Acquisition Strategy Comment Matrix

January 10, 2000

PROCUREMENT SENSITIVE


Ref
Category
Comment (ID Number)
Resolution
SIR Change

1. 
Acquisition
What evaluation criteria will be used during the ATOP procurement?  The draft SIR enumerates “capabilities” and an anticipated acquisition strategy that seeks “best value”.  Are these the evaluative criteria that will be used? 
Concur.  Evaluation criteria based on the capabilities outlined in the SIR are being developed.    These capabilities will be listed in the SIR.  SIR 1 is a preliminary gate.  
X

2. 
Acquisition
What specific evaluative/performance measures as envisioned by Government Performance Review Act (GPRA) are going to be used in the selection process?  When will the performance measures, developed for each of the requirements, be available? 
Concur.  Among the GPRA goals established by the FAA, the acquisition fulfills ARA Goal 2, NAS Modernization.  The qualitative and quantitative performance measures will be included in each SIR.
X

3. 
Acquisition
Will the evaluative performance measures be provided to each potential bidder well in advance of demonstrations?
Concur.  The measures will be included in each SIR.
X

4. 
Acquisition
Will each bidder be encouraged to provide measures, standards, and requirements that they think should be used for evaluation? 
Concur.  Input has been sought during  the acquisition process thus far and will continue to be sought throughout the process.


5. 
Acquisition
Will the airlines be involved in the OMS selection process? 
Concur.  Airline representatives will not participate as members or advisors to any evaluation team. Throughout the acquisition process, however, input and feedback from all of our customers, including airlines, will be sought and considered.


6. 
Acquisition
Will NASA goals/objectives/benchmarks and personnel as well as any other government, industry or trade groups’ efficiency, effectiveness, measurement and performance experts be active participants in the procurement? 
Nonconcur.  See reference 5.  NASA goals /objectives have not been considered.


7. 
Acquisition
What criteria will be used for evaluating the lifecycle costs of the programming language(s), design and development methodologies, and software development environment selected for ATOP? 
Concur.  As lifecycle cost will not be a factor in the initial down select decision, it is not included in SIR 1.  The FAA appreciates the importance, however, of providing vendors with the factors (including LCC) for down select decisions.  Therefore,  the method and criteria for other phases are being refined and will be included in the appropriate SIR.


8. 
Acquisition
The SIR should be updated to reflect the FAA goal of selecting one vendor for all systems.  If during the procurement process this goal turns out to be unachievable, then the FAA should consider the option of going to two separate vendors at that time. 
Concur.  The SIR as written provides the option of selecting one or more vendors.  The FAA wants to retain this flexibility.


9. 
Acquisition
Require bidders to describe all system components that are not already integrated into a single system that is managing air traffic today. 
Concur.  The FAA will be evaluating systems on the basis of their level of integration.  The SIR will require vendors to identify any functionality that is not currently integrated.
X 

10. 
Acquisition
Expand the scope of the SIR to allow the offering of automation system-related subsystems as contract options beyond the 5-page restriction indicated in the draft SIR. 
Nonconcur.  P3I and other improvements will be considered in subsequent SIRs.


11. 
Acquisition
Request that bidders provide information on how current candidate systems meet each of the requirements and identify what development work is needed to close the gaps.  
Nonconcur.  That is the purpose of the automation demonstration.  Determination of “gaps” is the purpose of SLOT and FLOT.


12. 
Acquisition
Consider compressing the acquisition process.  In place of Step 2 demonstration, make early visits to the operational sites to conduct first level evaluation and down select to a smaller number of candidates.  This should result in fewer operational demonstrations and save time and resources for the FAA and industry.  This will also accelerate the introduction of operational benefits to airspace users.
Concur.  The acquisition schedule as stated in the SIR is believed to be the most effective considering government and industry resources.  The FAA reserves the right, however to downselect to one at any time after SIR 1 evaluations.


13. 
Acquisition
The FAA should explicitly reserve the right to down select to one vendor at any time during the acquisition process. 
Concur.  It is not our intention to do so, although that option is not precluded by the SIR.


14. 
Acquisition
It should be stated clearly that only systems offered in response to SIR 1 will be evaluated in Step 2 demonstrations and that only the systems demonstrated in Step 2 will be legitimate candidates for final selection. 
Concur.  The SIR will be revised.
X

15. 
Acquisition
The FAA should develop an IDIQ type of contract allowing changes to be made based on new or unplanned requirements and funding availability.     
Concur.  After acquisition of the asset, P3I and other changes will be priced on an IDIQ – fully loaded labor hour basis.


16. 
Acquisition
The procurement strategy should include the following: “FAA will seek ATC Prime vendors who have, as a part of their teams, a console vendor who has demonstrated their ability to provide high quality, custom-built consoles to the FAA.  Console vendors will be required to propose their technical solution to a functional specification developed y the FAA.  ATC Prime vendors will not only provide proposed solutions, but will also provide the FAA an opportunity to visit the console vendor headquarters and production facilities, provide the FAA mock up consoles, and submit associated pricing information with the proposal.  The FAA will conduct a Best Value procurement and will adhere to the procurement methodology to ensure the best solution is obtained.  This may or may not be the lowest price offered, after all considerations and requirements are evaluated.
Concur in part.  FAA evaluators will evaluate the system in its entirety, including consoles.  Each prime vendor will have to make its own business case in choosing a console provider.  No system will be selected unless its console is acceptable to air traffic controllers.


