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[bookmark: _Hlk188359263]FAQ – Advanced Dynamic Spectrum Sharing Demonstration (ADSSD) Questions
Questions on proposal documents and expected award(s):
Can the deadline be extended?
Yes, proposals are now due 28 February 2025.
The RPP states that NSC members may communicate with the Government AOR and/or Alt. AOR with clarification questions during the Proposal phase, up through the submittal. If questions/issues arise after 10 January, will the Government allow them to be submitted?
The Amended RPP has removed the reference to communications with the AOR after the deadline of submission for questions.  The deadline for questions has been extended to 31 January.
The RPP references a Statement of Work, but Attachment 1 is a Statement of Objectives without the specificity of an SOW.  Will an SOW with more details, including what information and resources DoD will contribute to this project, be shared? 
An amended RPP has been issued to correct references to “Statement of Objectives” and to include a Sample SOW for offerors to include in their proposal.  
How many awards are anticipated under NSC-25-RPP-01? The RPP states the government intends to make a single award, but the SOO says the effort will be conducted in two phases, with the second phase continuing research and development work from the most promising prototypes from the first phase.
The Government will determine the number of projects to award based on the review of all proposals and a determination of which awards provide value to the Government within available funding.
a. Can you clarify how the phases and selection of best prototypes occurs if DoD only selects one proposal?   
Proposals will be reviewed in accordance with the evaluation criteria outlined in the RPP. The Government’s decision to proceed to the next phase is described in Section 4.0 of the SOO.   
Is the description of the Phase 2 evaluation meant to indicate that applicants are expected to provide multiple prototypes across all three objectives but only a fraction of those prototypes may receive additional funding to finalize the work needed before implementation? 
Section 4.2 of the SOO articulates the demonstration of iterated prototype systems selected through the process described in Section 4.0.  Selected prototypes may be partial or complete, as defined in Section 2.1, aligned to the three objectives.  The government reserves the right to halt, de-scope, or proceed in phases to best align the experimentation to DoD priorities.
What is the anticipated total amount of funding available for the prototype project?
The Government understands that a variety of solutions at varying price points are a possible response to this solicitation.  The Government will review all proposals and make selection determinations based on the best value to the Government.  The Government may choose to fund all or part of a proposal dependent on available funding at time of award.
Is funding available for this project or is it still in the process of being secured?
Funding for this effort has been identified and is moving through the statutory requirements per US law.  Please note that there is the potential to award multiple awards based on the responses to this solicitation, and each project will be awarded subject to availability of funds. 
Can you explain the cost share implications?  If non-traditional defense contractors or small businesses choose to not cost share is the application scored less than a non-traditional defense contractor or small business who does choose to cost share? 
Cost share is only required if there is not a significant participation from non-traditional defense contractors. The evaluation of the Cost Proposal only seeks to determine if the cost proposal elements are complete, reasonable, and realistic. Per Section 5.3 of the RPP, “Technical Benefit Factor is more important than the Cost Assessment.”   
When are awards expected to be announced and when would the expected start date of Phase 1 activities begin?
In the offered proposal, contractors should state an assumed start date, and note milestones as Days after agreement award (i.e. days after contract award (ACA)) in the milestone table.
Should our project milestones be aligned with one or more phases of the NTIA's published ADSSD plan?
The proposed milestones should be aligned with the Phases listed in the Statement of Objectives.  The milestone schedule may be further refined after a proposal is selected for award.
If a proposal for this solicitation duplicates a small amount of work also proposed for a separate NTIA project – where the first project has been neither selected nor rejected yet by NTIA – is that acceptable as long as any duplicate funding is eliminated from the work in this solicitation if the other proposal is granted an award?
This is acceptable.  Please identify pending NTIA projects in proposals.  The Government and selected member would be required to review and make any necessary changes to the ADSSD project prior to award, should the NTIA project be selected.  
