanded in the External IDS constituted aoftware design 
infoaation rather than •ystem reauirements information called 
out by MIL-S'l'D 483/49J. 

During an intensive review ••••ion in late May 1986, wccs agreed 
to restructure the BSs by deleting the CPCI 1.JJ5J BS and convert­
inc; it to a System IDS. wccs alao agreed to incorporate customer 
comments into the remaining B5s aa well as into the B1 and B2 
specifications, to prepare the External IDS to the customer­
demanded level of design detail, and to produce a preliminary 
version of the internal ('l'COM) interfaces between CPCis (Internal 
IDS) to the demanded level of design detail. It again should ))e 
noted that BS-type specifications are no.t intended to contain 
desic;n -- only requirements, design detail. ia normally contained 
in the c-level •pecificationa. 
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These documents, as well as the Bl and B2 •pecificationa for the 
PDFA, were to be prepared in time for a •pacification revie,ii in 
advance of the CDR •chedulad to begin 23 June 1986. Becaus·a of 
several customer caused delays, the specification review itself 
did not begin until 23 June delaying the CDR. On the day the 
review began, a set of additional comments, not previously 
provided, were qiven to wccs. This specification review l'ed to a 
set of red-lined Bl/B2/BS specifications and identified three 
open issues (TechDyn letter 125-SJJl-1.14, Attachment: ESD le:tter 
to TechDyn Systems dated 31 July 1986) which would impact three 
of the BS specifications. Recl-linec:l comments were incorpo~:·ated 
into the specifications not impacted, and updated versions, dated 
1 August 1986 were transmitted to TachDyn on 5 August 1986. 

1. 7. 3 The open issues which impacted the remaining t~ree 
volumes were based on three additional capabilities which were 
neither implemented in the original RADIL proqram nor requirttd by 
the ICCE system •pacification. These three additj .. onal 
capab~lities are.as follows: 

a. Reporting Responsibility - The RADIL program v~a 
originally desiqned to compensate for the diffe1:-ence 
between the ROCC protocol and the TADI~A protocol .. · It 
was by USAF direction that the RADIL prcqram •viollatad11 

certain JCS PUB 1.1 requirements to •uch an extent ~a• to 
compensate for the differences and provide the 
implementation •pecifically required by the USAF. 

b. Digital Hanclover - The RADIL proqram vas oriqiJrtally 
designed to handover aircraft from the ROCC tc· the 
TADIL-A participant and vice versa. However, •pec:ific 
conditions required by one •ystem are not nacess•!lrily 
required by the other (e.g., the ROCC requires a ,woice 
call •ign whereas the TADIL-A participant does taot) • 
In order to accommodate the ROCC as wall a• the TADIL-A 
participant, the RADIL made assumptions where it cc::.ulc1, 
and rej ectad hanclover request• when certain reCJ1lirecl 
condi tion• were not aet ancl the aaaumptiona coulcl not 
be made. 

c. correlation - The original RADIL program did not 
provide for 1:he correlation of one track with an•:)ther 
based upon any track characteri•tic• other than ·track 
number. Acldi tionally, although JCS PUB 1J provide:l for 
a correlation message in order to re•olve dual 
designations, the varaion of JCS PUB 1J for which wccs 
was under contract, •pacifically •tate• that the 
correlation message will not be used by the interface 
for the resolution of dual desi9nation•• FUrthermore, 
the correlation aessa9e i• not at thi• time implemented 
by the E-3 •imulator (against which the ICCE would be 
tested). 
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Since it waa clear that the RR, digital handover, and correlation 
desiqn requested by the customer was not raquired by the •ystem 
specification, ra-desiqn of the aoftware proqrams had to be 
undertaken. Accordingly, WCCS chose an implementation which 
would satisfy the operational community yet provide the 
capability in a timely manner. The proposed desiqn vas provided 
on 7 Auqust 1986. Responses to the proposed methods were to be 
·received by wccs no later than 11 Auqust 1986 in order to allow 
production of the updated BS apecitications by 9 September 1986. 

Comments were not received until 17 September 1986. The three 
newly updated BSs, dated 1 October 1986, vera transmitted to 
TechDyn on 2 October. 0 

1.7.4 No further response reqardinq either the 1 October or 1 
Auqust revisions was transmitted to wccs until receipt of TechDyn 
letter 125-SJJ1-J179, dated 6 November 1986, forwarding ESD 
correspondence which contained one two-aentance chan9e to the Bl 
specification (R/JJ1422) and accepted the System Control BS 

. (R/~~1497). . 

on 15 October 1986, w~cs received TechDyn letter 125-SJJ1-J147, 
which accepted the DCU 85 (R/JJ1495) and the Support BS 
( R.J J 14 9 9 ) • 

On 17-21 November 1986, a review of the three remaining BS 
specifications was held at wccs. Although this aession vas 
conducted 45 days after •pecification •ubmittal, comments to 
these specifications were first presented at this meeting in the 
form of three separate non-coordinated •eta of comments. These 
comments were later formally received under TechDyn letter 
125-S.JJl-.1197, dated 25 November 1986, but were •till not 
coordinated into a •ingle ••t of commenta. 

Conduct of the red-lining •esaion vas made more difficult because 
many comments were duplicated. No advance warning was received 
regarding comment• which had •ignificant impact .upon design, 
cost, and schedule. Since the objective vaa to· close out all 
outstanding action items by the end of the review aession, the 
assessment and responae to •any comments had to be made while the 
red-lining ••••ion vas in proce••· Had the comments been 
received prior to the rec!lining ••••ion, and bad they been 
properly coordinated, much time could have been •aved during the 
session. 

Additionally, although the accompanying letter (to the comments) 
statecl that the comments were either discrepancies between the 
red-linecl version and the October ver•ion or baaed on new 
information provided, many of the comments dealt with information 
that had been unchanged from a• far back as the March 1986 
version of the 85. An example of thia concerned the mathematical 
equations presented in the Appendix 3J 

0 

.of the Data Link 85. 
These equations were first presented in the March 1986 version, 
appeared unaltered in the June and October versions, and vera 
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finally commented on in the November 1986 meetinq. Most ot the 
comments r•ceived on the mathematical equations have required 
wccs to •ducate the reviewer on the derivation of the •quations 
rather than provide updated information to the BS. 

Ot the 274 comments presented at tho November 1986 review 
session, all but the comments on the mathematical equations ·were 
either resolved or withdrawn. The mathematical comments were 
later telephonically resolved. If wccs had received the comments 
prior to the meeting, the review could have been shortened from 
four clays to two days, a •ubstantial aavings in man-hours. 

Updated versions of the Data Link Control, Display Control, and 
System Control BS 's as well as the System Level IDS, dat•ad 1 
December 1986 were transmitted to 'l'echDyn on 2 December 1986. 
on 12 January 1987, comments on the Data Link Control BS were 
received in TechDyn letter 125-SJJ1-J237. 'l'he comments pointed 
out editorial •rrors as well as an error in the incorporation of 
red-lined comments from the November review. Additionall~f, a 
comment pertaininq to the mathematical equations was recei.ved. 
This comment again asked tor clarification ot •quation deriva~tion 
rather than pointing out any errors in the BS document. 

on 2.1 January 1987, change pages, dated 16 January 1987, were 
submitted to the Data Link control 85. Again, on 23 March 1987 
in TechDyn latter 125-SJJl-Jl-6, an editorial error in one o~~ the 
mathematical equations (present •inca the March version of' the 
BS) was pointed out. As a result, change 2 to the Data Link 
control BS, dated 31 March 1987, w•s transmitted to Tech~n 26 
March 1987. 

On 1J April 1987, in TechDyn letter ICE-I-564, it was leclrned 
that the System Control 85 and the Syatem Level IDS had been 
authenticated. 

'l'he numerous 85 Specification review and approval cycles wel:-a in 
excess of what ia normally experienced and reasonably expect(!d in 
a developmental program. T.ha level of detail required has been 
greater than what ia apacified in MIL-STD 483/49., i.e., inCI)rpo­
rating into the development apecifications design and 
implementation details versus requirementa. 
customer fluctuations on apecific issues causing directed ch.anges 
to be reversed, the imposition ot new requirements late in the 
review cycles, the slow customer response to each new 85 submis­
sion (typically exceeding 45 days) , and the directed levttl ot 
detail to be specified have all contributed to the delay• ~~•r­
iencad, which are aubstantially beyond the expected, proposec:l and 
negotiated review cycle. 