17. 
Acquisition
The FAA should choose to require the ATC Primes and console vendors to develop and provide mock up or prototype consoles for two purposes.  1) As a demonstration of their design, engineering, and production capabilities to assist in final selection and contract award.  2) As a prototype development process after contract award to allow detailed review by the FAA prior to starting final console production.
Nonconcur.  As the strategy anticipates an NDI acquisition, prototyping after contract award should not be necessary.  See also reference 16.


18. 
Acquisition
The FAA should select a console project evaluation team to support the proposed procurement strategy in comment 05-02.
See reference 16.


19. 
Acquisition
FAA funding of contractor effort prior to final award.  The amount of contractor investment needed to fulfill the requirements of the FAA’s ATOP acquisition model may not be justified by the value of the ATOP contract award.  It is recommended that the FAA consider funding contractor effort to prepare for and support the FAA’s FLOT and SLOT acquisition steps, much in the same manner as has been done successfully for major automation acquisitions such as the Host Computer System.  Contractor funding would be used for all activity for SIR 1 including the initial automation demonstration and for proposal preparation for SIR2 and SIR 3. .
Concur in part.  It is currently not the FAA’s intention to pay offeror costs in participating in the acquisition.  With respect to SIR 1 activities, the FAA is paying for site fit-up at the William J. Hughes Technical Center and will provide Boeing and SITA resources for a portion of the CPDLC and ADS testing, as described at the Site Survey.  Based on this comment and other similar comments and in an effort to maximize effective competition, the FAA will further consider its intention, as the commentator suggests, after SIR 1.


20. 
Acquisition
The SIR does not address indemnification under Public Law 85-804.  It is requested that the FAA consider providing an indemnity under Public Law 85-804 for this procurement. 
Nonconcur.  While the FAA has agreed to provide indemnification on very large en route programs, (e.g. Host, AAS), the ATOP procurement is not of the magnitude nor technical uncertainty that would suggest providing indemnification.


21. 
Acquisition
Draft SIR, page 1, paragraph 2 clarification – On what basis may two contract awards be made? Is the FAA considering Anchorage as a possible special case?
Concur.  No site is being considered a “special case”.  It is our intent to award to a single contractor. In the government’s best interest, we reserve the right to award more than one contract.


22. 
Acquisition
Draft SIR, page 3, paragraph 4 clarification – What are the major milestones and schedule for the FAA’s Oceanic acquisition program during CY2000?  
Concur.  The FAA appreciates industry’s concern with major milestone dates.  Those dates are currently being refined.  ATOP award is desired in early 2001.
X

23. 
Acquisition
Draft SIR, page 6, paragraph 6 clarification – May more than two examples of relevant past performance be submitted? 
Concur.  The SIR will be modified to allow vendors to submit as many relevant past performance as the vendor desires.
X

24. 
Acquisition
SOW/Schedule clarifications (ref page 5, paragraph B) – What contract milestone (i.e., Government Acceptance, IOC, ORD) will be associated with the requirements for the ATOP system to provide required capabilities within 12 months of contract award?
Concur.  The SIR will be amended to make it clear that Initial Operational Capability is intended.
X

25. 
Acquisition
Section II Scope: It is stated that “The Government will furnish the satellite…communications services…” When and in what manner will these external interfaces be defined?  Has a communications service provider for ADS, CPDLC and AFN been identified? 
Concur.  The FAA has recently selected SITA as its FANS-1 datalink service provider and is expected to retain SITA for the next several years.  Access to SITA currently is provided via the FAA NADIN X.25 PSN for which an ICD will be provided. The FANS-1 protocols are well-defined industry standards currently being utilized by numerous ATS providers including the FAA.  If additional information concerning FANS-1 protocols is necessary, it can be provided upon request.  The live FANS-1 interface required for the demonstration phase will be provided by the FAA to vendors through the existing FAA contract with SITA. 


26. 
Acquisition
How far in advance of down selection events will the criteria for selection be provided?  How will CHI be evaluated given the number of COTS products available? 
Concur.  The time between provision of criteria for selection and the required offeror submission will vary depending on the stage in the acquisition.  It is not currently intended to provide less than 30 days at any stage.  The methodology for evaluating CHI will be included in the appropriate SIR.  The FAA has secured specialized expertise to assist it in the preparation and use of HF evaluation criteria.
X

27. 
Acquisition
What type of contract is anticipated? 
Concur.  The SIR will be modified to indicate that a the contract will be fixed price for the system with fully loaded labor hours on an IDIQ basis for P3I and other changes.
X

28. 
Acquisition
Section V: Will the FAA provide vendors with a list of non-FAA evaluators (e.g., employee organizations, SETA contractors, etc.) for each step in the evaluation process? 
Nonconcur.  Each evaluator – FAA or non-FAA, will be required to sign both a non-disclosure agreement and a no-conflict of interest statement.


29. 
Automation
The draft SIR should be amended to make the following requirements mandatory in the determination of any vendor being considered for the provision of the product:

-Flight Data Processing (FDP)

-Radar Data Processing Interface (RDPI) (from domestic system, not a competing RDP)

-Controller/Pilot Data Link Communications (CPDLC)

-Air Traffic Services Interfacility Data Communications (AIDC)

-Conflict Probe

-Dynamic Sectorization

-Traffic Flow Management


Concur in principle.  The mandatory requirements should be explicit in the SIR.  As they can already be found in the first paragraph of Section III.A, no change to the SIR is necessary.


30. 
Business
How will the FAA evaluate the total cost of ownership as one of the criteria of the COTS system it acquires?
See reference 7.