Can you share why Objective 1.3 (Continuity of Operations) is a concern to DoD?  24/7 operations is not a federal requirement for commercial carriers, but a business decision. 
Continuity of Operations is often listed by commercial wireless operators that have made the business decision to provide 24/7 operations to their users as a barrier to dynamic sharing. Objective 1.3, like all of Objective 1, focuses on demonstrations that improve commercial wireless operators’ ability to leverage spectrum made available under a DSS framework.
The SOO in Section 7 (Intellectual Property) mentions ‘adherence to MOSA (modular open systems architecture) for all software developed during this effort’. However, MOSA is not a 3GPP standard. Many software developments within 3GPP standards are unlikely to adhere to MOSA. Yet this RPP and the efforts it supports, e.g. EMBRSS, presume commercial cellular networks. These are not designed to adhere to MOSA. Please explain why adherence to MOSA for software development is required.
Adherence to MOSA for software being developed for the Government is  
in accordance with a tri-Service letter signed December 2024. 
https://www.cto.mil/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Tri-Service-Memo-Signed-17Dec2024.pdf
Existing software being leveraged in the proposed protype project is not expected to retroactively adhere to MOSA processes.
SOO Section 3 Applicable Documents lists five DoD and one NEMA document that ‘must be adhered to’. In the event that any of these documents is at odds with any relevant 3GPP document associated with an offering, which one will take precedent?
For proposed prototypes solutions that fall under a category of one of the SOO Section 3.0 Applicable Documents, considerations for these DoD Instructions and standards will improve the ability to achieve the appropriate safety, environmental, and test authorizations to integrate and properly assess the prototype in the scheduled demonstration activities at US Government facilities.  If the offeror may require a deviation from those instructions/processes, please describe the mitigations and risk trade in the technical narrative.   
In the Applicable Documents section of the SOO, most of the documents listed provide a plan for government action, not the commercial sector.  How should applicants treat these documents when preparing a proposal?
Documents 3.1-3.5 are listed to provide informational context for the solicitation only.  The Government seeks technology prototypes that contribute to resolving the challenges and barriers identified in those references.
Can you help clarify the difference between Objective 3 (Demonstrate capabilities and technologies that can implement interference suppression) and Objective 1.2 (Interference Mitigation)? 
Objective 1 focuses on demonstrations of commercial wireless technical innovations that improve how well they can operate under a Dynamic Sharing framework.  Objective 3 focuses on demonstrations of federal systems technical innovations that do the same. Objective 1.2 address the reduction of interference while Objective 3 focuses on the ability to operate through interference events.
What is the level of technical maturity sought in Objective 3?
All Objectives seek innovations to improve DSS within 5 years; however, since development and deployment timelines are not fixed, and as technology innovations are rapidly evolving, a wide breadth of innovative technology prototypes requiring varying timelines to fully develop, mature, and deploy will be considered.
Per Volume 1: The technical outline listed on page 8 of the RPP, Section II states a Summary Page. Can you expand on what is expected in this section?
Please include a brief summary of the proposed technical solution that will be further described in the body of the technical proposal.
Can additional proposal sections be submitted for Acronyms and Bibliography, published papers, and backmatter, etc.?
Yes, if the additions do not exceed the proposal’s page limit set forth in the RPP.
Will responses to the RPP that propose conducting a demonstration of DSS capabilities in a spectrum band immediately adjacent to the 3100-3450 MHz band (and in which the same or similar military systems also operate) be considered for an award to support the demonstration?
All offered prototype solutions will be considered and assessed for Best Value to the Government.  We will consider compelling proposals in adjacent bands; however, the objective is to prove coexistence in 3100-3450 MHz, so strong justification and description of how the solution will apply to the entirety of objective band will be necessary.