In addition, each new revision of the BS documentation and each 
subsequent redlininq aession aeverely impacted WCCS aofi~ware 
resources, adding further delay to the program. 
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wccs incurred additional costs as a result of performance of the 
efforts described below. These efforts were out of scope of 
Subcontract 125-JJl and not previously proposed or negotiated. 

2 .1. IOC -rEST SCPPORT 

The in-Iceland support of IOC vas to consiat of installation and 
checkout of the PDFA, and operation of the PDFA during system 
testing to be conducted by TechDyn. The aupport requested of 
wccs was greater than that agreed upon. 

wccs personnel in Iceland held coordination aeetinCJs with the 
USAF, prepared ·detailed system level test procedures, and 
essentially conducted the tests. In addition, CJT was provided 
to local Air Force operators, and wccs personnel were requested 
to troubleshoot DTS (GFE unit) malfunctions and aubsequently 
repair the unit. 

Further, the periods of test and other activity vas interrupted 
each time a mission was acheduled, as all WCCS and TechDyn 
personnel were required to leaye the area where the system was 
located until the mission was completed. 

These periods of inactivity and additional activities provided 
for the Government extended the WCCS personnel in Iceland, 
resul tin; in increased labor and per diem charges above those 
planned. 

2. 2. CFE D'l'S REPAIR 

During in-plant integration t.esting of the IOC aystem, a CFE D'l'S 
unit malfunctioned. Thia unit vas loaned to ESD by Maqnavox, and 
was shipped to wccs to be used in Iceland until the units ordered 
by wccs were ahipped and FOC was installed. When this unit 
failed, wccs was directed by TechDyn to contact Magnavox and 
request •aintenance aupport. Thia waa done: the unit was 
repaired, and Magnavox was paid by wccs for travel, per diem and 
labor. wccs was never reimbursed. 

2.3 INCREASED TRAXHr.HG 

The PDFA training program was proposed and negotiated to·provide 
separate operator and maintenance training coursea. The number 
of students was to be limited to lJ for each course. (This is the 
maximum number of students as the aystem ia not large enough to 
provide access to more than 1-. 'l'he optimum class size is 5 
students.) Based on these parameters, a Training and Training 
Equipment Plan (TTEP) the PDFA was prepared and submitted in 
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April 1986. The inteqrated ICCE TTEP was .A~2~~~a Afd wiP.~t.BNLY 
Force and vas rejected. as being deficient. A Technical Inter­
chanqe Meeting vas held in September 1986 .which resulted in 
direction to revise the training effort neqotiated. The number 
of students to be trained was increased from 1_- to 14 , neces­
sitating two classes for each course versus one (TechDyn 125-
sp~l--2Pl). This doubled the number of instructors required, as 
a two-shift operation vas part of the direction. 

2. 4 REMOTE COH'l'ROL BLEMEH'l' (RC:Z) SOFTWARE DEVEIDPMEHT 

2.4.1 The RCE baseline development was for control of two Ground 
Entry Stations (GES). The aottwara architecture vas to be 
designed to eventually aupport tour GESa (TechDyn 125-SJ.Bl-.B138, 
dated 3.B September 19$6). wccs was directed to expand the 
baseline system, well into the development of the software, to 
control the additional two GESs rather than allowing for a lat.er 
software modification to add the control of the two additional 
GESs. As ·a result, recoding was required, all control and atat~us 
menus had to be revised, control loqic had to be updated to 
include the additional GES addresses, etc. All previou11lY. 
released documentation had to be revi•ed to reflect thetse 
updates~ Direction for this upgrade impacted both cost ILnd 
schedule. 

2.5 DTS Timing Analysis 

Modification of the DTS was funded by the Government uncler 
another contract, taking this modification and its design out of 
the · control of wccs. Because the Government feared that 1~e 
design, once implemented, would cause problems with the operatj.on 
of the software, wccs was tasked at the PMR held in 25-26 Ma2~ch 
1987 (PMR Action Item 5), to analyze the capability of the IC:CE 
software to operate with a modified DTS utilizing a two-frame 
timing sequence (vice the normal five-frame delay). 

A timinq study vas atartad requiring •oftware modifications to 
collect the data, analyze the results, and to recommend 1any 
software redesign/modification required to make the softwaJC'&/ 
modified DTS compati~le. 

'l'he •tudy haa been completed and the results are being analyz,ad. 
The costa identified herein are those associated with the 
collection, analysis and reporting of the results. A aepar;ate 
proposal will be provided by 1 June 1988 to cover the aoftw;sre 
modifications (if any) required to work with the new (modificad) 
DTSa. 

2.6 EXTERNAL INTERFACE DESIGN SPECIFICATION (IDS) 

It is wccs procedure to prepare an External IDS to present ·the 
data link desiqn requirements for use by wccs programmers, and to 
provide further visibility into the processing required for ·the 
Government. This IDS document, internal to wccs, was prepared 
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and, in accordance with contractual requirements, listed on the 
Data Accessions List. 

Requests for this document ware made and complied with. 

wccs was then directed to include this informal submittal as part 
of the B-5 documentation package. The ICCE External IDS was 
formatted in three volumes: 

Volume 1 presented the Transmit/Receive Codes (i.e., 
implementation) interpreted from JCS Pub 1J as well as 
from the Lateral-Tell •tandard. 

Volume 2 presented the Man Machine Interface details. 

Volume 3 presented the Data Reduction details for both 
TADIL-A and Lateral-Tell messa;es. 

Each volume became the subject of several meetinqs to review and 
incorporate implementation details (which as called out in MIL­
STD-483/49- are to be provided in a c-level document), and out-· 
of-scope chan;es. These out-of-•cope changes have been 
documented in Engineering Change Proposal• (ECP'•), •uch a• ECP-
11. One auch ECP (i.e., ECP-J6) affected the External li)S 
document ~ and had no •oftware impact. 

Documentation reviews were held after each •ubmittal (all Volumes 
have been issued several times)· and recommended changes were 
made. Following is the •equence of events pertinent to the IDS 
generation: 

a. The External Interface Design Specification (IDS),· 
Volume 1 vas delivered to TechDyn on 24 February 1986. 
This IDS vas based on the JCS PUB 1J version earlier 
received by wccs, since the version pertinent to the 
contract (dated 1 December 1982) had not yet been 
received from the Government/TechDyn. When .the correct 
version of JCS PUB 1J waa received in March 1986, one 
year after the design effort had •tartad, the IDS bad 
to be raviaed and reissued on 26 March 1986. 

b. A Data Link Implementation (DLI) meetinCJ was held at 
wccs on 2-5 April 1986, to review the data link 
implementation presented in the External IDS. Ho 
comments had been provided prior to the meeting, and 
only one •et of written comments was provided at the 
meeting. The remaining comments vera verbal as the 
review pr()9ressecl. In addition, Appendix 4J ~o the 
Data Link Computer BS •pacification was reviewed. 

Some of the comments on the External IDS were basad on 
Block 2J-25 (AWACS E-3) changes to JCS PUB 1J as well 
as approved OICPs, neither of which have been made 
available to wccs. An action item vas taken by ESD to 
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provide wccs with the E-3 Block 2~'tX~r~['i~ste~··. · ::-'.i: C 
Specification as well as with approved copies of the 
OICPs by 3·J April 1986. This information was received 
on 11 June 1987 under SYBC memorandum 1 June 1987. 

In the areas most affected by the Block 2J-25 cha:nc;es 
and the OICPs 1 direction concerning ESC-des ired 
implementation was verbally provided by MITRE perso:nnel 
at the 2-5 April DLI aeetinq. 

c. A Technical Interchange Meeting vas held at wccs: on 
2J-25 May 1986. During this meeting 1 all of the ac·t.ion 
items from the April meetinq were discussed. The 
action item concerning the Block 2J-25 changes and the 
OICPs was left open. Other action items were answe:red: 
in some cases the answers provided in the May mee·ting 
were reversed in the 17-21 November 1986 meeting. 