31. 
Business
The FAA may want to consider some allowance in funding provision and cost evaluation to provide flexibility for a given team to include some special form of small business participation, for example: a mentor/protégé program, and /or effort staffed from Historically Black Colleges and Universities. 
Nonconcur.  Although the ATOP team appreciates the benefits to the FAA and the Nation's small business community of supporting small businesses in their efforts to provide goods and services to the government, the FAA will not be giving evaluation credit to teams for teaming with small businesses.  This is because the ATOP acquisition is an NDI buy such that vendor teams are already in place.  It is not in the government's best interest to encourage replacement of team members for the sole purpose of gaining additional evaluation credit.


32. 
Business
Internet Announcement clarification – How does the FAA envision that small business meetings with automation system vendors will be coordinated at the ATOP Industry Day?  Will the FAA require information prior to Industry Day to assist in planning for these meetings? 
Concur.  Although evaluation credit is not available for participation of small businesses, the FAA did hold an Industry Day on December 15 during which over 50 small businesses were able to meet in one-on-one sessions with each of the five potential prime vendors for the ATOP acquisition.  Informal discussions by ATOP team members with the small businesses that participated yielded extremely favorable feedback from those small businesses.


33. 
CHI
It is recommended that a method to facilitate rapid change and re-building of the Computer Human Interface (CHI) be included with all proposed system solutions.  Suggested wording: “Bidders are encouraged to provide a capability for making rapid changes to their system CHI during automation demonstrations, operational testing, and in the final product proposed for delivery under this procurement.  The vendor is encouraged to demonstrate that their system CHI can be built independent of the application software and can be evolved it handle CHI changes that are anticipated throughout the system life cycle.  The demonstration should prove the ability to add new CHI features, as well as to make changes to existing CHI, in a cost effective manner and with little to no performance penalty to the system.” 
Concur.  The capability to support rapid CHI change will be evaluated during the downselect process.


34. 
Conflict Prediction
Conflict prediction is one of the major functions required by ATOP and one which has significant requirements and maintenance costs over time.  How will the accuracy, flexibility and maintainability if the conflict probe be evaluated?  Examples could be actual behavior at or near the poles or the labor needed to add new separation criteria related to changes such as new aircraft types, new equipage, or new geographic sub-areas.
Concur.  Conflict prediction/detection is an important capability that will be evaluated as part of the downselect process.  Specifics regarding evaluation of the capability will be included in the "Show Me" plan accompanying SIR 1.
X

35. 
Demonstrations
First demonstrations should be conducted stand-alone (off-line) in a FAA center of the vendor’s choice using oceanic airspace of the vendor’s choice.  This demonstration should evaluate the automation capability against the eight fundamental requirements as defined (in comment 02-01).  By simultaneously including a software and functionality audit, candidate systems can be narrowed to those that can reasonably be expected to be successful. 
Concur in part.  The vendors will be required to use the same maps at a common location of the FAA’s choice.  Evaluation criteria will reflect capabilities outlined in the SIR.  The vendors will be required to provide supporting technical materials that describe their system.
X

36. 
Demonstrations
Second demonstrations (FLOT) should be conducted in New York with live data. New York provides the greatest challenge in terms of traffic volume and complexity. 
FLOT will be conducted at a site or sites determined by the FAA.. To choose a site without seeing the viable solutions nor discussing the issues with all vendors participating in FLOT is premature. 


37. 
Demonstrations
Third and final (SLOT) demonstrations should be conducted in Oakland.  An Oakland demonstration would prove the viability of proposed systems in the Pacific environment. 
The location at which SLOT will take place is yet to be determined.


38. 
Demonstrations
Section V, the note prior to subparagraph A on page 4 seems to be incomplete.  Does Section V address the demonstrations identified in Section IV, Step 2? 
Concur.  Step 2 was intended.  SIR 1 will be modified accordingly.
X

39. 

Reserved



40. 
Demonstrations
At the bidders conference, it was indicated that vendors will be expected to connect to live interfaces for NADIN and AFTN at the automation demonstration to be held in the 2Q FY’00 timeframe.  In the draft SIR, on page 4, last paragraph, 3rd sentence, it is further implied that for the automation demonstration, vendors will be expected to interface with an unspecified set of existing FAA systems. 
Concur.  The only live interface required at the demonstration will be FANS-1 CPDLC and ADS.  All other interfaces will be demonstrated using vendor supplied test drivers.  The details will be provided in the SIR and accompanying documents.  
X

41. 
Demonstrations
It is suggested that for the automation demonstration, vendors be required to adapt their systems for a selected site and demonstrate using appropriate simulations, but not support any live interfaces.  Independent of the vendor’s ability to support the interfaces, it is believed that making the interfaces available in an operational facility and getting systems from several vendors working with them on the proposed schedule is a significant risk for the FAA that could jeopardize the primary objectives of the automation demonstrations. 
Concur.  See reference 40.  


42. 
Demonstrations
At the bidders conference, it was indicated that vendors will be required to provide training to FAA controllers prior to the automation demonstration and that FAA controllers will operate the demonstration systems.  However, the draft SIR, on page 4, last paragraph indicates that vendors are to provide all personnel necessary to demonstrate the system and no mention is made of training FAA personnel.  Please clarify.
Concur.  The draft SIR states the FAA intentions. Training FAA personnel for the automation demonstration is unnecessary. The FAA apologizes for any confusion.