Questions related to the DSS framework and commercial network implications:
The RPP states that “a key component of a DSS framework is an external interface to commercial wireless networks which could reside anywhere in the DSS ecosystem, to receive spectrum status from and send spectrum sharing actions to commercial wireless networks with enough time to avoid interference with the incumbent.” Is the external interface a commercial information source like the SAS or will the information source be a government-hosted source? Are there measurable requirements on what “Timely DSS messaging information flow” means?
Demonstrations of technologies that enable/improve spectrum sharing need not be tied to any particular DSS implementation/solution. “Timely” is used here to generally mean fast enough to avoid interference with the incumbent. 
Objective 2.3 seeks demonstrations related to the operation of the DSS Decision Function. Is the development of the DSS Decision Function the responsibility of the applicant, or is this GFE or otherwise externally sourced?
Objective 2.3 seeks innovations in the development of one or more components capable of enhancing a DSS framework’s ability to make spectrum coordination decisions. If an applicant’s innovation improves the decision function, then it would be part of their demonstration.
If the DSS Decision Function is GFE or otherwise externally sourced, are there requirements for what minimal information and at what minimal resolution is needed by the DSS Decision Making function? What are the durations within which information transfer between the DSS decision function and commercial users can occur?
The only requirement for a prototype is that it represents an improvement over what is currently available. The Technical approach in such an architecture must also consider development and delivery of interface control document and specifications to ensure clarity in understanding the information flow, timelines, and interfaces.
Are there any bandwidth or latency assumptions that can be made regarding the link between the commercial wireless network and the DSS Decision Function?
No. If the link between the commercial wireless network and the components implementing the decision function are not part of an applicant’s prototype, the applicant is free to assume that the bandwidth and latency requirements can be met.
Radiolocation signals come in different flavors. At one extreme, there are high power, narrowband signals from e.g. airborne early warning radar or airport radar; at another extreme, there are low power, low probability of intercept (LPI) signals. What is the expectation regarding what types of signals should be detected, and the reliability of detection?
Signal detection of incumbent operations is not the only way a DSS framework can accommodate their protection. Innovations that allow a greater number of signals to be detected constitute an improvement beyond what is available today.  Section 2.0 Objectives in the SOO specify consideration of operational security.
b. Will spectrum status information made available to the network via the external interface make a distinction about the type of signal? Should LPI signals even be considered in any part of this scenario?
OPSEC notwithstanding, it is possible that system type, if needed, will be made available. Yes, all federal incumbent operations must be protected.
Even for high power radar signals, complete waveform knowledge is not available to the network. Yet studies claim to detect the radar signal and mitigate interference towards the radar transmitter. For this to be credible requires knowledge about the duration of the transmission. Otherwise, the claims are based on guesses that happen to be correct in one example. How will such crucial knowledge be conveyed to the network in a timely manner?
Determining the answer to this and other critical questions regarding an advanced DSS framework is the goal of the ADSSD effort.
Is the network expected to mitigate malicious transmission of a plausible radar waveform by a state or non-state actor that is not classified as incumbent activity by the DSS framework?
If it is known that a transmission is not federal incumbent activity, then there is no requirement to mitigate interference to the source. Rather, such interference should be reported to NTIA or FCC for enforcement action. See Objective 2.4
Is the demonstration of enforcement support meant to mitigate against erroneous and faulty use of the band by a legitimate user of the band or must the enforcement support be to identify threats from malicious or illegal users of the band?
Objective 2.4 does not call for mitigation; it only requests demonstration of how a DSS can provide support to NTIA and FCC efforts to identify and dynamically intervene in cases where a user of the band is transmitting unlawfully and causing harmful interference to other users. 
What is the nature of non-authorized emissions in the RPP? Is it a) jamming and unauthorized use of commercial spectrum, or b) wartime threats caused by unauthorized intrusion by manned or unmanned platforms? 
Refer to NTIA and FCC Enforcement documentation.
Regarding notification, what are the measurable requirements for factors such as latency and information content?
There are no requirements other than to protect federal incumbent operations.