An example of this reversal in direction concerns the 
Voice Control Frequency (VC FR!!Q) and the TADIL-C 

· Frequency (TC FREQ). At the April DLI meeting, an 
action item was taken to "provide information on 
operator input required for • • • Voice central 
Frequency" and TADIL-C Frequency. At the May meeting, 
the provided response atated, in part, •customer agrees 
to leave the input as actual frequency. There iss no 
change to the current RADIL implementation which i• in 
accordance with JCS PUB 1J. • In comment• receive':! on 
26 November 1986 against the October 1986 version 
of the External IDS, it was recommended (and later 

. directed) that the •contractor include in the 
description of the TC FREQ and VC FREQ fields that 
these fields may be used for channel data•. Although, 
this comment was made in reference to the readout 
information, it vas later (at the November Review 
meeting) extended to include the operator inputs. 

d. An updated External IDS vas delivered to TechDyn on 3J 
May 1986 (WCCS latter 86J5-344-MR/16393). 'l'hia IDS was 
reviewed during a meeting held from 24 June to 16 July 
1986. Again, comments to the IDS were not aubmitte:d to 
wccs ahead of time. 

a. Another update, incorporating these co11D1lents of the 
External IDS, vas delivered to TechDyn on 2 Oct.ober 
1986 (see wccs letter 861J-813-MR/16393 and 
861J-814-MR/16393). 'l'hia version of the External IDS 
vas reviewed on 17•21 November 1986 (comments were 
verbally received at the meeting and tonlally 
transmitted on 26 November 1986). 

f. Aqain, an updated External IDS was delivered to Tec:hDyn 
on 2 December 1986 (WCCS letter 8612·1JlJ-MR/16393 and 
8612- lJSS-KR/16393). The comments received on 12 
January 1987 to the IDS were not basad on discrepa111Cies 
between the rad•linecl version (from the NovetBar 
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meeting) or on new material added to the IDS as vas 
•tated in the ESD letter, but on information which had 
not been changed from earlier versions of the IDS. 

The current External IDS has had •ix chanqe packages issued to 
it: (1) Change 1, dated 16 January 1987 incorporating changes 
required by comments received on 12 January 1987; (2) Change 2, 
dated 2, March 1987 incorporating the comment received via 
TechOyn.letter 125-S~~l-J295 dated 16 March 1987; (3) Change 3, 
dated 17 April 1986 incorporating mainly editorial comments, (4) 
Change 4, dated 28 April 1987 incorporating ECP--11, (5) Change 
s, dated 2 June 1987 incorporating ECP--6, and (6) Change 6, 
dated 25 September 1987 which incorporated all red-lined changes 
to date. 

Additional cost was incurred by the formalization of a planned 
informal and internal document. Further, the number of reviews 
held, the extent of the comments made and the direction/redirec­
tion received has impacted the detailed desiqn of the •oftware 
and ~he conduct of the COR. This has ultimately affected both of 
the cost and schedule of the ICCE program development. 
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SUMMARY OF COSTS (Paqe 1 of 2~TTORNEY AND EXF'[Ri3' or.JLY 

1 • .1 DELAY 

1.1.1 

1.1.2 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6.1 

1.6.2 

1.7 

1.7 

Delay in Review of Logistics 
Documentation 

Additional Logistics Impact 

SQT Delay 

Remote control Equipment CFE 

Support of Technical Interchange 
Meetings 

Critical Design Review 

Time Related Impac.t; 
Level of Effort Tasks 

Time Related Impact/ 
GIDEP Participation 

Specification Review Delay; 
BS Preparation 

Specification Review Delay; 
S/W Development 

TOTAL COSTS CAUSED BY PROGRAM DELAY 

1.- ADDED EFFO~ 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

2.4 

IOC Test Support 

GFE DTS Repair 

Increased Training Effort 

Remote Control Element Software 
Development 

$ 113,638 

95,.132 

89,82.9 

68,726 

1.11,8.11 

77,6.11 

13.QJ,525 

6,633 

61,98.iJ 

133.,131 

7,334 

1,636 

21,759 

82,117 

872,887 

0 , (' 1 ').6 .. 
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SUMMARY OF COSTS (Page 2 of 2) 

2.5 DTS Timinq Analysis 47,268 

2.6 External Interface Desiqn 
Specification/Specification Preparation 55,763 

2.6 External Interface Desiqn 
Specification/S/W Development 22,189 

2.7 Cost of Claim Preparation 31,541 

TOTAL COSTS CAUSED BY ADDED EFFORT 

TOTAL COSTS CLAIMED 

.. • • !.. •. ~ il~ 

269,6jt7 

1,142,494 
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Whittaker Command and Control Systems' Request for Equitable 
Adjustment of costs incurred because of program delay and added 
scope were developed in the following manner: 

* Collecting actual costs where possible 

* Collecting invoices as back-up to estimates 

* Comparing costs incurred versus original budget 

* Engineering estimates of impact when specific costs could 
not be verified 

* Using original bids/negotiated ocsts to estimate new work 
that is similar in scope 

* Composite rates by task were used to condens~ provided 
detail 

* Burden rates are based on actual costs incurred and have 
been averaged over fiscal years. For this reason the 
percentages are varied. 
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1.1.1 Delay in review of Logistics Documentation. The wccs 
impact is based on the OTI contract modification required to 
complete the effort. 

cost based upon OTI Purchase Orders. 

Original Subcontract 

Subcontract modification (OTI) · 
G&A (22.5') 
Profit (ll • .f') 
Total 

$346,172 

83,!72 
18,8J4 
11.262 

$113,638 

1.1. 2. Further impact on Logistics Documentation effort. To 
achieve the necessary direct contact with all logistics personnel 
( OTI, VEDA, TechOyn, ESC, AFLC, etc. ) , and to ensure a rapicl 
review of changing deliverables, assessment of comments, and to 
provide technical . continuity, WCCS. subcontracted with OTI to 
provide a full-time logistics representative, resident at wccs.· 
This support was provided from June 1986 through February 1987. ~ 

cost based upon OTI Purchase Orders. 

Subcontract Amount (OTI) 
G&A (22.5,) 
Profit (11 • .1') 
Total 

1. 2 SQ'l' DELAY 

$ 69,889 
15,725 

9.418 
$ 95,.132 

After submittal of the preliminary PDFA test plan, wccs vas 
obliged to start on the SQT test procedures in order to aupport 
the planned test conduct achedule. Two test working group 
meetings were held (only one vas planned), both requiring travel 
(also not planned),_ the aecond of which resulted in information 
requiring substantial raviaiona ainca the Government facilities 
are unable to provide the aupport planned for and described in 
the test plan. This rewrite could have been avoided with a 
timely review of the test plan and Government discussions during 
WCCS/TacbDyn briefings. 

Costs are based upon an analysis of the ori9inal task budget 
versus actual costs incurred. 

Original Budget 
Cost at Completion 
Cost Growth: 

$ 51,495 
132,414 

II-1 
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Test Engineer 
1733.7 Hours @ $17.12 

(Composite) 
OVerhead (122.55') 
G ' A (22.5') 
Total Cost 

Profit (ll.J') 
Total 

1. 3 REMOTE CONTROL EQUIPMENT CFE 
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$ 29,681 
36,375 
14,863 

$ 8,S,919 

8,9,ill 
$89,82J 

The Zenith 1515 host processor provided to wccs for the RCE 
development clid not perform as described in the user documen­
tation. This caused unnecessary software design changes and 
minor modifications to the s:andard Z-15J interface card. None 
of this effort was planned, as it was assumed that CFE would 
operate as advertised, and would be reliable. 

These costs are based on the planned effort versus the actual 
costs incurred for the Code/Checkout and the Installation/In­
teqration tasks. 

wccs will absorb all costs incurred for the testinq of the final 
RCE software product. 

Oriqinal Budqet 
Cost at Completion 

Cost Growth: 
Engineering Labor 
Technical Engineer 

129J.9 Hours x $18.59 
(Composite) 

OVerhead (115.Jt) 
G ' A (2J.Jt) 
Total Cost Growth 

Profit (11.Jt) 
Total 

$ 23,998 

27,!598 
1,1,319 

1.4 SlJPPORT OP 'l'ECHNICAL INTERCHANGE MEETINGS 

$ 66,.817 
127,932 

$ 61,915 

6,811 
$68,126 

wccs support of TIMs had exceeded the planned support by approx­
imately lJJ' by March of 1986 (31 TIM supported versus 16 
planned). The anticipated number of peraonnel required to attend 
has also exceeded that planned. 

