Highlights of the NASA Ames Research Center

Integrated Safety Data for Strategic Response (ISDSR) Request for Proposal 
NNA04032894R
NOTE:  There will be a 45-day response time for receipt of proposals from the date of issuance of the final solicitation.
Introduction

This document highlights significant aspects of the attached Integrated Safety Data for Strategic Response (ISDSR) Final Request for Proposal (RFP).  Included in this overview is a brief discussion of some of the issues related to the contract scope and intent, selection criteria, and other issues of significance to this acquisition.  However, these highlights should not be a substitute for a thorough and comprehensive review of the RFP.

The Government’s intent is to enter into a contractual arrangement which will allow Ames Research Center (ARC) to successfully meet its mission of providing high quality research and development to the ISDSR project.  These efforts will deploy, operate, and maintain distributed archives of airline industry flight data and safety reports, and develop innovative, advanced tools and methodologies that will for the first time be able to convert and integrate digitally recorded or textually reported aviation safety data distributed across operating organizations and archives into information on the operational performance and safety of the aviation system. A key element of this information is the identification of system characteristics or conditions conducive to human error. An objective of ISDSR is to demonstrate a common time-delimited working prototype of network-based integration of information extracted from diverse, distributed sources of data.  The Government is confident that this mission can be accomplished through a partnership between the cognizant Ames organization and the Contractor.  
Any changes from the ISDSR Draft RFP will be designated by the following: CHANGE FROM DRAFT RFP
Background Information Specific to this Acquisition:

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 proposed acquisition is a Cost Plus Award Fee (CPAF) contract that provides research and development of the Integrated Safety Data for Strategic Response (ISDSR) project under the Aviation Safety and Security Program (AvSSP).  
Information Related to this Acquisition:

This contract will have Performance-Based task orders.  The Statement of Work (SOW) is Performance-Based, written in terms of functional requirements implemented by Contract Task Orders (CTOs).  This is intended to allow the Contractor autonomy and responsibility to manage its resources and to encourage the partnership between NASA and the Contractor. 

Contract Task Orders (CTOs) will be a critical tool used to administer this contract since the Government cannot precisely predict the magnitude of services that will be required during the life of this contract.  
Due to the sensitive nature of the data, partner expectations, and technical interchange, a facility proximate to ARC is essential. The Contractor shall provide a program management facility proximate to NASA Ames Research Center, Moffett Field, California (work may be distributed to other facilities, but the prototype and central servers for Information Sharing Initiative shall be located proximate to NASA Ames and the program management facility). The Contractor shall manage and operate the program management facility housing the prototype. NASA anticipates the prototype to require no greater than 1000 sq.ft. of laboratory space, housing approximately 10 computer workstations and networking servers.  The Contractor will be required to have its facility proximate to ARC operational within 30 days of award. 

To further increase competition, answers to solicited comments and questions from potential offerors have been continually posted. 

All of the issues discussed above were factors in the development of the selection criteria to be used for evaluating the proposals received as a result of the RFP.  The evaluation factors: Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost/Price, have been developed and structured to allow the Government the ability to choose a Contractor which it believes will best meet the objectives of this contract.  Of the evaluation factors identified above, Mission Suitability is somewhat more important than Past Performance, and Past Performance is significantly more important than Cost/Price. 
Past Performance will be evaluated based on the corporate entities and subcontracting arrangements that are being proposed.  The Past Performance of these performing entities along with the quantity of relevant experience will be of importance in determining a rating.   Past Performance Questionnaires will be utilized to determine which offerors have a demonstrated ability to succeed in meeting similar contract requirements.  
Overall RFP Comments

This acquisition will be issued utilizing full and open competition.   Specific small business goals are posted in the RFP.

Specific Highlights by Section

The remaining information presented below, by section, is used to delineate significant aspects of the RFP that the offeror should be aware of. 