43. 
Demonstrations
Will the selected site for the automation demonstration be the same site for FLOT and SLOT?  How much time has been allocated for site surveys and site preparation? 
Concur.  The SIR will be modified to indicate that the automation demonstration will be held at the FAA's Technical Center in Atlantic City, NJ.  The location(s) for FLOT and SLOT are TBD.
X

44. 
Demonstrations
Will Interface Control Documents (ICDs) or Interface requirements Documents (IRDs) be provided prior to automation demonstrations?  If other that live data will comprise the interface for the automation demonstration and operational tests, will simulation/recorded data be available in advance?  How far in advance? 
Concur.  The FAA understands the importance of these documents.  Therefore, all necessary interface information will be provided with the SIRs for each phase of the evaluation.

In addition, the FAA will provided recorded data and scenarios to the vendors at least 30 days prior to all phases of the evaluation. The vendors are then expected to use this data to build their own simulations.
X

45. 
Demonstrations
Section II, Scope: Will the Government furnish data and voice ground-to-ground communications (both internal and external)? 
Concur.  It is the FAA's intent that communications subsystems, i.e., VSCS, VTABS and existing interfacility data communications to be provided as GFE at implementation.


46. 
Demonstrations
Section II, Scope: If no live data is to be provided for the automation demonstration, what is the point of requiring vendors to transport to and install systems at Anchorage?  It would seem to be more cost and schedule effective to conduct demonstrations at a local FAA facility (e.g., ATC Systems Command Center).
Concur.  Some live data will be provided.  See references 40 and 25.


47. 
Demonstrations
Section II, Scope: Will the Government furnish VSCS equipment and circuit access during FLOT and SLOT? 
Concur.  The FAA understands the need to have this information for FLOT and SLOT.  It will be included in SIR 2 and SIR 3 respectively.


48. 
Demonstrations
Section V: Will the FAA reimburse vendors for expenses incurred for preparation for or participation in FLOT and SLOT?
Concur in part.  See reference 19.


49. 
Demonstrations
Section VI, How to Apply: If a vendor makes a good faith attempt to obtain concepts of operation and operational procedures documents and is turned down, or in the case of a concept of operations document which does not exist or is not current, will that effect a vendors application for participation in the automation demonstration? 
Concur.  The inability to provide those documents, while potentially affecting the decision whether those vendors will be offered to opportunity to respond to SIR 2, will not affect any  vendor's application for participation in the automation demonstration.


50. 
Downselection
Down select recommendation - Does the probe handle variations of separation due to airspace, aircraft equipage, and use of mach number?  Does it handle stationary, moving and scheduled airspace restrictions?
Concur.  The suggestions for conflict detection/prediction capabilities will be part of the SIR 1 evaluation.
X

51. 
Downselection
Down select recommendation – Does the system provide sufficient redundancy to support 24-hour/7-day operations, including no disruption during maintenance operations? 
Concur.  The capabilities stated will be part of the SIR 1 evaluation.
X

52. 
Downselection
Down select recommendation - What is the impact of the transition plan on the FAA’s operational environment?  Does it address interfaces?  Does it effectively address the move away from paper flight strips?  Does it respond to the unique requirements of each operational site? 
Concur.  The transition plan will be very important to successful capability deployment.  Transition requirements and the method of proposed transition evaluation are not an issue for SIR 1, but will be addressed at the appropriate time.


53. 
Downselection
Down select recommendation - How does the system design accommodate technology refresh of COTS/NDI hardware and software? 
Concur.  The extent and method that any particular system accommodates technology refresh is dependent on the architecture of that system.  The FAA will evaluate each candidate system’s architecture for the ability to accommodate technology refresh.


54. 
Downselection
Down select recommendation – Is the ILS program consistent with FAA business and organizational objectives?  Can it be integrated with ILS activities for other FAA programs? 
Concur.  The ILS program will be consistent with all appropriate FAA business and organizational objectives.  This is not an issue for SIR 1, but will be evaluated at the appropriate time.


55. 
Downselection
Down select recommendations – If Radar Data Processing is required, is the RDP subsystem certified for use in U.S airspace?  If not, has the contractor addressed certification? 
Concur.  The entire system must be certified prior to operational use in US airspace or ICAO airspace administered by the US.


56. 
Downselection
Section V, Conduct of Down Select.  Will the FAA reimburse vendors for development of enhancements requested for FLOT and SLOT? 
See reference 19.


57. 
Downselection
Section V: Will all vendors’ systems be evaluated against common air traffic scenarios and situations for evaluation scoring purposes during each stage of the down select process? 
Concur.  All vendors' systems will be evaluated against common AT  scenarios and situations for Show Me and FLOT.  Whether the evaluation for SLOT will be the same is under review.


58. 
Information Request

Acquisition
Section V: Will FAA’s evaluation factors to be used in the automation demonstration be furnished to vendors upon approval to participate?
Concur.  The selection criteria will be provided to everyone in SIR 1.
X

59. 
Information Request

Demonstrations
The proposed demonstration process is not physically possible in the given timeframe.  Required information for hook-up to FAA systems and adequate time for necessary integration and test with FAA systems has not been provided to all parties.
Concur.  See reference 40.
X

60. 
Information Request

Demonstrations
The FAA has already given some vendors the data necessary to configure their systems. This data should be provided to all vendors. 
Concur.  The adaptation data given to another Air Navigation Service provider as part of the FAA’s market research activities has been placed on the FAA’s website as of November 18, 1999.  Potential vendors are cautioned, however, that such data will not be used for the automation demonstrations.


61. 
Information Request

Demonstrations
Information required for demonstration in terms of air traffic, airspace, scenarios, etc., should be included as part of the SIR.  
Concur.  Information required for demonstration will be put in the SIR.  Scenario details will be provided at least 30 days in advance.
X

62. 
Information Request

Demonstrations
Provide all bidders with the information required to support Operational Demonstrations. 
Concur.  The information will be provided as an attachment to the SIR. Scenario details will be provided at least 30 days in advance.
X

63. 
Information Request

Demonstrations
Please confirm/clarify the desired approach.  If the FAA wants to include live interfaces, the specific interfaces need to be identified and appropriate documentation describing the physical and logical characteristics needs to be provided. 
Concur.  See references 25 and 40.