The cost is estimated on the basi• of 15 unplanned TI~s, 48.3t 
more than planned. 

II-2 

02~1~67 
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Actual travel costs incurred were $29,698. It is estimated that 
48.3t of these costs were related to the 15 additional TIMs. 

Based on previous meetings, it is assumed that half (8) of these 
trips will be to the east coast. Travel costs for 15 trips to 
the east coasts totaled $29,698, or $1,916/trip. Accordingly, a 
trips x $1,916 • $15,328. 

Costs are J:»ased upon an analysis of the original task budget 
verses actual coats incurred. 

Original Budget $ 93,232 
Cost to 1J/31/87 184,944 
Cost Growth (Detail shown below) 
Profit (11 • .1%) 
Total 

$ 91,712 
1J,J88 

$1.11,8.11 

Attendance at the fifteen (15) unplanned meetings included three 
(3) personnel at each meeting for th~ee days as follows: 

Engineerinq Labor 
Technical/Mgmt 
l.IBJ Hours x $25.18 

(Composite) 
overhead (122.55t) 
Travel 
G ' A (22.5t) 
Total cost 

1.5 CRXTICAL DESIGN REVXEW 

$ 27,195 

33,328 
14,344 
16,845 

$ 91,712 

A separate task vas established to collect costs for preparing 
CDR materials and for •upporting the CDR. Because of the delays/ 
restarts, and the requirement to conduct two Hardware and two 
Software CDR'• a cost growth was experienced in this task. 

The first hardware CDR, conducted on the east coast in February 
1987 as well aa the aecond hardware CDR required wccs support. 

Two Hardware CDRs: 

Budget for one combined CDR 
Original Budget for 

separate H/W CDRs 
Cost at Completion 

Coat Growth 
Engineering Labor 

II-3 

See Below 
$ J 

31,3J9 

$ 31,3J9 
$ 1J,8JI9 

0 ""1")6~ ,._ . .... .... 
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H/W CDR t1 

Program Mqmt 4J Hours x $34.63 
Tech Publications 88.6 Hrs x 13.58 
ICWG Support 22 Hours X 22.~J 

PO"T"' I. ,. :· • • •• l't ; ~ •.• : • , I LV 
WORt:~,. A·,·;:·· .- ··.: :·~·. • ~ ON .l 

" \J •• ,. -· •• $1,3 ...... , .. 

H/W CDR 12 
Proqram Mqmt 8~.Hours X $3J.J3 
T~chnical 16.1 Hours x 31.56 
Tech Publications 2.1 Hours x 13.76 

overhead (122.55%) 
Travel 
G ' A (22.5%) 
Total Cost Growth, H/W CDR 

1,2.13 
495 

$3,J83 

$2,4,02 
5,.149 

275 
$7,726 

$ 13,241 
1,5,19 
5.151 

$ 31,3.19 

Because of an incomplete •oftware CDR caused by only cursory cs 
review, a second software CDR was conducted in April 1987 at wccs 
in Torrance, California. 

Costs are based upon an analysis of the original task bud~et 
versus actual costs incurred. 

Original Budqet for CDR 
cost at Completion 
cost Growth 

Software CDR (April 1987) 
Labor 
Program Mgrmt 72 Hrs x $3J.J6 
Tech Manager 36 Hrs x 21.67 
Technical 293.2 Hra x 31.48 

(Composite) 

overhead (122.55t) 
G ' A (22.5t) 

Cost S/W CDR f2 
Cost H/W CDRa 

Profit (11.Jt) 

Total 

II-4 

$ 28,944 
62,133 

$ 33,189 

$ 2,164 
78J 

9.231 
$12,174 

$ 12,174 

$ 14,919 
§.196 

33,189 

$ 33,189 
$ 31,3.19 
$ 7,J96 

$ 71,6.11 
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1.6.1 Level of Effort ~asks. Delay of the program has impacted 
aeveral of the tasks ~hich are level-of-effort activities. wccs 
accepts aome responsibility for program delay, but asserts that 
the delay experienced is because of proc;ram interference and 
addition to the scope of the contract. ~he LOE tasks affected 
are Program Management, Data Management, Scheduling, Configura­
tion Management, Technical Publications, Computer Operations, 
Failure Reporting and Sustaining Engineering. These efforts are 
as follows: 

Original BudCJet J 
cost at Completion $117,59J 
Cost Growth $117,59.1 
Profit (ll.Jt) 12,935 
Total $13.1,525 

Cost Growth Detail: 

Engineering Labor $ 43,133 
Program Mqmt 52.1 Hra x $27.38 $14,238 
Data Manager 26.1 Hrs x 14.J7 3,658 
Scheduling 26.1 Hrs X •23.28 6,J53 
Config M;mt 26.1 Hrs X 25.7.1 6,682 
Tech Pub 26.1 Hrs x 13.76 3,578 
Computer Op 26.1 Hrs x 13.25 3,445 
Failure Rptg 13.1 Hrs x 23.15 3,J1J 
Sustaining 

Engrg 13.1 Hrs x 18.99 z.j§i 
$43,133 

overhead (122.55') 52,859 
G ' A (22.5,) 21,598 
Total Coat $117,59.1 

1.6.2 GIDEP Participation. Continued participation by a wccs 
hardware engineer in the directed GIDEP activity has required 
additional hour• of effort. 

Engineering Hours 
12J hrs x $18.27 

overhead (122.55') 
G'A (22.5,) 
Total cost 
Profit (ll.J') 
Total 

II-5 

$ 2,192 
2,186 
1,J98 

$ 5,976 
657 

$ 6,633 

02~1270 
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Cost growths were experienced in the preparation of a-level 
specifications because of the many updates, and the addition of 
R2, digital handover, and correlation logic. · 

A •eparate task vas originally established to collect costs for 
B-5 preparation. · 

Costs are based upon an analysis of the original task budqet 
versus actual costs incurred. 

B-S preparation 

Original Budget $ 26,172 
cost at Completion 82,1f1J 
cost Growth: $ 55,838 

Enq~neerinq Labor $ 21f,482 
Technical 924.7 Hrs. X $22.15 
overhead (122.5St) 25,1JJ 
C ' A (22.5t) 11.25§ 
Total Coat $ 55,838 

Profit (ll.Jt) 6,142 
Total $61,98.8 

Additional costs associated with normal •oftware development 
(i.e., design, code, checkout) are included in the cost growth 
associated with the •oftware developmental effort. Of this 
$199,897 cost growth, wccs accepts 3.8' ($59,969) as beinq their 
responsibility. The direction to update the •pacifications to 
include R2, digital handover and correlation is estimated to be 
responsible for 5.8' ($99,948) of thi• cost growth. Impacts to 
the B-5• are estimated at 11ft ($19,991') of the cost growth. The 
impact to the IDS is estimated to be 1J' ($19,99.8) of the cost 
qrowth, but i• included in Section 2.7 herein. 

Software Development 
(Design, Coda, Checkout) 

Original Budget 
Cost at Completion 
CO•t Growth: 

2734.5 Software Eng. Brs 
• $27.82/Br 

OVerhead (115.12') 
G ' A (22.15') 

TOTAL 

II-6 

$ 76,.1173 
87,575 
36.249 

$199,897 

$298,92.11 
498,817 

0,.,,.1,.,"1 ,., .. ·-- . 
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Specification Update (lJ' of Software Development) $ 19,99~ 
R2, Digital Handover and 

Correlatiqn (SJ') 
Profit (ll.J%) 
Total 

~AL COSTS CAtJSED BY PROGRAM DElAY: 

2. J ADDED EFFORT 

2 .1 IOC TEST SUPPORT 

99,948 
13,193 

$133,131 

$872,887 

Effort to aupport IOC testing was planned to include on-site 
labor, travel and per diem. wccs personnel were required to 
expand their efforts by remaining in Iceland longer than planned, 
resulting in cost c;rowth. The amount ahown is for the cost 
growth over the planned amount. 

IOC Test Support 

Original Budget 
Cost at Completion 
cost Growth: 

8J Hrs Test Engr 
OVerhead (115') 
Travel 

G'A (2.1·.1') 
Profit (ll.J') 
Total 

2. 2 GPE DTS REPADt 

$ 25,199 
32,3.16 

8 22.5.1/Hr $1,8J.I 
2,.17.1 
1.§3§ 
5,5.16 

$ 6,6.17 

1,1J1 
727 

$ 7,334 

During ICC intec;ration and testing in Torrance, a DTS malfunc­
tioned and required ·repair. wccs vas directed. to contact 
Magnavox, the vendor who provided the two units to the USAF for 
this effort, to repair the unit in Torrance. The amount claimed 
represent• the actual charge• from Maqnavox. 

