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 QUESTIONS/COMMENTS AND ANSWERS FOR INTEGRATED SAFETY DATA FOR STRATEGIC RESPONSE (ISDSR) HIGHLIGHTS #1

The ISDSR Highlights document posted March 7, 2004 included areas where the Government requested feedback from Interested Parties.  These areas are listed below and are designated in italicized font.  Feedback received from the Interested Parties for each area will be designated as Questions/Comments.  The Government Response (answers and comments) is in bold.

Feedback is requested on the five technical areas of the SOW in regards to such things as technical clarification, concerns with pricing, and/or additional information needed for preparing proposal submission.

Questions/Comments: 

Requests historical data on the ISDSR tasks that will be continued under the new contract to facilitate our contracting, pricing, and staffing activity. FTE counts for each ISDSR task will be helpful with the current skill descriptions/Labor Group Categories to help bidders in bidding the correct skill mix against the current baseline.  Please differentiate contractors from Civil Servants in FTE count.

Government Response: 

ISDSR is a NEW requirement.  The mission of the ISDSR project is to build upon and extend the capabilities developed under NASA’s Aviation System Monitoring and Modeling (ASMM) project during Fiscal Years 1999 through 2005.  

There are approximately 30 contractor employees and grantee personnel associated with the predecessor project, Aviation System Monitoring and Modeling (ASMM). THIS IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY AND IS NOT INTENDED TO REPRESENT A BINDING REQUIREMENT SINCE THE EXACT SKILL MIX AND WORK DISTRIBUTION ARE DEPENDANT OF THE TASK ORDERS THAT WILL BE ISSUED FOR ISDSR.

Questions/Comments: 

The expected requirement for security clearances.  

Government Response: 

There are no National Security Level Requirements.

Questions/Comments:  

Salary data per labor category are requested since each prime or subcontractor bidder will apply approved overhead and G&A rates to direct salaries.  If actual information cannot be made available, indicative numbers will be helpful.

The Aviation Performance Measuring System (APMS) can be used as is to analyze a small number of flight data.  However, APMS is not scalable to handle terabytes of data.  The ISDSR requirement states that the new system has to be able to handle terabytes of data in a secure environment.  To handle this kind of workload, the platform (database, server, operating system, etc.) would likely require an upgrade.  

APMS may have to be rewritten in order to run on the new platform.  Will the SOW include a task for these upgrades and modifications?  

Government Response: 

At this time there is no requirement to rewrite the programs for any of the products.  However, if during performance of the ISDSR requirement a need is discovered, a CTO will be issued.    

Questions/Comments:

The best method for controlling performance and cost in an ever-shrinking budget environment is important in maintaining continued operation of a program at optimum levels.  The more industry understands the areas of budget, timelines (Milestones) and task areas considered necessary for success the better the partnership.  Certain tasks will require more upfront investment and then on-going maintenance costs. 

1.0
National Safety Data Source Development and Strategic Partnering

How is this task to be measured or considered successful?  It appears that without an established number of working partnerships, the prototype, research, and overall success of the program may be in jeopardy.  Although we has many clients in the U.S. aviation community and can utilize this already established relationship, one or more people should be assigned to cultivate the ISDRS partnership.

Government Response:  

The working partnerships are important for the CTO issued for National Safety Data Source Development and Strategic Partnering.  Performance measurements under this CTO could include: 1. Technical Performance, 2. Cost, and 3. Adherence to milestones & deliverables.  The Government plans to issue sample tasks separately prior to issuance with the Draft RFP in order for interested parties to provide comments and questions.  Sample tasks will be included in the Draft RFP for comment also.  Sample tasks will be issued from the following technical areas:  1. National Safety Data Source Development and Strategic Partnering, 2. Vulnerability Discovery from Distributed Safety Databases, 3. Secure Aviation Network  (SAN), and 4. Automated Evidence-Gathering  Across Data Sources.

Questions/Comments:

2.0
Vulnerability Discovery from Distributed Safety Databases

In this task, it may be best to take a standard software engineering approach using a 

configuration management process in which change requirements are managed.  This would facilitate each batch of changes to be approved, project managed and specific deliverables established.  Pricing can be issued on a fixed price or time and material basis.  This would avoid overhead associated with full-time programmers provided it is not known to which extent new development is required. 