64. 
Information Request

Demonstrations
Technical clarification – please provide the list of interfaces that the FAA envisions the demonstration system will be connected to at SLOT.  Please specify which interfaces will receive data from the SLOT demonstration system (i.e., NADIN, Host, etc.).
Concur.  This list will be provided in SIR 3 to qualified vendors.


65. 
Information Request

Demonstrations
What is the schedule for automation demonstration, FLOT, SLOT, SIR 3?  
Concur.  SIR 1 will included the latest schedule for all the mentioned acquisition milestones.
X

66. 
Information Request

Demonstrations


Section II, Scope: Will the Government furnish live radar data?  If so, please furnish the radar locations, types, and data categories. 
Concur.  As there will be no live radar data at the Show Me activity, the specific information is not required.


67. 
Information Request

Requirements
Technical clarification – Please provide a detailed scope for the automation, including identification of subsystems currently used in the oceanic environment that must be replaced, may be replaced, or must not be replaced. 
Concur.  The FAA is seeking NDI functionality to replace as much of the current oceanic automation as possible


68. 
Information Request

Requirements
Technical clarification – Reference Section III, Security: Please provide details of any security standards which apply to the ATOP system. 
Concur.  See reference 79.


69. 
Requirements
Section I, Background: This section states that this draft SIR replaces the previous SIR for OMS issued on May 3, 1999.  However, Section II states that the basic capabilities required for the ATOP remain the same as those capabilities announced in the automation portion of the previously released draft SIR.  Does this mean that this draft SIR has incorporated the previous SIR through this reference, and that previously submitted comments and questions would be addressed by the FAA? 
Nonconcur.  The previous draft SIR is NOT incorporated into the SIR expected for release in January 2000.  To the extent that comments previously received were relevant to the revised acquisition strategy, they were considered in preparing SIR 1.




70. 
Requirements
Consider clearly stating that all candidate systems must presently be in operational and commissioned status, providing service 24 hours a day, 7 days per week to live civil air traffic. 
Nonconcur.  Operational and commissioned is no longer a requirement.   Appropriate selection factors will be included in SIR 1 to give evaluation credit for operational and commissioned systems.
X

71. 
Requirements
The FAA should include in the SIR the requirement for ATC Primes to name their console vendor, thereby establishing a pool of qualified console vendors. 
Nonconcur.  See reference 16.


72. 
Requirements
Scope of ATOP automation relative to radar (transitions) sectors.  It is recommended that the initial operational scope of ATOP automation be limited to non-radar sectors handled by ODAPS at ZOA and ZNY, and to oceanic airspace at ZAN.  A phased implementation approach has been shown to be a more cost effective and less risky approach for the implementation of the ATOP system. 
Nonconcur.  The requirement remains as stated in the SIR.  Transition airspace is an important component in providing seamless service from radar to non-radar airspace and vice versa.


73. 
Requirements
Technical clarification – Please specify vendor requirements with respect to supporting GFE communications systems.  Note in particular that this affects console design, and may have an impact on FLOT and SLOT preparation if communications equipment is required to be hosted. 
Concur.  It is our intent that FAA communications subsystems, (i.e., VSCS, VTABS) and existing interfacility data communications will be provided as GFE at implementation.


74. 
Requirements
Technical clarification – Reference Section III, System Load: It is difficult to reconcile the loading requirements provided in the SIR with the current loads being observed in the oceanic facilities as reported by the FAA.  Can it be assumed, for 2000 load, that 470 ADS-A position reports correspond to approximately 120 FANS-1 or FANS-1A equipped aircraft in the air at any given point (assuming 15 minute reporting intervals: 470 reports per hour/4 reports per aircraft per hour = 117.5 aircraft, rounded to 120)?  If reporting intervals for HF can be on the order of 1 per hour, can it be assumed that the 175 HF reports per hour corresponds to 175 aircraft in the air?  If so: 120 ADS Aircraft, 175 HF Aircraft, 190 Radar Aircraft = 485 Aircraft Hourly.  
Concur. The data was derived as follows:

For the 2000 loads, it was assumed that there would be a 50/50 mix of data link equipped and non-data link equipped aircraft.  For 2007, the distribution was assumed to be 90% data link equipped and 10% non-data link equipped.

Number of Aircraft:  -235

The SIR will be changed to reflect 235.

For 2007, the estimated number of aircraft is 285. The rationale is that although traffic will grow by more than 50%, the growth will occur at the end of the peak flows where practical, so the growth rate in the center of the peak is slower. The estimated growth rate at the center of peak was 21%.

Message counts were examined from ODAPS SAR data from January to October 1998.  The highest hourly counts for each message type were as follows (rounded):

Message type      AEP   AGM   AM   DEP   FP   FPL POS   GI

Highest Hourly    220    210       70     70    450   180   130    20

These data convert to the following for the 2000 loads:

Flight plan messages   = 630  (FPL + FP) The SIR will be changed to remove the word “active” proceeding flight plans.  

Note:  Flight plan messages are higher than the number of active flights/aircraft due to the duplicates (i.e., flight plans) that are received from the various sources.