Original Budqet 
Coat at Completion 
Coat Growth 

Magna vox 
G ' A (22.16') 

Profit (11.J'> 
Total 

$1,2J6.81 
2§7.11 

$1,474.,8.1 

II-7 

$ ' 1,474 
$ 1,474 

112 
$ 1,131 

0,,.1 ~-,r: ,., .. -
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The latest Training and Training Equipment Plan (TTEP) aubmitted 
included directed deviations from the original baaeline: namely, 

·the class aizes for both operator ana maintenance training 
courses increased from lJ to 14 students aach. This necessitates 
coordinating tvo aeparate courses for each class of 7 students. 
This claim is based on the labor required to support a second 
class for both the operators and the maintenances. The costs are 
based upon· the original budget. The hours used in calculating 
this cost are not available. 

Original Budget 

Maintenance Training 
Operator Training 
Total 

$ 12,415 
7,188 

$ 19,6.83 

Class size dictates an additional clasa with required budget. 

Estimate for Class 

Engineering Labor 
overhead (11S.J') 
G ' A (2J.J') 
Total Cost 

Proft (11.J') 
Total 

$ 19,6J3 

$ 7,598 
8,738 
3,267 

$ 19,6.f3 

2,156 
$ 21,759 

2. 4 REMOTE CONTROL BLEMEH'1' SOFTWARE DEVEIDPMENT 

2.4.1 wccs was directed to modify the RCE baseline aoftware to 
include the control ancl atatusing of radio equipment at four 
Ground Entry Stations (GES), rather than two GESs. A separate 
cost account was established to collect costs associated with 
this update. 

Original Budget for development for control ancl status of 
two GES•: $167,.f.fJ 

original Budget for 4 GES• 
Co•t at Completion 
Co•t Growth 

Technical 34 Hrs x 17.5J 
overhead 
Travel 
Job Shop labor 
Outside Services (Redondo 

Systems) 
G & A (22.5') 

II-8 

$ J 
73,979 

$ 595 
729 

5,171 
5,644 

47,752 
13.588 

$ 73,979 

0, ,..1? "'; •) 
iw ... ' •• 
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Total Cost Growth 
Profit (11.Jt) 
Total 

73 979 ~R01EC.1~\J~.P~~~~ o~~L $ ' -v H·" , • .. t; t .. \;) a, l~RNi:. ,_ ........ . 
$ 82,1'17-

2.5 DTS TXMING ANALYSIS 

wccs was directed to conduct a timing analysis of the com­
patibility of the existing software syatem with the modified DTS 
(incorporatinq a ahot~ar time-out delay). A separate cost 
account was established to collect costs. 

Oriqinal Budget $ J 
Cost at Completion 42,584 
Cost Growth: $ 42,584 

Technical 442 Hrs x 34.78 $15,371 
Test Engr 1.1 Hrs x 16 • .1.1 16.1 
Elec Assembly 

1_1.5 Hrs x 8.48 ~~ 
$15,62.1 

overhead (122.55Jt) 19,142 
G ' A (22.5t) 7,822 
Total Cost $ 42,584 

Profit (11.Jt) 4,684 

Total $ 47,268 

2. 6 EXTERNAL INTERI'ACE DESIGN SPECIPICATIOH 

wccs established a cost account for initially preparing an 
informal IDS for internal use. After direction to include this 
as a part of the B-5 deliverables, additional unforeseen costs 
were accumulated. 

Costs are based upon an anlysia of the original task budget 
versus actual costa incurred. 

Original Budget · $ 6,755 
Cost at Completion 56,112 
Cost Growth: $ SJ,237 

Technical Mgr. 92 Rrs. x 3J.29 $ 2,786 
Technical 425.7 Hr•. x 39.2J 16.§8§ 

$19,472 
overhead (115.Jt) 22,393 
G ' A (2J.Jt) 8,372 
Total cost $ 5J,237 

Profit (11.J') 5,526 
Total $ 55,763 
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Ten percent of ·the cost CJrowth associated with t'lle 10C S~ft;a·r~ 
Design/Code, Checkout task as described in paragraph 1.7 has been 
attributed to the production of this IDS. 

Software pevelopment 
(Design, Code, Checkout) 

Origin~l Budget 
Cost at Completion 
Cost Growth 

2734.5 Software Eng.Hrs. 
@ 27.82/hour 

overhead (115.12') 
G'A (22.16,) 
Total 

IDS (1.1t) 

Profit (-11·.1'> 

Total 

2.7 COST OP CLALM PREPARATION 

$298,92.S 
498,817 

76,.173 
87,575 
36.249 

$199,897 

$199,897 

19,99.1 

2,199 

$ 22,189 

wccs has accumulated costs required to produce thi• claim. Direct 
labor as well as indirect labor is included. 

Labor 
Direct Labor 
Technical 144 Br• 

Direct 

• 28 •• 2 $ 4,J92 
Indirect Labor 

138 Hr• I 28.87 

overhead (122.55t) 5,J15 
Consultant 

168 Hr• I 5J.JJ 
G'A (22.5t) 2,J49 
Profit (11.Jt) 1,227 

Total $12,383 

'l'OTAL COSTS CAUSED BY ADDED EPPORT: 

'l'OTAL COSTS CIAIJIED: 

II-1.1 

Jnc!irect Total 

$ 3,983 
$ 8,J75 

4,881 9,896 

8,4.1.1 8,.,, 
1,894 2,J49 --- 1,227 

$19,158 $31,541 

269,1.17 

1,142,494 
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CERTIFICATION OF DATA 

PROTECTIVE CR~~R 
ATIORNCY t.N: f>. ··c~TS ONL' 

This is to certify that, to the best of my knowledqe and belief, 
cost or supportinq data submitted, either actually or by specific 
identification in writinq to TechDyn Systems, the Contracting 
Officer or his representative in support of Whittaker Command & 
control Systems Request for Equitable Adjustment, Document D87-
~76R4 are accurate and complete as of 15 April 1988. 

This further certifies that 

1) The Request for Equitable Adjustment is made in qood 
faith; and 

2) The amount requested accurately reflects the contract 
adjustment for which Whittaker command & Control 
Systems believes TechDyn Systems/U.S. Air Force is 
liable. 

Whittaker Command and Control Systems, Inc. 

BY: ~~f~k~ 
Marie E. Raymond~~ 
Manaqer of Contracts 

Date of Execution, ____ a2~1~A~p~r~1~·1~1~9~8~8~-------

02~1~7C 

3190 



ED11 

3 



PROTECTIVE OP.OER 
Ann,.,.., ... , •:·- ,.,.·,:-n:~ ONLY 

L l': _. .. ·:.. ~ · = · · • ·•• .. • ·"' 

ciaim Certification 
Claim No. 125-CL-02/Rl 

Under the prov1s1ons of Section 33.207 of the Federal Acquisi­
tion Regulation (FAR), TechDyn Systems Corporation hereby certi­
fies as follows: 

1. Claim No. 125-CL-02/Rl is made in good faith; 

2. Supporting data for Claim No. 125-CL-02/R1 are complete to 
the best of the contractor's knowledge and belief; and 

3. The amount requested under Claim No. 125-CL-02/R1 reflects 
the contract adjustment for which the contractor believes the 
Government is liable. 

LlA l. 
Leo s. Morrison, Jr. 
President and Chairman 

Date: :2-S: l rltg&(' 

(\~1"1?':-:-
L t.. .~ • · • { 
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6331-8!230005 

TechDyn Systems 

DEFENSE CONTRACT AUDIT AGENCY 
MID·A1'1.ANT1C RIGION 

.ROSSLYN BRANCH OFFICE 
COMMONWEALTH SUilOING. 1OTH FLOOR 

1300 WILSON SOUl-.CVARO. ROOM 1085 
AAUNGTON. VA 22209·2395 

15 October 1987 

6564 Loisd3le Court, Suite 600 
Sprinlfield, Virginia ~2150 
ATT~: ~r. William Rise 

Dear ~r. Hise: 

our review of your indirect cost projections for 
Ending June 1988, we are provisionally approving, 

l3ter 3udit, the following billing and bidding rates 

Based on 
Fiscal Year 
subject to 
for FY 1988. 