Government Response:  

Configuration Management is necessary, but not sufficient to developing techniques for Vulnerability Discovery.  It is necessary for good software development management. However, the challenge of Vulnerability Discovery is to automatically find operationally significant events or trends that we may never have expected, to automatically extract information about that event from the data source in which it was identified, and to automatically identify information that is relevant to that event in any of the other available numeric or textual data sources.  This challenge does not lend itself to solution by any available commercial off the shelf (COTS) approach.  It will require some very fundamental research and development and, therefore, a Cost Plus Award Fee (CPAF) task order would provide incentives for maintaining high quality performance of these Research and Development (R&D) activities.

Questions/Comments:

3.0
Secure Aviation Network (SAN)

Some measure of size and scope of the SAN must be established to determine baseline cost.  The term or context of the word “extracted” needs to be clarified further to understand the customer’s desired outcome.  In some cases our established partners may prefer uploading of information to ISDRS versus an extraction of data from other systems. 

Government Response:  

Our expectations for networking are better described with the word "retrieved" rather than "extracted," as the latter implies that information will be pulled from partner data sources, when it could be uploaded or pushed by those partners. Our intent is a prototype network that would allow retrieval and analysis of information made available by industry partners.

Questions/Comments:

4.0 Automated Evidence – Gathering Across Data Sources

There is no specific clarification required at this time.

Government Response: 

There were no questions/comments received for this technical area.
Questions/Comments:

5.0 Technical Integration

Consider consolidating and relocating task 5.  Change task 5 to task 1 and change the name to Management and Technical Integration with one of the performance areas being strategic partnering.

Government Response: 

The Government has taken this into consideration but decided on the proposed work breakdown structure because the management/integration functions are distinct from some critical source cultivation functions. Source cultivation includes implementing and/or maintaining data aggregation and analysis systems at partner facilities. This is a challenging technical area in and of itself. 

Technical integration will include both the higher-level management of this task and planning and oversight of all other technical areas. 
Feedback is requested on CPAF contract type and how it might incentivize performance.  Any comments/concerns on award fee evaluation factors (technical, cost, schedule).

Questions/Comments:

 Finds a CPAF contract to be satisfactory, we offer the following suggestions.  

 The contract should be Performance Based to provide the contractor with concise task expectations and NASA with clear metrics for assessing contractor performance.  

NASA is considering an Award Fee contract that is evaluated on management, technical performance, cost, and schedule.   These are traditional measures that address Ability to Execute, but do not address the essential elements of Vision, Innovation and Leadership or program contributions based upon bringing corporate assets to bear to impact the program.  

Criteria should evaluate the contractor’s partnership with NASA in shaping and achieving task outcomes that impact the ISDSR program through innovation and leadership.  

Government Response:  

The Government agrees that criteria should evaluate the contractor’s partnership with NASA in shaping and achieving task outcomes that impact the ISDSR program through innovation and leadership.  

Questions/Comments:  

Suggests that a Base Fee be allowed, consistent with FAR provisions, as a component of Total Award Fee, with the balance being subject to Award Fee criteria.  This allows contractors to cover miscellaneous expenses that may be unallowable under FAR.

Government Response:  

Miscellaneous expenses that are unallowable under FAR are unallowable.  

The periodic award fee evaluations will be conducted annually and will be final.  NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1816.405-271 Base fee, paragraph (a) states “A base fee shall not be used on CPAF contracts for which the periodic award fee evaluations are final (1816.405-273(a)).”  Therefore, a base fee will not be utilized with the ISDSR CPAF contract.  

Questions/Comments:

An incentive fee approach is the preferred contract type to motivate the contractor’s performance. It should take on a relatively simple approach to performance-based contracts that is easily understood by all parties and does not require extensive resources to manage.  
For example, the contractor’s performance is mapped to 3 or 4 key performance indicators that are linked to the overall mission objectives of the division being supported, and also provide linkage to Earned Value Analysis (EVA), as well as full cost accounting.  As NASA is aware, EVA is a technique of "performance measurement" that provides project schedule and cost status by relating scheduled work and actual costs to the value of work completed.  To make comparisons between cost, schedule, and performance status, all three must be expressed in like terms, such as dollars.