1.
SECTION B:
SUPPLIES OR SERVICES AND PRICE/COST

CHANGE FROM DRAFT RFP: The ISDSR contract has changed to a one-year base period with four (4) one year options.  The value of the overall five-year contract (one-year base and four one-year options) will be established at contract award.  Specifically, an Estimated Cost and Award Fee pool will be expressly identified in Section B.  These amounts, identified by base and option years, will be established from the successful offeror’s cost proposal. 
The ongoing transformation of NASA has resulted in re-prioritization of activities within the Aeronautics Research Mission Directorate. As a result, there are ISDSR tasks which AvSSP management is certain must be accomplished and ISDSR tasks that may or may not be accomplished depending upon priority and available funding. 
Technical areas and performance requirements for this contract will therefore be structured into Base Requirements and Additional Requirements.   The current contract value will be incrementally adjusted as options are exercised and award fees definitized.
2.
SECTION C:
STATEMENT OF WORK

The SOW applicable to this RFP, located in Section C, describes the requirements for work to be performed under a Performance-Based Task Order contract near-site to Ames Research Center (ARC).   

CHANGE FROM DRAFT RFP: The ISDSR Draft Statement of Work (SOW) has six technical areas broken up into one (1) Base Requirement and five (5) Additional Requirements (Options) as follows: 
1. 
Information Sharing Initiative Archives (Base Requirement), 
2. 
National Safety Data Source Development and Strategic Partnering (Additional Requirement), 
3. 
Vulnerability Discovery from Distributed Safety Databases (Additional Requirement), 
4. 
Secure Aviation Network (SAN) (Additional Requirement), 
5.
Automated Evidence-Gathering Across Data Sources (Additional Requirement), and 
6. 
Technical Integration (Additional Requirement).  

CHANGE FROM DRAFT RFP: There will be two (2) Sample Tasks issued along with the Request for Proposal (RFP).  One task is taken from the following technical area: 1. Information Sharing Initiative Archives (Base Requirement).  One task is taken from the following technical areas:  2. National Safety Data Source Development and Strategic Partnering (Additional Requirement), 3. Vulnerability Discovery from Distributed Safety Databases (Additional Requirement), 4. 
Secure Aviation Network (SAN) (Additional Requirement), 5.
Automated Evidence-Gathering Across Data Sources (Additional Requirement), and 6. Technical Integration (Additional Requirement).  

3.
SECTION D:
PACKAGING AND MARKING

There are no significant features or issues in this section.

4.
SECTION E:
INSPECTION AND ACCEPTANCE

There are no significant features or issues in this section.

5.
SECTION F:
DELIVERIES OR PERFORMANCE

There are no significant features or issues in this section.

6.
SECTION G
CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION DATA

The NASA clauses for earning award-fee under service contracts and submitting public vouchers are written in full text.

7.
SECTION H:
SPECIAL CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS

Attention is directed to the clause at H.4. (LIMITED) RELEASE OF CONTRACTOR CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS INFORMATION (CBI) (ARC 52.203-91) (JUL 2001).  This is now a standard clause for all ARC contracts.  
Attention is directed to the clause at H.8. SUBCONTRACTING, DATA NOT FIRST PRODUCED UNDER THE CONTRACT AND REPRESENTATION OF LIMITED RIGHTS DATA AND RESTRICTED RIGHTS SOFTWARE (ARC 52.227-97) (OCT 2004).  This is now a standard clause for all ARC contracts.  
Attention is directed to the clause at H.9. INFORMATION INCIDENTAL TO CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION (ARC 52.227-98) (OCT 2004).   This is now a standard clause for all ARC contracts.   
Attention is directed to the clause at H.10 DATA RIGHTS—HANDLING OF DATA/MANAGEMENT & PROTECTION OF DATA & SPECIAL WORKS.  This clause has been tailored for this requirement.
Attention is directed to the clause at H.11 ORGANIZATIONAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST (ARC 52.209-94) (MAR 1998). This clause has been tailored for this requirement.
CHANGE FROM DRAFT RFP: Attention is directed to the clause at H.12 PATENT RIGHTS (JUN 2003).  This clause has been tailored for this requirement.
8.
SECTION I:
CONTRACT CLAUSES

There are no significant features or issues in this section.