On-Site Overhead 
Labor 
On-Site ~Foreign) Overhead 
Off-Site Overhead 
Labor 
G&A 

1~4.63~ 

50.14-c 
36.25' 

8.34' 

Allocation Base 

Direct and B&P On-Site 

Direct ForeiiD Labor 
Direct and B&P Off-Site 

Total Cost Input Excluding 
G&A Expenses 

The reduction to the G&A rate results from questioninc Bid 
nnd Proposal (B&P) costs and executive compensation. B&P costs 
were estimated to be S549,394 for Fiscal Year Ending 30 June 
1988. This is greater than the 3llowable ceiling omount of 
~394,628 based on estimated sales of $11,500,000. The allowable 
executive compens3tion ceilinc is S150,39~ as documented in our 
15 October 1987 letter to you. Based on historical costs, we 
~lso questioned S45,735 for Frinle Beaefits and $78,223 for 
Trave 1. 

The following wer~ questioned due to adequate support not 
beinr supplied by the contractor. We questioned amounts in 
c~c~ss or historic3l costs. 

On-Sit~ Overh~3d/Travel 
Off-Site Overhead: 

Other Employee Benefits 
Phone 

On-Site Foreign 
Phone · 
Travel 
Indirect L~bor 

S32,848 

$ 3. 469. 
s 4,148 

,17,826 
$13,740 
~~0.115 
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TechDyn Syatetu 

PROTECTIVE ORDER 
AnoRrr,.,· r ~-~ ,.... · ,..._" C"'i y •• t i ,;..;.};: ~ .. ~ .. ·_.; .~ :.'-ia. 

If you have any questions pleaae contact Mr. Samuel L. Cave. 
Supervi•ory Auditor. at (202) sge-5386. 

Sincerely, 

(/:. .. t "'ti, / /t. '(d',,S[lr--

2 

CHARLES C. WALCOTT 
Branch Manager 
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27 March 1989 

125-CM-0113 

TO: William c:. Hlse 

FROM: Max s. Rosen 
.. 

SUBJECT: Minutes of m~etin9 held at TeehDyn on 22 March 1989 
to discuss the Partial Termination for DEFAU~T 
issued to WES 

ATTENDEES: Leo S. Morrison, Jr 
William c. Hise 
Max s. Rosen 
Donald Ellis 
Major susan Goodrich 
Captain Chris Jacobson 
Captain Dan Petrov 
Captain Phillip Chilson 

TeehDyn 
TeehDyn 
TeehDyn 
Teehdyn 
HQ ESD 
HQ' ESD 
HQ ESD 

.HQ ESD 

Capt-. Jacobson openl!d the meet tn9 by talk lnCJ about how 
9ood hi felt about the way the pro9ram vas headinq •where ve 
are today•. 

He was.happy with the 10 March 1989 meetin9 at Hanscom 
.,rB, particularly TechDyn. He also felt WES was doinq 
better. 

He felt a turnl n9 point had been reached as far as 
attitudes were concerned. 

The Al~ ro~ce ·supports all RCE decisions made to date1 
He vas, however, concerned with perceptions, particularly 
wt th reCJaC'd to the Techoyn letters of 14 and 17 March 1989 
and the WES letter of 15 March 1989. 

TechDyn letter dated 14 ftarch looked good. 

W!S' 15 March letter looked for TechDyn to 
back off--prerequisite for the resolution bein9 
Ter•ination for Convenience. lie thou9ht that vaa 
unre•aonable. 

HO ESD vas bothered by the last sentence of 
the 17 "arch letter--They felt that snow~d lack of 
villlnCJnesa by TechDyn to chan9e fro• Termination 
for DEFAULT. 

3196 
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27 March \989 
125-CM-0113 
Page Two 

---
,-, 

Mr. Morrison asked to talk about the rest of the agenda. 

Capt. Jacobson resumed discussion on 10 March m~etlng-­
where we are ana-wnece we are going. There are three points: 

1. Resolve Termination for DEFAULT issue. 

Mr. Morrison wished to look at the Termination for 
DEFAULT. 

• RCE capability in the contract 
J • Software approach didn't get us anywhere 

• ·.'AF/TeehDyn jointly a9reed that we weren't 
··,etting anye.-there-jointly a9reed to a 
mechanical solution . 

• ' We presented the mechanical solution to 
WES. They responded that they had no 
responsibility. 

• We are gohl'J with the hardware solution .. 
• Therefore. we took action against WES. 

Capt f Jacobson ag~eed that we are right on track 
stated that WES 1s still continuing to work. 

and 

Mr. Hise said that WES sent out conflicting signals at 
the 1~ Harch meeting. They didn't recognize the Termination 
for DEFAULT. 

Mr. Morrison stated that WES has no responsibility for 
the mechan1cal solution. 

all 

• we have the technical solution. 
• We are working towards that solution~ 
• Any other discussion of RC! is contractual 

between WES· and TechDynJ there will be no 
technical discuaaioa. 

Capt .Jacobson understands but there are three issues, 
contractual: 

1. Termination for DEFAUL~ issue 
2. Rebaselininq issue 
3. WES claia 

These three issues drive: 
1. AF wants northern sites this suaaec 
2. Systea level tests must be done 

"r. Rise stated that it boils down to the fact. that NES 
ia not cebaselining until the Termination for DEFAUL~ and the 
claia are aettled. 

3197· 



-~ 

.. 
• 
i 
f 
t 
? 

I 
1 
t 
t 
' 

. . 

21 March 1989 
125-CH-0113 
Paqe -:hree 

)· 

Mr. Morris~n inquired about the new rebaae11neing. 

Ca21· Jaeohs~n stated the rebasellnelnq of TechDyn 
Syst~iis means piUii'• of GES ll and 14 at UATO fac:111 tie a. 
The rebasellneir.q for WES •eans a plua--world Wide Lateral 
Tell software. 

Deductlves 
Techoyn Systems--EMI/EMC testing 
WES--real time dla9nostics 

take out WWLT from Tec:hDyn--the unly plus to WES 

. He vants the rebaselinelng with TeehDyn to be ne9otiated 
as soon as possible. 

The Air Force rP.ccqnizes its share of risk on WES 
ne9atives and feels this l~ a leveraqe with WES on the clal•. 

Mr. Ellis--we start-.d with roc-1 and roc-z and that le 
nov ri6asel1nein9. 

Mr. Hlse polntP.d out that there at'e problems for the 
deduct1ons. TechDyn cannot ne9otiate vi th the Air Force 
vi thout somethinq from WES. The theory sounds 900d but we 
may not be able to q~~tt the money from WES. l t is hard to 
9ive credit to the Air Force without knowing what ve can get 
froa WES. 

Capt. Jacobson stated that the Air Force reeo9nizes the 
rlsks~nvolved but there is a need to •ove forward. 

ftr. Hlse said .that if there were questions resulting 
f:oa the ld llarch meetinCJ .s.Mt the 14 ftarch letter, TechDyn 
vas open tor su9gest1ons. 

WES ca•e back and said that ~•r•lnatlon for Convenience 
vas tbe only alternative. 

That•• why ve vent back atron9--but still left door open 

Aa a result of the meetin9 on 10 March ways to settle 
tbe Ter•lnatlon for DEFAU~T were 90ln9 to be explored. 

Ca~t. Chilsen--lookinq at the interrelationship--He 
wondere what Tecnayn•s next step would be • 

3198 



~ 
~ 
Rt 
' 

. ;:, -

I 

i 

' ' .1 
I 
I 

I 
l 

t • 

I 
~. 

--

:.· 

27 March .1989 
125-CM-0113 
Pa9e Four 

"-. 
.. • 

Mr. rlorrlson stated that he is surprised that the Air 
Force 1s concerneij about the Termination for Default: 

• The justification is clear • 
• From the beginninq there have been numerous 

problema. Under nor~al conditions TechDyn v~uld 
have terminated th~ contract much earlier 

• There are no other sources. 
• WES is the directed subcontractor. 

The FFP contrar.t was for 18 months and it is nov two 
years beyond. TechDyn still maintains the staff and the 
monthly payr~ll exceedG $125,000 • 

..• 
With respect to RCE, TechDyn has come up vlth another 

solutlon,.hardvare. 