The incentive fee should not be below 10%, and should range between 10% and a maximum of 15 to 20%.  
Believes that CPAF is fully appropriate for contracts of this type, and provides sufficient incentive for maintaining responsive and high quality performance.  The performance categories of management, technical performance, cost and schedule have been typical for CPAF contracts with NASA and other customers, and lend themselves to establishment of performance measurement metrics which can be mutually understood between contractor and customer. 

Government Response:  

The evaluation criteria performance measurements could include:                             1. Technical Performance, 2. Cost, and 3. Adherence to milestones & deliverables.   The Government plans to issue sample tasks separately prior to issuance with the Draft RFP in order for interested parties to provide comments and questions.  Sample tasks will be included in the Draft RFP for comment also.  Sample tasks will be issued from the following technical areas:  1. National Safety Data Source Development and Strategic Partnering, 2. Vulnerability Discovery from Distributed Safety Databases, 3. Secure Aviation Network  (SAN), and 4. Automated Evidence-Gathering  Across Data Sources.

Feedback is requested concerning which of the five technical areas of the SOW could potentially be subcontracted.

Questions/Comments:

Technical areas 2 through 5 are tightly intertwined.  These areas would benefit greatly through common leadership for COTS and R&D solutions.  Thus, we suggest that technical area 1 is most amenable to business partner leadership (small or large).  Technical areas 2, 3, 4 and 5 incorporate technical efforts where business partners could have substantive participation.

Technical area 1 cannot reasonable be subcontracted, as the prime contractor should be the entity to cultivate the partnerships with the aviation community for the contract, thereby having subsequent influence on activities to performed on the balance of the contract. 

Technical area 2 can potentially be subcontracted.  Note that there are two existing subcontractors (ProWorks and ATAC) that worked on the Aviation System Modeling and Monitoring (ASMM) project.

Technical area 3 can potentially be subcontracted.  This area requires the expertise of network administrators, system administrators, and security administrators.

Technical area 4 can potentially be subcontracted.  This area requires the expertise of database administrators and middleware developers.

Technical area 5 cannot reasonably be subcontracted since it is the management function for the contract.

Does not feel that any one of the five technical areas defined in the SOW can be subcontracting on its own due to the highly secure and integrated nature of ISDSR.  The Contractor must meet the ISDSR mission objective by establishing a strong and direct partnership with NASA across all five areas; areas that are interdependent and interrelated.  However, there are specific tasks that can be subcontracted effectively within a given technical area such as the research and development of tools and methodologies.   An integrated subcontract approach would work best since the subcontractor would not be adversely impacted if a particular task experiences reductions.

Government Response:  

The Government has reviewed the above comments concerning subcontracting goals, and will take the information into consideration when developing the subcontracting goals.

Feedback is requested concerning what percentage (%) is considered a reasonable and obtainable Small Business subcontracting goal for the ISDSR procurement?  Provide feedbacks on percentage (%) goals for small business, woman-owned, HUB Zone, and small disadvantaged.

Questions/Comments:  

Although the 3-7-04 document containing answers to the vendor questions stated that the government was “currently in the Market Research Phase for the ISDSR requirement and will have the answer to this question once the Market Research phase is completed.  Small business set-aside or Full and Open competition will be announced shortly. In the case of Full and Open competition, NASA would specify the required subcontracting goals (e.g. Small Disadvantaged, HUB Zone, 8(a), Woman-owned) in the solicitation.”
It is recommended that a reasonable and obtainable Small Business subcontracting goal be between 15% and 20% inclusively.  
Is committed to supplier diversity and believes that a Small Business (SB) subcontracting goal of 20% is very reasonable and achievable.  We offer no recommendation for allocation of the total goal among SB categories.  Suggests that second tier subcontracting count toward achievement of small business goals.

In our experience, a Small Business subcontracting goal of 20% or more is reasonable and attainable for this procurement. 

Government Response:  

The Government has consulted with the Small Business and Policy Office for ARC concerning the second tier subcontracting counting towards achievement of small business goals.  Second tier subcontracting does not count towards the achievement of small business goals for ARC.
Feedback is requested concerning the value of sample task issuance with the Draft RFP.