The RPP seems to imply that notification is used for incumbents that cannot be sensed or that are restricted from being sensed? Will notification be the default for incumbents that can also be sensed? Is it not more advantageous to use notification as an assistive measure that can trigger initiation of sensing and subsequent expedited interference suppression or mitigation? How much can the ADSSD rely on the information from the DSS Decision function to improve the ability to sense radar and mitigate interference while minimizing impact to commercial systems. Can proposals assume availability of specific data requirements on the notification process?
Determining the answer to these and other critical questions regarding an advanced DSS framework is the goal of ADSSD.
Regarding spectrum coexistence modeling, does spectrum coexistence measurement data include measurements conducted at the incumbent receiver and periodically updated via the DSS decision function?
This may or may not be a feature of a DSS framework.
When the RPP refers to operational capability in industry and government, does that mean an operational network with operational incumbents? Will the ADSSD demonstration conditions clarify the nature of incumbents?
This refers to an environment that is representative of operational conditions.
Any obfuscation of information in a DSS solution would have to rely on falsified information exchange. At the same time, the information provided by the DSS decision function cannot result in interference to incumbent platforms, implying that the obfuscation must be biased towards either declaiming interference sources that do not exist or increasing the impact of interference effects. Does the DoD have an expectation on how commercial systems may be affected by such falsification of information? Will there be peacetime guarantees that such obfuscation will be conservative and considerate of the rights of commercial licensees?
This question is beyond the scope of this RPP.
How will the platform accommodate use cases that do not need dynamic behavior or where the nature of dynamic behavior is different from operational radiolocation systems? (This applies to uses of spectrum for services other than radiolocation.)
Determining the answer to these and other critical questions regarding an advanced DSS framework is the goal of ADSSD.
Questions regarding the EMBRSS report:
Given that the goal for this solicitation is to demonstrate viability of dynamic spectrum sharing while adhering to the 2023 EMBRSS report, can the government please provide all offerors access to the unredacted 2023 EMBRSS report referenced in the RPP?
The portions of the EMBRSS report mentioned in the Statement of Objectives are available in the publicly available version of the report.  
Some of the nine conditions described in the EMBRSS report are policy and/or regulatory conditions not inherently relevant to a demonstration of technical DSS capabilities that enable functional coexistence in the spectrum. Will responses to the RPP that can produce a technical demonstration of Dynamic Spectrum Sharing technologies capable of protecting military operations to the standard of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), but that do not necessarily meet all nine [regulatory/policy] criteria of the EMBRSS report, be considered for an award to support the demonstration?
All solutions that address objectives of the SOO will be considered for award.  Technical solutions should be able to operate within an overall framework of the EMBRSS conditions that are based on policy or regulation.
Does the requirement to expand and improve CBRS sharing framework imply an expanded role for the SAS as defined in CBRS?
No, it does not imply an expanded role for the SAS as defined in CBRS. 
Will the Defense Industrial Base’s access to the band for testing and experimentation be indistinguishable from the DoDs retention of regulatory primacy, i.e. the geography and operational access?
Retained access to the spectrum by the DIB is a critical component in the full lifecycle of DoD system development and use.  The exact nature of the spectrum access will be included as a component of the overarching DSS framework and Service rules for the band.
Will interference safeguards be established in a way where commercial systems have adequate notice of DoD use of bands towards network equipment deployed in proximity to DoD operations? What is the nature of any such notice?
This will be determined as the DSS framework is defined.
What is meant by “addressing resource requirements?” Does this include DoD operational costs associated with the operation of the DSS framework?
This includes the estimated costs associated with developing, deploying, operating, and maintaining the DSS framework.
Questions on prototype demonstrations:
What are the performance metrics / KPPs and performance thresholds to meet (beyond the state of the art) during demonstration(s)? What is the criteria for continuing execution into Phase II?