We have to d::a somethinq with the other--we .9ave WES 
every opportunity to produce a solution. 

They were never goinq to get to solution. 

Mr. Morrison stated that due to their failure to perform 
accord1ng to the contract we h!!! to terainate ~hea. 

We are in a precarious financial situation and the only 
prudent way to handle the situation was the way we did it. 

capt. Chilson que.sti.oned ·whether. in the Teraination for 
Default Techoyn was lookin9 to not pay any aoney to NES for 
RCE' work to data •. ··· 

"r. Rise stated that this is part of the concern since 
. ve -have already paid thea· •x• amount of aoney. The coat-of 

the •echanical aolution ia leas costly than software. Air 
Force--.. y want •oney back. 

Capt • .Jacobaon e•phaalaed that tbe Ale rorce doea not 
want •oney back on acz. ~here ia ao cbaage la the 
.. cequlr•••nts baseline. 

"~'· Rise understands but ve are 9lvin9 the. Air ror~e 
aoaethlng_elae. 

Capt. Chilson said that the ·ori9inal contract envisioned 
BW solution. 

llr. Hlse stated that there •ay nat be enough unspent 
dollars Eo WES to cover the new ~~lution • 
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Capt. Chilson stated that the money is coming out of RCE 
CLIN to cover HW solution • 

What is the value of RCZ at Ptlmel 

Value to WES: 
2AB 296,901 
s 7 -- 10 8 , 0 0 0 l 

Mr. Morrison vi th respect to th~ problem, if WES 
refuses ~o ~erform, there are way to deal with that both by 
the Air Force and TechDyn Systems 

WES has been brazen, arro9ant, threatened to stop work 
and counterproductive as a business 

There is a breach of contract involved 

It doesn't follow that Techoyn' s or the Air Force's 
approach should be accomodating or coddling. 

Major Goodrich agrees. 

Caot. Jacobson has been encouraged by what ve are doing 
with WES s1nce July 

arancatl surprised by the aeetlng vith cardile--Th~ught 
they would be supi)orted by ESD. Thinks Brancati got bad 
infor•ation froa ftoeller. 

Maior Goodrich does not expect us to give up any 
reaed1es--only look1ng for so•• type of solution 

"r. "orrison--Air rorce thinka the Terainatlon for 
DEFAULT 1s 1mped1ng progress for WES 

Capt. 3acobson sees NES aaking progresa but converging 
on the pro&lea. 

Capt. Chilson •••s a proble• vi th -rechDyn and the A1 r 
rorce due Eo rlai on rebaselinin9 negatives · 

Rr. ftorrlson sees thint• differently--since July--
proble• £so hasn't reco9nized 

believes WES is preoccupied vith one thint--bottoa llne 
ESD has not focused or enou9h-- . 
Acquisition and ••r9ers dilu~~ eapabil1ti•s--4c-wccs-wES 
NES not capable at this tiae-~ 
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Capt. Chilson What vou1d TechDyn Syste•s do if directed 
subcontract i1lted? 

Major Goodrich Can WES perform with people reassiqned? 

Mr. Hnrrison stated the only person vho has been 
reass1-;ned a.s Marie R:l~a':ond. Still not capable. We have 
tried to ~et resumes but WES vould not pcovide thea. 

This vas never a complex job technically 

No aore w~ left--only books--TOs, etc. 

•All v• need fro• WES !s access to proprietary 
information. If ~• had it ve could do it or in conjunction 
vith someon• else. 

Capt. Chilson inquired if the proprietary information is 
necessary--we qet the licensing from WES 

ftr. ftorrison said the Air Force should get it 

Maior Goodrich -- that w~uld coat big bucks 

Capt. Jacobson stated th3t Jimmy Young is now vlth the 
·Government's s1de. HH Aerospace provided WES inai9hta. 
Soae old sw consultants working... WES rehired another old 
4C ' sw man ••• WES nov Acknowledges RSSF requirement and that 
is seen as a major step forward ••• Brancati is, on a daily 
basis, finding out vhat is going on ••• Still skeptical 

Rr. Hlse wondered vhy vas no one positive at-the aeetlng 
on the loth 

Rr. ftorrlson stated that no additional aonles have been 
put on the contract to cover two years ••• Plus other lost 
opportunltiea ••• Bein9 s•ddled vlth WES for four years it is 
hard to be optiaistic •••• There is need to be realistic in 
asaeaaing the probability of redoing the end line ••• Thla 
contract ls inspecting other jobs. We need to find 
solutions. It is to our advantage to get WES out of the vayJ 
there la nothing tou9h about the job 

Rr. Hlse WES is tellln9 us that Systea ftanuals--they 
don't reco9n1ze that baseline is without ltCE ••• we . should 
Terainat1on for Default Systeas ftanuala 

Capt. Jac~bson stated that v• can do vhat ve want vitb 
regard to aub 

Raior Goodrich reiterated that the Air rorce la not 
lntereat•d 1n cod~l1n9 WES 
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Capt. Jacobson indicated that there are tvo schools: 
I. Hardline approach--that WES is still 

irrational; strategy to replace thea 
2. Build bridges 

ftr. Hise pointed out that it is costing us $125,000 a 
month to bu1Ia bridges 

Capt. Jac~bso". asked what the Air Force;TechDyn syste• 
strateqy 1s to be 

"r. Morrison--shows where the Air Force school of 
thoughe 1s off base--Thls doesn't cost the Air Force but it 
does cost TechDyn. There is a need for the Air Force to 
prove the Air Force school of thougnt. wnat can the Air 
Force d~ to cause w~s to perform? 

na joe Goodrich referred to 17 ftarch letter to· Bohler. 
What aces Techcyn Systems say nov? 

Mr. Hise stated that TechDyn has taken action and he 
wondered what the Air Force wanted T~chDyn to do. 

Capt. Chilson wondered if TechDyn had taken money back. 

Mr. His-. ~aid that that has not happened yet. WES wants 
the contract terminated for convenienceso that they can 
recover their costs but TechDyn Systems won't do that. How 
TechDyn will get the aoney back is not knovn yet. 

capt. Chilson agree·•· 

Rajor Goodrich wondered if ve bad gotten a r~sponse fro• 
WES to the 17 Barch letter. 

Rr. Rise said that we had not ••• noted tbat only one 
per•on !co• NES vas coaing to PKR. 

caet. Jacobson said that his personal ~pinion is that he 
would I11e to see ftr. "orrison and Rr. aranc:ati talk and lay 
out where ve are and determine hov to get where ve need to 
go. 'erslsting with ftoeller and Bohler does not give the Air 
Force the right message. 

Rr. R~rrison doesn•t consi~~r any •ba~ blood• vlth 
Brancati. He doesn•t a9ree with ~ES's ~~~isi~ns and doesn•t 
feel talking to B:ancati solv•~ anything. The letters 
express our position--we only want perforaance. Last year 
•no bee~• 
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The Air Force should look again at the subcontract. 

TechDyn Systems and the Air Foree work well together; 
the problem is with WES. 

What can we do to finish the job? 

Caot. Jacobson said that a lot of work by WES went in to 
TOs--feeis good about WES sw 

Break out 2AC--SK and liquidate 

Rather than reformul~te teas approach--wants to complete 

Mr. Morrison wondeced what remains to be done. 

Capt. Jaeobson--wcs--~ositional Handbooks Audit 
tOs--80\ IPR 
Software 
·rraining 
Validation 

He is optimistic due to ~o little remaining 
If we ended WES today--manuals are healthy, sw is healthy 

Mr. Rise -- no manuals until RCE resolved; Termination 
for Default to Termination for Convenience 

Capt. Jacobson that is WES's emotional posture ••• 
Moeller and l~wyer's perspective 

Mr. Hise wondered who is calling the shots at WIS. 

C3pt. Jacobson said that Brancati is telling different 
people d~o!!erent things; ftoeller and Bohler threatened by 
cann•dy. 

Ra1or Goodrich--su~aarize 

11 The Air Farce b-.lieves there is a good teaa vith 
Ter.hDyn Systems and the Air rorce1 the Air Force wants to 
stay involved in on-qoing issues; understands where each 
other ls coalng froa; situation with WES; understands 
probleaa. 
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2. It ls n,t the Air Force's intention to coddle WES 
and there ls a very serious problem with WES: termination; 
thP. Air Farce want to remain involved; in loop: riqht now the 
approach may not be very focused as to where we 90 from here. 
The Air Force will come back as necessary. 