Questions/Comments:

Suggests that sample tasks be issued with the Draft RFP.  Sample tasks facilitate process understanding and preparation.

Sample tasks are valuable provided they are representative of those tasks that will be required upon commencement of the contract, rather than hypothetical tasks that are subject to interpretation and may not affirm the contractor’s capabilities to successfully perform them.

Government Response:  

The Government plans to issue sample tasks separately prior to issuance with the Draft RFP in order for interested parties to provide comments and questions.  Sample tasks will be included in the Draft RFP for comment also.  Sample tasks will be issued from the following technical areas:  1. National Safety Data Source Development and Strategic Partnering, 2. Vulnerability Discovery from Distributed Safety Databases, 3. Secure Aviation Network  (SAN), and 4. Automated Evidence-Gathering  Across Data Sources.

Questions/Comments:

Sample task issuance with the draft RFP could provide additional insight to potential bidders as to the specific types and extents of tasks that will be required under the contract and could potentially assist bidders in better assessing the totality of the efforts required for the work effort and the costing estimation.  However, if response to sample tasks is to be required in response to the Draft RFP, NASA should make available supporting data and information to reasonably enable non-incumbent bidders to compile meaningful responses.  Such information could include, for example, accessibility to a bidder library including all referenced technical, administrative or other documentation containing requirements related to task implementation; historical data relative to performance of similar tasks in the past (such as total hours per labor classification, materials and other non-labor requirements, other such information).  Inclusion of sample tasks at the draft RFP stage could also provide an opportunity for submission of questions of clarification, prior to the release of a formal RFP, potentially resulting in more responsive proposals.  

Government Response:  

ISDSR is a NEW requirement.  The mission of the ISDSR project is to build upon and extend the capabilities developed under NASA’s Aviation System Monitoring and Modeling (ASMM) project during Fiscal Years 1999 through 2005.  The Government plans to issue sample tasks separately prior to issuance with the Draft RFP in order for interested parties to provide comments and questions.  Sample tasks will be included in the Draft RFP for comment also.  Sample tasks will be issued from the following technical areas:  1. National Safety Data Source Development and Strategic Partnering, 2. Vulnerability Discovery from Distributed Safety Databases, 3. Secure Aviation Network  (SAN), and 4. Automated Evidence-Gathering  Across Data Sources.

Feedback is requested concerning which technical areas the sample tasks in the RFP should come from.

Questions/Comments:

Suggests that sample tasks be taken from technical areas 2, 3, and/or 4.  Doing so will provide NASA with the best insight into each bidder’s depth of skills, knowledge and capabilities for achieving the objectives of ISDSR.

Sample tasks from any of the technical areas provided with the Draft RFP could be beneficial for both NASA and potential bidders.  Technical areas two, three and four could provide NASA with insight into a potential offeror’s understanding of the software challenges involved in this procurement.  Since potential safety issues cover numerous areas, a sample task from technical area two could provide NASA insight into the potential offeror’s depth of knowledge of network and physical security.  A task from technical area three would require demonstration of depth in networking, also in a secure environment.  Lastly, the methodology for the development of the middleware supporting numerous databases in a safety-oriented environment should demonstrate understanding of current networking architectures as well as using enhanced safety analysis in a distributed system.  In addition to giving NASA an indication of contractor understanding of the task areas, sample tasks in the above areas could also provide potential offerors with valuable additional insight into what is required to satisfy your needs, facilitating responsive proposals.

It is suggested that the sample tasks be taken from either 4.Automated Evidence-Gathering Across Data Sources, or 5.Technical Integration.

Government Response:  

The Government plans to issue sample tasks separately prior to issuance with the Draft RFP in order for interested parties to provide comments and questions.  Sample tasks will be included in the Draft RFP for comment also.  Sample tasks will be issued from the following technical areas:  1. National Safety Data Source Development and Strategic Partnering, 2. Vulnerability Discovery from Distributed Safety Databases, 3. Secure Aviation Network  (SAN), and 4. Automated Evidence-Gathering  Across Data Sources.