Section 4.2 of the SOO articulates the demonstration of iterated prototype systems selected through the process described in Section 4.0.  Selected prototypes may be partial or complete, as defined in Section 2.1, aligned to the three objectives. The specific criteria for continuing to Phase II will be determined based on the proposed prototype project itself.  Test planning activities led by the Government with selected prototype team support, ahead of the end-of-phase demonstration, will consolidate derived metrics and KPPs.
Should the capabilities be operational within 5 years of the commencement of the ADSSD or after the conclusion of the demonstration?
All Objectives seek innovations to improve DSS within 5 years. 
Will both Phase 1 and Phase 2 demonstrations occur at a government facility? If so, what is the location of that government facility?
For the purpose of proposal generation, both Phase 1 and Phase 2 demonstration activities will occur at a government facility.  For planning purposes, NRL Chesapeake Bay Detachment (Chesapeake Beach, MD) and NRL Tilghman Island, MD are being considered for Phase 1 and Wallops Island, VA is being considered for Phase 2. 
May the place of performance of the demonstration be a federally funded 5G/6G testbed site rather than the vendor's worksite?
See answer above for possible demonstration locations for the purpose of proposal generation.  Refer to Section 6.0 of the SOO.
DoD has stated in the RPP FAQ that demonstrations will occur at a government facility or facilities that likely lack a fully operational 5G network. Will the DoD allow the respondent to demonstrate that DSS capabilities at a location or locations of the respondent's choosing that provides sufficient 5G network capabilities and availability of military systems so long as all required elements of network and government capabilities are present and provided by the respondent?
See Section 6.0 of the SOO.  For the purpose of proposal generation, both Phase 1 and Phase 2 demonstration activities will occur at a government facility.  For planning purposes, NRL Chesapeake Bay Detachment (Chesapeake Beach, MD) and NRL Tilghman Island, MD are being considered for Phase 1 and Wallops Island, VA is being considered for Phase 2. 
Can you provide a definition of high fidelity lab testing?  For instance, does it include over the air testing within a lab, direct connection testing, or the need to simulate DoD systems?
Proposers are welcomed to help define this testing as part of their proposal. The objective of testing in a lab, whether directly or over-the-air, is to risk-reduce the experimentation in the field where DoD assets are coordinated to attend. 
Is it expected that the testing in Phase 1 and Phase 2 will occur on a test network? If so, will the government provide a GFE test network or is that test network expected to be contractor-provided? Will the government be providing full testing equipment for the required demonstration as GFE, or must the vendor provide its own testing equipment?
During Testing activities: Sections 4.1 and 4.2 and 6.0 of the SOO specify that, if proposed, high fidelity hardware-in-the-loop and/or software-in-the-loop laboratory testing will be performed at contractor-specified facilities as identified in the proposal response.  
During Demonstration activities:  The Government assessment team will have an independent suite of equipment to support the Government team’s evaluation during the demonstration activity.  The contractor should include any equipment during the demonstration they deem necessary for their own test and evaluation purposes.  If the contractor requires any GFE/GFI, it should be clearly stated in the proposal response.
Questions on information security, licensing, and clearances
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]The NSC Members Only Solicitation site has the solicitation documents labeled as 'CUI'. However, the documents themselves have no CUI labels in the file names, headers or footers. Can the government clarify the information handling categorization for the ADSSD RPP documents?
The statement of objectives (SOO), CDRLs, and draft DD254 documents included with the solicitation are intended for public release and are not CUI, despite previous file names suggesting a CUI designation. Please ensure proposal responses that include CUI are marked appropriately in line with the DoD CUI registry found here: https://www.dodcui.mil
Can you clarify the storage, access, and use of classified information during this project?  On the DD 254 the security level for the facility is listed as none, but on page 2 it states the contractor will “receive, store, and generate classified information” as does sub-bullet 6 of Item 13. 
The DD254 provided is a draft and will be further refined based on the development of the Government formatted SOW based on the selected proposal.
Would software products developed be subject to CUI classification? 