ADS                   = 470  (half of (AEP + POS) adjusted for 15 min ADS reporting rate)

HF Position Reports   = 175 (half of AEP + POS)

Controller input      = 320 ((AM + DEP + GI) doubled for RVSM)

Controller/Pilot messages =  420  (AGM doubled for RVSM)
X

75. 
Requirements
What assumptions are made about processing associated with activated flight plans pre-departure? 
Concur.  There are no assumptions being made.  The FAA is looking to the vendors for their solutions to processing activated flight plans


76. 
Requirements
Can the FAA provide load requirements in the form of instantaneous maximums, instead of hourly loads?  For example, at any given point in time, the system must support X active flight plans.  Y ADS-A aircraft with N minute reporting frequency, Z HF aircraft with M minute reporting frequency, etc. 
Concur.  The only instantaneous count that can be provided is the number of aircraft, since it is independent of system design.  For the year 2000, the instantaneous maximum is 235 aircraft.  The proposed system must support the data loads associated with providing 50 longitudinal and 50 lateral and 30 longitudinal and 30lateral for this number of aircraft.  For the 2000 loads, it was assumed that there would be a 50/50 mix of data link equipped and non-data link equipped aircraft.  For 2007, the instantaneous maximum is 285 aircraft and the distribution was assumed to be 90% data link equipped and 10% non-data link equipped.


77. 
Requirements
Section II, Scope: It is indicated that “the basic capabilities required for the ATOP remain the same as those capabilities announced…” Should this be taken as precisely each and every capability as listed in the previously released draft? 
Concur.  The SIR will be amended to explicitly delineate the

required capabilities.
X

78. 
Requirements
Will more explicit, detailed operational requirements be provided prior to the automation demonstration phase, the FLOT or SLOT?  Related in Section V, Conduct and Down Select, subsection B, Automation Evaluation, reference is made to “required capabilities”.  Will these be provided in detail as part of SIR 1 prior to the automation demonstration, and will they be prioritized? (07-03)
Concur.  The operational requirements that will be used for each down select decision will be made available in the SIR from which a down selection decision will be made.  The SIR will also be amended to explicitly delineate the required capabilities.
X

79. 
Requirements
Section III, Basic Automation capabilities, regarding “security” sub-bullet – Does the Government intend that the system must comply with the latest FAA orders on security (e.g. level 2 security)? 
Concur.  The FAA understands the vendor's need for this information.  The proposed FAA Order calls for security consistent with  CS-2.  However, the intent is to query vendors as to the security provided with the NDI systems proposed and weigh that against the current FAA requirements.  After that, an assessment will be made as to what is absolutely necessary and what can be deferred or waived.


80. 
Requirements
In Section VI, How to Apply, - It is strongly indicated that vendors without existing systems (currently controlling civil air traffic) with the level of identified integration” will not be successful.  In Section III, Basic Automation Capabilities, that level of integration is essentially characterized as having all of the following integrated FDP, Surveillance DP, ADS, CPDLC, AIDC, AFN and conflict detection/resolution.  However, in Section V, Conduct of Down select, the primary down select criterion for entering FLOT is risk to the Government in providing the required capability “within 12 months of Contract Award”.  Please clarify: is a fully integrated system required at demonstration or 12 months after award? 
Concur.  A fully integrated system is desired at demonstration.  The amount of integration demonstrated during “Show Me” will be an important factor in determining  which systems offer the least risk in meeting the FAA’s deployment schedule and hence, which will be selected to continue to FLOT and SLOT.  The level of nonintegration, therefore, will be expressed in the evaluation as risk.


81. 
Requirements
In Section VI, How to Apply, regarding existing systems, please define an “operational” system.  For example, would a system currently in “shadow mode” qualify? 
Concur.  See reference 70.  Operational means that the system is currently being used as the primary method to safely and effectively separate live civilian air traffic.  Therefore, “shadow mode” would not qualify as operational
X

82. 
Requirements
Section II, Scope: Will the ATOP system be required to interface with the Host system at ZNY and ZOA and the MEARTS systems at ZAN?  Do Interface Control Documents exist for these interfaces, if they are required? 
Concur.  The ATOP system will necessarily need to interface at a functional level with existing NAS systems for the exchange of flight related and other data. It has yet to be determined whether or not the existing physical interfaces will need to be replicated.


83. 
Requirements
Section II, Basic Automation Requirements: Please define the requirements for ATS Facilities Notification.  This appears to be a new requirement beyond the OMS Draft SIR. 
Concur.  AFN is a FANS-1 application for address exchange and forwarding.


84. 
Requirements ATN
Because ATN compliant applications are planned for future ATOP product improvement, it is also critical to insure the vendors are working this and there are no significant roadblocks for ATN capability insertion in the future.  Please reinstate, in the ATOP SIR 1, paragraph 2.1.1.8.1 from the draft SIR dated May 3, 1999.  For ATOP SIR 2, it is requested that more detailed technical and cost information be included.  If ATN is not mentioned in SIR 1, it may prohibit the SIR 2 and 3 evaluation work.
Concur.  ATN will be included along with ADS-B and TFM as a candidate upgrade.  The SIR will be amended.
X

85. 
Requirements ATN
Please reinstate the following from the May 3, 1999 OMS SIR for ATOP:

SIR 1 in Section III, functionality subsection, or as a planned product improvement subparagraph to the functionality subsection. 
Concur.  See reference 84.
X

86. 
Training
Will the FAA reimburse vendors for training of FAA personnel on the use of the vendor’s system? 
Concur in part.  See references 19 and 42.