Feedback is requested concerning the planned performance period of the contract in respect to the base period and options

Questions/Comments:

Agrees with NASA’s reasoning for the structure of the contract performance period.  Favors a longer-term contract since this encourages a long-term perspective in relationships and partnering approach.  Most successful commercial contracts typically run 5 or more years.   If the objective is to encourage Performance Based Contracting techniques, a longer term enables the parties to track contributions in implementing desired business results tied to the Strategic Plan; in other words, focus on strategic goals in addition to tactical or operational goals.  

Suggests a 60-day phase-in period.

Government Response:  

ISDSR project runs five-years (Fiscal Years (FY) ’06 – ’10) under the Aviation Safety and Security Program (AvSSP).  The Government currently plans a 30-day Phase-In period based on ISDSR project milestones.

Questions/Comments:

Believes the planned performance period to be appropriate. 

A five-year contract is recommended with a base period of three years and a two-year renewal option, rather than five years with a base period of two years and a three-year renewal option. 

Government Response:  

Based on the ISDSR project milestones, a 30-day Phase-In period is currently planned.  The Government has considered the base period of three years and a two-year renewal option.  However, the Government believes the base period of two years and a three-year renewal option will align with the ISDSR project milestones.
Feedback is requested concerning special clauses, issues with conflict of interest, and intellectual property.

Questions/Comments:

Does not object to the requirement for an OCI risk mitigation plan. 

The requirement for an unlimited rights, royalty-free license is agreeable, as long as there are appropriate boundaries defined in the RFP and contract. This enables the contractor to appropriately price any development, the license, and protect their interest in pre-existing IP.

Government Response:  ARC Special Clauses were posted on June 3, 2004.
Feedback is requested concerning providing a facility proximate to NASA ARC.  Is this feasible?  Why or why not.

Questions/Comments:

Concurs with the requirement a facility proximate to NASA ARC.  This will support the high level of interaction among NASA, the contractor team and other collaborators that 

will be critical to the success of ISDSR.

Believe obtaining a facility proximate to NASA ARC is feasible

Government Response:  

Due to the sensitive nature of the data, partner expectations, and technical interchange a facility proximate to ARC is essential.
Questions/Comments: 

It is certainly feasible to provide a secure facility within proximity to NASA ARC, however it should not be considered a requirement for the following reasons:

1. The development of the prototype, its execution, and evaluation can take place in the Contractor’s facilities regardless of location.

2. NASA civil service personnel will not need to be housed in the Contractor’s facilities for direct contact that would require close proximity.

3. NASA personnel can a.) play key roles in developing relationships with data source providers, such as executing Space Act Agreements, which provide necessary legal protections from data disclosure, and. b.) collaborate in determining the functionality of ISDSR components and its underlying methodology, through various communication mechanisms such as electronically and pre-arranged meetings and conferences.
Government Response:  

Due to the sensitive nature of the data, partner expectations, and technical interchange a facility proximate to ARC is essential.

Questions/Comments: 

Is there documentation available on the existing Aviation System Monitoring and Modeling (ASMM) research and development?

Government Response:  

Information regarding ASMM can be found at the following websites: http://humanfactors.arc.nasa.gov/web/research/factsheets/pdfs/Chidester_apms.pdfand http://avsp.larc.nasa.gov/new_asmm.html .
Questions/Comments: 

Is the ISDSR procurement on schedule?

Government Response:  

The current schedule is posted in the Highlights #1 document and below.  Any changes to this schedule would be posted as quickly as possible.

ISDSR Projected Milestones for the Acquisition Cycle:

	Milestones
	Dates

	Issuance of Draft Solicitation
	December 2004

	Comments on Draft Solicitation Due
	January 2005

	Issuance of Final Solicitation
	February 2005

	Proposal(s) due
	March 2005

	Contract Award
	August 2005

	
	


Questions/Comments: 

Is the decision for small business set-aside to be made by December 2004?

Government Response:  

The decision should be posted by the first quarter of FY ’05.

Questions/Comments:

Conflict-of-Interest clarification needed?

Government Response:  

All ARC Special Clauses including ARC 52.209-94 Organizational Conflicts of Interest were posted in full text on June 3, 2004.  If there are any additional questions regarding any of the ARC Special Clauses posted in full text on 

June 3, 2004 please e-mail: Natalie.R.Lemar@nasa.gov.
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