3. Personalities; problems; the Air rorce sees positive 
trends; rehires; would like to see a phone call between Mr. 
Horrlsan and Brancati; clarify point of intent with regard to 
chanqe T9rminatian for Default to Tecminatio~ for Convenience 
in 17 March letter. 

Capt. Chilson would like to be kept involved. He is 
willinq to en]oln with TechDyn as to financial position with 
regard to settling the Termination. It would help for the 
Air Force to be involved with financial settlement. 

Major Goodrich said that the 17 March letter· puts the 
ball 1n WES's courtbut it needs clarification; the Air Force 
will stay involved. 

Mr. Morrison said that two thinqs are needed here; nat 
mentioned: 1) Performance; 2) Roney. It is not about 
personalities; who is rehired etc. Our problea with this is 
money; would like for the Air Force to increase aoney; losing 
money--no fault of ours 

Maj~r Ooodrich--needs input--impact on TechDyn--justify 
the money 

ftr. Morrison we pu~ ln claia--Pssa--no sec.ret that the 
profit la gone 

Ra1or Goodrich wondered vhat NES iapact of coat drain i• 

Kr. ftorrlson said that an issue not dealt vlth 
adequately la respon~ibility. The Air rorce says that 
TechDyn is responsible and even though directed subcontractor 

The settle•ent is unfair--not adequately addressed--the 
Air Force not presented capability for coaing up with aoney 

Money on order of what 1a required · 
Two-year drain--not trade offs 

C•pt Jacobson: 4 buckets--three cost aoney 
11 acE--Air Force will pay additional aoney 

recognize princlrle--based on fae~$ 
2) Reco9nize--cebaselinin9--ShQuld have been.WES-­

now reco9nize anticipate providing compensation for r1sk of 
IOUs--no hard and fast agreements vith WES 

3) ww lateral tell--
4) Tva years of schedule slips--iapact--no way to 

adjust for that ·~cept through claia 
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Mr. lUse said that the problem is that as lon9 as WIS 
dra9s their feet, months are being added to the contraet. we 
have to take prudent actions to stop that. 

Maior Gocd~lch said that there have been an additional 
two years o! delays due t9 NES. 

"r. Hise did not a9ree. We need to make the Termination 
for Default stick. . 

Capt. Jacobson asked vhy a Termination for Default. 

Mr. Morrison explained that we d~n' t take contractual 
actions due to emotions. A Termination for Default is based 
on contractual sense---don't know liabilities. B3sed on 
dollars--we have n~t closed doors on Termination for 
Convenience 

capt. Jacobso~ wondered what the aethod is for enjoining 
the Alr Force and TechDyn Systems · · 

Mr. Hise said that he doesn't understand WES's position 
when they w1ll only talk if we a9ree to a Termination for 
Convenience 

"aior Goodrich asked if anyone had talked with Brancatl. 

ftr. Hise said that he hasn't called TechDyn. 

Capt. Chilson said that he needs to be involved to aake 
sure he Isn't throwing good money behind bad. 

ftr. Morrison asked what the Air Force needs froa 
TechDyn. he doesn't see anything f099Y about the 17 ftarch 
letter. we can SUCJCJest that ve are willing to discuss the 
Tetainatlon for Default. WES can come here. any tiae the! 
vant. Ne vill tell WES that the door la open. We vll 
negotiate vltb WES but a prerequisite la that they perfora. 

Capt. Chilson said he will send a letter on what ls 
needed on lei. 

· Rr. Rise--we'll send one aore letter to WES 
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1 January 1988 

125-CM-0072 

TO: Alfred H. Johnson 

FROM: Leo s. Morrison, Jr. 

_,.. 

SUBJECT: Cost Control and Reduction - lCC£ Project 

Al, as you tnow I have settled our clat• wtth the At~ 
Foree under the [CCE contract, except for the area of 
provtstoning and the WCCS clatm, in the amount of $1.~19.441. 
Bttsed 0:1 costs tncurred as of 10/25/87 and your projectton 
of co~ts-to-co~olete for the pertod 10/26/87 through 8/31/88, 
tt ap~ear~ we can complete the lCCE project with a proftt of 
SJ12,dll or approxi~atety t~o and one halt (2.5) per cent, a 
far cry fro~ th~ eleven (11) percent proftt negotiated. 

It ts ab,olutely mandatory that tn our reaatntng 
perf~rmance under t~ts contract that thfs per cent of proftt 
not be dP.ereased. In fact, tt ts requested that you tnstttute 
tmml!dt ately those cost controls and those cost reduction 
acttons whtch w111 not only matntatn the 2.5 per ceftt 
profit, but will establish an objective to increase our 
proftt to ftve (5) per cent or more. 

Further, when the CLIH 0057 and CLlN 0058 Modiftcation 
and the OJT Modtftcatton, both of whtch have been neqott1ted 
and both of whtch have been signed by TechOyn and SSA, are 
added to t~e contract, their cost performance should be 
se aratel accounte~ fo~ and monitored so as to mafntatn the 
ne ot ate er cent on each of those tllNs. 

Travel must be curt~t led except where ·absolutely 
necessary. Vhen l•bor can be reduced or eltmtn•ted fro• the 
project, thts •ust be done. 

Ot equ1l importance ts that we tdtnttfy tn a ttraely 
manner any event, •hettie~ caused by the At,. Force, WCCS, 
Veda, or by TecttDyn, whtch causes an tncreast In the estt•ate 
to complete. 

3206 



-
-------~-------. ---- ---~~ _.._ .... 

• ..) 

7 January 1988 
125-CU-0072 
Alfred H. Johnson 
Page T•o 

On the ffrst working day followtng the 15th day of each 
month begt nnt ng t n January, I want to reeetve from you a 
current revtsed , up-to-date projection of costs-to-complete 
as of the end of the prevtous month wtth a detatled and 
spectftc analys·ts of any variations fro• the previous 
month's report. Actual costs incurred must be reflected 
t~rough the same pertod and should be available from Finance 
as of the lOth day of the month covering the preceding 
raonth. 

It ts ~Y plan that upon receipt of thts projection 
(esttr.ute to complete) that you, 8111 and I will stt do•n 
and review and critique the projection and the analysts. 
Only by doing thfs can we avotd further unknown cost growths 
on thts project. 

cc: Wtllta• c. Htse 

.. 
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§!POOeRY OP 1miTTADR'S COtnft!!RCT·Ail§ 

COPNT ONE 

Compensation Under Chanqes Clause For Added Work 
Performed And TechDyn Breaches 

Software 

Testing 

Logistics 

Remota Control Element 

Data ~er.minal Sets 

Cabling and Packaging 

Administrative 

TechDyn's Perfor.mance Shortcomings 

Interest 

$1,408,720 

224,314 

733,036 

426,531 

36,158 

20,000 

500,000 

895,964 

$4,244,113 

TechDyn's Breach Of The Disputes Clause And 
BadPaith Litigation (Undete~ned Litigation Costs) 

COUNT TWO 

Quantum Meruit 

(Ron-contractual theory for recovering amounts 
claimed under Count One) 

COQN'l' THREE 

Compensation Under Ter.mination Clause 
Por Winding Up Costs On RCE 

CQtJNT POUR · 

Unpaid Progress Payments 
And Earned Retainage 

Unpaid Mod 3 Progress Payments 

Unpaid Front-End Progress Payments 

Interest 

TOTAL 

$ 219,839 

113,921 



SUMMARY OF WHITTaKER'S COUNTERCLAIMS 

COUNT OHE 

Compensation For Added Work 
Performed And TechDyn Breaches 

Software 

Testinq 

Loqistics 

Remote Control Element 

Data Terminal Sets· 

Cablinq and Packaqinq 

TechDyn's Performance Shortcomings 

TOTAL 

COUNT FQUR 

$1,408,720 

224,314 

733,036 

426,531 

36,158 

20,000 

$2.848,759 

Invoiced But Unpaid Progress Payments 

Unpaid Mod 3 Proqress Payments 

Unpaid Front-End Progress Payments 

TOTAL 

$ 219,839 

113.927 

s 333,766 
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