87. 
Requirements
System Load: 630 active flight plans – Are these all with active data blocks or only a portion with active data blocks? 
Concur.  Approximately 37% are expected to have active data blocks.  The SIR will be changed to read: 630 flight plans. 
X

88. 
Requirements
System Load: 470 ADS-A position reports – How many ADS Tracks?  How many ADS contracts? 
Concur.  120 tracks.  260 contracts (one periodic and one event per aircraft and 40 demand)


89. 
Requirements
System Load: 190 correlated radar tracks – How many non-correlated targets?  With a radar feed, there may be quite a few non-correlated which also use up processing time. 
TBD


90. 
Requirements
Section II, Scope: References to evaluation for domestic applications should be removed from the draft SIR.  It is felt that domestic consideration is beyond the scope of, and potentially complicates the program. 
Concur.  Language regarding references to ZAN domestic airspace will be removed from the SIR.  SIR language regarding Anchorage airspace will be modified.
X

91. 
Requirements
Section II, Scope: It is not clear why the Anchorage ARTCC “westernmost sectors” are specified.  All of ZAN oceanic airspace should be considered for system application, to include polar airspace. 
Concur.  SIR language regarding Anchorage airspace will be modified.
X

92. 
Requirements
The draft SIR does not specify the need for system integration between existing domestic systems and the replacement oceanic system, i.e., Host, Micro-EARTS. 
Concur.  See reference 82.


93. 
Demonstrations
There is a lack of specificity in the duration and time frames for testing and demonstrations in Part IV, Anticipated Acquisition Strategy, especially if the FAA expects to award by December 2000.  These steps should be tightened up.  
Concur.  The SIR will include the latest acquisition milestones. 
X

94. 
Demonstrations
It is also suggested that ALL demonstrations and operational testing be conducted at the same location, probably the FAA Technical Center.  
Nonconcur.  See reference 43.


95. 
Requirements
The oceanic communications service currently provided has been bundled with the automation.  The FAA just announced its intent to award a multi-year, sole-source contract recognizing that these services are truly unique.  The outcomes would either require award to a team including that sole source vendor or the agency selecting an alternative FDP and finding itself saddled with unnecessary and duplicated communications infrastructure costs plus the schedule and technical risks associated with such a transition. 
Concur.  The FAA's market research indicated that including communication services, particularly HF communication services, would not maximize effective competition.  Therefore, communication services were deleted from the scope of the ATOP acquisition.


96. 
Requirements
RDP has been inserted into the equation even though there is widespread recognition of the need to modernize FAA’s FDP oceanic platform as the priority.  The emphasis seems to be on a solution for non-radar Alaskan airspace rather than on a system capable of managing a high volume of oceanic traffic.  An oceanic FDP exists that is capable of working with Micro-EARTS to provide a surveillance picture of all Alaskan airspace – radar, non-radar and oceanic.  On the other hand, other radar-based systems would be stretched to the extreme to allow efficient and safe oversight of crossing traffic such as that found in the Western Atlantic.  It is not understood why the FAA would take on the additional cost, schedule and technical risks of introducing an additional FDP into the system, including redoing the myriad Alaskan radar interfaces for example, when it is not necessary for an oceanic solution. 
Concur in part.  Integration of FDP and RDP, among others, is needed for a complete modernization effort.  It is the FAA's intent to obtain a fully integrated system as identified in SIR 1.


97. 
Requirements
While there has been much talk of a “service” procurement, the draft SIR gives no details of any elements beyond a rudimentary sketch of the technical requirements.  Without greater definition and knowing what’s in and what’s out, the process is open to manipulation and cost surprises.  Specific technical requirements as well as all elements of the service should be identified and contractor compensation mechanisms discussed early on in sufficient detail to allow an “apples-to-apples” comparison. 
Concur.  While the FAA is no longer considering acquiring the required modernization through a performance based service contract, the FAA will include more detailed technical requirements in SIR 1.
X

98. 

Reserved



99. 
Requirements
We are concerned at the implications of a statement like “The service is expected to provide for continued radar and procedural operations in the event of a loss of surveillance information processing (including radar, ADS, CPDLC or HF sources), or FDP, without reverting to paper flight strips”.    
Nonconcur.  Although the FAA is no longer considering a performance based service acquisition, the requirement for no paper flight strips remains a priority.


100. 
Acquisition

Requirements
The following messages were conveyed in Edinburgh: the contract award may be for one site – Oakland – with a two year option for the other two facilities; and the focus on ADS/CPDLC, at the expense of conflict probe and dynamic sectorization, persists.  The FAA has stated that Oakland remains the FAA’s priority, and that, if funds are limited, the FAA would only opt for an Oakland system as an interim measure.  To procure Oakland alone with no guarantee of East Coast modernization, will be unacceptable to North Atlantic and WATRS customers.  To base the procurements technology requirements on the Pacific only, and relegate those of the worlds busiest airspace to second place, would be untenable users and providers of air traffic services over these areas..  To migrate technology from a simpler (Oakland) to a more complex (New York) environment may create potential problems: years of oceanic development has shown the aviation community that it cannot add highly sophisticated functions to architecturally limited technology and successfully implement it.  Other Air Navigation Services providers have also learned that narrow, linear requirements cannot satisfy the broader, more demanding oceanic imperatives. We do not believe that ignoring, or failing in, New York is an option.  Were the FAA to institute an FDP in New York with anything short of a robust conflict probe, the result would be less capability than is in place today and an added burden to other enroute facilities operations.  
Concur. The Administration has submitted budgets to Congress that support modernizing all three U.S. oceanic ATC sites.  It is also assumed that the solution providing the best value to the flying public will consist of a single system, appropriately modified, for all three sites.  The FAA, however, will leave open its option to award to more than one system if such a solution appears to be in the best interest of the flying public. 