9.
SECTION J:
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

J.1(b) Attachment N: Background and Historical Data
Given that this is the first time the Government has contracted for this Integrated Safety Data for Strategic Response (ISDSR) project, additional (non-customary) background data is being provided in this attachment.  Offeror’s are encouraged to use this information as a data point, but are cautioned that extensive reliance on the data in this section could be counter-productive in that the successful Offeror will be expected to bring innovation in their proposed approach.  Offeror’s are also reminded that this effort will be contracted on a performance-based arrangement and the Offeror’s are provided maximum latitude in proposing highly effective, efficient, and innovative approaches in meeting the requirement.
CHANGE FROM DRAFT RFP: Attachment E, Summary of Cost and Fee, now lists Base Requirement Costs and Additional Requirements Costs separately.
10.
SECTION K:
REPRESENTATIONS, CERTIFICATIONS AND OTHER STATEMENTS OF OFFERORS

There are no significant features or issues in this section.

11.
SECTION L: 
INSTRUCTIONS, CONDITIONS, AND NOTICES TO OFFERORS

Offeror’s should follow the instructions carefully and ensure that: (1) page counts are not exceeded; (2) the information submitted is relevant to the various proposal volumes and sections; (3) the proposal is formatted as requested; and (4) the proposal is complete and accurate.  
Specific small business goals are posted in the RFP Section L, Small Business Participation (Subfactor).

12.
SECTION M: EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

The Government has determined that the factors described in the RFP can be equitably applied to all proposals received and that the process will allow NASA to award a contract to an entity that will succeed in meeting the mission objectives.  The proposals will be evaluated on their individual merits and will be evaluated against the evaluation factors cited in this Section.

Attention is directed to the Cost/Price Factor in Section M.2 Evaluation Approach (ARC 52.215-104) (MAR 2003):

Note: Mission Suitability Adjustment Table under Paragraph d. has been tailored for this requirement.
Cost/Price Factor (Volume III) 

(1)
The offeror’s cost/price proposal will be evaluated, using one or more of the techniques defined in FAR 15.404, in order to determine if it is reasonable and realistic.

(2)
The Government will evaluate the realism of each offeror’s proposed costs to ensure the offeror understands the magnitude and complexity of the effort.  This will include an evaluation of the extent to which proposed costs indicate a clear understanding of solicitation requirements, and reflect a sound approach to satisfying those requirements.  This assessment will consider technical/management risks identified during the evaluation of the proposal and associated costs.  Offerors are not required to use the Government Estimate (Attachment J.1.(b)(1)).  However, offerors must fully substantiate their proposed deviations from it, including both increases and decreases.  Cost information supporting a cost judged to be unrealistic and the technical/management risk associated with the proposal will be quantified by the Government evaluators and included in the assessment for each offeror.

(3)
The results of the assessment described above will be the following:

a.
 A determination of the Probable Cost (PC) of the offeror’s proposal, computed by the Government for the basic requirements (basic award)  and all options, excluding phase-in costs.  The PC shall be established by the Government’s estimate of anticipated performance costs plus any fee proposed.  

b. 
Probable costs will be given a confidence level rating of “High,” “Medium,” or “Low.”  The confidence rating will be based on the evaluators’ assessment of the offeror’s ability to meet the requirements identified in the Statement of Work, based on the approach and total cost and fee contained in its proposal as adjusted.

c. 
The evaluators will substantiate each confidence rating.

d.
Adjustments to the Mission Suitability scores will be made, if appropriate, as follows:

	Proposed and Probable Cost Difference
	Point Adjustment

	+ 0.0% to 10.0%
	0

	+ Greater than 10.0% and Less than 20%
	Percentage difference squared, minus 100

	+  Greater than or Equal to 20%
	300


For example, should the vendor have a cost difference of 10%, there will be a zero adjustment to their mission suitability score.  But if the cost difference is 11%, then there will be a (11)2-100= 21 point adjustment. The maximum adjustment would be applied at 20% difference and greater.

The percentage for determining the Mission Suitability cost realism adjustment is computed by dividing the difference between the offeror's proposed and probable cost, by the proposed cost.

(4)
Evaluation of options shall not obligate the Government to exercise such options.

Conclusion
This concludes the Highlights for the ISDSR RFP.  Any questions should be submitted in writing to the Contracting Officer.  Mail questions to the address below or email them to Natalie.R.Lemar@nasa.gov .
NASA Ames Research Center

Attn: Natalie LeMar
Code JAI, M/S: 241-1

Re: NNA04032894R
Moffett Field, CA 94035-1000
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