It is possible for software products developed to be subject to CUI classification.  Determination of CUI classification is the responsibility of the creator of the document/product.  Please review https://www.dodcui.mil for more information on CUI classifications.
Is the GPR license expected for technical data and software products equivalent to an end-user license agreement, i.e., given to USG. Is there an expectation that source code will be provided as a deliverable? 
For software/firmware developed on funding from this prototyping project, source code, executables, and a description of the compilation environment are anticipated as part of the technical data package and deliverables.  See the draft CDRLS provided.  Deliverables and data rights must be articulated within the Contractor proposal offering.
On the DD 254 item 13, sub-bullet 1 mentions providing 5 Secret clearances for staff working on this project, however, the development of a DSS prototype that meets the three objectives requires more than 5 staff. Are there certain objectives or tasks that can be limited to those holding clearances and others that have been identified as not requiring clearances? 
The draft DD254 states that it is anticipated up to 5 staff may have access to billets to access classified information/activities relevant to the project.  If prototypes offered are unclassified systems, the technical staff will not require clearances, but must adhere to the OPSEC and other training articulated in the draft DD254 for handling of CUI.  The draft DD254 was provided to indicate that there will be a need for classified information exchange with selected performers.  It is anticipated performers will have select staff members participate in those discussions and information exchanges to improve comprehension of the operational and technical considerations of DoD systems, and to evolve technical solutions given that additional context.
Can you clarify the restriction on foreign nationals? Are foreign citizens with work visas prohibited from work on this contract? Are staff working in different countries for a US based corporation prohibited from working on this contract? 
The draft DD254 states that foreign nationals are not eligible to work on this contract, given the OPSEC guidance and handling of Controlled Unclassified Information.  If a proposer desires a foreign national to work on this contract, it may be requested in negotiating the final DD254; however, their access to information must be limited to publicly releasable information.  The offeror must consider the implications of limited information access and enforcement of OPSEC rules on their offering.
Research findings and technology developments arising from the resulting proposal may constitute a significant enhancement to the national defense, and to the economic vitality of the United States. As such, in the conduct of all work under the subsequent Technology Project Agreement(s), the recipient will comply strictly with the International Traffic in Arms Regulation (22 CFR 120-130), the National Industrial Security Program Operating Manual (DoD 5220.22-M) and the Department of Commerce Export Regulation (15 CFR 730-774). Would this prohibit a responder to the RPP from basing a part of their solution and offering on non-US persons’ labor and associated deliverable items?  If such labor was for procuring, configuring and integrating commodity or COTS hardware or software that constitutes a small percentage of the overall offering that is otherwise done by US persons.
The draft DD254 states that foreign nationals are not eligible to work on this contract, given the OPSEC guidance and handling of Controlled Unclassified Information.  If a proposer desires a foreign national to work on this contract, it may be requested in negotiating the final DD254, however their access to information must be limited to publicly releasable information.  The offeror must consider the implications of limited information access and enforcement of OPSEC rules on their offering.
Is it a requirement that the development of the prototype must be done in the United States? Can parts be developed outside the US?
The proposal must address the considerations of the draft DD254 and export control rules.  Note that procuring parts and developing parts are two different activities.  For Projects Requiring Performance or Delivery in a Foreign Country, DFARS Clause 252.225-7043, Antiterrorism/Force Protection for Defense Contractors Outside the U.S. The clause shall be used in projects that require performance or delivery in a foreign country.
In general, are there any requirements for personnel involved in development, e.g., to be US citizens or permanent residents?
The draft DD254 states that foreign nationals are not eligible to work on this contract, given the OPSEC guidance and handling of Controlled Unclassified Information.  If a proposer desires a foreign national to work on this contract, it may be requested in negotiating the final DD254; however, their access to information must be limited to publicly releasable information.  The offeror must consider the implications of limited information access and enforcement of OPSEC rules on their offering.
 