101. 
Acquisition
It is our view, and we believe the view of the FAA’s Air Traffic organization, that the agency needs one single oceanic system against which common procedures, training, and life cycle support can occur.  We are asking that the FAA conduct this procurement in a manner that reflects this thinking, and truly levels the playing field by having all competitors demonstrate live traffic in the Pacific, North Atlantic, and WATRS. Before concluding that one must buy for the Pacific only, or that one must procure two systems, why not see if one technology can meet all U.S. oceanic needs? 
Concur.  It is the FAA's intent to award to one vendor for a single system.  The FAA, however, wants to maintain the flexibility to award to more than one vendor if that is in the best interest of the flying public.


102. 
Requirements
Conflict processing is an essential tool to efficiently manage large numbers of aircraft; our own expertise, and conversations with ZOA and ZNY oceanic controllers suggest that any system lacking a conflict checking capability would be unacceptable.  Dynamic resectorization is key to balancing controller workload and flexibility using airspace; right now Oakland’s only fix would be a sub-optimal workaround through two-controller access, and New York is stuck with fixed sectorization.  These features are difficult to implement, and pose a high risk in development.  An Oceanic system without these basic functions should not be considered. 
Concur.  Conflict detection/resolution has always been and remains a priority for the acquisition.  Similarly, dynamic workload allocation will also be evaluated.  Dynamic resectorization may be one method for providing the dynamic workload allocation functionality, but in the interest of maximizing effective competition, the FAA does not want to require a specific solution to the functional requirement.


103. 
Requirements
We are highly skeptical of non-developmental solutions that can rapidly enter FAA operations with advanced functionality but without basic functions such as conflict processing and dynamic resectorization.  Reconsider including these functions in the requirements.
Concur.  See reference 102.


104. 
Other
It has been over a year now since the FAA was asked the FAA to consider a certain system as the platform to automate U.S. oceanic airspace. 
Concur.  The ATOP acquisition is being conducted as a full and open competition.  All vendors will be evaluated on the same set of criteria by the same evaluators using the same methodology.  No vendor will be eliminated from the competition without verifiable data based on impartial and unbiased direct observation.


105. 
Other
We would like to propose a roundtable with you and your colleagues to discuss requirements in greater detail and to present a plan for quickly deploying our system in shadow mode in the U.S. 
Nonconcur.  See reference 104.


106. 
Demonstration
Regardless of where the demonstration is held, do you plan to allow each contractor to provide an oral overview of their system to the evaluators prior to demonstrations?
Concur.  Vendors will be given the opportunity to give an overview and demonstration of their system prior to evaluations.
X

107. 
Acquisition
Will the criteria planned to be used in making the downselect decision/s be made available to the offerors either before or during SIR 1?  

Concur.  The criteria will be included in the appropriate SIR.
X

108. 
Acquisition
Will the weighting of individual criteria be released?  
Concur.  The relative importance of the evaluation factors, in sufficient detail to provide potential offerors the information they need to submit proposals, will be provided in each SIR.
X

109. 
Acquisition
 Is each functional capability of equal value (e. g., conflict probe, flight data processor, etc)?  
Concur.  Each SIR will provide the relative weights of each evaluation factor.  Note, however, that there is no specific requirement for “conflict probe.”  The requirement in the SIR is for conflict prediction/detection; conflict probe is one method of satisfying that requirement.  The ATOP team does not want to limit competition by identifying a specific solution when it is not necessary to obtain the functionality.


110. 
Acquisition
Will an offeror with an operational conflict probe get more “credit” that an offeror who does not?  
Concur.  Vendors will be given additional evaluation credit (likely expressed in terms of risk) if the capabilities (e.g., conflict prediction/detection , RDP, FDP) being offered our operational. 
X

111. 
Acquisition
The SIR should be very clear regarding at what point in the FAA’s proposed acquisition process will all three of the site’s unique adaptation and traffic scenarios be tested.

Concur.  Part of the SIR 1 evaluation process will test each of the three site’s unique traffic scenarios.  Adaptation is a time consuming and costly process, so in order to maximize competition by limiting the up front costs of participating in the acquisition, adaptation for all three sites will not be required until SIR 2.


112. 
Acquisition
Will specific traffic loads (today’s and future projections) be tested during the acquisition process and how will this data be used to determine whether or not a system has adequate capacity and extensibility for the FAA’s use? 

Concur.  Today’s and future traffic load projections will be tested as part of the Show Me demonstration and subsequently FLOT and SLOT.  The particular method for evaluation is source selection sensitive.


113. 
Acquisition
Provide more information on the airspace to be used and the specific scenarios (i.e., the purpose of the scenario and what is meant to be tested by each and the anticipated outcome of the testing).  

Concur.  The map that will be used has longitudinal and latitudinal reference that coincide with those controlled by ZAN.  In that the map has been made more generic, it is inappropriate to call it ZAN airspace.  Specific scenarios using traffic patterns from all three centers will be tested during Show Me in order to determine which of the potential vendors poses the least risk to implementation of a single system at all three sites.


114. 
Acquisition
Will past performance be evaluated?  How will it be scored?  What if a vendor has no past performance in this line of business, will that reflect negatively?  

Concur.  Past performance evaluations will be based primarily on surveys sent to current ANS provider customers.  Even if a particular prime has no past performance history, the FAA will use the past performance of subcontractors and, if necessary, key personnel.  In the very unlikely event that there is no past performance history, then the scoring will be structured such that the lack of past performance neither augments or decreases the particular vendor’s score
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